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AtoD IRON WORK 5 I N O.
December 10, 1976 .

.

'
.

Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company
c/o Kaiser Engineers, Inc.
P. O. Box 201
Moscow, Ohio 45153-

.

ATTENTION: Mr. W. W. Schwiers, Principal Q. A. & Standards Engineer '

SUBJECT: William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station
Field Q. C. Personnel Qualification Data
As requested by the N.R.C., Audit W. O. 57300-3641
Job E-5590, Our Contract FE-2500

Gentlemen:

As per your letter dated December 2, 1976, requesting the above sub-
ject data; we respectfully submit the following:

In accordance with our approved Quality Assurance Program for this
project, the Corporate Q. A. Manager in Bristol is responsible for
all Q. A. functions. Field Quality Control is the responsibility of
the Pgoiget Engineer who reports to the Corporate Q. A. Manager ono

_

, ,

all Q. A./Q. C. functions. In addition to the training and in-
struction provided by the Corporate Q. A. Manager, the Project Engi-
neer's qualification data is as follows:

. - - - -
- ~

_

,

| Name: M. Alan Whigham N
| \

Educatio,n: (1967) BSCE, Iowa State University

i
(1968 - 1970) 15 Hours toward MSCE, University.of Missouri Ij

i /
-

Registered P.E. Missouri and Kentucky ;

I

Experience: (1967 - 1971) Black & Veatch Consulting Engineers -- '

Structural Steel and Reinforced Concrete Design Group
Leader and Checker in Power Division. .
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| f ,Cin~cinnati Gas & Electric Company
] Attn: Mr. W. W. Schwiers
|, Page 2

{ December 10, 1976 ,

, -- ~
.t ,e . -

. .. '
Experience (cont'd.)s (1971 - 1972) Black & Veatch -- Structural N

*

Ij Resident Engineer in charge of inspection,
and coordination of civil aspects of coal

I fired addition; substructure concrete,
,' piling and structural steel.

|

(1972 to Present) Bristol Steel & Iron Works,
; Inc. -- Project Engineer on three bridges and '|

,

,

\. , one power plant.

~ ..%
~

Yours very truly,

-
~ ~ - -- -

BRISTOL STEEL & IRON WORKS, INC.

A

,f c! : _ '
G. K. McClanahan
Corpo. ate Q. A. Manager
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

, Report No. 50-358/81-13

Docket No. 50-358 License No. CPPR-88

Licensee: Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company
139 East 4th Street
Cincinnati, OH 45201

Facility: William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station

Investigation At: William H. Zimmer Site, Moscow, Ohio,
Cincinnati and vicinity,
Sargent & Lundy, Chicago, Illinois,
and Other Locations

Dates of Investigation: January 12-15, 26-30, February 9-13, 16-20,
23-27, March 5, 9-13,17, 20, 23-27, April 14-17,
20-23, 30, May 18-22, 31, June 1-5, 8-12, 17-19,
29-31, July 1-2, 6-7, 12-16, August 10,
empuus24-28,andOctoberSg,1981

T

Investigation Team Members:
P. A. Barrett Date
Reactor Inspector

J. B. McCarten Date
Investigator

1

R. M. Burton Date
Investigator

|

|
;

E. C. Gilbert Date
Investigator
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'
K. D. Ward Date
Reactor Inspector

M*

C.AErb Date
Reactor Inspector

J. F. Schapker Date
Reactor Inspector

F. A. Maura
'

Date
Reactor Inspector

|

J. J. Harrison Date
Senior Resident Inspector
Marble Hill

5
W.A ey DateK

Reactor Inspector

F. T. Daniels Date
i Senior Resident Inspector

Zimmer

|
| 1; P. Gwynn Date )(

Resident Inspector
Zimmer

6
| Reviewed By:

R. F. Warnick, Director Date
*

Enforcement and Investigation Staff

J. F. Streeter, Chief Date
Reactor Projects Branch 2
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A. B. Davis Date
Deputy Director

Jpmma G. Keppler Date
Director

4
Investigation Summary: Investigation from January 12 through October,2',1981
(Report No. 50 358/81-13)3
Areas Investigated: The NRC has been and is continuing to investigate quality
assurance and quality control problems at the Zimmer nuclear facility as a
result of (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980, from a former Zimmer
site quality control inspector working at another construction site; (2) alle-
gations received in Jotuary,1981, from the Government Accountability Project
of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate; (3) alle-
gations received from numerous contractor workers and ex-contractor workers
during the course of the investigation; and (4) other concerns identified by
NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation.

Results: This investigation has identified a number of quality assurance
related problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identified
to date focus on the effectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee
and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed. In that re-
gard, numerous deficiencies were found concerning: traceability of materials,
handling of nonconformances, interface between construction and quality
control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing work. Based
on these findings, the licensee has taken significant corrective actions to
assure the quality of future work. Limited independent measurements have
been performed by NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to characterize
the impact of the quality assurance deficiencies on construction work already
completed. Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified
4;.__, !__. - __,1_ily ___ _11.. 72em u_____ 1, the majority of the tests
and examinations disclosed no hardware problems. In spite of the relatively
favorable findings from the NRC's limited independent measurements, the NRC
has required the licensee to establish a comprehensive Quality Confirmation
Program to determine the quality of plant systems important to nuclear safety
because of the widespread quality assurance problems identified. The NRC will

,

confirm the adequacy of the licensee's program and is making additional inde-
pendent verifications. Any deficiencies identified by these programs will
require resolution prior to issuance of an Operating License.

.

-3-
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REASON FOR INVESTIGATION

i On November 18, 1980, a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector for the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station contacted NRC Region III (RIII) and
provided allegations concerning quality assurance (QA) program implemen-
tation at Zimmer. The individual was interviewed and an investigation

, of these allegations began in early 1981.

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies (a non-government agency), on behalf of Thomas Applegate,
requested that the Merit Systems Protection Board investigate the conduct
of an earlier investigation by RIII of allegations provided by Applegate.'

A list of nineteen allegations, many of them new, was included in the GAP
letter.

Region III initiated an investigation of the above matters. The NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor was assigned the task of determining the quality

| of the earlier investigation by RIII.
1

i SUMMARY OF FACTS
,

Since January 12, 1981, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has
been investigating alleged quality assurance and quality control irregular-
ities at the Zimmer nuclear facility. This investigative effort is comprised

| of four areas as follows: (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980,
from a former Quality Control Inspector working at another construction site;i

, (2) allegations received in January 1981 from the Government Accountability
! Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Thomas Applegate;

(3) allegations received from numerous contractor workers and former plant:

workers during the course of the investigation; and (4) other problems <

identified by NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation.y
r,

NThe allegations, the investigation findings and conclusions, and the items
of noncompliance identified during the investigation are briefly described
in the table at the end of this sunnary.T The investigative effort, which
is still ongoing, has thus far resulted in the interviews of over 90

individuals and the expenditure of approximately 200 staff days onsite by
NRC inspectors and investigators. Although the investigation is continuing,
a report covering efforts to date is being issued at this time in recogni-
tion of the public interest in this matter.

| In a related matter, the Government Accountability Project, in a letter to
( the Merit Systems Protection Board of the U.S. Office of Personnel Management,

dated December 10, 1980, charged that NRC had failed to perform a thorough
| and complete investigation into allegations made in February 1980 by Applegate
| and requested a separate investigation into that matter. An investigation has

been performed by the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor to review those
charges.

The current investigation has identified a number of quality assurance
related problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identi-
fied to date focus on the ineffectiveness of controls implemented by the

| -6-
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licensee and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed.
In that regard, numerous deficiencies have been found concerning: trace-

ability of materials, handling of nonconformances, interface between con-
struction and quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview
of ongoing work.

In addition to the quality assurance related deficiencies, numerous pro-
'blems have been identifed with respect to the accuracy of quality-related
records. This matter is being reviewed independently by the NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal considerations.

Based on these findings, consideration was given to the need to suspend
construction activities. However, recognizing the nature of the problems
disclosed (largely programmatic), and the fact that ongoing work would not
compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of completed work,
it was concluded that halting construction activities was not required.
Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality
of ongoing and future work and to define a program to both confirm the quality
of completed work and correct any identified deficiencies.

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility implemented'

several actions to correct identified quality assurance weaknesses and to
;

preclude their recurrence. These actions, which included augmented QA
staffing, upgraded procedures, improved training of QC Inspectors, rein-
spection (100%) by the licensee of contractor QC inspections, and other
QC and QA program improvements were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter
to the licensee on April 8, 1981.

;

By letter dated May 11, 1981, the Government Accountability Project requested
the Regional Director to recommend suspension of the construction permiti

because of repeated noncompliances with NRC regulations and numerous allega-
tions of inadequate construction practices. The information provided was
carefully considered; however, it was concluded that there was insufficient
basis to recommend such action.

The impact of the identified quality assurance deficiencies on the actual
construction has yet to be determined. Limited independent measurements
were performed by the NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to
characterize the actual safety significance of these deficiencies.
Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified (usen

-^ ''- d_. ;i , pi m_;_......), the majority of the tests and j){' - - - - - - -
7

examinations disclosed no hardware problems.

Recognizing the significant quality assurance problems identified during
this investigation, the NRC has required the licensee to establish a com-
prehensive Quality Confirmation Program to determine the quality of plant ,

systems important to nuclear safety. The NRC will confirm the adequacy
of the licensee's program and is making additional independent verifications.
Deficiencies identified by these programs will require resolution prior to
issuance of an Operating License.

7--

_- _ _ _ _ .



DRAFT 1 10/8/01

DETAILS

1. Personnel Contacted

Cincinnati Gas & Electric

*E. A. Borgmann, Senior Vice President
*H. C. Brinkman, Principal Mechanical Engineer-Nuclear
*B. K. Culver, Manager, Generation Construction Department
*R. P. Ehas, Quality Engineer
B. Gott, Field Structural Engineer f(D. Kramer, Gu lity Cenf r.1 superwher /

F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor
W. Murray, Senior Engineer
H. R. Sager, QA Manager (after July 1, 1981)

*J. R. Schott, Plant Manager
*W. Schwiers, QA Manager
*S. C. Swain, Site Construction Manager
*W. D. Waymire, Manager, General Engineering Department
L. Wood, QA & S Engineer

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI)

G. Adams, Structural Superintendent or Ironworker Superintendent
R. Baker, Inspection Supervisor
S. Barger, QCI Inspector
P. Brown, QCI Trainee .- ,

urgess.

K. Burgess, Inspection Supervisor
'd. Burke, QC Inspector

C. Camaron
C. Cherry, Electrical QC Inspector
J. P. Coyle, V. P. Power Division

**L. Cummings, Safety Supervisor
T. Dakin, QC Inspector
J. Deerwester, QC Inspector
D. Donovan, Lead Civil / Structural QA Inspector
W. C. Dumford, QC Inspector (Trainee)
T. Edwards, Field Verifier
K. Faubion, NR Controller
T. Foster
D. Fox, Lead Mech. Piping Quality Engineer

*P. S. Gittings, Site QA Manager
S. Godsey, Lead Code Forms
D. Haff, Pipefitter Superintendent
W. Hamm, Sr. , General Foreman Pipefitter

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
**Former Employee

-8-
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. Hargrove, QC Inspector q
**S. Heath, Inspection Supervisor

J. Heimpold, QC Inspector -

'L. Q. Hendley, QC Inspector
**G. Jodrey, QC Inspector

W. Kitchen, QC Inspector
*

*E. V. Knox, Corporate QA Manager .

M. Kopp, QC Inspector & QC Engineer & Lead Insp. Elect.
E. J. Swalick, QC Inspector
B. Lake
A. Lanha:n, Senior Engineer
D. J. Luttman, QC Inspector
M. McCoy, QC Inspector

*R. Marshall, Construction Superintendent
J. Mills, QC Inspector
J. Mowatt, QC Inspector
J. H. Mulkey, QC Inspector
P. Norman, Piping Lead QC Inspector'

'D. O'Keefe, QC Inspector
C. Oldenski

,

F. J. Oltz, Supervisor Document Control s

D. Painter, QC Inspector
s
'A. Pallon, Sr., QA Engineer s

A. Pallon, Jr. , QC Inspector
D. Parlier, Assistant Safety Representative -

W. Puckett, Welding Engineer
**W. Racer, Lead Elect. Quality Engineer
**R. L. Reiter, Document Reviewer ~

*L. Ritchie, QC Inspector
**J. Ruiz, QC Inspector

J. T. Sandlin, General Superintendent (Structural)
T. Schmidgall, Field Verifier '

**E. Schroeder, QC Inspector
W. M. Sharp, QC Inspector
K. Shinkle, QC Engineer
T. Smith, QC Inspector
W. Smith, QC Inspector

*C. H. Stanfield, Construction Manager
J. Tanner, QC Inspector
D. Taylor, QC Inspector

**S. Tult, QA Engineer
**R. Turner, QC Manager
IJY . Tyner, Kaiser Pipefitter SuperintendentM. Ward, QC Inspector

P. S. Wimbish, QC Inspector
B. Winters

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
**Former Employee

-9-
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Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

L. Anderson, QC Engineer
V. Feretti, QA Engineer
L. Ludwig, QA Manager
J. B. Sullivan, QC Inspector

Peabody Magnaflux, Inc.

E. Aldredge, President .

D. Binning, PM Radiographer
**S. Binning, PM Radiographer'

**W. Draffon, PM Radiographer
**D. Hang, PM Radiographer
**A. Sellars, PM Radiographer
**C. Wood, PM Office Manager

Yoh Security

**J. Bice, Security Officer
l'J. Caplinger, Sec. Guard Supervisor
J. Hyde, Security Officer - - '

**W. Ross, Lead Security Officer
1hPD. Simpson, Security Officer
**R. Wright, Security Of ficer

W&W Protection Agency, Inc.

** James Bedinghause, Security Guard Supervisor
** John Bedinghause, Security Guard
D. Shinkle, Security Officer
N. C. Ward, President

Sargent & Lundy

| D. Fox
T. McKenna, Engineer

3

| R. Pruski, Engineer

U.S. Testing

( **J. Ruiz, QC Inspector
C. Sheridan

General El'.ctric Company

I
T. E. B1,m, Site Project Manager
T. F. Van Natta, Site Control & Instrument Engineer;

' **Former Employee

1
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Westinghouse,

Y. Reiter, Radiation Chem. Tech.

Confidential Service

T. Applegate dhf0, Private Investigator )#'
N. W. Cox, Director

Hartford Steam Boiler and Inntrance Company
,

i

L. Burton, Authorized Nuclear Jaspector

; Individuals

; A. Dennison, Attorney At Law
1 Dr. J. Frankhauser, Professor, University of Cincinnati

E. Hofstadter, Former Huskey employee
L. Seiler, Attorney At Law
J. Woliver, Attorney At Law
Individuals A through I

2. Scope

'This investigation focuses on allegations and concerns provided by
Thomas Applegate, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies, and former and present QC Inspectors. The report alto
documents those items independently observed by Region III personnel in
the course of the investigation. The report is not intended to be all-
inclusive since there are additional allegations that will be documented
in subsequent reports on this investigation.

3. Background

i In late 1979, while involved in an investigation for a client which was
of a personnel nature, Private Investigator Thomas Applegate (Confidential
Service) found that one of the individuals was employed at the Zimmer con-
struction site and was involved in " timecard cheating." Applegate approached
his employer and Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company (owner of Zimmer), with

| this information and Confidential Service was awarded a thirty-day contract
to investigate onsite timecard cheating. Timecard cheaters were identified
and documented within two weeks, and then Applegate, oc his own decision,
began to pursue rumors of improper site construction. CG&E, when told of
.the information gathered by Applegate, indicated that they were aware of
the situations he described. The thirty-day contract (December 10, 1979

,,

through January 4, 1980) was not extended.

In February 1980 Applegate contacted the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor.
Subsequently, on February 28, 1980, he contacted the office of WRC Chairman
Ahearne and was referred to the Office of Inspection and Enforcement. Per- ,

sonnel from Region III contacted Applegate by telephone on February 28, 1980,
and he was interviewed in person on March 3,1980. He provided a number of

11 --
,
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allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC
jurisdiction. A letter was sent to Applegate on Aarch 11, 1980, detailing
three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation by NRC.
The investigation of the three allegations took place during April 7-9, 30,
and May 1-2, 1980, and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/80-09
which was issued on July 7, 1980.

On November 18, 1980, a former QC Inspector at Zimmer approached the Resident
Inspector at another construction site. He indicated concerns relative to the
adequacy of the QC program at Zimmer and indicated that the Kaiser QA Manager
was improperly handling nonconformance reports, transferring QC Inspectors,
allowing improper QC inspections, and not adequately suppo-P.ing the QC staff.
This individual was contacted on December 9, 1980. Investigation of these
allegations began on January 12, 1981.

| On January 5, 1981, GAP sent a letter to the Merit Systems Protection Board
alleging that the RIII Investigator was negligent in the scope and manner of
his performance of the earlier investigation of the Applegate concerns, and
requesting an investigation of the conduct of the earlier investigation.

| This letter contained a listing of nineteen allegations that Applegate/ GAP
l felt should be investigated.

Onsite investigation of the Applegate/ GAP allegations was initiated on
January 27, 1981. During the investigation, Applegate and GAP personnel
communicated with the RIII office on several occasions. They also provided

! affidavits from former contractor employees expressing concerns relative to
| site construction. Some of these affidavits contained new information, and

others dealt with problems and issues already investigated. (Some are the
same affidavits as those presented at the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
HearinFs.)

During the investigation, several present QC Inspectors approached NRC
personnel onsite and expressed concerns relative to the functioning of the
QC program. Some of these concerns coincided with those expressed by the
former QC Inspector, as outlined above, and some concerns related to new
info rmation.

Those allegations and concerns that appeared to be most significant and
most likely to produce substantive findings were given investigative
priority. In the tourse of pursuing the items alleged, RIII inspectors
performed inspections of areas of construction alleged to be deficient.
In some cases, they observed conditions violating NRC requirements that had
not been provided as allegations or concerns.

4. QC Allegations
.

On E2verber 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who
identified himself as a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector at Zimmer.
The individual alleged that there were irregularities in the welding QC
program at Zimmer. On December 9, 1980, the individual was contacted by
telephone by the NRC to obtain det:ils of his allegations. During the
conversation, he made the following allegations:

- 12 -
'
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1. Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding
Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on his reinspection of the noncon-
forminp. items (pipe support hanger welds).

2. Balt holes for large hore pipe support hangers were being made by
burning with a welding torch rather than by drilling as required, and
the inspection program did not insure that the burned bolt holes wereinspected.

3. During system turnovers, QA Engineers Leonard Wood and David Fox were
identifying numerous discrepancies when reviewing ASME Code data pack-
ages and the discrepancies were being recorded on " exception lists"
instead of Nonconformance Reports. The individual said that the QA
Engineers were being criticized for identifying data discrepancies
and questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies on
exception lists.

4. Phillip Gittings threatened to fire Individual I for refusing to accept
a weld sad Individual I was also nearly fired for using a magnifying,

glass when examining velds when, in fact, he was using a mirror to view
the far side of a pipe weld. The individual advised that Inspection
Supervisor P.ex Baker would have more specific information regarding this
matter.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger was re-interviewed by the NRC. He stated
that the Kaiser QA Manager did not support the QC inspectors at Zimmer. He
said this was evidenced by the voiding of Nonconformance Reports (NR) when
the NRs held up production, identified a nonconforming vendor weld, or if
the Construction Department objected. He said, in his opinion, the Kaiser
QA Manager had been convinced by construction that the QC Inspectors were
unqualified and were wrong when writing many of these reports. He said this
was evidenced when Kaiser hired Gladstone Laboratories, an outside inspection
firm, to reinspect welds that were previously inspected and rejected by KaiserQC Inspectors. He said Gladstone personnel reinspected these welds, accepted
some of them, and commented in their report that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were
"over-inspecting" and " nit picking" during their inspections. He took excep-

i tion to Gladstone's findings and said they reinspected these particular welds'

according to AWS Code, an inspection criteria that is less stringent than
i

the site Special Process Procedures Manuals (SPPMS). According to the in-
dividual interviewed, this led the QC Manager to question the ability of his
inspectors and listen to the advice of construction! personnel and outside
consultants rather than his own inspe ctors. This resulted in a lack of
independence in the quality assurance program at Zimmer, a problem of which
CG&E was aware but had not corrected.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger provided a written, guvrn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit 1.

(||b
4.1 Control of Nonconformances

4.1.1 Allegation

On November 18,1980,-an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who
alleged that Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assur:nce (QA) Manager, was

.

- 13 -
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voiding Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of
the nonconforming items (pipe support hanger welds). Between January 13
and July 4, 1981, 31 current and former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA
Engineers were interviewed by NRC to obtain information regardicg the
initial allegation. Sixteen of those individuals provided information
that resulted in expansion of the initial allegation into the following
areas: ,

.

1. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in1

error.

2. The QA Manager was diverting reports by not entering them into the
Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

3. NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reports
(SRs).

4. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members
of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who dispositioned them as
" accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per Kaiser
specifications and industry codes and standards.

5. NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"
or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The nonconforming
conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor written on separate
NRs.

6. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction
,i Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

7. During revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed
I by the QA Manager.

[Several of the individuals interviewed provided copies of reports they
stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.]

4.1.2 Background Information

4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System

j The Kaiser ncnconformance reporting system was established to provide control '

of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods .

Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Revision 9, provides the following procedure: The
QA Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR Shen members identify
ncaconforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from
specified requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the report

| and then contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes
! an entry in the NR Log and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The report is
I then reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor or cognizant QA Engineer and
| forwarded to the SDC NR Controller who issues an NR Number prefixed with -

! either and "E" or "N". NRs written on essential systens/ components are
given the "E" prefix and nonessential systems / components are given the "N"
prefix.

- 14 -
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The QA Manager can approve voiding of NRs "in instances where an NR has been
initiated in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,
duplications, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the
Construction Department af ter a verbal or written communication from the QA
Department..." In these cases, the NR is stamped " Void" with a brief state-
ment indicating justification for the voiding. A copy of the voided NR is
required to be retained in the SDC and a copy returned to the initiator.

.

The KEI Construction Engineer or his designee dispositions NRs as " accept
as is", " rework", " repair", or " reject". The "cceept as is" and " repair"
dispositions require review by the Material Review Board, which consists of
the KEI Construction Engineer, CGGE QA Engineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CG&E
sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent & Lundy Design Engineer (for essen-
tial material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section III Code
nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) must be included on
all " accept as is" dispositions. Records of all open and closed NRs are
retained by the (SDC) NR Controller.

4.1.2.2 Previous Related NRC Inspection Findings

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector -

observed that of 20 NRs written to document American Welding Society (AWS) -

welding deficiencies on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the
notation " based on re-inspection." It was also observed that NRs had been
voided by the issuance of Design Document Changes (DDCs). The inspector
informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on
December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures and
NRC requirements.

The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued on
March 2, 1981 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee replied to

j these items by letter dated March 26, 1981, indicating that a Stop Work
| Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and that this order had

been subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls were in place.
i The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the authority to void
I an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of superseded NRs as " super-

seded" rather than " void".

| The licensee's reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete review
' of voided NRs in response to a -licensee audit finding. The review was expected
i to be completed by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with NRC requirements
| was to be achieved by May 5, 1981. Between December 15-19, 1980, and on
' January 5,1981, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , audited the Kaiser noncon-

formance reporting system for CG&E.

4.1.3 Investigation-

Concurrent with the conduct of interviews, the NRC impounded all NRs that
had been voided for any reason to assure that all pertinent NRs would be
available for this investigation. Approximatley 500 NRs were impounded
which had at that time been identified during an audit of the NR system,

' by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. (NES).

|

!
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Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all hrs
providc d by individuals interviewed and determined that about 100 of them

appeared to fit the alleged categories. Of those 100, 9 NRs and 15 reports
provided by present and former QC inspectors were selected for intensive
investigation into their disposition.

The investigation consisted of intervi-ws of pertinent personnel and review
of nonconformance reports, nonconformance report logs, and related documenta-
tion. Subsequently, inspections were performed to assess the adequacy of
the items reflected in the respective reports, determine whether actual
deficiencies existed and whether identified deficiencies had been corrected
(current status of the equipment).

The twenty-four reports selected for a more detailed review were as follow:

E-1661
E-1662
E-1777
E-2191
E-2233
E-2466
E-2836
E-2996
E-5108
CN-4309
CN-4389
CN-4930
CN-4931
CN-4955
CN-4956
CN-4957
CN-4958
CN-4959
CN-5122
CN-5412
CN-5476
CN-5477
CN-5479 MO A8 #eg
NRC-0001

Reports with an "E" prefix are NRs, reports with a CN designation tre ,r
reports provided to NRC by QC inspectors which vera- issued NR members.
NRC-0001 is a designation applied to a report which'was not issued a CN
nor NR number.

.

More than twenty-five individuals, some of them former employees and no
longer on site, were contacted. Portions of the investigative work was
conducted by personnel from I&E headquarters branch via a feeder report
(HQS-31-001). Due to the large number of individuals interviewed and the

the details of the investi-
volume of the resulting investigative review, /\ttachment-/),gative effort have been attached as eke Wia

fs - ^ #- A-.o
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Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all NRs
provided by individuals interviewed and determined that about 100 of them f

appeared to fit the alleged categories. Of those 100, 9 NRs and 17(reports MI
provided by present and former QC inspectors were selected for intensive
investigation into their disposition.

The investigation consisted of interviews of pertinent personnel and review
- of nonconformance reports, nonconformance report logs, and related documenta-

tion. Subsequently, inspections were performed to assess the adequacy of
the items reflected in the respective reports, determine whether actual
deficiencies existed and whether identified deficiencies had been corrected
(current status of the equipment).

+ho
f The twenty-f w reports selected for a more detailed review were as follow:

E-1777 .

E-2191
E-2233
8

E-2836
E-2996
E-5108

@@
-) #. . . _

|

CN-4930
CN-4931 d |* !CN-4955

h
CN-4956 9l
CN-4957 {

/

b,fY/CN-4958
CN-4959
CN-5122 fgy wy
CN-5476
CN-5477

l CN-5479 ,

em-n ool.,i

1

! Reports with an "E" prefix are NRs, reports with a CN designation are
| reports provided to NRC by QC inspectors which were not issued NR members.
| h3C-0001 is a designation applied to a report which was not issued a CN
'

nor NR number.

More than twenty-five individuals, some of them former employees and no
longer on site, were contacted. Portions of the investigative work was
conducted by personnel from I&E headquarters branch via a feeder report
(HQS-81-001). Due to the large number of individuals interviewed and the
volume of the resulting investigative review, the details of the investi-
gative effort have been attached as Exhibit y.

i
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For the twenty-four reports selected for detailed review, the following
findings were made:

1. Three NRs related to equipment deficiencies were improperly voided
in that the justification for the voiding (the reports were to be
seperated to track items more easily and reissued as seperate NRs)
was not fully implemented. (NR-E-1661, NR-E-1662, NR-E-2466).

2. Four NRs related to documentation deficiencies had been improperly
voided. No adequate justification could be provided for the voiding
of these reports (NR-E-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, NR-E-5108).

3. One NR relative to lack of a final weld radiograph (required by applic-
able Code) was improperly dispositioned (NR-E-2836).

4. One NR related to nondestructive examination of a T quencher weld had
been erroneously closed (not voided) by administrative error. Sub-
sequent review indicates that the weld is acceptable (NR-E-2996).

5. In several cases, NRs had been voided by personnel other than the
QA manager, a violation of site procedure.

6. It was found that during " Revisions" some nonconforming items were
removed from NRs without adequate justification (NR-E-2466).

p7. EWNMF..te:1 of the reports reviewed had not been entered into the non-grET
.

conformance reporting system (had not been issued a NR number).

In two cases, the reports represented actual equipment deficiencies,
although the deficiencies were of very minor significance. (CN-5122,_
NRC-0001). In eleven cases, conditions identified on the reports
were subsequently corrected by the construction departs. ant (C" '.^,^, n̂ ,

CN-4930, CN-4931, CN-4955, CN-4956, CN-4957, CN-4958, CN-4959, CN-5476,
h'sCN-5477, CN-5479).

L/ P
Mgq :w..

_ m.u , t:.. . q =t .q. 2 a..aa giu s m..; .iul.uvo ( .m
a hold tag was applied) rather than an equipment_ vy .vu .ucu

deficiency (CN-5412).

9%Qfe-e.u-- 9: % - nt 2: f=ad : h .~.. . fety ::E t: ;&C).

V
lt was found that the Kaiser QA manager had voided NRs following requests
from the construction department to void the reports; however, the QA
manager stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so.

The audit of nonconformance reports by the firm of NES has indicated that
I approximately 1500 nonconformance reports have been voided or superceded
| (marked " void, see revision ").

The findings for the realtively small sample of NRs reviewed in. detail
indicates that deficiencies in the control of nonconforming were wide-

|
|

{

|
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, r e ; .n " ' ~s, ,,
The licensee has committed tog ull review ofys[and this item is included Xfyinthf$ualityConfirmationProgram. ;

4.186 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain sufficient
records to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality and failure to

' process nonconforming conditicas in accordance with site procedures.)

4.2 Bolt Hole Preparation

4.2.1 Allegation

Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers are required to be made by
drilling rather than burning (flame cutting). Although some instances of
burned bolt holes have been identified, there is no inspection program to
assure the bolt holes are inspected.

4.2.2 Investigation

4.2.2.1 Review of Procedures

H. J. Kaiser Co. Instruction M-12, " Inspection Instructions for Pipe Hangers,
Support and Restraint Installation," Revisions 9, 10, and 11, states the
following in Paragraph 3.0:

"Any essential hanger base plate installed by HJK shall require the
removal of at least one (1) nut / washer in order that the HJK Quality
Inspector may verify the correct bolt hole size in the plate.

"During inspections, if the HJK Quality Inspectors observe the bolt
hole size to be incorrect (or eccentric), the inspector shall issue
a Nonconformance Report (NR)."

In Paragraph 4.4.9.d, it states:

"The tolerance for base plate bolt holes is as follows:

3/8" 9 and 1/2" 9 - 1/8" larger than nominal bolt 9
5/8" p and larger - 3/16" larger than nominal bolt 9

[9 is symbol used for bolt hole diameter]
!

{ " Torch cut holes that have not been reamed are unacceptable.
(Use QACMI M-15 checklist to identify.)"

The procedure requires inspection of the baseplate bolt hole location, bolt
hole sizes, tolerances, eccentricity, and location of baseplate based on a
single sample per plate. The new CG&E QA Manager, H. R. Sager, indicated in
a telephone conversation in early August of 1981 that all bolt holes were

- 19 -
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being inspected and that the procedure was being revised to require inspec-
tion of all bolt holes. The licensee's past inspection program for examin-
ing bolt holes was consistent with the sample size used for examining bolts
in IE Bulletin 79-02, " Pipe Support Ease Plate Designs Using Concrete
Expansion Anchor Bolts."

4.2.2.2 FSAR Requirements.

The Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, commits to ANSI N45.2.5-1972 (Draft),
" Supplementary Quality Assurance Pequirements for Installation, Inspection,
and Testing of Structural Concrete and Structural Steel During the Construc-
tion Phase ,of Nuclear Power Plants." Paragraph 5.3 of ANSI N45.2.5 states,

j in part, that burning of bolt holes is not permitted.

4.2.2.3 Licensee Position
:

The licensees practice is to drill aome bolt holes and to burn and ream
others.

During a telephone conversation on July 23, 1981, the licensee stated
that the materials affected by Instruction M-12 were not structural steel
as defined by the American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Manual,
Seventh Edition. Therefore, the licensee's position was that the require-
ment not permitting burning of bolt holes does not apply.

In a subsequent telephone conversation in August the CG&E QA Manager
indicated that NRC appeared to be taking the no-burning requirement out
of context. He indicated the paragraph containing the no-burning re-
quirement refers to the condition of contact surfaces of friction types
of connections, bolt hole alignment, and the correction of fabrication
errors. Ha also expressed the opion that CG&E meets the code requirements.

This is an unresolved item and will be reviewed during a subsequent-inspection
(358/81-13-04).

4.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The acceptability of torch cutting bolt holes (the applicability of ANSI
Standard N 45.2.5 prohibiting burning of bolt holes) is unresolved and will,

be reviewed during a subsequent inspection. The licensee's past inspection'

program for examining bolt holes was consistent with IE Bulletin 79-02,
" Pipe Support Base Plant Designs Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts."
The licensee is currently inspecting all bolt holes.

4.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

,
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4.3 ASME Code Data Package Discrepancies

4.3.1 Allegation

It was alleged that during system turnover, Quality Assurance Engineers,
(QAEs) Wood (CG&E) and David Fox (S&L) were reviewing documentation in
ASME Code Data packages and identifying numercus discrepancies in these
packages, which were being recorded on exception lists instead of noncon--

formance reports. The alleger questioned whether it was acceptable to
document discrepancies on exception lists. He also said the QAEs were
being criticized for identifying too many discrepancies during their
reviews.

4.3.2 Background Information

The licensee is required by tre ASME Code to maintain certain records which
are evidence that the Quality Assurance Department has inspected materials,
components, and processes (welding and nondestructive examination) to
ensure systems are constructed in accordance with accepted industry standards.
The documentation packages are illed and retained in the Kaiser Site Document
Control (SDC) Center and are turned over to the licensee when a system is
completely installed and ready for preoperational testing. Prior to system
turnover, these packages are reviewed for accuracy and completeness by QAEs
who verify that the packages are complete.

4.3.3 Investigation
,

4.3.3.1 Interview of David Fox

On January 14, 1981, David Fox, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from January to December 1980 he was employed by S&L
and subcontracted to CG&E to review ASME Code Data packages. Fox stated
he identified discrepancies in these packages and recorded them on exception

,

lists which were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, SDC. Oltz would attempt to rectify
the problem. If this was not possible, he would initiate a nonconformance
report for the deficiency. Fox stated that some common deficiencies he
identified during his reviews were a lack of mill certifications for steel
used in the various systems, missing valve data reports, and that QC in-
spectors had not properly filled out the inspection reports in the packages.

| Fox stated he heard rumors that Phillip Gittings, QA Manager, said he was
being too " nit picking" during his reviews of the Code Data packages. Fox
stated that at one time he made up a list of the common problems he found
during the reviews and forwarded them to Floyd Oltz and Phillip Gittings

| and suggested they give QC. Inspectors additional training in the area of
| inspection documentation. Fox stated he later discussed the matter with

Gene Knox, Kaiser Corporate Quality Assurance Manager, who advised him'

that the requested classes would be given.
!

4.3.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On February 16, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed
by NRC. He said two KEI QAEs are involved in the Kaiser review of ASME Code'

!
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Data packages. Gittings identified these individuals as Individual H and
Individual E.

4.3.3.3. Interview of Individual H

| On February 20, 1981, Individual H, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he had been employed at Zimmer since December 29, 1980.
Individual H stated he is responsible for reviewing ASME Code Data packages
for the diesel generator, diesel oil, and main steam rooms. He said while
reviewing the packages he ensures that the documentation in the package is
complete, accurate, and that the inspection data on the isometric drawings
and accompanying weld data forms have been properly filled out by Kaiser QC
Inspectors. Individual H stated during these reviews he noted that heat
numbers certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel on weld data records do not
match the heat numbers listed on the isometric drawings. Also, heat numbers

; listed on the isometric drawings, when checked with certified material test
( reports, are not for the material that, according to the drawing, was sup-!

posedly installed.
!

|
Individual H stated that some heat numbers on the isometric drawings had been
changed, crossed out, or " whited out" without justification for the changes.

|

| Also, there was no evidence that these changes were verified by QC personnel
in the field, and he had no assurance that changed numbers on the records
actually represent what is installed in the plant. Individual H stated he
has found similar unexplained changes in the records when reviewing weldI

I data and weld rod issue forms and other documentation in the packages.
|

On February 20, 1981, Individual H provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit 2. . g.
4.3.3.4 Interview of Individual E

On February 20, 1981, Individual E, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he has been employed at Zimmer since December 22, 1980.
Individual E stated he reviews ASME Code Data packages for the main steam,
diesel generator, residual heat removal and low pressure core spray system.
He stated he ensures that the data on isometric drawings, weld rod issue
forms, and other inprocess QC inspection documentation is properly recorded
in the packages. He has noted during his reviews that heat numbers on the
isometric drawings certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel do not match the
heat numbers for the same pipe listed on the weld data record. Individual

|
E stated the weld records are what the QC inspectors verified as being
installed during their field inspections, yet the isometric drawing reflects

! *

other heat numbers for the same pipe. Individual E said he attempted to
resolve these contradictions and found when he reviewed certified material
test reports that the heat numbers for the pipe on the drawings were not for
the same type of material that was installed in the system. Individual E
attributed this to Kaiser's failure to follow proper procedures for the docu-
mentation of both in-process and final inspections. This has resulted in a
loss of material traceability from many areas of the plant.

22 *-
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Individual E said he has reported specific problems on exception lists that
were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, Document Control Supervisor. Individual E stated
Floyd Oltz improperly changes heat numbers on records without field verifica- ,

tion or any engineering justification in order to disposition what he has
reported on the exception lists. Individual E cited an example where he
reported that, contrary to the ASME Code, Kaiser QC Inspectors had not veri-
fled the 1/16 in, fitup gap on small-bore stainless steel instrument lines

- during most of their in process inspections. This gap ensures that the weld
does not crack when the pipe and weld cool. Individual E stated that there
are over 1,000 socket welds where this gap was unverified, yet Kaiser resolved
this problem by testing a sample of 20 welds when ASME Code requires a 100%
verification of socket weld fitup. .

Individual E stated he has no faith in the accuracy of records at Zimmer and
would not approve any of the systems he has reviewed to date because the
documentation does not meet industry codes and standards.

On February 20, 1981, Individual E provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit S . )(
4.3.3.5 Interview of Leonard Wood

. On August 3, 1981, Leonard Wood, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, was interviewed
' by NRC. He stated that from 1973 to 1981 he reviewed ASME Code Data packages

for vendor components supplied to Zimmer. Wood said he occasionally noted
that documentation was missing, material certifications were to the wrong
specification, or required documentation had not been included in the packages.
He said he contacted the vendors involved and was furnished the necessary
documentation. Wood said he was not criticized for identifying these problems,
and in most cases he resolved them on his own.

4.3.3.6 Record Reviews

A Region III inspector reviewed the only ASME Code Data package (diesel
generator cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil piping systems) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance by Kaiser QA.
These records indicated that a number of in-process QC inspections were
not performed for proper pipe fitup, proper weld procedure, proper weld
filler metal (traceability), and welder qualifications. These inspection
criteria are required by ASMI Code, Section III,1971 Edition, Winter 1972
Addenda, Articles NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451,
NB-4230, and NB-3661.5(b). Also, Kaiser procedures outlined that these
inspection criteria are to be entered on the weld data form (KEI-1 form).
The inspector found the following:

1. Required in process weld inspections were not performed on 39 welds in
the piping associated with the diesel generators as documented in QA
Surveillance Reports (SRs) 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412.

,

In addition, the licensee had a partial listing of over 400 sc.cket welds
(including welds other than the diesel generator system) where inspections
for proper pipe fitup (cleanliness, mismatch, and socket engagement) was
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not performed. ASME Code, Section III,1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b)
states, ".. .a gap of approximately 1/16 inch shall be provided between

j the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding."

H. J. Kaiser Procedure Number SPPM 4.6 Rev. 8, paragraph 6.2.1 states:
"All welds shall be inspected at the following stages: ...At fitup for,

cleanliness, mismatch, and minimum socket engagement. Socket welds+

shall have an approximate end-gap of 1/16 inch prior to welding for
all sizes."

A report dated November 14, 1979, authored by the Authorized Nuclear
Inspector (ANI) (Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company)

j and the H. J. Kaiser response letter dated December 4, 1979, which
responded to that report, said an agreement was made that 20 of the un-
verified socket welds would be selected at random to be radiographed
to verify proper fitup. One of the 39 welds identified on Surveillance
Report Nos. 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412 was chosen to be radiographed
as a part of the 20 welds radiographed.

A second report from the ANI dated February 11, 1981 reported that
additional welds were made after December 4, 1979 without verification
of fitup. The ANI indicated that all the welds, for which the fitup was
not verified after December 4,1979, should be radiographed.

The Region III inspector found no engineering justification for acceptance
of the 400 questioned socket welds based on a radiographic examination of
only 20 of the socket welds.

2. Data packages for the diesel generator system indicated that there was |
final visual inspection of all applicable welds. !

,

3. A review of KEI-1 forms (weld data records) indicated that personnel
had transferred information written on KEI-2 forms (weld rod issue slips)
to KEI-1 forms as verification of weld rod traceability, date of welding,
and welder qualifications. These verifications had not been performed
in the field as required. The only quality significance that the KEI-2
form had was the controlled issuance of weld rod at the distribution
point (the weld rod shacks). Weld rod traceability, date of welding,
weld procedure, and welder qualifications were required to be verified
at the time and place of the weld activity by an inspector independent
of the activity. Therefore, any information transferred from the KEI-2
form to any QC document after the time of or away from the weld activity
would not be credable QC verification.

The records indicated that document reviewers were resolving discrepancies
between KEI-1 and KEI-2 forms by altering KEI-1 forms to attch the KEI-2 ;

fo rms . In effect, the QC records, which are intended to provide independent ,

verificatioa, were being changed to conform with records that had not
been verified by QC inspectors. Alterations appeared to be arbitrary
in that some of the documentation for welds within a certain pipe

, line changed, but no changes were made for other welds of identical
! circumstances. The following are examples of the altered records:

- 24 -
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a. Welder and Rod Heat Number (used for traceability) Changes

.

(1) Drawing M-479-3-DG-121 for line IDGD9AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 which, according to QA
Inspector No. 81, were made by welder K0E using weld rod Heat
No. 065118 during March 1978. Additional weld rod issue forms
(126508, 126509, 126510, 126511, 126884, 126885, and 126890)

- exist indicating that welder LFC, using weld rod Heat No.
77402, may have worked on Welds A-4 through A-21. Because
of these weld rod issue forms, the Document Records personnel
changed the QA records to include welder LFC and rod Heat No.
77402 on Welds A-4 through A-13, A-18, A-20, and A-21. No

, explanation was given why the records for Welds A-14 through
l A-17 and A-19 were not changed.

The RIII inspector verified that only the velder identi-
fication symbol, K0E, appears near the welds in question.

(2) Drawing M-479-3-DG-119 for line IDG7AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 that, according to QA
Inspector No. 81, were made by welder LJP during March

i 1978. Weld rod issue forms (KEl-2) 123346 and 119061,
enclosed with the drawing, showed that welder LJP may
have worked on Welds A-4 through A-6, A-8 through A-11,
and A-15 through A-17. Weld rod issue form 119066 indi-
cates that welder K0E may have worked on Welds A-4 through
A-21. As a result of these KEI-2 forms, the Document
Records personnel changed the QA records on January 29,
1981, for Welds A-6, A-7, A-13, A-14, and A18 through A-21
by crossing out the welder symbol LJP and the date March 29,
1978, and replacing them with the welder symbol K0E and date
March 22, 1978, respectively. No explanation was given why
the records for welds A-4, A-5, A-8 through A-12, and A-15
through A-17 were not changed.

The inspector verified that only welder identification
symbol LJP appeared near all the welds.

| (3) KEI-1 form for weld number 79DG on line IDG37AA2-1/2
showed the heat number of the censumable insert used was
6059491. On January 26, 1981, the number was crossed out
and changed to 6058921 to agree with KEI-2 form 123099.
The weld cumber written on the gold copy of the KEI-2 form

|
l 123099 was too faint to read. The inspector checked with
I the Welding Department, but the original (white copy) of

KEI-2 form 123099 could n t be located.

No apparent actions were taken to assure that the proper weld pro-
cedure was used on any of the unverified in-process weld activities.

Failure to take adequate corrective action when inspections for proper pi.et
fitup were identified as not having been performed; and failure to take

.
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adequate corrective action when information concerning weld filler metal
traceability, welder identification, and welding dates was found to be
missing from the weld data records or was questioned are contrary to 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
16.1 (358/81-13-05).

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
.

4.3.3.7 Observations

The only data package (diesel generator system ASME Code Data package) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance approval by Kaiser
Quality Assurance was reviewed by the inspector and many discrepancies were
found. As a result, the RIII inspectors performed detailed field observations

~ of the piping systems (i.e., cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for
Diesel Generators A and C. Numerous discrepancies were identified during
these observations as follows:

1. Piping--The traceability of some of the piping components was not main-
tained. Summaries of the discrepancies are as follows:

Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings did not matcha.
the heat numbers on the installed components. These piping compon?nts
are listed in Table 4.3-1.

'

Table 4.3-1 Discrepancies Between Installed Piping and Traceability Records

Heat or Part
Identification No.

Isometric Item in According Actually

Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

ISK M-428-6- 1DG28AB1 90* ells M276 M267

DG-19 tee M315 M274

pipe HE6247 8464

ISK M-428-6- IDG28ABI flange RVA CB8

DG-103

ISK M-428-6- 1DG27AB1 pipe HE6247 16E4

DG-16 16D2

ISK M-428-8- IDG01AB1 ~ pipe HE6247 3416

DG-68

ISK M-767-4- IDGF2AA1/2 90' ells M395 M252 .

DG-113

ISK M-428-6 1DG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402

DG-24

ISK M-428-6- 1DG28AE1 flange RD2Y CB8

DG-105

- 26 -
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Table 4.3+1 (continued) |

Heat or Part
~

Identificatica No.

Isometric Item in According Actually

Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

'ISK M-242-2- IDGC5AA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922
DG-53 90* ell M262 M87

IDGF6AA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0170

1DGC5BA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922
90' ell H262 M87

1DGF6BA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0171

ISK M-428-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-26 415007

90* ell M287 M273

ISK M-428-6- 1DG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-27 415007

b. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings had been marked
or " whited out" and then an incorrect heat number recorded. For
example, ISK M-242-2-DG-53 was apparently changed to indicate heat
number HA-001 for the 3/4 in. and 1/2 in. installed piping. Based
on the records for accepted heat numbers, number HA-001 represented
1 1/4 in. piping.

Three heat numbers (HA-0170, TW 24402, and 502891) found onc.
the installed piping do not appear on the records of acceptable
heat numbers.

d. In many instances, heat numbers could not be found on the installed
component. Therefore, a comparison could not be made to the number
recorded on the drawings.

Failure to maintain sufficient records '.o furnish evidence of material
traceability for the above piping components, and weld rod indicates a
serious lack of control and is :ontrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion
XVII and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17. (358/81-13-06).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.3.8 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC selected seven socket welds in which the
'

socket engagement (1/16 inch gap) had not been verified. At the NRC's
request the licensee radiographed the welds. The RIII inspector re-
viewed the radiographs. The radiographs indicated that the welds had
been made with acceptable socket engagements (gaps).
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The RIII inspectors also selected six pipe sections for which traceability
had not been adequately maintained. Three of the pipes were identified
with heat numbers which were not on the list of acceptable heat numbers.
The other three pipes were not marked with heat numbers. At the NRC's
request the licensee cut cut the six pipe sections. The NRC then sent'

the pipe sections to Franklin Research Center (contracted by the NRC) for
i analysis. On September 24, 1981, Franklin Research Center sent the results
i 'of the analysis to the NRC. The results of the analyses (chemical, hardness,

and metallographic) indicated that the pipes were of the material specified
for the pipe class required by the design. Details of these NRC independent
measurements are documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.

4.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

As a result of the investigation of this allegation, significant quality
assurance deficiencies over and above those alleged have been identified.
It was determined that discrepancies in the documentation in ASME Code

.
Data packages were being recorded on exception lists; however, this was

! permitted by licensee procedure and is acceptable to NRC. There was no w

evidence that criticism of Quality Assurance Engineers for identifying
discrepancies adversely impacted their work.

Major discrepancies were identified in Quality Assurance records and the
apparent improper modification of those records. This matter has been
referred to the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor for possible crielpal
consideration. Potential problems were identified related to adequacy of
facility construction, such as material traceability and use of proper'

materials, proper socket weld fitup, proper weld procedure, and welder
qualifications. These matters are being addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmatica Program to determine the adequacy of plant construction

As part of the NRCs independent measurements, seven socket welds in which
engagement (1/16 inch gap) had not been verified were radiographed by the
licensee and the radiographs were read by the NRC. The radiographs indicated
that the welds had been made with acceptable socket engagement. Six pipe

,

sections for which material traceability had not been adequately maintained
sucre cut out and sent to Franklin Research Center for analysis. The results
of the analyses indicated the pipes were of the material specified for the
pipe class required by the design.

4.3.5 Items of honcompliance

Two items of noncompliance weet identified (failure to maintain adequate
records of heat number traceability for piping and weld rod; and failure

,

to take adequate corrective action for identified deficiencies involving'

(i) not verifying proper pipe fitup, and (ii) missing or questionable weld
data record information regarding weld filler metal traceability, welder
identification, and dates welds were made.)

4.4 Threatened Firing

- 28 -
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4.4.1 Allegation

Phillip Gittings threatened to fire a QC inspector (Individual I) for
refusing to accept a weld. IndividualIwasalsonefklyfiredforusing />(
a magnifying glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a
mirror to view the far side of a pipe weld.

4.4.2 Background Information

CG&E retained Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI), to construct the Zimmer plant.
Kaiser maintains a Quality Assurance (QA) Department headed by the QA Manager
and consisting of Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) and Quality Control (QC)
Inspectors. QC Inspectors perform field inspections of all safety-related
components. Some QC Inspectors are employed by Kaiser and some by outside4

inspection firms that are retained to increase inspection manpower for a
limited time in particular areas. During 1979 and 1980, Kaiser retained
a number of contract inspectors (supplied by Butler Services, Inc.) to
increase inspection manpower. In November 1980, all of the contract QC
inspector positions were terminated and some contracter employees were ,

offered positions in the Kaiser QC organization.

4.4.3 Investigation

4.4.3.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in August or September 1980, the
Kaiser QA Manager (Phillip Gittings) directed him to fire Individual I after
Gittings had been told by Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
that Individual I had used a magnifying glass to inspect a weld. Baker said he
told Gittings that according to the American Welding Society (AWS) Code,
Individual I could use a magnifying glass during his inspections and therefore
there were no grounds to fire him. Later that day, Gittings told Baker to
retain Individual I but to transfer him from pipe support hanger inspections
to structural steel welding inspections. Baker said that Individual I was
not threatened with firing for his failure to accept welds, but was reassigned
due to his poor productivity and lack of completed inspections.

On January 13, 1981, Baker provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 4 )(
4.4.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13 and 15 and July 8, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager,
was interviewed by l!RC. He stated that Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction
Manager, had told him he had seen Individual I inspecting a pipe support hanger
with a magnifying glass. Gittings said he told Rex Baker that if Individual I
had been using a magnifying glass he wanted him off the site immediately.
Gittings indicated that Individual I later came to his office and told him he
had not been using a magnifying glass to inspect welds, but had-been using a
mirror. Based on that information, Gittings said he rescinded the termination
order.
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4.4.1 Allegation

~

Phillip Gittings threatened to fire a QC inspector (Individual I) for( refusing to accept a weld. Individual I was also neatly fired for using
a magnifying glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a
mirror to view the far side of a pipe weld.

W./ f p N
Con Febrp.ry 20, 1921, Individual I,Tarified this allegation (pring inte,rvie'#;

'

and stated he was not threatened with firing for refusing to accept wel

However, he stated, he was threa[ened with firing for using a mirror ( a common

veld inspection tool) during his inspections. N 4 M
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Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him,

'

" bad reports" on inspection activities of Individual I and his lack of
| completad inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer him from pipe

support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection activities.
| 4.4.3.3 Interview of Robert Marshall

On January 15, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in the summer of 1980 QC inspectors
performed visual AWS weld inspections, rejected 95% of the welds on pipei

| support hangers, and initiated more than fifty nonconformance reports
| documenting nonconforming hanger welds. He said that he and Scott Swain,
I CG&E Site Construction Manager, were touring the plant discussing this

problem when they observed Individual I inspecting a weld with a mirror,
flashlight, and pick.

| Marshall indicated that later that day Swain told Gittings that an inspector
was using a magnifying glass to look at a weld. Gittings responded that he
would fire the inspector. Marshall stated emphatically that he did not
direct Gittings to fire Individual I, and later they both concurred that
firing the inspector was too drastic an action to take.

4.4.3.4 Interview of Scott Swain

On January 15, 1981, Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction Manager, was
interviewed. He stated that in November 1980, he and Robert Marshall were
touring the diesel generator rooms and observed Individual I inspecting a
pipe support hanger weld with a flashlight, pick, and another tool. Swain
said Marshall identified this tool to him as a magnifying glass. During a
meeting concerning the high rejection rates on visual inspections of pipe
support hanger welds, Swain mentioned this to those present. Gittings
responded that he would fire the inspector involved if he found the inspec-
tor was using a magnifying glass to visually inspect a weld. Swain stated
he later learned the tool was a mirror, and that Gittings was not going to
fire the inspector involved.

4.4.3.5 Interview of Individual I

On February 20, 1981, Individual I, former Butler Services, Inc., QC Inspector,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from October 8,
1979 to December 1980. He stated that he was performing a pipe support hanger
weld inspection in the diesel generator room in November 1980 when he noticed
that Robert Marshall and Scott Swain were observing his inspections. At one
point, they looked at the tools he had with him. Shortly afterwards, Individual
I was called into Rex Baker's office and Baker said Phillip Gittings had been
told by Marshall and Swain that he was using a magnifying glass to inspect a
weld.

Individual I said Baker also related that Gittings had been asked by Marshall
! to terminate the inspector. He indicated he later met with Gittings and was
! again told that Marshall had seen him using a magnifying glass to inspect a

weld and wanted him off the site. Individual I stated he later met with Baker
:

4
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and explained be did not have a magnifying glass with him when observed and
that the tool Marshall had seen was a mirror. He alsc added that, even if
he had been using a magnifying glass, both the AWS Code DI.1, Section 6.5.5,
and Kaiser Procedure SPPM 4.6 ,(Revisien 8 recognized and approved the use
of a magnifying glass for weld inspection.

Individual I stated that he demanded Baker and Gittings document the reason
for his proposed termination and he advised Baker he would consult with his
attorney and fight the termination.

Individual I provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit 6'. )(
4.4.3.6 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20,1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were being
harrassed and intimidated by Kaiser construction personnel. Ruiz said that
Individual I had been threatened with the loss of his job by Gerald Adams,
KEI 5tructural Superintendent, if he did not accept an item inspected, and
for allegedly using a magnifying glass to inspect a weld when he was actually
using a mirror, a common weld inspection tool.

On February 20, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is>

l included as Exhibit (,,. )(
4.4.4 Findings and Conclusions

A QC Inspector was threatened with dismissal by the QA Manager after the
Construction Superintendent advised him (incorrectly) that the QC Inspector

| used a magnifying glass to visually inspect weld surfaces. The QC Inspector
j protested the planned dismissal and was not dismissed; however, he was re-
| assigned to another area of inspection.
l
' 4.4.5 Iten:s of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5. Applegate/ GAP Allegations

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project (GAP) requested an
investigation into the conduct of an earlier RIII investigation of concerns
provided by Thomas Applegate. In addition to this request, they provided a
list of nineteen allegations, sc=e of which appeared to contain information
known to NRC, and some of which were new information. A commitment was r,ade
to review the nineteen allegations even if they appeared to pertain to known
situations.

To clarify the allegations, a meeting was held between Applegate,
Thomas Devine (gal' representative), and RIII personnel on February 26, 1981.
The meeting was recorded, and a transcript was produced.
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Some of the allegations concern issues that do not fall under the jurisdie-
tion of the NRC, and have been brought to the attention of the appropriate
agencies for action as they consider appropriate. Other allegations were
provided during this meeting and in correspondence from GAP, some of which
are not addressed in this report but will be reviewed and documented in
subsequent reports.

, review o,Kange the conclusions reached in this report.not';3 [ gutstanding allegations indicates that y, their investigation c /\
,

In a July 22, 1981, letter GAP provided RIII with additional information
en allegations of improper construction. GAP subsequently offered to
amplify and provide more specific information related to the matter in the,

letter. This information will be considered by RIII prior to completion
of the RIII independent measurement activities.

! 5.1 Unsuitable Piping Installation

1 5.1.1 Allegation
i

"KEI knowingly installed and ripped out unsuitable main steam relief piping,,

at an estimated labor cost of $320,000."

5.1.2 Background Information

The Zimmer facility uses a General Electric boiling water reactor (BUR)
Mark II containment system design, which includes a pressure suppression
pool in the lower levels of the containment building. Based on actual
Mark I operating experiences related to safety relief valve actuations
and large-scale testing of the more recently designed Mark III containment
design system, new suppression pool hydrodynamic loads associated with'

postulated loss-of-coolant accidents (LOCA) were identified that had not
been explicitly considered in the original design of the Mark II containment
system. 'These newly identified loads result from the dynamic effects of
drywell air and steam being rapidly forced into the suppression pool during i
a postulated LOCA or safety relief valve actuation. When this possible pro-
blem was first identified, General Electric and NRC and its consultants per-
formed an in-depth review of the General Electric Mark II containment system
design. Utilities owning facilities that would use the Mark II containment
system also formed an owners' group to share calculations, evaluations, and
acceptable modifications to the Mark II containments.

The NRC effort in reviewing the r.ew dynamic loads was divided into two
programs: a short-term evaluation program for the lead plants (Zimmer,
La Salle, Shoreham), and a long-term program for final detailed evaluation
of the adequacy of modifications. The description of the NRC evaluation
is available in NUREG-0487, " Mark II Containment Lead Plant Program Load
Evaluation and Acceptance Criteria," published in November 1978.* This
document indicates that the lead plants, those first to use the Mark II
containment system, would be reviewed by NRC to determine the acceptability
of modifications made in their design to accommodate the identified loads.

*These documents are available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or,

i for purchase from the NRC/GPO sales program, Washington, DC 20555.
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NUREG-0474, "A Technical Up-Date on Pressure Suppression Type Containments
in Use in U.S. Light Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants," issued in July
1978,* details the ongoing !!RC monitoring of the modification and analysis
program. NUREG-0371, " Task Action Plans for Generic Activities (Category A),"
issued in November 1978,* identifies review of the Mark II pressure suppression
containment as Generic Task A-8. NUREG-0510, " Identification of Unresolved
Safety Issues Relating to Nuclear Power Plants, Report to Congress," issued
in January 1979,* identifies two generic tasks as being related to the analysis
of suppression pool dynamic loads and safety relief valve loads / temperature
limits for BWR centainments.

In the lead plant program load evaluation, NRC approved the design basis
used for modifications to the suppression pool system, including a device
known as a "T quencher" as part of the safety relief system, and additional
equipment, such as base and wall plates, to support these new installations.

NRC does not have regulatory jurisdiction over the construction costs of a
nuclear power plant.

5.1.3 Investination

5.1.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated that
Kaiser had installed a large portion of the main steam relief (MSR) piping,
knowing that sections of it would later have to be removed. He recalled
that 2 years after its installation Kaiser removed large se:tions of the
piping at and below the 525-ft level of the reactor containment building4

but left the pipe sections above that level in place.
;

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he1

requested that the statement not be attached to this report.

5.1.3.2 Interview of Individuals B and C
I On April 14 and 16, 1981, Individuals B and C, identified by GAP personnel

as having provided information regarding this allegation to representatives
of GAP, were interviewed by NRC. They both stated that they hat no informa-,

tion concerning this allegation.

5.1.3.3 Interview of H. C. Brinkman

During the period of February 9-13 and 23-27,1981, discussions with
H. C. Brinkman, CG&E Principal Mechanical Engineer, indicated that experi-
mentation had reveeled the need to redesign the relief system based on
newly identified discharge loads. Therefore, several utilities, including

*These documents are available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or
for purchase from the NRC/GPO sales program, Washington, DC 20555.
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CG&E, decided on a modification to replace the already installed " rams head"
safety relief valve (SRV) discharge devices with " quenchers.".

In 1975, CG&E decided to start desi ning the quencher modification, knowing2
that part of the piping to be installed would later have to be removed due
to the identification of new discharge loads. The basis for the decision
was that approximately 90 to 97% of the original quencher modification would

' likely be acceptable and therefore only 3 to 10% would be subject to rework.1

| CC&E concluded that it would be less costly to proceed with installation
activities rather than delay the construction schedule until the quencher
modification design was complete. To date, the modification installation

j is not complete.

5.1.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observations

The MSR modification has required (in part) the replacement of 10-in.
Schedule 40 pipe with other 10-in. Schedule 40 pipe of different geometric
configuration, 10-in. extra-strong pipe, and 12-in. extra-strong pipe
(thicker walled pipe).

During this investigation, the licensee provided cost figures for the modi-
fication to date, which exceeded the alleged amount. The NRC made no attempt

'

to corroborate the licensee's claim that it was cheaper to proceed with an
installation known to require rework before installation actually took place.

.

An RIII inspector reviewed all revisions to the KEI isometric drawing PSK-1MS,
Sheets 21 and 21A, that were pertinent to the quencher modification of the main
steam relief piping. The revisions identified the following changes:

Table 5.1.3.4-1 Revisions To Isometric Drawing PSK-IMS

| Rev. No. Implemented Change Date

Rev. O Redrawn--original configuration replaced 9/8/76
Rev. 1 Hangers added 3/31/77.

Rev. 2 Eight lugs added 1/10/78
Rev. 3 Hanger changed 5/5/78

: Rev. 4 New spool pieces added, welds MS212 and MS195 4/3/79'
voided per S&L

| Rev. 5 Piping tee section added 6/18/79
Rev. 6 Weld MS160 and a 4-in. dimension added 10/1/79
Rev. 7 Field-marked (redline) updates added 1/9/80
Rev. 8 Welds K-461 and K-463 changed; weld K-592 8/27/80 .

changed to K-593 per NR-2499; hanger detail
section D-D added

Rev. 9 Weld K-592 changed to K-461; weld K-593 9/4/80
changed to K-594
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An RIII inspector reviewed the QC documentation for the following main
steam relief piping field welds: 160, 160A, 267A, 267B, 267C, 267D, 268B,
268C, 459, 460, and 461. The records showed that the welds had been
accomplished in accordance with the appropriate code (ASME Section III
1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda).

An RIII inspector interpreted the radiographs for the following main steam
relief piping field welds: 160A, 459, 460, 461, 462, and 594. There were
approximately five to seven radiographs for each of these welds. Varying
numbers of radiographs were necessary to cover the entire 360 degrees of each
pipe weld. The radiography was performed in accordance with the appropriate
code (ASME Section III 1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda). The RIII inspector
identified no unacceptable weld indications on the radiographs.

-

5.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

The quencher modification to the main steam relief system was being made with
the knowledge of NRC. CG&E personnel stated they made an economic decision
to install piping for the main steam relief system quencher modification with
the knowledge that approximately 3 to 10% would have to be removed due to con-
tinuing identification of changes in design loads. Because NRC does not have
regulatory jurisdiction over construction costs, no attempt was made to determine
the estimated labor cost for the portion of pipe that was installed and removed.
The safety importance of this allegation is limited to whether the main steam
relief piping is installed properly.

RIII has concluded that the modification is being properly installed and
tested, except for the improper voiding of one NR, ,

*: er Guo . m y . 1..

5.1.5 Items of Ncncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.2 Improper Fittings

5.2.1 Allegation

"2000 pound fittings were installed in 1979 on residue head valves, although
5000 pound fittings are required."

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that
the " residue head valves" of this allegation and " residue heat valves" of
allegation 5.4.1 were not the components of concern. The components involved
in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for the
recirculation flow control valves.

Allegations 5.2 and 5.4 are both addressed in this section because the
investigation determined that both allegations were addressing the same
component.
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5.2.2 Background Information

Hydraulic actuators are used to open and close some plant valves. Actuators
on the reactor recirculation system are provided with drain lines in case
hydraulic seals in the actuator should leak. These drain lines are not
pressurized (they go to a drain tank which is at atmospheric pressure) and
only serve to contain possible leaking hydraulic fluid.

.

5.2.3 Investigation

5.2.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by the NRC. Individual A stated
that Individual F had told him that 6000-lb pressure fittings were re-
quired on the hydraulic lines in the residual neat removal system, but
Individual F was told by a supervisor to install 3000-lb fittings.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.2.3.2 Interview of Individual F

On March 20, 1981, Individual F was interviewed by telephone. Individual F
stated that he had heard about a valve that had been broken, but he did
not have any firsthand knowledge of the incident. Individual F said he
knew of cases in which " half-life" (3000-lb in place of 6000-lb) fittings
were used. Two specific cases recalled by Individual F will be followed
up in a subsequent inspection (358/81-13-07).

Individual F repeatedly stated that it had been three years since he had
been at Zimmer and that he could not remember further specifics.

5.2.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On February 10, 1981, Individual B, who had been previously interviewed
; by representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated
|

that 3000-lb fittings were installed on two recirculation flow control
; valves when 6000-lb fittings were required. He identified the fittings as
I being socket welded to two small hydraulic lines on the valves in question.

Individual B stated that, to the best of his knowledge, this deficiency had
not been corrected.

Individual B stated that in 1979 it was reported to him that a pipefitter
bumped into the valve and a small hydraulic fitting on the valve fell off.
He said the fitting was later identified as a nonconforming item by Kaiser,
and a Design Document Change (DDC) was issued directing the fitting be
repaired. He stated the valve in question was manufactured by General
Electric, and Geaeral Electric later repaired the broken fitting on the
valve.
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On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.2.3.4 Interview of T. F. Van Natta

On June 25, 1981, T. F. Van Natta, Site Control and Instrument Engineer fcr
General Electric, was interviewed by telephone. Van Natta stated that the

~ adaptor connecting the drain line to the hydraulic actuator body on a
recirculation flow control valve had been broken off. He said that he did
not know whether or not a pipefitter had broken the adaptor.

Van Natta indicated that the originally installed adaptor wr2 adequate for
the designed service, but it was susceptible to mechanical damage from
adjacent construction activities that were being performed. Therefore, the
decision was made to replace the original adaptor design with the stronger
flange design defined in General Electric Field Deviation Disposition Request
No. KN-1-299, dated December 18, 1978.

Van Natta said that the actuator and three of the four hydraulic lines connect-
ing to the actuator had a design test pressure of 3000 psig. He said the fourth
line, which was addressed in Field Deviatien Disposition Request (FDDR) No.
KN-1-299, was the drain line to the hydraulic system, which has a design test
pressure of 200 psig and normal operating pressure of 0 psig since the drain
line is open to atmosphere at the drain tank.

Van Natta stated that the actuator drain ports and liars were separated from
the relatively high-pressure (3000 psig) side of the actuator by two seals
(a main seal and a backup seal), each of which have a design pressure of 3000
psig.

5.2.3.5 Interview of T. E. Bloom

On June 30, 1981, T. E. Bloom, a General Electric employee, was interviewed
by NRC. Bloom stated that the nipple (adaptor) on the bydraulic actuator to
the recirculation flow control valve for recirculation Loop A had been broken.

5.2.3.6 Record Review

1. The RIII inspector reviewed General Electric FDDR No. KN-1-299 (designated
as nonconformance request) dated December 18, 1978, which addressed the
recircul.stion system flow control valve actuator. The FDDR indicated that
the following had occurred:

"The threaded adaptor which connects the drain port on the actuator body
was broken off during installation of the 1/2" NPT [ National Pipe Thread]
hydraulic piping. This adaptor is not suitable for this application where
the connection is susceptible to damage and does not provide take down
capability."

The final disposition of the FDDR was as follows:
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" Replace the defective adaptor with short tube threaded to the actuator
and socket weld to a special flange attached to the actuator mount ledge.
A mating flange with a Viton "0" ring joint is also provided similar to
the other actuation piping connections."

The FDDR indicated that the flange modification was complete on July 13,
1979. The FDDR did not identify the specific actuator (Loop A cr Loop B),

that had the defective adaptor.

2. The hydraulic actuators for the two recirculatica flow control valves
and their respective piping, components, loc:tions, and classifications
were identified on the following drawings (Table 5.2-1):

Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data

Sargent & Lundy
Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers.

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings
-__

Recirculation Loop A
_

1. Actuator No. IB33F060A-- M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
Rucker drawing #81999-F-402 Revision T
Revision M; Rucker Control
S/N SP19025

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revision T
ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR39AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-243 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-245
1R.~.41 AD*)

b.**Line #1RR39AC 1/2" H-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-241,
hydraulic system drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-244 and
line (and low point drain M-464-3-RR-247
line IRR41AC*) '

c. - Line #1RR39AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-242 and
| (and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-246
) line IRR41AB*)

'

d. Line #1RR39AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-239 ar.d
(and low point drain Revisic. T M-464-3-RR-240
line IRR41AA*)
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lable 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator I sta (continued)

Sargent & Lundy
Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

Components tation Drawiags Isometric Drawings

. . .

-Recirculation Loop B

1. Actuator No. IB33F060B M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
Rucker Control S/N 19028 Revision P

2. Piping (lin:s), components M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revision P

.

ificatiors, and locat ions

Line #1RR40AD ?/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-263 and
a.

(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-259

line IRR43AD*)

b.**Line #1RR40AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-262 and
hydraulic system drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-257
line (and low point drain

line IRR43AC*)

c. Line #1RR40AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-261 and
(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-258

line 1RR43AB*)

d. Line #1RR40AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-444-4-RR-260 and
(and low point drain line Revision P M-464-4-RR-256

1RR43AA*)

* Low point drain lines are installed in the lowest goints of each hydraulic
line to provide system maintenance. L( t point drain lines are not the same asfunctionalthe hydraulic system drain lines (IRR39AC and 1RR40AC), which are

l,

parts of the hydraulic system.

**The disposition to FDDR No. FN-1-299 was applied to both drain lines
#1RR39AC and #1RR40AC

The drawings indicated that the actuators and the portions of the
respective piping located inside the drywell were classified as
ASME Section III class B. The portions of the respective piping
located outside the drywell and past the the isolation valves were
classified as ASME Section III Class D (nonsafety related).

3. The RIII inspector reviewed a,S&L design document change that specified
a change in design pressure for three hydractic lines from 6000 psig
to 3000 psig and for the drain line from 3000 psig to 150 psig for the
actuators for the two flow control valves. The Kaiser isometric
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drawings reflected the design pressure changes specified in the DDC.
[ Note: Revision 5 to drawing M-464-4RR-257 reflects an example of
the specified change.]

4. The RIII inspector reviewed the S&L Mechanical Department Piping Line
List dated May 29, 1981, which cpecified the following conditions for
the hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-2):

.

Table 5.2-2 Hydraulic Line Conditions

Maximum Design Field
Operating Operating Test
Pressure Pressure Pressure

Line No. (psig) (psig) (psig)

1RR39AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AB 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AC* 100 150 200'

1RR39AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AC* 100 150 200
1RR40AD 2200 3000 3000

i 1RR40AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AB 2200 3000 3000

;

i

*These were the drain lines affected by FDDR No. KN-1-299.

The RIII inspector reviewed the material-takeoff record listed on
,

! each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings indicating that
all the material and components (piping, fittings, and valves) met
or cxceeded the design conditions identified on the S&L Mechanical

| Department Piping Line List.

The RIII inspector reviewed the KEI-1 weld data reccrds listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings. The records
indicated that welds had been made in accordance with the ASME
Code Section 111-1971 Edition, with the following exceptions:

; a. Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-239, Revision 3)--
; Records do not reflect dates when welds were
' made for any of the welds.

Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M 464-3-RR-240, Revision 7)--
Recorded dates for welds A-1, A-2, A-3, C-2
and C-5 indicate the welds were dye penetrant
tested (PT) before they were made.

b. Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-244, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were
made for any of the welds.

- 40 -



DRAFT 2 10/8/81

Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-241, Revision 4)--
Records do not rei'iect dates when weldt C-6,
C-7, C-8, C-9, C- 10, and C-11 were made.

c. Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-243, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates for any of the
welds.

,

Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-245, Revision 5)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-5
(rework), C-6, C-7, C-8, and C-9 were made.

d. Line #1RR40AB (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-257, Revision 8)--
Record reflects QC verification of weld A-1
with written signoff instead of required QC
stamp; weld test (PT) records not available
for welds A-2, A-3, and B-2.

e. Line (1RR40AC (Drawit,g No. M-464-4-RR-262, Revision 7)--
Weld data records written to replace lost
weld records for welds E-2 and E-4, without
justification to assure in process inspections
were performed.

f. Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-259, Revision 6)--
Eecords do not reflect dates when welds B-2,
B-5, and B-6 were made; weld test (PT) record
was not avr.lable for weld B-2.

Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-263, Revision 7)--
Weld test record was not available for welds
A-1 and A-7.

The final quality assurance engineer's review of the preceding KEI-1
weld data records had not been performed as of June 29, 1981.
Therefore, the listed exceptions are unresolved pending the final
QA engineer's review and completion of appropriate dispositions
(358/81-13-08).

5. The RIII inspector reviewed Kaiser Engineers, Inc., Quality Assurance
Construction Methods Instructica (QACMI) No. M-10, Revision 6 (dated
November 16, 1978), and Revision 7 (dated September 13, 1979). Both
revisions of QACMI M-10, entitled " Pressure Testing of Piping Systems,"
complied with ASME Code Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-6000.

The RIII inspector reviewed the following hydrostatic test reportsr

l for the respective hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-3):

|

1
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Table 5.2-3 Hydrostatic Test Results

Test Pressure (psig)
Actual

Design Max. Actual 10-Min.
Line No. Max. Allow. Initial Holding Report No.

.

1RR39AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-28
3/2/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR39AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-27
3/1/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR39AC
(Drawings 200 225 215 150 RR-53
2al, 244) 9/27/79

(Drawing 200 215 210 160 RR-26
247) 2/26/79

1RR39AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-25
3/5/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR40AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-32
3/6/79
Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-31
3/14/79
Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AC 200 215 210 160 RR-30
l 3/2/79

Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AD 3000 3180 3010 2000 RR-29
3/5/79
Retest 10/4/79

The preceding hydrostatic pressure tests were performed by using the system
power unit to pressurize the lines through the actuators, as described in
General Electric File No. VPF 3300-111-1 (Rucker Control Technical Manual
No. TM 81999, paragraphs 5.7.3.1 through 5.7.3.9). Therefore, the actuators
as well as the lines (pipes, fittings, valves, etc.) were subjected to the

| test pressures. The hydrostatic test reports indicated that the tests had
! been performed in accordance with QACHI No. M-10, Revision 6 and Revision 7,

according to the effective dates.
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5.2.3.7 Fip1d Observations

On June 29 and 30, 1981, the RIII inspector visually examined both of the
hydraulic actuators and all of the attached lines (from the actuators to
the penetrations leading out of the drywell). The inspector identified no
unacceptable weld indications in any of the welds connecting the actuator,
flange, or piping. The inspector noted that all of the welds were socket
welds. The general piping installation, routing, material identification,
and welds were as specified on the respective isometric drawings. The
hydraulic system drain lines connected to the actuators for both of the
recirculation flow control valves were installed in accordance with FDDR
No. KN-1-299 dated December 18, 1978.

5.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The investigation revealed that the design pressure rating of three hydraulic
lines for each of the recirculation flow control valve actuators had been
changed from 6000 psig to 3000 psig, and the design pressure rating of the
drain line had been changed fu m 3000 to 150 psig. These design changes are
considered acceptable by the NRC and the licensee.

An adaptor to a drain line on the bvdraulic actuator to cne of the recir-
culation flow control valves (not the valve itself) was broken, and a
site control document was written that identified this condition. The
cause of the broken adaptor was not documented and could not be determined.
The item was modified to be less prone to damage.

The material used in the connections to the actuator was as specified on the
installation drawings. The hydraulic systems were satisfactorily pressure
tested.

The concern identified by the allegation, though not known previously by
the NRC, had been adequately addressed by the licensee.

| 5.2.5 Items of Noncompliance
!

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.3 Clogged Drains

5.3.1 Allegation
I

"A radioactive waste drain is clogged with concrete which carelessly was
poured into the drain."

5.3.2 Background Information

Plant procedures require drains to be flushed with water prior to plant
operation to confirm that the drains are clear of all restricting debris.
The radwaste floor drains will not handle any radioactive liquid until such
material is generated following the start of plant operations.

j

.
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The terms "radwaste drains" and " radioactive waste drains," as used by
interviewed individuals, are synonymous terms for floor drains which
normally drain small amounts of radioactive water that can leak from such
sources as valve packings. The drains are designed to carry potentially
radioactively contaminated water to the waste treatment facility.

,

5.3.3 Investigation
.

5.3.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
that, while concrete finishing work was under way in the radioactive'

waste disposal area, he suggested to Kaiser construction personnel that a
pipefitter be assigned to the concrete finishing crew to assure concrete
did not enter and clog the floor drains. However, they disagreed with
this suggestion and, instead, directed the floor drains be covered with
duct tape to prevent concrete from entering and clogging the drains.
Individual A stated that concrete did enter the lines and clog the radio-
active waste drains.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested that the statement not be attached to this report.

! 5.3.3.2 Interview of Individual B

Individual B stated that he worked as a pipefitter during 1976-1977, and
worked with the drain flushing crew for the radwaste system. Individual B
stated that during this period he observed floor drains in the system that
were clogged with concrete, which he and others unsuccessfully tried to
remove.'

5.3.3.3 Interview of Test Coordinator and Startup Engineer

Telephone interviews were conducted by the Senior Resident Inspector on
February 12, 1981 with the Test Coordinator, who was responsible for the
radwaste building drain flushing activities, and on February 13, 1981 with
the Startup Engineer, who was responsible for drain system flushes. Both
individuals indicated that some drains were found to be plugged with
unspecified debris. In all of those cases, the drains were cleared and
flow was verified.

5.3.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observation

The Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E Flushing Procedure No. DR,
Rev. O, for the drain system, approved on September 23, 1977. The purpose
of this procedure was stated as follows: "This document details the pro-
cedure for cleaning the liquid radwaste floor drain and equipment drain
piping to the various plant sumps and drain tanks. The floor drain and
equipment drain piping shall be flushed until they flow freely and all
large particulate matter is removed."

i
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1

Appendices to the Flushing Procedure indicated that 152 of a total of 169
of the potentially radioactive waste drains related to the radwacte building
floor drain tank, the floor drain sludge tank, the radwaste floor drain
sump, the floor drain collector tank, and the chemical waste tank had been,

i flushed and the flow verified in accordance with the procedure. The appendices
! indicated that the verifications had been made in 1979. The licensee stated

, that the flushing activities were continuing.

The Senior Resident Inspector made visual inspections of all of the
accessible radwaste drain ports identified on Sargent & Lundy drawings A-533,

Rev. F, A-534 Rev. F, and A-515 Rev. N. These drawings identified the drains
in the radwaste building (elevations 496 ft, 527 ft, 513 ft, and 511.ft) and
in the auxiliary building (elevations 567 ft 5 in., and 547 ft). None of

i the observed drain ports were visibly plugged. The following floor drains
were covered with tape at the time of the inspection and were therefore not

; inspected:
J

1. Radwaste Building--elevation 527 ft
,

a. Drain Y-20
; b. Drain Y-17

2. Auxiliary Building--elevation 567 ft

1 a. Drain L-26
b. Drain G-26 (elevation 562 ft 5 1/4 in.)
c. Drain G-22
d. Drain G-20,

;

! e. Drain G/H-20 (elevation 562 ft 6 3/4 in.) [
f. Drain H-22 (elevation 562 ft 7 5/8 in.),

; 3 Drain H/J-24
h. Drain G/H-22

5.3.4 Findinas acd Conclusions
i

j Neither the flushing records nor the Resident Inspector's observations
! confirmed or denied that drains had been clogged with concrete. NRC

interviews with cite personnel indicated that some drains had been cloggedi

with unspecified debris. However, the investigation confirmed that 152
out of a total of 169 of the potential radioactive waste drains were cleared
of all restricting debris. The 17 drains that remain to be flushed are

( identified in the same controlled flushing procedure as the 152 that have
! already been flushed. RIII will determine the status of the remaining 17

drains prior to authorizing plant operation (358/81-13-09).,

!

: 5.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

| No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.4 Weak Valve Materials
!
4

$
!

!

!
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5.4.1 Allegation

! "A residue heat valve broke when a pipefitter bumped into it, raising new
| questions about the quality of metal used for valves."
:

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that-
the " residue head valves" of allegation 5.2.1 and " residue heat valves" of

~ this allegation were not the components of concern. The components involved
in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for recirculation
flow control valves.

1

Allegation 5.4 is addressed in allegation 5.2 because the investigation
determined that both allegations were addressing the same component.;

!

! 5.5 Weld Rod Control

5.5.1 Allegation

i

1 " Sensitive parts on welding rods are possibly damaged through storage at
! improper temperatures and possibly lost through failure to follow proper
: paperwork and labeling requirements."

This allegation addresses two weld rod concerns:
:

| 1. Weld rods were possibly absorbing moisture due to improperly controlled
; rod temperatures prior to consumption, which resulted in unacceptable
| welds.
;

2. Weld rods were not controlled because the paperwork and labeling
! requirements were not being properly followed. Therefore, welds
! may have been made with incorrect weld rods.

| 5.5.2 Background Information

I For pressure boundary (pipe) welds, the ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition
Article NB-2440 states, " Suitable storage and handling of electrodes, flux
and other welding materials shall be maintained. Precautions shall be taken
to minimize absorption of moisture by fluxes and cored, fabricated and coated
electrodes."

ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article NA-4460, states, " Measures shall
be established to provide work and examination instructions for handling,
storage, shipping and preservation of materials, parts, components, and
appurtenances to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for
particular products, special protective environments, such as inert gas
atmospheres, specific moisture content levels and temperatures, shall be
provided and their existence verified."

For structural welds, the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 4.9.2, states, "All
I electredes having low-hydrogen coverings conforming to AWS AS.1 shall be
~

purchased in hermetically-sealed containers or shall be dried at least one
hour at temperatures between 700'F and 800*F before being used. Electrode.s

i
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shall be dried prior to use if the hermetically-sealed container shows
evidence of damage. Immediately after removal from hermetically-sealed
containers or from drying ovens, electrodes shall be stored in ovens,

held at a temperature of at least 250*F. E70XX electrodes that are not
used within four hours, E80XX within two hours, E90XX within one hour,a

| and E100XX and E110XX within one-half hour after removal from hermetically-
sealed containers or removal from a drying or storage oven shall be redried
before use. Electrodes which have been wet shall not be used."

The covering of low-hydrogen weld rods is hygroscopic (attracts moisture)
when not heated or otherwise protected from moisture-containing air. Water
contains hydrogen, so moisture absorption is undesirable.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod is allowed to cool below approximately 100 to
125'F and is not protected from normal atmosphere, it will begin to
attract moisture. The longer the rod is exposed, the more moisture will,

'

be absorbed. If a significant amount of moisture is absorbed, the resulting
weld may contain porosity (gas pockets or voids). Such porosity will be
evident in visual inspections of root or filler passes of weld m3tal, and
will be visible in radiographs of the weld. In practice, an experienced
welder will recognize that a rod has absorbed significant moisture by the,

; way the weld is progressing, and will return or discard the affected rods.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod has absorbed very slight arounts of moisture,
it will not have a significant effect on the resulting weld, its strength,
or anticipated service life.

Kaiser Procedure SPPM No. 3.3, Revision 6, dated June 25, 1979 which was
effective during September and October 1979, states the following:

"6.4 The Weld Rod Clerk shall issue all filler material on a weight basis.
He shall record on the KEI Weld 2 form the weight of all bare rod and

! covered electrodes issued.

"He shall also, record on the KEI Weld 2 form the heat number and/or
lot number for bare rods, consumable inserts and backing rings, and
the heat number and lot number for covered electrodes prior to use.

"7.3 The Weld Rod Clerk shall weigh all bare rod and covered electrodes
returned to Central Storage and record the weight on the KEI Weld 2
fo rm. A new KEI Weld 2 form will be made out for each new issue of
electrodes to and for each welder."

5.5.3 Investigation

1 -

| 5.5.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he had
observed unaccounted for weld rods (weld rods without accompanying KEI-2
weld rod issue forms) and had seen weld rod warming ovens unplugged and
not being maintained at the proper temperature.
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Individual A also stated that during September and October 1979 a pipefitter
was not assigned to the weld rod issue point to account for weld rods during
the evening shift. He stated that weld rod and weld rod issue slips were
left out unattended for anyone to pick up and use.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written; however, he requested
the statement not be attached to this report.

.

5.5.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of gap, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Kaiser
required weld rod ovens be maintained at the proper temperatures at all
times. He said he could not state that every welder maintained his oven
at the right temperature, but as a supervisor he assured his own men did.

He stated that weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) were occasionally lost and, in
those cases, it was a common practice for welders to get a blank issue form,
falsify it, and present it to the Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors in order'

for the weld to pass inspection. He said this was often done months after
the fact by Kaiser construction supervisors who falsified weld rod issue
forms to complete weld documentation packages. He indicated that, by doing
this, they did not have to cut out and rework welds. [ Note: Statements4

alleging falsification have been forwarded to the NRC Office of Inspector
and Auditor for investigation.]

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report,.

5.5.3.3 Record Review and Inspection

The Resident Inspector reviewed the receipt documentation for E7018 (low
hydrogen) weld rods purchased on orders No. 34356, 35720, 37587, 39075,
39382, 39556, 39971, and 40318. The receipt documentation indicated that
the E7018 rod had been received in sealed moisture proof containers.

The Resident Inspector also verified that low-hydrogen electrodes (rods)
that had not been issued to the field were clearly identified and stored
in a clean, limited access, and dry area. In addition, in the field issue
rooms (rod shacks), the low-hydrogen rods were either in sealed containers
or in holding ovens at temperatures above 250'F.

7

The licensee provides portable rod warmers to be used near the work
activities to maintain the weld rods in a dry condition until used. KEI
Welding Filler Materials Control Procedure No. SPPM 3.3, Revision 7,
paragraphs 3.5.4.2 and 3.5.4.3, respectively, state:

"When covered electrodes are removed from a holding oven to be
issued to welders they shall be placed in a portable rod warmer.
Only one classification and heat or lot of electrodes shall be
stored in each individual portable rod warmer. Each portable
rod warmer shall be uniquely marked for identification purposes
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and shall be checked on a monthly basis to assure that each rod
warmer maintains a correct temperature between 175'F and 400*F.

"All covered electrodes exposed to ambient conditions for more
than four hours without coming in direct contact with water shall
be returned to central storage for rebaking..."

The Resident Inspector reviewed the December 1980 record for the daily
temperature check of holding ovens W50, W27, W38, W25, W39, W19, W11,
and W26. The record indicates that oven W50 was 5*F under the specified
250*F on 3 of the 22 days checked; oven W25 was 5'F under the specified
250'F 1 of the 22 days; oven W39 was 15'F under the specified 250'F on
1 day out of 22; and oven W26 was 10*F under the specified 250'F on I day
out of 22. Although these instances violated the letter of the procedure,
the rods were still hot enough to ensure no moisture was absorbed. An
item of noncompliance was not issued because of the lack of significance
of this observation.

The Resident Inspector reviewed the record for the monthly check of,

' portable rod ovens (warmers). The record indicated that the temperatures
of 209 warmers were checked on January 3, 1981 and that all were within
the required range of 175* to 400*F.

The Resident Inspector also observed that unacceptable rod warmers in the,

field issue rooms were properly tagged to preclude their use and were
segregated in a clearly marked area.

A review of reports of past NRC inspections disclosed instances when (1) weld
rod has been found lying outside containers or ovens, (2) portable ovens were
not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated at the

i specified frequency, (4) holding ovens containing different type rods, and
(5) other control procedure requirements were not adhered to. These items

! are documented in Inspection Reports No. 75-05, 76-07, 76-11, 77-02, 79-07,
79-15, 80-07, 80-14, and 80-19.

The portable rod warmers not being plugged in and holding ovens containing
| different types of rods were not violations of the ASME or AWS Codes.
I

i 5.5.3.4 Physical Control of Weld Rods

| The paperwork used to account for weld rod is the weld rod issue form (KEI-2).
The weld rod issue form requires signatures from the welder, the welder's '

foreman, and the weld rod issuer permitting the welder to obtain weld rode.
for a specific weld from the rod shack (field storeroom).

,

i

L.e RIII inspectors reviewed KEI daily timecards (personnel time records)
{ for 21 different days, and some respective weld rod issue forms (KEI-2
| forms), to determine if a weld rod clerk was assigned to the field and rod
! shack during the second shift for September and October 1979. The timecards
! indicated that two individuals (K. Kern and G. Jones) had worked overtime
- (after 4:00 p.m.) in the rod shack for 1 to 41/2 hrs on 20 of the 21 days
| (1 br for 10 days, 1.3 hrs for 2 days, 2 hrs for 3 days, 2.5 hrs for 2 days,

3.5 hrs for 2 days, and 4.5 hrs for 1 day).
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! There appeared to be some inconsistencies between the timecards and the weld
rod issue forms that were reviewed.

Region III inspectors discussed the apparent inconsistancies with the licensee.
Following their review, the CG&E QA Manager informed RIII by telephone on

1

! August 13, 1981, that the licensee's review'of all timecards for the dates in
question showed the appropriate weld rod clerks were working on the days in
question. He indicated the NRC did not review all of the timecards. On
October 8, 1981, the licensee provided additional information to the RIII

i inspectors. This is considered to be an unresolved item pending the review /(
of the additional information (358/81-13-10).

{ The welders identified on the above weld rod issue forms were pipefitters
and boilermakers working on the second shift during September and October
1979. The R!II inspector noted that the alleger was one of the assigned
pipefitters and boilermakers. ;,

! The issuance of weld rod was to be performed by the weld rod clerk as
; described in H. J. Kaiser Procedure SPPM #3.3, Revision 6. This procedure

also specified requirements to control weld rod temperature and traceabilityi

at the rod shack. |j!
RIII inspectors on numerous occasions during previous inspections have
observed weld rods lying uncontrolled in the construction area.

] The concerns regarding the physical control of weld rod identified during
i the investigation of this allegation are addressed in the licensee's Quality
i Confirmation Program.

| 5.5.3.5 NRC Independent Measurements

' To obtain a preliminary asessment as to whether improper weld metal may
,

have been used in making welds, boat samples and radiographs of six safety
| related welds were taken by the licensee under the direction of NRC. These
; specific welds (welds NP-39; LP-19; LP-23B; I.P-23; LP-11; and RH-275) were
1 taken from safety related systems in areas where lack of weld rod control
,

had been observed. The radiographs were evaluated by NRC inspectors and
! the weld boat samples were analyzed by Franklin Research Center for the

the NRC. The material and quality of these six welds were consistent with:

| design specifications. Details of these NRC independent measurements are
! documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.
i

5.5.4 Findings and Conclusions

Based on the findings of previous NRC inspections, there have been instances
,

when (1) weld rods have been stored at improper temperatures, (2) portable
ovens were not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated
at the specified frequency, (4) weld rod issuance had not been controlled,
and (5) welds rods were observed lying uncontolled in the construction area.

Although the concerns identified by this and other allegations and by previous
inspection findings collectively are viewed to be potentially significant,
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independent measurements of six random safety related welds disclosed no
quality problems. These concerns are being pursued in more depth by the
licensee as part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

5.5.5 Items of Noncompliance

, No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.6 Argon Gas Exposure

5.6.1 Allegation

" Argon gas valves for flushing oxygen from pipes routinely are left open
by the day crew, causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, a problem
about which CG&E Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest."

In an affidavit provided to GAP by a pipefitter (Individual A) fonnerly
empldyed at Zimmer, it was alleged that workers on the day shift routinely
crimped and wired argon gas hoses shut rather than clo6ing the gas valves
at the source upon leaving work. The pipefitter stated that this practice
resulted in argon gas leaking from the hoses and caused the workers on
the night shift to suffer from dizziness. The pipefitter further stated
he advised former Kaiser Safety Director Larry Cummings of his concerns

i and that Cummings indicated he was not interested, because argon gas would
not hurt anyone.

On February 26, 1981 during a meeting between NRC Region III personnel,
a GAP representative, and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that he re-.

ceived information from James Bedinghaus indicating that, in late fall or
early winter 1980, his son, John Bedinghaus, had been overcome by argon
gas while conducting fire watch rounds in the area of the containment vessel.

5.6.2 Background Information

Argon gas is a " shielding gas" used to purge or displace the orygen inside
pipes in certain welding procedures, to prevent the metal from oxidizing
during welding. Argon gas is colorless and odorless. It is also heavier
than oxygen and therefore settles in low areas, displacing oxygen. This

; occurs in the same manner that water displaces air as it is poured into and
fills a glass. MAPP (which actually refers to a trade name) refers tot

y combustible gas used in welding, typically for heating and cutting various
metals. It does not displace oxygen as argon gas does. It is colorless but
it has an odor which can be described as " noticeably foul." MAPP gas is
generally not toxic, although significant concentrations may be ignited and
become explosive.

NRC does not regulate the use of the subject gases. On February 6, 1981,
the NRC Region III office telephoned the Cincinnati, Ohio, office of the
U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA). During a conversation with OSHA representative John Phillips, it

i was determined that the allegation involved a matter over which OSHA has
i primary jurisdiction. An understanding was also reached that any action
1
|
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necessary to resolve this matter sculd be taken by OSHA. A letter confirming g
this understanding, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 7 , was forwarded-

by Region III to the Cincinnati OSHA office on February 19, 1981.

By letter dated May 15, 1987, the Cincinnati OSHA office advised the NRC
Region III office that an investigation of conditions in the containment'

j suppression pool area had been conducted by OSHA on February-4-5, 1981.
The letter stated OSHA addressed a previous complaint alleging leaks of
argon gas at Zimmer and concluded that an air contamination or oxygen

'
i

sitvation did not exist. A copy of this letter is included
deficiency $. g'
as Exhibit

5.6.3 Investigation

i 5.6.3.1 Interview with James Bedinghaus

! On March 12, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by telephone. He stated
; that he was a second shift security supervisor enT oyed by W&W Security at1

the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from February to November 1980. He stated'

: that while on duty, sometime in October 1980, an incident occurred during
; his shift in uhich Security Officer Gayle Spencer became ill due to inhala-

tion of gas. Spencer was assisted back to the guard house to recover from;

his illness and was later sent home. Bedinghaus learned from Spencer that
Spencer was making his rounds in the area of the reactor vessel when hej

apparently beerse ill from inhalation of gas. Another worker in the area
(whose identity Bedinghaus does not know) advised Spencer there was ani

i argon gas leak where he was located and that he should leave the area imme-
diately. Bedinghaus immediately reported this information to Kaiser Safety4

Inspector Dan Parlier, who went to check the area where the incident had'

j occurred. Shortly afterwards (approximately 1/2 hour), Parlier contacted
Bedinghaus and advised him there was a MAPP gas leak, rather than an argon
gas leak, in the area where Spencer had been. Bedinghaus indicated he was
not aware of any argon s incident involving his son John.

! On March 25, 1931, dinghaus rovided a written statement, a copy of Nwhich is included as Exhibit .

5.6.3.2 Interview with John Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, John Bedinghaus was interviewd by telephone. He stated
that he was a security officer employed by W&W Security at the Zin=ner Nuclear

; Power Station'from October 1980 to January 1981. He advised that while'

i employed at Zimmer he was never involved in any incident in which he became
j ill from or was overcome by argon or any other type of gas. ,

'

pH
25,1981,A edinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of whichBOn March

| is included as Exhibit /D . [
5.6.3.3 Interview with Daniel Parlier'

.
On March 12, 1981, Daniel Parlier, Kaiser Assistant Safety Representative,

| was interviewed by NRC. He stated that to his knowledge there has never
.
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I been an incident where anyone was overcome by argon gas. He also stated he
did not believe such an incident occurred because being overcome by argon

3
' gas would likely cause suffocation, an incident of which he would certainly

be aware.

i Parlier acknowledged that he had discovered instances when craft workers
had crimped argen and MAPP gas hoses and had wired them closed rather than

i shutting the gas off at the source. He indicated he considered this practice
a serious safety concern and whenever the practice was observed he immediately

3 brought it to the attention of the appropriate craft supervisor.

Parlier checked the Kaiser Safety Derartment's " Unusual . Incident Reports"
for October 1980 to determine if a report of the incident involving Security
Officer Spencer had been prepared. He located a report describing the
incident in question and included the following information: )T'

wha,

"On October 27, 1980, at 6:30 p.m. a Mapp gas leak located in the
reactor suppression pool area at elevation levels 503' and 518' was
investigated by Daniel Parlier. Parlier reported that Security
Officer Gayle Spencer was in the reactor suppression pool at the time
of a mild Mapp gas leak. A reading taken with a M.A.S. [ intended as
an abbreviation for the manufacturer "Mine Safety Appliances"] Explo-
simeter registered 0% on the upper and lower areas of the suppression,

: pool. Spencer complained of a headache and feeling tired. He was
j advised by "First Aid" to see a physician if his condition worsened or

*

| Security Supervisor James Bedinghaus was to send him to a doctor if he
! became worse while still at work. Parlier took action to correct the

Mapp gas leak by turning off the gas manifolds in the reactor building,

j and disconnecting the gas hoses from the manifolds."

A copy of this " Unusual Incident Report" is included as Exhibit // . X
;

| In addition to the " Unusual' Incident Report" prepared by Parlier, he sent
,

a note dated October 27, 1980, to his supervisor, Mike Hoyman. In the note
(which was apparently a " cover note" for the incident report), Parlier
advised Hoyman of the incident and concluded that the incident was a result
of the craft workers "not disconnecting their gas hoses from the ranifolds."
(Disconnecting the hoses from the manifold would have necessitated that the ,

gas be shut off at the manifold.) A copy of the " cover note" is included ,

as Exhibit /2.. /C

During a subsequent telephone conversation on April 24, 1981, Parlier was
questioned regarding how he perceived former Faiser Safety Supervisor *

Cummings' attitude toward gas leak incidents at Zimmer. He stated it was
his opinion that Cummings was very conscientious regarding this problem and
it appeared to him Cummings considered gas leaks to be a serious safety
concern. Parlier also remarked he did not believe Cummings ever expressed
disinterest in gas leak problems or said they were unimportant. L

5.6.3.4 Interview with Larry Cumminas

On April 27, 1981, Larry Cummings was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he held the position of Kaiser Safety Supervisor at the Zimmer Nuclear

,
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Power Station for approximately two years until he left the site in May 1980.
He verified that he was aware of instances in which workers at Zimmer crimped
and wired argon gas hoses closed rather than shutting the argon gas valves -

off at the source. Cummings remarked that these instances occurred "less
than frequently, but morc often than they would like." He was unable to
specify approximately how many cases of argon hose crimping the Safety
Department had detected while he was at Zimmer.

.

Cume;ngs denied expres sing disinterest in the argon hose crimping problem
and advised it was a topic of concern at many Safety Department meetings.
He stated that the crimping of argon hoses was c bad work practice; however,
it was one that was hard to pin down because it was extremely difficult to
catch the individuals responsible.

Cummings said he felt Kaiser had an adequate safety system for preventing
serious argon gas problems and facidents at the site. He explained that
it was Kaiser's practice and policy tc place mine safety lamps wherever
workers were located in low-lying ar-as, particularly the suppression pool
area. These lamps serve as warning devices in that they remain lit unless
a gas buildup reaches the lamps' air inlet and puts out the flame. When-
ever a safety lamp goes out, it is an indication of gas in the area and a
signal for the wcrkers to immediately evacuate the area. Cummings stated
he knew of no in,tances when any workers were ever avercome by argon gas.

5.6.4 ,Findingt and Conclusions

No evidence was obtained to show that the argon gas valves were routinely
left open, that persons on the night crew had been overcome by argon gas,
or that Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest in the argon gas
problem.

Notwithstanding the above, it was determined that there had been instances
when craft workers had crimped argon gas hoses and wired them closed rather
than shutting the gas off at the source.

i This matter is under the jurisdication of the U.S. Department of Labor,
' Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). An OSHA inspection
i did not confirm a situation of air contamination or oxygen deficiency at
j the time of their inspection.-

5.6.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.7 Damaged Prefabricated Piping

5.7.1 Allegation

" Prefabricated piping received in 1977 has defective welds, but construc-
tion supervisors told crews not to repair them because the welds were made
offsite."
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! During an interview with Applegate and GAP representatives, this allegation
was clarified to be piping received July 3, 1979, the subject of one of'

Applegate's prior allegations.

j 5.7.2 Background Information

,The following summarizes the initial investigation of this allegation as,

documented in IE Investigation Renort No. 50-358/80-09.

On June 29, 1979, Pullman Power Products of Williamsport, Pennsylvania,
; also known as the M. W. Kello;;g Compan*;, shipped five prefabricated pipe
j spool pieces weighting 6700 lbs. by truck to the Zimmer site for installa-
; tion in the main steam relief (HSR) system, a safety-related systam. The

spool pieces were received on the evening of July 3,1979. Since unloading'

; equipment was not available, the five spoel pieces were rolled off the truck
onto the ground. Nonconformance report E-1911 was written on July 5, 1979,i

I documenting the method of unloading. The nonconformance report had the
; effect of placing the spool pieces in a " hold" status in the Kaiser warehouse.

The welds on the five spool pieces were later radiographed. The radiographs
displayed apparent rejectable indications in welds on three of the five spool
pieces. On September 18 through 28, 1979, despite the issuance of the non-

! conformance report, the spool pieces were released to construction and in-
stalled. As documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09, the'

licensee was found to be in noncompliance with NRC requirements for thei

j release of the spool pie:es prior to establishing acceptability. During
! April and May 1980, the welds on the spool pieces were examined ultrasoni-
| cally and by magnetic particle testing and found to be acceptable.

| On April 8, 1980, the RIII inspector reviewed the radiographs on all five
spool pieces (IMS08B312-6B, IMSO9BA12-1AH, IMS08BA12-58H, IMS11B12-7BH,'

| and IMS10BA12-1CH). The films (radiographs) were marked "For Information
Only" because an acceptable radiographic technique could not be established
because of the configurations and thicknesses of the spool pieces.

RIII personnel determined that radiography was not the correct nondestructive
examination (NDE) technique for the spool pieces. The geometrical configura-
tions and relatively large thicknesses of the spool pieces would prevent
accurate displays of weld indications on the radiographs. A weld indication
shown on the radiograph could be caused by distortion. The ultrasonic and
magnetic particle tests ultimately performed on the installed spool pieces
were appropriate techniques.

5.7.3 Investigation

5.7.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he had
provided information to GAP regarding this allegation, and he was referring
to five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg'that fell
off a truck during their delivery to the site. Ha stated that Peabody
Magnaflux (PM) radiographers examined the pieces and found defective welds
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on some of them. He said construction personnel installed the spool pieces
! in the plant, disregardia.g PM's finding on the welds.

.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,-

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.
!

5.7.3.2 Interview with David Hang
.

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was
interviewed. He stated that in August 1979 Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding

' Engineer, asked him to radiograph MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the
1 truck on delivery to the Zimmer site. Hang said the examination was to

determine if any of the welds on the pieces had cracked from the impact of
the fall. Hang indicated that three of the five spool pieces he examined

'

had what appeared to be unacceptable radiographic indications. He said he
reported this in the Report of Radiographic Examination submitted to Pallon
and also told Pallon that radiography was the wrong technique to use to
examine welds of this configuration. Mang said he advised Pallon that an
ultrasonic examination should be performed in this case. Hong also stated
the spool pieces were ultrasonically examined in April 1980 and the welds

.

were found to be acceptable.i

'

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, Hang provided written sworn statements,
copies of which are included as Exhibit /3 y(

5.7.3.3 Record Reviews

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward reviewed records that indi-
cated the five spool pieces were ultrasonically examined by Pullman Power

,

i Products (Kellogg) in April and May 1980 and examined by magnetic particle
! testing by Peabody Magnaflux in April 1980. The records showed that welds*

on all five pieces were acceptable. The magnetic particle records indicated
that piece 1-MS-11B-12-7BH, weld No. V, had a linear indication approximately
1/4-in. long, which was ground, retested, and found acceptable.

The RIII inspector determined that the ultrasonic and magnetic particle tests
were valid examinations for the spool piece welds.

5.7.3.4 Field Observations
'

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward made visual examinations
of all of the welds on the five spool pieces and identified no unacceptable
indications. The spool pieces had been installed in the main steam relief

~

system prior to the time of the visual examinations.

5.7.3.5 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC performed ultrasonic examinations of three
welds on each of the five spool pieces, No unacceptable indictions ware
identified in any of the welds. Cetails of these NRC independent measure-
ments are documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.
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5.7.4 Findings and Conclusions

The subject of this allegation was investigated by NRC in early 1980. At
that time radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld indications in
welds on three of five spool pieces. One item of noncompliance was cited
in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09 for releasing and installing
the spool pieces before determining their acceptability. Subsequently,
the licensee and RIII independently determined that ultrasonic testing,
rather than radiography, was the appropriate nondestructive testing
technique for examining welds of that geometry and thickness. The welds
were examined by ultrasonic and magnetic particle testing and determined
to be acceptable. As part of an independent measurements program, the
NRC performed ultrasonic examinations of three welds on tech of the five
spool pieces and identified no unacceptable indications.

5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.8 Prefabricated Pipe Welds

5.8.1 Allegation

"At least three sources contacted by [ Thomas] Applegate confirmed that an
estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either
Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang

o specific source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and
James Tyner ere named as having additional information. The name

eve Sel is in error, as no such individual was employed at Zimmer.
It appears that this was a reference to Steve Binning.

I

i 5.8.2 Background Information

Radiography is similar to a medical X-ray procedure, with the exception that
[ a small but intensely radioactive material (source) is utilized to produce the

radiation. The radiographic film that is produced is like an X-ray and can be
a permanent record. Nuclear welding Codes often specify radiography (RT) as
a required examination. In many cases, the weld root pass (bottom portion of
the weld, or first welding pass) is radiographed for information, and to
determine if the root is acceptable. The completed weld is radiographed for
formal Code acceptance. Nuclear welding Codes contain detailed standards
for radiography, including extent of exposure and clarity of the resulting
radiographic film.

A radiograph is interpreted (read) by an interpreter. Radiographic interper-
ters are assigned levels of authority and responsibility based on examination
and length of experience, with a Level III radiographer being the highest level.
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When a radiograph is read, a " reader sheet" is filled out. The reader sheet
identifies the weld, date of radiography, radiographic technique, interpreter,
areas of the weld included, and the conclusions of the interpreter. The reader'

sheet is normally filed with the radiographs it represents.

Many types of defects or discontinuities can be detected through radiography,
including incomplete fusion, cracks, pososity, slag, undercut, and other
defects. The welding Code applied indicates the requirements for weld accept- |
ability, and indications may be acceptable as provided in the relevant Code.

! Many interpretations are highly subjective, and it is possible for interpreters |

| to disagree on the acceptability or rejectability of an observed indication.
In some cases, additional radiography may be performed to provide additional'

information. As long as the pipe is not inaccessible, subsequent radiography
is normally not difficult or too time-consuming. .

In practice, the most common occurrence is that a section of a weld, rather i

than the whole weld, may include defects. The section of the weld containing,

! the defects is then removed through grindias, e-velded, and re-radiographed.
j If the repair radiograph is acceptable, the entire weld can ce aepted,

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors.
| These items contain welds, and vendors are required to perform nondestructivet

examinations of these welds according to applicable Codes and standards. ASME'

Section III standards require 100% radiography of Class A pipe welds. When
radiography is required, radiograp reports are provided to the utility for g
permanentfilingafteracceptance.p8C

|
| 5.8.3 Investigation

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, waa interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he was a
pipefitter assigned to assist employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm
responsible for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that
in his opinion 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellogg
were defective.

He indicated that he based his opinion on a statement made by PM personnel that
they had observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured
by Kellogg on four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds in the residual
heat removal (RHR) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not
found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph
10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sellars and
David Binning reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not i

to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.

Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in
August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of main steam
relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Allegation 5.7) that had fallen off
a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining'the spool
pieces, PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said
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CG&E overruled PM's findings on this examination, but PM retained copies of
their reports and could provide investigators with further information
regarding this matter.

Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of the
prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the
statement.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a
telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, he responded in the
affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant
were defective. He said he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-
fabricated pipe welds were defective.

Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation
because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the
type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information
about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generally
confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was
a misquote. He said he merely confirmed a ru:aor that the pipe welds in
question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written swora statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.8.3.3 Interview with James Tyner

,

On April 16, 1981, James Tyner ormerKaiserPipefitterSuperintenden[was
interviewed by NRC. e stated 41e was contacted by a GAP representative who'

asked him if he was "are that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds were
defective and that Robert Marshall had concurred with this statement. He said

i he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that statement
' and said the prefabricated welds would have to be rad' graphed and the results

Wel]derQualification
evalusted before he could make such a determination. ner said the pipe welds
in the plant are good, and attributed this to Kaiser'
Program which identified unqualified welders and prohibited them from working
on safety-related welds.

hner3recalledthatononeoccasionPMradiographersexaminedaKaiserfield
weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this

j piping was part of the class D portion of the closed cooling water system and
| was not safety-related piping. He indicated that the radiographers may have

applied safety-related standards to a nonsafegt -related pipe and therefore
found rejectable defects in the welds. Q ner.Atated this was not indicative

; of 207,of the prefabricated pipe welds being defective.

|
1
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5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that
20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall
a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers
Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe
support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned that
a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware
of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Anthony Pallon, Kaiser
Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability of
Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.
Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg prefabricated
spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds
were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level
III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward. He said Baker and
Ward determined that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the
view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the
use of an improper technique.

|
5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hang

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated PM was responsible for conducting radio-
graphic examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely
radiograph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.
He stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.

; He said on occasion, when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser
j weld overlapped a Kallogg weld, PM would examine and find defects in the
i Kellogg weld. In each instance, these defects were reported to Kaiser on
I the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for

corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR
spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The-
examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact
of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him
radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces
were pipe with 3-1/2-in. wall thickness and with welds 1-1/2-in. wide, which
would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds were defective.
When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle
which would prevent them from seeing some defects and would exaggerate others.
Hang said he examined the spool pieces for "information only" purposes and
reported his findings to Pallon. Hang said he found five of the twenty welds
were unacceptable based on the radiographs; however, the spool pieces were
later ultrasonically examined and found acceptable. He indicated that
ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to examine the spool pieces
and is the valid examination.

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written sworn statement, a copy
ofwhichincludedasExhibit/y. 7

.
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I 5.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning
I

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning,-PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible
for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser
welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radiograph prefabricated spool
pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

~ prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of the welds on
prefabricated spool pieces were defective.

He did recall one occasion when David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that
had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but he later
determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and
the technique used was therefore unacceptable.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit f . y,

5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning

On January 19 n;J April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-
cated spool pieces annufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,
David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on4

delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-
mation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

After a further examination of the film, Hang had determined the geometric
configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.
Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard PM employees
mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive
examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that
he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated
pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg
welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination

| which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film
and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware
that, when one examines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the
geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which
are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified *

defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the
defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-
ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field
welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping
Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the pre-
fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined
all of the prefabricated spool y 'eces prior to their delivery to the site.

and that it was Kellogg's respo.sibility, not that of PM, to examine these
welds.

- 61 -

- - - . - -- -- ._ -__ - . _ _ .



DRAFT 2 10/8/81

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked
David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off the
truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph
the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique
was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool
pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon
requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool
pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use
when examinihg welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic
examination did not detect any defects in the spool pieces.

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written sworn statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit /6 X

5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from January to
August 1980 and during this period supervised PM radiographers onsite.
Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-
fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one
incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to

*radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The
radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam-
ination, they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said
they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-
graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later
reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry
was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the
spcol pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining
Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld
that overlapped a Kaiser weld. He said the defects would be noted on the
examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when
welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of
the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of

| no reason why any PM employee would state that 20% of the prefabricated welds
onsite were defective.

5.8.3.10 Record Reviews

Region III inspectors reviewed radiographs of field welds in spool pieces
I in the residual heat removal (RHR) system (the system identified by Individual

A as containing defective welds) to determine if there were any unacceptable
indications in the welds or adjacent material and to determine if the
radiographs also included shop welds with unacceptable indications. In
addition, the inspectors reviewed radiographs of shop welds in spool pieces
in the RHR system to determine if there were any unacceptable indications.
The following welds were reviewed:
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Table 5.8-1 Welds in the RHR System

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter
No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

'

Field Welds

IRH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4
1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4
1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4
1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4
1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4
1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6
1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10
1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 10
1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6
1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10
1RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10
1RH02B6 RHIS 20 1RH02B2C0 RHISB 20
1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20
1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20
1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 16
1RH02BA20 RH8 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20
1RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 20
1RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 20
1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20
1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20
1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16
1RH02BA20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 18
1RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 18
1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20
1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20
1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16
1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

Shop Welds

IRH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 16
1RH02BA20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20
1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20
1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18

The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the
62 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds
or the adjacent material. No shop welds were included (overlapped) in
the radiographs of the above field welds.

In addition to the welds in Table 5.8-1, the NRC inspectors reviewed radio-
graphs of 206 prefabricated pipe (shop) welds (796 radiographs) for acceptable

*
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I
radiographic testing (RT) ted.nique, weld quality, and documentation. Radio-
graphs of the welds were reviewed per ASME Section III,1971 Edition, with
Summer 1973 Addeuda, and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and
ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic technique deficiencies were identified
in 609 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications were identified
in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs were made without
required shims under the penetrameters. An additional four radiographs were
made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter. IT_ 20 f - _ : 2_ _E _ J _ J. /<[
_;>- p._ ____;,,->_ 3,g;,,, ,; y ga, >

_

|
ASMI Section III, 1971 Edition, with Summer 1973 Addenda, Appendix IX,'

paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that
the total ti.ickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same,

| as the total weld thickness...."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)
Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,
states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus
the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically
similar material to the weld metal."

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the noted welds
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA
Manual, Section 11.2 (358/81-13-11).

All of the radiographs in which the penetrameters were insufficiently shimmed
were previously accepted by the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized
Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company) at the fabri-

! cator's shop and at the site, the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),
and the licensee at the site.

|
A penetrameter is a device used to determine the image quality of a radio-
graph, usually a thin strip of metal of a thickness specified as some
percentage of thickness of the material being radiographed. Placed on
the part being radiographed, it is normally required that it be of material
radiographically similar to that of the item being inspected. Various
sized holes, multiples of the penetrameter thickness, are on the strip.
The ability of the radiograph to show some definite size hole establishes
its quality. The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine
if the radiograph has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications
that are in noncomformance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient
shimming of the penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thickness
under the penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness, thus estab- ,

lishing a valid reference for identifying weld indications. An insufficiently
shimmed penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received
sufficient exposure to reveal any unacceptab'e indications in the portion

| of the weld that is thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.
1

The licensee disagreed with the NRC interpretation of Paragraph. IX-3334.4
of the ASME Code, Section III-1971, regarding the use of shims under the
penetrameter. This matter was discussed in a meeting on April 30, 1981,

,
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between representatives of RIII, RIV, the State of Ohio, the National
Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and the licensee and his
consultants, The meeting is documented in IE Inspection Report No.
50-358/81-16. The representatives from the State of Ohio and the National
Board concurred with the NRC's position.

A second meeting to discuss shimming of the penetrameters was held at the
" Zinner site on June 29, 1981. Representatives from Region III, the State

of Ohio, the National Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and
the licensee and his consultants attended. Details of the meeting are
documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-21.

A program that may demonstrate the adequacy of the radiographs in question
is being implemented by CG&E and is included in the Quality Confirmation
Program. This program is included as ,(xhibit/ 7. )(

5.8.3.11 Verification

Region III inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the
respective radiographs by making an onionskin tracing of each weld from
the designated radiograph and then comparing the tracing to the individual
weld in the plant.

Table 5.8.3.11 - Verification of Radiographs of Welds

Pipeline No. Weld No.

1FC36CA621 B
IMS20B3169 A
IFCO2AB818 B

IMS20B3169 D
1FC39CA621 C

IFC02AB818 A

5.8.3.12 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC selected ten welds for which radiographs had
4 been taken with insufficient penetrameter shimming. The welds were selected

from the welds addressed in this report section and also from a list compiled
by the licensee. The selections were made based on a visual judgment of
relatively lesser radiographic quality and the ability to re-establish the
original radiographic (geometric) set-up. Of the ten welds selected only
seven were physically accessible to be radiographed. The seven welds were
radiographed by a NRC contractor using the same radiographic technique
orginally used plus a second penetrameter which was sufficiently shimmed.

,

The new radiographs were of acceptable quality and an interpretation of
the radiographs did not indicate any rejectable indications for these,

| welds. Details of NRC independent measurements are documented in IE
' Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.
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S.S.4 Findings and Conclusions

Interviews with the individuals identified by the alleger did not provide
specific information of any defective weld. Tnerefore, the RIII inspector
examined more than 800 radiographs to determine the acceptablility of the
welds. No unacceptable welds were identified; however, 187 radiographs could
not be interpreted because of an unacceptable radiographic technique. To
provide further assurance that both prefabricated and field welds are satis-
factory, the quality of the welds and the radiographic technique have been
addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program. As part of the
NRC's independent measurements, seven welds similar to the 187 of unaccept-
able technique were radiographed by a NRC contractor and no rejectable
indictions were identified in the new radiographs.

5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to assure that radiography
test requirements for shimming the penetrameter had been satisfied).

5.9 Design Control

5.9.1 Allegation

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after the fact to conform with
piping that already had been installed.",

5.9.2 Background Information

Problems associated with the design and installation of large-bore piping.

and pipe suspension systems were identified by the R1II inspection program
beginning in May 1978. Similar problems were identified for small-bore
piping and pipe suspension systems beginning in February 1980. Seventeen
inspections have covered these large-bore and small-bore pipe and piping
suspension systems.

Problems related to installations not being in accordance with design
drawings were identified for large-bore piping and pipe suspension systems
in an August 1978 RIII inspection and for small-bore piping and pipe sus-
pension systems in a February 1980 inspection. The resolution of these
problems is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.3 Investigation

5.9.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
Kaiser construction personnel used " construction aids" rather than final
design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe support hangers on
site. He stated that if a pipe support hanger or pipe piece was moved,
the construction aid was changed in the field without an engineer's
concurrence. He said there was no assurance that the pipe was in the
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proper location or was installed as designed. He characterized this as
designing pipe hanger and support systems "after the fact" because the
construction aids were used as the final drawing after installation.

I Individual A said the systems were not installed to follow drawings approved
by an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed by construc-

, tion and the engineer took the construction aid and made it into the final
drawing for the system. He said this occurred because Sargent & Lundy (S&L),
the architect-engineer, did not have enough engineers assigned to the site
to draw and approve design changes on the pipe support system or to provide
accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to use when
installing the systems.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

InterviewwithfJamesTyne\5.9.3.2
L., '~-

On April 16,1981,hJamesTyne)r(formerKaiserPipefitterSuperintendentf
was interviewed by B C. He stated his concern about Kaiser's practice of
installing pipe supports from " construction aids" or " field sketches" rather
than from approved design drawings. He said construction was far ahead of
schedule and the designers were behind in this area. He stated that pipe
supports as drawn on the construction aid occasionally did not fit in the
location they were designed for and were moved arbitrarily and noted in
red on the construction aid. This chan3e was then transposed 4o the final
drawing without an engineer's evaluation of the change. LTyneu indicated
that this resulted from poor initial design on the construction aid itself.

[fynek]alsosaidthat, in his cpinion, the licensee did not have qualified
engineers or engineering support staff on site to properly draw the con-
struction aids to match actual conditions in the plant.

t 5.9.3.3 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that
he was provided with a field construction drawing or construction plan
when installing systems in the plant. The system would be installed and
the engineering staff would be shown where construction personnel had made
changes or alterations in the installation of the system. He characterized
this as construction designing the systems while they were being installed,
rather th3n desigaing the system by engineers. Individual B indicated that
in 1977 Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors contracted from Butler Services,

j Inc., saw this practice and directed that it be stopped because it was
contrary to Quality Control Procedures.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
be requested the statement not be attached to this report.

<

2
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5.9.3.4 Review of Previous NRC Inspections

NRC has previously identified problems with the installation of pipe hangers
: and the related quality assurance inspection program. These problems were

documented and notices of violation were issued in Region III Inspection
Reports No. 78-10, 78-18, 78-22, 78-27, 78-32, 79-03, 79-10, 79-11, 79-22,
79-37, 80-05, 80-13, 80-16, 80-22, 80-25, 81-04, and 81-17.

J
-

1. RIII inspection of large bore piping and pipe suspension system design
and installation was initiated in May, 1978. By the latter part of
1978, RIII was aware that most of the existing installations were noti

in accordance with the design, due to implementation of an inadequate
installation and QA/QC program. The situation was further compounded
by the updating of GE design criteria that invalidated the previous
engineering design and calculations. Since then, the licensee has

)
. determined that all installations are considered preliminary and that
' final calculations will be performed prior to system test and acceptance.

Because of this, RIII has not inspected large bore piping suspension
system hardware since 1979. The findings relative to support installa-
tions not in accordance with design and inadequate design review remain
as open issues which will be reviewed by the NRC.i

2. RIII inspection of small bore process and instrumentation piping and
pipe suspension system design and installation was initiated in February,
1980. Problems relative to field design changes being made without S&L
approval are documented in Inspection Report 80-05. At present, the
design of small bore systems is contracted to Nuclear Power Services, Inc.,

(NPS). RIII review of the NPS program and its implementation will be a
part of future routine site inspections.

| 3. RIII inspections of small bore CRD piping and pipe suspension systems
, design and installation were performed in December, 1980. The inspection
} identified inadequacies in design and the QA/QC programs and as a result

CG&E issued a Stop Work Order. RIII followup inspection in June, 1981
(Report No. 81-17) resolved most of the findings; however, the present

i RCI design control provisions relative to procedures, verification, and
approval remain open.

The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been and continue to
be closely monitored by Region III.

5.9.4 Findings and Conclusions

There have been cases of both large-bore and small-bore piping and pipe
suspension systems being installed without proper design control. Field
installations have been made that were not in accordance with approved
design documents. This problem was initially identified for large-bore
piping systems during a May 1978 RIII inspection. It was initially
identified for small-bore piping systems during an RIII inspection in
February 1980, which was conducted as a result of an allegation.concerning
small-bore piping problems at another RIII facility.
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These problems have resulted in items of noncompliance, management meetings
with the licensee and licensee stop work orders, one of which was confirmed
in an Immediate Action Letter. Resolution of these problems is not complete
and is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.5 Items of Noncompliance

1(o new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.10 Cable Tray Hangers and Loading

5.10.1 Allegation

"St.ock-absorbing electrical tray hangers previously found unsatisfactory
are still unsafe due to faulty welds, and electrical cable trays remain
dangerously full."

5.10.2 Background Information

During an interview on February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate and a GAP
representative, Thomas Devine, indicated that Edwin Hofstadter was the
source of this allegation.

Hofstadter was employed by Husky Products, the Zimmer cable tray vendor,
between February 8, 1973 and August 4, 1978. He wrote a letter of com-
platut that he sent to various parties on August 18, 1978. RIII personnel
contacted him by telephone on September 9, 1978, and he was interviewed by -

RIII personnel on September 29, 1978. His allegations, relating to materials
and welding on cable trays supplied to the Zimmer and Clinton sites, were
investigated in detail by RIII, and the findings related to Zimmer are
documented in IE Investigation Repoct 50-358/78-21. The RIII investigation
resulted in one item of noncompliance (a deficiency), but cable tray materials
and welding were considered acceptable.

During the 1978 RIII investigation, Hofstadter sent a series of letters
to the NRC (dated September 30, October 9, 19, 20, 31, December 15, 1973,
and February 11, 1979) stating his concerns and expressing dissatisfaction
with NRC investigation findings. On February 2,1979, a public press con-
ference was held in Cincinnati wherein RIII personnel met with Hofstadter,

!

| a lawyer representing Ralph Nader, and representatives of Citizens Against
A Radioactive Environment (CARE), an intervenor group, to discuss the NRC'

investigation.

At RIII's request, a vendor inspection of Husky Products was performed by
Region IV personnel during February 12-15, 1979 (Report No. 99900356/79-01).
The inspection did not identify significant deficiencies (QA Manual lacked
description of duties or policy statement, weld procedure 107 lacked

, welding parameters for metal under 1/4-in.).;
|

On March 9, 1979, CARE sent a letter to various media representatives, taking
issue with the RIII finding of cable tray acceptability. Subsequently, the
Mississippi Valley Power Project (MVPP), another intervenor group, introduced

- 69 -

- __



.- _ __

DRAFT 2 10/8/81

I the acceptability of cable trays and cable tray loading as contentions in the
Zimmer licensing hearings. These contentions were accepted for litigation,
and extensive testimony by NRC, Husky Products, CG&E, Hofstadter, and MVPP
personnel is documented in the hearing transcripts.

A review of the Atomic Safety Licensing Board hearing transcripts did not
reveal any significant information not included in the RIII investigation

- report. The conclusion of cable tray acceptability has not been altered.

Hofstadter made no allegations oncerning cable tray hangers, and these
were not supplied by Husky Products.

A report (50.55e) was submitted to NRC by the licensee concerning cable
tray hanger welding deficiencies on July 17, 1978. A followup report was<

sent to the NRC on October 30, 1978. Review of the licensee's corrective
actions was i.erformed during an inspection conducted March 21-23, 1979.
During that inspection, corrective action appeared to be acceptable, but
had not been completed.

5.10.3 Investigation ;

5.10.3.1 In_terview of Edwin Hofstadter
i Edwin Hofstadter was contacted by telephone on July 31, 1981. He stated his

concerns dealt with cable tray (fittings) welding, and he had no knowledge '

-| of cable tray hangers. He expressed concern regarding cable tray loading at
Zimmer.'

5.10.3.2 Observations and Reviews Concerning Cable Tray Hanger Welds

The following findings address the present review of the allegation as
expressed by GAP in their letter of December 10, 1980, to the Merit Systems
Protection Board concerning cable tray hangers and cable tray loading.

R1II inspectors made visual inspections of both vendor and field welds on
the following Superstrut cable tray hangers in the cable spreading room and.

blue switchgear room, and at an elevation of 473-ft in the auxiliary building.'

|

| The following data was noted for the cable spreading room:

1. No. 14H11FEC145--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 14H11FEC147--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

| 3. No. 4H2FEC193--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
| covered with fireproofing -

4. No. 15H1FEC160--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing

| 5. No. 70HFEC165 (cross brace member No. 23HV5FEC294)--welds had irregular
| profile, porosity, and undercut

:

I

|
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i

6. No. 15H2FEC175 (second horizontal member from the top)--weld had undercut

7. No. 14H11FEC146 (cross member)--an apparent vendor weld had undercut
and slag

8. No. 16HIFEC156 (weld marked rejected)--weld had spatter and undercut

All of these welds were painted; therefore, the Rill inspector examined for,

I relatively large discontinuities only.

The unacceptable welds identified on hangers 70HTEC165, 15H2FEC175,
14H11FEC146, and 16HIFEC156 were not controlled in any QA dccument. This ;

is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 15 (358/81-13-12). .

The RIII inspectors reviewed approximately 180 construction inspection
plans (CIPs) and inspection records for the hangers in the cable spreading
room (elevation 536 f t in the north section of the auxiliary building). The
licensee stated that inspections documented on the CIPs also included vendor
welds, even though the records only reflected field welds. The vendor welds
were inspected because of repairs necessary to close the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report telephoned to NRC on July 17, 1978. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
indicated that vendor welds on Superstrut cable tray hangers, which were,

I used only in the cable spreading room (PW Industries hangers are utilized
elsewhere and appear acceptable), did not meet the visual inspection
requirements of AWS D1.1-1972. The CIP records and the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report indicate that all of the final field and vendor welds were reinspected
after repairs were made to welds on more than half of the 141 hangers. These.
were accepted by the licensee in December 1980 and January 1981.

No inspection records were available to indicate that in-process inspections
of either the field or vendor welds were made to verify proper filler metal,
weld procedure, welder's qualifications, surface conditions, etc., as
required by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 6. Certificates had been
supplied by the vendor stating that the material met the purchase specifi-
cation requirements. The RIII inspector requested the licensee to obtain
the in process and field weld inspection records for the hanger welds made
by the vendor (Superstrut). A letter dated May 1, 1981, from Midland-Ross
Corporation to CG&E was provided to the RIII inspector on June 1, 1981.
The letter indicated that Superstrut had been acquired by the Midland-Ross
Corporation in January 1978, and that no records could be located with -

respect to in process inspection of hangers supplied to Zimmer.

Discussions with pertinent QC management and inspection personnel revealed
that the welds documented on the above CIPs had been inspected after having
been painted. The licensee stated that field visual examinations of tray
hanger welds were based en H. J. Kaiser Company Procedure No. SPPM 4.6,
Revision 8, dated August 29, 1980, paragraph 5.1.3, which states, " Surface
condition--joint surfaces to be examined shs11 be cleaned and free from slag,
rust, arc burns, paint, dirt, or other contaminants that would interfere with
the examination." The licensee stated that paint (Galvanox) applied to the
hanger welds did not interfere with visual examination and, in some cases,
actually highlighted discontinuities.
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AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, states, ". . . Welded joints shall not be
painted until after the work has been completed and accepted...."

The apparent lack of in-process and adequate final inspections of the
above field and vendor hanger welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,-

Criterion X, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1.2 (358/81-13-13).

The RIII inspector requested the design acceptance criteria that was used
by QC to evaluate the undercut on Fanger 15H2FEC175. The licensee provided
S&L Specification H-2713, Supplemeat 7, Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser
Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, Fevision 8, paragraph 5.2.9, which allows up to
1/16-in undercut on the cable tray hanger welds. The 1/16-in. criterion
does not comply with AWS D1.3-1972, Section 3.6.4, which states, "For
buildings and tubular structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch:

deep when its direction is transverse to primary tensile stress in the part
that is undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."

Further review of Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, paragraph 5.2, revealed other
noted exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 code. These exceptions included
fillet weld size and weld convexity. On March 5,1981, S&L provided a,

documented investigation program of fillet weld size for P-W Industries
cable pan hangers, purchase order No. 7070-25102. This program was
performed by Gladstone Laboratory of Cincinnati to substantiate the!

design adequacy of the undersized fillet welds at the flare bevel joints
of the cable pan hangers. The study was based on a sample of 95 welds
cut from P-W cable tray hangers. The 95 welds were sectioned and etched
to determine actual weld size and relative weld quality. Only one weld
was identified as rejectable due to a lack of fusion. Although this study
may justify that the weld size was adequate where the weld penetration
was not measurable by normal visual techniques, no justification was pro-
vided to substantiate the exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 Code requirements
concerning weld convexity and undercut.

These deviations from the AWS Code are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion III, the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.3 (358/81-13-14).

The following data was noted for the blue switchgear room hangers (eleva-
,

tion 525 ft and drawing E-96):
,

i
.

1. No. 1H029--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. SH25--foot connection covered with fireproofing; no visible
unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 5H30 (2)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

4. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
1

5. No. 1H079--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

6. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
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7. 2 Nos. 5H19--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

8. No. 109HV4 (east and west sides)--had unacceptable weld discontinuities
that were controlled on construction inspection plans (records)

9. No. 1H28-2--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

- 10. No. 1H28-1--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

11. No. 1H29--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

12. No. SH30--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
,

13. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

14. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

15. No. SH19 (4)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

16. No. SH3(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

17. No. 5H2(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

18. No. 5H25--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing.

The following data was noted for elevation 473 ft auxiliary building
hangers:

1. No. 5H009 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 4H3 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 2H1 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

4. No. 5H010 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuitiesi

t

| S. No. 5H012 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

6. No. 6H1 (2) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

7. No. 6H1 (1) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

Four to six welds were inspected on each of the preceding hangers.
l

! Several of the t' ray hanger foot connections (where the hangers are attached
to the structural beams) were covered with fireproofing and could not be
inspected. Therefore, the RIII inspector requested QC inspection documen-

|
tation to assure that the welds covered by fireproofing were acceptable.
The licensee provided a copy of Surveillance Report (SR) No. 2893 dated|

January 8,1981, which stated that 94 of 179 (Superstrut) cable tray hangers
in the cable spreading room have one or both foot connections covered with
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fireproofing. The SR requested clarification as to what QC should do since
the foot connections had not been inspected. As of March 27, 1981, the SR
had no disposition.

This item is unresolved pending resolution of SR No. 2893 and action to
resolve other hanger connections throughout the plant that were covered
before they were inspected (358/81-13-15).

The concerns identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

5.10.3.3 Observations, Reviews, and Interviews Concerning Cable Tray Loading

.
The RIII inspector made field observations, reviewed and discussed site

i control measures, and reviewed and discussed the design basis and verifica-
tions regarding cable tray loading. Tray loading was considered in three
aspects: cable ampacity or thermal loading; physical weight loading; and
the commitments in the Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1.

1. The following cable tray routing points (nodes) were selected for the
reviews and discussions:

'

a. 1057A--yellow division / power tray--selected because of the high
design index (DI) of 1.44 (see 5.10.3.3 paragraph 3 for explanation
of design index).

b. 2025A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high DI
of 1.46.

c. 2023A--blue division / power tray--selected for verification of DI
accuracy (DI of 1.18).

' d. 2038A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high
DI of 1.44.

e. 2039A--blue division / power tray--selected during field observa-
tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.

f. 1073A--ye110w division / power tray--selected for verification of .

the number of cables installed.

g. 1104B- ye110w division / control tray--selected because of the high
DI of 1.54.

h. 2027A--blue division / power tray--selected because of high DI of
*1.46.

2. The RIII inspector and a licensee representative counted the cables in
the following tray nodes and compared the counts with the number of cables
listed in the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report, dated February 2, 1981:

74 --
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Mode Field Count Report Count

! a. 1057A 27 27
b. 2025A 24 23 (see explanation below)
c. 2039A 39 39
d. 1073A 32 33 (see explanation below)

'

The Cable Pan Loading Report is a computerized periodical that gives
the design status of cable tray loads. The report identifies individ-
ual cable numbers that have been specified to be routed through the
segmented tray points (nodes).

The RIII inspector reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report
dated February 5, 1981, and some cable pull (installation cards) to
verify that the cables specified for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, and
1073A in the Loading Report had actually been installed. For tray
node 2025A, cable No. LL145 was found to be two individual conductors
and, for tray node 1073A, the records indicated that cable No. VP210
had not yet been installed, which accounted for the discrepancies
between the preceding field and report counts. No other discrepancies
were identified in either the design or installation reports and records
for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, 2039A, and 1073A. Thus, the design and
installation records appeared to match the numbers of cables actually
installed in the plant.

The RIII inspector also compared the number of cables specified in
the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report for tray nodes 2023A against the
H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report. The cables on the two reports
matched.

3. The RIII inspector inquired how the computerized design indea program
correlated to Zimmer FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 (dealing with ampacity) and
Section 3.10.1.2.3.c (dealing with physical weight limitations).

,

: a. The Zimmer FSAR states the following:
|

| 8.3.3.1.1 In Trays
!

All power cables to be used in ZPS-1 are assigned,

| in accordance with Table 8.3-18. The tables for
power cable loading are based on IPCEA [ Insulated
Power Cable Engineers Association] Publication
No. P-46-426.

8.3.3.1.2 Not In Trays

I The thermal ampacity of power and control cables
with no part of their length in solid-bottom tray,

I are in accordance with IPCEA P-46-426, with appro-
priate rating factors applied for ambient, shields,
and direct-current service.

,

i
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8.3.3.1.3 Fill

The summation of the cross-sectional areas of the
cables shall not exceed 50% of the tray usable
cross-sectional area or two layers of cables,
whichever is larger, but not to exceed 60% of the
cross-sectional area in any case.

Conduit is sized in accordance with Sargent & Lundy
Standard EDSB-10, Electrical Drafting Reference for
Determining Conduit and Pipe Sizes, which limits
conduit fill to the percentages established by the
National Electric Code.

Section 3.10.1.2.3.c
" Cable tray loading of 40 psf (pounds per square foot) is
used throughout."

'

b. On March 17 and March 19, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of
Electrical Engineering described the correlation between the
FSAR and the design index program as follows:

The power cable ampacity loading is based not on IPCEA P-46-426
(1962), but on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (by J. Stolpe) printed in
1970, IPCEA P-54-440 (1975), which was based on Stolpe's Paper,
and S&L Standard ESA-104a (revised November 1, 1972).

The Stolpe method bases ampacity on the depth-of-fill design of
cables in the tray rather than on the percentage fill. S&L uses

| a 2-in. depth-of-fill as the basis for selecting a cable for a
. particular ampere load.

(1) The 2-in. depth-of-fill design results in a major conservatism
because of the following:

(a) Load diversity--many cables carry current only intermit-
tently (e.g., valve operators, sump pumps, etc.).

(b) Cable size granularity--only a few cable types and
sizes are purchased, resulting in selection of over-

| sized cables for most services. This means many cables
would be capable of carrying larger currents (rated)
than those actually carried.

(c) Design ampere margin--the design ampere loads used to
select cables before the final equipment design data
is known are necessarily conservative (high).

(2) Because of the above conservatisms, the S&L design practices
are as follows:

| (a) Cables are routed into trays without limiting fill.
|
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(b) The resulting fill is monitored as the design proceeds.

(c) When the fill reaches a target level, the actual heat
load is calculated and, if the heat load exceeds the
allowable amount, sufficient cables are removed from
the affected trays.

To accomplish steps (2)(b) and (2)(c), S&L uses the design index
program. The design index is a measure of tray fill and is expressed
mathematically as follows:

Design Index = The sum of the (cable diameters)2.

Useable area of the tray

where useable area (UA) equals tray width times design depth-of-fill
(design depth-of-fill is based on square cables) and 50% of the tray
cross-sectional area.

i For 24 in. x 4 in. power trays, the total area equals 96 sq in. and
useable area equals 24 in. x 2 in. equals 48 sq in.

2
DI = E(d )

UA

where

E = summation
d = cable diameter

This equation is consistent with the Stolpe method. " Percent Fill" is
i not consistent with the Stolpe method because the depth of the tray is'

used rather than the depth of the cables in the tray. Percent fill is
also based on the actual cable cross-sectional area rather than the
square cable that is assumed in the Stolpe method. Expressed mathe-
matically,

Sum f cable cross-sectional areas x 100
Percent Fi.11 = Total cross-sectional tray area

2where the sum of cable cross-sectional areas equals E(pi x r )
with r = radius of the cable and pi = 3.1416.

Thus,*

2
Percent Fill = E (pi x r ) x 100

Total area

!

- 77 -

!
'

.
_- _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ . , , . . _ , . . _. .

_ _,_



DRAFT 3 10/8/81

The relation between design index and percent fill is therefore

2
E(pi x r ) x 100

Percent Fill _ Total area
Design Index E(d )

Useable area
.

since the total area (TA) equals 2 times the useable area (UA)
and d = 2 x r.

2
d pg

2Elpi x 4 } x 100 4 E (d ) x 100
PF , 2(UA) 2,

DI 2 2E(d ) E(d )
UA

=fx100=39.3%perDI
Thus, for a 4-in.-deep tray:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 2-in. design depth-of-
fill (square cables)

50% Actual Fill = 1.27 Design Index = 2.54-in. design depth-
of-fill (square cables)

60% Actual Fill = 1.52 Design Index = 3.04-in. design depth-
of-fill (square cabler)

and for a 6-in.-deep tray:

,
39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 3-in. design depth-of

j fill (square cables)
|

| Based on the preceding relationships between design index and depth

|
of square cables, and the fact that S&L has used a 2-in, depth-of-fill
as the basis of selecting cables for particular ampere loads, thej

| cables in tray nodes with a DI over 1.0 would have to be re-evaluated
! considering the increased depths. This item is unresolved pending
' completion of the re-evaluations (358/81-13-16).

The above design basis for cable ampacity was a deviation from the
design (FSAR) and was not identified on any control document. This is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.6 (358/81-13-17).

On March 17, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of Electrical Engineering
stated that appropriate modifications to the FSAR would be submitted.
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Also, specific consideration would be given to the differing types of
cable insulations, addressed in the previously discussed publications
(standards), when compared with the cable insulations used in Zimmer.

4. The RIII inspector reviewed S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0,
dated February 6,1978, paragraph 4.5, which states, "The Senior Elec-<

~ trical Project Engineer shall assign an electrical engineer to run
thermal loading calculations for all power tray routing points with
a design index exceeding 1.25. He shall compare these loadings, in
watts per feet, with the watts per feet limits established for the
design indexes involved."

| The RIII inspector requested the thermal calculations for tray nodes
2025A, 1057A, 2038A, and 2027A that had dis in excess of 1.25. S&L
provided calculations for nodes 2025A,1057A, and 2027A. These i

calculations were performed in 1978 and 1979 and had not been reviewed
or approved. S&L described these as interim calculations, which would
have to be redone after all of the final electrical loads in the plant
were established and defined. Thermal calculations had not been per-
formed for tray node 2038A.

S&L provided a controlled list dated February 24, 1981 of 37 routing
points (nodes) with design indexes over 1.25. Thirty-four of these
tray points exceed the 50% tray fill requirement specified in the
FSAR, Sect'on 8.3.3.1. Tray nodes 1104B and 2025B also exceed 60%
fill. The S&L Assistant Manager stated that thermal calculations,

(both allowable and actual) will be performed in the near future for'

all power trays with a DI over 1.25. These calculations will be
provided to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved (358/81-13-18).

! 5. Neither S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0, nor any other
document established controls to verify the thermal loading power of
cable (penetration) sleeves and the physical (dead weight) loading
of trays (power, control, and instrument).

( The Cable Pan Loading Report included the design indexes ofa.
| sleeves. Sleeve #SL111 had a reported DI of 1.29 and sleeve
| #SL105 had a reported DI of 1.26. A controlled list of power

sleeves with a DI over 1.25 was not maintained.

b. S&L stated that a design index of 1.25 would be used as the
factor to determine when calculations would be performed for
physical (dead weight) loading.

The lack of design control measures to verify the adequacy of the;

! thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of trays is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.11.2 (358/81-13-19).

S&L revised Instruction PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 1, Sections 4.5, 4.6, and
4.7, on March 18, 1981 to include requirements to verify and control the
thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of all trays

; (power, control, and instrument) that have a design index over 1.25.
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S&L stated that calculations for the physical loads of all power,
control, and instrument trays, and for thermal loads of all power
sleeves with a design index over 1.25, will be performed in the near
future. These calculations will be provided to NRC Region III.

The RIII inspector requested the justification for using the design
index program for the determining factor for physical loads since the

- design index program had absoIutely no relation to physical weight.
The RIII inspector also requested justification for using the design
index of 1.25 as the determining limit for performing design calcula-
tions. S&L stated that both of the justifications would be provided
to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved pending evaluation of the
justification for using a design index program (358/81-13-20).

6. The RIII inspec'.or observed a note on the bottom of the thermal calcu-
lation sheet dat.ed December 27, 1979 for cable tray #1057A. The note
indicated that two cables "JVC016 and VC073 are overloaded." The noted
overloaded cables were not identified on any control document that
would have required appropriate evaluation and disposition. S&L
personnel stated that a control program did not exist for such design
deviations when identified by S&L engineers. This is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the W. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 3.6 (358/81-13-21).

7. The RIII inspector determined the physical weight of yellow division
control tray 1104B.

The total weight of the cables for tray 1104B was determined to be

73.06 = 36.53 lb/ft2

Therefore, tray 1104B (DI 1.54) is in complianc with FSAR
Section 3.10.1.2.3, which allows up to 40 lb/ft

i Problems identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality Con-'

firmation Program.

5.10.4 Findings and Conclusions

This allegation raises concerns of potential safety importance that cannot
be assessed without further inspections and evaluations by the licensee and
h7C.

Cable tray hanger weld deficiencies in the cable spreading room had been
reported to the NRC in July 1978 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The
licensee's corrective action of this matter was completed in January 1981.
Although this matter was being carried as an open inspection item by NRC,
the licensee's final corrective action was not reviewed prior to this
investigation effort. This investigation effort disclosed that the hanger
welds throughout the plant had not been inspected before the welds were
painted or coated with fireproofing.
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The acceptability of electrical tray hanger welds is unresolved pending
(1) additional inspections of hanger welds, which will be made after paint
and fireproofing have been removed, and (2) establishment of the quality
of those welds for which in process inspections were not performed and for
which inspection criteria deviated from AWS Code reqeirements.

The acceptability of electrical cable trays fill and loading is unresolved
- pending the completion and review of tray-loading calculations for several

tray-routing points; re-evaluations of cable selections; establishment of
the actual design basis and verification measures for cable tray loading;
establishment of design measures to verify the thermal loading of power
sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and establishment of measures
to control design deviations.

It should be noted that the time to determine compliance with ampacity
.

requirements is at the completion of the electrical design. According to
the licensee and A/E this was to be accomplished.

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

5.10.5 Items of Noncompliance

Six items of noncompliance were identified. (Failure to identify and control
unacceptable welds on four cable tray hangers; failure to execute the programs
for inprocess and final (before painting) inspections of cable tray hanger
welds; failure to assure that appropriate weld inspection criteria (1/32 inch
undercut) was specified in design documents; failure to control deviations
from the design basis for cable ampacity; failure to establish measures to
assure verification of the design adequacy of the thermal loading of power
sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and failure to establish measures
to assure that design deviations, identified by S&L engineers, were controlled).

These items have generic applicability to plants designed by S&L and are being
forwarded to NRC Region IV, Vendor Inspection Branch for generic followup.

5.11 Clogged Intake

5.11.1 Allegation

| " Sand and mud chcke the feedwater pumps and intake flues carrying makeup
water to the cooling tower, because of a flaw in the plant's design.'

Pumps used to rectify the flaw quickly burn out."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
j (Thomas Devine), it was clarified that this allegation pertained to the

river intake. The river intake provides service water, not feedwater.

5.11.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.

|
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The licensee reported silting conditions to Region III by telephone on
June 18, 1979, and by CG&E Ictters QA-1148 dated June 20, 1979 and
QA-1168 dated July 23, 1979, and service wat r pump impeller wear con-
ditions by telephone on August 10, 1979 and by in letters QA-1196 dated
September 6, 1979, QA-1239 dated December 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated
December 17, 1980, that were sent to NTO Region III pursuant to the
requirements of IJ CFR 50.55(e). Copies of these letters are included
as ExhibitlF. g

The silting and pump impeller wear conditions, along with the measures to
correct these conditions, are described in Appendix J of the Wm. H. Zimmer
FSAR, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (see Exhibit /f ). g
5.11.3 Investigation

A review was made of the 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports and related documente.
Additional investigation was not performed by RIII because the matter was
known and resolution was in progress.

The corrective measures to be taken, as describad in licensee submittals,
have been reviewed and accepted in Subsection 9.2.1 of NUREG-0528, " Safety
Evaluation Report (SER) Related to the Operation of W' . H. Zimmer Nuclearm
Power Statien, Unit 1," Supplement 1, issued in June 1981 by the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Region I!f considers this to be an open item pending completion of the
corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, /ppendix J,
Revision 69, dated December 1980 (358/81-13-22).

5.11.4 Findings and Conclusions

The licensee reported the silting condition concerning the service water
intake structure to NRC Region III in June 1979 pursuant to the require-
ments of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The plant design and operating procedures had
to be modified to control the silting ccadition.

Accelerated service water pump impeller wear was reported by the licensee
in August 1979 pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

The silting and pump impeller wear concerns are open items pending completion
of corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (including a
sedimentation monitoring program and plant modifications) and review by RIII
inspectors. The implementation of these corrective measures will be reviewed
during a subsequent inspection.

.

5.11.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.12 overpressurization Incident

- 82 - -

_ ___ - - - -- _ -



. - . - .

DRAFT 3 10/8/81 ;

5.12.1 Allegation

"A design f1 n in Lhe beat exchanger control panel permitted an operator
mistakenly to force 1200 pounds of pressure through pipes only meant to
handle 300 pounds, ripping the pipe and soaking electricians with a hard
spray of water that would have been radioactive had the plant been ini
operation."!

5.12.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.

' (" - c3
.urization incident in CG&E letter QA-1106

The licensee reported the overpresg$ pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR
.

,

dated March 2,1979 (see Exhibit JE
50.55(e). The report indicated that on January 19, 1979, during a construc-
tion test to demonstrate the flow rate through the high pressurp core spray

; (HPCS) system orifice, the steam jet air ejector was overpressurized and
j failed. The report indicates two operator errors as the cause of the
j overpressurization. The errors involved two administrative 1y controlled

valves, which were incorrectly documented as closed. " Administratively"
means that the valve positions (e.g., open, closed, etc.) are verified and
documented in accordance with site procedures. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
also stated thac the design, utilizing two administrative 1y controlled
valves, was permitted by the ASME Section III Code, and concluded that the,

' overpressurization incident was not due to a design deficiency, although a
check valve would have compensated for the two operator errors.

,

Although water in the HPCS system is not presently radioactive, it can be
contaminated during normal operation.

! 5.12.3 Investigation

5.12.3.1 Interview with Individual A

| On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
! representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he
| recalled an incident when the heat exchanger control panel was pressurized

with 1200 pounds of pressurized water when it was only meant to handle|

j 300 pounds. He said he learned that high pressure water entered the
; low-pressure system and ruptured pipes in the: low pressure system. He said
| two electricians in the area were doused with water when the pipes ruptured.
| He related that other plant employees said this inciderc. occurred because

an operator apparently failed to turn off a valve allowing high-pressure
water to enter the low-pressure system.

I On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
| he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

!
.
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5.12.3.2 Interview with Individual B
:

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was intervietted by NRC. Individual B stated he recalled an
incident when the " alpha air injector condenser" on the ground floor of the
turbine building was injected with high-pressure water instead of low pressure
water and the pipes in the condenser ruptured. He said other workers in the

- plant told him this occurred because an operator failed to close the high-
pressure valve and the high pressure water entered the low-pressure system
and ruptured the lines.

! On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
j he requested the statement not be attached to this report.
4 5.12.3.3 Record Review

Region III inspectors have previously reviewed the overpressurization concern
as documented in the following excerpts of IE Inspection Reports No. 79-06,
Section 8; No. 79-23, page 4; No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5; and No. 80-06, page 2.

Report No. 79-06, Section 8

: "The inspector reviewed the event of January 19, 1979, during which high
pressure core spray (HPCS) water entered the condensate (CD) and low pressure;

core spray (LPCS) systems because valves 1E22-F003 and F031 had been left
open causing a rupture of the steam jet air ejector condenser IA. The review
consisted of interviews with testing and operating personnel and a review of
the licensee's final report on his investigation of the event. The review
showed that:

"a. Procedure OP.HP.01-4, Revision 0 was used to lineup, fill and vent
the HPCS system.

"b. At the completion of the fill and vent operation the operator never
completed Step 5.1.5 which required him to close valves 1E22-F003 and
F-31. With these two valves open the CD and HPCS systems became
crosstied thru the cycled condensate (CY) system. The operator claims
he informed the Shift Supervisor that he had left the two valves open
while the latter does not recall being told. This failure to follow
procedures is contrary to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V
and is considered to be an example of an item of noncompliance (358/79-
06-06B) of the infraction level. -

"c. For some unknown reason, valve 1E21-F025 which had been safety tagged
closed under Switching Order No. 781317, dated November 16, 1978, was
in the open position. This completed the cross connection of the LPCS
and HPCS systems. Violation of Switching Order No. 781317 is contrary
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and is considered an example of
an item of noncompliance (358-79-06-06C) of the infraction level. The
switching order was cleared on January 24, 1979. The corrective act' ion
which the licensee is currently taking regarding a previous noncompliance
with the safety tagging procedure (358-79-01-01) is also applicable to
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this event, therefore the inspector stated no response to this item of
noncompliance is required.

"d. Paragraph 13.0 of Safety Tagging Procedure EC. SAD.02, Revision 00
allows for the operation of equipment for test purposes without the
removal of the safety tags. It is possible that valve IE21-F025 was
operated for test purposes thru tags and subsequently left open by

The inspectors have objected to Paragraph 13.0 of the Safety- error.
Tagging Procedure.

"On March 21, 1979, the licensee issued operating memo 79-2, Revision 9,
which specifically requires that "Do Not Operate" tags must be removed
before energizing electrical equipment or opening valves. An exception
is made in the case of electrical testing conducted by EOTD in which case
only the EOTD master tag will be left in place.

"e. On December 12, 1977, a General Electric system engineer recommended
that a check s alve be installed on line 1HP18A3 downstream of valve
IE22-F013) because a similar overpressurization of a small section
of low pressure piping bad occurred. The recommendation was rejected
because the licensee thought that two valves (IE22-F003 and F031) plus
administrative controls were sufficient to prevent recurrence. The
licensee stated the check valve will be installed. All other ECCS
systems have check valves in the line from the CY system.

"The inspector stated his concern regarding repeatable occurrences where
a lack of communication or understanding between parties have resulted
in damage to equipment. It is our intention to closely monitor the
licensee's performance during the preoperational test program to deter-
mine the adequacy of plant staffing and training as fuel load date
approaches."

Report No. 79-06, page 2

"(Closed) Noncompliance (358/79-01-01). Failure tc follow safety tagging
(switching order) procedure. The inspector found that the licensee is
conducting safety tagging refresher training for all operations personnel
and systems engineers as stated in their letter, Borgmann to Heishman,

;

dated February 28, 1979."

Report No._79-23, page 4

"(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report: Overpressurization of the steam jet
air ejectcr heat exchanger (tube side). The inspector established that
a check v lve has been installed as stated in the licensee's report dated
March 1,1979 (QA-1106). This item remains open pending further review by
NRC Operations Branch."

Report No._79-29, pages 4 and 5

"(Closed) Overpressurization of the steam jet air ejector heat exchanger
(tube side). NR number 7247R1, dated February 21, 1979, stated that over
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pressure tc 1200 psi of the LPCS piping system occurred in addition to
others. The A-E (Sargent and Lundy) analyzed the piping system and valves
with dispositions as follows:

"1. Carbon steel piping 3/4" up to 12" acceptable since stress was well
below yield point.

"2. The one stainless steel 3/4" pipe is likewise o.k.

"3. Six hundred pound valves are acceptable with the pressure experienced
only being a repeat hydro test.

" '4 Three hundred pound and 150 pound valves the manufacturer should be
consulted.

"S. The relief valve causing the problem should be retested and reset.

"Further information available (Construction Engineering Report dated'

April 14, 1979) stated that the valve manufacturers recommended a seat
leakage test be conducted on the valves and that this test was performed
without any leaks being detected and it further stated that the relief
valve had been removed, tested and reset of set points done. The NR was
signed as completed on October 25, 1979. The inspector indicated that he
had no further questions regarding this item."

Report No. 80-06, page 2

"(Closed) Noncompliance (50-358/79-06b). Failure to follow OP.HP.01-4
valve lineup. (Not closing valves IE22-F003 and IE22-F031.) The inspector
reviewed the licensee's action to prevent further non-adherence to proce-
dures and found them acceptable."

i

! The licensee's General Engineering Department report of April 24, 1979
(excluding attachments and tables)=ebut documents the final disposition of
NR-7247R1, _. _:1_?_2 .. fautuagg y(,-

47
5.12.4 Findings and Conclusion.

The overpressure event referred to in the allegation was reported to the
NRC in March 1979, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). - The event was caused

! by operator errors, that incorrectly permitted two valves to remain open,
rather than inadequate system design.

t

The actions taken by the licensee to assure the quality of the affected
| piping and components and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by the
| NRC prior to the allegation and found satisfactory.

5.12.5 Items of Noncompliance

| No new items of noncompliance were identified.
!

! 5.13 Lax Fuel Security
!
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5.13.1 Allegation

"There have been periods when there were no security surveillance cameras
during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-
sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

On February 26, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials, Thomas Devine
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office, they
advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers Jeffrey Hyde and
Ronald Wright were aware of periods of time when the nuclear fuel was left
unattended. It was alleged these situations presented a threat to the public
health and safety and left the fuel susceptible to terrorism, theft, and/or
diversion.

In addition, it was alleged that the walls of the fuel storage area were
" blow-out" walls, designed to give way during tornadoes.

5.13.2 Background Information

On June 26, 1978, NRC Special Nuclear Material License No. SNM-1823 was
issued to CG&E authorizing receipt, possession, inspection, and storage
(at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station) of 2,000 kilograms of
uranium-235 (U-235) reactor fuel at an enrichment not to exceed 2%. The
U-235 CG&E received was in the form of new (unirradiated) reactor fuel assem-
blies. These assemblies are stored on the 627-ft level (seventh floor)
of the reactor building in the spent fuel pool.

Nuclear fuel enriched above natural levels but less than 10% in the U-235
isotope is defined under 10 CFR 73.2(y) as "special nuclear material of

i low strategic significance." The physical protection requirements for
possession of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at
a fixed site are set forth in 10 CFR 73.67(f), which states the following:

"Each licensee who possesses or uses special nuclear material of
; low strategic significance at fixed sites, except those who are
j licensed to operate a nuclear power reactor pursuant to Part 50,

shall:

"(1) Store or use the material only within a controlled access
area,

"(2) Monitor with an intrusion alarm or other device or procedures
the controlled access areas to detect unauthorized penetrations
or activities,

"(3) Assure that a watchman or offsite response force will respond
to all unauthorized penetrations or activities, and

| "(4) Establish and maintain response procedures for dealing with
! threats of thefts or thefts of such material."
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The licensee is obligated to abide by the preceding requirements and any
special conditions set forth or committed to in Special Nuclear Material
License No. SNM-1823. A licensee (prior to being granted an operating
license) is not required to comply with other more stringent physical
security requirements of 10 CFR 73.

During NRC safeguards inspections conducted on September 25, 1979 (Report
No. 70-2838/79-01) and January 22-23, 1981 (Report No. 70-2838/81-01), it
was determined that the licensee was complying with the requirements of
10 CFR 73.67(f) and License No. SNM-1823 with regards to protection and
storage of the nucler,r fuel.

NRC License No. SNM-1823 requires that administrative controls be used
to control access to the new fuel storage area. To implement the pro-
visions of the license and 10 CFR 73.67(f), the licensee wrote and
included in the Station Administrative Directives, Procedure No. SE. SAD.03
Rev. 1, which is entitled " Interim Access Control, New Fuel Storage Area."
The primary purpose of this directive (as well as subsequent related pro-
cedural issuances and revisions) is to provide the administrative require-
ments for access control to the 627-ft elevation of the reactor building
during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel, in accordance with
their NRC license. Procedure No. SE. SAD.03 Rev. 1, requires that a minimum
of one watchman be stationed at the location where normal entry and/or exit
to the 627-ft elevation is controlled. The watchman's purpose in being
stationed at this location is to control access and maintain surveillance

i of the 627-ft elevation during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel.
" Watchman" as used in this context is defined by 10 CFR 73.2(d) as "an
individual, not necessarily uniformed or armed with a firearm, who provides
protection for a plant and the special nuclear material therein in the course
of performing other duties."

In August 1979, when CG&E was preparing to receive the first shipment
of nuclear fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security, Inc., to provide ten
security officers (watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security
for the receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security
personnel were required to adhere to the policy and/or procedures pre-
pared by CG&E Security Supervisor, Frederick Lautenslager. CG&E did not
exercise direct supervision over Yoh Security personnel, but provided the
procedural requirements through the Yoh Lead Security Officer.

CG&E is not required by NRC regulations to have armed security officers
for protection of new unitradiated nuclear fuel; however, the licensee
chose to arm Yoh Security personnel with .38 caliber Smith & Wesson
revolvers. There was no NRC requirement for such watchmen to be trained
and/or to qualify with their assigned firearms. Subsequent to NRC ex-
pressing concern that the armed officers did not have specific firearms
training and qualification, CG&E (effective as of March 1980) took action
to assure that all security officers assigned to armed security respon-
sibilities were trained and had qualified with their assigned firearms
in accordance with procedures CG&E established. Prior to March 1980,
armed security officers were selected based on previous firearms training
experience that they had acquired from former military and/or police service.

|
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Deliveries of nuclear fuel to Zimmer took place during the period August 15
through September 7, 1979. The shipping casks (containing two fuel assem-
blies each) in which the nuclear fuel was delivered measured approximately,

; 15 ft in length by 21 in. in width and 11 in. in height. The fuel assemblies
) themselves were contained within a metal shipping container that was, in

turn, enclosed within a wooden shipping container. A wooden and metal
shipping container together composed what is referred to as a single shipping

- cask. A woaden shipping container by itself weighed approximately 760 lb,
a metal shipping container approximately 620 lb, and each fuel assembly,

: approximately 685 lb. This made the approximate total weight of a single
shipping cask (with two fuel assemblies enclosed) 2,750 lb. Subsequent to

s receipt of a shipping cask at the site, the metal shipping container was
uncrated from the wooden shipping container at the ground level. The metal
container (with fuel assemblies enclosed) was then lifted by crane to the

| 627-ft level of the reactor building (refueling floor) and temporarily stored
in the metal containers. After the fuel assemblies were removed from the
metal containers, they were inspected for possible damage, prepared, andi

i then lowered into fuel racks located inside the spent fuel pool for storage.
As a further assurance that the fuel has not been damaged while in storage,

|
it will be examined by the licensee prior to loading it into the reactor.

i Unitradiated fuel, although radioactive, does not pose a significant health
j and safety problem regarding radiation emissions. It is only subsequent to
. being loaded into the reactor and becoming irradiated during plant operation
1 that the uranium becomes contaminated with the intensely radioactive products

of the fission reaction, causing it to be highly radioactive.

The nuclear fuel, in its current form, contains a low percentage of U-235
enrichment, has little or no potential for use in any type of nuclear weapon,
and thus has been defined as "special nuclear material of low strategic
significance."

|
' Additional security-related background information is also contained in.

Section 5.14.2.

5.13.3 Investigation

5.13.3.1 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

* On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. Hyde was also
interviewed by telephone on June 9, 1981. He stated he was employed as
a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed

; at Zimmer and assigned the duty of protecting the nuclear fuel, Hyde
advised he became aware of approximately four occasions when the fuel was
left unattended. He related that these instances occurred while the fuel
was at ground level (prior to the time it was moved to the 627-ft level)
with each instance lasting approximately 4 to 5 minutes, except for one
that lasted approximately 10 minutes. Hyde explained that, subsequent to

| receipt, the nuclear fuel was moved by maintenance workers with the help
j of a crane from the ground level to the 627-ft level where it is currently
t stored. During this operation, there were usually two or three Yoh Security

|
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,

Officers stationed on the 627-ft level as the fuel was raised by crane and
brought to rest on that floor. On various occasions, there were no security
officers at the ground level watching the fuel as it was being uoved and
raised to the 627-ft level because officers were not required to watch the
fuel during times it was under the control and/or observation of maintenance
workers. Hyde stated the problem arose when the maintenance workers ended

j their work shifts and left the area before he arrived at the ground level
-to keep watch over fuel that had not yet been moved to the 627-ft level.1

This resulted in the fuel being left unattended during those periods. (It

should be noted that the licensee's procedures did not require continuous'

surveillance of the new fuel until it was in storage in the new fuel storage
: area.)
i

Hyde was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the fuel being
left unattended while it was stored on the 627-ft level. He stated that
he did not recall any instances when the fuel (while on the 627-ft level)
was left unattended, except during those instances when the area radiation
monitor (ARM) alarm was sounded. Hyde explained that, during occasions
when the ARM alarm was sounded, security procedures required all persons
present on the 627-ft level to be evacuated to a lower elevation level!

i (floor). He indicated that, once everyone was evacuated to a lower
elevation (e.g., the 593-ft level), access to the 627-ft level could
still be controlled without a loss of security integrity (individuals
going to the 627-ft level would have to pass through the 593-ft level).

,

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement, a copy of which
3

is included as Exhibit 2|. y('

5.13.3.2 Interview with Ronald Wright
i

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. Wright was also
interviewed by telephone on March 12, 1981. He stated that he was employed
as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station from October 1979 to October 1980. Wright was asked

i
what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the nuclear fuel being left un-,

attended. He responded that the only times he recalled leaving the fuel'

unattended was once when he evacuated the 627-ft level during an earthquake
and once during a tornado warning. He indicated that, although he left the
627-ft level on those occasions, he was still able to control access to the
627-ft level from a lower elevation of the reactor building (e.g. , the 593-ft'

i level) without losing security integrity.

|
Wright also noted that when instances arose during which no other security

| officers were available and he had to leave the 627-ft level for some
reason, he would call the control room and someone would relieve him at
his post until he returned.

He stated to the best of his knowledge there was always someone present
on the 627-ft level watching the fuel pool area where the fuel was stored,
except during the described instances.
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On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement, a copy of which yis included as Exhibit 2E. O

5.13.3.3 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager
'

On February 24-25 and March 13,.1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and
has been assigned to the Wh. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station since August
1978. Lautenslager verified that no security surveillance cameras were used
during nuclear fuel deliveries in August-September 1979 and remarked that,

'

there is no requirement for surveillance cameras to be used during deliveries.
He noted that surveillance cameras were subsequently installed in December
1980 (part of required security for an operational plant).

With regard to the protection of the nuclear fuel during delivery, Lautenslager
remarked that, although there was no requirement for security for the nuclear
fuel while it was being unloaded from the delivery trucks and uncrated, CG&E
provided armed security protection and surveillance over the fuel (beginning
at the time it arrived on CG&E property). They also maintained this security
profile during unloading, uncrating, inspection and subsequent storage of the
fuel on the 627-ft level.

Lautenslager stated that, to the best of his knowledge, the nuclear fuel has
not lacked armed security protection at any time since it was received at
Zimmer. He also stated that once the fuel was placed in the spent fuel pool

i

for storage, as well as during fuel inspection, access to the storage area
has been under security control of the officers assigned to station security.

.

The only time the access control security officer is permitted to leave the
627-ft elevation is during evacuations covered by written security proce-

j dures. Lautenslager advised that, to his knowledge, there has been only
! one incident in which the officer left the 627-ft elevation. This inci-

dent, which occurred during an earthquake, involved the security officer
moving to the 593-ft elevation where he was still able to control access

j to the 627-ft level and prevent any loss of security integrity.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit 23

Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed by telephone on June 3, 1981, con-
! cerning the allegation that " perimeter security consisted for an extended

period of time of only a four foot chickenwire fence." He stated that he
! recalled a fence fitting that general description being used around the

plant site some time ago and described the fence as an " owner controlled'

fence," which marked the boundary line of CG&E's property. Lautenslager
indicated that the fence would have been on areas outside the jurisdiction
of the station security system, the primary concern of which was protection
of the nuclear fuel.

!

i

1
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5.13.3.4 Interview with ames Caplinger
s

,

12,1981,(}ames Caplinge@(was interviewed by NRC. He stated that .On March >

he was employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed ,
at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 198C.

Withregardtoprotectionofthenuclearfuel[Caplinger)pdvisedthat,te
"

s

' his knowledge, the fuel was never left unattended except during required
evacuations. He explained that during an evacuation of the seventh floor
fuel storage area the security officers repositioned themselves on the sixth
floor and were still able to control access to the seventh floor without?aloss of security integrity. 1

On March 12,1981,(Caplinge rovided a written statement, a copy of y
which is included as Exhibit A.

5.13.3.5 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.m

,

Ross stated he personally felt that a minimally adequate job had been done
to protect the nuclear fuel. He also stated that he did not recall any V

,
times during which he left the fuel uaattended. '

-

" ' ~ ' .On March 11, 1981,
includedasExhibitJd.Rofsprovidedawrittenstatement,acopyofwhichis

)f J ',

5.13.3.6 Interview with John Bedinghaus s

On March 12, 1981, NRC staff interviewed John Bedinghaus by telephone. On
March 25, 1981, he was interviewed in Williamsburg, Ohio. He stated that he

, ,
>

was employed as a security officer with W&W Security and assigned to nuclear .

| fuel protection duties at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from October
' 1980 to January 1981. Bedinghaus was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear ': q

fuel security during the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He state 4'that -

the fuel storage area on the seventh floor was well protected and th? recurity .s
officers assigned to fuel protection were conscientious in performini their. .

duties. Bedinghaus also indicated that, to his knowledge, the fuel'was never
left unattended and no unauthorized persons were allowed entry into.the fuel
storage area. -s

,

On March 25, 1981, John Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy'of
which is included as Exhibidtsle /(> gg, ' ..

f, ~
5.13.3.7 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he '

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the -

Wh. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to October 1980.
Simpson was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during

s
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the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He advised it was his opinion
that CG&E's procedures for protection of the nuclear fuel were good and~

the protection of'the fuel itself was more than adequate. Simpson stated
that he had no complaints or concerns regarding the adequacy of the pro-
tection of the nuclear fuel at Zimmer.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement, a copy of.which
- is included as Exhibit 14. X

5.13.3.8 Interview with James Bice
.

On April 20, 1981, NRC staff interviewed James Bice by telephone. He stated,
' he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the

Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to July 1980. Bice
was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel securi'y during the timeti

' he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that, to his knowledge, there
|' were no instances when the fuel was left unattended except during evacuations

(covered by written procedures) following area radiation monitor (ARM) alarms.
On those occasions when the seventh floor was evacuated following an AhM alarm,
the security officers would move to the. sixth floor, secure the elevator, and,

continue to control access to the seventh floor from the sixth floor. Bice
indicated there was no loss of security integrity during these instances.

| 5.13.3.9 Review of Unattended Fuel

Based on information obtained, fuel was apparently left unattended ior short
i periods of time (up to 10 minutes) while at ground level during recr.ipt and
'

transfer to the fuel pool storage area (627-ft level). There is no evidence
that the fuel was left unattended, except during authorized evacuations,i

| while in permanent storage. While at ground level, protection was afforded
the fuel by the shipping container. There is no evidence to indicate that

| that the shippinF containers had been opened.
|
' Based on a review of NRC Regulatory Guide 5.59 (which addresses protection

of Special Nuclear Fuel at fixed sites), it was determined that the fuel
being left unattended for short periods of time did not adversely impact
on the adequacy of. fuel security.

5.13.3.10 Review of Storage Area Wall Design

The Zimmer FSAR, Section 3.3.2, " Tornado-Loading," states that "all siding
eand roof decking of any superstructure is designed and detailed to blow- off

when the design tornado approaches the station, and the bare frame is de-
signed to resist tornado wind forces". A design wind velocity of 90 mph
was utilized.

The design bas been re' viewed by NRC and judged acceptable.g

5.13.4 \ Findings and Conclusions

Security surveillance cameras were not installed during nuclear' fuel deliveries
to the site and NRC regulations did not require them to be in service at thatj ,

,

s
e
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time. Interviews with former security guards confirmed the nuclear fuel while
inside it's metal shipping container was left unattended for periods of time
up to 10 minutes on occasion. 06;

7. . . .= _ Since the fuel'

___ __ ,_ --.

has been onsite, there has been no known attempt to steal or damage the fuel.
The fuel has been inspected and will be visually examined again before it
is loaded into the reactor.

The allegation that the perimeter security consisted of only a 4-ft chicken-
wire fence was confirmed by one individual; however, NRC regulations do not
prescribe site security requirements prior to issuance of the operating
license.

The FSAR states "all siding and roof decking of any superstructure is designed
.

and detailed to blow off when the design tornado approaches the station."
This is an acceptable design.

5.13.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.14 Alcohol and Drig Abuse

5.14.1 Allegation

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete
t,

disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring
of temporary laborers prone to violence."

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting with NRC officials, Thomas Devine
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office,
they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,
Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people who were drunk
on the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction
workers walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liquor, getting
drunk...."

5.14.2 Background Information

|

| A brief history and description of plant security is provided in the'

following paragraphs. (Additional security-related background information
is also contained in Section 5.13.2.) Portions of this information are
based on statements received during interviews with Frederick Lautenslager,
CG&E Security Supervisor, and Norborne C. Ward, President of W&W Protection
Agency, Inc., the current security service contractor at Zimmer.

. " Construction security" may be defined as the protection of property used'

in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those
areas in which construction is taking place. NRC does not impose security,

j requirements on licensees during plant construction. Construction security
'

does not extend to the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building
! (spent fuel pool area) where the nuclear fuel is stored, and does not extend

to those areas specifically released by the construction project manager and

t
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:

signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department (EPD). The protection
of the above areas not related to construction and the protection of the

: nuclear fuel is defined as " station security." " Construction security" and
j " station security" are two separate security operations.
1

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the
H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was respon-

! ' sible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,
W&W took over from Kaiser and became the construction security contractor,
using the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security

j force. The primary responsibility for construction security is vested in
the construction project manager, although in essence W&W has been inform-'

ally delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.

! In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nuclear
fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers
(armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for the .

receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security per-
sonnel were required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by
CG&E Security Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not4

! exercise direct supervision over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E'
Security Supervisor coordinated the requirements of CG&E security pro-
cedures through the Yoh lead security officer, who had responsibility
for implementing those directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of the <

CG&E Security Supervisor and Yoh Security Officers extended only to areas
that were included under the definition of " station security." Therefore,

i from a security standpoint, the primary concern of the CG&E Security
i Supervisor and Yoh Security was protecting the spent fuel pool area where
i the nuclear fuel was stored and controlling access to that area on the'

627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building.

I At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, CG&E terminated
Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W, upon Yoh's,

i leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station security. The W&W
officers assigned to station security conducted security activities in
accordance with the same procedures and under the same supervisory structure
as those that had applied to Yoh.

The allegation was reviewed to determine if it had any significance regarding
matters under NRC jurisdiction; specifically, the review attempted to deter-
mine if the adequacy of construction of safety-related systems was compromised
by individuals who performed work in safety-related areas during times when
their ability to perform their job was impaired due to use of intoxicants.
To help make this determination, two basic questions were asked of persons
interviewed who stated they observed workers who in their opinion were l

intoxicated. The following questions were asked:

1. Did you ever observe anyone who in your opinion was intoxicated to the
point where their ability to perform their job was impaired?

2. If so, where did you observe these individuals?
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5.14.3 Investigation

5.14.3.1 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from October 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he observeds

' what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the
Zimmer site. At least once a week while. on patrol at the site, Wright would
find quantities of beer cans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch / break
area that was then located in the generator room. He related that on many
occasions (he could not recall a specific number) he discovered what appeared
to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or two small rooms accessible from the

. rooftop of the radwaste building. Wright stated that on one occasion he
discovered four or five capsules of material (colored black and yellow or
black and orange) that appeared to be some type of drug. These capsules were
discovered between the two locker rooms on the second floor of the service
building. Wright was unable to recall what disposition he made of these
suspected narcotic materials and was unaware whether any analysis was ever
performed to identify the materials.

Wright related that he was aware that on two separate occasions field
j incident reports were prepared regarding two construction workers who

reported for duty at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storagei

pool and were allegedly intoxicated to the point that they were unabler

'

to perform their duties. The two workers involved in these incidents were
i refused access to the spent fuel pool area on those occasions.

He also stated that, in his opinion, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer was
very intoxicated on at least two occasions when he reported for work and
(based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat intoxicated
on other occasions.

On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 22.. y
5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, JeffreyHydewasinterviewedbyNRC.(Hestatedthathe
wasemployedasasecurityofficerwithYohSecurityandwasstationej3at
Zimmer from August 1979-to October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he
observed what he believe*d to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the
empty beer cans and liquor bottles in various areas of the plant. Hyde was

; able to recall only one instance when he observed a construction worker who,
'

in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability to
perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh floor
entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated that the worker was
initially admitted to the seventh floor but subsequently removed and later

|
excluded from work assignments on that floor.

Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five but
! less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

1
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On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 21. )(
5.14.3.3 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

j Zimer from September 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he
; observed what he believed to be indications of alcohol use by the workers

at Zimer. Simpson advised that on many occasions, particularly on thei

main floor of the turbine building, he discovered quantities of empty beer
cans and liquor bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any
workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability
to perform their job was impaired, he believed it was reasonable to assume

| some workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on the number
of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.

Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug
use, although on one cecasion while outside the plant, he detected the odor

i of what appeared to be burning marijuana.

| Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Security
Officer being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former
lead officer never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit 26 y
5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at;

( the Wm. H. Zimer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.
While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to be indications of
alcohol and drug use by workers at Zimer. Ross advised that, on a few,

i occasions, he had seen construction workers drinking beer during their
' lunch hours, although he had never noticed whether this drinking had any

apparent affect on the workers' ability to perform their jobs. Ross
indicated Yoh security officers were instructed not to confront workers
who were observed drinking in nonstation security areas but rather to
obtain information such as the payroll number or name on their hard hats
that could be used to identify the individuals. If identifying information
was secured, it was referred to the construction project manager or W&W,
because they had jurisdiction over construction activities.

Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,
was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
Ross observed this worker at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access to the fuel /
storage area by a fellow Yoh security officer. fBasedonRoss' description /
of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same incident that

| former security officers Hyde and Wright described.7
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Ross also advised that on one occasion he found what appeared to be mari-
juana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor and
turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine wtather
workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their ability to
perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that regard. ,

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement, a copy of which is y* included as ExhibitRS'. A

| 5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinghaus
t

|

| On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
| he was employed as a second shift security supervisor with W&W Protection
I Agency, Inc., and was stationed at Zimmer from February 1980 to November

1980. While employed there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to be
evidence of alcohol use by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by workers he

,!

encountered who smelled of alcohol and had the appearance of being intox-
1 icated. Bedinghaus specifically recalled approximately three occasions on

which he observed workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point
i that their ability to perform their job was impaired. These workers were
i observed attempting to enter the site through the main gate. Bedinghaus
; indicated that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in his

opinion were intoxicated were refused entrance to the site.

Bedinghaus also stated he was as,are of an incident when a second shift
i security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two

automobiles leaving the site via the main gate. During that encounter,,

; the security officer observed that the men in one automobile had open
beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained a case of'

beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they
were coming from an onsite CG&E fire school; however, none of them had

! identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion
that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification;

{ or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant.

! Bedinghaus also express,ed his belief that security was lax in the areas
controlled by W&W, and W&W security officers were present onsite more for|

display purposes rather than for providing property protection.i

With regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal
; knowledge of drug use at Zimmer, although he had observed individuals who,

in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on something otheri

than alcohol. ,

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
whichisincludedasExhibit7 [

| 5.14.3.6 Interview with James [Caplinae
l "

[hewasemployedas{aleadsecurityofficeramesCaplinger)wasinterviewedbyNRC. He stated thatAnMarch 12, 1981,.

! ithdohSecurity3and[wasstationed,

at Zimmer from August 1979 to October 198 While stationed there, Caplinger

i
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observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers
at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of empty byr cans and what appeared
tobemarijuanacigarettebuttsdetectedbypaplingeronsite. Although he
detected evidence of alcohol and drug use, Gaplinge() stated he never personally
observed anyone drinking intoxicants or smoking marijuana. He indicated that,
if he had, he would have reported the individual to their superior and that
person probably would have been fired.

.

(haplinger]L1soremarkedthat,basedonhis20yearsexperienceinthe
U.S. Army as a senior noncommissioned officer and observation of alcohol
and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use
of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread.

On March 12,1981,[$aplingei}provided a written sworn statement, a copy of
i which is included as Exhibit 2y. ;(

5.14.3.7 Interview with James Bice
|

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was
stationed at Zimmer from September 1979 to July 1980. While employed
there, Bice detected several instances of alcohol use by construction
workers at Zimmer. He related that on approximately four to six occasions
he personally observed workers consuming alcoholic beverages while onsite.
These instances of alcohol consumption usually occurred during lunch hours
in locations that included the electrical shop and a break area located in
the turbine building. Beer and whiskey were among the alcoholic beverages
consumed onsite. Bice recalled two specific instances involving the
presence of alcohol: one during which he observed a worker pouring " Jack
Daniels" whiskey into a Coke soda can and the other during which he found
a bottle of what he believed to be " moonshine" liquor (based on its smell)

! in the turbine building.
i

In addition to instances where the consumption and presence of alcoholic
beverages were observed, Bice also recalled removing quantities of beer
cans (approximately 300 while stationed at Zimmer) from inside a few small
rooms that were accessible from the second level of the reactor building.
Based on his experience at Zimmer, Bice speculated that approximately 25%
of the workers there consumed alcoholic beverages, usually during their
lunch hours.

Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said
that on only one occasion did he observe a worker who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it appears
he may be referring to the same incident that former security officers Hyde,
Wright, and Ross described.

Regarding alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed to
be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the course
of his routine security rounds each day, he would find approximately three
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to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated that to his
knowledge there were no analyses made of the cigarette butts he detected,
although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds common to the ,

marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from marijuana cigarettes.

Bice stated he prepared approximately 10 to 11 field incident reports
regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed at
Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor
Fred Lautenslager. He remarked tha* Lautenslager advised him on one
occasion there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisor1

could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas
under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents.

Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and drug use he observed
occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the
incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.

Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in
the reactor control room who were smoking what appeared to be marijuana.
He said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their suspected
conduct, and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about the
event.

5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W Protection Agency,
Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During that time, he was off
work for about six to seven months from January to July 1980. While
stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been assigned to main gate security.
Shinkle indicated that he has detected evidence of alcohol use by the

1 workers there. Shinkle specifically recalled one incident that took place
during the Fall of 1979. The incident involved four or five construction
workers who had apparently brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their

; lunch hour. He related that a construction supervisor first observed the;

workers with the alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany
him to corroborate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor
took immediate action and the workers were fired.

Shinkle was asked whether he had ever observed any workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform their

I job was impaired. He replied that on several occasions (he was unable to
estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to enter the site

Shinkleby the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated.
denied entry to the site to any workers he observed at the main gate who
appeared to be intoxicated.

Shinkle indicated that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing
alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers of,

! workers entering the site at approximately the same time. Although!

security officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch containers
and coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically) search

1
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the person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem applied
to searching the motor vehicles permitted onsite. Security officers could

'

conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a visual search of the
inside of the vehicle; however, they could not individually search each
occupant.

With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed,
and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.i

t

i 5.14.3.9 Interview with Norborne Ward -

On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he is President of the W&W Protection Agency, Inc., and has held that
position since W&W became the construction security contractor at Zimmer
in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was stationed

! on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereafter visited the site to oversee
j security operations usually twice a week.

Ward indicated that he is well informed about security-related matters and
incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W&W inherited Kaiser's security
procedures and basically has continued to conduct security activities in
accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that, during the time W&W
has been security contractor there, he has become aware of instances of
alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern and certain
measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 1980, W&W began the
practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought onsite by
the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective in preventing
some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite. Also, a contributing
factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by certain individuals in the
parking lot outside the site. Ward stated that a " crackdown" on parking
lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when state law enforcement officials
were contacted. These officials subsequently came out to the site and, to

i his knowledge, made at least one arrest for liquor sale violations.

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion,
were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was impaired.
He replied that instances of workers being intox.icated to that extent were
relatively rare and he estimated that, since W&W became a security contractor
in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were observed and denied access

i to, or were ejected from, the site. The most common occurrence of this was

| when intoxicated workers came to the site on payday to pick up their checks.
Ward remarked that the workers involved would take the day off and, after
they had been drinking and were already intoxicated, would come to the
site at 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. just to pick up their paychecks. On those
occasions, when a worker entering the site was determined to be intoxicated,
Ward would deny the worker's entry to the site.

Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol on
site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to identify
(if possible), rather than confront, workers who are observed consuming

.
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alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by trying to obtain
identifying information, such as a payroll number or a name from the
individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained, the matter
is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in general
is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles on site. He indicated

'

the large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the potential for
contraband being brought on and/or taken offsite without detection. Ward
also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there has been little trouble
with regard to violent acts. He could recall only one incident when two
construction workers were involved in a fight.

Ward mentioned that, during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, therei

were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.

5.14.3.10 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and
has been assigned to the Zimmer station since August 1978.

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol use
by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of anyonei

drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed anyone drinking
alcohol onsite.

|

Lautenslager was also questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug
| use (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no

personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of mari-'

Juana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one occasion
a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some cigarette
butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many of the craft
personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there was nothing to indicate
that the butts found by the security officer were in fact marijuana, no
further action was taken other than to notify W&W security personnel that

j the hand-rolled cigarette butts were found.

| Lautenslager also stated that he has never received a report of any indi-
! viduals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement, a copy
) of which is included ss Exhibit 2ji, )(
| 5.14.3.11 Field Observations
|

! While at Zimmer, the NRC resident inspector has observed evidence of alcohol
use by workers. During approximately 50% of the time he has spent touring

'
the plant while conducting inspection activities, he has observed empty beer;

cans in various safety-related areas of the plant. On a less frequent basis,
he has also observed empty "hard liquor" bottles (e.g. , whiskey bottles). The
areas where empty cans and bottles were observed included the cable spreading

|

i
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room, the two residual heat removal rooms, the related residual heat removal
heat exchanger rooms, and the reactor building. Within these areas, the loca-
tions he observed empty alcoholic beverage containers were generally hidden and
isolated.

; The quantity of empty beer cans in these areas varied greatly from time to time.
; On some occasions (generally in the winter months), as many as 10 to 12 empty
'

- beer cans could be found in any of the noted locations of the plant (although
some of the cans may have been there a month or more since the last time the
area was cleaned). On other occasions (generally in the summer months), only
a few cans would be present in those same locations.

| The resident inspector has never personally observed anyone consuming alcoholic
! beverages. He recalled observing instances in the diesel generator room and

reactor building when workers were drinking beverages from non-alcoholic beverage
containers (e.g., thermos bottles) and, upon seeing him approach, made an apparent
effort to conceal the containers from which they were drinking. These instances
le'l him to suspect that workers concealed intoxicants in and consumed intoxicants
from non-alcoholic beverage containers. Observ.ations of beer can accumulations
in different areas of the plant have been documented in various NRC inspection
reports and on at least two occasions the beer can litter situation has been

brought to the attention of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain.

The resident inspector has never observed anyone who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point where their ability to perform their job was impaired.
In the inspectors opinion, the drinking of alcohol at Zimmer is not as bad as
he has seen at other construction sites.

The resident inspector has observed what appeared to be approximately ten
; marijuana cigarette butts during his plant tours and he recently found

what appeared to be two marijuana cigarettes. The resident discussed this
matter with the Kaiser Construction Project Manager.

5.14.4 NRC Independent Measurements

A sampling program of independent measurements was conducted by NRC and
its consultant in an attempt to determine whether this concern and other
concerns discussed in this report impacted adversely on the quality of

i safety related plant hardware. One effort specifically aimed at this
concern was the selected examination of approximately 20 safety related
welds. Some potential problems with welding have been identified by
thisreview;however,itisvirtuallyimpossibletodedu$whetherthese Kpotential problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol
use. These potential problems are presently being pursued by the NRC.

NgdfNRCIndependentmeasurementsaredocumentedinIEInsepctionReport gN 50-358/81-27.
| f

5.14.5 Findings and Conclusions

The NRC investigation identified evidence that there had been some drinking
and drug use onsite. No attempt was made to examine the attitude of manage-
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ment toward drinking, drug use, or violence; however, based on interviews with
site personnel coupled with NRC site observations both prior to and during the
investigation, a widespread problem was not evident. A NRC sampling program of
independent measurements specifically aimed at this concern involved the selected
examination of approximately 20 safety related welds. Some potential problems
with welding,which are presently being pursued by NRC,have been identified by )(this review; however, it was virtually impossible to deduce whether these
potential problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol use.

sk
Anadequatelyfunctioningqualityassuragjgg,rgggam,wouldi;..;___..?detectsan and correctsen ed any adverseI - including those resulting
from construction personnel being under the influence of alcohol or drugs.
As there are questions regarding the quality assurance program, based on
other findings of this investigation, the NRC is relying on the licensee's
Quality Confirmation Program and the NRC independent measurements to
identify significant construction defects.

5.14.6 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.15 Employee Dismissals
>

5.15.1 Allegation

" Employees fired for time [ card] cheating had been cheating with the express
approval of management, and only time cheaters fired were vocal and knowledge-
able critics of plant QA and safety."

5.15.2 Background Information

Thomas Applegate's investigation into timecard cheating at Zimmer found that
five individuals (three construction workers and two guards) were involved in
" timecard cheating" (i.e., absent from work onsite but recorded as being ati

work). All those individuals involved were terminated by their respective'

employers.

5.15.3 Investigation

5.15.3.1 Interview of Construction Worker
i

| The NRC interviewed one of the construction workers who had been terminated
| for timecard irregularities. The other terminated construction workers could

not be located. No attempt was made to interview the two terminated guards
because they were not directly involved in assuring adequacy of plant con-
struction. The construction workers were those who would have had knowledge
of " plant QA and safety" (construction problems).

5.15.3.2 Interview of Individual A,

|

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated Kaiser termin-
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!

!
' ated his employment in January 1980, after Thomas Applegate uncovered irregular-

ities in his timecard. - He said he was not fired for his criticism of plant!

safety and it was not until after he was terminated that he provided any in-
formation to GAP. Individual A said that although he had serious concerns about
construction work at the plant, he was not fired by Kaiser for criticizing plant
QA and safety.

f Chi April 22, 1981, Individual.A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

! 5.15.3.3 Interview of Individual B
!

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that he would not

| characterize himself as a " vocal critic" of plant safety. He stated he had
concerns about the QC program at Zimmer which he related to the RIII Investi-

j gator. However, he said he was fired for irregularities in his timecard and
not for his concerns about the QC program.-

: On April 14, 1981, Individul B provided a written sworn statement; however,
j he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.15.3.4 Interview of William Murray
;

; On April 14, 1981, William Murray, CG&E Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
| NRC. He stated that from December 10, 1980 to January 4, 1981 Confidential

Service (CS) was hired by CG&E to investigate alleged timecard irregularitiesi

i
at Zimmer. He stated CS entered into a contract with CG&E after Applegate told

i
them he had uncovered evidence of employee timecard cheating. Murray stated
the investigation was cortracted for a 30-day period. During that period,
Applegate identified two guards and three construction personnel who were in-

i

|
volved in timecard cheating. Murray indicated that all five of the individuals
Applegate identified had been terminated. He denied that the only individuals'

terminated were those who were vocal and knowledgeable critics of plant safety,
and stated emphatically that the individuals fired were fired solely for
irregularities in their timecards.

Murray also stated that Major W. Cox, Director of CS, felt that the investiga-
tion was compromised when Murray left Applegate's reports unattended in his
desk. Murray said that at that point the contract was ending and he and Cox
concurred timecard cheating was not widespread. Both agreed that, because of
the questions about the security of the operation, the contract should be

.

te rminated. However, Murray said Applegate stated that be was concerned about
the QA problems he had identified and wanted to continue investigating. Murray
said the concerns Applegate raised had already been identified by the CG&E QA
group and he saw no reason to continue the investigation. He said Applegate was
adamant in his insistence to continue the investigation, so he referred him to
William Schweirs, Quality Assurance Manager. Schweirs agreed there was no need
to investigate these matters further and advised Applegate of his conclusion.
Murray said the contract was terminated with Cox's approval, but over Applegate's
objections.
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Murray provided a letter from CS regarding the security of the operation, dated
January 4,1980, and it is included as Exhibit 27 )(
In a subsequent telephone conversation, Murray stated that Individual B was not
one of five identified by Applegate nor was he fired at CG&T.'s direction for
timecard cheating, but that he may have been terminated by Kaiser for another

, timecard matter.

5.15.3.5 Interview of Major W. Cox

On April 30, 1981, Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was interviewed by NRC. Cox
stated he employed Thomas Applegate as a private investigator for CS. He in-
dicated that in November 1979, when Applegate was investigating another matter,
Applegate came across evidence.of employee timecard cheating at Zimmer. Cox
stated he was reluctant to pursue the matter, but on several occasions Applegate
approached both him and CG&E about this subject. Cox said Applegate continued
to pursue the item and CG&E formally requested CS to investigate the matter.
Cox stated the investigation was contracted to last 30 days during which

.

Applegate would work undercover onsite with the primary task of investigating
employee timecard cheating. Cox said the CS investigation began on December 10,i

1979 and ended on January 6, 1980, and identified several employees who were
involved in timecard cheating. Cox said the operation ran its course and was
terminated at the end of the original 30-day contract period.

Cox stated that during the last weeks of the investigation, Applegate said he
found evidence of irregularities in pipe welds and in the plant QA program.
Cox told William Murray about this and Murray said CG&E was already aware of
the problems Applegate had identified and did not need to pursue them further.
Cox recalled that Applegate had learned there was a disagreement between
Peabody Magnaflux (PM) employees and CG&E over the interpretation of X-rays,

taken of some pipes on site.
|

Cox said there was no attempt by CG&E to cover up any of Applegate's disclo-
Cox said it appeared to him that CG&E was already aware of the problemssures.

Applegate identified and Applegate was not providing them with any new informa-
tion. Cox stated that after the 30-day contract period, both he and CG&E decided
to terminate the contract. Cox stated Applegate disagreed with this decision
and wanted the investigation to continue so he could pursue irregularities he
had identified in the QA program. Cox said CG&E denied Applegate's request.

Cox said that in his opinion Applegate held a grudge against CG&E for ending
the investigation over his objections. He indicated that since January 1980
he has had no further contact with Applegate regarding the Zimmer investiga-
tion, and Applegate has taken custody of all of the tape recordings and copies
of reports he made during the investigation.

5.15.3.6 Record Reviews

The Confidential Service memorandum dated January 4,1980 authored by
Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was reviewed by the investigator. The first
paragraph of the letter addresses Cox's concerns about the security of CS
confidential reports. The letter indicates Cox objected to security breaches

i
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during the investigation and stipulated conditions for continuing the in-
vestigation. Cox did state in the letter that, based on the information he
had, he did not agree with CG&E's conclusion that Applegates allegations
regarding questionable construction were without some basis.

5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions

The two former employees interviewed by GAP were contacted by NRC. They denied
they had been fired for any criticism of plant QA and safety, but rather had
been fired for timecard cheating. There was no indication from the interviews
that management approved of timecard cheating.

5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.16 Radiographer Suppression

5.16.1 Allegatio-

"CG&E had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zimmer, who were
criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information regarding
the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of January 9-10,
1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the Peabody Magnaflux (PM)
trailer onsite. He alleged that during this burglary those individuals removed
records of an instance where CG&E had overridden PM's rejection of welds.
5.16.2. Jit eke ve.a a 7- 6 Ma
On July 3,1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg
were received at the Zimmer site (see Section 5.7). Kaiser personnel wrote
Nonconformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of truck
onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1979, Kaiser directed that
the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed.

On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi-
fied rejectable indications in welds on three of the five spool pieces. PM
forwarded the findings to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The reports
and film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed
in the Kaiser Document Control Center. Three radiographs of welds with
apparently rejectable indications were filed with a nonconformance report.
On April 8, 1980, these films were reviewed by NRC Inspector Kavin Ward who
determined that the welds had the wrong geometry for radiography and the
films were not acceptable.

On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultrasonic
inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis of these
examinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable. On April 28,
1980, Kellogg performed ultrasonic examinations of the same spool pieces and
also found them to be acceptable.
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The above information including details of processing of nonconformance report
E-1911 is included in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

5.16.3 Investigation

5.16.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated PM
radiographers Allen Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two occasions,
that they found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool pieces. He
said they had discovered the defects when examining Kaiser field welds that
joined the spool pieces in the residual heat removal system. He said they
also found similar defects in five of twenty welds on the main steam relief
(MSR) spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site.

Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CG&E overrode their rejection
of welds on the MSR system and had retained a copy of the examination report
and radiographic film in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM when they
examined prefabricated spool pieces, but they were not overridden in their
weld determinations for Kaiser welds.

Individual A also stated that in January 1980 CG&E hired undercover private
investigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this
examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview
Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met
Individual A onsite and told him his supervisors had advised him not to
discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later informed him there
had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports
for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

,

5.16.3.2 Interview of Thomas Appleaate

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
he had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in
which Aldredge said weld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite.
Applegate said he subsequently learned that there was a break-in of thei

' PM trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were
taken from the trailer. He indicated Security Officers Ronald Wright,
James Bedir.ghaus, and David Simpson had told him Individuals D and E were
probably involved in the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer.

; Applegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a dispute
about the acceptability of welds PM examined on the MSR system since itsi

records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had been examined
by PM and found defective they were later accepted by CG&E. Applegate said
that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees not to say anything
about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals against PM.
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5.16.3.3 Interviews of Security Officers

Between February 1 and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were
interviewed by NRC. They could not provide any information concerning the
break-in of the PM trailer in January of 1980. All of these individuals
are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all stated the break-in
had not been reported to the Security Department. They stated that they
were unaware of the identity of any individuals who might have committed
the break-in.

David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department
Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department
James Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station
John Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station
Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuc1' ear Power Station
' James Caplinger, former Security Officer, Zimmer
,, Nuclear Power Station
William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio

Welfare Department

! 5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1981, Ernest A1 dredge, PM President, was interviewed by NRC.
A1 dredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographers at the
Zimmer site were not overridden in their weld determinations. He stated
that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never reported this
problem to him.

,

A1 dredge also stated that from January through June 1980 there was an NRC
l investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by Thomas Applegate,

a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated
Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate
that there were defective welds at the plant. A1 dredge stated Applegate
subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personnel
telling him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in
their decisions to reject welds. .

A1 dredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and newspaper
articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent
company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him that due to the sensi-
tive nature of nondestructive examination of n" clear power plants it would
be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement, since the statement
could be misconstrued by the press. A1 dredge stated he was therefore
advised to not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of
the media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the
best interest of PM not to make any statements at that time.

A1 dredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production
problems that had been attributed to frequent breakdowns of the film pro-

1

I

l

t
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cessing machine onsite. He said information such as this could impact
the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was best not to make
a statement about why PM's contract was not renewed.

Aldredge stated that there had been no attempt to silence the radiographers
at Zimmer regarding public statements about the investigation. A1 dredge
provided a sworn statement on August 17, 1981, a copy of which is included
as Exhibit 28 [
5.16.3.5 Interview of William Schwiers

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance & Standards
Manager, was interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forward a letter to
the investigator outlining the reasons PM's contract was terminated at
Zimmer. Subsequently, Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining
his reasons for terminating PM's contract in April 1980. A retyped copy
of the provided memo is included as ExhibitR 7 Schweirs stated the contract )(was not terminated because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval
of welds rejected by them."

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that PM was employed as the firm responsible for
nondestructive examination at Zimmer from 1972 until 1980. He said PM has
conducted both ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations
of large-bore and small-bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's respons-
ibility was to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to
Kaiser. Kaiser personnel would examine radiographs and make the determina-
tion if a weld was accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, KEI
Welding Engineer, was responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not
overriding PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said
Pallon supported PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified,
assured that the weld was repaired.

; Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980, and apparently
Applegate talked to a number of PM employees about their work onsite. Wood
said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as
" Thomas Jackson," a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood indicated that at
that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems
in meeting production goals.

|

Wood advised there was discussion among PM employees about the contract
renewal, and he learned PM employees had told Applegate that PM had identi-
fled defective welds in the plant. Wood said it was PM's responsibility
to identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser
would assign a status of either repair, hold, or rework to the defective
weld. Wood indicated that when his employees told Applegate that there
were " bad welds," they were referring to defective welds they had identified
and reported to Kaiser. Wood stated his employees had answered Applegate's
questions in good faith, assuming he knew the meaning of the term " bad welds"
(that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser Quality Control system).
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i

Wood stated that on one occasion Applegate called him and asked him if there
were " bad welds in the plant" and he responded in the affirmative. He said
he assumed Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that Applegate was,

'

questioning (as an auditor) PM's ability to identify weld defects. Wood said
Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted Wood and other PM employees
as saying "there are defective welds" in the plant. Wood said that rejectable
welds are identified by nondestructive examination and are repaired under the
quality control system.< .

! Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper
articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,
Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrue
anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss,

the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"
any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their
findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he
advised PM employees to not make any further statements regarding the matter.

Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representatives
and a number of PM employees were disturbed about the calls. He felt it was

I PM's responsibilit.y as their employer to advise them not to discuss Applegate's
charges with media personnel.

Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations,
and that its contract was not renewed by CG&E because PM had continued to
reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because of problems
in meeting production goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's
weld examinations.

; Wood recalled that Allan Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had
been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no
equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that any
records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its examina-
tion reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of a weld and

! other copies of examination reports are the property of CG&E and Kaiser and
are retained by them. Wood said if any records were removed from the trailer,
CG&E would have two copies of each report for every weld PM radiographed on
site.

On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 2/ . )("
5.16.3.7 Interview of Allan Sellars

On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from April
1976 to April 1980, and performed radiographic examinations of Kaiser field
welds. He stated that on occasion PM did conduct a radiographic examination
where a section of a prefabricated weld made by Kellogg was included on the
radiograph of a Kaiser field weld. He indicated that when he identified
defective Kaiser or Kellogg welds he identified them on the examination
report and forwarded the report to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer.
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Sellars stated he was not overridden by Pallon when he identified defects
in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds.

Sellars did recall an incident in the summer of 1979 when PM was asked to
examine welds on some Kellogg MSR system spool pieces that apparently fell
off the truck on delivery to the site. He said he and David Hang radio-
graphed welds on the spool pieces in question but the film quality was poor

- because radiography was the wrong examination technique. He indicated the
geometrical configuration of the welds was such that it would exaggerate
defects in the welds. Sellars said he and Hang told Pallon they observed
defects in the welds in question and that radiography was the wrong technique
to use and it was exaggerating the defects. Sellars said they completed the
radiographic examination at Pallons request. Sell rs said that later, during
an NRC investigation, these spool pieces were ultrasonically examined and
the welds were found to be acceptable.

Sellars also stated that after the investigation there was considerable
publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management not
to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be taken
out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate or
silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion PM's contract was not
renewed due to production problems, which he attributed to breakdowns in
the film processng machine. Sellars said an audit that was critical of
PM's work onsite may have been a factor in CG&E's decision. He indicated
the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification of
defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer had been broken into;
however, he was not aware of anything taken during the break-in.

On April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit /f .

5.16.3.8 Interview of David Hang

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September 1976,
to August 1979. Hang said he was responsible for conducting radiographic
examinations of pipe welds.

Hang indicat,ed that he was not overridden on his weld determinations by
Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Hang said welds
PM accepted were frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would
request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld

j that PM had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said
' Pallon, as a Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or

rejection of a weld.

Hang recalled that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to examine some pipe
spool pieces on the MSR system that had fallen off of a truck on delivery
to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated the
film, and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to.use when
examining the spool pieces.
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Hang said he told Pallon that the geometric configuration of the spool
pieces was such that it distorted the view of the weld and might exaggerate
flaws that would appear as defects on the film. Hang indicated Pallon,

requested he examine the remainder of the walds by radiography and these
examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

i

; Hang said he reported the results of his examinations to Pallon and retained
the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the PM trailer
onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the proper nondestruc-
tive testing technique to use to examine pipe welds in this geometric con-'

j figuration, and he later learned the spool pieces had been ultrasonically'

examined and found acceptable.

Hang said he left Zimmer in August 1979 and, or, his return in March 1980,
| he was informed by Allan Sellers that there had been a break-in of the PM
! trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Hang stated that in

April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic examination reports for the MSR
spool pieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center.
Hang verified that the reports and films were the originals from August
1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he
found unacceptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance
report.

On April 23, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement, a copy of which
'

isincludedasExhibit/J.
5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
i viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19

to April 1980. Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser
field welds onsite. He said PM performed a radiograph of a weld and did a
preliminary review to ascertain if the weld was rejectable. He indicated PM
did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that- the KEI welding
engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-

. ance. Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-
i tions and that welds accepted by PM were frequently found unacceptable by

Kaiser. Draffon said he learned that radiographers occasionally observed
defects in Kellogg welds when they overlapped Kaiser welds. These cases were,

reported and forwarded to Kaiser to determine if the Kellogg weld should be:

' repaired. Draffon stated that when welds junctured, the geometry of the
juncturing welds is frequently not the same and therefore radiographic views
of the weld may be distorted. He indicated that inexperienced Level I or
II Radiographers would often examine juncturing welds and report rejectable
defects, not recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more
experienced radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable.
Draffon stated that when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had
apparently occurred where PM radiographers examined MSR spool pieces that
had fallen off the truck and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the
view of the weld was distorted due to configuration problems. Draffon said
the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
Draffon commented that this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E
or Kaiser did not often override PM in their weld determinations.
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Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer was broken into, but this

occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegate, a,

private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been
broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found

;

no records or equipment missing.

Draffon also stated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the
customer's request. He said this occurred because the volume of work was

i slowing, and PM had experienced production problems, which he attributed to
frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.

i

,

5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning
i

On April.15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.
Binning said he received his Level II certification in October 1979 and
routinely radiographed'large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser onsite.

,

Binning said PM radiographed welds, developed the film, did a preliminary.

examination to determine if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and
then forwarded their report to Anthony Pallon, KEI welding engineer, who
made the final determination on the acceptability of the welds. He in-
dicated Pallon did not override PM in their weld determination and would4

sometimes reject welds that PM had initially found acceptable.

He frequently directed them to re-shoot welds that Kaiser had repaired
after PM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

i .

Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool
pieces for the MSR system that were manufactured by Kellogg and had apparently

1 fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. Binning recalled that Pallon
told Hang to take information shots of the pipes to see if there were any,

defects in them. Binning and Hang took the radiographs of the welds in the
spool pieces and turned them over to Kaiser for final determination. Binning
said that at the time he was a level I radiographer and was not certified
to read film so he could not say if the welds on the piper that fell off thei

i truck were defective. He said he later heard that because of the geometry,

defects appeared on the film which were not actual defects. Binning said
i Hang retained copies of his report of this particular examination.

Binning also stated that in' January 1980 he received a telephone call from
an unidentified individual who told him the PM trailer had been broken into.'

He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock had been;

pried off and apparently the trailer had been entered. Binning said he
, inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the files, and found the

examination reports for the MSR spool pieces that had been examined by Hang4

! earlier were missing. He indicated he told Allan Sellars and Wayne Draffon
about the burglary but did not discuss it with anyone else.i

Binning said PM management never told him to be silent about activities
: that occurred at the site. He said PM's contract was not renewed because

of production problems, which he attributed to their film processor fre-
i quently breaking down. He also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation
i

i
i
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safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of
some aspects of the PM operation. Binning said PM was not asked to leave
the site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees
were not barassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written statement, a copy of sf. which is included as Exhibit /jr. A
5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's Assistant,
was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant,
he was not responsible for reading or interpreting film or making any weld
determinations. He said he worked with both David Hang and Allan Sellars
and did not recall them commenting that Anthony Pallon overrode them. He
stated that PM usually radiographed Kaiser field welds; hovever, on one
occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said he re-
called Hang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces
and identified rejectable indications in some welds. He indicated Hang
reported this to Pallon, but he was not aware of the final disposition of
the report.

Binning also said that in January 1980 there was a break-in of the FM trailer
and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.
He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con-
ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning
PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the
investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and
Applegate about it. Binning said he was never told by PM management to
" cover up" anything about their activities at the site. Binning volunteered
that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film
processor breaking down and holding up production.

5.16.3.12 Interview of Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on
weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that

,

! he overrode PM on their weld findings. Marshall also stated that the PM
| radiographers, with whom he spoke after Applegate made his disclosures to

the press, did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in
their weld determinations.

He recalled one incident when PM was asked to examine some MSR spool pieces
that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said that in April
1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces and he, Rex Baker,
KEI Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the films. All
concurred that the welds were of the wrong geometry for radiographic examina-
tion. Marshall said that on some of the films the geometric configuration had
distorted the radiographic view of the welds. He added that this examination
was an exception to common practice because PM normally radiographed Kaiser
field welds but not welds on Kellogg prefabricated pieces. Marshall advised

1
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that the MSR spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

5.16.3.13 Interview of Anthony Pallon Sr.

On August 13, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Sr. , was interviewed by NRC. Pallon
stated he was employed at Zimmer as a Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

,
, Welding / Nondestructive Examination from April 1, 1977 to July 8, 1980.

- He stated his position involved the review of PM radiographic reports of
examination for pipe welds at the plant. Pallon stated he did not consis-
tently override PM in their weld determinations at Zimmer and, on the
contrary, frequently rejected welds that PM found acceptable. He said, on
less than ten occasions PM radiographers identified nonconforming vendor
welds while examining an adjacent Kaiser weld. He said in each. instance
he directed the nonconforming weld to be repaired or replaced. He stated .

he could not make a determination about 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds
in the plant being defective, since PM did not radiograph them, he did not
review the radiographs, and 1e would not make an unqualified statement about
their acceptability.

Pallon said in April 1980 that PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed and
Nuclear Energy Services (NES), Inc., took control of the radiography work
at Zimmer. He attributed this to poor management of the PM operation at
Zimmer, coupled with equipment problems that affected PM's ability to perform

,

the required amount of radiographic examinations.

5.16.3.14 Record Reviews

The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs of field welds
made between October 1979 and March 1980 to determine if CG&E or Kaiser
personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by PM. The results of
that review are given in Table 5.16-1.

f

Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet
Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

' 1. RH-113 RH-31 26. RE-75A RE-1
2. R1-7 RI-11 27. K-288 WX-8
3. RH-53 RH-20 28. RH-86 RH-64

' 4. RH-55 RH-20 29. @A3 DO-2
5. K-73 RH-20 30. @C3 DG-25

,
6. RH-40 RH-26 31. HGK-250 HG-16
7. K-494 MS-37 32. RD-K4 RD-1

| 8. FW-454 MS-30A 33. IMS22AC2 MS-315
9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88

10. K-926 WR-26 35. P.L.2M20803 LC-13
11. K-455 MS-26A 36. K-483 MS-43
12. MS22AA2 MS-311 37. K-499 MS-39
13. K-84 RH-38 38. 1RRBIAA-3/4 RR-122
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Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

Reader Sheet Reader SheetWeld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

: 14. P.L.2M20795 LC-19 39. K-288 RT-2~

15. LP-9 LP-3 40. FC-5 FC-14! 16. K-507 MS-44 41. K-33 FW-417. K-508 MS-45 42. FWK-31 FW-218. K-448 MS-27A 43. LP-13 LP-1119. HP-19B HP-5 44. CYK-221 CY-4920. FC-93 FC-29 45. WR41AA3 WR-4421. K-414 MS-24A 46. FW58A FW-222. K-523 MS-274 47. K-877 WR-223. RH-54 RH-2'; 48. HP-55 HP-424. RH-56 RH-20 49. K-475 MS-3425. RH-46 RE-20
,

None of the reader sheets for the welds in Table 5.16-1 indicated that Kaiser
personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.

5.16.4 Findings and Conclusions

Seven current and former PM employees who were interviewed denied any
attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.
In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied
that PM was consistently overridden in its weld determinations. A review
of PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of PM
being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.

Former PM employees indicated the PM trailer had been broken into. It was
not established that this was done by Individuals D and E. Seven security|

)' officers who Applegate indicated had information regarding the break-in
1 were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in of the

trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of Individuals D
and E in such a break-in. After the break-in, PM's copies of examination
reports of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool pieces were
determined by PM employees to be missing. Three of the eight reports on
the spool pieces were found by NRC inspectors in the Kaiser Document
Control Center filed with a nonconformance report, but five of the reports
were missing. The three reports and films were reviewed by the PM employee
who did the initial examination of the welds. He verified the reports and
films are the originals. He said the reports filed with the nonconformance
report are for the welds thought to be defective, and the missing five
reports are of the radiographs of the acceptable welds.

:
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5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.17 Industry Blacklisting

5.17.1 Allegation
.

.

" Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of utility
and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA practices."

5.17.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided.

5.17.3 Investigation

5.17.3.1 Interview of Individuals A and B

Individuals A and B, both union pipefitters, were interviewed by NRC on
April 24 and 22, respectively. They stated they had not been intimidated
or subjected to reprisals for their criticism of QA practices at Zimmer.
Individuals A and B both stated that they were fired in January 1980 as a
result of the findings of Thomas Applegate's investigation into their
involvement in timecard cheating. They have since been re-employed by
CG&E subcontractors at Zimmer and other CG&E sites.

5.17.3.2 Interview of William Schwiers

j On January 16, 1981, William Schwiers, QA Manager (CG&E), was interviewed
by NRC. He was asked to provide the names and current place of employment

i for Kaiser QC inspectors who had left the site since January 1, 1979. A

| list was subsequently provided, indicating that a total of twenty-three QC
inspectors had left the site since that date. Fifteen were known to be'

employed at other nuclear power plants under construction, two were employed
as QC inspectors in defense-related industries, and there was no known place
of employment for the remaining six inspectors. Schwiers said there has
been no attempt by CG&E to engage in any form of industry-wide reprisals
against employees who left Zimmer.

5.17.3.3 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1980, Ernest Aldredge, President of Peabody Magnaflux (PM),
I was interviewed by NRC. He stated that neither PM nor its employees had
! been subjected to any reprisals by CG&E or other util,ities for their work

at Zimmer.

A1 dredge indicated that he was contacted by private investigator
Thomas Applegate who asked him about the termination of the PM contract at
Zimmer. He stated he told Applegate the situation at Zimmer could affect
PM's performance record in the industry. A1 dredge said the contract was
terminated because of production problems that he attributed to a lack of

|
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adequate staffing on PM's part, and frequent breakdowns of their onsite
film processing machine.

.

Aldredge also said he was advised by Charles Wood, the PM Cincinnati Office
Manager, that NRC had audited PM's records onsite and had found deficiencies.
Aldredge said he talked to Applegate about PM teing removed from other con-
tractor's bid lists because of the work at Zimmer, but he was referring to
their poor performance record at Zimmer affecting other contracts. He indi-
cated that he was not referring to any systematic attempt by CG&E to engage
in any intimidation or reprisals against PM for its work onsite. A1 dredge
stated that during the conversation with Applegate he was concerned that the
professional and business reputation of PM not be tarnished. He indicated
he felt that Applegate misunderstood what he said and falsely accused CG&E
of engaging in " industry-wide" intimidation of PM.

5.17.3.4 Interviews of PM Employees

Between January 19 and April 15, 1981, seven current and former PM* employees
were interviewed by NRC. They denied that they had been placed in fear of
utility or industry-wide reprisals should they complain about QA practices
at Zimmer. The results of these interviews are reported in Sections 5.7.3,
5.8.3, and 5.16.3.

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions

Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees of
Peabody Magnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP,
were contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or sub-
jected to industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Zimmer QA
practices.

5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.
|

I

5.18 Inspector's Journal

5.18.1 Allegation

"A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and incidents
at Zimmer." -

On January 29, 1980, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a detailed
journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation vaste chemistry

I technician at Zimmer.

5.18.2 Background Information

It is common practice for inspectors performing certain types of inspections
to utilize notebooks to record their observations. Such notes can later
be used to generate surveillance reports, nonconformance reports, or other
documents as required.
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5.18.3 Investigation 1

'

5.18.3.1 Personnel Record Review ,

.

The NRC Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E personnel records anC icund
an individual named Yohan Reiter. Inquiry indicated that Reiter was' employed
by Westinghouse, Inc., in Brazil. Personnel records confirmed that heitee s

-had been employed at Zimmer at the time Thomas Applegate was onsite. ' -

%
*

5.18.3.2 Interview with Yohan Reiter ,

\ *.%

On February 5, 1981, Yohan Reiter of Westinghouse, Inc., was interviewed.
by telephone. He stated he was formerly employed as a radiation chemistry! ,technician at Zimmer. He said he recalled meeting Thomas Applegate in the
radiation waste disposal area during a routine inspection. Reitec61so %

recalled commenting to Applegate that his field notebook was his " paper
brain" in which he recorded the results of his field inspections. He said-
the notebook listed deficiencies identified during system walkdowns of the
radioactive waste disposal system. Reiter indicated that he used the note-
book to record deficiencies such as malfunctioning gauges or acid eating
through floor tiles, which were then recorded on an equipment service list
and corrected by the plant maintenance staff. He said that to his knowledgS
all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the Jicensee.
He added that during meetings with his supervisor, Dean Erickson, and other
members of the Radiation Protection Department staff, the adequacy of the 3

resulting corrective action was discussed.

Reiter indicated that he was not keeping any detailed journal of safety
defects at the plant and, if he had any concerns regarding the safe opera-
tion of the plant, he would have contacted the NRC himself. ,4

5.18.4 Findings and Conclusions

The individual who was alleged to have kept a " journal of safety hazards and
incidents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection notebook.
He stated he used this notebook to record deficiencies he identified during
system walkdowns of the radiation waste disposal system. He said that tc, his '

,

knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the
licensee.

|

5.18.5 Items of Noncompliance ,

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.19 Pipefitter Joke

5.19.1 Allegation

"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be hundreds
of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a
disastrous accident."
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5.19.2 Background Information

^
'

No additional information was provided as to the source or significance of
the " joke" or statement.

5.19.2.1 Media Interview

During interviews conducted by Bettina Gregory of ABC News (broadcast on
May 19, 1981), Edwin Hofstadter made a similar comment. Hofstadter was
neither a pipefitter nor site employee, as detailed in Section 5.10.2.

5.19.3 ' Investigation

5.19.311 Interviews

Sixteen pipefitters interviewed by RIII inspectors could not provide any
information concerning any specific equipment design or installation
deficiencies.

.

During one interview, a QC inspector indicated that this joke had been
heard in the plant. >-

5.19.4 Findings'and Conclusions

~ lbwIsdeterminedthattheallegedstatementhadbeenmade. The NRC is
addressing the allegations and safety cor.cerns identified during this
investigation.

, The only other way thAt the NRC can deal with an allegation such as this
~ is to determine if the quality _of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection

program, the licensee's Quelity Confirmation Program, and the preoperational
testing program should enable this determination to be made.

5.19.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

I 6.0 Allegations Received Through Site Interviews

During interviews conducted at ihe~ Zimmer site, the investigators and
inspectors received additional allegations. A number of these allegations
added detail to those in Section 4 and are included in that Section of
this report. The more signi1'icant allegations were investigated and are
included in this section of the report. There are other allegations thats
will be investigated in the future..

6.1 Inspector Harassment

6.1.1 Allegation

i QC inspectors have been harassed by construction personnel who have repeatedly
| doused them.vith water. QC inspectors have been transferred following com-

plaints from construction personnel that the QC inspectors have been too
critical.

T ~
- -

,
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6.1.2 Investigation

6.1.2.1 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13, 15, and July 8, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was
; interviewd by NRC. He stated that Rex Baker told him of one incident in'

September 1980 when a QC inspector was doused with water while performing
an inspection. Gittings stated Baker told him that the person who had

i
doused the inspector had been identified and fired by construction management.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on the inspection activities of Individual I, a QC inspector,
and his lack of completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer
Individual I from pipe support hanger inspection to structural welding>

inspection activities. Gittings also indicated that in January 1980 he ,

directed Baker to reassign QC Inspectors Ruiz, Wimbish, and Hendley because
.of problems with their inspection activities.

!
' 6.1.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan
j

On March 10 and 11, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser Lead Civil / Structural QC'

| Inspector, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was aware that water
had been dumped on QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and Anthony Pallon, Jr., by
craft personnel during the course of their inspections.

Donovan stated that on February 16, 1981, James Ruiz was involuntarily
reassigned from inspections in the drywell area to the fabrication shop.
Donovan explained that he had been Ruiz's lead supervisor and was directed

| by Rex Baker to make the reassignment. He stated that Baker offered no
I explanation for the reassignment except that the Kaiser QA Manager had
j requested he reassign Ruiz.

Donovan stated it was obvious to him that Baker disapproved of the reassign-
ment. He indicated the reassignment resulted from a personality conflict
between Ruiz and Jerry Adams, Ironworker Superintendent, who felt that Ruiz
was too strict and " nit-picking" during his inspections. Donovan stated that
Adams had complained to him about Ruiz's inspections and had discussed this
matter with Baker. Baker indicated that Ruiz was a good inspector, was not
overly critical, and was justified in citing the various ' deficiencies he

|
discovered in Adams' area. Donovan speculated that Adams had complained
about Ruiz to General Superintendent James Sandlin who then talked to
Gittings, who decided to remove Ruiz from the inspection area. Donovan
added tt.at concurrently he had heard unsubstantiated rumors that QC
Inspectors Hendley, Wimbish, and McCoy were also going to be reassigned
because of criticism of their inspection findings by Kaiser construction
personnel.

On March 11, 1981, Donovan provided a sworn statement, which is included
asExhibit3f. g
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6.1.2.3 Interview of Janice Hulkey

On March 11 and 12, 1981, Janice H. Mulkey, Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
viewed by NRC. She stated that on three or four occasions between August
1979 to August 1980 water had been thrown on her from above by craft
personnel while she performed inspections. Mulkey said she never saw the
responsible individuals but on each occasio she reported the incident to

' her supervisors (K. Shinkle, J. Setlock, o S. Heath . She recalled that
on one occasion Heath threatened to remove a 1 the inspectors from the
site if water continued to be thrown. Mulkey said Robert Marshall was then
apprised of the incidents. Marshall then told the craft superintendents
to assure that the water-throwing incidents stopped or he would terminate
eight craft personnel who were suspected of being responsible.

Mulkey said the water-throwing incidents adversely affected her performance
and caused her difficulties in concentrating on her inspection activities,

because she had to be constantly vigilant for water being thrown on her.
Mulkey also stated that, when water was thrown from three stories above her,
it struck her with such force that on one occasion it knocked the breath out
of her and on another caused her to bruise her knee. She indicated that
other QC inspectors had also been doused with water.

On March 12, 1981, Janice Mulkey provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit 3Z. [
6.1.2.4 Interview with Anthony Pallon, Jr.

On February 10, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Jr., Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that since January 1981 he has performed visual
weld inspections in the suppression pool ares to ensure these welds met
AWS Code requirements. Pallon said the previous inspector in this area
had been lax, and he began rejecting about 50% of the welds he inspected.
Soon afterwards, he was being called to inspection points by craft personneli

who would douse him with water from above when he arrived. Pallon said
this occurred about two or three times a week and he had been squirted with
a fire extinguisher while performing an inspection the night prior to this
interview.

:

Pallon said he was also told that Douglas Haff, Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-
tendent, had told QC Inspector Joseph Mills that he would have Pallon fired.
Pallon taid Haff on one occasion harrassed him when he returned from lunch
by directing security personnel to search him and Joseph Mills for alcohol.

On February 10, 1981, Pallon provided a sworn statement, which is included
as ExhibitSJ.

| 6.1.2.5 Interview of Joseph Mills
'

On February 10, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that, while performing inspections in the suppre~ssion pool

both he and Anthony Pallon had been called to inspection points andarea
doused with water. Mills felt it was significant that Pallon was doused in
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i

excess of six times in one month. Craft personnel were apparently doing thisi

because of Pallon's weld rejections. Mills indicated that Douglas Haff, the

| superintendent in this area, told him he would get Pallon fired because he
was " nit picking" on his inspections. Mills said be ignored this comment
because it was impossible for Haff to fire a QC inspector.

Mills indicated that later Haff attempted to harass him and Pallon by having
'

.them searched by security guards for alcohol when they returned from lunch one
day. He stated these actions did not affect his inspection activity, although
he did feel that the QA program at Zimmer was understaffed, procedures were
poorly written, and the existing program lacked support from Kaiser management.

,

6.1.2.6 Interview of Michael McCoy
:

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on one occasion during the spring of 1980 he and
QC Inspector Charles Belcher were called to an inspection point by craft
personnel. McCcy said when they arrived at the inspection point an attempt
was made to douse them with water thrown at them from above.

i On February 11, 1981, McCoy provided a sworn statement, which is included *

as ExhibitfY. )(i

6.1.2.7 Interview of John Sullivan

On February 19, 1981, John Sullivan, Nuclear Energy Services Inc., was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he personally has never been doused
with water but that he was aware Kaiser QC Inspectors Anthony Pallon and
Rick Sizemore had been doused with water while performing inspections in
the suppresion pool area. Sullivan stated that when Sizemore was doused
he was performing an inspection using a 220-volt magnetic particle testing
machine, and, if water.had struck the machine, Sizemore might have been
electrocuted. He indicated that Construction Superintendents Edward Stanley
and Douglas Haff were standing in the area when this incident occurred.

Sullivan also related another incident when he and Pallon were searched by
security personnel when they were returning from lunch one day. He stated
that, in his opinion, Haff and Stanley were attempting to harass Pallon
because of Pallon's inspection activities in their area.

On February 19, 1981, Sullivan provided a sworn statement, which is included
i as Exhibit Y. [

6.1.2.8 Interview of Billy Tyree

On February 18 and 20,1981, Billy Tyree, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from
September 24 to November 20, 1979, by Butler Services, Inc. Tyree stated
that he was aware that buckets of water were thrown on QC inspectors by Kaiser
construction workers. Tyree indicated that he never observed such incidents,
but he recalled that on four or six occasions QC Inspector Janice Mulkey was;

' doused with water, and had reported these incidents to her immediate supervisor.

P
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Tyree also stated that two or three other QC inspectors were also doused
with water, and he conjectured this was done to limit the thoroughness of
inspections by QC personnel. He was unaware of any inquiry or investigation
to identify the individuals involved in the dousing incidents, but learned
that a construction worker named "Frenchie" was considered to be generally
responsible for some of the water-throwing incidents.

* On February 20, 1981, Tyree provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit?(.. g

'6.1.2.9 Interview of Richard Price

On February 18 and March 7,1981, Richard Price, former QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed by Butler Services, Inc., from
September 1975 to November 28, 1980, and by Kaiser from December 1 to 14,
1980. Price stated he was aware that, on at least twelve occasions, construc-
tion workers poured buckets of water on QC inspectors who were conducting
inspections in the containment building. He stated his opinion that the
water was thrown on the inspectors because they were conscientious and re-
fused to accept inferior or nonconforming work by craft personnel.

Price stated he heard rumors that two Kaiser construction workers nicknamed
"Frenchie" and " John Boy" were the individuals responsible for throwing water.

He indicated that Kaiser management was apprised of these incidents and
construction personnel were unofficially told that they would be terminated
if there were any further incidents of water being thrown on QC inspectors.
On March 2, 1981, Price provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit 37 [
6.1.2.10 _ Interview of Winston Jackson

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Winston Jackson, former QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer by Butler Services,
Inc., from July 1979 to November 1980. Jackson stated he was aware ofi

' several incidents when buckets of water were dumped on QC inspectors by craft
personnel while they were performing inspections in the containment building.,

,
He indicated that in his opinion these incidents represented harassment of
QC inspectors by construction personnel, and he added that these incidents
were reported to Kaiser management. He stated he was not aware of any action
Kaiser took concerning this matter.

On February 20, 1981, Jackson provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibityy.

6.1.2.11 Interview of James Ramsey

On February 18 and 20, 1981, James Ramsey, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he formerly worked at Zimmer for Butler

,

Services, Inc., and also for Kaiser Engineering between July 1979 and
December 14, 1980. Ramsey stated that QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and
Michael DePuccio were doused with water by construction personnel while
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performing inspections in the containment building. He indicated that, in
his opinion, these incidents amounted to harassment of the inspectors by
construction personnel. Ramsey said these incidents were reported to Kaiser
management and an investigation was conducted into the matter, but he was
unaware of any outcome of the inquiry.

- On February 20, 1981, Ramsey provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit M .

6.1.2.12 Interview of Individual I

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Individual I, former wiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that he was aware of incidents of QC
inspectors being harassed by construction personnel. Individual I stated
that two inspectors in particular were subject to harassment in the form of
buckets of water dumped on them while they were performing their inspections.
He said the above incidents were reported to Kaiser management but nothing
was ever done about the problem. Individual I indicated that he had heard
that General Foreman Walter Hamm was aware of the identity of the individuals
involved in the incidents but was protecting those individuals.

A sworn statement by Individual I is included as Exhibit f~

i 6.1.2.13 Interview of Dennis Taylor
:

On February 19, 1981, Dennis Taylor, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in October or November 1980, while performing a
magnetic particle inspection of a weld in the reactor containment building,
he was hit with a stream of water from a fire extinguisher. Taylor also
indicated that QC Inspector Anthony Pallon was frequently doused with water
while performing inspections in the suppression pool area. In Taylor's
opinion, Pallon was being harassed by craft personnel in this area because
he was rejecting welds made by the craft personnel.

6.1.2.14 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC inspector, was
i interviewed by NRC. He indicated that construction workers were pouring
| buckets of water on QC inspectors who were performing inspections. He said

that these incidents were brought to the attention of Robert Marshall, Kaiser'

Construction Superintendent, who stated that anyone throwing water on a QC
inspector would be fired. However, no formal investigation or report was
made of these incidents.

6.1.2.15 Interview of Walter Hamm, Sr.

On March 26, 1981, Walter Hamm, Sr., Kaiser General Foreman, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was aware that water had been thrown on several QC

| inspectors, including Janice !!ulkey. Hamm indicated that the culpable indi-
viduals were never identified and no disciplinary action was ever initiated.
He stated that according to rumors individuals nicknamed " Fat Frenchie,"
" Skinny Frenchie," and one pipefitter nicknamed " John Boy" were involved
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in the incidents. Hamm identified these individuals but be was unable to
substantiate their involvement. He personally warned all of these indi-
viduals that he would terminate them if he found they were throwing water
on QC inspectors.

Hamm was critical of the QC inspection activities at Zimmer and stated that
QC inspectors often rejected work that, in his opinion, was acceptable. He
also mentioned that he frequently had difficulty in finding inspectors when
he needed them to respond to an inspection point in a timely manner. Hamm
stated that the QC inspectors delayed construction and increased construc-
tion expenses because of their critical inspections. He indicated that he
had frequently criticized the inspectors personally and had admonished them
for their inavailability to perform inspections.

On March 26, 1981, Hamm provided a sworn statement, which is included as /(Exhibity0

6.1.2.16 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. Baker stated that in January or February 1981,
Phillip Gittings suggested that QC Inspectors Ruiz, Hendley, and Wimbish
be reassigned because they were " nit-picking" during their inspections and
writing too many nonconformance reports. Baker disagreed with this sugges-
tion and expressed his opinion that the inspectors were performing inspections
in accordance with Kaiser procedures and were writing valid nonconformance
reports. He stated that he did move Inspectors Ruiz and Hendley from weld

| inspections in the reactor building to inspections in the fabrication shop.

Baker also stated that, when he first arrived on the site, he learned
from the previous Inspection Supervisor that the lead welding inspector,
Kenneth Shinkle, had also been reassigned.

Baker also understood that QC inspector Janice Mulkey was doused with water
while perfcraing an inspection, but he was not exactly sure how or when the
incident occurred.

6.1.2.17 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1980, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from November 1977 to February 1980 he was lead pipe
support hanger inspector at Zimmer. Shinkle stated that in February 1980
Kaiser was involved in a 100% reinspection of all pipe support hanger welds.,

| He said his inspectors were rejecting up to 95% of the hangers inspected andI

initiating nonconformance reports for deficient hanger welds.
|

Shinkle stated that he was called into a meeting with both CG&E and Kaiser
management, who criticized his group's high rate of rejection, their inspec-
tion techniques, and the continuing identification of deficiencies on welds
that were found acceptable during previous inspections. He said those Kaiser
officials present initially denied they had committed Kaiser to a 100%
reinspection, but later in the meeting they admitted this was the commitment

|

|
J
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:

for reinspection of pipe support hangers. Shinkle stated that at the end of
the meeting a Kaiser official asked him, "Do you understand who you work for
now?" He took this comment as an attempt to intimidate him and to pressure
his inspectors to accept pipe support hangers undergoing inspection at the
time.

Shinkle stated that the next day he submitted nonconformance reports for;
~

deficient welds on pipe support hangers, and Kaiser management removed him
from his job later that afternoon. He learned that William Schwiers, CG&E
QA Manager, had objected to Kaiser about Shinkle's reassignment but was
told Robert Marshall had said "it would be a cold day in hell before he'll
[Shinkle) touch another pipe hanger." Shinkle stated that he has never been
reassigned to pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On September 1, 1980, Shinkle was promoted to Quality Assurance Engineer for
civil / structural activities, the job description for which states that he is
responsible for pipe support hanger inspections. However, Phillip Gittings

! told him that this was a typing error in the description and he would have
' nothing to do with pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On February 18, 1981, Shinkle provided a sworn statement, which is included y
as Exhibity/ . A

i 6.1.2.18 Interview of Mack White

on March 11 and 25, 1981, Mack White, QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.,

He stated that on March 11, 1981, at about 10:30 a.m., he was conducting;

!. an inspection in the drywell area of the primary containment building at
| Level 524. White indicated that at this time an unknown individual dumped

a few gallons of water on him from above. He looked up but was unable to
identify the individual as he ran away.

White stated he reported the incident to the NRC, QC management personnel,
and to Construction Superintendent Adams. He said that Adams commenced an
inquiry to attempt to determine who was responsible, but was unsuccessful.

|
White stated he had no idea who threw the water and he was unable to

| speculate on what prompted the incident.

On March 25, 1981, White provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibity2.. [

| 6.1.2.19 Interview of James Ruiz

l

| On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QA Inspector, was interviewed by
| NRC. He stated that on February 22, 1981 he was reassigned from inspections

in the primary containment building to inspections in the fabrication shop.
Ruiz stated that Rex Baker had commented to him at the time of his transfer
that "you were doing too good a job and so they transferred you." Ruiz stated

i

that prior to his reassignment he had disagreed with Ironworker Superintendent
! Jerry Adams, who accused him of " nit-picking" inspections.

|
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.

Ruiz stated he was told by Dennis Donovan that Adams had gone to James Sandlin,
Kaiser General Superintendent, and asked Sandlin to have the QA Manager remove
him from the containment area. Ruiz stated that his reassignment was an [

?

example of Gittings' lack of support for QC inspectors and proved that the
QA Department was not independent of construction influence at Zimmer. |
On February 25, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, which is included y i

/\ !

as ExhibitYJ.
.

6.1.2.20 Interview of James Sandlin i

On March 13, 1981, James T. Sandlin, Kaiser General Superintendent (struc-
tural), was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that QC Inspector James Ruiz
had been unable to establish or maintain a good working relationship with
construction personnel or his fellow inspectors. Sandlin stated that Ruiz
conducted inspections without listening to any advice and did not solicit
the cooperation of construction personnel or other QC inspectors.

j

Sandlin stated that Ruiz had been unnecessarily critical in his inspections
and had been accused of " nit picking." He indicated that this had caused
conflict between Ruiz and Gerald Adams, Structural Superintendent, and he
brought this matter to the attention of the QA Manager asking him to resolve

Sandlin denied that he asked Gittings to reassign Ruiz fromthe situation.
the primary containment area.

On March 25, 1981, Sandlin provided a sworn statement, which is included g
as Exhibit W .

|
6.1.2.21 Interview of Gerald Adams

f
On March 13 and 25, 1981, Gerald Adams, Kaiser Structural Superintendent,

He stated that he received numerous complaints fromwas interviewed by NRC.
construction personnel regarding the inspections of QC Inspector James Ruiz.
He said that in his opinion Ruiz was too critical and " nit-picking" on his

Adams indicated thatinspections, thereby delaying construction activities.
Ruiz did not cooperate with craft personnel and, in his opinion, was inspecting
according to ASME Code requirements when he should be following the less
stringent AWS Code requirements.

Adams stated that he had accused Ruiz of holding up construction and being
overcritical in his inspections. He also threatened to have him terminated.

However, Adamsif he persisted in his unjustified delays of construction.
denied threatening to have Ruiz terminated unless he accepted welds that did

Adams stated he had complained to Donovan, Baker,not meet AWS criteria.
Sandlin, and Gittings about Ruiz's inspections and specifically suggested to,

Baker that it would be better for both him and Ruiz if Ruiz was reassigned to|

However, Adams denied any responsibility for initiating Ruiz's
!

another area.
reassignment.

On March 25, 1981, Adams provided a sworn statement, which is included as [
ExhibitVf.

:
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6.1.2.22 Interview of L. Q. Hendley

On March 9,1981, L. Q. Hendley, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by 3RC.
He stated that in February 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger
inspection duties to the fabrication shop. Hendley stated that his supervisor,
David Painter, told him he was "doing his job too well and t?st is the reason
for your reassignment." Hendley stated that, after his reassignment, noncon-

.formance reports he had written were dispositioned as " Accept-As-Is" by the
.

QC Manager.

6.1.2.23 Interview of David Nans

on February 24, 1981, David Hang, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
FRC. He stated that prior to his employment by Kaiser he worked for Peabody
Magnaflux, the firm which had been responsible for nondestructive examination
of welds at Zissner. He said that in March 1980, while inspecting welds in
the containment building, he was doused with a bucket of water from above.
Mang indicated this was not an unusual occurrence and that this had happened
to other QC inspectors before and after this event.

Mang also stated that during the summer of 1978 he was re-inspecting a weld he
had previously rejected when a pipefitter threatened him with bodily harm if
he did not pass the weld. Hans said he did not report the incident to anyone,''
but was intimidated by this threat and did not enter that particular area for J
some time.

On Tebruary 24, 1981, Hang provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit

{
.
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6.1.4 Items of Noncompliance 7

l '

ST^ %'*., $$.','c,pliance wert, h "" + #'y "k' "\ , identified- {+,w e-d e,
No items of noncom mdW- 'b, L* -

[{C \*" F ~*** M ' P ' W-r
6. 2 Weld Inspection Criteria Deleted

An allegation from a site employee concerning the deletion of required
weld inspection criteria was received by 4+re NRC during the investigation.
The employee showed the Region III inspector copies of KEI-1 forms (weld
inspection records) that supported the allegation.

6.2.1 Review of Weld Inspection Records

| The Region III inspectors observed that weld inspection criteria utilized
to verify weld procedure, welder qualification, filler material, joint

|
cleanliness, bevels, and damage had been deleted or designated as not
applicable (N/A) on the following KEI-1 forms (weld inspection records):

| e . -1 W In et{o Re o ds
M l Iu m _ ~

System or
' ~

Isometric- Beam or
' 6ther

Component Drawing # Mark # Information

! Drywell Support Steel S398B 29 Detail E of S-437

Drywell Support Steel S398B 2 stiffeners Line No. MKC
1/2 x 6-3/4 17S493
x 25-1/8

Drywell Support Steel S398A 125 Line No.
EL-535 191*

Drywell Support Steel S398B 67* Detail 13 of 493
Detail 2 of 447

Drywell Support Steel S398A C-63 Bottom Plate
(W8 x 10)

| Drywell Support Steel S398A W8 x 17 Lugs
1
' Service Water S stem PSK1WS32 55H Line No.$

1 IWS17A18
- __^ ^ __ _ _ -f- _ _ _

-

_ ___

The records for the drywell support steel indicated that the deleted criteria
existedatleastfromJuly[1980toJanuary/'1981. The record for the weld
in the service water system indicated the criteria was designated as not
applicable in November 1979.

|

| The inspection criteria to verify proper fitup and tack welds was also
I designated N/A for the above weld activities on the service water system.
1
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6.1.2.22 Interview of L. Q. Hendley

On March 9, 1981, L. Q. Hendley, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that in February 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger
inspection duties to the fabrication shop. Hendley stated that his supervisor,
David Painter, told him he was "doing his job too well and that is the reason
for your reassignment." Hendley stated that, after his reassignment, noncon-
formance reports he had written were dispositioned as " Accept-As-Is" by the
QC Manager.

6.1.2.23 Interview of David Hang

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that prior to his employment by Kaiser he worked for Peabody,

Magnaflux, the firm which had been responsible for nondestructive examination
of welds at Zimmer. He said that in March 1980, while inspecting welds in

! the containment building, he was doused with a bucket of water from above.
Hang indicated this was not an unusual occurrence and that this had happened
to other QC inspectors before and after this event.

Hang also stated that during the summer of 1978 he was re-inspecting a weld he
had previously rejected when a pipefitter threatened him with bodily harm if
he did not pass the weld. Hang said he did not report the incident to anyone,
but was intimidated by this threat and did not enter that particular area for
some time.

On February 24, 1981, Hang provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit /y. ,

6.1.3 Findings and Conclusions

. Quality control inspectors were harassed by construction personnel who
' dumped water on them from above. In one case, inspectors, when entering

the site, were searched by security personnel who allegedly were instructed
to perform the search by Construction Department supervisors.

There was no indication that any of these activities were condoned by Kaiser
or CG&E management. There were indications that action was taken by Kaiser
toidentifyanddipplinethoseharassingQCinspectors.
The Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned Quality Control inspectors
on four occasions after th'e Kaiser Construction Department criticized them.

In a related finding, NRC inspectors found that some of the nonconformance
reports generated by these inspectors prior to their reassignment were im-
properly voided or were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
system following their reassignments (see Section 4.1). QC inspection
supervisors interviewed stated that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager
reassigned inspectors because construction management complained about their
inspection activities.
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6.1.4 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6.2 Weld Inspection Criteria Deleted

An allegation from a site employee concerning the deletion of required
weld inspection criteria was received by the NRC during the investigatior..
The employee showed the Region III inspector copies of KEI-I forms (weld
inspection records) that supported the allegation.

6.2.1 Review of Weld Inspection Records

The Region III inspectors observed that weld inspection criteria utilized
to verify weld procedure, welder qualification, filler material, joint
cleanliness, bevels, and damage had been deleted or designated as not
applicable (N/A) on the following KEI-1 forms (weld inspection records):

Table 6.2-1 Weld Inspection Records

System or Isometric Beam or Other
Component Drawing # Mark # Information

Drywell Support Steel S398B 29 Detail E of S-437

Drywell Support Steel S398B 2 stiffeners Line No. MKC
1/2 x 6-3/4 17S493
x 25-1/8

Drywell Support Steel S398A 125 Line No.
EL-535 191'

Drywell Support Steel S3988 67* Detail 13 of 493
Detail 2 of 447

Drywell Support Steel S398A C-63 Bottom Plate
(W8 x 10)

Drywell Support Steel S398A W8 x 17 Lugs

Service Water System PSK1WS32 SSH Line No.
1WS17A18

The records for the drywell support steel indicated that the deleted criteria
existed at least from July, 1980 to January, 1981. The record for the weld
in the service water system indicated the criteria was designated as not
applicable in November 1979.

The inspection criteria to verify proper fitup and tack welds was also
designated N/A for the above weld activities on the service water system.
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6.2.2 Code Requirements

The welding activities were governed by ASME Code Section III-1971 Edition
or by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code. The applicable requirements of both codes
are as follows:

ASME Code, Section III 1971 Requirements
.

1. NA-4130- "As used in this Section of the Code, Quality Assurance
comprises all those planned and systematic actions necessary to
provide adequate confidence that all components, parts, or
appurtenances are manufactured and/or installed (as applicable)
in accordance with the rules of this Section."

2. NA-4420- "The manufacturer and/or Installer shall maintain a
written description of the procedures used by his organization
for control of quality and examinations, showing in detail the
implementation of the quality assurance requirements of this
Section of the Code."

3. NA-4510- "Inprocess and final examinations and tests shall be established
to assure conformance with documeated instructions, procedures, and
drawings."

4. NA-4442.1- " Welding and brazing materials for all classes of construction
shall be controlled in accordance with NB-4122...."

NB-4122- " Welding and brazing materials shall be identified and controlled
so that they can be traced to each component and/or installation of a
piping system, or else a control procedure shall be employed which ensures
that the specified materials are used."

5. NA-4451- "... Measures shall be established to assure that processes in-
cluding welding and heat-treating are controlled in accordance with the

| rules of this Section of the Code and are accomplished by qualified
personnel using qualified procedures."

6. NB-4230--identifies specific requirements for fitting and aligning of|

weld joints which must be verified.

AWS DI.1-1972 Code Requirements

1. Section 3.1.1- "A11 applicable paragraphs of this section shall be
observed in the production and inspection of welded assemblies and
structures produced by any of the processes acceptable under this Code."

2. Section 3.2.1- " Surfaces and edges to be welded shall be smooth, uniform,
and free from fins, tears, cracks, or other defects which would adversely
affect the quality of strength of the weld. Surfaces to be welded and
surfaces adjacent to a weld shall also be free from loose or thick scale,

! slag, rust, moisture, grease, or other foreign material that will prevent

| proper welding ...."

|
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3. Section 3.3.1- "The parts to be joined by fillet welds shall be brought
into as close contact as practicable. The gap between parts shall normally
not exceed 3/16 inch ....

4. Section 3.3.7--addresses tack weld requirements which must be verified.

5. Section 6.1.1- "The inspector designated by the Engineer shall ascertain
- that all fabrication by welding is performed in accordance with the

requirements of this Code.

6. Section 6.1.3- "He" (the inspector) "shall be notified, in advance, of
the start of any welding operations."

7. Section 6.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only materials
conforming to the requirements of this Code are used."

8. Section 6.4.1- "The inspector shall permit welding to be performed only
by welders, welding operators, and tackers who are qualified in accordance
with the requirements of 5.2."

9. Section 6.5.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only welding
procedures that meet the provisions of 5.1 and 5.2 are employed."

10. Section 6.5.3- "The Inspector shall make certain that electrodes are
used only in the positions and with the type of welding current and
polarity for which they are classified."

11. Section 6.5.4- "The inspector shall, at suitable intervals, observe the
i technique and performance of each welder, welding operator, and tacker
; to make certain that the applicable requirements of Section 4 are met."

The weld inspection criteria were deleted or designated as not applicable
on weld inspection forms used routinely to inspect welds. This appears to

i be contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion III, and the W . H. Zimmerm
; QA Manual, Sections 3.3 and 3.13.1 (358/81-13-23).

This matter is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.2.3 Findings and Conclusions

Weld inspection criteria were deleted from weld inspection forms used to'

I

'.
document inspections of welds between July 1980 and January 1981 and were
designated as not applicable for one weld made in November 1979. This
concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.2.4 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to delineate required
weld inspection criteria).

I

|
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6.3 QA Surveillance Reports

An allegation concerning Surveillance Report procedure violations was
received by the NRC from a site employee during this investigation. The
allegation stated that Surveillance Reports were not being transferred to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by procedure.

~ 6.3.1 Record Reviews

The Region III inspectors reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction
QACMI G-14, Revision 3, for initiating and documenting QA Surveillance
Reports (SR). Page 1, paragraph 2, of the procedure states that..."sur-
veillance reports will be used to identify...an in process nonconformance
which can be corrected without processing a Nonconformance Report (NR)."
Page 2, paragraph 5 of the procedure states "Except in extenuating circum-
stances, QA surveillance reports which identify in process nonconformances

j will be transferred to a NR when the non-complying condition has not been
' acceptably corrected within 30 calendar days."

The following QA Surveillance Reports identify in process nonconformances
(deficiencies):

No. 2899 dated December 18, 1980--bolt torque verification missed

No. 2903 dated January 14,1981--weld (fitup and preheat of 60*)
verifications missed

,

No. F-2909 dated Janaury 16, 1981--bolts missing or loose

; No. 2914 dated Janaury 15, 1981--NDS weld hold points (MT and VT)
bypassed

No. F-2941 dated January 28,1981--broken flex, bolts fail to torque,
,

etc.

No. F-3070 dated March 24, 1981--bolt installation not verified

No. F-3071 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3072 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3073 dated March 24, 1981--bolts do not meet torque requirements

No. F-30/4 dated March 24, 1981--bolts stripped

No. F-3075 dated March 24, 1981--bolt holes elongated

No. F-3076 dated March 24, 1981--hanger needs shimming and spalling
*

repair

No. F-3082 dated March 25, 1981--cable is too short

No. F-3083 dated March 26, 1981--unacceptable welds
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| No. F-3099 dated March 27, 1981--bolt deficiencies
i

No. F-7000 dated March 30, 1981--weld deficiencies, missing braces,
etc.

No. F-7006 dated April 1, 1981--weld deficiencies

- No. F-7019 dated April 6, 1981--weld deficiencies

The disposition of SR 2899 indicated that based on a rejection rate of
less-than 1% of the verified torque on other bolts, the bolts on approxi-

,

mately 10% of the attachments (conduit straps, non-engineered hangert, etc.)
in various areas (Plan No. 1 of EI drawing 150-2, Revision D, for example)'

were acceptable without required torque verifications (one bolt per attachment).
The disposition, dated January 15, 1981, was made by a H. J. Kaiser Quality
Assurance Engineer and not by design control measures commensurate with those
applied to the original design.

The disposition dated January 14, 1981, on SR 2903 indicated that welds
A3 and A4 on pipe line ISK RR-298 were acceptable-as-is based on normal

i ambient temperature plus the sample verification by radiography of fitups
on 20 out of approximately 400 other welds. The disposition was made only
by the H. J. Kaiser QA Manager and not by design control measures commensurate
with those applied to the original design.

i The disposition dated January 25, 1981 on SR 2914 indicated that the welds
(DB 177 to DCS 80) were acceptable based on visual examination (VT) of weld
DB 177 and the magnetic particle testing (MT) of the root pass connecting
DB 177 to DCS 80. Thus the final MT was waived. The disposition was made
only by a H. J. Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer and not by design control
measures commensurate with those applied to the original design.

If the items addressed on SRs 2899, 2903, and 2914 would have been docu-
mented on nonconformance reports (NRs), H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction
QACMI G-4 would have required dispositions to have been made by the Material
Review Board. The Material Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction
Engineer, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, CG&E Sponsor
Engineer, and the S&L Design Engineer.

,

The nonconforming items accepted in SRs 2899, 2903,' and 2914 represent
|

changes to the original design. The 30 day period specified in Instruction
QAMCI G-14, Revision 3, in essence, permitted nonconforming items to be dis-!

positioned without design control measures commensurate with those applied
to the original design if the SR was dispositioned without being transferred>

to an NR. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.9 (358/81-13-24).

The inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2909, F-3070, F-3071,
F-3072, F-3073, F-3074, F-3075, F-3076, F-3083, and F-7019, were not dis-
positioned or acceptably corrected as of August 12, 1981, and were not trans-
ferred to NRs within 30 calendar days. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix
B, Criterion V and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 5 (358/81-13-25).
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The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2941
and F-3099 indicated that some of the items had been acceptably corrected
and the others had been transferred to NRs.

The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-3082,
F-7000, and F-7006 indicated that all of the items had been transferred to NRs.

i

- The concern of nonconforming items being documented on Surveillance Reports
; is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confgrmation Program.

6.3.2 Findings and Conclusions

i
Instruction QACMI G-14 which only required in process nonconformance to be

j transferred from Surveillance Reports to Nonconformance Reports if not
acceptably corrected within 30 days, was inadequate. The 30-day period did'

not assure that all nonconformances which constituted design changes would
be subjected to design control measures commensurate with the original design.

; These design control measures would have been required if the in process
I nonconformances had been documented on Nonconformance Reports. Some of the

SRs were not transferred to NRs as required y QACMI G-14. This concern a
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Conf reation Program. A

6.3.3 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (inadequate procedures to assure
nonconformances are subjected to design control measures commensurate with
those applied to the original design, and failure to follow procedure to
transfer in process nonconformances identified on Surveillance Reports to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by the licensee's procedure.)

| 7.0 Other NRC Inspection Findings
|

|
During the course of the investigation, RIII inspectors performed inde-
pendent inspections of various plant areas during allegation reviews. In
those areas where deficient conditions were observed, further inspection
was undertaken to determine the extent of the deficient conditions. Section
7 documents the inspection of items not specifically alleged.

7.1 control of Structural Steel Beams and Beam Welds

,

During the investigation of the allegations addressed in Sections;4 and 5,
the RIII inspector identified a beam with an unacceptable weld and two beamsI

that were only tack welded into place. Therefore, the RIII inspector decided
to make a more in-depth inspection and review the controls of structural beams
and beam welds. The inspections and reviews included visual examinations of
approximately twenty-five structural steel beams in the blue switchgear and
cable spreading rooms, and reviews of related documentation.

7.1.1 Beam Observed in Blue Switchgear Room

The area observed in the blue switchgear room (elevation 546 ft) was 8 ft 3 in,
west of workline G,16 ft 6 in. east of workline H and between columns 22 and
54 of S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB.
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f

The following six discrepancies were identified:
! 1. A W8 x 17 beam (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west and located

1 ft 9 in south of column 24 and 10 in. below elevation 546 ft, wasi

! not specified on any pertinent design drawing. The beam appeared to be
permanently installed and traceability of th2 beam heat number was not
maintained. After extensive and unsuccessful efforts by QA personnel,

- construction personnel were requested to identify any document that
would control the unspecified beam. Construction personnel provided
Design Document Change (DDC) No. S-2050, dated May 29, 1980, containingi

only the signatures of two site construction engineers, who were
identifying some of the additional W8 x 17 beams in the area covered
by S&L drawing No. S-546. The DDC had no S&L architectural engineering

! signatures of approval as of March 27, 1981. The DDC did not identify
) any specific beams.

The licensee identified S&L drawing E-189, Sheet 3, Revision H, Note
No. 17, which allows W8 x 17 beams to be installed and then be submitted
on a DDC for S&L approval.

;

2. A W8 x 17 beam (6 ft 3 in. long), positioned north to south and located
13 ft 8 in, west of workline G and 1 in, below elevation 546 ft, was not

specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on any QC
record, and had unacceptable welds.

! 3. A W8 x 17 beam (5 ft 5 in. long), positioned east to west and located
8 ft 10 in, south of column 24 and 1 in, below elevation 546 ft, was

not specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on
! any QC record, and had unacceptable welds.
.

4. A W8 x 17 beam (2 ft 8 in. long), positioned north to south and located
, 9 ft 6 in, west of workline G and attached to the beam addressed in

paragraph 7.1.1.3 and extending north, was not specified oa any perti-
nent design drawing and was not documented on any QC record.

5. Two W8 x 17 beams (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west, with one
,

i located 5 ft 3 3/8 in, and the other located 9 ft 7 7/8 in. south of
column 24, were only tack welded in place. They displayed no identi-'

fication or heat numbers and were not documented on any QC record ,

which indicated in process weld inspections were not performed. The
beams were identified on DDC-2087, which was incorporated into S&L
drawing No. S-546, Revision AB. DDCs and S&L drawings by themselves
do not assure QC verification.

6. Re-entrant corners on several W8 x 17 beams had notches instead of the
1/2 in. minimum radius required by the American Institute of Steel Con-

,

struction (AISC), seventh edition (1969), page 4.113. The locations of
l these unacceptable beam corners are shown in and are noted by (7) in g

Exhibit *ft.,

The location of the above discrepancies, five additional unacceptable welds,
and nontraceable beams are shown in Exhibit W. k

;
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1

The welds identified in the preceding paragraphs as unacceptable do not,

: comply with the requirements of the AWS DI.1-1972 Code for one or more of
the following reasons: slag was not removed; weld profiles had excessive
convexity or concavity, blowholes, porosity and/or undercut.

4

7.1.2 Beams Observed in cable Spreading Rooms

~ The inspectors identified the following discrepancies in the cable spreading
rooms:

1. A W12 X14 beam No. F2500/8-66B4 had a weld that was incomplete. This,

beam was directly above cable tray hanger No. 4HV8FEC231, which was
attached. The beam was located approximately 11 ft south of the north
wall at the stairwell.

2. The traceability of the heat numbers was not maintained for two W8 x 17
beams, located south of and parallel to beam No. F2500/8-66B4 (above).

| The first beam was located immediately adjacent to beam F2500/8-66B4.
*

The second beam was the fourth beam south of beam F2500/8-66B4. The
first beam was installed flush to the ceiling of the cable spreading
room. S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, specifies the first beam
to be installed 1 in. below the ceiling.

i

3. A weld on the 5 in. channel beam that was supporting HVAC hanger
No. 2071 had irregular weld profile, excessive undercut, porosity, and;

craters that were not filled. The channel beam was located 2 ft north
,

and 1 ft west of the cable tray hanger No. 13H2FEC008. The Waldinger,!

Young and Bertke (W-Y and B) Inspection Report, dated February 19, 1980,
indicated that the weld was acceptable.

4. Two W8 x 17 beams, located in the northeast corner (north of WL-16
and east of WL-K), were only tack-welded into place. The beams were

j specified on DDC No. E-3834 dated October 20, 1978. DDC E-3834, which
' affected eight drawings, was posted on, but had not been incorporated

into, S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, dated October 22, 1980.

Heat No. 72161 (purchase order No. 31134) was marked on the southern
beam. Th,e traceability of the heat number of the northern beam was
not maintained.

The beams were not identified on any QA inspection record, which would
have indicated their status. In-process inspections were not performed
on the tack welds.

[ INSPECTOR NOTE: Some of the welds inspected by the RIII inspectors were|

painted. Therefore, the inspections were for relatively large deficiencies.]

7.1.3 Installation Deficiencies

1. For the beams identified on DDCs and addressed in paragraphs 7.1.1,
items 1 and 5, and 7.1.2, item 4 above, no measures existed that would
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identify to QA the installations and work that was done by construction
before the DDC was incorporated into the drawings. Thus, no measures
existed to assure that all of the required QA inspections related to
DDCs (e.g., welder qualification, proper filler metal, traceability of
materials, etc.) would be performed. This condition was previously

i

identified in IE Report Item No. 358/80-15-04. The corrective actions
; taken, which had not yet been reviewed by the NRC, with regard to

Item No. 358/80-15-04 did not include the DDCs written prior to the-

implementation of those corrective actions and did not include the DDCs
that are and have been implemented prior to receiving the S&L approvals.
This item is unresolved pending the complete resolution of IE Item
No. 358/80-15-04 (358/81-13-26).

l

2. Failure to control unacceptable welds (addressed in Sections 7.1.1 and
7.1.2), the five beams with unacceptable re-entrant corners, and the
four beams that were installed and not identified as a requirement on

any design document is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV,
:

| and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.2.2 (358/81-13-27).

3. Failure to maintain the traceability of the nine structural beams,
addressed in Section 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appen-
dix B, Criterion VIII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8.2,
(358/81-13-28).

These problems and the adequacy of the structural steel are addressed in
the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

;

7.1.4 Unapproved Structural Beam Vendors

Several thousand feet of W8 x 17 beam were purchased on the following order
numbers from vendors not on the approved vendor list, which means the
respective vendor QA programs had not been evaluated for compliance with
10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

I

P.O. No. 10275, PBI Steel Exchange, 2400 ftl

| P.O. No. 12868, U.S. Steel Supply, 1500 ft
P.O. No. 16321, Frank Adams Co., 1012 ft
P.O. No. 10009, Frank Adams Co., 1024 ft

! P.O. No. 9761, Frank Adams Co., 1472 ft
P.O. No. 9628, Frank Adams Co., 450 ft
P.O. No. 9872, U.S. Steel Supply, 300 ft

These beams were not controlled to prevent their use in safety-related systems.
The licensee stated that these beams had been made available for installation>

in safety-related systems based on the mill certifications and without regard
to the vendors not being approved. Mill certifications were available for
these beams. The licensee stated that the credibility of the mill certifica-

, tions would be established. Failure to assess the effectiveness of the controls!

to assure the quality of the mill certifications and structural beams, suppliedI

by the above vendors, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII, and
the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 7.3.1 (358/81-13-29).m

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmatica Program.
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7.1.5 Bristol Steel Erection Inspections

The RIII inspector reviewed the Bristol Quality Control Steel Erection Report
Inspection Report Q-7, dated July 14, 1975, for the inspection of the beams
installed on elevation 546 ft between column rows 15-22 and F-L. The RIII
inspector determined that the Bristol Steel and Iron Works, Inc. QC inspector-
failed to document details of his inspections, such as the welding materials

- (rod type) used, the welder, the specific weld activities inspected, and/or
bolting or welding procedure number when applicable. This is contrary to
.0 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 17.1.1 (358/81-13-30).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
'

| 7.1.6 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC performed hardness tests on additional
structural beams and visual examinations of the adjecent welds and beam *

,

fitup in five different areas of the plant. The five areas included the
blue switchgear room; the yellow switchgear room; the cable spreading room;
the electrical equipment room; and the framing at elevations 535'-11%" and
532'-9" of the drywell between a azimuths 40' and 9(f, and between azimuths )(
172* and 188'.

;

In the drywell area the inspector examined 30 main structual framing
members (i.e., beams and girders) and inspected approximately 250 welds.
In the remaining four areas the inspector examined 30 structural elements
(which supported raceway hanger assemblies) and inspected approximately.
130 welds. The hardness test results indicated that the beams installed

. were of sufficient hardness to be the types (e.g., ASTM A-36, A-572 Grade
| 50, A-588, etc..) that were specified for the respective installations.
- The welds were visually inspected in the painted condition. No unaccept-

able weld indications were observed. The fitup of the beams was accept-
able. NRC Independent measurements are documented in IE Inspection Report

j 50-358/81-27.

7.1.7 Findings and Conclusions

During the investigation, NRC inspectors examined apprcximately 25 structural
steel beams and identified several problems. Welds on nine structural beams
were unacceptable. Five beams had unacceptable (notched) re-entrant cgrners.
Four beams were installed which were not specified on any design document.
The traceability of nine structural beams was not maintained. In addition,
measures had not been established to assure that required QA in process
inspections related to Design Document Changes would be performed; the li-
censee did not assess the effectiveness of the controls to assure the quality
of mill certifications and structural steel beams supplied by three vendors;
and details of steel erection inspections were not documented. These concerns
are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

A NRC sampling program of independant measurements specifically aimed at
the above concerns involved hardness tests on 60 structural beams and the
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visual examination of approximately 380 welds. The hardness test results
indicated the installed beams were of sufficient hardness to be the types
specified for the respective installations. No unacceptable weld indica-
tions were observed. The fitup of the beams was acceptable.

7.1.8 Items of Noncompliance

- Four items of noncompliance were identified (failure to control unacceptable
welds, unacceptable re-entrant corners on beams, and unspecified beams;
failure to maintain traceability of beams; failure to assess the effectiveness
of vendor quality assurance; and failure to maintain sufficient documentation
of steel erection inspections).

7.2 Cable Separation

During the investigation of the allegation addressed in Section 5.10, the
RIII inspectors identified two cable installations that did not comply with
the cable separation criteria defined in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR. During
checks for cable separation on routine plant tours, the inspectors identified
additional cable separation violations.

7.2.1 Cable Separation Requirements

The applicable cable separation requirements for the Zimmer facility are as
follows:

1. IEEE Std. 383-1974 defir s Class IE as: "The safety classification of
the electric equipment and systems that are essential to emergency
reactor shutdown, containment isolation, reactor core cooling and
containment, and reactor heat removal or otherwise are essential in
preventing significant release of radioactive material to the environ-
ment."

2. The Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.1.12.2, states, " Class IE cable is assigned
to a division according to Table 8.3-19."

The divisions are comprised of the systems addressed in the Class IE
definitions.

| "A Class IE cable is routed only in its division tray conduit, etc."

, "Each non-Class IE cable which has any part of its length in a division
! tray, conduit, etc., or which connects to a Class IE power system is a

division-associated cable and is not routed in tray, conduit, etc. of
another division."

The terms " division-associated" and " associated" are used interchangeably.
[ "Non-Class 1E7 " balance-of-plant," Q nonessential,","non-ESF (non- [engineered safety features)" are all used interchangeably.

3. FSAR Section 8.3.1.13 states:
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.2"... Balance-of plant cables not associated with reactor protection
or engineered safety features systems, when assigned to a tray section
with a Class IE segregation code, are routed only in trays with that
segregation code."

,

,

.3"... Cables will have either green, yellow, or blue identification
for ESF cable; orange for reactor protection system cable; white for
balance-of-plant cables; and white with another color for associated
cables."

4. FSAR Table 8.3-16 states, "A nonessential cable may be run in nonessential
or ESF tray, but shall not occupy more than one tray system."

5. FSAR Section 8.3.1.11.2.1.d. states, "In the cable spreading room, cable
tray risers (chutes) are used to route the cables into the bottom of
control panels located in the control room above. Here a 1-foot horizontal,
3 foot vertical separation is maintained."

6. FSAR Section 8.3.1.12.1.3, which addresses instrument cables states,
" Low-level signal cables are run in trays and/or conduits separate from
all power and control cables."

7.2.2 Observed Cable Separation Violations

During a brief tour of the cable spreading room while inspecting other
matters, the RIII inspectors observed four violations of cable separation
criteria as follows:

1. On the east side of the cable spreading room, at approximately WL 26,
yellow / white (associated) cable No. RE053 extends from a 2-in. conduit
(which also contains blue / white cable No. RE058), passes approximately
4 in. vertically above the blue Class IE cables contained in tray No.
2072C, and enters blue / white sleeve No. 79.

Contrary to the above FSAR criteria, cables No. RE053 and RE058 were
routed in the same raceway and cable No. RE053 was not installed a
minimum of 3 ft above tray 2072C.

2. On the south side of the cable spreading room, graen instrument tray
Nc. 3029K, which was 6 in wide and approximately 50 ft long, was
installed inside white control tray No. 4638B. The installation was
ir. accordance with S&L drawings E-223, Revision G, and E-224, Revision F.
Green cable No. WS714, green / white cable No. TI725, and other cables were
installed in the green tray. Blue / white and yellow / white cables were
installed in the remaining white tray.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the green and green / white cables were
essentially installed in the white tray; the green, green / white,
blue / white and yellow / white cables were not separated by a minimum of
I ft horizontally; and the green tray containing instrument cables
was not separate from the white tray containing control cables.
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3. Near the stairwell at the center of the cable spreading room, two blue
cables, No. RIl03 and CM111, were routed from blue tray No. 2077A into
green tray riser (chute) No. 3025A, which extended up to the control
room. Green cables No. HP073 and HP096 were among the cables installed
in riser 3025A.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the blue cables were routed in the green
division riser and were not horizontally separated from the green cables
by at least I ft.

The licensee documented blue cables No. RIl03 and CM111 on Nonconformance
Report No. 7549, dated March 18, 1981, as a result of the NRC finding.

No QC inspection requirements existed to verify separation criteria for
cables to the control room which were extending up and out of the raceway
located in the cable spreading room.

4. In other areas of the cable spreading room:

a. White tray No. 4080K contained many different division-associated
cables including blue / white cable No. TI192, yellow / white cable
No. RR781, and green / white cable No. TI816.

b. White tray riser No. RK4627 contained yellow / white cables No. TI942
and No. TI943, and blue / white cables No. TI808 and TI760.

c. White tray riser No. 4139 contained many blue / white and yellow / white
cables.

The routing of blue / white, yellow / white, and/or green / white cables
together in white trays appeared to be a widespread design practice.
This design is contrary to the FSAR Section 8.3.1.13.2 as previously
stated above.

The installed conditions identified in paragraphs 1, 2, and 4 of 7.2.2
apparently resulted from designs that deviate from the FSAR. These devi-
ations are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.1 and 3.6 (358/81-13-31). .

| The installed condition identified in paragraph 3 of 7.3.2 apparently
| resufted from construction activities for which required QC inspection veri-
' fications had not been translated into an inspection procedure. The lack

of QC inspection for the installed condition in paragraph 3 is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, and the W' . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Sectionm
10.1.2 (358/81-13-32).

The adequacy of cable separation is addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

:

I
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7.2.3 Misrouted Nonsafety Related Cable

In the instrument-relay room, yellow / white conduit No. RR199 extended from
white tray No. 4157A to yellow tray No. 1040B. The conduit and trays
contained yellow / white cable No. RR199 and white cable No. DC258 (also
mislabelled DC257). Following the cable installation (pull) card, cable
No. DC258 was designed to be routed through tray No. 4157A, but not tray
1040B. Since cable No. DC258 was a nonsafety-related cable there were no
QC inspection requirements to verify the routing. The misrouted cable
identified in paragraph 7.3.2.5 of the installed conditions apparently
resulted from construction activities for which the FSAR does not require
QC inspection verification. The misrouted cable does influence cable

, separatian and tray loading and, therefore, will have to be appropriately
i dispositioned. This item is considered open and will be reviewed during
! a subsequent inspection (358/81-13-33).

7.2.4 Cable Tray Riser Chutes

With the exception of the green tray riser, identified in paragraph 3 of
i 7.2.2, the RIII inspector did not observe any other risers (chutes) installed

in the cable spreading room. The licensee stated that only eight chutes had
been designed and installed in the spreading room and that alternate methods
for achieving cable separation were being considered. S&L drawing No. E-98-FB,
Revision D, Note 4, required that the portions of cables in the cable spreading
room not enclosed or protected by steel chutes be coated with.a 1/8 in. (after
dry) application of fireproofing material. During a telephone conversation
on May 7, 1981, the licensee stated that the design identified on drawing
No. E-98-FB was being reconsidered for alterations. This item is unresolved

*

: pending implementation of the final separation design requirements for cable
risers in the cable spreading room (358/81-13-34).

With regard to the installed conditions identified in paragraph 7.2.2, items
1, 2, and 4, and 7.2.3 the licensee stated that either the field installations
would be changed to comply with the FSAR or appropriate changes to the FSAR
with engineering justifications would be submitted to NRR.

i

7.2.5 Findings and Conclusions

Four locations were identified in which the cable separation requirements had
not been maintained as specified in the FSAR. The adequacy of cable separation

! is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.2.6 Items of Noncespliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to establish measures to
assure that the design basis for cable separation as set forth in the FSAR
was translated into drawings, and failure to establish a program to require
verification of cable separation in the cable spreading room).
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7.3 CG&E Audits of Sargent & Lundy

During the investigation of allegation 5.10, the RIII inspector identified
that Sargent & Lundy did not have a program to control design deviations
(nonconforming designs) when identified by the S&L engineers. Therefore,
the RIII inspector requested for review all of the CG&E audits of S&L to
determine if CG&E had assessed the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance

-program.

7.3.1 CG&E Audits of S&L

The Region III inspector reviewed the following CG&E audits of S&L.

Audit Dates Audit Number When Noted

2/15-16/72
8/8-9/74
8/7-8/75
7/28-29/76
11/14-15/77 77/24
9/6-7/78 78/07
10/16-17/78 78/09
11/27-30/78 78/10
1/30-31/79 79/01
12/18-19/79 79/07
3/5-6/80 80/01
10/21-22/80 80/04

The audits did not address in depth the effectiveness of the nonconformance
program. The RIII inspector observed only two items in all of the audits,
covering a 9-year period, that concerned the S&L nonconformance program.
These two items, identified in one audit, were designated as deficiencies
and concerned distribution and logging of nonconformance reports. The
deficiencies appeared to have been identified during audit activities which
were not directed at the nonconformance program. (The deficiencies were
apparently resolved in Audit 77/24 which indicated that S&L Project Procedure
#PIZI-8.1, Revision 0, had been prepared to describe responsibilities and
instructions, and to require a log and a file of nonconformance reports).

The audits of the nonconformance program should have addressed such things as
j implementation, design reviews, identification of acceptance or rejection,
I disposition control, and notification of affected organizations.

Failure by CG&E to perform an audit to determine the effectiveness of the
S&L nonconformance program during the past 9 years is contrary to 10 CFR 50,

| Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 18.1
| (358/81-13-35).

I This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
1
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7.3.2 General Audit Context
,

The audits generally appeared to be reactive in nature in that specific
,,

problems, which had been previously identified, were audited. The audits
did not appear to be directed toward identification of new and generic '

- 4 i

problems. The audits appeared to identify adverse findings for which there - , i
'

were no corrective action taken or followup audits. This matter is unresolved'
pending a re-review by CG&E of their past audits of Sargent & Lundy, General '

Electric, H. J. Kaiser and four CG&E internal departments (358/81-13-36).

7.3.3 Recurrences of Problems with Design Calculations, Reviews, and .
'

Verifications

The CG&E audits of S&L identified a recurring problem concerning the .

performance of design calculation, reviews, and verifications by S&L. The
specific problems identified in each audit are described in Table 7.3-1.

Table 7.3-1 CG&E Audit Findings

Audit
Date or No. Problems

8/8-9/74 (a) ITE Imperial drawings of essential
equipment had not been signed and
bore no evidence of a design review.

(b) There were inadequacies in documenting
design reviews.

(c) Structural design calculation were not
in accordance with new procedures.

(d) No direct evidence was available of the
S&L review of vendor design calculations.

78/07 (a) S&L had not maintained a record of support
design calculations.

(b) DDC #2973 was approved without review by
EMD even though a major support location
change was clearly identified on the DDC.

(This item was identified in the details
of the audit report, but was not cited
and had no apparent followup on subsequent
audits.)

! 78/09 (a) Very little data was available to justify
' the embedment criteria of 4.5 times the

normal diameter of concrete expansion
anchors.

|
2

.

.
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Table 7.3-1 (continued),,

Audit
Date or No. Problemss

(b) Calculations could not be located which
would verify that a structured review was
performed to show that no reinforcement
was needed for a 24 x 68 radial beam
which was cut at both flanges.,

-

78/10 (a) Calculations were not available for all,

walls to substantiate the statement that
block walls were " judged to be OK."

(b) Calculations were not available to back
up design signatures which indicated

_ design verification for five design
changes approving core bores.

(c) No approval signatures were found on any
calculations for structural steel modifi-
cations due to pool hydrodynamic loads.
The modification had been released for
construction.

(d) Audit finding was closed based on calcula-
tions which were in progress but not yet

'
complete. The calculations were for beams
(embedded plates) in the primary contain-

''
ment to verify that the plates can support

'

j additional loads.

80[04 - (a) (1) The calculation required to evaluate
'

i the clamp deflection on a pipe support
was not performed.

,

(2) Also, the weld calculation was not
,

! performed on the most critical weld.'

(b) Calculations performed by NPS were incomplete'

in that the deflection due to torsional
rotation of the beam was not included.

\'
(c) Calculations performed were not in reason-

able order, which made them difficult to
follow.

; .

None of the audits which identified the above problems, or corrective actions
instituted addressed the generic and programmatic cause of design calculations,

s
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reviews, and verifications not being performed to preclude repetition. Failure
to determine the cause and to take corrective action to preclude repetition is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 16.5 (358/81-13-37).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

}7.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

CG&E has not performed a comprehensive audit to determine the effectiveness
of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program. Past audits identified a
recurring problem involving design calculations, reviews, and verifications

i

for which the cause was not determined and corrective action was not taken
to preclude repetition. CG&E will undertake a re-review of all past audits
of Sargent & Lundy, General Electric, Kaiser and four internal departments
as a part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to perform a comprehen-
sive audit of the S&L nonconformance program, and failure to determine the
cause and preclude repetition of a recurring problem).

8. Unresolved Items
;

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompliance,or deviations. Unresolved items are identified in paragraphs 4.1.3,
4.2.2.3, 5.2.3.6, 5.5.3.4, 5.10.3.2, 5.10.3.3, 7.1.3, 7.2.4, and 7.3.2.
Items which are not considered " unresolved" but which are considered to be
"open" and which will receive followup inspection are identified in para-
graphs 5.2.3.2, 5.3.4, 5.11.3, and 7.2.3.

9. Other Open Items

When this investigation was initiated, the NRC interviewed numerous quality
control inspectors, construction craftsmen, and management personnel who
provided information that deserved review by the NRC. The information pro-

_ vided was prioritized with the highest priority given to the initial four'

allegations received from a former Zimmer tantractor QC Inspector (Section 4),
the 19 allegations received from GAP /Applegate (Section 5), and the most
significant statements and allegations received from contractor employees and
ex-employees (Section 6). Other allegations and statements were given lower
priority. These concerns will be investigated and/or inspected and the
findings and conclusions will be documented in future reports until the in-
vestigation is complete.

As noted in Section 3, GAP provided a number of affidavits from various
individuals. In those cases where an individual's concerns or allegations'

have previously been reviewed by NRC, those individuals will be contacted
to determine:
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1. If they have information not previously provided.

2. If they have significant details to add to information previously4

provided.

If future inspection findings (either by the licensee or the NRC) reveal
significant construction deficiencies, these will be addressed in revisions
to the licensee's Quality Conformation Program as appropriate.

10. Exit Interview

In addition to the management meetings and enforcement conferences held as
described in Section 11, the inspectors and investigators met with licensee

! representatives periodically during the investigation and on March 26, 1981.
Attendees at the March 26 meeting are designated in Section 1, Personnel
Contacted, and at the end of this section. At that meeting the NRC investiga-
tion team described the reasons for the investigation; the~ findings regarding
each completed allegation; and safety concerns identified during the investiga-
tion, which are described below. The team leader indicated that the investiga-
tion was not yet complete, that the findings would be reviewed with NRC Regional
and Headquarters Management, and that enforcement action would be discussed in
subsequent enforcement meetings. At the NRC's request, the licensee agreed to
meet with Region III representatives on April 10, 1981, in the Regional Office
to discuss identified concerns and proposed corrective actions.

The inspectors identified the following concerns:

a. Steel beams with unacceptable welds and re-entrant corners with notches.

b. Inadequacies in the QA program of the structural steel erector (Bristol).

c. Lack of traceability of material in steel beams, small bore piping,
and weld rod.

d. Surveillance reports not being converted to nonconformance reports in
30 days.

e. Structural welds inspected after painting.

f. Radiograph technique inadequate on 25% of the prefabricated welds
reviewed by NRC. (Penetrameters were not adequately shimmed.)

g. Nonconformance reports being improperly voided.

h. Cable designed and installed in violation of the cable separation criteria.

1. Lack of inspection control to verify cable separation. (Three examples
of failure to maintain cable separation were identified.)

j. Lack of design controls by Sargent and Lundy to require verification
calculations for thermal loading of power sleeves and dead weight
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!

loading of all trays, to document design deviations identified by
'

engineers, and to document deviations from the FSAR.
J

k. Inadequate action taken by CG&E to obtain correction of repetitive
: problems identified by CG&E in audits of Sargent & Lundy.

1. Lack of audits of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program.
.

m. Weld inspection criteria was deleted from the weld data sheet

| (KEI-1 form) from approximately July 1980 to February 1981.

n. Lack of socket weld fitup verification on numerous small bore pipes.

! o. Installation of structural beams which were not required on any design ~

'
documents.

,

. p. Doubts about the accuracy of weld records. Information from the weld
I rod issue slips was being transferred to the weld data sheets.

q. Lack of control of design document changes.

r. Site procedures allowed more weld undercut than AWS D1.1-1972.

NRC Personnel Attendina Exit Interview March 26, 1981

P. A. Barrett, Reactor Inspector
R. M. Burton, Investigator
F. T. Daniels, Senior Resident Inspector

: E. C. Gilbert, Investigator, IE:HQ
T. P. Gwynn, Resident Inspector

i F. A. Maura, Reactor Inspector
| J. B. McCarten, Investigator

J. F. Schapker, Reactor Inspector,

; K. D. Ward, Reactor Inspector
R. F. Warnick, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2B

11. Management Meetinas

In addition to the exit meeting held at the site on March 26, 1981, meetings
| involving licensee and RIII senior and/or middle management were held on
| March 31, April 10, April 30, June 2, June 3, and August 5, 1981. These
i meetings are summarized below.
|
| Following the exit meeting held at the Zimmer site on March 26, 1981,
' Mr. E. A. Borgmann met with J. G. Keppler and R. F. Warnick on the afternoon
; of March 31, 1981, in the Region III office to discuss the significance of

the NRC investigation findings and required corrective actions. As a result
i of this meeting, Region III sent an Immediate Action Letter (IAL) dated

April 8, 1981 to the licensee documenting ten corrective measures that CG&E,

: had initiated or were planning to take concerning the problems identified
3 by the NRC investigation team. The ten measures were established to provide

assurance that similar problems do not recur during ongoing and future
!

.
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construction activities. The IAL and the required corrective measures
are described in Section 12, NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments.

An enforcement conference was held in the Region III office on April 10,
1981, between E. A. Borgmann and others of his staff and J. G. Keppler and
other NRC personnel to discuss CG&E's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified in the NRC investigation and the measures to be
taken to assure acceptable quality of future activities. This enforcement
conference is documented in IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/81-14.

A followup meeting was held in the RIII office on April 30, 1981, between
W. D. Waymire and others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others of
the NRC staff, to discuss the status of measures beir.g taken to assure
acceptable quality of ongoing activities at the Zimmer project and to dis-
cuss the latest draft of the licensee's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified. Details of this meeting are documented in
IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-16.

A working level meeting was held on June 2, 1981, between W. D. Waymire and
others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others from the NRC at the
Zimmer site to discuss the licensee's proposed quality confirmation program
and the additional measures required to identify and correct construction
deficiencies, to establish confidence in quality records, and to verify the
quality of existing construction. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting
Report No. 50-358/81-20.

The Region III Director, Deputy Director, and the Section Chief met with
CG&E's President, Senior Vice President of Engineering Services and Electrical
Production, and the Manager of the General Engineering Department (Acting

;

Manager of Quality Assurance) on June 3, 1981, to discuss matters relating|

to NRC's Zimmer investigation. Topics discussed included the originating
allegations; NRC findings relative to the allegations; problems identified
during the investigation; the NRC's Immediate Action Letter of April 8,
1981, establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoing and future
work; the program to confirm the quality of completed work; the licensee's
internal problem identification and resolution system; status of the NRC's
investigation; the role of NRC's Office of Inspector and Auditor in the
investigation; and public and congressional interest in the Zimmer project.
This meeting is documented in IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-20.

An enforcement conference was held on August 5, 1981, in the Regional Office
between J. G. Keppler, RIII Regional Director, and others of his staff and
W. H. Dickhoner, CG&E President, and others of his staff. Topics discussed
included the NRC investigation, the findings of the investigation, items of
noncompliance resulting from the investigation, escalated enforcement action
being considered, the status of the investigation, the release of the report
and a possible public meeting in Cincinnati, the status of the licensee's
quality confirmation program, CG&E organization changes, and other corrective
actions being taken by the licensee. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting
Report No. 50-358/81-11.
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12. NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments

12.1 Concerning Ongoing and Future Work

Following the March 26, 1981 exit meeting, consideration was given to the
need to suspend construction activities based on the investigation findings.,

However, in recognition of the nature of the problems (largely programmatic),
the status of the project (95% complete), and the fact that ongoing work
would not compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of
completed work, it was decided at that time that stopping construction work
was not required. Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to
assure the quality of ongoing and future work.

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility committed to
implement ten specific actions to correct identified quality assurance weak-
nesses and to preclude their recurrence. These actions included (1) increas-

. ing the size and technical expertise of the CG&E QA staff, (2) increasing
| independence between Kaiser construction and Kaiser QA/QC, (3) conducting 100%

reinspections of QC inspections conducted by Kaiser and other contractors,
(4) reviewing QC inspection procedures, (5) retraining of QA/QC personnel,
(6) reviewing procedures governing deviations from codes and FSAR statements,
(7) reviewing procedures governing nonconformance reporting, (8) changing
QA/QC records control, (9) reviewing nonconformance reports, and (10) re-
viewing the CG&E audit program. These acticas were confirmed in an Immediate
Action Letter (IAL) dated April 8,1981 which is included as Exhibit 47. sT

Follow up inspections by the Senior Resident Inspector and specialist1

|
inspectors from the Region III office have confirmed implementation of
the requirements of the letter. Details of these follow up inspections
are documented in IE Inspection Reports No. 50-358/81-15, 50-358/81-18,
and 50-358/81-19.'

!
! 12.2 Concerning Existing Construction Work

| Because of the problems identified during the NRC investigation, Region III
has taken the position that a comprehensive review and reinspection effort
by the licensee must be accomplished to confirm the quality of the existing
construction work. This quality confirmation program addresses the problems
identified to date and includes the following areas: (1) structural steel,
(2) weld quality, (3) traceability of heat numbers on piping, (4) socket

, welds fitups, (5) radiographs, (6) design control and verification, (9) design
I document changes, (10) subcontractor QA programs, and (11) audits. A copy

of the quality confirmation program is included as Exhibitf 7 [
The licensee's quality confirmation program will be revised as necessary in
the event additional adverse conditions are found. Identified problem areas
will be resolved before an Operating License is issued.

12.3 Proposed Independent Measurements by NRC

In addition to witnessing and reviewing portions of the confirmation program
conducted by the licensee and its contractors, the NRC is conducting a sampling

*

- 152 -

|
- --- _. . _ _ .-_ __

_.



DRAFT 4 10/8/81

program of independent measurements to provide further confidence as to the
adequacy of construction. This program will independently verify on a sampling
basis the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program. Details of some indepen-
dent measurements completed by the NRC are documented in IE Inspection Report,

50-358/81-27.

.

e,

E

e
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Dudley Thompson, Director, Enforcement and Investigation, IE

FROM: James G. Keppler, Director, Region III

SUBJECT: DRAFT ZIMMER INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. 50-358/81-13

Enclosed is the latest draft report of the Zimmer Investigation. Inco rpora-
tion of some minor editorial changes and completion of the Summary Table
of allegations is in progress, and the final draft should be to Headquarters
by October 14, 1981. I have also enclosed a copy of the draft enforcement
package to the licensee.

We are still trying to determine if we can legally issue a violation
against Section 235 of the Atomic Energy Act regarding confirmed harass-
ment and intimidation of quality control inspectors. As it stands now,
it appears that DOJ alone may have authority to address the Section 235
issue via Title 18 criminal action.

James G. Keppler
Director

Enclosures:
1. Dft ltr to licensee

f w/ Appendix A, Notice of
Violation and Proposed
Imposition of Civil Penalty

'

and Appendix B, Cross,

' References: Noncompliances
to Report Details

2. Revised Draft Investig< tion
Report No. 50-358/81-13

cc w/encls:
V. Stello
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

Report No. 50-358/81-13

Docket No. 50-358 License No. CPPR-88

Licensee: Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company
139 East 4th Street
Cincinnati, OH 45201

Facility: William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station

Investigation At: William H. Zimmer Site, Moscow, Ohio,
Cincinnati and vicinity,
Sargent & Lundy, Chicago, Illinois,
and Other Locations

Dates of Investigation: January 12-15, 26-30, February 9-13, 16-20,
23-27, March 5, 9-13, 17, 20, 23-27, April 14-17,
20-23, 30, May 18-22, 31, June 1-5, 8-12, 17-19,
29-31, July 1-2, 6-7, 12-16, August 10, 24-28, and
October 5-9, 1981

Investigation Team Members:
P. A. Barrett Date
Reactor Inspector

J. B. McCarten Date
Investigator

R. M. Burton Date
Investigator

E. C. Gilbert Date
Investigator

J. E. Foster Date
Investigator
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K. D. Ward Date
Reactor Inspector

C. M. Erb Date
Reactor Inspector

J. F. Schapker Date
Reactor Inspector

F. A. Maura Date
Reactor Inspector

J. J. Harrison Date
Senior Resident Inspector
Marble Hill

W. J. Key Date
Reactor Inspector

F. T. Daniels Date
Senior Resident Inspector
Zimmer

T. P. Gwynn Date
Resident Inspector
Zimmer

Reviewed By:
R. F. Warnick, Director Date
Enforcement and Investigation Staff

J. F. Streeter, Chief Date
Reactor Projects Branch 2
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A. B. Davis Date
Deputy Director

J. G. Keppler Date
Director

Investigation Summary: Investigation from January 12 through October 9,1981
(Report No. 50-358/81-13)
Areas Investigated: The NRC has been and is continuing to investigate quality
assurance and quality control problems at the Zimmer nuclear facility as a
result of (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980, from a former Zimmer
site quality control inspector working at another construction site; (2) alle-
gations received in January,1981, from the Government Accountability Project
of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate; (3) alle-
gations received from numerous contractor workers and ex-contractor workers

during the course of the investigation; and (4) other concerns identified by
NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation.

Results: This investigation has identified a number of quality assurance
related problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identified

! to date focus on the effectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee
| and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed. In that re-
'

gard, numerous deficiencies were found concerning: traceability of materials,
handling of nonconformances, interface between construction and quality
control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing work. Based
on these findings, the licensee has taken significant corrective actions to
assure the quality of future work. Limited independent measurements have
been performed by NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to characterize
the impact of the quality assurance deficiencies on construction work already
completed. Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified,
the majority of the tests and examinations disclosed no hardware problems. In
spite of the relatively favorable findings from the NRC's limited independent
measurements, the NRC has required the licensee to establish a comprehensive

| Quality Confirmation Program to determine the quality of plant systems important
| to nuclear safety because of the widespread quality assurance problems identified.
l The NRC will confirm the adequacy of the licensee's program and is making addi-

tional independent verifications. Any deficiencies identified by these programs
will require resolution prior to issuance of an Operating License.

|

t

|

|
l

i
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REASON FOR INVESTIGATION

'

On November 18, 1980, a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector for the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station contacted NRC Region III (RIII) and
provided allegations concerning quality assurance (QA) program implemen-
tation at Zimmer. The individual was interviewed and an investigation
of these allegations began in early 1981.

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies (a non government agency), on behalf of Thomas Applegate,
requested that the Merit Systems Protection Board investigate the conduct
of an earlier investigation by RIII of allegations provided by Applegate.,

A list of nineteen allegations, many of them new, was included in the GAP
letter.

Region III initiated an investigation of the above matters. The NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor was assigned the task of determining the quality
of the earlier investigation by RIII.

SUMMARY OF FACTS

Since January 12, 1981, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has
been investigating alleged quality assurance and quality control irregular-
ities at the Zimmer nuclear facility. This investigative effort is comprised
of four areas as follows: (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980,

. from a former Quality Control Inspector working at another construction site;
I (2) allegations received in January 1981 from the Government Accountability

Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Thomas Applegate;,

l (3) allegations received from numerous contractor workers and former plant
| workers during the course of the invest'.gation; and (4) other problems

identified by NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation. The
allegations, the investigation findings and conclusions, and the items of
noncompliance identified during the investigation are briefly described in.

the table at the end of this summary.

The investigative effort, which is still ongoing, has thus far resulted in
the interviews of over 90 individuals and the expenditure of approximately
200 staff days onsite by NRC inspectors and investigators. Although the

| investigation is continuing, a report covering efforts to date is being
issued at this time in recognition of the public interest in this metter.'

In a related matter, the Government Accountability Project, in a letter to
the Merit Systems Protection Board of the U.S. Office of Personnel Managcaent,
dated December 10, 1980, charged that NRC had failed to perform a thoroutu
and complete investigation into allegations made in February 1980 by Applegate

,

and requested a separate investigation into that matter. An investigation has
been performed by the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor to review those
charges.

The current investigation has identified a number of quality assurance
related problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identi-
fied to date focus on the ineffectiveness of controls implemented by the

s
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licensee and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed.
In that regard, numerous deficiencies have been found concerning: trace-,

ability of materials, handlink of nonconformances, interface between con-
struction and quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview
of ongoing work.

In addition to the quality assurance related deficiencies, numerous pro-
blems have been identifed with respect to the accuracy of quality-related
records. This matter is being reviewed independently by the NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal considerations.

Based on these findings, consideration was given to the need to suspend
construction activities. However, recognizing the nature of the problems
disclosed (largely programmatic), and the fact that ongoing work would not
compromise the ability to accurately determine the' quality of completed work,
it was concluded that halting construction activities was not required.e

Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality
of ongoing and future work and to define a program to both confirm the quality
of completed work and correct any identified deficiencies.

; Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility implemented
' several actions to correct identified quality assurance weaknesses and to

preclude their recurrence. These actions, which included augmented QA
staffing, upgraded procedures, improved training of QC Inspectors, rein-*

| spection (100%) by the licensee of contractor QC inspections, and other
; QC and QA program improvements were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter
) to the licensee on April 8, 1981.

,
By letter dated May 11, 1981, the Government Accountability Project requested
the Regional Director to recommend suspension of the construction permit!

i because of repeated noncompliances with NRC regulations and numerous allega-
tions of inadequate construction practices. .The information provided was'

carefully considered; however, it was concluded that there was insufficient
basis to recommend such action.

The impact of the identified quality assurance deficiencies on the actual
construction has yet to be determined. Limited independent measurements
were performed by the NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to
characterize the actual safety significance of these deficiencies.
Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified, the
majority of the tests and examinations disclosed no hardware problems.~

Recognizing the significant quality assurance problems identified during
this investigation, the NRC has required the licensee to establish a com-
prehensive Quality Confirmation Program to determine the quality of plant
systems important to nuclear safety. The NRC will confirm the adequacy
of the licensee's program and is making additional independent verifications.
Deficiencies identified by these programs will require resolution prior to
issuance of an Operating License.

-7-
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DETAILS

1. Personnel Contacted

Cincinnati Gas & Electric

*E. A. Borgmann, Senior Vice President
*H. C. Brinkman, Principal Mechanical Engineer-Nuclear
*B. K. Culver, Hansger, Generation Construction Department
*R. P. Ehas, Quality Engineer
B. Gott, Field Structural Engineer
D. Kramer, Quality Control Supervisor
F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor
W. Murray, Senior Engineer
H. R. Sager, QA Manager (after July 1, 1981)

*J. R. Schott, Plant Manager
*W. Schwiers, QA Manager
*S. C. Swain, Site Construction Manager
*W. D. Waymire, Manager, General Engineering Department
L. Wood, QA & S Engineer

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KF.I)

G. Adams, Structural Superintendent or Ironworker Superintendent
R. Baker, Inspection Supervisor
S. Barger, QCI Inspector
P. Brown, QCI Trainee

; C. Burgess}
j [K. Burgess,InspectionSupervisor)
i S. Burke, QC Inspector
| C. Camaron
'

C. Cherry, Electrical QC Inspector
J. P. Coyle, V. P. Power Division

**L. Cummings, Safety Supervisor
T. Dakin, QC Inspector
J. Deerwester, QC Inspector
D. Donovan, Lead Civil / Structural QA Inspector

i
W. C. Dumford, QC Inspector (Trainee)
T. Edwards, Field Verifier
K. Faubion, NR Controller
T. Foster
D. Fox, Lead Mech. Piping Quality Engineer

*P. S. Gittings, Site QA Manager
S. Godsey, Lead Code Forms
D. Haff, Pipefitter Superintendent
W. Hamm, Sr., General Foreman Pipefitter

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
**Former Employee
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B. Hargrove, QC Inspector

{J.Heimpold,QCInspectorS. Heath,InspectionSupervisoh
L. Q. Hendley, QC Inspector

**G. Jodrey, QC Inspector
W. Kitchen, QC Inspector

*E. V. Knox, Corporate QA Manager
M. Kopp, QC Inspector & QC Engineer & Lead Insp. Elect.
E. J. Swalick, QC Inspector
B. Lake
A. Lanham, Senior Engineer
D. J. Luttman, QC Inspector
M. McCoy, QC Inspector

*R. Marshall, Construction Superintendent
J. Mills, QC Inspector
J. Mowatt, QC Inspector
J. H. Mulkey, QC Inspector
P. Norman, Piping Lead QC Inspector
D. O'Keefe, QC Inspector
C. Oldenski
F. J. Oltz, Supervisor Document Control
D. Painter, QC Inspector
A. Pallon, Sr., QA Engineer
A. Pallon, Jr., QC Inspector
D. Parlier, Assistant Safety Representative
W. Puckett, Welding Engineer

**W. Racer, Lead Elect. Quality Engineer
**R. L. Reiter, Document Reviewer

L. Ritchie, QC Inspector
**J. Ruiz, QC Inspector

J. T. Sandlin, General Superintendent (Structural)
T. Schmidgall, Field Verifier

**E. Schroeder, QC Inspector
W. M. Sharp, QC Inspector
K. Shinkle, QC Engineer
T. Smith, QC Inspector
W. Smith, QC Inspector

*C. H. Stanfield, Construction Manager
J. Tanner, QC Inspector
D. Taylor, QC Inspector,

| **S. Tult, QA Engineer
| ** . Turner, QC Manager

.Tyner,KaiserPipefitterSuperintenden[)

. Ward, QC Inspector
P. S. Wimbish, QC Inspector
B. Winters; .

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
**Former Employee

!

1
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Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

L. Anderson, QC Engineer
V. Feretti, QA Engineer
L. Ludwig, QA Manager
J. B. Sullivan, QC Inspector

Peabodt Magnaflux, Inc.

E. A1 dredge, President
D. Binning, PM Radiographer

**S. Binning, PM Radiographer
**W. Draffon, PM Radiographer
**D. Hang, PM Radiographer
**A. Sellars, PM Radiographer
**C. Wood, PM Office Manager

Yoh Security
.

**J. Bice, Security Officer
**J.Caplinger,Sec.GuardSupervisoi)
- J. Hyde, Security Officer
**W. Ross, Lead Security Officer
**D. Simpson, Security Officer
**R. Wright, Security Officer

W&W Protection Agency, Inc.

** James Bedinghause, Security Guard Supervisor
** John Bedinghause, Security Guard

D. Shinkle,. Security Officer
N. C. Ward, President

Sargent & Lundy

D. Fox
T. McKenna, Engineer
R. Pruski, Engineer

U.S. Testing

**J. Ruiz, QC Inspector
C. Sheridan

General Electric Company

T. E. Bloom, Site Project Manager
T. F. Van Natta, Site Control & Instrument Engineer

**Former Employee

- 20 -
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Westinghouse

Y. Reiter, Radiation Chem. Tech.

Confidential Service

T. Applegate, Private Investigator
M. W. Cox, Director

Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance Company

L. Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector

Individuals

A. Dennison, Attorney At Law
Dr. J. Frankhauser, Professor, University of Cincinnati
E. Hofstadter, Former Huskey employee
L. Seiler, Attorney At Law
J. Woliver, Attorney At Law
Individuals A through I

2. Scope

This investigation focuses on allegations and concerns provided by
Thomas Applegate, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies, and former and present QC Inspectors. The report also
documents those items independently observed by Region III personnel in
the course of the investigation. The report is not intended to be all-
inclusive since there are additional allegations that will be documented
in subsequent reports on this investigation.

3. Background

In late 1979, while involved in an investigation for a client which was
of a personnel nature, Private Investigator Thomas Applegate (Confidential

|
Service) found that one of the individuals was employed at the Zimmer con-

| struction site and was involved in " timecard cheating." Applegate approached
his employer and Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company (owner of Zimmer), with
this information and Confidential Service was awarded a thirty-day contract

I to investigate onsite timecard cheating. Timecard cheaters were identified
' and documented within two weeks, and then Applegate, on his own decision,

began to pursue rumors of improper site construction. CG&E, when told of
the information gathered by Applegate, indicated that they were aware of
the situations he described. The thirty-day contract (December 10, 1979
through January 4,1980) was not extended.

l In February 1980 Applegate contacted the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor.:

Subsequently, on February 28, 1980, he contacted the office of NRC Chairman;

| Ahearne and was referred to the Office of Inspection and Enforcement. Per-
sonnel from Region III contacted Applegate by telephone on February 28, 1980,
and he was interviewed in person on March 3, 1980. He provided a number of

I
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allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC

jurisdiction. A letter was sent to Applegate on March 11, 1980, detailing
three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation by NRC.
The investigation of the three allegations took place during April 7-9, 30,
and May 1-2, 1980, and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/80-09
which was issued on July 7, 1980.

On November 18, 1980, a former QC Inspector at Zimmer approached the Resident
Inspector at another construction site. He indicated concerns relative to the
adequacy of the QC program at Zimmer and indicated tbat the Kaiser QA Manager
was improperly handling nonconformance reports, transferring QC Inspectors,

'

allowing improper QC inspections, and not adequately supporting the QC staff. -

This individual was contacted on December 9,1980. Investigation of these

| allegations began on January 12, 1981.
,

i

On January 5, 1981, GAP sent a letter to the Merit Systems Protection Board
,

alleging that the RIII Investigator was negligent in the scope and manner of.

his performance of the earlier investigation of the Applegate concerns, and
; requesting an investigation of the conduct of the earlier investigation.

This letter contained a listing of nineteen allegations that Applegate/ GAP
felt should be investigated.

Onsite investigation of the Applegate/ GAP allegations was initiated on
January 27, 1981. During the investigation, Applegate and GAP personnel
communicated with the RIII office on several occasions. They also provided,

affidavits from former contractor employees expressing concerns relative to
site construction. Some of these affidavits contained new information, and
others dealt with problems and issues already investigated. (Some are the,

same affidavits as those presented at the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Hearings.)

During the investigation, several present QC Inspectors approached NRC
personnel onsite and expressed concerns relative to the functioning of the
QC program. Some of these concerns coincided with those expressed by the
former QC Inspector, as outlined above, and some concerns related to new

i information.
I

Those allegations and concerns that appeared to be most significant and
' most likely to produce substantive findings were given investigative
; priority. In the course of pursuing the items alleged, RIII inspectors
| performed inspections of areas of construction alleged to be deficient.

In some cases, they observed conditions violating NRC requirements that had6

I not been provided as allegations or concerns.

4. QC Allegations
i

On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who
identified himself as a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector at Zimmer.
The individual alleged that there were irregularities in the welding QC
program at Zimmer. On December 9,1980, the individual was contacted by

j telephone by the NRC to obtain details of his allegations. During the

,

conversation, he made the following allegations:

- 22 -
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1. Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding
Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on his reinspection of the noncon-
forming items (pipe support hanger welds).

2. Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers were being made by
burning with a welding torch rather than by drilling as required, and
the inspection program did not insure that the burned bolt holes were
inspected.

3. During system turnovers, QA Engineers Leonard Wood and David Fox were
identifying numerous discrepancies when reviewing ASME Code data pack-
ages and the discrepancies were being recorded on " exception lists"
instead of Nonconformance Reports. The individual said that the QA
Engineers were being criticized for identifying data discrepancies
and questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies on
exception lists.

4. Phillip Gittings threatened to fire Individual I for refusing to accept
a weld and Individual I was also nearly fired for using a magnifying
glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a mirror to view
the far side of a pipe weld. The individual advised that Inspection
Supervisor Rex Baker would have more specific information regarding this

3 matter,

j On January 27, 1981, the alleger was re-interviewed by the NRC. He stated
that the Kaiser QA Manager did not support the QC inspectors at Zimmer. He!

said this was evidenced by the voiding of Nonconformance Reports (NR) when
the NRs held up production, identified a nonconforming vendor weld, or if,

the Construction Department objected. He said, in his opinion, the Kaiser
QA Manager had been convinced by construction that the QC Inspectors were
unqualified and were wrong when writing many of these reports. He said this
was evidenced when Kaiser hired Gladstone Laboratories, an outside inspection
firm, to reinspect welds that were previously inspected and rejected by Kaiser
QC Inspectors. He said Gladstone personnel reinspected these welds, accepted
some of them, and commented in their report that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were

; "over-inspecting" and " nit-picking" during their inspections. He took excep-
tion to Gladstone's findings and said they reinspected these particular weldsI

according to AWS Code, an inspection criteria that is less stringent than
the site Special Process Procedures Manuals (SPPMS). According to the in-
dividual interviewed, this led the QC Manager to question the ability of his
inspectors and listen to the advice of construction personnel and outside
consultants rather than his own inspectors. This resulted in a lack of
independence in the quality assurance program at Zimmer, a problem of which
CG&E was aware but had not corrected.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger provided a written, sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit 1.

4.1 Control of Nonconformances

4.1.1 Allegation

On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who
alleged that Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was
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voiding Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of
the nonconforming items (pipe support hanger welds). Between January 13
and July 4, 1981, 31 current and former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA,

' Engineers were interviewed by NRC to obtain information regarding the
initial allegation. Sixteen of those individuals provided information
that resulted in expansion of the initial allegation into the following

'

areas:

1. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in
. error.

2. The QA Manager was diverting reports by not entering them into the
Kaiser noncenformance reporting system.

3. NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reports
(SRs).

i

4. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members
,

of the Kaiser Material Review Board (NRB) who dispositioned them as
j " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per Kaiser

specifications and industry codes and standards.
,

:

5. NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"
or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The nonconforming
conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor written on separate
NRs.

6. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction
Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

i 7. During revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed
by the QA Manager.

i

[Several of the individuals interviewed provided copies of reports they
stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.]

4.1.2 Background Information

4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System

| The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control
' of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods

Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Revision 9, provides the following procedure: The
QA Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify
nonconforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from
specified requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the report
and then contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes

| an entry in the NR Log and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The report is
then reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor or cognizant QA Engineer and
forwarded to the SDC NR Controller who issues an NR Number prefixed with
either and "E" or "N". NRs written on essential systems / components are

,

given the "E" prefix and nonessential systems / components are given the "N"i

prefix.
I
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The QA Manager can approve voiding of NRs "in instances where an NR has been
initiated in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,i

duplications, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the
Construction Department after a verbal or written communication from the QA
Department..." In these cases, the NR is stamped " Void" with a brief state-
ment indicating justification for the voiding. A copy of the voided NR is

i required to be retained in the SDC and a copy returned to the initiator.

The EEI Construction Engineer or his designee dispositions NRs as " accept
I as is", " rework", " repair", or " reject". The " accept as is" and " repair"
; dispositions require review by the Material Review Board, which consists of
' the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CG&E

sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent & Lundy Design Engineer (for essen-
tial material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section III Code

,

! nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) must be included on
; all " accept as is" di? positions. Records of all open and closed NRs are

retained by the (SDC) NR Controller.

4.1.2.2 Previous Related NRC Inspection Findings

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector
observed that of 20 NRs written to document American Welding Society (AWS)i

: welding deficiencies on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the
notation " based on re-inspection." It was also observed that NRs had been
voided by the issuance of Design Document Changes (DDCs). The inspector
informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on
December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures and
NRC requirements.

The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued on
March 2, 1981 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee replied to
these items by letter dated March 26, 1981, indicating that a Stop Work
Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and that this order had
been subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls were in place.
The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the authority to void

! an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of superseded NRs as " super-
seded" rather than " void".

The licensee's reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete review
of voided NRs in response to a licensee audit finding. The review was expected
to be completed by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with NRC requirements
was to be achieved by May 5, 1981. Between December 15-19, 1980, and on
January 5,1981, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , audited the Kaiser noncon-
formance reporting system for CG&E.

: 4.1.3 Investigation

| Concurrent with the conduct of interviews, the NRC impounded all NRs that
I had been voided for any reason to assure that all pertinent NRs would be

available for this investigation. Approximatley 500 NRs were impounded
which had at that time been identified during an audit of the NR system
by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. (NES).

1
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Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all NRs
provided by individuals interviewed and determined that about 100 of.them
appeared to fit the alleged categories. Of those 100, 9 NRs and 15 reports
provided by present and former QC inspectors were selected for intensive
investigation into their disposition.

The investigation consisted of interviews of pertinent personnel and review
of nonconformance reports, nonconformance report logs, and related documenta-
tion. Subsequently, inspections were performed to assess the adequacy of
the items reflected in the respective reports, determine whether actual
deficiencies existed and whether identified deficiencies had been corrected
(current status of the equipment).

The twenty-four reports selected for a more detailed review were as follow:

E-1661
E-1662
E-1777
E-2191
E-2233
E-2466
E-2836
E-2996
E-5108

CN-4309;

CN-4389
CN-4930
CN-4931
CN-4955
CN-4956
CN-4957
CN-4958
CN-4959
CN-5122
CN-5412
CN-5476
CN-5477
CN-5479
NRC-0001

Reports with an "E" prefix are NRs, reports with a CN designation are.
reports provided to NRC by QC inspectors which had not been issued NR
members. NRC-0001 is a designation applied to a report which was not
issued a CN nor NR number.

More than twenty-five individuals, some of them former employees and no
longer on site, were contacted. Portions of the investigative work was

'

conducted by personnel from I&E headquarters branch via a feeder report
(HQS-81-001). Due to the large number of individuals interviewed and the
volume of the resulting investigative review, the details of the investi-
gative effort have been attached as Attachment A.
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For the twenty-four reports selected for detailed review, the following
findings were made:

1. Three NRs related to equipment deficiencies were improperly voided
in that the justification for the voiding (the reports were to be
separated to track items more easily and reissued as seperate NRs)
was not fully implemented. (NR-E-1661, NR-E-1662, NR-E-2466).

2. Four NRs related to documentation deficiencies had been improperly
voided in that no adequate justification had been documented for the
voiding of these reports (NR-E-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, NR-E-5108).

3. One NR related to nondestructive examination of a T-quencher weld had
been erroneously closed (not voided) by administrative error. Sub-
sequent review indicates that the weld is acceptable (NR-E-2996).

4. Four NRs had been voided by personnel other than the QA manager,
a violation of site procedure (CN-5122, CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479).

5. It was found that during " Revisions" some nonconforming items were
removed from NRs without adequate justification (NR-E-2466).

6. One NR relative to lack of a final weld radiograph may have been
incorrectly dispositioned (NR-E-2836).

7. Fifteen of the reports reviewed had not been entered into the non-
conformance reporting system (had not been issued a NR number).

In two cases, the reports represented actual equipment deficiencies,
although the deficiencies were of very minor significance. (CN-5122,
NRC-0001). In eleven cases, conditions identified on the reports
were subsequently corrected by the construction department (CN-4309,
CN-4930, CN-4931, CN-4955, CN-4956, CN-4957, CN-4958, CN-4959, CN-5476,
CN-5477, CN-5479).

In one case, the report represented a procedural violation (failed
to stop work when a hold tag was applied) rather than an equipment

| deficiency (CN-5412).

In one case, the equipment was found to be non-safety related (CN-4389).

Copies of ten reports were not retained in the Site Document Center
(CN-4930, CN-4931, CN-4955, CN-4956, CN-4957, CN-4958, CN-4959,

t

I (CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479).
|

It was found that the Kaiser QA manager had voided NRs following requests
from the construction department to void the reports; however, the QA
manager stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so.

The audit of nonconformance reports by the firm of NES has indicated that
approximately 1550 nonconformance reports have been voided or superceded
(marked " void, see revision "). Of these, approximately 500 were voided
rather than superceded.

- 27 -
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.

The findings for the reitively small sample of NRs reviewed in detail
indicates that deficiencies in the control of nonconforming were wide-
spread and that other deficiencies will exist in the total population
of voided NRs.,

As an adequate system for the control of nonconforming conditions is central
to the functioning of an acceptable Quality Assurance program, the conclusion
that this system was not functioning properly was considered as very signi-
ficant.

Several of the nonconformances addressed above were voided, or improperly
; dispositioned, or removed from reports without adequate justification, or

not entered into the nonconformance reporting system. This is contrary
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,,

Section 15 (358/81-13-01).

The reports (CN-4309, CN-5412, NRC-0001, E-1661, E-1662, and E-2466) which
were not representative of quality activities are examples of failure to
furnish evidence of activities affecting quality and are contrary to 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
17 (358/81-13-02).

I

During the detailed review of nonconformance reports E-1661, E-1662, and
E-2466, the inspectors questioned whether or not the licensee was meeting;

the commitment documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph
6, for 100% reinspection by Kaiser QC inspectors of all installed hangers
and restraints. This is considered to be an unresolved item pending
further review (358/81-13-03).

The licensee has committed to a full review of voided NRs and a review of
a sample of processed NRs and this item is included in the Quality Confirma-
tion Program.

4.1.4 NRC Independent Measurements

A sampling program of independent measurements was conducted by NRC in
an attempt to determine whether the voided NRs and other concerns discussed
in this report impacted adversly on the quality of safety related plant

i hardware. To evaluate this concern, the NRC inspectors examined the com-
ponents and equipment that were the subjects of the 24 NR's selected for

! detailed review. The examinations determined that four pipe hangers were
unacceptably installed, some identified problems had already been corrected,
some identified conditions were thought to be acceptable without correction,
some identified conditions were not safety related, and some identified
conditions involving documentation remained to be evaluated. Details of
the examination are documented in Attachment A.

4.1.5 Findings and Conclusions

All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were found to be sub-
stantially correct. Approximately 1500 nonconformance reports have been
voided or superseded (marked " void, see revision"). The dispositions of
a selected group of 24 reports, either voided or alleged not to be in the

1
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reporting system were reviewed in detail by the NRC. Three NRs relating
to equipment deficiencies were improperly voided in that the justification
for the voiding was not fully implemented (multiple items were to be re- N
issued as separate NRs). Four NRs relating to documentation deficiencies
had been improperly voided and no adequate justification could be provided

, ,

for the voiding. One NR relating to lack of a final weld radiograph may
not have been properly dispositioned. One NR relating to nondestructive

'

examination of a T-quencher weld had been erroneously closed (not vuided)
by administrative error. Fifteen reports had not been issued NR numbers,
entered in the nonconformance reporting system, and copies had not been
retained in the system. During " revisions" some nonconforming items were
removed from NRs without adequate justification. NRs had been voided by i

'personnel other than the QA Manager contrary to the site procedure. '

It was found that the Kaiser QA manager had voided NRs following requests'

from the construction department to void the reports; however, the QA s

manager stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so. |ti

s

The licensee has committed to a full review of voided NRs and a review of
a sample of processed NRs and this ites is included in the licensee's
Quality Confirmation Program.

.

1 4.1.6 Items of Noncompliance \;
! ,

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain sufficient' ''
s

records to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality and failure to
process nonconforming conditions in accordance with site procedurea.)

,

4.2 Bolt Holo Preparation

^i 4.2.1 A11esatian
I

'

Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers are required to be made by ;

drilling rather than burning (flame cutting). Although some instances of t s

burned bolt holes have been identified, there is no inspection program to
,i

'

assure the bolt holes are inspected. ,

.

4.2.2 Investigation . i

4.2.2.1 Review of Procedures
'

H. J. Kaiser Co. Instruction M-12, " Inspection Instructions for-Pipe Hangers, ,

Support and Restraint Installation," Revisions 9, 10, and 11, states the
i

following in Paragraph 3.0: '

I"Any essential hanger base plate installed by HJK shall require the;

removal of at least one (1) nut / washer in order that the HJK Quality,
'

-
1

Inspector may verify the correct bolt hole size in the plate.4 ~

,

,

"During inspections, if the HJK Quality Inspectors observe the bolt
hole size to be incorrect (or eccentric), the inspector shall.Nissuc x
a Nonconformance Report (NR)." b{',

Y \
'

t

1
'

s s
s s

'
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In Paragraph 4.4.9.d it states:

"The tolerance for base plate bolt holes is as follows:

3/8" p and 1/2" $ - 1/8" larger than nominal bolt 9.*

5/8" p and larger - 3/16" larger than nominal bolt p.

[$ is symbol used for bolt hole diameter]

" Torch cut holes that have not been teamed are unacceptable.
(Use QACMI M-15 checklist to identify.)".

The procedure requires inspection of the baseplate bolt hole location, bolt
hole sizes,. tolerances, eccentricity, and location of baseplate based on a
single sample per plate.. The new CG&E QA Manager, H. R. Sager, indicated in
a telephone conversation in earl'y August of 1981 that all bolt holes were
being inspected and that the procedure was being revised to require inspec-
tion of all bolt holes. The licensee's past inspection program for examin-

~

'

, ing bolt holes was consistent with the sample size used for examining bolts
in IE Bulletin 79-02, " Pipe Support Base Plate Designs Using Concrete
Expansion Anchor Bolts."

x 4.2.2.2 FSAk' Requirements
5

The Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, commits to ANSI N45.2.5-1972 (Draft),- ,

" Supplementary Quality Assurance Requirements for Installation, Inspection,
,

, and Testing of Structural Concrete and Structural Steel During the Construc-
'

tien Phase of Nuclear Power Plants." Paragraph 5.3 of ANSI N45.2.5 states,
in part, that burning of bolt holes is not permitted.,

4.2.2.3 Licensee Position

The licensees practice is to drill some bolt holes and to burn and ream
others.

During a telephone conversation on July 23, 1981, the licensee stated
that the materials affected by Instruction M-12 were not structural steel
as defined by the American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Manual,
Seventh Edition. Therefore, the licensee's position was that the require-
ment not permitting burning of bolt holes does not apply.

In a subsequent telephone conversation in August the CG&E QA M,anager
indicated that NRC appeared to be taking the no-burning requirement out
of context. He indicated the paragraph containing the no-burning re-
quirement refers to the condition of contact surfaces of friction types
of connections, bolt hole alignment, and the correction of fabrication
errors. He also expressed the opion that CG&E meets the code requirements.

This is an unresolved item and will be reviewed during a subsequent inspection
(358/81-13-04).
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4.2.4 Findinas and Conclusions

The acceptability of torch cutting bolt holes (the applicability of ANSI
Standard N 45.2.5 prohibiting burning of bolt holes) is unresolved and will
be reviewed during a subsequent inspection. The licensee's past inspection
program for examining bolt holes was consistent with IE Bulletin 79-02,
" Pipe Support Base Plant Designs Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts."
The licensee is currently inspecting all bolt holes.

4.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

4.3 ASME Code Data Package Discrepancies

4.3.1 Allegation

It was alleged that during system turnover, Quality Assurance Engineers,
(QAEs) Wood (CG&E) and David Fox (S&L) were reviewing documentation in
ASME Code Data packages and identifying numerous discrepancies in these
packages, which were being recorded on exception lists instead of noncon-
formance reports. The alleger questioned whether it was acceptable to
document discrepancies on exception lists. He also said the QAEs were
being criticized for identifying too many discrepancies during their
reviews.

4.3.2 Background Information

The licensee is required by the ASME Code to maintain certain records which
are evidence that the Quality Assurance Department has inspected materials,
components, and processes (welding and nondestructive examination) to
ensure systems are constructed in accordance with accepted industry standards.
The documentation packages are filed and retained in the Kaiser Site Document
Control (SDC) Center and are turned over to the licensee when a system is
completely installed and ready for preoperational testing. Prior to system
turnover, these packages are reviewed for accuracy and completeness by QAEs
who verify that the packages are complete.

4.3.3 Investigation

4.3.3.1 Interview of David Fox

On January 14, 1981, David Fox, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from January to December 1980 he was employed by S&L
and subcontracted to CG&E to review ASME Code Data packages. Fox stated
he identified discrepancies in these packages and recorded them on exception
lists which were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, SDC. Oltz would attempt to rectify
the problem. If this was not possible, he would initiate a nonconformance
report for the deficiency. Fox stated that some common deficiencies he
identified during his reviews were a lack of mill certifications for steel
used in the various systems, missing valve data reports, and that QC in-
spectors had not properly filled out the inspection reports in the packages.
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Fox stated he heard rumors that Phillip Gittings, QA Manager, said he was
being too " nit picking" during his reviews of the Code Data packages. Fox
stated that at one time he made up a list of the common problems he found |
during the reviews and forwarded them to Floyd Oltz and Phillip Gittings !
and suggested they give QC Inspectors additional training in the area of
inspection documentation. Fox stated he later discussed the matter with
Gene Knox, Kaiser Corporate Quality Assurance Manager, who advised him
that the requested classes would be given.

4.3.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On February 16, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed
by NRC. He said two KEI QAEs are involved in the Kaiser review of ASME Code
Data packages. Gittings identified these individuals as Individual H and
Individual E.

4.3.3.3. Interview of Individual N

On February 20, 1981, Individual H, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he had been employed at Zimmer since December 29, 1980.
Individual H stated he is responsible for reviewing ASME Code Data packages
for the diesel generator, diesel oil, and main steam rooms. He said while
reviewing the packages he ensures that the documentation in the package is
complete, accurate, and that the inspection data on the isometric drawings
and accompanying weld data forms have been properly filled out by Kaiser QC
Inspectors. Individual H stated during these reviews he noted that heat
numbers certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel on weld data records do not
match the heat numbers listed on the isometric drawings. Also, heat numbers
listed on the isometric drawings, when checked with certified material test
reports, are not for the material that, according to the drawing, was sup-
posedly installed.

Individual H stated that some heat numbers on the isometric drawings had been
changed, crossed out, or " whited out" without justification for the changes.
Also, there was no evidence that these changes were verified by QC personnel
in the field, and he had no assurance that changed numbers on the records
actually represent what is installed in the plant. Individual H stated he
has found similar unexplained changes in the records when reviewing weld
data and weld rod issue forms and other documentation in the packages.

On February 20, 1981, Individual H provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit 2.

4.3.3.4 Interview of Individual E

On February 20, 1981, Individual E, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he has been employed at Zimmer since December 22, 1980.
Individual E stated he reviews ASME Code Data packages for the main steam,
diesel generator, residual heat removal and low pressure core spray system.
He stated he ensures that the data on isometric drawings, weld rod issue
forms, and other inprocess QC inspection documentation is properly recorded
in the packages. He has noted during his reviews that heat numbers on the
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isometric drawings certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel do not match the
heat numbers for the same pipe listed on the weld data record. Individual
E stated the weld records are what the QC inspectors verified as being
installed during their field inspections, yet the isometric drawing reflects
other heat numbers for the same pipe. Individual E said he attempted to
resolve these contradictions and found when he reviewed certified material
test reports that the heat numbers for the pipe on the drawings were not for
the same type of material that was installed in the system. Individual E
attributed this to Kaiser's failure to follow proper procedures for the docu--
mentation of both in process and final inspections. This has resulted in a
loss of material traceability from many areas of the plant.,

Individual E said he has reported specific problems on exception lists that4

were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, Document Control Supervisor. Individual E stated
Floyd Oltz improperly changes heat numbers on records without field verifica-
tion or any engineering justification in order to disposition what he has
reported on the exception lists. Individual E cited an example where he
reported that,. contrary to the ASME Code, Kaiser QC Inspectors had not veri-
fled the 1/16 in. fitup gap on small-bore stainless steel instrument lines
during most of their in process inspections. This gap ensures that the weld
does not crack when the pipe and weld cool. Individual E stated that there
are over 1,000 socket welds where this gap was unverified, yet Kaiser resolved,

this problem by testing a sample of 20 welds when ASME Code requires a 100%
verification of socket weld fitup.

. Individual E stated he has no faith in the accuracy of records at Zimmer and
I would not approve any of the systems he has reviewed to date because the

documentation does not meet industry codes and standards.
'

I
! On February 20, 1981, Individual E provided a written sworn statement, a

copy of which is included as Exhibit 3.

4.3.3.5 Interview of Leonard Wood

On August 3, 1981, Leonard Wood, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from 1973 to 1981 he reviewed ASME Code Data packages
for vendor components supplied to Zimmer. Wood said he occasionally noted
that documentation was missing, material certifications were to the wrong
specification, or required documentation had not been included in the pa,ckages.
He said he contacted the vendors involved and was furnished the necessary
documentation. Wood said he was not criticized for identifying these problems,

,

and in most cases he resolved them on his own.*

4.3.3.6 Record Reviews

A Region III inspector reviewed the only ASME Code Data package (diesel
generator cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil piping systems) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance by Kaiser QA.
These records indicated that a number of in process QC inspections were
not performed for proper pipe fitup, proper weld procedure, proper weld

j filler metal (traceability), and welder qualifications. These inspection

|
criteria are required by ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Winter 1972

|

:
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Addenda, Articles NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451,
NB-4230, and NB-3661.5(b). Also, Kaiser procedures outlined that these
inspection criteria are to be entered on the weld data form (KEI-1 form).
The inspector found the following:

1. Required pipe fit-up inspections were not performed for 39 welds in
the piping associated with the diesel generators as documented in QA

|
Surveillance Reports (SRs) 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412.

In addition, the licensee had a partial listing of over 400 socket welds !

(including welds other than the diesel generator system) where inspections
for proper pipe fitup (cleanliness, mismatch, and socket engagement) was
not performed. ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b)
states, "...a gap of approximately 1/16 inch shall be provided between
the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding." i

H. J. Kaiser Procedure Number SPPM 4.6 Rev. 8, paragraph 6.2.1 states:
"All welds shall be inspected at the follot;;g stages: ...At fitup for
cleanliness, mismatch, and minimum socket engagement. Socket welds
shall have an approximate end-gap of 1/16 inch prior to welding for
all sizes."

A report dated November 14, 1979, authored by the Authorized Nuclear
Inspector (ANI) (Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company)
and the H. J. Kaiser response letter dated December 4, 1979, which
responded to that report, said an agreement was made that 20 of the un-
verified socket welds would be selected at random to be radiographed
to verify proper fitup. One of the 39 welds identified on Surveillance
Report Nos. 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412 was chosen to be radiographed
as a part of the 20 welds radiographed.

A second report from the ANI dated February 11, 1981 reported that;

additional welds were made after December 4, 1979 without verification
of fitup. The ANI indicated that all the welds, for which the fitup was
not verified after December 4, 1979, should be radiographed.

The Region III inspector found no engineering justification for acceptance
of the 400 questioned socket welds based on a radiographic examination of
only 20 of the socket welds.

I

2. Data packages for the diesel generator system indicated that there was
final visual insp.ection of all applicable welds.

3. A review of KEI-1 forms (weld data records) indicated that personnel
had transferred information written on KEI-2 forms (weld rod issue slips)
to KEI-1 forms as verification of weld rod traceability, date of welding,
and welder qualifications. These verifications had not been performed
in the field as required. The only quality significance that the KEI-2
form had was the controlled issuance of weld rod at the distribution
point (the weld rod shacks). Weld rod traceability, date of welding,
weld procedure, and welder qualifications were required to be verified
at the time and place of the weld activity by an inspector independent

- 34 -

- - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ -_ _ _ - _ _ __. _ _ _ - . - .. . - . _ - . .. - - - -
_



-__. . - . - - -

DRAFT 1 10/14/81

of the activity. Therefore, any information transferred from the KEI-2
form to any QC document after the time of or away from the weld activity
would not be credible QC verification.

The records indicated that document reviewers were resolving discrepancies.

between KEI-1 and KEI-2 forms by altering KEI-I forms to match the KEI-2
forms. In effect, the QC records, which are intended to provide independent
verification, were being changed to conform with records that had not
been verified by QC inspectors. Alterations appeared to be arbitrary
in that some of the documentation for welds within a certain pipe
line changed, but no changes were made for other welds of identical
circumstances. The following are examples of the altered records:

(a) Drawing M-479-3-DG-121 for line IDGD9AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 which, according to QA-

Inspector No. 81, were made by welder K0E using weld rod Heat
No. 065118 during March 1978. Additional weld rod issue forms
(126508, 126509, 126510, 126511, 126884, 126885, and 126890)
exist indicating that welder LFC, using weld rod Heat No.
77402, may have worked on Welds A-4 through A-21. Because
of these weld rod issue forms, the Document Records personnel

; changed the QA records to include welder LFC and rod Heat No.
! 77402 on 13 welds (Welds A-4 through A-13, A-18, A-20, and

A-21). No explanation was given why the records for Welds
A-14 through A-17 and A-19 were not changed.

The RIII inspector verified that only the welder identi-
fication symbol, K0E, appears near the welds in question.

(b) Drawing M-479-3-DG-119 for line IDG7AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 that, according to QA
Inspector No. 81, were made by welder LJP during March
1978. Weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) 123346 and 119061,
enclosed with the drawing, showed that welder LJP may
have worked on Welds A-4 through A-6, A-8 through A-11,
and A-15 through A-17. Weld rod issue form 119066 indi-

| cates that welder K0E may have worked on Welds A-4 through
i A-21. As a result of these KEI-2 forms, the Document

Records personnel changed the QA records on January 29,
1981, for 8 welds (Welds A-6, A-7, A-13, A-14, and A18
through A-21) by crossing out the welder symbol LJP and
the date March 29, 1978, and replacing them with the welder
symbol K0E and date March 22, 1978, respectively. No ex-
planation was given why the records for welds'A-4, A-5, A-8
through A-12, and A-15 through A-17 were not changed.

The inspector verified that only welder identification
symbol LJP appeared near all the welds.
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(c) KEI-1 form for one weld (Weld 79DG) on line IDG37AA2-1/2
showed the heat number of the consumable insert used was
6059491. On January 26, 1981, the number was crossed out
and changed to 6058921 to agree with KEI-2 form 123099.
The weld number written on the gold copy of the KEI-2 form
123099 was too faint to read. The inspector checked with
the Welding Department, but the original (white copy) of
KEI-2 form 123099 could not be located.

No apparent actions were taken to assure that the proper weld pro-
cedure was used on any of the unverified in process weld activities.

Failure to take adequate corrective action following the determination that
inspections for proper pipe fitup had not been performed on more than 400
socket welds (Section 4.3.3.6.1), and failure to take adequate corrective.

action following the determination that the in-process inspections for
weld filler metal traceability, welder identification, and welding dates
for 22 welds (Section 4.3.3.6.3) had not been performed are contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual,m
Section 16.1 (358/81-13-05).

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.3.7 Observations

The only data package (diesel generator system ASME Code Data package) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance approval by Kaiser
Quality Assurance was reviewed by the inspector and many discrepancies were
found. As a result, the RIII inspectors performed detailed field observations
of the piping systems (i.e., cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for
Diesel Generators A and C. Numerous discrepancies concerning traceability
of piping components were identified during these observations as follows:

a. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings did not match
the heat numbers on the installed components. These piping components
are listed in Table 4.3-1.

Table 4.3-1 Discrepancies Between Installed Piping and Traceability Recordsi

Heat or Part
i Identification No.
! Isometric Item in According Actually

Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dws. Installed

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AB1 90' ells M276 M267
DG-19 tee M315 M274

'

pipe HE6247 8464
ISK M-428-6- IDG28AB1 flange RVA CB8

DG-103

|

:

I
l
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Table 4.3-1 (continued)

Heat or Part
Identification No.

Isometric Item in According Actually
Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwa. Installed

ISK M-428-6- IDG27AB1 pipe HE6247 16E4
DG-16 16D2

ISK M-428-8- IDG01ABI pipe HE6247 3416
DG-68

! ISK M-767-4- IDGF2AA1/2 90* ells M395 M252
DG-113

ISK M-428-6 IDG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402
'

DG-24

ISK M-428-6- 1DG28AE1 flange RD2Y CB8
DG-105

| ISK M-242-2- 1DGCSAA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922
DG-53 90* ell M262 M87

1DGF6AA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0170
1DGCSBA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922

90* ell M262 M87'

IDGF6BA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0171

ISK M-428-6- 1DG25AC2 pipe 516405 502C91
DG-26 415007

90* ell M287 M273

ISK M-428-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-27 415007'

b. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings had been marked
or " whited out" and then an incorrect heat number recorded. For example,
ISK M-242-2-DG-53 was apparently changed to indicate heat number HA-001
for the 3/4 in. and 1/2 in. installed piping. Based on the records for,

accepted heat numbers, number HA-001 represented 1 1/4 in. piping.
I

c. Three heat numbers (HA-0170, TW 24402, and.502891) found on the installed
piping do not appear on the records of acceptable heat numbers,

i

d. In many instances, heat numbers could not be found on the installed
component. Therefore, a comparison could not be made to the number
recorded on the drawings.

!

1

- 37 -
,

-_ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - . . __ __ __ ___



__ _ _ _ _

|

DRAFT 1 10/14/81

Failure to maintain sufficient records to furnish evidence of material
traceability for the above piping componants, and weld rod indicates a
serious lack of control and is contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion
XVII and the W' . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17. (358/81-13-06).s

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.3.8 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC selected seven socket welds in which the
socket engagement (1/16 inch gap) had not been verified. At the NRC's
request the licensee radiographed the welds. The RIII inspector re-
viewed the radiographs. The radiographs indicated that the welds had
been made with acceptable socket engagements (gaps).

The RIII inspectors also selected six pipe sections for which traceability
had not been adequately maintained. Three of the pipes were identified
with heat numbers which were not on the list of acceptable heat numbers.
The other three pipes were not marked with heat numbers. At the NRC's
request the licensee cut out the six pipe sections. The NRC then sent
the pipe sections to Franklin Research Center (contracted by the NRC) for
analysis. On September 24, 1981, Franklin Research Center sent the results
of the analysis to the NRC. The results of the analyses (chemical, hardness,
and metallographic) indicated that the pipes were of the material specified
for the pipe class required by the design. Details of these NRC independent
measurements are documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.

4.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

As a result of the investigation of this allegation, significant quality
assurance deficiencies over and above those alleged have been identified.
It was determined that discrepancies in the documentation in ASME Code
Data packages were being recorded on exception lists; however, this was
permitted by licensee procedure and is acceptable to NRC. There was no
evidence that criticism of Quality Assurance Engineers for identifying
discrepancies adversely impacted their work.

Major discrepancies were identified in Quality Assurance records and the
apparent improper modification of those records. This matter has been
referred to the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal

| consideration. Potential problems were identified related to adequacy of
facility construction, such as material traceability and use of proper
materials, proper socket weld fitup, proper weld procedure, and welder
qualifications. These matters are being addressed in the licensee's Quality

;

Confirmation Program to determine the adequacy of plant construction.

As part of the NRCs independent measurements, seven socket welds in which
engagement (1/16 inch gap) had not been verified were radiographed by the
licensee and the radiographs were read by the NRC. The radiographs indicated
that the welds had been made with acceptable socket engagement. Six pipe
sections for which material traceability had not been adequately maintained
were cut out and sent to Franklin Research Center for analysis. The results
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of the analyses indicated the pipes were of the material specified for the
pipe class required by the design. |

4.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain adequate |
records of heat number traceability for piping and weld rod; and failure
to take adequate corrective action for identified deficiencies involving
(i) not verifying proper pipe fitup, and (ii) missing or questionable weld
data record information regarding weld filler metal traceability, welder
identification, and dates welds were made.)

4.4 Threatened Firing

4.4.1 Allegation

Phillip Gittings threatened to fire a QC inspector (Individual I) for
refusing to accept a weld. Individual I was also nearly fired for using
a magnifying glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a
mirror to view the far side of a pipe weld.

.

During an interview on February 20, 1981, Individual I clarified this
' allegation and stated he was not threatened with firing for refusing to

accept a weld. However, he stated, he was threatened with firing for
using a mirror (a common weld inspection tool) during his inspections.

4.4.2 Background Information

! CG&E retained Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI), to construct the Zirmer plant.
Kaiser maintains a Quality Assurance (QA) Department headed by the QA Manager
and consisting of Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) and Quality Control (QC)
Inspectors. QC Inspectors perform field inspections of all safety-related
components. Some QC Inspectors are employed by Kaiser and some by outside
inspection firms that are retained to increase inspection manpower for a
limited time in particular areas. During 1979 and 1980, Kaiser retained
a number of contract inspectors (supplied by Butler Services, Inc.) to
increase inspection manpower. In November 1980, all of the contract QC
inspector positions were terminated and some contractor employees were

,

| offered positions in the Kaiser QC organization.

4.4.3 Investigation

4.4.3.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in August or September 1980, the
Kaiser QA Manager (Phillip Gittings) directed him to fire Individual I after
Gittings had been told by Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
that Individual I had used a magnifying glass to inspect a weld. Baker said he
told Gittings that according to the American Welding Society (AWS) Code,
Individual I could use a magnifying glass during his inspections and therefore
there were no grounds to fire him. Later that day, Gittings told Baker to

!
,
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retain Individual I but to transfer him from pipe support hanger inspections
to structural steel welding inspections. Baker said that Individual I was
not threatened with firing for his failure to accept welds, but was reassigned
due to his poor productivity and lack of completed inspections.

On January 13, 1981, Baker provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 4.

4.4.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13 and 15 and July 8, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction
Manager, had told him he had seen Individual I inspecting a pipe support hanger
with a magnifying glass. Gittings said he told Rex Baker'that if Individual I
had been using a magnifying glass he wanted him off the site immediately. '
Gittings indicated that Individual I later came to his office and told him he
had not been using a magnifying glass to inspect welds, but had been using a
mirror. Based on that information, Gittings said he rescinded the termination
order.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on inspection activities of Individual I and his lack of
completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer him from pipe

: support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection activities.

4.4.3.3 Interview of Robert Marshall

On January 15, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in the summer of 1980 QC inspectors
performed visual AWS weld inspections, rejected 95% of the welds on pipe
support hangers, and initiated more than fifty nonconformance reports
documenting nonconforming hanger welds. He said that he and Scott Swain,
CG&E Site Construction Manager, were touring the plant discussing this
problem when they observed Individual I inspecting a weld with a mirror,
flashlight, and pick.

Marshall indicated that later that day Swain told Gittings that an inspector
was using a magnifying glass to look at a weld. Gittings responded that he
would fire the inspector. Marshall stated emphatically that he did not
direct Gittings to fire Individual I, and later they both concurred that
firing the inspector was too drastic an action to take.

4.4.3.4 Interview of Scott Swain

On January 15, 1981, Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction Manager, was
interviewed. He stated that in November 1980, he and Robert Marshall were
touring the diesel generator rooms and observed Individual I inspecting a
pipe support hanger weld with a flashlight, pick, and another tool. Swain
said Marshall identified this tool to him as a magnifying glass. During a
meeting concerning the high rejection rates on visual inspections of pipe
support hanger welds, Swain mentioned this to those present. Gittings
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responded that he would fire the inspector involved if he found the inspec-
tor was using a magnifying glass to visually inspect a weld. Swain stated
he later learned the tool was a mirror, and that Gittings was not going to
fire the inspector involved.

4.4.3.5 Interview of Individual I

On February 20, 1981, Individual I, former Butler Services, Inc., QC Inspector,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from October 8,
1979 to December 1980. He stated that he was performing a pipe support hanger
weld inspection in the diesel generator room in November 1980 when he noticed
that Robert Marshall and Scott Swain were observing his inspections. At one
point, they looked at the tools he had with him. Shortly afterwards, Individual
I was called into Rex Baker's office and Baker said Phillip Gittings had been
told by Marshall and Swain that he was using a magnifying glass to inspect a

| weld.

Individual I said Baker also related that Gittings had been asked by Marshall
to terminate the inspector. He indicated he later met with Gittings and was
again told that Marshall had seen him using a magnifying glass to inspect a
weld and wanted him off the site. Individual I stated he later met with Baker
and explained he did not have a magnifying glass with him when observed and
that the tool Marshall had seen was a mirror. He also added that, even if
he had been using a magnifying glass, both the AWS Code DI.1, Section 6.5.5,
and Kaiser Procedure SPPM 4.6 ,(Revision 8 recognized and approved the use
of a magnifying glass for weld inspection.

Individual I stated that he demanded Baker and Gittings document the reason
for his proposed termination and he advised Baker he would consult with his
attorney and fight the termination.

Individual I provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit 5.

4.4.3.6 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were being
harrassed and intimidated by Kaiser construction personnel. Ruiz said that

| Individual I had been threatened with the loss of his job by Gerald Adams,
' KEI Structural Superintendent, if he did not accept an item inspected, and

for allegedly using a magnifying glass to inspect a weld when he was actually
using a mirror, a common weld inspection tool.

On February 20, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 6.

4.4.4 Findings and Conclusions

|
A QC Inspector was threatened with dismissal by the QA Manager after thei

' Construction Superintendent advised him (incorrectly) that the QC Inspector
; used a magnifying glass to visually inspect weld surfaces. The QC Inspector

;

i
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protested the planned dismissal and was not dismissed; however, he was re-
assigned to another area of inspection.

4.4.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5. Applegate/ GAP Allegations

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project (GAP) requested an
investigation into the conduct of an earlier RIII investigation of concerns
provided by Thomas Applegate. In addition to this request, they provided a
list of nineteen allegations, some of which appeared to contain information
known to NRC, and some of which were new information. A commitment was made
to review the nineteen allegations even if they appeared to pertain to known
situations.

To clarify the allegations, a meeting was held between Applegate,
Thomas Devine (GAP representative), and RIII personnel on February 26, 1981.
The meeting was recorded, and a transcript was produced.

Some of the allegations concern issues that do not fall under the jurisdic-
tion of the NRC, and have been brought to the attention of the appropriate
agencies for action as they consider appropriate. Other allegations were
provided during this meeting and in correspondence from GAP, some of which
are not addressed in this report but will be reviewed and documented in
subsequent reports. A review of outstanding allegations indicates that
their investigation is not likely to change the conclusions reached in this
report.

In a July 22, 1981, letter GAP provided RIII with additional information
on allegations of improper construction. GAP subsequently offered to
amplify and provide more specific information related to the matter in the
letter. This information will be considered by RIII prior to completion
of the RIII independent measurement activities.

5.1 Unsuitable Piping Installation

5.1.1 Allegation

"KEI knowingly installed and ripped out unsuitable main steam relief piping,
at an estimated labor cost of $320,000."

5.1.2 Background Information

'

The Zimmer facility uses a General Electric boi' ling water reactor (BWR)
Mark II containment system design, which includes a pressure suppression
pool in the lower levels of the containment building. Based on actual
Mark I operating experiences related to safety relief valve actuations
and large-scale testing of the more recently designed Mark III containment
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design system, new suppression pool hydrodynamic loads associated with
postulated loss-of-coolant accidents (LOCA) were identified that had not
been explicitly considered in the original design of the Mark II containment
system. These newly identified loads result from the dynamic effects of
drywell air and steam being rapidly forced into the suppression pool during
a postulated LOCA or safety relief valve actuation. When this possible pro-
blem was first identified, General Electric and NRC and its consultants per-
formed an in-depth review of the General Electric Mark II containment system
design. Utilities owning facilities that would use the Mark II containment
system also formed an owners' group to share calculations, evaluations, and
acceptable modifications to the Mark II containments.

The NRC effort in reviewing the new dynamic loads was divided into two
programs: a short-term evaluation program for the lead plants (Zimmer,>

La Salle, Shoreham), and a long-term program for final detailed evaluation
of the adequacy of modifications. The description of the NRC evaluation
is available in NUREG-0487, " Mark II Containment Lead Plant Program Load
Evaluation and Acceptance Criteria," published in November 1978.* This
document indicates that the lead plants, those first to use the Mark II
containment system, would be reviewed by NRC to determine the acceptability
of modifications made in their design to accommodate the identified loads.

NUREG-0474, "A Technical Up-Date on Pressure Suppression Type Containments
in Use in U.S. Light Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants," issued in July
1978,* details the ongoing NRC monitoring of the modification and analysis
program. NUREG-0371, " Task Action Plans for Generic Activities (Category A),"
issued in November 1978,* identifies review of the Mark II pressure suppression
containment as Generic Task A-8. NUREG-0510, " Identification of Unresolved
Safety Issues Relating to Nuclear Power Pl' ants, Report to Congress," issued
in January 1979,* identifies two generic tasks as being related to the analysis
of suppression pool dynamic loads and safety relief valve loads / temperature

'

limits for BWR containments.

In the lead plant program load evaluation, NRC approved the design basis
used for modifications to the suppression pool system, including a device
known as a "T quencher" as part of the safety relief system, and additional
equipment, such as base and wall plates, to support these new installations.

NRC does not have regulatory jurisdiction over the construction costs of a
nuclear power plant.

5.1.3 Investigation
~

5.1.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated that

| Kaiser had installed a large portion of the main steam relief (MSR) piping,
knowing that sections of it would later have to be removed. He recalled

; *These documents are available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or
for purchase from the NRC/GPO sales program, Washington, DC 20555.
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that 2 years after its installation Kaiser removed large sections of the
piping at and below the 525-ft level of the reactor containment building
but left the pipe sections above that level in place.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested that the statement not be attached to this report.

5.1.3.2 Interview of Individuals B and C

On April 14 and 16, 1981, Individuals B and C, identified by GAP personnel
as having provided information regarding this allegation to representatives
of GAP, were interviewed by NRC. They both stated that they had no informa-
tion concerning this allegation.

5.1.3.3 Interview of H. C. Brinkman
i

During the period of February 9-13 and 23-27,1981, discussions withi

H. C. Brinkman, CG&E Principal Mechanical Engineer, indicated that experi-
mentation had revealed the need to redesign the relief system based on
newly identified discharge loads. Therefore, several utilities, including
CG&E, decided on a modification to replace the already installed " rams head"
safety relief valve (SRV) discharge devices with " quenchers."

In 1975, CG&E decided to start designing the quencher modification, knowing
that part of the piping to be installed would later have to be removed due
to the identification of new discharge loads. The basis for the decision
was that approximately 90 to 97% of the original quencher modification would
likely be acceptable and therefore only 3 to 10% would be subject to rework.
CG&E concluded that it would be less costly to proceed with installation
activities rather than delay the construction schedule until the quencher
modification design was complete. To date, the modification installation
is not complete.

5.1.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observations

The MSR modification has required (in part) the replacement of 10-in.
Schedule 40 pipe with other 10-in. Schedule 40 pipe of different geometric
configuration, 10-in, extra-strong pipe, and 12-in. extra-strong pipe
(thicker walled pipe).

During this investigation, the licensee provided cost figures for the modi-
fication to date, which exceeded the alleged amount. The NRC made no attempt
to corroborate the licensee's claim that it was cheaper to proceed with an
installation known to require rework before installation actually took place.

An RIII inspector reviewed all revisions to the KEI isometric drawing PSK-1MS,
Sheets 21 and 21A, that were pertinent to the quencher modification of the main
steam relief piping. The revisions identified the following changes:

.

.
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Table 5.1.3.4-1 Revisions To Isometric Drawing PSK-IMS

Rev. No. Implemented Change Date

Rev. O Redrawn--original configuration replaced 9/8/76
Rev. 1 Hangers added 3/31/77
Rev. 2 Eight lugs added 1/10/78
Rev. 3 Hanger changed 5/5/78
Rev. 4 New spool pieces added, welds MS212 and MS195 4/3/79

voided per S&L
Rev. 5 Piping tee section added 6/18/79
Rev. 6 Weld MS160 and a 4-in. dimension added 10/1/79
Rev. 7 Field-marked (redline) updates added 1/9/80
Rev. 8 Welds K-461 and K-463 changed; weld K-592 8/27/80

changed to K-593 per NR-2499; hanger detail
section D-D added

Rev. 9 Weld K-592 changed to K-461; weld K-593 9/4/80
changed to K-594

An RIII inspector reviewed the QC documentation for the following main
steam relief piping field welds: 160, 160A, 267A, 267B, 267C, 267D, 268B,
268C, 459, 460, and 461. The records showed that the welds had been
accomplished in accordance with the appropriate code (ASME Section III
1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda).

An RIII inspector interpreted the radiographs for the following main steam
relief piping field welds: 160A, 459, 460, 461, 462, and 594. There were
approximately five to seven radiographs for each of these welds. Varying
numbers of radiographs were necessary to cover the entire 360 degrees of each
pipe weld. The radiography was performed in accordance with the appropriate
code (ASME Section III 1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda). The RIII inspector
identified no unacceptable weld indications on the radiographs.

5.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

The quencher modification to the main steam relief system was being made with
the knowledge of NRC. CG&E personnel stated they made an economic decision
to install piping for the main steam relief system quencher modificatiou with
the knowledge that approximately 3 to 10% would have to be removed due to con-
tinuing identification of changes in design loads. Because NRC does not have
regulatory jurisdiction over construction costs, no attempt was made to determine
the estimated labor cost for the portion of pipe that was installed and removed.
The safety importance of this allegation is limited to whether the main steam
relief piping is installed properly.

RIII has concluded that the modification is being properly installed and
tested, except for the improper voiding of one NR.
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5.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

i 5.2 Improper Fittings
,

5.2.1 Allegation

"2000 pound fittings were installed in 1979 on residue head valves, although
5000 pound fittings are required."

! An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that
the " residue head valves" of this allegation and " residue heat valves" of
allegation 5.4.1 were not the components of concern. The components involved
in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for the
recirculation flow control valves.

*
Allegations 5.2 and 5.4 are both addressed in this section because the
investigation determined that both allegations were addressing the same,

component.

5.2.2 Background Information

Hydraulic actuators are used to open and close some plant valves. Actuators
on the reactor recirculation system are provided with drain lines in case
hydraulic seals in the actuator should leak. These drain lines are not
pressurized (they go to a drain tank which is at atmospheric pressure) and
only serve to contain possible leaking hydraulic fluid.

;
'

5.2.3 Investination

5.2.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by the NRC. Individual A stated
that Individual F had told him that 6000-lb pressure fittings were re-
quired on the hydraulic lines in the residual heat removal system, but
Individual F was told by a supervisor to install 3000-lb fittings.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.2.3.2 Interview of Individual F

On March 20, 1981, Individual F was interviewed by telephone. Individual F
stated that he had heard about a valve that had been broken, but he did

| not have any firsthand knowledge of the incident. Individual F said he
'

knew of cases in which " half-life" (3000-lb in place of 6000-lb) fittings
| were used. Two specific cases recalled by Individual F will be followed
'

up in a subsequent inspection (358/81-13-07).

Individual F repeatedly stated that it had been three years since he had
been at Zimmer and that he could not remember further specifics.
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5.2.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On February 10, 1981, Individual B, who had been previously interviewed
by representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated
that 3000-lb fittings were installed on two recirculation flow control

valves when 6000-lb fittings were required. He identified the fittings as
being socket welded to two small hydraulic lines on the valves in question.
Individual B stated that, to the best of his knowledge, this deficiency had
not been corrected.

Individual B stated that in 1979 it was reported to him that a pipefitter
bumped into the valve and a small hydraulic fitting on the valve fell off.
He said the fitting was later identified as a nonconforming item by Kaiser,
and a Design Document Change (DDC) was issued directing the fitting be
repaired. He stated the valve in question was manufactured by General
Electric, and General Electric later repaired the broken fitting on the
valve.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.2.3.4 Interview of T. F. Van Natta

On June 25, 1981, T. F. Van Natta, Site Control and Instrument Engineer for
General Electric, was interviewed by telephone. Van Natta stated that the
adaptor connecting the drain line to the hydraulic actuator body on a
recirculation flow control valve had been broken off. He said that he did
not know whether or not a pipefitter had broken the adaptor.

Van Natta indicated that the originally installed adaptor was adequate for
the designed service, but it was susceptible to mechanical damage from
adjacent construction activities that were being performed. Therefore, the
decision was made to replace the original adaptor design with the stronger
flange design defined in General Electric Field Deviation Disposition Request
No. KN-1-299, dated December 18, 1978.

Van Natta said that the actuator and three of the four hydraulic lines connect-
ing to the actuator had a design test pressure of 3000 psig. He said the fourth
line, which was addressed in Field Deviation Disposition Request (FDDR) No.
KN-1-299, was the drain line to the hydraulic system, which has a design test
pressure of 200 psig and normal operating pressure of 0 psig since the drain
line is open to atmosphere at the drain tank.

Van Natta stated that the actuator drain ports and lines were separated from
the relatively high pressure (3000 psig) side of the actuator by two seals
(a main seal and a backup seal), each of which have a design pressure of 3000
psig.

5 2 3.5 Interview of T. E. Bloom

On June 30, 1981, T. E. Bloom, a General Electric employee, was interviewed
j by NRC. Bloom stated that the nipple (adaptor) on the hydraulic actuator to
| the recirculation flow control valve for recirculation Loop A had been broken.
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5.2.3.6 Record Review

1. The RIII inspector reviewed General Electric FDDR No. KN-1-299 (designated
as nonconformance request) dated December 18, 1978, which addressed the
recirculation system flow control valve actuator. The FDDR indicated that
the following had occurred:

"The threaded adaptor which connects the drain port on the actuator body
was broken off during installation of the 1/2" NPT [ National Pipe Thread]
hydraulic piping. This adaptor is not suitable for this application where
the connection is susceptible to damage and does not provide take down
capability."

The final disposition of the FDDR was as follows:

" Replace the defective adaptor with short tube threaded to the actuator
and socket weld to a special flange attached to the actuator mount ledge.
A mating flange with a Viton "0" ring joint is also provided similar to
the other actuation piping connections."

The FDDR indicated that the flange modification was complete on July 13,
1979. The FDDR did not identify the specific actuator (Loop A or Loop B)
that had the defective adaptor.

2. The hydraulic actuators for the two recirculation flow control valves
and their respective piping, components, locations, and classifications
were identified on the following drawings (Table 5.2-1):

Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data

Sargent & Lundy
Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings

Recirculation Loop A

1. Actuator No. IB33F060A-- M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
[ Rucker drawing #81999-F-402 Revision T
i Revision M; Rucker Control
l S/N SP19025

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revision T
ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR39AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-243 and,

| (and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-245
| 1RR41AD*)
|

b.**Line #1RR39AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-241,
hydraulic system drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-244 and
line (and low point drain M-464-3-RR-247
line IRR41AC*)
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Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data (continued)

Sargent & Lundy
Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings

c. Line #1RR39AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-242 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-246
line IRR41AB*)

d. Line #1RR39AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-239 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-240
line IRR41AA*)

Recirculation Loop B

1. Actuator No. IB33F060B M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
Rucker Control S/N 19028 Revision P

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revision P
ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR40AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-263 and
(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-259
line IRR43AD*)

b.**Line #1RR40AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-262 and
hydraulic system drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-257
line (and low point drain
line IRR43AC*)

c. Line #1RR40AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-261 and
(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-258
line IRR43AB*)

d. Line #1RR40AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-260 and
; (and low point drain line Revision P M-464-4-RR-256
| 1RR43AA*)
!

* Low point drain lines are installed in the lowest points of each hydraulic
line to provide system maintenance. Low point drain lines are not the same as
the hydraulic system drain lines (IRR39AC and IRR40AC), which are functional
parts of the hydraulic system.

| **The disposition to FDDR No. KN-1-299 was applied to both drain lines
[ #1RR39AC and #1RR40AC.
!

|

|

!
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The drawings indicated that the actuators and the portions of the
respective piping located inside the drywell were classified as
ASME Section III Class B. The portions of the respective piping
located outside the drywell and past the the isolation valves were
classified as ASME Section III Class D (nonsafety related).

3. The RIII inspector reviewed a S&L design document change that specified
a change in design pressure for three hydraulic lines from 6000 psig
to 3000 psig and for the drain line from 3000 psig to 150 psig for the
actuators for the two flow control valves. The Kaiser isometric drawings
reflected the design pressure changes specified in the DDC. [ Note:
Revision 5 to drawing M-464-4RR-257 reflects an example of the specified
change.]

4. The RIII inspector reviewed the S&L Mechanical Department Piping Line
List dated May 29, 1981, which specified the following conditions for
the hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-2):

Table 5.2-2 Hydraulic Line Conditions

Maximum Design Field
Operating Operating Test
Pressure Pressure Pressure

Line No. (psig) (psig) (psig)

1RR39AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AB 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AC* 100 150 200
1RR39AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AC* 100 150 200
1RR40AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AA 2200 3000 3000

l 1RR40AB 2200 3000 3000
1

*These were the drain lines affected by FDDR No. KN-1-299.

| The RIII inspector reviewed the material-takeoff record listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings indicating that
all the material and components (piping, fittings, and valves) met
or exceeded the design conditions identified on the S&L Mechanical
Department Piping Line List.

The RIII inspector reviewed the KEI-1 weld data records listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings. The records|

'

indicated that welds had been made in accordance with the ASME
Code Section III-1971 Edition, with the following exceptions:

a. Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-239, Revision 3)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were
made for any of the welds.

|
I
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Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-240, Revision 7)--
Recorded dates for welds A-1, A-2, A-3, C-2
and C-5 indicate the welds were dye penetrant

! tested (PT) before they were made,

b. Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-244, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were
made for any of the welds.

Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-241, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-6,
C-7, C-8, C-9, C-10, and C-11 were made.1

c. Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-243, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates for any of the
welds.

Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-245, Revision 5)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-5
(rework), C-6, C-7, C-8, and C-9 were made.

I

d. Line #1RR40AB (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-257, Revision 8)--
Record reflects QC verification of weld A-1
with written signoff instead of required QC
stamp; weld test (PT) records not available
for welds A-2, A-3, and B-2.

e. Line #1RR40AC (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-262, Revision 7)--
Weld data records written to replace lost
weld records for welds E-2 and E-4, without
justification to assure in-process inspections
were performed.

f. Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-259, Revision 6)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds B-2,
B-5, and B-6 were made; weld test (PT) record
was not available for weld B-2.

Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-263, Revision 7)--
Well test record was not available for welds
A-1 and A-7.

The final quality assurance engineer's review of the preceding KEI-1
weld data records had not been' performed as of June 29, 1981.
Therefore, the listed exceptions are unresolved pending the final
QA engineer's review and completion of appropriate dispositions
(358/81-13-08).

5. The RIII inspector reviewed Kaiser Engineers, Inc., Quality Assurance
Construction Methods Instruction (QACMI) No. M-10, Revision 6 (dated
November 16, 1978), and Revision 7 (dated September 13, 1979). Both
revisions of QACMI M-10, entitled " Pressure Testing of Piping Systems,"
complied with ASME Code Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-6000.

!
'
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The RIII inspector reviewed the following hydrostatic test reports
for the respective hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-3):

Table 5.2-3 Hydrostatic Test Results

Test Pressure (psig)
Actual

Design Max. Actual 10-Min.
Line No. Max. Allow. Initial Holding Report No.

IRR39AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-28
3/2/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR39AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-27
3/1/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR39AC
(Drawings 200 225 215 150 RR-53
241, 244) 9/27/79

(Drawing 200 215 210 160 RR-26
247) 2/26/79

1RR39AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-25
3/5/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR40AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-32
3/6/79
Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-31
3/14/79
Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AC 200 215 210 160 RR-30
3/2/79
Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-29
3/5/79
Retest 10/4/79

The preceding hydrostatic pressure tests were performed by using the system
power unit to pressurize the lines through the actuators, as described in
General Electric File No. VPF 3300-111-1 (Rucker Control Technical Manual
No. TM 81999, paragraphs 5.7.3.1 through 5.7.3.9). Therefore, the actuators
as well as the lines (pipes, fittings, valves, etc.) were subjected to the
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test pressures. The hydrostatic test reports indicated that the tests had
been performed in accordance with QACMI No. M-10, Revision 6 and Revision 7,
according to the effective dates.

5.2.3.7 Field Observations

On June 29 and 30, 1981, the RIII inspector visually examined both of the
hydraulic actuators and all of the attached lines (from the actuators to
the penetrations leading out of the drywell). The inspector identified no
unacceptable weld indications in any of the welds connecting the actuator,
flange, or piping. The inspector noted that all of the welds were socket
welds. The general piping installation, routing, material identification,
and welds were as specified on the respective isometric drawings. The
hydraulic system drain lines connected to the actuators for both of the
recirculation flow control valves were installed in accordance with FDDR

~

No. KN-1-299 dated December 18, 1978.

5.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The investigation revealed that the design pressure rating of three hydraulic
lines for each of the recirculation flow control valve actuators had been
changed from 6000 psig to 3000 psig, and the design pressure rating of the
drain line had been changed from 3000 to 150 psig. These design changes are
considered acceptable by the NRC and the licensee.

An adaptor to a drain line on the hydraulic actuator to one of the recir-
culation flow control valves (not the valve itself) was broken, and a
site control document was written that identified this condition. The -

cause of the broken adaptor was not documented and could not be determined.
The item was modified to be less prone to damage.

The material used in the connections to the actuator was as specified on the
installation drawings. The hydraulic systems were satisfactorily pressure
tested.

The concern identified by the allegation, though not known previously by
the NRC, had been adequately addressed by the licensee.

5.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified. ;

5.3 Clogged Drains

5.3.1 Allegation

"A radioactive waste drain is clogged with concrete which carelessly was
poured into the drain."

5.3.2 Background Information

Plant procedures require drains to be flushed with water prior to plant
operation to confirm that the drains are clear of all restricting debris.
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The radwaste floor drains will not handle any radioactive liquid until such
material is generated following the start of plant operations.

The terms "radwaste drains" and " radioactive waste drains," as used by
interviewed individuals, are synonymous terms for floor drains which
normally drain small amounts of radioactive water that can leak from such

j sources as valve packings. The drains are designed to carry potentially
radioactively contaminated water to the waste treatment facility.

5.3.3 Investination

! 5.3.3.1 Interview of Individual A
i

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
that, while concrete finishing work was under way in the radioactive

j waste disposal area, he suggested to Kaiser construction personnel that a
j pipefitter be assigned to the concrete finishing crew to assure concrete
! did not enter and clog the floor drains. However, they disagreed with
! this suggestion and, instead, directed the floor drains be covered with

| duct tape to prevent concrete from entering and clogging the drains.
Individual A stated that concrete did enter the lines and clog the radio-<

active waste drains.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested that the statement not be attached to this report.

5.3.3.2 Interview of Individual B

Individual B stated that he worked as a pipefitter during 1976-1977, and
worked with the drain flushing crew for the radwaste system. Individual B
stated that during this period he observed floor drains in the system that
were clogged with concrete, which he and others unsuccessfully tried to
remove.

5.3.3.3 Interview of Test Coordinator and Startup Engineer

Telephone interviews were conducted by the Senior Resident Inspector on
February 12, 1981 with the Test Coordinator, who was responsible for the
radwaste building drain flushing activities, and on February 13, 1981 with
the Startup Engineer, who was responsible for drain system flushes. Both
individuals indicated that some drains were found to be plugged with
unspecified debris. In all of those cases, the drains were cleared and
flow was verified.

i

5.3.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observation

The Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E Flushing Procedure No. DR,
Rev. O, for the drain system, approved on September 23, 1977. The purpose
of this procedure was stated as follows: "This document details the pro-
cedure for cleaning the liquid radwaste floor drain and equipment drain
piping to the various plant sumps and drain tanks. The floor drain and
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equipment drain piping shall be flushed until they flow freely and all
large particulate matter is removed."

Appendices to the Flushing Procedure indicated that 152,of a total of 169
of the potentially radioactive waste drains related to the radwaste building4

floor drain tank, the floor drain sludge tank, the radwaste floor drain
sump, the floor drain collector tank, and the chemical waste tank had been
flushed and the flow verified in accordance with the procedure. The appendices
indicated that the verifications had been made in 1979. The licensee stated
that the flushing activities were continuing.

The Senior Resident Inspector made visual inspections of all of the access-
ible radwaste drain ports identified on Sargent & Lundy drawings A-533 Rev.
F, A-534 Rev. F, and A-515 Rev. N. These drawings identified the drains in
the radwaste building (elevations 496 ft, 527 ft, 513 ft, and 511 ft) and
in the auxiliary building (elevations 567 ft 5 in., and 547 ft). None of
the observed drain ports were visibly plugged. The following floor drains
were covered with tape at the time of the inspection and were therefore not
inspected:

1. Radwaste Building--elevation 527 ft

a. Drain Y-20
b. Drain Y-17

2. Auxiliary Building--elevation 567 ft

'
a. Drain L-26
b. Drain G-26 (elevation 562 ft 5 1/4 in.)
c. Drain G-22~
d. Drain G-20
e. Drain G/H-20 (elevation 562 ft 6 3/4 in.)
f. Drain H-22 (elevation 562 ft 7 5/8 in.)
g. Drain H/J-24
h. Drain G/H-22

5.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

Neither the flushing records nor the Resident Inspector's observations
confirmed or denied that drains had been clogged with concrete. NRC
interviews with site personnel indicated that some drains had been clogged
with unspecified debris. However, the investigation confirmed that 152
out of a total of 169 of the potential radioactive waste drains were cleared
of all restricting debris. The 17 drains that remain to be flushed are

| identified in the same controlled flushing procedure as the 152 that have
| already been flushed. RIII will determine the status of the remaining 17
| drains prior to authorizing plant operation (358/81-13-09).

| 5.3.5 Items of Noncompliance
1

j No items of noncompliance were identified.
|
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5.4 Weak Valve Materials

5.4.1 Allegation

"A residue heat valve broke when a pipefitter bumped into it, raising new
questions about the quality of metal used for valves."

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that
the " residue head valves" of allegation 5.2.1 and " residue heat valves" of
this allegation were not the components of concern. The components involved
in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for recirculation
flow control valves.

- Allegation 5.4 is addressed in allegation 5.2 because the investigation
determined that both allegations were addressing the same component.

5.5 Weld Rod Control .

5.5.1 Allegation

" Sensitive parts on welding rods are possibly damaged through storage at
improper temperatures and possibly lost through failure to follow proper
paperwork and labeling requirements."

This allegation addresses two weld rod concerns:

1. Weld rods were possibly absorbing moisture due to improperly controlled
rod temperatures prior to consumption, which resulted in unacceptable
welds.

2. Weld rods were not controlled because the paperwork and labeling
requirements were not being properly followed. Therefore, welds
may have been made with incorrect weld rods.

5.5.2 Background Information

! For pressure boundary (pipe) welds, the ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition
| Article NB-2440 states, " Suitable storage and handling of electrodes, flux
i and other welding materials shall be maintained. Precautions shall be taken
I to minimize absorption of moisture by fluxes and cored, fabricated and coated

electrodes." !

ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article NA-4460, states, " Measures shall
be established to provide work and examination instructions for handling,
storage, shipping and preservation of materials, parts, components, and
appurtenances to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for
particular products, special protective environments, such as inert gas
atmospheres, specific moisture content levels and temperatures, shall be
provided and their existence verified."

For structural welds, the AWS DI.1-1972 Code, Section 4.9.2, states, "All
electrodes having low-hydrogen coverings conforming to AWS AS.1 shall be
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purchased in hermetically-sealed containers or shall be driodit least one['

hour at temperatures between 700*F and 800'F before being used. Electrodes % ~

shall be dried prior to use if the hermetically-sealed container shows ,\ "

evidence of damage. Immediately after removal from hermetically-sealed '
-

containers or from drying ovens, electrodes shall be stored in ovens .,-
,,held at a temperature of at least 250*F. E70XX electrodes that are nots s

used within four hours, E80XX within two hours, E90XX within one honr, '

and E100XX and E110XX within one-half hour after removal from herectically'd
-

sealed containers or removal from a drying or storage oven shall be redrie
before use. Electrodes which have been wet shall not be used."-

The covering of low-hydrogen weld rods is hygroscopic (attracts moisture);

; when not heated or otherwise protected from moisture-containing air. Water
contains hydrogen, so moisture absorption is undesirable. ~ * ps'

%If a low-hydrogen weld rod is allowed to cool below approximately 100 to
125'F and is not protected from normal atmosphere, it will begin-to
attract moisture. The longer the rod is exposed, the more moisture will
be absorbed. If a significant amount of moisture is absorbed, th'e resulting
weld may contain porosity (gas pockets or voids). Such porosity will be "'

evident in visual inspections of root or filler passes of weld metal, and
will be visible in radiographs of the weld. In practice, an experienced
welder will recognize that a rod has absorbed significant meisture by the
way the weld is progressing, and will return or discard the affected rods.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod has absorbed very slight amounts of moisture,
,

it will not have a significant effect on the resulting weld,'its strength, s

; or anticipated service life.

Kaiser Procedure SPPM No. 3.3, Revision 6, dated June 25, 1979 which was.
effective during September and October 1979, states the following:. '

.

"6.4 The Weld Rod Clerk shall issue all filler material on a weight basis. >

| He shall record on the KEI Weld 2 form the weight of all' bare rod and
| covered electrodes issued.

;

"He shall also, record on the KEI Weld 2 form the heat number and/or
lot number for bare rods, consumable inserts and backing rings, and
the heat number and lot number for covered electrodes prior to use.

s

"7.3 The Weld Rod Clerk sham m4h all bare rod and covered electrodes
returned to Central F.A ge and record the weight on the KEI Weld 2
form. A new KEI 5% " t i,ru will be made out for each new issue of

electrodes to rd e s" o welder."

l 5.5.3 Investigatten
|

| 5.5.3.1 Interview with Individual A

| On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
| representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he had

observed unaccounted for weld rods (weld rods wi(hout accompanying KEI-2
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weld rod issue forms) and had seen weld rod warming ovens unplugged and'

not being maintained at the proper temperature.
'

Individual A also stated that during September and October 1979 a pipefitter
was not assigned to the weld rod issue point to account for weld rods duringi

'
the evening shift. He stated that weld rod and weld rod issue slips were

| left out unattended for anyone to pick up and use.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written; however, he requested
the statement not be attached to this report.

5.5.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Kaiser
required weld rod ovens be maintained at the proper temperatures at all
times. He said he could not state that every welder maintained his oven
at the right temperature, but as a supervisor he assured his own men did.

He stated that weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) were occasionally lost and, in
those cases, it was a common practice for welders to get a blank issue form,
falsify it, and present it to the Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors in order
for the weld to pass inspection. He said this was often done months after
the fact by Kaiser construction supervisors who falsified weld rod issue
forms to complete weld documentation packages. He indicated that, by doing
this, they did not have to cut out and rework welds. [ Note: Statements
alleging falsification have been forwarded to the NRC Office of Inspector

e and Auditor for investigation.)

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.5.3.3 Record Review and Inspection

The Resident Inspector reviewed the receipt documentation for E7018 (low
hydrogen) weld rods purchased on orders No. 34356, 35720, 37587, 39075,
39382, 39556, 39971, and 40318. The receipt documentation indicated that
the E7018 rod had been received in sealed moisture-proof containers.

The Resident Inspector also verified that low-hydrogen electrodes (rods)
that had not been issued to the field were clearly identified and stored
in a clean, limited access, and dry area. In addition, in the field issue
rooms (rod shacks), the low-hydrogen rods were either in sealed containers
or in holding ovens at temperatures above 250*F.

The licensee provides portable rod warmers to be used near the work
activities to maintain the weld rods in a dry condition until used. KEI
Welding Filler Materials Control Procedure No. SPPM 3.3, Revision 7,
paragraphs 3.5.4.2 and 3.5.4.3, respectively, state:

"When covered electrodes are removed from a holding oven to be
issued to welders they shall be placed in a portable rod warmer.
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Only one classification and heat or lot of electrodes shall be
stored in each individual portable rod warmer. Each portable
rod warmer shall be uniquely marked for identification purposes
and shall re checked on a monthly basis to assure that each rod
warmer maintains a correct temperature between 175*F and 400*F.

| "All covered electrodes exposed to ambient conditions for more
' than four hours without coming in direct contact with water shall

be returned to central storage for rebaking..."

The Resident Inspector reviewed the December 1980 record for the daily
temperature check of holding ovens W50, W27, W38, W25, W39, W19, Wil,
and W26. The record indicates that oven W50 was 5'F under the specified
250 F on 3 of the 22 days checked; oven W25 was 5'F under the specified
250*F 1 of the 22 days; oven W39 was 15*F under the specified 250*F on
1 day out of 22; and oven W26 was 10*F under the specified 250'F on 1 day
out of 22. Although these instances violated the letter of the procedure,
the rods were still hot enough to ensure no moisture was absorbed. An
item of noncompliance was not issued because of the lack of significance
of this observation.

The Resident Inspector reviewed the record for the monthly check of
portable rod ovens (warmers). The record indicated that the temperatures
of 209 warmers were checked on January 3,1981 and that all were within
the required range of 175* to 400'F.

The Resident Inspector also observed that unacceptable rod warmers in the
field issue rooms were properly tagged to preclude their use and were
segregated in a clearly marked area.

A review of reports of past NRC inspections disclosed instances when (1) weld
rod has been found lying outside containers or ovens, (2) portable ovens were
not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated at the
specified frequency, (4) holding ovens containing different type rods, and
(5) other control procedure requirements were not adhered to. These items
are documented in Inspection Reports No. 75-05, 76-07, 76-11, 77-02, 79-07,
79-15, 80-07, 80-14, and 80-19.

The portable rod warmers not being plugged in and holding ovens containing
different types of rods were not violations of the ASME or AWS Codes.

5.5.3.4 Physical Control of Weld Rods

The paperwork used to account for weld rod is the weld rod issue form (KEI-2).
The weld rod issue form requires signatures from the welder, the welder's
foreman, and the weld rod issuer permitting the welder to obtain weld rods
for a specific weld from the rod shack (field storeroom).

The RIII inspectors reviewed KEI daily timecards (personnel time records)
for 21 different days, and some respective weld rod issue forms (KEI-2
forms), to determine if a weld rod clerk was assigned to the field and rod
shack during the second shift for September and October 1979. The timecards
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indicated that two individuals (K. Kern and G. Jones) had worked overtime
(after 4:00 p.m.) in the rod shack for 1 to 4 1/2 hrs on 20 of the 21 days
(1 hr for 10 days,1.3 hrs for 2 days, 2 hrs for 3 , days, 2.5 hrs for 2 days,
3.5 hrs for 2 days, and 4.5 hrs for 1 day).

There appeared to be some inconsistencies between the timecards and the weld
rod issue forms that were reviewed.

Region III inspectors discussed the apparent inconsistancies with the licensee.
Following their review, the CG&E QA Manager informed RIII by telephone on
August 13, 1981, that the licensee's review of all timecards for the dates in

question showed the appropriate 9 eld rod clerks were working on the days in
question. He indicated the NRC did not review all of the timecards. On
October 8, 1981, the licensee provided additional information to the RIII
inspectors. This is considered to be an unresc1ved item pending the review
of the additional information (358/81-13-10).

The welders identified on the above weld rod issue forms were pipefitters
and boilermakers working on the second shift during September and October
1979. The RIII inspector noted that the alleger was one of the assigned
pipefitters and boilermakers.

The issuance of weld rod was to be performed by the weld rod clerk as
described in H. J. Kaiser Procedure SPPM #3.3, Revision 6. This procedure
also specified requirements to control weld rod temperature and traceability
at the rod shack.

RIII inspectors on numerous occasions during previous inspections have
observed weld rods lying uncontrolled in the construction area.

The concerns regarding the physical centrol of weld rod identified during
the investigation of this allegation are addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

5.5.3.5 NRC Independent Measurements

To obtain a preliminary asessment as to whether improper weld metal may
have been used in making welds, boat samples and radiographs of six safety
related welds were taken by the licensee under the direction of NRC. These
specific welds (welds HP-39; LP-19; LP-23B; LP-23; LP-11; and RH-275) were
taken from safety related systems in areas where lack of weld rod control
had been observed. The radiographs were evaluated by NRC inspectors and
the weld boat samples were analyzed by Franklin Research Center for the
the NRC. The material and quality of these six welds were consistent with
design specifications. Details of these NRC independent measurements are
documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.

5.5.4 Findings and Conclusions

Based on the findings of previous NRC inspections, there have been instances;

; when (1) weld rods have been stored at improper temperatures, (2) portable
i ovens were not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated
i

|
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at the specified frequency, (4) weld rod issuance had not been controlled,
and (5) welds rods were observed lying uncontolled in the construction area.

Although the concerns identified by this and other allegations and by previous
inspection findings collectively are viewed to be potentially significant,
independent measurements of six random safety related welds disclosed no
quality problems. These concerns are being pursued in more depth by the
licensee as part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

5.5.5 Items of Noncompliance
.

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.6 Argon Gas Exposure

5.6.1 Allegation

" Argon gas valves for flushing oxygen from pipes routinely are left open
by the day crew, causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, a problem
about which CG&E Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest."

In an affidavit provided to GAP by a pipefitter (Individual A) formerly
employed at Zimmer, it was alleged that workers on the day shift routinely
crimped and wired argon gas hoses shut rather than closing the gas valves
at the source upon leaving work. The pipefitter stated that this practice
resulted in argon gas leaking from the hoses end caused the workers on
the night shift to suffer from dizziness. The pipefitter further stated
he advised former Kaiser Safety Director Larry Cummings of his concerns
and that Cummings indicated he was not interested, because argon gas would
not hurt anyone.

On February 26, 1981 during a meeting between NRC Region III personnel,
a GAP representative, and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that he re-
ceived information from James Bedinghaus indicating that, in late fall or
early winter 1980, his son, John Bedinghaus, had been overcome by argon
gas while conducting fire watch rounds in the area of the containment vessel.

5.6.2 Background Information

Argon gas is a " shielding gas" used to purge or displace the oxygen inside
pipes in certain welding procedures, to prevent the metal from oxidizing
during welding. Argon gas is colorless and odorless. It is also heavier
than oxygen and th'erefore settles in low areas, displacing oxygen. This
occurs in the same manner that water displaces air as it is poured into and
fills a glass. MAPP (which actually refers to a trade name) refers to
combustible gas used in welding, typically for heating and cutting various
metals. It does not displace oxygen as argon gas does. It is colorless but
it has an odor which can be described as " noticeably foul." MAPP gas is
generally not toxic, although significant concentrations may be ignited and
become explosive.

1
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NRC does not regulate the use of the subject gases. On February 6, 1981,
; the NRC Region III office telephoned the Cincinnati, Ohio, office of the

U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA). During a conversation with OSHA representative John Phillips, it
was determined that the allegation involved a matter over which OSHA has
primary jurisdiction. An understanding was also reached that any action
necessary to resolve this matter would be taken by OSHA. A letter confirming
this understanding, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 7, was forwarded
by Region III to the Cincinnati OSHA office on February 19, 1981.

By letter dated May 15, 1981, the Cincinnati OSHA office advised the NRC
Region III office that an investigation of conditions in the containment
suppression pool area had been conducted by OSHA on February 4-5, 1981.
The letter stated OSHA addressed a previous complaint alleging leaks of
argon gas at Zimmer and concluded that an air contamination or oxygen
deficiency situation did not exist. A copy of this letter is included
as Exhibit 8.

5.6.3 Investigation

5.6.3.1 Interview with James Bedinahaus

On March 12, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he was a second shift security supervisor employed by W&W Security at
the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from February to November 1980. He stated
that while on duty, sometime in October 1980, an incident occurred during
his shift in which Security Officer Gayle Spencer became ill due to inhala-
tion of gas. Spencer was assisted back to the guard house to recover from
his illness and was later sent home. Bedinghaus learned from Spencer that
Spencer was making his rounds in the area of the reactor vessel when he
apparently became ill from inhalation of gas. Another worker in the area
(whose identity Bedinghaus does not know) advised Spencer there was an
argon gas leak where he was located and that he should leave the area imme-

diately. Bedinghaus immediately reported this information to Kaiser Safety
Inspector Dan Parlier, who went to check the area where the incident had

, occurred. Shortly afterwards (approximately 1/2 hour), Parlier contacted
'

Bedinghaus and advised him there was a MAPP gas leak, rather than an argon
gas leak, in the area where Spencer had been. Bedinghaus indicated he was
not aware of any argon gas incident involving his son John.

I

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
| which is included as Exhibit 9.

| 5.6.3.2 Interview with John Bedinghaus

| On March 12, 1981, John Bedinghaus was interviewd by telephone. He stated
! that he was a security officer employed by W&W Security at the Zimmer Nuclear

Power Station from October 1980 to January 1981. He advised that while
employed at Zimmer he was never involved in any incident in which he became
ill from or was overcome by argon or any other type of gas.
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i On March 25, 1981, John Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit 10.

5.6.3.3 Interview with Daniel Parlier

On March 12, 1981, Daniel Parlier, Kaiser Assistant Safety Representative,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that to his knowledge there has never
been an incident where anyone was overcome by argon gas. He also stated he
did not believe such an incident occurred because being overcome by argon
gas would likely cause suffocation, an incident of which he would certainly
be aware.;

Parlier acknowledged that he had discovered instances when craft workers
had crimped argon and MAPP gas hoses and had wired them closed rather than
shutting the gas off at the source. He indicated he considered this practice
a serious safety concern and whenever the practice was observed he immediately
brought it to the attention of the appropriate craft supervisor.

Parlier checked the Kaiser Safety Department's " Unusual Incident Reports"
for October 1980 to determine if a report of the incident involving Security
Officer Spencer had been prepared. He located a report describing the
incident in question which included the following information:

"On October 27,1980, at 6:30 p.m. a Mapp gas leak located in the
reactor suppression pool area at elevation levels 503' and 518' was
investigated by Daniel Parlier. Parlier reported that Security
Officer Gayle Spencer was in the reactor suppression pool at the time
of a mild Mapp gas leak. A reading taken with a M.A.S. [ intended as
an abbreviation for the manufacturer "Mine Safety Appliances"] Explo-
simeter registered 0% on the upper and lower areas of the suppression
pool. Spencer complained of a headache and feeling tired. He was
advised by "First Aid" to see a physician if his condition worsened or
Security Supervisor James Bedinghaus was to send him to a doctor if he
became worse while still at work. Parlier took action to correct the
Mapp gas leak by turning off the gas manifolds in the reactor building
and disconnecting the gas hoses from the manifolds."

A copy of this " Unusual Incident Report" is included as Exhibit 11.

In addition to the " Unusual Incident Report" prepared by Parlier, he sent
a note dated October 27, 1980, to his supervisor, Mike Hoyman. In the note
(which was apparently a " cover note" for the incident report), Parlier
advised Hoyman of the incident and concluded that the incident was a result
of the craft workers "not disconnecting their gas hoses from the manifolds.",

(Disconnecting the hoses from the manifold would have necessitated that the'

gas be shut off at the manifold.) A copy of the " cover note" is included
! as Exhibit 12.
|

| During a subsequent telephone conversation on April 24, 1981, Parlier was
questioned regarding how he perceived former Kaiser Safety Supervisor
Cummings' attitude toward gas leak incidents at Zimmer. He stated it was

i his opinion that Cummings was very conscientious regarding this problem and
|
,

|

'
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it appeared to him Cummings considered gas leaks to be a serious safety
Parlier also remarked he did not believe Cummings ever expressed'concern.

disinterest in gas leak problems or said they were unimportant.

5.6.3.4 Interview with Larry Cumminas

On April 27, 1981, Larry Cummings was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he held the position of Kaiser Safety Supervisor at the Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station for approximately two years until he left the site in May 1980.
He verified that he was aware of instances in which workers at Zimmer crimped
and wired argon gas hoses closed rather than shutting the argon gas valves
off at the source. Cummings remarked that these instances occurred "less
than frequently, but more often than they would like." He was unable to
specify approximately how many cases of argon hose crimping the Safety
Department had detected while he was at Zimmer.

Cummings denied expressing disinterest in the argon hose crimping problem
and advised it was a topic of concern at many Safety Department meetings.
He stated that the crimping of argon hoses was a bad work practice; however,
it was one that was hard to pin down because it was extremely difficult to
catch the individuals responsible.

Cummings said he felt Kaiser had an adequate safety system for preventing
serious argon gas problems and incidents at the site. He explained that,

it was Kaiser's practice and policy to place mine safety lamps wherever
workers were located in low-lying areas, particularly the suppression pool
area. These lamps serve as warning devices in that they remain lit unless
a gas buildup reaches the lamps' air inlet and puts out the flame. When-
ever a safety lamp goes out, it is an indication of gas in the area and a
signal for the workers to immediately evacuate the area. Cummings stated
he knew of no instances when any workers were ever overcome by argon gas.

5.6.4 Findings and Conclusions

No evidence was obtained to show that the argon gas valves were routinely
left open, that persons on the night crew had been overcome by argon gas,
or that Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest in the argon gas
problem.

Notwithstanding the above, it was determined that there had been instances
when craft workers had crimped argon gas hoses and wired them closed rather
than shutting the gas off at the source.

This matter is under the jurisdication of the U.S. Department of Labor,
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). An OSHA inspection
did not confirm a situation of air contamination or oxygen deficiency at
the time of their inspection.

5.6.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

|
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5.7 Damaged Prefabricated Piping

5.7.1 Allegation

" Prefabricated piping received in 1977 has defective welds, but construc-
tion supervisors told crews not to repair them because the welds were made
offsite."

J

During an interview with Applegate and GAP representatives, this allegation
was clarified to be piping received July 3, 1979, the subject of one of
Applegate's prior allegations.

5.7.2 Background Information

'

The following summarizes the initial investigation of this allegation as
documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

On June 29, 1979, Pullman Power Products of Williamsport, Pennsylvania,
j also known as the M. W. Kellogg Company, shipped five prefabricated pipe

spool pieces weighting 6700 lbs. by truck to the Zimmer site for installa-
tion in the main steam relief (MSR) system, a safety-related system. The
spool pieces were received on the evening of July 3,1979. Since unloading
equipment was not available, the five spool pieces were rolled off the truck,

onto the ground. Nonconformance report E-1911 was written on July 5,1979,
documenting the method of unloading. The nonconformance report had the
effect of placing the spool pieces in a " hold" status in the Kaiser warehouse.
The welds on the five spool pieces were later radiographed. The radiographs.

displayed apparent rejectable indications in welds on three of the five spool
pieces. On September 18 through 28, 1979, despite the issuance of the non-
conformance report, the spool pieces were released to construction and in-
stalled. As documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09, the

| licensee was found to be in noncompliance with NRC requirements for the
release of the spool pieces prior to establishing &cceptability. During'

April and May 1980, the welds on the spool pieces were examined ultrasoni-
cally and by magnetic particle testing and found to be acceptable.

On April 8, 1980, the RIII inspector reviewed the radiographs on all five
spool pieces (1MS08BB12-6B, IMSO9BA12-1AH, IMS08BA12-58H, IMS11B12-7BH,
and IMS10BA12-1CH). The films (radiographs) were marked "For Information
Only" because an acceptable radiographic technique could not be established
because of the configurations and thicknesses of the spool pieces.

RIII personnel determined that radiography was not the correct nondestructive
examination (NDE) technique for the spool pieces. The geometrical configura-
tions and relatively large thicknesses of the spool pieces would prevent
accurate displays of weld indications on the radiographs. A weld indication
shown on the radiograph could be caused by distortion. The ultrasonic and
magnetic particle tests ultimately performed on the installed spool pieces
were appropriate techniques.

|
.
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5.7.3 Investigation

5.7.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he had
provided information to GAP regarding this allegation, and he was referring
to five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg that fell
off a truck during their delivery to the site. He stated that Peabody
Magnaflux (PM) radiographers examined the pieces and found defective welds
on some of them. He said construction personnel installed the spool pieces
in the plant, disregarding PM's finding on the welds.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A'provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.7.3.2 Interview with David Hana -

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was
interviewed. He stated that in August 1979 Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding
Engineer, asked him to radiograph MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the
truck on delivery to the Zimmer site. Hang said the examination was to
determine if any of the welds on the pieces had cracked from the impact of
the fall. Hang indicated that three of the five spool pieces he examined
had what appeared to be unacceptable radiographic indications. He said he
reported this in the Report of Radiographic Examination submitted to Pallon
and also told Pallon that radiography was the wrong technique to use to
examine welds of this configuration. Hang said he advised Pallon'that an
ultrasonic. examination should be performed in this case. Hang also stated
the spool pieces were ultrasonically examined in April 1980 and the welds
were found to be acceptable.

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, Hang provided written sworn statements,
copies of which are included as Exhibit 13.

!

5.7.3.3 Record Reviews

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward reviewed records that indi-
cated the five spool pieces were ultrasonically. examined by Pullman Power
Products (Kellogg) in April and May 1980 and examined by magnetic particle
testing by Peabody Magnaflux in April 1980. The records showed that welds
on all five pieces were acceptable. The magnetic particle records indicated
that piece 1-MS-11B-12-7BH, weld No. V, had a linear indication approximately
1/4-in. long, which was ground, retested, and found acceptable.

The RIII inspector determined that the ultrasonic and magnetic particle tests
; were valid examinations for the spool piece welds.

5.7.3.4 Field Observations

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward made visual examinations
of all of the welds on the five spool pieces and identified no unacceptable

|
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indications. The spool pieces had been installed in the main steam relief
system prior to the time of the visual examinations.

5.7.3.5 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC performed ultrasonic examinations of three
welds on each of the five spool pieces. No unacceptable indictions were
identified in any of the welds. Details of these NRC independent measure-
ments are documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.

5.7.4 Findings and Conclusions

The subject of this allegation was investigated by NRC in early 1980. At
that time radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld indications in
welds on three of five spool pieces. One item of noncompliance was cited
in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09 for releasing and installing
the spool pieces before determininE their acceptability. Subsequently,
the licensee and RIII independently determined that ultrasonic testing,
rather than radiography, was the appropriate nondestructive testing
technique for examining welds of that geometry and thickness. The welds
were examined by ultrasonic and magnetic particle testing and determined
to be acceptable. As part of an independent measurements program, the
NRC performed ultrasonic examinations of three welds on each of the five
spool pieces and identified no unacceptable indications.

5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.8 Prefabricated Pipe Welds

5.8.1 Allegation

"At least three sources contacted by [ Thomas] Applegate confirmed that an
estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either
Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang
(no specific source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and

QamesTyne()werenamedashavingadditionalinformation. The name
Steve Sellars is in error, as no such individual was employed at Zimmer.
It appears that this was a reference to Steve Binning.

5.8.2 Background Information

Radiography is similar to a medical X-ray procedure, with the exception that
a small but intensely radioactive material (source) is utilized to produce the
radiation. The radiographic film that is produced is like an X-ray and can be
a permanent record. Nuclear welding Codes often specify radiography (RT) as
a required examination. In many cases, the wall root pass (bottom portion of
the weld, or first welding pass) is radiographed for information, and to
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determine if the root is acceptable. The completed weld is radiographed for )formal Code acceptance. Nuclear welding Codes contain detailed standards
for radiography, including extent of exposure and clarity of the resulting
radiographic film. '

,

A radiograph is interpreted (read) by an interpreter. Radiographic interper-
ters are assigned levels of authority and responsibility based on examination
and length of experience, with a Level III radiographer being the highest level.

When a radiograph is read, a " reader sheet" is filled out. The reader sheet
. identifies the weld, date of radiography, radiographic technique, interpreter,
j areas of the weld included, and the conclusions of the interpreter. The reader
1 sheet is normally filed with the radiographs it represents.

Many types of defects or discontinuities can be detected through radiography,
including incomplete fusicn, cracks, pososity, slag, undercut, and other
defects. The welding Code applied indicates the requirements for weld accept-
ability, and indications may be acceptable as provided in the relevant Code.
Many interpretations are highly subjective, and it is possible for interpreters
to disagree on the acceptability or rejectability of an observed indication.
In some cases, additional radiography may be performed to provide additional
information. As long as the pipe is not inaccessible, subsequent radiography
is normally not difficult or too time-consuming.

In practice, the most common occurrence is that a section of a weld, rather
than the whole weld, may include defects. The section of the weld containing
the defects is then removed through grinding, re-welded, and re-radiographed.
If the repair radiograph is acceptable, the entire weld can be accepted.

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors.
These items contain welds, and vendors are required to perform nondestructive
examinations of these welds according to applicable Codes and standards. ASME
Section III standards require 100% radiography of Class A pipe welds. When
radiography is required, radiographic reports are provided to the utility for

; permanent filing after acceptance.

| 5.8.3 Investination
!

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A
'

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he was a,

| pipefitter assigned to assist employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm
responsible for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that
in his opinion 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellogg

,

1 were defective.
!

He indicated that he based his opinion on a statement made by PM personnel that
i they had observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured
I by Kellogg on four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds in the residual

heat removal (RHR) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not
| found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph
|

|
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10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sellars and
David Binning' reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not
to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.

Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in
August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of main steam
relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Allegation 5.7) that had fallen off
a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining the spool
pieces, PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said
CG&E overruled PM's findings on this examination, but PH retained copies of
their reports and could provide investigators with further information
regarding this matter.

Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of the
prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the
statement.

.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

] 5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a,

! telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, he responded in the
affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant'

were defective. He said he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-
' ' fabricated pipe welds were defective.
,

Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation
because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the
type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information
about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generally
confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was
a misquote. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds in
question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

7 5.8.3.3 Interview with James Tyner

On April 16, 1981, James Tyner)]former Kaiser Pipefitter Superintenden(} was
interviewed by NR . He stated he was contacted by a GAP representative who
asked him if he was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds werei

1 defective and that Robert Marshall had concurred with this statement. He said
he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that statement
and said the prefabricated welds would have to be radiogra hed and the results
evaluated before he could make such a determination. [Tyner said the pipe welds
in the plant are good, and attributed this to Kaiser's Welder Qualification
Program which identified unqualified welders and prohibited them from working'

; on safety-related welds.

1

!

!
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(Tyner$1recalledthatononeoccasionPMradiographersexaminedaKaiserfield
weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this
piping was part of the class D portion of the closed cooling water system and
was not safety-related piping. He indicated that the radiographers may have
applied safety-related standards to a nonsaf y-related pipe and therefore
found rejectable defects in the welds. [tyner stated this was not indicative
of 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds being efective.

5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that
20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall
a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers
Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe
support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned that
a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware
of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Anthony Pallon, Kaiser
Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability of
Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.
Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg prefabricated
spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds
were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level
III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward. He said Baker and
Ward determined that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the
view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the
use of an improper technique.

5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hang

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated PM was responsible for conducting radio-
graphic examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely
radiograph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.
He stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.
He said on occasion, when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser
weld overlapped a Kellogg weld, PM would examine and find defects in the
Kellogg weld. In each instance, these defects were reported to Kaiser on
the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for
corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR
spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The

; examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact
| of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him

radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces,

l were pipe with 3-1/2-in. wall thickness and with welds 1-1/2-in. wide, which

| would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds were defective.
| When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle
' which would prevent them from seeing some defects and would exaggerate others.

Hang said he examined the spool pieces for "information only" purposes and
reported his findings to Pallon. Hang said he found five of the twenty welds
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were unacceptable based on the radiographs; however, the spool pieces were
later ultrasonically examined and found acceptable. He indicated that
ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to examine the spool pieces
and is the valid examination.

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written sworn statement, a copy
of which included as Exhibit 14.

5.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible
for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser,

'

welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radiograph prefabricated spool
pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg
prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of the welds on
prefabricated spool pieces were defective.

He did recall one occasion when David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that
had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but he later
determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and
the technique used was therefore unacceptable.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit 15.

5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-
cated spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,
David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on
delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-
mation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

'

After a further examin'ation of the film, Hang had determined the geometric
configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.
Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard PM employees
mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

| On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was. interviewed
| by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive
i examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that

he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated'

| pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg
| welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination

which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film
and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware
that, when one examines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the
geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which
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j are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified
defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the
defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-
ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field'
welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping
Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the pre-
fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined
all of the prefabricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site
and that it was Kellogg's responsibility, not that of PM, to examine these
welds.

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked
; David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off the
i truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph

the spool pieces in question, but the fils quality was poor and the technique
was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool
pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon
requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool
pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use
when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic
examination did not detect any defects in the spool pieces.

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written sworn statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit 16.

5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from January to
August 1980 and during this period supervised PM radiographers onsite.
Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-
fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one
incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to
radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The

; radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam-
'

ination, they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said
they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-
graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later;

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry
was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the-

spool pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining
Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld
that overlapped a Kaiser weld. He said the defects would be noted on the
examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when
welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of

| the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of
: no reason why any PM employee would state that 20% of the prefabricated welds
I onsite were defective.
i

,
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5.8.3.10 Record Reviews

Region III inspectors reviewed radiographs of field welds in spool pieces in the
residual heat removal (RHR) system (the system identified by Individual A as
containing defective welds) to determine if there were any unacceptable indica-
tions in the welds or adjacent material and to determine if the radiographs also
included shop welds with unacceptable indications. In addition, the inspectors
reviewed radiographs of shop welds in spool pieces in the RHR system to determine
if there were any unacceptable indications. The following welds were reviewed:

Table 5.8-1 Welds in the RHR System

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diaceter
No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

Field Welds

IRH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4
1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4
1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4
1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4
1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4
1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6
1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10
1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 10
1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6
1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10
1RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10
1RH02B6 RH15 20 1RH02B2C0 RH15B 20
1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20
1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20
1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 16
1RH02BA20 RH8 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20
IRH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 20,

| 1RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 20
1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20

| 1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20
| 1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16
l IRH02M20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 18

1RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 18
1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20
1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20
1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16
1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

Shop Welds

1RH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 16
1RH02BA20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20

| 1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20
| 1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18
1
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The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the
62 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds
or the adjacent material. No shop welds were included (overlapped) in
the radiographs of the above field welds.

1 In addition to the welds in Table 5.8-1, the NRC inspectors reviewed radio-
graphs of 206 prefabricated pipe (shop) welds (796 radiographs) for acceptable
radiographic testing (RT) technique, weld quality, and documentation. Radio-
graphs of the welds were reviewed per ASME Section III, 1971 Edition, with
Summer 1973 Addenda, and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and
ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic technique deficiencies were identified'

in 609 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications were identified
in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs were made without
required shims under the penetrameters. An additional four radiographs were
made with insufficient shims under the penetraneter.

ASME Section III, 1971 Edition, with Summer 1973 Addenda, Appendix IX,,

paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shin thickness shall be selected so that
the total thickness being radiographed under the penetraneter is the same
as the total weld thickness...."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)'

Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,
states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus
the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically
similar material to the weld metal."

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the noted welds
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the Wh. H. Zimmer QA;

Manual, Section 11.2 (358/81-13-11).

All of the radiographs in which the penetrameters were insufficiently shimmed
i, were previously accepted by the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized

Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company) at the fabri-
cator's shop and at the site, the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),!

and the licensee at the site.

A penetrameter is a device used to determine the Laage quality of a radio-
graph, usually a thin strip of metal of a thickness specified as some'

percentage of thickness of the material being radiographed. Placed on
the part being radicgraphed, it is normally required that it be of material
radiographically similar to that of the item being inspected. Various
sized holes, multiples of the penetrameter thickness, are on the strip.

| The ability of the radiograph to show some definite size hole establishes
its quality. The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine
if the radiograph has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indicationsI

that are in noncomformance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient
| shimming of the penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thickness

under the penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness, thus estab-
lishing a valid reference for identifying weld indications. An insufficiently
shimmed penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received

:
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sufficient exposure to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion
of the weld that is thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

The licensee disagreed with the NRC interpretation of Paragraph IX-3334.4
of the ASME Code, Section III-1971, regarding the use of shims under the
penetrameter. This matter was discussed in a meeting on April 30, 1981,
between representatives of RIII, RIV, the State of Ohio, the National
Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and the licensee and his
consultants. The meeting is documented in IE Inspection Report No.
50-358/81-16. The representatives from the State of Ohio and the National
Board concurred with the NRC's position.

A second meeting to discuss shimming of the penetrameters was held at the
Zimmer site on June 29, 1981. Representatives from Region III, the State
of Oaio, the National Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and
the licensee and his consultants attended. Details of the meeting are
documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-21.

A program that may demonstrate the adequacy of the radiographs in question
is being implemented by CG&E and is included in the Quality Confirmation
Program. This program is included as Exhibit 17.

5.8.3.11 Verification

Region III inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the
respective radiographs by making an onionskin tracing of each weld from
the designated radiograph and then comparing the tracing to the individual
weld in the plant.

Table 5.8.3.11 - Verification of Radiographs of Welds

Pipeline No. Weld No. '

1FC36CA621 B

IMS20B3169 A
IFC02AB818 B

IMS20B3169 D
*

IFC39CA621 C
IFC02AB818 A

5.8.3.12 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC selected ten welds for which radiographs had
been taken with insufficient penetrameter shimming. The welds were selected
from the welds addressed in this report section and also from a list compiled
by the licensee. The selections were made based on a visual judgment ofi

I
relatively lesser radiographic quality and the ability to re-establish the
original radiographic (geometric) set-up. Of the ten welds selected only
seven were physically accessible to be radiographed. The seven welds were
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radiographed by a NRC contractor using the same radiographic technique
orginally used plus a second penetrameter which was sufficiently shimmed.
The new radiographs were of acceptable quality and an interpretation of
the radiographs did not indicate any rejectable indications for these
welds. Details of NRC independent measurements are documented in IE
Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.

5.8.4 Findings and Conclusions

Interviews with the individuals identified by the alleger did not provide
specific information of any defective weld. Therefore, the RIII inspector
examined more than 800 radiographs to determine the acceptablility of the
welds. No unacceptable welds were identified; however, 187. radiographs could
not be interpreted because of an unacceptable radiographic technique. To -

provide further assurance that both prefabricated and field welds are satis-
factory, the quality of the welds and the radiographic technique have been
addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program. As part of the
NRC's independent measurements, seven welds similar to the 187 of unaccept-
able technique were radiographed by a NRC contractor and no rejectable
indictions were identified in the new radiographs.

5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to assure that radiography
test requirements for shimming the penetrameter had been satisfied).

5.9 Design Control

5.9.1 Allegation

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after the fact to conform with
piping that already had been installed."

5.9.2 Background Information

Problems associated with the design and installation of large-bore piping
and pipe suspension systems were identified by the RIII inspection program;

beginning in May 1978. Similar problems were identified for small-borei

piping and pipe suspension systems beginning in February 1980. Seventeen
inspections have covered these large-bore and small-bore pipe and piping
suspension systems.

|

| Problems related to installations not being in accordance with design
| drawings were identified for large-bore piping and pipe suspension systems

in an August 1978 RIII inspection and for small-bore piping and pipe sus-
pension systems in a February 1980 inspection. The resolution of these
problems is being followed in the RIII inspection program.
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5.9.3 Investigation

5.9.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
Kaiser construction personnel used " construction aids" rather than final

design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe support hangers on
site. He stated that if a pipe support hanger or pipe piece was moved,
the construction aid was changed in the field without an engineer's
concurrence. He said there was no assurance that the pipe was in the
proper location or was installed as designed. He characterized this as
designing pipe hanger and support systems "after the fact" because the
construction aids were used as the final drawing after installation.

Individual A said the systems were not installed to follow drawings approved
by an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed by construc-
tion and the engineer took the construction aid and made it into the final

drawing for the system. He said this occurred because Sargent & Lundy (S&L),
the architect-engineer, did not have enough engineers assigned to the site
to draw and approve design changes on the pipe support system or to provide
accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to use when
installing the systems.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.9.3.2 InterviewwithfJamesTyn

On April 16, 1981, JamesTyner]ormerKaiserPipefitterSuperintendeny
was interviewed by C. He stated his concern about Kaiser's practice of
installing pipe supports from " construction aids" or " field sketches" rather
than from approved design drawings. He said construction was far ahead of
schedule and the designers were behind in this area. He stated that pipe
supports as drawn on the construction aid occasionally did not fit in the
location they were designed for and were moved arbitrarily and noted in
red on the construction aid. This change was then transposed to the final
drawingwithoutanengineer'sevaluationofthechange.Gyner] indicated
that this resulted from poor initial design on the construction aid itself.

(Tyne3alsosaidthat,inhisopinion,thelicenseedidnothavequalifiedl

j engineers or engineering support staff on site to properly draw the con-
| struction aids to match actual conditions in the plant.
|

5.9.3.3 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that
he was provided with a field construction drawing or construction plan
when installing systems in the plant. The system would be installed and
the engineering staff would be shown where construction personnel had made
changes or alterations in the installation of the system. He characterized

i
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this as construction designing the systems while they were being installed,
rather than designing the system by engineers. Individual B indicated that
in 1977 Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors contracted from Butler Services,
Inc., saw this practice and directed that it be stopped because it was
contrary to Quality Control Procedures.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.9.3.4 Review of Previous NRC Inspections

NRC has previously identified problems with the installation of r.*pe hangers
and the related quality assurance inspection program. These problems were
documented and notices of violation were issued in Region III Inspection
Reports No. 78-10, 78-18, 78-22, 78-27, 78-32, 79-03, 79-10, 79-11, 79-22,
79-37, 80-05, 80-13, 80-16, 80-22, 80-25, 81-04, and 81-17.

1. RIII inspection of large bore piping and pipe suspension system design
and installation was initiated in May, 1978. By the latter part of
1978, RIII was aware that most of the existing installations were not
in accordance with the design, due to implementation of an inadequate
installation and QA/QC program. The situation was further compounded
by the updating of GE design criteria that invalidated the previous
engineering design and calculations. Since then, the licensee has
determined that all installations are considered preliminary and that
final calculations will be performed prior to system test and acceptance.
Because of this, RIII has not inspected large bore piping suspension
system hardware since 1979. The findings relative to support installa-
tions not in accordance with design and inadequate design review remain
as open issues which will be reviewed by the NRC.

2. RIII inspection of small bore process and instrumentation piping and
pipe suspension system design and installation was initiated in February,
1980. Problems relative to field design changes being made without S&L
approval are documented in Inspection Report 80-05. At present, the
design of small bore systems is contracted to Nuclear Power Services, Inc.
(NPS). RIII review of the NPS program and its implementation will be a
part of future routine site inspections.

3. RIII inspections of small bore CRD piping and pipe suspension systems
design and installation were performed in December, 1980. The inspection
identified inadequacies in design and the QA/QC programs and as a result
CG&E issued a Stop Work Order. RIII followup inspection in June, 1981
(Report No. 81-17) resolved most of the findings; however, the present
RCI design control provisions relative to procedures, verification, and
approval remain open. '

The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been and continue to
be closely monitored by Region III.

t

!

i
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1
' 5.9.4 Findings and Conclusions

There have been cases of both large-bore and small-bore piping and pipe
suspension systems being installed without proper design control. Field
installations have been made that were not in accordance with approved
design documents. This problem was initially identified for large-bore
piping systems during a May 1978 RIII inspection. It was initially
identified for small-bore piping systems during an RIII inspection in
February 1980, which was conducted as a result of an allegation concerning
small-bore piping problems at another RIII facility.

These problems have resulted in items of noncompliance, management meetings
,

with the licensee and licensee stop work orders, one of which was confirmed
in an Immediate Action Letter. Resolution of these problems is not complete
and is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

' 5.9.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.10 Cable Tray Hangers and Loading

5.10.1 Allegation

" Shock-absorbing electrical tray hangers previously found unsatisfactory
are still unsafe due to faulty welds, and electrical cable trays remain
dangerously full."

5.10.2 Background Information

During an interview on February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate and a GAP
representative, Thomas Devine, indicated that Edwin Hofstadter was the
source of this allegation.

Hofstadter was employed by Husky Products, the Zimmer cable tray vendor,
i between February 8,1973 and August 4,1978. He wrote a letter of com-

plaint that he sent to various parties on August 18, 1978. RIII personnelt

' contacted him by telephone on September 9, 1978, and he was interviewed by
RIII personnel on September 29, 1978. His allegations, relating to materials
and welding on cable trays supplied to the Zimmer and Clinton sites, were
investigated in detail by RIII, and the findings related to Zimmer are

,

| documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/78-21. The RIII investigation
i resulted in one item of noncompliance (a deficiency), but cable tray materials
! and welding were considered acceptable.

During the 1978 RIII investigation, Hofstadter sent a series of letters
to the NRC (dated September 30, October 9, 19, 20, 31, December 15, 1978,
and February 11, 1979) stating his concerns and expressing dissatisfaction

; with NRC investigation findings. On February 2,1979, a public press con-

I ference was held in Cincinnati wherein RIII personnel met with Hofstadter,
a lawyer representing Ralph Nader, and representatives of Citizens Against
A Radioactive Environment (CARE), an intervenor group, to discuss the NRC

- investigation.

- 79 -

.-. - - -.-_ -_ - - . . - - - - . - . _ _ . _.



.

DRAFT 1 10/14/81

At RIII's request, a vendor inspection of Husky Products was performed by
Region IV personnel'during February 12-15, 1979 (Report No. 99900356/79-01).
The inspection did not identify significant deficiencies (QA Manual lacked
description of duties or policy statement, weld procedure 107 lacked
welding parameters for metal under 1/4-in.).

On March 9, 1979, CARE sent a letter to various media representatives, taking
issue with the RIII finding of cable tray acceptability. Subsequently, the
Mississippi Valley Power Project (NVPP), another intervenor group, introduced
the acceptability of cable trays and cable tray loading as contentions in the
Zimmer licensing hearings. These contentions were accepted for litigation,
and extensive testimony by NRC, Husky Products, CG&E, Hofstadter, and NVPP
personnel is documented in the hearing transcripts.

A review of the Atomic Safety Licensing Board hearing transcripts did not
reveal any significant information not included in the RIII investigation
report. The conclusion of cable tray acceptability has not been altered.

Hofstadter made no allegations concerning cable tray hangers, and these'

were not supplied by Husky Products.

A report (50.55e) was submitted to NRC by the licensee concerning cable
tray hanger welding deficiencies on July 17, 1978. A followup report was
sent to the NRC on October 30, 1978. Review of the licensee's corrective
actions was performed during an inspection conducted March 21-23, 1979.
During that inspection, corrective action appeared to be acceptable, but
had not been completed.

5.10.3 Investigation

5.10.3.1 Interview of Edwin Hofstadter

Edwin Hofstadter was contacted by telephone on July 31, 1981. He stated his'

concerns dealt with cable tray (fittings) welding, and he had no knowledge
of cable tray hangers. He expressed concern regarding cable tray loading at
Zimmer.

5.10.3.2 Observations and Reviews Concerning Cable Tray Hanger Welds

The following. findings address the present review of the allegation as
. expressed by GAP in their letter of December 10, 1980, to the Merit Systems

Protection Board concerning cable tray hangers and cable tray loading.

RIII inspectors made visual inspections of both vendor and field welds on
the following Superstrut cable tray hangers in the cable spreading room and
blue switchgear room, and at an elevation of 473-ft in the auxiliary building.'

The following data was noted for the cable spreading room:
|

1. No. 14H11FEC145--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

:

i

- 80 -

i

, - - - - - _ . . - - - , - , . - _ . , . - - - _ _ - - , . . - - _ . - - . - . . . - _ ~ - - . - - - - - , - . _ _ . . - -.
-



DRAFT 1 10/14/81

4

i 2. No. 14H11FEC147--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 4H2FEC193--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection,

covered with fireproofing

4. No. 15H1FEC160--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing

! 5. No. 70HFEC165 (cross brace member No. 23HV5FEC294)--welds had irregular
profile, porosity, and undercut

i

6. No.15H2FEC175 (second horizontal member from the top)--weld had undercut,

| 7. No. 14H11FEC146 (cross member)--an apparent vendor weld had undercut
and slag

| 8. No. 16H1FEC156 (weld marked rejected)--weld had spatter and undercut

All of these welds were painted; therefore, the RIII inspector examined for
relatively large discontinuities only.

The unacceptable welds identified on han'gers 70HFEC165, 15H2FEC175,
14H11FEC146, and 16HIFEC156 were not controlled in any QA document. This
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 15 (358/81-13-12).

i The RIII inspectors reviewed approximately 180 construction inspection
plans (CIPs) and inspection records for the hangers in the cable spreading
room (elevation 536 ft in the north section of the auxiliary building). The
licensee stated that inspections documented on the CIPs also included vendor
welds, even though the records only reflected field welds. The vendor welds
were inspected because of repairs necessary to close the 10 CFR 50.55(e)

| report telephoned to NRC on July 17, 1978. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
indicated that vendor welds on Superstrut cable tray hangers, which were
used only in the cable spreading room (PW Industries hangers are utilized
elsewhere and appear acceptable), did not meet the visual inspection
requirements of AWS D1.1-1972. The CIP records and the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report indicate that all of the final field and vendor welds were reinspected
af ter repairs were made to welds on more than half of the 141 hangers. These
were accepted by the licensee in December 1980 and January 1981.

No inspection records were available to indicate that in process inspections
of either the field or vendor welds were made to verify proper filler metal,
weld procedure, welder's qualifications, surface conditions, etc., as
required by the AWS Di.1-1972 Code, Section 6. Certificates had been
supplied by the vendor stating that the material met the purchase specifi-
cation requirements. The RIII inspector requested the licensee to obtain
the in process and field weld inspection records for the hanger welds made
by the vendor (Superstrut). A letter dated May 1, 1981, from Midland-Ross
Corporation to CG&E was provided to the RIII inspector on June 1,1981.
The letter indicated that Superstrut had been acquired by the Midland-Ross
Corporation in January 1978, and that no records could be located with
respect to in process inspection of hangers supplied to Zimmer.

81 --
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Discussions with pertinent QC management and inspection personnel revealed
that the welds documented on the above CIPs had been inspected after having
been painted. The licensee stated that field visual examinations of tray
hanger welds were based on H. J. Kaiser Company Procedure No. SPPM 4.6,
Revision 8, dated August 29, 1980, paragraph 5.1.3, which states, " Surface
condition--joint surfaces to be examined shall be cleaned and free from slag,
rust, arc burns, paint, dirt, or other contaminants that would interfere with

i the examination." The licensee stated that paint (Galvanox) applied to the
hanger welds did not interfere with visual examination and, in some cases,>

actually highlighted discontinuities.

AWS DI.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, states, ". .. Welded joints shall not be
painted until after the work has been completed and accepted...."

The apparent lack of in process and adequate final inspections of the
above field and vendor hanger welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion X, and the Wh. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1.2 (358/81-13-13).

The RIII inspector requested the design acceptance criteria that was used
by QC to evaluate the undercut on hanger 15H2FEC175. The licensee provided
S&L Specification H-2713, Supplement 7, Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser
Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, Revision 8, paragraph 5.2.9, which allows up to
1/16-in. undercut on the cable tray hanger welds. The 1/16-in. criterion
does not comply with AWS D1.1-1972, Section 3.6.4, which states, "For
buildings and tubular structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch
deep when its direction is transverse to primary tensile stress in the part
that is undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."

Further review of Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, paragraph 5.2, revealed other
noted exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 code. These exceptions included
fillet weld size and weld convexity. On March 5, 1981, S&L provided a
documented investigation program of fillet weld size for P-W Industries
cable pan hangers, purchase order No. 7070-25102. This program was
performed by Gladstone Laboratory of Cincinnati to substantiate the ,

design adequacy of the undersized fillet welds at the flare bevel joints
of the cable pan hangers. The study was based on a sample of 95 welds
cut from P-W cable tray hangers. The 95 welds were sectioned and etched
to determine actual weld size and relative weld quality. Only one weld

I was identified as rejectable due to a lack of fusion. Although this study
may justify that the weld size was adequate where the weld penetration
was not measurable by normal visual techniques, no justification was pro-
vided to substantiate the exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 Code requirements, .

[ concerning weld convexity and undercut.
l

| These deviations from the AWS Code are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
l Criterion III, the Wh. H. Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, and the Wh. H. Zimmer
| QA Manual, Section 3.3 (358/81-13-14).

The following data was noted for the blue switchgear room hangers (eleva-
tion 525 ft and drawing E-96):-

1

|
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1. No. 1H029--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. SH25--foot connection covered with fireproofing; no visible
unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 5H30 (2)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

4. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

5. No. 1H079--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

6. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
i
' 7. 2 Nos. SH19--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

8. No. 109HV4 (east and west sides)--had unacceptable weld discontinuities
that were controlled on construction inspection. plans (records)

9. No. 1H28-2--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

10. No. 1H28-1--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

11. No. 1H29--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

12. No. 5H30--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
!

13. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

14. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

15. No. SH19 (4)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

16. No. 5H3(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

17. No. SH2(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

18. No. 5H25--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing.

The following data was noted for elevation 473 ft auxiliary building
hangers:

1. No. SH009 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 4H3 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 2H1 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

4. No. 5H010 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

5. No. SH012 (drawing E-91)--no unaccaptable weld discontinuities

;

i
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6. No. 6H1 (2) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

7. No. 6H1 (1) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

Four to six welds were inspected on each of the preceding hangers.

Several of the tray hanger foot connections (where the hangers are attached
to the structural beams) were covered with fireproofing and could not be
inspected. Therefore, the RIII inspector requested QC inspection documen-
tation to assure that the welds covered by fireproofing were acceptable.
The licensee provided a copy of Surveillance Report (SR) No. 2893 dated
January 8,1981, which stated that 94 of 179 (Superstrut) cable tray hangers
in the cable spreading room have one or both foot connections covered with
fireproofing. The SR requested clarification as to what QC should do since
the foot connections had not been inspected. As of March 27, 1981, the SR
had no disposition.

This item is unresolved pending resolution of SR No. 2893 and action to
resolve other hanger connections throughout the plant that were covered
before they were inspected (358/81-13-15).

The concerns identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

5.10.3.3 Observations, Reviews, and Interviews Concerning Cable Tray Loading

The RIII inspector made field observations, reviewed and discussed site
control measures, and reviewed and discussed the design basis and verifica-
tions regarding cable tray loading. Tray loading was considered in three
aspects: cable ampacity or thermal loading; physical weight loading; and
the commitments in the Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1.

1. The following cable tray routing points (nodes) were selected for the
reviews and discussions:

a. 1057A--yellow division / power tray--selected because of the high
design index (DI) of 1.44 (see 5.10.3.3 paragraph 3 for explanation

i of design index).

b. 2025A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high DI
of 1.46.

c. 2023A--blue division / power tray--selected for verification of DI
accuracy (DI of 1.18).

|

! d. 2038A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high
DI of 1.44.

i

e. 2039A--blue division / power tray--selected during field observa-
tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.

|

|
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f. 1073A--yellow division / power tray--selected for verification of
the number of cables installed.

3 1104B--yellow division / control tray--selected because of the high
DI of 1.54.

h. 2027A--blue division / power tray--selected because of high DI of
1.46.

;

2. The RIII inspector and a licensee representative counted the 'eables in-
the following tray nodes and compared the counts with the number of cables
listed in the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report, dated February 2,1981:

Mode Field Count Report Count

a. 1057A 27 27
b. 2025A 24 23 (see explanation below)
c. 2039A 39 39
d. 1073A 32 33 (see explanation below)

The Cable Pan Loading Report is a computerized periodical that gives
the design status of cable tray loads. The report identifies individ-
ual cable numbers that have been specified to be routed through the
segmented tray points (nodes).

The RIII inspector reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report
dated February 5,1981, and some cable pull (installation cards) to
verify that the cables specified for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, and
1073A in the Loading Report had actually been installed. For tray
node 2025A, cable No. LL145 was found to be two individual conductors
and, for tray node 1073A, the records indicated that cable No. VP210
had not yet been installed, which accounted for the discrepancies
between the preceding field and report counts. No other discrepancies
were identified in either the design or installation reports and records
for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, 2039A, and 1073A. Thus, the design and
installation records appeared to match the numbers of cables actually
installed in the plant.

The RIII inspector also compared the number of cables specified in
the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report for tray nodes 2023A against the
H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report. The cables on the two reports
matched.

3. The RIII inspector inquired how the computerized design index program
correlated to Zimmer FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 (dealing with ampacity) and
Section 3.10.1.2.3.c (dealing with physical weight limitations).

a. The Zimmer FSAR states the following:

8.3.3.1.1 In Trays

All power cables to be used in ZPS-1 are assigned
in accordance with Table 8.3-18. The tables for
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power cable loading are based on IPCEA [ Insulated
Power Cable Engineers Association] Publication
No. P-46-426.

8.3.3.1.2 Not In Trays

The thermal ampacity of power and control cables
with no part of their length in solid-bottom tray
are in accordance with IPCEA P-46-426, with appro-
priate rating factors applied for ambient, shields,
and direct-current service.

8.3.3.1.3 Fill

The summation of the cross-sectional areas of the
cables shall not exceed 50% of the tray usable
cross-sectional area or two layers of cables,
whichever is larger, but not to exceed 60% of the
cross-sectional area in any case.

Conduit is sized in accordance with Sargent & Lundy
Standard EDSB-10, Electrical Drafting Reference for
Determining Conduit and Pipe Sizes, which limits
conduit fill to the percentages established by the
National Electric Code.

Section 3.10.1.2.3.c
" Cable tray loading of 40 psf (pounds per square foot) is
used throughout."

b. On March 17 and March 19, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of
Electrical Engineering described the correlation between the
FSAR and the design index program as follows:

|

| The power cable ampacity loading is based not on IPCEA P-46-426
' (1562), but on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (by J. Stolpe) printed in

1970, IPCEA P-54-440 (1975), which was based on Stolpe's Paper,
and S&L Standard ESA-104a (revised November 1, 1972).

The Stolpe method bases ampacity on the depth-of-fill design of
cables in the tray rather than on the percentage fill. S&L uses
a 2-in. depth-of-fill as the basis for selecting a cable for a
partictlar ampere load.

(1) The 2-in. depth-of-fill design results in a major conservatism
because of the following:

(a) Load diversity--many cables carry current only intermit-
tently (e.g., valve operators, sump pumps, etc.).

(b) Cable size granularity--only a few cable types and
sizes are purchased, resulting in selection of over-
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sized cables for most services. This means many cables
would be capable of carrying larger currents (rated)
than those actually carried.

(c) Design ampere margin--the design ampere loads used to
select cables before the final equipment design data
is known are necessarily conservative (high).

(2) Because of the above conservatisms, the S&L design practices
are as follows:

(a) Cables are routed into trays without limiting fill.

(b) The resulting fill is monitored as the design proceeds.

(c) When the fill reaches a target level, the actual heat
load is calculated and, if the heat load exceeds the
allowable amount, sufficient cables are removed from
the affected trays.

To accomplish steps (2)(b) and (2)(c), S&L uses the design index
program. The design index is a measure of tray fill and is expressed
mathematically as follows:

Design Index = The sum of the (cable diameters)2
Useable area of the tray

where useable ares (UA) equals tray width times design depth-of-fill
(design depth-of-fill is based on square cables) and 50% of the tray
cross-sectional area.

For 24 in. x 4 in. power trays, the total area equals 96 sq in. and
useable area equals 24 in. x 2 in, equals 48 sq in.

2(d )DI =
UA

where

E = summation
d = cable diameter

This equation is consistent with the Stolpe method. " Percent Fill" is
not consistent with the Stolpe method because the depth of the tray is
used rather than the depth of the cables in the tray. Percent fill is
also based on the actual cable cross-sectional area rather than the
square cable that is assumed in the Stolpe method. Expressed mathe-
matically,

Sum f cable cross-sectional areas x 100
Percent Fill = Total cross-sectional tray area
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2where the sum of cable cross-sectional areas equals E(pi x r )
with r = radius of the cable and pi = 3.1416.

Thus,

2
Percent Fill = E (pi x r ) x 100

Total area
The relation between design index and percent fill is therefore

2E(pi x r ) x 100

Percent Fill , Total area
Design Index 2E(d )

Useable area

since the total area (TA) equals 2 times the useable area (UA)
and d = 2 x r.

2
d pg

E[pi x I ] x 100 TE (d ) x 100
PF_ , 2(UA) 2,

2 2E(d ) E(d )
UA

=fx100=39.3%perDI
Thus, for a 4-in.-deep tray:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 2-in. design depth-of-
fill (square cables)

j 50% Actual Fill :- 1.27 Design Index = 2.54-in. design depth-
| of-fill (square cables)

60% Actual Fill = 1.52 Design Index = 3.04-in. design depth-
|

of-fill (square cables)

and for a 6-in.-deep tray: -

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 3-in. design depth-of
fill (square cables)

| Based on the preceding relationships between design index and depth
of square cables, and the fact that S&L has used a 2-in. depth-of-fill
as the basis of selecting cables for particular ampere loads, the
cables in tray nodes with a DI over 1.0 would have to be re-evaluated
considering the increased. depths. This item is unresolved pending
completion of the re-evaluations (358/81-13-16).

.
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!

. The above design basis for cable ampacity was a deviation from the'

design (FSAR) and was not identified on any control document. This is |
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer ;

QA Manual, Section 3.6 (358/81-13-17).
;

On March 17, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of Electrical Engineering
stated that appropriate modifications to the FSAR would be submitted.
Also, specific consideration would be given to the differing types of

,

cable insulations, addressed in the previously discussed publications '

(standards), when compared with the cable insulations used in Zimmer.

4. The RIII inspector reviewed S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0,
dated February 6, 1978, paragraph 4.5, which states, "The Senior Elec-
trical Project Engineer shall assign an electrical engineer to run
thermal loading calculations for all power tray routing points with
a design index exceeding 1.25. He shall compare these loadings, in
watts per feet, with the watts per feet limits established for the

,

design indexes involved."

The RIII inspector requested the thermal calculations for tray nodes j

2025A, 1057A, 2038A, and 2027A that had dis in excess of 1.25. S&L
provided calculations for nodes 2025A, 1057A, and 2027A. These
calculations were performed in 1978 and 1979 and had not been reviewed
or approved. S&L described these as interim calculations, which would
have to be redone after all of the final electrical loads in the plant
were established and defined. Thermal calculations had not been per-
formed for tray sode 2038A.

S&L provided a controlled list dated February 24, 1981 of 37 routing
points (nodes) with design indexes over 1.25. Thirty-four of these
tray points exceed the 50% tray fill requirement specified in the
FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1. Tray nodes 1104B and 2025B also exceed 60%
fill. The S&L Assistant Manager stated that thermal calculations
(both allowable and actual) will be performed in the near future for
all power trays with a DI over 1.25. These calculations will be
provided to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved (358/81-13-18).

5. Neither S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0, nor any other
document established controls to verify the thermal loading power of
cable (penetration) sleeves and the physical (dead weight) loading

! of trays (power, control, and instrument).

! a. The Cable Pan Loading Report included the design indexes of
sleeves. Sleeve #SL111 had a reported DI of 1.29 and sleeve4

#SL105 had a reported DI of 1.26. A controlled list of power
sleeves with a DI over 1.25 was not maintained.

b. S&L stated that a design index of 1.25 would be used as the
factor to determine when calculations would be performed for
physical (dead weight) loading.
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: The lack of design control measures to verify the adequacy of the
thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of trays is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the W. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.11.2 (358/81-13-19).

S&L revised Instruction PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 1, Sections 4.5, 4.6, and
4.7, on March 18, 1981 to include requirements to verify and control the '

| thermal-loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of all trays
(power, control, and instrument) that have a design index over 1.25.

'

S&L stated that calculations for the physical loads of all power,
control, and instrument trays, and for thermal loads of all power
sleeves with a design index over 1.25, will be performed in the near
future. These calcula Q as will be provided to NRC Region III.

The RIII inspector requested the justification for using the design
index program for the determining factor for physical loads since the
design index program had absolutely no relation to physical weight.
The RIII inspector also requested justification for using the design

! index of 1.25 as the determining limit for performing design calcula-
tions. S&L stated that both of the justifications would be provided
to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved pending evaluation of the
justification for using a design index program (358/81-13-20).

1

i 6. The RIII inspector observed a note on the bottom of the thermal calcu-
lation sheet dated December 27, 1979 for cable tray #1057A. The note
indicated that two cables "#VC016 and VC073 are overloaded." The noted
overloaded cables were not identified on any control document that
would have required appropriate evaluation and disposition. S&L
personnel stated that a control program did not exist for such design
deviations when identified by S&L engineers. This is contrary to

'

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the En. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 3.6 (358/81-13-21).

! 7. The RIII inspector determined the physical weight of yellow division
control tray 1104B.

The total weight of the cables for tray 1104B was determined to be

3 06 2= 36.53 lb/ft

Therefore, tray 1104B (DI 1.54) is in complianc with FSAR
Section 3.10.1.2.3, which allows up to 40 lb/ft

Problems identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality Con-
firmation Program.

1
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5.10.4 Findings and Conclusions

This allegation raises concerns of potential safety importance that cannot
be assessed without further inspections and evaluations by the licensee and
NRC.

Cable tray hanger weld deficiencies in the cable spreading room had been
reported to the NRC in July 1978 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The
licensee's corrective action of this matter was completed in January 1981.
Although this matter was being carried as an open inspection item by NRC,
the licensee's final corrective action was not reviewed prior to this
investigation effort. This investigation effort disclosed that the hanger
welds throughout the plant had not been inspected before the welds were
painted or coated with fireproofing.

i

The acceptability of electrical tray hanger welds is unresolved pending
(1) additional inspections of hanger welds, which will be made after paint
and fireproofing have been removed, and (2) establishment of the quality
of those welds for which in process inspections were not performed and for
which inspection criteria deviated from AWS Code requirements.

The acceptability of electrical cable trays fill and loading is unresolved
pending the completion and review of tray-loading calculations for several
tray-routing points; re-evaluations of cable selections; establishment of
the actual design basis and verification measures for cable tray loading;
establishment of design measures to verify the thermal loading of power
sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and establishment of measures
to control design deviations.

It should be noted that the time to determine compliance with ampacity
requirements.is at the completion of the electrical design. According to

' the licensee and A/E this was to be accomplished.
!

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.'

5.10.5 Items of Non~ compliance;

Six items of noncompliance were identified. (Failure to identify and control
I unacceptable welds on four cable tray hangers; failure to execute the programs

for inprocess and final (before painting) inspections of cable tray hanger -

welds; failure to assure that appropriate weld inspection criteria (1/32 inch
undercut) wap specified in design documents; failure to control deviations
from the design basis for cable ampacity; failure to establish measures to
assure verification of the design adequacy of the thermal loading of power
sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and failure to establish measures
to assure that design deviations, identified by S&L engineers, were controlled).

These items have generic applicability to plants designed by S&L and are being
forwarded to' NRC Region IV, Vendor Inspection Branch for generic followup.
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|

5.11 Cloaned Intake j

5.11.1 Allegation

" Sand and mud choke the feedwater pumps and intake flues carrying makeup
water to the cooling tower, because of a flaw in the plant's design.
Pumps used to rectify the flaw quickly burn out."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), it was clarified that this allegation pertained to the

,

river intake. The river intake provides service water, not feedwater.

5.11.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.

The licensee reported silting conditions to Region III by telephone on
June 18, 1979, and by CG&E letters QA-1148 dated June 20, 1979 and
QA-1168 dated July 23, 1979, and service water pump impeller wear con-
ditions by telephone on August 10, 1979 and by in letters QA-1196 dated
September 6, 1979, QA-1239 dated December 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated
December 17, 1980, that were sent to NRC Region III pursuant to the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). Copies of these letters are included
as Exhibit 18.

The silting and pump impeller wear conditions, along with the measures to'

correct these conditions, are described in Appendix J of the Wh. H. Zimmer
FSAR, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (see Exhibit 19).

5.11.3 Investination

A review was made of the 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports and related documents.
Additional investigation was not performed by RIII because the matter was
known and resolution was in progress.

The corrective measures to be taken, as described in licensee submittals,
have been reviewed and accepted in Subsection 9.2.1 of NUREG-0528, " Safety
Evaluation Report (SER) Related to the Operation of Wh. H. Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station, Unit 1," Supplement 1, issued in June 1981 by the Office of-

Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Region III considers this to be an open item pending completion of the
corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Appendix-J,
Revision 69, dated December 1980 (358/81-13-22).

'

5.11.4 Findings and Conclusions

The licensee reported the silting condition concerning the service water
intake structure to NRC Region III in June 1979 pursuant to the require-
ments of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The plant design and operating procedures had
to be modified to control the silting condition.
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Accelerated service water pump impeller wear was reported by the licensee
in August 1979 pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

The silting and pump impeller wear concerns are open items pending completion
of corrective measures described in the W . H. Zimmer Final Safety Analysism
Report (FSAR), Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (including a
sedimentation monitoring program and plant modifications) and review by RIII
inspectors. The implementation of these corrective measures will be reviewed
during a subsequent inspection.

5.11.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.12 Overpressurization Incident

5.12.1 Allegation

"A design flaw in the heat exchanger control panel permitted an operator
mistakenly to force 1200 pounds of pressure through pipes only meant to

'

handle 300 pounds, ripping the pipe and soaking electricians with a hard
spray of water that would have been radioactive had the plant been in
operation."

5.12.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.

The licensee reported the overpressurization incident in CG&E letter QA-1106
dated March 2, 1979 (see Exhibit 20) pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR
50.55 (e) . The report indicated that on January 19, 1979, during a construc-
tion test to demonstrate the flow rate through the high-pressure core spray
(HPCS) system orifice, the steam jet air ejector was overpressurized and
failed. The report indicates two operator errors as the cause of the
overpressurization. The errors involved two administrative 1y controlled
valves, which were incorrectly documented as closed. " Administratively",

| means that the valve positions (e.g., open, closed, etc.) are verified and
documented in accordance with site procedures. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
also stated that the design, utilizing two administratively controlled
valves, was permitted by the ASME Section III Code, and concluded that the
overpressurization incident was not due to a design deficiency, although a
check valve would have compensated for the two operator errors.

Although water in the HPCS system is not presently radioactive, it can be
contaminated during normal operation.

!
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5.12.3 Investination

5.12.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he
recalled an incident when the heat exchanger control panel was pressurized
with 1200 pounds of pressurized water when it was only meant to handle
300 pounds. He said he learned that high pressure water entered the
low pressure system and ruptured pipes in the low pressure system. He said
two electricians in the area were doused with water when the pipes ruptured.
He related that other plant employees said this incident occurred because
an operator apparently failed to turn off a valve allowing high pressure
water to enter the low pressure system.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.12.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1931, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated he recalled an
incident when the " alpha air injector condenser" on the ground floor of the
turbine building was injected with high-pressure water instead of low pressure
water and the pipes in the condenser ruptured. He said other workers in the
plant told him this occurred because an operator failed to close the high-
pressure valve and the high pressure water entered the low pressure system
and ruptured the lines.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.12.3.3 Record Review
,

Region III inspectors have previously reviewed the overpressurization concern
as documented in _the following excerpts of IE Inspection Reports No. 79-06,
Section 8; No. 79-23, page 4; No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5; and No. 80-06, page 2.

Report No. 79-06, Section 8
|

| "The inspector reviewed the event of January 19, 1979, during which high
pressure core spray (HPCS) water entered the condensate (CD) and low pressure
core spray (LPCS) systems because valves IE22-F003 and F031 had been left
open causing a rupture of the steam jet air ejector condenser IA. The review
consisted of interviews with testing and operating personnel and a review of
the licensee's final report on his investigation of the event. The review

| showed that:

"a. Procedure OP.HP.01-4, Revision 0 was used to lineup, fill and vent
the HPCS system.
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l

"b. At the completion of the fill and vent operation the operator never
completed Step 5.1.5 which required him to close valves 1E22-F003 and
F-31. With these two valves open the CD and HPCS systems became
crosstied thru the cycled condensate (CY) system. The operator claims
he informed the Shift Supervisor that he had left the two valves open
while the latter does not recall being told. This failure to follow
procedures is contrary to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V
and is considered to be an example of an item of noncompliance (358/79-
06-06B) of the infraction level.

"c. For some unknown reason, valve 1E21-F025 which had been safety tagged
closed under Switching Order No. 781317, dated November 16, 1978, was
in the open position. This completed the cross connection of the LPCS
and HPCS systems. Violation of Switching Order No. 781317 is contrary
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and is considered an example of
an item of noncompliance (358-79-06-06C) of the infraction level. The
switching order was cleared on January 24, 1979. The corrective action
which the licensee is currently taking regarding a previous noncompliance
with the safety tagging procedure (358-79-01-01) is also applicable to
this event, therefore the inspector stated no response to this item of
noncompliance is required.

"d. Paragraph 13.0 of Safety Tagging Procedure EC. SAD.02, Revision 00
allows for the operation of equipment for test purposes without the
removal of the safety tags. It is possible that valve IE21-F025 was
operated for test purposes thru tags and subsequently left open by

The inspectors have objected to Paragraph 13.0 of the Safetyerror.
Tagging Procedure.

"On March 21, 1979, the licensee issued operating memo 79-2, Revision 9,
which specifically requires that "Do Not Operate" tags must be removed
before energizink electrical equipment or opening valves. An exception
is made in the case of electrical testing conducted by EOTD in which case
only the EOTD master tag will be left in place.

"e. On December 12, 1977, a General Electric system engineer recommended
that a check valve be installed on line IHP18A3 downstream of valve
1E22-F013) because a similar overpressurization of a small section
of low pressure piping had occurred. The recommendation was rejectedi

I because the licensee thought that two valves (IE22-F003 and F031) plus
administrative controls were sufficient to prevent recurrence. The
licensee stated the check valve will be installed. All other ECCS
systems have check valves in the line from the CY system.

"The inspector stated his concern regarding repeatable occurrences where
a lack of communication or understanding between parties have resulted
in damage to equipment. It is our intention to closely monitor the
licensee's performance during the preoperational test program to deter-

,

mine the adequacy of plant staffing and training as fuel load date'

approaches."

- 95 -

_



DRAFT 3 10/15/81

Report No. 79-06, page 2

"(Closed) Noncompliance (358/79-01-01). Failure to follow safety tagging
(switching order) procedure. The inspector found that the licensee is
conducting safety tagging refresher training for all operations personnel
and systems engineers as stated in their letter, Borgmann to Heishman,
dated February 28, 1979."

Report No. 79-23, page 4

"(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report: Overpressurization of the steam jet
air ejector heat exchanger (tube side). The inspector established that
a check valve has been installed as stated in the licensee's report dated
March 1, 1979 (QA-1106). This item remains open pending further review by
NRC Operations Branch."

Report No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5

"(Closed) Overpressurization of the steam jet air ejector heat exchanger
(tube side). NR number 7247R1, dated February 21, 1979, stated that over
pressure to 1200 psi of the LPCS piping system occurred in addition to
others. The A-E (Sargent and Lundy) analyzed the piping system and valves
with dispositions as follows:

"1. Carbon steel piping 3/4" up to 12" acceptable since stress was well
below yield point.

i "2. The one stainless steel 3/4" pipe is likewise o.k.

| "3. Six hundred pound valves are acceptable with the pressure experienced
; only being a repeat hydro test.

"4. Three hundred pound and 150 pound valves the manufacturer should be
consulted.

"5. The relief valve' causing the problem should be retested and reset.

"Further information available (Construction Engineering Report dated
April 14, 1979) stated that the valve manufacturers recommended a seat
leakage test be conducted on the valves and that this test was performed
without any leaks being detected and it further stated that the relief

| valve had been removed, tested and reset of set points done. The NR was
signed as completed on October 25, 1979. The inspector indicated that heI

had no further questions regarding this item."

Report No. 80-06, page 2

"(Closed) Noncompliance (50-358/79-06b). Failure to follow OP.HP.01-4
valve lineup. (Not closing valves IE22-F003 and IE22-F031.) The inspector

|
' reviewed the licensee's action to prevent further non-adherence to proce-

dures and found them acceptable."
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The licensee's General Engineering Department report of April 24, 1979
(excluding attachments and tables) documents the final disposition of
NR-7247RI.

5.12.4 Findings and Conclusions

The overpressure event referred to in the allegation was reported to the
NRC in March 1979, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The event was caused
by operator errors, that incorrectly permitted two valves to remain open,
rather than inadequate system design.

The actions taken by the licensee to assure the quality of the affected
piping and components and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by the
NRC prior to the allegation and found satisfactory.

5.12.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.13 Lax Fuel Security

5.13.1 Allegation

"There have been periods when there were no security surveillance cameras
during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-
sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

On February 26, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials, Thomas Devine
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office, they
advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers Jeffrey Hyde and
Ronald Wright were aware of periods of time when the nuclear fuel was left
unattended. It was alleged these situations presented a threat to the public
health and safety and left the fuel susceptible to terrorism, theft, and/or
diversion.

In addition, it was alleged that the walls of the fuel storage area were
" blow-out" walls, designed to give way during tornadoes.

5.13.2 Background Information

On June 26, 1978, NRC Special Nuclear Material License No. SNM-1823 was
issued to CG&E authorizing receipt, possession, inspection, and storage
(at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station) of 2,000 kilograms of
uranium-235 (U-235) reactor fuel at an enrichment not to exceed 2%. The
U-235 CG&E received was in the form of new (unirradiated) reactor fuel assen-
blies. These assemblies are stored on the 627-ft level (seventh floor)
of the reactor building in the spent fuel pool.

Nuclear fuel enriched above natural levels but less than 10% in the U-235
isotope is defined under 10 CFR 73.2(y) as "special nuclear material of
low strategic significance." The physical protection requirements for
possession of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at
a fixed site are set forth in 10 CFR 73.67(f), which states the following:
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"Each licensee who possesses or uses special nuclear material of
low strategic significance at fixed sites, except those who are
licensed to operate a nuclear power reactor pursuant to Part 50,
shall:

"(1) Store or use the material only within a controlled access
area,

"(2) Monitor with an intrusion alarm or other device or procedures
i the controlled access areas to detect unauthorized penetrations

or activities,

"(3) Assure that a watchman or offsite response force will respond
to all unauthorized penetrations or activities, and

"(4) Establish and maintain response procedures for dealing with,

threats of thefts or thefts of such material."

The licensee is obligated to abide by the preceding requirements and any
special conditions set forth or committed to in Special Nuclear Material !

License No. SNM-1823. A licensee (prior to being granted an operating
license) is not required to comply with other more stringent physical'

security requirements of 10 CFR 73.
'

During NRC safeguards inspections conducted on September 25, 1979 (Report
No. 70-2838/79-01) and January 22-23, 1981 (Report No. 70-2838/81-01),.it
was determined that the licensee was complying with the requirements of
10 CFR 73.67(f) and License No. SNM-1823 with regards to protection and
storage of the nuclear fuel.

:

NRC License No. SNM-1823 requires that administrative controls be used
to control access to the new fuel storage area. To implement the pro-

,

visions of the license and 10 CFR 73.67(f), the licensee wrote and'

included in the Station Administrative Directives, Procedure No. SE. SAD.03
Rev. 1, which is entitled " Interim Access Control, New Fuel Storage Area."

,

The primary purpose of this directive (as well as subsequent related pro-'

cedural issuances and revisions) is to provide the administrative require-
ments for access control to the 627-ft elevation of the reactor building

i during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel, in accordance withi

( their NRC license. Procedure No. SE. SAD.03 Rev. 1, requires that a minimum
of one watchman be stationed at the location where normal entry and/or exit
to the 627-ft elevation is controlled. The watchman's purpose in being
stationed at this location is to control access and maintain surveillance
of the 627-ft elevation during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel.
" Watchman" as used in this context is defined by 10 CFR 73.2(d) as "an
individual, not necessarily uniformed or armed with a firearm, who provides
protection for a plant and the special nuclear material therein in the course

| of performing other duties."

In August 1979, when CG&E was preparing to receive the first shipment
of nuclear fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security, Inc., t'o provide ten
security officers (watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security

!
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:

: for the receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security
personnel were required to adhere to the policy and/or procedures pre-
pared by CG&E Security Supervisor, Frederick Lautenslager. CG&E did not
exercise direct supervision over Yoh Security personnel, but provided the ,

procedural requirements through the Yoh Lead Security Officer. '

CG&E is not required by NRC regulations to have armed security officers
for protection of new unirradiated nuclear fuel; however, the licensee
chose to are Yoh Security personnel with .38 caliber Smith & Wesson
revolvers. There was no NRC requirement for such watchmen to be trained
and/or to qualify with their assigned firearms. Subsequent to NRC ex-
pressing concern that the armed officers did not have specific firearms
training and qualification, CG&E (effective as of March 1980) took action
to assure that all security officers assigned to armed security respon-

; sibilities were trained and had qualified with their assigned firearms
; in accordance with procedures CG&E established. Prior to March 1980,
: armed security officers were selected based on previous firearms training

experience that they had acquired from former military and/or police service.

Deliveries of nuclear fuel to Zimmer took place during the period August 15
through September 7, 1979. The shipping casks (containing two fuel assen-
blies each) in which the nuclear fuel was delivered measured approximately

i 15 ft in length by 21 in. in width and 11 in. in height. The fuel assemblies
! themselves were contained within a metal shipping container that was, in
j turn, enclosed within a wooden shipping container. A wooden and metal

shipping container together composed what is referred to as a single shipping
cask. A wooden shipping container by itself weighed approximately 760 lb,
a metal shipping container approximately 620 lb, and each fuel assembly
approximately 685 lb. This made the approximate total weight of a single,

shipping cask (with two fuel assemblies enclosed) 2,750 lb. Subsequent to
receipt of a shipping cask at the site, the metal shipping container was
uncrated from the wooden shipping container at the ground level. The metal
container (with fuel assemblies enclosed) was then lifted by crane to the
627-ft level of the reactor building (refueling floor) and temporarily stored
in the metal containers. After the fuel assemblies were removed from the

|
metal containers, they were inspected for possible damage, prepared, and

l then lowered into fuel racks located inside the spent fuel pool for storage.

| As a further assurance that the fuel has not been damaged while in storage,

|
it will be examined by the licensee prior to loading it into the reactor.

.

'
Unirradiated fuel, although radioactive, does not pose a significant health
and safety problem regarding radiation emissions. It is only subsequent to
being loaded into the reactor and becoming irradiated during plant operation
that the uranium becomes contaminated with the intensely radioactive products
of the fission reaction, causing it to be highly radioactive.

The nuclear fuel, in its current form, contains a low percentage of U-235
enrichment, has little or no potential for use in any type of nuclear weapon,i

, and thus has been defined as "special nuclear material of low strategic
j significance."

l
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Additional security-related background information is also contained in
Section 5.14.2.

5.13.3 Investigation

5.13.3.1 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. Hyde was also
interviewed by telephone on June 9, 1981. He stated he was employed as
a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the W'. H. Zimmers
Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed
at Zimmer and assigned the duty of protecting the nuclear fuel, Hyde
advised he became aware of approximately four occasions when the fuel was
left unattended. He related that these instances occurred while the fuel
was at ground level (prior to the time it was moved to the 627-ft level)
with each instance lasting approximately 4 to 5 minutes, except for one
that lasted approximately 10 minutes. Hyde explained that, subsequent to
receipt, the nuclear fuel was moved by maintenance workers with the help
of a crane from the ground level to the 627-ft level where it is currently ,

stored. During this operation, there were usually two or three Yoh Security
Officers stationed on the 627-ft level as the fuel was raised by crane and
brought to rest on that floor. On various occasions, there were no security
officers at the ground level watching the fuel as it was being moved and
raised to the 627-ft level because officers were not required to watch the
fuel during times it was under the control and/or observation of maintenance
workers. Hyde stated the problem arose when the maintenance workers ended

| their work shifts and left the area before he arrived at the ground level
to keep watch over fuel that had not yet been moved to the 627-ft level.
This resulted in the fuel being left unattended during those periods. (It
should be noted that the licensee's procedures did not require continuous

,

surveillance of the new fuel until it was in storage in the new fuel storage|
area.)'

{
Hyde was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the fuel being'

left unattended while it was stored on the 627-ft level. He stated that
he did not recall any instances when the fuel (while on the 627-ft level)
was left unattended, except during those instances when the area radiation
monitor (ARM) alarm was sounded. Hyde explained that, during occasions
when the ARM alarm was sounded, security procedures required all persons ,
present on the 627-ft level to be evacuated to a lower elevation level

t

| (floor). He indicated that, once everyone was evacuated to a lower
| elevation (e.g., the 593-ft level), access to the 627-ft level could
I still be controlled without a loss of security integrity (individuals

going to the 627-ft level would have to pass through the 593-ft level).

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit 21.

5.13.3.2 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. Wright was also
interviewed by telephone on March 12, 1981. He stated that he was employed
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as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wm. lE. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station from October 1979 to October 1980. Wright was asked
what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the nuclear fuel being left un-
attended. He responded that the only times he recalled leaving the fuel
unattended was once when he evacuated the 627-ft level during an earthquake
and once during a tornado warning. He indicated that, although he left the

; 627-ft level on those occasions, he was still able to control access to the
627-ft level from a lower elevation of the reactor building (e.g., the 593-ft
level) without losing security integrity.

Wright also noted that when instances arose during which no other security.

officers were available and he had to leave the 627-ft level for some
reason, he would call the control room and someone would relieve him at
his post until he returned.

'

He stated to the best of his knowledge there was always someone present
,

on the 627-ft level watching the fuel pool area where the fuel was stored,
j except during the described instances.
! *

On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit 22.

5.13.3.3 Interview with Frederick Lautenslater

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and
has been assigned to the W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station since Augusts
1978. Lautenslager verified that no security surveillance cameras were used;

' during nuclear fuel deliveries in August-September 1979 and remarked that
there is no requirement for surveillance cameras to be used during deliveries.
He noted that surveillance cameras were subsequently installed in December
1980 (part of required security for in operational plant).

With regard to the protection of the nuclear fuel during delivery, Lautenslager
remarked that, although there was no requirement for security for the nuclear

,

fuel while it was being unloaded from the delivery trucks and uncrated, CG&E
provided armed security protection and surveillance over the fuel (beginning
at the time it arrived on CG&E property). They also maintained this security
profile during unloading, uncrating, inspection and subsequent storage of the
fuel on the 627-ft level.

Lautenslager stated that, to the best of his knowledge, the nuclear fuel has
not lacked armed security protection at any time since it' was received at
Zimmer. He also stated that once the fuel was placed in the spent fuel pool
for storage, as well as during fuel inspection, access to the storage area
has been under security control of the officers assigned to station security.

The only time the access control security officer is permitted to leave the
627-ft elevation is during evacuations covered by written security proce-
dures. Lautenslager advised that, to his knowledge, there has been only
one incident in which the officer left the 627-ft elevation. This inci-
dent, which occurred during an earthquake, involved the security officer
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moving to the 593-ft elevation where he was still able to control access
to the 627-ft level and prevent any loss of security integrity.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit 23.

Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed by telephone on June 3, 1981, con-
cerning the allegation that " perimeter security consisted for an extended
period of time of only a four foot chickenwire fence." He stated that he
recalled a fence fitting that general description being used around the
plant site some time ago and described the fence as an " owner controlled
fence," which marked the boundary line of CG&E's property. Lautenslager
indicated that the fence would have been on areas outside the jurisdiction

'

of the station security system, the primary concern of which was protection,

of the nuclear fuel.

5.13.3.4 Interview with(}_ames Caplinger)(

On March 12,1981,[}ames Caplinge[$was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he was employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed
at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980.

With regard to protection of the nuclear fuel)['Caplinger) advised that, to
his knowledge, the fuel was never left unattended except during required
evacuations. He explained that during an evacuation of the seventh floor
fuel storage area the security officers repositioned themselves on the sixth
floor and were still able to control access to the seventh floor without a
loss of security integrity.

On March li,1981,[$aplinge{}provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit 24.

5.13.3.5 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.

| Ross stated be personally felt that a minimally adequate job had been done
to protect the nuclear fuel. He also stated that he did not recall any'

times during which he left the fuel unattended.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 25.

|
(
! 5.13.3.6 Interview with John Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, NRC staff interviewed John Bedinghaus by telephone. On
| March 25, 1981, he was interviewed in Williamsburg, Ohio. He stated that he
| was employed as a security officer with W&W Security and assigned to nuclear
! fuel protection duties at the Wh. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from October

1980 to January 1981. Bedinghaus was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear

!
t
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fuel security during the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that
the fuel storage area on the seventh floor was well protected and the security-

officers assigned to fuel protection were conscientious in performing their
duties. Bedinghaus also indicated that, to his knowledge, the fuel was never
left unattended and no unauthorized persons were allowed entry into the fuel
storage area.

On March 25, 1981, John Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit 10.

5.13.3.7 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to October 1980.
Simpson was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during
the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He advised it was his opinion
that CG&E's procedures for protection of the nuclear fuel were good and
the protection of the fuel itself was more than adequate. Simpson stated
that he had no complaints or concerns regarding the adequacy of the pro-
tection of the nuclear fuel at Zimmer.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit 26.

5.13.3.8 Interview with James Bice

On April 20, 1981, NRC staff interviewed James Bice by telephone. He stated
he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to July 1980. Bice
was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during the time
he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that, to his knowledge, there
were no instances when the fuel was left unattended except during evacuations
(cevered by written procedures) following area radiation monitor (ARM) alarms.
On those occasions when the seventh floor was evacuated following an ARM alarm,
the security officers would move to the sixth floor, secure the elevator, and
continue to control access to the seventh floor from the sixth flocr. Bice
indicated there was no loss of security integrity during these instances.

5.13.3.9 Review of Unattended Fuel

Based on information obtained, fuel was apparently left unattended for short
| periods of time (up to 10 minates) while at ground level during receipt and

transfer to the fuel pool storage area (627-ft level). There is no evidence
that the fuel was left unattended, except during authorized evacuations,

l while in permanent storage. While at' ground level, protection was afforded.

the fuel by the shipping container. There is no evidence to indicate that:

| that the shipping containers had been opened.

! Based on a review of NRC Regulatory Guide 5.59 (which addresses protection
| of Special Nuclear Fuel at fixed sites), it was determined that the fuel

being left unattended for short periods of time did not adversely impact
,

' on the adequacy of fuel security.
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5.13.3.10 Review of Storage Area Wall Design

The Zimmer FSAR, Section 3.3.2, " Tornado-Loading," states that "all siding
and roof decking of any superstructure is designed and detailed to blow- off
when the design tornado approaches the station, and the bare frame is de-
signed to resist tornado wind forces". A design wind velocity of 90 mph
was utilized.

The design has been reviewed by NRC and judged acceptable.

5.13.4 Findings and Cor;ulusions

Security surveillance cameras were not installed during nuclear fuel deliveries
to the site and NRC regulations did not require them to be in service at that
time. Interviews with former security guards confirmed the nuclear fuel while
inside it's metal shipping container was left unattended for periods of time
up to 10 minutes on occasion. Since the fuel has been onsite, there has been
no known attempt to steal or damage the fuel. The fuel has been inspected and
will be visually examined again before it is loaded into the reactor.

The allegation that the perimeter security consisted of only a 4-ft chicken-
| wire fence was confirmed by one individual; however, NRC regulations do not

prescribe site security requirements prior to issuance of the operating
license.

The FSAR states "all siding and roof decking of any superstructure is designed
and detailed to blow off when the design tornado approaches the station."
This is an acceptable design.

.

5.13.5 Item's of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.14 Alcohol and Drug Abuse

5.14.1 Allegation

|
| "A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete

disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring

| of temporary laborers prone to violence."

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting with NRC officials, Thomas Devine-

(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office,
they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,
Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people who were drunk
on the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction
workers walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liquor, getting

| drunk...."
|
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5.14.2 Background Information

A brief history and description of plant security is provided in the
following paragraphs. (Additional security-related background information
is also contained in Section 5.13.2.) Portions of this information are
based on statements received during interviews with Frederick Lautenslager,
CG&E Security Supervisor, and Norborne C. Ward, President of W&W Protection
Agency, Inc., the current security service contractor at Zimmer.

" Construction security" may be defined as the protection of property used
in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those
areas in which construction is taking place. NRC does not impose security
requirements on licensees during plant construction. Construction security
does not extend to the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building
(spent fuel pool area) where the nuclear fuel is stored, and does not extend
to those areas specifically released by the construction project manager and
signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department (EPD). The protection
of the above areas not related to construction and the protection of the
nuclear fuel is defined as " station security." " Construction security" and
" station security" are two separate security operations.

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the
H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was respon-
sible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,
W&W took over from Kaiser and became the construction security contractor,
using the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security
force. The primary responsibility for construction security is vested in '

the construction project manager, although in essence W&W has been inform-
ally delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.

In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nuclear
fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers
(armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for the receipt
and subsequeat storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security personnel were
required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by CG&E Security
Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not exercise direct
supervision over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E Security Supervisor
coordinated the requirements of CG&E security procedures through the Yoh
lead security officer, who had responsibility for implementing those
directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of the CG&E Security Supervisor
and Yoh Security Officers extended only to areas that were included under
the definition of " station security." Therefore, from a security standpoint,
the primary concern of the CG&E Security Supervisor and Yoh Security was
protecting the spent fuel pool area where the nuclear fuel was stored and
controlling access to that area on the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the
reactor building.

At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, CG&E terminated
Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W, upon Yoh's
leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station security. The W&W
officers assigned to station security conducted security activities in
accordance with the same procedures and under the same supervisory structure
as those that had applied to Yoh.
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The allegation was reviewed to determine if it had any significance regarding
matters under NRC jurisdiction; specifically, the review attempted to deter-
mine if the adequacy of construction of safety-related systems was compromised
by individuals who performed work in safety-related areas during times when
their ability to perform their job was impaired due to use of intoxicants.
To help make this determination, two basic questions were asked of persons
interviewed who stated they observed workers who in their opinion were
intoxicated. The following questions were asked:

1. Did you ever observe anyone who in your opinion was intoxicated to the
point where their ability to perform their job was impaired?

2. If so, where did you observe these individuals?

5.14.3 Investigation

5.14.3.1 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from October 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he observed
what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the
Zimmer site. At least once a week while on patrol at the site, Wright would
find quantities of beer cans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch / break
area that was then located in the generator room. He related that on many
occasions (he could not recall a specific number) he discovered what appeared
to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or two small rooms accessible from the
rooftop of the radwaste building. Wright stated that on one cecasion he
discovered four or five capsules of material (colored black and yellow or
black and orange) that appeared to be some type of drug. These capsules were
discovered between the two locker rooms on the second floor of the service
building. Wright was unable to recall what disposition he made of these
suspected narcotic materials and was unaware whether any analysis was ever
performed to identify the materials.

Wright related that he cas aware that on two separate occasions field
incident reports were prepared regarding two construction workers who
reported for duty at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storage

| pool and were allegedly intoxicated to the point that they were unable
to perform their duties. The two workers involved in these incidents werei

' refused access to the spent fuel pool area on those occasions.

He also stated that, in his opinion, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer as
very intoxicated on at least two occ ions when he reported for work an
(based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat intoxicated
on other occasions.

On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement, a copy of which isj
included as Exhibit 22.'

,
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5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he
observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the
empty beer cans and liquor bottles in various areas of the plant. Hyde was
able to recall only one instance when he observed a construction worker who,
in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability to

,

perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh floor *

entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated that the worker was
initially admitted to the seventh floor but subsequently removed and later
excluded from work assignments en that floor.i

Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five but
,

; less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 21.

5.14.3.3 Interview with David Simpson
i

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from September 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he
observed what he believed to be indications of alcohol use by the workers
at Zimmer. Simpson advised that on many occasions, particularly on the
main floor of the turbine building, he discovered quantities of empty beer
cans and liquor bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any
workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability
to perform their job was impaired, he believed it was reasonable to assume
some workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on the number
of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.

Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug
use, although on one occasion while outside the plant, he detected the odor
of what appeared to be burning marijuana.

.Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Security Officer
being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former lead officer
never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit 26.

5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
the Wh. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.
While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to be indications of
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alcohol and drug use by workers at Zimmer. Ross advised that, on a few
occasions, he had seen construction workers drinking beer during their
lunch hours, although he had never noticed whether this drinking had any
apparent affect on the workers' ability to perform their jobs. Ross
indicated Yoh security officers were instructed not to confront workers
who were observed drinking in nonstation security areas but rather to
obtain information such as the payroll number or name on their hard hats
that could be used to identify the individuals. If identifying information
was secured, it was referred to the construction project manager or W&W,
because they had jurisdiction over construction activities.

Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,
was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
Ross observed this worker at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access to the fuel

| storage area by a fellow Yoh security officer. Based on Ross' description
of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same incident that!

former security officers Hyde and Wright described.

Ross also advised that on ene occasion he found what appeared to be mari-
juana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor and
turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine whether
workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their ability to
perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that regard.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 25.

5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinahaus

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he was employed as a second shift security supervisor with W&W Protection
Agency, Inc. , and was stationed at Zimmer from February 1980 to November
1980. While employed there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to be
evidence of alcohol use by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by workers he
encountered who smelled of alcohol and had the appearance of being intox-,

| icated. Bedinghaus specifically recalled approximately three occasions on
which he observed workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point,

i that their ability to perform their job was impaired. These workers were
observed attempting to enter the site through the main gate. Bedinghaus
indicated that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated were refused entrance to the site.

Bedinghaus also stated he was aware of an incident when a second shift
security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two
automobiles leaving the site via the main gate. During that encounter,
the security officer observed that the men in one automobile had open
beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained a case of
beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they
were coming from an onsite CG&E fire school; however, none of them had
identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion

|

|
|
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that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification

or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant.

Bedinghaus also expressed his belief that security was lax in the areas
controlled by W&W, and W&W security officers were present onsite more for
display purposes rather than for providing property protection.

With regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal
knowledge of drug use at Zinn,cr, although he had observed individuals who,
in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on something other
than alcohol.

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit 9.

amesCaplinge]5.14.3.6 Interview with

amesCaplingeQwasinterviewedbyNRC.)Hestatedthat
,Qn March 12, 1981,
(hewasemployedas
at Zimme6Jrom August 1979 to October 198(TJ While stationed the[re,[Caplinger]

lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed

observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers
at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of empty beer cans and what appeared
tobemarijuanacigarettebuttsdetectedby@aplinge3onsite. Although he
detected evidence of alcohol and drug use,Gaplinge] stated he never personally
observed anyone drinking intoxicants or smoking marquana. He indicated that,
if he had, he would have reported the individual to their superior and tLtt
person probably would have been fired.

CaplingeDalsoremarkedthat,basedonhis20yearsexperienceinthe
.S. Army as a senior noncommissioned officer and otservation of alcohol,

j and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use
of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread.i

On March 12, 1981,@aplinge D rovided a written sworn statement, a copy of
| which is included as Exhibit 24.
i
' 5.14.3.7 Interview with James Bice

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was interviewed by telephone. He stated that
he was employed. as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from September 1979 to July 1980. While employed there, Bice detected
several instances of alcohol u::e by construction workers at Zimmer. He related
that on approximately four to six occasions he personally observed workers
consuming alcoholic beverages while onsite. These. instances of alcohol con-
sumption usually occurred during lunch hours in locations that included the
electrical shop and a break area located in the turbine building. Beer and
whiskey were among the alcoholic beverages consumed'onsite. Bice recalled
two specific instances involving the presence of alcohol: one during which
he observed a worker pouring " Jack Daniels" whiskey into a Coke soda can and

I the other during which he found a bottle of what he believed to be " moonshine"
l liquor (based on its smell) in the turbine building.

!
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In addition to instances where the consumption and presence of alcoholic
beverages were observed, Bice also recalled removing quantities of beer
cans (approximately 300 while stationed at Zimmer) from inside a few small
rooms that were accessible from the second level of the reactor building.
Based on his experience at Zimmer, Bice speculated that approximately 25%
of the workers there consumed alcoholic beverages, usually during their
lunch hours.

Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said
that on only one occasion did he observe a worker who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it appears
he may be referring to the same incident that former security officers Hyde,
Wright, and Ross described.

Regarding alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed to
be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the course
of his routine security rounds each day, he would find approximately three
to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated that to his
knowledge there were no analyses made of the cigarette butts he detected,
although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds common to the
marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from marijuana cigarettes.

Bice stated he prepared approximately 10 to 11 field incident reports
regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed at
Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor
Fred Lautenslager. He remarked that Lautenslager advised him on one
occasion there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisor
could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas,

' under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents.

Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and drug use he observed
occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the
incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.

t Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in
the reactor control room who were smoking what appeared to be marijuana.

! He said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their suspected
conduct, and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about the'

event.

5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W Protection Agency,
Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During that time, he was off
work for about six to seven months from January to July 1980. While
stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been assigned to main gate security.
Shinkle indicated that he has detected evidence of alcohol use by the
workers there. Shinkle specifically recalled one incident that took place
during the Fall of 1979. The incident involved four or five construction
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workers who had apparently brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their
lunch hour. He related that a construction supervisor first observed the
workers with the alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany
him to corroborate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor

; took immediate action and the workers were fired.

Shinkle was asked whether he had ever observed any workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform their
job was impaired. He replied that on several occasions (he was unable to
estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to enter the site
by the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated. Shinkle
denied entry to the site to any workers he observed at the main gate who

4 appeared to be intoxicated.

Shinkle indicated that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing
alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers of
workers entering the site at approximately the same time. Although
security officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch containers
and coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically) search
the person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem applied
to searching the motor vehicles permitted oncite. Security officers could
conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a visual search of the
inside of the vehicle; however, they could not individually search each

j occupant.

i With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed,
! and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.
.

5.14.3.9 Interview with Norborne Ward

On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he is President of the W&W Protection Agency, Inc., and has held that
position since W&W became the construction security contractor at Zimmer

i in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was stationed
on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereafter visited the site to oversee
security operations usually twice a week.

f Ward indicated that he is well informed about security-related matters and
i incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W&W inherited Kaiser's security

procedures and basically has continued to conduct security activities in
accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that, during the time W&W
has been security contractor there, he has become aware of instances of
alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern and certain
measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 1980, W&W began the
practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought onsite by
the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective in preventing
some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite. Also, a contributing
factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by certain individuals in the

! parking lot outside the site. Ward stated that a " crackdown" on parking
| lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when state law enforcement officials
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were contacted. These officials subsequently came out to the site and, to
his knowledge, made at least one arrest for liquor sale violations.

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion,
were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was impaired.<

He replied that instances of workers being intoxicated to that extent were
relatively rare and he estimated that, since W&W became a security contractor
in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were observed and denied access
to, or were ejected from, the site. The most common occurrence of this wasi

when intoxicated workers came to the site on payday to pick up their checks.
Ward remarked that the workers involved would take the day off and, after,

they had been drinking and were already intoxicated, would come to the
site at 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. just to pick up their paychecks. On those
occasions, when a worker entering the site was determined to be intoxicated,
Ward would deny the worker's entry to the site.

4

Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol on
site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to identify
(if possible), rather than confront, workers uho are observed consuming

! alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by trying to obtain
identifying information, such as a payroll number or a name from the
individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained, the matter
is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

i

Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in general
is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles on site. He indicated
the large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the potential for
contraband being brought on and/or taken offsite without detection. Ward
also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there has been little trouble
with regard to violent acts. He could recall only one incident when two
construction workers were involved in a fight.

Ward mentioned that, during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, there
{ were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.

5.14.3.10 Interview with Frederick Lautenslaaer

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and
has been assigned to the Zimmer station since August 1978.

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol use
by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of anyone
drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed anyone drinking
alcohol onsite.

Lautenslager was also questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug
use (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no
personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of mari-
juana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one occasion
a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some cigarette
butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many of the craft
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,

personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there was nothing to indicate -

that the butts found by the security officer were in fact marijuana, to
further action was taken other than to notify W&W security personnel that
the hand-rolled cigarette butts were found.

}
'

Lautenslager also stated that he has never received a report of any indi- '

viduals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.
..t

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement, a copy $
,

of which is included as Exhibit 23.

5.14.3.11 Field Observations '

While at Zimmer, the NRC resident inspector has observed evidence of alcohol '
'

'
.

use by workers. During approximately 50% of the time he has spent touring x
the plant while conducting inspection activities, he has observed empty beer y/
cans in various safety-related areas of the plant. On a'less frequent basirc \ >

he has also observed empty "hard liquor" bottles (e.g., whiskey bottles). Th:: (
areas where empty cans and bottles were observed included the cable spreading -

.

room, the two residual heat removal rooms, the related residual heat removal
heat exchanger rooms, and the reactor building. Within these areas, the loca-
tions he observed empty alcoholic beverage containers were generally hidden and
isolated. r

s

The quantity of empty beer cans in these areas varied greatly frod time to tims. ,

On some occasions (generally in the winter months), as many as 10 to 12 empty
beer cans could be found in any of the noted locations of the plant (although
some of the cans may have been there a month or more sines the last time the
area was cleaned). On other occasions (generally in the summer months), only '

,

a few cans would be present in those same locations.
s

The resident inspector has never personally observed anyone consuming" alcoholic
beverages. He recalled observing instances in the diesel generator raos and
reactor building when workers were drinking beverages from non-alcoholic beverage
containers (e.g., thermos bottles) and, upon seeing him approach, made an apparent
effort to conceal the containers from which they were drinking. These instances
led him to suspect that workers concealed intoxicants in and consumed intoxicants

. 'from non-alcoholic beverage containers. Observations of beer can. accumulations
in different areas of the plant have been documented in various NRC inspectica f+

reports and on at least two occasions the beer can litter situation has been ,

brought to the attention of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain.

The resident inspector has never observed anyone who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point where their ability to perform their job was impaired.
In the inspectors opinion, the drinking of alcohol at Zimmer is' not as bad as
he has seen at other construction sites. .

The resident inspector has observed what appeared to be approxinately ten .

marijuana cigarette butts during his plant tours and he recently found what
appeared to be two marijuana cigarettes. The resident discussed this matter -

with the Kaiser Construction Project Manager.

(
f

! \,

'
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5.14.4~ NRC Independent Measurements

.' A sampling program of indepecdent measurements was conducted by NRC and
~

j its' consultant'in an attempt to determine whether this concern and other
ai concerns discussed in this report impacted adversely on the quality of

safety related plant hardware. One effort specifically aimed at this
concern was the selected examination of approximately 20 safety related
welds. Some pctential problems with welding have been identified by
this review; however, it is virtually impossible to deduce whether these
potential problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol
use. These potential problems are presently being pursued by the NRC.
NRC Independent measurements are documented in IE Insepction Report
50-358/81-27. '

N

!) 5.14.5 FiridingE and Conclusions

k TheNRCinvesdigationidentifiedevidencethattherehadbeensomedrinking
j and drug use onsite. No attempt was made to examine the attitude of manage-
i ment toward drinking, drug use, or violence; however, based on interviews with

,

site personnel coupled with NRC site observations both prior to and during the
investigation, a widespread problem was not evident. A NRC sampling program of-

indep odent measurements specifically aimed at this concern involved the selected
examination of ~ epproximately 20 safety related welds. Some potential problems
with welding, which are presently being pursued by NRC, have been identified by.

this review; bovever, it was virtually impossible to deduce whether these
potential problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol use.

An adequately functioning quality assurance program should detect and correct
any adverse quality cor.ditions including those resulting from construction
personnel being under tha. infloence of alcoh'o1 or drugs. As there are ques-
tions regarding' the quality assurance program, based on other findings of
thisinvestikation,|theNRCisrelyingonthelicensee'sQualityConfirmation
Program and the NRCDindependent measurements to identify significant con-
struction de'fects.

5'.14.6 It:ms of Noncompliance<

;

| Fo items ,of n rcompliance were identified.

EmpIoyee Dismissals5.15 3 *

t .
t

5.15.1 -Allegation t -i '
-

" Employees' fired 'for time [c$df cheating had been cheating with the express
approval of sanagement, and only time cheaters fired were vocal and knowledge-
able critics of plaat QA and safety."

~

5.15.2 Br.c60undInformatica
'

i y
Themas Applegate's investigation into timecard cheating at Zinmer found that
five. individuals (three construction workers and two guards) were involved in'

" tis.ecard cheating" (i.e., absent from work onsite but recorded as being at

'

q

'
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work). All those individuals involved were terminated by their respective
employers.

5.15.3 Investigation

5.15.3.1 Interview of Construction Worker

The NRC interviewed one of the construction workers who had been terminated
for timecard irregularities. The other terminated construction workers could
not be located. No attempt was made to interview the two terminated guards,

; because they were not directly involved in assuring adequacy of plant con-
struction. The construction workers were those who would have had knowledge
of " plant QA and safety" (construction problems).

5.15.3.2 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated Kaiser termin-
ated his employment in January 1980, after Thomas Applegate uncovered irregular-
ities in his timecard. He said he was not fired for his criticism of plant
safety and it was not until after he was terminated that he provided any in-
formation to GAP. Individual A said that although he had serious concerns about
construction work at the plant, he was not fired by Kaiser for criticizing plant
QA and safety.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.15.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that he would not
characterize himself as a " vocal critic" of plant safety. He stated he had

'

concerns about the QC program at Zimeer.which he related to the RIII Investi-
gator. However, he said he was fired for irregularities in his timecard and
not for his concerns about the QC program.

| On April 14, 1981, Individul B provided a written sworn statement; however,
| he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.15.3.4 Interview of William Murray

~

On April 14, 1981, William Murray, CG&E Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from December 10, 1980 to January 4, 1981 Confidential
Service (CS) was hired by CG&E to investigate alleged timecard irregularities
at Zimmer. He stated CS entered into a contract with CG&E after Applegate told

, them he had uncovered evidence of employee timecard cheating. Murray stated
| the investigation was contracted for a 30-day period. During that period,

Applegate identified two guards and three construction personnel who were iu-
volved in timecard cheating. Murray indicated that all five of the individuals
Applegate identified had been terminated. He denied that the only individuals ,
terminated were those who were vocal and knowledgeable critics of plant safety,

|
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and stated emphatically that the individuals fired were fired solely for
irregularities.in their timecards.

Murray also stated that Major W. Cox, Director of CS, felt that the investiga-
tion was compromised when Murray left Applegate's reports unattended in his
desk. Murray said that at that point the contract was ending and he and Cox
concurred timecard cheating was not widespread. Both agreed that, because of
the questions about the security of the operation, the contract should be
te rminated. However, Murray said Applegate stated that he was concerned about
the QA problems he had identified and wanted to continue investigating. Murray
said the concerns Applegate raised had already been identified by the CG&E QA
group and he saw no reason to continue the investigation. He said Applegate was
adamant in his insistence to continue the investigatior., so he referred him to
William Schweirs, Quality Assurance Manager. Schweirs agreed there was no need
to investigate these matters further and advised Applegate of his conclusion.
Murray said the contract was terminated with Cox's approval, but over Applegate's
objections.

Murray provided a letter from CS regarding the security of the operation, dated
January 4,1980, and it is included as Exhibit 27.

In a subsequent telephone conversation, Murray stated that Individual B was not
one of five identified by Applegate nor was he fired at CG&E's direction for
timecard cheating, but that he may have been terminated by Kaiser for another
timecard matter.

S.15.3.5 Interview of Major W. Cox

On April 30, 1981, Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was interviewed by NRC. Cox
stated he employed Thomas Applegate as a private investigator for CS. He in-
dicated that in November 1979, when Applegate was investigating another matter,
Applegate came across evidence of employee timecard cheating at Zimmer. Cox
stated he was reluctant to pursue the matter, but on several occasions Applegate
approached both him and CG&E about this subject. Cox said Applegate continued
to pursue the item and CG&E formally requested CS to investigate the matter.,

| Cox stated the investigation was contracted to last 30 days during which
Applegate would work undercover onsite with the primary task of investigating
employee timecard cheating. Cox said the CS investigation began on December 10,
1979 and ended on January 6,1980, and identified several employees who were
involved in timecard cheating. Cox said the operation ran its course and was
terminated at * he end of the original 30-day contract period.

Cox stated that during the last weeks of the investigation, Applegate said he
found evidence of irregularities in pipe welds and in the plant QA program.
Cox told William Murray about this and Murray said CG&E was already aware of
the problems Applegate had identified and did not need to pursue them further.
Cox recalled that Applegate had learned there was a disagreement between
Peabody Magnaflux (PM) employees and CG&E over the interpretation of X-rays
taken of some pipes on site.

Cox said there was no attempt by CG&E to cover up any of Applegate's disclo-
| sures. Cox said it appeared to him that CG&E was already aware of the problems
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Applegate identified and Applegate was not providing them with any new informa-
tion. Cox stated that after the 30-day contract period, both he and CGE decided
to terminate the contract. Cox stated Applegate disagreed with this decision
and wanted the investigation to continue so he could pursue irregularities he
had identified in the QA program. Cox said CGE denied Applegate's request.

Cox said that in his opinion Applegate held a grudge against CGE for endtog
the investigation over his objections. He indicated that since January 1980
he has had no further contact with Applegate regarding the Zimmer investiga-
tion, and Applegate has taken custody of all of the tape recordings and copies
of reports he made during the investigation.

5.15.3.6 Record Reviews

The Confidential Service memorandum dated January 4, 1980 authored by
Major W. Cox, Director of CS, vtis reviewed by the investigator. The first
paragraph of the letter addresses Cox's concerns about the security of CS
confidential reports. The letter indicates Cox objected to security breaches
during the investigation and stipulated conditions for continuing the in-

*

vestigation. Cox did state in the letter that, based on the information he
had, he did not agree with CGE's conclusion that Applegates allegations
regarding questionable construction were without some basis.

5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions

The two former employees interviewed by GAP were contacted by NRC. They denied
they had been fired for any criticism of plant QA and safety, but rather had
been fired for timecard cheating. There was no indication from the interviews
that management approved of timecard cheating.

5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncomp'.iance were identified.

5.16 Radiographer Suppression

5.16.1 Allegation

"CGE had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zimmer, who were
( criticizing CGE's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."

{ On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information regardingt

| the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of January 9-10,
1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the Peabody Magnaflux (PM)
trailer onsite. He alleged that during this burglary those individuals removed
records of an instance where CGE had overridden PM's rejection of welds.

| 5.16.2 Background Information

i On July 3, 1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg
were received at the Zimmer site (see Section 5.7), Kaiser personnel wrote
Nonconformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of truck

(
|
|
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onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1979, Kaiser directed that
the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed.

On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi-
fled rejectable indications in welds on three of the five spool pieces. PM
forwarded the findings to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The reports
and film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed
in the Kaiser Document Control Center. Three radiographs of welds with
apparently rejectable indications were filed with a nonconformance report.
On April 8, 1980, these films were reviewed by NRC Inspector Kavin Ward who

,

determined that the welds had the wrong geometry for radiography and thei

films were not acceptable.

On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultrasonic
inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis of these
examinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable. On April 28,
1980, Kellogg performed ultrasonic examinations of the same spool pieces and
also found them to be acceptable.

The above information including details of processing of nonconformance report
E-1911 is included in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

5.16.3 Investigation

5.16.3.1 Itterview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated PM
radiographers Allen Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two occasions,
that they found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool pieces. He
said they had discovered the defects when examining Kaiser field welds that
joined the spool pieces in the residual heat removal system. He said they
also found similar defects in five of twenty welds on the main steam relief
(MSR) spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site.

Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CG&E overrode their rejection
of welds on the MSR system and had retained a copy of the examination report
and radiographic film in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM when they
examined prefabricated spool pieces, but they were not overridoen in their
weld determinations for Kaiser welds.

Individual A also stated that in January 1980 CG&E hired undercover private
* investigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this

examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview
'

Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met
Individual A onsite and told him his supervisors had advised him not to
discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later informed him there
had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports
for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

j
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5.16.3.2 Interview of Thomas Applegate

lOn February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated 4

he had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in
which A1 dredge said weld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite. ;

Applegate said he subsequently learned that there was a break-in of the |

PM trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were
taken from the trailer. He indicated Security Officers Ronald Wright,
James Bedinghaus, and David Simpson had told him Individuals D and E were'

probably involved in the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer.

Applegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a dispute
about the acceptability of welds PM examined on the MSR system since its
records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had been examined
by PM and found defective they were later accepted by CG&E. Applegate said
that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees not to say anything
about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals against PM.

5.16.3.3 Interviews of Security Officers

Between February 1 and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were
interviewed by NRC. They could not provide any information concerning the,

break-in of the PM trailer in January of 1980. All of these individuals

i are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all stated the break-in
had not been reported to the Security Department. They stated that they
were unaware of the identity of any individuals who might ha"e committed
the break-in.

David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department
4

Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department'

! James Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer
' Nuclear Power Station

John Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station

Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station

EJamesCaplinger,formerSecurityOfficer,Zimmer,Nuclear Power Station -d

William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio
Welfare Department

5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1981, Ernest Aldredgd, PM President, was interviewed by NRC.
Aldredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographers at the
Zimmer site were not overridden in their weld determinations. He stated
that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never reported this
problem to him.

Aldredge also stated that from January through June 1980 there was an NRC
investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by Thomas Applegate,
a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated

.
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Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate
that there were defective welds at the plant. A1 dredge stated Applegate
subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personnel
telling him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in
their decisions to reject welds.

A1 dredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and newspaper
articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent
company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him that due to the sensi-
tive nature of nondestructive examination of nuclear power plants it would
be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement, since the statement
could be misconstrued by the press. Aldredge stated he was therefore
advised to not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of
the media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the
best interest of PM not to make any statements at that time.

A1 dredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production
problems that had been attributed to frequent breakdowns of the film pro-
cessing machine onsite. He said information such as this could impact
the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was best not to make
a statement about why PM's contract was not renewed.

A1 dredge stated that there had been no attempt to silence the radiographers
at Zimmer regarding public statements about the investigation. A1 dredge
provided a sworn statement on August 17, 1981, a ecpy of which is included
as Exhibit 28.

5.16.3.5 Interview of William Schwiers

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance O Standards
Manager, was interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forwar1 a letter to
the investigator outlining the reasons PM's contract was terminated at
Zimmer. Subsequently, Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining
his reasons for terminating PM's contract in April 1980. A retyped copy
of the provided memo is included as Exhibit 29. Schweirs stated the contract
was not terminated because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval
of welds rejected by them."

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-
- viewed by NRC. He stated that PM was employed as the firm responsible for

nondestructive examination at Zimmer from 1972 until 1980. He said PM has
conducted both ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations
of large-bore and small-bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's respons-
ibility was to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to
Kaiser. Kaiser personnel would examine radiographs and make the determina-
tion if a weld was accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, KEI
Welding Engineer, was responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not
overriding PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said
Pallon supported PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified,
assured that the weld was repaired.
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Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980, and apparently
Applegate talked to a number of PM employees about their work onsite. Wood
said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as
" Thomas Jackson," a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood indicated that at
that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems
in meeting production goals.

Wood advised there was discussion among PM employees about the contract
renewal, and he learned PM employees had told Applegate that PM had identi-
fied defective welds in the plant. Wood said it was PM's responsibility
to identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser
would assign a status of either repair, hold, or rework to the defective
weld. Wood indicated that when his employees told Applegate that there,

! were " bad welds," they were referring to defective welds they had identified
and reported to Kaiser. Wood stated his employees had answered Applegate's
questions in good faith, assuming he knew the meaning of the term " bad welds"
(that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser Quality Control system).

Wood stated that on one occasion Applegate called him and asked him if there
were " bad welds in the plant" and he responded in the affirmative. He said
he assumed Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that Applegate was
questioning (as an auditor) PM's ability to identify weld defects. Wood said
Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted Wood and other PM employees
as saying "there are defective welds" in the plant. Wood said that rejectable
welds are identified by nondestructive examination and are repaired under the
quality control system.

Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper
articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,,

Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrued

anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss
the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"
any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their
findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he
advised PM employees to not make any further statements regarding the matter.

i

| Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representatives
and a number of PM employees were disturbed about the calls. He felt it was
PM's responsibility as their employer to advise them not to discuss Applegate's
charges with media personnel.

Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations,
and that its contract was not renewed by CG&E because PM had continued to
reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because of problems
in meeting production' goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's
weld examinations.

Wood recalled that Allan Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had
been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no
equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that any
records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its examina-
tion reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of a weld and
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other copies of examination reports are the property of CG&E and Kaiser and
are retained by them. Wood said if any records were removed from the trailer,
CG&E would have two copies of each report for every weld PM radiographed on
site.

On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 31.

5.16.3.7 Interview of Allan Sellars

On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from April
1976 to April 1980, and performed radiographic examinations of Kaiser field
welds. He stated that on occasion PM did conduct a radiographic examination
where a section of a prefabricated weld made by Kellogg was included on the
radiograph of a Kaiser field weld. He indicated that when he identified
defective Kaiser or Kellogg welds he identified them on the examination
report and forwarded the report to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer.
Sellars stated he was not overridden by Pallen when he identified defects
in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds.

Sellars did recall an incident in the summer of 1979 when PM was asked to
I examine welds on some Kellogg MSR system spool pieces that apparently fell

off the truck on delivery to the site. He said he and David Hang radio-
graphed welds on the spool pieces in question but the film quality was poor
because radiography was the wrong examination technique. He indicated the
geometrical configuration of the welds was such that it would exaggerate
defects in the welds. Sellars said he and Hang told Pallon they observed
defects in the welds in question and that radiography was the wrong technique
to use and it was exaggerating the defects. Sellars said they completed the
radiographic examination at Pallons request. Sellars said that later, during
an NRC investigation, these spool pieces were ultrasonically examined and
the welds were found to be acceptable.

Sellars also stated that after the investigation there was considerable
publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management not
to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be taken
out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate or
silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion PM's contract was not
renewed due to production problems, which he attributed to breakdowns in

; the film processng machine. Sellars said an audit that was critical of
PM's work onsite may have been a factor in CG&E's decision. He indicated>

the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification of
defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer had been broken into;
however, he was not aware of anything taken during the break-in.

,

On April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit 16.
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5.16.3.8 Interview of David Hang
1

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September 1976,
to August 1979. Hang said he was responsible for conducting radiographic
examinations of pipe welds.

Hang indicated that he was not overridden on his weld determinations by
Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Hang said welds
PM accepted were frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would
request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld
that PM had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said
Pallon, as a Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or
rejection of a weld.

Hang recalled that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to examine some pipe
spool pieces on the MSR system that had fallen off of a truck on delivery
to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated the
film, and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to use when
examining the spool pieces.

Hang said he told Pallon that the geometric configuration of the spool
pieces was such that it distorted the view of the weld and might exaggerate
flaws that would appear as defects on the film. Hang indicated Pallon
requested he examine the remainder of the welds by radiography and these
examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

Hang said he reported the results of his examinations to Pallon and retained
the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the PM trailer

'

onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the proper nondestruc-
tive testing technique to use to exawine pipe welds in this geometric con-
figuration, and he later learned the spool pieces had been ultrasonically
examined and found acceptable.

Hang said he left Zimmer in August 1979 and, on his return in March 1980,
he was informed by Allin Sellars that there had been a break-in of the PM|

! trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Hang stated that in
| April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic examination reports for the MSR
| spool pieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center.
j Hang verified that the reports and films were the originals from August
| 1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he

found unacceptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance
report.

| On April 23,1981, David Hang provided a written statement, a copy of which
| is included as Exhibit 13. -

5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon
;

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19
to April 1980. Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser
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:
.

field welds onsite. He said PM performed a radiograph of a weld and did a
: preliminary review to ascertain if the weld was rejectable. He indicated PM

did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that the KEI welding
engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-
ance. Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-
tions and that welds accepted by PM were frequently found unacceptable by
Kaiser. Draffon said he learned that radiographers occasionally observed
defects in Kellogg welds when they overlapped Kaiser welds. These cases were
reported and forwarded to Kaiser to determine if the Kellogg weld should be
repaired. Draffon stated that when welds junctured, the geometry of the
juncturing welds is frequently not the same and therefore radiographic views
of the weld may be distorted. He indicated that inexperienced Level I or
II Radiographers would often examine juncturing welds and report rejectable
defects, not recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more
experienced radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable.
Draffon stated that when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had
apparently occurred where PM radiographers examined MSR spool pieces that
had fallen off the truck and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the

| view of the weld was distorted due to configuration problems. Draffon said
the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
Draffon commented that this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E

i or Kaiser did not often override PM in their weld determinations.
'

Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer was broken into, but this
occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegate, a
private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been
broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found
no records or eqdipment missing.

.

! Draffon also stated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the
customer's request. He said this occurred because the volume of work was
slowing, and PM had experienced production problems, which he attributed to
frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.

5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.
Binning said he received his Level II certification in October 1979 and
routinely radiographed large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser onsite.
Binning said PM radiographed welds, developed the film, did a preliminary
examination to determine if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and -

then forwarded their report to Anthony Pallon, KEI welding engineer, who
made the final determination on the acceptability of the welds. He indi-
cated Pallon did not override PM in their weld determination and would

'

sometimes reject welds that PM had initially found acceptable.

He frequently directed them to re-shoot welds that Kaiser had repaired
after PM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool
pieces for the MSR system that were manufactured by Kellogg and had apparently
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fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. Binning recalled that Pallon
told Hang to take information shots of the pipes to see if there were any
defects in them. Binning and Hang took the rediographs of the welds in the
spool pieces and turned them over to Kaiser for final determination. Binning
said that at the time he was a level I radiographer and was not certified
to read film so he could not say if the welds on the pipes that fell off the
truck were defective. He said he later heard that because of the geometry,
defects appeared on the film which were not actual defects. Binning said
Hang retained copies of his report of this particular examination.

Binning also stated that in January 1980 he received a telephone call from
an unidentified individual who told him the PM trailer had been broken into.
He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock had been
pried off and apparently the trailer had been entered. Binning said he
inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the files, and found the
examination reports for the MSR spool pieces that had been examined by Hang
earlier were missing. He indicated he told Allan Sellars and Wayne Draffon
about the burglary but did not discuss it with anyone else.

Binning said PM management never told him to be silent about activities
that occurred at the site. He said PM's contract was not renewed because
of production problems, which he attributed to. their film processor fre-
quently breaking down. He also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation
safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of
some aspects of the PM operation. Binning said PM was not asked to leave
the site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees
were not harassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

On April 15,-1981, Steven Binning provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit 15.

5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning

On January 19 and April. 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's Assistant,
was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant,
he was not responsible for reading or interpreting film or making any weld
determinations. He said he worked with both David Hang and Allan Sellars
and did not recall them commenting that Anthony Pallon overrode them. He
stated that PM usually radiographed K,iser field welds; however, on one
occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said he re-
called Hang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces
and identified rejectable indications in some welds. He indicated Hang
reported this to Pallon, but he was not aware of the final disposition of
the report.

Binning also said that in January 1980 there was a break-in of the PM trailer
and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.
He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con-
ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning
PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the
investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and
Applegate about it. Binning said he was never told by PM management to
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" cover up" anything about their activities at the site. Binning volunteered
that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film
processor breaking down and holding up production.

5.16.3.12 Interview of Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on
weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that
he overrode PM on their weld findings. Marshall also stated that the PM
radiographers, with whom he spoke after Applegate made his disclosures to
the press, did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in
their weld determinations.

He recalled one incident when PM was asked to examine some MSR spool pieces
that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said that in April
1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces and he, Rex Baker,
KEI Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the films. All
concurred that the welds were of the wrong geometry for radiographic examina-
tion. Marshall said that on some of the films the geometric configuration had
distorted the radiographic view of the welds. He added that this examination
was an exception to common practice because PM normally radiographed Kaiser
field welds but not welds on Kellogg prefabricated pieces. Marshall advised
that the MSR spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

5.16.3.13 Interview of Anthony Pallon Sr.

On August 13, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Sr. , was interviewed by NRC. Pallon
stated he was employed at Zimmer as a Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,
Welding / Nondestructive Examination from April 1, 1977 to July 8, 1980.
He stated his position involved the review of PM radiographic reports of
examination for pipe welds at the plant. Pallon stated he did not consis-
tently override PM in their weld determinations at Zimmer and, on the
contrary, frequently rejected welds that PM found acceptable. He said, on
less than ten occasions PM radiographers identified nonconforming vendor
welds while examining an adjacent Kaiser weld. He said in each instance
he directed the nonconforming weld to be repaired or replaced. He stated
he could not make a determination about 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds
in the plant being defective, since PM did not radiograph them, he did not
review the radiographs, and he would not make an unqualified statement about
their acceptability.

Pallon said in April 1980 that PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed and
Nuclear Energy Services (NES), Inc., took control of the radiography work
at Zimmer. He attributed this to poor management of the PM operation at
Zimmer, coupled with equipment problems that affected PM's ability to perform
the required amount of radiographic examinations.

5.16.3.14 Record Reviews

The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs of field welds
made between October 1979 and March 1980 to determine if CG&E or Kaiser
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personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by PM. The results of
that review are given in Table 5.16-1.

Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet
Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

1. RH-113 RH-31 26. RE-75A RE-1
2. RI-7 R1-11 27. K-288 WK-8
3. RH-53 RH-20 28. RH-86 RH-64
4. RH-55 RH-20 29. @A3 DO-2
5. K-73 RH-20 30. @C3 DG-25
6. RH-40 RH-26 31. HGK-250 HG-16
7. K-494 MS-37 32. RD-K4 RD-1
8. FW-454 MS-30A 33. IMS22AC2 MS-315
9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88

'

10. K-926 WR-26 35. P.L.2M20803 LC-13
11. K-455 MS-26A 36. K-483 MS-43
12. MS22AA2 MS-311 37. K-499 MS-39
13. K-84 RH-38 38. 1RRBIAA-3/4 RR-122
14. P.L.2M20795 LC-19 39. K-288 RT-2
15. LP-9 LP-3 40. FC-5 FC-14
16. K-507 MS-44 41. K-33 FW-4
17. K-508 MS-45 42. FWK-31 FW-2
18. K-448 MS-27A 43. LP-13 LP-11
19. HP-19B HP-5 44. CYK-221 CY-49
20. FC-93 FC-29 45. WR41AA3 WR-44
21. K-414 MS-24A 46. FW58A FW-2
22. K-523 MS-27A 47. K-877 WR-2
23. RH-54 RH-20 48. HP-55 HP-4
24. 'RH-56 RH-20 49. K-475 MS-34
25. RH-46 RH-20

None of the reader sheets for the welds in Table 5.16-1 indicated that Kaiser
personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.

5.16.4 Findings and Conclusions

Seven current gad former PM employees who were interviewed denied any
attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.
In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied
that PM was consistently overridden in its weld determinations. A review
of PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of PM
being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.

Former PM employees indicated the PM trailer had been broken into. It was
not established that this was done by Individuals D and E. Seven security
officers who Applegate indicated had information regarding the break-in
were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in of the

|
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trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of Individuals D
and E in such a break-in. After the break-in, PM's copies of examination
reports of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool pieces were
determined by PM employees to be missing. Three of the eight reports on
the spool pieces were found by NRC inspectors in the Kaiser Document
Control Center filed with a nonconformance report, but five of the reports
were missing. The three reports and films were reviewed by the PM employee
who did the initial examination of the welds. He verified the reports and
films are the originals. He said the reports filed with the nonconformance
report are for the welds thought to be defective, and the missing five
reports are of the radiographs of the acceptable welds.

5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.17 Industry Blacklisting

5.17.1 Allegation

" Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of utility
and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA practices."

5.17.2 Backaround Information

No additional information was provided.

5.17.3 Investigation
,

5.17.3.1 Interview of Individuals A and B

Individuals A and B, both union pipefitters, were interviewed by NRC on
April 24 and 22, respectively. They stated they had not been intimidated
or subjected to reprisals for their criticism of QA practices at Zimmer.
Individuals A and B both stated that they were fired in January 1980 as a

i result of the findings of Thomas Applegate's investigation into their
involvement in timecard cheating. They have since been re-employed by
CG&E subcontractors at Zimmer and other CG&E sites.

5.17.3.2 Interview of William Schwiers'

!

i On January 16, 1981, William Schwiers, QA Manager (CG&E), was interviewed
by NRC. He was asked to provide the names and current place of employment
for Kaiser QC inspectors who had left the site since January 1, 1979. A
list was subsequently provided, indicating that a total of twenty-three QC
inspectors had left the site since that date. Fifteen were known to be
employed at other nuclear power plants under construction, two were employed
as QC inspectors in defense-related industries, and there was no known place
of employment for the remaining six inspectors. Schwiers said there has
been no attempt by CG&E to engage in any form of industry-wide reprisals
against employees who left Zimmer.
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5.17.3.3 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

'On April 10, 1980, Ernest Aldredge, President of Peabody Magnaflux (PM),
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that neither PM nor its employees had
been subjected to any reprisals by CG&E or other utilities for their work
at Zimmer.

A1 dredge indicated that he was contacted by private investigator
Thomas Applegate who asked him about the termination of the PM contract at
Zimmer. He stated he told Applegate the situation at Zimmer could affect
PM's performance record in the industry. A1 dredge said the contract was
terminated because of production problems that he attributed to a lack of
adequate staffing on PM's part, and frequent breakdowns of their onsite
film processing machine.

A1 dredge also said he was advised by Charles Wood, the PM Cincinnati Office
Manager, that NRC had audited PM's records onsite and had found deficiencies.
A1 dredge said he talked to Applegate about PM being removed from other con-
tractor's bid lists because of the work at Zimmer, but he was referring to
their poor performance record at Zimmer affecting other contracts. He indi-
cated that he was not referring to any systematic attempt by CG&E to engage
in any intimidation or reprisals against PM for its work onsite. A1 dredge
stated that during the conversation with Applegate he was concerned that the
professional and business reputation of PM not be tarnished. He indicated
he felt that Applegate misunderstood what he said and falsely accused CG&E
of engaging in " industry-wide" intimidation of PM.

5.17.3.4 Interviews of PM Employees

Between January 19 and April 15, 1981, seven current and former PM employees
were interviewed by NRC. They denied that they had been placed in fear of
utility or industry-wide reprisals should they complain about QA practices
at Zimmer. The results of these interviews are reported in Sections 5.7.3,
5.8.3, and 5.16.3.

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions

Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees of
Peabody Magnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP, were
contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or subjected to
industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Zimmer QA practices.

5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.18 Inspector's Journal

5.18.1 Allegation

"A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and incidents
at Zimmer."
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! On January 29, 1980, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a detailed
journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation waste chemistry
technician at Zimmer.

5.18.2 Background Information

It is common practice for inspectors performing certain types of inspections
to utilize notebooks to record their observations. Such notes can later
be used to generate surveillance reports, nonconformance reports, or other
documents as required.

5.18.3 Investigation

5.18.3.1 Personnel Record Review

The NRC Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E personnel records and found
an individual named Yohan Reiter. Inquiry indicated that Reiter was employed
by Westinghouse, Inc., in Brazil. Personnel records confirmed that Reiter
had been employed at Zimmer at the time Thomas Applegate was onsite.;

i
' 5.18.3.2 Interview with Yohan Reiter

On February 5, 1981, Yohan Reiter of Westinghouse, Inc., was interviewed
by telephone. He stated he was formerly employed as a radiation chemistry
technician at Zimmer. He said he recalled meeting Thomas Applegate in the
radiation waste disposal area during a routine inspection. Reiter also
recalled commenting to Applegate that his field notebook was his " paper

. brain" in which he recorded the results of his field inspections. He said
' the notebook listed deficiencies identified during system walkdowns of the

radioactive waste disposal system. Reiter indicated that he used the note-
book to record deficiencies such as malfunctioning gauges or acid eating
through floor tiles, which were then recorded on an equipment service list
and corrected by the plant maintenance staff. He said that to his knowledge
all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the licensee.1

' He added that during meetings with his supervisor, Dean Erickson, and other
members of the Radiation Protection Department staff, the adequacy of the
resulting corrective action was discussed.

Reiter indicated that he' was not keeping any detailed journal of safety
defects at the plant and, if he had any concerns regarding the safe opera-
tion of the plant, he would have ' contacted the NRC himself.

5.18.4 Findings and Conclusions

The individual who was alleged to have kept a " journal of safety hazards and
incidents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection notebook.
He stated he used this notebook to record deficiencies he identified during
system walkdowns of the radiation waste disposal system. He said that to his
knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the
licensee.
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5.18.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.19 Pipefitter Joke

5.19.1 Allegation

"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be hundreds
of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a
disastrous accident."

5.19.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided as to the source or significance of
the " joke" or statement.

5.19.2.1 Media Interview

During interviews conducted by Bettina Gregory of ABC News (broadcast on
May 19, 1981), Edwin Hofstadter made a similar comment. Hofstadter was
neither a pipefitter nor site employee, as detailed in Section 5.10.2.

5.19.3 Investigation

5.19.3.1 Interviets

Sixteen pipefitters interviewed by RIII inspectors could not provide any
information concerning any specific equipment design or installation
deficiencies.

During one interview, a QC inspector indicated that this joke had been
heard in the plant.

5.19.4 Findings and Conclusions

It was determined that the alleged statement had beensmade. The NRC is
addressing the allegations and safety concerns identified during this
investigation.

The only other way that the NRC can deal with an allegation such as this
is to determine if the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection

| program, the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program, and the preoperational
| testing program should enable this determination to be made.

5.19.5 Items of Noncompliacce

No items of noncompliance were identified.
i

!
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6.0 Allegations Received Through Site Interviews

During interviews conducted at the Zimmer site, the investigators and
inspectors received additional allegations. A number of these allegations
added detail to those in Section 4 and are included in that Section of
this report. The more significant allegations were investigated and are
included in this section of the report. There are other allegations that
will be investigated in the future.

6.1 Inspector Harassment

6.1.1 Allegation

QC inspectors have been harassed by construction personnel who have repeatedly
doused them with water. QC inspectors have been transferred following com-
plaints from construction personnel that the QC inspectors have been too
critical.

6.1.2 Investigation

6.1.2.1 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13,15, and July 8, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was
interviewd by NRC. He stated that Rex Baker told him of one incident in
September 1980 when a QC inspector was doused with water while performing
an inspection. Gittings stated Baker told him that the person who had
doused the inspector had been identified and fired by construction management.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on the inspection activities of Individual I, a QC inspector,,

and his lack of completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer
Individual I from pipe support hanger inspection to structural welding
inspection activities. Gittings also indicated that in January 1980 he
directed Baker to reassign QC Inspectors Ruiz, Wimbish, and Hendley because
of problems with their inspection activities.

'

6.1.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan
.

t

| On March 10 and 11, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser Lead Civil / Structural QC
Inspector, was interviewed by NRC. He-stated that he was aware that water

,

| had been dumped on QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and Anthony Pallon, Jr., by
| craft personnel during the course of their inspections.

Donovan stated that on February 16, 1981, James Ruiz was involuntarily
reassigned from inspections in the drywell area to the fabrication shop.
Donovan explained that he had been Ruiz's lead supervisor and was directed

[ by Rex Baker to make the reassignment. He stated that Baker offered no
explanation for the reassignment except that the Kaiser QA Manager had
requested he reassign Ruiz.

|

|

|
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Donovan stated it was obvious to him that Baker disapproved of the reassign-
ment. He indicated the reassignment resulted from a personality conflict
between Ruiz and Jerry Adams, Ironworker Superintendent, who felt that Ruiz
was too strict and " nit picking" during his inspections. Donovan stated that
Adams had complained to him about Ruiz's inspections and had discussed this
matter with Baker. Baker indicated that Ruiz was a good inspector, was not
overly critical, and was justified in citing the various deficiencies he
discovered in Adams' area. Donovan speculated that Adams had complained
about Ruiz to General Superintendent James Sandlin who then talked to
Gittings, who decided to remove Ruiz from the inspection area. Donovan
added that concurrently he had heard unsubstantiated rumors that QC
Inspectors Hendley, Wimbish, and McCoy were also going to be reassigned
because of criticism of their inspection findings by Kaiser construction
personnel.

On March 11, 1981, Donovan provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit 31.

6.1.2.3 Interview of Janice Hulkey

On March 11 and 12, 1981, Janice H. Mulkey, Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
viewed by NRC. She stated that on three or four occasions between August
1979 to August 1980 water had been thrown on her from above by craft
personnel while she performed inspections. Mulkey said she never saw the
responsible individuals but on each occasion she re orted the incident to
her supervisors (K. Shinkle, J. Setlock, c ($. Heath) She recalled that
on one occasion Heath threatened to remove all the Q inspectors from the
site if water continued to be thrown. Mulkey said Robert Marshall was then
apprised of the incidents. Marshall then told the craft superintendents
to assurc that the water-throwing incidents stopped or he would terminate
eight craft personnel who were suspected of being responsible.

Mulkey said the water-throwing incidents adversely affected her performance
and caused her difficulties in concentrating on her inspection activities
because she had to be constantly vigilant for water being thrown on her.
Mulkey also stated that, when water was thrown from three stories above her,
it struck her with such force that on one occasion it knocked the breath out
of her and on another caused her to bruise her knee. She indicated that
other QC inspectors had also been doused with water.

On March 12, 1981, Janice Mulkey provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit 32.

6.1.2.4 Interview with Anthony Pallon, Jr.

On February 10, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Jr., Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that since January 1981 he has performed visual
weld inspections in the suppression pool area to ensure these welds met
AWS Code requirements. Pallon said the previous inspector in this area
had been lax, and he began rejecting about 50% of the welds he inspected.
Soon afterwards, he was being called to inspection points by craft personnel
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who would douse him with water from above when he arrived. Pallon said
this occurred about two or three times a week and he had been squirted with
a fire extinguisher while performing an inspection the night prior to this
inte rview.

Pallon said he was also told that Douglas Haff, Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-
tendent, had told QC Inspector Joseph Mills that he would have Pallon fired.
Pallon said Haff on one occasion harrassed him when he returned from lunch
by directing security personnel to search him and Joseph Mills for alcohol.

On February 10, 1981, Pallon provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit 33.

6.1.2.5 Interview of Joseph Mills

On February 10, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
FRC. He stated that, while performing inspections in the suppression pool
area, both he and Anthony Pallon had been called to inspection points and
doused with water. Mills felt it was significant that Pallon was doused in
excess of six times in one month. Craft personnel were apparently doing this
because of Pallon's weld rejections. Mills indicated that Douglas Haff, the
superintendent in this area, told him he would get Pallon fired because he
was " nit picking" on his inspections. Mills said he ignored this comment
because it was impossible for Haff to fire a QC inspector.

|

Mills indicated that later Haff attempted.to harass him and Pallon by having
them searched by security guards for alcohol when they returned from lunch one
day. He stated these actions did not affect his inspection activity, although

| he did feel that the QA program at Zimmer was understaffed, procedures were

|
poorly written, and the existing program lacked support from Kaiser management.

1
.

6.1.2.6 Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on one occasion during the spring of 1980 he and
QC Inspector Charles Belcher were called to an inspection point by craft
personnel. McCoy said when they arrived at the inspection point an attempt
was made to douse them with water thrown at them from above.

On February 11, 1981, McCoy provided a sworn statement, which is included
at Exhibit 34.

6.1.2.7 Interview of John Sullivan

On February 19, 1981, John Sullivan, Nuclear Energy Services Inc., was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he personally has never been doused
with water but that be was aware Kaiser QC Inspectors Anthony Pallon and
Rick Sizemore had been doused with water while performing inspections in
the suppresion pool area. Sullivan stated that when Sizemore was doused

; he was performing an inspection using a 220-volt magnetic particle testing
' machine, and, if water had struck the machine, Sizemore might have been

electrocuted. He indicated that Construction Superintendents Edward Stanley
and Douglas Haff were standing in the area when this incident occurred.
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Sullivan also related another incident when he and Pallon were searched by
security personnel when they were returning from lunch one day. He stated
that, in his opinion, Haff and Stanley were attempting to harass Pallon
because of Pallon's inspection activities in their area.

On February 19, 1981, Sullivan provided a sworn statement, which is included
| as Exhibit 35.

6.1.2.8 Interview of Billy Tyree

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Billy Tyree, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from
September 24 to November 20, 1979, by Butler Services, Inc. Tyree stated
that he was aware that buckets of water were thrown on QC inspectors by Kaiser
construction workers. Tyree indicated that he never observed such incidents,,

'

but he recalled that on four or six occasions QC Inspector Janice Hulkey was
doused with water, and had reported these incidents to her immediate supervisor.

Tyree also stated that two or three other QC inspectors were also doused
I with water, and he conjectured this was done to limit the thoroughness of

inspections.by QC personnel. He was unaware of any inquiry or investigation|

to identify the individuals involved in the dousing incidents, but learned
that a construction worker named "Frenchie" was considered to be generally
responsible for some of the water-throwing incidents.

On February 20, 1981, Tyree provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit 36.

6.1.2.9 Interview of Richard Price

On February 18 and March 7,1981, Richard Price, former QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed by Butler Services. Inc. , from
September 1975 to November 28, 1980, and by Kaiser from December 1 to 14,
1980. Price stated he was aware that, on at least twelve occasions, construc-
tion workers poured buckets of water on QC inspectors who were conducting
inspections in the containment building. He stated his opinion that the
water was thrown on the inspectors because they were conscientious and re-
fused to accept inferior or nonconforming work by craft personnel.

Price stated he heard rumors that two Kaiser construction workers nicknamed
"Frenchie" and " John Boy" were the individuals responsible for throwing water.

He indicated that Kaiser management was apprised of these incidents and
construction personnel were unofficially told that they would be terminated
if there were any further incidents of water being thrown on QC inspectors.

| On March 2, 1981, Price provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit 37.

6.1.2.10 Interview of Winston Jackson

On February 18 and 20,1981, Winston Jackson, former QC Inspector, was
[ interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer by Butler Services,
i

|

|

I
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Inc., from July 1979 to November 1980. Jackson stated he was aware of
several incidents when buckets of water were dumped on QC inspectors by craft
personnel while they were performing inspections in the containment building.4

He indicated that in his opinion these incidents represented harassment of
QC inspectors by construction personnel, and he added that these incidents
were reported to Kaiser management. He stated he was not aware of any action
Kaiser took concerning this matter.

1

On February 20, 1981, Jackson provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit 38.7

6.1.2.11 Interview of James Ramsey

On February 18 and 20, 1981, James Ramsey, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he formerly worked at Zimmer for Butler
Services, Inc., and also for Kaiser Engineering between July 1979 and
December 14, 1980. Ramsey stated that QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and
Michael DePuccio were doused with water by construction personnel while
performing inspections in the containment building. He indicated that, in
his opinion, these incidents amounted to harassment of the inspectors by
construction personnel. Ramsey said these incidents were reported to Kaiser.
management and an investigation was conducted into the matter, but he was

; unaware of any outcome of the inquiry.

! On February 20, 1981, Ramsey provided a sworn statement, which is included
' as Exhibit 39.

6.1.2.12 Interview of Individual I

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Individual I, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by dRC. He indicated that he was aware of incidents of QC
inspectors being harassed by construction personnel. Individual I stated
that two inspectors in particular were subject to harassment in the form of
buckets of water dumped on them while they were performing their inspections.,

'

He said the above incidents were reported to Kaiser management but nothing
was ever done about the problem. Individual I indicated that he had heard

'

that General Foreman Walter Name was aware of the identity of the individuals
i involved in the incidents but was protecting those individuals.
'

A sworn statement by Individual I is included as Exhibit 5.

6.1.2.13 Interview of Dennis Taylor

On February 19, 1981, Dennis Taylor, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in October or November 1980, while performing a
magnetic particle inspection of a weld in the reactor containment building,
he was hit with a stream of water from a fire extinguisher. Taylor also
indicated that QC Inspector Anthony Pallon was frequently doused with water
while performing inspections in the suppression pool area. In Taylor's
opinion, Pallon was being harassed by craft personnel in this area because -

he was rejecting welds made by the craft personnel.
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6.1.2.14 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that construction workers were pouring
buckets of water on QC inspectors who were performing inspections. He said
that these incidents were brought to the attention of Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, who stated that anyone throwing water on a QC
inspector would be fired. However, no formal investigation or report was
made of these incidents.

6.1.2.15 Interview of Walter Hamm, Sr.

On March 26, 1981, Walter Hamm, Sr., Kaiser General Foreman, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was aware that water had been thrown on several QC
inspectors, including Janice Hulkey. Hamm indicated that the culpable indi-
viduals were never identified and no disciplinary action was ever initiated.
He stated that according to rumors individuals nicknamed " Fat Frenchie,"
" Skinny Frenchie," and one pipefitter nicknamed " John Boy" were involved .

in the incidents. Hamm identified these individuals but he was unable to
substantiate their involvement. He personally warned all of these indi-
viduals that he would terminate them if he found they were throwing water
on QC inspectors.

I
Hamm was critical of the QC inspection activities at Zimmer and stated that
QC inspectors often rejected work that, in his opinion, was acceptable. He;

also mentioned that he frequently had difficulty in finding inspectors when
he needed them to respond to an inspection point in a timely manner. Hamm
stated that the QC inspectors delayed construction and increased construc-
tion expenses because of their critical inspections. He indicated that he
had frequently criticized the inspectors personally and had admonished them
for their inavailability to perform inspections.

On March 26, 1981, Hamm provided a sworn statement, which is included as
Exhibit 40.

6.1.2.16 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. Baker stated that in January or February 1981,
Phillip Gittings suggested that QC Inspectors Ruiz, Hendley, and Wimbish
be reassigned because they were " nit picking" during their inspections and
writing too many nonconformance reports. Baker disagreed with this sugges-
tion and expressed hi: opinion that the inspectors were performing inspections
in accordance with Kaiser procedures and were writing valid nonconformance
reports. He stated that he did move Inspectors Ruiz and Hendley from weld
inspections in the reactor building to inspections in the fabrication shop.

Baker also stated that, when he first arrived on the site, he learned
from the previous Inspection Supervisor that the lead welding inspector,
Kenneth Shinkle, had also been reassigned.
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Baker also understood that QC inspector Janice Hulkey was doused with water
while performing an inspection, but he was not exactly sure how or when the
incident occurred.

6.1.2.17 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1980, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from November 1977 to February 1980 he was lead pipe
support hanger inspector at Zimmer. Shinkle stated that in February 1980
Kaiser was involved in a 100% reinspection of all pipe support hanger welds.
He said his inspectors were rejecting up to 95% of the hangers inspected and
initiating nonconformance reports for deficient hanger welds.

Shinkle stated that he was called into a meeting with both CG&E and Kaiser
management, who criticized his group's high rate of rejection, their inspec-
tion techniques, and the continuing identification of deficiencies on welds
that were found acceptable during previous inspections. He said those Kaiser
officials present initially denied they had committed Kaiser to a 100%
reinspection, but later in the meeting they admitted this was the commitment
for reinspection of pipe support hangers. Shinkle stated that at the end of
the meeting a Kaiser official asked him, "Do you understand who you work for
now?" He took this comment as an attempt to intimidate him and to pressure
his inspectors to accept pipe support hangers undergoing inspection at the
time.

Shinkle stated that the next day he submitted nonconformance reports for
deficient welds on pipe support hangers, and Kaiser management removed him
from his job later that afternoon. He learned'that William Schwiers, CG&E
QA Manager, had objected to Kaiser about Shinkle's reassignment but was
told Robert Marshall had said "it would be a cold day in hell before he'll
[Shinkle] touch another pipe hanger." Shinkle stated that he has never been
reassigned to pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On September 1, 1980, Shinkle was promoted to Quality Assurance Engineer for
civil / structural activities, the job description for which states that he is
responsible for pipe support hanger inspections. However, Phillip Gittings
told him that this was a typing error in the description and he would have
nothing to do with pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On February 18, 1981, Shinkle provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit 41.

6.1.2.18 Interview of Mack White
I

On March 11 and 25, 1981, Mack White, QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that on March 11, 1981, at about 10:30 a.m., he was conducting
an inspection in the drywell area of the primary containment building at
Level 524. White indicated that at this time an unknown individual dumped
a few gallons of water on him from above. He looked up but was unable to
identify the individual as he ran away.
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White stated he reported the incident to the NRC, QC management personnel,
and to Construction Superintendent Adams. He said that Adams commenced an
inquiry to attempt to determine who was responsible, but was unsuccessful.
White stated he nad no idea who threw the water and he was unable to
speculate on what prompted the incident.

On March 25, 1981, White provided a sworn statement, which is included as
Exhibit 42.

6.1.2.19 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QA Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that on February 22, 1981 he was reassigned from inspections in the
primary containment building to inspections in the fabrication shop. Ruiz
stated that Rex Baker had commented to him at the time of his transfer that
"you were doing too good a job and so they transferred you." Ruiz stated that
prior to his reassignment he had disagreed with Ironworker Superintendent
Jerry Adams, who accused him of " nit picking" inspections.

Ruiz stated he was told by Dennis Donovan that Adams had gone to James Sandlin,
Kaiser General Superintendent, and asked Sandlin to have the QA Manager remove
him from the containment area. Ruiz stated that his reassignment was an example
of Gittings' lack of support for QC inspectors and proved that the QA Department
was not independent of construction influence at Zimmer.

On February 25, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, which is included as
Exhibit 43.

6.1.2.20 Interview of James Sandlin

On March 13, 1981, James T. Sandlin, Kaiser General Superintendent (structural),
was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that QC Inspector James Ruiz had been
unable to establish or maintain a good working relationship with construction
personnel or his fellow inspectors. Sandlin stated that Ruiz conducted in-
spections without listening to any advice and did not solicit the cooperation

,

of construction personnel or other QC inspectors.i

Sandlin stated that Ruiz had been unnecessarily critical in his inspections and
had been accused of " nit picking." He indicated that this had caused conflict
between Ruiz and Gerald Adams, Structural Superintendent, and he brought this
matter to the attention of the QA Manager asking him to resolve the situation.
Sandlin denied that he asked Gittings to reassign Ruiz from the primary contain-
ment area.

On March 25, 1981, Sandlin provided a sworn statement, which is included as
Exhibit 44.

6.1.2.21 Interview of Gerald Adams

On March 13 and 25, 1981, Gerald Adams, Kaiser Stru'ctural Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he received numerous complaints from con-
struction personnel regarding the inspections of QC Inspector James Ruiz. He
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said that in his opinion Ruiz was too critical and " nit picking" on his in-
spections, thereby delaying construction activities. Adams indicated that Ruiz
did not cooperate with craft personnel and, in his opinion, was inspecting
according to ASME Code requirements when he should be following the less
stringent AWS Code requirements.

Adams stated that he had accused Ruiz of holding up construction and being
overcritical in his inspections. He also threatened to have him terminated-
if he persisted in his unjustified delays of construction. However, Adams
denied threatening to have Ruiz terminated unless he accepted welds that did
not meet AWS criteria. Adams stated he had complained to Donovan, Baker,
Sandlin, and Gittings about Ruiz's inspections and specifically suggested to
Baker that it would be better for both him and Ruiz if Ruiz was reassigned to
another area. However, Adams denied any responsibility for initiating Ruiz's
reassignment.

On March 25, 1981, Adams provided a sworn statement, which is included as
Exhibit 45..

6.1.2.22 Interview of L. Q. Hendley

On March 9, 1981, L. Q. Hendley, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that in February 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger
inspection duties to the fabrication shop. Hendley stated that his supervisor,
David Painter, told him he was "doing his job too well and that is the reason'

for your reassignment." Hendley stated that, after his reassignment, noncon-
fonnance reports he had written were dispositioned as " Accept-As-Is" by the
QC Manager.

,

6.1.2.23 Interview of David Hang

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that prior to his employment by Kaiser he worked for Peabody Magnaflux,
the firm which had been responsible for nondestructive examination of welds at
Zimmer. He said that in March 1980, while inspecting welds in the containment
building, he was doused with a bucket of water from above. Hang indicated this
was not an unusual occurrence and that this had happened to other QC inspectors
before and after this event.

Hang also stated that during the summer of 1978 he was re-inspecting 'a weld he
had previously rejected when a pipefitter threatened him with bodily harm if

,

he did not pass the weld. Hang said he did not report the incident to anyone,o

but was intimidated by this threat and did not enter that particular area for
some time.

On February 24, 1981, Hang provided a sworn statement, which is included as
Exhibit 13.

6.1.3 Findings and Conclusions

Quality Control Inspectors were harassed by construction personnel who
dumped water on them, and discharged fire extinguishers on them from above.
In one case, inspectors were harassed when entering the site by being searched

|

!
|
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by security personnel who were instructed to perfora the search by.const ue-'

tion Department supervisors. In addition, the reassignaent of inspectors was;

viewed by inspectors as a form of harassment.
'

There was no indication that any of the construction perno'anel activities ,
; were condoned by Kaiser or CG&E management. There were indications that.
I action was taken by Kaiser to identify and discipline those Larassing QC
'

Inspectors; however, that action was not effective in stopping the harasa-
ment and intimidation. '

-
.

The Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned Quality Control inspectors'
on four occasions after the Kaiser Construction Department criticized them, '

,

The reassignment of inspectors was viewed by Kaiser and CG&E manag'ement as a -

means of reducing friction between the inspectors'and construction personnel.
QC inspection supervisors interviewed stated that the Kaiser Qaality Assurance
Manager reassigned inspectors because construction management complained about
their inspection activities. NRC inspectors found that soms of the noncon-
formance reports generated by inspectors prior to their reassignment were;

improperly voided or were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance . reporting ,'system following their reassignments (see Section 4.1).

Although harassment and intimidation of QC Inspectors was determined,to.have
occurred in various forms, there was insufficient information to demonstrate
that those activities resulted in loss of inspector independence as' defined' '

I in Criteria I of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. A response to this matter will be
! required of the licensee to provide NRC with measures taken or planned to
I assure harassment and intimidation of QC Inspectors by any means and by any, ,

persons is stopped. i
;

6.1.4 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified; however, this matter has been '
forwarded to the Office of Inspector and Auditor for review for possible - .

'

criminal activities.
,

,

6.2 Weld Inspection Criteria Deleted

' An allegation from a site employee concerning the deletion of required weld
inspection criteria was received by the NRC during the investigation. The
employee showed the Region III inspector copies of KEI-1 forms (weld inspection .

records) that supported the allegation.

6.2.1 Review of Weld Inspection Records
,

,

The Region III inspectors observed that weld inspection criteria utilized to
verify weld procedure, welder qualification, filler material, joint cleanliness,
bevels, and damage had been deleted or designated as not applicable (N/A) on ' - :

the following KEI-1 forms (weld inspection records):
'

.c ,

;
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,

Table 6.2-1 Weld Inspection Records
,

System or Isometric Beam or Other
Conponent Drawing # Mark # Information

Drywell Support Steel S398B 29 Detail E of S-437

Drywell Support Steel S398B 2 stiffeners Line No. MXC.

1/2 x 6-3/4 17S493
x 25-1/8

Drywell Support Steel S398A 125 Line No.
EL-535 191'

, Drywell Support Steel S398B 67* Detail 13 of 493
Detail 2 of 447

Drywell Support Steel S398A C-63 Bottom Plate
(W8 x 10)

Drywell Support Steel S398A W8 x 17 Lugs

Service Water System PSK1WS32 55H Line No.
1WS17A18

The records for the drywell support steel indicated that the deleted criteria
existed at least from July,1980 to January,1981. The record for the weld
in the service water system indicated the criteria was designated as not
applicable in November 1979.

The inspection criteria to verify. proper fitup and tack welds was also
designated N/A for the above weld activities on the service water system.

6.2.2 Code Requirements

- The welding activities were governed by ASME Code Section III-1971 Edition
or by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code. The applicable requirements of both codes
are as follows:

ASME Code, Section III 1971 Requirements

. 1. NA-413C- "As used in this Section of the Code, Quality Assusu ,e comprises
all those planned and systematic actions necessary to provide adequate
confidence that all components, parts, or appurtenances are manufactured
and/or installed (as applicable) in accordance with the rules of this<,

Section."

2. NA-4420- "The manufacturer and/or Installer shall maintain a written
description of the procedures used by his organization for control of
quality and examinations, showing in detail the implementation of the
quality assurance requirements of this Section of the Code."

! - 142 -

,
.-

_m_ __ _____



.

DRAFT 3 10/15/81

3. NA-4510- "Inprocess and final examinations and tests shall be established
to assure conformance with documented instructions, procedures, and
drawings."

4. NA-4442.1- " Welding and brazing materials for all classes of construction
shall be controlled in accordance with NB-4122...."

NX-4122- " Welding and brazing materials shall be identified and controlled
so that they can be traced to each component and/or installation of a
piping system, or else a control procedure shall be employed which ensures
that the specified materials are used."

5. NA-4451- ". . . Measures shall be established to assure that processes in-
cluding welding and heat-treating are controlled in accordance with the
rules of this Section of the Code and are accomplished by qualified
personnel using qualified procedures."

6. NX-4230--identifies specific requirements for fitting and aligning of
weld joints which must be verified.

AWS DI.1-1972 Code Requirements

1. Section 3.1.1- "All applicable paragraphs of this section shall be
observed in the production and inspection of welded assemblies and
structures produced by any of the processes acceptable under this Code."

2. Section 3.2.1- " Surfaces and edges to be welded shall be smooth, uniform,
and free from fins, tears, cracks, or other defects which would adversely
affect the quality of strength of the weld. Surfaces to be welded and
surfaces adjacent to a weld shall also be free from loose or thick scale,
slag, rust, moisture, grease, or other foreign material that will prevent
proper welding . . . ."

3. Section 3.3.1- "The parts to be joined by fillet welds shall be brought
into as close contact as practicable. The gap between parts shall normally
not exceed 3/16 inch ....

4. Section 3.3.7--addresses tack weld requirements which must be verified.

5. Section 6.1.1- "The inspector designated by the Engineer shall ascertain
that all fabrication by welding is performed in accordance with the
requirements of this Code.

|

6. Section 6.1.3- "He" (the inspector) "shall be notified, in advance, of,

! the start of any velding operations."

7. Section 6.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only materials
conforming to the requirements of this Code are used."

8. Section 6.4.1- "The inspector shall permit welding to be performed only
by velders, welding operators, and tackers who are qualified in accordance
with the requirements of 5.2."

|
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;

9. Section 6.5.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only welding,

procedures that meet the provisions of 5.1 and 5.2 are ewployed."4

10. Section 6.5.3- "The Inspector shall make certain that electrodes are
used only in the positions and with the type of welding current and
polarity for which they are classified."

11. Section 6.5.4- "The inspector shall, at suitable intervals, observe the
technique and performance of each welder, welding operator, and tacker
to make certain that the applicable requirements of Section 4 are met." i

The weld inspection criteria were deleted or designated as not applicable
on weld inspection forms used routinely to inspect welds. This appears to
be contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion III, and the W' . H. Zimmers
QA Manual, Sections 3.3 and 3.13.1 (358/81-13-23).

This matter is addressed in the liccasee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.2.3 Findings and Conclusions

Weld inspection criteria were deleted from weld inspection forms used to
document inspections of welds between July 1980 and January 1981 and were
designated as not applicable for one weld made in November 1979. This
concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confinnation Program.

6.2.4 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to delineate required
weld inspection criteria).

6.3 QA Surveillance Reports

An allegation concerning Surveillance Report procedure violations was1

received by the NRC from a site employee during this investigation. The
allegation stated that Surveillance Reports were not being transferred to4

( Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by procedure.
l

6.3.1 Record Reviews

The Region III inspectors reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction
QACHI G-14, Revision 3, for initiating and documenting QA Surveillance
Reports (SR). Page 1, paragraph 2, of the procedure states that..."sur-
veillance reports will be used to identify...an in-process nonconformance
which can be corrected without processing a Nonconformance Report (NR)."
Page 2, paragraph 5 of the procedure states "Except in extenuating circum-
stances, QA surveillance reports which identify in process nonconformances,

j will be transferred to a NR when the non-complying condition has not beeg
j acceptably corrected within 30 calendar days."
;

The following QA Surveillance Reports identify in process nonconformances'

! (deficiencies):

No. 2899 dated December 18, 1980--bolt torque verification missed

i
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No. 2903 dated January 14, 1981--weld (fitup and preheat of 60')
verifications missed

No. F-2909 dated Janaury 16, 1981--bolts missing or loose

No. 2914 dated Janaury 15, 1981--NDE weld hold points (MT and VT)
- bypassed

No. F-2941 dated January 28, 1981--broken flex, bolts fail to torque,
etc.

No. F-3070 dated March 24, 1981--bolt installation not verified

Ha. F-3071 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3072 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3073 dated March 24", 1981--bolts do not meet torque requirements

No. F-3074 dated March 24, 1981--bolts stripped

No. F-3075 dated March 24, 1981--bolt holes elongated

No. F-3076 dated March 24, 1981--hanger needs shimming and spalling
repair

No. F-3082 dated March 25, 1981--cable is too short

No. F-3083 dated March 26, 1981--unacceptable welds

No. F-3099 dated March 27, 1981--bolt deficiencies

No. F-7000 dated March 30, 1981--weld deficiencies, missing braces,
etc.

No. F-7006 dated April 1, 1981--weld deficiencies

No. F-7019 dated April 6, 1981--weld deficiencies

The disposition of SR 2899 indicated that based on a rejection rate of
less than 1% of the verified torque on other bolts, the bolts on approxi-
mately 10% of the attachments (conduit straps, non-engineered hangers, etc.)
in various areas (Plan No. 1 of EI drawing 150-2, Revision D, for example)
were acceptable without required torque verifications'(ene bolt per attachment).
The disposition, dated January 15, 1981, was made b3 a H. J. Kaiser Quality

i Assurance Engineer and not by design control measures commensurate with those
applied to the original design.

The disposit'.on dated January 14, 1981, on SR 2903 indicated that welds A3
and A4 on pipe line ISK RR-298 were acceptable-as-is based on normal ambient

|
|
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temperature plus the sample verification by radiography of fitups on 20 out
of approximately 400 other welds. The disposition was made only by the
H. J. Kaiser QA Manager and not by design control measures commensurate with
those applied to the original design.

The disposition dated January 25, 1981 on SR 2914 indicated that the welds
(DB 177 to DCS 80) were acceptable based on visual examination (VT) of weld
DB 177 and the magnetic particle testing (MT) of the root pass connecting
DB 177 to DCS 80. Thus the final MT was waived. The disposition was made
only by a H. J. Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer and not by design control
measures commensurate with those applied to the original design.

If the items addressed on SRs 2899, 2903, and 2914 would have been docu-
menced on nonconformance reports (NRs), H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction
QACMI G-4 would have required dispositions to have been made by the Material
Review Board. The Material Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction
Engineer, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, CG&E Sponsor
Engineer, and the S&L Design Engineer.

The nonconforming items accepted in SRs 2899, 2903, and 2914 represent
changes to the original design. The 30 day period specified in Instruction
QAMOI G-14. Revision 3, in essence, permitted nonconforming items to be dis-
positioned without design control measures commensurate with those applied
to the original design if the SR was dispositioned without being transferred
to an NR. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.9 (358/81-13-24).

The inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2909, F-3070, F-3071,
,

F-3072, F-3073, F-3074, F-3075, F-3076, F-3083, and F-7019, were not dis- '

,

positioned or acceptably corrected as of August 12, 1981, and were not trans-
ferred to NRs within 30 calendar days. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix
B, Criterion V and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 5 (358/81-13-25).

The dispositions of the in process nonconformances identified on SRs F-2941
and F-3099 indicated that some of the items had been acceptably corrected
and the others had been transferred to NRs.

The dispositions to the in process nonconformances identified on SRs F-3082,
F-7000, and F-7006 indicated that all of the items had been transferred to NRs.

The concern of nonconforming items being documented on Surveillance Reports
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.3.2 Findings and Conclusions

Instruction QACMI G-14 which only required in process nonconformance to be
transferred from Surveillance Reports to Nonconformance Reports if not
acceptably corrected within 30 days, was inadequate. The 30-day period did
not assure that all nonconformances which constituted design changes would
be subjected to design control measures commensurate with the original design.
These design control measures would have been required if the in-process

1
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nonconformances had been documented on Nonconformance Reports. Some of the
SRs were not transferred to NRs as required by QACHI G-14. This concern
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.3.3 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (inadequate procedures to assure
nonconformances are subjected to design control measures commensurate with
those applied to the original design, and failure to follow procedure to
transfer in-process nonconformances identified on Surveillance Reports to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by the licensee's procedure.)

!

7.0 Other NRC Inspection Findings

! -

During the course of the investigation, RIII inspectors performed independent
inspections of various plant areas during allegation reviews. In those areas
where deficient conditions were observed, further inspection was undertaken,

to determine the extent of the deficient conditions. Section 7 of this
report documents the inspection of items not specifically alleged.i

/

7.1 Control of Structural Hanger Steel Beams and Beam Welds

During the investigation of the allegations addressed in Sections 4 and 5,
the RIII inspector identified a beam with an unacceptable weld and two beams
that were only tack welded into place. Therefore, the RIII inspector decided
to make a more in-depth inspection and review the controls of structural hanger
beams and beam welds. The inspections and reviews included visual examinations
of approximately 25 structural hanger steel beams in the blue switchgear and
cable spreading rooms, and reviews of related documentation.

7.1.1 Beams Observed in Blue Switchacar Room

The area observed in the blue switchgear room (elevation 546 ft) was 8 ft 3 in,
west of workline G,16 ft 6 in. east of workline H and between columns 22 and
54 of S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB.

The following are examples of discrepancies identified:

1. A W8 x 17 beam (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west and located
1 ft 9 in, south of column 24 and 10 in. below elevation 546 ft, was
not specified on any pertinent design drawing. The beam appeared to be
permanently installed and traceability of the beam heat number was not
maintained. After extensive and unsuccessful efforts by QA personnel,
construction personnel were requested to identify any document that
would control the unspecified beam. Construction personnel provided
Design Document Change (DDC) No. S-2050, dated May 29, 1980, containing
only the signatures of two site construction engineers, who were
identifying some of the additional W8 x 17 beams in the area covered
by S&L drawing No. S-546. The DDC had no S&L architectural engineering
signatures of approval as of March 27, 1981. The DDC did not identify
any specific beaas. The licensee identified S&L drawing E-189, Sheet 3,
Revision H, Note No. 17, which allows W8 x 17 beams to be installed and
then be submitted en a DDC for S&L approval.
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2. A W8 x 17 beam (6 ft 3 in. long), positioned north to south and located
13 ft 8 in. west of workline G and 1 in. below elevation 546 ft, was not
specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on any QC
record, and had unacceptable welds.

3. A W8 x 17 beam (5 ft 5 in. long), positioned east to west and located
8 ft 10 in. south of column 24 and 1 in below elevation 546 ft, wasi

not specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on
any QC record, and had unacceptable welds.

4. A W8 x 17 beam (2 ft 8 in. long), positioned north to south and located
9 ft 6 in, west of workline G and attached to the beam addressed in the

paragraph 7.1.1.3 above, and extending north, was not specified on any
pertinent design drawing and was not documented on any QC record.

5. Two W8 x 17 beams (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west, with one
located 5 ft 3 3/8 in, and the other located 9 ft 7 7/8 in. south of
column 24, were only tack welded in place. They displayed no identi-
fication or heat numbers and were not documented on any QC record.
The beams were identified on DDC-2087, which was incorporated into S&L
drawing No. S-546, Revision AB. DDCs and S&L drawings by themselves
do not assure QC verification.

6. Re-entrant corners on five W8 x 17 beams had notches instead of the
1/2 in. minimum radius required by the American Institute of Steel
Construction (AISC), seventh edition (1969), page 4.113. The locations
of these unacceptable beam corners are shown in and are noted by (7) in
Exhibit 46.'

The location of the above discrepancies, along with additional (5) unaccept-
able welds and additional (3) nontraceable beams in the blue switchgear room
are shown in Exhibit 46.

The welds identified in the preceding paragraphs as unacceptable do not
comply with the requirements of the AWS D1.1-1972 Code for one or more of
the following reasons: slag was not removed; weld profiles had excessive
convexity or concavity, blowholes, porosity and/or undercut.

[
'

7.1.2 Beams Observed in Cable Spreading Rooms

The inspectors identified the following discrepancies in the cable spreading
rooms:

1. A W12 X14 beam No. F2500/8-66B4 had a weld that was incomplete. This*

beam was directly above cable tray hanger No. 4HV8FEC231, which was
! attached. The beam was located approximately 11 ft south of the north

wall at the stairwell. The weld had been accepted.

2. The traceability of the heat numbers was not maintained for two W8 x 17
beams, located south of and parallel to beam No. F2500/8-66B4. The!

| first beam was located immediately adjacent to beam F2500/8-66B4. The
t second beam was the fourth beam south of beam F2500/8-66B4. The first
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beam was installed flush to the ceiling of the cable spreading room.
S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, specifies the first beam to be
installed 1 in. below the ceiling.

3. A weld on the 5 in, channel beam that was supporting HVAC hanger
No. 2071 had irregular weld profile, excessive undercut, porosity, and
craters that were not filled. The channel beam was located 2 ft north

. 'and 1 ft west of the cable tray hanger No.13H2FEC008. The Waldinger,
i Young and Bertke (W-Y and B) Inspection Report, dated February 19, 1980,

indicated that the weld was acceptable.

4. Two W8 x 17 beams, located in the northeast corner (north of WL-16;

and east of WL-K), were only tack-welded into place. The beams were
specified on DDC No. E-3834 dated October 20, 1978. DDC E-3834, which
affected eight drawings, was posted on but had not been incorporated

,

into S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, dated October 22, 1980.

Heat No. 72161 (purchase order No. 31134) was marked on the southern
1 beam. The traceability of the heat number of the northern beam was i

not maintained.
|

'

The beams were not identified on any QC inspection record which would,

have indicated their status.
t

[ INSPECTOR NOTE: Some of the welds inspected by the RIII inspectors were;

"

painted. Therefore, the inspections were for relatively large deficiencies.] |
t

7.1.3 Installation Deficiencies
;

1. For the beams identified on DDCs and addressed in items 1 and 5 of
j Section 7.1.1, and in item 4 of Section 7.1.2, no measures existed
| that would identify to QA the installations and work that was done by

construction before the DDC was incorporated into the drawings. Thus,
no measures existed to assure that all of the required QA inspections
related to DDCs (e.g., welder qualification, proper filler metal,
traceability of materials, etc.) would be performed. This condition
was previously identified in IE Report Item No. 358/80-15-04. The
corrective actions taken, which had not yet been reviewed by the NRC,
with regard to Item No. 358/80-15-04 did not include the DDCs written
prior to the implementation of those corrective actions and did not
include the DDCs that are and have been implemented prior to receiving
the S&L approvals. This item is unresolved pending the complete reso-
lution of IE Ites No. 358/80-15-04 (358/81-13-26).

2. Failure to control unacceptable welds on nine beams (Sections 7.1.1.2,
| 7.1.1.3, 7.1.2.1, 7.1.2.3, and Exhibit 46), the five beams with

unacceptable re-entrant corners (Section 7.1.1.6), and the four beams
that were installed and not identified as a requirement on any design
document (Sections 7.1.1.1, 7.1.1.2, 7.1.1.3, and 7.1.1.4) is contrary
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 15.2.2 (358/81-13-27).
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3. Failure to maintain the traceability of the nine structural beams
(Sections 7.1.1.1, 7.1.1.5, 7.1.2.2, 7.1.2.4, and Exhibit 46), addressed
in Section 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Cri-
terion VIII, and the Wh. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8.2, (358/81-13-28).

These problems and the adequacy of structural hanger steel beams are
addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.4 Unapproved Structural Hanser Beam Vendors

! Several thousand feet of W8 x 17 beam were purchased on the following order
! numbers from vendors not on the approved vendor list, which means the

respective vendor QA programs had not been evaluated for compliance with
10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

P.O. No. 10275, PBI Steel Exchange, 2400 ft -

P.O. No. 12868, U.S. Steel Supply, 1500 ft
P.O. No. 16321, Frank Adams Co., 1012 ft *

P.O. No. 10009, Frank Adams Co., 1024 ft
P.O. No. 9761, Frank Adams Co., 1472 ft
P.O. No. 9628, Frank Adams Co., 450 ft
P.O. No. 9872, U.S. Steel Supply, 300 ft

These beams were not controlled to prevent their use in safety-related
systems. The licensee stated that these beams had been made available for
installation in safety-related systems based on the mill certifications
and without regard to the vendors not being approved. Mill certifications
were available for these beams. The licensee stated that the credibility
of the mill certifications would be established. Failure to assess the
effectiveness of the controls to assure.the quality of the mill certifica-
tions and structural hanger beams supplied by the above vendors is contrary
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 7.3.1 (358/81-13-29).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.5 Bristol Steel Erection Inspections

:

The RIII inspector reviewed the Bristol Quality Control Steel Erection Report
Inspection Report Q-7, dated July 14, 1975, for the inspection of the beams
installed on elevation 546 ft between golumn rows 15-22 and F-L. The RIII
inspector determined that the Bristol Steel and Iron Works, Inc. QC inspector
failed to document details of his inspections, such as the welding materials
(rod type) used, the welder, the specific weld activities inspected, and/or
bolting or welding procedure number when applicable. This is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII and the Wh. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 17.1.1 (358/81-13-30).'

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

|
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7.1.6 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC performed hardness tests on additional
structural hanger beams and visual examinations of the adjecent welds and
beam fitup in five different areas of the plant. The five areas included
the blue switchgear room; the yellow switchgear room; the cable spreading
room; the electrical equipment room; and the framing at elevations 535'-11 "
and 532'-9" of the drywell between a azimuths 40* and 90', and between
azimuths 172* and 188*.

In the drywell area the inspector examined 30 main structural framing
members (i.e., beams and girders) and inspected approximately 250 welds.
In the remaining four areas the inspector examined 30 structural elements
(which supported raceway hanger assemblies) and inspected approximately
130 welds. The hardness test results indicated that the beams installed
were of sufficient hardness to be the types (e.g. , ASTM A-36, A-572 Grade
50, A-588, etc. ) that were specified for the respective installations.
The welds were visually inspected in the painted condition. No unaccept-
able weld indications were observed. The fitup of the beams was accept-
able. NRC Independent measurements are documented in IE Inspection Report
50-358/81-27.'

7.1.7 Findings and Conclusions

During the investigation, NRC inspectors examined approximately 25 structural4

hanger steel beams and identified several problems. Welds on nine structural
hanger beams
were unacceptable. Five beams had unacceptable (notched) re-entrant corners.
Four beams were installed which were not specified on any design document.
The traceability of nine structural hanger beams was not maintained. The
licensee did not assess the effectiveness of the controls to assure the
quality of sill certifications and structural hanger steel beams supplied
by three vendors; and details of steel erection inspections were not docu-
mented. In addition, measures had not been established to assure that
required QA in-process inspections related to Design Document Changes would
be performed. These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Con-
firmation Program. -

A NRC sampling program of independent measurements specifically aimed at
the above concerns icvolved hardness tests on 60 structural hanger beams
and the visual examination of approximately 380 welds. The hardness test
results indicated the installed beams were of sufficient hardness to be the
types specified for the respective installations. No unacceptable weld
indications were observed. The fitup of the beams was acceptable.

7.1.8 Items of Noncompliance

Four items of noncompliance vere identified (failure to control unacceptable
welds, unacceptable re-entrant corners on beams, and unspecified beams;
failure to maintain traceability of beams; failure to assess the effectiveness
of vendor quality assurance; and failure to maintain sufficient documentation
of steel erection inspections).
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7.2 Cable Separation

During the investigation of the allegation addressed in Section 5.10, the
RIII inspectors identified two cable installations that did not comply with
the cable separation criteria defined in the Wh. H. Zimmer FSAR. During
checks for cable separation on routine plant tours, the inspectors identified
additional cable separation violations.

7.2.1 Cable Separation Requirements

The applicable cable separation requirements for the Zimmer facility are as
follows:

1. IEEE Std. 383-1974 defines Class IE as: "The safety classification of
the electric equipment and systems that are essential to emergency
reactor shutdown, containment isolation, reactor core cooling and
containment, and reactor heat removal or otherwise are essential in
preventing significant release of radioactive material to the environ-

;
' peat."

2. The Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.1.12.2, states, " Class IE cable is assigned
to a division according to Table 8.3-19."

The divisions are comprised of the systems addressed in the Class IE
definitions.

"A Class 1E cable is routed only in its division tray conduit, etc."

"Each non-Class IE cable which has any part of its length in a division
tray, conduit, etc., or which connects to a Class IE power system is a

,

division-associated cable and is not routed in tray, conduit, etc. oft

another division."

The terms " division-associated" and " associated" are used interchangeably.
"Non-Class IE", " balance-of-plant," " nonessential," and "non-ESF (non-
engineered safety features)" are all used interchangeably.

3. FSAR Section 8.3.1.13 states:
|

.2"... Balance-of plant cables not associated with reactor protection
or engineered safety features systems, when assigned to a tray section

,

I with a Class IE segregation code, are routed only in trays with that
| segregation code."

.3". . . Cables will have either green, yellow, or blue identification
for ESF cable; orange for reactor protection system cable; white for
balance-of-plant cables; and white with another color for associated;

cables."i

.

FSAR Table 8.3-16 states, "A nonessential cable may be run in nonessential4.
| or ESF tray, but shall not occupy more than one tray system."

!

(
!
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5. FSAR Section 8.3.1.11.2.1.d. states, "In the cable spreading room, cable,
'

tray risers (chutes) are used to route the cables into the bottom of

control panels located in the control room above. Here a 1-foot horizontal,
3 foot vertical separation is maintained."

6. FSAR Section 8.3.1.12.1.3, which addresses instrument cables states,
" Low-level signal cables are run in trays and/or conduits separate from
all power and control cables."

7.2.2 Observed Cable Separation Violations

During a brief tour of the cable spreading room while inspecting other
matters, the RIII inspectors observed four violations of cable separation
criteria as follows:

1. On the east side of the cable spreading room, at approximately WL 26,
yellow / white (associated) cable No. RE053 extends from a 2-in. conduit
(which also contains blue / white cable No. RE058), passes approximately'

4 in. vertically above the blue Class IE cables contained in tray No.
2072C, and enters blue / white sleeve No. 79.

Contrary to the above FSAR criteria, cables No. RE053 and RE058 were
routed in the same raceway and cable No. RE053 was not installed a
minimum of 3 ft above tray 2072C.

2. On the south side of the cable spreading room, green instrument tray
No. 3029K, which was 6 in, wide and approximately 50 ft long, was
installed inside white control tray No. 4638B. The installation was
in accordance with S&L drawiags E-223, Revision G, and E-224, Revision F.
Green cable No. WS714, green / white cable No. TI725, and other cables were
installed in the green tray. Blue / white and yellow / white cables were
installed in the remaining white tray.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the green and green / white cables were
essentially installed in the white tray; the green, green / white,
blue / white and yellow / white cables were not separated by a minimum of
I ft horizontally; and the green tray containing instrument cables
was not separate from the white tray containing control cables.

3. Near the stairwell at the center of the cable spreading room, two blue
cables, No. RIl03 and CM111, were routed from blue tray No. 2077A into
green tray riser (chute) No. 3025A, which extended up to the control
room. Green cables No. HP073 and HP096 were among the cables installed
in riser 3025A.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the blue cables were routed in the green
division riser and were not horizontally separt.ted from the green cables
by at least I ft.

The licensee documented blue cables No. RIl03 and CM111 on Nonconformance
Report No. 7549, dated March 18, 1981, as a result of the NRC finding.
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No QC inspection requirements existed to verify separation criteria for
cables to the control room which were extending up and out of the raceway
located in the cable spreading room.

4. In other areas of the cable spreading room:

a. White tray No. 4080K contained many different division-associated
cables including blue / white cable No. TI192, yellow / white cable
No. RR781, and green / white cable No. TI816.

b. White tray riser No. RK4627 contained yellow / white cables No. TI942
and No. TI943, and blue / white cables No. TI808 and TI760.

c. White tray riser No. 4139 contained many blue / white and yellow / white
cables.

The routing of blue / white, yellow / white, and/or green / white cables
together in white trays appeared to be a widespread design practice.
This design is contrary to the FSAR Section 8.3.1.13.2 as previously
stated above.

The installed conditions identified in paragraphs 1, 2, and 4 of 7.2.2
apparently resulted from designs that deviate from the FSAR. These devi-
ations are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.1 and 3.6 (358/81-13-31).

The installed condition identified in paragraph 3 of 7.3.2 apparently
resulted from construction activities for which required QC inspection veri-
fications had not been translated into an inspection procedure. The lack
of QC inspection for the installed condition in paragraph 3 in contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, and the Wh. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
10.1.2 (358/81-13-32).

The adequacy of cable separation is addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

i 7.2.3 Misrouted Nonsafety Related Cable

In the instrument-relay room, yellow / white conduit No. RR199 extended from
white tray No. 4157A to yellow tray Nc. 1040B. The conduit and trays

, contained yellow / white cable No. RR199 and white cable No. DC258 (also
mislabelled DC257). Following the cable installation (pull) card, cable
No. DC258 was designed to be routed through tray No. 4157A, but not tray
1040B. Since cable No. DC258 was a nonsafety-related cable there were no:

QC inspection requirements to verify the routing. The miscouted cable
identified in paragraph 7.3.2.5 of the installed conditions apparently
resulted from construction activities for which the FSAR does not require
QC inspection verification. The misrouted cable does influence cable
separation and tray loading and, therefore, will have to be appropriately
dispositioned. This item is considered open and will be reviewed during
a subsequent inspection (358/81-13-33).

!

]
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7.2.4 Cable Tray Riser Chutes

With the exception of the green tray riser, identified in paragraph 3 of
7.2.2, the RIII inspector did not observe any other risers (chutes) installed

*

in the cable spreading room. The licensee stated that only eight chutes had
been designed and installed in the spreading room and that alternate methods'

for achieving cable separation were being considered. S&L drawing No. E-98-FB,
Revision D, Note 4, required that the portions of cables in the cable spreading
room not enclosed or protected by steel chutes be coated with a 1/8 in. (after,

i dry) application of fireproofing material. During a telephone conversation
! on May 7, 1981, the licensee stated that the design identified on drawing

No. E-98-FB was being reconsidered for alterations. This item is unresolved
pending implementation of the final separation design requirements for cable
risers in the cable spreading room (358/81-13-34).

With regard to the installed conditions identified in paragraph 7.2.2, items
1, 2, and 4, and 7.2.3 the licensee stated that either the field installations
would be changed to comply with the FSAR or appropriate changes to the FSAR
with engineering justifications would be submitted to NRR.

7.2.5 Findings and Conclusions

Four locations were identified in which the cable separation requirements had
not been maintained as specified in the FSAR. The adequacy of cable separation
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.2.6 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to establish measures to
assure that the design basis for cable separation as set forth in the FSAR'

was translated into drawings, and failure to establish a program to require
; verification of cable separation in the cable spreading room).

7.3 CG&E Audits of Sargent & Lundy

During the investigation of allegation 5.10, the RIII inspector identified
that Sargent & Lundy did not have a program to control design deviations
(nonconforming designs) when identified by the S&L engineers. Therefore,
the RIII inspector requested for review all of the CG&E audits.of S&L to
determine if CG&E had assessed the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance
program.

7.3.1 CG&E Audits of S&L

I The Region III inspector reviewed the following CG&E audits of S&L.

Audit Dates Audit Number When Noted

2/15-16/72
8/8-9/74
8/7-8/75
7/28-29/76
11/14-15/77 77/24
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Audit Dates Audit Number When Noted;

9/6-7/78 78/07
10/16-17/78 78/09
11/27-30/78 78/10
1/30-31/79 79/01
12/18-19/79 79/07'

: 3/5-6/80 80/01
10/21-22/80 80/04

The audits did not address in depth the effectiveness of the nonconformance
program. The RIII inspector observed only two items in all of the audits,
covering a 9-year period, that concerned the S&L nonconformance program.
These two items, identified in one audit, were designated as deficiencies
and concerned distribution and logging of nonconformance reports. The
deficiencies appeared to have been identified during audit activities which
were not directed at the nonconformance program. (The deficiencies were

i apparently resolved in Audit 77/24 which indicated that S&L Project Procedure
#PIZI-8.1, Revision 0, had been prepared to describe responsibilities and
instructions, and to require a log and a file of nonconformance reports).

The audits of the nonconformance program should have addressed such things as
implementation, design reviews, identification of acceptance or rejection,
disposition control, and notification of affected organizations.

Failure by CG&E to perform an audit to determine the effectiveness of the
S&L nonconformance program during the past 9 years is contrary to 10 CFR 50,

,
~ Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, and the Wh. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 18.1

(358/81-13-35).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.2 General Audit Context

The audits generally appeared to be reactive in nature in that specific
problems, which had been previously identified, were audited. The audits
did not appear to be directed toward identification of new and generic
problems. The audits appeared to identify adverse findings for which there
were no corrective action taken or followup audits. This matter is unresolved
pending a re-review by CG&E of their past audits of Sargent & Lundy, General

i . Electric, H. J. Kaiser and four CG&E internal departments (358/81-13-36).

7.3.3 Recurrences of Problems with Design Calculations, Reviews, and
Verifications

The CG&E audits of S&L identified a recurring problem concerning the
performance of design calculation, reviews, and verifications by S&L. The
specific problems identified in each audit are described in Table 7.3-1.
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Table 7.3-1 CG&E Audit Findings

Audit
Date or No. Problems

8/8-9/74 (a) ITE Imperial drawings of essential
equipment had not been signed and
bore no evidence of a design review.

(b) There were inadequacies in documenting
design reviews.

(c) Structural design calculation were not
in accordance with new procedures.

(d) No direct evidence was available of the
S&L review of vendor design calculations.

78/07 (a) S&L had not maintained a record of support
design calculations.

(b) DDC #2973 was approved without review by
EMD even though a major support location
change was clearly identified on the DDC.
(This item was identified in the details
of the audit report, but was not cited
and had no apparent followup on subsequent
audits.)

78/09 (a) Very little data was available to justify
the embedment criteria of 4.5 times the
normal diameter of concrete expansion
anchors.

(b) Calculations could not be located which
would verify that a structured review was
performed to show that no reinforcement
was needed for a 24 x 68 radial beam
which was cut at both flanges.

78/10 (a) Calculations were not available for all
walls to substantiate the statement that
block walls were " judged to be OK."

(b) Calculations were not available to back
up design signatures which indicated
design verification for five design
changes approving core bores.
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Table 7.3-1 (continued)

Audit
Date or No. Problems

(c) No approval signatures were found on any
calculations for structural steel modifi-
cations due to pool hydrodynamic loads.
The modification had been released for
construction.

(d) Audit finding was closed based on calcula-
tions which were in progress but not yet
complete. The calculations were for beams
(embedded plates) in the primary contain-
ment to verify that the plates can support
additional loads.

80/04 (a) (1) The calculation required to evaluate
the clamp deflection on a pipe support
was not performed.

(2) Also, the weld calculation was not
performed on the most critical weld.

(b) Calculations performed by NPS were incomplete
in that the deflection due to torsional
rotation of the beam was not included.

(c) Calculations performed were not in reason-
able order, which made them difficult to
follow.

,

None of the audits which identified the above problems, or corrective actions
, instituted addressed the generic and programmatic cause of design calculations,
j reviews, and verifications not being performed to preclude repetition. Failure

to determine the cause and to take corrective action to preclude repetition is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI and the Wh. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 16.5 (358/81-13-37).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

CG&E has not performed a comprehensive audit to determine the effectiveness
of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program. Past audits identified a
recurring problem involving design calculations, reviews, and verifications
for which the cause was not determined and corrective action was not taken
to preclude repetition. CG&E will undertake a re-review of all past audits
of Sargent & Lundy, General Electric, Kaiser and four internal departments

j as a part of the Quality Confirmation Program.
;

i
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7.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to perform a comprehen-
sive audit of the S&L nonconformance program, and failure to determine the,

cause and preclude repetition of a recurring problem).
;

1 8. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain.whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompliance,
or deviations. Unresolved items are identified in paragraphs 4.1.3,
4.2.2.3, 5.2.3.6, 5.5.3.4, 5.10.3.2, 5.10.3.3, 7.1.3, 7.2.4, and 7.3.2.
Items which are not considered " unresolved" but which are considered to be
"open" and which will receive followup inspection are identified in para- ,

graphs 5.2.3.2, 5.3.4, 5.11.3, and 7.2.3.

9. Other Open Items

I
'

When this investigation was initiated, the NRC interviewed numerous quality
control inspectors, construction craftsmen, and management personnel who
provided information that deserved review by the NRC. The information pro-i

vided was prioritized with the highest priority given to the initial four
allegations received from a former Zimmer contractor QC Inspector (Section 4),
the 19 allegations received from GAP /Applegate (Section 5), and the most
significant statements and allegations received from contractor employees and
ex-employees (Section 6). Other allegations and statements were given lower
priority. These concerns will be investigated and/or inspected and the

! findings and conclusions will be documented in future reports until the in-
vestigation is complete.

As noted in Section 3, GAP provided a number of affidavits from various
individuals. In those cases where an individual's concerns or allegations

| have previously been reviewed by NRC, those individuals will be contacted
to determine:

1. If they have information not previously provided.

2. If they have significant details to add to information previously
provided.

If future inspection findings (either by the licensee or the NRC) reveal
significant construction deficiencies, these will be addressed in revisions
to the licensee's Quality Conformation Program as appropriate.

10. Exit Interview

In addition to the management meetings and enforcement conferences held as
described in Section 11, the inspectors and investigators met with licensee
representatives periodically during the investigation and on March 26, 1981.
Attendees at the March 26 meeting are designated in Section 1, Personnel
Contacted, and at the end of this section. At that meeting the NRC investiga-
tion team described the reasons for the investigation; the findings regarding

I
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:

each completed allegation; and safety concerns identified during the investiga-
tion, which are described below. The team leader indicated that the investiga-
tion was not yet complete, that the findings would be reviewed with NRC Regional
and Headquarters Management, and that enforcement action would be discussed in
subsequent enforcement meetings. At the NRC's request, the licensee agreed to
meet with Region III representatives on April 10, 1981, in the Regional Office
to discuss identified concerns and proposed corrective actions.

The inspectors identified the following concerns:
,

a. Steel beams with unacceptable welds and re-entrant corners with notches.

b. Inadequacies in the QA program of the structural steel erector (Bristol),

Lack of traceability of material in steel beams, small bore piping,c.
and weld rod.,

d. Surveillance reports not being converted to nonconformance reports in
30 days.

e. Structural welds inspected after painting,

f. Radiograph technique inadequate on 25% of the prefabricated welds
reviewed by NRC. (Penetrameters were not adequately shimmed.)

3 Nonconformance reports being improperly voided.

h. Cable designed and installed in violation of the cable separation criteria.

i. Lack of inspection control to verify cable separation. (Three examples
of failure to maintain cable separation were identified.)

j. Lack of design controls by Sargent and Lundy to require verification
, calculations for thermal loading of power sleeves and dead weight
! loading of all trays, to document design deviations identified by

engineers, and to document deviations from the FSAR.

k. Inadequate action taken by CG&E to obtain correction of repetitive
problems identified by CG&E in audits of Sargent & Lundy.

I 1. Lack of audits of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program.
7

3 m. Weld inspection criteria was deleted from the weld date sheet
(KEI-1 form) from approximately July 1980 to February 1981.

n. Lack of socket weld fitup verification on numerous small bore pipes.

o. Installation of structural hanger beams which were not required on any
design documents,

p. Doubts about the accuracy of weld records. Information from the weld
rod issue slips was being transferred to the weld data sheets.
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q. Lack of control of design dacument changes,

r. Site procedures allowed more weld undercut than AWS D1.1-1972.

NRC Personnel Attending Exit Interview March 26, 1981

P. A. Barrett, Reactor Inspector
R. M. Burton, Investigator
F. T. Daniels, Senior Resident Inspector
E. C. Gilbert, Investigator, IE:HQ
T. P. Gwynn, Resident Inspector
F. A. Maura, Reactor Inspector
J. B. McCarten, Investigator ,

i J. F. Schapker, Reactor Inspector
K. D. Ward, Reactor Inspector
R. F. Warnick, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2B

11. Management Meetings

In addition to the exit meeting held at the site on March 26, 1981, meetings
involving licensee and RIII sepice and/or middle management were held on
March 31, April 10, April 30, June 2, June 3, and August 5,1981. These
meetings are summarized below.

Following the exit meeting held at the Zimmer site on March 26, 1981,
Mr. E. A. Borgmann met with J. G. Keppler and R. F. Warnick on the afternoon
of March 31, 1981, in the Regica III office to discuss the signifi:ance of
the NRC investigation findings and required corrective actions. As a result
of this meeting, Region III sent an Immediate Action Letter (IAL) dated
April 8, 1981 to the licensee documenting ten corrective measures that CG&E
had initiated or were planning to take concerning the problems identified
by the NRC investigation team. The ten measures were established to providei

l assurance that similar problems do not recur during ongoing and future
construction activities. The IAL and the required corrective measures
are described in Section 12, h'RC Actions and Licensee Commitments.

An enforcement conference was held in the Region III office on April 10,
1981, between E. A. Borgmann and others of his staff and J. G. Keppler and
other NEC personnel to discuss CG&E's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified in the NRC investigation and the measures to be
taken to assure acceptable quality of future activities. This enforcement
conference is documented in IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/81-14.

A followup meeting was held in the RIII office ou April 30, 1981, between
W. D. Waymire and others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others of
the NRC staff, to discuss the status of measures being taken to assure
acceptable quality of ongoing activities at the Zimmer project and to dis-
cuss the latest draft of the licensee's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified. Details of this meeting are documented in
IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-16.
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A working level meeting was held on June 2, 1981, between W. D. Waymire and
others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others from the NRC at the
Zimmer site to discuss the licensee's proposed quality confirmation program

:

and the additional measures required to identify and. correct construction
deficiencies, to establish confidence in quality records, and to verify the

; quality of existing construction. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting
Report No. 50-358/81-20.

The Region III Director, Deputy Director, and the Section Chief met with
CG&E's President, Senior Vice President of Engineering Services and Electrical
Production, and the Manager of the General Engineering Department (Acting
Manager of Quality Assurance) on June 3, 1981, to discuss matters relating

, to NRC's Zimmer investigation. Topics discussed included the originating'

allegations; NRC findings relative to the allegations; problems identified
during the investigation; the NRC's Immediate Action Letter of April 8,
1981, establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoing and future
work; the program to confirm the quality of completed work; the licensee's
internal problem identification and resolution system; status of the NRC's
investigation; the role of NRC's Office of Inspector and Auditor in the
investigation; and public and congressional interest in the Zimmer project.
This meeting is documented in IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-20.'

An enforcement conference was held on August 5, 1981, in the Regional Office
,

between J. G. Keppler, RIII Regional Director, and others of his staff and
W. H. Dickhoner, CG&E President, and others of his staff. Topics discussed
included the NRC investigatica, the findings of the investigation, items of
noncompliance resulting from the investigation, escalated enforcement action
being considered, the status of the investigation, the release of the report
and a possible public meeting in Cincinnati, the status of the licensee's
quality confirmation program, CG&E organization changes, and other corrective

! actions being taken by the licensee. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting
i Report No. 50-358/81-11.

| 12. NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments

12.1 Concerning Ongoing and Future Work
t

| Following the March 26, 1981 exit meeting, consideration was given to the
need to suspend construction activities based on the investigation findings.l

However, in recognition of the nature of the problems (largely programmatic)
and the fact that ongoing work would not compromise the ability to accurately
determine the quality of completed work, it was decided at that time that
stopping construction work was not required. Rather, attention was placed
on establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoing and future work.

'

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility committed to
implement ten specific actions to correct identified quality assurance weak-
nesses and to preclude their recurrence. These actions included (1) increas-
ing the size and technical expertise of the CG&E QA staff, (2) increasing

|
independence between Kaiser construction and Kaiser QA/QC, (3) conducting 100%
reinspections of QC inspections conducted by Kaiser and other contractors,

I (4) reviewing QC inspection procedures, (5) retraining of QA/QC personnel,
|
,
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! (6) reviewing procedures governing deviations from codes and FSAR statements,
(7) reviewing procedures governing nonconformance reporting, (8) changing
QA/QC records control, (9) reviewing nonconformance reports, and (10) re-
viewing the CG&E audit program. These actions were confirmed in an Immediate
Action Letter (IAL) dated April 8, 1981 which is included as Exhibit 47.

Follow up inspections by the Senior Resident Inspector and specialist
inspectors from the Region III office have confirmed implementation of
the requirements of the letter. Details of these follow up inspections
are documented in IE Inspection Reports No. 50-358/81-15,50-358/81-18,
and 50-358/81-19.

; 12.2 Concerning Existing Construction Work
.

Because of the problems identified during the NRC investigation, Region III
has taken the position that a comprehensive review and reinspection effort
by the licensee must be accomplished to confirm the quality of the existing
construction work. This quality confirmation program addresses the problems
identified to date and includes the following areas: (1) structural steel,
(2) weld quality, (3) traceability of heat numbers on piping, (4) socket
welds fitups, (5) radiographs, (6) design control and verification, (9) design
document changes, (10) subcontractor QA programs, and (11) audits. A copy
of the quality confirmation program is included as Exhibit 17.

The licensee's quality confirmation program will be revised as necessary in
the event additional adverse conditions are found. Identified problem areas
will be resolved before an Operating License is issued.

12.3 Proposed Independent Measurements by NRC

In addition to witnessing and reviewing portions of the confirmation program
conducted by the licensee and its contractors, the NRC is conducting a sampling
program of independent measurements to provide further confidence as to the
adequacy of construction. This program will independently verify on a sampling
basis the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program. Details of some indepen-
dent measurements completed by the NRC are documented in IE Inspection Report
50-358/81-27.

Exhibit
1 Statement of Individual dated January 27, 1981
2 Statement of Individual H dated February 20, 1981

: 3 Statement of Individual E dated February 20, 1981
4 Statement of Rex Baker dated January 13, 1981
5 Statement of Individual I
6 Statement of Jesse Ruiz dated February 20, 1981
7 Letter RIII-OSHA dated February 19, 1981
8 Letter OSHA-RIII dated May 15, 1981
9 Statement of James Bedinghaus dated March 25, 1981

.

10 Statement of John Bedinghaus dated March 25, 1981
'

11 Copy of " Unusual Incident" report
12 Cover note to " Unusual Incident" report
13 Statements of David Hang dated Feb. 24, April 23, 1981

i
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14 Statement of David Hang dated April 24, 1981
15 Statement of Steven Binning dated April 15, 1981
16 Statement of Allan Sellars dated April 15, 1981'

17 Quality Confirmation Program
18 CGE-NRC letters dated 9/6/79, 12/17/80, 12/31/79

'

19 Zimmer FSAR Revision 60 dated December 1980
20 Letter to RIII dated March 2, 1979
21 Statement of Jeffrey Hyde dated March 26, 1981
22 Statement of Ronald Wright dated March 10, 1981
23 Statement of Fredrick Lautenslager dated March 27, 1981
24 Statement of James Caplinger dated March 12, 1981)
5 Statement of William Ross dated March 11, 1981

26 Statement of David Simpson dated March 11, 1981
27 Letter dated January 4, 1980
28 Statement of Ernest Aldredge dated August 17, 1981 ,

29 Retyped memo
30 Statement of Charles Wood dated April 15, 1981
31 Statement of Dennis Donovan dated March 11, 1981
32 Statement of Janice Mulkey dated March 12, 1981
33 Statement of Anthony Pallon dated February 10, 1981
34 Statement of Michael McCoy dated February 11, 1981
35 Statement of John Sullivan dated February 19, 1981
36 Statement of Billy Tyree dated February 20, 1981
37 Statement of Richard Price dated March 2,1981
38 Statement of Winston Jackson dated February 20, 1981
39 Statement of James Ramsey dated February 20, 1981
40 Statement of Walter Hamm dated March 26, 1981
41 Statement of Kenneth Shinkle dated February 18, 1981
42 Statement of Mark White dated March 25, 1981 '

43 Statement of James Ruiz dated February 25, 1981
44 Statement of James Sandlin dated March 25, 1981
45 Statement of Gerald Adams dated March 25, 1981
46 Diagram of structural hanger beamsL.

47 Immediate Action Letter dated April 8,1981
'. 48 Memo and Audit Report

49 Statement of Richard L. Reiter dated March 25, 1981
50 Statement of Joseph Mills dated June 2, 1981

-

51 Statement of Walter Dumford dated February 11, 1981
52 Statement of Kenneth Shinkle dated February 18, 1981

.
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@ A11'egation*
'-

At*Mid
'

On December 9,1980, J. Harrison, NRC Resident Inspector 4 arbleM
f NCIMCOHillf Nuclear Power Station, was contacted by an|.R@nLwho iden-

.

tified himself as a former Quality Control (QC) inspector at Zimmer.
CA M N

The sileges stated thataPhillip Gittingsy Quality Assurance (QA)

hadbeen[ddfdg nconformance reports (NR) based
liton his personal reinspection of n#anconforming items, 6*

~

fi
-

minhas.Ly;';1 den t i fiF&by-1 t enuMe cwza,

M8rtpbzrat2nformatenga r.nirrivXDMat1"ien:

Between January 13, 1981, and July 4, 1981, thirty-one current and
'

former Kaiser QC insp|ectors.and Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) -

ByN C
were interviewed regarding the Kaiser nonconformance reporting,, 4

! system. Sixteen of these individuals alleged GUipfEI!r irregu-

larities' in the :ncenformance-reporting. system. They'specifically

alleged:

|

According-to-Kaiser proceduresy , he QA Manager-6a.

- hao-th u tho ri ty-to-vo id-a-NR-ir f--t he-i n s pe c t o r-w ro t e-t h e-report
|

! ramme.m.Q3ps_ctoramal-legedstha*Wethgs was arbitrarily

voiding NRs which were not written ir. error by the inspector.

'''r .. '{"r
g| $'s 2a:
, u,

.
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b. YhtzGGIttt1tip was diverting NRs dd ot entering them into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting syste

7HGit /fBHY
Centrary to-Kaher:grrocedures NRs were being voided and ,transferedc.

f.

to surveillance reports (SR),e-lesser-4.hreshhIld reporting-system

fer-dud enti fi ca t i ondf:Mh can fo rming d t. ems-

.

e ~

d. 2 bet NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager

and members of the Kaisery Haterial Review Board (MRB) who

frequently dispositioned reports as " accept as is" when " repair"

or " rework" was appropriate.g. 46pRit i. a gelfh)3fR&.isTyfinvFdal

di3por) pans 3EttimereyeodCra Kaiser specifications and ~

industry codes and standards.

..
--

Inspectdr~s7EMsgetresR!.NRs were voided with the justificatione.
KE

:he,a.ng "to be' inspected after redesign" or " ultipic deficiencies

would be rewritten on separate NRs." Ine-itusyEcttTs'ifIIMEtl.
.4

reports 3efity_oidedphowever; the nonconforming conditions were

not reinspected after redesign, nor were they written on separate
,

! NRs as stated when the NR was voided. '

/
f f). ImqnN*ttTr:2tlegd5 NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the

1

| request of the construction department to avoid rework and
;

i schedule delays.
s

-

1-
g 9 .

e

9 a:s r,:: 1 g. ..
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h. $sifftT56i%11ei6GP furing revisions of NR nonconforming itemsj_

were arbitrarily removed by the QA Manager. Inspectors-cited.

an-example-where the-QA Manager. directed-that-any-weld-that-had

.been previously-inspected-by-another-inspectorer-was-a vendor
.

suppli e d-i t em-wh i ch-h a d -been-i n sp e c ted -by-th e -ve ndo ris-QC-

inspectorspould-not-benntered-on an-NRyalthough-the-conditions.

(pipe-support-hanger-welds)-were-nonconforming.

@ Findings '

s

ZKreingathft=fweEigat'IbuX p& review of the Kaiser Nonconformance

Reporting System was conducted. It was found there were wide-spread

irregularities in the system. Kaiser procedures permit voiding of a

NR if the NR was " written in error, duplicated, or the nonconforming

conditions has been correcte,d . . . . by construction." It was

found that between January 1, 1978 and March.31, 1981, 1,031,NRs. ,,,_

'

were voided. Some were voided by the Quality Assurance (QA) Manager
Tby the QA Engineer,(R n some instances NRs were voided by

A
a clerk. A cgonological breakdown of the number of voided NRs per

month is appended to this report as EXHIBIT (9). The disposition of'

a selected group of 20 voided NRs was audited and it was f'ound

theNRswerevoidedifproperlybyeithertheQAmanagereG EB cases
- ,

or another individual. All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors
I

were substantiated with the exception of the allegation that the QA

^ manager had voided NRs at the request of construction, bis matter is
i. +still under investigation. n five cases the justification used for

~- .m ..

-3-
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e.e.'

voiding the NR by th: 0.'. mar,ager was erroneous, it was found the QA

manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs which were not written in errorg

.by-the &nspectos.ts. In some cases the NR had been revit. sed by a

Cons'truction Engineer and " rework" was ordered7yettheNRwaslater
.

" voided." It was a""Gs found that some of this activity occured

after a NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee

and the Kaiser QA manager were told that this activity was contrary

to NRC requirementst.an 5fic5mp'11ilnTerrith*T0'TERO50MApp1dd ixp
~

c

'

Cfl W rydd ?. It was also estab1ished that following the December 2-3,

1980, NRC inspection the QA manager on three occasions diverted NRs
HIX ccCI

(CN 4309, -GN-4951-T9 fl'' Sitt 24990 M ) and did not enter them into the

Kaiser onconformance eporting stem.

N
This investigation also disclosed that NRs wes.4Cw

:o improperly dispositioneds -

*
as4NNEO

as " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriat n one case (NRg

E-2836) the " accept as is" disposition of a nonconforming condition

was cont'rary to ASME code requirements. '

The allegation that NRs which idencified multiple nonconforming

conditions were voided improperly with a comment that the NR was

being " Revised" or that "each deficiency would be issued on a seperate

NR" or items would be " reinspected" was substantiated. It was determined

that nonconforming items were not reissued on seperate NRs, and were

not reinspected as stated on the NR at the time of voiding. %
50 .swne

t was found that during " revision" onconforming items were removedg

from NRs without justification.
,

D O , ,.h,d(- Y_j;.

,

Le h % r' u

-4-
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The allegat. iou tu4t one Kaiser QA manager voided NRs at the request

of the construction department is under inver.tigation by the NRC's,
of*OfficeofInspec*.orAuditor[OIM-

'

This investigation established that - nonconforming conditions

which had been identified by Quality Control Inspectors were dei (dtTRed "

ggp not controlled due to the, manipulation of the Kaiser Naconformaace
r

porting [stembyKaiserQAmanagement. It vas also established
'

that the licensee failed to taice effective corrective action following

the December 1980 NRC inspection) /N M/M7 [ 8 8 M d M [/4)P/ .

noreo).
-

s

*
.v.

O

e

o
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4

eporting[ystemwasestablishedto
-

The Kaiser enconformance

provide control of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality'

_ Assurance-Construction Methods Instruct. ion (QACMI) G-4, Rev. 9

*bich was -4n-ef-fect-et-the-initiat-ion of- thi.s inuest-igat4on
fpy)cg yf/E /BMQwlNffROCEDUAE:.s=ates: The QA Departr.ent or Field Engineering may initiate .

. 4
-

- 't when senbers identify nonconforming material, ecuipment,

#construction work, or deviation from specified requirement

The Inspector or CAE initiates the NR /'&#h9cWS
g: - ' .;; the Site Docu-

- ''

'

' ment Control (S.D.C.) NR Controller who $ e::N
,

assigns a KEI Jrf Control Number (CN) NI'h*d4etfrbtst
- mettforJfth~drTem,-sergdiM6p> The NR is reviewed by the

_

Inspector's supervisor or cognizant QAE and is forwarded to

CL -

the SDC 'Rl222if6 who issues an $[ Control Number ar# ,

ING .' enters it into the Kaiser donconformance eporting stem.
^ f gvNOiDONh'G

MT[MtfOfMc
g

NRs which report non':onforming conditions on materialf sGRtie
I hfRoe0Ef THM pr M f''

9 inspection will be dispositioned "reiect" and the

NR form will be stamped " Inspection Report". NRs written on

Essential Systems / Components will be given an "E" prefix and
'

Nonessential Systems will be given a " " prefix number. The

procedure states in instances where NR has been initiated in

error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline, con-
mt'~ !ditions, duplications, or where a nonconformadse rcondi. ton has

been corrected) he Construction Department after a verbal d4

written communication from the QA Department can be voided

WM
by the Site QA Manager. The procedure states in these casesg,

L/8
. -
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the NR will be stamped " Void" with a brief statement indicating.

justification for the voiding. A copy of the voided NR will be

retained the SDC and a copy returned to the initiator,fr i

' ' ^ -- n : ., f.
~

QACMIG-4,Rev.9stateschaiNRsmaybedispositionedbyfCon-
'

struction Engineer or as designee as fifhe'f _ accept-as-is, ry ,

, or_k, repair, or tej ect.- The Construction Engineer reviewsw

and approves all dispositions;and . accept-As-is and repair dis-

positions Gh 33 require review by the Material Review Board

which consists of the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA En-

gineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CGEE sponsoring engineer, and the

Sargent and Lundy Design Engineer (for essential material or

fife $
Ingcase of an ASME Section { NJb Codeequipment only).

nonconformancefthe Authorized Nuclear nspector must be
j

-included on all . accept-as-is and rep _ air dispositior/. NRs which

are dispositioned as accept-as-is will be closed af ter MRB review.
CDAS

NRs disposition in rework, or repair will be closed af ter the
A _

Inspector or QAE signs the NR verifying that the repair or

rework was completed. Records of all open and closed NRs are

retained by the SDC NR Controller.

w a < p n su,,y ca voa y m w

<

a

(/G
. .

.
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Interview of CG&E Qa^ulity Assurance Manager"

.

On January 16, February 14, and & rch 22, 1981, William Schwiers,
RYNUC fcul/Ncr 1 3Manager was interviewed and stat .en. Decembe,r,.3,g

_

1981,NRC.in[p[ct ham audited the Kaiser Naconformance

R'eporting S'ystem and founFjC Kaiser Quahty Assurance manager, & 1s;( j
\ (/W/N.1,i1STkn Ap?"No 50-3b%'

Phi (lip Gittings, was improperly voiding NRsg 'SchwiersMirttpp * '

% / #.sf. hic V M
i till requested that CG&E audit the nonconformance reporting

I system to insure the 4tridingswes-proper.4id in accordance with
.sy.rfDyp Wsq,1$1/NCffeNM$

,

!t

| Kaiser Procedure QACMI/G-4. Between December 15-19, 1980, and,

i of
on January 5,1981, Lon Ludwig, CentritPin Nuclear Energy

-

& |D[<! M YO &O Gb
.\, J'." *.

"
| p4,m,

,. c

(#[ t' [ bMh, /.c
| t -5- . $ 'A d &
'

!

|

i
1
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'

audited the Kaiser To'nconformance' IeportingServices, Inc

Vystem. Schwiers stated in an exit meeting on January 6, 1980,

Eugene Knox, Ksiser Corporate QA Manager and Phillip Gittings,

were informed that Lutzig frund that Kaiser was improperly
.

voidingNRs,aEd'.directedKaisertoauditallthepreviously
a

~

voided NRs and present the results of this audit to CG&E by

February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated he also directed Gittings
_

to cease improperly voiding NRs. Schwiers provided a copy of a
.

memo to Gittings dated January 14, 1981, which requests Kaiser

respond to Field Audit Report No. 340 concerning the voiding

NRs. A copy of the correspondence and Field Audit Report 340 is

appended to this report as EXHIBIT (2).

/ u QCATE Y E
- -_

(InvacH TXro N AD he Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager,

i rnunp -uitTriQs contin,ued to void NRs, and also diverted NRs
. . c. ,,; r. W -

,fromtheKaiser@nconform,ingSystemfollowingthe. January 5,i

. _ . , . ._ . _ ,g,

1981gmeeting:mith1chefErs. Examples are NRs No. (CN 5412),

c|(.v*"I,j),andNo.g% y(ev |No. ).
i
i

M Interview of NES Consultant

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Manager, Quality Engineering,
SY$ tile +tNuclear Energy Services, Inc.wasinterviewed,and/s/Wtatedgn

| DecemberandJanuary,k980heauditedtheKaiserkonconformance
l
' EeportingSystemaftertheNRChadidentifiedthatNRswere

INCWD
being improperly voided. Ludwig stated his audit showed there

D D...
V

. c
t- ,v'

! -6-

.

1
.
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fl)2f||b5|# M *\J y $ gg
were abgut 500 voidel NRs, afid hetween r/33 to I.2 wera doided*

bD were superceded and written on other NRs. He said some NRs

which identified:!p numerous nonconforming conditions were (is1 gg g.g
separated ieissued on individual NRs. nec stAitel8'd'.abist

hi$8s/W
the NRs were voided as " written in error." #Ith no adequate

'

4
flaM#

explaination g3.ven to justify this comment. Ludwig stated,.he
3- . ,qyp..

recommended Kaiser audit all the voided NRs te provide a better
A

explaination as to why each was voided. -

'

AREin
Ludwig stated generally that there excess of 500 voided

NRs which cover all areas of plant operation and construction,

dating from 1974 to the present date.

Q Interview of Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager _

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiserje Quality Assurance
SYM NC TMt'

Manager, was interviewegaliQ_statedgn October 19'80 he voided

seven NRs that were written by QC inspectors who were in training.

I!e said he reinspected the welds identified in the seven NRs
InEr

I and in his opinion the welds seen American Welding Society Codey
W $d@'OfWYe /NC/4ffliO f}/W^

(A5S) g e*p6idid ipigy| ce; URus He st;ated during an NRC inspection
ft?E ,

,

'

in December 198 HRO,eInspector, Jsa'^YHh took exception to this

practice and found the licensee in noncom liance with NRC

//HGFDp&lLy | .6-| 1 7/)% 9.f f A / D ff/ } t,

requirements for th,e voiding of4thEi'er NRs. HE M itd following
fH Ntt.C'

| r inspection the welds identified on the seven NRs were

reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, bc. who found that dst
.

W G

i h N'{

A tm 1 Aj.,,

| -7-
.

- - - -
_ __ __
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four of the seven NRs were Gided pioperl'y .and- the7querti~ iie'd*o

/.wi
welds conformed to a ANS code. He said the three other NRs had

minor & decrepancies which Gladstone,pf;Q|1.//H5/ leN.f/C&P UNdQDYis :said,ver,e; viola,tions ofi

fcK, A$Scode;16fWB!?OVf.5
.

tHdf 4/YW#* 'f
Gittings st .chily stated 500 NRs h.:d been voided by Kaiser at4

A Humt3Ok&the Zimmer nroject. Frequently these NRs were voided and then

revised and put on another NR, or were voided after it is found -

that they duplicatela previ'ously reported nonconforming condition.

He stated the only NRs he hes voided for being, " written in-

tt.AMC R.bHs
error" were the- RevenoA-Tn October and Nove.mber 1980 that^

WffE' fNE NAC
inspectur-Yin examined during his December 2-3, 1980,4 inspection.

/ Gittings stated during the past six months.fKaiser hs.s-had 57d(7".
,.. .w -

i
..

. .2-pgy, proble,m:,, ith :::: cf-ets QC inspectors over inspecting. Heu

stated that contract in,spectors hired from Butler Services,,

Inc. frequently objected tc Kaiser management's A::ici :s-ebent

the* implementation of the QA program, and were critical of
/NC/GilVS) YN?

Kaiser inspection procedures and techniques. He statedsto
R&D DCC|t2D TD

tecfrT9:Ehis2situarita Kaiser 4 erminated all contract inspectors,t

H40
and offered some of them jobs in the Kaiser QA organizat' ion atg

Zimmer.fittingsrelatedthatmanyofthe,,jinspectorssometwha
> p!T %' .

G
.

L
0 BotM

weMre=retainedy andvsomenho-werentot3 were critical,pf the Nd.6M
yy2 h41S&t

Nonconformance Reporting System, and of weld inspection criteria-
3

N' ' ' ^
' ' ' '

|

for pipe support hangers and structural steel. He said(|there

were dif ferences of opinion o,.r.n various code interpretations,
\ Hcf747WAT

which ia common in any wdd inspection program.g
.

D.O A PIcfewu
-8- *~

i -

!
t
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Interview of Kathy Fa' bien
'

,9 i% q'
.

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Control aisedwasBy t&$., ZW
interviewed airdgstated Kaiser procedures permit an inspector 7cg

'

call for a[NR Control Numberpp e then issues the individual
,

' inspector control number (CN (Eb|makesanentryinthe

Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Materialj [escribiEgthenoncon-
&forming ite and the initials of the inspector calling for the -g

numbe he stated she has riever ited out*an entry for a
? JAl /GW2D Tl/M

control number in the [og.f(ShE%1To(, stated) the QA manager

stampsallvoidedNRswiththered" void"stamg$hethengets
r~ M

-the copy of the NR[and makes-a-red-ink-ent<s:y through the
w.% r & ide ,J.o

controlnumberentryfortheNRintheLog@ieh.identifthsitj

as a voided NR. -She-st-ated-Ecequently.}nspector c
ao ~+ u m p%

control numbers and 9 f te r--a-fev-we e ksw he-doe s-not-rec eive-the--
*

F w bsr--
-NIL---She-said1n these casesf-she makes the same void entry in the

NR Log. --Shulso--st ted riortoDecember1980jFloydOltz,$QAE

hRecords, also had the authority to void NRsg owever,

gh G&E QA lianager, illiam Schwie directed that this authority
\ SW --p'

be [ solely [ vested} in the Kaiser QA Nanagergand $ince -that-dattr--

( Oltz has not voided any NRs.

/k M [ h
Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Contro1 jio. 5412

_

DR 4<i!
,

!

| -9-

:
i
'
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~ gp Ba kground Information

On December 29, 1980, Chris Dumford,*QC Inspect QD 70 CC'' W"#WI'
trim As

initiated Surveillance Report No. (SR) 2886, aften suppression
*

tt M/
pool liner plates were tensioned before a QC inspector arrived

to gEJus
to verify the initial tensioning. The'correctiveaction.r.esofing
this condition was for an inspector to be present during the

seven % and th,hty day tension checks;to verify that the
~

platewasbeingtensionedproperly.l?nFebruary
'

O 11, 1981,

Wayne D. Kitchen,TQC Inspector,~ wrote NR No.F3022 wl//cN l'*/##C %
stTUttgkFebruary 4, I during a tensioning inspectionshe

observedthatIhIanchorboltonS'uppressionPoolLinerP' lateI #

r e c >
UNo. 23E was installed at a slight angle and did not permit the

full bearing surface of.the nut to contact the flat washed -

This deficiency was found on the same liner plate that had been

tensioned without QA coverage as reported in SR No. 2886.17On

Feb'ruary 3, 1981, Dumfo initiatedaNRwhirhwasdssigned
'

O A
Control No. (CN) 5412 which also reports that suppression poolg

wM
liner plates Vere::trerns tensioned without QA coverage. The NR

states"holdtagwasappliedwhileawallplate10hwasin
o

process of being tensioned." Oncehjldtagwasappliedtensioningi

|

| was continued until tensioning was completed." G#d.fr [dl54N//c7.

IMD Not /MHelED 7tGf.bLO ht& l'dWN6- f.WAoMM6' ofMIf/'W
| @ gecapanesnaars%
|
'

1
l

'>~" T.
''

I |tI28

{' 3g b

- 10 -
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t' ~ 4 Interview of Walter C. Dumford

(AlfER
On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford,nQuality Control Inspector,

Sy fl0* H ~ fpMi*
d};, was interviewed.an'd stated,on February 3,1981, he was

ft!#.

insp-cting suppression pool wall plates and noticed otr a bolt
A

on s plate 3 was bunc.ac .u .ngTe not perpendi,clar to the
p/ycartb CMMA'uct/W

plate. He sait personnel were preparing to tension the plate
AND ^

in question when he told them he was going to place hold tag on *

g 3

ityan they responded, "try and stop me." TP
vs.

Dumford said he left
Ithe area to discuss the matter with Dennis Donov M s superviso)

who told him to initiate a NR for the nonconforming plate and
(T fC

to place a hold tag og'il/Afwhichmro614 preclude tensioning of the/C //wKArtD
plate. Duniford iit'sYed he returned to the suppression pool,

placed a hold tag on the plate and construction ceased tensioningj

4
the plate. Dumford-sai,d however, as he left the area he heard

INGCM/NS WM -f/dD
the tensioning machine reactivat thecrewggnoredhishold

ta g'.

c{tM$0W p govt //A M'' 4:tC f
Dumford stated he tard Donovin and he told him to write a NRg[gcudd/M
ict the continuation of tensioning after a hold tag had been

, applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued K NP CN
'
i COLL *!ENtC
j 5412 and wrotemWR' for the violation of the hold tag.' He said
I

| a few days later he was called in)o MCPhillip*Gittings "+oir tp A rH p as p o,-
\ BV 6/f7/flAf _W ejwg

officeandwastoldgtheNRshouldnothavebeenwrittenbreause
3 g (fAltECURAL) ^

it was a 'gsof tware problem and not a hardware problem." He

said Gittings then told him "I'm going to void this NR because

i
,

'

K /41 i-

- 11 -

._



4 05FF DRAFT /dbh
\.4 9bi

.

'

.n., -/~
_

o i
i.,. . *w [. .

we do not need this kind of paperwork floating around because

this is the kind of stuff that causes investigations." Dumford

stated Rex Baker,$fuspection'Sup'sWisor and Dennis Donovinywho

were also present at the meetingsdisagreed with Gittings and'*

ActetSLO NMR l%7
w id it was a valid NR.y

picted W YN #
Dumford related a few days later Dennis Donovin called the NR

clerk and was told CN 5412 had been reassigned to another NR
-

- THE dMJ&hMA g|Mt/M Nat
and tanhiEVhr been entered into the NR system. Dumford provided

0 0216h*N 70 f},or$2/Clf
a copy of the NR CN 5412 which is attached yp::yiodde pty. asg

'

EXlII'BYT' (3) .
i.,..

.

Dumford said this incident is an example of Kaiser ( QA management

not supporting the QA program on site, and being overly influenced
.:ty*/D tt W

by construction. Dumford suis in his opinion QA Managers were
A

influenced by construction, and QA was not independent at
.

'

Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written statement

attesting to the a nedinformation,acopyofwhichis

attached as EXIiI'BIY ($).
/cg**/

_L {p Interview of Dennis Donovan

on February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, C Inspec was
BYW N t&l7j

interviewed k9{sn'''ted on February 3,1981, Chris Dumford! g g

|

., _ .- ...., ,, ,,

|
, . ;4 ft*.

| j- 12 - .j ; a f '* i J f

l
!

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ .
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contacted him regarding a SR written against tensioning of
A

bolts on suppression pool liner plate $ without QA coverage.3

Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle, the Quality Assurance
ACLMsD N!$! Cf AT|nEngineer (QAE) responsible for the suppression pool area whD e.

j

THEM N O Od N & ,8A/ told him to write a NR es thiD. Donovan stated he wrote a NR
A

and instructed Dumford to go down and place a hold tag on the
J'tMi!? GLEN?!.Yplate. Don'ovadi t'a'dia Dumford returned to the trailer and toldg

SV!"him that he had placed a hold tag on the plate, yet, craft -

personnel had ignored the t'gg and continued tensioning thea

(NcxdinD MSr A ste:cqD
plate. Donovan stated'he then told Dumford to write another NR

A

/gd/Ndf (5P the continuation of work af ter a hold tag had been appliedQ /W(ECv2f,f,
VEC!sto

W|E SE4ND AEfe'szf
Donovan stated DtWford Vf5te-ttie:NR, he initialed 4t, and

called the NR clerk who assigned it N9 CN 5412. The NR adF44

was forwarded directly ,to % g^spection Supervisor forv NRex Baker,

review.
*

.

,rs p O 'f/ Wi

Donovan st2tTe on February 4,1981, he, fe? Baker, and Dumford

were called into Phillip Gittings office and at"tha N Baker
_ _ _ _ - - ,

4E5h.he orginal copy of the NR3whitlTELY gaveYto Gittings. He
__

said Gittings said "This report is going to be voided because

this is the kind of thing that starts investigations." Donovan

said that Gittings commented that inspectors would not write

NRs against software problems, but only against hardware problems,

and that ignoring a hold tag was a procedural (software) violation.

.

*3*9 $
|s I\

- 13 -
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Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had

ignored the a hold tag, and Gittings replied "If I was in their

position I would have done the same thing." Donovan responded

.

and said a hold tag is the strongest QA control mechanism on

site and if one is ignored a NR should be written. Donovan

said he and Baker told Gittings they disagreed, and the meeting

ended.
.

.

A few days later Donovan said he called the NR controller

CN
concerning the disposition of contTol-No. 5412 and found that

the number had been reissued to another NR.

Donovan stated in his opinion this is an example of Kaiser, QA

Hanagement not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer. -

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written statement
PAfattesting to the .aforeC.C@/N6-

*

.

tnentraned information a copy of which is

attached as E.NI'I,B'IT' (3) .
'*

, . .

gp; Interview of Kenneth Shinkle
.

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle,3 uality Assurance Engineer,Q

haiser) was interviewedNdNted YFebruary 2,1981, he received#

a phone call from Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a sup-

pression pool liner plate. Shinkle stated he told Donovan this

should be documented on a NR and a hold tag should be placed oni

|

| a

p,u a

i - 14 -
1

|

i
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.

the plate in question @, to prevent tensioning. Shinkle stated

he later learned a NR was written;and Chris Dumford had affixed

a hold tag to the plate which was ignored by construction, whoj

tensioned the plate. Shinkle said he also learned a second NR

waswrittenbyDumfordforv[ilationoftheholdtag,whichhe

later initialed and forwared to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor.

.
'

Shinkle stated he later learned Phillip Gittings, after discussions

with Dumford, Donovan, and Baker did not enter the NR into the

system. Shinkle said in this case the report had been assigned
be;v varf I bs'

a control number, and the inspectors supervoss ad concurred
-I

it was a valid NR yet $ Gittings told him this particularj

report was not going to be processed, and stated, "The whole

thing has been blown out of proportion."

.

Shinkle stated in his opinion Kaiser management does not support
,

the QC program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the

site, and QA is not independent of construction influence. On

February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle provided a written statement

attesting to the af t d information a copy of wh'ich is
' #

attached as DblI.B.I'T (6) .o. ,

!
_

[1 -M Interview of Rex Baker#'

C
On March 3,1981, Rex Baker,Daspection Supervisor, Kaiser was

BVN & HE tHet
interviewed.dagstatedinearlyFebruary1981heattendedameeting4

W ~**m :., - ,s

a

NA '- 15 -
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'

in $ Gittings office with Dennis Donovan and Chris Dumford.

He stated during this meeting Dumford said construction had

continued to tension a suppression pool liner plate after he

had placed a hold tag on it. Baker stated he agreed Dumford
.

was correct in writing an NR for this violation. He said

Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was

right to continue tensioning the plate af ter a hold tag had

been affixed to it. Baker stated did not know the disposition
~

t+~ ivAZ /N
of the NR, but the last time saw .t$u,,if it, Gitting's ha3MWplJM/W.

-

g Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material
C

reports was reviewed; the log reflects sontrol No. 5412,NR -

A *

No. 2996; Revision I was written on February 2, 1981, for welds

having the lack of penetration. This entry does not reflect
~ *

4M40mdW-

that Control No. 5412 had been assigned tog nspector Dumford oni

s:~nrnawf7)f'February 3, 1981, for violation of a hold tag. The corporate
A

1

name or process entry columns in the log and the specification

entry showed evidence that white out ink was used to cover

1

| writing that had been made previously in the log. A copy of

the log page and actual NR issued is appended to this report as

EM. .N.I.T'S' (7) , (F) .
p

,

e as'"~
DRAFT

, .
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Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

[ Background Information

.

- -

OnMay19,1980,NRNo.E-5kO8wasissuedidentifyinganoncon-

forming four inch long pipe piece installed for DDC M-1108 in a

Residual Heat v stem (RHR) for which no material trace-

ability could be ibimtt. The NR also reports that a weld located
4

near this pipe piece was inside of a penetratio in violation

of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped void on June 20,
Acue.DA NatG /NQlC9ffold.

1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA, Engineer, who ttste6 it was voideda
because " acceptable documentation found#which established.

material traceability for the pipe piece' A copy on NR E-5108

is appended to this report as EIliI' BIT'(T).
-

. .

Ih Ett M W W @s
|

Iaterview uMiRC-dittrettee- '

pg patovt/Ez..

,

Sn4une -l li:t9&t?4e rry:Shapke r.;=4 irspe cto r ,-Nuc1Ea r -Re gura ttrry'
-

Gesunisticwas-4nterviewed-and stated he walked down the RHR

system in the area addressed in NR No.f5108, and,specifically

L-} r u/2. I T|
r*. ? ?,

2-f ;*'

o
- 17 -
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examined the four foot section of pipe between welds 82 and 82a

identified on the NR and on isometric drawing PSK-RH-15. .Shapker
4L

stated hemsaw no heat or identification number on the pipe piece WM [cW/d

.
in question. He eletr-etsted-he-reviewed-the KE-1 weld data sheets

for welds RH-82 and RH-82a which joined the pipe piece to the RHR
k/EEd~AMW/&VaiC

system Both forms had a notations identifying the heat numberg

for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661 which was initialed and dated
~

"RLR 6/19/80." Shapker 1rtated the weld records show the pipe piece

was welded to the RHR system on June 15, 1976, for veld RH-82a, and

on October 14, 1976, for weld RH-82, which was four years before

the heat number of the piece was noted on the weld data records.
/ 7?tE 2,2* /N.;y&fG'k

shapker reviewed the isometeric drawing and construction piping

inspection plan along with other related documentation for the pipe

and weld anibfotnre 'k reliable documentation to justify the adding -n
. CM@ BGLO M D

the questioned heat number to the the weld data form Shapkerg
b UfrMt

seeted Jhis appeared to be an intentional fraudvq nt entry em
jf8W|M .

theacfazzi to cayermehe tracablity of the heat number of the pipe

piece.

/NYff?/6h/ 6W NY A
On Mar 25, 198, Richard L. Reiter, former. Document Reviewer,,y- -_

_ =

a ed he was employed at k Zimmerwas interviewe a

from November, 1978 to November, 1980. He stated he reviewed

isometric drawing.{
1HA t

to insure Jtruaring'53558 related documentation,

such as weld data recordsymet ASME Code Requirements, and 7//E

drawings were correct as to the as-built condition of the
,

|
'

During his reviews he found discrepencies in the-drawings and

b
v r e a""3 /

- 18 -
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Rch AFTassociated documentation w not match conditions in the

plant. Reiter stated spe numbers for pipe sections,

and weld data records did not match. He stated t as concerned

about this and on October 28, 1980, wrote Surveillance Report,

(SR)2819toFloydOltz,hisimmediatesupervisor,statingkhen

reviewing isometric drawings he is making assumptions which he
udAL30

felt compromised his integrity, gang asked for a written directive
-

telling him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate
'

AOEQUA1tr
all small bore isometrics to insure that there is documentation3

fWto insure traceability of the material. He stated gn the SR he

also questioned the disposition of NR's dealing with lack of

material traceability.
.

.y g p +HE.5R
Reiter stated 0ltz responded and said all the procedures areg g

approved and are adequa,te to meet regulatory and ASME Code

requirements.- He wrote that to continue using the approved

procedures and practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed

with the disposition of the SR and shortly thereafter terminated

his employment with Kaiser, because he felt he was being forced

to compromise his integrity. A copy of the SR authored by Reiter

| on October 28, 1980 is appended to this report as E$ IIB]I,'I (10).
|

(

h Record Reviews

!

RDT@@NNEL
During the week of June 5-12, 1981, tL%a. Chapker reviewed the

4

following records in resolution of the disposition of this NR.

T^ .(..w% . ... -
5 e O' b
(j '6 \

- 19 -
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D-;*s,''kyNR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 1852

, Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System Inspection Plan No. RH-15 dated June 16, 1976

& JEe1TbGservatioit f/Af0///f
.

The-fieTd'BbseWatioris' made :by s'pettor.:Shapker -are reported '

se-the< preceeding-pa ragraphs3 Based on the record reviews and
fr'

field observationsyof-NRC .in'spectus% was catablished 'f! iib NR f.DE
Af

was improperly voided,3 acceptable documentation was not found
4t/E 25WJ2tgto justify the voiding of .WR'51D8.

.

..
--

& Act25t,anc tt.LTrias

-

!

.31 thr/

Itvestigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 4309

4 Background Information

|

On Janurary 7, 1980, Inspector Micheal McCcy wrote ,X NR Control

No. 4309 which identified deficient weld fitup on a ora and

three quarter cover plate to beam W32X260 located on the react or

pedistal support structure. McCoy stated in the NR the that
!

rm ?.

*\ dr1

h [\[NI I
- 20 -.
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parts to be fillet welded brought were not brought in as close/ g eh . . .

contact as practigji: and were separated by more than 3/16 of an

inch. A copy of NR witis Control No. 4309 is attached to this
....,e

report as EXH,I,B,IT ( ).
,

.

[JJ -PerldnaElbtitrergi,swd,

.

Interview of Michael McCoy
.

.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy,3 uality. control Inspector,Q

wasinterviewe@[$d'dfe[[6A' January 7,1980,hewrote
e

NR Control No. 4309 for welds on the reactor pedistal support

structure thair did not meet coj)e requirements, ott-:mmedactate
WHWH ^

.gfd&WHD McCoy stated int:tkEuraTe he initiated the NR, his
N.s AND/N&5'

supervisors concurred in tireTilittiltrat Sf2D, and he received
' ^

QAta control nanber from the NR controller. He said after heg
'

out-
wrote the NR it was returned to him with tra disposition. McCoy3

state in addition to voiding this NR, NRs were@

inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this to a QA manager's
C./tMSR

lack of support for4the Inspectors [ the QC program at 'Zimmer.
i

(

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written statement

attesting to the.a r e n d information, a copy of which is

attachedasE,kB'I,Y(14,

I g~g .3 ., --

.a ,ri -

I. l\/%
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c@ sileTiil'CRe956ci.

. vg

_ Review of Nonconformance Reporting Loe,

.

4On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed.aiid it was
IE.

foundControlNo.4309wasassignedtoNRNo.{-2417whichidentified

deficiences in electrical E.4%iGFan66mD con #puit bracing in
s'

the control room. A copy of thiiNR is attached to this report
-

as EtiIB'II (10 During this review it was noted ere wass****-
y og

evidence of white-out in the specification, and equipment name
^M a

or process,section of the NR log. A copy of the NR log page is
,,

appendedtothisreportasE41'I'B[I,'I(/$.

@ (field-ObseNatioiss? [8/0///k -

'

.

R seed-hereu4ewachkem-+n auesdici., ac an-toga a h he

$+ew ci_pe.rsonnet f was determined that Inspector McCoy'sw

NR was never entered into the Kaiser nonconforeance reporting

system.

@ *fL'16ratecch

.Ka @ ed,ufr.f ITnWainHaj3ErMContr3I2QXCHitG5

<R sLizoWt:3)Etenbe " M ~98G'O3 o

m*3 D. }, . f~.

-

ls N. 1
-

- 22 -

_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - .



.

205FF DRAFT /db

Investigation

DM@ Background Information OI
.

On July 22, 1980, and on July 9, 1980, seven NRs assigned Control

Numbers 4955-59, a 2:N 4930 an 31 were written by inspectors

Joseph Mills and G. McCann. The NRs identified weld deficiences
,

onpipesupportsinNieseldenerator(DG)RoomA. Hie. ssgtnals

df=thErd=Ireve1r:NReaweTd:gtvan inTFe~ctor 51csepnWil'IT'ttr*NRe

iEnspector Th: .e-$.,sr.ici .. March:w1984. The seven NRs have been

assigned control numbers, but no NR number. The copies of the
...ror

seven reports are appended to this report as EXHIBIT (LT.
o- n

gj*r AErsb'An Wjintdrvidus",

.

.

Ir.terview of Joseph Mills

V
On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills,YQuality Control Inspe

1,y H6 HE fMr
was interviewedgana stated in July and August of 1980 he t@#g g

identified nonconforming welds while inspecting pipe support
b $E s

hangers in I,G Room A. hesaidheidentifiedth{weldonNRs
which were assignedd. control- numke s 4955 to 4959. 4Rd|

e/; p i. e . ..

t e:ted he had- t.he-authv q 4 ..liiat - P 201 U.m I'R-eerr-
<

us! !c .--foe-e-NR-eontml-numbe A hieh-wa; f fi xed-i.or-w ib. Lviiver

of-ilm ??R. He said i-e.h+s R.=rastance he initiated the NRs,,and his

superviscr, Rex Baker, concurred they were valid" Mills stated

r r .s ?C
- 23 - i . .I/ b
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in August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger

ANO
inspectiontostructuralweldinginspection'faweekafterthe,

reassignment the five NRs he had written in July 1980 were
EO g+f

returned to his desk without being processing. Mills stated at
3

Ndl3the same +ime two other NRs written by Inspector G. McCann were
8tM

.also returned to him.g

10 5
Mills stated in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation

-

g
rla-

..

into the NR System and turned in m aned eCann4 seven unproc-

cessed NRs to the NRC. He explained to NRC Inspector Thomas Daniels

that they had never been entered into the NR system. He said

Daniels asked him to reexamine the welds in DG Room A to see if

the nonconforming welds he identified earlier were still in

this condition. Mills-stated he reinspected the same areas in -

DG Room A and in each case the condition that he had previously

identified had been repaired and the welds were now acceptable.j

Mills stated apparently someone had used the information on the

NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said, however,

this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original

NRs and all the copies of them had been returned to him and

| McCann unprocessed.
i

l

!

I

| On June 2,1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement

attesting to the em e information, a copy of which is

attached as D6#B'IY (16).
, a,

.. ,. ,

- 24 -

-



205FF DRAFT /db

Interview of Floyd Oltz | k '

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz,kAE,(Recor was inter-
9|NWD HC ffMt'

viewed at(Mtedahe reviewed the Kaiser NR Log and found thatg
O

NRs assigned Control--No5. 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 were voided
tN4twith the comment " not issued." Oltzstatedgntheseinstances

Kaiser did not retain a copy of the NR in the voided NR filej
~

rWNNN 15s p H
because these reports that. ,are voided as||Not Issgd are returned
to the inspector, and etreb d*esE*aares Kaiser does not maintain a

copy of the NR in the voided NR file.

Interview of Lynn Anderson

OnJune9,1981,LynnAnderson,knspec r, was interviewed
e

and stated that he is employ, qed by Nuclear Energy Services Inc.

at Zimmer and is contracted to work as a Quality Control Engineer~

Wfor CG&E. .\nderson stated currently g is conducting an audit

oftheKaiser/onconformance[eporting[ystem. Anderson said 7#dt'

on June 4, 1981, he checked the disposition of NRs assigned

CN 4955 and 4959. Anderson stated he reviewed the NR log and

found that those CN had been assigned and the reports had been

voided on September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked all of
|
'

the Kaiser and CG&E NR files and could not locate these NRs.

Anderson concluded that $1Fese-r4JB1 Dam although a N CN een
TNG R EM Rt.5"

issued had never been entered into the active or voided NRg

files. '

kD h / g g.=Il S 6a;- i-y

- 25 -
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<$ Record Reviews

On June 10, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed and it was

found h CN 4955 to 4959 were entered into the NR system;,

however, the entry had been lined through with the comment,

" VOID NR not issued ||andj.>dated 9/30/80." A review of the ER log'
INbkAt:."C

for Tn4 entries dig CN 4930-31 niiidd that they had also been
,

entered into the NR system; however, the comment " VOID NR not
$WNi:?:--

issued,,a,nd dated September 30,1980 was 14cedschroughatha-log
pfKtM6tvt*

book page for each entry. Copiesofthe}NRLogBookpagesare
appended to this report as EXH'I'B'I'T'S' C7) and OJ).

ge***g4

h Field Observations

'
~j-tWfcNNE7

~

On June 2,1981, NRC .,[nspector,QTrdnTSchapker7 inspected the

areas in DG Room A identified on NR CN 5955-59, 4930,-and 49y

31. 6thapkeN two of the seven instances it appeared
p-

that the welds had been reworked,' for the other five this could
N6svCooVAW)99|NG

notbedetermined.However,the(conditionsidentifiedonthe
*

NRs were.a)y67~.AZ4Ci!DVreNssetterentfoB the welds Set inspected.

RND/N4-
| *N22/N8-

Based on the after=wentionee interviews, record reviews and'

field observations by NRC personnel it was determined that
,i.

although these six NRs were voided, a copy of the reports.was
! N67- i ' 'h:-
| neve ,mantained in the voided NR file. .All four copies of the

AWM
| reports had been returned to the inspector. ~ , , , , , ,

,n. ,/ \
j lly,

g1 1e
:

1 - r
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KR@pgoe:edureMACMI1W.RevsWd":7-dated ApriN980

Kaffe.GPJDEedure:'QAC31.lB12 RM>.

4argMC&ilmnapspecifI23ttorr HM256

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466
.

.
'

4 33 Background Information

On January 3, 1980, Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors inspected

large bore pipe hangers in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B,

and C. They inspected welds on pipe support hangers concrete
tHE y

enbedment bolts, and Icir configuration and location of pipeh

s'apport hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming Kaiser
'f/Vd'

and.vendorweldsfdatonghangers,and'improperlyembededbolts.

They identified a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support

hangers, and intiated -2466 to document this condition. On

June 30,1980,f$d,NRE-2466wasvoidedwiththecomment,"each

hanger listed will be issued on a separath NR." A copy'of the

first five pages of this 31 page NR is attached to this report

IyIY (17). ,,#as

n .. .- p
2 '.s ?

.

,: ,e <

t

!

l

.
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@ Per's'o'dnel Iiiterviess.

On: February--12,"1981,mThomas -Daniels',"InspectorTNuclear Regulatory

Commis'sion was -inteiviewed andrstated-dkring the week of February 9-11,
f;g fE.C:4/l.tL *

1981, 46 reviewed the Kaiser, Log of Nonconforming Material to

ascertain if the hangers identified on NR No. E-2466 had been

issued on seperate NRs as stated in the void stamp on the NR.
1HW /EU/9w'/^DkMED -

*

DrdTE{found that of the 124 pipe support hangers in which

nonconforming weld or embedment bolts were identified only 25

had been redispositioned on other NRs. Of these 25, 8 had been

reworked, 7 had been voided, and there is no disposition for
-

/%2%dtly 12; /90,
the remaining 10. sDaniels4tt;tte3 ,4as of thisTdate 99 of the 124

~

hangers identified on NR'2466 shad not been reissued as stated

on June 3, 1980. ---

.

Interview of Rex Baker
. ,

b NN .

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker,IInspection Supervisor,IKaiser was
yy NB$, JIS

interviewed antfstated tEtt he was aware that various NRs which3

identified nonconforming conditions on pipe support hangers

were voided with the stipulation that they would be " reinspected
7

after redesign." Baker stated he directed a 100% reinspection

of all pipe support hangers be conducted as stated in the

earlier committment. However, QA managersy Phillip Gittings

| and Kenneth Bumgartner, directed that pipe support hangers

which had been previously inspected and not redesigned, would,

I
:

.a

" $0 * [ed
;,, 'A .' 44,(

- - _ _ _ . . _ __ - _.
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k not to be reinspected as: stat earlier. Baker stated to he

best of his knowledge the NRs which were voided cn this basis

were not redispositioned or reopenedjr: q repair the nonconforming
INfit;4tdD f$

conditions previously identified. Baker stated in his opinionfn
this was not done to avoid reworking the welds, but was an

administrative oversight by the QA managers.

.

O necord aeviews

g40g
On February 12, 1981, NR E-2466 was revived gnd it was noted # M

there was a comment on page two of the NR which states that an

ast.erisk identifies "what appears to be vendor supplied welds"

on pipe support hangers. In reviewing the thirty-one page NR
.s-it was found that 15 of 124 pipe hangers identified 6 have

an asterisk identifying,them as vendor supplied hangers. These

15 entries on.NR.E-2466 were crossed out. Examples of the
.,

ommission of these items from NR E-2466 are included in E)$ifB'IT OD.
is***4

|

h EleLdaMcibdk f/ND///4-
!

Based on fRW interviews and record reviews it was found that NR
/N

E-2466 was not properly voided an2 that the justification for
A

the voiding was never fully implemented.

1

*v

[\ f~~1 A h
,

!

,

l

| - 29 -
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$J$ Investigation of Disposition of Nonconforme.nce F.eport E-2836 ~
'

* . , ,-
,

..
,

M Background Information ,'.' _
.

!,

'

- -

, . ; v,

,

,f.T |On June 22,1980,NRE-2836waswrittenbyjRexBaker,Qnspectio3, '

r''Eup E71s,ohfter an audit by Nuclear Energy Service Eudit wNichD --

-

C
+

found there was no radiograph of the fir.el weld for weld WS737.-
,. s:-

,
jintheplantsservicewatersystem. The re was a comment in t'he '

'' description of nonconformance"section of the NR which state.d fMb
-

the only radiograph available was an "information shot of the
(Ne*J .

.

rootlayer"fortheweldandsubfectzUFigisburiedunderground
A*

The NR was dispositioned as " accept as is" on October 24, 1980, -

E9 Wbecause the KE1 (weld data form) reports the final weld was

kradiographed and accepted by Kaiser on April 5,197(g)t d5

disposition was reviewed by the Authorized Nuclear TEEL'35/NJ/FICM
- .

(ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is" { disposition
pctitd:

| intially rejected by the Authorized Nuclear Insurer (ANI) on

November 7, 1980; however, approved the disposition on

November 11, 1980, based on the entry in the weld data form
W$

, showingthatafinalreviewofthefilmwa|s.asift.(

1 The NR was
a

i

voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment "see' Revision 1 for

>_
I. 4U ,6'

s
- 30'-
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nn
new disposition." There is a another comment on the'NANIR:

^ ANTwhich says, " VOID stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when en
*

(*. ?.~.: .
accepted disposition on 11/11/80." A review of NR E2836,

Revision 1, shows the same nonconforming item is identified the
j

disposition is to " accept as is," and the NR is signed by the

appropriate members of the material review board. The NR was
*

* - :s ':. i -
closed on November 13, 1980. There is third typed copy of E2836, -

Revision 1, date November Irl, 1980, which has the comment " VOID
- written in error ,NR resolved on original issue." The Kaiser NR,

r. :. s
Log Report 5that NR2836, Rev. 1, was closed on November 11, 1980.
ccMLCc/ . . J* .i. .' r g(g'r. ^-
R=copys s 2836 ANDE-2836 Rev. I 1a atta/ched to this report as

I A
E$.lifBlT' (;;) and Ori).

*

g 4* g

@ fcPs'o$ del',IbteNie$d,'

. . . , , . . - ,,,

.

Int 4rview of Rex Baker

On June 4, 1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Superv was
gyNKC Hg tgMF

interviewed,and[ stated on October 22, 1980, he initiated NRg

E-2836 after an audit found that there was no radiograph of the

final te M weld pass fo eld WS737. Baker stated he forwarded|

, _

the NR to Arch Lanham,' Construction Department, Kaiser who

dispositioned the B as " accept as is" based on an entry on the

KE1 form which reports a final radiograph of this weld was [MIO

Taken on April 5,1976, and was accepted by a Kaiser welding

engineer, and by the ANI on /.pril 15, 1976. Baker said the NR

DRABS *
- 31 -
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was returned to him, and he told Lanham the disposition " accept

as is" was. contrary to ASME code requirementsj iffecause there
NO

was ea) final radiograph of the questioned weld. He told Lanham f#4f'n

th's#:Trt-ene=t.i e ., to rely on a entry in a KE1 form tep- >: t

f46E3: DIG + A --=as=radiographedywas not sufficient evidence that

the weld had been radiographed.

(- Bak:: 1 - _ hta.- a e reviewed the Kaiser radio-

graphic exam report and the accompanying film, dated April 17,

197 ker stated he is a Level III RadiographeDhauts

:---l : E - e.edeemekami.erpr He M d- m.

A
told Lanham the film was an information shot of the root layer

for the weld, and was not radiograph.g of the final weld pass.

Baker said Lanham responded and said the disposition is correct -

because the block on the KE1 is checked, and that if QA does

not have the film he could care less about it. Baker stated he
,

! told Lanham that construction would have to dig the veld up to

! radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall would
1

never let us dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the

NR as " accept as is" yet he knew there was no final radiograph

for the wela.
|

' M
Baker also stated on November 7,1980, the site ANI, Lowell Burton,g

G rejected the disposition on NR E2836 but later resce'nded
A

the rejection and agreed with the " accept as is" disposition

| based on the entry on the KE1 form that reported a final review

e w . ..
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of the film had been made by a previous ANI in 1976. Baker

said the NR was eventual.ly dispositioned as " accept as is," and

he refused to concur in the disposition because it was contrary
'

to ASME code requirements.

Interview oi Lowell Burton

JN!P M A
~

On June 5,1981, Lowell Burton, Authorized Wuclear .Ih'sucry
f -

\
{ Hartford Steam Boiler Tsas~InspectibWrfd Insurance Companyl nas

BVNW //E tratf 0
interviewed,and[tatedafterreviewingNRE2836hewasinerrorg f

in accepting the disposition of this NR on November 11, 1980.
fA/O

BurtonjhereviewedthefilmpacketforveldWS737,andfound

there is no radiograph of the final weld pass in the file. He

stated he has directed the licensee to reopen the NR to reflect
CANW

this nonconforming cond,ition. Burton stated he based his404f/EN
~

acceptance on a review of the KE1 Form and his persona 1'notesy

which showed that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the radiograph

of the weld and found it to be acceptable. Burton stated ring

he reviewed up to 100 radiographs a day and couldm ua
\ ^ ,/N/SV W S by- E7V W 6 D

have poaC,-- -- - ed.,in his notebook or on the KE1 Torm whteh^
$4V/47t4!G9

showedthathehadagotheradiographofthefinalwelgwherr
, a- 9 ' H t ' _.13 ar : ndi draph s ' ' -^^* ' yes=*6mehe
l
,

I weldr.

% Tf}.. r=
r 2 35

.
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Interview of Jerome Schapkir,- f $

On-June-12r1981,-Jerry Schapker,-Inspector,-NRC was -intervieved
l'. T $ i X.: w N S -

and-etated he reviewed tlis NR E-2836 and associated documentation

which included the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination
f ~ AP 2A'H)

and accompanying film. 6'chaphe p tated that NR E-2836 was

improperly voided because there was no final radiograph for

weld 737 in Kaiser files. ,8chipke'rmotedethat[heradiograph
.

referenced as accepted by the ANI on April 15, 1976 is actually

a radiograph of a partially completed weld. The radiograph of

the incomplete weld is dated March 31, 1976, and was reviewed
-A

by the ANI on April 15,1976. .Schapker-stated,"apparently the

radiograph of the rootpass was misstaken by the ANI to be a
,#E

final radiograph of the weld and accepted it as such when in -

fact no final radiograph of the weld exists. Schapker stated

fhe,properdispositionforthisNRwouldhavebeen" rework"

which would include the conduct of nondestructive examinations :69 o '' ~
~

[ required by ASME code)and licesee specifications.

I

C) geEold'Reirldw'si

Between June 2-5, 1981, the following records were reviewed by

W nspectc c 'ScTapker}7MY/tC A'fJr--- -

i .

. . . e y ,Nn,

Kaiser Engineers inatKE1 Form weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976.3
t

*

DDA ET
u rum t i

|

!
'
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Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report dated April 15,
,

1976 (and accompanying radiographic film packet).

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.

. .
- -

@ Eleld Observation [ MO/Nt?

_

Based on the preceeding interviews, and record reviews, slang

with N examination of the radiographic film for weld WS 737
fHet

osadaRWB-my napectuelapm n it was determined NR E-2836 wasg

improperly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed on

November 13, 1980.

$ AcGptance; Crit"eTia.

.83$nChr dppmncNtietGH-;t2567sem;41Co '

.McGhr% cmp-4pevffictC7*tEfd::A iGMOl

kqhy Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777
!

$ Background Information

|
1

On April 3,1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777; stating
that weld A2 on isometeric drawing R1-195 on a pipe support

; n parw"m
'

hanger in the primary containment area / was mp without QA

documentation. A Dakin performed a post wel3 inspection

ma t F |
j

\

35 --
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and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip was found
JMOW

to crisure that the proper filler metal wy used in the weld.
The disposition of this NR was to " rework" and cu ut the weld

because no acceptable documentation was available to verify the

proper filler metal was used. This NR was voided on April 30,

1979, with the conanent " rod slip located." AcopyonNRE-177'[

is appended .o this report as E i,(s,If (24. '

.

k R$s&do fdfUleYfsr

Interview of Vincent Feret_ti

On June 4, 1981, Vicent Feretti, Level III Quality Assurance

Engineer, (QAE) W clear- Energy Services Inh was interviewed 89 886 -

stated he conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance

reporting system for=ehibergree.an r v ewed NR No. E1777
A 9

d the associated isometric drawings identified on the NR.

Frerretti stated he drawing shows four hangersywith six field
welds for all of the hangers. The in metric drawing and attached

weldrodissueslipsshow7asstatedintheNRthatthereisno7
weld rod issue slip for veld No. 195A2. Frerretti stated the

weld rod slips attached to the drawing should identify what

particular filler metal was used for each weld but in this cas6
7

he was unable to ascertain hp Laogtne-et ure~roa s.d ar whati

filler metal went into each of the welds . Frerretti stated the
.

1,]e p r ,=
3 b== $

u$ .i s ? 1 1

- 36 -



.

.

205FF DFAFT/db

O .A.. Ci
. |

. . > 5.
.

-,.

decrepancy identified in the NR was correct and'he directed the

NR be reopened and redispositioned. Frerretti stated i his

opinion, this NR was improperly voided.
d

.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

-

On June 4, 1981 Floyd Oltz,Y..QAE, Records g' was interviewed ByWAC.
w

H1Y WW
ap stated hef,teviewed NR E-1777 the weld data sheats and weldg

R NO Bf4rod issue slips. Hesaidthat'inthih'~nstancethisNR.wp
improperly voided. Oltz stated the disposition " rod slip

located" was improper, because the rod slip used to justify the

voiding of NR does not specifically identify the weld in which

the weld rod war, used. Oltz conclude found nothing in the

records associated with this weld to justify the voiding of

this NR.

,gp,:,p;mE74'Q7>IM
.

W '

OWune -4/.1981, JJerry 'Schapker, -Inspector',%NRC was interiiewed
~~

~

and-statedT te a review of NR E-1777,:tiTGt weld data records,
r/Mff /C

and weld rod issue forms, that te also.foiliid no' justification
C$

for the st23rganI3XE2Lut voidinggthis NR because there was~ no rod

issue slip in the weld data package for weld A2.

p Record Reviews

RK /LESbNNB
On June 4,1981, 41Tpector.=chaylphs reviewed the following

.

records while resolving this allegation!

$ b ik., I-o . r * y-yg

g
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Nonconformance Report E-1777 -

Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 for the Reactor Isolation
A--

System krc2heaprimaryRoRaanmniitalrilding

Kaiser weld rod issue form Nos. 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963,

126960, 174535, and 174534

h Jinfd'Obseryagons'
.

.

lasedonThTinterviews,recordreviews,andreviewofassociated
;

. . . . . .

M ocumentation it was determined that NR E-1777 was improperly

~~ voided, and no rod slip was located for weld A2 as alledged in

the domment written within the void stamp on the NR. -

D Accepta1Tce:Drittri>m
-

--

MIFGt3'J27ttitTfttTKC;tI, FfR; RevtzT,(n3;;;dat@J6tJEmbE2GL4T519156

., . , !) .;: a . ~r, n ' d:

M D. Investigation. 04/b/6)t25Af73// h3d'NM,5f,G N/%@8#M $7M
_

p Background Information
t

-w .
- p

On October 16, 1980,YQC Inspector Mark Priebe, Ka wrote NR

Control No. (CN) 5122 4._ d h o ta= following the initiation

of surveillance report (SP) 2800 which reports that the flexible
|

| outer coating of conduit installed in the containment building

is splitting for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a

a-

'

6 E &

y rn s'
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NR number yet it was voided on January 2, 1981,' with the comment

in the void stamp block "see attached surveillance report No. 2800."

Surveillance report 2800 was the report used to issue the NR. A

copy of ($$ NR CN 5122 is appended to this report as Ehl,I'Bl{f (31).,

$ fersonnel Entetviews>

,

Interview of Steven Burke '

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke,,QC Inspector, eccmsmh,

'wasinterviewedfollhwinghisinspectionoftheareas
iW

identified on NR CN 5122. Burke stated the nonconforming items3

listed in the NR on October 16, 1980, " covering spliting and

separating from electrical cables in the con:.ainment building"

#hr still apparent on t,he conduit he inspected. Burkfstatedhe
|Noddr&D fMP-

concurredwithPrie'be'sreportthatthisproblemwasserious;*
and warranted reporting via the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

.

system. Burk concluded that Priebe's NR was not written in
.

because he found the same problem w:sth=thesentererror

fteuttetrertwerrt=sNeea% T crc tha canduit ik the sam'c
WAt/dNJ"

geeeidentifiedbyPriebeontheNR.

:

$ Record Reviews

On June 11, 1981, Kaiser Quaility Assurance rveillance

Report (SR) No. 2800 wesase/C}/vtewed.' reports that on October 9,
wH

j

f O /\J~ m- 39 -
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1980, the outer coating of flexible conduit used in the con-
y/atfpsyIEw&D

.

tainment area was spliting for some unknown reason Theg
JN

corrective action statement the report states this deficiency
, could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting to the NRC.

ri[ ive=neteert section of the report are commentsAlso in tha---

that NRs CN 5122 and CN 5196 are voided in lieu of this SR.
-

O
The " corrective action verified"gW section of the SR is stamped

,

pu Cc.*tifio
nonapplicable and dated October 14, 1980. emo attached to

theSRfromRobertP.Ehas[CG&E to Bintip.:hticidp3) QA
Manager,da ed October-15r-1980, reports that in Ehas's

opinionthisjdoesnotwarrantreportingtotheNRC. A copy of

SR 2800 and attachments is appended to this report as Ed. .I'BI,T (;'t).g .o

h4EiWYd-Observati6ns. M/M/Md- -
,

Based on .aforementienect interviews, record reviews, and field

observations by licensee inspectorsy t was determined that NRi

CN 5122 was improperly voided. It appears that the SR used to

initiate the NR was later used as justification to void the NR.

The nonconforming material identified in the NR was not <orrected

by the licensee,and was never-introduced into the Kaiser noncon-

formance -reporting-sys tem s h e Kaiser nonconforms.nce
AND

reporting procedure van not followed,gthis report was found

misfiledinthe"inspectionreport"filegBtrefgactwas" voided"k

It M appears that NR CN S196 was dispositioned in theNR.

'same manner.

.' \ r m
-*peg e t- .

i= 1P 1- g

i \ [*k } [j
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,Karrstr.ErbrEdure:QACHIM-#;:r.Revi sibn@a tEd@eTefab1t*bF,

19809.

g % Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

.

@ Background Investigation -

.

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR

No. E-2233 documenting a nonconforming condition for weld

WS62GP in the c.ac JL--r 5842 ding service water system. The weld
f MCGZ>

warnwelded m ompl*NMir evidence of fitup inspection,A

welder qualification, and material traceability; however, a

final visual inspection, of the weld was made and the weld vWAJ

acceptance. 'On December'il, 1979, M.' Feltner, QA, Engineer
-

'

dispt.<itioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut

out. On January 24, 1980, the NR was voided with the comment

"KE1formcorrected"[ndwasinitialedbyFloydOltzQAE,4 a

h cord) A copy of NR E-2233 is appended to this report'as

EN.II.I'H.If (13) .
I

..

* "'

DRAFT
Interilsk tf.Uerry'.SchaplierJ ~.

!
.
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On-February-13 -1981,-Jerry Schapker,-Inspector,-NRC,-was3

.x I;R(.,P E/45CN N A2
Anterviewed-and-stated ,bn February 13, 1981, h) reviewed NR

eNo. E-2233 and related documentation. Schapker-stated this NR
W

.

was voided af ter the weld data record N (KE-1) formf' corrected."
13

SchapkeiW aid he correction was actually a deletion of previous

stipulated hold pointsf and ga'ID there is no documentation /NCLt.CSD
t

supporting the engineering bases for deleting the hold points.- A .

g
In additiende-interviewed Floyd Oltz who: advised him he had

a
deleted the hcid points from the KE-1 Form, however, no signature

or date of deletion was noted on the form. Schapker-eaid the

KE-1 Form whi-ch is appended to this report as EN[I'B'I'T' (RF) was
e <<<<<o

initially anotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld quali-

fications, heat numbers, and fit'up ould be verified by the

QC inspector during in-process inspection of this weld. The
-

form was anotated with a "NA" superimposed over the "x" mark in

the, blocks, which had been made previously by a Welding Engineer.

/ Schipker>Witi the notation "NA" was made by Oltz,' and constituted

a deletion of a previous stipulated hold points for the weld.

HevsFt* NR E-2233 was improperly voided because previously

stipulated hold points were deleted by a document reviewer

without engineering justification.

Gehapkeesdvi' sed hile investigating the disposition of NR
in1CHR$ /N MCE%'

E-2233 bb found that KE-1 forms 2552, 2553, and 2560 m32s did
A )>ROVIDG*

noth3 sterial traceability for the gamma plugs welded to

SNI piping thth inst 111ed in the service water system.

C'.L..:.1 khp.
- 42 -
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Schapker-said$ EKE 1Formsidentifythemarknumbersforthe

pipes, but not the heat numbers for the gamma plugs welded to

these pipes. He added ,'t e gamma plugs in= question when examined-

insthe4ield were stamped with a heat number; however, this

heat number is not entered on the KE-1 Form.

Schapkero lso-advised NR No. E2237, dated November 23, 1979, -

also for the closed cooling water System, reports the same

nonconforming condition on another veld which-es-rdentirs1=tro

m%buddenrrf4wd7JENR:22.22M ([elack of weld trace-
ability and welderi" qualification). Schapker-stated the dis-

position for this report was "reworkf'y'however, it was also
voided bhn December 19, 1979, oydOlt[withacomment
V' -

" void rod slip found". Schapker-advised this NR'f disposition
:: . o\ N.

was identicalto of-Repo,rt E-2233, and previously stipulated
~

hold points were deleted without engineering concurrence.
|| C . it ti Ni .C - 2.C 3 i j C f f '. p y ' rr il , ih{c. ''. '
j.. |~g ,,. ,,, , ,- / 2 R , N4"{ W I Wii" NO N W Y

g Record Reviews N-*

;

During the course of this ~ investigation the following records
I were reviewed in re g the disposition'of th VRfI

A A A A

@ Nonconformance Report E-2237.-

i
|

'

| Nonconformance Report No. E-2233.
-

1

j W

- 43 -
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.

Weld Data Sheet (KE-1) No. 18391 and associated weld-rod

issue forms.
.

-

Kaiser weld data sheets (KE-1) No. 2554, 2552 and 2560.

$ field 01s'eHati6its. [/MC/A/6

.

Based on the aforementioned interviews and record reviews it

was determined that NR Nosi 2237 and 2233 were improperly,

voided.

& . Accept'a~nce Critexia<

-Sargentand*Lundy:Spee+fiHTioII*Hu256*
-

.

.Kaise'sdraceduMACHI 0 ', TeWotro6 = Dated-Novembef%'fl929-t

Q Investigation into Disposition of Inspector Ruiz Nonco'formance Reportn

Dated February 11, 1981

!

4. h Background Information ~

l
l ;

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a NR .'' ' i
-

'''u.r. N ,c CCCI) g

!
. *.*.

identifying nonconforming welds on drywell steel in the Primary

Containment building. Ruiz described the nonconforming condition
|

as an electrode weave oasamvettf. sEE.IGUmft 3/4 inch. The NR in. .y
,

i question was not assigned a control number and was not issued a
(

" RAFT
- 44 -
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NR number t!Ulf-trad a comment written in the disposition sectiong
A

which states, "sent back with no reply". This particular NR
pi+ rr: /

was provided to the NRC by Inspector Ruiz. AcopyoftheNRjis

appended to this report as ENi,IB,I,'l (2).
.

N [ers'dnirei..#dt'eNiewir/

.

Interview of James Ruiz .

On February 25, 1981 James Ruiz, C Inspe was
3VHU.ME

int e rviewed,(and :s ta ted,.,??!.+f'on February 11, 1981 he performed an

inspection of a beam located in a primary containment building

and noted a nonconforming' condition on a weld. Ruiz stated he
tMWftCN

wrote a NR on this(gand submitted it to his supervisor, Dennis

Donovan, who concurred 1E3% and forwarded it to Rex Baker,
'

d fW
Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred. Ruiz stated ,the

inAut@//r'/t/ Mt THE
next day Baker stategMtre.QA Manager, a:ngiic.CLrri had

.5|4y/N6- tNM
returned the report to him,and-sTid"inspectorlwere not to write

a report against a crocedur violation 3cf:22fpE5EliStaver. The
Ass /67/ MEN /*~WNR was then returnri to him, d i|

1 6 . s p nedra ~ controla

numb e r . e, -satweed::3 nt:2k:ther-lQr 3Fr<iT6neenL-sse-reportthgp

p s. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings' decision
i

prohibiting inspectors from writing reports against procedural

! violations; he said the welding procedures deliniated the

welding specifications, parameters, dimensions, and other
'

inspection criteria for judging whether a weld is acceptable or

s j\;!; /- P|
, , ' r~:,
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unacceptable. Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the
DAEC2/NC-
eferementrened information, a copy of which is attached as

EX.tif.$I'T' C'/) .<a .,

InterMev of4 Jerry Shapken

d MNMOn:-June 3,1981,-Jerry-Shapker,. I[nspector, NRC was -interviewed
.

Ly KO
and-stated he=maden visual examinataeo a# the weld inspected

by Ruiz on drywell steel beam 81, located in the Primary Containment

weld sd;ftr #MMJ/42'Building. Shapker. stated w h Lm . Leachsew

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 inch. A photograph of the

questioned weld was:=triact Mill is appended to this report as
s......

EXHIB,IT C1). Shspker-said-in-this : instance /he weld is not
: ,. ,

necessarily defective,.howeverj t did exceed specifications as -i

stated by Ruiz in the NR.
-

_|W/0W $ht kk||hl fk NOWN
w . -

On June 3, 1981 Phillip Norman,VQC Inspecto 2 h was
Sto NRC shc? 18.'!' tmNxt

interviewed,and| stated,gon this date he accompanied Inspectorg
N/f6 to the Primary Containment Building during Shapk @

inspection of drywell steel beam No. 81. Nousan stated he
i .

concurred that the electrode weave on a weld to beam No. 81

exceeded 3/4 inch " ''"#'"P'#" ' '''i"#-6

|

| a ,h \p
5 q.-

d r
n%g Y,,

1

e

i
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e.$) Record Reviews

On June 30, 1981 the Kaiser NR log waszzevie ed=atengwith allj
Kaiser NRs initiated between February 11, 1981 to February 20,.

wfitERAVi&ED
1981 The NR written by Ruiz on February 11, 1981 was not [dvN D M4 j

j$4 /f7(dip //l3/ W4SN# entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

.

h .Fie1d'Obs~eivations [/N8/Nk

'As* stated in thee previous -interview with>Insifecto' r' S!fapkert he

questioned weld on beam 81 in the Prima Containment drywell
NK

area was visually inspected by Sha ker and the deficiency
WAs coHft&tidentified by Ruiz and reported in the.NR we--ha-atientM@ied.

i, Chqhca

'

P
Baspd on thi interviews, record reviews, and field observations

by NRC personnel, it was determined that the NR vritten by Ruiz

was never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system. The nonconforming condition identified in the NR was

. not N h corrected.

- -,,,,,,2 w

rK Ju? ggisim92 te~d".Usiisthty3A.,494

.

,~ .
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I Investigation d[N OJNN#

gp Background Information

On February 8, 1979, Inspector David Painter initiated NR's

No. E-1661 and E-1662ywhich report nonconforming conditions in

welds on pipe support hangers in the drywell pneumatic system $ -

_

^7 '"- ''d%.$D)1t3Tfgfat=2ntPittfp Both of the NR's were

dispositioned as " rework" on May 2, 1979. On November 11,

1980, the NR's were voided by Floyd Oltz with a comment that

the nonconforming hangers will be reinspected after design

analysis. A copy of NR's No. E-1661 and E-1662 are appended

to this report as Exhibits (25) and (ri).

fp yersonnel*2rftTfv'IECD ,
-

.

Interview of David Painter

On January 14, 1981, and on June 4, _1981, David Painter,aQC
_

Inspector, was interv ad-shae a lead' inspector

he supervises three other inspectors involved in the inspection

of pipe support hangers at Zimmer. Painter stated @gnspectors

wrote a group of NRs identifying nonconforming conditions in

pipe support hangers which have been dispositioned as " VOID -
-

//vr!!&.Z $-?!."-will be reinspected af ter design analysis." Painter stated
foMMdW *

| when this enestement was made, a 1007. reinspection was planned
4

mp A'FT!
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for all pipe support hangers.
This was rescinded and hangersj

are now being inspected according to a M-12 checklist b only C / A >
for configuration and location of the hanger after it is

/NOl W 23 Wredesigned. W
Painter .staJed th'E QA Hanager said any hangers

,

4
that inspet. Lor:; previously accepted prior to iT8 design chan_

NW ges

and which werefeffected by the desf gn changes were not to be
reinspected.

Painter said this negated the earlier commitment .

used as justification for originally voiding the NR's, , and

now inspectors were finding nonconforming welds on hangers

that had previoasly been inspected and accepted. Painter

stated Gittin;;s was told about this and said again if a pipe

support hanger had been previously inspected and accepted and

h'"@h - zemtpreet@mLugehentzLTrabzistaf, he was not .

initiating a NR orrst& M NMW 8MM
-

@ Record Reviews

The following records were reviewed during the resolution of
this NR:

1

NR's No. E-1661, E-1662

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
*

Kaiser Isometric Drawir.g for Line No. IIN61AC34 (Drywell

Pneumatic System Reactor Containment)
i

DRAFTI
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h) gFfe~1370bTeWitlons. h' *-

Based on tTd:sforementtoned record reviews and interviews of

personnel it was determined that NR's E-1661 and E-1662 were
lH0

improperly' voided arf 8 resulted in .typ loss of control of pre-y
viously identified nonconforming items.

.

< M ;$615t'etiritt~erib -

-EmisesE3dbcedu7e' QKCM-1mHsws

-KaiserWftRinfure;,QACM4 - A-6 Deyignw%tedlAl@1B*1980*i

Q Investigation _ r4!N4d/AIMJM 0F//d '2' " ''

g Background Information

'

On February 2,1981, Rex Baker,' Inspection Supervisor,' aiser
I initiated NR E-2996, Rev. 1, which reported that full penetration
; welds on T-Quenchers, Serial Nos. N001, N003, N007, N0011, and
|

N0012 were found to have a lack of penet. rat'on at the backing7|

ring (g:[plitfafing[ing). However, the rest of the weld -

was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located in

the Suppression Pool Main Steam Relief System. The NR wasi

1

dispositioned on February 9,1981 as " accept as is" by Arch

Lanham K,i Construction Department. Lanham'sjustifihtionfor

DRAFTl
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k
acceptance was that flie split backing ring does not effect the

integrity of the weld. Thelicensee'sarchitectur7 engineer,

Sargent and Lundy, (S&L) Engineers, took exception to this
tvElD5

disposition and directed that the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically3

examined (UT). On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were

ultrasonically examined and found acceptable with the exception

of Quencher No. 007. S&L'.) dispositioned the NR as acceptable, -

tu tx at/N C M twith the exception of No. 007 and:saiti additional data is
A

required to resolve 007 because it was not ultrasonically

tested as directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB)

agreed with S&L's disposition and granted conditional approval
lu

ofthedispositionoftheNI}jOarchof1981. NR E2996, Rev.

1, was dispositioned as closed on March 17, 1981. This NR was

closed without any evidence that the required additional exam-

ination of T-Quencher N,o. 007 had been completed. A copy of NR

E-2996, Rev. 1 is appended to this report as E,XIl[ BIT (").
. , , .

[M gersdfGreU-ThteiffRhg

Interview of Rex Baker ~

On June 3, 1931, Rex Baker. Inspection Supervisor, was inter-
.T/NWpE 71W:

'

viewed ainf7 stated he wrote NR E2996, Rev. 1, on February 2,3 g
'of NOi17

1981, anoit was improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker
.\

stated that T-Quencher No. 007 was not ultrasonically examined

as directed by thm.; L uac-s-aronitect cHRIHFe Sargent and

DRAB-1"- 51 -
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Lundy. Baker said the NR was" closed 'mproperly by a clerk in
e

the Doument Control office mistakeniy_ incu diTJNR on March 17,
TW

1981. Baker related when he learned E-2996 Rev. I was closed3

he initiated NR E-3172 which references E-2996 and address the*

r:1% W
' r.:=ff;FXf40 AS'DI M

issue etiie T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tusposiMened^,lM
an the earlier NR.

A

.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

'On June 3, 1981, Floyd Oltz, QAg ngineer,dtMe ais wasE

BVNAl Hr! THM '

interviewedfand,statedNRE-2996,Rev. I was initiated by Bakerj 4

on February 2, 1981, for nonconforming welds on in T-Quenchers.

Oltz stated that the architect engineer directed the T-Quenchers

be ultrasonically examined to establish their acceptability.
_

4W L
He said apparentlyfT-Quencer No. 007 could not be ultrasonically4

examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable, with

the exception of T-Quencher No. 007. Oltz stated he gave the NR
K &sHr!AUt7-

to Cathy Faubion, NR CITrk., who read the initial disposition of

" accept as is" on the NR, and did not read the exceptions

placed in the rest of the disposition column by the architect *

engineer. Oltz said she mistakenly closed the NR because she

assumed the con.dition was " accept as is" when in fact the

architect engineer had only granted partial acceptance. Oltz

concluded this NR was improperly closed, due to a clerical

error.

.

DRAFT
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K
Interview of Cathy Faubion

On June 4, 1981, athy Faubion, NR Controller, Kaiser was
j

$1A h
interviewed and stated she closed NR E-2996, Rev. 1, on 104: 17,

,

1981, because the top of the disposition block on the NR had

the comment " accept as is."
Faubion said she closed the NR but

did not read the additional comments in the disposition columne .

_ .PhtchaseichthisawarautF6ditinnalia,ygly_atrgWecauriiCDt,Quen~chD

Ncc::007*waN suunaaywsr.c3. Faubion stated May

of 1981, Rex Baker told her she had improperly closed this NR.
1 MEN

She said Baker 4 nitiated NR No. E-3172, which documented thei

nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

|_ TA%WJ j WO&
9MdDM8T"?"Je rtyp6 ha p k e Fr-Iph p er ec e;' .NR C+1TiY2n t PtVfBfdtp

EJZr))t5EJCAN/E2 '
antr'3Wateltitle reviewed , documentation and radiographs associated

with NR N6. 2996, Rev. 1. 4hapker-stated de deficiency,' }
~

:

a split ackingding,)ispermissibleunderASMECodesfor
se

Class C welds and the original issue was not nonconforming.

However, in order to verify that the split was in the Backing
j Ring, and was nnt enrpTf1 in the weld a UT exam was performed to
\

'

/NM723 ??/MCNl verify the location of the split. Shapker state eview

shmed;Dn. February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were IIPvi7BZNKMLV
gggfg,

@dfoundtobeacceptablE ith the exception of Quencher

No. 0077 which was not exa.ine Thelicensee's$rchitect-
bgineer, Sargent and Lundy, said the nonconforming conditions

were acceptable with the exception of Quencher No$ 007. 6hapker.

- 53 -
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scrtrd:-a further UT or other nondestructive examination should
A

bave been conducted on Quencer No. 007; however, NR E-2997,

Rev. 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981 with no exam-
*

Hination of Quencer No. 007.*

A
.

! [. Record Reviews,

-
.

During the course of this investigation the following records
to tgM X tHE-

were reviewed Q resolution of this NR:
A *

.

Nonconformance Report No. R-2996, Rev. 1

Nuclear Energy Services, Report of Ultrasonic Examination,
.

dated February 14, 1981-
-

.Sargent and Lundy, Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981

Nonconformance Report No. E-3172, dated May 21, 1981

6
Kaiser weld data sheets (EE-1 Form) for T-Quenchers 011, 003,

l .

007, 009, 011, and 012 ;
|
|

%TObEiFiaMnl [/MONb
!
!

| Bned on thd:rfoyement25fmd interviews grecord reviews Along
t review of the radiographs by ID rr$!D it was

A
determined that this NR was improperly closed on March 17, 1981.

-
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Accdpearrce7 Crit 7ria-

-KaisertProceduresqAC,MI 6-42Revisteny,da f6d7a~n]I3ry@,7198I
.

( A'
% Investigatica ..s- /I,i t U t '' ' 6'' / " 0 '/ ' ^'' ""'' 'Y~Q 77,g NM' dWl'$rNgCN&WW62NWLNo& VW-

g p Background Information
.

On January 3, 1980, D. J. Luttmann, Insp

initiateda33pageNRwhichwasassignedConfolNo.4389.
This NR reported various nonconforming conditions in electrical

cable,, trays and hangers.in the Auxillary Building. The NR wasj

e
voided by Kyle Burg on December 2, 1980, because the "NR was

initiated just prior to inspector leaving the job. Alot of the

items listed were accep, table in this area. Some items needed

reinspection." This particular NR was recovered from ~the Site

Document Control Vault on June 4, 1980, and apparently was

misfiled with " Inspection Reports" which identify nonconforming
.Amaterial found during receipt inspectiongpawth-+ - =- cht- a.s

Although the NR was " voided" it was sta d " Inspection Report"
~

A

in the block reserved for the assignment of the NR- number, and

it had been placed in the " Inspection Report'' file. A copy of

the first five pages of NR 4389 is appended to this report as

EX11 IIY (9).
. . .

-
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#
InterviewofFKyleBurgess

.
b

On June 18, 1980, e Burgess, Inspection Supervis
8VNW 't%47

was interviewed ad8 stated he voided the NR assigned Conrolg g

No. 4389 on December 2, 1980. Kyle stated that inspector T-

D. J. Luttmann was an electrical inspector at the time and had
-i

reported various nonconforming conditions in the electrical

area.1 Burgess said he voided this NR becausef n the interim,i
L

Luttmann had left the site and some of the items were not
.

deficiences; however, some were valid nonconforming conditions.
M'

'

Burgess could give no apparent reason why the voided NR had)
een'placed in the Inspection Report file.

-

! -Int-piDiewTfNromesSchapkhr [/A/8///8f
~

On= June"bz981Weromeanapk nspector5=NRC:-was-interviewed
f]V / nWEL
and:sTSt.ee-ne reviewed [M NR CN 4389 and found no sufficient

reason to justify the it's voiding. Schapk -cone.tudeMai.
fH/C|

p NR INM3&9 was improperly voided by(f
-m

.

Burgess an December 12,
-

1980.

h Record Reviews

~

During the course of this investigation the following records
i tO WWTf6

were reviewed iB resolution of this NR.

*
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Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material NR CN 4389 dated January 23,

1980.

h Fle13!0bitewitTbase.

::No'tfe

.

h.,'h McTEFtlncescr rteriD

#siser by, qed u zeaQACMIsG#/CMtevisibgAaged;-5)LI.tEMEfI786.

p ofWUW
.IhrhInvestigation i /- '' ' ' ' / | .''''" T' ' ' " - - 1,' j i g E . I'lli''-

_..__.

;|% Background Information

.

OnNovember2,1970,NRNo.E-2191wasinitiatedbyRichardL.Reiter,
Y2> JNd5 2|| repott g that the consumable insert on a weld the Closed

4
Cooling Water Systen was not traceable. Reiter said there was

no heat number on the weld rod slip for the consumeable insert,

IN
. Qe veld K253 on drawing PSKWR9. Reitercommentiinthetextof

the NR that he confirmed this by looking at the original copy

of the weld rod issue slip. The intial disposition of this

report was " accept as i::" with the reason being that all consum le

inserts are purchased as Class I (safety related) traceable

materials. The NR was closed on November 8, 1979, and was
. q' /H /_W -t.

reopened after the Authorized Nuclar N (ANI) rejectedA a

DRAN
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this disposition ~on January 7, 1980. On February 19, 1980, NR

E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was redispositioned

on NR No. E-2191, Rev. 1. Nonconformance Report No. E-2191,

Rev. I was voided on February 22, 1980, by Floyd OltzgQAE,

with a comment that the weld rod issue slip had been

found. There was no engineering or Material Review Board

concurrences on this disposition. A copy of NR E-2191 and
.

E-2191, Rev.1 is attached ,to this report as EXNIBI'f CD.
is e t

h j [6nEEl="ft!!"dMf11Risp
_

Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, formerADocument Reviewer, -
"

ByRG hw ttMtKaiser wasinterviewegand(statedgnNovember2,1981,he ,

initiated NR No. E-2191 after he observed that the Kaiser weld

data form (KEI) No. 23037 for weld WRK-523 did not have a entry

fog a heat number of the consum ble insert used y the weld.
t#ttNE ^

Reiter ststed checked the weld rod ist.ue form attached to theg

(KE1). He also checked the Kaiser warehouse a dentical
bcopies of the ennue weld rod issue forms a n J _1 *ezawaretrtms.

n A >do ran i ssue Tur= did not record the heat----_e w

| number for the consumeable insert. wetter --~uensuchen
!

g , . _ a -rq- f _q. - _ _ _--.x :-2 - * w f h e tn Thers
*..

weseenerbe:; -

r - f ' ' r - -i;; WAHp . Reiter stated if
| :KET ,

an entry was made on any of the SP weld rod issue fctms, they

- 58 -
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are false and werefaf ter November 2,1979)because-he-confirmed-

ther: -= sa na-heat- numbeu Lua.he-consumentrlt- Insert on-the

cod-THp e-.t h a L -h e-revi ewe dMovemb e e-o fM 979 . R_ iter a1so

stated he hhem;ty suspected that Arch Lanhm,.

onconformance

Report expediter forathe=Construtriend)epartaent falsified

records in order to resolve NRs rather than have the Construction

Department repair or rework the nonconforming item. Reiter
.

P R M 'D /N 6-provided a written statement attesting to the aforementioned.

information, a copy of which is attached as E I)i,1,Y G9

#On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer,Qecord9 aiser
BYY 'HK

was intervieweg463;1Itated that NR.Nh*g E-2191 was written by

Reiter when he found no beat number for the consumeable insert
A

on weld No. K-523,):he NR was dispositioned by Louis Boetger

with a disposition of ", accept as is"4Gri33 because all consumeable

inserts are purchased as nuclear 3:r2Tf*, material. Oltz stated
"58|r

that auad?Irgthe ANI foEHittfoti: Steam:.anausoue%- ;zre=.

disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was

voided on February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR
HE WC6bE-2191, Rev. 1. Oltz stated that NR E-2191, Rev; I r - Neu

A.
bpettet on February 22, 1950 with a comment that t p weld rod

isst.e slip with a heat number for the consumeable insert was

found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham, NR Expediter h w

c:rascamen found a rod slip for the weld with a heat number for
/dNES*1M a.
the insert one(4, so he voided the NR g +.c h tiginaar.

4
.

wenseenwn=euzesetgedometsiiumameNeventrekEW,. 779L
.

DRPH-a
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Interview of Arch Lanham
.

Arch Lanham,# enior EngineeOn Merch 25, 1981, S was
&NN WE 7)Mt

interviewegahd/1itatedfhe disposition $ NRs for the Kaher-,

A
] HE.i

construction Department at Zimmer. Lanham states , frequently g&
f l$4//

searches for lostdocumentatinn, such as rod slips which resolving
h A

NRsinwhichalacxofadequatedocumenfationwascitedesthe
,e

nonconforming condition. HestatedynthecaseofNRE-21917
s.MJ<0$A

the nonconforming condition was 9 heat number for the con ~
,

sumeable insert for veld K-523 : =-L - ic ::=' w. r -
-

thearedssalimMeh _ccompanird:EhT=fbria. Lanham provided his

copy of NR E-2191 with field notes he wrote when dispositioning
Ithe NR. Lanhamstatedtheoriginaldispositionoftheqwas

i 1HW
|taccept as ist however,on December 17, 1979 he noted Floyd Oltz -g

d
has the original copy of the NR and he noted on his copy "could

there be more than one rod slip for insert?" Lanham stated
u-

there is also the notation that on January 22, 1980 the NR was

still not back from the architect engineer. mstatg
ffterceviewinghisnoteskhatitappearshereviewedthe'KE1

data form and original rod slip and found that he had inspected

weld No. WR523 on October 17, 1977. He stated there was no

heat number for the consumeable insert on the KE-1 form, however

he looked at 12p weld rod issue form No. 97957 and found a heat
y fMoluhMED TMt

number for the consumdable insert on it. Lae.am seit!,on the

gold copy of form 97 the heat number for the consumeable

insert was marked in ink on the carbon form a^nd74t)was circledi ,s

r% D;s i( ,P ;i-

i ) F - ..y .s s :
I
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in red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls #, frrtTrem

that-he made t!i's entry on the gold copy of the form in October
> M.stict/fl& ttf:t WEZ,0

of 1977 whidle daing:sthemildlaaspectiomgp... die.

He said hF-eeuumed

ushuscase there was no heat number on the weld rod issue

form, and called the weld rod d:Ikub shack to obtain a proper

heat number for the consum le insert. Lanham :mid he did not

make the entry on the form during tHe November 1979 through -

February 1980 MmeECr4aff while dispositioning this NR.

Record Reviews

#
On March 24, 1981,3 Kaiser isometric drawing for the closed

cooling water system PSK-1WR-9 was reviewed for line

No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld No. WR523. The Kaiser KE-1 Forn

shows a notation that t,he heat number for the consumeable

insert is No. 6059491. Weld rod issue slip No. 97957 (gold

copy) shows that @ heat dumber 6059491 is written in ink on

an oterwise carbon form. Two other copies of Kaiser weld issue Il-f
nutE$(f No. 97959, the white copy and th sq@ copy were reviewed.

These forms do not have /MW Y.1 PA..5
clib entry r.ha) the heat number. . A copyas

of the weld data sheet and accompanying weld issue forms are

attached to this report as E)6ffBIT'' (?-), (a), (>), (7 ) .S
g*s.ss.

MRT.hM. Erg)1'9.t'sEEDu1Uteso''lutioOsfDitEiHRly th

anham/'is/ncon/b/
ta tenTent/

Archy/ the////tatement. ma e /y f ///)
''

b i ei eat w b# w/RichardRei(ic.isal //Asist'e t wittf RefJer/'y/ntrin on. A
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[tqqhEO19hwbNh f
lif / Ie [ abs nlo Nal

/te

Iter ffr fl I / l.. ble inLI . Il aft
ed the

/ l //

b:[p'y
e consumpa rt y looking a

t e ori*/
inal

/ UU-gold / copy) of' the rod n No/l(er(2,t 97(.)/ /
ip' vem

D) #TdIP D5ieM stions) [/NO//

AEJCLWW
Based on the sfotementforre'd: interviews and record reviews it was

.

found that NR E-2191, Rev. I was improperly dispositioned withe /O

review of the disposition by nembers of the Kaiser Materials
i

Review Board.

L w.ac cepta ncegi,riterin

.Ka t te nP rNceFreMACMI +G dcRc.vi sio_n;*6-d aTeWyembFr=r4 Vet 929= -

.

9

.
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r Background Invcst-igation Information

.

Ul2-
On February 23, 1981, aspector James Reyee' , initiated three

NR's which were assigned Control Nos. 5476, 5477, 5479 these
7

NR'swererepottednonconformingconditionsonfryweld.fupport -

/teelinthePrimaryContainmentBuilding. El//2.
Louise stated G*e-7M

welds oA HfferNos. 63, 58, and 3 were full penetration welds

which required 100% coverage by nondestructive examination
i U

e&ther radiography, magnetic particle testing, or g1trasonic
s LMrsotesting. He also found that ser all three beams thera iusysce

documentation of heat numbers for the backing strip or filler
j

metal us=i *-+he.weM and no evidence of welder quali-
A. .

| fications or welding procedure used. TheKjserNRLogshows
1

-t

that NR Nos'. '5477, and 5479, were voided as "NR'iin; issued" on
..

February 27, 1981. No copy of these NR's was retained in the
1. h . 'J) .
Keiser STC files. A copy of NR's CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 areA A

A
| appended to this report as , exhibit ( 3i ), ( T: ? ) , ( //i' ).

.

v/2, -

IWWAexsouanu.u vm /WM/WONNY #
5

- ) , i, i . -
,

On ebruary 25, 1981, James eye , C Inspector, was
$Y $ its TytW Ali'til184E||-interviewedgauBgtated the Keiser QA Manager was arbortraly |g

voiding NR'c and he had no assurance that NR's he initiated
A ~

would be entered into the Keiser nonconformance reporting
od'TH M W

system and nonconforming conditions he identified ed:Urete.

JED would be corrected. d$ provided the NRC with NR's g

~/ *' .
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l

( CN 54716, 5477, and 5479 and stated these had been initiated

t,t.[INNOWED N~*'.*e did not think'W &by him on February 23, 1981, g it wenld /MD 89,

be processed properly - the nonconformance reporting system.
;

99 9 pAEC2DM6 --
! Louree_provided a written statement attesting 'to th informa-,

tion, a copy of which is attached as fxhibit ( '// ).
| |Nt}NVicW WMhf/5MOVnWt

_- -.

>

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan % C Inspecto was
ByN6 , ,tM . ,, ,; .

interviewedgan8/statedthat.hereviewednonconformancereport.T
'

Nos. 5476, 5477, and 5479 and concurre b t p1
TMtILjzr u

--- --t_ me-r . 04 Donovan stated Reyas errored in hisg

identification of one deficency on these NR's, because 4(ppp

est2) a Design Document Change (DDC) had been written by the

licensee's architect engineer.mau cm._.nuunuy ,anu . which
:,., .: n

,
w.,, y ,. . . .

elimated the NDE coverage on these beams. Donovan wlme m
__

.
. y. ,

questioned S&L's wgver of this requirement and said it was

contrary to S&L's Specification H2174 which requires 100%,

nondestructive examination coverage on all Class 1 welds $

e M - g rtic_12: c:1ds =1dentissed=om.the.: drawing 4

.we4 sarensseMt. Donovan statedj he reviewed the DDC in

question and found out that S&L ed the nondestructi
5f4examination coverage WtfF:str'y " ease of construction."~ He -

+

THW AN /8g 1NE NWsaid in his opinion this was nota dequate justification ab
@7 TAW.3 a

_;. Donovan advised that N':rm m. g a. , , 6 --

Ke ser construction department is ydGQ) repairing these and^
wit /MUER

other tenteampes beams in the primary contaniment building.

/HQU/SW of AAX SWA *

. . . _ -

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor,
M46g,

was interviewed and stated thet on February 23, 1981, inspectorg f

- 4 DRA'rT
, ,
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t au 9f.i . ~AJames.Raye_e, identified nonconforming welds on some kenleaver
.

!
beams located in the primary containment building. Baker

f4il?.
7

--

I

stated Reyee initiated and he concurred inyth M dit. tat.a.ca.ub i
'

NR Nos.'5476, 5477, and 5479. Baker stated ui documented*

t.gx of
nonconforming conditions such as e nondestructive examination

fukt.
of shole pentrations weldsjandr.lvoneP material traceabilty and

. ,; h . ,, t *, 6 -.

welder qualifications,.' Baker stated that- on February 27, 1981,
.

hevoidedtheseNR'swiththecomment"NRno[ issued." He stated
,, I'r : =. ''%1 a ' ' : 'I

he voided these NR's af ter gmeeting with Phillip Gittings ta

kruary- 198p in which he, Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, QA($ and

Robert Marshall, , construction manager discussed the nonconform-
--

'tn9 M M M M & M
ing conditions identified by touise Mg M,arshall stated ,that3

~
ams were to be cut out by Kfiserthe welds on these ea

* y||a~Y
so iAi.Tays nonconformance reporfshould be voided. Baker

stated. ittings instructionPhe voided these NR's2 ad gave M/M~

| all four of the original copies of the NR's,eMi-i e sp.zpa.1 1

I
;

V.
%~

|

,

== -
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On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle,g echanical Civil Structual,5f

EYYM h%fr
,

QualhEngineer, rJwas interviewepand'/ stated on February 23
,

'g
butz - ^cN

QC inspector James Reyes, initiated NR{ control-Nos. 4956, 4957,

and 4959. Shinkle stated he reviewed these nonccafjHiijRct.NR's'

$1)/ '>
and found that inspector LuuiiE had errored in identification

Tj . ,. . .

of one nonconforming conditionycth6 He stated that a

DDC had been issued by licensee's architect' engineers 5%i2tma
a'FI st) ~

et2tiffBy?!EBzm which waved NDE requirements for the noncon-
l~ :f.L {}

form!ng beams identified by Lsuise.H Shinkle stated fgho_ m

that be question he justification for this DDC becaused the
$455 ed .. n '

text of the DDC said "for uge of construction," NDE is waved.g

Shinkle said thatM'Dese& the welds, identified dn the NR's are
g ,, i . ! i. r . o., . ,

Class I welds because they are 'inbeded to the containment liner
^

i: th
plate and a6 S&L s,pecifications and AS$. N5t' ten Code

__

requirements require 100% NDE for any Class I welds. Shinkle
maz

stated EDDtwo errored in identifying this one condition;-however,

theremainingnonconformingconditions7suchaslackofmaterial
traceability and welder qualifications fdE::rtresenrettte was

/. , , , -
correcteg - - - ~ - * hem E_m.~--_ _ ..n -rserst:r=this

l'.4tfn'is76R
ltp. Shinkle advised that the.kitullnrves beams in question, hold

Zup walkways, pipe support hanger, and heating and ventiliation

ducts in the primary containment building.

f k&f|Y'

Shinkle stated in February 1981, he attendedgwith Rex Baker,g

Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, constrtretton4 superintendent,
Afd%'f' -

reguarding 9 NR's. Shinkle stated that Marshall wanted to
ANOrepair the beans on a case-by-case basis ensessesLmted-tm do aj

visKual inspection of the weldg C=sc h F ese hi.n t

h-$- -

-u-
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stated that the QA manager, Phillip Gittings, agreed with this 4f[84/N
and told him to work with the construction department ATuL */~C

p , . .., ,;. l gewc y
rework the welds using KE--l repair cardse.and-shnz=ttrid RerBake,

With'dVT INb'not:sett process the NR'skritten by&l2 ~~5 t$ff"a . Reyes-~ nkle stated to,

Odf
the best ofpowledge the n//A. MV2onconformances written by Reyas,were

A
never entered into the Keiser nonconformance reporting systeng^T N f':s',

e stated this was specially significant in light of . e fa ct M _3

in February 1981, there was an NRC investigation onstee into
A

4;tDP irregularies in the Kgiser nonconformance reporting system.

N
Shinkle statedAafter Gittings directed him to resolve the

jo11Afd2W
issues in betrrses NR he conducted an inspection of all the
CONF /L&HW.
keWhewes beams located at the 572' elevation of the primary -

containment building. Shinkle stgte'3 that,he found ofthe
27b'eamsItherewasnofinalQCinspectiononanyoftf&sjand

_

foui of the @ beams had no evidence of any fitup inspection. 2

Shinkle stated he also found the same nonconforming conditions,

lack of museerMT, traceability f5T ugld filler metalJaad backinD

strips and ack of evidence of aza welder qualifications d M
these welds. In addition Shinkle stated he conducted a vislualf

examination of the welds-and although thy- y o u. .n.ed ove r fnJ y.

many cases.the welds did not appear to meet b de standards.

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of catMen

and Marshall stated he did not want to repair the nonconforming

conditions because eineesche weldW-' ire - i..- -4 modifica-

tions had been made to the beams in which ~
v'- plates had

been added ttymehe".artWm and these plates would have to be removed

in order to conduct inspections of-the welds. Shinkle advised P" *4a
**-%

G~{( ,sd IfbI-&- I.

-47- ~
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that stathis42-tm the construction department is in the process

of removing the questioned beamsgtoor=ehe.pr.imasy .m -tument>

*Jutitlings

.

h Record Reviews

A
On June 6, 1981, Regina Rudd, Keiser NR Controler, was contacted and,,

*(
,

asked to retrieve.VR, CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 from the Kaiser

Site Document Contr.il Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a

G Tb search of the olen, c1csed, and voided nonconformance reports NC fJ

and could not locate the nonconformance reports assigned these

numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR log page which reflects that

on February 27, 1981, NR's 5477, 5478, and 5479 were voided with a

comment "NR not issued.'.' A copy of the NR log page is appended to -

thisreportasa,ebhibit (42).
.

g vi4Ta%savatms f/NO/N6-{
-

NR's CN 5477, 5478 and 5479 were not entered into the Kaiser
!

nonconformance reporting system.

.

.
_ mLmeersi
- .y

JnSeamBeste.L.RF,stistom+da Cea' LV81t=

.
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ZIMMER INVESTIGATION ENTRANCE / EXIT

February 13, 1981

Three Noncompliances -

Noncompliance Number 1

W8 beams in the cable spreading have defective welds. There is apparently

no control document to identify these welds to assure that they will be
>

fixed.

Noncompliance Number 2

I
,

W8 beams supplied by both approved and unapproved vendors are not traceable

to their installation locations in the plant. Therefore, documentation

can not be provided to assure an unapproved material has not been installed

in safety related areas. Mil certifications have been received from the

unapproved vendor, but these certifications are unacceptable.

Noncompliance Number 3
i

Cable separation violation in the cable spreading room. A llow/ white

cable is routed and is hanging approximately six inches above a blue

Class 1 tray.

.

O
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FIELD NOTES

Note 1

.

In the cable spreading room a hanger identified by Number 70H4 and 70H5

supporting trays 2241B and 2241A was marked as rejected.

Note 2

White cable trays Number RK4627 contained various associated cables.

Cables included were yellow / white cable Number T1943 and TI942 and

blue / white cable Number TI808 and TI760. There are several places in

the cable spreading room where yellow / white, blue / white, and green / white

cables are intermixed. The licensee is not committed to Reg. Guide 175

or IEEE 384. Therefore, there is no apparent violation of any commitments

on cable separation. This item must be referred to NRR for evaluation.

;

Note 3
;

i

Hanger Number 2089 supporting HVAC has a bad weld. The welds include

large porosity and grinding that has not been repaired.

Note 4

Several empty beer cans were observed laying throughout the cable

spreading room. There were approximately eight to twelve can.s observed.
.

4
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Note 5

c on SJ ancm $c#
Cable tray hanger Number 14H11FEC146 has a fc1;; nuch:r with a bad weld.

The welds showed undercut and excessive slag. The weld appears to be

a vendor weld. An additional bad weld shows on hanger Number FEC165.

The weld is irregular, has poor technique, and probably undersized.

The weld is on the cross member. Another weld which shows defective

is on hanger Number FEC156. This weld is marked " rejected" on the

hanger but appears not to be fixed. The weld appears to be a vendor

weld. The weld shows splatter and undercut.

Note 6

.-%.._

Mr. Ed Kwalick showed me specification Number 8-2173 that had several
. . -

design document changes posted against it. From his comments, the

accuracy of this posting was probably inadequate. The possibility

exists that DDCs against specifications are not controlled.

Note 7

Cable tray hangers in t'he cable spreading room have been identified

in a 50.55(e) report. These hangers were supplied by a company named
s1'

Superstreet. There is a Nonconformance Report No. 139, Revision No. I

which is closed, that addresses this 50.55(e).

.

.
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Note 8

Cable separation designation. The 1,000 series numbers are yellow,

the 2,000 blue, 3,000 green, and the 4,000 white.
"

Note 9

The structural support member above cable trays 2075K, A, B, and 4097C

has the weld that has gross porosity.

Note 10

G
A fput inch channel member had hanger Number 2071 for HVAC, as the weld

that shows excessive concavity and porosity. This is also a structural

member.
,

Note 11 - Cable Tray Loading

Ref: FSAR 8.3.3.1.3 - The cables were counted in-the following trays:

1. Tray No. 2023A - physical count in the field was 25.
' This agrees with the Sargent & Lundy cable pan loading

report which also shows 25 cables for this tray. Yellow

tray riser No. R1027 field count was 81. Report indicated

86.

2. Tray No. 1073A - field count was 33. Report showed 33.

.
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Note 12

Observed in the yellow switchgear room were blue cable tray risers

No. R2015 and R2016. These trays were approximately six feet.from

the yellow switchgear.

Note 13

-

In the turbine building a 250 volt DC motor control center No. TRMCCIA

was identified with yellow markings.

Note 14

During the week of February 9-13, 1981, Jerry Schapker and I were
.---.-.%..-._._.-..,_,,

accompanied by Kyle Burgess, a Foothill employeejat the site, to look
__

y --- - ._ .__

at cable tray hanger welds throughout the site. The first area was

the cable spreading room.

Hanger No. 1 - No. 14H11FEC145 was 0.K.

Hanger No. 2 - No. 14H11FEC147 was 0.K.

Hanger No. 3 - No. 4H2FEC193 was 0.K.
!

Hanger No. 4 - No. 15H1FEC160 was 0.K.
|

|

It should be noted that hangers Nos. 3 and 4 had fire protection materialst

,

on the foot connections and could not be observed. The licensee is to
i

| provide documentation to the NRC to show that these foor connections

have been inspected or will be inspected.

l

I
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Hanger No. 5 - No. 708FEC165 has welds in the cross brace members

No. 23HV5FEC294 has defects.

The welds show porosity, irregularity, and undercut. It should be noted

that these welds were painted when inspected.;

Hanger No. 6 - 15H2FEC175 - On the second horiz.ontal member from

the top, the weld appears to have excessive undercut. This weld

is also painted.

It should be noted that according to site procedures, undercut is allowed

up to 1/16 inch. This may be in conflict with AWS DI.1 1972.

Note 15

W12 beam No. F2500/8-66B4 shows gross porosity. This beam is directly

above hanger No. 4HV8FEC231, which is attached. The beam is located

approximately eleven feet south of the north wall at the stairwell.

This is the same beam as addressed earlier.

f

Note 16

The four inch channel beam addressed earlier was actually a five inch

channel. It is located two feet north and one foot west of hanger

No. 13H2FEC008. This hanger has a weld that shows excessive irregular

weld profile, excessive undercut, porosity, and craters that are not

filled in.
,
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. This member indirectly supports HVAC.

Note 17

The cable separation violation addressed previously involves cables

Nos. RE053, which is yellow / white, and No. RE058, which is blue / white.

These cables come from a two inch conduit and allow the yellow / white
5

cable to drop six inches above blue tray No. 2072C and tnen enter

blue / white sleeve No. 79. This cable violation is located in the

cable spreading toom.
.

Note 18

'
. - - ~ - - - - - - -

. .

Kyle Burgess, an electrical QA inspector and supervisor *, says that W8
-. ~ " ** ~ ~-~ -.... _ ._ ...~. ....._-.- .

beam welds are not the responsibility of the electrical department.

This appears to be in conflict with converstaions held earlier with the

structural people who said that these beams were the responsibility
'

of the electrical department.

' Note 19 -

Conversatiotis with dif ferent electrical tray hanger inspectors

indicate that some of the spray hanger welds were inspected after painting

and accepted even though painted.
,

<
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Note 20

Cable tray hanger welds inspected on elevation 473 in the auxiliary

building.
~

!

Hanger No. 1 - 58009-- Drsving No. 91 is 0.K.

Hanger No. 2 - 483 - Drawing No. E14 is 0.K.

Hanger No. 3 - 2H1 - Drawing No. E14 is 0.K.

Hanger No. 4 - SH010 (VDC No. E-1072) Drawing No. E91 is 0.K.

Hanger No. 5 - 5H012 - Drawing No. E-91 is 0.K. *

Hanger No. 6 - 6H1- (2) Drawing No. H-14 is 0.K.

Hanger No. 7 - 681-(1) Drawing No. E-14 is 0.K.,
.

.
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APPLEGATE ALLEGATIONS INVESTIGATION'

-

- Inspector (s)
Assigned

Item # ALLEGATION

Sensitive parts on welding rods are possibly damaged - Daniels
5.

through storage at improper temperatures, and possibly
lost through failure to follow proper paperwork and
labeling requirements.

RESPONSE
_ _ . . - . _ - . . _ _ , , ,

'~ ~ ' " ' " - " ' ~ " ',,, _

A. Personnel Centacted ;

1) W. Schw G rs, CGCE, Quality Assurance Manager |

2) S. Swain, CGCE, Consturction Manager ,f

3) B. Marshall, KEI, Project Manager | ,..

'

! 4) W. Puckett, KEI, Construction Welding Engineer |".
*

.

{ 5) D. Fox, CGCE, Welding QA Engineer I
t 6) J. Hornbeck, KEI, Storeroom Attendent

,fb-%_,__,,,,, - - - . . . . - - - - , , _

B. Documentation Reviewed
1) American Welding Society (AWS) Structural Welding Code - AWS D1.1-72
2) SPPM 3.3, Welding Filler Material Control Procedure, Revision 7
3) QACMI G-3, Material Receiving and Warehousing Operations, Revision 8
4) Daily temperature check of holding evens data sheet

Monthly temperature check of portable rod ovens data sheets5) Various Inter-Office Memorandums concerning weld rod coptrof6)
7) Phoenix Products Company letter on capability of the 10B Dryrod Oven.
8) Purchase Order Numbers, 34356, 35720, 37587, 39075, 39382, 39556,|

39971, and 40318 for E7018, low hydrogen welding electrodes.

Inspection Conducted
-

C.
The inspector verified that low hydrogen electrodea were purchased and
received in realed moisture-proof containers, that they were properly

. . and clearly identified by legible marking, that they were stored in
' an enclosed clean, limited access, dry storage area. In addition, he

verified that all low hydrogen welding rod in the issue room were '

either in sealed containers or in the holding ovens at a temperature
of greater than 2500F, that unacceptable rod warmers were tagged out|

of use with reason on tag and were segregated in a clearly marked area.
i

FindingsD.
There bas been numerous noncompliances for weld rod control * which|

appear to be corrected adequately. Although, in the area of maintain-
ing warming ovens plugged in there has been some recurring problems.
This appears to have been adequately addressed and corrected in the
recent past. (Last 3 months). Even though this was a problem area in

* IE Inspection Reports #75-05, 76-07, 76-11, 77-02, 79-07, 79-15, 80-07,
80-14, 80-19

.

t
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APPLEGATE ALLEGATIONS INVESTIGATION*

~ - Inspector (s)

Item # ALLEGATION Assigned
_

5. Cont.

.

RESPONSE

following the established procedure, SPPM 3.3, the AWS requirenents
are much less stringent, for example, it allows low hydrogen rod to
be exposed to the atmosphere for up to 4 hours. In a letter received
from the supplier of the portable rod warming ovens, they stated that
the weld rods in their portable ovens would be protected against ,

moisture on the job for up to 4 hours even if not plugged in. There-

fore, there did appear to be a problem of failure to follow the
approved procedure for low hydrogen weld rod control, but the inspec-
tors never observed any weld rod in use which violated the AWS
requirements.

Finally, it is this inspectors opinion that welding rod is adequately
stored and handled, and in most instances, the requirements exceed
the AWS and standard industrial practice stipulations for storage.and

*handling of weld rod.

, .

f
.
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I 5.16 Radiosrapher Suppression

5.16.1 Allegation '

"CG&E had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zimmer,

who were criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information

regarding the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of

January 9-10, 1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the

Peabody Magnaflux (PM) trailer onsite. He alleged that during this

burglary those individuals removed records of an instance where CG&E had

overridden PM's rejection of welds.

5.16.2 Background Informatien

CG&E did not have personnel with direct nondestructive examination responsi-

bilities, and as such, would not have been involved with " overriding" of

j PM radiograph interpretations. Additional background on radiography is in-

cluded in Section 5.8.2.

On July 3,1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg

were received at the Zimmer site (see Section 5.7). Kaiser personnel wrote

Nonconformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of truck

! onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1979, Kaiser directed that

the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed.
!

|

.

(
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.
On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi-

fied rejectable defects in welds on three of the fisa spool pieces. PM for-

warded the findings to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The' reports and

film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed in

the Kaiser Document Control Center, three radiographs of welds with apparently

rejectable defects were filed with a nonconforming report. On April 8, 1980,

these films were reviewed by NRC Inspector Kavin Ward who determined that the

welds had the wrong geometry for radiography and the films were not acceptable.

On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultra-

sonic inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis

of these examinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable.

On April 28, 1980, Kellogg performed ultrasonic examinatien= of the same

spool pieces and also found them to be acceptable.

The above information including details of processing of nonconformance report

E-1911 is included in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

5.16.3 Investigation

|

5.16.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On April 22, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated PM radiographers

; Allen Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two occasions, th&t they *

found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool pieces. He said they

i

~
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.

had discovered the defects when examining Kaiser field welds that joined the

spool pieces in the residual heat removal system. He said they also found

similar defects in five of twenty welds on the main steam relief (MSR) spool

pieces that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site.
.

Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CG&E overrode their rejec-

tion of welds on the MSR system and had retained a copy of the examination

report and radiographic film in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM

when they examined prefabricated spool pieces, but they were not overridden
*i

in their weld determinations for Kaiser welds.

Individual A also stated that in January 1979 CG&E hired undercover private

investigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this

examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview

Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met

Individual A onsite and tolo him his supervisors had advised him not to

discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later informed him there

had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports

for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.

i

|
| On April 24, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be,

|

| attached to this report.
.

* ..*

-3-
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5.16.3.2 Interview of Thomas Applegate

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated

he had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in
'

which A1 dredge said weld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite.

Applegate said he subsequently learned that there was a break-in of the PM

trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were taken

from the trailer. He indicated Security Officers Ronald Wright,

James Bedinghaus, and David Simpson had told him Individuals D and E were

probably involved in the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer. '

Applegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a dispute

about the acceptability of welds PM examined on the MSR system since its

records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had been examined

by PM and found defective they were later accepted by CG&E. Applegate said

that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees not to say anything

about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals against PM.

Interviews of L[.- [f_.h.~ Of ficersDM5.16.3.3

Between February 1 and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were
;

interviewed by NRC. They could not provide any information concerning

the break-in of the PM trailer in January of 1980. All of these individuals

are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all stated the break-in

had not been reported to the Security Department. They stated tha:. they were

unaware of the identity of any individuals who might have committed the break-in.

-4-
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David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department

Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department

James Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station

John Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer .

Nuclear Power Station

Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer
i

Nuclear Power Station

J'ames Caplinger, former Security Officer, Zimmer
6

hNuclear Power Statio

William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio

Welfare Department

5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1980, Ernest Aldredge, PM President, was interviewed by NRC.

Aldredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographers at the

Zimmer site were not consistently overridden in their weld determinations.

He stated that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never
i

reported this problem to him.

i

A1 dredge also stated that from January through June 1980 there was an NRC
|

investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by Thomas Applegate,

a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated
|

Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate

that there were defective welds at the plant. A1 dredge stated Applegate

-5-
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subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personnel

telling him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in

'
their decisions to reject welds.

~

Aldredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and newspaper

articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent

company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him that due to the sensi-

tive nature of nondestructive examination of nuclear power plants it would

be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement, since the statement

could be misconstrued by the press. Aldredge stated he was therefore

advised to not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of

the media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the

best interest of PM not to make any statements at.that time.
.

A1 dredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production

problems that had been attributed to frequent breakdowns of the film

processing machine onsite. He said information such as this could impact

the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was test not to

make a statement about why PM's contract was not renewed.

Aldredge stated that there had been no attempt to silence the radiographers

at Zimmer regarding public statements about the investigation. A1 dredge

provided a sworn statement on August 17, 1981, a copy of which is included

inAppendiEB.

.. .-
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5.16.-3.5 Int erview of William Schwiers

,

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance Manager, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forward a letter to the investigator

_ e
outlining the reasons PM's contract was terminated at Zimmer. Subsequently,

Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining his reasons for termi-

nating PM's contract in April 1980. A retyped copy of the provided memo is

[included in g ;;..di..-B. chweirs stated the contract was not terminated

because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected

by them." -

.

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood

.

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that since 1972, Pti has been employed as the firm

responsible for nondestructive examination at Zimmer. He said PM has con-

ducted both ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations of

large-bore and small-bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's responsibility

was to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to Kaiser.

Kaiser personnel would examine radiographs and make the determination if a
.

weld was accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer,

was responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not " consistently overriding"

PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said Pallon supported

PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified, assured that the

weld was repaired. .2,

i

-7-
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Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980, and apparently

Applegcte talked to a number of PM employees about their work onsite. Wood

said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as

" Thomas Jackson," a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood indicated that at
'

that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems

in meeting production goals.

Wood advised there war, discussion among PM employees about the contract

renewal, and he learned PM employees hed told Applegate that PM had iden-

tified defective welds in the plant. Wood said it was PM's responsibility

to identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser

would assign a status of either repair, hold, or rework to the defective

weld. Wood indicated that when his employees told Applegate that there

were " bad welds," they were referring to defective welds they had iden-

tified and reported to Kaiser. Wood stated his employees had answered

Applegate's questions in good faith, assuming he knew the meaning of the

term " bad welds" (that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser
,

Quality Control system).
.

Wood stated that on one occasion Applegate called him and asked him if

there were " bad welds in the plant" and he responded in the af firmative.

He said he assumed Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that

Applegate was questioning (as an auditor) PM's ability to identify weld

defects. Wood said Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted Wood

and.other PM employees as saying "there are defective welds" in the plant.
>

Wood said that rejectable welds are identified by nondestructive examination

and are repaired under the quality control system.

-8-
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Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper

articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,

Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrue

anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss

i the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"

any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their

| findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he

advised PM employees to not make any further statements regarding the matter.

, -.
:

Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representa-

tives and a number of PM employees were disturbed abort the calls. He felt

it was PM's responsibility as their employer to advise them not to discuss

Applegate's charges with media personnel.

Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations,
,

and that its contract was not renewed by CG&E because PM had continued to

reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because of problems

in meeting production goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's

weld examinations.

Wood recalled that Allan Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had

been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no

equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that

any records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its

examination reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of a

weld and other copies of examination reports are the property of CG&E

and Kaiser and are retained by them.

,

s

-9-
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On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement attesting to the

preceding information, a copy of which is included in Apoandir B- (h -.
_ ,

t

5.16.3.7 Interview of. Allan Sellars
.

.

On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from April

1976 to April 1980, and performed radiographic examinations of Kaiser field

welds and occasionally examined welds on spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.
'

He indicated that when he identified defective Kaiser or Kellogg welds he

identified them on the examination report and forwarded the report to

Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. Sellars stated he was not overridden

by Pallon when he identified defects in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds.

Sellars did recall an incident in the Summer of 1970 when PM was asked

to examine welds on some Kellogg MSR system spool pieces that apparently

fell off the truck on delivery to the site. He said he and David Hang

..

radiographed welds on the spool pieces in question, but the film quality

was poor. He indicated the gecmetrical configuration of the welds was
,

such that it would exaggerate flaws in the welds and project tLem on the

film at varying angles, distorting the view of the weld. Sellars said

| that he had told Pallon radiography was the wrong technique to use in this

case, but Pallon said to conduct the examination anyway. Sellars said Hang

observed some unacceptable indications (defects) on the resultant radio-
,

graphic film and noted this on the examination reports. Later, during an

NRC investigation, these spool pieces were ultrasonically examined and the
!

i welds were found to be acceptable,
l

. .

10 --
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Sellars also stated that af ter the investigation there was considerable

publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management

not to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be

taken out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate
'

or silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion PM's contract was

not renewed due to production problems, which he attributed to breakdowns

in the film processing machine. Sellars said another factor in CG&E's

decision was audits that were critical of PM's work onsite. He indi-

cated the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification

of defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer had been broken

into; however, he was not aware of anything taken during the break-in.

On April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is included ingdix B.

5.16.3.8 Interview cf David Hang

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-

view d by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September 19, 1976,

to August 1979. Hang said he was responsible for conducting radiographic

examin.tions of large bore pipe welds.

Hang indicated that he was not overridden on his weld determinations by

Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Hang said welds

PM accepted were frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would

request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld

- 11 -
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that PM had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said
,

Pallon, as a Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or

rejection of a weld.

Hang recalled that in August 1979 Pallen asked him to examine som~e pipe

spool pieces on the MSR system that had fallen off of a truck on delivery

to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated the film,

and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to use when examining

the spool pieces.

Hang said he told P411on that the geometric configuration of the spool

pieces was such that it distorted the view of the weld and might exaggerate4

flaws that would appear as defects on the film. Hang indicated Pallon

requested he examine the remainder of the welds by radiography and these

examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

Hang said he reported the results of his examinations to Pallon and

retained the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the

PM trailer onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the

proper nondestructive testing technique to use to examine pipe welds in

j this geometric configuration,'and he later learned the spool pieces had

been ultrasonically examined and found acceptable.

Hang said he left Zimmer in August 1979 and, on his return in March 1980,

he yas informed by Allan Sellars that there had been a break-in of,. the FM

trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Hang stated that in

!

- 12 -
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April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic exainination reports for th MSR

spool nieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center.

Hang verified that the reports and films were the originals from August

1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he

found unacceptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance

report.

|

On April 23, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is included in Appendi g k

5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19

to April 1980. Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser

field welus onsite. He said PM performed a radiograph of a weld and did a

preliminary review to ascertain if the weld was rejectable. He indicated PM

did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that the KEI welding

engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-
1

ance. Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-

tione and that welds accepted by PM were frequently found unacceptable by Kaiser.
i

I

| Draffon said he learned that radiographers occasionally observed defects in

Kellogg welds when they overlapped Kaiser welds. These cases were reported

and. forwarded to Kaiser to determine if the Kellogg weld should be repaired.

Draffon stated that when welds junctured, the geometry of the juncturing welds

!

I - 13 -
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is frequently not the same and therefore radiographic views of the weld may

be distorted. He indicated that inexperienced Level I or II Radiographers

would often examine juncturing welds and report rejectable defects, not

recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more experienced

radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable. Draf'fon stated

that when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had apparently occurred

where PM radiographers examined MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the truck

and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the view of the weid was distorted .

due to configuration problems. Draffon said the spool pieces were later

ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable. Draffon commented that

this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E or Kaiser did not often
!

override PM in their weld determinations.,

;

Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer was broken into, but this

occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegate, a

private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been

broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found

no records or equipment missing.
t

Draffon also stated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the'

customer's request. He said this occurred because the volume of work was

slowing, and PM had experienced production problems, which he attributed to

] frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.

. .:

|

1

.
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5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning

on April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.

BinningsaidhereceivedhisLevelIIcertificationinOctober19h9and

routinely radiographed large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser onsite.

Binning said PM radiographed welds, developed the film, did a preliminary

examination to determine if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and

then forwarded their report to Anthony Pallon, KEI welding engineer, who

made the final determination on the acceptability of the welds. He in-

dicated Pallon did not consistently override PM in their weld determination

and would sometimes reject welds that PM had initially found acceptable.

He frequently directed them to re-shoot welds that Kaiser had repaired

after PM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool '

pieces for the MSR system that were manufactured by Kellogg and had apparently

fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said David Hang examined the

spool pieces and determined there were rejectable indications in some welds.

Binning said the radiographs were later evaluated by Kaiser, it was found

the weld geometry precluded correct interpretation, and the welds on the spool

' pieces were not defective. Binning said Hang retained copies of his report

of this particular examination.

. .:

9
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Binning also stated that in January 1980 he received a telephone call from

an unidentified individual who told him the PM trailer had been broken into.

He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock had been

pried off and apparently the trailer had been entered. Binning said'he

inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the files, and "found the

only items missing were the examination reports and films for the MSR

spool pieces that had been examined by Hang earlier. He indicated he told

Allan Sellars and Wayne Draffon about the burglary but did not discuss it

with anyone else.

Binning said PM management never told him to be silent about activities
,

that occurred at the site. He said PM's contract was not renewed because

of production problems, which he attribu

quently breaking down. He also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation

safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of

some aspects of the PM operation. Binning said PM was not asked to leave

the site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees

were nat harassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written statement attesting to

ffthe preceding information, a copy of which is included in Appendir B.

5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning
.

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's: Assistant,

was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant,

!

'

16 -
.
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he was not responsible for reading or interpreting' film or making any weld

dete rminations . He said he worked with both David Hang and Allan Sellars

and did not recall them commenting that Anthony Pallon overrode them. He

stated that PM usually radiographed Kaiser field welds; however, on one

occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said'he re-

called Hang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces

and identified rejectable indicatiens in some welds. He indicated Hang

reported this to.Pallon, but he was not aware of the final disposition of

the report.

.

.Binning also said that in Jsnuary 1980 there was a break-in of the PM trailer

and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.

He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con-

ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning

PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the

investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and

Applegate about it. Binning said he was never told by PM management to

" cover up" anything about their activities at the site. Binning volunteered

that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film

processor breaking down and holding up production.

.
*

5.16.3.12 Interview of Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was

interviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on

weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that

- 17 -
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he overrode PM on their weld findings. Marshall also stated that the PM

radiographers with whom he spoke after Applegate made his disclosures to

the press did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in

their weld determinations.
.

He recalled one incident when PM was asked to examine some MSR spool pieces

that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said that in April

1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces and he, Rex Baker,

KEI Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the films. All

concurred that the welds were of the wrong geometry for radiographic examina-

tion. Marshall said that on some of the films the geometric configuration had

distorted the radiographic view of the welds. He added that this examination

was an exception to common practice because PM normally radiographed Kaiser

field welds but not welds on Kellogg prefabricated pieces. Marshall advised

that the MSR spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be

acceptable.

5.16.3.13 Interview of Anthony Pallon

Sr.
On August 13, 1981, Anthony Pallon,fdr'. , was interviewed by NRC. Pallon

stated he was employed at Zimmer as a Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,;

1

Welding / Nondestructive Examination from April 1, 1977 to July 8, 1980.

He stated his position involved the review of PM radiographic reports of

examination for pipe welds at the plant. Pallon stated he did not consis-
.

| tently override PM in their weld determinations at Zimmer and, on the

contrary, frequently rejected welds that PM found acceptable. He said, on
:

|

! - 18 -
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1ess than ten occasions PM radiographers identified nonconforming vendor

welds while examining an adjacent Kaiser weld. He said in each instance

he directed the nonconforming weld to be repaired or replaced. He stated

he could not make a determination about 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds

in the plant being defective, since PM did not radiograph them, h' did note

review the radiographs, and he would not make an unqualified statement about

their acceptability.

!

Pallon said in April 1980 that PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed and

Nuclear Energy Services (NES), Inc., took control of the radiography work

at Zimmer. He attributed this to poor management of the PM operation at

Zimmer, coupled with equipment problems that affected PM's ability to perform

the required amount of radiographic examinations. He said he privately told

PM personnel about this months before the contract was terminated, but they

took no action (i.e., hiring of additional personnel and repair of the film
i

processing machine) to increase their production at the site.

5.16.3.14 Record Reviews

The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs of field welds

made between.0ctober 1979 and M' arch 1980 to determine if CG&E or Kaiser

personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by PM. The results of
|
| that review are given in Table 5.16-1.

! *

1

* .:

|
:

i

>
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Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data
.

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet

Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

1. RH-113 RH-31 26. RE-75A RE-1

2. RI-7 RI-11 .27. K-288 WX-8

3. RH-53 RM-20 28. RH-86 RH-64

4. RH-55 RH-20 29. @A3 D0-2

5. K-73 RH-20 30. @C3 DG-25

( 6. RH-40 RH-26 31. HGK-250 HG-16

7. K-494 MS-37 32. RD-K4 RD-1

! 8. FW-454 MS-30A 33. IMS22AC2 MS-315

! 9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88

10. K-926 WR-26 35. P.L.2M20003 LC-13

11. K-455 MS-26A 36. K-483 MS-43

12. MS22AA2 MS-311 37. K-499 MS-39

13. K-84 RH-38 38. 1RRBIAA-3/ RR-122

14. P.L.2M20795 LC-19 39. K-288 RT-2

15. LP-9 LP-3 40. FC-5 FC-14

16. K-507 MS-44 41. K-33 FW-4

17.. K-508 MS-45 42. FWK-31 FW-2
<

| 18. K-448 MS-27A 43. LP-13 LP-11
,

I

|

'
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Table 5.16-1 (continued)

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet

Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.
.

19. HP-19B HP-5 44. CYK-221 CY-49

20. FC-93 FC-29 45. WR41AA3 WR-44

21. K-414 MS-24A 46. FW58A FW-2
c,

22. K-523 MS-27A 47. K-877 WR-2

23. RH-54 RH-20 48. HP-55 HP-4

24. RH-56 RH-20 49. K-475 MS-34

25. RH-46 RH-20

None of the reader sheets for the welds in Table 5.16-1 indicated that Kaiser
,

personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.

5.16.4 Findings and Conclusions

:

Seven current and form r PM employees who were interviewed denied any
1

attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.

In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied

that PM was consistently overridden in its weld determinations. A review

of PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of,PM
'

being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.

- 21 -
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The PM trailer had been broken into on the weekend of January 9-10, 1981.

It was not established that this was done by Individuals D and E. Seven

fficers who Applegate indicated had information regarding the k
break-in were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in

of the trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of'Indivi-
we.rw

duals D and E in such a break-in. After the break-in, PM'sgxamination y

reports of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool pieces were

determined to be missing. Three of the eight reports on the spool pieces

were found in the Kaiser Document Control Center filed with a nonconformance

report, but five of the reports are still missing. The reports and films

were reviewed by the PM employee who did the initial examination of the

welds and who verified the reports and films are the originals. He said

the reports filed with the nonconformance report are for the welds thought

to be defective, and the missing five reports are of the radiographs of

the acceptable welds.

5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

.

s *
..

.
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5.17 Industry Blacklisting

5.17.1 Allegation -

" Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of utility

and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA practices."

5.17.2 Background Information

-e

No additional information was provided.

5.17.3 Investis$ation

5.17.3.1 Interview of Individuals A and B

On April 22 and 24, 1981, Individuals A and B, both union pipefitters, were

interviewed by NRC. They stated they had not been intimidated or subjected

to reprisals for their criticism of QA practices at Zimmer. Individuals A

and B both stated that they were fired in January 1980 as a result of the

findings of Thomas Applegate's investigation into their involvement in
.

timecard cheating. They have since been re-employed by CG&E subcontractors

at Zimmer and other CG&E sites.

5.17.3.2 Interview of William S 1wiers9
. --

On January 16, 1981, William Schwiers, QA Manager (CG&E), was interviewed

by NRC. He was asked to provide the names and current place of employment

.

*



. . . .- - _ - . . _ . _ - . - - . . _ . . . . . - . - -. . . .

i
i

ZIMM 3/D 8/14/81/jp,

for Kaiser QC inspectors who had left the site since January 1,1979. A
1

list was subsequently provided, indicating that a total of twenty-three QC

j inspectors had left the site since that date. Fifteen were known to be

employed at other nuclear power plants under construction, two were employed
;

as QC inspcetors in defense-related industries, and there was no 'known place

of employment fr.r the remaining six inspectors. Schwiers said there has

; been no attempt by CG&E to engage in any form of industry-wide reprisals

against employees who left Zimmer.

,

5.17.3.3 Interview of Ernest Aldredae

On April 10, 1980, Ernest Aldredge, President of Peabody Magnaflux (PM),

I was interviewed by NRC. He stated that neither PM nor its employees had

; been subjected to any reprisals by CG&E or other utilities for their work

; at Zimmer.

!
; Aldredge indicated that he was contacted by private investigator
J

Thomas Applegate who asked him about the termination of the PM centract at

| Zimmer. He stated he told Applegate the situation at Zimmer could affect

! PM's performance record in the industry. Aldredge said the contract was

terminated because of production problems that he attributed to a lack of
!

adequate staffing on PM's part, and frequent breakdowns of their onsite
,

film processing machine. '

!

l
! Aldredge also said be was advised by Charles Wood, the PM Cincinnati Office
!

Manager, that NRC had audited PM's records onsite and had found deficiencies.
<

| A1 dredge said he talked to Applegate about PM being removed from other con-
|
4

h

4 2- '

:
I

!
;
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tractor's bid lists because of the work at Zimmer, but he was referring to

their poor performance record at Zimmer affecting other contracts. He indi-

cated that he was not referring to any systematic attempt by CG&E to engage

in any intimidation er reprisals against PM for its work onsite. A1 dredge
~

stated that during the conversation with Applegate he was concerned that the
-

professional and business reputation of PM not be tarnished. He indicated

he felt that Applegate misunderstood what he said and falsely accused CG&E>

of engaging in " industry-wide ' intimidation of PM.

5.17.3.4 Interviews of PM Employees

Between January 19 and April 15, 1981, seven current and forraer PM employees

were interviewed by NRC. They denied that they had been placed in fear of

utility or industry-wide reprisals should they complain about QA practices

at Zimmer. The results of these interviews are reported in Sections 5.7.3,

5.8.3, and 5.16.3.

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions

Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees ofi

Peabody Hagnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP,

were contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or sub-

jected to industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Zimmer QA

practices.

:
o .-

5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

-3-
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5.17 Industry Blacklisting

5.17.1 Allegation
,

" Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of utility

and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA practices."

5.17.2 Background Information

h Re$ra0 "
_n=. ; . _ po twFor ~s% "l'idQ% c, sy'p

,

5.17.3 Investigation

5.17.3.1 Intereiew of Individuals A and B

On April 22 and 24, 1981, Individuals A and B, both union pipefitters, were

interviewed by NRC. They stated they had not been intimidated or subjected
,

to reprisals for their criticism of QA practices at Zimmer. Individuals A

and B both stated that they were fired in January 1980 as a result of the

findings of Thomas Applegate's investigation into their involvement in

timecard cheating. They have since been re-employed by CG&E subcontractors

at Zimmer and other CG&E sites.

'
5.17.3.2 Interview of William Schwiers

1

* _ _ -

On January 16, 1981, William Schwiers, QA Manager (CG&E), was interviewed

by NRC. He was asked to provide the names and current place of employment

__ - _ - - _ . . _ . . _ . - - _ _ . _ _ - . - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . -, __
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for Kaiser QC inspectors who had left the site since January 1,197' . As

list was subsequently provided, indicating that a total of twenty-three QC

inspectors had left the site since that date. Fifteen were known to be

employed at other nuclear power plants under construction, two were employed

as QC inspectors in defense-related industries, and there was no 'known place

of employment for the remaining six inspectors. Schwiers said there has

been no attempt by CG&E to engage in any form of industry-wide reprisals
.

against employees who left Zimmer. .

e

5.17.3.3 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1980, Ernest A1 dredge, President of Peabody Magnaflux (PM),

was interviewed by NRC. He scated that neither PM nor its employees had

been subjected to any reprisals by CG&E or other utilities for their work

at Zimmer.

/
A1dredgeindicatedthathewascontactedby,drivateInvestigatorj

Thomas Applegate who asked him about the termination of the PM contract at

Zimmer. He stated he told Applegate the situation at Zimrer could affect

! PM's performance record in the industry. A1 dredge said the contract was

terminated because of production problems that he attributed to a lack of
|

adequate staffing on PM's part, and frequent breakdowns of their onsite

film processing machine.
:

A1 dredge also said he was advised by Charles Wood, the PM Cincinnati Office

Manager, that NRC had audited PM's records onsite and had found deficiencies.

A1 dredge said he talked to Applegate about PM being removed from other con-

i
1

-2-
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tractor's bid lists because of the work at Zimmer, but he was referring to
,

their poor performance record at Zimmer affecting other contracts. He indi-

cated that he was not referring to any systematic attempt by CG&E.to engage

in any intimidation or reprisals against PM for its work onsite. A1 dredge

stated that during the conversation with Applegate he was concerned that the

p ofessional and business reputation of PM not be tarnished. He indicated

he felt that Applegate misunderstood what he said and falsely accused CG&E
,

of engaging in " industry-wide" intimidation of PM.

5.17.3.4 Interviews of PM Employees

.I

(OhU
Between January 19 and April 15,1981,'MasE current and former PM employees /[
were interviewed by NRC. They denied that they had been placed in fear of

utility or industry-wide reprisals should they complain about QA practices X
A

A.e (.
at Zimmer. The results of these interviews weee- reported in Sections 5.7.3, (

OLed
5.8.3, 5.16.3. [

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions

| Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees of g
Peabody agnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP, (
were contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or sub-

jected to industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Z;mmer QA
..

practices.

|

- .:

5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance

i

No items of noncompliance were identified.

-3-
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5.18 Inspector's Journal

5.18.1 Allegation

"A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and' incidents

at Zimmer."

On January 29, 1980, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated

that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a detailed

journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation waste chemistry

technician at Zimmer.

5.18.2 Background Information

: e

It is common practice for inspectors performing certain types of inspections

to utilize notebooks to record their obs'rvations. Such notes can later

be used to generate surveillance reports, nonconformance reports, or other

documents as required.
.

5.18.3 Investigation

5.18.3.1 Personnel Record Review

The NRC Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E personnel records and found

an individual named Yohan Reiter. Inquiry indicated that Reiter was employed
_

by Westinghouse, Inc., in Brazil. Personnel records confirmed that Reiter

had been employed at Zimmer at the time Thomas Applegate was onsite.4

.

._.._m _ . _
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5.18.3.2 Interview with Yohan Reiter

On February 5,1981, Yohan Reiter of Westinghouse, Inc., was interviewed

by telephone. He stated he was formerly employed as a radiation chemistry

technician at Zimmer. He said he recalled meeting Thomas Applegate in the

radiation waste disposal area during a routine inspection. Reiter also

recalled commenting to Applegate that his field notebook was his " paper
.

. brain" in which he recorded the results of his field inspections. He said

the notebook listed deficiencies identified during system walkdowns of the

radioactive waste disposal system. Reiter indi'cated that he used the note-
;

book to record deficiencies such as malfunctioning gauges or acid eating

through floor tiles, which were then recorded on an equipment service list

and corrected by the plant maintenance staff. He said that to his knowledge

all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the licensee.

He added that during meetings.with his supervisor, Dean Erickson, and other

members of the Radiation Protection Department staff, the adequacy of the

resulting corrective action was discussed.

|
Reiter indicated that he was not keeping any detailed journal of safety

! defects at the plant and, if he had any concerns regarding the safe opera-
|
! tion of the plant, he would have contacted the NRC himself.

!

5.18.4 Fiadings and Conclusions

The. individual who was alleged to have kept a " journal of safety hazards and

incidents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection notebook.

He stated he used this notebook te record deficiencies he identified during

-2-,

.
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system walkdowns of the radiation waste disposal system. He said that to hic..
,

knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected b, the

licensee. -

5.18.5 Items of Noncompliance
.

,

No items of noncompliance were identified.

< >

i
!

',

*

&
.e

;

4
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5.18 Inspector's Journal
,

'

5.18.1 Allegation
,

"A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and incidents

at Zimmer."

On January 29, 1980, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated

that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a detailed

journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation waste chemistry

technician at Zimmer.
.

5.18.2 Background Information
_

It is common practice for inspectors performing certain types of inspections

to utilize notebooks to record their observations. Such notes can later

be used to generate surveillance reports, nonconformance reports, or other
;

documents as required.

| 5.18.3 Investigation

5.18.3.1 Personnel Record Review

The NRC Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E personnel records and found

an JLndividual named Yohan Reiter. Inquiry indicated that Reiter was employed

by Westinghouse, Inc., in Brazil. Personnel records confirmed that Reiter

had been employed at Zimmer at the time Thomas Applegate was onsite.

,

s s
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5.18.3.2 Interview with Yohan Reiter

Nb
b

On February 5, 1981, Yohan Reiter of Westinghouse, Inc., was interviewed (
:.

by telephone. He stated he was formerly employed as a radiation chemistry .>
i -

technician at Zimmer. He said he recalled meeting Thomas Applegate in tLe c (
'

R

g) * %radiation waste disposal area during a routine inspection. Reiter also y

recalled commenting to Applegate that his field notebook was his " paper fN
u

brain" in which he recorded the results of his field inspections. He said @ SE

the notebook listed deficiencies identified during system walkdowns of the $A
,c %

radioactive waste disposal system. Reiter indicated that he used the note- ,j g
C '(

book to record deficiencies such as malfunctioning gauges or acid eating 4

H dp GCthrough floor tiles, which were then recorded on an equipment service list .

in ni) sk a h in k M, a i<hy :
and corrected by the plant maintenance staff.g He added that during meetings

with his supervisor, Dean Erickson, and other members of the Radiation

Protection Department staff, the adequacy of the resulting corrective action

was discussed.

Reiter indicated that he was not keeping any detailed journal of safety

defects at the plant and, if he had any concerns regarding the safe opera-

tion of the plant, he would have contacted the NRC himself.

.

5.18.4 Findings and Conclusions

'

The individual who was alleged to have kept a " journal of safety hazards and

inc,idents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection notebook.
_

| He stated he used this notebook to record deficiencies he identiified during

i

!

| s

| -2-
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.

system walkdowns of the radiation waste disposal system. He said that to his

knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the D ;

licensee. ,
[

5.18.5 Items of Noncompliance -

.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

'
e

!

|

.

e. m

D

,

!
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5.19 Pipefitter Joke
,

5.19.1 Allegation

"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be' hundreds

of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a

disastrous accident."

5.19.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided as to the source or significance of
''the " joke" or statement.

5.19.2.1 Media Interview

During interviews conducted by Bettina Gregory of ABC News (broadcast on

May 19, 1981), Edwin Hofstadter made a similar comment. Hofstadter was

neither a pipefitter nor site employee, as detailed in Section 5.10.2.

f

5.19.3 Investigation

f
|

5.19.3.1 Interviews

>

Sixteen pipefitters interviewed by RIII inspectors could not provide any

information concerning any specific equipment design or installationi

i

deficiencies. '

,

!
-

,

i

I

__ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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During one intervicw, a QC inspector indicated that this joke had been,

heard in the plant.

.

5.19.4 Findings and Conclusions

.

.

It was determined that the alleged statement had been made. The NRC is

addressing the allegations and safety concerns identified during this

investigation.

,

,The only other way that the NRC can deal with an allegation such as this

is to determine if the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection

program,thelicensee's[hbality(onfirmation ogram, and the preoperational

testing program will enable this determination to be made.

5.19.5 Items of Noncompliance

|

I

| No items of noncompliance were identified. #

!

|
,

!

|

|

e ..*
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5.19 Pipefitter Joke
,

5.19.1 Allegation -

~

"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be hundreds

of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a

disastrous accident."

5.19.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided as to the source or significance of

the " joke" or statement.

-

5.19.2.1 Media Interview

During interviews conducted by Bettina Gregory of ABC News (broadcast on

[| May 19,1981), )hp Edwin Hofstadter made a similar comment. Hofstadter
'

pi M \
was -not a pipefitter nor site employee, as detailed in Section 5.10.2. Y

5.19.3 Investigation

5.19.3.1 Interviews

Sixteen pipefitters interviewed by RIII inspectors could not provide any

information concerning any specific equipment design or installation

deficiencies.

- - _ _ _ - - - _ _ - _
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~

During one interview, a QC inspector indicated that this joke had been

heard in the plant.

.

'

5.19.4 Findings 7t,u{ (2cvic |aritnr
.

The only other way that the NRC can deal with an allegation such as this

I is to determine if the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection

Hi l~en eb
program, quality confirmation program,and the preoperational testing program

will enable this determination to be made.

t

5.19.5 Itema of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

It was determined that the alleged statement had been made. The NRC is

addressing the allegations and safety concerns identified during this

investigation.

i

!

|

|

|

| - .-
|

!

|

|
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6.0 Allegations Received Through Site Interviews
,

4A bs
During interviews conducted at the Zimmer site, the investigatoE rece@ived

A

additional allegations. A number of these allegations coincided with or

added detail to those in Section 4 and are included in that Section of

this report.

6.1 Inspector Harassment

6.1.1 Allegation

QC inspectors have been harassed by construction personnel who have repeatedly
i doused them with water. QC inspectors have been transferred following com-

plaints from construction personnel.
.

6.1.2 Background Informat;on

{
!

| Some friction between QC inspectors and construction personnel is expected
!
| due to the very nature of the system. Thth- friction can be increased when

construction personnel take the view that- p::ific QC inspectors (;; ^S

... m.miol} are "over inspecting" or overly of hede.6
ir.epms. .. .c.:::. It is

management's responsibility to take action to assure that friction does
devel.e uAe=%ky *WbJes %&

notgadversely affect construction quality.
.

.

* _J

~
.
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6.1.3 Investigation

6.1.3.1 Inter.iew of Phillip Cittings
'

On January 13, 15, and July 8, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was

interviewd by NRC. He stated that Rex Baker told him of one incident in

September 1980 when a QC inspector was doused with water while performing

an inspection. Gittings stated Baker told him that the person who had

doused the inspector had been identified and fired by construction management.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him

" bad reports" on the inspection activities of Individual I, a QC inspector,

and his lack of completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer

Individual I from pipe support hanger inspection to structural welding

inspection activities. Gittings also indicated that in January 1980 he

directed Baker to reassign QC Inspectors Ruiz, Wimbish, and Hendley because
i'

of problems with their inspection activities.

|

6.1.3.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On March 10 and 11, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser Lead Civil (structural) QC
,

4

Inspector, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was aware that water

| had been dumped on QC Inspectors Janice Hulkey and Anthony Pallon, Jr., by
i

( craft personnel during the course of their inspections.
- .:

i

l Donovan stated that on February 16, 1981, James Ruiz was involuntarily
1

reassigned from inspections in the drywell area to the fabrication shop.
|
|

.

-2-
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'

Donovan explained that he had been Ruiz's lead supervisor and was directed

by Rex Baker to make the reassignment. He stated that Baker offered no

explanation for the reassignment except that the Kaiser QA Manager had

requested he reassign Ruiz.

.

.

Donovan stated it was obvious to him that Baker disapproved of the reassign '

ment. He indicated the reassignment resulted from a personality conflict

between Ruiz and Jerry Adams, Ironworker Superintendent, who felt that Ruiz

was too strict and " nit-picking" during his inspections. Donovan stated that
'.

Adams had complained to him about Ruiz's inspections and had discussed this

matter with Baker. Baker indicated that Ruiz was a good inspector, was not

overly critical, and was justified in citing the various deficiencies he

discovered in Adams' area. Donovan speculated that Adams had complained

about Ruiz to General Superintendent James Sandlin who then talked to

Gittings, who decided to remove Ruiz from the inspection area. Donovan

added that concurrently he had heard unsubstantiated rumors that QC

Inspectors Hendley, Wimbish, and McCoy were also going to be reassigned

because of criticism of their inspection findings by Kaiser construction

i personnel.
I

On March 11, 1981, Donovan provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-

ceding information, which is included in Appendix B. ffff,

-

~

6.1.3.3 Interview of Janice Mulkey

|
* .~

l

! On March 11 and 12, 1981, Janice H. Mulkey, Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. She stated that on three or four occasions between August

.

-3- s



_ __

Z1HM 3/G DRAFT /np 8/14/81 )(,

.

.

"

1979 to August 1980 water had been thrown on her from above by craft,

personnel while she performed inspections. Mulkey said she never saw the

responsible individuals but on each occasion she reported the incident to

her supervisors (K. Shinkle, J. Setlock, oE S Heath)) She recalled that

% i
--~ m

-
y ---

ononeoccasfion Heath ithreatened to remove all the QC inspectors from the
. ~/

site if water continued to be thrown. Malkey said Robert Marshall was then

apprised of the incidents. Marshall then told the craft superintendents

to assure that the water-throwing incidents stopped or he would terminate

eight craft personnel who were suspected of being responsible.

.

Mulkey said the water-throwing incidents adversely affected her performance

and caused her difficulties in concentrating on her inspection activities

because she had to be constantly vigilant for water being thrown on her.

Mulkey also stated that, when water was thrown from three stories above her,

it struck her with such force that on one occasion it knocked the breath out

, of her and on another caused her to bruise her knee. She indicated that
I
| other QC inspectors had also been doused with water.

On /d erne /c /2: , 1981, Janice Mulkey provided a written statement

attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is included in

Appendix B. [h

6.1.3.4 Interview with Anthony Pallon, Jr.
I
1

.

On February 10, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Jr., Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that since January 1981 he has performed visual

weld inspections in the suppression pool area to ensure these welds met

-4-
,

i

|
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AWS Code requirements. Pallon said the previous inspector in this area

bad been lax, and he began rejecting about 50% of the welds he inspected.

Soon afterwards, he was being called to inspection points by craf~ personnelt

who would douse him with water from above when he arrived. Pallon said

this occurred about two or three times a week and he had been squirted with

a fire extinguisher while performing an inspection the night prior to this

interview.

Pallon said he was also told that Douglas Haff, Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-

tendent, had told QC Inspector Joseph Mills that he would have Pallon fired.

Pallon said Haff on one occasion harrassed him when he returned from lunch

by directing security personnel to search him and Joseph Mills for alcohol.

On February 10, 1981, Pallon provided a sworn statement attesting to the

preceding information, which is included in Appendix B. f gf'

6.1.3.5 Interview of Joseph Mills

On February 10, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that, while performing inspections in the suppression pool
.

area, both he and Anthony Pallen had been called to inspection points and
;

doused with water. Mills felt it was significant that Pallon was doused in

excess of six times in one month. Craft personnel were apparently doing this

because of Pallon's weld rejections. Mills indicated that Douglas Haff, the

superintendent in this area, told him he would get Pallon fired because he

was " nit-picking" on his inspections. Mills said be ignored this comment

because it was impossible for Haff to fire a QC inspector.

-5-
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Mills indicated that later Haff attempted to harass him and Pallon by having

them searched by security guards for alcohol when they returned from lunch one

day. He stated these actions did not affect his inspection activity, although

he did feel that the QA program at Zimmer was understaffed, procedures were

poorly written, and the existing program lacked support from Kaiser management.

6.1.3.6 Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on one occasion during the spring of 1980 he and

QC Inspector Charles Belcher were called to an inspection point by craft

personnel. McCoy said when they arrived at the inspection point an attempt

was made to douse them with water thrown at them from above.

On February 11, 1981, McCoy provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-

ceding information, which is included in Appendix B. dhf'
-

-_ _ . , _ _

__

6.1.3.7 Interview of John Sullivan

On February 19, 1981, John Sullivan, Nuclear Energy Sc rvices Inc. , was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that he personally has never been doused

with water but that he was aware Kaiser QC Inspectors Anthony Pallon and

Rick Sizemore had been doused with water while performing inspections in

the suppresion pool area. Sullivan stated that when Sizemore was doused

he was performing an inspection using a 220-volt magnetic particle-testing

machine, and, if water had struck the machine, Sizemore might have been

-6-
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electrocuted. He indicated that Construction Superintendents Edward Stanley

and Douglas Haff were standing in the area when this incident occurred.

.

Sullivan also related another incident when he and Pallon were searched by,

'
security personnel when they were returning from lunch one day. He stated

that, in his opinion, Haff and Stanley were attempting to harass Pallon

because of Pallon's inspection activities in their area.

I

I

On February 19, 1981, Sullivan provided a sworn statement attesting to the

preceding information, which is included in Appendix B. hh(2
. _ _ - . .,

|

6.1.3.8 Interview of Billy Tyree

.

On February 18 and 20,1981, Billy Tyree, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from

September 24 to November 20, 1979, by Butler Services, Inc. Tyree stated

that he was aware that buckets of water were thrown on QC inspectors by Kaiser

construction workers. Tyree indicated that he never observed such incidents,

but he recalled that on four or six occasions QC Inspector Janice Hulkey was

doused with water, and had reported these incidents to her immediate supervisor.

Tyree also stated that two or three other QC inspectors were also doused

with water, and he conjectured this was done to limit the thoroughness of

inspections by QC personnel. He was unaware of any inquiry or investigation

to identify the individuals involved in the dousing incidents, but, learned
,

that a construction worker named "Frenchie" was considered to be generally

responsible for some of the water-throwing incidents.

-7-
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On February 20, 1981, Tyree provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-

ceding information, which is included in Appendix B. f/
. -

6.1.3.9 Interview of Richard Price
.

On February 18 and March 7, 1981, Richard Price, former QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed by Butler Services, Inc., from

September 1975 to Novenber 28, 1980, and by Kaiser from December 1 to 14,

1980. Price stated he was aware that, on at least twelve occasions, construc-

tion workers poured buckets of water on QC inspectors who were conducting

inspections in the containment building. He stated his opinion that the

water was thrown on the inspectors because they were conscientious and re-
|

fused to accept inferior or nonconforming work by craft personnel.

|

Price stated he heard rumors that two Kaiser construction workers nicknamed

"Frenchie" and " John Boy" were the individuals responsible for throwing water.

He indicated that Kaiser management was apprised of these incidents and

construction personnel were unofficially told that they would be terminated
;

if there were any further incidents of water being thrown on QC inspectors.
_

On March 2, 1981, Price provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding

information, which is included in Appendix B. ,
,

_-

6.1.*3.10 Interview of Winston Jackson #

On February 18 and 20,1981, Winston Jackson, former QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer by Butler Services,

-8-
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Inc., from July 1979 to November 1980. Jackson stated he was aware of

several incidents when buckets of water were dumped on QC inspectors by craft

personnel while they were performing inspections in the containment building.

He indicated that in his opinion these incidents represented harassment of

QC inspectors by construction personnel, and he added that these incidents

were reported to Kaiser management. He stated he was not aware of any action

Kaiser took concerning this matter.

On February 20, 1981, Jackson provided a sworn statement attesting to the

preceding information, which is included in Appendix B.

6.1.3.11 Interview of James Ramsey

On February 18 and 20, 1981, James Ramsey, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he formerly worked at Zimmer for Butler

Services, Inc., and also for Kaiser Engineering between July 1979 and

December 14, 1980. Ramsey stated that QC Inspectors Janice Hulkey and

Michael DePuccio were doused with water by construction personnel while

performing inspections in the containment building. He indicated that, in

his opinion, these incidents amounted to harassment of the inspectors by

construction personnel. Ramsey said these incidents were reported to Kaiser

management and a 2 investigation was conducted into the matter, but he was

unaware of any outcome of the inquiry.

On February 20, 1981, Ramsey provided a sworn statement attesting to the

precedinginformation,whichisincludedinAppendixB.7k
_ _ __ _ _ _ _

,

-9-
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6.1.3.12 Interview of Individual I

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Individual I, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He indicated that he was aware of incidents of QC

inspectors being harassed by construction personnel. Individual I stated

that two inspectors in particular were subject to harassment in the form of

buckets of water dumped on them while they were performing their inspections.4

He said the above incidents were reported to Kaiser management but nothing

was ever done about the problem. Individual I indicated that he had heard

that General Foreman Walter Hama was aware of the identity of the individuals

involved in the incidents but was protecting those individuals.

6.1.3.13 Interview of Dennis Taylor

On February 19, 1981, Dennis Taylor, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that in October or November 1980, while performing a

magnetic particle inspection of a weld in the reactor containment building,

he was hit with a stream of water from a fire extinguisher. Taylor also

indicated that QC Inspector Anthony Pallon was frequently doused with water

while performing inspections in the suppression pool area. In Taylor's

opinion, Pallon was being harassed by craft personnel in this area because

he was. rejecting welds made by the craft personnel.

6.1.3.14 Interview of Jesse Ruiz
s .~

On February 18 and 20,1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He indicated that construction workers were pouring

.

- 10 -
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buckets of water on QC inspectorc who were performing inspections. He said

that these incidents were brought to the attention of Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, who stated that anyone throwing water on a QC

inspector would be fired. However, no formal investigation or report was

made of these incidents.
.

6.1.3.15 Interview of Walter Hamm, Sr.

On March 26, 1981, Walter Hamm, Sr., Kaiser General Foreman, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was aware that water had been thrown on several QC
'

inspectors, including Janice Hulkey. Hamm indicated that the culpable indi-

viduals were never identified and no disciplinary action was ever initiated.

He stated that according to rumors individuals nicknamed " Fat Frenchie,"

" Skinny Frenchie," and one pipefitter nicknamed " John Boy" were involved

in the incidents. Hamm identified these individuals but he was anable to

substantiate their involvement. He personally warned all of these indi-

viduals that he would terminate them if he found they were throwing water

on QC inspectors.

Hamm was critical of the QC inspection activities at Zimmer and stated that

QC inspectors often rejected work that, in his opinion, was acceptable. He

also mentioned that he frequently had difficulty in finding inspectors when

he needed them to respond to an inspection point in a timely manner. Hamm

stated that the QC inspectors delayed construction and increased construc-

tion expenses because of their critical inspections. He indicated that he

had frequently criticized the inspectors personally and had admonished them

for their inavailibility to perform inspections.

- 11 -
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On March 26, 1981, Hamm provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-

]hceding information, which is included in Appendix B.
~

.

6.1.3.1C Interview of Rex Baker
.

On January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,

was interviewed by NRC. Baker stated that in January or February 1981,

Phillip Gittings suggested that QC Inspectors Ruiz, Hendley, and Wimbish

be reassigned because they were " nit picking" during their inspections and

writing too many nonconformance reports. Baker disagreed with this sugges-

tion and expressed his opinion that the inspectors were performing inspections

in accordance with Kaiser procedures and were writing valid nonconformance

reports. He stated that he did move Inspectors Ruiz and Hendley from weld

inspections in the reactor building to inspections in the fabrication shop.

Baker also stated that, when he first arrived on the site, he learned

from the previous Inspection Supervisor that the lead welding inspector,

Kenneth Shinkle, had also been reassigned.

Baker also understood that QC inspector Janice Hulkey was doused with water

while performing an inspection, but he was not exactly sure how or when the

incident occurred.

6.1.3.17 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

. .-

On February 18, 1980, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed

by NRC. He, stated that from November 1977 to February 1980 he was lead pipe

- 12 -
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.

support hanger inspector at Zimmer. Shinkle stated that in February 1920
,

Kaiser was involved in a 100% reinspection of all pipe support hanger welds.

He said his inspectors were rejecting up to 95% cc the hangers inspected and

initiating nonconformance reports for deficient hanger welds.
.

.

Shinkle stated that he was called into a meeting with both CG&E and Kaiser

management, who criticized his group's high rate of rejection, their inspec-

tion techniques, and the continuing identification of deficiencies on welds

that were found acceptable during previous inspections. He said those Kaiser

officials present initially denied they had committed Kaiser to a 100%

reinspection, but later in the meeting they admitted this was the commitment
i
'

for reinspection of pipe support hangers. Shinkle stated that at the end of

the meeting a Kaiser official asked him, "Do you understand who you work for
_

now?" He took this comment as an attempt to intimidate him and to pressure

his inspectors to accept pipe support hangers undergoing inspection at the

i time.

Shinkle stated that the next day he submitted nonconformance reports for

deficient welds on pipe support hangers, and Kaiser management removed him

from his job later that af ternoon. He learned that William Schwiers, CG&E

QA Manager, had objected to Kaiser about Shinkle's reassignment but was

told Robert Marshall had said "it would be a cold day in hell before he'll

[Shinkle] touch another pipe hanger." Shinkle stated that he has never been

reassigned to pipe support hanger inspection activities.

. .:

On September 1,1980, Shinkle was promoted to Quality Assurance Engineer for

civil / structural activities, the job description for which states that he.is
I

'

- 13 -
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responsible for pipe support haager inspections. However, Phillip Gittings |

told him that this was a typing error in the description and he would have

nothing to do with pipe support hanger inspection activities. -

I
On February 18,1984, Shinkle provided a sworn statement attesting to the

'

A ry/
preceding information, which is included in Appendix B. '#W

6.1.3.18 Interview of Mack White

On March 11 and 25, 1981, Mack White, QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that on March 11, 1981, at about 10:30 p.m., he was conducting
I an inspection in the drywell area of the primary containment building at

Level 524. White indicated that at this time an unknown individual dumped

a few gallons of water on him from above. He looked up but was unable to

identify the individual as he ran away.

|

White stated he reported the incident to the NRC, QC management personnel,

and to Construction Superintendent Adams. He said that Adams commenced an

inquiry to attempt to determine who was responsible, but was unsuccessful.

White stated he had no idea who threw the water and he was unable to

speculate on what promp'.ed the incident.

On March 25, 1981, White provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-

ceding information, which is included in Appendix B.

* ..'

[

'
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6.1.3.19 Interview of James Ruiz
,

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QA Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that on February 22, 1981 he was reassigned from inspections

in the primary containment building to inspections in the fabrication shop.

Ruiz stated that Rex Baker had commented to him at the time of his transfer

that "you were doing too good a job and so they transferred you." Ruiz stated

that prior to his reassignment he had disagreed with Ironworker Superintendent

Jerry Adams, who accused him of " nit-picking" inspections.
..

.

Ruiz stated he was told by Dennis Donovan that Adams had gone to James Sandlin,

Kaiser General Superintendent, and asked Sandlin to have the QA Manager remove

him from the containment area. Ruiz stated that his reassignment was an

example of Gittings' lack of support for QC inspectors and proved that the

QA Department was not independent of construction influence at Zimmer.
,

On February 25, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-

ceding information, which is included as Appendix B. 7I
--

6.1.3.20 Interview of James Sandlin

:
On March 13, 1981, James T. Sandlin, Kaiser General Superintendent (struc-

tural), was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that QC Inspector James Ruiz

had been unable to establish or maintain a good working relationship with

construction personnel or his fellow inspectors. Sandlin stated that Ruiz
1

! conducted inspections without listening to any advice and did not solicit

the cooperation of construction personnel or other QC inspectors.

|

- 15 -
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Sandlin stated that Ruiz had been unnecessarily critical in his inspections

and had been accus.ed of " nit picking." He indicated that this had caused

conflict between Ruiz and Gerald Adams, Structural Superintendent; and he

brought this matter to the attention of the QA Manager asking him to' resolve
~

the situation. Sandlin denied that he asked Gittings to reassign Ruiz from

the primary containment area.

On March 25, 1981, Sandlin provided a sworn statement that attested to the

preceding information, which is included as Ajpendix B. hf
; -

-~

6.1.3.21 Interview of Gerald Adams

On March 13 and 25, 1981, Gerald Adams, Kaiser Structural Superintendent,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he received numerous complaints from
I

construction personnel regarding the inspections of QC Inspector James Ruiz.

He said that in his opinion Ruiz was too critical and " nit-picking" on his

inspections, thereby delaying construction activities. Adams indicated that

Ruiz did not cooperate with craft personnel and, in his opinion, was inspecting

| according to ASME Code requirements when he should be following the less
|

| stringent AWS Code requirements.

| Adams stated that he had accused Ruiz of holding up construction and being

overcritical in his inspections. !!e also threatened to have him terminated

if he persisted in his unjustified delays of construction. However, Adams

denied threatening to have Ruiz terminated unless he accepted welds that did
.

not meet AWS criteria. Adams stated he had complained to Donovan, Baker,

l Sandlin, and Gittings about Ruiz's inspections and specifically suggested to

Baker that it would be better for both him and Ruiz if Ruiz was reassigned to

- 16 -
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'

another area. However, Adams denied any responsibility for initisting Ruiz's

reassignment.

On March 25, 1981, Adams provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding

information, which is included in Appendix B.
-

__

.

6.1.3.22 Interview of L. Q. Hendley

On March 9,1981, L. Q. Hendley, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that in February 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger

inspection duties to the fabrication shop. Hendley stated that his supervisor,

David Painter, told him he was "doing his job too well and that is the reason

for your reassignment." Hendley stated that, after his reassignment, noncon-

formance reports he had written were dispositioned as " Accept-As-Is" by the

QC Manager.

6.1.3.23 Interview of David Hang

|

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, K ;ser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

| NRC. He stated that prior to his employment by Kaiser he worked for Peabody

| Magnaflux, the firm which had been responsible for nondestructive examination
i

of welds at Zimmer. He said that in March 1980, while inspecting welds in

i the containment building, he was doused with a bucket of water from above.
|

'

|
Hang indicated this was not an unusual occurrence and that this had happened

to other QC inspectors before and af ter this event.
_ _ .

1 '
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-

Hang also stated that daring the summer of 1978 he was re-inspecting a weld he,

.

' had previously rejected when a pipefitter threatened him with bodily harm if

he did not pass the weld. Hang said he did not report. the incidest to anyone,

but was intimidated by this threat and did not enter that particular area for

soms time.

1

l

| On February 24, 1981, Hang provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-

ceding information, which is included in Appendix B.
~

i

!

6.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

Quality control inr.pectors were harassed by construction personnel who

dumped water on them from above. In one case, inspectors, when entering

the site, were searched tause R91!tR by security personnel who allegedly
soers I sr+ ru c isel fe PerW" U .? ea rth by

, -9A - ni:_ E g onstructionipepartment supervisors.
|

.

There was no indication that any of these activities were condoned by Kaiser

b % \ser
or CG&E management. Therewereindicationsthatactionwastakektoidentify

1

| and disipline those harassing QC inspectors.

| .

| The Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned Quality Control inspectors

N
j on four occasions after the Kaiser Construction Department criticized them.

In a related finding, NRC inspectors found that some of the nonconformance
i

reports generated by these inspectors prior to their reassignment were im-

properly voided or were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system following their reassignr:ents (see Section 4.1). QC inspection

!

| - 18 -
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|s

,' supervisors interviewed stated that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager

reassigned inspectors because construction management complained about their

inspection activities. .

.

6.1.5 Items of Noncompliance ~

.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

,

e

k

i

|
.

.

. ..-

.
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* 5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance

..

ASME Section III-1971 Edition with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix I%,

paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that

the total thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same

as the total weld thickness...."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)

Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414 dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,

states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used tc produce a total thickness /,

under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus ' , -

the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically ,5'
|

similar material to the weld metal."

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the noted welds

is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA

Manual, Section 11.2, as described in Appendix A to the report transmittal

letter (50-358/81-13-13).

I

i

|

- 60 -
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5.8.1 Allegation

"At least three sources contacted by (Thomas) Applegate confirmed that an

estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds ar'e defective."

5.8.2 Background Information

,

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors.

These items can contain longitudinal, circumferential, and connection welds.
,

Vendors are required to perform nondestructive examination of these welds
.

according to applicable codes and standards. Nuclear standards require 100%
,

nondestructive examination. Where radiography is required',. radiographs.are " ''

provided to the utility purchasing the item.for review and permanent filing.

5.8.3 Investigation

|

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-
l'

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. IndividualAstated[h'eworke.dwith
employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm responsible for radiographic

examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that in his opinion 20% of the pre-

fabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellog were defective. He said he based

his opinion on the statement made by PM personnel that they had observed

defective welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg on

four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds in the residual heat removal _

(RHR) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not found by
.

.

!
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Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph 10%

versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sellars and
9M.:c; b a '.**

David Binning reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not

to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.

Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in

August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of main steam

relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Section 5.7.1) that had fallen off

a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining the spool

pieces, PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said

CG&E cverruled PM's findings on this examination, but PM retained copies of

their reports and could provide investigators with further information

regarding this matter.

|

Individual A also-stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of thei

{
~ prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the

statement.

|

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to the

preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be attached to
,

|
this report.

5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B

|

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-

| tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a

|

-2-
|
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telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, hd responded in the

affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant

were defective. He said he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-

fabricated pipe welds were defective.

Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation

because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the

type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information
'

about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote hba as generally

confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was

amisquote/. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe velds in.
j ,

question were defective. - _ .

.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statemert attesting to.the

preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be attached to

; this report.
.

-

| .,

1

75.8.3.3 Interview with- James Tyner
*

,
_

e
On April 16,1981,(JamesTyner fonner Kaiser Pipefitter Superintenden was

L_.
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was contacted by a GAP representative who

asked him if he was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds were
,

| defective and that Robert. Marshall had concurred in this statesent.
;

'

.

He said he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that

statement and said the prefabricated welds would have to be' radiographed and

the results evaluated before he could make such a determination. (fyne{(sai
,

-3-
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,

!

the pipe welds in the plant are good and attributed this to Kaiser's Welder !-

Qualification Program which identified unqualified welders and prohibited them

from working on safety-related welds.
,

fTyn (recalled that on one occasion PM radiographers examined a Kaiser field
'

.

weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this

piping dar-part of the closed cooling water system and was not safety-related

piping. He indicated that the radiographers may.have applied safety-related

standards to a nansafety-related pipe and therefore found rejectable defects

in the welds. { ynef(stated this was not indicative of 20% of the prefabricated
pipe welds being defective.

5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall

-

I

j
On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was -

*

interviewed by NKC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that

i 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall
!
' a conversation in which he commented to Icdividual A that the workers

Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe

support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned that
'

~

a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware
'

;

of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Tony Pallon, Kaiser,

Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability of
a

Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.j +

>

Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg prefabricated

spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds

-4-
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- were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level

III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward. He said Baker and

Ward determined that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the

view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the

use of an improper technique.

I
5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hang |

I
;

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, Former PM Level II Radiographer

was interviewed. He stated PM was responsible for conducting radiographic )

examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely radio-

graph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He |

stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective. He

said on occasion when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser
1

I

weld overlapped a Kellogg weld, PM would examine and occasionally find defects

in the Kellogg weld. In each instance, these defects were reported to Kaiser

| on the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for

( corrective action.

<

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR

spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The

examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact

of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him

radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces were

schedule 844 pipe (3-1/2-in. wall thickness) with welds 1-1/2-in. wide, which

would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds were defective.

When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle

-5-
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through laminations in the steel, which would prevent them from seeing some

defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the spool pieces

for "information only" purposes, and reported his findings to Pallon. Hang

said he found five of the twenty welds were unacceptable based on the radio-

graphs; however, the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and

found acceptable. He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper

technique to examine the spool pieces and is the valid examination.

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting to the

preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

S.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning

iOn April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible

for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser

welders onsite. He said he did not routinely eadiograph prefabricated spool

pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 207, of the welds on

prefabricated spool pieces were defective.

He did recall one occasion where David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that

had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but he later
,

determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and

j the technique used was therefore unacceptable.

-6-
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' 5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated FM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-

cated spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,i

David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on

delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-

p mation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

After a further examination of the film, Hang had determined the geometric

configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.

Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard PM employees

mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

.

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
,

by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive

examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that

he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated

pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg

welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination,

which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film

and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware

that, when one exa: nines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the

geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which

are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified

defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the

!

-7-
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defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-

ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field

welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping

Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the pre-
' fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined

i all of the prefabricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site

and that it was Kellogg's responsibility, not PM's, to examine these welds.;

;

!

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked

David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off the

truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph
i

the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique

was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool

pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon

requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool

pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
.

He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use

when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic1

examination did not detect any defects in the spool pieces.

!

5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
d5t

viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at the Zimmer,4from January

to August 1980 and during this period supervised PM radiographers onsite.
'

Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-

fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one

2

-8-
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incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to

radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The

radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam--

!

ination, they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said |

|

they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio- 1

!

graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry
I

was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the

spool pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be

acceptable.

l

|

Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining

Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld

that overlapped a Kaiser weld. He said the defects would be noted on the;

(
examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when

welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of

the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of

no reason for any PM employee to state that 20% of the prefabricated welds

onsite were defective.

|
| 5.8.3.10 Record Reviews

RIII inspectors reviewed radiographs of the following field and shop welds

in spool pieces in the residual heat removal (RHR) system (the system

identified by Individual A as containing defective wclds) to identify

unacceptable indications in the welds or adjacent material (see Table 3).

-9-
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Table 3. Welds in the RHR System

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

Field Welds

IRH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4

1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4
,

!

1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4

1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4

1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4

1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6

1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10

1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 10

1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6

1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10

1RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10

1RH02B6 RH15 20 1RH02B2C0 RHISB 20

1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20

1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20

1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 16

1RH02BA20 RH8 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20
|

1RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 20
|

- 10 -
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- Table 3 (continued)

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

1RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 20

1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20

1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20

1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16

'

1RH02BA20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 18

1RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 18

1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20

1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20

|

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16

1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

Shop Welds

1RH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 16

1RH02BA20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20

1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20

l 1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18

|

- 11 -
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The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the

67 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the- welds

or the adjacent material.

The inspectors reviewed radiographs (Table 4) of the following prefabricated

pipe (shop) welds for acceptable radiographic testing (RT) technique, weld

quality, and documentation.

Table 4. Review of Pipe Weld Radiographs

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

i

| Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
|

IFC14CA851(2346) A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 7/76 NID*

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

C 1-2 NID

!
4-1 NID:

|

| 3-4 NID

* NID--no identified deficiencies. -

- 12 -
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Table 4 (continued)

;

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

1FC14CA8118A(2410) A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 NID

2-3 NPS**

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

1HG47A21/2-25 A 2-1/2 4-1 NPS

1

1 3-4 NPS

|
D 1-2 NPS'

4-1 NPS,

l

l 1DG14AA8-57 G 0.280 6-5/8 4-1 10/76 NPS

3-4 NPS

E 1-4 NID

3-4 NID

**NPS--no penetrameter shim.

.

- 13 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Veld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IFWO2AB23-85-55 A 1.756 23-7/8 1-2 7/75 NID

2-3 NID

6-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

4-5 NID

6-1 NID

1FWO2C23-83-29 B 1.725 24 1-2 12/75 NID

2-3 NID

6-1 NID

i

D 1-2 NID
i

1

3-4 NID

6-1 NID

j c 6-1 NID

ILP02A127(1622) B 0.375 12-3/4 4-1 NID

2-3 NID

1-2 NID

|

- 14 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
,

E 4-1 NID

3-4 NID
:

1-2 NID

ILP02A127(1622) F 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 NID

3-4 NID,

4-1 NID

1DG18AC823(3213) B 0.322 8-1/8 1-2 NID

3-2 NID

4-1 NID

C 4-1 NID

1-2 NID

3-4 NID

D 1-2 NID

| 2-3 NID
!

4-1 NID

|

|

- 15 -;
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~ Table 4 (continued)

i

|

Pipe '

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IFC01B128 A 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

D 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

IDG18AA850 A 0.353 8-5/8 1-2 NID

3-4 NID
i

4-1 NID

- 16 -
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Table 4 (continued)-

Pipe |

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

.

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID
,

C 1-2 NID

3-4 NID.

4-1 NID

1FC01CB105 M 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 3/76 NID

i 3-4 NID

4-1 NID

i N 1-2 NID
|

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

P 4-1 NID

1-2 NID

3-4 NID

- 17 -
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- Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seas (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

Q 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

T 0.237 4-1/2 3-4 3/76 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

'.
U 1-2 NID

2-3 NPS
|

3-4 NPS

S 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

1FC02AA812(F2305) A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

- 18 -

_ _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - , _ _ _ _ - - . - , _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _



I

ZItefER/000 DRAFT /np
.

- Table 4 (continued)

:

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

D 2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

C 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID'

1FC02AB817(2310) A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

B 2-3 NID
.

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

- 19 -
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- Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

.

C 2-3 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

F 1-2 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

1FC06B4128(2413) B 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 7/76 NPS
t

2-3 NPS

4-1 NPS

1FC06B4128(2413) A 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 7/76 NPS
.

2-3 NPS

:
4-1 NPS

C 1-2 NPS

4-1 NPS

2-3 NPS

- 20 -
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* Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

D 1-2 NPS

4-1 NPS

3-4 NPS

1FC29B684(2380) A 0.280 6-5/8 1-2 3/76 NPS

3-4 NPS
|

4-1 NPS

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

C 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

I 2-3 NID

G 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

l

- 21 -

|

, - , , , . - . - - - - . . - . - - - ~



.. --

'

ZIMMER/000 DRAFT /np.
,

~

Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

1HG07A 2\12A(3444) A 0.203 2-7/8 1-2 1/77 NID

2-3 NID
:

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

C 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

F 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID
|
l

J 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

|
- 22 -
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- Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

H 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID
,

11401A35(3529) D 0.216 3-1/2 4-1 2/77 NPS

1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

l A 1-2 NID

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

2-3 NPS

| B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

|

- 2'3 -

|
|
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Table 4 (continued)
-

:

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
,

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

!

1FC39CA621(2314) D 0.280 6-5/8 1-2 1/76 NID

2-3 NID
i

! 3-4 NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

G 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID<

4-1 NID

E 1-2 NID

2-3 NID
i

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

- 24 -
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Table 4 (continued)

't

' Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

:

A 1-2 NID

2-3 NID'

3-4 NID

4-1 NID
:

F 1-2 NPS4

2-3 NPS;

I 3-4 NPS

4-1 NID !

J 4-1 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

1-2 NID

1FW01AA193016(960) A 1.411 20 1-2 2/75 NPS

| 2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

- 25 -
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Table 4 (continued)*

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

E 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

1FW01AA193015(959) A 1.411 20 1-2 2/75 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

| 4-5 NID

5-1 NID
1

B 1-2 NID

' 2-3 NID

! 3-4 NID
l

i 1FC02AB8-18(2311) A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 3/76 !&S

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

|

- 26 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

B 1-2 NID
,

!

2-3 NID

3-4 HID

4-1 NID

1FW01B23835(949) A 6-1 2/75 NID

1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-5 NID

[ 5-6 NID

1FWO1B23834(948) A 1.725 24 1-2 9/75 NID

4-5 NID

6-1 NID

B 6-1 NID

1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

- 27 -
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- Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

f Pipe Outside Radiograph
|

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam fin.) (in.) Interest Date Results

| E 1-2 NID
|

| 2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-5 NID

5-6 NID

6-1 NID

F 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NID

1HP05131028 A 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 8/74 NID

3-4 NID

2-3 NID
|

ILP05A1218(1634) A 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 7/75 NID

|
2-3 NID

!

3-4 NID
.

1

| 4-1 NID
|
|

| - 28 -
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- Table 4 (continued)

|

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

|
Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

.

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID-

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

D 4-1 NID

3-4 NID

2-3 NID

1-2 NID

ILP02B102(1616) A 0.593 10-3/4 1-2 8/75 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID
'

3-4 NID

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID
'

4-1 NID

- 29 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph
.

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification. Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

s

.

ILP02B104(1618) A 0.593 10-3/4 1-2 5/75 NID

I 2-3 NID

3-4 NID

B 1-2 NID

'

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

10G01AA122(368) A 0.687 12-3/4 1-2 4/76 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID
!

B 4-1 NID

.
3-4 NID

~

H 1-2 NID;

2-3 NID

3-4 NID
,

30 --
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Table 4 (continued) ~'
..

4

.!

s
Pipe -

,

Pipe Outside Radiograph ,

* w
^

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Arer of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interesj Date Results '

+

., . ~

1RD28CA1010(3491) B 0.593 10-3/4 '' 1-1' 7/76 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

! 4-1 NPS
*

l ICY 01AB16504(3129) A 0.375 16 4-1 4/76 NID

3-4 NID
~

1-2 NID

B 1-2 EID
,

s
' '

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

|

C 4-1 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID
i

1-2 NID
,

i

- 31 -
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Table 4 (continued)
,

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

i Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

*
,

1

D 4-1 NID

~ 3-4 NID

2-3 NID

10G09AC221(2428) C 0.375 22 1-2 8/76 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID,
,

'

'. 4-5 NID
..

D 5-6 NID

1DG07AC221(2428) 3 0.275 22 2-3 8/76 NID

6-1 NID

IDG10AC2814 C 0.375 28 1-2 2/77 NID

- 5-6 NID

6-1 NID

IDG10 .C2813 C 0.437 28 1-2 2/77 NID

6-1 NID

4-5 NID

- 32 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
I

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
t

.

IFC-09B828A A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 NID
,

,

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

| 4-1 NID

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

E 1-2 NID
,

t 4-1 NID

| 2-3 NID

F 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

- 33 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IFC09CA838 A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 4/76 NID

! 3-4 NID

4-1 NID

C 1-2 NPS

3-4 NPS

2-3 NPS

'. 4-1 NPS

B 1-2 NID
f

4-1 NID

2-3 NID
,

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

f
i F 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

|

| - 34 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

G 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 _ NPS
I

4-1 NPS

E 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

H 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

J 1-2 NPS

| 2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

- 35 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest .Date Results

.
1FC12A8-29 C 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 6/76 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

D 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

E 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID
.

! K 1-2 NID
|

| 4-1 NID

3-4 NID

F 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID
|

- 36 -
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Table 4 (continued)
*

.
Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

G 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

H 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1HP01A204A(1727) A 0.375 20 6-1 11/75 NPS

5-6 NPS

|

| 4-5 NPS

| 3-4 NPS

| 2-3 NPS

!

1-2 NPS

1FC14AA866 B 0.353 8-5/8 1-2 5/76 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

1

|
:

| - 37 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

C 1-2 NPS

4-1 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

E 1-2 NPS
,

2-3 NPS
|

I

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS
|

A 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

F 1-2 NID

! 4-1 NID

2-3 NID
;

G 0.280 6-5/8 1-2 NID
|

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1

1 - 38 -

1

-_ _



.

'

, , ZIMMER/000 - DRAFT /np

.

Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

D 0.353 8-5/8 1-2 NID

4-1 NID
1

3-4 NID

IMS08AA10310(3660) A 0.365 10.75 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

1FWO2GB1849(2992) A 1.375 18 4-1 10/75 NID

3-4 NID

2-3 NID

1-2 NID

G 1.000 12.75 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

|
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Table 4 (continued)

.

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT-

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest. Date Results

C 1.375 18 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

J 1.000 12.75 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

H 2-3 NPS

1-2 NPS

3-4 NPS
,

.

D 1.156 18 1-2 NPS

4-1 NPS

3-4 NPS

2-3 NPS

- 40 -
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Table 4 (continued)
~

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

1MS09AB10320(3665) A 0.365 10.75 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4
,

NPS

4-1 NPS

1FWO4AB110057(979) A 0.840 11 1-2 1/75 NPS

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

- 41 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

.

1HP06B420(1738) A 0.437 4-1/2 1-2 3/76 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NPS

B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

D 1-2 NID
,

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

- 42 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

~

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

.

1HP01A203(1725) A 0.375 20 2-3 1/76 NPS

i 1-2 NPS

|
i 3-4 NPS

| 4-5 NPS

'

f 5-6 NPS
l
' 6-1 NPS

i
L 1-2 NID

f

2-3 NID'

6-1 NID

D 1-2 NID

2-3 NID
;

6-1 NID

E 6-1 NID

4-5 NID

1-2 NID

- 43 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

H 1-2 NID

5-6 NID

6-1 NID

J 6-1 NID

5-6 NID

3-4 NID

IMS08AC10307(3637) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

3-4 NI6

| 4-1 NID
l
| B 1-2 NID

|
i 4-1 NID

| 3-4 NID
l

IEP03A1415(1736) F 0.437 3-1/2 1-2 10/76 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

- 44 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

A 4-1 NID

2-3 NID

'
1-2 NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1HP06C421(1739) A 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 2/76 NPS

2-3 NPS

I 3-4 NID
1

4-1 NPS

- 45 -e
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID,

IMS01BB248(1020) A 0.875 24.25 1-2 1/75 NID

i 5-6 NID
|
| 6-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

6-1 NID

, 5-6 NID

IMS08AC10307(3637) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID
|
| 3-4 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID
|

|

- 46 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IMS08AB10312(3638) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

NID2-3
,

IMS08AD10141 A 0.427 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

B 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID
,

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

IMS20B3169(2999) D 0.437 3-1/2 1-2 5/76 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

- 47 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

E 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

G 1-2 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS
,

5-1 NPS

2-3 NPS

C 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

:
|

|

- 48 -'
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

A 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS
a

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

,
5-1 NPS

IMS20B3169(2999) F 0.437 3-1/2 1-2 5/76 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

|
4-5 NPS

1
1 5-1 NPS

l

B 1-2 NPS'

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

! 4-5 NPS
|

5-1 NPS

!
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IMSO9AB10140 A 0.427 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

B 3-4 IS

5-7 IS

4-5 IS

2-3 IS

1-2 NID

C 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

i IMS10AA10145 E 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

*IS--insufficient shim.
.

- 50 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

E 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID
;

A 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

|
2-3 NID

4-1 NID

C 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

I

- 51 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IMS11A10335(3647) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

IMS08AB10316(3642) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

IMS08AC10112(1576) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID
|

2-3 NID

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID
i

IMS01BA2411(1013) A 0.894 24-1/4 1-2 2/75 NID
j

2-3 NID
,

6-1 NID

|

|
,

! - 52 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
|

Identification Seam (in.)' (in.) Interest Date Results,

.

D 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

6-1 _ NID

E 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

6-1 NID

IMS01BA2410 A 0.894 24-1/4 1-2 NID

6-1 NID

! 2-3 NID
|

IMS11A10134 A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

| 4-1 NID;

| 2-3 NID

B 4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1-2 NID

- 53 -
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Table 4 (continued)

..

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

i

IMS11A10338(3650) A 0.375 10-3/4 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

IMSO9AA10321(3666) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

,
2-3 NID

|

2-3 NID

1-2 NID

4-1 NID

IMS08AD10298(3628) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID
1

| 2-3 NID
'

IMS10AB10127(1595) A 0.365 10-3/4 4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1-2 NID

- 54 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

| Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

C 4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1-2 NID

B 1-2 NID
,

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

IMS07AC10149A A 0.427 10-3/4 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID.

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

. 55 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

IMS07AB10158A A 0.427 10-3/4 1-2 NID

i 2-3 NID
|

| 4-1 NID
l
| B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

IMS01BA2416(1028) A 0.894 24-1/2 1-2 1/75 NID -

- 2-3 NID

3-4 NID
|

4-5 NID

5-6 NID
|
'

6-1 NID

|

1
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-5 NID

5-6 NID

6-1 NID

Radiographs for 206 welds were reviewed per ASME Section III 1971 Edition,

Winter 1972 Addenda and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and

ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic testing (RT) technique deficiencies

were identified in 517 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications

were identified in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs

were made without required shims under the penetrameters. Four of the

radiographs were made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter. All

- 57 -
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.

/
of the unacceptable radiographs were previously accepted by the fabricator

(M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler

InsuranceCompany)atthefabricatorh site radiographer (Nuclear Energy

Services), the licensee, and the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam

Boiler Insurance Company) at the site. './ '' l
}: 1

,- . -

'
A penetrameter is a metal plate with varying size holes. The essential|

|

hole of the penetrameter is used to determine if the radiograph has been|

sufficiently exposed to show weld indications that are in noncomformance

with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient shimming of the penetrameter
!

( is necessary to assure that the total thickness under the penetrameter is

the same as the total weld thickness, thus establishing a valid reference

for identifying weld indications. An insufficiently shimmed penetrameter

will give false assurance that the weld had received sufficient exposure

to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion of the weld that is

thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.
'

y |, ' ~
? -t):-

'

.s. , .n.
.

'. c ,x' ' - -.
, . .. ,, a,

5.8.3.11 Verification 2 //e e !
"

- . - - - ' ''

:. . . . . ., , .,
,

RIII inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the respective

radiographs by comparing a sketch (onionskin) made by the RIII inspectors,

of the welds depicted in the respective radiographs for the following welds:

,

- 58 -
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Pipeline No. Weld No.
-

IFC36CA621 B

IMS20B3169 A

- IFC02AB818 B

IMS20B3169 D

'

1FC39CA621 C
s

IFC02AB818 A

_

5.8.4 Findings

e
y

*
a,e .

Neither interviews with pertinent personnel nor -reviews of acceptable '

records provided credence to the 20% estimate of defective Kellog' welds

or identified any defective prefabricated pipe weld. -

Improper radiographic technique was an item of noncompliance identified for

which the respective prefabricated pipe welds could not be evaluated. The,
! 4

,

noncompliance does not mean that the respective welds are unacceptable. It i

s:l n.
means the radiographs.were not-ofesufficient quality-to meet Code criteria , ' '

for interpretation to determine if the welds were acceptable or not. Improper -

. -

radiographic technique was an independent NRC finding, and was not alleged
}byanysourceorinterviewee.(80c S#C ' ' ' ' *-

s .

T 'S
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5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance

..

ASME Section III-1971 Edition with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX,

paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that

the total thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same

as the total weld thickness...."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)

Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414 dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,

states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness [,

under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus -

~'

the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically

similar material to the weld metal."

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the noted welds

is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA

Manual, Section 11.2, as described in Appendix A to the report transmittal

|
letter (50-358/81-13-13).

.

4
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5.14 Alcohol and Drug Abuse,,

5.14.1 Allegation

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete

disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring

of temporary laborers prone to violence."

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials, Thomas Devine
.

(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office,

they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,
i

Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people who were drunk on

the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction workers

walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liquor, getting drunk...."

5.14.2 Background Information

.

A brief history and description of plant security is provided in the

following paragraphs. Portions of this information are based on state-

ments received during interviews with Frederick Lautenslager, CG&E Security

Supervisor, and Norborne C. Ward, President of W&W Protection Agency, Inc. ,
I

| the current security service contractor at Zimmer.

" Construction security" may be defined as the protection of property used

in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those

areas in which construction is taking place. NRC does not impose security

,

. - - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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requirements on licensees during plant construction. Construction security
ldoes not extend to the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building '

(spent fuel pool area) where the nuclear fuel is stored, and does not

extend to those areas specifically released by the construction project !

manager and signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department (EPD).

| The protection of the above areas not related to construction and the !

i
'

protection of the nuclear fuel is defined as " station security." " Con-

struction security" and " station security" are two separate and unrelated j

l
; security operations. |
|

1

I l

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the

H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was respon-;

sible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,
i

W&W took over from Kaiser and became the sole security contractor, using

i the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security force.
l i

! The primary responsibility for construction security is vested in the

{
. construction project manager, although in essence W&W has been informally

|
delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.

In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nuclear

fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers

(armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for the

receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security per-;

|
sonnel were required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by ;

l

CG&E Security Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not

I exercise direct supervision over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E

-2->
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Security Supervisor coordinated the requirements of CG&E security pro-
,

cedures through the Yoh lead security officer, who had responsibility

for implementing those directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of

the CG&E Security Supervisor and Yoh Security Officers extended only to

areas that were included under the definition of " station security." ,

1

Therefore, from a security standpoint, the primary concern of the CG&E

Security Supervisor and Yoh Security was protecting the spent fuel pool

| area where the nuclear fuel was stored and controlling access to that
:

area on the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building.

At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, CG&E termi-

nated Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W,
,

upon Yoh's leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station

security. The W&W officers assigned to station security conducted
i

security activities in accordance with the same procedures and under the

same supervisory structure as those that had applied to Yoh.

[ Additional security-related background information is also contained in
*Section 5.13.2, " Background Information."

The allegation was reviewed to determine if it had any significance regarding

matters under NRC jurisdiction; specifically, the review attempted to deter-

mine if the adequacy of construction of safety related systems was compromised

by individuals who performed work in safety-related areas during times when

their ability to perform their job was impaired due to use of intoxicants.

To help make this determination, two basic questions were asked of persons

-3-

,

(
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interviewed, who stated they observed workers who in their opinion were

intoxicated. In essence, the questions asked were:

(1) Did you ever observe anyone who in your opinion was intoxicated to the

point where their ability to perform their job was impaired? and

(2) If so, where did you observe these individuals?
,

5.14.3 Investigation

5.14.3.1 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

Zimmer from October 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he observed

what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the

Zimmer site. At least once a week while on patrol at the site, Wright would

find quantities of beer rans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch / break

area that was then located in the diesel generator room. He related that on

many occasions (he could not recall a specific number) he discovered what

appeared to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or two small rooms accessible

from the rooftop of the radwaste building. Wright stated that on one occasion

he discovered four or five capsules of material (colored black and yellow or

black and orange) that appeared to be some type of drug. These capsules were

discovered between the two locker rooms on the second floor of the service

building. Wright was unable to recall what disposition he made of these

4

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . -_ - . - -_ .-. .-.
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suspected narcotic materials and was unaware whether any analysis was ever

performed to identify the materials.

Wright related that he was personally aware of two separate instances in

which construction workers, who in his opinion were intoxicated to the point

that they were unable to perform their duties, reported for duty at the

seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storage pool. The two workers

involved in these incidents were refused access to the spent fuel pool area

on those occasions.

'
He also stated that, in his opinion, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer was

very intoxicated on at least two occasions when he reported for work and

(based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat intoxicated

on other occasions.

On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement attesting to this

information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

f

( On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he

| was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
I

Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he

observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the

empty beer cans and liquor bottles in various areas of the plant. Hyde was

able to recall only one instance when he observed a construction worker who,

-5-
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in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability

to perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh

floor entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated that when the

workers condition was noted, he prohibited entry to the fuel storage area,

removed from the floor, and suspended from work assignments on that floor.

Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five but

less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
-.

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement attesting to the above

information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit, .

.

5.14.3.3 Interview with David Simpson

| On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was

| employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
l

Zimmer from September 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he

observed what he believed to be indications of alcohol use by the workers

at Zimmer. Simpson advised that on many occasions, particularly on the

main floor of the Turbine Building, he discovered quantities of empty beer

cans and liquor bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any

workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability

to perform their job was impaired, he believed it was reasonable to assume

some workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on the number

of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.

-6-
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Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug
,

use, although on one occasion while outside the reactor building, he

|
detected the odor of what appeared to be burning marijuana.

|

Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Security

Officer being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former

lead officer never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

!

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement attesting to the

preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross
.

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was

employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed

at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.

While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to be indications of

alcohol and drug use by workers at Zimmer. Ross advised that, on a few

occasions, he had seen construction workers drinking beer during their lunch

hours, although he had never noticed whether this drinking had any apparent

affect on the workers' ability to perform their jobs. Ross indicated Yoh

security officers were instruttad not to confront workers who were observed

drinking in nonstation security areas but rather to obtain information such
.

as the payroll number or name on their hard hats that could be used to ident-

ify the individuals. If identifying information was secured, it was referred

to the construction project manager or W&W, because they had jurisdiction over

construction activities.

-7-
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Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,

was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

Ross observed this worker at the seventh floor entrance to.the spent fuel

pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access to the fuel

storage area by a fellow Yoh security officer. (Based on Ross' description

of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same incident that
I

former security officers Hyde and Wright described.)

Ross also advised that on one occasion he found what appeared to be mari-

: juana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor and
!

turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine whether

workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their ability to

1
perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that regard.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement attesting to this

information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinghaus

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
,

.

he was employed as a second shift security supervisor with W&W Protection

Agency, Inc., and was stationed at Zimmer from February 1980 to November

1980. While employed there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to be

evidence of alcohol use by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by workers he

encountered who smelled of alcohol and had the appearance of being intox-

-8-
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, icated. Bedinghaus specifically recalled approximately three occasions on

which he observed workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the

point that their ability to perform their job was impaired. These workers

were observed attempting to enter the site through the main gate. Bedinghaus

indicated that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in his

opinion were intoxicated were refused entrance to the site.

I
l

Bedinghaus also stated he was aware of an incident when a second shift
i
'

security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two

| automobiles leaving the site via the main gate. During that encounter,

the security officer observed that the men in one automobile had open

beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained a case of

beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they

were coming from an onsite CG&E fire school; however, none of them had

identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion

that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification

| or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant.

Bedinghaus also expressed his belief that security was lax in the areas

j controlled by W&W, and W&W security officers were present onsite more for

display purposes rather than for providing property protection.

I With regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal

knowledge of drug use at Zimmer, although he had observed individuals who,

in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on something other

than alcohol.

_9-
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On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting
.

to this information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.14.3.6 InterviewwithhamesCaplinger

t
c

On March 12, 1981,' James Caplinger, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
k

he was employed as a lead securit officer with Yoh Security and was stationed

at Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, aplinger

observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers

at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of empty beer cans and what appeared

to be marijuana cigarette butts detected byhaplingeh onsite. Although he

detectedevidenceofalcoholanddruguse,@aplingegstatedheneverpersonally

He indicated that,observed anyone drinking intoxicants or smoking marijuana. ,

if he had, he would have reported the individual to their superior and that

person probably would have been fired.
|

|
|

pling Iso remarked that, based on his 20 years experience in the

,,
U.S. Army as a senior noncommissioned officer and observation of alcohol

and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use

of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread.

On March 12, 1981, aplinge provided a written sworn statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

.

- 10 -
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5.14.3.7 Interview with James Bice
:

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was interviewed by telephone. He stated

that he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was

stationed at Zimmer from September 1979 to July 1980. While employed

there, Bice detected several instances of alcohol use by construction

workers at Zimmer. He related that on approximately four to six occasions

he personally observed workers consuming alcoholic beverages while onsite.
|

These instances of alcohol consumption usually occurred during lunch hours

in locations that included the electrical shop and a break area located in

the turbine building. Beer and whiskey were among the alcoholic beverages :

1

consumed onsite. Bice recalled two specific instances involving the j

presence of alcohol: one during which he observed a worker pouring " Jack

Daniels" whiskey into a Coke soda can; and the other during which he found
!

a bottle of what he believed to be " moonshine" liquor (based on its smell)
|

| in the turbine building.
f

!

In addition to instances where the consumption and presence of alcoholic

beverages were observed, Bice also recalled removing quantities of beer

cans (approximately 300 while stationed at Zimmer) from inside a few small

rooms that were accessible from the second level of the reactor building.

Based on his exherience at Zimmer, Bice speculated that approximately 25%
|

| of the workers there consumed alcoholic beverages, usually during their

lunch hours.

- 11 -
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Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said
,

that on only one occasion did he observe a worker who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel

pool storage area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it appears

he may be referring to the same incident that former security officera Hyde,

Wright, and Ross described.

Regarding alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed to
,

be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the course

of his routine security rounds each day, he would find approximately three
i

to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated that to his
'

knowledge there were no analyses made of the cigarette butts he detected,

|
although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds common to the

marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from marijuana cigarettes.

I
! Bice stated he prepared approximately 10 to 11 field incident reports
:

| regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed at

Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor

Fred Lautenslager. He remarked that Lautenslager advised him on one

occasion there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisor

could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas

under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents.

Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and drug use he observed

occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the

incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.

- 12 -
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Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in
,

the reactor control room who were smoking what appeared to be marijuana.

He said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their suspected

conduct, and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about the

event.

5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed by NRC. He stated that

he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W Protection Agency,

Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During that time, he was off
I

work for about six to seven months from January to July 1980. While

stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been assigned to main gate security.

Shinkle indicated that he has detected evidence of alcohol use by the

workers there. Shinkle specifically recalled one incident that took place

during the Fall of 1979. The incident involved four or five construction

workers who had apparently brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their

lunch hour. He related that a construction supervisor first observed the

workers with the alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany

him to corroborate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor

took immediate action and the workers were fired.

i

Shinkle was asked whether he had ever observed any workers who in his

opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform their

job was impaired. He replied that on several occasions (he was unable to

estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to enter the site

- 13 -
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by the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated. Shinkle
,,

denied entry to the site to any workers he observed at the main gate who

appeared to be intoxicated.

Shinkle indicated that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing

alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers of

workers entering the site at approximately the same time. Although security

officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch containers and

coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically) search the

person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem applied to,

i
searching the motor vehicles permitted onsite. Security officers could

conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a visual search of the

' inside of the vehicle; however, they could not individually search each

occupant.

With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed,
,

| and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.
i

I

5.14.3.9 Interview with Norborne Ward

.

On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed by NRC. He stated that

he is President of the W&W Protection Agency, Inc., and has held that

position since W&W became the construction security contractor at Zimmer

in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was stationed

on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereafter visited the site to oversee

security operations usually twice a week.

- l'4 -
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Ward indicated that he is well informed about security-related matters and
,

incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W&W inherited Kaiser's security

procedures and basically has continued to conduct security activities in

accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that, during the time W&W

has been security contractor there, he has become aware of instances of

alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern en/. certain

measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 1980, W&W began the

practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought onsite by

the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective in preventing

some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite. Also, a contributing

factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by certain individuals in the

parking lot outside the site. Ward stated that a " crackdown" on parking

lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when state law enforcement officials

were contacted. These officials subsequently came out to the site and, to

his knowledge, made at least one arrest for liquor sale violations.

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion,

were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was impaired.

He replied that instances of workers being intoxicated to that extent were

relatively rare and he estimated that, since W&W became a security contractor

in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were observed and denied access

to, or were ejected from, the site. The most common occurrence of this was

when intoxicated workers came to the site on payday to pick up their checks.

|
Ward remarked that the worker involved would take the day off and, after

I

i
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they had been drinking and were already intoxicated, would come to th'e

site at 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. just to pick up their paychecks. On those
,

occasions, when a worker entering the site was determined to be intoxicated,

Ward would deny the worker's entry to the site.

Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol

on site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to

identify (if possible), rather than confront, workers who are observed
|

consuming alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by trying to

obtain identifying information, such as a payroll number or name, from the

individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained, the matter

I
is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

-

| Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in general
!

is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles on site. He indicated

the large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the potential for

contraband being brought on and/or taken offsite without detection. Ward

also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there has been little trouble

with regard to violent acts. He could recall only one incident when two

construction workers were involved in a fight.

Ward mentioned that, during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, there

I were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.

|

|
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5.14.3.10 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager
,

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Super-

visor and has been assigned to the Zimmer since August 1978.

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol use

by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of anyone

drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed anyone drinking

alcohol onsite.

Lautenslager was also questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug

use (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no

personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of mari-

jaana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one occasion

a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some cigarette

butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many of the craft

j personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there was nothing to indicate

that the butts found by the security officer were in fact marijuana, no

further action was taken other than to notify W&W Security that the hand-

rolled cigarette butts were found.

Lautenslager also stated that he has never received a report of any indi-

viduals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

-
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5.14.3.11 Field Observations,,

While at Zimmer, the NRC resident inspector he has observed what he believes

to be evidence of alcohol use by workers there. During approximately 50% of

the time he has spent touring the plant while conducting inspection activities,

he has observed empty beer cans in various safety-related areas of the plant.

On a less frequent basis, he has also observed empty "hard liquor" bottles
;

(e.g., whiskey bottles). The areas where empty cans and bottles were observed

included the cable spreading room, the two residual heat removal rooms, the

related residual heat removal heat exchanger rooms, and the reactor building.

Within these areas, the locations he observed empty alcoholic beverage con-
|
|

tainers were generally hidden and isolated.

i

|
The quantity of empty beer cans in these areas varied greatly from time to

time. On some occasions (generally in the winter months), as many as 10 to

12 empty beer cans could be found in any of the noted locations of the plant

(although some of the cans may have been there a month or more since the

last time the area was cleaned). On other occasions (generally in the summer

months), only a few cans would be present in those same locations.

The resident in::pector has never personally observed anyone consuming alcoholic

beverages. He recalled observing instances in the diesel generator room and

reactor building when workers were drinking beverages from non-alcoholic

beverage containers (e.g. , thennos bottles) and, upon seeing him approach,

i made an apparent effort to conceal the containers from which they were
|

drinking. These instances led him to suspect that workers concealed intox-

- 18 -
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icants in and consumed intoxicants from non-alcoholic beverage containers.;

Observations of beer can accumulations in different areas of the plant have

been documented in various NRC inspection reports and that on at least two

occasions the beer can litter situation has been brought to the attention

of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain.

The resident inspector has never observed anyone who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point where their ability to perform their job was impaired.

5.14.4 Findings
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: 5.14.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

|
r

.

1

I
:
>
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'' 5.13.1 Allegation
,

"There have been periods when there were no security surveillance cameras

during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-

sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials and GAP

representatives at the Region III NRC office, Thomas Applegate and
t

.
Thomas Devine advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers

|
Jeffrey Hyde and Ronald Wright were aware of periods of time when the'

nuclear fuel was left unattended. It was alleged these situations

|
'

presented a threat to the public health and safety and left the fuel

susceptible to terrorism, theft, and/or diversion.
,

5.13.2 Background Information

On June 26, 1978, NRC Special Nuclear Material License No. SNM-1823 was

issued to CG&E authorizing receipt, possession, inspection, and storage

(at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station) of 2,000 kilograms of

uranium-235 (U-235) reactor fuel at an enrichment not to exceed 2%. The

U-235 CG&E received was in the form of unirradiated reactor fuel assem-

blies. These assemblies are stored on the 627-ft. level (seventh floor)

of the reactor building in the spent fuel pool area.

| Nuclear fuel enriched above natural levels but less than 10% in the U-235

isotope is defined under 10 CFR 73.2(y) as "special nuclear material of

low strategic significance." The physical protection requirements for

|
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possession of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at
.

a fixed site are set forth in 10 CFR 73.67(f), which states the following:

"Each licensee who possesses or uses special nuclear material of

low strategic significa'nce at fixed sites, except those who are

licensed to operate a nuclear power reactor pursuant to Part 50,

shall:

(1) Store or use the material only within a controlled access

area,

(2) Monitor with an intrusion alarm or other device or procedures

the controlled access areas to detect unauthorized penetrations

or activities,

(3) Assure that a watchman or offsite response force will respond

to all unauthorized penetrations or activities, and -

|

(4) Establish and maintain response procedures for dealing with

threats of thefts or thefts of such material."

The licensee is obligated to abide by the preceding requirements and any

special conditions set forth or committed to in Special Nuclear Material

License No. SNM-1823. A licensee (prior to being granted an operating
1
- license) is not required to comply with other more stringent physical

security requirements of 10 CFR 73 and related Appendix B.

-2-
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NRC License No. SNM-1823 requires that administrative controls be used
,

to control access to the new fuel storage area. To implement the pro-

visions of the license and 10 CFR 73.67(f), the licensee wrote and

included in the Station Administrative Directives Procedure No. SE. SAD.03

(Revision 1), which is entitled " Interim Access Control, New Fuel Storage

Area." The primary purpose of this directive (as well as subsequent

related procedural issuances and revisions) is to provide the admini-

strative requirements for access control to the 627-ft. elevation of the
l

reactor building during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel, in

accordance with their NRC license. Procedure No. SE. SAD.03 (Revision 1)

requires that a minimum of one watchman be stationed at the location

where normal entry and/or exit to the 627-ft. elevation is controlled.

The watchman's purpose in being stationed at this location is to control

access and maintain surveillance of the 627-f t. elevation during receipt,

inspection, and storage of new fuel. [" Watchman" as used in this context

is defined by 10 CFR 73.2(d) as "an individual, not necessarily uniformed

or armed with a firearm, who provides protection for a plant and the

special nuclear material therein in the course of performing other

duties."]

In August 1979, when CG&E was preparing to receive the first shipment

of nuclear fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security, Inc. , to provide ten

security officers (watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security

for the receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security

personnel were required to adhere to the policy and/or procedures pre-,

pared by CG&E Security Supervisor, Frederick Lautenslager. CG&E did not

exercise direct supervision over Yoh Security personnel, but provided the

procedural requirements through the Yoh lead Security Officer.i

1
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CG&E is not required by NRC regulations to have armed security officers
,

for protection of new unirradiated nuclear fuel; however, the licensee

chose to arm Yoh Security personnel with .38 caliber Smith & Wesson

revolvers. There was no NRC requirement for such watchmen to be trained

and/or to qualify with their assigned firearms. Subsequent to NRC ex-

pressing concern that the armed officers did not have specific firearms

training and qualification, CG&E (effective as of March 1980) took action

to assure that all security officers assigned to armed security respon-

sibilities were trained and had qualified with their assigned firearms

in accordance with procedures CG&E established. Prior to March 1980,

armed security officers were selected based on previous firearms training

experience which they had acquired from former military and/or police

se rvice.

.

Deliveries of nuclear fuel to Zimmer took place during the period

August 15 through September 7, 1979. The shipping casks in which

the nuclear fuel was delivered (containing two fuel assemblies each)

measured approximately 15 ft. in length by 21 in. in width and 11 in.

in height. The fuel assemblies themselves were contained within a metal

shipping container that was, in turn, enclosed within a wooden shipping

container. A wooden and metal shipping container together composed what

is referred to as a single shipping cask. A wooden shipping container

by itself weighed approximately 760 pounds (lb), a metal shipping con-

tainer approximately 620 lb, and each fuel assembly approximately 685 lb. *

This made the approximate total weight of a single shipping cask (with

two fuel assemblies enclosed) 2,750 lb. Subsequent to receipt of a

shipping cask at the site, the metal shipping container was uncrated

.g.

.
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from the wooden shipping container at the ground level. The metal

container (with fuel assemblies enclosed) was then lifted by crane to

the 627-ft level of the reactor building (refueling floor) and tempo-

rarily stored. After the fuel assemblies were removed from the metal

containers, they were inspected for possible damage, channelled, and

then lowered into fuel racks located inside the spent fuel pool for

storage.

.

In its current form as unirradiated nuclear fuel, the uranium is mildly

radioactive. This unirradiated fuel does not pose a significant health

and safety problem regarding radiation emissions. It is only subsequent

to being loaded into the reactor and becoming irradiated that the uranium
,

becomes contaminated with the intensely radioactive products of the

fission reaction, causing it to be highly radioactive.

.

It should also be noted that the nuclear fuel in its current form,

having an extremely low percen'tage of U-235 enrichment, has little or

no potential for use in any type of nuclear weapon (and thus has been

defined as "special nuclear material of low strategic significance").
I

1
1

Additional security-related background information is also contained

Iin Section 5.14.2, " Background Information," of Allegation No. 14.
1

|

|

|

|

|

I

-5-
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5.13.3 Investigation
.

5.13.3.1 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed in Cincinnati, Ohio.

Hyde was also interviewed by telephone on June 9, 1981. He stated he

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at

the W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980.s

While stationed at Zimmer and assigned the duty of protecting the nuclear

fuel, Hyde advised he became aware of approximately four occasions when

the fuel was left unattended. He related that these instances occurred

while the fuel was at ground level (prior to the time it was moved to

the 627-ft. level) with each instance lasting approximately,4 to 5 minutes,

except for one that lasted approximately 10 minutes. Hyde explained that,

subsequent to receipt, the nuclear fuel was moved by maintenance workers

; with the help of a crane from the ground level to the 627-ft. level where

it is currently stored. During this operation, there were usually 2 or 3
|
'

Yoh Security Officers stationed on the 627-ft. level as the fuel was

raised by crane and brought to rest on that floor. On various occasions,

there were no security officers at the ground level watching the fuel as

it was being moved and raised to the 627-ft. level because no officers

were required to watch the fuel during times it was under the control

and/or observation of the maintenance workers. Hyde stated the problem

arose when the maintenance workers ended their work shifts and left the

area before he arrived at the ground level to keep watch over fuel that

had not yet been moved to the 627-ft. level. This resulted in the fuel

being left unattended during those periods.

-6-
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Hyde was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the fuel being J

1 eft unattended while it was stored on the 627-ft. level. He stated that

he did not recall any instances when the fuel (while on the 627-ft. level) s

-

was left unattended, except during those instances when the area radiation

monitor (ARM) alarm was sounded. Hyde explained that, during occasions,

when the ARM alarm was sounded, security procedures required all persons

to be present on the 627-ft. level to be evacuated to a lower elevation

level (floor). He indicated that, once everyone was evacuated to a lower1

elevation (e.g., the 593-ft. level), access to the 627-ft. level could

still be controlled without a loss of security integrity.
'

1

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement attesting to the

preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.13.3.2 Interview with Ronald Wright

<

|
On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed in'2elicity, Ohio.

'

Wright was also interviewed by telephone on March 12, 1981. He stated

thathewasemployedasasecurityofficerwithYohSecurityahdstationed

at the W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from October 1979 to' October.'m

1980. Wright was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the
|

| nuclear fuel being left unattended. He responded that the only times he

recalled leaving the fuel unattended was once when he evacuated the~627-ft.

level during'an earthquake and once during a tornado warning. He indicated
i

that, although he left the 627-ft. level on those occasions, he was still

|

| able to control access to the 627-ft. level from a lower elevrtion of the

reactor building (e.g., the 593-ft. level) without loor'~ng security integrity.

-7-
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Wright alsc~noted that when instances arose during which no other security,

officers were available and he had to leave the 627-ft. level for somei

.

reason, he wduld call the control room and someone would relieve him at

- his post antil he returned.
s X

x *

'
He stated to t.he best of his knowledge there was always someone present,.

on the 627-ft. level watching the fuel pool area where the fuel was stored,>
,

! except during the described instances.
,

!' 5.13.3.3 Interview with Frederick Lautenslater

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was inter-
'

viewed in Moscow, Ohio. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security

Supervisor and has been assigned to the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station
'

since August 1978. Lautenslager verified that no security surveillance

cameras were used during nuclear fuel deliveries in August-September 1979

- and remarked that there is no requirement for surveillance cameras to be

used during deliveries. He noted that surveillance cameras were subse--

quently installed in December 1980.

!
i

With'regar'd to the protection of the nuclear fuel during receipt of

deliverh,Lautenslagerremarkedthat,althoughtherewasnorequirement
'

,

for security for the nuclear fuel while it was being unloaded from the

delivery trucks and uncrated, CG&E provided armed security protection

and surveillance over the fuel (beginning at the time it arrived on CG&E

property). They also maintained this security profile during unloading,
i

uncrating, inspectic3 < 2d subsequent storage of the fuel on the 627-ft.

level.

8--

.
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Lautenslager stated that, to the best of his knowledge, the nuclear fuel
,

has not lacked armed security protection at any time since it was received

at Zimmer. He also stated that once the fuel was placed in the spent fuel

pool for storage, as well as during fuel inspection, access to the storage

area has been under the control of the officers assigned to station security.

The only time the access control security officer is permitted to leave the

627-ft. elevation is during evacuations covered by written security proce-

dures. Lautenslager advised that, to his knowledge, there has been only

one incident in which the officer left the 627-ft. elevation. This inci-

dent, which occurred during an earthquake, involved the security officer

moving to the 593.6-ft. elevation where he was still able to control access

to the 627-ft. level and prevent any loss of security integrity.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typwritten statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed by telephone about the allegation

that " perimeter security consisted for an extended period of time of only

a four foot chickenwire fence." he stated that he did recall a fence

fitting the general description being used around the plant site some time

ago and described the fence as an'" owner controlled fence," which marked

the boundary line of CG&E's property. Lautenslager indicated that the

fence would have been on areas outside his (CG&E's) jurisdiction and the

jurisdiction of the station security system, whose primary concerc was

protection of the nuclear fuel,

t

-9-
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5.13.3.4 InterviewwithhamesCaplinger
,

k,

On March 12, 1981, amesCaplinghwasinterviewedinBlanchester, Ohio.

Hestatedthat{hewasemployedasaleadsecurityofficerwithYohSecurith

and tationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from August 1979

toOctober1980)

Withregardtoprotectionofthenuclearfuel,{Caplingehadvisedthat,to

his knowledge, the fuel was never left unattended except daring required

evacuations. He explained that during an evacuation of the seventh floor

fuel storage area the security officers repositioned themselves on the sixth

floor and were still able to control access to the seventh floor without a

lossofsecurityintegrity.{Caplinge]providedawrittenstatementattesting,

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.13.3.5 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed in Batavia, Ohio. He
r

stated he was employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and

stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to
'

February 1980.

'

Although he was a security officer at Zimmer, Ross felt that a less-than-

adequate job had been done to protect the nuclear fuel. He also stated

that he did not recall any times during which he left the fuel unattended.

Ross provided a written statement attesting to the preceding information,

a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

- 10 -
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5.13.3.6 Interview with John Bedinghaus
,

.

On March 12, 1981, John Bedinghaus was telephonically interviewed by NRC.

On March 25, 1981, he was interviewed in person in Williamsburg, Ohio. He

stated he was employed as a security officer with W&W Security and assigned

to nuclear fuel protection duties at the W' . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Stationm

from October 1980 to January 1981. Bedinghaus was questioned about the

adequacy of nuclear fuel security during the time he had been stationed at

Zimmer. He advised that the seventh floor where the fuel is stored was well

protected and the security officert assigned to fuel protection were con-

scientious in performing their duties. Bedinghaus also indicated that, to

his knowledge, the fuel was never left unattended and no unauthorized persons

were allowed entry into the fuel storage area.

5.13.3.7 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he
,

i

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the

Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to October 1980.

Simpson was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during

the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He advised it was his opinion

that CG&E's procedures for protection of the nuclear fuel were good and
1

the protection of the fuel itself was more than adequate. Simpson also

stated he had no complaints or concerns regarding the adequacy of the

protection of the nuclear fuel at Zimmer.

|
t

1

- 11 -
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5.13.3.8 Interview with James Bice
,

.

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was telephonically interviewed by NRC. He

stated he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed
'

at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to July 1980.

Bice was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during the

time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that, to his knowledge,

there were no instances when the fuel was leff unattended except during

evacuations (covered by written procedures) following area radiation moni-

tor (ARM) alarms. On those occasions when the seventh floor was evacuated

following an ARM alarm, the security officers would move to the sixth floor,

secure the elevator and continue to control access to the seventh floor from

the sixth floor. Bice indicated there was no loss of secur,ity integrity
,

during these instances.

5.13.3.9 Guard Interviews

5.13.4 Findings

|

There have been periods when there were not security surveillance cameras

during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site. This was determined not to be

in violation of any NRC regulations, however, because there is no require-

ment for the licensee to provide surveillance cameras during delivery or
'

storage of the unirradiated nuclear fuel.

- 12 -
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The statement that perimeter security (of the site itself) consisted of

only a 4-ft. chickenwire fence for an extended period is correct. This

was also determined not to be in violation of any NRC regulations; however,

the lack or deficiency of a fence is not relevant to the licensee's required

security measures for the protection of the unirradiated nuclear fuel.

The statement that former Yoh Security officers were aware of periods of

time when the nuclear fuel was left unattended was verified.

To determine whether these situations presented an actual threat to the

public health and safety, the adequacy of the physical protection at the

site was evaluated. In evaluating the adequacy of the physical protection

of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at fixed sites,

" earliness of detection" of unauthorized access, activities, or removal of

special nuclear material is a primary consideration.

!

| The criteria used for determining the earliness of detection depends on an

assessment of the magnitude of the consequences associated with possible
|

misuse of the type and quantity of material that could be removed in a

given theft attempt. For special nuclear material of low strategic signi-

ficance, the scenario of a gross theft of low-enriched uranium is considered.
I

Gross theft of low-enriched uranium refers to the theft of low-enriched

uranium in a sufficiently large quantity that it could yield on further
I

enrichment or other processing, enough material of the type and quantity

needed to construct a clandestine fission explosive device (nuclear weapon).

This quantity may vary, depending on the enrichment and physical and chemical

form of the feed material, but may be roughly estimated as an amount con-

taining 75 kilograms of the isotope U-235.

- 13 -
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No more than 40 kilograms of the isotope U-235 is present within the,

nuclear fuel at the Zimmer site. Therefore, even if all the nuclear fuel

on site were stolen, the quantity of U-235 taken would still be signifi-

cantly less than that amount defined as a " gross theft." Because the

only serious impact on the public health and safety could occur from what

is defined as a gross theft, a system that detects a theft sufficiently

early to allow prompt recovery is required. NRC believes that, because

of the large quantity of nuclear material involved in a gross-theft

scenario (and the extended time period and equipment necessary to remove

the material), any licensee would be capable of detecting, with the proper

procedures, a gross theft of low-enriched uranium between the time of the

actual theft and the time it is transported off site.

Acceptable detection procedures that may be used for detection of attempts

at unauthorized removal of gross quantities of low-enriched uranium include

| continuous (without interruption) or continual (intermittent) surveillance

of the material by designated personnel and periodic patrols or inspections '

of the area the material is stored. Where procedures involve periodic

patrols or inspection, the amount of time that would be required for an

adversary to complete the removal of a gross quantity of low-enriched

uranium may be used to govern the interval between inspections. For

example, if a given number of a certain type of container of low-enriched

uranium would have to be individually loaded onto a truck to effect removal

of the mater'ial and the time required for such loading is determined to be

in excess of 2 hours, then a guard patrol of the given area would be con-

sidered to meet the earliness-of-detection guidelines at 2-hour intervals.

- 14 -
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When reviewing the acceptable detection procedures and relating them to,

physical protection at Zimmer, CG&E's security procedure of having armed

security officers conducting continuous surveillance of the nuclear fuel

(despite the fact that there were periods of up to 10 minutes when the

fuel was left unattended) is totally adequate. Had there been periods

when the fuel was left unattended for even as long as 2 hours, that period

would still not have been sufficient to effect removal of the fuel at

Zimmer (due to fuel size, weight, need for handling, and transportation

equipment).

5.13.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

- 15 -
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5.8 Prefabricated Pipe Welds
,

5.8.1 Allegation .

"At least three sources contacted by [ Thomas] Applegate confirmed that an '

estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective.".

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative

(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either

Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang

(no specific source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and

James Tyner were named as having additional information. The name

Steve Sellars is in error, as no such individual was employed at Zimmer.

It appears that this was a reference to Steve Binning.

5.8.2 Background Information

Radiography is similar to a medical x-ray procedure, with the exception that

a small but intensely radioactive material (source) is utilized to produce the

x-rays. The radiographic film that is produced is like an x-ray, and can be

| a permanent record. Nuclear welding codes often specify radiographic testing

(RT) as a required examination. In many cases, the weld root pass (bottom ,

portion of the weld, or first welding pass) is radiographed for information,

and to determine if the root is acceptable. The completed weld is radiographed

for formal code acceptance. Nuclear welding codes contain detailed standards

for radiography, including extent of exposure and clarity of the resulting

radiographic film.

.
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A radiograph is interpreted (read) by an interpreter. Radiographic interper-
,

ters are assigned levels of authority and responsibility based on examination

and length of experience, with a Level III radiographer being the highest level.

When a radiograph is read, a " reader sheet" is filled out. The reader sheet

identifies the weld, date of radiography, radiographic technique, interpreter,

areas of the weld included, and the conclusions of the interpreter. The reader

she.et is normally filed with radiographs it represents.
t

Many types of defects or discontinuities can be detected through radiography,
- including incomplete fusion, cracks, pososity, slag, oxidation, undercut, and

I other defects. The welding Code applied indicates the requirements for weld

acceptability, and defects may be acceptable as provided in the relevant Code.

Many interpretations are highly subjective, and it is possible for interpreters

to disagree on the acceptability or rejectability of an observed defect. In

some cases, additional radiography may be performed to provide additional in-

formation. As long as the pipe is not inaccessable, subsequent radiography

is not difficult nor time-consuming.

|

In practice, the most common occurrance is that a section of a weld, rather

than the whole weld, will include rejectable defects. The section of the

weld containing the defects is then remov d through grinding, re-welded, and

re-radiographed. If the repair radiograph is acceptable, the entire weld can

be accepted.

,

-2-
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Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors.
,

These items contain welds and vendors are required to perform nondestructive

examination of these welds according to applicable codes and standards. ASME

Section III standards require 100% nondestructive examination for safety-related

welds. Where radiography is required, radiographs are provided to the utility

purchasing the ites for review and permanent filing.

5.8.3 Investigation

.

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A

i

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he is a pipefitter

assigned to assist employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm responsible

for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that in his opinion

20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellogg were defective.

He indicated that he based his opinion on a statement made by PM personnel that

they had observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured,

|

| by Kellogg on four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds in the residual

heat removal (RER) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not

found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph

10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sell'ars and

David Binning reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not

to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.

.

I
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Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in
.

August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of main steam

relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Section 5.7) that had fallen off

a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining the spool

pieces, PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said

CG&E overruled PM's findings on this examination, but PM retained copies of

their reports and could provide investigators with further information

regarding this matter.

Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of the

prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the

statement.
*

_

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

!

5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a

telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, he responded in the

affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant

were defective. He said he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-
!

! fabricated pipe welds were defective.
l

|

| -4-
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Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation
.

because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the

type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information

about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generally

confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was

a misquote. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds in

question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be*

attached to this report.

P

5.8.3.3 Interview with James Tyner
,

l Ls
!

On April 16, 1981, JamesTynelr(formerKaiserPipefitterSuperintendent was
J s, 6

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was contacted by a GAP representative who

asked him if he was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds were

defective and tbat Robert Marshall had concurred in this statement. He said

he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that statement

and said the prefabricated welds would have to be radiographed and the results
| =

| evaluatedbeforehecouldmakesuchadetermination.[Iyne'{{saidthepipewelds
in the plant are good, and attributed this to Kaiser's Welder Qualification

Program which identified unqualified welders and prohibited them from working

on safety-related welds.

!

i
,

'
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Tyne recalled that on one occasion PM radiographers examined a Kaiser field

.

weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this

piping was part of the closed cooling water system and was not safety-related

piping. He indicated that the radiographers may have applied safety-related

standards to a nonsafety-related pipe and therefore found rejectable defects

in the welds. (fyne{[ stated this was not indicative of 20% of the prefabricated,

pipe welds being defective.

5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall
-

n

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that

20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall

a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers

Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe

support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned that

a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware

of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Tony Pallon, Kaiser

Welding Engineer, had not' reported any problems with the acceptability of

Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.

Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg prefabricated

spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds

were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level

III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward. He said Baker and

Ward determined that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the

-6-
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view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the
.

use of an improper technique.

5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hang

I

|

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer ;

i

| was interviewed. He stated PM was responsible for conducting radiographic
I
'

examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely radio-
l
i

graph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He'

stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective. He

said on occasion, when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser

! weld overlapped a Kellogg weld, PM would examine and find defects in the

( Kellogg weld. In each instance, these defects were reported to Kaiser on

the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for

corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR

spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The

examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact

of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him

radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces were

Schedule 844 pipe (3-1/2-in. wall thickness) with welds 1-1/2-in. wide, which
|

| would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds were defective.

When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle

through laminations in the steel, which would prevent them from seeing some

defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the spool pieces

-7-
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for "information only" purposes and reported his findings to Pallon. Hang,

said he found five of the twenty welds were unacceptable based on the radio-

graphs; however, the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and

found acceptable. He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper

technique to examine the spool pieces and is the valid examination.

|

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible

for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser

welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radiograph prefabricated spool

pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of the welds on

prefabricated spool pieces were defective.
,

| He did recall one occasion where David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that

had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but he later

determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and

the technique used was therefore unacceptable.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is at+. ached as Exhibit .

-8-
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5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning
,.

.

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was '

interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-
,

cated spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,

David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on

delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-

nation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

After a further examination of the film, Hang had determined the geometric

! configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.

Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard PM employees

mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.
.

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive

examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that

he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated

I pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg

welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination

which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film

and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware
i

that, when one examines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the
!
' geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which

-9-
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are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified
.

defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the

defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-

ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field

welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping

Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the pre-

fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined

all of the prefabricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site

and that it was Kellogg's responsibility, not PM's, to examine these welds.

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked

David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off the

truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph
,

the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique

was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool

pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon

requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool

pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.

He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use

when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic

! ' examination did not detect any defects in the spool pieces.

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy ~ of which is attached as Exhibit .

,

9
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5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at the Zimmer from January

i to August 1980 and during this period supervised PM radiographers onsite.

Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-

fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one

incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to

j radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The

radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam-

; ination, they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said
I they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-

graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry
I

was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the

i spool pieces in question were later ultrasotically examined and found to be
I
i acceptable.
|

,

Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining

Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld

that overlapped a Kaiser veld. He said the defects would be noted on the

examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when

welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of

the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of

no reason for any PM employee to state that 20% of the prefabricated welds

onsite were defective.

'

- 11 -
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5.8.3.10 Record Reviews
.

RIII inspectors reviewed radiographs of the following field and shop welds

in spool pieces in the residual heat removal (RHR) system (the system

identified by Individual A as containing defective welds) to determine if

there were any unacceptable indications in the welds or adjacent material

(see Table 3).

.

Table 5.9 Welds in the RHR System

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

i Field Welds

| 1RH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4

1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4

1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4

1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4

| <

| 1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4

| 1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6

1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10

1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 10

1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6

|

|

| - 12 -
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.

Table 5.9 (continued)
.

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10

1RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10

1RH02B6 RHIS 20 1RH02B200 RH15B 20

1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20

1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20

1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RH5 16

1RH02BA20 RH8 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20

1RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 20

1RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 20

1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20

1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20

1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16

1RH02BA20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 18
,

i

1RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 18

1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20

1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16

1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

- 13 -
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i

Table 5.9 (continued)
,

.

l

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

i

Shop Welds

i
I

IRH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 16
,

1

l IRH02BA20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20

1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20

1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18

The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the
it.
M welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds

or the adjacent material.

Ia 2 AA iHow is +Le Arths toellr in .]5 N5is
the inspgetors reviewed radietraphs of 20gre'fWrTchte'd pipe (shop) welds (700 fal/o-

~

yYayks /AVA/ M W W,Z,.'A jo
for accep) table radiographic tes ting (RT) technique, weld quality, andf

,

documentation. 884- EASIb + -,

'

Radiographs of the welds were reviewed per ASME Section III 1971 Edition

with Winter 1972 Addenda, and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415,

and ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic technique deficiencies were

- 14 -
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1

identified in 517 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications were

identified in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs were

made without required shims under the penetrameters. Four of the radio-

graphs were made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter. All

of the radiographs in which the penetrameters were insufficiently shimmed

were previously accepted by the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized

Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company) at the fabri-

cator's shop, the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services), the licensee,g

and the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company)

at the site. (special identification of the 206 welds for which radio-

graphs were examined is contained in Exhibit .)
i
!

A penetrameter is a device used to determine the image quality of a radio-

graphs, usually a thin strip of metal of a thichness specified as some

percentage of thickness of the material being radiographed. Placed on

the part being radiographed, it is normally required that it be of material

radiographically similar to that of the item being inspected. Various

sized holes, multiples of the penetrameter thickness, are on the strip.

The ability of the radiograph to show some definate sized hole establishes

its quality. The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine

if the radiograph has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications

that are in noncomformance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient

shimming of the penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thickness

under the penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness, thus estab-

lishing a valid reference for identifying weld indications. An insufficiently

shimmed penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received

- 15 -
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sufficient exposure to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion
.

of the weld that is thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

The licensee disagreed with the NRC interpretation of Paragraph 1X-3334.4

of the ASME Code, Section III-1971, regarding the use of shims under the

penetrameter. This matter was discussed in a aceting on April 30, 1981,

between representatives of RIII, RIV, the State of Ohio, the National

Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and the licensee and his

consultants. The meeting is documented in IE Inspection Report No.

50-358/81-16. The representatives from the State of Ohio and the National

Board concurred with the NRC's position.

A program that may demonstrate the adequacy of the radiographs in question

is being implemented by CG&E and is included in the quality confirmation

program. program is described in Section 11.

I 5.8.3.11 Verification

|

| RIII inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the respective

radiographs by comparing a sketch (onionskin) made by the RIII inspectors,

| of the welds depicted in the respective radiographs for the following welds:
1
1

.

- 16 -
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I

i

l
*

,

Pipeline No. Weld No.

|

|
1FC36CA621 B

IMS20B3169 A

IFCO2AB818 B

IMS20B3169 D

1FC39CA621 C

IFC02AB818 A

5.8.4 Findings and Conclusions

1stm4ws with. % indhiduals U dik'd kr & sileyw dc9 mf prow.b
spechi iskrm*H** c'C m dapec&e we14. Tkt.re fvre s

| n.; 2 12 e;;- t i : = t h : t 2 e ; : r t h : 7 -- + ' r -- < ^ < a u u - - -- 2 : r:211

| exN*E2:t :d:t r'!-tri IheRIIIinspector.....-Imorethan700 radio---

to Aefumahs tkn. scceptabilHy*F th. ux1h.,
graphs!amt No unacceptable welds were identified;4"huvever, , :'rr. "!! ! ....

,-. .._;d 187 radiographs ghs could not be interpreted because of an

unacceptable radiographic technique. ::t -- " ' '- er ' ud i; ' E -" " '

a1,;., C= fi : ,.___ T~o p ro yj)g, har$$er ny,p uyug gg^

s.tk & : - ruub fiald uselk m n+&Ackg., tAa- pa/& op A a
ni the radio yra
ene t < - ::-- n.=ph ic lech njgue hne bem addreced in tk

mei.wm ...- c peabir w.dion.phw.-ceetst e

Ou alQ Confir vn ait'*n Prvy < .

|
-aa . _ . . . . _.
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5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance

Oste iN e h M em cmyIin nc.a ws2 'UIN *
ASME Section III 1971 Edition with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX,

paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that

the total thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same

as the total weld thickness...."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)

Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,
<e

states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness

under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus

the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically

similar material to the weld metal."

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the noted welds

is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the W . H. Zimmer QAm

Manual, Section 11.2. (358/81-13-13).

l
l

.

G

|

|
|

.

|
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

, Report No. 50-358/81-13

Docket No. 50-358 License No. CPPR-88

Licensee: Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company
139 East 4th Street
Cincinnati, OH 45201

Facility: William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station

Investigation At: William H. Zimmer Site, Moscow, Ohio,
Cincinnati and vicinity,
Sargent & Lundy, Chicago, Illinois,
and Other Locations

Dates of Investigation: January 12-15, 26-30, February 9-13, 16-20,
23-27, March 5, 9-13, 17, 20, 23-27, April 14-17,
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tempeup 24-28, and October SpAF, 1981 (

1
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Deputy Director
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Director

9
Investigation Summary: Investigation from January 12 through October ,2',1981
(Report No. 50-358/81-13)
Areas Investigated: The NRC has been and is continuing to investigate quality
assurance and quality control problems at the Zimmer nuclear facility as a
result of (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980, from a former' Zimmer
site quality control inspector working at another construction site; (2) alle- ~

gations received in January, 1981, from the Government Accountability Project
of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate; (3) alle-
gations received from numerous contractor workers and ex-contractor workers
during the course of the investigation; and (4) other concerns identified by
NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation.

Results: This investigation has identified a number of quality assurance
related problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identified
to date focus on the effectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee
and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed. In that re-
gard, numerous deficiencies were found concerning: traceability of materials,
handling of nonconformances, interface between construction and quality
contral, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing work. Based
on these findings, the licensee has taken significant corrective actions to
assure the quality of future work. Limited independent measurements have

,

been performed by NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to characterize
the impact of the quality assurance deficiencies on construction work already
completed. Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified
tr. , : _ _ _ _ ___y__i!; _.._i_11 . yays u _ _ o _ _ _ 'c the majority of the tests
and examinations disclosed no hardware problems. In spite of the relatively

| favorable findings from the NRC's limited independent measurements, the NRC
' has required the licensee to establish a comprehensive Quality Confirmation

Program to determine the quality of plant systems important to nuclear safety
because of the widespread quality assurance problems identified. The NRC will
confirm the adequacy of the licensee's program and is making additional inde-
pendent verifications. Any deficiencies identified by these programs will

j require resolution prior to issuance of an Operating License.

i

|
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REASON FOR INVESTIGATION -

On November 18, 1980, a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector for the
W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station contacted NRC Region III (RIII) andm
provided allegations concerning quality assurance (QA) program implemen-
tation at Zimmer. The individual was interviewed and an investigation

, of these allegations began in early 1981.

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies (a non government agency), on behalf of Thomas Applegate,
requested that the Merit Systems Protection Board investigate the conduct
of an earlier investigation by RIII of allegations provided by Applegate.
A list of nineteen allegations, many of them new, was included in the GAP
letter.

.

Region III initiated an investigation of the above matters. The NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor was assigned the task of determining the quality
of the earlier investigation by RIII. -

;

SUMMARY OF FACTS

Since January 12, 1981, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has
been investigating alleged quality assurance and quality control irregular-
ities at the Zimmer nuclear facility. This investigative effort is comprised
of four areas as follows: (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980,
from a former Quality Control Inspector working at another construction site;i

| (2) allegations received in January 1981 from the Government Accountability
Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Thomas Applegate;
(3) allegations received from numerous contractor workers and former plant
workers during the course of the investigation; and (4) other problems
identified by NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation. >

(bbheallegations,theinvestigationfindingsandconclusions,andtheitems
of noncompliance identified during the investigation are briefly described
in the table at the end of this summary.itThe investigative effort, which
is still ongoing, has thus far resulted in the interviews of over 90
individuals and the expenditure of approximately 200 staff days onsite by
NRC inspectors and investigators. Although the investigation is continuing,

'
a report covering efforts to date is being issued at this time in recogni-
tion of the public interest in this matter.

In a related matter, the Government Accountability Projict, in a letter to
the Merit Systems Protection Board of the U.S. Office of Personnel Management,
dated December 10, 1980, charged that NRC had failed to perform a thorough
and complete investigation into allegations made in February 1980 by Applegate
and requested a separate investigation into that matter. An investigation has
been performed by the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor to review those
charges.

| The current investigation has identified a number of quality assurance
| related problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identi-
' fied to date focus on the ineffectiveness of controls implemented by the

-6-
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licensee and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed.
i

In that regard, numerous deficiencies have been found concerning: trace-

ability of materials, handling of nonconformances, interface between con-
struction and quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview
of ongoing work.

In addition to the quality assurance related deficiencies, numerous pro-
-blems have been identifed with respect to the accuracy of quality-related
records. This matter is being reviewed independently by the NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal considerations.

Based on these findings, consideration was given to the need to suspend1

construction activities. However, recognizing the nature of the problems
disclosed (largely programmatic), and the fact that ongoing work would not
compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of completed work,
it was concluded that halting construction activities was not required.1.

Rather, attention was placed on establishing centrols to assure the quality
of' ongoing and future work and to define a program to both confirm the quality
of completed work and correct any identified deficiencies.

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility implemented
several actions to correct identified quality assurance weaknesses and to

These actions, which included augmented QApreclude their recurrence.
staffing, upgraded procedures, improved training of QC Inspectors, rein-
spection (100%) by the licensee of contractor QC inspections, and other
QC and QA program improvements were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter
to the licensee on April 8, 1981.

,

11, 1981, the Government Accountability Project requestedBy letter dated May
the Regional Director to recommend suspension of the construction permit
because of repeated noncompliances with NRC regulations and numerous allega-
tions of inadequate construction practices. The information provided was
carefully considered; however, it was concluded that there was insufficient
basis to recommend such action.

The impact of the identified quality assurance deficiencies on the actual
construction has yet to be determined. Limited independent measurements
were performed by the NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to
characterize the actual safety significance of these deficiencies.
Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified fasen
-2 _ - &o&j i_.. 6 yimbangerst, the majority of the tests and g

-7
examinations disclosed no hardware problems.

Recognizing the significant quality assurance problems identified during
this investigation, the NRC has required the licensee to establish a com-
prehensive Quality Confirmation Program to determine the quality of plant
systems important to nuclear safety. The NRC will confirm the adequacy
of the licensee's program and is making additional independent verifications.
Deficiencies identified by these programs will require resolution prior to
issuance of an Operating License.

i
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DETAILS

1. Personnel Contacted

Cincinnati Gas & Electric

*E. A. Borgmann, Senior Vice President
*H. C. Brinkman, Principal Mechanical Engineer-Nuclear
*B. K. Culver, Manager, Generation Construction Department
*R. P. Ehas, Quality Engineer
B. Gott, Field Structural Engineer ,

D. Krame r, Gu a l i fy Ce n f r.1 su p e r v eer*

F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor
W. Murray, Senior Engineer
H. R. Sager, QA Manager (after July 1, 1981)

*J. R. Schott, Plant Manager
*W. Schwiers, QA Manager
*S. C. Swain, Site Construction Manager
*W. D. Waymire, Manager, General Engineering Department
L. Wood, QA & S Engineer

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI)

G. Adams, Structural Superintendent or Ironworker Superintendent
R. Baker, Inspection Supervisor
S. Barger, QCI Inspector
P. Brown, CI Trainee

| C. Burgess
. Burgess,InspectionSupervish})I

S. Burke, QC Inspector
C. Camaron
C. Cherry, Electrical QC Inspector

,

| J. P. Coyle, V. P. Power Division
! **L. Cummings, Safety Supervisor

T. Dakin, QC Inspector
J. Deerwester, QC Inspector
D. Donovan, Lead Civil / Structural QA Inspector

| W. C. Dumford, QC Inspector (Trainee)
T. Edwards, Field Verifier
K. Faubion, NR Controller!

| T. Foster

| D. Fox, Lead Mech. Piping Quality Engineer
*P. S. Gittings, Site QA Manager'

,

S. Godsey, Lead Code Forms
| D. Haff, Pipefitter Superintendent
i W. Hamm, Sr., General Foreman Pipefitter
|

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
**Former Employee

-8-
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B. Hargrove, QC Inspector
E. Heath,InspectionSupervis]S
* J. Heimpold, QC Inspector

L. Q. Hendley, QC Inspector
**G. Jodrey, QC Inspector

W. Kitchen, QC Inspector
'

*E. V. Knox, Corporate QA Manager
M. Kopp, QC Inspector & QC Engineer & Lead Insp. Elect.
E. J. Swalick, QC Inspector
B. Lake
A. Lanham, Senior Engineer
D. J. Luttman, QC Inspector
M. McCoy, QC Inspector

*R. Marshall, Construction Superintendent
J. Mills, QC Inspector
J. Mowatt, QC Inspector
J. H. Mulkey, QC Inspector
P. Norman, Piping Lead QC Inspector
D. O'Keefe, QC Inspector
C. Oldenski
F. J. Oltz, Supervisor Document Control
D. Painter, QC Inspector
A. Pallon, Sr. , QA Engineer
A. Pallon, Jr., QC Inspector
D. Parlier, Assistant Safety Representative
W. Puckett, Welding Engineer

**W. Racer, Lead Elect. Quality Engineer
**R. L. Reiter, Document Reviewer

L. Ritchie, QC Inspector.

**J. Ruiz, QC Inspector
J. T. Sandlin, General Superintendent (Structural)
T. Schmidgall, Field Verifier

**E. Schroeder, QC Inspector
W. M. Sharp, QC Inspector
K. Shinkle, QC Engineer
T. Smith, QC Inspector
W. Smith, QC Inspector

*C. H. Stanfield, Construction. Manager
J. Tanner, QC Inspector
D. Taylor, QC Inspector .

**S. Tult, QA Engineer
. **R Turner, QC Manager

[]hTyner,KaiserPipefitterSuperintendek[}*

I
l **M. Ward, QC Inspector

P. S. Wimbish, QC Inspector
B. Winters

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
**Former Employee

!

l
'
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Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

L. Anderson, QC Engineer
V. Feretti, QA Engineer
L. Ludwig, QA Manager
J. B. Sullivan, QC Inspector

- Peabody Magnaflux, Inc.

E. A1 dredge, President .

D. Binning, PM Radiographer
**S. Binning, PM Radiographer
**W. Draffon, PM Radiographer
**D. Hang, PM Radiographer
**A. Sellars, PM Radiographer
**C. Wood, PM Office Manager

Yoh Security

** . Bice, Security Officer
**J.Caplinger,Sec.GuardSupervisM
**J. Hyde, Security Officer
**W. Ross, Lead Security Officer

D. Simpson, Security Officer
**R. Wright, Security Officer

W&W Protection Agency, Inc.

** James Bedinghause, Security Guard Supervisor
** John Bedinghause, Security Guard
D. Shinkle, Security Officer
N. C. Ward, President

Sargent & Lundy

D. Fox
| T. McKenna, Engineer

R. Pruski, Engineer

U.S. Testing

**J. Ruiz, QC Inspector
C. Sheridan

General Electric Company

| T. E. Bloom, Site Project Manager
| T. F. Van Natta, Site Control & Instrument Engineer
1

**Former Employee

i
l

|

,
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Westinghouse

Y. Reiter, Radiation Chem. Tech.

Confidential Service

T. Applegate (NW), Private Investigator
- M. W. Cox, Director

Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance Company

L. Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector

Individuals

A. Dennison, Attorney At Law
Dr. J. Frankhauser, Professor, University of Cincinnati
E. Hofstadter, Former Huskey ' employee
L. Seiler, Attorney At Law
J. Woliver, Attorney At Law
Individuals A through I

2. Scope

This investigation focuses on allegations and concerns provided by
Thomas Applegate, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies, and former and present QC Inspectors. The report also
documents those items independently observed by Region III personnel in
the course of the investigation. The report is not intended to be all-
inclusive since there are additional allegations that will be documented

j in subsequent reports on this investigation.
t

i 3. Background
!

In late 1979, while involved in an investigation for a client which was'

of a personnel nature, Private Investigator Thomas Applegate (Confidential
Service) found that one of the individuals was employed at the Zimmer con-
struction site and was involved in " timecard cheating." Applegate approached
his employer and Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company (owner of Zimmer), with
this information and Confidential Service was awarded a thirty-day contract
to investigate onsite timecard cheating. Timecard cheaters were identified
and documented within two weeks, and then Applegate, on his own decision,
began to pursue rumors of improper site construction. CG&E, when told of
the information gathered by Applegate, indicated that.they were aware of
the situations he described. The thirty-day contract (December 10, 1979
through January 4,1980) was not extended.

In February 1980 Applegate contacted the NRC Office of Inspect'or and Auditor.
Subsequently, on February 28, 1980, he contacted the office of NRC Chairman
Ahearne and was referred to' the Office of Inspection and Enforcement. Per-
sonnel from Region III contacted Applegate by telephone on February 28, 1980,
and he was interviewed in person on March 3, 1980. He provided a number of

- 11 -
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allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC
jurisdiction. A letter was sent to Applegate on March 11, 1980, detailing
three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation by h7C.
The investigation of the three allegations took place during April 7-9, 30,
and May 1-2, 1980, and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/80-09
which was issued on July 7, 1980.

On November 18, 1980, a former QC Inspector at Zimmer approached the Resident
Inspector at another construction site. He indicated concerns relative to the
adequacy of the QC program at Zimmer and indicated that the Kaiser QA Manager
was improperly handling nonconformance reports, transferring QC Inspectors,
allowing improper QC inspections, and not adequately supporting the QC staff.
This individual was contacted on December 9, 1980. Investigation of these
allegations began on January 12, 1981.

On January 5, 1981, GAP sent a letter to the Merit Systems Protection Board
alleging that the RIII Investigator was negligent in the scope and manner of
his performance of the earlier investigation of the Applegate concerns, and
requesting an investigation of the conduct of the earlier investigation.
This letter contained a listing of nineteen allegations that Applegate/ GAP
felt should be investigated.

Onsite investigation of the Applegate/ GAP allegations was initiated on
January'27, 1981. During the investigation, Applegate and GAP personnel
communicated with the RIII office on several occasions. They also provided
affidavits from former contractor employees expressing concerns relative to
site construction. Some of these affidavits contained new information, and
others dealt with problems and issues already investigated. (Some are the
same affidevits as those presented at the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Hearings.)

During the investigation, several present QC Inspectors approached NRC
personnel onsite and expressed concerns relative to the functioning of the
QC program. Some of these concerns coincided with those expressed by the
former QC Inspector, as outlined above, and some concerns related to new
information.

Those allegations and concerns that appeared to be most significant and,

most likely to produce substantive findings were given investigative'

priority. In the course of pursuing the items alleged, RIII inspectors*

performed inspections of areas of construction alleged to be deficient.
In some' cases, they observed conditions violating NRC requirements that had
not been provided as allegations or concerns.

4. QC Allegations

On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who
identified himself as a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector at Zimmer.
The individual alleged that there were irregularities in the welding QC
program at Zinsner. On December 9, 1980, the individual was contacted by
telephone by the NRC to obtain details of his allegations. During the
conversation, he made the following allegations:

- 12 -
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1. Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding
Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on his reinspection of the noncon-
forming items (pipe support hanger welds).

2. Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers were being made by
burning with a weldine, torch rather than by drilling as required, and
the inspection program did not insure that the burned bolt holes were
inspected.

3. During system turnovers, QA Engineers Leonard Wood and David Fox were
identifying numerous discrepancies when reviewing ASME Code data pack-
ages and the discrepancies were being recorded on " exception lists"
instead of Nonconformance Reports. The individual said that the QA
Engineers were being criticized for identifying data discrepancies
and questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies on
exception lists.

4. Phillip Gittings threatened to fire Individual I for refusing to accept
a weld and Individual I was also nearly fired for using a magnifying
glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a mirror to view
the far side of a pipe weld. The individual advised that Inspection
Supervisor Rex Baker would have more specific information regarding this
matter.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger was re-interviewed by the NRC. He stated
that the Kaiser QA Manager did not support the QC inspectors at Zimmer. He
said this was evidenced by the voiding of Nonconformance Reports (NR) when
the NRs held up production, identified a nonconforming vendor weld, or if

| the Construction Department objected. He said, in his opinion, the Kaiser
| QA Manager had been convinced by constructica that the QC Inspectors were

unqualified and were wrong when writing many of these reports. He said thisI

was evidenced when Kaiser hired Gladstone Laboratories, an outside inspection
firm, to reinspect welds that were previously inspected and rejected by Kaiser
QC Inspectors. He said Gladstone personnel reinspected these welds, accepted
some of them, and commented in their report that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were
"over-inspecting" and " nit-picking" during their inspections. He took excep-
tion to Gladstone's findings and said they reinspected these particular welds
according to AWS Code, an inspection criteria that is less stringent than
the site Special Process Procedures Manuals (SPPMS). According to the in-
dividual interviewed, this led the QC Manager to question the ability of his
inspectors and listen to the advice of construction personnel and outside

l consultants rather than his own inspectors. This resulted in a lack of
I independence in the quality assurance program at Zimmer, a problem of which

CG&E was aware but had not corrected.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger provided a written, sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit 1.

4.1 Control of Nonconformances

4.1.1 Allegation

| On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who
j alleged that Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was
!

- 13 -
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voiding Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of
the nonconforming items (pipe support hanger welds). Between January 13
and July 4, 1981, 31 current and former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA
Engineers were interviewed by NRC to obtain information regarding the
initial allegaticn. Sixteen of those individuals provided information
that resulted in expansion of the initial allegation into the following
areas:

.

1. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in
error.

2. The QA Manager was diverting reports by not entering them into the
Kaiser nonconformanc- reporting system.

3. NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reports
(SRs).

4. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members
of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who dispositioned them as
" accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per Kaiser
specifications and industry codes and standards.

5. NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"
or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The nonconforming
conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor written on separate
NRs.

6. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of;the Construction
Department to avoid rework and schedule delays. -

7. During revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed
by the QA Manager.

[Several of the individuals interviewed provided copies of reports they
stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.]

4.1.2 Background Information

4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control
of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods
Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Revision 9, provides the following procedure: The
QA Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify
nonconforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from
specified requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the report
and then contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes
an entry in the NR Log and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The report is
then reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor or cognizant QA Engineer and
forwarded to the SDC NR Controller who issues an NR Number prefixed with
eithe r and "E" or "N". NRs written on essential systems /ccmponents are
given the "E" prefix and nonessential systems / components are given the "N"
prefix.

.
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The QA Manager can approve voiding of NRs "in instances where an NR has been
initiated in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,
duplications, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the
Construction Department after a verbal or written communication from the QA
Department..." In these cases, the NR is stamped " Void" with a brief state-
ment indicating justification for the voiding. A copy of the voided NR is
required to be retained in the SDC and a copy returned to the initiator.

.

The KEI Construction Engineer or his designee dispositions NRs as " accept
as is", " rework", " repair", or " reject". The " accept as is" and " repair"
dispositions require review by the Material Review Board, which consists of
the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CG&E
sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent & Lundy Design Engineer (for essen-
tial material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section III Code
nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) must be included on
all " accept as is" dispositions. Records of all open and closed NRs are
retained by the (SDC) NR Controller.

4.1.2.2 Previous Related NRC Inspection Findings

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector
; observed that of 20 NRs written to document American Welding Society (AWS)

welding deficiencies on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the
notation " based on re-inspection." It was also observed that NRs had been
voided by the issuance of Design Document Changes (DDCs). The inspector
informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on
December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures and
NRC requirements.

i The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued on
' March 2, 1981 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee replied to

these items by letter dated March 26, 1981, indicating that a Stop Work
Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and that this order had
been subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls were in place.
The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the authority to void
an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of superseded NRs as " super-
seded" rather than " void".

The licensee's reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete review
of voided NRs in response to a licensee audit finding. The review was expected
to be completed by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with NRC requirements
was to be achieved by May 5, 1981. Between December 15-19, 1980, and on,

'

January 5,1981, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., audited the Kaiser noncon-
j formance reporting system for CG&E.

4.1.3 Investigation

Concurrent with the conduct of interviews, the NRC impounded all NRs that
had been voided for any reason to assure that all pertinent NRs would be
available for this investigation. Approximatley 500 NRs were impounded
which had at that time been identified during an audit of the NR system
by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. (NES).

|

| - 15 -

!
__. . - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . - - -__ -- - . _ . . _ . _ _ _- - __ _



- _ -. -

DRAFT 1 10/8/81

Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all NRs
provided by individuals interviewed and determined that about 100 of them
appeared to fit the alleged categories. Of those 100, 9 NRs and 15 reports
provided by present and former QC inspectors were selected for intensive
investigation into their disposition.

The investigation consisted of interviews of pertinent personnel and review
- of nonconformance reports, nonconformance report logs, and related documenta -

tion. Subsequently, inspections were performed to assess the adequacy of
the items reflected in the respective reports, determine whether actual
deficiencies existed and whether identified deficiencies had been corrected
(current status of the equipment).

The twenty-four reports selected for a more detailed review were as follow:
.

E-1661
E-1662
E-1777 _

.

E-2191
E-2233
E-2466
E-2836
E-2996
E-5108
CN-4309
CN-4389
CN-4930
CN-4931
CN-4955

| CN-4956
CN-4957l

CN-4958
CN-4959
CN-5122
CN-5412
CN-5476
CN-5477
CN-5479
NRC-0001

Reports with an "E" prefix are NRs, reports with a CN designation are
reports provided to NRC by QC inspectors which were not issued NR members.

|
NRC-0001 is a designation applied to a report which was not issued a CN

l nor NR number.
|

More than twenty-five individuals, some of them former employees and no
longer on site, were contacted. Portions of the investigative work was

| conducted by personnel from I&E headquarters branch via a feeder report
(HQS-81-001). Due to the large number of individuals interviewed and the
volume of the resulting investigative review, the details of the investi-
gative effort have been attached as Exhibit ;.

i
1
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For the twenty-four reports selected for detailed review, the following
findings were made:

1. Three NRs related to equipment deficiencies were improperly voided
in that the justification for the voiding (the reports were to be
separated to track items more easily and reissued as seperate NRs)
was not fully implemented. (NR-E-1661, NR-E-1662, NR-E-2466).

.

2. Four NRs related to documentation deficiencies had been improperly
voided. No adequate justification could be provided for the voiding
of these reports (NR-E-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, NR-E-5108).!

3. One NR relative to lack of a final weld radiograph (required by applic-
able Code) was improperly dispositioned (NR-E-2836).

4. One NR related to nondestructive examination of a T-quencher weld had
been erroneously closed (not voided) by administrative error. Sub-
sequent review indicates that the weld is acceptable (NR-E-2996).

5. In several cases, NRs had been voided by personnel other than the
QA manager, a violation of site procedure.

6. It was found that during " Revisions" some nonconforming items were
removed from NRs without adequate justification (NR-E-2466).

7. Fifteen of the reports reviewed had not been entered into the non-
conformance reporting system (had not been issued a NR number).

In two cases, the reports represented actual equipment deficiencies,
although the deficiencies were of very minor significance. (CN-5122,

NRC-0001). In eleven cases, conditions identified on the reports
were subsequently corrected by the construction department (CN-4309,
CN-4930, CN-4931, CN-4955, CN-4956, CN-4957, CN-4958, CN-4959, CN-5476,
CN-5477,CN-5479).

In one case, the report represented a procedural violation (failed
to stop work when a hold tag was applied) rather than an equipment
deficiency (CN-5412).

|
In one case, the equipment was found to be non-safety related (CN-4389).

I It was found that the Kaiser QA manager had voided NRs following requestsI

from the construction department to void the reports; however, the QA
manager stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so.

The audit of nonconformance reports by the firm of NES has indicated that
approximately 1500 nonecnformance reports have been voided or superceded
(marked " void, see revision ").

The findings for the realtively small sample of NRs reviewed in. detail
indicates that deficiencies in the control of nonconforming were wide-

J
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spread and that other deficiencies will exist in the total population
of voided NRs.1

As an adequate system for the control of nonconforming conditions is central
to the functioning of an acceptable Quality Assurance program, the conclusion
that this system was not functioning properly was considered as very signi-
ficant.

.

Several of the nonconformances addressed above were voided, improperly
dispositioned, removed from reports without adequate justification, or
not entered into the nonconformance reporting system. This is contrary
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 15 (358/81-13-01).

The nonconformance reports which were not entered into the nonconformance
reporting system are examples of failure to furnish evidence of activities
affecting quality and are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII,
and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17 (358/81-13-02).m

During the detailed review of nonconformance reports E-1661, E-1662, and
E-2466, the inspectors questioned whether or not the licensee was meeting
the commitment documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph
6, for 100% reinspection by Kaiser QC inspectors of all installed hangers
and restraints. This is considered to be an unresolved item pending

further review (358/81-13-03). VelDCD
ThelicenseehascommittedtoafullreviewofhRs,andthisitemisin-
cluded in the Quality Confirmation Program.

4.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were found to be sub-
stantially correct. Approximately 1500 nonconformance reports have been
voided or superceded (marked " void, see revision"). The dispositions of
a selected group of 24 reports, either voided or alleged not to be in the

,

|
reporting system were reviewed in detail by the NRC. Three NRs relating
to equipment deficiencies were improperly voided in that the justification
for the voiding was not fully implemented (multiple items were to be re-
issued as separate NRs). Four NRs relating to documentation deficiencies
had been improperly voided and no adequate justification could be provided
for the voiding. One NR relating to lack of a final weld radiograph was
improperly dispositioned. One NR relating to nondestructive examination
of a T-quencher veld had been erroneously closed (not voided) by adminis-
trative error. Fifteen reports had not been issued a NR number and entered
in the nonconformance reporting system. During " revisions" some nonconform-
ing items were removed from NRs without. adequate justification. NRs had
been voided by personnel other than the QA manager contrary to the site
procedure.

It was found that the Kaiser QA manager had voided NRs following requests
from the construction department to void'the reports; however, the QA
manager stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so.
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VelDNg
The licensee has committed tog ull review of NRs, and this item is included Xf

in th M uaYity Confirmation Program.

4.1.5 Items of Noncompliance
.

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain sufficient
records to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality and failure to

' process nonconforming conditions in accordance with site procedures.)

4.2 Bolt Hole Preparation

4.2.1 Allegation

Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers are required to be made by
drilling rather than burning (flame cutting). Although some instances of
burned bolt holes have been identified, there is no inspection program to
assure the bolt holes are inspected.

'

! 4.2.2 Investigation

4.2.2.1 Review of Procedures
;

H. J. Kaiser Co. Instruction M-12, " Inspection Instructions for Pipe Hangers,
Support and Restraint Installation," Revisions 9, 10, and 11, states the
following in Paragraph 3.0:

"Any essential hanger base plate installed by HJK shall require the
removal of at least one (1) nut / washer in order that the HJK Quality
Inspector may verify the correct bolt hole size in the plate.

"During inspections, if the HJK Quality Inspectors observe the bolt
hole size to be incorrect (or eccentric), the inspector shall issue
a Nonconformance Report (NR)."i

In Paragraph 4.4.9.d, it states:

"The tolerance for base plate bolt holes is as follows:

3/8" $ and 1/2" S - 1/8" larger than nominal bolt p.
5/8" p and larger - 3/16" larger than nominal bolt 9

[9 is symbol used f6r bolt hole diameter]

" Torch cut holes that have not been reamed are unacceptable.
(Use QACMI M-15 checklist to identify.)"

!

The procedure requires inspection of the baseplate bolt hole location, bolt
hole sizes, tolerances, eccentricity, and location of baseplate based on a
single sample per plate. The new CG&E QA Manager, H. R. Sager, indicated in
a telephone conversation in early August of 1981 that all bolt holes were
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being inspected and that the procedure was being revised to require inspec-,

tion of all bolt holes. The licensee's past inspection program for examin-
ing bolt holes was consistent with the sample size.used for examining bolts
in IE Bulletin 79-02, " Pipe Support Base Plate Designs Using Concrete
Expansion Anchor Bolts."

4.2.2.2 FSAR Requirements
.

The Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, commits to ANSI N45.2.5-1972 (Draft),
" Supplementary Quality Assurance Requirements for Installation, Inspection,
and Testing of Structural Concrete and Structural Steel During the Construc-
tion Phase of Nuclear Power Plants." Paragraph 5.3 of ANSI N45.2.5 states,
in part, that burning of bolt holes is not permitted.

4.2.2.3 Licensee Position

The licensees practice is to drill some bolt holes and to burn and ream
others.

During a telephone conversation on July 23, 1981, the licensee stated
that the materials affected by Instruction M-12 were not structural steel
as defined by the American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Manual,
Seventh Edition. Therefore, the licensee's position was that the require-
ment not permitting burning of bolt holes does not apply.

In a subsequent telephone conversation in August the CG&E QA Hanager
indicated that NRC appeared to be taking the no-burning requirement out
of context. He indicated the paragraph containing the no-burning re-
quirement refers to the condition of contact surfaces of friction types
of connections, bolt hole alignment, and the correction of fabricationi

He also expressed the opion that CG&E meets the code requirements.errors.

This is an unresolved item and will be reviewed during a subsequent inspection
(358/81-13-04).

4.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The acceptability of torch cutting bolt holes (the applicability of ANSI
Standard N 45.2.5 prohibiting burning of bolt holes) is unresolved and will
be reviewed during a subsequent inspection. The licensee's past inspection
program for examining bolt holes was consistent with IE Bulletin 79-02,
" Pipe Support Base Plant Designs Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts."

|
The licensee is currently inspecting all bolt holes. -

4.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

.
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4.3 ASME Code Data Package Discrepancies

4.3.1 Allegation

It was alleged that during system turnover, Quality Assurance Engineers,
| (QAEs) Wood (CG&E) and David Fox (S&L) were reviewing documentation in
,

! ASME Code Data packages and identifying numerous discrepancies in these
packages, which were being recorded on exception lists instead of noncon-
formance reports. The alleger questioned whether it was acceptable to
document discrepancies on exception lists. He also said the QAEs were
being criticized for identifying too many discrepancies during their
reviews.

4.3.2 Background Information

The licensee is required by the ASME Code to maintain certain records which
are evidence that the Quality Assurance Department has inspected materials,
components, and processes (welding and nondestructive examination) to
ensure systems are constructed in accordance with accepted industry standards.
The documentation packages are filed and retained in the Kaiser Site Document
Control (SDC) Center and are turned over to the licensee when a system is
completely installed and ready for preoperational testing. Prior to system
turnover, these packages are reviewed for accuracy and completeness by QAEs
who verify that the packages are complete.

4.3.3 Investination
,

4.3.3.1 Interview of David Fox

On January 14, 1981, David Fox, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from January to December 1980 he was employed by S&L
and subcontracted to CG&E to review ASME Code Data packages. Fox stated
he identified discrepancies in these packages and recorded them on exception
lists which were forwerded to Floyd Oltz, SDC. Oltz would attempt to rectify
the problem. If this was not possible, he would initiate a nonconformance
report for the deficiency. Fox stated that some common deficiencies he
identified during his reviews were a lack of mill certifications for steel
used in the various systems, missing valve data reports, and that QC in-
spectors had not properly filled out the inspection reports in the packages.
Fox stated he heard rumors that Phillip Gittings, QA Manager, said he was
being too " nit picking" during his reviews of the Code Data packages. Fox
stated that at one time he made up a list of the common problems he found
during the reviews and forwarded them to Floyd Oltz and Phillip GittingsI

and suggested they give QC Inspectors additional training in the area of
inspection documentation. Fox stated he later discussed the matter with
Gene Knox, Kaiser Corporate Quality Assurance Manager, who advised him
that the requested classes would be given.

4.3.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On February 16, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed
by NRC. He said two KEI QAEs are involved in the Kaiser review of ASME' Code
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Data packages. Gittings identified these individuals as Individual H and
Individual E.

4.3.3.3. Interview of Individual H

On February 20, 1981, Individual H, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he had been employed at Zimmer since December 29, 1980.
Individual H stated he is responsible for reviewing ASME Code Data packages
for the diesel generator, diesel oil, and main steam rooms. He said while
reviewing the packages he ensures that the documentation in the package is
complete, accurate, and that the inspection data on the isometric drawings
and accompanying weld data forms have been properly filled out by Kaiser QC
Inspectors. Individual H stated during these reviews he noted that heat
numbers certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel on weld data records do not
match the heat numbers listed on the isometric drawings. Also, heat numbers
listed on the isometric drawings, when checked with certified material test
reports, are not for the material that, according to the drawing, was sup-
posedly installed.

Individual H stated that some heat numbers on the isometric drawings had been
changed, crossed out, or " whited out" without justification for the changes.
Also, there was no evidence that these changes were verified by QC personnel
in the field, and he had no assurance that changed numbers on the records
actually represent what is installed in the plant. Individual H stated he
has found similar unexplained changes in the records when reviewing weld
data and weld rod issue forms and other documentation in the packages.

On February 20, 1981, Individual H provided a written sworn statement, a
p(copy of which is included as Exhibit .

4.3.3.4 Interview of Individual E

On February 20, 1981, Individual E, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he has been employed at Zimmer since December 22, 1980.
Individual E stated he reviews ASME. Code Data packages for the main steam,
diesel generator, residual heat removal and low pressure core spray system.
He stated he ensures that the data on isometric drawings, weld rod issue
forms, and other inprocess QC inspection documentation is properly recorded
in the packages. He has noted during his reviews that heat numbers on the
isometric drawings certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel do not match the
heat numbers for the same pipe listed on the weld data record. Individual
E stated the weld records are what the QC inspectors. verified as being
installed during their field inspections,,yet the isometric drawing reflects
other heat numbers for the same pipe. Individual E said he attempted to
resolve these contradictions and found when he reviewed certified material,

test reports that the heat numbers for the pipe on the drawings were not for
the same type of material that was installed in the system. Individual E
attributed this to Kaiser's failure to follow proper procedures for the docu-
mentation of both in process and final inspections. This has resulted in a
loss of material traceability from many areas of the plant.
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Individual E said he has reported specific problems on exception lists that
were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, Document Control Supervisor. Individual E stated
Floyd Oltz improperly changes heat numbers on records without field verifica-
tion or any engineering justification in order to disposition what he has
reported on the exception lists. Individual E cited an example where he

i reported that, contrary to the ASME Code, Kaiser QC Inspectors had not veri-
'

fied the 1/16 in fitup gap on small-bore stainless steel instrument lines
- during most of their in process inspections. This gap ensures that the weld
does not crack when the pipe and weld cool. Individual E stated that there
are over 1,000 socket welds where this gap was unverified, yet Kaiser resolved
this problem by testing a sample of 20 welds when ASME Code requires a 100%

| verification of socket weld fitup.

Individual E stated he has no faith in the accuracy of records at Zimmer and
would not approve any of the systems he has reviewed to date because the
documentation does not meet industry codes and standards.

On February 20, 1981, Individual E provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit )(.

4.3.3.5 Interview of Econard Wood
'

On August 3, 1981, Leonard Wood, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from 1973 to 1981 he reviewed ASME Code Data packages
for vendor components supplied to Zimmer. Wood said he occasionally noted
that documentation was missing, material certifications were to the wrong
specification, or required documentation had not been included in the packages.
He said he contacted the vendors involved and was furnished the necessary
documentation. Wood said he was not criticized for identifying these problems,
and in most cases he resolved them on his own.

. 4.3.3.6 Record Reviews
!
1

) A Region III inspector reviewed the only ASME Code Data package (diesel
generator cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil piping systems) that'

had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance by Kaiser QA.
| These records indicated that a number of in process QC inspections were

not performed for proper pipe fitup, proper weld procedure, proper weld'

| filler metal (traceability), and welder qualifications. These inspection
l criteria are required by ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Winter 1972

Addenda, Articles NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451,
NB-4230, and NB-3661.5(b). Also, Kaiser procedures outlined that these
inspection criteria are to be entered on the weld data form (KEI-1 form).-

The inspector found the following:

1. Required in-process weld inspections were not performed on 39 welds in
the piping associated with the diesel generators as documented in QA
Surveillance Reports (SRs) 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412.

In addition, the licensee had a partial listing of over 400 socket welds
,

(including welds other than the diesel generator system) where inspections
for proper pipe fitup (cleanliness, mismatch, and socket engagement) wasi

1
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not performed. ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b)
states, "...a gap of approximately 1/16 inch shall be provided between
the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding."

H. J. Kaiser Procedure Number SPPM 4.6 Rev. 8, paragraph 6.2.1 states:
"All welds shall be inspected at the following stages: ...At fitup for

'
cleanliness, mismatch, and minimum socket engagement. Socket welds
shall have an approximate end-gap of 1/16 inch prior to welding for
all sizes."

A report dated November 14, 1979, authored by the Authorized Nuclear
Inspector (ANI) (Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company)
and the H. J. Kaiser response letter dated December 4, 1979, which
responded to that report, said an agreement was made that 20 of the un-
verified socket welds would be selected at random to be radiographed
to verify proper fitup. One of the 39 welds identified on Surveillance4

Report Nos. 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412 was chosen to be radiographed
as a part of the 20 welds radiographed.

A second report from the ANI dated February 11, 1981 reported that
additional welds were made after December 4,1979 without verification

i of fitup. The ANI indicated that all the welds, for which the fitup was
not verified after December 4, 1979, should be radiographed.

I The Region III inspector found no engineering justification for acceptance
of the 400 questioned socket welds based on a radiographic examination of
only 20 of the socket welds.

2. Data packages for the diesel generator system indicated that there was
| final visual inspection of all applicable welds.

3. A review of KEI-1 forms (weld data records) indicated that personnel
j had transferred information written on KEI-2 forms (weld rod issue slips)
| to KEI-1 forms as verification of weld rod traceability, date of welding,
l and welder qualifications. These verifications had not been performed

in the field as required. The only quality significance'that the PLI-2
form had was the controlled issuance of weld rod at the distribution
point (the weld rod shacks). Weld rod traceability, date of welding,
weld procedure, and welder qualifications were required to be verified
at the time and place of the weld activity by an inspe.ctor independent
of the activity. Therefore, any information transferred from the KEI-2
form to any QC document af ter the time of or away from the weld activity
would not be credable QC verification.

The records indicated that document reviewers were resolving discrepancies
between KEI-1 and KEI-2 forms by altering KEI-I forms to match the KEI-2
fo rms . In effect, the QC records, which are intended to provide independent
verification, were being changed to conform with records that had not
been verified by QC inspectors. Alterations appeared to be arbitrary
in that some of the documentation for welds within a certain pipe

! line changed, but no changes were made for other welds of identical
circumstances. The following are examples of the altered records:
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a. Welder and Rod Heat Number (used for traceability) Changes

(1) Drawing M-479-3-DG-121 for line IDGD9AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 which, according to QA
Inspector No. 81, were made by welder K0E using weld rod Heat

( No. 065118 during March 1978. Additional weld rod issue forms
| (126508, 126509, 126510, 126511, 126884, 126885, and 126890)
,

!
- exist indicating that welder LFC, using weld rod Heat No.

| 77402, may have worked on Welds A-4 through A-21. Because
! of these weld rod issue forms, the Document Records personnel

changed the QA records to include welder LFC and rod Heat No.
77402 on Welds A-4 through A-13, A-18, A-20, and A-21. No

explanation was given why the records for Welds A-14 through
~

A-17 and A-19 were not changed.

The RIII inspector verified that only the welder identi-
fication symbol, K0E, appears near the welds in question.

|

(2) Drawing M-479-3-DG-119 for line IDG7AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 that, according to QA
Inspector No. 81, were made by welder LJP during March
1978. Weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) 123346 and 119061,
enclosed with the drawing, showed that welder LJP zay
have worked on Welds A-4 through A-6, A-8 through A-11,
and A-15 through A-17. Weld rod issue form 119066 indi-
cates that welder K0E may have worked on Welds A-4 through
A-21. As a result of these KEI-2 forms, the Document
Records personnel changed the QA records on January 29,
1981, for Welds A-6, A-7, A-13, A-14, and A18 through A-21
by crossing out the welder symbol LJP and the date March 29,
1978, and replacing them with the welder symbol K0E and date
March 22, 1978, respectively. No explanation was given why
the records for velds A-4, A-5, A-8 through A-12, and A-15
through A-17 were not changed.

The inspector verified that only welder identification
symbol LJP appeared near all the welds.

(3) KEI-1 form for weld number 79DG on line IDG37AA2-1/2
showed the heat number of the consumable insert used was
6059491. On January 26, 1981, the number was crossed out
and changed to 6058921 to agree with KEI-2 form 123099.
The weld number written on the gold copy of the KEI-2 form
123099 was too faint to read. The inspector checked with
the Welding Department, but the original (white copy) of
KEI-2 form 123099 could not be located.

No apparent actions were taken to assure that the proper weld pro-
cedure was used on any of the unverified in-process weld activities.

Failure to take adequate corrective action when inspections for proper pipe !

fitup were identified as not having been performed; and failure to take

!
i
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adequate corrective action when information concerning weld filler cetal
traceability, welder identification, and welding dates was found to be
missing from the weld data records or was questioned are contrary to 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
16.1 (358/81-13-05).

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
.

4.3.3.7 Observations

The only data package (diesel generator system ASME Code Data package) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance approval by Kaiser
Quality Assurance was reviewed by the inspector and many discrepancies were
found. As a result, the RIII inspectors performed detailed field observations
of the piping systems (i.e., cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for
Diesel Generators A and C. Numerous discrepancies were identified during
these observations as follows:

1. Piping--The traceability of some of the piping components was not main-
tained. Summaries of the discrepancies are as follows:

Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings did not matcha.
the heat numbers on the installed components. These piping components
are listed in Table 4.3-1.

Table 4.3-1 Discrepancies Between Installed Piping and Traceability Records

Heat or Part
Identification No.

Isometric Item in According Actually

Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

ISK M-428-6- 1DG28AB1 908 ells M276 M267

DG-19 tee M315 M274

pipe HE6247 8464

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AB1 flange RVA CB8

DG-103

I ISK M-428-6- IDG27ABI pipe HE6247 16E4
16D2DG-16

! ISK M-428-8- IDG01AB1 pipe HE6247 3416

DG-68

ISK M-767-4- IDGF2AA1/2 90' ells M395 M252

DG-113

ISK M-428-6 1DG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402

DG-24

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AE1 flange RD2Y CB8

DG-105

|
- 26 -
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Table 4.3-1 (continued)

Heat or Part
Identification No.

Isometric Item in According Actually

Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

ISK M-242-2- 1DGCSAA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922
!

DG-53 90* ell M262 M87

1DGF6AA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0170
1DGC5BA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922

90* ell M262 M87

IDGF6BA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0171

ISK M-428-6- 1DG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-26 415007

90* ell M287 M273
_

ISK M-428-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-27 415007

b. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings had been marked
or " whited out" and then an incorrect heat number recorded. For'

example, ISK M-242-2-DG-53 was apparently changed to indicate heat
number HA-001 for the 3/4 in and 1/2 in. installed piping. Based
on the records for accepted heat numbers, number HA-001 represented
1 1/4 in. piping.

c. Three heat numbers (HA-0170, TW 24402, and 502891) found on
the installed piping do not appear on the records of acceptable
heat numbers.

i d. In many instances, heat numbers could not be found on the installed
component. Therefore, a comparison could not be made to the number

' recorded on the drawings.

Failure to maintain sufficient records to furnish evidence of material
traceability for the above piping components, and weld rod indicates a
serious lack of control and is contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion
XVII and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17. (358/81-13-06).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.3.8 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC selected seven socket welds in which the
socket engagement (1/16 inch gap) had not been verified. At the NRC's
request the licensee radiographed the welds. The RIII inspector re-
viewed the radiographs. The radiographs indicated that the welds had
been made with acceptable socket engagements (gaps).
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The RIII inspectors also selected six pipe sections for which traceability
had not been adequately maintained. Three of the pipes were identified

i

with heat numbers which were not on the list of acceptable heat numbers.'

The other three pipes were not marked with heat numbers. At the NRC's
request the licensee cut out the six pipe sections. The NRC then sent
the pipe sections to Franklin Research Center (contracted by the NRC) for
analysis. On September 24, 1981, Franklin Research Center sent the results
of the analysis to the NRC. The results of the analyses (chemical, hardness,
and metallographic) indicated that the pipes were of the material specified
for the pipe class required by the design. Details of these NRC independent
measurements are documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.

4.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

As a result of the investigation of this allegation, significant quality
assurance deficiencies over and above those alleged have been identified.
It was determined that discrepancies in the documentation in ASME Code
Data packages were being recorded on exception lists; however, this was
permitted by licensee procedure and is acceptable to NRC. There was no
evidence that criticism of Quality Assurance Engineers for identifying
discrepancies adversely impacted their work.

Major discrepancies were identified in Quality Assurance records and the
apparent improper modification of those records. This matter has been
referred to the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal
consideration. Potential problems were identified related to adequacy of
facility construction, such as material traceability and use of proper
materials, proper socket weld fitup, proper weld procedure, and welder
qualifications. These matters are being addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program to determine the adequacy of plant construction.

As part of the NRCs independent measurements, seven socket welds in which
engagement (1/16 inch gap) had not been verified were radiographed by the
licensee and the radiographs were read by the NRC. The radiographs indicated
that the welds had been made with acceptable socket engagement. Six pipe
sections for which material traceability had not been adequately maintained
were cut out and sent to Franklin Research Center for analysis. The results
of the analyses indicated the pipes were of the material specified for the
pipe class required by the design.

4.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain adequate
records of heat number traceability for piping and weld rod; and failure
to take adequate corrective action for identified deficiencies involving
(i) not verifying proper pipe fitup, and (ii) missing or questionable weld
data record information regarding weld filler metal traceability, welder .

identification, and dates welds were made.)

4.4 Threatened Firing
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4.4.1 Allegation

Phillip Gittings threatened to fire a QC inspector (I dividual I) for
refusing to accept a weld. _ Individual I was also nea ly fired for using [
a magnifying glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a
mirror to view the far cide of a pipe weld.

" 4.4.2 Background Information

CG&E retained Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI), to construct the Zimmer plant.
Kaiser maintains a Quality Assurance (QA) Department headed by the QA Manager
and consisting of Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) and Quality Control (QC)
Inspectors. QC Inspectors perform field inspections of all safety-related
components. Some QC Inspectors are employed by Kaiser and some by outside
inspection firms that are retained to increase inspection manpower for a
limited time in particular areas. During 1979 and 1980, Kaiser retained
a number of contract inspectors (supplied by Butler Services, Inc.) to
increase inspection manpower. In November 1980, all of the contract QC
inspector positions were terminated and some contractor employees were
offered positions in the Kaiser QC organization.

| 4.4.3 Investigation

4.4.3.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in August or September 1980, the
Kaiser QA Manager (Phillip Gittings) directed him to fire Individual I after

; Gittings had been told by Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, -

that Individual I had used a magnifying glass to inspect a weld. Baker said he
told Gittings that according to the American Welding Society (AWS) Code,
Individual I could use a magnifying glass during his inspections and therefore
there were no grounds to fire him. Later that day, Gittings told Baker to
retain Individual I but to transfer him from pipe support hanger inspections,

to structural steel welding inspections. Baker said that Individual I was
not threatened with firing for his failure to accept welds, but was reassigned

; due to his poor productivity and lack of com;Ieted inspections.
I
; On January 13, 1981, Baker provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is

included as Exhibit )(.

4.4.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings !

i on January 13 and 15 and July 8, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager,
' was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction

Manager, had told him he had seen Individual I inspecting a pipe support hanger
with a magnifying glass. Gittings said he told Rex Baker that.if Individual I
had been using a magnifying glass he wanted him off the site immediately.,

'

Gittings indicated that Individual I later came to his office and told him he

; had not been using a magnifying glass to inspect welds, but had been using a
; mirror. Based on that information, Gittings said he rescinded the termination

order.
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Cittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him .

; " bad reports" on inspection activities of Individual I and his lack of -
; completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer him from pipe

<

g support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection activities.

| 4.4.3.3 Interview of Robert Marshall
'

On January 15, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, 1
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in the summer of 1980 QC inspectors
performed visual AWS weld inspections, rejected 95% of the welds on pipei

support hangers, and initiated more than fifty nonconfordance reports
documenting nonconforming hanger welds. He said that he ar.d Scott Swain,-

j CG&E Site Construction Manager, were touring the plant discussing this
i problem when they observed Individual I inspecting a weld'with a mirror,
' flashlight, and pick. ,

Marshall indicated that later that day Swain told Gittings that an inspecter '

was using a magnifying glass to look at a weld. Gittings responoed tiaat he
would fire the inspector. Marshall stated emphatically that he did not

' direct Gittings to fire Individual I, and later they both' concurred that
| firing the inspector was too drastic an action to take.

4.4.3.4 Interview of Scott Swain -
3

: a

j On January 15, 1981, Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction Manager,:uas
y

; interviewed. He stated that in November 1980, he and Robert Marshall were
i touring the diesel generator rooms and observed Individual I inspecting a -

pipe support hanger weld with a flashlight, pick, and another. tool. , Swain
said Marshall identified this tool to him as a magnifying glass. . During a'
meeting concerning the high rejection rates on visual inspections of pipe

i support hanger welds, Swain mentioned this to those present. Gittings ,

| responded that he would fire the inspector involved if he found~ the inspec-
tor was using a magnifying glass to visually inspect a weld. Swain stated

i he later learned the tool was a mirror, and that Gittings was not going to
fire the inspector involved.

3
'

1

4.4.3.5 Interview of Individual I '

'

On February 20, 1981, Individual I, former Butler Services, Inc., QC Inspector,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from October 8,
1979 to December 1980. He stated that he was performing a pipe support hanger
veld inspection in the diesel generator room in November 1980 when he noticed
that Robert Marshall and Scott Swain were observing his inspections. At one
point, they looked at the tools he had with him. Shortly afterwards, Individual
I was called into Rex Baker's office and Baker said Phillip Gittings had been (
told by Marshall and Swain that he was using a magnifying glass to inspect a "

<

weld.

Individual I said Baker also related that Gittings had been asked by Marsha'11
to terminate the inspector. He indicated he later met with Gittings and was > J
again told that Marshall had seen him using a magnifying glass to inspect a '.t
weld and wanted him off the site. Individual I stated he later met aith Baker 3 ,'

* '

| .

'
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and explained he did not have a magnifying glass with him when observed and
that the tool Marshall had seen was a mirror. He also added that, even if
he had been using a magnifying glass, both the AWS Code DI.1, Section 6.5.5,
and Kaiser Procedure SPPM 4.6 ,(Revision 8 recognized and spproved the use
of a magnifying glass for veld inspection.

! Individual I stated that he demanded Baker and Gittings document the reason
' for his proposed termination and he advised Baker he would consult with his
attorney and fight the termination.

I Individual I provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit .

K
; 4.4.3.6 Interview of Jesse Ruiz
!

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was'

interviewed by NRC. He stated that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were being
harrassed and intimidated by Kaiser construction personnel. Ruiz said that
Individual I had been threatened with the loss of his job by Gerald Adams,;

; KEI Structural Superintendent, if he did not accept an item inspected, and
for allegedly using a asagnifying glass to inspect a weld when he was actually

j using a mirror, a common weld inspection tool.
!

On February 20, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit K.

;

4.4.4 Findings and Conclusions

A QC Inspector was threatened with dismissal by the QA Manager after the
Construction Superintendent advised him (incorrectly) that the QC Inspector.

! -

used a magnifying glass to visually inspect weld surfaces. The QC Inspector
protested the planned dismissal and was not dismissed; however, he was re-

| ast.igned to another area of inspection.

4.4.5 Items of Noncompliance
'

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5. Applegate/ GAP Allegations

J 4 On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project (GAP) requested an
investigation into the conduct of an earlier RIII investigation of concerns
provided by Thomas Applegate. In addition to this request, they provided a
list of nineteen allegations, some of which appeared to contain information
known to NRC, and some of which were new information. A commitment was made
to review the nineteen allegations even if they appeared to pertain to known.

l i' situations.

l; To clarify the allegations, a meeting was held between Applegate,,j Thomas Devine (GAP representative), and RIII personnel on February 26, 1981.
,

A The meeting was recorded, and a transcript was produced. L

| ;

|w 4

N\
l ,
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1

Sosie of the allegations concern issues that do not fall under the jurisdic-
. tion of the NRC, and have been brought to the attention of the appropriate'

agencies for action as they consider appropriate. Other allegations were
provided during this meeting and in correspondence from GAP, some of which
are not addressed in this report but will be reviewed and documented in
subsequent reports. view gutstanding allegations indicates that

,
, their investigation not';cangetheconclusionsreachedinthisreport. 7\

' In a July 22, 1981, letter GAP provided RIII with additional information
on allegations of improper construction. GAP subsequently offered to
amplify and provide more specific information related to the matter in the
letter. This information will be considered by RIII prior to completion
of the RIII independent measurement activities.

5.1 Unsuitable Piping Installation.

.

5.1.1 Allegation

"KEI knowingly installed and ripped out unsuitable main steam relief piping,;

at an estimated labor cost of $320,000."

5.1.2 .Backaround Information

The Zimmer facility uses a General Electric boiling water reactor (BWR)
Mark II containment system design, which includes a pressure suppressionj

pool in the lower levels of the containment building. Based on actual,

Mark I operating experiences related to safety relief valve actuations
and large-scale testing of the more recently designed Mark III containment,

design system, new suppression pool hydrodynamic loads associated with
! postulated loss-of-coolant accidents (LOCA) were identified that had not

been explicitly considered in the original design of the Mark II containment
system. These newly identified logds result from the dynamic effects of
drywell air and steam being rapidly forced into the suppression pool during'

a postulated LOCA or safety relief valve actuation. When this possible pro-
blem was first identified, General Electric and NRC and its consultants per-
formed an in-depth review of the General Electric Mark II containment system
design. Utilities owning facilities that would use the Mark II containment
system also formed an owners' group to share calculations, evaluations, and
acceptable modifications to the Mark II containments.

.

The NRC effort in reviewing the new dynamic loads was divided into two
programs: a short-term evaluation program for the lead plants (Zissner,
La Salle, Shoreham), and a long-term program for final detailed evaluation
of the adequacy of modifications. The description of the NRC evaluation
is available in NUREG-0487, " Mark II containment Lead Plant Program Load
Evaluation and Acceptance Criteria," published in November 1978.* This
document indicates that the lead plants, those first to use the Mark II
containment system, would be reviewed by NRC to determine the acceptability
of modifications made in their design to accommodate the identified loads.

*These documents are available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or
for purchase from tha NRC/GPO sales program, Washington, DC 20555.

~
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'

NUREG-0474, "A Technical Up-Date on Pressure Suppression Type Containments
in Use in U.S. Light Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants," issued in July

! 1978,* details the ongoing NRC monitoring of the modification and analysis
program. NUREG-0371, " Task Action Plans for Generic Activities (Category A),"
issued in November 1978,* identifies review of the Mark II pressure suppression
containment as Generic Task A-8. NUREG-0510, " Identification of Unresolved
Safety Issues Relating to Nuclear Power Plants, Report to Congress," issued

* in January 1979,* identifies two generic tasks as being related to the analysis
of suppression pool dynamic loads and safety relief valve loads / temperature
limits for BWR containments.

In the lead plant program load evaluation, NRC approved the design basis
used for modifications to the suppression pool system, including a device
known as a "I quencher" as part of the safety relief system, and additional;

' equipment, such as base and wall plates, to support these new installations.

NRC does not have regulatory jurisdiction over the construction costs of a
nuclear power plant.

5.1.3 Investination

5.1.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated that
Kaiser had installed a large portion of the main steam relief (MSR) piping,
knowing that sections of it would later have to be removed. He recalled
that 2 years after its installation Kaiser removed large sections of the
piping at and below the 525-ft level of the reactor containment building
but left the pipe sections above that level in place.

,

. On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested that the statement not be attached to this report.

5.1.3.2 Interview of Individuals B and C

- On April 14 and 16, 1981, Individuals B and C, identified by GAP personnel
l as having provided information regarding this allegation to representatives

of GAP, were interviewed by NRC. They both stated that they had no informa-
tion concerning this allegation.

i

I 5.1.3.3 Interview of H. C. Brinkman

During the period of February 9-13 and 23-27,1981, discussions with
H. C. Brinkman, CG&E Principal Mechanical Engineer, indicated that experi-
sentation had revealed the need to redesign the relief system based on'

newly identified discharge loads. Therefore, several utilities, including

*These documents are available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or
for purchase from the NRC/GPO sales program, Washington, DC 20555.

l
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CG&E, decided on a modification to replace the already installed " rams head"
safety relief valve (SRV) discharge devices with " quenchers."

In 1975, CG&E decided to start designing the quencher modification, knowing
that part of the piping to be installed would later have to be removed due
to the identification of new discharge loads. The basis for the decision
was that approximately 90 to 97% of the original quencher modification would

* likely be acceptable and therefore only 3 to 10% would be subject to rework.
CG&E concluded that it would be less costly to proceed with installation
activities rather than delay the construction schedule until the quencher
modification design was complete. To date, the modification installation
is not complete.

5.1.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observations

The MSR modification has required (in part) the replacement of 10-in.
Schedule 40 pipe with other 10-in. Schedule 40 pipe of different geometric
configuration, 10-in. extra-strong pipe, and 12-in. extra-strong pipe
(thicker walled pipe).

During this investigation, the licensee provided cost figures for the modi-
fication to date, which exceeded the alleged amount. The NRC made no attempt
to corroborate the licensee's claim that it was cheaper to proceed with an
installation known to require rework before installation actually took place.

An RIII inspector reviewed all revisions to the KEI isometric drawing PSK-1MS,
Sheets 21 and 21A, that were pertinent to the quencher modification of the main
steam relief piping. The revisions identified the following changes:

Table 5.1.3.4-1 Revisions To Isometric Drawing PSK-IMS

Rev. No. Implemented Change Date

Rev. O Redrawn--original configuration replaced 9/8/76
Rev. 1 Hangers added 3/31/77
Rev. 2 Eight lugs added 1/10/78
Rev. 3 Hanger changed 5/5/78
Rev. 4 New spool pieces added, welds MS212 and MS195 4/3/79

voided per S&L
Rev. 5 Piping tee section added 6/18/79
Rev. 6 Weld MS160 and a 4-in. dimension added 10/1/79
Rev. 7 Field-marked (redline) updates added 1/9/80
Rev. 8 Welds K-461 and K-463 changed; weld K-592 8/27/80

changed to K-593 per NR-2499; hanger detail
section D-D added

Rev. 9 Weld K-592 changed to K-461; weld K-593 9/4/80
changed to K-594
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An RIII inspector reviewed the QC documentation for the following main
steam relief piping field welds: 160, 160A, 267A, 267B, 267C, 267D, 268B,
268C, 459, 460, and 461. The records showed that the welds had been
accomplished in accordance with the appropriate code (ASMI Section III
1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda).

An RIII inspector interpreted the radiographs for the following main steam
relief piping field welds: 160A, 459, 460, 461, 462, and 594. There were
approximately five to seven radiographs for each of these welds. Varying
numbers of radiographs were necessary to cover the entire 360 degrees of each
pipe weld. The radiography was performed in accordance with the appropriate

. code (ASME Section III 1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda). The RIII inspector
| identified no unacceptable weld indications on the radiographs.

; 5.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

The quencher modification to the main steam relief system was being made with
the knowledge of NRC. CG&E personnel stated they made an economic decision
to install piping for the main steam relief system quencher modification with
the knowledge that approximately 3 to 10% would have to be removed due to con-
tinuing identification of changes in design loads. Because NRC does not have
regulatory jurisdiction over construction costs, no attempt was made to determine
the estimated labor cost for the portion of pipe that was installed and removed.
The safety importance of this allegation is limited to whether the main steam

| relief piping is installed properly.

RIII has concluded that the modification is being properly installed and
tested, except for the improper voiding of one NR,rr 'i:-" :_2 __ C.. .._

! ': ;f C... my..^.

5.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.2 Improper Fittings

5.2.1 Allegation

"2000 pound fittings were installed.in 1979 on residue head valves, although
5000 pound fittings are required."

I An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that
the " residue head valves" of this allegation and " residue heat valves" of
allegation 5.4.1 were not the components of concern. The components involved
in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for the
recirculation flow control valves.

Allegations 5.2 and 5.4 are both addressed in this section because the
investigation determined that both allegations were addressing the same
component.
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5.2.2 Background Information

Hydraulic actuators are used to open and close some plant valves. Actuators
on the reactor recirculation system are provided with drain lines in case
hydraulic seals in the actuator should leak. These drain lines are not
pressurized (they go to a drain tank which is at atmospheric pressure) ahd
only serve to contain possible leaking hydraulic fluid.

.

5.2.3 Investigation

5.2.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by the NRC. Individual A stated
that Individual F had told him that 6000-lb pressure fittings were re-
quired on the hydraulic lines in the residual heat removal system, but
Individual F was told by a supervisor to install 3000-lb fittings.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to thic report.

5.2.3.2 Interview of Individual F

On March 20, 1981, Individual F was interviewed by telephone. Individual F
stated that he had heard about a valve that had been broken, but he did
not have any firsthand knowledge of the incident. Individual F said he
knew of cases in which " half-life" (3000-lb in place of 6000-lb) fittings
were used. Two specific caaes recalled by Individual F will be followed
up in a subsequent inspection (358/81-13-07).

Individual F repeatedly stated that it had been three years since he had
been at Zimmer and that he could not remember further specifics.

5.2.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On February 10, 1981, Individual B, who had been previously interviewed
by representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated
that 3000-lb fittings were installed on two recirculation flow control
valves when 6000-lb fittings were required. He identified the fittings as
being socket welded to two small hydraulic lines on the valves in question.
Individual B stated that, to the best of his knowledge, this deficiency had
not been corrected.

Individual B stated that in 1979 it was reported to him that a pipefitter
bumped into the valve and a small hydraulic fitting on the valve' fell off.
He said the fitting was later identified as a nonconforming item by Kaf ser,
and a Design Document Change (DDC) was issued directing the fitting be
repaired. He stated the valve in question was manufactured by General
Electric, and General Electric later repaired the broken fitting on the
valve.
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On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.2.3.4 Interview of T. F. Van Natta

On June 25, 1981, T. F. Van Natta, Site Control and Instrument Engineer for
General Electric, was interviewed by telephone. Van Natta stated that the'

*

adaptor connecting the drain line to the hydraulic actuator body on a
recirculation flow control valve had been broken off. He said that he did
not know whether or not a pipefitter had broken the adaptor.

Van Natta indicated that the originally installed adaptor was adequate for
the designed service, but it was susceptible to mechanical damage from
adjacent construction activities that were being performed. Therefore, the
decision was made to replace the original adaptor design with the stronger
flange design defined in General Electric Field Deviation Disposition Request
No. KN-1-299, dated December 18, 1978.

Van Natta said that the actuator and three of the four hydraulic lines connect-
ing to the actuator had a design test pressure of 3000 psig. He said the fourth
line, which was addressed in Field Deviation Disposition Request (FDDR) No.
KN-1-299, was the drain line to the hydraulic system, which has a design test
pressure of 200 psig and normal operating pressure of 0 psig since the drain
line is open to atmosphere at the drain tank.

Van Natta stated that the actuator drain ports and lines were separated from
the relatively high pressure (3000 psig) side of the actuator by two seals
(a main seal and a backup seal), each of which have a design pressure of 3000
psig.

5.2.3.5 Interview of T. E. Bloom
.

On June 30, 1981, T. E. Bloom, a General Electric employee, was interviewed
by NRC. Bloom stated that the nipple (adaptor) on the hydraulic actuator to

,

the recirculation flow control valve for recirculation Loop A had been broken.

5.2.3.6 Record Review

1. The RIII inspector reviewed General Electric FDDR No. KN-1-299 (designated
as nonconformance request) dated December 18, 1978, which addressed the
recirculation system flow control valve actuator. The FDDR indicated that
the following had occurred:

"The threaded adaptor which connects the drain port on the actuator body
was broken off during installation of the 1/2" NPT [ National Pipe Thread]
hydraulic piping. This adaptor is not suitable for this application where
the connection is susceptible to damage and does not provide take down
capability."

l
The final disposition of the FDDR was as follows:

I - 37 -
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" Replace the defective adaptor with short tube threaded to the actuator
and socket weld to a special flange attached to the actuator mount ledge.
A mating flange with a Viton "O" ring joint is also provided similar to
the other actuation piping connections."

The FDDR indicated that the flange modification was complete on July 13,
1979. The FDDR did not identify the specific actuator (Loop A or Loop B),

that had the defective adaptor.

2. The hydraulic actuators for the two recirculation flow control valves
and their respective piping, components, locations, and classifications
were identified on the following drawings (Table 5.2-1):

Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data

Sargent & Lundy
Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings

Recirculation Loop A

1. Actuator No. 1B33F060A-- M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
Rucker drawing #81999-F-402 Revision T
Revision M; Rucker Control
S/N SP19025

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revision T
ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR39AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-243 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-245.

1RR41AD*)

b.**Line #1RR39AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-241,
| hydraulic system drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-244 and
| line (and low point drain M-464-3-RR-247
'

line IRR41AC*)

c. Line #1RR39AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-242 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-246
line IRR41AB*)

M-4'4-3-RR-239 andd. Line #1RR39AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 6
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-240
line IRR41AA*)
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.

Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data (continued)

Sargent & Lundy
Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings

1tecirculation Loop B

1. Actuator No. 1B33F060B M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
Rucker Control S/N 19028 Revision P

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revision P
ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR40AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-263 and
(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-259
line IRR43AD*)

b.**Line #1RR40AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-262 and
hydraulic system drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-257
line (and low point drain

line 3RR43AC*)

c. Line #1RR40AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-261 and
(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-258
line IRR43AB*)

d. Line #1RR40AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-260 and
(and low point drain line Revision P M-464-4-RR-256

1RR43AA*)

* Low point drain lines are installed in the lowest points of each hydraulic
line to provide system maintenance. Low point drain lines are not the same as
the hydraulic system drain lines (IRR39AC and IRR40AC), which are functional'

parts of the hydraulic system.

**The disposition to FDDR No. KN-1-299 was applied to both drain lines
#1RR39AC and #1RR40AC.

The drawings indicated that the actuators and the portions of the
respective piping located inside the drywell were classified as
ASME Section III Class B. The portions of the respective piping
located outside the drywell and past the the isolation valves were
classified as ASME Section III Class D (nonsafet." related).

3. The RIII inspector reviewed a S&L design document change that specified
I

a change in design pressure for three hydraulic lines from 6000 psig
to 3000 psig and for the drain line from 3000 psig to 150 psig for the'

actuators for the two flow control valves. The Kaiser isometric
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drawings reflected the design pressure changes specified in the DDC.
[ Note: Revision 5 to drawing H-464-4RR-257 reflects an example of
the specified change.]

4. The RIII inspector reviewed the S&L Mechanical Department Piping Line
List dated May 29, 1981, which specified the following conditions for
the hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-2):

.

Table 5.2-2 Hydraulic Line Conditions

. Maximum Design Field

Operating Operating Test
Pressure Pressure Pressure

Line No. (psig) (psig) (psig)

1RR39AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AB 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AC* 100 150 200
1RR39AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AC* 100 150 200
1RR40AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AB 2200 3000 3000

*These were the drain lines affected by FDDR No. KN-1-299.

The RIII inspector reviewed the material-takeoff record listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings indicating that
all the material and components (piping, fittings, and valves) met
or exceeded the defdsn conditions identified on the S&L Mechanical
Department Piping Lir.e List.

The RIII inspector reviewed the KEI-1 weld data records listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings. The records
indicated that welds had been made in accordance with the ASME
Code Section III-1971 Edition, with the following exceptions:

a. Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-239, Revision 3)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were
made for any of the welds.

Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-240, Revision 7)--
Recorded dates for welds A-1, A-2, A-3, C-2
and C-5 indicate the welds were dye penetrant
tested (PT) before they were made.

b. Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No M-464-3-RR-244, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were
made for any of the welds.
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Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-241, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-6,
C-7, C-8, C-9, C-10, and C-11 were made.

c. Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-243, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates for any of the
welds.

.

Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-245, Revision 5)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-5
(rework), C-6, C-7, C-8, and C-9 were made.

d. Line #1RR40AB (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-257, Revision 8)--
Record reflects QC verification of weld A-1
with written signoff instead of required QC
stamp; weld test (PT) records not available
for welds A-2, A-3, and B-2.

e. Line #1RR40AC (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-262, Revision 7)--
Weld data records written to replace lost
weld records for welds E-2 and E-4, without

justification to assure in-process inspections
were performed.

f. Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-259, Revision 6)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds B-2,

B-5, and B-6 were made; weld test (PT) record
was not available for veld B-2.

Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-263, Revision 7)--
Weld test record was not available for welds
A-1 and A-7.

The final quality assurance engineer's review of the preceding KEI-l
weld data records had not been performed as of June 29, 1981.
Therefore, the listed exceptions are unresolved pending the final
QA engineer's review and completion of appropriate dispositions
(358/81-13-08).

5. The RIII inspector reviewed Kaiser Engineers, Inc., Quality Assurance
Construction Methods Instruction (QACMI) No. M-10, Revision 6 (dated
November 16, 1978), and Revision 7 (dated September 13, 1979). Both
revisions of QACHI M-10, entitled " Pressure Testing of Piping Systems,"
complied with ASME Code Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-6000.

The RIII inspector reviewed the following hydrostatic test, reports
for the respective hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-3):
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Table'5.2-3 Hydrostatic Test Results

Test Pressure (psig)
* Actual

Design Max. Actual 10-Min.
Line No. Max. Allow. Initial Holding Report No.

.

IRR39AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-28
3/2/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR39AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-27
3/1/79

- Retest 9/27/79

1RR39AC
(Drawings 200 225 215 150 RR-53

,

241, 244) 9/27/79

(Drawing' 200 215 210 160 RR-26
247) 2/26/79

1RR39AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-25
3/5/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR40AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-32
3/6/79
Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-31
3/14/79
Retest 10/4/79

IRR40AC 200 215 210 160 RR-30
,

3/2/79
Retest 10/4/79

| 1RR40AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-29
3/5/79

- Retest 10/4/79

The preceding hydrostatic pressure tests were performed by using the system
power unit to pressurize the lines through the actuators, as described in
General Electric File No. VPF 3300-111-1 (Rucker Control Technical Manual
No. TM 81999, paragraphs 5.7.3.1 through 5.7.3.9). Therefore, the actuators

as well as the lines (pipes, fittings, valves, etc.) were subjected to the
test pressures. The hydrostatic test reports indicated that the tests had
been performed in accordance with QACHI No. M-10, Revision 6 and Revision 7,
according to the effective dates.
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5.2.3.7 Field Observations

On" June 29 and 30, 1981, the RIII inspector visually examined both of the
hydraulic actuators and all of the attached lines (from the actuators to
the penetrations leading out of the drywell). The inspector identified no
unacceptable weld indications in any of the welds. connecting the actuator,
flange, or piping. The inspector noted that all of the welds were socket
welds. The general piping installation, routing, material identification,
and welds were as specified on the respective isometric drawings. The
hydraulic system drain lines connected to the actuators for both of the
recirculation flow control valves were installed in accordance with FDDR
No. KN-1-299 dated December 18, 1978.

5.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The investigation revealed that the design pressure rating of three hydraulic
lines for each of the recirculation flow control valve actuators had been
changed from 6000 psig to 3000 psig, and the design pressure rating of the
drain line had been changed from 3000 to 150 psig. These design changes are
considered acceptable by the NRC and the licensee.

An adaptor to a drain line on the hydraulic actuator to one of the recir-
culation flow control valves (not the valve itself) was broken, and a
site control document was written that identified this condition. The
cause of the broken adaptor was not documented and could not be determined.
The item was modified to be less prone to damage.

The material used in the connections to the actuator was as specified on the
installation drawings. The hydraulic systems were satisfactorily pressure
tested.

The concern identified by the allegation, though not known previously by
the NRC, had been adequately addressed by the licensee.

5.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.3 Clogged Drains

5.3.1 Allegation
!

"A radioactive waste drain is clogged with concrete which carelessly was
poured into the drain."

5.3.2 Background Information

Plant procedures require drains to be flushed with water prior to plant
operation to confirm that the drains are. clear of all restricting debris.
The radwaste floor drains will not handle any radioactive liquid until such
material is generated following the start of plant operations.

|
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The terms "radwaste drains" and " radioactive waste drains," as used by
interviewed individuals, are synonymous terms for floor drains which
normally drain small amounts of radioactive water that can leak from such
sources as valve packings. The drains are designed to carry potentially
radioactively contaminated water to the waste treatment facility.

5.3.3 Investigation
.

5.3.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
that, while concrete finishing work was under way in the radioactive
waste disposal area, he suggested to Kaiser construction personnel that a
pipefitter be assigned to the cencrete finishing crew to assure concrete
did not enter and clog the floor drains. However, they disagreed with
this suggestion and, instead, directed the floor drains be covered with
duct tape to prevent concrete from entering and clogging the drains.
Individual A stated that concrete did enter the lines and clog the radio-
active waste drains.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested that the statement not be attached to this report.

5.3.3.2 Interview of Individual B

Individual B stated that he worked as a pipefitter during 1976-1977, and
worked with the drain flushing crew for the radwaste system. Individual B
stated that during this period he observed floor drains in the system that
were clogged with concrete, which he and others unsuccessfully tried to
remove.

5.3.3.3 Interview of Test Coordinator and Startup Engineer

Telephone interviews were conducted by the Senior Resident Inspector on
February 12, 1981 with the Test Coordinator, who was responsible for the
radwaste building drain flushing activities, and on February 13, 1981 with
the Startup Engineer, who was responsible for drain system flushes. Both
individuals indicated that some drains were found to be plugged with
unspecified debris. In all of those cases, the drains were cleared and
flow was verified.

5.3.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observation

The Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E Flushing Procedure No. DR,
Rev. O, for the drain system, approved on September 23, 1977. The purpose

,

of this procedure was stated as follows: "This document details the pro-
cedure for cleaning the liquid radwaste floor drain and equipment drain
piping to the various plant sumps and drain tanks. The floor drain and
equipment drain piping shall be flushed until they flow freely and all
large particulate matter is removed."
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'

; Appendices to the Flushing Procedure indicated that 152 of a total of 169
of the potentially radioactive waste drains related to the radwaste building
floor drain tank, the floor drain sludge tank, the radwaste floor drain
sump, the floor drain collector tank, and the chemical waste tank had been
flushed and the flow verified in accordance with the procedure. The appendices
indicated that the verifications had been made in 1979. The licensee stated

,that the flushing activities were continuing.

The Senior Resident Inspector made visual inspections of all of the
| accessible radwaste drain ports identified on Sargent & Lundy drawings A-533

Rev. F, A-534 Rev. F, and A-515 Rev. N. These drawings identified the drains
in the radwaste building (elevations 496 ft, 527 ft, 513 ft, and 511 ft) and
in the auxiliary building (elevations 567 ft 5 in., and 547 ft). None of
the observed drain ports were visibly plugged. The following floor drains
were covered with tape at the time of the inspection and were therefore not
inspected:

1. Radwaste Building--elevation 527 ft

a. Drain Y-20
b. Drain Y-17

2. Auxiliary Building--elevation 567 ft

a. Drain L-26
b. Drain G-26 (elevation 562 ft 5 1/4 in.)
c. Drain G-22
d. Drain G-20
e. Drain G/H-20 (elevation 562 ft 6 3/4 in.)*

f. Drain H-22 (elevation 562 ft 7 5/8 in.)
g. Drain H/J-24

| h. Drain G/H-22

5.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

Neither the flushing records nor the Resident Inspector's observations
confirmed or denied that drains had been clogged with concrete. NRC
interviews with site personnel indicated that some drains had been clogged
with unspecified debris. However, the investigation confirmed that 152
out of a total of 169 of the potential radioactive waste drains were cleared
of all restricting debris. The 17 drains that remain to be flushed are

; identified in the same controlled flushing procedure as the 152 that have
already been flushed. RIII will determine the status of the remaining 17
drains prior to authorizing plant operation (358/81-13-09).

5.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.4 Weak Valve Materials
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5.4.1 Allegation

"A residue heat valve broke when a pipefitter bumped into it, raising new
questions about the quality of metal used for valves."

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that
the " residue head valves" of allegation 5.2.1 and " residue heat valves" of

' this allegation were not the components of concern. The components involved
in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for recirculation
flow control valves.

Allegation 5.4 is addressed in allegation 5.2 because the investigation
determined that both allegations were addressing the same component.

5.5 Weld Rod Control

5.5.1 Allegation

" Sensitive parts on welding rods are possibly damaged through storage at
improper temperatures and possibly lost through failure to follow proper
paperwork and labeling requirements."

This allegation addresses two weld rod concerns:

1. Weld rods were possibly absorbing moisture due to improperly controlled
rod temperatures prior to consumption, which resulted in unacceptable
welds.

2. Weld rods were not controlled because the paperwork and labeling
requirements were not being properly followed. Therefore, welds
may have been made with incorrect weld rods.

5.5.2 Background Information

For pressure boundary (pipe) welds, the ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition
Article NB-2440 states, " Suitable storage and handling of electrodes, flux
and other welding materials shall be maintained. Precautions shall be taken
to minimize absorption of moisture by fluxes and cored, fabricated and coated
electrodes."

ASME Code, Sectior. III-1971 Edition, Article NA-4460, states, " Measures shall
be established to provide work and examination instructions for handling,
storage, shipping and preservation of materials, parts, components, and
appurtenances to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for!

I particular products, special protective environments, such as inert gas
atmospheres, specific moisture content levels and temperatures, shall be

,

| provided and their existence verified."
|

For structural welds, the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 4.9.2, states, "All
| electrodes having low-hydrogen coverings conforming to AWS AS.1 shall be

purchased in hermetically-sealed containers or shall be dried at least one
hour at temperatures between 700'F and 800*F before being used. Electrodes

|
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shall be dried prior to use if the hermetically-sealed container shows
evidence of damage. Immediately after removal from hermetically-sealed
containers or from drying ovens, electrodes shall be stored in ovens
held at a temperature of at least 250'F. E70XX electrodes that are not
used within four hours, E80XX within two hours, E90XX within one hour,
and E100XX and E110XX within one-half hour after removal from hermetically-
sealed containers or removal from a drying or storage oven shall be redried

- before use. Electrodes which have been wet shall not be used."

The covering of low-hydrogen weld rods is hygroscopic (attracts moisture)
when not heated or otherwise protected from moisture-containing air. Water
contains hydrogen, so moisture absorption is undesirable.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod is allowed to cool below approximately 100 to
125*F and is not protected from normal atmosphere, it will begin to
attract moisture. The longer the rod is exposed, the more moisture will
be absorbed. If a significant amount of moisture is absorbed, the resulting
weld may contain porosity (gas pockets or voids). Such porosity will be
evident in visual inspections of root or filler passes of weld metal, and
will be visible in radiographs of the weld. In practice, an experienced
welder will recognize that a rod has absorbed significant moisture by the
way the weld is progressing, and will return or discard the affected rods.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod has absorbed very slight amounts of moisture,
it will not have a significant effect on the resulting weld, its strength,
or anticipated service life.

Kaiser Procedure SPPM No. 3.3, Revision 6, dated June 25, 1979 which was
effective during September and October 1979, states the following:

|
"6.4 The Weld Rod Clerk shall issue all filler material on a weight basis.

He shall record on the KEI Weld 2 form the weight of all bare rod and
covered electrodes issued.

"He shall also, record on the KEI Weld 2 form the heat number and/or
lot number for bare rods, consumable inserts and backing rings, and
the heat number and lot number for covered electrodes prior to use.

1

"7.3 The Weld Rod Clerk shall weigh all bare rod and covered electrodes
returned to Central Storage and record the weight on the KEI Weld 2
fo rm. A new KEI Weld 2 form will be made out for each new issue of
electrodes to and for each welder."

5.5.3 Investigation

|
| 5.5.3.1 Interview with Individual A

lOn February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he had

! observed unaccounted for weld rods (weld rods without accompanying KEI-2
weld rod issue forms) and had seen weld rod warming ovens unplugged and
not being maintained at the proper temperature.

|
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Individual A also stated that during September and October 1979 a pipefitter
was not assigned to the weld rod issue point to account for weld rods during
the evening shift. He stated that weld rod and weld rod issue slips were
left out unattended for anyone to pick up and use.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written; however, he requested
the statement not be attached to this report.

.

5.5.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Kaiser
required weld rod ovens be maintained at the proper temperatures at all
times. He said he could not state that every welder maintained his oven
at the right temperature, but as a supervisor he assured his own men did.

He stated that veld rod issue forms (KEI-2) were occasionally lost and, in
those cases, it was a common practice for welders to get a blank issue form,
falsify it, and present it to the Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors in order
for the weld to pass inspection. He said this was often done months after

! the fact by Kaiser construction supervisors who falsified weld-rod issue
forms to complete weld documentation packages. He indicated that, by doing
this, they did not have to cut out and rework welds. [ Note: Statements
alleging falsification have been forwarded to the NRC Office of Inspector

; and Auditor for investi ation.]2

I On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement; however, he'

requested the statement not be attached to this report.

| 5.5.3.3 Record Review and Inspection

The Resident Inspector reviewed the receipt dc,cumentation for E7018 (low
hydrogen) weld rods purchased on orders No. 34356, 35720, 37587, 39075,
39382, 39556, 39971, and 40318. The receipt documentation indicated that
the E7018 rod had been received in sealed moisture proof containers.

The Resident Inspector also verified that low-hydrogen electrodes (rods)
that had not been issued to the field were clearly identified and stored
in a clean, limited access, and dry area. In addition, in the field issue
rooms (rod shacks), the low-hydrogen rods were either in sealed containers
or in holding ovens at temperatures above 250'F.

! The licensee provides portable rod warmers to be used near the work
| activities to maintain the weld rods in a dry condition until used. KEI
| Welding Filler Materials Control Procedure No. SPPM 3.3, Revision 7,
i paragraphs 3.5.4.2 and 3.5.4.3, respectively, state:

"When covered electrodes are removed from a holding oven to be
issued to welders they shall be placed in a portable rod warmer.
Only one classification and heat or lot of electrodes shall be
stored in each individual portable rod warmer. Each portable
rod warmer shall be uniquely marked for identification purposes
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and shall be checked on a monthly basis to assure that each rod
warmer maintains a correct temperature between 175'T and 400*F.

"All covered electrodes exposed to ambient conditions for more
than four hours without coming in direct contact with water shall
be returned to central storage for rebaking..."

i ~ The Resident Inspector reviewed the December 1980 record for the daily |

temperature check of holding ovens W50, W27, W38, W25, W39, W19, W11,
and W26. The record indicates that oven W50 was 5'T under the specified
250'F on 3 of the 22 days checke4; oven W25 was 5'T under the specified
250'T 1 of the 22 days; oven W3!, was 15'T under the specified 250*F on
1 day out of 22; and oven W26 was 10*F under the specified 250'F on 1 day
out of 22. Although these instances violated the letter of the procedure,

| a the rods were still hot enough to ensure no moisture was absorbed. An
' item of noncompliance was not issued because of the lack of significance

of this observation.

The Resident Inspector reviewed the record for the monthly check of
portable rod ovens (warmers). The record indicated that the temperatures
of 209 warmers were checked on January 3, 1981 and that all were within
the required range of 175' to 400*F.i

|

The Resident Inspector also observed that unacceptable rod warmers in the
field issue rooms were properly tagged to preclude their use and were
segregated in a clearly marked area.

A review of reports of past NRC inspections disclosed instances when (1) weld
rod has been found lying outside containers or ovens, (2) portable ovens were
not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated at the
specified frequency, (4) holding ovens containing different type rods, and
(5) other control procedure requirements were not adhered to. These items
are documented in Inspection Reports No. 75-05, 76-07, 76-11, 77-02, 79-07,
79-15, 80-07, 80-14, and 80-19.

The portable rod warmers not being plugged in and holding ovens containing
different types of rods were not violations of the ASME or AWS Codes.

5.5.3.4 Physical Control of Weld Rods

The paperwork used to account for weld rod is the weld rod issue form (KEI-2).
The weld rod issue form requires signatures from the welder, the welder's

I foreman, and the weld rod issuer permitting the welder to obtain weld rods
|

for a specific weld from the rod shack (field storeroom).

The RIII inspectors reviewed KEI daily timecards (personnel time records)
for 21 different days, and some respective weld rod issue forms (KEI-2
forms), to determine if a weld rod clerk was assigned to the field and rod
shack during the second shift for September and October 1979. The timecards
indicated that two individuals (K. Kern and G. Jones) had worked overtime
(after 4:00 p.m.) in the rod shack for 1 to 4 1/2 hrs on 20 of the 21 days
(1 hr for 10 days, 1.3 hrs for 2 days, 2 hrs for 3 days, 2.5 hrs for 2 days,
3.5 hrs for 2 days, and 4.5 hrs for 1 day).
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'

There appeared to be some inconsistencies between the timecards and the weld
,

rod issue forms that were reviewed.

Region III inspectors discussed the apparent inconsistancies with the licensee.
Following their review, the CG&E QA Hanager informed RIII by telephone on
August 13, 1981, that the licensee's review of all timecards for the dates in
question showed the appropriate veld rod clerks were working on the days in
question. He indicated the NRC did not review all of the timecards. On-

October 8, 1981, the. licensee provided additional information to the RIII
inspectors. Thisisconsideredtobeanunresolveditempendingthereview[ /(
of the additional information (358/81-13-10).

The welders identified on the above weld rod issue forms were pipefitters1

; and boilermakers working on the second shift during September and October
| 1979. The RIII inspector noted that the alleger was one of the assigned

pipefitters and boilermakers.!

The issuance of weld rod was to be performed by the weld rod clerk as
described in H. J. Kaiser Procedure SPPM #3.3, Revision 6. This procedure
also specified requirements to control weld rod temperature and traceability
at the rod shack.

RIII inspectors on numerous occasions during previous inspections have
j observed weld rods lying uncontrolled in the construction area.

The concerns regarding the physical control of weld rod identified during
the investigation of this allegation are addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

5.5.3.5 NRC Independent Measurements
;

To obtain a preliminary asessment as to whether improper veld metal mayi

| have been used in making welds, boat samples and radiographs of six safety
related welds were taken by the licensee under the direction of NRC. These

;

| specific welds (welds NP-39; LP-19; LP-23B; LP-23; LP-11; and RH-275) were
taken from safety related systems in areas where lack of weld rod controli

had been observed. The radiographs were evaluated by NRC inspectors and
the weld boat samples were analyzed by Franklin Research Center for the
the NRC. The material and quality of these six welds were consistent with
design specifications. Details of these NRC independent measurements are
documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.

5.5.4 Findings and Conclusions

Based on the findings of previous NRC inspections, there have been instances
when (1) weld rods have been stored at improper temperatures, (2) portable

,

1 ovens were not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated
at the specified frequency, (4) weld rod issuance had not been controlled,
and (5) welds rods were observed lying uncontolled in the construction area.

Although the concerns identified by this and other allegations and by previous
inspection findings collectively are viewed to be potentially significant,
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independent measurements of six random safety related welds disclosed no
quality problems. These concerns are being pursued in more depth by the
licensee as part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

4

5.5.5 Items of Noncompliance;

, No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.6 Argon Gas Exposure

i 5.6.1 Allegation

" Argon gas valves for flushing oxygen from pipes routinely are left open
i by the day crew, causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, a problem

about which CG&E Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest."

In an affidavit provided to GAP by a pipefitter (Individual A) formerly;

| employed at Zimmer, it was alleged that workers on the day shift routinely
' crimped and wired argon gas hoses shut rather than closing the gas valves

at the source upon leaving work. The pipefitter stated that this practice
resulted in argon gas leaking from the hoses and caused the workers on

i the night shift to suffer from dizziness. The pipefitter further stated
he advised former Kaiser Safety Director Larry Cummings of his concerns
and that Cummings indicated he was not interested, because argon gas would

| _

not hurt anyone.|

| On February 26, 1981 during a meeting between NRC Region III personnel,
! a GAP representative, and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that he re-
I ceived information from James Bedinghaus indicating that, in late fall or

early winter 1980, his son, John Bedinghaus, had been overcome by argon
gas while conducting fire watch rounds in the area of the containment vessel.

5.6.2 Background Information

Argon gas is a " shielding gas" used to purge or displace the oxygen inside
pipes in certain welding procedures, to prevent the metal from oxidizing
during welding. Argon gas is colorless and odorless. It is also heavier
than oxygen and therefore settles in low areas, displacing oxygen. This
occurs in the same manner that water displaces air as it is poured into and
fills a glass. MAPP (which actually refers to a trade name) refers to
combustible gas used in welding, typically for heating and cutting various
metals. It does not displace oxygen as argon gas does. It is colorless but

j it has an odor which can be described as " noticeably foul." MAPP gas is
| generally not toxic, although significant concentrations may be ignited and

become explosive.
,

NRC does not regulate the use of the subject gases. On February 6, 1981,
the NRC Region III office telephoned the Cincinnati, Ohio, office of the
U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administrationi

(OSHA). During a conversation with OSHA representative John Phillips, it
was determined that the allegation involved a matter over which OSHA has ,

primary jurisdiction. An understanding was also reached that any action
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necessary to resolve this matter would be taken by OSHA. A letter confirming g
this understanding, a copy of which is included as Exhibit , was forwarded r
by Region III to the Cincinnati OSHA office on February 19, 1981.

By letter dated May 15, 1981, the Cincinnati OSHA office advised the NRC
Region III office that an investigation of conditions in the containment
suppression pool area had been conducted by OSHA on February 4-5, 1981.

- The letter stated OSHA addressed a previous complaint alleging leaks of
argon gas at Zimmer and concluded that an air contamination or oxygen
deficiency situation did not exist. A copy of this letter is included
as Exhibit /(.

5.6.3 Investigation

5.6.3.1 Interview with James Bedinghaus
~

On March 12, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he was a second shift security supervisor employed by WEW Security at
the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from February to November 1980. He stated
that while on duty, sometime in October 1980, an incident occurred during

j his shift in which Security Officer Gayle Spencer became ill due to inhala-
tion of gas. Spencer was assisted back to the guard house to recover from
his illness and was later sent home. Bedinghaus learned from Spencer that
Spencer was making his rounds in the area of the reactor vessel when he
apparently became ill from inhalation of gas. Another worker in the area
(whose identity Bedinghaus does not know) advised Spencer there was an
argon gas leak where he was located and that he should leave the area imme-
diately. Bedinghaus immediately reported this information to Kaiser Safety
Inspector Dan Parlier, who went to check the area where the incident had
occurred. Shortly afterwards (approximately 1/2 hour), Parlier contacted
Bedinghaus and advised him there was a MAPP gas leak, rather than an argon
gas leak, in the area where Spencer had been. Bedinghaus indicated he was
not aware of any argon gas incident involving his son John.

On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit . g

5.6.3.2 Interview with John Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, John Bedinghaus was interviewd by telephone. He stated
that he was a security officer employed by W&W Security at the Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station from October 1980 to January 1981. He advised that while
employed at Zimmer he was never involved in any incident in which he became
ill from or was overcome by argon or any other type of gas.

On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit (.

5.6.3.3 Interview with Daniel Parlier

On March 12, 1981, Daniel Parlier, Kaiser Assistant Safety Representative,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that to his knowledge there has never

- 52 -

. _ _ _ _ _ _ - - __ - . _ . -. _ __- . - - - -- _ - _ . . __ _- ,



DRAFT 2 10/8/81

been an incident where anyone was overcome by argon gas. He also stated he
did not believe such an incident occurred because being overcome by argon
gas would likely cause suffocation, an incident of which he would certainly
be aware.

Parlier acknowledged that he had discovered instances when craft workers
had crimped argon and MAPP gas hoses and had wired them closed rather than

~ shutting the gas off at the source. He indicated he considered this practice
a serious safety concern and whenever the practice was observed he immediately
brought it to the attention of the appropriate craft supervisor.

Parlier checked the Kaiser Safety Department's " Unusual Incident Reports"
for October 1980 to determine if a report of the incident involving Security
Officer Spencer had been prepared. He located a report describing the
incident in question and included the following information:

"On October 27, 1980, at 6:30 p.m. a Mapp gas leak located in the
reactor suppression pool area at elevation levels 503' and 518' was
investigated by Daniel Parlier. Parlier reported that Security
Officer Gayle Spencer was in the reactor suppression pool at the time
of a mild Mapp gas leak. A reading taken with a M.A.S. [ intended as
an abbreviation for the manufacturer "Mine Safety Appliances"] Explo-
simeter registered 0% on the upper and lower areas of the suppression
pool. Spencer complained of a headache and feeling tired. He was
advised by "First Aid" to see a physician if his condition worsened or
Security Supervisor James Bedinghaus was to send him to a doctor if he
became worse while still at work. Parlier took action to correct the
Mapp gas leak by turning off the gas manifolds in the reactor building
and disconnecting the gas hoses from the manifolds."

A copy of this " Unusual Incident Report" is included as Exhibit y.

In addition to the " Unusual Incident Report" prepared by Parlier, he sent
a note dated October 27, 1980, to his supervisor, Mike Hoyman. In the note
(which was apparently a " cover note" for the incident report), Parlier

| advised Hoyman of the incident and concluded that the incident was a reruit
of the craft workers "not disconnecting their gas hoses from the manifolds."
(Disconnecting the hoses from the manifold would have necessitated that the
gas be shut off at the manifold.) A copy of the " cover note" is included
as Exhibit /C.

During a subsequent telephone conversation on April 24, 1981, Parlier was
questioned regarding how he perceived former Kaiser Safety Supervisor
Cummings' attitude toward gas leak incidents at Zimmer. He stated it was
his opinion that Cummings was very conscientious regarding this problem and
it appeared to him Cummings considered gas leaks to be a serious safety'

concern. Parlier also remarked he did not believe Cummings ever expressed
disinterest in gas leak problems or said they were unimportant.

5.6.3.4 Interview with Larry Cummings

[

On April 27, 1981, Larry Cummings was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he held the position of Kaiser Safety Supervisor at the Zimmer Nuclear
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Power Station for approximately two years until he left the site in May 1980.
He verified that he was aware of instances in which workers at Zimmer crimped
and wired argon gas hoses closed rather than shutting the argon gas valves --

off at the source. Cummings remarked that these instances occurred "less
than frequently, but more often than they would like." He was unable to.
specify approximately how many cases of argon hose crimping the Safety

. Department had detected while he was at Zimmer.

Cummings denied expressing disinterest in the argon hose crimping problem
and advised it was a topic of concern at many Safety Department meetings.
He stated that the crimping of arson hoses wac a bad work practice; however,
it was one that w s hard to pin down because it was extremely difficult to
catch the individuals responsible.

Cummings said he felt Kaiser had an adequate safety system for preventing
serious argon gas problems and incidents at the site. He explained that
it was Kaiser's practice and policy to place mine safety lamps wherever,

workers were located in low-lying areas, particularly the suppression pool
area. These lamps serve as warning devices in that they remain lit unless
a gas buildup reaches the lamps' air inlet and puts out the flame. When-
ever a safety lamp goes out, it is an indication of gas in the area and a
signal for the workers to immediately evacuate the area. Cummings stated
he knew of no instances when any workers were ever overcome by argon gas.

5.6.4 Findings and Conclusions

! No evidence was obtained to show that the argon gas valves were routinely
left open, that persons on the night crew had been overcome by argon gas,'

or that Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest in the argon gas
|

problem.

Notwithstandicg the above, it was determined that there had been instances
when craft workers had crimped argon gas hoses and wired them closed rather
than shutting the gas off at the source.

This matter is under the jurisdication of the U.S. Department of Labor,
,

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). An OSHA inspection
|

did not confirm a situation of air contamination or oxygen deficiency at

| the time of their inspection.
-

5.6.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.7 Damaged Prefabricated Piping
|

.

5.7.1 Allegation

" Prefabricated piping received in 1977 has defective welds, but construc-
tion supervisors told crews not to repair them because the welds were made
offsite."

|
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During an interview with Applegate and GAP representatives, this allegation
was clarified to be piping received July 3,1979, the subject of one of
Applegate's prior allegations.

5.7.2 Background Information

,The following' summarizes the initial investigation of this allegation as
documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

i On June 29, 1979, Pullman Power Products of Williamsport, Pennsylvania,
also known as the M. W. Kellogg Company, shipped five prefabricated pipe
spool pieces weighting 6700 lbs. by truck to the Zimmer site for installa-
tion in the main steam relief (MSR) system, a safety-related system. The
spovl pieces were received on the evening of July 3, 1979. Since unloading
equipment was not available, the five spool pieces were rolled off the truck,

onto the ground. Nonconformance report E-1911 was written on July 5, 1979,!

j documenting the method of unloading. The nonconformance report had the
effect of placing the spool pieces in a " hold" status in the Kaiser warehouse.'

The welds on the five spool pieces were later radiographed. The radiographs
displayed apparent rejectable indications in welds on three of the five speol
pieces. On September 18 through 28, 1979, despite the issuance of the non-i

conformance report, the spool piece; were released to construction and in-
stalled. As docucented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09, the
licensee was found to be in noncompliance with NRC requirements for the
release of the spool pieces prior to establishing acceptability. During
April and May 1980, the welds on the spool pieces were examined ultrasoni-
cally and by magnetic particle testing and found to be acceptable.

! On April 8, 1980, the RIII inspector reviewed the radiographs on all five
l spool pieces (IMS08BB12-6B, IMSO9BA12.1AH, IMS08BA12-58H, IMS11B12-7BH,

and IMS10BA12-1CH). The films (radiographs) were marked "For Information
Only" because an acceptable radiographic technique could not be established
because of the configurations and thicknesses of the spool pieces.

RIII personnel determined that radiography was not the correct nondestructive
examination (NDE) technique for the spool pieces. The geometrical configura-
tions and relatively large thicknesses of the spool pieces would prevent

| accurate displays of weld indications on the radiographs. A weld indication
| shown on the radiograph could be caused by distortion. The ultrasonic and

magnetic particle tests ultimately performed on the installed spool pieces
were appropriate techniques. -

5.7.3 Investigation

5.7.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he had
provided information to GAP regarding this allegation, and he was referring
-to five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg 'that fell
off a truck during their delivery to the site. He stated that Peabody
Magnaflux (PM) radiographers examined the pieces and found defective welds
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on some of them. He said construction personnel installed the spool pieces
in the plant, disregarding PM's finding on the welds.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.7.3.2 Interview with David Hang
.

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was
inte rviewed. He stated that in August 1979 Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding
Engineer, asked him to radiograph MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the
truck on delivery to the Zimmer site. Hang said the examination was to
determine if any of the welds on the pieces had cracked from the impact of
the fall. Hang indicated that three of the five spool pieces he examined
had what appeared to be unacceptable radiographic indications. He said he
reported this in the Report of Radiographic Examination submitted to Pallon
and also told Pallon that radiography was the wrong technique to use to
examine welds of this configuration. Hang said he advised Fallon that an
ultrasonic examination should be performed in this case. Mang also stated
the spool pieces were ultrasonically examined in April 1980 and the welds
were found to be acceptable.

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, Hang provided written sworn statements,
copies of which are included as Exhibit ;(.

5.7.3.3 Record Reviews
i

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward reviewed records that indi-
cated the five spool pieces were ultrasonically examined by Pullman Power

[ Products (Kellogg) in April and May 1980 and examined by magnetic particle
* testing by Peabody Magnaflux in April 1980. The records showed that welds

on all five pieces were acceptable. The magnetic particle records indicated
that piece 1-MS-11B-12-7BH, weld No. V, had a linear indication approximately-

1/4-in. long, which was ground, retested, and found acceptable.

The RIII inspector detenmined that the ultrasonic and magnetic particle tests
; were valid examinations for the spool piece welds.
1

5.7.3.4 Field Observations

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward made visual examinations
of all of the welds on the five spool pieces and identified no unacceptable
indications. The spool pieces had been installed in the main steam relief
system prior to the time of the visual examinations.

5.7.3.5 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC performed ultrasonic examinations of three
welds on each of the five spool pieces. No unacceptable indictions were
identified in any of the welds. Details of these NRC independent measure-
ments are documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.
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|
5.7.4 Findings and Conclusions

|

The subject of this allegation was investigated by NRC in early 1980. At
,that time radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld indications in '

1 welds on three of five spool pieces. One item of noncompliance was cited
in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09 for releasing and installing
the spool pieces before determining their acceptability. Subsequently,

'the licensee and RIII independently determined that ultrasonic testing,
rather than radiography, was the appropriate nondestructive testing
technique for examining welds of that geometry and thickness. The welds
were examined by ultrasonic and magnetic particle testing and determined
to be acceptable. As part of an independent measurements program, the

j NRC performed ultrasonic examinations of three welds on each of the five
| spool pieces and identified no unacceptable indications.

5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance
!

| No new items of noncompliance were identified,
l

5.8 Prefabricated Pipe Welds

5.8.1 Allegation

"At least three sources contacted by [ Thomas] Applegate confirmed that an
estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either

| Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang
o specific source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and

James Tyn @ were named as having additional information. The name
Steve Sellars is in error, as no such individual was employed at Zimmer.
It appears that this was a reference to Steve Einning.

5.8.2 Background Information

Radiography is similar to a medical X-ray procedure, with the exception that
a small but intensely radioactive material (source) is utilized to produce the
radiation. The radiographic film that is produced is like an X-ray and can be
a permanent record. Nuclear welding Codes often specify radiography (RT) as
a required examination. In many cases, the veld root pass (bottom portion ofi

| the weld, or first welding pass) is radiographed for information, and to
| determine if the root is acceptable. The completed weld is radiographed for
; formal Code acceptance. Nuclear welding Codes contain detailed standards
| for radiography, including extent of exposure and clarity of the resulting
| radiographic film.

A radiograph is interpreted (read) by an interpreter. Radiographic interper-
| ters are assigned levels of authority and responsibility based on examination
i and length of experience, with a Level III radiographer being the highest level.
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When a radiograph is read, a " reader sheet" is fillid out. The reader sheet 1

identifies the weld, date of radiography, radiographic technique, interpreter,Thereader(iareas of the weld included, and the conclusions of the interpreter.
sheet is normally filed with the radiographs it represents. ,'

Many types of defects or discontinuities can be detected through radiography,
including incomplete fusion, cracks, pososity, slag, undercut, and other
-de fe cts . The welding Code applied indicates ~the requirements for weld accept-
ability, and indications may be acceptable as provided in the relevant Code.
Many interpretations are highly subjective, and it is possible for ' interpreters
to disagree on the acceptability or rejectability of an observed 1 indication.
In some cases, additional radiography may be performed to provide additional
information. As long as the pipe is not inaccessible, subsequent. radiography
is normally not difficult or too time-consuming. ,

In practice, the most common occurrence is that a section of a seld, rather
than the whole weld, may include defects. .The section of the weld containing
the defects is then removed through grinding, re welded, and re-radiographed.

'

a

If the repair radiograph is acceptable, the entire'iweld can te accepted..

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors. '

These items contain welds, and vendors are; required to perform nondestructive
examinations of these welds according to applicable Codes and standards. ASME
Section III standards require 100% radiography of Class A pipe welds'. When
radiography is required, radiograp4( reports are provided to the utility for )(
permanent filing after acceptance. ,

'

5.8.3 Investigation '

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A' stated he was a

'

pipefitter assigned to assist employees of Peabody Magnailux (PM), the firm
responsible for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that
in his opinion 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellogg

'

were defective.

He indicated that he based his opinion on a statement made by IM personnel that
they had observed defective welds on prefabricated pire spool pieces rianufactured
by Kellogg on four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds ~in the residual
heat removal (RER) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not
found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph
10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sellars and
David Binning reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not
to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.

Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping cecurred in
August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections'of main steam
relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Allegation 5.7) that had fallen off
a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining ^ the spool

He saidpieces, PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective.
<
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CG&E overruled PM's findings on this examination, but PM retained copies of
their reports and could provide investigators with further information
regarding this matter.

Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of the

, prefabricated welds'in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the"

statement.
i

'

On April 22, 1981', Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,3
,

be. requested the statement not be attached to this report.
;

h 5,8.3.2 Interview with Individual B
s

On April ;14,19E1, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
,

J
.

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a
'

telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, he responded in the
affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant,

> <were defective. He sr.id he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-
f bricated pipe welds were defective.;

Individual 3 said he had no specific information regarding this allegation
because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the; c.

' - type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information
about defectiv'e welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generally'

confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was,

' a misqtote. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds in
question were defective.

On April 14, 1987, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
' he requested,the. statement not be attached to this report.

Interview with hmes Tyne]5.8.3.3

On April 16,1981,hamesTyner,formerKaiserPipefitterSuperintendehwas
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was contacted by a GAP representative who

' asked him if he'was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds were
defective and that Robert Marshall had concurred with this statement. He saidi

\ he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that statement
and said the prefabricated welds would have to be radiogra hed and the results
evaluated before he could make such a determination. [Tyner said the pipe welds;

- .in the plant are good, and attributed this to Kaiser's Wel er Qualification
,

Program whfch identified unqualified welders and prohibited them from working
on safety-related welds.

'(TynerrecalledthatononeoccasionPMradiographersexaminedaKaiserfield;

wel and found a' defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this
piping was part of the class D portion of the closed cooling water system and;

! - was not safety-related piping. He indicated that the radiographers may have
applied safety-related standards to a npsafety-related pipe and therefore
found rejectable defects in the welds. LTyne3 stated this was not indicative

- of 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds being defective.
p ,
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5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that
20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall
a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers
Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe
support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned that
a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware
of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Anthony Pallon, Kaiser
Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability of
Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.
Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg pr efabricated
spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds
were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level
III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward. He said Baker and
Ward determined that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the
view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the
use of an improper technique.

5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hang

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated PM was responsible for conducting radio-
graphic examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely
radiograph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.
He stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.
He said on occasion, when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser
veld overlapped a Kellogg weld, PM would examine and find defects in the
Kellogg weld. In each instance, these defects were reported to Kaiser on
the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for
corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR
spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The
examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact
of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him
radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces
were pipe with 3-1/2-in, wall thickness and with welds 1-1/2 ,in, wide, which
would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds were defective.
When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle
which would prevent them from seeing some defects and would exaggerate others.
Hang said he examined the spool pieces for "information only" purposes and
reported his findings to Pallon. Hang said he found five of the twenty welds
were unacceptable based on the radiographs; however, the spool pieces were
later ultrasonically examined and found acceptable. He indicated that
ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to examine the spool pieces
and is the valid examination.

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written sworn statement, a copy
of which included as Exhibit p(.

- 60 -

..

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



.

DRAFT 2 10/8/81

5.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible
for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser
welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radiograph prefabricated spool
pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

' prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of the welds on
prefabricated spool pieces were defective.

He did recall one occasion when David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that
had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but he later
determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and
the technique used was therefore unacceptable.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit

;g
.

5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-
cated spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,
David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on
delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-
sation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

After a further examination of the film, Hang had determined the geometric
configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.
Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard PM employees
mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive
examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that
he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated|

j pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg
welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination

;

! which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film
and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware
that, when one examines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the

! geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which
| are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified

defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the
defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-
ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field

i welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping
| Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 20%-of the pre-

fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined
all of the prefabricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site
and that it was Kellogg's responsibility, not that of PM, to examine these
welds.
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Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked
David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off t' ,
truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph
the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique
was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool
pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon
requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool
pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use
when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic
examination did not detect any defects in the sE001 iP eces.

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written sworn statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit X.

5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from January to
August 1980 and during this peric3 supervised PM radiographers onsite.
Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-
fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one
incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to
radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The
radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam-
ination, they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said
they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-
graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later
reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry
was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the
spool pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining
Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld
that overlapped a Kaiser weld. He said the defects would be noted on the
examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when
welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of
the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of
no reason why any PM employee would state that 20% of the prefabricated welds
onsite were defective.

5.8.3.10 Record Reviews

Region III inspectors reviewed radiographs of field welds in spool pieces
in the residual heat removal (RHR) system (the system identified by Individual
A as containing defective welds) to determine if there were any unacceptable
indications in the welds or adjacent material and to determine if the
radiographs also included shop welds with unacceptable indications. In
addition, the inspectors reviewed radiographs of shop welds in spool pieces
in the RHR system to determine if there were any unacceptable indications.
The following welds were reviewed:
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Table 5.8-1 Welds in the RHR System

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter
No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

Field Welds

IRH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4,

1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4
1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4
1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4
1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4
1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6
1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10
1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 10
1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6
1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10
1RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10
1RH02B6 RH15 20 1RH02B2C0 RHISB 20
1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20
1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20
1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 16
1RH02BA20 RH8 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20
1RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 20
1RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 20
1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20
1RH02AC20 ER11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20

: 1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16
| 1RH02BA20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 18

1RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 18
1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20
1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20
1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16
1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

[ hop Welds

IRr:01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 16
1RH025A20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20,

1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20
1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18

;

The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the
62 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds
or the adjacent material. No shop welds were included (overlapped) in
the radiographs of the above field welds.

In addition to the welds in Table 5.8-1, the NRC inspectors reviewed radio-
graphs of 206 prefabricated pipe (shop) welds (796 radiographs) for acceptable
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4

f radiographic testing (RT) technique, weld quality, and documentation. Radio-
graphs of the welds were reviewed per ASMI Section III, 1971 Edition, with
Summer 1973 Addendc, and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES'415, and
ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic technique deficiencies were identified

; in 609 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications were identified
in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs were made withoutJ

required shims under the penetrameters. An additional four radiographs were<

made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter. (The 206 welds for which*

radiographs were examined are identified in Exhibit .) p(

ASME Section III, 1971 Edition, with Summer 1973 Addenda, Appendix IX,
,

paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that
the total thickness being radicgraphed under the penetrameter is the same
as the total weld thickness. . . ."

,

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)
Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414,-dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,
states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus
the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically
similar material to the weld metal."

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the noted welds
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the W'. H. Zimmer QAs-

Manual, Section 11.2 (358/81-13-11).

All of the radiographs in which the penetrameters were ins...iciently shimmed
were previously accepted by the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized
Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company) at the fabri-
cator's shop and at the site, the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),I

and the licensee at the site.
|

) A penetrameter is a device used to determine the image quality of a radio-
; graph, usually a thin strip of metal of a thickness specified as some

percentage of thickness of the material being radiographed. Placed on
the part being radiographed, it is normally required that it be of material
radiographically similar to that of the item being inspected. Various
sized holes, multiples of the penetrameter thickness, are on the strip.
The ability of the radiograph to show some definite size hole establishes ,

its quality. The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine
if the radiograph has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications
that are in noncomformance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient
shimming of the penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thickness
under the penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness, thus estab-
lishing a valid reference for identifying weld indications. An insufficiently ,

shimmed penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received
sufficient exposure to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion
of the weld that is thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

The licensee disagreed with the NRC interpretation of Paragraph IX-3334.4
of the ASME Code, Section III-1971, regarding the use of shims under the
penetrameter. This matter was discussed in a meeting on April 30, 1981,

- 64 -

_ _ _ _ - , _ _..___ _ _ _ __.__._ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ ~ . _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _



_ _ _ _

DRATT2 10/8/81

between representatives of RIII, RIV, the State of Ohio, the National
Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and the licensee and his
consultants. The meeting is documented in IE Inspection Report No.
50-358/81-16. The representatives from the State of Ohio and the National
Board concurred with the NRC's position.

A second meeting to discuss shimming of the penetrameters was held at the
* Zimmer site on June 29, 1981. Representatives from Region III, the State

of Ohio, the National Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and
the licensee and his consultants attended. Details of the meeting are
documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-21.

A program that may demonstrate the adequacy of the radiographs in question
is being implemented by CG&E and is included in the Quality Confirmation
Program. This program is included as exhibit. /(,

5.8.3.11 Verification

Region III inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the
respective radiographs by making an onionskin tracing of each weld from
the designated radiograph and then comparing the tracing to the individual
weld in the plant.

Table 5.8.3.11 - Verification of Radiographs of Welds

Pipeline No. Weld No.'

.

IFC36CA621 B

IMS20B3169 A
IFCO2AB818 B

IMS20B3169 D
IFC39CA621 C

IFC02AB818 A

5.8.3.12 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC selected ten welds for which radiographs had
been taken with insufficient penetrameter shimming. The welds were selected _

*from the welds addressed in this report section and also from a list compiled
by the licensee. The selections were made based on a visual judgment of

'
relatively lesser radiographic quality and the ability to re-establish the
original radiographic (geometric) set-up. Of the ten welds selected culy'

seven were physically accessible to be radiographed. The seven welds were
radiographed by a NRC contractor using the same radiographic technique-

orginally used plus a second penetrameter which was sufficiently shimmed.
The new radiographs were of acceptable quality and an interpretation of
the radiographs did not indicate any rejectable indications for these
welds. Details of NRC independent measurements are documented in IE
Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.
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5.8.4 Findings and Conclusions

Interviews with the individuals identified by the alleger did not provide
specific information of any defective weld. Therefore, the RIII inspector
examined more than 800 radiographs to determine the acceptablility of the
welds. No unacceptable welds were identified; however, 187 radiographs could
not be interpreted because of an unacceptable radiographic technique. To
provide further assurance that both prefabricated and field welds are satis-
factory, the quality of the welds and the radiographic technique have been
addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program. As part of the
NRC's independent measurements, seven welds similar to the 187 of unaccept-
able technique were radiographed by a NRC contractor and no rejectable
indictions were identified in the new radiographs.

5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to assure that radiography
test requirements for shimming the penetrameter had been satisfied).

5.9 Design Control

5.9.1 Allegation

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after the fact to conform with
piping that already had been installed."

5.9.2 Background Information

Problems associated with the design and installation of large-bore piping
and pipe suspension systems were identified by the RIII inspection program
beginning in May 1978. Similar problems were identified for small-bore
piping and pipe suspension systems beginning in February 1980. Seventeen;

| inspections have covered these large-bore and small-bore pipe and piping
suspension systems.

Problems related to installations not being in accordance with design
drawings were identified for large-bore piping and pipe suspension systems
in an August 1978 RIII inspection and for small-bore piping and pipe sus-
pension systems in a February 1980 inspection. The resolution of these
problems is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.3 Investigation

| 5.9.3.1 Interview with Individual A ,

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by,

| representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
Kaiser construction personnel used " construction aids" rather than final
design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe support hangers on
site. He stated that if a pipe support hanger or pipe piece was moved,,

! the construction aid was changed in the field without an engineer's
| concurrence. He said there was no assurance that the pipe was in the-

!
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proper location or was installed as designed. He characterized this as
designing pipe hanger and support systems "af ter the fact" because the,

construction aids were used as the final drawing after installation.

Individual A said the systems were not installed to follow drawings approved
by an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed by construc-

, tion and the engineer took the construction aid and made it into the final
drawing for the system. He said this occurred because Sargent & Lundy (S&L),
the architect-engineer, did not have enough engineers assigned to the site
to draw and approve design changes on the pipe support system or to provide
accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to use when
installing the systems.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

mesTyne]5.9.3.2 Interview with

On April 16,1981,hmesTyner,formerKaiserPipefitterSuperintendent,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated his concern about Kaiser's practice o
installing pipe supports from " construction aids" or " field sketches" rather
than from approved design drawings. He said construction was far ahead ofi

schedule and the designers were behind in this area. He stated that pipe
supports as drawn on the construction aid occasionally did not fit in the
location they were designed for and were moved arbitrarily and noted in
red on the construction aid. This change was then transposed to the final

thatthisresultedfrompoorinitialdesignontheconst[ructionaiditself.drawing without an engineer's evaluation of the change. ynef] indicated

he3alsosaidthat, in his opinion, the licensee did not have qualified
engineers or engineering support staff on site to properly draw the con-

| struction aids to match actual conditions in the plant.

5.9.3.3 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that
he was provided with a field construction drawing or construction plan
when installing systems in the plant. The system would be inst,alled and
the engineering staff would be shown where construction personnel had made
changes or alterations in the installation of the system. He characterized
this as construction designing the systems while they were being installed,
rather than designing the system by engineers. Individual B indicated that
in 1977 Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors contracted from Butler Services,
Inc., saw this practice and directed that it be stopped because it was
contrary to Quality Control Procedures.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the s+.atement not be attached to this report.
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5.9.3.4 Review of Previous NRC Inspections

NRC has previously identified problems with the installation of pipe hangers
and the related quality assurance inspection program. These problems were
documented and notices of violation were issued in Region III Inspection
Reports No. 78-10, 78-18, 78-22, 78-27, 78-32, 79-03, 79-10, 79-11, 79-22,
79-37, 80-05, 80-13, 80-16, 80-22, 80-25, 81-04, and 81-17.

1. RIII inspection of large bore piping and pipe suspension system design
and installation was initiated in May, 1978. By the latter part of
1978, RIII was aware that most of the existing installations were not
in accordance with the design, due to implementation of an inadequate
installation and QA/QC program. The situation was further compounded
by the updating of GE design criteria that invalidated the previous
engineering design and calculations. Since then, the licensee has
determined that all installations are considered preliminary and that
final calculations will be performed prior to system test and acceptance.
Because of this, RIII has not inspected large bore piping suspension
system hardware since 1979. The findings relative to support installa-
tions not in accordance with design and inadequate design review remain
as open issues which will be reviewed by the NRC.

2. RIII inspection of small bore process and instrumentation piping and
pipe suspension system design and installation was initiated in February,
1980. Problems relative to field design changes being made without S&L
approval are documented in Inspection Report 80-05. At present, the
design of small bore systems is contracted to Nuclear Power Services, Inc.
(NPS). RIII review of the NPS program and its implementation will be a
part of future routine site inspections.

3. RIII inspections of small bore CRD piping and pipe suspension systems;

design and installation were performed in December, 1980. The inspection
| identified inadequacies in design and the QA/QC programs and as a result

CG&E issued a Stop Work Order. RIII followup inspection in June, 1981
(Report No. 81-17) resolved most of the findings; however, the present
RCI design control provisions relative to procedures, verification, and
approval remain open.

The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been and continue to
be closely monitored by Region III.

5.9.4 Findings and Conclusions

There have been cases of both large-bore and small-bore piping and pipe
suspension systems being installed without proper design control. Field
installations have been made that were not in accordance with approved
design documents. This problem was initially identified for large-bore
piping systems during a May 1978 RIII inspection. It was initially

identified for small-bore piping systems during an RIII inspection in
February 1980, which was conducted as a result of an allegation.concerning
small-bore piping problems at another RIII facility.

'
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These problems have resulted in items of noncompliance, management meetings
with the licensee and licensee stop work orders, one of which was confirmed
in an Immediate Action I.etter. Resolution of these problems is not complete
and is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.10 Cable Tray Hangers and Loading

5.10.1 Allegation

! " Shock-absorbing electrical tray hangers previously found unsatisfactory
are still unsafe due to faulty welds, and electrical cable trays remain
dangerously full."

5.10.2 Background Information

During an interview on February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate and a GAP
representative, Thomas Devine, indicated that Edwin Hofstadter was the'

I source of this allegation.

Hofstadter was employed by Husky Products, the Zimmer cable tray vendor,
,

between February 8, 1973 and August 4, 1978. He wrote a letter of com-l

plaint that he sent to various parties on August 18, 1978. RIII personnel
contacted him by telephone on September 9, 1978, and he was interviewed by
RIII personnel on September 29, 1978. His allegations, relating to materials

j and welding on cable trays supplied to the Zimmer and Clinton sites, were
i investigated in detail by RIII, and the findings related to Zimmer are

documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/78-21. The RIII investigation
resulted in one item of noncompliance (a deficiency), but cable tray materials
and welding were considered acceptable. -

During the 1978 RIII investigation, Hofstadter sent a series of letters
to the NRC (dated September 30, October 9, 19, 20, 31, December 15, 1978,
and February 11, 1979) stating his concerns and expressing dissatisfaction
with NRC investigation findings. On February 2,1979, a public press con-
ference was held in Cincinnati wherein RIII personnel met with Hofstadter,
a lawyer representing Ralph Nader, and representatives of Citizens Against
A Radioactive Environment (CARE), an intervenor group, to discuss the NRC
investigation.

At RIII's request, a vendor inspection of Husky Products was p-rformed by
Region IV personnel during February 12-15, 1979 (Report No. 99900356/79-01).
The inspection did not identify significant deficiencies (QA Manual lacked

|
description of duties or policy statement, weld procedure 107 lacked
welding parameters for metal under 1/4-in.).I

On March 9, 1979, CARE sent a letter to various media representatives, taking
issue with the RIII finding of cable tray acceptability. Subsequently, the
Mississippi Valley Power Project (MVPP), another intervenor group, introduced

.
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the acceptability of cable trays and cable tray loading as contentions in the
Zimmer licensing hearings. These contentions were accepted for litigation,
and extensive testimony by NRC, Husky Products, CG&E, Hofstadter, and MVPP
personnel is documented in the hearing transcripts.

A review of the Atomic Safety Licensing Board hearing transcripts did not
reveal any significant information not included in the RIII investigation

-report. The conclusion of cable tray acceptability has not been altered.

Hofstadter made no allegations concerning cable tray hangers, and these
were not supplied by Husky Products.

A report (50.55e) was submitted to NRC by the licensee concerning cable
tray hanger welding deficiencies on July 17, 1978. A followup report was
sent to the NRC on October 30, 1978. Review of the licensee's corrective
actions was performed during an inspection conducted March 21-23, 1979.
During that inspection, corrective action appeared to be acceptable, but
had not been completed.

5.10.3 Investigation

5.10.3.1 Interview of Edwin Hofstadter

Edwin Hofstadter was contacted by telephone on July 31, 1981. He stated his
concerns dealt with cable tray (fittings) welding, and he had no knowledge
of cable tray hangers. He expressed concern regarding cable tray loading at'

Zimmer.'

5.10.3.2 Observations and Reviews Concerning Cable Tray Hanger Welds
,

j The following findings address the present review of the allegation as
expressed by GAP in their letter of December 10, 1980, to the Merit Systems
Protection Board concerning cable tray hangers and cable tray loading.

RIII inspectors made visual inspections of both vendor and field welds on
the following Superstrut cable tray hangers in the cable spreading room and
blue switchgear room, and at an elevation of 473-ft in the auxiliary building.

The following data was noted for the cable spreading room:

1. No. 14H11FEC145--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 14H11FEC147--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

| 3. No. 4H2FEC193--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection

|
covered with fireproofing

|

| 4. No. 15HIFEC160--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing

| 5. No. 70KTEC165 (cross brace member No. 23HV5FEC294)--welds had irregular
,

profile, porosity, and undercut!
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6. No. 15H2FEC175 (second horizontal member from the top)--weld had undercut

7. No. 14H11FEC146 (cross member)--an apparent vendor weld had undercut
and slag

, 8. No.16HIFEC156 (weld marked rejected)--weld had spatter and undercut
|

* All of these welds were painted; therefore, the RIII inspecter examined for|

relatively large discontinuities only.

The unacceptable welds identified on hangers 70HTEC165, 15H2FEC175,
14H11FEC146, and 16H1FEC156 were not controlled in any QA document. This
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 15 (358/81-13-12).

The RIII inspectors reviewed approximately 180 construction inspection
plans (CIPs) and inspection records for the hangers in the cable spreading
room (elevation 536 ft in the north section of the auxiliary building). The
licensee stated that inspections documented on the CIPs also included vendor
welds, even though the records only reflected field welds. The vendor welds
were inspected because of repairs necessary to close the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report telephoned to h7C on July 17, 1978. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
indicated that vendor welds on Superstrut cable tray hangers, which were
used only in the cable spreading room (PW Industries hangers are utilized
elsewhere and appear acceptable), did not meet the visual inspection
requirements of AWS DI.1-1972. The CIP records and the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report indicate that all of the final field and vendor welds were reinspected
after repairs were made to welds on more than half of the 141 hangers. These
were accepted by the licensee in December 1980 and January 1981.

No inspection records were available to indicate that in process inspections
of either the field or vendor welds were made to verify proper filler metal,
veld procedure, welder's qualifications, surface conditions, etc., as
required by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 6. Certificates had been
supplied by the vendor stating that the material met the purchase specifi-
cation requirements. The RIII inspector requested the licensee to obtain
the in process and field weld inspection records for the hanger welds made

| by the vendor (Superstrut). A letter dated May 1, 1981, from Midland-Ross
Corporation to CG&E was provided to the RIII inspector on June 1, 1981.,

| The letter indicated that Superstrut had been acquired by the Midland-Ross
| Corporation in January 1978, and that no records could be located with

respect to in process inspection of hangers supplied to Zimmer.'

Discussions with pertinent QC management and inspection personnel revealed
that the welds documented on the above CIPs had been inspected after having
been painted. The licensee stated that field visual examinations of tray
hanger welds were based on H. J. Kaiser Company Procedure No. SPPM 4.6,
Revision 8, dated August 29, 1980, paragraph 5.1.3, which states, " Surface

,

l condition--joint surfaces to be examined shall be cleaned and free from slag,
rust, arc burns, paint, dirt, or other contaminants that would interfere with
the examination." The licensee stated that paint (Galvanox) applied to the
hanger welds did not interfere with visual examination and, in some cases,
actually highlighted discontinuities.

- 71 -

l
|

I

. . . - - . ,. _ - . - --. - - - . .,
_ _ _ . - . _ , - . - - . --



__-

DRAFT 2 10/8/81

AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, states, ". . . Welded joints shall not be
painted until after the work has been completed and accepted...."

The apparent lack of in-process and adequate final inspections of the
above field and vendor hanger welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion X, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1.2 (358/81-13-13).

'The RIII inspector requested the design acceptance criteria that was used
by QC to evaluate the undercut on hanger 15H2FEC175. The licensee provided
S&L Specification H-2713, Supplement 7, Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser
Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, Revision 8, paragraph 5.2.9, which allows up to
1/16-in. undercut on the cable tray hanger welds. The 1/16-in. criterion
does not comply with AWS DI.1-1972, Section 3.6.4, which states, "For
buildings and tubular structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch
deep when its direction is transverse to primary tensile stress in the part
that is undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."

Further review of Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, paragraph 5.2, revealed other
noted exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 code. These exceptions included
fillet weld size and weld convexity. On March 5,1981, S&L provided a
documented investigation program of fillet weld size for P-W Industries
cable paa hangers, purchase order No. 7070-25102. This program was
performed by Gladstone Laboratory of Cincinnati to substantiate the
design adequacy of the undersized fillet welds at the flare bevel joints
of the cable pan hangers. The study was based on a sample of 95 welds
cut from P-W cable tray hangers. The 95 welds were sectioned and etched
to determine actual weld size and relative weld quality. Only one weld
was identified as rejectable due to a lack of fusion. Although this study
may justify that the weld size was adequate where the weld penetration

! was not measurable by normal visual techniques, no justification was pro-
vided to substantiate the exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 Code requirements
concerning weld convexity and undercut.

These deviations from the AWS Code are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion III, the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, and the W'. H. Zimmerm

QA Manual, Section 3.3 (358/81-13-14).

The following data was noted for the blue switchgear room hangers (eleva-
tion 525 ft and drawing E-96):

1. No. 1H029--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 5H25--foot connection covered with fireproofing; no visible
unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 5H30 (2)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

4. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

5. No. 1H079--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
;

6. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

!
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7. 2 Nos. SH19--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

8. No. 109HV4 (east and west sides)--had unacceptable weld discontinuities
that were controlled on construction inspection plans (records)

9. No. 1H28-2--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

* 10. No. 1H28-1--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

11. No. 1H29--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

12. No. SH30--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

13. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

14. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

15. No. 5H19 (4)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

16. No. 5H3(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

17. No. 5H2(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

18. No. 5H25--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing.

The following data was noted for elevation 473 ft auxiliary building
hangers:

1. No. SH009 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 4H3 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 2H1 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
;
t .

4. No. 5H010 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

5. No. 5H012 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

6. No. 6H1 (2) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

7. No. 6H1 (1) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

Four to six welds were inspected on each of the preceding hangers.

Several of the tray hanger foot connections (where the hangers are attached
to the structural beams) were covered with fireproofing and could not be
inspected. Therefore, the RIII inspector requested QC inspection documen-
tation to assure that the welds covered by fireproofing were acceptable.
The licensee provided a copy of Surveillance Report (SR) No. 2893 dated
January 8, 1981, which stated that 94 of 179 (Superstrut) cable tray hangers
in the cable spreading room have one or both foot connections covered with
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fireproofing. The SR requested clarification as to what QC should do since
the foot connections had not been inspected. As of March 27, 1981, the Sk
had no disposition.

This item is unresolved pending resolution of SR No. 2893 and action to
resolve other hanger connections throughout the plant that were covered
before they were inspected (358/81-13-15).

.

The concerns identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

5.10.3.3 Observations, Reviews, and Interviews Concerning Cable Tray Loading

The RIII inspector made field observations, reviewed and discussed site
control measures, and reviewed and discussed the design basis and verifica-
tions regarding cable tray loading. Tray loading was considered in three
aspects: cable ampacity or thermal loading; physical weight loading; and
the commitments in the Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1.

1. The following cable tray routing points (nodes) were selected for the
reviews and discussions:

a. 1057A--yellow division / power tray--selected because of the high
design index (DI) of 1.44 (see 5.10.3.3 paragraph 3 for explanation
of design index).

b. 2025A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high DI
of 1.46.

c. 2023A--blue division / power tray--selected for verification of DI
accuracy (DI of 1.18).

d. 2038A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high
DI of 1.44.

e. 2039A--blue division / power tray--selected during field observa-
| tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.
l

f. 1073A- yellow division / power tray--selected for verification of
the number of cables installed.

g. 1104B--yellow division / control tray--selected because of the high
DI of 1.54.

h. 2027A--blue division / power tray--selected because of high DI of
1.46.

2. The RIII inspector and a licensee representative counted the cables in
the following tray nodes and compared the counts with the number of cables
listed in the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report, dated February 2,1981:
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Mode Field Count Report Count

a. 1057A 27 27
b. 2025A 24 23 (see explanation below)
c. 2039A 39 39
d. 1073A 32 33 (see explanation below)

'

The Cable Pan Loading Report is a computerized periodical that gives
the design status of cable tray loads. The report identifies individ-
ual cable numbers that have been specified to be routed through the

i segmented tray points (nodes).

The RIII inspector reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report
dated February 5,1981, and some cable pull (installation cards) to
verify that the cables specified for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, and,

' 1073A in the Loading Report had actually been installed. For tray
node 2025A, cable No. LL145 was found to be two individual conductors
and, for tray node 1073A, the records indicated that cable No. VP210
had not yet been installed, which accounted for the discrepancies
between the preceding field and report counts. No other discrepancies
were identified in either the design or installation reports and records
for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, 2039A, and 1073A. Thus, the design and
installation records appeared to match the numbers of cables actually
installed in the plant.

The RIII inspector also compared the number of cables specified in
the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report for tray nodes 2023A against the
H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report. The cables on the two reports
matched.

3. The RIII inspector inquired how the computerized design index program
correlated to Zimmer FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 (dealing with ampacity) and
Section 3.10.1.2.3.c (dealing with physical weight limitations).

a. The Zimmer FSAR states the following:

8.3.3.1.1 In Trays

All power cables to be used in ZPS-1 are assigned
in accordance with Table 8.3-18. The tables for
power cable loading are based on IPCEA [ Insulated
Power Cable Engineers Association] Publication
No. P-46-426.

8.3.3.1.2 Not In Trays
;

The thermal ampacity of power and control cables
*

with no part of their length in solid-bottom tray
are in accordance with IPCEA P-46-426, with appro-
priate rating factors applied for ambient, shields,
and direct-current service.
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8.3.3.1.3 Fill
i

The summation of the cross-sectional areas of the
cables shall not exceed 50% of the tray usable
cross-sectional area or two layers of cables,
whichever is larger, but not to exceed 60% of the
cross-sectional area in any case.

.

Conduit is sized in accordance with Sargent & Lundy
Standard EDSB-10, Electrical Drafting Reference for
Determining Conduit and Pipe Sizes, which limits
conduit fill to the percentages established by the
National Electric Code.

2

Section 3.10.1.2.3.c
" Cable tray loading of 40 psf (pounds per square foot) is
used throughout."

b. On March 17 and March 19, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of
'

Electrical Engineering described the correlation between the
FSAR and the design index program as follows:

:

The power cable ampacity loading is based not on IPCEA P-46-426
(1962), but on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (by J. Stolpe) printed in

| 1970, IPCEA P-54-440 (1975), which was based on Stolpe's Paper,
| and S&L Standard ESA-104a (revised November 1, 1972).

The Stolpe method bases ampacity on the depth-of-fill design of
cables in the tray rather than on the percentage. fill. S&L uses
a 2-in. depth-of-fill as the basis for selecting a cable for a
particular ampere load.

(1) The 2-in. depth-of-fill design results in a major conservatism
because of the following:

(a) Load diversity--many cables carry current only intermit-
tently (e.g., valve operators, sump pumps,'etc.).

(b) Cable size granularity--only a few cable types and
sizes are purchased, resulting in selection of over-
sized cables for most services. This means many cables
would be capable of carrying larger currents (rated)

| than those actually carried.

(c) Design ampere margin--the design ampere loads used to
select cables before the final equipment design data
is known are necessarily conservative (high).

!

| (2) Because of the above conservatisms, the S&L design practices
| are as follows:

(a) Cables are routed into trays without limiting fill.
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(b) The resulting fill is monitored as the design proceeds.

(c) When the fill reaches a target level, the actual heat
load is calculated and, if the heat load exceeds the
allowable amount, sufficient cables are removed from
the affected trays.

- To accomplish steps (2)(b) and (2)(c), S&L uses the design index
program. The design index is a measure of tray fill and is expressed
mathematically as follows:

Design Index = The sum of the (cable diameters)2.

Useable area of the tray

where useable area (UA) equals tray width times design depth-of-fill
(design depth-of-fill is based on square cables) and 50% of the tray
cross-sectional area.

For 24 in. x 4 in. power trays, the total area equals 96 sq in. and
useable area equals 24 in. x 2 in. equals 48 sq in.

(dbDI =
UA

where

E = summation
d = cable diameter

This equation is consistent with the Stolpe method. " Percent Fill" is
not consistent with the Stolpe method because the depth of the tray is
used rather than the depth of the cables in the tray. Percent fill is
also based on the actual cable cross-sectional area rather than the
square cable that is assumed in the Stolpe method. Expressed mathe-
matica11y,

Percent Fill = Sum f cable cross-sectional areas x 100Total cross-sectional tray area

2
where the sum of cable cross-sectional areas equals E(pi x r )
with r = radius of the cable and pi = 3.1416.

Thus,
.

2
Percent Fill = E (pi x r ) x 100

Total area
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The relation between design index and percent fill is therefore

2
E(pi x r ) x 100

Percent Fill _ Total area
Design Index - 2E(d )

Useable area
.

since the total area (TA) equals 2 times the useable area (UA)
and d = 2 x r.

,

;

2
d - Pi

2E[pi x 4 ] x'100 3 E (d ) x 100
PF _ 2(UA) _ 2

DI 2E(d ) E(d ) -

UA

=fx100=39.3%perDI
Thus, for a 4-in.-deep tray:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 2-in. design depth-of-
fill (square cables)

50% Actual Fill = 1.27 Design Index = 2.54-in design depth-
of-fill (square cables)

60% Actual Fill = 1.52 Design Index = 3.04-in. design depth-
of-fill (square cables)

and for a 6-in.-deep tray:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 3-in, design depth-of ,

fill (square cables)

Based on the preceding relationships between design index and depth
of square cables,'and the fact that S&L has used a 2-in. depth-of-fill
as the basis of selecting cables for particular ampere loads, the
cables in tray nodes with a DI over 1.0 would have to be're-evaluated

| considering the increased depths. This item is unresolved pending
; completion of the re-evaluations (358/81-13-16).

The above design basis for cable ampacity was a deviation from theI

design (FSAR) and was not identified on any control document. This is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.6 (358/81-13-17).

On March 17, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of Electrical Engineering
stated that appropriate modifications to the FSAR would be submitted.!

i
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Also, specific consideration would be given to the differing types of
cable insulations, addressed in the previously discussed publications
(standards), when compared with the cable insulations used in Zimmer.

14. The RIII inspector reviewed S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0, !dated February 6, 1978, paragraph 4.5, which states, "The Senior Elec- i

trical Project Engineer shall assign an electrical engineer to run !'

thermal loading calculations for all power tray routing points with |

a design index exceeding 1.25. He shall compare these loadings, in
watts per feet, with the watts per feet limits established for the
design indexes involved."

The RIII inspector requested the thermal calculations for tray nodec
2025A, 1057A, 2038A, and 2027A that had dis in excess of 1.25. S&L
provided calculations for nodes 2025A, 1057A, and 2027A. These
calculations were performed in 1978 and 1979 and had not been reviewed<

or approved. S&L described these as interim calculations, which would
have to be redone after all of the final electrical loads in the plant
were established and defined. Thennal calculations had not been per-
formed for tray node 2038A.

S&L provided a controlled list dated February 24, 1981 of 37 routing |
points (nodes) with design indexes over 1.25. Thirty-four of these I

tray points exceed the 50% tray fill requirement specified in the
FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1. Tray nodes 1104B and 2025B also exceed 60%
fill. The S&L Assistant Manager stated that thermal calculations
(both allowable and actual) will be performed in the near future for
all power trays with a DI over 1.25. These calculations will be

.

'

provided to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved (358/81-13-18).

i 5. Neither S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0, nor any other 1

| document established controls to verify the thermal loading power of
'

cable (penetration) sleeves and the physical (dead weight) loading
of trays (power, control, and instrument).

a. The Cable Pan Loading Report included the design indexes of
;

sleeves. Sleeve #SL111 had a reported DI of 1.29 and sleeve
;,

#SL105 had a reported DI of 1.26. A controlled list of power '

sleeves with a DI over 1.25 was not maintained. j

b. S&L stated that a design index of 1.25 would be used as the
factor to determine when calculations would be performed for,

I physical (dead weight) loading.

The lack of design control measures to verify the adequacy of the.

thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of trays is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer

j QA Manual, Section 3.11.2 (358/81-13-19).

| S&L revised Instruction PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 1, Sections 4.5, 4.6, and
4.7, on March 18, 1981 to include requirements to verify and control the
thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of all trays
(power, control, and instrument) that have a design index over 1.25.

- 79 -

|

!
_ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -- - - - - - - --- - - - - - -



. .

DRAFT 3 10/8/81

S&L stated that calculations for the physical loads of all power,
control, and instrument trays, and for thermal loads of all power
sleeves with a design index over 1.25, will be performed in the near
future. These calculations will be provided to NRC Region III.

1

The RIII inspector requested the justification for using the design
index program for the determining factor for physical loads since the
design index program had absolutely no relation to physical weight.-

The RIII inspector also requested justification for using the design
index of 1.25 as the determining limit for performing design calcula-
tions. S&L stated that both of the justifications would be provided
to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved pending evaluation of the
justification for using a design index program (358/81-13-20).

6. The RIII inspector observed a note on the bottom of the thermal calcu-
lation sheet dated December 27, 1979 for cable tray #1057A. The note
indicated that two cables "#VC016 and VC073 are overloaded." The noted
overloaded cables were not identified on any control document that
would have required appropriate evaluation and disposition. S&L-

personnel stated that a control program did not exist for such design
deviations when identified by S&L engineers. This is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 3.6 (358/81-13-21).

7. The RIII inspector determined the physical weight of yellow division
control tray 1104B.

The total weight of the cables for tray 1104B was determined to be

3 06 = 36.53 lb/ft2

Therefore, tray 1104B (DI 1.54) is in compliancg with FSAR
Section 3.10.1.2.3, which allows up to 40 lb/ft

Problems identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality Con-
firmation Program.

5.10.4 Findings and Conclusions .

This allegation raises concerns of potential safety importance that cannot
be assessed without further inspections and evaluations by the licensee and
NRC.

!

Cable tray hanger weld deficiencies in the cable spreading room had been
reported to the NRC in July 1978 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The
licensee's corrective action of this matter was completed in January 1981.
Although this matter was being carried as an open inspection item by NRC,4

the licensee's final corrective action was not reviewed prior to this
investigation effort. This investigation effort disclosed that the hanger
welds throughout the plant had not been inspected before the welds were

; painted or coated with fireproofing.

>
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The acceptability of electrical tray hanger welds is unresolved pending
(1) additional inspections of hanger welds, which will be made after paint
and fireproofing have been removed, and (2) establishment of the quality
of those welds for which in-process inspections were not performed and for
which inspection criteria deviated from AWS Code requirements.

| The acceptability of electrical cable trays fill and loading is unresolved
. pending the completion and review of tray-loading calculations for several
tray-routing points; re-evaluations of cable selections; establishment of
the actual design basis and verification measures for cable tray loading;
establishment of design measures to verify the thermal loading of power

| sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and establishment of measures
to control design deviations.

I

j It should be noted that the time to determine compliance with ampacity
- requirements is at the completion of the electrical design. According to

the licensee and A/E this was to be accomplished.

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

5.10.5 Items of Noncompliance

Six items of noncompliance were identified. (Failure to identify and control
unacceptable welds on four cable tray hangers; failure to execute the programs
for inprocess and final (before painting) inspections of cable tray hanger
welds; failure to assure that appropriate wcld inspection criteria (1/32 inch
undercut) was specified in design documents; failure to control deviations
from the design basis for cable ampacity; failure to establish measures to
assure verification of the design adequacy of the thermal loading of power
sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and failure to establish measures
to assure that design deviations, identified by S&L engineers, were controlled).

These items have generic applicability to plants designed by S&L and are being
forwarded to NRC Region IV, Vendor Inspection Branch for generic followup.

5.11 Clogged Intake

5.11.1 Allegation

" Sand and mud choke the feedwater pumps and intake flues carrying makeup
water to the cooling tower, because of a flaw in the plant's design.
Pumps used to rectify the flaw quickly burn out."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), it was clarified that this allegation pertained to the
river intake. The river intake provides service water, not feedwater.

5.11.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
during const'uction or operation of power reactors. These reports arer

public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.
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:
i

;

The licensee reported silting conditions to Region III by telephone on
June 18, 1979, and by CG&E letters QA-1148 dated June 20, 1979 and
QA-1168 dated July 23, 1979, and service water pump impeller wear con-
ditions by telephone on August 10, 1979 and by in letters QA-1196 dated
September 6, 1979, QA-1239 dated December 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated
December 17, 1980, that were sent to NRC Region III pursuant to the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). Copies of these letters are included

' ~ as Exhibit g
.

The silting and pump impeller wear conditions, along with the measures to
correct these conditions, are described in Appendix J of the Wm. H. Zimmer
FSAR, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (see Exhibit ). y

i 5.11.3 Investigation

| A review was made of the 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports and related documents.
Additional investigation was not performed by RIII because the matter was
known and resolution was in progress.

! The corrective measures to be taken, as described in licensee submittals,
i have been reviewed and accepted in Subsection 9.2.1 of NUREG-0528, " Safety
| Evaluation Report (SER) Related to the Operation of Wh. H. Zimmer Nuclear

Power Station, Unit 1," Supplement 1, issued in June 1981 by the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Region III considers this to be an open item pending completion of the
| corrective measures described in the Wh. H. Zimmer FSAR, Appendix J,

Revision 69, dated December 1980 (358/81-13-22).

5.11.4 Findings and Conclusions

i The licensee reported the silting condition concerning the service water
] intake structure to NRC Region III in June 1979 pursuant to the require-
~

ments of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The plant design and operating procedures had
to be modified to control the silting condition.

! Accelerated service water pump impeller wear was reported by the licensee
in August 1979 pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).i

The silting and pump impeller wear concerns are open items pending completion
of corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (including a

i sedimentation monitoring program and plant modifications) and review by RIII
inspectors. The implementation of these corrective measures will be reviewed,

'

during a subsequent inspection.

5.11.5 Items of Noncompliance

No itees of noncompliance were identified.
,

5.12 overpressurization Incident

1
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5.12.1 Allegation

"A design flaw in the heat exchanger control panel permitted an operator
mistakenly to force 1200 pounds of pressure through pipes only meant to
handle 300 pounds, ripping the pipe and soaking electricians with a hard
spray of water that would have been radioactive had the plant been in
operation."

.

5.12.2 Background Information

10 CTR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.

The licensee reported the overpressurization incident in CG&E letter QA-1106
dated March 2, 1979 (see Exhibit 53) pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR
50.55(e). The report indicated that on January 19, 1979, during a construc-
tion test to demonstrate the flow rate through the high pressure core spray
(HPCS) system orifice, the steam jet air ejector was overpressurized and
failed. The report indicates two operator errors as the cause of the
overpressurization. The errors involved two administrative 1y controlled
valves, which were incorrectly documented as closed. " Administrative 1y"
means that the valve positions (e.g., open, closed, etc.) are verified and
documented in accordance with site procedures. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
also stated that the design, utilizing two administrative 1y controlled
valves, was permitted by the ASME Section III Code, and concluded that the

| overpressurization incident was not due to a design deficiency, although a
check valve would have compensated for the two operator errors.

Although water in the HPCS system is not presently radioactive, it can be
contaminated during normal operation.

5.12.3 Investigation

5.12.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he
recalled an incident when the heat exchanger control panel was pressurized
with 1200 pounds of pressurized water when it was only meant to handle

,
300 pounds. He said he learned that high-pressure water entered the
low-pressure system and ruptured pipes in the low pressure system. He said;

' two electricians in the area were doused with water when the pipes ruptured,
He related that other plant employees said this incident occurred because
an operator apparently failed to turn off a valve allowing high pressure
water to enter the low pressure system.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.
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5.12.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated he recalled an
incident when the " alpha air injector condenser" on the ground floor of the
turbine building was injected with high-pressure water instead of low-pressure
water and the pipes in the condenser ruptured. He said other workers in the
plant told him this occurred because an operator failed to close the high-
pressure valve and the high pressure water entered the low-pressure system
and ruptured the lines.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.12.3.3 Record Review
,

Region III inspectors have previously reviewed the overpressurization concern
as documented in the following excerpts of IE Inspection Reports No. 79-06,
Section 8; No. 79-23, page 4; No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5; and No. 80-06, page 2.

Report No. 79-06, Section 8

"The inspector reviewed the event of January 19, 1979, during which high
pressure core spray (HPCS) water entered the condensate (CD) and low pressure
core spray (LPCS) systems because valves 1E22-F003 and F031 had been left
open causing a rupture of the steam jet air ejector condenser IA. The review
consisted of interviews with testing and operating personnel and a review of
the licensee's final report on his investigation of the event. The review
showed that:

"a. Procedure OP.HP.01-4, Revision 0 was used to lineup, fill and vent
the HPCS system.

"b. At the completion of the fill and vent operation the operator never
completed Step 5.1.5 which required him to close valves IE22-F003 and
F-31. With these two valves open the CD and HPCS systems became
crosstied thru the cycled condensate (CY) system. The operator claims
he informed the Shift Supervisor that he had left the two valves open
while the latter does not recall being told. This failure to follow
procedures is contrary to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V|

and is considered to be an example of an item of noncompliance (358/79-
06-06B) of the infraction level.i

I
! "c. For some unknown reason, valve IE21-F025 which had been safety tagged
| closed under Switching Order No. 781317, dated November 16, 1978, was
| in the open position. This completed the cross connection of the LPCS

and HPCS systems. Violation of Switching Order No. 781317 is contraryI

to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and is considered an example of
an item of noncompliante (353-79-06-06C) of the infraction level. The
switching order was cleared on January 24, 1979. The corrective action
which the licensee is currently taking regarding a previous noncompliance
with the safety tagging procedure (358-79-01-01) is also applicable to
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this event, therefore the inspector stated no response to this item of
noncompliance is required.

"d. Paragraph 13.0 of Safety Tagging Procedure EC. SAD.02, Revision 00
allows for the operation of equipment for test purposes without the
removal of the safety tags. It is possible that valve IE21-F025 was
operated for test purposes thru tags and subsequently left open by

The inspectors have objected to Paragraph 13.0 of the Safetyerror.-

Tagging Procedure.

"On March 21, 1979, the licensee issued operating memo 79-2, Revision 9,
which specifically requires that "Do Not Operate" tags must be removed
before energizing electrical equipment or opening valves. An exception
is made in the case of electrical testing conducted by E0TD in which case
only the E0TD master tag will be left in place.

"e. On December 12, 1977, a General Electric system engineer recommended
-that a check valve be installed on line 1HP18A3 downstream of valve
1E22-F013) because a similar overpressurization of a small section
of low pressure piping had occurred. The recommendation was rejected
because the licensee thought that two valves (1E22-F003 and F031) plus
administrative controls were sufficient to prevent recurrence. The
licensee stated the check valve will be installed. All other ECCS
systems have check valves in the line from the CY system.

"The inspector stated his concern regarding repeatable occurrences where
a lack of communication or understanding between parties have resulted
in damage to equipment. It is our intention to closely monitor the
licensee's performance during the preoperational test program to deter-
mine the adequacy of plant staffing and training as fuel load date
approaches."

Report No. 79-06, page 2

"(Clo-ed) Noncompliance (358/79-01-01). Failure to follow safety tagging
(switching order) procedure. The inspector found that the licensee is
conducting safety tagging refresher training for all operations personnel|

! and systems engineers as stated in their letter, Borgmann to Heishman,
| dated February 28, 1979."

! Report No'. 79-23, page 4
|

"(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report: Overpressurization of the steam jet
air ejector heat exchanger (tube side). The inspector established that
a check valve has been installed as stated in the licensee's report dated <

March 1, 1979 (QA-1106). This item remains open pending further review by
! NRC Operations Branch."

.

Report No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5
l

| "(Closed) Overpressurization of the steam jet air ejector heat exchanger
|

(tube side). NR number 7247R1, dated February 21, 1979, stated that over
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pressure to 1200 psi of the LPCS piping systen occurred in addition to
others. The A-E (Sargent and Lundy) analyzed the piping system and valves
with dispositions as follows:

"1. Carbon steel piping 3/4" up to 12" ecceptable since stress was well
below yield point.

"2. The one stainless steel 3/4" pipe is likewise o.k..

"3. Six hundred pound valves are acceptable with the pressure experienced
only being a repeat hydro test.

"4. Three hundred pound and 150 pound valves the manufacturer should be
consulted.

"S. The relief valve causing the problem should be retested and reset.

"Further information available (Construction Engineering Report dated
April 14, 1979) stated that the valve manufacturers recommended a seat
leakage test be conducted on the valves and that this test was performed
without any leahs being detected and it further stated that the relief
valve had been removed, tested and reset of set points done. The h3 was
signed as completed on October 25, 1979. The inspector indicated that he
had no further questions regarding this item."

Report No. 80-06, page 2

"(Closed) Noncompliance (50-358/79-06b). Failure to follow OP.KP.01-4 '

valve lineup. (Not closing valves IE22-F003 and IE22-F031.) The inspector
reviewed the licensee's action to prevent further non-adherence to proce-
dures and found them acceptable."

. .

The licensee's General Engineering Department report of April 24, 1979 -

(excluding attachments and tables) that documents the final disposition of '

NR-7247R1,isincludedasexhibit/ y.

5.12.4 Findings and Conclusions ~

| The overpressure event referred to in the allegation was reported to the,
| NRC in March 1979, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). 'Ihe event was caused '

by operator errors, that incorrectly permitted two valves to remain open,
rather than inadequate system design.

The actions taken by the licensee to assure the quality of the affected
piping and components and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by the ,

NRC prior to the allegation and found satisfactory.

5.12.5 Items of Noncompliance

j No new items of noncompliance were identified.
|
'

5.13 Lax Fuel Security

'
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i

' 5.13.1 Allegationtl_
"There have been periods when there were no security surveillance cameras
during nuclear feel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-
sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

On February 26, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials, Thomas Devine
. (GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office, they

advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers Jeffrey Hyde and
Ronald Wright wrere aware of periods of time when the nuclear fuel was left
unattended. It was alleged these situations presented a threat to the public
health and safety and left the fuel susceptible to terrorism, theft, and/or
diversion.

In additien, it was alleged that the walls of the fuel storage area were
" blow-out" valls, designed to give way during tornadoes.

,

5.13.2 Background Information

On Nne 26, 1978, NRC Special Nuclear Material License No. SNM-1823 was
issued to CG&E authorizing receipt, possession, inspection, and storage
(at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station) of 2,000 kilograms of

.

uranium-235 (U-235) reactor fuel at an enrichment not to exceed 2%. The
U-235 CG&E received was in the form of new (unirradiated) reactor fuel assem-
blies. These assemblies are stored on the 627-ft level (seventh floor)
of the reactor building in the spent fuel pool.

Nuclear fuel enriched above natural levels but less than 10% in the U-235
isotope is defined under 10 CFR 73.2(y) as "special nuclear material of
low strategic significance." The physical protection requirements for
possession of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at
a fixed site are set forth in 10 CFR 73.67(f), which states the following:

"Lach' licensee who possesses or uses special nuclear material of
low strategic significance at fixed sites, except those who are
licensed to operate a nuclear power reactor pursuant to Part 50,
shall:

!

I
- "(1) Store or use the material only within a controlled access

area,

"(2) Monitor with an intrusion alarm or other device or procedures
the controlled access areas to detect unauthorized penetrations

or activities,

"(3) Assure that a watchman or offsite response force will respot,
to ell unauthorized penetrations or activities, and

"(4) Establish and maintain response procedures for dealing with
threats of thefts or thefts of such material."

| - 87 -
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The licensee is obligated to abide by the preceding requirements and any
special conditions set forth or committed to in Special Nuclear Material
License No. SNM-1823. A licensee (prior to being granted en operating
license) is not required to comply with other more stringent physical
security requirements of 10 CFR 73.

During NRC safeguards inspections conducted on September 25, 1979 (Report
No. 70-2838/79-01) and January 22-23, 1981 (Report No. 70-2838/81-01), it
was determined that the licensee was complying with the requirements of
10 CFR 73.67(f) and License No. SNM-1823 with regards to protection and
storage of the nuclear fuel.

NRC License No. SNM-1823 requires that administrative controls be used
to control access to the new fuel storage area. To implement the pro-
visions of the license and 10 CFR 73.67(f), the licensee wrote and
included in the Station Administrative Directives, Procedure No. SE. SAD.03i

Rev. 1, which is entitled " Interim Access Control, New Fuel Storage Area."
The primary purpose of this directive (as well as subsequent related pro-

! cedural issuances and revisions) is to provide the administrative require-
ments for access control to the 627-ft elevation of the reactor building
during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel, in accordance with
their NRC license. Procedure No. SE. SAD.03 Rev. 1, requires that a minimum
of one watchman be stationed at the location where normal entry and/or exit
to the 627-ft elevation is controlled. The watchman's purpose in being
stationed at this location is to control access and maintain surveillance
of the 627-ft elevation during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel.
" Watchman" as used in this context is defined by 10 CFR 73.2(d) as "an
individual, not necessarily uniformed or armed with a firearm, who provides
protection for a plant and the special nuclear material therein in the ccurse
of performing other duties."

In August 1979, when CG&E was preparing to receive the first shipment
of nuclear fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security, Inc., to provide ten
security officers (watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security
for the receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security
personnel were required to adhere to the policy and/or procedures pre-
pared by CG&E Security Supervisor, Frederick Lautenslager. CG&E did not
exercise direct supervision over Yoh Security personnel, but provided the
procedural requirements through the Yoh Lead Security Officer.

CG&E is not required by NRC regulations to have armed security officers
for protection of new unirradiated nuclear fuel; however, the licensee
chose to arm Yoh Security personnel with .38 caliber Smith & Wesson
revolvers. There was no NRC requirement for such watchmen to be trained
and/or to qualify with their assigned firearms. Subsequent to NRC ex-
pressing concern that the armed officers did not have specific firearms
training and qualification, CG&E (effective as of March 1980) took action
to assure that all security officers assigned to armed security respon-
sibilities were trained and had qualified with their assigned firearms
in accordance with procedures CG&E established. Prior to March 1980,

I armed security officers were selected based on previous firearms training
experience that they had acquired from former military and/or police service.

i
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Deliveries of nuclear fuel to Zimmer took place during the period August 15
through September 7, 1979. The shipping casks (containing two fuel assem-

', blies each) in which the nuclear fuel was delivered measured approximately
15 ft in length by 21 in. In width and 11 in. in height. The fuel assemblies
themselves were contained within a metal shipping container that was, in
turn, enclosed within a wooden shipping container. A wooden and' metal
shipping container together composed what is referred to as a single shipping
cask. A wooden shipping container by itself weighed approximately 760 lb,
a metal shipping container approximately 620 lb, and each fuel assembly
approximately 685 lb. This made the approximate total weight of a single
shipping cask (with two fuel assemblies enclosed) 2,750 lb. Subsequent to
receipt of a shipping cask at the site, the metal shipping container was
uncrated from the wooden shipping container at the ground level. The metal
container (with fuel assemblies enclosed) was then lifted by crane to the
627-ft level of the reactor building (refueling floor) and temporarily stored
in the metal c'ontainers. After the fuel assemblies were removed from the
metal containers, they were inspected for possible damage, prepared, and

; then lowered into fuel racks located inside the spent fuel pool for storage.
As a further assurance that the fuel has not been damaged while in storage,
it will be examined by the licensee prior to loading it into the reactor.

Unirradiated fuel, although radioactive, does not pose a significant health
and safety problem regarding radiation emissions. It is only subsequent to
being loaded into the reactor and becoming irradiated during plant operation'

that the uranium becomes contaminated with the intensely radioactive products
of the fission reaction, causing it to be highly radioactive.

The nuclear fuel, in its current form, contains a low percentage of U-235
enrichment, has little or no potential for use in any type of nuclear weapon,
and thus has been defined as "special nuclear material of low strategic
significance."

Additional security-related background information is also contained in
Section 5.14.2.

i 5.13.3 Investigation

5.13.3.1 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. Hyde was also
interviewed by telephone on June 9, 1981. He stated he was employed as
a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wb. H. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed
at Zimmer and assigned the duty of protecting the nuclear fuel, Hyde
advised he became aware of approximately four occasions when the fuel was
left unattended. He related that these instances occurred while the fuel
was at ground level (prior to the time it was moved to the 627-ft level)
with each instance lasting approximately 4 to 5 minutes, except for one
that lasted approximately 10 minutes. Hyde explained that, subsequent to

i receipt, the nuclear fuel was moved by maintenance workers with the help
i of a crane from the ground level to the 627-ft level where it is currently

stored. During this operation, there were usually two or three Yoh Security

- 89 -

4

~=
,

-_ ,% y ,,-. .y .,. _ _ _ . _ -. - .,. - - , -



DRAFT 3 10/8/81

Officers stationed on the 627-ft level as the fuel was raised by crane and
brought to rest on that floor.- On various occasions, there were no security
officers at the ground level watching the fuel as it was being moved and
raised to the 627-ft level because officers were not required to watch the
fuel during times it was under the control and/or observation of maintenance
workers. Hyde stated the problem arose when the maintenance workers ended
their work shif ts and left the area before he arrived at the ground level

.to keep watch over fuel that had not yet been moved to the 627-ft level.
This resulted in the fuel being left unattended during those periods. (It

should be noted that the licensee's procedures did not require continuous
surveillance of the new fuel until it was in storage in the new fuel storage
area.)

Hyde was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the fuel being
left unattended while it was stored on the 627-ft level. He stated that
he did not recall any instances when the fuel (while on the 627-ft level)

,
.

'was left unattended, except during those instances when the area radiation
monitor (ARM) alarm was sounded. Hyde explained that, during occasions
when the ARM alarm was sounded, security procedures required all persons
present on the 627-ft level to be evacuated to a lower elevation level
(floor). He indicated that, once everyone was evacuated to a lower
elevation (e.g., the 593-ft level), access to the 627-ft level could
still be controlled without a loss of security integrity (individuals
going to the 627-ft level would have to pass through the 593-ft level).

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit g.

5.13.3.2 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wrig'ht was interviewed by NRC. Wright was also
interviewed by telephone on March 12, 1981. He stated that he was employed

,

as a security officer with Yoh~ Security and stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer
| Nuclear Power Station from October 1979 to October 1980. Wright was asked
| what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the nuclear fuel being left un-

attended. He responded that the only times he recalled leaving the fuel
unattended was once when he evacuated the 627-ft level during an earthquake
and once during a tornado warning. He indicated that, although he left the

'

627-ft Icvel on those occasions, he was still able to control access to the
627-ft level from a lower elevation of the reactor building (e.g., the 593-ft
level) without losing security integrity.

Wright also noted that when instances arose during which no other security
.

officers were available and h'e had to leave the 627-ft level for some
| reason, he would call the control room and someone would relieve him at

his post until be returned.

He stated to the best of his knowledge there was always someone present
on the 627-ft level watching the fuel pool area where the fuel was stored,
except during the described instances.
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On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit y

/'.

S.13.3.3 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
,by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and

has been assigned to the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station since August
1978. Lautenslager verified that no security surveillance cameras were used
during nuclear fuel deliveries in August-September 1979 and remarked that
there is no requirement for surveillance cameras to be used during deliveries.
He noted that surveillance cameras were subsequently installed in December
1980 (part of required security for an operational plant).

With regard to the protection of the nuclear fuel during delivery, Lautenslager
remarked that, although there was no requirement for security for the nuclear
fuel while it was being unloaded from the delivery trucks and uncrated, CG&E
provided armed security protection and surveillance over the fuel (beginning
at the time it arrived on CG&E property). They also maintained this security
profile during unloading, uncrating, inspection and subsequent storage of the
fuel on the 627-ft level.

Lautenslager stated that, to the best of his knowledge, the r.uclear fuel has
not lacked armed security protection at any time since it was received at
Zimmer. He also stated that once the fuel was placed in the spent fuel pool
for storage, as well as during fuel inspection, access to the storage area
has been under security control of the officers assigned to station security.

The only time the access control security officer is permitted to leave the
627-ft elevation is during evacuations covered by written security proce-
dures. Lautenslager advised that, to his knowledge, there has been only
one incident in which the officer left the 627-ft elevation. This inci-
dent, which occurred during an earthquake, involved the security officer
moving to the 593-ft elevation where he was still able to control access
to the 627-ft level and prevent any loss of security integrity.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit .

Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed by telephone on June 3, 1981, con-
cerning the allegation that " perimeter security consisted for an extended
period of time of only a four foot chickenwire fence." He stated that he
recalled a fence fitting that general description being'used around the
plant site some time ago and described the fence as an " owner controlled
fence," which marked the boundary line of CG&E's property. Lautenslageri

| indicated that the fence would have been on areas outside the jurisdiction
of the station security system, the primary concern of which was protection
of the nuclear fuel.

|
|

!
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'

5.-13.3.4 Interview with' James Caplinger

On March 12,1981,[}ames Caplinger was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
hewas[)mployedasaleadsecuriyofficerwithYohSecurityandstationed
at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980.

With regard to protection of the nuclear fuel, Capling[fadvisedthat,to
his knowledge, the fuel was never lef t unattenie'd except during required.

evacuations. He explained that during an evacuation of the seventh floor
fuel storage area the security officers repositioned themselves on the sixth
floor and were still able to control access to the seventh floor without a
loss of security integrity.

Caplinge]t; On March 12, 1981, r provided a written statement, a copy of
i which is included s Exhibi y(.

5.13.3.5 Interview with William Ross
4

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.

Ross stated he personally felt that a minimally adequate job had been done
to protect the nuclear fuel. He also stated that he did not recall any
times during which he left the fuel unattended.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement, a copy of which is
. included as Exhibit 7(.
;

5.13.3.6 Interview with John Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, NRC staff interviewed John Bedinghaus by telephone. On
March 25, 1981, he was interviewed in Williamsburg, Ohio. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with W&W Security and assigned to nuclear
fuel protection duties at the Wh. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from October
1980 to January 1981. Bedinghaus was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear
fuel security during the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that
the fuel storage area on the seventh floor was well protected and the security

|

officers assigned to fuel protection were conscientious in performing their
duties. Bedinghaus also indicated that, to his knowledge, the fuel was never
left unattended and no unauthorized persons were allowed entry into the fuel
storage area.

9
On March 25, 1981, John Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit )(.

5.13.3.7 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to October 1980.
Simpson was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during
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the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He advised it was his opinion
that CG&L's procedures for protection of the-nuclear fuel were good and
the protection of the fuel itself was bore than adequate. Simpson stated
that he had no complaints cr concerns regarding the adequacy of the pro-

i tection of the nuclear fuel at Zimmer.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit K- .

5.13.3.8 Interview with James Bice
4

On April 20, 1981, NRC staff interviewed James Bice by telephone. He stated
' he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the

Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to July 1980. Bice
was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during the time
he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that, to his knowledge, tnere
were no instances when the fuel was icit unattended except during evacuations
(covered by written procedures) following area radiation monitor (ARM) alarms.
On those occasions when the seventh floor was evacuated following an ARM alarm,
the security officers would move to the sixth floor, secure the elevator, and
continue to control access to the seventh floor from the sixth floor. Bice
indicated there was no loss of security integrity during these instances.

5.13.3.9 Review of Unattended Fuel

Based on information obtained, fuel was apparently left unattended for short
periods of time (up to 10 minutes) while at ground level during receipt and
transfer to the fuel p7ol storage area (627-ft level). There is no evidence
that the fuel was left unattended, except during authorized evacuations,
while in permanent storage. While at ground level, protection was afforded

; the fuel by the shipping container. There is no evidence to indicate that
that the shipping containers had been opened.

; Based on a review of NRC Regulatory Guide 5.59 (which addresses protection
of Special Nuclear Fuel at fixed sites), it was determined that the fuel
being left unattended for short periods of time did not adversely impact
on the adequacy of fuel security.

5.13.3.10 Review of Storage Area Wall Design

The Zimmer FSAR, Section 3.3.2, " Tornado-Loading," states that "all siding
and roof decking of any superstructure'is designed and detailed to blow- off
when the design tornado approaches the station, and the bare frame is de-
signed to resist tornado wind forces". A desig'n wind velocity of 90 mph
was utilized.

The design has been reviewed by NRC and judged acceptable.

5.13.4 Findings and Conclusions

Security surveillance cameras were not installed during nuclear fuel deliveries
to the site and NRC regulations did not require them to be in service at that
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time. Interviews with former security guards confirmed the nuclear fuel while,

inside it's metal shipping container was left unattended for periods of time
up to 10 minutes on occasion. 9htw=prutoce wasra%2' Since the fuel
has been onsite, there has been no known attempt to steal or damage the fuel.
The fuel has been inspected and will be visually examined again before it
is loaded into the reactor.

|

~ The allegation that the perimeter security consisted of only a 4-ft chicken-
vire fence was confirmed by one individual; however, NRC regulations do not
prescribe site security requirements prior to issuance of the operating
license.

The FSAR states "all siding and roof decking of any superstructure is designed
and detailed to blow off when the design tornado approaches the station."
This is an acceptable design.

5.13.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.14 Alcohol and Drug Abuse

5.14.1 Allegation

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete
disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring
of temporary laborers prone to violence."

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting with NRC officials, Thomas Devine
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office,
they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,
Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people who were drunk
on the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction
workers walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liquor, getting
drunk...."

5.14.2 Background Information '

A brief history and description of plant security is provided in the
following paragraphs. (Additional security-related background information
is also contained in Section 5.13.2.) Portions of this information are
based on statements received during interviews vith Frederick Lautenslager,,

' - CG&E Security Supervisor, and Norborne C. Ward, President of W&W Protection
Agency, Inc. , the current security service contractor at Zimmer.

" Construction security" may be defined as the protection of property used
in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those
areas in which construction is taking place. NRC does not impose security
requirements on licensees during plant construction. Construction security
does not extend to the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building*

(spent fuel pool area) where the nuclear fuel is stored, and does not extend
to those areas specifically released by the construction project manager and

- 94 -

!

_. - _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _



.-- .-

DRAFT 3 10/8/81

signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department (EPD). The protection
of the above areas not related to construction and the protection of the
nuclear fuel is defined as " station security." " Construction security" and
" station security" are two separate security operations.

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the
H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was respon-

' sible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,
W&W took over from Kaiser and became the construction security contractor,
using the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security
force. The primary responsibility for construction security is vested in
the construction project manager, although in essence W&W has been inform-
ally delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.

In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nuclear
fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers
(armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for the
receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security per-
sonnel were required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by
CG&E Security Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not
exercise direct supervision over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E
Security Supervisor coordinated the requirements of CG&E security pro-
cedures through the Yoh lead security officer, who had responsibility
for implementing those directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of the
CG&E Security Supervisor and Yoh Security Officers extended only to areas
that were included under the definition of " station security." Therefore,
from a security standpoint, the primary concern of the CG&E Security
Supervisor and Yoh Security was protecting the spent fuel pool area where
the nuclear fuel was stored and controlling access to that area on the
627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building.

At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, CG&E terminated
Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W, upon Yoh's
leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station security. The W&W
officers assigned to station security conducted security activities in
accordance with the same procedures and under the same supervisory structure|

| as those that had applied to Yoh.

The allegation was reviewed to determine if it had any significance regarding
matters under NRC jurisdiction; specifically, the review attempted to deter-
mine if the adequacy of construction of safety-related systems was compromised
by individuals who performed work in safety-related areas during times when
their ability to perform their job was impaired due to use of intoxicants.
To help make this determination, two basic questions were asked of persons
interviewed who stated they observed workers who in their opinion were
intoxicated. The following questions were asked:

1. Did you ever observe anyone who in your opinion was intoxicated to the
| point where their ability to perform their job was impaired?

2. If so, where did you observe these individuals?
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5.14.3 Investigation

5.14.3.1 Interview with Ronald Wright

| On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from October 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he observed
9 hat he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the
Zimmer site. At least once a week while on patrol at the site, Wright would
find quantities of beer cans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch / break
area that was then located in the generator room. He related that on many
occasions (he could not recall a specific num.ber) he discovered what appeared
to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or two small rooms accessible from the
rooftop of the radwaste building. Wright stated that on one occasion he
discovered four or five capsules of material (colored black and yellow or
black and orange) that appeared to be some type of drug. These capsules were
discovered between the two locker rooms on the second floor of the service
building. Wright was unable to recall what disposition he made of these
suspected narcotic materials and was unaware whether any analysis was ever
performed to identify the materials.

Wright related that he was aware that on two separate occasions field
incident reports were prepared regarding two construction workers who
reported for duty at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storage
pool and were allegedly intoxicated to the point that they were unable
to perform their duties. The two workers involved in these incidents were
refused access to the spent fuel pool area on those occasions.

1 He also stated that, in his opinion, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer was
very intoxicated on at least two occasions when he reported for work and
(based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat intoxicated
on other occasions.

On March lo, 1981, Wright provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit )(.

5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

j On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he
observ:d what he believed to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the
empty beer cans and liquor bottles in various areas of the plant. Hyde was
able to recall only one instance when he observed a construction worker who,
in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability to
perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh floor
entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated that the worker was
initially admitted to the seventh floor but subsequently removed and later
excluded from work assignments on that floor.

Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five but
less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
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On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit

)(
.

5.14.3.3 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

1 . Zimmer from September 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he
observed what he believed to be indications of alcohol use by the workers
at Zimmer. Simpson advised that on many occasions, particularly on the
main floor of the turbine building, he discovered quantities of empty beer
cans and liquor bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any
workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability
to perform their job was impaired, he believed it was reasonable to assume
some workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on the number
of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.

Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug
use, although on one occasion while outside the plant, he detected the odor
of what appeared to be burning marijuana.1

Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Security'

Officer being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former
lead officer never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit . j(
5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross

| On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.
While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to be indications of
alcohol and drug use by workers at Zimmer. Ross zdvised that, on a few
occasions, he had seen construction workers drinking beer during their
lunch hours, although he had never noticed whether this drinking had any
apparent affect on the workers' ability to perform their jobs. Ross
indicated Yoh security officers were instructed not to confront workers
who were observed drinking in nonstation security areas but rather to
obtain information such as the payroll number or name on their hard hats
that could be used to identify the individuals. If identifying information
was secured, it was referred to the construction project manager or W&W,
because they had jurisdiction over construction activities.

Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,
was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
Ross observed this worker at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access to the fuel
storage area by a fellow Yoh security officer. (Based on Ross' description
of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same incident that
former security officers Hyde and Wright described.)

,
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Ross also advised that on one occasion be found what appeared to be mari-
juana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor and
turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine whether
workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their ability to
perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that regard.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement, a copy of which is; y'

included as Exhibit /s.

5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinghaus

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he was employed as a second shift security supervisor with W&W Protection;

| Agency, Inc. , and was stationed at Zimmer from February 1980 to November
' 1980. While employed there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to be

evidence of alcohol use by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by workers he
encountered who smelled of alcohol and had the appearance of being intox-
icated. Bedinghaus specifically recalled approximately three occasions on
which he observed workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point
that their ability to perform their job was impaired. These workers were
observed attempting to enter the site through the main gate. Bedinghaus
indicated that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated were refused entrance to the site.

Bedingheus also stated he was aware of an incident when a second shift
security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two
automobiles leaving the site via the rain gate. During that encounter,
the security officer observed that the men in one automobile had open
beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained a case of
beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they
were coming from an onsite CGGE fire school; however, none of them had
identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion
that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification
or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant.

i

Bedinghaus al_so expressed his belief that security was lax in the areas
controlled by W&W, and W&W security officers were present onsite more for
display purposes rather than for providing property protection.

, With regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal
i knowledge of drug use at Zimmer, although he had observed individuals who,

in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on something other
than alcohol.

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit /(.

InterviewwithhmesCaplingM5.14.3.6

On Harp 12,1981,)h mes Capling[[[]was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
hewas(employedasaleadsecurityofficecailthYohSecurityandwasstationed
at Zimmer from August 1979 to October 198,0g While stationed there,[kaplinge[}
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observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers
at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of mpty beer cans and what appeared

apling @l stated he never personally
to be marijuana cigarette butts detected by aplin onsite. Although he
detected evidence of alcohol and drug use, e

observed anyone drinking intoxicants or smoking marijuana. He indicated that,
if he had, he would have reported the individual to their superior and that
person probably would have been fired.

.hplingehalsoremarkedthat,basedonhis20yearsexperienceinthe
U.S. Army as a senior noncommissioned officer and observation of alcohol
and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use
of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread.

12,1981,hapling provided a written sworn statement, a copy ofOn March
which is included as Exhib

K
.

5.14.3.7 Interview with James Bice

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was
stationed at Zimmer from September 1979 to July 1980. While employed
there, Bice detected several instances of alcohc1 use by construction
workers at Zimmer. He related that on approximately four to six occasions
he personally observed workers consuming alcoholic beverages while onsite.
These instances of alcohol consumption usually occurred during lunch hours
in locations that included the electrical shop and a break area located in
the turbine building. Beer and whiskey were among the alcoholic beverages
consumed onsite. Bice recalled two specific instances involving the
presence of alcohol: one during which he observed a worker pouring " Jack
Daniels" whiskey into a Coke soda can and the other during which he found
a bottle of what he believed to be " moonshine" liquor (based on its smell)
in the turbine building.

In addition to instances where the consumption and presence of alcoholic
beverages were observed, Bice also recalled removing quantities of beer
cans (approximately 300 while stationed at Zimmer) from inside a few small
rooms that were accessible from the second level of the reactor building.
Based on his experience at Zimmer, Bice speculated that approximately 25%
of the workers there consumed alcoholic beverages, usually during their
lunch hours.

Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said
that on only one occasion did he observe a worker who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage. area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it appears

'

he may be referring to the same incident that former security officers Hyde,
Wright, and Ross described.

Regarding alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed to
be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the course
of his routine security rounds each day, he would find approximately three
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:

to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated that to his
t

knowledge there were no analyses made of the cigarette butts he detected,
although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds common to the ,

marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from marijuana cigarettes.

Bice stated he prepared approximately 10 to 11 field incident reports
regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed at

|
Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor

He remarked that Lautenslager advised him on oneFred Lautenslager.
occasion there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisor.

could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas
under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents.

Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and drug use he observed
| occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the
| incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.
;

Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in
the reactor control room who were smoking what appeared to be marijuana.
He said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their suspected
conduct, and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about the
event.

5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W Protection Agency,

f

Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During that time, he was offWhilework for about six to seven months from January to July 1980.
stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been assigned to main gate security.

!
Shinkle indicated that he has detected evidence of alcohol use by the'

Shinkle specifically recalled one incident that took placeworkers there.
during the Fall of 1979. The incident involved four or five construction
workers who had apparently brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their

He related that a construction supervisor first observed thelunch hour.
workers with the alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany
him to corroborate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor,

J
took immediate action and the workers were fired.

Shinkle was asked whether he had ever observed any workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform their

He replied that on several occasions (he was unable tojob was impaired.
estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to enter the siteShinkle:by the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated.
denied entry to the site to any workers he observed at the main gate who
appeared to be intoxicated.

Shinkle indicated that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing
alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers ofAlthoughworkers entering the site at approximately the same time.
security officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch containers
and coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically) search
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the person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem applied !
to searching the motor vehicles permitted onsite. Security officers could

|conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a visual search of the
!inside of the vehicle; however, they could not individually search each '

occupant.
1

With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed, !

and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.

5.14.3.9 Interview with Norborne Ward

On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he is President of the W&W Protection Agency, Inc., and has held that
position since W&W became the construction security contractor at Zimmer
in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was stationed
on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereafter visited the site to oversee
security operations usually twice a week.

Ward indicated that he is well informed about security-related matters and
incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W&W inherited Kaiser's security
procedures and basically has continued to conduct security activities in
accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that, during the time W&W
has been security contractor there, he has become aware of instances of
alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern and certain
measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 1980, W&W began the
practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought onsite by
the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective in preventing
some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite. Also, a contributing
factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by certain individuals in the
parking lot outside the site. Ward stated that a " crackdown" on parking
lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when state law enforcement officials

were contacted. These officials subsequently came out to the site and, to
his knowledge, made at least one arrest for liquor sale violations.

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion,
were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was impaired.
He replied that instances of workers being intoxicated to that extent were
relatively rare and be estimated that, since W&W became a security contractor
in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were observed and denied access
to, or were ejected from, the site. The most common occurrence of this was
when intoxicated workers came to the site on payday to pick up their checks.
Ward remarked that the workers involved would take the day off and, after
they had been drinking and were already intoxicated, would come to the
site at 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. just to pick up their paychecks. On those
occasions, when a worker entering the site was determined to be intoxicated,
Ward would deny the worker's entry to the site.

Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol on
site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to identify
(if possible), rather than confront, workers who are observed consuming

'
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alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by trying to obtain
; identifying information, such as a payroll number or a name from the

individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained, the matter
is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in general
is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles en site. He indicated

" the large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the potential for
contraband being brought on and/or taken offsite without detection. Ward
also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there has been little trouble
with regard to violent acts. He could recall only one incident when two
construction workers were involved in a fight.

Ward mentioned that, during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, there
| were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.

( 5.14.3.10 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and

j has been assigned to the Zimmer station since August 1978.

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol use
by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of anyone
drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed anyone drinking
alcohol onsite.

Lautenslager was also questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug
use (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no

' personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of mari-
Juana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one occasion

,

' a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some cigarette
butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many of the crafti

( personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there was nothing to indicate
i that the butts found by the security officer were in fact marijuana, no

| further action was taken other than to notify W&W security personnel that
the hand-rolled cigarette butts were found.

Lautenslager also stated that he has never received a report of any indi-
viduals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit . )(
5.14.3.11 Field Observations

While at Zimmer, the NRC resident inspector has observed evidence of alcohol
use by workers. During approximately 50% of the time he has spent touring
the plant while conducting inspection activities, he has observed empty beer
cans in various safety-related areas of the plant. On a less frequent basis,
he has also observed empty "hard liquor" bottles (e.g., whiskey bottles). The
areas where empty cans and bottles were observed included the cable spreading

- 102 -

,

. --

% 4--, - -, *- - - - + . - - -- - ,-w r --- - - - - - y- v-
- --



_ . __ _ . _ . _ _ _ _

; DRATT3 10/8/81

room, the two residual heat removal rooms, the related residual heat removal
beat exchanger rooms, and the reactor building. Within these areas, the loca-
tions he observed empty alcoholic beverage containers were generally hidden and
isolated.

The quantity of empty beer cans in these areas varied greatly from time to time.
On some occasions (generally in the winter months), as many as 10 to 12 empty,

beer cans could be found in any of the noted locations of the plant (although
'

some of the cans may have been there a month or more since the last time the
area was cleaned). On other occasions (generally in the summer months), only
a few cans would be present in those same locations.

The resident inspector has never personally observed anyone consuming alcoholic
beverages. lie recalled observing instances in the diesel generator room and
reactor building when workers were drinking beverages from non-alcoholic beverage
containers (e.g., thermos bottles) and, upon seeing him approach, made an apparent
effort to conceal the containers from which they were drinking. These instances,

led him to suspect that workers concealed intoxicants in and consumed intoxicants,

from non-alcoholic beverage containers. Observations of beer can accumulations
in different areas of the plant have been documented in various NRC inspection
reports and on at least two occasions the beer can litter situation has been,

i brought to the attention of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain.

The resident inspector has never observed anyone who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point where their ability to perform their job was impaired.
In the inspectors opinion, thc. drinking of alcohol at Zimmer is not as bad as
he has seen at other construction sites.

The resident inspector has observed what appeared to be approximately ten
marijuana cigarette butts during his plant tours and he recently found;

what appeared to be two marijuana cigarettes. The resident discussed this
matter with the Kaiser Construction Project Manager.

5.14.4 NRC Independent Measurements

t A sampling program of independent measurements was conducted by NRC and
its consultant in an attempt to determine whether this concern and other
concerns discussed in this report impacted adversely on the quality of
safety related plant hardware. One effort specifically aimed at this
concern was the selected examination of approximately 20 safety related
welds. Some potential problems with welding have been identified by

,

,

thisrev,iew;however,itisvirtuallyimpossibletodedu$whetherthese Kpotentiarl problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol
use. These potential problems are presently being pursued by the NRC.

Ng[fNRCIndependentmeasurementsaredocumentedinIEInsepctionReport[
, 50-358/81-27.

5.14.5 Findings and Conclusions

The NRC investigation identified evidence that there had been some drinking
and drug use onsite. No attempt was made to examine the attitude of manage-

i
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ment toward drinking, drug use, or violence; however, based on interviews with
site personnel coupled with NRC site observations both prior to and during the
investigation, a widespread problem was not evident. A NRC sampling program of
independent measurements specifically aimed at this concern involved the selected
examination of approximately 20 safety related welds. Some potential problems
with welding,which are presently being pursued by NRC,have been identified by )(this review; however, it was virtually impossible to deduce whether these

- potential problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol use.
skAn adequately functioning quality assuran ram,would h; _ ;c... J

progfncludingthoseresultingdetectsan and correctsen of any adversel ' dtf
from construction personnel being under the influence of alcohol or drugs.
As there are questions regarding the quality assurance program, based on
other findings of this investigation, the NRC is relying on the licensee's
Quality Confirmation Program and the NRC independent measurements to
identify significant construction defects.

5.14.6 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.15 Employee Dismissals

5.15.1 Allegation

"Empicyees fired for time [ card] cheating had been cheating with the express
approval of management, and only time cheaters fired were vocal and knowledge-
able critics of plant QA and safety."

5.15.2 Background Information

Thomas Applegate's investigation into timecard cheating at Zimmer found that,

j five individuals (three construction workers and two guards) were involved in
" timecard cheating" (i.e., absent from work onsite but recorded as being at
work). All those individuals involved were terminated by their respective
employers.

5.15.3 Investigation

5.15.3.1 Interview of Construction Worker

The NRC interviewed one of the construction workers who had been terminated
for timecard irregularities. The other terminated construction workers could,

| not be located. No attempt was made to interview the two terminated guards
because they were not directly involved in assuring adequacy of plant con-
struction. The construction workers were those who would have had knowledge
of " plant QA and safety" (construction problems).

5.15.3.2 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A,'who was previously interviewed by repre-
| sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated Kaiser.termin-
|
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ated his employment in January 1980, af ter Thomas Applegate uncovered irregular-
ities in his timecard. He said he was not fired for his criticism of plant
safety and it was not until after he was terminated that he provided any in-
formation to GAP. Individual A said that although he had serious concerns about
construction work at the plant, he was not fired by Kaiser for criticizing plant
QA and safety.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.15.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-'

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that he would not
characterize himself as a " vocal critic" of plant safety. He stated he had
concerns about the QC program at Zimmer which he related to the RIII Investi-

, gator. However, he said he was fired for irregularities in his timecard and
not for his concerns about the QC program.

On April 14, 1981, Individul B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.15.3.4 Interview of William Murray

On April 14, 1981, William Murray, CG&E Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from December 10, 1980 to January 4,1981 Confidential
Service (CS) was hired by CG&E to investigate alleged timecard irregularities
at Zimmer. He stated CS entered into a contract with CG&E after Applegate told
them he had uncovered evidence of employee timecard cheating. Murray stated
the investigation was contracted for a 30-day period. During that period,

, Applegate identified two guards and three construction personnel who were in-i

volved in timecard cheating. Murray indicated that all five of the individuals
Applegate identified had been terminated. He denied that the only individuals
terminated were those who were vocal and knowledgeable critics of plant safety,
and stated emphatically that the individuals fired were fired solely for

( irregularities in their timecards.
l

Murray also stated that Major W. Cox, Director of CS, felt that the investiga-
tion was compromised when Murray left Applegate's reports unattended in his
desk. Murray said that at that point the contract was ending and he and Cox
concurred timecard cheating was not widespread. Both agreed that, because of
the questions about the security of the operation, the contract should be

.

terminated. However, Murray said Applegate stated that he was concerned about
the QA problems he had identified and wanted to continue investigating. Murray
said the concerns Applegate raised bad already been identified by the CG&E QA
group and he saw no reason to continue the investigation. He said Applegate was
adamant in his insistence to continue the investigation, so he referred him to

|- William Schweirs, Quality Assurance Manager. Schweirs agreed there was no need
to investigate these matters further and advised Applegate of his conclusion.

j Murray said the contract was terminated with Cox's approval, but over Applegate'sc

objections.'
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Murray provided a letter from CS regarding the security of the operation, dated
January 4, 1980, and it is included as Exhibit )(.

In a subsequent telephone conversation, Murray stated that Individual B was not
one of five identified by Applegate nor was he fired at CGE's direction for
timecard cheating, but that he may have been terminated by Kaiser for another

, timecard matter.

5.15.3.5 Interview of Major W. Cox

On April 30, 1981, Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was interviewed by NRC. Cox
stated he employed Thomas Applegate as a private investigator for CS. He in-
dicated that in November 1979, when Applegate was investigating another matter,
Applegate came across evidence of employee timecard cheating at Zimmer. Cox,

l stated he was reluctant to pursue the matter, but on severs 1 occasions Applegate
approached both him and CGE about this subject. Cox said Applegate continued
to pursue the item and CGE formally requested CS to investigate the matter.

'

Cox stated the investigation was contracted to last 30 days during which
Applegate would work undercover onsite with the primary task of investigating,

! employee timecard cheating. Cox said the CS investigation began on December 10,
1979 and ended on January 6, 1980, and identified several employees who were

( involved in timecard cheating. Cox said the operation ran its course and was
i terminated at the end of the original 30-day contract period.
l

Cox stated that during the last weeks of the investigation, Applegate said he
found evidence of irregularities in pipe welds and in the plant QA program.
Cox told William Murray about this and Murray said CGE was already aware of
the problems Applegate had identified and did not need to pursue them further.
Cox recalled that Applegate had learned there was a disagreement between

( Peabody Magnaflux (PM) employees and CGE over the interpretation of X-rays
taken of some pipes on site.

Cox said there was no attempt by CGE to cover up any of Applegate's disclo-
sures. Cox said it appeared to him that CGE was already aware of the problems
Applegate identified and Applegate was not providing them with any new informa-
tion. Cox stated that after the 30-day contract period, both he and CGE decided
to terminate the contract. Cox stated Applegate disagreed with this decision
and wanted the investigation to continue so he could pursue irregularities he!

had identified in the QA program. Cox said CGE denied Applegate's request.

Cox said that in his opinion Applegate held a grudge against CGE for ending
the investigation over his objections. He indicated that since January 1980i

| he has had no further contact with Applegate regarding the Zimmer investiga-
| tion, and Applegate has taken custody of all of the tape recordings and copies
i of reports he made during the investigation.
|

| 5.15.3.6 Record Reviews

The Confidential Service memorandum dated January 4, 1980 authored by
Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was reviewed by the investigator. The first
paragraph of the letter addresses Cox's concerns about the security of CS
confidential reports. The letter indicates Cox objected to security breaches
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during the investigation and stipulated conditions for continuing the in-
vestigation. Cox did state in the letter that, based on the information he
had, he did not agree with CG&E's conclusion that Applegates allegations
regarding questionable construction were without some basis.

5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions

~ The two former employees interviewed by GAP were contacted by NRC. They denied
they had been fired for any criticism of plant QA and safety, but rather had
been fired for timecard cheating. There was no indication from the interviews
that management approved of timecard cheating.

5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.16 Radiographer Suppression

5.16.1 Allegation

"CG&E had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zimmer, who were
criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information regarding
the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of January 9-10,
1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the Peabody Magnaflux (PM)
trailer onsite. He alleged that during this burglary those individuals removed
records of an instance where CG&E had overridden PM's rejection of welds.
5.4.2. 33 e ks veu J h t-- d6 *

On July 3, 1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg
were received at the Zimmer site (see Section 5.7). Kaiser personnel wrote
Nonconformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of truck
onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1979, Kaiser directed that
the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed.

On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi-
fied rejectable indications in welds on three of the five spool pieces. PE
forwarded the findings to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The reports
and film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed
in the Kaiser Document Control Center. Three radiographs of welds with
apparently rejectable indications were filed with a nonconformance report.
On April 8, 1980, these films were reviewed by NRC Inspector Kavin Ward who
determined that the welds had the wrong geometry for radiography and the
films were not acceptable.

On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultrasonic
inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis of these
examinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable. On April 28,
1980, Kellogg performed ultrasonic examinations of the same spool pieces and
also found them to be acceptable.
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The above information including details of processing of nonconistmance report
E-1911 is included in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

5.16.3 Investigation

5.16.3.1 Interview of Individual A

.On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated PM
radiographers Allen Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two occasions,
that they found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool pieces. He
said they had discovered the defects when examining Kaiser field welds that
joined the spool pieces in the residual heat removal system. He said they
also found similar defects in five of twenty welds on the mair, steam relief
(MSR) spool pieces that had faller off a truck on delivery to the site.

Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CG&E overrode their rejection
of welds on the MSR system and had retained a copy of the examination report
and radiographic film in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM when they
examined prefabricated spool pieces, but they were not overridden in their
veld determinations for Kaiser welds.

Individual A also stated that in January 1980 CGEE hired undercover private
investigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this
examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview
Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met
Individual A onsite and told him his supervisors had advised him not to
discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later informed him there
had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports
for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, ne
requested the statement not be attached to this report..

,

5.16.3.2 Interview of Thomas Applegate

| On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
he had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in
which A1 dredge said weld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite.
Applegate said he subsequently learned that there was a break-in of the
PM trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were

! taken from the trailer. He indicated Security Officers Ronald Wright,
I James Bedinghaus, and David Simpson had told him Individuals D and E were

probably involved in the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer.

Applegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a dispute
about the acceptability of welds PM examined on the MSR system since its

| records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had been examined
l by PM and found defective they were later accepted by CG&E. Applegate said
| that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees not to say anything
|

about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals against PM.

1

1
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5.16.3.3 Interviews of Security Officers

Between February I and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were
interviewed by NRC. They could not provide any information concerning the
break-in of the PM trailer in January of 1980. All of these individuals
are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all stated the break-in
had not been reported to the Security Department. They stated that they

-were unaware of the identity of any individuals who might have committed
the break-in.

David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department
Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department

'

James Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station

John Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station

j Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer j
- , Nuclear Power Station '

' James Caplinger, former Security Officer, Zimmer
~~NuclearPowerStati[51 ,

William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio |
Welfare Department |

5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1981, Ernest A1 dredge, PM President, was interviewed by NRC.
A1 dredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographers at the
Zimmer site were not overridden in their weld determinations. He stated
that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never reported this
problem to him.

A1 dredge also stated that from January through June 1980 there was an NRC
investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by Thomas Applegate, 1

a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated
Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate
that there were defective welds at the plant. A1 dredge stated Applegate
subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personnel
telling him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in

i their decisions to reject welds.

A1 dredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and newspaper
articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent
company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him that due to the sensi-
tive nature of nondestructive examination of nuclear power plants it would
be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement, since the statement
could be misconstrued by the press. Aldredge stated he was therefore
advised to not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of
the media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the
best interest of PM not to make any statements at that time.

A1 dredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production
problems that had been attributed to frequent breakdowns of the film pro-
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cessing machine onsite. He said information such as this could impact
the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was best not to make
a statement about why PM's ccatract was not renewed.

A1 dredge stated that there had been no attempt to silence the radiographers
,

);

at Zimmer regarding public statements about the investigation. A1 dredge :
provided a sworn statement on August 17, 1981, a copy of which is included '

- as Exhibit .

5.16.3.5 Interview of William Schwiers
|

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance & Standards
Manager, was interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forward a letter to
the investigator outlining the reasons PM's contract was terminated at
Zimmer. Subsequently, Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining
his reasons for terminating PM's contract in April 1980. A retyped copy
of the provided memo is included as Exhibit Schweirs stated the contract )(.

was not terminated because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval
of welds rejected by them."

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-;

viewed by NRC. He stated that PM was employed as the firm responsible for
nondestructive examination at Zimmer frem 1972 until 1980. He said PM has

| conducted both, ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations
i of large-bore and small-bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's respons-

ibility was to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to
'.

Kaiser. Kaiser personnel would examine radiographs and make the determina-
tion if a weld was accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, KEI
Welding Engineer, was responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not
overriding PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said
Pallon supported PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified,
assured that the weld was repaired.

Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980, and apparently
Applegate talked to a nurcher of PM employees about their work onsite. Wood
said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as
" Thomas Jackson," a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood indicated that at
that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems
in meeting production goals.

Wood advised there was discussion among PM employees about the contract
renewal, and he learned PM employees had told Applegate that PM had identi-

! fled defective welds in the plant. Wood said it was PM's responsibility
to identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser
would assign a status of either repair, hold, or rework to the defective
weld. Wood indicated that when his employees told Applegate that there
were " bad welds," they were referring to defective welds they had identified
and reported to Kaiser. Wood stated his employees had answered Applegate's
questions in good faith, assuming he knew the meaning of the term " bad welds" i

(that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser Quality Control system).
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Wood stated that on one occasion Applegate called him and asked him if there
were " bad welds in the plant" and he responded in the affirmative. He said'

he assumed Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that Applegate was
questioning (as an auditor) PM's ability to identify weld defects. Wood said

'

Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted Wood and other PM employees
as saying "there are defective welds" in the plant. Wood said that rejectable;

welds are identified by nondestructive examination and are repaired under the
. quality control system.

,

Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper
articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,
Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrue.

anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss
the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"

i any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their
; findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he

advised PM employees to not make any further statements regarding the matter.

Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representatives
1 and a number of PM employees were disturbed about the calls. He felt it was
t PM's responsibility as their employer to advise them not to discuss Applegate's

charges with media personnel.

Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations,
and that its contract was not renewed by CG&E because PM had continued to
reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because of problems
in meeting production goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's

,

weld examinations.

Wood recalled that Allan Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had
been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no

; equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that any
records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its examina-
tion reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of a weld and
other copies of examination reports are the property of CG&E and Kaiser and
are retained by them. Wood said if any records were removed from the trailer,
CG&E would have two copies of each report for every weld PM radiographed on

,

; site.
;

On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit )(".

5.16.3.7 Interview of Allan Sellars<

! On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from April4

1976 to April 1980, and performed radiographic examinations of Kaiser field
welds. He stated that on occasion PM did conduct a radiographic examination
where a section of a prefabricated weld made by Kellogg was included on the>

radiograph of a Kaiser field weld. He indicated that when he identified
defective Kaiser or Kellogg welds he identified them on the examination
report and forwarded the report to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer.
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Sellars stated he was not overridden by Pallon when he identified defects
in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds.

Sellars did recall an incident in the summer of 1979 when PM was asked to
examine welds on some Kellogg MSR system spool pieces that apparently fell
off the truck on delivery to the site. He said he and David Hang radio- ,

graphed welds on the spool pieces in questien but the film quality was poor
- because radiography was the wrong examination technique. He indicated the

geometrical configuration of the welds was such that it would exaggerate
defects in the welds. Sellars said he and Hang told Pallon they observed
defects in the welds in question and that radiography was the wrong technique
to use and it was exaggerating the defects. Sellars said they completed the
radiographic examination at Pallons request. Sellars said that later, during
an NRC investigation, these spool pieces were ultrasonically examined and
the welds were found to be acceptable.

Sellars also stated that after the investigation there was considerable
publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management not
to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be taken
out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate or
silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion PM's contract was not
renewed due to production problems, which he attributed to breakdowns in
the film processng machine. Sellars said an audit that was critical of
PM's work onsite may have been a factor in CG&E's decision. He indicated
the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification of
defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer had been broken into;
however, he was not aware of anything taken during the break-in.

On April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit )K[.

5.16.3.8 Interview of David Hang .

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September 1976,
to August 1979. Mang said he was responsible for conducting radiographic

j examinations of pipe welds. ,

i

Hang indicated that he was not overridden on his weld determinations by
Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Hang said welds
PM accepted were frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would
request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld
that PM had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said
Pallon, as a Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or
rejection of a weld.

Mang recalled that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to examine some pipe
spool pieces on the MSR system that had fallen off of a truck on delivery
to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated the
film, and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to.use when
examining the spool pieces.
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Hang said he told Pallon that the geometric configuration of the spool
pieces was such that it distorted the view of the veld and might exaggerate
flaws that would appear as defects on the film. Hang indicated Pallon
requested he examine the remainder of the welds by radiography and these
examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

Mang said he reported the results of his examinations to Pallon and retained
* the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the PM trailer

onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the proper nondestruc-'

tive testing technique to use to examine pipe welds in this geometric con-
figuration, and he later learned the spool pieces had been ultrasonically
examined and found acceptable.

Hang said he left Zimmer in August 1979 and, on his return in March 1980,
he.was informed by Allan Sellars that there had been a break-in of the PM
trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Mang stated that in

~

April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic examination reports for the MSR
spool pieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center.
Mang verified that the reports and films were the originals from August,
1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he
found unacceptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance
report.

On April 23, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit

)(
.

5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19
to April 1980. Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser
field welds onsite. He said PM performed a radiograph of a weld and did a
preliminary review to ascertain if the weld _ was rejectable. He indicated PM
did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that the KEI welding
engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-
ance. Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-
tions and that welds accepted by PM were frequently found unacceptable by
Kaiser. Draffon said he learned that radio;raphers occasionally observed
defects in Kellogg welds when they overlapped Kaiser welds. These cases were
reported and forwarded to Kaiser to determine if the Kellogg weld should be

, repaired. Draffon stated that when. welds junctured, the geometry of the
| juncturing welds is frequently not the same and therefore radiographic views

of the weld may be distorted. He indicated that inexperienced Level I or
II Radiographers would of ten examine juncturing welds and report rejectable,

| defects, not recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more
experienced radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable.
Draffon stated that when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had
apparently occurred where PM radiographers examined MSR spool pieces that
had fallen off the truck and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the
view of the weld was distorted due to configuration problems. Draffon said
the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
Draffon commented that this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E
or Kaiser did not often override PM in their weld determinations.
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Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer was broken into, but this
occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegat.e, a
private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been
broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found
no records or equipment missing.

Draffon also stated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the
. customer's request. He said this occurred becauce the volume of work was
slowing, and PM had experienced production problems, which he attributed to
frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.

,

5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning .
_

On April 15, 1981, Steven Bir.ning, PM Level II Radio'grapher, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.
Binning said he received his Level II certification in October 1979 and
routinely radiographed large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser,onsite.
Binning said PM radiographed welds, devalcped the film, did a preliminary

-

'

examination to determine-if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and
then forwarded their report to Anthony Fallon, KEI welding engir.eer, who
made the final determination on the acceptability of'the welds. fHe in-
dicated Pallon did not override PM in their veld determination and vculd
sometimes reject welds ths.t Ph had initially found acceptable.

He frequently directed them to re shoot welds.that Kaiter had' repaired
'

'after PM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool
pieces for the MSR system that were manufactured by Kellogg and had apparently 1 '

- -

fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. Binning. recalled that Pallon
told Hang to take information shots of the pipes to se.e if there were any .~~

I defects in them. Binning and Hang took'the radiographs of,the welds in the
spool pieces and turned them over to Kaiser for final determination. Binning
said that at the time he was a level I radiographer and.was not certified
to read film so he could not say if the welds on the pipes that fell off the

~

~

truck were defective. He said be later heard'that because of the geometry,
defects appeared on the film which were est actual defects. 'Binning said ,

,

'

Hang retained copies of his report of this ' articular. examination.
--

p

Binning also stated that in. January 1980 he received a telephone call frou '

an unidentified individual who told him the PM trailer-had been broken into.
He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock _had been
pried off and apparently the trailer had been entered. Binning saidLhe ,

inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the files, and fopnd the
examination reports for the MSR spool pieces that had been examined by Hang

^

earlier were missing. He indicated he told A1.lan Sellars and Wayne Draffon
about the burglary but did not discuss it with anyone else.

Binning said PM management never told him to ba silent about activities
i that occurred at the site. He said PM's contract was not renewed because ~

of production problems; which he attributed to their film processor fre- *

quently breaking down. He also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation

|
.
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safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of
some aspects of the PM operation. Binning said PM was not asked to leave
the site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees

i. were not harassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written statement, a copy of ,fwhich is included as Exhibit
. A..

5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's Assistant,
was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant,
he was not responsible for reading or interpreting film or making any weld
determinations. He said he worked with both David Hang and Allan Sellars
and did not recs 11 them commenting that Anthony Pallon overrode them. He
stated that PM usually radiographed Kaiser field welds; however, on one
occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said he re-
called Mang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces,

and identified rejectable indications in some welds. He indicated Hang'

reported this to Pallon, but he was not aware of the final disposition of
the report.c'

. Binning also said that in January 1980 there was a break-in of the PM trailer
and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.
He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con-
ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning
PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the

L investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and
- Applegate about it. Binning said he was never told by PM management to

,

" cover up" anything about their activities at the site. Binning volunteered
that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film,,

processor breaking down and holding up production.

5.16.3.12 Interview of Robert Marshall
,

On April 16, 1981, Ro.bert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on
weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that
he overrede PM on their weld findings. Marshall also stated that the PH
radiographers, with whom he spoke .after Applegate made his disclosures to
the press, did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in
their weld determinations.r

He recalled one incident when PM was asked to examine some MSR spool pieces
that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said that in April
1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces and he, Rex Baker,.

KEI Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the films. All
concurred that the welds were of the wrong geometry for radiographic examina-
tion. Marshall said that on some of the films the geometric configuration had
distorted the radiographic view of the welds. He added that this examination
was an exception to common practice because PM normally radiographed Kaiser
field welds but not velds on Kellogg prefabricated pieces. Marshall advised
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that the MSR spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

5.16.3.13 Interview of Anthony Pallon Sr.

On August 13, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Sr., was interviewed by NRC. Pallon
stated he was employed at Zimmer as a Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

d /.Wel ing Nondestructive Examination from April 1, 1977 to July 8, 1980.
He stated his position involved the review of PM radiographic reports of
examination for pipe welds at the plant. Pallon stated he did not consis-
tently override PM in their weld determinations at Zimmer and, on the
contrary, frequently rejected welds that PM found acceptable. He said, on
less than ten occasions PM radiographers identified nonconforming vendor
welds while examining an adjacent Kaiser weld. He said in each instance
he directed the nonconforming weld to be repaired or replaced. He stated
he could not make a determination about 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds
in the plant being defective, since PM did not radiograph them, he did not
review the radiographs, and he would not make an unqualified statement about
their. acceptability.

Pallon said in April 1980 that PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed and
Nuclear Energy Services (NES), Inc., took control of the radiography work
at Zimmer. He attributed this to poor management of the PM operation at
Zimmer, coupled with equipment problems that affected PM's ability to perform
the required amount of radiographic examinations.

5.16.3.14 Record Reviews

The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs of field welds
~

made between October 1979 and March 1980 to determine if CG&E or Kaiser
personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by PM. The results of
that review are given in Table 5.16-1.

Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet
Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

1. RH-113 RH-31 26. RE-75A RE-1
2. RI-7 RI-11 27. K-288 ' WX-8
3. RH-53 RH-20 28. RH-86 RH-64
4. RH-55 RH-20 29. @A3 DO-2
5. K-73 RH-20 30. @C3 DG-25

| 6. RH-40 RH-26 31. HGK-250 HG-16
'

, 7. K-494 MS-37 32. k! -K4 RD-1
8. FW-454 MS-30A 33. IMS22AC2 MS-315
9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88

10. K-926 WR-26 35. P.L.2M20803 LC-13
11. X-455 MS-26A 36. K-483 MS-43
12. MS22AA2 MS-311 37. K-499 MS-39
13. K-84 RH-38 38. IkRBIAA-3/4 RR-122

1
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Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

Reader Sheet Reader SheetWeld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

14. P.L 2M20795 LC-19 39. K-288 RT-2~

15. LP-9 LP-3 40. FC-5 FC-1416. K-507 MS-44 41. K-33 FW-417. K-508 HS-45 42. FWK-31 FW-2IS. K-448 MS-27A 43. LP-13 LP-1119. HP-19B HP-5 44. CYK-221 CY-4920. FC-93 FC-29 45. WR41AA3 WR-4421. K-414 MS-24A 46. FW58A FW-222. K-523 MS-27A 47. K-877 WR-223. RH-54 RH-20 48. HP-55 HP-424. RM-56 RH-20 49. K-475 MS-3425. RH-46 RH-20

None of the reader sheets for the welds in Table 5.16-1 indicated that Kaiser
personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.
5.16.4 Findings and Conclusions

Seven current and former PM employees who were interviewed denied any
attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.
In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, end PM management personnel denied
that PM was consistently overridden in its weld determinations. A review
of PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of PM
being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.

Former PM employees indicated the PM trailer had been broken into. It wasnot established that this was done by Individuals D and E. Seven security
officers who Applegate indicated had information regarding the break-in
were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in of the
trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of Individuals D
and E in such a break-in. Af ter the break-in, PM's copies of examination'

reports of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool pieces were
determined by PM employees to be missing. Three of the eight reports on
the spool pieces were found by NRC inspectors in the Kaiser Document
Control Center filed with a nonconformance report, but five of the reportswere missing. The three reports and films were reviewed by the PM employee
who did the initial examination of the welds. He verified the reports and
films are the originals. He said the reports filed with the nonconformance
report are for the welds thought to be defective, and the missing five
reports are of the radiographs of the acceptable welds.
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5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.17 Industry Blacklisting

5.17.1 Allegation
.

" Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of utility
and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA practices."

5.17.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided.

5.17.3 Investigation

5.17.3.1 Interview of Individuals A and B

Individuals A and B, both union pipefitters, were interviewed by NRC on
April 24 and 22, respectively. They stated they had not been intimidated
or subjected to reprisals for their criticism of QA practices at Zimmer.
Individuals A and B both stated that they were fired in January 1980 as a
result of the findings of Thomas Applegate's investigation into their
involvement in timecard cheating. They have since been re-employed by
CG&E subcontractors at Zimmer and other CG&E sites.

5.17.3.2 Interview of William Schwiers

On January 16, 1981, William Schwiers, QA Manager (CG&E), was interviewed
by NRC. He was asked to provide the names and current place of employment
for Kaiser QC inspectors who bad left the site since January 1,1979. A
list was subsequently provided, indicating that a total of twenty-three QC
inspectors had left the site since that date. Fifteen were known to be
employed at other nuclear power plants under construction, two were employed
as QC inspectors in defense-related industries, and there was no known place
of employment for the remaining six inspectors. Schwiers said there has
been no attempt by CG&E to engage in any form of industry-wide reprisals
against employees who left Zimmer.

5.17.3.3 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1980, Ernest A1 dredge, President of Peabody Magnaflux (PM),
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that neither PM nor its employees had
been subjected to any reprisals by CG&E or other ut'ilities for their work
at Zimmer.

A1 dredge indicated that he was contacted by private investigator
l Thomas Applegate who asked him about the termination of the PM contract at

Zimmer. He stated he told Applegate the situation at Zimmer could affect
PM's performance record in the industry. A1 dredge said the contract was
terminated because of production problems that he attributed to a lack of
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adequate staffing on PM's part, and frequent breakdowns of their onsite
film processing machine.

.

A1 dredge also said he was advised by Charles Wood, the PM Cincinnati Office
Manager, that NRC had audited PM'c records onsite and had found deficiencies.
A1 dredge said he talked to Applegate about PM being removed from other con-
tractor's bid lists because of the work at Zimmer, but he was referring to
their poor performance record at Zimmer affecting other contracts. He indi-
cated that he was not referring to any systenatic attempt by CG&E to engage
in any intimidation or reprisals against PM for its work onsite. A1 dredge
stated that during the conversation with Applegate he was concerned that the
professional and business reputation of PM not be tarnished. He indicated
he felt that Applegate misunderstood what he said and falsely accused CG&E
of engaging in " industry-wide" intimidation of PM.

5.17.3.4 Interviews of PM Employees

Between January 19 and April 15, 1981, seven current and former PM employees
were interviewed by NRC. They denied that they had been placed in fear of
utility or industry-wide reprisals should they complain about QA practices
at Zimmer. The results of these interviews are reported in Sections 5.7.3,
5.8.3, and 5.16.3.

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions

Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees of
Peabody Magnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP,
were contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or sub-
jected to industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Zimmer QA
practices.

5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

i 5.18 Inspector's Journal

5.18.1 Allegation

' "A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and incidents
at Zimmer."

1 On January 29, 1980, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a detailedI

journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation waste chemistry
!

,
technician at Zimmer.

1

( 5.18.2 Background Information

It is common practice for inspectors performing certain types of inspections
to utilize notebooks to record their observations. Such notes can later

i be used to generate surveillance reports, nonconformance reports, or other
documents as required.
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5.18.3 Investigation

5.18.3.1 Personnel Record Review

The NRC Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E personnel recorb. and found
an individual named Yohan Reiter. Inquiry indicated that Reiter was employed
by Westinghouse, Inc., in Brazil. Personnel records confirmed that Reiter

l i~had been employed at Zimmer at the time Thomas App egate was ons te.

5.18.3.2 Interview with Yohan Reiter

On February 5,1981, Yohan Reiter of Westinghouse, Inc. , was interviewed
by telephone. He stated be was formerly employed as a radiation chemistry
technician at Zimmer. He said he recalled meeting Thomas Applegate in the

( radiation waste disposal area daring a routine inspection. Reiter also
recalled commenting to Applegate that his field notebook was his " paper
brain" in which he recorded the results of his field inspections. He said
the notebook listed deficiencies identified during system walkdowns of the
radioactive waste disposal system. Reiter indicated that he used the note-
Sook to record deficiencies such as malfunctioning gauges or acid eating
through floor tiles, which were then recorded on an equipment service list
and corrected by the plant maintenance staff. He said that to his knowledge
all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the licensee.
He added that during meetings with his supervisor, Dean Erickson, and other
members of the Radiation Protection Department staff, the adequacy of the
resulting corrective action was discussed.

Reiter indicated that he was not' keeping any detailed journal of safety
defects at the plant and, if he had any concerns regarding the safe opera-
tion of the plant, he would have contacted the NRC himself.

5.18.4 Findings and Conclusions

The individual who was alleged to have kept a "journsi of safety hazards and
incidents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection notebook.
He stated he used this notebook to record deficiencies he identified during

;

system walkdowns of the radiation waste disposal system. He said that to his
knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the

,

i

licensee.

5.18.5 Items of Koncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.19 Pipefitter Joke

5.19.1 Allegation

"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be hundreds
of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a

! disastrous accident."
1
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5.19.2 Background Information

No additfor.a1 information was provided as to the source or significance of
the " joke" or statement.

5.19.2.1 Media Interview

During interviews conducted by Bettina Gregory of ABC News (broadcast on
May 19, 1981), Edwin Hofstadter made a similar comment. Hofstadter was
neither a pipefitter nor site employee, as detailed in Section 5.10.2.

5.19.3 Investigation

5.19.3.1 Interviews

Sixteen pipefitters interviewed by ElII inspectors could not provide any
information concerning any specific equipment design or installation
deficiencies.

During one interview, a QC inspector indicated that this joke had been
heard in the plant.

5.19.4 Findings and Conclusions

It was determined that the alleged statement had been made. The NRC is
addressing the allegations and safety concerns identified during this
investigation.

The only other way that the NRC can deal with an allegation such as this
is to determine if the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection
program, the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program, and the preoperational
testing program should enable this determination to be made.

5.19.5 Items of Foncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

| 6.0 Allegations Received Through Site Interviews

|
During interviews conducted at the Zimmer site, the investigators and
inspectors received additional allegations. A number of these allegations
added detail to those in Section 4 and are included in that Section of
this report. The more significant allegations were investigated and are
included in this section of the report. There are other allegations that
will be investigated in the future.

6.1 Inspector Harassment

6.1.1 Allegation

QC inspectors bave been harassed by construction personnel who have repeatedly
doused them with water. QC inspectors have been transferred following com-
plaints from construction personnel that the QC inspectors have been too
critical.t

|
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6.1.2 Investigation

6.1.2.1 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13, 15, and July 8, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was
interviewd by NRC. He stated that Rex Baker told him of one incident in
September 1980 when a QC inspector was doused with water while performing

. an inspection. Gittings stated Baker told him that the person who had
doused the inspector had been identified and fired by construction management.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on the inspection activities of Individual I, a QC inspector,
and his lack of completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer
Individual I from pipe support banger inspection to structural welding
inspection activities. Gittings also indicated that in January 1980 he
directed Baker to reassign QC Inspectors Ruiz, Wimbish, and Hendley because
of problems with their inspection activities.

6.1.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On March 10 and 11, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser Lead Civil / Structural QC
Inspector, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was aware that water
had been dumped on QC Inspectors Janice Hulkey and Anthony Pallon, Jr., by
craft personnel during the course of their inspections.

Donovan stated that on February 16, 1981, James Ruiz was involuntarily
reassigned from inspections in the drywell area to the fabrication shop.
Donovan explained that he had been Ruiz's lead supervisor and was directed
by Rex Baker to make the reassignment. He stated that Baker offered no
explination for the reassignment except that the Kaiser QA Manager had
requested he reassign Ruiz.

Donovan stated it was obvious to him that Baker disapproved of the re:ssign-
ment. He indicated the reassignment resulted from a personality conflict
between Ruiz and Jerry Adams, Ironworker Superintendent, who felt that Ruiz
was too strict and " nit-picking" during his inspections. Donovan stated that
Adams had complained to him about Ruiz's inspections and had discussed this
matter with Baker. Baker indicated that Ruiz was a good inspector, was not
overly critical, and was justified in citing the various deficiencies he
discovered in Adams' area. Donovan speculated that Adams had complained
about Ruiz to General Superintendent James Sandlin who then talked to
Gittings, who decided to remove Ruiz from the inspection area. Donovan
added that concurrently he had heard unsubstantiated rumors that QC
Inspectors Hendley, Wimbish, and McCoy were also going to be reassigned
because of criticism of their inspection findings by Kaiser construction
personnel.

On March II, 1981, Donovan provided a sworn state 2ent, which is included
j[as Exhibit h.

.
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6.1.2.3 Interview of Janice Hulkey

On March 11 and 12, 1981, Janice H. Mulkey, Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
'

viewed by NRC. She stated that on three or four occasions between August
1979 to I.ugur,t 1980 water had been thrown on her from above by craft
personnel while she performed inspections. Mulkey said she never saw the
responsible individuals but en each occasion he re rted the incident to
her supervisors K. Shinkle, J. Setlock, o 3. Heath) She recalled that

siteifwaterconti@nuedtobethrown.
on one occasion ea threatened to remove a 1 the inspectors from the

Mulkey said Robert Marshall was then
apprised of the incidents. Marshall then told the craft superintendents
to assure that the water-throwing incidents stopped or he would terminate
eight craft personnel who were suspected of being responsible.

Mulkey said the water-throwing incidents adversely affected-her performance
and caused her difficulties in concentrating on her inspection activities

i because she had to be constantly vigilant for water being thrown on her.
' Mulkey also stated that, when water was thrown from three stories above her,;

it struck her with such force that on one occasion it knocked the breath out
of her and on another caused her to bruise her knee. She indicated that
other QC inspectors had also been doused with water.

On March 12, 1981, Janice Hulkey provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit K.

l 6.1.2.4 Interview with Antheny Pallon, Jr.

On February 10, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Jr. , Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that since January 1981 he has performed visual

t weld inspections in the suppression pool area to cosure these welds met
AWS Code requirements. Pallon said the previous inspector in this area
had been lax, and he began rejecting about 50% of the welds he inspected.
Soon afterwards, he was being called to inspection points by craft personnel
who would douse him with water from above when he arrived. Pallon said
this occurred about two or three times a week and he had been squirted with
a fire extinguisher while performing an inspection the night prior to this
interview.

Pallen said he was also told that Douglas Haff, Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-
tendent, had told QC Inspector Joseph Mills that he would have Pallon fired.
Pallon said Haff on one occasion harrassed him when he returned from lunch
by directing security personnel to search him and Joseph Mills for alcohol.

! On February 10, 1981, Pallon provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit [.

6.1.2.5 Interview of Joseph Mills -

On February 10, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that, while performing inspections in the suppression pool
area, both he and Anthony Pallon had been called to inspection points and
doused with water. Mills felt it was significant that Pallon was doused in
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excess of six times in one month. Craft personnel were apparently doing this
because of Pallon's weld rejections. Mills indicated that Douglas Haff, the
superintendent in this area, told him he would get Pallon fired because he
was " nit picking" on his inspections. Mills said he ignored this comment
because it was impossible for Haff to fire a QC inspector.

Mills indicated that later Haff attempted to harass him and Pallon by having
.them searched by security guards for alcohol when they returned from lunch one
day. He stated these actions did not affect his inspection activity, althotgh
he did feel that the QA program at Zimmer was understaffed, procedures were

,

poorly written, and the existing program lacked support from Kaiser management.

6.1.2.6 Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on one occasion during the spring of 1980 he and
QC Inspector Charles Belcher were called to an inspection point by craft
personnel. McCoy said when they arrived at the inspection point an attempt
was made to douse them with water thrown at them from above.

On February 11, 1981, McCoy provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit .

6.1.2.7 Interview of John Sullivan

On February 19, 1981, John Sullivan, Nuclear Energy Services Inc., was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he personally has never been doused
with water but that he was aware Kaiser QC Inspectors Anthony Pallon and
Rick Sizemore had been doused with water while performing inspections in
the suppresion pool area. Sullivan stated that when Sizemore was doused
he was performing an inspection using a 220-volt magnetic particle testing
machine, and, if water had struck the machine, Sizemore mi ht have beent

1electrocuted. He indicated that Construction Superintendents Edward Stanley
and Douglas Haff were standing in the area when this incident occurred.

Sullivan also related another incident when he and Pallon were searched by
security personnel when they were returning from lunch one day. He stated
that, in his opinion, Haff and Stanley were attempting to harass Pallon

; because of Pallon's inspection activities in their area.

On February 19, 1981, Sullivan provided a sworn statement, which is included
[

,

as Exhibit .

'

6.1.2.8 Interview of Billy Tyree

On February 18 and 20,1981, Billy Tyree, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from
September 24 to November 20, 1979, by Butler Services, Inc. Tyree stated
that he was aware that buckets of water were thrown on QC inspectors by Kaiser
construction workers. Tyree indicated that he never observed such incidents,
but he recalled that on four or six occasions QC Inspector Janice Mulkey was
doused with water, and had reported these incidents to her iramediate supervisor.

i
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Tyree also stated that two or three other QC inspectors were also doused
with water, and he conjectured this was done to limit the thoroughness of
inspections by QC personnel. He was unaware of any inquiry or investigation
to identify the individuals involved in the dousing incidents, but learned
that a construction worker named "Frenchie" was considered to be generally
responsible for some of the water-throwing incidents.

- On February 20, 1981, Tyree provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit ;(.

6.1.2.9 Interview of Richard Price

On February 18 and March 7,1981, Richard Price, former QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed by Butler Services, Inc., from
September 1975 to November 28, 1980, and by Kaiser from December 1 to 14,

| 1980. Price stated he was aware that, on at least twelve occasions, construc-
tion workers poured buckets of water on QC inspectors who were conducting
inspections in the containment building. He stated his opinion that the
water was thrown on the inspectors because they were conscientious and re-
fused to accept inferior or nonconforming work by craft personnel.

Price stated he heard rumors that two Kaiser construction workers nicknamed
"Frenchie" and " John Boy" were the individuals responsible for throwing water.

He indicated that Kaiser management was apprised of these incidents and
constructran personnel were unofficially told that they would be terminated
if there were any further incidents of water being thrown on QC inspectors.
On March 2, 1981, Price provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit /(.

!

| 6.1.2.10 Interview of Winston Jackson

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Winston Jackson, former QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer by Butler Services,
Inc., from July 1979 to November 1980. Jackson stated he was aware of
several incidents when buckets of water were dumped on QC inspectors by craft
personnel while they were performing inspections in the containment building.
He indicated that in his opinion these incidents represented harassment of

| QC inspectors by construction personnel, and he added that these incidents
| were reported to Kaiser management. He stated he was not aware of any action
j Kaiser took concerning this matter.
i

On February 20, 1981, Jackson provided a sworn statement, which is included
/>(; as Exhibit .

,

6.1.2.11 Interview of James Ramsey -

On February 18 and 20,1981, James Ramsey, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he formerly worked at Zimmer for Butler
Services, Inc., and also for Kaiser Engineering between July 1979 and
December 14, 1980. Ramsey stated that QC Inspectors Janice Hulkey and
Michael DePuccio were doused with water by construction personnel while

!
i

!
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performing inspections in the containment building. He indicated that, in
his opinion, these incidents amounted to harassment of the inspectors by
construction personnel. Ramsey said these incidents were reported to Kaiser
management and an investigation was conducted into the matter, but he was
unaware of any outcome of the inquiry.

- On February 20, 1981, Ramsey provided a sworn statement, which is included
fas Exhibit .

6.1.2.12 Interview of Individual I

On February 18 and 20,1981, Individual I, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that he was aware of incidents of QC
inspectors being harassed by construction personnel. Individual I stated

- that two inspectors in particular were subject to harassment in the form of
bschets of water dumped on them while they were performing their inspections.
He said the above incidents were reported to Kaiser management but nothing
was ever done about the problem. Individual I indicated that he had heard
that General Foreman Walter Hamm was aware of the identity of the individuals'

involved in the incidents but was protecting those individuals.

A sworn statement by Individual I is included as Exhibit !\.

6.1.2.13 Interview of Dennis Taylor

On February 19, 1981, Dennis Taylor, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in October or November 1980, while performing a
magnetic particle inspection of a weld in the reactor containment building,
he was hit with a stream of water from a fire extinguisher. Taylor also
indicated that QC Inspector Anthony Pallon was frequently doused with water
while performing inspections in the suppression pool area. In Taylor's
opinion, Pallon was being harassed by craft personnel in this area because
he was rejecting welds made by the craft personnel.

6.1.2.14 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20,1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that construction workers were pouring
buckets of water on QC inspectors who were performing inspections. He said
that these incidents were brought to the attention of Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, who stated that anyone throwing water on a QC
inspector would be fired. Howevbr, no formal investigation or report was
made of these incidents.

i 6.1.2.15 Interview of Walter Hamm, Sr.

On March 26, 1981, Walter Hamm, Sr., Kaiser General Foreman, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was aware that water had been thrcwn on several QC
inspectors, including Janice Mulkey. Hamm indicated that the culpable indi-
viduals were never identified and no disciplinary action was ever initiated.3

He stated that according to rumors individuals nicknamed " Fat Frenchie,"
" Skinny Frenchie," and one pipefitter nicknamed " John Boy" were involvedr
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,

in the incidents. Hamm identified these individuals but he was unable to
substantiate their involvement. He personally warned all of these indi-
viduals that he would terminate them if he found they were throwing water
on QC inspectors.

Hamm was critical of the QC inspection activities at Zimmer and stated that
QC inspectors often rejected work that, in his opinion, was acceptable. He
also mentioned that he frequently had difficulty in finding inspectors when
he needed them to respond to an inspection point in a timely manner. Hamm
stated that the QC inspectors delayed construction and increased construc-
tion expenses because of their critical inspections. He indicated that he
had frequently criticized the inspectors personally and had admonished them
for their inavailability to perform inspections.

On March 26, 1981, Hamm provided a sworn statement, which is included as /(Exhibit .

6.1.2.16 Interview of Rex Baker

on January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. Baker stated that in January or February 1981,
Phillip Gittings suggested that QC Inspectors Ruiz, Hendley, and Wimbish
be reassigned because they were " nit-picking" during their inspections and
writing too many nonconformance reports. Baker disagreed with this sugges-
tion and expressed his opinion that the inspectors were performing inspections
in accordance with Kaiser procedures and were writing valid nonconformance

He stated that he did move Inspectors Ruiz and Hendley from weldreports.
inspections in the reactor building to inspections in the fabrication shop.

Baker also stated that, when he first arrived on the site, he learned
from the previous Inspection Supervisor that the lead welding inspector,
Kenneth Shinkle, had also been reassigned.

Baker also understood that QC inspector Janice Mulkey was doused with water|

while performing an inspection, but he was not exactly sure how or when the
incident occurred.

6.1.2.17 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1980, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from November 1977 to February 1980 he was lead pipe
support hanger inspector at Zimmer. Shinkle stated that in February 1980
Kaiser was involved in a 100% reinspection of all pipe support hanger welds.
He said his inspectors were rejecting up to 95% of the hangers inspected and
initiating nonconformance reports for deficient hanger welds.

Shinkle stated that he was called into a meeting with both CG&E and Kaiser
management, who criticized his group's high rate of rejection, their inspec-j

tion techniques, and the continuing identification of deficiencies on welds
that were found acceptable during previous inspections. He said those Kaiser
officials present initially denied they had committed Kaiser to a 100%
reinspection, but later in the meeting they admitted this was the commitment

(
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for reinspection of pipe support hangers. Shinkle stated that at the end of
the meeting a Kaiser official asked him, "Do you understand who you work for
now?" He took this comment as an attempt to intimidate him and to pressure
his inspectors to accept pipe support hangers undergoing inspection at the
time.

Shinkle stated that the next day he submitted nonconformance reports for
- deficient welds on pipe support hangers, and Kaiser management removed him

from his job later that afternoon. He learned that William Schwiers, CG&E
QA Manager, had objected to Kaiser about Shinkle's reassignment but was
told Robert Marshall had said "it would be a cold day in hell before he'll
[Shinkle] touch another pipe hanger." Shinkle stated that he has never been
reassigned to pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On September 1,1980, Shinkle was promoted to Quality Assurance Engineer for
civil / structural activities, the job description for which states that he is
responsible for pipe support hanger inspections. However, Phillip Gittings
told him that this was a typing error in the description and he would have
nothing to do with pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On February 18, 1981, Shinkle provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit /(.

6.1.2.18 Interview of Mack White

On March 11 and 25, 1981, Mack White, QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that on March 11, 1981, at about 10:30 a.m., he was conducting
an inspection in the drywell area of the primary containment building at
Level 524. White indicated that at this time an unknown individual dumped
a few gallons of water on him from above. He looked up but was unable to
identify the individual as he ran away.

White stated he reported the incident to the NRC, QC management personnel,
and to Construction Superintendent Adams. He said that Adams commenced an
inquiry to attempt to determine who was responsible, but was unsuccessful.
White stated he had no idea who threw the water and he was unable to
speculate on what prompted the incident.

On March 25,,1981, White provided a sworn statement, which is included
j/(as Exhibit .

6.1.2.19 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QA Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that on February 22, 1981 he was reassigned from inspections
in the primary containment building to inspections in the fabrication shop.
Ruiz stated that Rex Baker had commented to him at the time of his transfer
that "you were doing too good a job and so they transferred you." Ruiz stated
that prior to his reassignment he had disagreed with Ironworker Superintendent
Jerry Adams, who accused him of " nit-picking" inspections.
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Ruiz stated he was told by Dennis Donovan that Adams had gone to James Sandlin
Kaiser General Superintendent, and asked Sandlin to have the QA Manager remove,
him from the containment area. Ruiz stated that his reassignment was an
example of Gittings' lack of support for QC inspectors and proved that the
QA Department was not independent of construction influence at Zimmer.
On February 25, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit

y
. A.

6.1.2.20 Interview of James Sandlin

On March 13, 1981, James T. Sandlin, Kaiser General Superintendent (struc-
tural), was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that QC Inspector James Ruiz
had been unable to establish or maintain a good working relationship with
construction personnel or his fellow inspectors. Sandlin stated that Ruiz
conducted inspections without listening to any advice and did not solicit
the cooperation of construction personnel or other QC inspectors.

Sandlin stated that Ruiz had been unnecessarily critical in his inspections
and had been accused of " nit picking." He indicated that this had caused
conflict between Ruiz and Gerald Adams, Structural Superintendent, and he
brought this matter to the attention of the QA Manager asking him to resolve
the situation. Sandlin denied that he asked Gittings to reassign Ruiz from
the primary containment area.

On March 25, 1981, Sandlin provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit

)(
.

6.1.2.21 Interview of Gerald Adams

On March 13 and 25, 1981, Gerald Adams, Kaiser Structural Superintendent,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he received numerous complaints from
construction personnel regarding the inspections of QC Inspector James Ruiz.

| He said that in his opinion Ruiz was too critical and " nit picking" on his
! inspections, thereby delaying construction activities. Adams indicated that

Ruiz did not cooperate with craft personnel and, in his opinion, was inspecting
according to ASMI Code requirements when he should be following the less
stringent AWS Code requirements.

Adams stated that he had accused Ruiz of holding up construction and being
( overcritical in his inspections. He also threatened to have him terminated
; if he persisted in his unjustified delays of construction. However, Adams

denied threatening to have Ruiz terminated unless he accepted welds that did
not meet AWS criteria. Adams stated he had complained to Donovan, Baker,
Sandlin, and Gittings about Ruiz's inspections and specifically suggested to
Baker that it would be better for both him and Ruiz if Ruiz was reassigned to;

| another area. However, Adams denied any responsibility for initiating Ruiz's
reassignment.

On March 25, 1981, Adams provided a sworn statement, which is included as
! Exhibit /(.
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6.1.2.22 Interview of L. Q. Hendley

On March 9, 1981, L. Q. Hendley, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that in February 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger
inspection duties to the fabrication shop. Hendley stated that his supervisor,
David Painter, told him he was "doing his job too well and that is the reason
for your reassignment." Hendley stated that, after his reassignment, noncon-

- formance reports he had written were dispositioned as " Accept-As-Is" by the
QC Manager.

6.1.2.23 Interview of David Hang

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that prior to his empicyment by Kaiser he worked for Peabody

| Magnaflux, the firm which had been responsible for nondestructive examination
' of welds at Zimmer. He said that in March 1980, while inspecting welds in

the containment building, he was doused with a bucket of water from above.
Hang indicated this was not an unusual occurrence and that this had happened
to other QC inspectors before and after this event.

Hang also stated that during the summer of 1978 he was re-inspecting a weld he
had previously rejected when a pipefitter threatened him with bodily harm if

,

he did not pass the weld. Hang said he did not report the incident to anyone,
'.

but was intimidated by this threat and did not enter that particular area for
some time. .

t

| On February 24, 1981, Hang provided a sworn statement, which is included
| as Exhibit p(.

6.1.3 Findings and Conclusions
,

Quality control inspectors were harassed by construction personnel who
dumped water on them from above. In one case, inspectors, when entering
the site, were searched by security personnel who allegedly were instructed
to perform the search by Construction Department supervisors.

There was no indication that any of these activities were condoned by Kaiser
or CG&E management. There were indications that action was taken by Kaiser
to identify and disipline those harassing QC inspectors.

The Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned Quality Control inspectors
on four occasions after the Kaiser Construction Department criticized them.

| In a related finding, NRC inspectors found that some of the nonconformance
; reports generated by these inspectors prior to their reassignment were im-
| properly voided or were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system following their reassignments (see Section 4.1). QC inspection
supervisors interviewed stated that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager
reassigned inspectors because construction management complained about their<

inspection activities.
-

.
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6.1.4 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6.2 Weld Inspection Criteria Deleted

An allegation from a site employee concerning the deletion of required
weld inspection criteria was received by the NRC during the investigation.
The employee showed the Region III inspector copies of KEI-1 forms (weld
inspection records) that supported the allegation.

6.2.1 Review of Weld Inspection Records

The Region III inspectors observed that weld inspection criteria utilized
to verify weld procedure, welder qualification, filler material, joint
cleanliness, bevels, and damage had been deleted or designated as not
applicable (N/A) on the following KEI-1 forms (weld inspection records):

Table 6.2-1 Weld Inspection Records

System or Isometric Beam or Other
Component Drawing # Mark # Information

Drywell Support Steel S398B 29 Detail E of S-437

Drywell Support Steel S398B 2 stiffeners Line No. MKC
1/2 x 6-3/4 17S493
x 25-1/8

Drywell Support Steel S398A 125 Line No.
EL-535 191*

Drywell Support Steel S398B 67* Detail 13 of 493
i Detail 2 of 447
|

Drywell Support Steel S398A C-63 Bottom Plate
(W8 x 10)

Drywell Support Steel S398A W8 x 17 Lugs

Service Water System PSK1WS32 55H Line No.,

l IWS17A18

The records for the drywell support steel indicated that the deleted criteria
existed at least from July, 1980 to January, 1981. The record for the weld
in the service water system indicated the criteria was designated as not
applicable in November 1979.

The inspection criteria to verify proper fitup and tack welds was also
designated N/A for the above weld activities on the service water system.

i
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6.2.2 Code Requirements

The welding activities were governed by ASME Code Section III-1971 Edition
or by the AWS DI.1-1972 Code. The applicable requirements of both codes
are as follows:

ASME Code, Section III 1971 Requirements
.

2. NA-4130- "As used in this Section of the Code, Quality Assurance
comprises all those planned and systematic actions necessary to
provide adequate confidence that all components, parts, or'

appurtenances are manufactured and/or installed (as applicable)
in accordance with the rules of this Section."

2. NA-4420- "The manufacturer and/or Installer shall maintain a
written description of the procedures used by his organization

! for control of quality and examinations, showing in detail the
implementation of the quality assurance requirements of this
Section of the Code."

3. NA-4510- "Inprocess and final examinations and tests shall be established
. to assure conformance with documented instructions, procedures, and'

drawings."

4. NA-4442.1- " Welding and brazing materials for all classes of construction
shall be controlled in accordance with NB-4122...."

NB-4122- " Welding and brazing materials shall be identified and controlled
so that they can be traced to each ccmponent and/or installation of a
piping system, or else a control procedure shall be employed which ensures
that the specified materials are used."

5. NA-4451- "... Measures shall be established to assure that processes in-
cluding welding and heat-treating are controlled in accordance with the
rules of this Section of the Code and are accomplished by qualified
personnel using qualified procedures."

6. NB-4230--identifies specific requirements for fitting and aligning of
weld joints which must be verified.

| AWS D1.1-1972 Code Requirements
!

1. Section 3.1.1- "A11 applicable paragraphs of this section shall be
observed in the production and inspection of welded assemblies and
structures produced by any of the processes acceptable under this Code."

i 2. Section 3.2.1- " Surfaces and edges to be welded shall be smooth, uniform,
! and free from fins, tears, cracks, or other defects which would adversely
I affect the quality of strength of the weld. Surfaces to be welded and

surfaces adjacent to a weld shall also be free from loose or thick scale,
; slag, rust, moisture, grease, or other foreign material that will prevent
; proper welding ...."
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3. Section 3.3.1- "The parts to be joined by fillet welds shall be brought
into as close contact as practicable. The gap between parts shall normally
not exceed 3/16 inch ....

4. Section 3.3.7--addresses tack weld requirements which must be verified.

5. Section 6.1.1- "The inspector designated by the Engineer shall ascertain
- that all fabrication by welding is performed in accordance with the

requirements of this Code.

6. Section 6.1.3- "He" (the inspector) "shall be notified, in advance, of
the start of any welding operations."

7. Section 6.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only materials
conforming to the requirements of this Code are used."

8. Section 6.4.1- "The inspector shall permit welding to be performed only
by welders, welding operators, and tackers who are qualified in accordance
with the requirements of 5.2."

9. Section 6.5.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only welding
procedures that meet the provisions of 5.1 and 5.2 are employed."

10. Section 6.5.3- "The Inspector shall make certain that electrodes are
used only in the positions and with the type of welding current and
polarity for which they are classified."

11. Section 6.5.4- "The inspector shall, at suitable intervals, observe the
technique and performance of each welder, welding operator, and tacker
to make certain that the applicable requirements of Section 4 are met."

The weld inspection criteria were deleted or designated as not applicable
on weld inspection forms used routinely to inspect welds. This appears to
be contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wh. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Sections 3.3 and 3.13.1 (358/81-13-23).

This matter is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.2.3 Findings and Conclusions

Weld inspection criteria were deleted from weld inspection forms used to
document inspections of welds between July 1980 and January 1981 and were
designated as not applicable for one weld made in November 1979. This
concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.2.4 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to delineate required
weld inspection criteria).
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6.3 QA Surveillance Reports

An allegation concerning Surveillance Report procedure violations was
received by the NRC from a site employee during this investigation. The
allegation stated that Surveillance Reports were not being transferred to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by procedure.

~ 6.3.1 Record Reviews

The Region III inspectors reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction
QACMI G-14, Revision 3, for initiating and documenting QA Surveillance
Reports (SR). Page 1, paragraph 2, of the procedure states that..."sur-
veillance reports will be used to identify...an in process nonconformance
which can be corrected without processing a Nonconformance Report (NR)."
Page 2, paragraph 5 of the procedure states "Except in extenuating circum-
stances, QA surveillance reports which identify in process nonconformances
will be transferred to a NR when the non-complying condition has not been
acceptably corrected within 30 calendar days."

The following QA Surveillance Reports identify in process nonconformances
(deficiencies):

No. 2899 dated December 18, 1980--bolt torque verification missed

No. 2903 dated January 14,1981--weld (fitup and preheat of 60*)
verifications missed

No. F-2909 dated Janaury 16, 1981--bolts missing or loose
'

No. 2914 dated Janaury 15, 1981--NDE weld hold points (MT and VT)
bypassed

No. F-2941 dated January 28, 1981--broken flex, bolts fail to torque,
etc.

No. F-3070 dated March 24, 1981--bolt installation not verified

No. F-3071 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3072 dated March 24, 1931--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3073 dated March 24, 1981--bolts do not meet torque requirements

No. F-3074 dated March 24, 1981--bolts stripped

No. F-3075 dated March 24, 1981--bolt holes elongated

No. F-3076 dated March 24, 1981--hanger needs shimming and spalling
repair

No. F-3082 dated March 25, 1981--cable is too short

No. F-3083 dated March 26, 1981--unacceptable welds
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No. F-3099 dated March 27, 1981--bolt deficiencies

No. F-7000 dated March 30, 1981--weld deficiencies, missing braces,
etc.

No. F-7006 dated April 1, 1981--weld deficiencies
t

- No. F-7019 dated April 6, 1981--weld deficiencies

The disposition of SR 2899 indicated that based on a rejection rate of
less than 1% of the verified torque on other bolts, the bolts on approxi-
mately 10% of the attachments (conduit straps, non-engineered hangers, etc.)

; in various areas (Plan No.1 of El drawing 150-2, Revision D, for example):

were acceptable without required torque verifications (one bolt per attachment).
The disposition, dated January 15, 1981, was made by a H. J. Kaiser Quality'

Assurance Engineer and not by design control measures commensurate with those|

applied to the original design.

The disposition dated January 14, 1981, on SR 2903 indicated that welds
A3 and A4 on pipe line ISK RR-298 were acceptable-as-is based on normali

ambient temperature plus the sample verification by radiography of fitups
on 20 out of approximately 400 other welds. The disposition was made only
by the H. J. Kaiser QA Manager and not by design control measures commensurate
with those applied to the original design. -

1

The disposition dated January 25, 1981 on SR 2914 indicated that the welds
| (DB 177 to DCS 80) were acceptable based on visual examination (VT) of weld
,

DB 177 and the magnetic particle testing (MT) of the root pass connectingi

DB 177 to DCS 80. Thus the final MT was waived. The disposition was made
only by a H. J. Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer and not by design control
measures commensurate with those applied to the original design.

If the items addressed on SRs 2899, 2903, and 2914 would have been docu-
mented on nonconformance reports (NRs), H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction
QACMI G-4 would have required dispositions to have been made by the Material
Review Board. The Material Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction
Engineer, CG&E QA and, Standards Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, CG&E Sponsor
Engineer, and the S&L Design Engineer.

The nonconforming items accepted in SRs 2899, 2903, and 2914 represent
changes to the original design. The 30 day period specified in Instruction
QAMCI G-14, Revision 3, in essence, permitted nonconforming items to be dis-
positioned without design control measures commensurate with those applied
to the original design if the SR was dispositioned without being transferred
to an NR. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.9 (358/81-13-24). ,

.

The inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2909, F-3070, T-3071,
F-3072, F-3073, F-3074, F-3075, F-3076, F-3083, and F-7019, were not dis-
positioned or acceptably corrected as of August 12, 1981, and were not trans-
ferred to NRs within 30 calendar days. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix,

'

B, Criterion V and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 5 (358/81-13-25).

|
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The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2941
and F-3099 indicated that some of the items had been acceptably corrected
and the others had been transferred to NRs.

The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-3082,
F-7000, and F-7006 indicated that all of the items had been transferred to NRs.

- The concern of nonconforming items being documented on Surveillance Reports
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Conformation Program.

6.3.2 Findings and Conclusions

Instruction QACMI G-14 which only required in process nonconformance to be
transferred from Surveilla'nce Reports to Nonconformance Reports if not
acceptably corrected within 30 days, was inadequate. The 30-day period did
not assure that all nonconformances which constituted design changes would
be subjected to design control measures commensurate with the original design.
These design control measures would have been required if the in process
nonconformances had been documented on Nonconformance Reports. Some of the
SRs were not transferred to NRs as required by QACMI G-14. This concern
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Conformation Program.

6.3.3 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (inadequate procedures to assure
nonconformances are subjected to design control measures commensurate with
those applied to the original design, and failure to follow procedure to
transfer in process nonconformances identified on Surveillance Reports to ,

Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by the licensee's procedure.)

7.0 Other NRC Inspection Findings

During the course of the investigation, RIII inspectors performed inde-
pendent inspections of various plant areas during allegation reviews. In
those areas where deficient conditions were observed, further inspection
was undertaken to determine the extent of the deficient conditions. Section
7 documents the inspection of items not specifically alleged.

7.1 Control of Structural Steel Beams and Beam Welds

During the investigation of the allegations addressed in Sections.4 and 5, .

the RIII inspector identified a beam with an unacceptable weld and two beams'
that were only tack welded into place. Therefore, the RIII inspector decided
to make a more in-depth inspection and review the controls of structural beams
and beam welds. The inspections and reviews included visual examinations of
approximately twenty-five structural steel beams in the blue switchgear and
cable spreading rooms, and reviews of related documentation.

7.1.1 Beam Observed in Blue Switchgear Room

The area observed in the blue switchgear room (elevation 546 ft) was 8 ft 3 in.
west of workline G, 16 ft 6 in. east of workline H and between columns 22 and
54 of S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB.
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The following six discrepancies were identified:

1. A W8 x 17 beam (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west and located
1 ft 9 in. south of column 24 and 10 in. below elevation 546 ft, was
not specified on any pertinent design drawing. The beam appeared to be
permanently installed and traceability of the beans heat number was not ,

maintained. After extensive and unsuccessful efforts by QA personnel,
construction personnel were requested to identify any document that*

would control the unspecified beam. Construction personnel provided
Design Document Change (DDC) No. S-2050, dated May 29, 1980, containing
only the signatures of two site construction engineers, who were
identifying some of the additional W8 x 17 beams in the area covered
by S&L drawing No. S-546. The DDC had no S&L architectural engineering
signatures of approval as of March 27, 1981. The DDC did not identify
any specific beams.

The licensee identified S&L drawing E-189, Sheet 3, Revision H, Note
No. 17, which allows W8 x 17 beams to be installed and then be submitted
on a DDC for S&L approval.

2. A W8 x 17 beam (6 ft 3 in. long), positioned north to south and located '

13 ft 8 in, west of workline G and 1 in, below elevation 546 ft, was not
specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented,on any QC .

record, and had unacceptable welds.

3. A W8 x 17 beam (5 ft 5 in. long), positioned east to west and located
8 ft 10 in. south of column 24 and 1 in, below elevation 546 ft, was
not specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on
any QC record, and had unacceptable welds.

4. A VS x 17 beam (2 ft 8 in. long), positioned north to south and located
9 ft 6 in. west of workline G and attached to the beam addressed in
paragraph 7.1.1.3 and extending north, was not specified on any perti-
nent design drawing and was not documented on any QC record.

5. Two W8 x 17 beams (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west, with one
located 5 ft 3 3/8 in, and the other located 9 ft 7 7/8 in, south of
column 24, were only tack welded in place. They displayed no identi-
fication or heat numbers and were not documented on any QC record

|
which indicated in-process weld inspections were not performed. The
beams were identified on DDC-2087, which was incorporated into S&L

;

drawing No. S-546, Revision AB. DDCs and S&L drawings by themselves
do not assure QC verification.,

6. Re-entrant corners on several V8 x 17 beams had notches instead of the
1/2 in, minimum radius required by the American Institute of Steel Con-
struction (AISC), seventh edition (1969), page 4.113. The locations of
these unacceptable beam corners are shown in and are noted by (7) in g
Exhibit .

| The location of the above discrepancies, five additional unacceptable welds, [and nontraceable beams are shown in Exhibit .

|
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The welds identified in the preceding paragraphs as unacceptable do not
comply with the requirements of the AWS D1.1-1972 Code for one or more of
the following reasons: slag was not removed; weld profiles had excessive

,

convexity or concavity, blowholes, porosity and/or undercut.'

7.1.2 Beams Observed in Cable Spreading Rooms

The inspectors identified the following discrepancies in the cable spreading
rooms:

1. A W12 X14 beam No. F2500/8-66B4 had a weld that was incomplete. This
beam was directly above cable tray hanger No. 4HV8FEC231, which was
attached. The beam was located approximately 11 ft south of the north
wall at the stairwell.

2. The traceability of the heat numbers was not maintained for two W8 x 17
beams, located south of and parallel to beam No. F2500/8-66B4 (above).

The first beam was located immediately adjacent to beam F2500/8-66B4.
The second beam was the fourth beam south of beam F2500/8-66B4. The
first beam was installed flush to the ceiling of the cable spreading
room. S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, specifies the first beam
to be installed 1 in. below the ceiling.

3. A weld on the 5 in. channel beam that was supporting HVAC hanger
No. 2071 had irregular weld profile, excessive undercut, porosity, and
craters that were not filled. The channel beam was located 2 ft north
and 1 ft west of the cable tray hanger No. 13H2FEC008. The Waldinger,
Young and Bertke (W-Y and B) Inspection Report, dated February 19, 1980,
indicated that the weld was acceptable.

4. Two W8 x 17 beams, located in the ncrtheast corner (north of WL-16
and east of WL-K), were only tack-welded into place. The beams were
specified on DDC No. E-3834 dated October 20, 1978. DDC E-3834, which
affected eight drawings, was posted on, but had not been incorporated
into, S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AE, dated October 22, 1980,

Heat No. 72161 (purchase order No. 31134) was marked on the southern
beam. The traceability of the heat number of the northern beam was
not maintained.

The beams were not identified on any QA inspection record, which would
have indicated their status. In process inspections were not performed
on the tack welds.

[ INSPECT 0E NOTE: Some of the welds inspected by the RIII inspectors were
painted. Therefore, the inspections were for relatively large deficiencies.]

7.1.3 Installation Deficiencies

1. For the beams identified on DDCs and addressed in paragraphs 7.1.1,
items 1 and 5, and 7.1.2, Jtem 4 above, no measures existed that would

- 138 -
.

e



.. . - -

DRAFT 4 10/8/81

identify to QA the installations and work that was done by construction
before the DDC was incorporated into the drawings. Thus, no measures
existed to assure that all of the required QA inspections related to
DDCs (e.g., welder qualification, proper filler metal, traceability of
materials, etc.) would be performed. This condition was previously

'
identified in IE Report Item No. 358/80-15-04. The corrective actions
taken, which had not yet been reviewed by the NRC, with regard to
Item No. 358/80-15-04 did not include the DDCs written prior to the-

implementation of those corrective actions and did not include the DDCs
that are and have been implemented prior to receiving the S&L approvals,
This item is unresolved pending the complete resolution of IE Items

No. 358/80-15-04 (358/81-13-26).

2. Failure to control unacceptable welds (addressed in Sections 7.1,1 and
7.1.2), the five beams with unacceptable re-entrant corners, and the
four beams that were installed and not identified as a requirement on
any design document is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterios XV,
and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.2.2 (358/81-13-27).

; 3. Failure to maintain the traceability of the nine structural beams,
addressed in Section 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appen-
dix B, Criterion VIII, and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Sectio,n 8.2,s

(358/81-13-28).

These problems and the adequacy of the structural steel are addressed in
the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.4 Unapproved Structural Beam Vendors

Several thousand feet of W8 x 17 beam were purchased on the following order
numbers from vendors not on the approved vendor list, which means the

| respective vendor QA programs had not been evaluated for compliance with
10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

P.O. No. 10275, PBI Steel Exchange, 2400 ft
P.O. No. 12868, U.S. Steel Supply, 1500 ft
P.O. No. 16321, Frank Adams Co., 1012 ft
P.O. No. 10009, Frank Adams Co., 1024 ft
P.O. No. 9761, Frank Adams Co., 1472 ft -

P.O. No. 9628, Frank Adams Co., 450 ft
P.O. No. 9872, U.S. Steel Supply, 300 ft

These beams were not controlled to prevent their use in safety-related systems.
The licensee stated that these beams had been made available for installation
in safety-related systems based on the mill certifications and without regard
to the vendors not being approved. Mill certifications were available for
these beams. The licensee stated that the credibility of the mill certifica-
tions would be established. Failure to assess the effectiveness of the controls
to assure the quality of the mill certifications and structural beams, supplied
by the above vendors, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII, and
the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 7.3.1 (358/81-13-29).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

|
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7.1.5 Bristol Steel Erection Inspections

The RIII inspector reviewed the Bristol Quality Control Steel Erection Report
Inspection Report Q-7, dated July 14, 1975, for the inspection of the beams
installed on elevation 546 ft between column rows 15-22 and F-L. The RIII
inspector determined that the Bristol Steel and Iron Works, Inc. QC inspector
failed to document details of his inspections, such as the welding materials

- (rod type) used, the welder, the specific weld activities inspected, and/or
bolting or welding procedure number when applicable. This is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 17.1.1 (358/81-13-30).

This concern is andressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.6 NRC Independent Measurements
.

During September 1981, the NRC performed hardness tests on additional
structural beams and visual examinations of the adjecent welds and beam
fitup in five different areas of the plant. The five creas included the
blue switchgear room; the yellow switchgear room; the cable spreading room;
the electrical equipment room; and the framing at elevatiois 535'-11\" and
532'-9" of the drywell between a azimuths 40' and 9d", and .'aetween azimuths )(
172* and 188*.

In the drywell area the inspector examined 30 main structual framing
members (i.e., beams and girders) and inspected approximately 250 welds.
In the remaining four areas the inspector examined 30 structural elements
(which supported raceway hanger assemblies) and inspected approximately
130 welds. The hardness test results indicated that the beams installed
were of sufficient hardness to be the types (e.g., ASTM A-36, A-572 Grade -
50, A-588, etc. ) that were specified for the respective installations.

| The welds were visually inspected in the painted condition. No unaccept -
able weld indications were observed. The fitup of the beams was accept-,

| able. NRC Independent measurements are documented in IE Inspection Report
50-358/81-27.

7.1.7 Findings and Conclusions <

, ,

During the investigation, NRC inspectors examined approximately 25 structural
steel beams and identified several problems. Welds on nine structural beams
were unacceptable. Five beams had, unacceptable (notched) re-entrant corners.
Four beams were installed which were'not specified on any design document.
The traceability of nine , structural beams was not maintained. In addition,
measures had not been established to assure that required QA in process
inspections related to Design Document Changes would be performed; the li-
censee did not assess the effectiveness of the controls to assure the quality
of mill certifications and structural steel beams supplied by three vendors;
and details of steel erection inspections were not documented. These concerns
are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

A NRC sampling program of independent measurements specifically aimed at
the above concerns involved hardness tests on 60 structural beams and the
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visual examination of approximately 380 welds. The hardness test results
indicated the installed beams were of sufficient hardness to be the types
specified for the respective installations. No unacceptable weld indica-
tions were observed. The fitup of the beams was acceptable.

7.1.8 Items of Noncompliance

- Four items of noncompliance were identified (failure to control unacceptable
welds, unacceptable re-entrant corners on beams, and unspecified beams;
failure to maintain traceability of beams; failure to assess the effectiveness
of vendor quality assurance; and failure to maintain sufficient documentation
of steel erection inspections).

7.2 Cable Separation

,

During the investigation of the allegation addressed in Section 5.10, the
RIII inspectors identified two cable installations that did not comply with
the cable separation criteria defined in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR. During
checks for cable separation on routine plant tours, the inspectors identified
additional cable separation violations.

7.2.1
- ~'e Separation Requirements

.

The app _ ..ule cable separation requirements for the Zimmer facility are as
follows:

1. IEEE Std. 383-1974 defines Class 1E as: "The safety classification of
the electric = equipment and systems that are essential to emergency
reactor shutdown, containment isolation, reactor core cooling and
containment, and reactor heat removal or otherwise are essential in
preventing significant release of radioactive material to the environ-
ment."

2. The Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.1.12.2, states, " Class IE cable is assigned
to a division according to Table 8.3-19."

\

The divisions are cocprised of the systems addressed in the Class IE
definitions.

"A Class 1E cable is routed only in its division tray conduit, etc."

"Each non-Class IE cable which has any part of its length in a division
tray, conduit, etc., or which connects to a Class 1E power system is a
division-associated cabic and is not routed in tray, conduit, etc. of
another division."

The terms " division-associated" and " associated" are used interchangeably.
"Non-Class 1E',' " balance-of plant," nonessential,","non-ESF (non- [[ engineered safety features)" are al @l used interchangeably.

3. FSAR Section 8.3.1.13 states:
,

- \

s
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.2"... Balance-of riant cables not associated with reactor protection
or engineered safety features systems, when assigned to a tray section
with a Class 1E segregation code, are routed only in trays with.,that ,

segregation code."
..

.3"... Cables will have either green, yellow, or blue identification
for ESF cable; orange for reactor protection system cable; white for .

- balance-of plant cables; and white with another color for associated
cables."

4. FSAR Table 8.3-16 states, "A nonessential cabic may be run in nonessential
or ESF tray, but shall not occupy more than one tray system."

5. FSAR Section 8.3.1.11.2.1.d. states, "In the cable spreading room, cable
tray risers (chutes) are used to route the cables into the bottom of
control panels located in the control room above. Here a 1-foot horizontal,
3 foot vertical separation is maintained."

6. FSAR Section 8.3.1.12.1.3, which addresses instrument cables states,
" Low-level signal cables are run in trays and/or conduits separate from
all power and control cables."

7.2.2 Observed Cable Separation Violations

During a brief tour of the cable spreading room while inspecting other
matters, the RIII inspectors observed four violations of cabic separation
criteria as follows:

1. On the east side of the cable spreading room, at approximately WL 26,
yellow / white (associated) cable No. RE053 extends from a 2-in. conduit
(which also contains blue / white cable No. RE058), passes approximately
4 in. vertically above the blue Class IE cables contained in tray No.
2072C, and enters blue / white sleeve No. 79.

Contrary to the above FSAR criteria, cables No. RE053 and RE058 were
l routed in the same raceway and cable No. RE053 was not installed a
I minimum of 3 ft above tray 2072C.

2. On the south side of the cable spreading room, green instrument tray
No. 3029K, which was 6 in, wide and approximately 50 ft long, was
installed inside white control tray No. 4638B. The installation was

| in accordance with S&L drawings E-223, Revision G, and E-224, Revision F.
| Green cable No. WS714, green / white cable No. TI?25, and other cables were
| installed in the green tray. Blue / white and yellow / white cables were

installed in the remaining white tray.

Contrary to the FSAR criteris, the green and green / white cables were
essentially installed in the white tray; the green, green / white,
blue / white and yellow / white cables were not separated by a minimum of

i 1 ft horizontally; and the green tray containing instrument cables
| was not separate from the white tray containing control cables.

, - 142 -
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3. Near the stairwell at the center of the cable sprecding room, two blue
cables, No. RIl03 and CM111, were routed from blue tray No. 2077A into
green tray riser (chute) No. 3025A, which extended up to the control
room. Green cables No. HP073 and HP096 were among the cables installed
in riser 3025A.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the blue cables were routed in the green
~

division riser and were not horizontally separated from the green cables
by at least 1 ft.

'

i The licensee documented blue cables No. RIl03 and CM111 on Nonconformance
Report No. 7549, dated March 18, 1981, as a result of the NRC finding.

!

No QC inspection requirements existed to verify separation criteria for
cables to the control room which were extending up and out of the raceway
located in the cable spreading room.

4. In other areas of the cable spreading room:

a. White tray No. 4080K contained many different division-associated
cables including blue / white cable No. TI192, yellow / white cable
No. RR781, and green / white cable No. TI816.

b. White tray riser No. RK4627 contained yellow / white cables No. TI942
and No. TI943, and blue / white cables No. TI808 and TI760.

c. White tray riser No. 4139 contained many blue / white and yellow / white
cables.

| The routing of blue / white, yellow / white, and/or green / white cables
| together in white trays appeared to be a widespread design practice.

This design is contrary to the FSAR Section 8.3.1.13.2 as previously
stated above.

The installed conditions identified in paragraphs 1, 2, and 4 of 7.2.2
apparently resulted from designs that deviate from the FSAR. These devi-
ations are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.1 and 3.6 (358/81-13-31).

The installed condition identified in paragraph 3 of 7.3.2 apparently
resulted from construction activities for which required QC. inspection veri-
fications had not been translated into an inspection procedure. The lack

i

of QC inspection for the installed condition in paragraph 3 is contrary to!

10'CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, and the W'. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Sectionm

10.1.2 (358/81-13-32).

The adequacy of cable separation is addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

!
l
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7.2.3 Misrouted Nonsafety Related Cable

In the instrument-relay room, yellow / white conduit No. RR199 extended from
white tray No. 4157A to yellow tray No. 1040B. The conduit and trays
contained yellow / white cable No. RR199 and white cable No. DC258 (also
mislabelled DC257). Following the cable installation (pull) card, cable
No. DC258 was designed to be routed through tray No. 4157A, but not tray
1040B. Since cable No. DC258 was a nonsafety-related cable there were no
QC inspection requirements to verify the routing. The misrouted cable
identified in paragraph 7.3.2.5 of the installed conditions apparently
resulted from construction activities for which the FSAR does not require

,

QC inspection verification. The misrouted cable does influence cable
! separation and tray loading and, therefore, will have to be appropriately
I dispositioned. This item is considered open and will be reviewed during

a subsequent inspection (358/81-13-33).
i~

7.2.4 Cable Tray Riser Chutes

With the exception of the green tray riser, identified in paragraph 3 of
7.2.2, the RIII inspector did not observe any other risers (chutes) installed
in the cable spreading room. The licensee stated that only eight chutes had
been designed and installed in the spreading room and that alternate methods
for achieving cable separation were being considered. S&L drawing No. E-98-FB,
Revision D, Note 4 required that the portions of cables in the cable spreading
room not enclosed or protected by steel chutes be coated with a 1/8 in. (after
dry) application of fireproofing material. During a telephone conversation
on May 7, 1981, the licensee stated that the design identified on drawing
No. E-98-FB was being reconsidered for alterations. This item is unresolved
pending implementation of the final separation design requirements for cable
risers in the cable spreading room (358/81-13-34).

With regard to the installed conditions identified in paragraph 7.2.2, items
1, 2, and 4, and 7.2.3 the licensee stated that either the field installations
would be changed to comply with the FSAR or appropriate changes to the FSAR
with engineering justifications would be submitted to NRR.

7.2.5 Findings and Conclusions
,

;

Four locations were identified in which the cable separation requirements had
not been maintained as specified in the FSAR. The adequacy of cable separation
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.2.6 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to establish measures to
assure that the design basis for cable separation as set forth in the FSAR
was translated into drawings, and failure to establish a program to require
verification of cable separation in the cable spreading room).
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7.3 CG&E Audits of Sargent & Lundy

During the investigation of allegation 5.10, the RIII inspector identified
that Sargent & Lundy did not have a program to control design deviations
(nonconforming designs) when identified by the S&L engineers. Therefore,
the RIII inspector requested for review all of the CG&E audits of S&L to
determine if CG&E had assessed the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance

. program.

7.3.1 CG&E Audits of S&L

The Region JII inspector reviewed the following CG&E audits of S&L.

Audit Dates Audit Number When Noted

2/15-16/72
8/8-9/74
8/7-8/75
7/28-29/76
11/14-15/77 77/24
9/6-7/78 78/07
10/16-17/78 78/09
11/27-30/78 78/10
1/30-31/79 79/01
12/18-19/79 79/07
3/5-6/80 80/01
10/21-22/80 80/04

The audits did not address in depth the effectiveness of the nonconformance
program. The RIII inspector observed only two items in all of the audits,
covering a 9 year period, that concerned the S&L nonconformance program.
These two items, identified in one audit, were designated as deficiencies
and concerned distribution and logging of nonconformance reports. The
deficiencies appeared to have been identified during audit activities which
were not directed at the nonconformance program. (The deficiencies were
apparently resolved in Audit 77/24 which indicated that S&L Project Procedure
#FIZI-8.1, Revision 0, had been prepared to describe responsibilities and
instructions, and to require a log and a file of nonconformance reports).

| The audits of the nonconformance program should have addressed such things as
| implementation, design reviews, identification of acceptance or rejection,

disposition control, and notification of affected organizations.

Failure by CG&E to perform an audit to determine the effectiveness of the
j S&L nonconformance program during the past 9 years is contrary to 10 CFR 50,

Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 18.1i

| (358/81-13-35).
!

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

|
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7.3.2 General Audit Context

The audits generally appeared to be reactive in nature in that specific
problems, which had been previously identified, were audited. The audits
did not appear to be directed toward identification of new and generic
problems. The audits appeared to identify adverse findings for which there
were no corrective action taken or followup audits. This matter is unresolved
pending a re-review by CG&E of their past audits of Sargent & Lundy, General
Electric, H. J. Kaiser and four CG&E internal departments (358/81-13-36).

7.3.3 Recurrences of Problems with Design Calculations, Reviews, and
Verifications

The CG&E audits of S&L identified a recurring problem concerning the
performance of design calculation, reviews, and verificar. ions by S&L. The -

specific problems identified in each audit are described in Table 7.3-1.

Table 7.3-1 CG&E Audit Findings

Audit
Date or No. Problems

'

8/8-9/74 (a) ITE Imperial drawings of essential
equipment had not been signed and
bore no evidence of a design review.

(b) There were inadequacies in documenting
design reviews.

(c) Structural design calculation were not
in accordance with new procedures.

(d) No direct evidence was available of the
S&L review of vendor design calculations.

t

|

| 78/07 (a) S&L had not maintained a record of support
|

design calculations.

i
' (b) DbC #2973 was approved without review by

EMD even though a major support location
change was clearly identified on the DDC.
(This item was identified in the details
of the audit report, but was not cited
and had no apparent followup on subsequent
audits.)

.

78/09 (a) Very little data was available to justify
the embedment criteria of 4.5 times the

,

normal diameter of concrete expansion'

anchors.
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Table 7.3-1 (continued)

Audit
Date or No. Problems

(b) Calculations could not be located which
*

would verify that a structured review was
performed to show that no reinforcement
was needed for a 24 x 68 radial beam
which was cut at both flanges.

78/10 (a) Calculations were not available for all
walls to substantiate the statement that
block walls were " judged to be OK."

(b) Calculations were not available to back
up design signatures which indicated
design verification for five design
changes approving core bores.

(c) No approval signatures were found on any
calculations for structural steel modifi-
cations due to pool hydrodynamic loads.
The modification had been released for
construction.

(d) Audit finding was closed based on calcula-
tions which were in progress but not yet
complete. The calculations were for beams
(embedded plates) in the primary contain-
ment to verify that the plates can support
additional loads.

80/04 (a) (1) The calculation required to evaluate
the clamp deflection on a pipe support
was not performed.

(2) Also, the weld calculation was not
performed on the most critical weld.

(b) Calculations performed by NPS were incomplete
in that the deflection due to torsional
rotation of the beam was not included.

(c) Calculations performed were not in reason-
able order, which made them difficult to
follow.

None of the audits which identified the above problems, or corrective actions
instituted addressed the generic and programmatic cause of design calculations,
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reviews, and verifications not being performed to preclude repetition. Failure
to determine the cause and to take corrective action to preclude repetition is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual,m
Section 16.5 (358/81-13-37). ,

*

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
~ 7.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

CG&E has not performed a comprehensive audit to determine the effectiveness
of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program. Past audits identified a
recurring problem involving design calculations, reviews, and verifications
for which the cause was not determined and corrective action was not taken
to preclude repetition. CJ&E will undertake a re-review of all past audits
of Sargent & Lundy, General Electric, Xaiser and four internal departments
as a part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to perform a comprehen-
sive audit of the S&L nonconformance program, and failure to determine the
cause and preclude repetition of a recurring problem).

8. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more informatio.i is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompliance,
or deviations. Unresolved items are identified in paragraphs 4.1.3,
4.2.2.3, 5.2.3.6, 5.5.3.4, 5.10.3.2, 5.10.3.3, 7.1.3, 7.2.4, and 7.3.2.
Items which are not considered " unresolved" but which are considered to be
"open" and which will receive followup inspection are identified in para-
graphs 5.2.3.2, 5.3.4, 5.11.3, and 7.2.3.

9. Other Open Items

When this investigation was initiated, the NRC interviewed numetous quality
t

control inspectors, construction craftsmen, and management personnel who
provided information that deserved review by the NRC. The information pro-
vided was prioritized with the highest priority given to the initial four
allegations received from a former Zimmer contractor QC luspector (Section 4),

! the 19 allegations received from GAP /Applegate (Section 5), and the most
significant statements and allegations received from contractor employees and-
ex-employees (Section 6). Other allegations and statements were given lower

j priority. These concerns will be investigated and/or inspected and the
findings and conclusions will be documented in future reports until the in-

! vestigation is complete.
!

As noted in Section 3, GAP provided a number of affidavits from various
individuals. In those cases where an individual's concerns or allegations
have previously been reviewed by NRC, those individuals will be contacted

: to determine:
i

.
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1. If they have information not previously provided.

2. If they have significant details to add to information previously
provided.

If future inspection findings (either by the licensee or the NRC) reveal
significant construction deficiencies, these will be addressed in revisions

~ to the licensee's Quality Conformation Program as appropriate.

10. Exit Interview

In addition to the management meetings and enforcement conferences held as
described in Section 11, the inspectors and investigators met with licensee
representatives periodically during the investigation and on March 26, 1981.
Attendees at the March 26 meeting are designated in Section 1, Personnel
Contacted, and at the end of this section. At that meeting the NRC investiga-
tion team described the reasons for the investigation; the findings regarding'-
each completed allegation; and safety conceras identified during the investiga-
tion, which are described below. The team leader indicated that the investiga-
tion was not yet complete, that the findings would be reviewed with NRC Regional
and Headquarters Management, and that enforcement action would be discussed in

| subsequent enforcement meetings. At the NRC's request, the licensee agreed to
meet with Region III representatives on April 10, 1981, in the Regional Office
to discuss identified concerns and proposed corrective actions.

The inspectors identified the following concerns:
! a. Steel beams with unacceptable welds and re-entrant corners with notches.
I

b. Inadequacies in the QA program of the structural steel erector (Bristol).

Lack of traceability of material in steel beams, small bore piping,c.
and weld rod.

d. Surveillance reports not being converted to nonconformance reports in
30 days.

e. Structural welds inspected after painting.

f. Radiograph technique inadequate on 25% of the prefabricated welds
reviewed by NRC. (Penetrameters were not adequately shimmed.)

g. Nonconformance reports being improperly voided.

h. Cable designed and installed in violation of the cable separation criteria.

i. Lack of inspection control to verify cable separation. (Three examples
| of failure to maintain cable separation were identified.)

j. Lack of design controls by Sargent and Lundy to require verification
calculations for thermal loading of power sleeves and dead weight
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loading of all trays, to document design deviations identified by
engineers, and to document deviations from the FSAR.

k. Inadequate action taken by CGLE to obtain correction of repetitive
problems identified by CC&E in audits of Sargent & Lundy.

1. Lack of audits of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program.
.

m. Weld inspection criteria was deleted from the weld data sheet
(KEI-1 form) from approximately July 1980 to February 1981.

n. Lack of socket weld fitup verification on numerous small bore pipes.

o. Installation of structural beams which were not required on any design
documents.

p. Doubts about the accuracy of weld records. Information from the weld
rod issue slips was being transferred to the weld data sheets.

g. Lack of control of design document changes.

r. Site procedures allowed more weld undercut than AWS D1.1-1972.

NRC Personnel Attending Exit Interview March 26, 1981

P. A. Barrett, Reactor Inspector
R. M. Burton, Investigator
F. T. Daniels, Senior Resident Inspector
E. C. Gilbert, Investigator, IE:HQ
T. P. Gwynn, Resident Inspector
F. A. Maura, Reactor Inspector
J. B. McCarten, Investigator
J. F. Schapker, Reactor Inspector
K. D. Ward, Reactor Inspector
R. F. Varnick, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2B

11. Management Feetingsi

|

In addition to the exit meeting held at the site on March 26, 1981, meetings
involving licensee and RIII senior and/or middle management were held on
March 31, April 10, April 30, June 2, June 3, and August 5, 1981. These
meetings are summarized below.

Following the exit meeting held at the Zimmer site on March 26, 1981,
Mr. E. A. Borgmann met with J. G. Keppler and R. *. Warnick on the afternoon
of March 31, 1981, in the Region III office to discuss the significance of
the NRC investigation findings and required corrective actions. As a result
of this meeting, Region III sent an Immediate Action Letter (IAL) dated ,

April 8, 1981 to the licensee documenting ten corrective measures that CG&E
had initiated or were planning to take concerning the problems identified
by the NRC investigation team. The ten measures were established to provide
assurance that similar problems do not recur during ongoing and future

|
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construction activities. The IAL and the required corrective measures
are described in Section 12, NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments.

An enforcement conference was held in the Region III office on April 10,
1981, between E. A. Borgmann and others of his staff and J. G. Keppler and'

other NRC personnel to discuss CG&E's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified in the NRC investigation and the measures to be
taken to assure acceptable quality of future activities. This enforcement
conference is documented in IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/81-14.

A followup meeting was held in the RIII office on April 30, 1981, between
W. D. Waymire and others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others of
the NRC staff, to discuss the status of measures being taken to assure
acceptable quality of ongoing activities at the Zimmer project and to dis-
cuss the latest draft of the licensee's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified. Details of this meeting are documented in
IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-16.

A working level meeting was held on June 2, 1981, between W. D, Waymire and
others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others from the NRC at the
Zimmer site to discuss the licensee's proposed quality confirmation program
and the additional measures required to identify and correct construction
deficiencies, to establish confidence in quality records, and to verify the
quality of existing construction. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting
Report No. 50-358/81-20.

The Region III Director, Deputy Director, and the Section Chief met with
CG&E's President, Senior Vice President of Engineering Services and Electrical
Production, and the Manager of the General Engineering Department (Acting
Manager of Quality Assurance) on June 3, 1981, to discuss matters relating

i

to NRC's Zimmer investigation. Topics discussed included the originating
allegations; NRC findings relative to the allegations; problems identified
during the investigation; the NRC's Immediate Action Letter of April 8,
1981, establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoing and future
work; the program to confirm the quality of completed work; the licensee's
internal problem identification and resolution system; status of the NRC's
investigation; the role of NRC's Office of Inspector and Auditor in the
investigation; and public and congressional interest in the Zimmer project.
This meeting is documented in IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-20,

An enforcement conference was held on August 5, 1981, in the Regional Office
between J. G. Keppler, RIII Regional Director, and others of his staff and
W. H. Dickhoner, CG&E President, and others of his staff. Topics discussed
included the NRC investigation, the findings of the investigation, items of
noncompliance resulting from the investigation, escalated enforcement action
being considered, the status of the investigation, the release of the report-

and a possible public meeting in Cincinnati, the status of the licensee's
quality confirmation program, CG&E organization changes, and other corrective
actions being taken by the licensee. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting
Report No. 50-358/81-11.
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12. NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments

12.1 Concerning Ongoing and Future Work

Following the March 26, 1981 exit meeting, consideration was given to the
need to suspend construction activities based on the investigation findings.
However, in recognition of the nature of the problems (largely programmatic),

" the status of the project (95% complete), and the fact that ongoing work
would not ccepromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of.

completed work, it was decided at that time that stopping construction work
was not required. Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to,

assure the quality of ongoing and future work.

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility committed to
implement ten specific actions to correct identified quality assurance weak-

! nesses and to preclude their recurrence. These actions included (1) increas-
ing the size and technical expertise of the CG&E QA staff, (2) increasing'

independence between Kaiser construction and Kaiser QA/QC, (3) conducting 100%
reinspections of QC inspections conducted by Kaiser and other contractors,.

(4) reviewing QC inspection procedures, (5) retraining of QA/QC personnel,
(6) reviewing procedures governing deviations from codes and FSAR statements,'

| (7) reviewing procedures governing nonconformance reporting, (8) changing
QA/QC records control, (9) reviewing nonconformance reports, and (10) re-
viewing the CG&E audit program. These actions were confirmed in an Immediate
Action Letter (IAL) dated April 8, 1981 which is included as Exhibit 2(.

! Follow up inspections by the Senior Resident Inspector and specialist
inspectors from the Region III office have confirmed implementation of
the requirements of the letter. Details of these follow up inspections,

are documented in IE Inspection Reports No. 50-358/81-15,50-358/81-18,;

and 50-358/81-19.
.

! 12.2 Concerning Existing Construction Work

Because of the problems identified during the NRC investigation, Region III '

i
has taken the position-that a comprehensive review and reinspection effort
by the licensee must be accomplished to confirm the quality of the existingi

construction work. This quality confirmation program addresses the problems
! identified to tite and includes the following areas: (1) structural stee'.,
,

(2) weld quality, (3) traceability of heat numbers on piping, (4)' socket
. . welds fitups, (5) radiographs, (6) design control and verification, (9) Jesign
|* document changes, (10) subcontractor QA programs, and (11) audits. A crpy

of the quality confirmation program is included as Exhibit j)(i .

The licensee's quality confirmation program will be revised as necessary in
the event additional adverse conditions are found. Identified problem areas
will be resolved before an Operating License is issued.

12.3 Proposed Independent Measurements by NRC

In addition to witnessing and reviewing portions of the confirmation program
conducted by the licensee and its contractors, the NRC is conducting a sampling
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program of independent measurements to provide further confidence as to the
adequacy of construction. This program will independently verify on a sampling
basis the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program. Details of some indepen-
dent measurements completed by the NRC are documented in IE Inspection Report
50-358/81-27.

.

#*
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Radiographs for 206 welds were reviewed per ASME Secti14 4

1972 Addenda and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414 on III 1971p Winter.

,ES-415,an(ES-416.
No unacceptable RT technique deficiencies were ide tifi .

n ed in 517 -of the
radiographs and no unacceptable indications were identifi d ie n the respec-
t ve welds.wp d 183 of the radiographs ?:::- .

.y

wara
g made without ;r, si

required shims under th'e penetrameters.
ur

Four of the radiographs were:;;; .

. r made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter.

The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to det
ermine if the radio-

graph has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indicati
ons that are in

nonconformancewiththeASMESectionIIIfode.Sufficient shimming of the
penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thick

ness under the pene-
trameter is the same as the total weld thickness, thus establishing a valid
reference for identifying weld indications.

WJ8l Exposure of an insufficiently
shimmed penetrameter wetree give K false assurance that the weld h

an y ad received
sufficient exposure to reveal unacceptable.we H indications3C fke

weW fA* Tis Yhtakeo~
c -t *

(Ae ge dies,., , a

her ;fte dose men /.
II: E4;rb

ASME Section errii-1971 with Winter 1972 Addendaj
, Appendix IX, Paragraph

IX-3334.4 states, "The shim thickness shall be selected
so that the total

thickness being radiographed under the penetramete
r is the same as the

total weld thickness ..."

M. W.],Kellogg Co. (the manufacturer of the pipe and perf
orming agency of theabove RT)

Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414 dated 9/26/72
, Paragraph 4.1.8,

states "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thi k.

c ness
under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the b

ase metal

3L
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-

.

plus the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shalL be of a radio-

.

| graphically similar material to the weld metal." .

T
~ i-
~ .

The insufficient shimming ofjpenetrameter in regards to the radiographs of

the above welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI and the

Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 11.2 as described in the Appendix A to the

report transmittal letter. (358/81-13-13)
,

The above citation does not imply that the respective welds are unacceptable.

The citation implies that the radiographs were not of sufficient quality for

interpretation to determine if the welds were acceptable or not.

The RIII inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the

respective radiographs by comparing the radiograph to the welds * *

Pipe $5Line$SNo.$U WeldSSNo.$U

1FC36CA621 8

1MS20B3169 A

1FCO2AB818 B

1MS20B3169 D

1FC39CA621 C

1FCO?AB818 A

.

e

]h,-''ss

- . _ .- -- -- . .
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j I AllegationSS95U
.

I

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after$StheSSfactSU to

conform with piping that already had been installed.";

-

. -

II Findings $U

$G

This allegation was substantiated in that, site procedure specifief4fed
controls which permit) the design of small bore piping and associated

hangers, documented on isometric drawings, to be changed in the

field by marking the changes on the isometric drawings. The

changes would require engineering approvals and quality assurance

verifications.

No items of noncompliance or safety concerns were identified. -

III Investigation 5U

A. Background $SInformai<tionSU

.

None .

8. Personnel $SInterviewsSU

.

:

- On April 24, 1981, Individual "A" who was previously interviewed

by representatives of GAP was interviewed. Individual "A" stated

Kaiser construction personnel utilized " Construction Aids" rather

than final design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe

. -- --



. . ..

_

.

'

. . .

support hangers onsite. He stated that if a pipe support hanger
- k or pipe $e were moved, the " Construction Adi<< Aid" was

changed in the field without an engineer's concurrenc's. He
, ,

~<'
- said there was -

@ -

em
0

m

f

e

1

.*

A

e

e

l9
.

. - , -~,,.,.,-,-,,,,-e--w-- , + - - - _ _ _ , , -..----.,-n. a- . , , , , , , , .-,,._.-7n,,,.-_,-e, . , - - , - - - - , ,,,,,y,,--y,- - - - -, . , , ---,m-- ~
-
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-
..

i no assurance that the pipe was in the proper location or was
i.s

! installed as designed. He characterized this as designing pipe
i

f
hanger and support systems "after the fact" because the " Con-

f ,

struction Aids" were used as the final drawing after iistallation.
_ .

. He said the systems were not installed to drawings approved by
'

-

an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed-

'

by construction and the engineer took the " Construction Aid"

| and made it into the final drawing for the system. He aid

this occurred because Sargent and Lundy, the Architect Engineer,

did not have enough engineers assigned to the site to draw and

approve design changes on the pipe support system or to provide

accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to

use when installing the systems.

On April 22, 1981 Individual "A" provided a written statement.

attesting to the aforementioned information, however, he requested

! the statement not be attached to this report.

InterviewwithfJamesTvner
L.

On April 16,1981,{JamesTyne former Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-

tendent)wasinterviewed. He stated a concern he had while working

at Zimmer was Kaiser's practice of installing pipe supports from

" Construction Aids" or " field sketches" rather than from approved
_,

- design drawings. He said construction was far ahead of schedule

and the designers were behind in this area. He stated on occasion

-2-

8
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'

.

s

pipe supports drawn on the " Construction Aid" did not fit in

thelocationtheyweredesignedforandweremovedarbitraMgly
,

{ and noted in red on the " Construction Aid." This change was
_

~

_
then transposed to the final drawing without an engine _er's

. .

- evaluation of the change. He said this occurred due to a poor
~

- initial design on the " Construction Aid" itself. He also said

in his opinion the licensee did not have qualified engineers or

an engineering support staff onsite to properly draw the " Con-

struction Aids" to match actual conditions in the plant.

Interview with Individual "B"

On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" who was previously inter-

viewed by representatives of GAP was interviewed. Individual

"B" stated he was provided with a field construction drawing or-

j construction plan when installing systems in the plant. The

system would be installed and the engineering staff would be

shown where construction had made changes or alterations in the

installation of the system. He characterized this as construction

designing the systems while they were being installed, rather

l
than engineer's designing the system. He said in 1977 Kaiser

Quality Control Inspectors contracted from Butler Services,

Inc. saw this practice and directed it be stopped because it

.| was contrary to Quality Control Procedures.

O

e

6

-3- ,p
i L
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,

On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" provided a written statement
.

j attesting to the aforementioned information; however, he re-
1

i quested the statement not be attached to this report.
1

_

~

f $
. CT F eco/dRes iews -

i
'

-

1
N< ,ne . ?

\
'

\'
ObsbryationsD. Field,

\ \

\ .

No .

E. Ac tancei,Cri ria
'\.

\
.

.

None.

t

.

.

.*

e

| -

|

5

|

| -4-
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C. RecordsSSReviewsSU
,

,

. -

- The RIII inspector reviewed Revision 2 dated May 4,1978 and

Revision 3 dated November 15, 1979 to Kaiser Field Construction-

Procedure No. 2-24 concerning two inch and under piping and

hanger drawings. Essentially, these procedural revisions

defined how isometric drawings " construction aids" were drawin<<

drawn at the site by Kaiser Engineers, Inc. based on Sargent &

Lundy's design criteriJ. S&L's design criteria Were specified

in specifications, drawings, instructions, etc., in the form

of general requirements for various classes, types, and

configurations of piping and hanger systems. The procedure

indicated that the isometric drawings were drawn to translate

the S&L general design criteria into details <ed specifications

for individual piping and hanger systems.

When field changes to the designs on the original isometric
yvere neces sory

drawingsA ue to interferences with other plant installations,d

the procedure provided controls by which changes to pipe and

hanger configurations and locations,g could be made in the fistd

| by marking the applicable istmetric drawings.' The n< marked

changes could also include additional material, welds, and/or
.

' fittings.
.

e

G

r

. -. . .. - ._ .
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The marked isometric drawings changes required review and
.

,; approval by the KEI Piping Enge<ineering Department.
.

Procedure No. 2-24 also stipulated requirements in<<and
~

-

interfaces (including QC procedures) to assure that q.uality
~

.

assurance inspections,,< relevant to the installation of the

piping and hangers, would be performed and documented.

The pro <actice of installing and modifying small bore (two inch

'- and under) piping and hangers in accordance with adequately

controlled designed and quality assurance requirements vo-

c----- th...,h;; ' ' - ~~ - ? ! - - t ' d :::a ;r.d violates no.

NRC requirements.

The NRC has identified problems with the installation of pipe
y,444 vet

hangers and the quality assurance inspection programpfalluded

to in Procedure no. 2-24.

These problems were documented in Region III Inspection
- - .

-~ .,.

Neports No. 79-37, .

The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been and

are being closely monitored by Region III. The corrective

measures involve additional redesign, drawing changes, and

] field modifications.
.

e

@
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5.16.1 Allegation

"CG&E had warned PM manageuent to silence the radiographers at Zimmer,

who were criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."
s'

h
On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further infonnation

1

?-

regarding the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of
.

. e5
January 9-10, 1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the

~ {.
''
'-

kI
Peabody Magnaflux (PM) trailer onsite. He alleged that during this

,

., ,

burglary those individuals removed records of instances where CG&E had -
'

,

overridden PM's rejection of welds. '

- .
'

. (',
5.16.2 Background Information s

,,

N. ,'-
-

.

On July 3,1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactpred by A '

csec. sca ,: . . s. 7 <
Kellogg were delivered to the Zimmer site.4 aiser personnel ") rote Non-K w

,

k:conformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of N -

'x 1,

truck onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1970, Kaiser y

directed that the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed. [,{
-

'
.

On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi- i
lic a : - *

fied rejectable defects in welds on three of the five spool pieces.f, FM for-

warded the findinEs to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The reports and

film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed in i

the Kaiser Document Control Center. On April 8,1980, these films were re-
, rh u n) c . ' - Co u d 'id *'.'t.pI u |:/ . '

f .

viewed by NRC Inspector Kavin Ward whof' fern' the h diograph M bece-taken
cy ? nua c) u:| p H.t. w r e.t g //.'|- |<- -|. > . .% c (E7 V7% || + .. U~)n ,! -| ' |., ,

4the-wrong--geometry-=e4 the films were not acceptable. +

. _ __ ._ . _ . _ _ _ __. __ _ _
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On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultra-

sonic inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis

of these examinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable.

On April 28, 1980, Kellogg performed ultrasenic examinations of the same

spool pieces and also found them to be acceptable.

( .: $ 7 f. j. ii. .}. . r- - 'n 1 re . y .'=e .r~ . .-
' ,

-c 4,* /J * ~. ,'t<<' r ; ,, . r: :o a a
,

5.16.3 Investigation

5.16.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On April 22, 1981, Individual A who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP was interviewed by FRC. Individual A stated PM

radiographers Allen Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two

occasions, that they found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool

pieces. He said they had discovered the defects when exacining Kaiser

field welds that joined the spoc2 pieces in the residur.1 heat removal

system. He said they also found similar defects in five of twenty welds

on the main steam relief (MSR) spool pieces that had fallen off a truck

on delivery to the site.

Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CGSE overrode their rejec-

tion of welds on the MSR system and had retained a copy of the examination

report and radiographic film in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM
,

when they examined prefabrie.sted spool pieces, but they were not overridden |

in their weld determinations for Kaiser welds.

I

-2-
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Individual A also stated that in January 1979 CG&E hired undercover Private

Investigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this

examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview

Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met

Individual A onsite and told him his supervisors had advised him not to

discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later informed him there

had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports

for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.
i

On April 24, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

i

5.16.3.2 Interviyw of Thomas Applegate

On February 26, 1981 Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated

he had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in

which Aldredge said veld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite.

Applega*.e said he subsequently learned that there was a breaking. acid"p6tjrl6fp
F Y-

pf the PM trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were|

taken from the trailer. He indicated Police Officers Ronald Wright,,

James Bedinghaus and David Simpson had told him Individuals D and E were '

probably involved in the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer.

t

!
tApplegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a

dispute about the acceptability of welds PM examined on the MSR system

since its records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had

-3-
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been examined by PM and found defective they were later accepted by CG&E.
i

Applegate said that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees

not to say anything about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals

against PM.

! 5.16.3.3 Interviews of Law Enforcement Officers
:
1

I Between February 1 and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were

interviewed by URC. They could not provide any information concerning:
' b rc . , ;. - ) .. I'2

the breaking'.thd'e'nGfihgM the P!f trailer in January of 1980. All of

these individuals are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all

stated the break-in had not been reported to the Security Department. They

stated that they were unaware of the identity of any individuals who might.

have committed the break-in.

David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department

Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department .

James Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

i Nuclear Power Station

John Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station
;

Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station
/

James Caplinger, former Security Officer, Zimmer ''

(__NuclearPowerStation ,

William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio' '

,

Welfare Department
,

b

-4-
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5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1980, Ernest A1 dredge, PM President, was interviewed by NRC.

Aldredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographers at the

Zimmer site were not consistently overridden in their weld determinations.

He stated that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never

reported this problem to him.

A1 dredge also stated that in the first half of 1980 there was an NRC

investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by Thomas Applegate,

a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated

Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate

that there were defective welds at the plant. Aldredge stated Applegate

subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personnel

telling him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in

their decisions to reject welds.

A1 dredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and newspaper

articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent

company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him due to the sensi-

tive nature of nondestructive examination of nuclear power plants it would

be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement since the statement

could be misconstrued by the press. Aldredge stated he was therefore
&c

advised not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of the3
media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the best

interest of PM not to make any statements at that time. -

5--
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A3 dredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production

problems that had been attributed to frequent breakdowns of the film

processing aachine onsite. He said information such as this could impact

the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was best not to make

a statement about why IM's contract was not renewed.

fA1 dredger 4 4b stated that there had been no esp 3.fmatic attempt to silence ' -,

t ,- i c ve, As). d '- '

the radiographers at Zimmer; sm4;he;, advised his employees not to make any
-

,

public statements about the investigation. ..,
- .

-
-

-

5.16.3.5 Interview of William Schwiers

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance Manager, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forward a letter to the investigator

outlining the reasons PM's cobtract was terminated at Zimmer. Subsequently,

Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining his reasons for termi-

nating PM's contract in April 1980. A retyped copy of the provided memo is
,

t -

ll}|[ '2 'rappended to this report as Exhibit Schweirs stated the contract was ..

< .

not terminated because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval of } ! ' ''

,

welds rejected by them". *

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that since 1972 PM has been employed as the firm .

responsible for nondestructive examination at Zimmer. He said PM conducted

both ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations of large

- 6' -
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bore and small bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's responsibility was

to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to Kaiser. Kaiser

personnel would examine the film and make the determination if a weld was

accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer, was

responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not " consistently overriding"

PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said Pallon supported

PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified, Pallon assured

the weld was repaired.

Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980 and apparently

Applegate talked to a number of PM employees about their work onsite.

Wood said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as

Thomas Jackson, a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood indicated that at

that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems

in meeting production goals'.

Wood advised there was discussion among PM employees about the contract

renewal, and he learned PM employees had told Applegate that PM had iden-

tified defective welds in the plant. Wood said it was PM's responsibility

to identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser

would assign a status of either repair, hold, or rework to the defective

weld. Wood indicated that when his employees told Applegate that there

were " bad welds," they were referring to defective welds they had iden-

tified and reported to Kaiser. Wood stated his employees had answered

Applegate's questions in good faith, assuming he knew the meaning of the
uwlir

.

term " bad welds" (that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser

Quality Control system).

!

-7- '
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Wood stated that on one occasion Applegate called him and asked him if

there were " bad wclds in the plant" and he responded in the affirmative.

He said he assumed Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that

Applegate was questioning PM as an auditor about PM's ability to identify

weld defects. Wood said Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted,

Wood and other PM employees as saying "there are defective welds" in the

plant. kood said that rejectable welds are identified by nondestructive

examinatica and are repaired under the quality control system.

Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper

articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,

Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrue

anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss

the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"

any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their

findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he

advised PM employees to not make any further statements regarding the matter.

Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representa-
,

tives and a number of PM employees were disturbed about the calls. He felt

it was PM's responsibility as their employer to advise them not to discuss

Applegate's charges with media personnel.

'Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations,

and that its contract was not renewed by CG&E Lecause PM had continued to
'

reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because of problems

I

e

-8- L
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In meeting production goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's

weld examinations.

Wood recalled that Allen Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had

been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no

equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that

any records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its

examination reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of the
t

weld and other copies of the examination reports are the property of CG&E

and Kaiser and are retained by them.

On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement attesting to the

preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

Interview of Allan Sellars

On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,
|

wa s interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from April

1976 to April 1980, and performed radiographic examinations of Kaiser field

welds and occasionally examined welds on spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.

He indicated that when he identified defective Kaiser or Kellogg welds he

identified them on the examination report and forwarded the report to

Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. Sellars stated he was not overridden

by Pallon when he identified defects in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds.

;

!

;

.

-9-
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'

Sellars did recall an incident in the Summer of 1979 when PM was asked
on ;.. rf c... .c b H,

.'

to examine welds en some Kellogg $$R system spool pieces that apparently

fell off the truck on delivery to the site. He said he and David Hang

radiographed welds on the spool pieces in question, but the film quality ,

was poor. He indicated the geometrical configuration of the welds was

such that it would exaggerate flaws in the welds and project them on the

film at varying angles, distorting the view of the weld. Sellars said

that he had told Pallon radiography was the wrong technique to use in this
'

case, but Pallon said to conduct the examination anyway. Sellars said Han;

observed some unacceptable indications (defects) on the resultant radio-

graphic film and noted this on the examination reports. Later, during an

NRC investigation, these spool pieces were ultrasonically examined and the

welds were found to be acceptable.
-

Sellars also stated that after the investigation there was considerable

publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management
|
'

not to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be .

taken out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate

or silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion FN's contract was

not renewed due to production problems, which he attributed to breakdowns
i

in the film processing machine. Sellars said another factor in CG&E's

decision was audits that were critical of PM's work onsite. He indi-

I cated the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification

of defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer was broken into;

however, he was not aware of anything taken during the break-in.
.

>
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On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.16.3.8 Interview of David Hang

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September 19, 1976,

to August 1979. Hang said he was responsible for conducting radiographic

examinations of large bore pipe velds.

Hang indicated that he was not overridden on his weld determinations by

Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Hang said welds

PM accepted were frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would

request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld
8

that PM had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said

Pallon, as the Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or

rejection of a weld.

O
f Han4' recalled that in August 1979 Pallon, asked him to examine some pipe

. . .. W . . ..: ;; (Me)
spool pieces on the <$ER system that had fallen off of a truck on delivery

to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated the film,

and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to use when examining

the spool pieces.

Hang said he told Pallon that the geometric configuration of the spool

pieces was such that it distorted the view of the weld and might exaggerate

:

'
.

- 11 -
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flaws that would appear as defects on the film. Hang indice+.ed Pallon

requested he examine the remainder of the welds by radiography and these
.

examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

Hang said he reported the results of his examinations to Pallon and

retained the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the

PM trailer onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the

proper nondestructive testing technique to use to examine pipe welds in

this geometric configuration, and he later learned the spool pieces had

been ultrasonica!1y examined a.-d found acceptable.

Hang said he left Zimmer in August 1979 and, on his return in March 1980,
ba r. k - 7,1

he was informed by Allan Sellars that there had beer a desagtg.'ead '.etillring
uf
<pf the PM trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Hang stated

that in April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic examination reports for the

MSR spool pieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center.

Hang verified that the reports and the films were the originals from August

1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he

found unacceptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance

report.

On April 23, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

i

i

b

i
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5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter- ' 22->
,

viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19
,

to April 1981, Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser

field welds onsite. He said PM performed a radiograph of a weld and did a

preliminary review to ascertain if the weld was rejectable. He indicated PM,

did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that the KEI welding

j engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-
:

ance. Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-

tions and that frequently welds accepted by PM were found unacceptable by Kaiser.

.

Draffon said he learned that occasionally radiographers observed defects in

Kellogg welds when they overlapped a Kaiser welds. These' cases were reported
I

and forwarded to Kaiser to determine if the Kellogg weld should be repaired.

| Draffon stated that when welds junctured, the geometry of the juncturing welds
' is frequently not the same and therefore radiographic views of the weld may
; be distorted. He indicated that frequently inexperienced Level I or II

| Radiographers would examine juncturing welds and report rejectable defects,

not recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more experienced

radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable. Draffon stated

that when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had apparently occurred

where PM radiographers examined MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the truck

and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the view of the weld was distorted

due to configuration problems. Draffon said the spool pieces were later

ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable. Draffon commented that

|
*

|
| 13 -.
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this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E or Kaiser did not often
t

everride PM in their weld determinations.

Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer onsite was broken into but

this occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegate,

a private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been
f

broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found

j no records or equipment missing.

Draffon also wrated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the4

customer's request. He said this occurred because the volume of work was

slowing, and FM had experienced production problems, which he attributed to

j frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.

.

5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning

on :gril 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.

Binning said he received his Level II certification in October 1979 and
!
I routinely radiographed large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser onsite.

Binning said PM radiographed welds, developed the film, did a preliminary

examination to determine if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and

| then forwarded their report to Anthony Pallon, KEI welding engineer, who

! made the final determination on the acceptability of the welds. He in-
t
1

: dicated Pallon did not consistently override PM in their weld determination
| ! r

and would sometimes reject welds that PM had initially found acceptable.
(~.

!

i
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fghe frequently directed them to re-shoot welds that Kaiser had repaired

after PM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool
w ;, :4m.. de F (MS t')

pieces for thef,4$R system that were manufactured by Kellogg and that had

apparently fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said David Hang

examined the spool pieces and determined there were rejectable indications

j in some welds. Binning said the radiographs were later evaluated by Kaiser

and it was found the weld geometry precluded correct interpretation and the

welds on the spool pieces were not defective. Binning said Hang retained

i copies of his report of this particular examination.

i

Binning also stated that in January 1980 he received a telephone call from

an unidentified individual who told him the P" trailer had been broken into.

He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock had been

; pried off and apparently the trailer had been entered. Binning said he

; inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the files and found the

| only items missing were the examination reports and films for the MSR

spool pieces that had been examined by Hang earlier. He indicated he told

Allen Sellars and Wayne Draffon about the burglary but did not discuss it

with anyone else.

Binning said PM management never told him to be silent about activities e

that occurred at the site. He said PM's contreet was not renewed because

of production problems, which he attributed to their film processor fre-

quently breaking down. He also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation

.

- 15 -
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safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of

some aspects of the PM operation. Binning said PM was not asked to leave

site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees

were not harassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

On April 15, 1981, David Binning provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's Assistant,'

was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant,

he was not responsible for reading or interpreting film or making any weld
i
'

determinations. He said he worked with both David Hang and Steven Sellars

and did not recall them commenting tnat Anthony Pallon overrode them. He

stated that PM usually radiographed Kaiser field welds; however, on one

occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said he re-

called Hang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces

and identified rejectable indications on some welds. He indicated Hang

reported this to Pallon, but he was not aware of the final disposition of

the report.
!
,

l Binning also said that in January 1980 there was a break-in of the PM trailer

and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.
,

He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con- i

ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning

i i
.

j
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PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the

investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and

Applegate about it. Binning said he was never told by PM management to

" cover up" anything about their activities at the site. Binning volunteered

that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film

processor breaking down and holding up production.

.

5.16.3.12 Interview of Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was

interviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on

weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that
;

he overrode PM on their weld findings. Marshall also stated that the PM

radiographers with whom he spoke after Applegate made his disclosures to

the press did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in

their weld determinations.

/

dr. ye ., , . , e 4 e. , / N -.
He recalled one incident when PM was asked to examine somesNBR), spool

pieces that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said in

April 1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces and he,

Rex Baker, KEI Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the

films. All concurred that the welds were of the wrong geometry for radio-

graphic examination. Marshall said that on some of the films the geometric

configuration had distorted the radiographic view of the welds. He added

that this examination was an exception to common practice because normally

PM radiographed Kaiser field welds but not welds on Kellogg prefabricated
;<-

t
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pieces. Marshall advised that the MSR spool pieces were later ultrasonically

examined and found to be acceptable.

5.16.3.13 Record Reviews

The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs made between

October 1979 and March 1980, of the field welds in the following table

to determine if CG&E or Kaiser personnel had accepted welds previously

rejected by PM:

..

Table 5. Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

1

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet

Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

1. RH-113 RH-31 26. RE-75A RE-1

2. RI-7 R1-11 27. K-288 WX-8

3. RH-53 RH-20 28. RH-86 RH-64

4. RH-55 RH-20 29. @A3 DO-2

5. K-73 RH-20 30. 9C3 DG-25

6. RH-40 RH-26 31. HGK-250 HG-16

7. K-494 MS-37 32. RD-K4 RD-1

'8. FW-454 MS-30A 33. IMS22AC2 MS-315

- 18 -
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Table 5 (continued)

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet

Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88

10. K-926 WR-26 35. P.L.2M20803 LC-13

11. K-455 MS-26A 36. K-483 MS-43

12. MS22AA2 MS-311 37. K-499 MS-39

13. K-84 RH-38 38. IRRB1AA-3/4 RR-122

14. P.L.2M20795 LC-19 39. K-288 RT-2

15. LP-9 LP-3 40. FC-5 FC-14

16. K-507 MS-44 41. X-33 FW-4

17. K-508 MS-45 42. FWK-31 FW-2

18. K-448 MS-27A 43. I?-13 LP-11

19. HP-19B HP-5 44. CYK-221 CY-49

20. FC-93 FC-29 45. WR41AA3 WR-44

( 21. K-414 MS-24A 46. FW58A FW-2

22. K-523 MS-27A 47. K-877 WR-2

23. RH-54 RH-20 48. HP-55 HP-4

24. RH-56 RH-20 49. K-475 MS-34

25. RH-46 RH-20
.

. ,
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None of the reader sheets for the welds in Table 5 indicated that Kaiser

personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.

5.16.4 Findings

;u:J

e,illeg A a a vn,: ne'l.ruhr k. Y 'ATh %
Seven current and former PM employees who were interviewed denied any'

attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.

In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied

that PM was consistently overridden by CG&E in its weld determinations.

A review of PM radiographic examination repcrts did not reveal a pattern

of PM being overridden by CG&E in their weld determinations.

cla A 1 SM;a Y''*

The Abtedd"oithat the PM trailer had been broken into-Sn,the. weekend;of-

Jpl.dAf.Y. 9. ~10, 1981,,|, by Jndivi, dual's 'D' and.E was sot * substantiated. Seven *

ind&rd-

police officers who Applegate #4ggd had information regarding the break-in

were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in of the

trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of individuals D

3+ way repMed 7'/a?
and E in such a break-in. L :: ,- #t-wa- crt:blid.J ".;; 5:::h-i; of

-9: trailer did-eccur-entF-that PM's examination reports of Kellogg prefab-

ricated main steam relief spool pieces were 4||Ib,iggreprtif'founa missing from
klic.ch; ik lnen k-sh '

the trailerA Three of the eight reports on the spool pieces were found in

the Kaiser Document Control Center filed with a nonconformance report but

five of the reports are still missing. The reports and films were reviewed

by the PM employee who did the initial examination of the welds and he
'

verified the reports and films are the originals. He said the reports

filed with the nonconformance report are for the defective welds,'and the
|
;
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missing five reports are of the radiographs of the acceptable welds and

did not have to be retained by CG&E.

5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

!

.

'
1

|

.

;

l-

i i
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{, DETAILS
1

1

1. Personnel Contacted
i

Cincinnatic Gas & Electric
,

*W. Schwiers, QA Manager .
*J. R. Schott, Plant Manager.

*W. D. Waymire, Manager, General Engineer
*B. K. Culver, Manager, Generation Const,ruction
*S. C. Swain, Site Ccastruction Manager-/
*H. C. Brinkman, Frincipal ME - Nuclear..
*R. P. Ehas, QE
*E. A. Borgmann, Senior V.P.
D. Kramer
W. Murray, Senior Engineer /
B. Gott, Field Structural Engineer
L. Wood, QA & S Engineer e
F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor

Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI)

J. P. Coyle, V. P. Power Division
*R. Marshall, Construction Superintendentl
*C. H. Stanfield, Construction Manager
*E. V. Knox, Corporate QA Manager
*

,
P. S. Gittings, Site QA Manager.
F. J. Oltz, Supervisor Document Control'
S. Godsey, Lead Code Forms
T. Schmidgall, Field Verifier
T. Edwards, Field Verifier
W. Puckett, Welding Engineer
P. Norman, Piping Lead QC Inspectore

'

C. Cherry, QA Inspector
, D. Fox, Lead Mech. Piping Quality Engineer

A. Lanham, Senior Engineer /
K. Shinkle, QC Engineer
f. Burgess,InspectionSupe[viso})

~

. Burgess
B. Winters
T. Foster
B. Lake
J. Deerwester, QC Inspector
D. Painter, QC Inspectorve

C. Oldenski
C. Camaron
W. Hamm, Sr., General Foreman Pipefitter /
D. Haff, Pipefitter Superintendent
J. Mills, QC Inspector /
R. Baker, Inspection Supervisor / g

(J. Tyner, Kiiser Pipefitter Superintendenvl *

,

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
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,

L. Cummings.

D. Parlier / 'E /,'i-''

I G. Adams, Structural Superintendent or Ironworker Superintendent /
. K. Faubion, NR Controller.' R. L. Reiter (NW)**, Document Reviewer /

J. H. Mulkey, QC Inspector /
J.T.Sandlin,GeneralSuperintendent(Structural)/
A.Pallon,Jr.,QCInspectord
M. McCoy, QC Inspector /

Q. Heath (NW),InspectionSupervisoD
W. Racer (NW), Lead Elect. Quality Engineer
M. Kopp, QC Inspector & QC Engineer & Lead Insp. Elect.
D. Donovan, Lead Civil / Structural QA Inspector /
W. C. Dumford, QC Inspector (Trainee)v
J. Ruiz, QC Inspector /
D. Taylor,QCInspector/
L. Q. Hendley, QC Inspector.
S. Burke, QC Inspector /'
D. J. Luttman, QC Inspector
D. O'Keefe, QC Inspector
P. Brown, QCI Trainee
S. Barger, QCI Inspector
J. Movatt, QC Inspector
B. Hargrove, QC Inspector
T. Dakin, QC Inspector
J. Tanner, QC Inspector
J. Heimpold, QC Inspector
W. Kitchen, QC Inspector -

W. M. Sharp, QC Inspector
P. S. Wimbish, QC Inspector
E. J. Kwalick, QC Inspector
T. Smith, QC Inspector
W. Smith, QC Inspector
L. Ritchie, QC Inspector
S. Tult (NW), QA Engineer

* G. Jodrey (NW), QC Inspector
E. Schroeder (NW), QC Inspector
R. Turner (NW), QC Manager
M. Ward (NW), (QC Inspector);
r b Y, 's (C t: E o (f .){

i Butler Services, Inc.

j J. L. Ramsey (NW), QC Inspectors
W. R. Jackson (NW), QC Inspectord

.
R. B. Price (NW), QC Inrpector ;s

; B. E. Tyree (NW), QC Inspector /
{ J. R. Booth (NW), QC Inspector

M. E. White, QC Inspector< -

j **NW indicates no longer working for that company.

:
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I

Nuclear Energy Services , Inc.-

.

{ .J'. O.L ., QC b g e;.-s Supu vust
-

' J. B. Sullivan, QC Inspector /
i V. Ferretti, QG Engineer /

L. Ludwig, QA Manager
L. Anderson, QC Engineer /

Peabody Magnaflux, Inc.

E. Aldredge, President'
C. Wood (hN), PM Office Manager'.
A. Sellars (hV), PM Radiographer,/.

S. Binning (hV), PM Radiographer /
D. Hang (hT), PM Radiographer ,
D. Binning, PM Radiographer ,

+( h<! ,,r ,
-

. ..

Yoh Security

J. Caplinger (hN), Sec. Guard SupervisoD
. Bice, Security Officer'.

W. Ross, Lead Security Officer-j
D. Simpson, Security Officer.
J. Hyde, Security Officer /tt).*M
R. Wright, Security Officer ',,g,p,]'

W&W Protection Agency, Inc.
.

D. Shinkle, Security Officer /
J{'Bedinghause, Security Guard Supervisor,
N. C. Ward, President,

Sargent & Lundy

R. Pruski, Engineer
T. McKenna, Engineer.
D. Fox ,

U.S. Testing

J. Ruiz (hN), QC Inspector 4
C. Sheridan

General Electric Company

T. F. Van Natta, Site Control & Instrument Engineer.
T. E. Bloom ,

Westinghouse, Inc.

Y. Reiter, Radiation Chem. Tech.s
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I
' Confidential Service-

(

; M. W. Cox, Director I
! T. Applegate (NW), Private Investigatore>

Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance Company

L. Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector s'

Individuals

J. Waliver, Attorney At Law
A. Dennison, Attorney At Law

''L. Seiler, Attorney At Law e' ~%
Dr. J. Frankhauser, Professor, University of Cux" we@
E. Hofstadter, Former Huskey emplotee}'
Individuals A through I

2. Scope

This investigation focuses on allegations and concerns provided by
Thomas Applegate, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies, and former and present QC Inspectors. The report also;

documents those items independently observed by Region III personnel in the
course of the investigation. The report is not intended to be all-inclusive
since there are additional allegations that will be documented in subsequent
reports on this investigation.

'

3. Background

In late 1979, while involved in an investigation for a client which was
of a personnel nature, Private Investigator Thomas Applegate (Confidential
Service) found that one of the individuals was employed at the Zimmer con-
struction site and was involved in " timecard cheating." Applegate approached
his employer and Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company (owner of Zimmer), with
this information and was awarded a thirty-day contract to investigate onsite
timecard cheating. Timecard cheaters were identified and documented within
two weeks, and then Applegate, on his own decision, began to pursue rumors
of improper site construction. CG&E, when told of the information gathered
by Applegate, indicated that they were aware of the situations describ de.
The thirty-day contract (December 10, 1979 through January 4, 1980) was not
extended despite objections by Applegate.

In February 1980 Applegate contacted the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor.
Subsequently, on February 28, 1980, he contacted the office of NRC Chairman
Ahearne and was referred to the Office of Inspection and Enforcement. Per-
sonnel from Region III contacted Applegate by telephone on February 28, 1980,
and he was interviewed in person on March 3,1980. He provided a number of
allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC
jurisdiction. A letter was sent to Applegate on March 11, 1980, detailing
three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation. The

1
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'1- 4.1.1 Allegation

'

As stated in Section 4 of this report, on November 18, 1980, an NRC in-,

spector was contacted by an individual who alleged that Phillip Gittings,
Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding Nonconformance Reports
(NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of the nonconforming items (pipe
support hanger welds). Between January 13 and July 4, 1981, 31 current
and former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA Engineers were interviewed by NRC
to obtain information regarding the initial allegation. Sixteen of those
individuals provided information that resulted in expansion of the initial,

allegation into the following areas:

1. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in
error.

2. The QA Manager was diverting NRs by not entering them into the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system.

3. NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance
Reports (SRs).

4. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members
of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned
them as " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per
Kaiser specifications and industry codes ind standards.

5. NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after re-
design" or " deficiencies would be rewritten un separate NRs." The
nonconforming conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor
written on separate NRs.

6. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction
Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

'

7. During revisions of an LR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily re-
moved by the QA Manager.

| [Several of the individuals interviewed provided copies of reports
'

they stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.]

4.1.2.2 Previous Related NRC Inspection Findings

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector
observed that of 20 NRs written to document American Welding Society (AWS)
welding deficiencies on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the
notation " based on re-inspection." It was also observed that NRs had been
voided by the issuance of Design Document Controls (DDCs). The inspector
informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on

| December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures
' and NRC requirements.
|

I
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I - The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued
j on March 2, 1981 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee re-
; plied to these items by letter dated March 26, 1981, indicating that a
! Stop Work Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and that this

order had been subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls
were in place. The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the
authority to void an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of super-
seded NRs as " superseded" rather than " void".

The licensee's reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete.

review of voided NRs in response to a licensee audit finding. The laview
was expected to be completed by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with
NRC requirements was to be achieved by May 5, 1981. Between December 15-19,
1980, and on January 5,1981, Lon Ludwig, of Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. ,
audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for CG&E.

4.1.19 Summary Findings and Conclusions
'

AlloftheallegationsmadebytheQCinspectorswerefoundL$L: correct,
It was found there were widespread irregularities in the system. Kaiser
procedures permit voiding of a NR only if the NR was " written in error,
duplicated, or the nonconforming conditions has been corrected.. .by con-
struction." A computerized listing provided in July 1980 indicated that
1,031 NRs were voided, between January 1 and March 31, 1981, including
those that were actually superseded rather then voided. Some were voided
by the QA Manager, some by the QA Engineer-Records, and some by a clerk.
A chronological breaxdown of the number of voided NRs per month is in-
cluded as Exhibit 34. The dispositions of a selected group of about 20
reports, either voided or alleged not to be in the reporting system, were
reviewed and it was found that in 15 cases the NRs were either voided
improperly, improperly dispositioned, closed in error, or the disposition
was not fully implemented. In several cases, the justification used for

i voiding the NR was erroneous (e.g., it was found the QA Manager was voiding
| NRs which were not written in error). In some cases, the NRs had been

reviewed by a Construction Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR|

was later " voided." It was found that some of this activity occurred after
an NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser
QA Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements.
It was also established that, following the NRC inspection, the Kaiser QA
Manager had on three occasions not entered NRs (CN-4309, NRC-0001, CN-5412)
into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

This investigation also disclosed that an NR was improperly dispositioned
as " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriate. In one case (NR E-2836),
the " accept as is" disposition was contrary to ASME Code requirements.

NRs that identified multiple nonconforming conditions were voided im-
properly with a comment that the NR was being " revised" or that "each
deficiency would be issued on a separate NR" or items would be " rein-

! spected." It was determined that nonconforming items were not reissued
on separate NRs and were not reinspected as stated on the NR at the time
of voiding. It was also found that during " revisions" some nonconforming
items were removed from NRs without justification.

-2-
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. The ailegation that the Kaiser QA Manager voided NRs at the request of
'

the Construction Department was correct; however, the QA Manager stated
that he had made an independent decision when doing so.

This investigation established that nonconforming conditions identified
by Quality Control Inspectors were improperly dispositioned. It was also
established that the licensee failed to take effective corrective actioni following the December 1980 NRC inspection.

This widespread problem of improper handling of Nks is addressed in the
licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.1.20 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noucompliance was identified (failure to process nonconforming
items in accordance with documented procedures).

4.2.1 Allegation

i
Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers are required to be made'

by drilling rather than burning (flame cutting). Although some instances
of burned bolt holes have been identified, there is no inspection program
to assure the bolt holes are inspected.

| 4.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The acceptability of torch cutting bolt holes (the applicability of ANSI
Standard N 45.2.5 prohibiting burning of bolt holes) is unresolved and
will be reviewed during a subsequent inspection. The licensee's pastt

inspection program for examining bolt holes was consistent with IE
Bulletin 79.02, " Pipe Support Base-Plant Designs Using Concrete Expansion
Anchor Bolts." The licensee is currently inspecting all bolt holes.

.

4.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

4.3.1 Allegation

It was alleged that during system turnover, Quality Assurance Engineers,
(QAEs) Wood and David Fox were reviewing documentation in ASME Code Data

| packages and identifying numerous discrepancies in these packages, which
| were being recorded on exception lists instead of nonconformance reports.
, The alleger questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepincies
! on exceptdon lists. He also said the QAEs were being criticized for identi-

fying too many discrepancies duri,g their review .

4.3.4 Findings and Conclusions
|

!

As a result of the investigation of this allegation, significant quality
assurance deficiencies over and above those alleged have been identified.
It was determined that discrepancies in the documentation in ASME Code
Date packages were being recorded on exception lists; however, this was

-3-
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i permitted by licensee procedure and is acceptable to NRC. There was no
| evidence that criticism of Quality Assurance Engineers for identifying

discrepancies adversely impacted their work.

Major discrepancies were identified in Quality Ansurance records and the
apparent improper modification of those records. This matter has been

. referred to the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal'

consideration. Potential problems were identified related to adequacy
of facility construction, such as material traceability and use of proper*

materials, proper socket weId fitup, proper veld procedure, and welder
qualifications. These matters are being addressed in the licensee's
Confirmation Program to determine the adequacy of plant construction.

4.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were ident.ified (failure to maintain heat
number traceability for piping and weld rod; and failure to take adequate
corrective action for identified deficiencies involving (i) not verifying
proper pipe fitup, and (ii) missing or questionable weld data record in-
formation regarding weld filler metal trac'eability, welder identification,
and dates welds were made.)

4.4.1 Allegation

Robert Marshall, Kaiset Construction Superintendent, directed Phillip Gittings,
Kaiser QA Manager, to fire Individual I (QC inspector) for using a magnifying
glass to inspect a weld.

4.4.4 Findings and Conclusions

A QC Inspector was threatened with dismissal by the QA Manager after the
Construction Superintendent advised him (incorrectly) that the QC Inspector
used a magnifying glass to visually inspect weld surfaces. The QC Insp2ctor
protested the planned dismissal and was not dismissed; however, he was re-
assigned to another area of inspection.

4.4.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.
l

i 5.1.1 Allegation

"KEI knowingly installed and ripped out unsuitable main steam relief piping,
at an estimated labor cost of $320,000."

5.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

The quencher modification to the main steam relief system was being made
with the knowledge of NRC. CG&E personnel stated they made an economic
decision to install piping for the main steam relief system quencher
modification with the knowledge that approximately 3 to 10% would have to
be removed due to continuing identification of changes in design loads.

| Because NRC does not have regulatory jurisdiction over construction costs,
1

-4-
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no attempt was made to determine the estimated labor cost for the portion:
'

of pipe that was installed and removed. The safety iLportance of this
! allegation is limited to whether the main steam relief piping is installed
i properly.

RIII has concluded that the modification is being properly installed and
tested, except for the improper voiding of one NR as discussed in Section

'
4.1 of this report.

5.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.2.1 Allegation

"2000 pound fittings were installed in 1979 on residue head valves, although
5000 pound fittings are required."

_

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that
the " residue head valves" or " residue heat valves" were not the components
of concern. The components involved in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were
the hydraulic actuators for the recirculation flow control valves.

Allegations 5.2 and 5.4 are both addressed in this section because the

investigation determined that both allegations were addressing the same
component.

,

5.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The investigation revealed that the desi 4 Pressure rating of threeF
hydraulic lines connected to the recirculation flow control valve ac-

tuators had been changed from 6000 psig to 3000 psig, and the design
pressure rating of the drain line had been changed from 3000 to 150
psig. These design changes are considered acceptable by NRC and the
licensee.

An adaptor to a drain line on a hydraulic actuator to a recirculation
flow control valve (not the valve itself) was broken, and a site control
document was written that identified this condition. The cause of the
broken adaptor was not documented and could not be determined. The item
was modified to be less prone to damage.

The material used in the connections to the actuator was as specified
on the installation drawings. The hydraulic systems were satisfactorily
pressure tested.

The concern identified by the allegation, though not known previously by
the NRC, had been adequately addressed by the licensee.

5.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were ide.tified.

-5-
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5.3.1 Allegation-

f

| "A radioactive waste drain is clogged with concrete which carelessly was
I poured into the drain."

5.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

| Neither the flushing records, the personnel interviews, nor the Resident
i Inspector's observations confirmed or denied that drains had been clogged

with concrete. NRC interviews with site personnel indicated that some
drains had been clogged with unspecified debris. However, the investiga-
tion confirmed that 152 out of a total of 169 of the potential radioactive
waste drains were cleared of all restricting debris. The 17 drains that
remain to be flushed are identified in the same controlled flushing procedure
as the 152 that have already been flushed. RIII will determine the status
of the remaining 17 drains prior to authorizing for plant operation
(50-358/81-13- ).

5.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.4.1 Allegation

"

"A residue heat valve broke when a pipefitter bumped into it, raising new
questions about the quality of metal used for valves."

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that
the " residue head valves" or " residue heat valves" were not the components
of concern. The components involved in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were
the hydraulic actuators for recirculation flow control valves.

Allegation 5.4 is addressed in allegation 5.2 because the investigation
determined that both allegations were addressing the same component.

5.5.1 Allegation

" Sensitive parts on welding rods are possibly damaged through storage at
improper temperatures and possibly lost through failure to follow proper
paperwork and labeling requirements."

This allegation addresses two weld rod concerns:

| 1. Weld rods were possibly absorbing moisture due to improperly con-
trolled rod temperatures prior to consumption, which resulted in
unacceptable welds.

2. Weld rods were not controlled because the paperwork and labeling
requirements were not being properly followed. Therefore, welds
may have been made with incorrect weld rods.

-6-
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5.5.4 Findings and Conclusions
.

i
Based on the findings of this investigation, there have been instances
when (1) weld rods have been stored at improper temperatares, (2) portable'

ovens were not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not cal-
ibrated at the specified frequency, (4) weld rod issuance has not been
controlled, and (5) welds rods were observed lying uncontolled in the
construction area. The concerns identified by this and other allegations
and by previous inspection findings collectively are viewed to be sign-!

ificant and have potential safety importance. These concerns are being
addressed by the licensee in the Quality Confirmation Program.

5.5.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.6.1 Allegation

" Argon gas valves for flushing oxygen from pipes routinely are left open
by the day crew, causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, a problem
about which CG&E Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest."

In an affidavit provided to GAP by a pipefitter (Individual A) formerly
employed at Zimmer, it was alleged that workers on the day shift routinely
crimped and wired argon gas hoses shut rather than closing the gas valves
at the source upon leaving work. The pipefitter stated that this practice
resulted in argon gas leaking from the hoses and caused the workers on
the night shift to suffer from dizziness. The pipefitter further stated
he advised former Kaiser Safety Director Larry Cummings of his concerns
and that Cummings indicated he was not interested, because argon gas would
not hurt anyone.

On February 26, 1981 during a meeting between NRC Region III personnel,
a GAP representative, and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that he
received information from James Bedinghaus indicating that, in late fall
or early winter 1980, his son, John Bedinghaus, had been overcome by|

| argon gas while conducting fire watch rounds in the area of the contain-
I ment vessel.

5.6.4 Findings and Conclusions

1

( No evidence was obtained to show that the argon gas valves were routinely
lef t open, that persons on the night crew had been overcome by argon gas,
or that Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest in the argon gas
problem.

Notwithstanding the above, it was determined that there had been instances
when craft workers had crimped argon gas hoses and wired them closed rather

| than shutting the gas off at the source.
l

I

-7-

. _ _ _ ___ - . - .-_- - _ _ - -__ . - .



.
.

-

*

This matter is under the jurisdication of the U.S. Department of Labor,
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). An OSHA inspection

! did not confirm a situation of air contamination or oxygen deficiency at
i the time of their inspection.
.

5.6.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.7.1 Allegation

" Prefabricated piping received in 1977 has defective welds, but construc-
tion supervisors told crews not to repair them because the welds were made
offsite."

Daring an interview with Applegate and GAP representatives, this allegation
was clarified to be piping received July 3, 1979, the subject of one of
Applegate's prior allegations.

5.7.4 Findings and Conclusions

The subject of this allegation was investigated by NRC in early 1980. At
that time radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld indications in
welds on three of five spool pieces. One item of noncompliance was cited
in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09 for releasing and installing
the spool pieces before determining their acceptability. Subsequently,
the licensee and RIII independently determined that ultrasonic testing,
rather than radiography, was the correct nondestructive testing technique
for examining welds of that geometry and thickness. The welds were
examined by ultrasonic and magnetic particle testing and determined to
be acceptable.

!
' 5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance

| No new items of n,ncompliance were identified.

5.8.1 Allegation

| "At least three sources contacted by [ Thomas) Applegate confirmed that an
'

estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective."

| During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either
Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang
(no specific source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and
James Tyner were named as having additional information. The name
Steve Sellars is in error, as no such individual was employed at Zimmer.
It appears that this was a reference to Steve Binning.

5.8.4 Findings and Conclusions

Interviews with the individuals identified by the alleger did not provide

| specific information of any defective weld. Therefore, the RIII inspector -

t
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examined more than 700 radiographs to determine the acceptablility of the-

, welds. No unacceptable welds were identified; however, 187 radiographs
! could not be interpreted because of an unacceptable radiographic technique.

.i To provide further assurance that both prefabricated and field welds are
! satisfactory, the quality of the welds and the radiographic technique have

been addressed in the Quality Confirmation Program.

5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to assure that radio-
graphy test requirements for shimming the penetrameter had been satisfied).

5.9.1 Allegation

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after the fact to conform with
piping that already had been installed."

5.9.4 Findings and Conclusions

There have been cases of both large- and small-bore piping and pipe
suspension systems being installed without proper design control. Field
installations have been made that were not in accordance with approved
design documents. This problem was initially identified for large-bore
piping systems during a May 1978 RIII inspection. It was initially
identified for small-bore piping systems during an RIII inspection in
February 1980, which was conducted as a result of an allegation con-
cerning small-bore piping problems at another RIII facility.

These problems have resulted in items of noncompliance, management
meetings with the licensee and licensee stop work orders, one of which
was confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter. Resolution of these
problems is not complete and is being followed in the RIII inspection
program.

5.9.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.10.1 Allegation
|

" Shock-absorbing electrical tray hangers previously found unsatisfactory
are still unsafe due to faulty welds, and electrical cable trays remain|

dangerously full."

5.10.4 Findings and Conclusions

This allegation raises concerns of potential safety importance that cannot
be assessed without further inspections and evaluations by the licensee and
NRC.

Cable tray hanger veld deficiencies in the cable spreading room had been
reported to the NRC in July 1978 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The
licensee's corrective action of this matter was completed in January 1981.
Although this matter was being carried as an open inspection item by NRC,

-9-
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the licensee's final corrective action was not reviewed prior to this
investigation effort. This investigation effort disclosed that the hanger

,; welds throughout the plant had not been inspected before the welds were
painted or coated with fireproofing.

'

,

The acceptability of electrical tray hanger welds is unresolved pending
(1) additional inspections of hanger welds, which will be made after paint
and fireproofing have been removed, and (2) establishment of the quality
of those welds for which in-process inspections were not performed and for
which inspection criteria deviated from AWS Code requirements.

The acceptability of electrical cable trays fill and loading is unresolved
pending the completion and review of tray-loading calculations for several
tray-routing points; re-evaluations of cable selections; establishment of
the actual design basis and verification measures for cable tray loading;
establishment of design measures to verify the thermal loading of power
sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and establishment of measures
to control design deviations.

It should be noted that the time to determine compliance with ampacity
requirements is at the completion of the electrical design. According
to the licensee and A/E this was to be accomplished.

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

5.10.5 Items of Noncompliance

Six items of noncompliance were identified. (Failure to identify and
control unacceptable welds on four cable tray hangers; failure to ex-
ecute the programs for inprocess and final (before painting) inspections
of cable tray hanger welds; failure to assure that appropriate weld
inspection criteria (1/32 inch undercut) was specified in design docu-
ments; failure to control deviations from the design basis for cable
ampacity; failure to establish measures to assure verification of the
uesign adequacy of the thermal loading of power sleeves and the
physical loading of trays; and failure to establish measures to assure
that design deviations, identified by S&L engineer, were controlled).

These items have generic applicability to plants designed by S&L and
are being forwarded to NRC Region IV, Vendor Inspection Branch for
generic followup.

( 5.11.1 Allegation

" Sand and mud choke the feedwater pumps and intake flues carrying makeup
water to the cooling tower, because of a flaw in the plant's design.
Pumps used to rectify the flaw quickly burn out."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), it was clarified that this allegation pertained to the
river intake. The river intake provides service water, not feedwater.

- 10 -
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"- 5.11.4 Findings and Conclusions

' The licensee reported the silting condition concerning the service water
intake structure to NRC Region III by telephone on June 18, 1979 and by
letters QA-1148 on June 20, 1979 and QA-1163 dated July 23, 1979 pursuant
to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The plant design and operating
procedures had to be modified to centrol the silting condition.

Accelerated service water pump impeller wear was reported by the licensee
by telephone on August 10, 1979, and by letters QA-1196 dated September 6,
1979, QA-1239 dated December 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated December 17, 1980,
pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

The silting and pump impeller wear concerns are open items pending completion
of corrective measures described in the W . H. Zimmer Final Safety Analysism
Report (FSAR), Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (including a
sedimentation monitoring program and plant modifications) and review by RIII
inspectors. The implementation of these corrective measures will be reviewed
during a subsequent inspection.

5.11.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.12.1 Allegation

"A design flaw in the heat exchanger control panel permitted an operator
mistakenly to force 1200 pounds of pressure through pipes only meant to
handle 300 pounds, ripping the pipe and soaking electricians with a hard
spray of water that would have been radioactive had the plant been in
operation."

5.12.4 Findings and Conclusions

The overpressure event referred to in the allegation was reported to the
NRC in March 1979, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The event was caused,

' by operator errors, that incorrectly permitted two valves to remain open,
rather than inadequate system design.

The actions taken by the licensee to assure the quality of the affected
piping and components and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by the
NRC prior to the allegation and found satisfactory.

5.12.5 Items of Noncompliance

! No new items of noncompliance were identified.
l

f 5.13.1 Allegation

"There have been periods when there were no security surveillance cameras
during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-

'

sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

{
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i
! On February 26, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials, Thomas Devine.

(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office,,

j they advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers Jeffrey Hyde
! and Ronald Wright were aware of periods of time when the nuclear fuel was

left unattended. It was alleged these situations presented a threat to
the public health and safety and left the fuel susceptible to terrorism,
theft, and/or diversion.

,

In addition, it was alleged that the walla of the fuel storage area were,

i " blow-out" walls, designed to give way during tornadoes.

5.13.4 Findings and Conclusions

Security surveillance cameras were not installed during nuclear fuel
deliveries to the site and NRC regulations did not require them to be in
service at that time. Interviews with former security guards confirmed
the nuclear fuel while inside it's metal shipping container was left un-
attended for periods of time up to 10 minutes on occasion. This practice
was acceptable. Since the fuel has been onsite, there has been no known
attempt to steal or damage the fuel. The fuel has been inspected and will
be visually examined again before it is loaded into the reactor.

The allegation that the perimeter security consisted of only a 4-ft
chickenwire fence was confirmed by one individual; however, NRC
regulations do not prescribe site security requirements prior to
issuance of the operating license.

The FSAR states "all siding and roof decking of any superstructure is
designed and detailed to blow off when the design tornado approaches

*

the station." This is an acceptable design.

5.13.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.,

5.14.1 Allegation

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete
disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring

,

of temporary laborers prone to violence."i

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting with NRC officials, Thomas Devine
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office,
they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,
Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people who were drunk
on the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction

! workers walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liquor, getting
drunk...."

5.14.4 Findings and Conclusions

The NRC investigation identified evidence that there had been some drinking
and drug use onsite. No attempt was made to examine the attitude of manage-
ment toward drinking, drug use, or violence; however, based on interviews

- 12 -
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with site personnel coupled with NRC site observations both prior to and-

during the investigation, a widespread problem was not evident.
i

| An adequately functioning quality assurance program would assure detection
! and correction of any adverse effects from construction personnel whose

abilities have been impaired while under the influence of alcohol or drugs.
Since we have questions regarding the quality assurance program based on

i other findings of this investigation, the licensee Quality Confirmation
Program will assure. construction defects have been identified.

5.14.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.15.1 Allegation

" Employees fired for time [ card] cheating had been cheating with the
express approval of management, and only time cheaters fired were vocal
and knowledgeable critics of plant QA and safety."

5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions

The two former employees interviewed by GAP were contacted by NRC. They
denied they had been fired for any criticism of plant QA and safety, but
rather had been fired for timecard cheating. There was no indication from
the interviews that management approved of timecard cheating.

5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.16.1 Allegation

"CG&E had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zimmer,
who were criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information
,

regarding the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of
January 9-10, 1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the
Peabody Magnaflux (PM) trailer onsite. He alleged that during this
burglary those individuals removed records of an instance where CG&E

'

had overridden PM's rejection of welds.

5.16.4 Findings and Conclusions

Seven current and former PM employees who were interviewed denied any
attempts by Pd management to silence them for their weld determinations.
In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied
that PM was consistently overridden in its weld determinations. A review
of PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of PM
being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.

- 13 -
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The PM trailer had been broken into on the weekend of January 9-10, 1981.
*

It was not established that this was done by Incividuals D and E. Seven
. security officers who Applegate indicated had information regarding the
} break-in were intervieued and said they had no knowledge of any break-in
: of the trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of Indivia

duals D and E in such a break-in. After the break-in, PM's copies of
examination reports of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool
pieces were determined to be missing. Three of the eight reports on the
spool pieces were found in the Kaiser Document Control Center filed with
a nonconformance report, but five of the reports are still missing. The
reports and films were reviewed by the PM employee who did the initial
examination of the welds and who verified the reports and films are the
originals. He said the reports filed with the nonconformance report are
for the welds thought to be defective, and the missing five reports are
of the radiographs of the acceptable welds.

5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.17.1 Allegation

" Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of
utility and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA
p ra ctice s . "

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions
.

Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees of
Peabody Magnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP,
were contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or sub-
jected to industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Zimmer QA ~

practices.

5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.
!
,

! 5.18.1 Allegation

"A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and incidents
! at Zimmer."
!

! On January 29, 1980, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a' detailed
journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation waste chemistry
technician yt Zimmer.

t

5.18.4 Eindings and Conclusions

The individual who was alleged to have kept a " journal of safety hazards
and incidents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection
notebook. He stated he used this notebook to record deficiencies he

- 14 -
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identified during system walkdowns of the radiation' waste disposal system.-

He said that to his knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were,

properly corrected by the licensee.

5.18.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.
,

5.19.1 Allegation

"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be hundreds
of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a
disastrous accident."

5.19.4 Findings and Conclusinus

It was determined that the alleged statement had been made. The NRC is
addressing the allegations and safety concerns identified during this
investigation.

The only other way that the NRC can deal with an allegation such as this
is to determine if the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection
program, the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program, and the preoperational
testing program will enable this determinatien to be made.

5.19.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified..

6.1.1 Allegation

QC inspectors have been harassed by construction personnel who have re-
peatedly doused them with water. QC inspectors have been transferred
following complaints from construction personnel.

6.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

Quality control inspectors were harassed by construction personnel who
dumped water on them from above. In one case, inspectors, when entering
the site, were searched by security personnel who allegedly were instructed
to perform the search by Construction Department supervisors.

;

| There was no indication that any of these activities were condoned by
Kaiser or CG&E m2nagement. There were indications that action was taken
by Kaiser to identify and disipline those harassing QC inspectors.

The Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned Quality Control inspectors
on four occasions after the Kaiser Construction Department criticized them.

In a related finding, NRC inspectors found that some of the nonconformance
| reports generated by these inspectors prior to their reassignment were im-
| properly voided or were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
I system following their reassignments (see Section 4.1). QC inspection

l

- 15 -
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supervisors interviewed stated that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager
reassigned inspectors because construction management complained about their
inspection activities.

.

6.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

' No items of noncompliance were identified.;

| 6.2 Weld Inspection Criteria Deleted

An allegation concerning the deletion of required weld inspection criteria,

: was received by the NRC during the investigation from a site employee.
The employee showed the Region III inspector copies of KEI-1 forms (weld
inspection records) that supported the allegation.

6.2.3 Findings and Conclusions

Weld inspection criteria were deleted from weld inspection forms used to
document inspections of welds between July 1980 and January 1981 and were
designated as not applicable for one weld made in November 1979. This
concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

i 6.2.4 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to delineate required
weld inspectica crl:eria).

6.3 QA Surveillance Reports

An allegation concerning Surveillance Report procedure violations was
received by the NRC from a site employee during this investigation. The
allegation stated that Surveillance Reports were not being transferred to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by procedure.

6.3.2 Findings and Conclusions

i Instruction QACMI G-14 which only required in process nonconformance to
i be transferred from Surveillance Reports to Nonconformance Reports if not

acceptably corrected within 30 days, was inadequate. The 30-day period did
|' not assure that all nonconformances which constituted design changes were
' subjected to design control measures commensurate with the original design.

These design control measures would have been required if the in-process
nonconformances were documented on Nonconformance Reports. Some of the
SRs were not transferred to NRs as required by QACMI G-14. This concern
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Conformation Program.

6.3.3 Items of Noncompliance

i Two items of noncompliance were identified (inadequate procedures to assure
nonconformances are subjected to design control measures commensurate with

; those applied to the original design, and failure to follow procedure to
transfer in-process nonconformances identified on Surveillance Reports to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days).

! - 16 -
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* 7.1 Control of Structural Steel Beams and Beas Welds
i

During the investigation of the allegations addressed in Sections 4 and,

5, the RIII inspector identified a beam with an unacceptable weld and two
beams that were only tack welded into place. Therefore, the RIII inspectori

decided to make a more in-depth inspection and review the controls of
structural beams and beam welds. The inspections and reviews included

i visual examinations of approximately twenty-five structural steel beams
in the blue switchgear and cable spreading rooms, and reviews of related,

documentation.

7.1.6 Findings and Conclusions

In their examination of approximately 25 structural steel beams, the NRC
inspectors identified significant problems. Welds on nine structural
beams were unacceptable. Five beams had unacceptable (notched) re-entrant

Four beams were installed which were not specified on any designcorners.

document. The traceability of nine structural beams was not maintained.
In addition, measures had not been established to assure that required QA
in procress inspections related to Design Document Changes would be per-,

i formed; the licensee did not assess the effectiveness of the controls to
assure the quality of mill certifications and structural steel beams
supplied by three vendors; and details of steel erection inspecticas were
not documented. These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

7.1.7 Items of Noncompliance

Four items of noncompliance were identified (failure to control unaccept-
able welds, unacceptable re-entrant corners on beams, and unspecified beams;
failure to atintain traceability of beams; failure to assess the effectiveness
of vendor quality assurance; and failure to maintain sufficient documentation
of steel erection inspections).

7.2 Cable Separation'

During the investigation of the allegation addressed in Section 5.10,
| the RIII inspectors identified two cable installations that did not
I comply with the cable separation criteria defined in the W'. H. Zimmerm

FSAR. During checks for cable separation on routine plant tours, the
inspectors identified additional cable separation violations.

7.2.5 Findings and Conclusions

Four locations were identified in which the cable separation requirements
had not been maintained as specified in the FSAR. The adequacy of cable
separation is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.2.6 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to establish measures
to assure that the design basis for cable separation as set forth in the
FSAR was translated into drawings, and failure to establish a program to
require verification of cable separation in the cable spreading room).

- 17 -
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* 7.3 CG&E Audits of Sargent & Lundy
,

'

During the investigation of allegation 5.10, the RIII inspector identified
! that Sargent & Lundy did not have a program to control design deviations
j (nonconforming designs) when identified by the S&L engineers. Therefore,

the RIII inspector requested for review all of the CG&E audits of S&L to
j determine if CG&E had assessed the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance

. program.
.

'

7.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

CG&E has not performed a comprehensive audit to determine the effective-,

ness of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program. Past audits identified
a recurring problem involving design calculations, reviews, and verifications

'

for which the cause was not determined and corrective action was not taken
to preclude repetition. CG&E will undertake a re-review of all past audits
of Sargent & Lundy, General Electric, Kaiser and four internal departments
as a part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to perform a comprehen-
sive audit of the S&L nonconformance progres, and failure to determine the
cause and preclude repetition of a recurring problem).

i

I

!

i

(

.
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4.1 Nonconformance Report Voiding

1

4.1.1 Allegation

On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who

identified himself as a former QC Inspector at Zimmer. The individual stated

that Kaiser QA Manager Phillip Gittings had been improperly voiding Noncon-

forr.ance Reports (NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of the nonconforming

items.

Between January 13 and July 4, 1981, 31 current and former Kaiser QC Inspectors

and QA Engineers were interviewed by NRC regarding the Kaiser nonconformance

reporting system. Sixteen of those individuals alleged irregularities in the

system. They specifically alleged:

The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs which were not written ina.

error.

b. The QA Manager was diverting NRs (not entering them into the Kaiser'

nonconformance reporting system).

NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reportsc.

(SRs).
!

!,

d. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members

of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned

|
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them as " Accept-As-Is" when " Repair" or " Rework" was appropriate per

Kaiser specifications and industry codes and standards.

.

NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"e.
,

or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The nonconforming

conditions were not reinspected after redesign, nor were they written on

separate NRs.

f. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction

Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

g. During revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed

by the QA Manager.

4.1.2 General Background

i
|

| 4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System
,

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control

of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods

Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Rev. 9, provides the following procedure: The QA

Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify non-

| conforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from speci-

fied requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the NR and then

contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes a log entry

and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The NR is reviewed by the Inspector's
|

|
|

2-

!
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supervisor or cognizant QA Engineer and is forwarded to the SDC NR Controller

who issues the NR a KEI Control Number (CN).

NRs written on Essential Systems / Components are given an "E" prefix and

Nonessential Systems / Components will be given a "N" prefix. The QA Manager

can approve voiding of NRs "in instances where an NR has been initiated in

error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions, duplica-

tions, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the Construc-

tion Department after a verbal or written communication from the QA Department

can be voided by the Site QA Manager." In these cases the NR is stamped

" Void" with a brief statement indicating justification for the voiding. A

copy of the voided NR is required to be retained in the SDC and a copy re-

turned to the initiator.

The KEI Construction Engineer or his designee dispositions NRs as " Accept-

As-Is", " Rework", " Repair", or " Reject". " Accept-As-Is" and " Repair" dis-

positions require review by the Material Review Board which consists of the

KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CG&E

sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent and Lundy Design Engineer (for essen-

tial material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section III Code

nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector must be included on all

" Accept-As-Is" dispositions. Records of all open and closed NRs are

retained by the SDC NR Controller.

.

1

-3-



- :

ZIMM 1/L DRAFT /jp

4.1.2.2 Previous Related NRC Inspection Findings

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector

observed that of twenty NRs written to document American Welding Society

(AWS) welding deficiencies on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the

notation " based on re-inspection". It was also observed that NRs had been

voided by the issucace of Design Document Controls (DDCs). The inspector

informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on

December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures and

NRC requirements.

The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued on

March 2, 1981 (Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee replied to

these items by letter dated March 16, 1981, indicating that a Stop Work

Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and this order had been

subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls were in place.

The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the authority to void

an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of superseded NRs as " Super-

seded" rather the " Void".

The licensee reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete review

of voided NRs in response to a licensee audit finding. The review was expected

to be completed by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with NRC requirements

was to be achieved by May 5, 1981. Between December 15-19, 1980, and on
'

January 5,1981, Lon Ludwig, of Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , audited the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for Kaiser.

-4-
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4.1.2.3 Interview of William Schwiers

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA

Manager, was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated that during an NRC exit

meeting held on January 6,1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA Manager,

and Phillip Gittings were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding NRs.

Schwiers said he directed Kaiser to audit all the previously voided NRs and

present the results of the audit to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers

stated he also directed Gittings to cease improperly voiding NRs. He provided

a copy of a memo he wrote to Gittings dated January 14, 1981, in which he re-

quested Kaiser to respond to Field Audit Report No. 340 concerning the voiding

of NRs. A copy of the memo and audit report is attached to this report as

Exhibit ( ).

;

] 4.1.2.4 Interview of Lon Ludwig

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Quality Engineering Manager, Nuclear Energy

Services, Inc., was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December 1980

and January 1981 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for

CG&E after the NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided.

Ludwig said his audit showed there were approximately 500 voided NRs and

between one-third to one-half of these were superseded and written on other

NRs. He said some NRs which identified numerous nonconforming conditions

were separated and reissued on individual NRs. One-third of the NRs reviewed

! were voided as " written in error" with no adequate explanation given to

justify this comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all ;

the voided NRs and provide a better explanation as to why each was voided.

-5-
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Ludwig stated that the voided NRs he reviewed covered all areas of plant

operation and construction, and dated from 1974 to the present.

4.1.2.5 Interviews of Phillip Gittings

4.1.2.5.1 Janua ry 13, 1981, Interview

Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that

in October 1980 he voided seven NRs that were written by QC inspectors who

were in training. He said he reinspected the welds identified in the NRs

and, in his opinion, the welds met American Welding Society (AWS) Code re-

quirements. He said that during an NRC inspection in December 1980, the

inspector took exception to this practice and found the licensee in noncom-

pliance with NRC requirements for improperly voiding NRs.

Gittings said that following the NRC inspection the welds identified on the

seven NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. He said Gladstone

concluded that four of the seven NRs were properly voided and the noted welds

conformed to the AWS Code; however, the other three NRs had minor decrepancies

which Gladstone concluded did not meet the AWS Code.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at the

Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised and put
I on other NRs, or were voided after it was found they duplicated a previously

reported nonconforming conditions. He stated that the only NRs he voided for

being " written in error" were those from October and November 1980 that were

examined during the December 2-3, 1980, NRC inspection.

-6-
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Gittings stated that during the past six months Kaiser had problems with

some of its QC Inspectors overinspecting. Gittings said many of the

inspectors were critical of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and

of the Kaiser weld inspection criteria for pipe support hangers and structural

steel. He said there were differences of opinion on various code interpreta-

tions, which he felt were common in any weld inspection program.

4.1.2.5.2 July 8,1981, Interview

Phillip Gittings was re-interviewed by NRC following the NRC investigation
i

of the dispositions of a selected group of twenty NRs. Gittings stated that

the voiding of NRs by clerks and by SDC Supervisor Floyd Oltz was improper

because neither the clerks nor Oltz were qualified to make engineering

judgements concerning deficiencies. identified on NRs. After a December 1980

NRC inspection, Gittings said he directed the NR procedure be changed so that

only he could void an NR.

,

Gittings stated that Kaiser procedures allowed any QC Inspector to initiate

an NR and the procedures required it be entered into the Kaiser nonconformance

reporting system. When questioned about his failure to issue the NRs with

Control Numbers 5476, 5477, and 5479 which were written by QC Inspector
!

James Ruiz on February 23, 1981, Gittings said he directed Rex Baker,

Inspection Supervisor, to void those NRs. He said his action those on NRs

was contrary to the Kaiser procedure which only permitted an NR to be voided

if it was " written in error". Gittings said those NRs were not written

| in error.

!'

t
|

t-
'
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Gittings stated that he voided NRs at the request of Construction Department

personnel, but added that he made independent evaluations and decisions when

doing so and was not compelled by construction personnel to void NRs. Gittings

stated he did not know why Christopher Dumford's NR (CN-4309) was not in the

Kaiser nonconformance system and denied diverting this NR from the system.

When questioned about specific irregularities found during the NRC investiga-

tion, Gittings concurred that the practices of voiding NRs by stating they

"would be reinspected after redesign," voiding NRs and transferring the

nonconformances to " punch lists," and voiding NRs by placing nonconformances

on Surveillance Reports were not in accordance with Kaiser procedures.

Gittings stated that Kaiser QC Inspectors were identifying problems at Zimmer.

He said CG&E and Kaiser did not have enough sufficiently qualified inspectors.

He said this was evident when Richard Reiter identified a significant trace-

ability problem when reviewing isometric drawings on small bore pipe systems.

Gittings said Reiter had initiated a Surveillance Report correctly identifying

the problem and he (Gittings) had not adequately answered the report. He said

this problem warranted reporting to the NRC; however, Kaiser did not do so.

He said that eventually Kaiser hired two QA Engineers to review the documenta-

I tion and they found that Reiter's analysis was correct. During this invest-

igation the NRC inspectors reviewed the traceability problem and found

Reiter's analysis to be correct.

|
~

,
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4.1.2.6 Interview of Kathy Faubion

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed
!

by NRC. She stated Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for a

Control Number (CN) for an NR. She is required to issue the inspector a

CN, make an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material (NR Log)

describing the nonconforming item, and note the initials of the inspector

calling for the number. She stated she never " whited out" an entry for a

CN in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA Manager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"

stamp. When she receives a copy of the voided NR she marks through the CN

entry in the log with red ink. She said inspectors frequently call for

control numbers and do not subsequently send the NR. In these cases, Faubion

said she makes the same " void" entry in the NR Log.

I

She said that prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records,

also had the authority to void NRs; however, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager,
|

directed that this authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. She

said since that time Oltz has not voided any NRs.

4.1.4 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-5412

4.1.4.1 Background Information

'
,

On December 29, 1980, Chris Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated Sur-

veillance Report (SR) 2886 to document that a suppression pool liner plate

9

_ . _ __ - ____ __.



. -

* '

ZIMM 1/L DRAFT /jp

was tensioned before a QC Inspector arrived to verify the initial tensioning.

The corrective action to resolve this condition was for an inspector to be

present during the seven and thirty day tension checks, to verify that the

plate was being tensioned properly.

On February 3, 1981, Dumford initiated a NR (assigned CN-5412) which also

reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned in violation

of an applied " hold" tr.g. The NR states " Hold tag was applied while wall

plate 10D was in process of being tensioned. Once hold tag was applied

tensioning was continued until tensioning was completed."

4.1.4.2 Investigation

4.1.4.2.1 Interview of Walter Dumford

On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 3,1981, he was inspecting suppression

pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not perpendicular to

the plate. He said construction personnel were preparing to tension the plate

and when he told them he was going to place a hold tag on it, they responded

"try and stop us."

Dumford said he left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,

Dennis Donovan, who told him to initiate a NR for the nonconforming bolt
~

and to place a hold tag to prec1ude tensioning of the plate. He said he

returned to the suppression pool, placed a hold tag on the plate, and

,

d
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construction personnel ceased tensioning the plate. He said, however, as

he left the area he heard the tensioning machine reactivate, indicating to

him that the tensioning crew had ignored his hold tag.

Dumford stated he advised Donovan of the occurence and Donovin told him to

write a NR documenting continuation of tensioning after a hold tag had been

applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued CN-5412, and docu-

mented the violation of the hold tag. He said that a few days later he was

called into the Kaiser QA Manager's office and was told by the QA Manager,

Phillip Gittings, that the NR should not have been written since it was "a

sof tware (procedural) problem and not a hardware problem." He said Gittings

then said "I'm going to void this NR because we do not need this kind of

paperwork floating around because this is the kind of stuff that causes

investigations." Dumford stated that Rex Baker and Dennis Donovin, who were,

also present at the meeting, disagreed with Gittings conclusion and advised

Gittings that they felt it was a valid NR.

.

Dumford indicated that Dennis Donovin called the NR clerk a few days later

and was told CN-5412 had been reassigned to another NR (the original report7

had not been entered into the NR system). Dumford provided a copy of the

original NR CN-5412 which is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).
I

i
l

Dumford said this incident is an example of Kaiser QA management not support-

ing the QA program on site and being influenced by construction considerations. '

'

Dumford stated that, in his opinion, the Kaiser QA Manager was influenced by

construction and QA was not independent at Zimmer. ''

t .

t

|
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On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

4.1.4.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, Chris Dumford contacted him

regarding a Surveillance Report written against tensioning of bolts on a

suppression pool plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle,

the QA Engineer responsible for the suppression pool area and advised him of

the incident. He said Shinkle told him to write a NR. Donovan stated he wrote

the NR and instructed Dumford to place a hold tag on the plate. Donavan said

Dumford later returned to the trailer and told him that he had placed a hold

tag on the plate, but craft personnel had ignored the tag and continued

tensioning the plate. Donovan said he told Dumford to write a second NR

against the continuation of work after a hold tag had been applied. Donovan

stated he initialed the second report and called the NR clerk who essigned

; it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker

for review.

.

Donovan said that on February 4,1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called
.

into Phillip Gittings' office and Baker gave the orginal copy of the NR to
'Gittings. He said Gittings said "This report is going to be voided because

this is the kind of thing that starts investigations." Donovan said that
i

Gittings commented that inspect' ors should only write NRs against hardware !

problems and not against sof tware problems, and that ignoring a hold tag

was a procedural (software) violation.

1
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Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the

hold tag, and Gittings replied "If I was in their position I would have done

the same thing." Donavan said he responded that a hold tag is the strongest

QA control mechanism on site and if one is ignored a NR should be written.

Donovan said he and Baker told Gittings they disagreed with him and the meeting

ended.

Donovan said that a few days later he called the NR controller concerning the

disposition of CN-5412 and found that the number had been reissued to another

NR.

Donovan stated in his opinion this is an example of Kaiser QA management not

supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written sworn statement-

attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as

Exhibit ( ).

4.1.4.2.3 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QA Engineer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 2, 1981, he received a phone call from

Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression pool liner plate.

Shinkle stated he told Donovan this should be documented on a NR and a hold
i

tag should be placed on the pla'te to prevent tensioning. Shinkle stated he

later learned a NR was written and Chris Dumford had affixed a hold tag to ;

!
!
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I the plate which was ignored by construction personnel. Shinkle said he also

learned a second NR was written by Dumford for violation of the hold tag

which he initialed and forwarded to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor.

Shinkle stated he later learned Phillip Gittings, after discussions with

Dumford, Donnvan, and Baker, did net enter the NR into the system. Shinkle

said the report had been assigned a CN and the inspectors supervisor had

concurred it was a valid NR, yet Gittings told him it was not going to be

processed stating "The whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

Shinkle stated, in his opinion, Kaiser management does not support the QC

program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is
'

not independent of construction influence.

<
,

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle provided a written sworn statement

attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as

Exhibit ( ),

i
l

4.1.4.2.4 Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in

Gittings' office with Dennis Donovan and Chris Dumford. He stated that

during this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a

suppression pool liner plate af'ter he had placed a hold tag on it. Baker

stated he agreed Dumford was correct in writing an NR for hold tag violation. ,

,

'
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He said Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right

to continue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it.

Baker stated he did not know the disposition of the NR and that it was in

Gittings' possession the last tire he saw it.

4.1.4.2.5 Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-5412

(E-2996, Revision 1) was written on February 2,1981, for welds having lack

of penetration. This entry does not reflect that CN-5412 had been assigned

to another report written by inspector Dumford on February 3, 1981, for

violation of a hold tag. The Equipment Name or Process Entry column in the

NR Log and the Specification column showed evidence that " white-out" was

used to cover previous entries in the log. A copy of the NR Log page and

NR E-2996, Revision 1, is attached to this report as Exhibits ( ), ( ).

4.1.5 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

4.1.5.1 Background Information

On May 19, 1980, NR E-5100 was issued identifying a four inch long pipe

piece installed per DDC M-1108 in a Residual Heat Removal (RHR) System for

which material traceability could not be established. The NR also reports

that Weld 80 located near this pipe piece was inside of a wall penetration

(M-13), in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped " void"

on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer-Records, who added a note

. -

1
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indicating it was voided because " acceptable documentation found" which

established material traceability for the pipe piece. A copy of NR E-5108

is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

4.1.5.2 Investigation

4.1.5.2.1 Interview of Richard Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November 1978

to November 1980. He indicated his job had been to review isometric drawings

and insure that related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code

requirements and the drawings were correct. He said he found discrepancies

between drawings and associated documentation and conditions in the plant.
'

Reiter stated that numbers for pipe sections and weld data records did not

match. He said he wrote NRs on the traceability problem and was so concerned

about the dispositions of those NRs that on October 28, 1980, he wrote Sur-

veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor. He

j stated in SR 2819 that he qv.estioned the disposition of NRs dealing with lack

of material traceability and stated with reference to traceability of small

| bore piping that "when reviewing isometric drawings he is making assumptions
l

which he felt compromised his integrity". He also asked for a written

directive telling him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate

all small bore isometrics to insure that there is adequate documentation

to insure traceability of the material.
.

I
*
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Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR by indicating that all the pro-

cedures were approved and were adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code

requirements and that Reiter was to continue using the approved procedures

and practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition

of the SR and shortly thereafter terminated his employment with Kaiser,

because he felt he was being forced to compromise his integrity. A copy

of SR 2819 is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ). -

4.1.5.2.2 Record Reviews and Field Observations

RIII personnel examined the four inch section of pipe between Welds 82 and 82a

identified on NR E-5108 and on isometric drawing PSK-RH-15. No heat or identi-

fication number on the pipe piece was found. KEI-1 weld data sheets were re-

viewed for welds RH-82 and RH-82a which joined the pipe' piece to t'he RHR system.
.

Both forms had notations initialed and dated "RLR 6/19/80" (The initials "RHR"

were determined to be the initials of Richard L. Reiter) identifying the heat

number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661. The weld records indicated weld

dates of June 15, 1976, (Weld RH-82a) and October 14, 1976, (Weld RH-82) four

years prior to the heat number being noted.

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition of
.

this NR.

NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980
,

Kaiser Engineers Weld Data' Sheet No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976
'

Kaiser Engineers Weld Data Sheet No. 1852 !

!

Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System, Inspection Plan No. RH-15 dated June 16, 1976

- 17 -
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4.1.5.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,

it was established that NR E-5108 was improperly voided since documentation

was not found to justify voiding the NR.

4.1.6 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-4309

%

4.1.6.1 Background Information

On Janurary 7, 1980, QC Inspector Michael McCoy obtained NR CN-4309'to

identify a deficient weld fitup on a one and three quarter cover plate '
m - a

to Beam W32X260 located on the reactor pedestal sappSrt structure. -

McCoy stated in the NR that parts to be fillet welde'd'wyre 'not as close ^

as practical as required, but were separated by'more~than 3/16 of an inch.
_

"

.

A copy of NR CN-43C9 is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).
,

.,

.

4.1.6.2 Investigation
,

m - t

4.1.6.2.1 Interview of Michael McCoy
.-

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. HestatedthatonJanuary7,1980,heinitiatedaNRforweldsonthe

reactor pedestal support structure which did not meet code requirements.

McCoy stated he initiated the NR, his supervisors concurred in his findings, r

and he received CN-4309 from the NR Controller. He said that"aiter he wrote
_

"

.

\,.
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the NR it was returned to him without disposition. McCoy stated that in

addition to voiding this NR, NRs were frequently inadequately dispositioned.

He attributed this to the QA Manager's lack of support for either the
.

Inspectors or the QC program at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (12).

4.1.6.2.2' Record Review

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed. The log indicated

CN-4309 was assigned to NR E-2417 which identified deficiences in electrical

conduit bracing in the Control Room. A copy of this NR is attached to this;

rbport as Exhibit ( ). During this review it was noted that there was e/idence

of " white-out" in the Specification and Equipment Name or Process columns of

he log. A copy of the NR Log page is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

4al;6.'3 Findings and Conclusions
'

*
s

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
,

NR CN-4309 was never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

'

4.1.7 Disposition of Nonconformance Reports CN-4955 through 4959,

CN-4930, and CN-4931

::
*

,

.

?

|
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4.1.7.1 Background Information

On July 9 and 22, 1980, NRs assigned CNs 4955 through 4959, 4930 and 4931

were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann. The NRs identified

weld deficiences on pipe supports in Diesel Generator (DG) Room A. The seven

NRs had been assigned CNs but no NR number. The copies of the seven reports

are attached to this report as Exhibit (15).
i

4.1.7.2 Investigation;

4.1.7.2.1 Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2,1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified nonconforming welds

while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He"said he' identified

these welds on NRs which were assigned CNs 4955 to 4959. He said his

supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred the NRs were valid. Mills stated that in

August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger inspection to structural

welding inspection, and a week after his reassignment the NRs he wrote were

returned to his desk without being processed. Mills stated that other NRs
1

written by Inspector G. McCann were also returned to him.

!

I

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the

NR system and turned in the 7 unproccessed NRs to the NRC Senior Resident

Inspector. He said the Senior Resident Inspector asked him to reexamine the -

welds in DG Room A to see if the nonconforming welds he identified were still

,

- 20 -
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uncorrected. Mills stated his reinspection indicated that in each case

the condition that he had previously identified had been repaired, and

the welds were now acceptable. Mills stated apparently someone had used

the information on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He

said, however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original

NRs and all copies had been returned unprocessed.

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

4.1.7.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he reviewed the NR Log and found that hrs assigned *

CNs 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 had been voided with the comment " VOID-NR

not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain

a copy of the NR in the voided NR file because re; orts which are voided as-

"not issued" are returned to the inspector.

|
j 4.1.7.2.3 Interview of Lynn Anderson

i

On June 9,1981, Lynn Anderson QC Engineer, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , I

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he is contracted to work as a
l

QC Engineer for CG&E. Anderson stated he is currently conducting an audit
|

| of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Anderson said that on June 4,
!

1981, he checked the disposition of NRs assigned CN-4955 to 4959. Anderson

1

i
1.
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.

stated he reviewed the NR log and found that those CNs had been assigned and

the reports had been voided on September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked

all of the Kaiser and CG&E NR files and could not locate those NRs. Anderson

concluded that although CNs had been issued, the reports had never been entered

into the active or voided NR files.

4.1.7.2.4 Record Reviews and Field Observations

On June 10, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed and it was found CN-4955 to

4959 had been entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined

through with the comment " VOID-NR not issued" and dated 9/30/80. A review

of the NR log fcr eatrics CN-4930 and CN-4931 indicated that they had also

been entered into the NR system; however, the comment " VOID-NR not issued"

and dated September 30, 1980, was entered in the log book page for each

entry. Copies of the pertinent NR Log pages are appended to this report

as Exhibits ( ) and ( ).

On June 2, 1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A identified

on NR CN-5955 through CN-5959, CN-4930, and CN-4931. In two of the seven

instances it appeared that the welds had been reworked, but for the other

five this could not be determined. However, the nonconforming conditions

identified on the NRs were not evident on the welds inspected.

4.1.7.3 Findings and Conclusions >

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations, '

it was established that these NRs were voided but were not retained in

- 22 -
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Kaiser files; however, copies of the reports had apparently been returned

to the inspector.

4.1.8 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

4.1.8.1 Background Information

On January 3, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspectors inspected large bore pipe hangers

in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected welds on pipe

support hangers, concrete embedment bolts, and the configuration and location

of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming Kaiser and-

vendor welds on five hangers, and improperly embedded bolts. They identified

a total o-1 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and initiated NR E-2466
!

to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided with the

comment "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR." A copy of the

first five pages of this NR is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

NRC personnel reviewed the NR Log to ascertain if the hangers identified on

NR E-2466 had been issued on separate NRs as stated. This review indicated

that of the 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers only 25 had been issued,

|

on other NRs. Of these 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been voided, and the

disposition for the remaining 10 was still open. As of February 12, 1981,

the other 99 hangers identified on NR E-2466 had not been reissued.

4.1.8.2 Investigation
' :

'
I

.

,
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4.1.8.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was aware that NR in question was voided and said the

reason for the voiding was that all hangers were subject to reinspection

because of redesign and new seismic safety criteria. Baker said QA Managers

Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner directed that pipe support hangers

which had been previously inspected and not redesigned would not to be re-

inspected. He said that, since all hangers were not replaced due to the

redesign effort, some of the nonconforming hanger welds identified on the

subject NR would not be reinspected. Baker stated that the NR which was-

voided was not redispositioned or reopened. Ecker indicated that, in his

opinion, this was not done due to an administrative oversight by the QA

Manager.

4.1.8.2.2 Record Reviews

On February 12, 1981, NR E-2466 was reviewed by NRC personnel and it was

noted that there was a comment on page 2 of the NR which states that an

; asterisk identifies "what appears to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe
|

support hangers. In reviewing the 31 page NR it was found that 15 of the

124 pipe hangers identified have an asterisk identifying them as vendor-
i
| supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR E-2466 were crossed out without
t

engineering justification. Examples of the omission of these items from

NR E-2466 are included in Exhibit (14). |

.

4

i
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4.1.8.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established

that NR E-2466 was improperly voided because the condition (reissuance on

| other NRs) for the voiding was not fully implemented. It was also established

that vendor welds were omitted from the NR without engineering justification.

4.1.9 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2836

4.1.9.1 Background Information

.

On June 22,1950, NF E-2S36 van written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker

af ter an audit ay N' cisar Energy Service indicated there was no final weld

radiog.aph for Wrld PS737 (Service Water System). There was a comment in

the " Description of Nonconformance" section of the NR which stated that the

only radiograph available war an "information shot of the root layer" of the

wcld (now buried underground). The NR was dispositioned as " Accept-As-Is"

on October 24, 1980, because the KEI-1 form (weld data form) reported that

the final weld had been radiographed and accepted by Kaiser personnel on

| April 5, 1976. This KEI-1 form indicated review and approval of the final
|
| radiograph by the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The
{

" Accept-As-Is" disposition of NR E-2836 was initially rejected by the ANI on

i November 7,1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980,

based on the entry on the KEI-I form showing that a final review of the film
! was performed by the ANI. The NR E-2836 was voided on November 10, 1980, with

a comment "see Revision I for new disposition." There is a comment on the

!
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.

original NR which says " VOID stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when ANI accepted

disposition on 11/11/80." NR E-2836, Revision 1, shows the same nonconforming

item with the disposition to " Accept-As-Is" and the NR is signed by the appro-

priate members of the Material Review Board. Both the original NR and Revision

were closed on November 13, 1980. Copies of NR E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1,

are attached to this report as Exhibits ( ) and ( ).

4.1.9.2 Investigation

4.1.9.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 4,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was laterviewed

by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after

an audit found that there was no radiograph af completed Veld W 737. Baker
'

stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction Department,

who dispositioned the NR as " Accept-As-Is" based en an entry on the 1:EI-1

form. The form indicates a final radiograph of this weld was performed on

April 5, 1976, and was accepted by both a Kaiser welding engineer and the

ANI on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him and he told

| Lanham the disposition of " Accept-As-Is" was contrary to ASME Code require-
|

ments because there was no final radiograph of the weld. Baker said he

told Lanham that an entry in a KEl-1 form was insufficient evidence that

the weld had been radiographed.

Baker stated he is a Qualified level III Radiographer and that he had previously

reviewed the Kaiser radiographic report and the accompanying film dated

|
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April 17, 1976. He said be told Lanham the film was an "information shot" of

the root layer pass and not a radiograph of the final weld. Baker said Lanham

indicated the disposition was correct because the radiograph review block on

the KEI-I form was checked and if QA did not have the film he could care less.

Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to excavate the weld

and radiograph it, to which Lanham replied " Bob Marshall would never let us

dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR as " Accept-As-Is" yet

he knew there was no radiograph in the record for the final weld.

Baker stated that on November 7, 1980, Lowell Burton, the site ANI, rejected

the disposition on NR E-2836 but later rescinded the rejection and agreed with
'

the " Accept-As-Is" disposition based en the KEI-I form entry that the final

review had been performed by the ANI. Baker said the NR was dispositioned

es " Accept As-Is," and he refused to concur in the disposition because it pas

contrary to ASME Code requirements.

4.1.9.2.2. Interview of Lowell Burton

!

On June 5, 1981, Lowell Burton, ANI (Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance

Company), was interviewed by NRC. He stated that after reviewing NR E-2836

he was in error in having accepted the disposition of the NR on November 11,

1980.

|

Burton said he reviewed the record radiographs for Weld WS737 and found there ;

was no radiograph of the final ' eld. He stated he has directed CG&E to reopenw t

the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition. Burton stated he based his [

|

i

-
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previous acceptance on a review of the KEI-1 form and his personal notes which

showed that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the final weld radiograph and found

it to be acceptable. Burton stated that during 1976 he reviewed up to 100

radiographs per day and could have mistakenly entered in his notebook or on

the KEI-1 form that he had reviewed the final weld radiograph for Weld WS7370.

4.1.9.2.3 Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation including the

Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and accompanying radiograph. There

i was no final radiograph for 4 eld WS737. The radiograph referenced as accepted

by the ANI on April 15, 1976, is actes11y a radiograph of a partially completed

weld. The radiograph of the incomplete wcld dated March 31, 1976, was reviewed
'

by the AhI oc April 15, 1976. Apparently, the radiograph of the root pass was

mistaken by the ANI to De a radiograph of the final weld.

Between June 2-5, 1981, the following records were reviewed by the RIII
|
i

1 inspector.

Kaiser Engineers KEI-1 Forms for Weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976.

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report dated April 15, 1976 (and

accompanying radiographic film packet).

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Rev'ision 1.
~

,
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4.1.9.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and examination of the

radiographic film for Weld WS737 it was determined that NR E-2836 was im-

properly dispositioned as " Accept-As-Is" and closed on November 13, 1980.

The proper disposition for this NR would have been " Rework" which would

include radiographic examination of the final weld.

4.1.10 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777

4.1.10.1 Backerettd Informa tion

On April 3, 1979, Inspector Terry Dahin wrote NR E-1777 stating that Weld .

No.195A2 (isometeric Drawing RI-195) on a pipe support hanger in the primary

containment area tad been performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed-

a post-weld inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip was

found to ensure that the proper filler metal had been used. The disposition

of this NR was to " Rework" and cut out the weld. This NR was voided on April 30,

1979, with the comment " rod slip located." A copy of NR E-1777 is attached to

this report as Exhibit ( ).

4.1.10.2 Investigation

I

i

4.1.10.2.1 Interview of Vincent Ferretti
,

t

,

l

On June 4,1981, Vincent Ferretti, Level III Radiographer and QA Engineer,

Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. was interviewed by NRC. He stated he had j

t
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conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. As part of

this audit he had reviewed NR E-1777 and the associated isometric drawings.
*

Ferretti stated that the drawing shows four hangers and six field welds for

each hanger. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod issue slips show,

as stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip for Weld No. 195A2.

Ferretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the drawing should identify

particular filler metal used for each weld, but he was unable to ascertain

what filler metal was utilized. Ferretti stated the decrepancy identified

in the !!R was correct and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned.

Ferretti stated that in his cpinion this NR was improperly voided.
i

4.1.10.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 4, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Eagineer-Records, was interviewed by '

NRC. He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777, the weld data sheets, and

weld rod issue slips. He said that his review indicated that the NR had

been improperly voided. Oltz stated that the disposition " rod slip located"

was improper, because the rod slip used to justify the voiding of the NR

does not specifically identify the weld in which the weld rod was used. Oltz

said he found nothing in the records associated with this weld to justify the

voiding of the NR.

4.1.10.2.3 Record Reviews

On June 4, 1981, RIII personnel' reviewed the following records while resolving

this allegation:

i
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NR E-1777

Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 for the Reactor Isolation System

Kaiser weld rod issue forms Nos. 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963,

126960, 174535, and 174534

4.1.10.3 Findings and Conclusions
4

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that

there was no justification for the voiding of NR E-1777 because there was no

rod issue slip in the weld data package for Weld No. 195A2.

4.1.11 Dis;osition of Nonconforniance Leport CE-Sly

4.1.11.1 Eackgrors't Icfornstice

On October 16, 1980, Falser QC Inspector Mark Priebe . rote NR CN-5122 follow-

ing the initiation of Surve.illance Report (SR) 2800 reporting that the flexible

outer coating of conduit installed in the containment building was splitting

for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a NR number, yet it was voided

on January 2,1981, with the comment "see attached Surveillance Report No. 2800."
!

SR 2800 was the report used to issue the NR. A copy of NR CN-5122 is attached

to this report as Exhibit ( ).

4.1.11.2 Investigation

!.

,

t u

,

|
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4.1.11.2.1 Interview of Steven Burke

.

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

Burke stated that the nonconforming items listed in NR CN-5122 " covering

splitting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"

still existed. Burke indicated that he concurred with Priebe's report that

this problem was serious and warranted the issuance of a NR. Burke said

Priebe's NR was not written in error, as he identified the same problem at

the same locations identified by Priebe.

4.1.11.2.2. Record Reviews

Kaiser QA SR 2800 dated June 11, 1981, indicates that on October 9, 19c0,,

the outer coating of flexible conduit used in the containment area was'

.

splitting for unknown reasons. The corrective action statement in the SR

states the deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting

to the NRC. Also in the corrective action section of the SR are comments

that NRs CN-5122 and CN-5196 were voided in lieu of this SR. The " corrective

action verified" section of the SR is stamped nonapplicable and dated
,

October 14, 1980. An October 15, 1981, memo attached to the SR from

! Robert P. Ehas (CG&E) to the Kaiser QA Manager reports that in Ehas' opinion

this matter did not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR 2800 and

attachments is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

;

,
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4.1.11.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,

it was determined that NR CN-5122 was improperly voided. It appears that

the SR used to initiate the NRs was later used as justification to void the

NRs. These NRs were never introduced into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system. The Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure was not followed, and

this report was misfiled in the " Inspection Report" file. It appears that NR

CN-5196 was dispositioned in the same manner.

4.1.12 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

4.t.12.1 Background

.

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR E-2233 documenting

nonconforming conditions for Weld WS62GP in the Service Water System. The

weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material

traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the

weld was accepted. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA Engineer, disposi-

tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,

1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" which was

initialed by Floyd Oltz.

The KEI-1 form, appended to this report as Exhibit ( ) was initially anotated

to reflect that weld procedure,' weld qualifications, heat numbers, and fit up

would be verified by the QC inspector during inprocess inspection of this

- 33 -
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weld. The form was anotated with a "NA" superimposed over an mark previously

made by a Welding Engineer.

NR E-2237, dated November 23, 1979, also for the Closed Cooling Water System,

reports the same nonconforming condition (i.e. , lack of weld traceability

and welder qualification) on another weld. The disposition for this report

was " Rework" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19, 1979,

with a comment " void rod slip found". This disposition was identical to that

of NR E-2233. Copies of NF E-2233 and E-2237 are attached to this report

as Exhibits ( ).

4.1.12.2 Investigation

4.1.12.2.1 Record Reviews

On February 13, 1981, NRC personnel reviewed NR E-2233 and related documenta-

tion. This NR sas voided after the weld data record (KEI-1) form was "cor-

rected." The correction was actually a deletion of previous stipulated hold

points, and there is no documentation included to support the engineering

basis for deleting the hold points.

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed
i
I in tracking the dispositions of these NRs.

.

NR E-2237.

I
l

,

<
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NR No. E-2233.

Kaiser weld data sheet (KEI-1) No. 18391 and associated weld rod

issue forms.

Kaiser weld data sheets (KEI-1) Nos. 2554, 2552 and 2560.

During the review of records, Floyd Oltz said he had deleted the hold points

from the KEI-I form; however, no signature or date of deletion was noted on

tne form.

.

4.1.12.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on the record reviews and interviews of personnel it was established

that NRs E-2233 and E-2237 were improperly voided. The NRs was improperly

voided because previously stipulated hold points were deleted by a document

reviewer without engineering justification.

4.1.14 Disposition of Nonconformance Report NRC-0001

4.1.14.1 Background Information

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a NR (given identifer
|

NRC-0001 for this investigation report) identifying nonconforming welds on
'

L

drywell steel in the primary containment. Ruiz described the nonconforming '

i condition as an electrode weave exceeding 3/4 inch. The NR was not assigned

[
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a CN or NR number. The NR had a comment written in the " Disposition" section

which states "sent back with no reply". This NR was provided to the NRC by

Inspector Ruiz. A ccpy of NRC-0001 is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

4.1.14.2 Investigation

4.1.14.2.1 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that on February 11, 1981, he performed an inspection of a bean located

in the Primary Containecnt Building and noted a nonconforming condition on a

weld. Ruiz stated he wrote a NR on this condition and submitted it to his

supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to Rex Baker,,

Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred.

Ruiz stated that the next day Baker informed him the QA Manager had returned
.

the report saying that inspectors were not to write a report against a pro-

cedural violation. The NR was then returned to him, without assignment of

a CN. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings' decision prohibiting

inspectors from writing reports against procedural violations. He said the

welding procedures delineated the welding specifications, parameters,

dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging whether a weld is

acceptable. Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding

information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (27).
1

i
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4.1.14.2.2 Interview of Phillip Norman

On June 3, 1981, Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that on this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the

Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel Beam

81. Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld on Beam

81 exceeded 3/4 inch.

4.1.14.2.3 Record Reviews and Field Observations

PIII personnel visuelly examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell steel
i

Beam 81 located in the Pr: mary Containment Building. The weld displayed

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 inch.

'

On June 30, 1981 the NR Log at:d all Kaiser NRs initiated I etween February 11

and February 20, 1981, were reviewed. l'he NR written by Ruit on February 11,

1981, was not found and apparently was not ent'ered into the Kaiser nonconform-

ance reporting system.
|

4.1.14.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations it

was established that NR NRC-0001 was never entered into the Kaiser noncon-
I
| formance reporting system. The questioned weld on Beam 81 in the primary
i
' containment drywell area was visually inspected by NRC personnel and the

deficiency identified by Ruiz and reported in the NR was confirmed. The

- 37 -
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weld is not necessarily defective; however, it did exceed specifications

as stated by Ruiz in the NR. The nonconforming condition identified in the

NR had not been corrected.

'

4.1.15 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1661 and E-1662

4.1.15.1 Background Information

On February 8,1979, Kaiser QC Inspector David Painter initiated NR E-1661

and E-1662 which identified nonconforming welds on pipe support hangers in the

drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NR were dispositioned as " Rework" on

May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NR were voided by Floyd Cltz with a

comment that the nonconforming hangers will be reinspected after design analysis.

A copy of NR E-1661 and E-1662 are appended to this report as Exhibits ( )

and ( ).

4.1.15.2 Investigation

4.1.15.2.1 Interview of David Painter

On January 14 and June 4,1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises!

| three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers

at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying

nonconforming conditions in pip'e support hangers which have been disposi-

tioned as " VOID - will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter

i

i
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indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned

for all pipe support hangers. He said that plan was rescinded and hangers

are now being inspected according to a M-12 checklist which only checks for

configuration and location of the hanger after it'is redesigned. Painter

indicated the QA Manager said that any hangers previously accepted prior to

design changes and which were not affected by the design changes were not to

be reinspected. Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as

justification for voiding the NRs, and now inspectors were finding nonconform-

ing welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter

stated Gittings war told about thir, and he repeated that if a pipe support

hanger had teen prev.tously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a NR

for reinspection fincings.

4.1.15.2.2 Record Feviews,

,

The following records were reviewed during the resolution of this NR:

i

NRs E-1661, E-1662

.

I

! Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
,

;

Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (Drywell

Pneumatic System Reactor Containment)

i

i

!

:

;

! ,

i

|
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4.1.15.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was detenmined that

NRs E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided because the condition (rein-

spection after design analysis) for the voiding was not fully implemented.

4.1.16 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2996

4.1.16.1 Background Information

On February 2,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated

NR E-2996, Revision 1, which report-d that full peretration welds oo

T-Quenchers Serial Nos. 001, 003, 007, 0011, and 0012, vere found to have

a lack of penetration at the baching ring (f.e. , split backing ring).

However, the rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers

are located in the suppression pool Main Steam Relief System. The NR was

dispositioned on February 9, 1981, as " Accept-As-Is" by Arch Lanham, KEI

Construction Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a

split backing ring does not affect the integrity of the weld.

The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent and Lundy (S&L), took exception

to this disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically

examined. On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically

examined and found acceptable with the exception of No. 007. S&L dispositioned

the NR as acceptable, with the ' exception of No. 007, indicating that additional

data was required to resolve 007 because it was not ultrasonically tested as

!

1
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directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed with S&L's disposition

and granted conditional approval of the disposition of the NR in March 1981.

NR E-2996, Revision 1, was dispositioned as closed on March 17, 1981. This NR

was closed without any evidence that the required additional examination of

T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of NR E-2996, Revision 1,

is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

,

i 4.1.16.2 Investigation

4.1.16.2.1 Interview of Rex Eaker

,

On June 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by HRC.

He stated that he wrote NR E-2996, Revision 1, on February.2, 1981, and it

was improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher -

No. 007 was not ultrasonically examined as directed by S&L. Baker said the
,

NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Document Control office on March 17,

. 1981. Baker related that when he learned E-2996, Revision 1, was closed he

initiated NR E-3172 which references E-2996 and addresses the issue that

T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in NR E-2996.

:

4.1.16.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz
i

|

On June 3,1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Revision I was initiated by Baker on i
|
i

! February 2,1981, for nonconforming welds on in T-Quenchers. Oltz stated
i

i

- 41 -

!

. _ _ _ ._ _ _ __ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _. _ . _ _ _ _ , _



ZIMM 1/L DRAFT /jp. .

that S&L directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish

their acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencer No. 007 could not

be ultrasonically examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable,

with the exception of T-Quencher No. 007.

Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, who read the initial

disposition of " Accept-As-Is" on the NR and did not read the exceptions placed

in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-engineer. Oltz said she

mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the condition was " Accept-As-Is"

when in fact S&L had only granted partial acceptance. Oltz concluded this NR

was improperly closed due to a clerical error.

4.1.16.2.3 Interview of Kathy Faubion

On June 4, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller was interviewed by NRC.

She stated she closed NR E-2996, Revision 1, on March 17, 1981, because the

top of the disposition block on the NR had the comment " Accept-As-Is."

Faubion said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in

the Disposition column. Faubion stated that in May 1981 Rex Baker told her

she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR E-3172

which documented the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

4.1.16.2.4 Record Review

!RIII personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR

E-2996, Revision 1. The deficiency, (i.e., split backing ring) is permissible

.

t

t
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under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the condition was not nonconforming.

However, in order to verify that the split was in the backing r,ing and not in

the weld, an ultrasonfic examination was performed to verify the location

of the split. Records indicated that on February 24, 1981, the questioned

T-Quenchers were ultrasonically examined (with the exception of Quencher

No. 007 and found to be acceptable. It appeared that further UT or other

nondestructive examination should have been conducted on T-Quencher No. 007;

however, NR E-2997, Revision 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981, with

no examination of T-Quencher No. 007.

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

to track the resolution of this NR:

NR E-2996, Revision 1

Nuclear Energy Services, Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated

February 14, 1981

Sargent and Lundy, Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981

NR E-3172, dated May 11, 1981

Kaiser weld data sheets (KEI-1 form) for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007,

009, 011, and 012
.

i,

i

i

|
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4.1.16.3 Findings and Conclusions

1

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and review of radiographs

by RIII personnel, it was established that this NR was improperly closed on

March 17, 1981, because the required ultrasonic testing of T-Quencer No.

007 was not performed.

cu)*V tr.
4.1.17 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN 4389

9
4.1.17.1 Background Information

On January 3, 1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33

page NR which was assigned CN-4389. This NR reported various nonconforming

conditiens in electrical cable, trays and hangers in the Auxilary Building.

The NR was voided by Kyle Burgess on December 2, 1980, because the "NR was

initiated just prior to [the] inspector leaving the job. A lot of the items

listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed reinspection." This

NR was recovered from the Site Document Control Vault on June 4, 1980,

apparently having been misfiled with " Inspection Reports" which identify

nonconforming material found during receipt inspections. Although the NR

was " voided", it was stamped " Inspection Report" in the block reserved for

| assignment of the NR number. A copy of the first five pages of NR CN-4389

i is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).
l

i

4.1.17.2 Investigation
,

l
|

|

.
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4.1.17.2.1 Interview of Kyle Burgess
i .-. ,_ ;

[ %
On June 18, 1980, |Kyle Burgess, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,Iwas interviewed

by NRC. He state thathevoidedtheNRassignedControlhumberCN-4389on

fBrgesj]btatedthatinspectorD.J.LuttmannwasanelectricalDecember 2, 1980.
_

inspector who had reported various nonconforming conditions in the electrical

area. He indicated that he voided this NR because Luttmann had left the site

and some of the items had been found to be acceptable; however, some were

valid nonconforming conditions. burgesscouldgivenoreasonwhythevoidedm

-

NR had been placed in the Inspection Report file.

4.1.17.2.2 Record Reviews

The following records were reviewed in tracking the resolution of this NR.

Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material NR CN-4389 dated January 23, 1980.

Kaiser Procedure QACHI G-4, Revision 7, dated April 7,1980.

4.1.17.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and intervies of personnel it was established that

there was no sufficient reason to justify the voiding of NR CN-4389.

4.1.13 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2191 *

. !

\ i

!

I
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4.1.18.1 Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter, to report

that the consumable insert in a weld in the Closed Cocling Water Syste'm was
' gs,

not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the weld rod slip for

the consumable insert in Weld WR-523 on Drawing PSK KR-9. Reiter commented j
i

in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at the original copy '

of the weld rod issue slip. The initial disposition of this report was

" Accept-As-Is" with the reason being that all consumable inserts are purchased i

as Class I (safety-related) traceable materials. The NR was closed on

November 8, 1979, and was reopened after the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) '
-

,

rejected this disposition on January 7,1980. On February 19, 1980, NR E-2191

was voided with the comment that it was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revison

1. NR E-2191, Revision 1, was voided on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz,

with a comment that the weld rod issue slip had been found. There'was no
.

engineering or Material Review Board concurrences on this disposition. Copies

of NR E-2191 and E-2191, Revision 1 are attached to this report as Exhibits
'

( ). -

4.1.18.2 Investigation

|
,

.

4.1.18.2.1 Interview of Richard L. Reiter

A
i

| On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was i

interviewed by NRC. He stated 'that on November 2, 1981, he initiated NR 1

i

E-2191 after he observed that Kaiser weld data form (KEI-1) No. 23037 for

Eeld WR-523 did not have a heat number for the consumable insert utilized.
s

!
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Reiter stated he checked the weld rod issue form, Kaiser warehouse files,
.

and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms, and found no record of the

heat number. Reiter stated if an entry was found on any of the weld rod issue

forms, they are false and were made after November 2, 1979. Reiter provided
'1 a written statement attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which

is attached as Exhibit ( ).

~

y 4.1.18.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz,

*
.

On February 25, 1981, Floyd$ltz,KaiserQAEngineer-Records,wasinterviewed

by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found no heat

number for the consumable insert on Weld WR-523. The NR was dispositioned by

Louis Boetger with a disposition of " Accept-As-Is" because all consumable

inserts are purchased as Class 1 nuclear grade material. Oltz stated that the

ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was voided on

Februa ry 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. Oltz

stated that be voided NR E-2191, Revision 1 on February 22, 1980, with a

comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumable

insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham had found the rod slip for

the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert.

4.1.18.2.3 Interview of Arch Lanham

On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed by j
~ t

NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the Construction Department
|

at Zimmer. Lanham stated he frequently searches for lost documentation,

i
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such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-

tion we.s cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that in the case

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the

consumable insert for weld WR-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191

with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " Accept-As-Is"; however

on December 17, 1979, he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the

NR and he noted on his copy "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?".

Lanham stated there is also a notation that on January 22, 1980, the NR was

still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes, Lanham

stated that it appeared he reviewed the KEI-I form and original rod slip and

found that he had inspected Weld WR-523 on October 17, 1977. He stated there

was no heat number for the consumable insert on the KEI-1 form; however he

had reviewed weld rod issue form No. 97957 and found a heat number for the

consumable insert.
.

Lanham indicated that the heat number for the consumable insert was marked

in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of form No. 97957) and was circled in

red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls that he made this entry on

the gold copy of the form in October 1977 while inspecting the weld. He said

| there was no heat number on the weld rod issue form, and called the weld rod

shack to obtain a proper heat number for the consumable insert. Lanham saidI

i

he did not make the entry on the form during November 1979 through February :

1980 while dispositioning this NR.
|
|

|
|

|
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4.1.18.2.4 Record Reviews

on March 24, 1981, Kaiser isometric Drawing PSK WR-9 for the Closed Cooling

Water System was reviewed for line No. IWR17AB 2-1/2, Weld WR-523. The Kaiser

KEI-1 form shows a notation that the heat number for the consumable insert is

No. 6059491. Weld rod issue slip No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that heat

Number 6059491 is written in ink on an otherwise carbon form. Two other

copies of Kaiser weld issue slips No. 97959 (white copy and blue copy) do not

have similar entries for the heat number. Copies of the weld data sheet and

accompanying weld issue forms are attached to this report as Exhibits ( ),

( ), ( ), ( ).

4.1.18.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was established that

NR E-2191, Revision 1 was improperly dispositioned because there was no review

by the Kaiser Material Review Board and because information from a KEI-2
,

weld rod issue form, which is a non-QA document was used to disposition a

QA document (NR).

4.1.19 Disposition of Nonconformance Reports CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479

4.1.19.1 Background Information

|

On February 23, 1981, Inspector' James Ruiz initiated three NRs which were

assigned Control Nos~. CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479, reporting nonconforming

!
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conditions on drywell support steel in the Primary Containment Building.

Ruiz stated that Weld Nos. 63, 58, and 3 were full penetration groove welds

which require 100% coverage by nondestructive examination by either radiography,

magnetic particle, or ultrasonic testing but no tests had been documented.

He also found that all three welds lacked documentation for the backing strips,

filler metal, welder qualifications, or welding procedure. The NR Log shows

that NRs CN-5477 to CN-5479 were voided with the notation " VOID-NR not issued"

on February 27, 1981. Copies of these NRs were not retained in the Kaiser

SDC files. Copies of NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 are attached to this

report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ).

4.1.19.2 Investigation

,4.1.19.2.1 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

f NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs and

he had no assurance that reports he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system or that the conditions he identified would be

corrected. Ruiz provided NRs CN 5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated these

had been initiated by him on February 23, 1981. He indicated he did not think

they would be processed properly by the nonconformance reporting system.

Ruiz provided a written statement attesting to the preceding information, a

copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).;

|

i
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4.1.19.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he had reviewed nonconformance reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and

CN-5479 and concurred with them. Donovan stated that Ruiz erred in his

identification of one deficency on these NRs, because a Design Document Change

(DDC) had been written by S&L which eliminated the NDE requirement for welds

on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement and said

it was contrary to S&L Specification H2174 which requires 100% nondestructive

examination coverage on all Class I welds. Donovan stated he had reviewed the

DDC and found out that S&L waived the nondestructive examination for " ease of

construction." He said that, in his opinion, this was not an adequate justi-

fication for the noted disposition. Donovan advised that the Kaiser construc-

tion department is repairing these and other cantilever beams in the Primary

Containment Building.

4.1.19.2.3 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, inspector James Ruiz identified

nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the Primary Containmenti

| Building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated and he concurred in NRs CN-5476, CN-5477,

and CN-5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as
( <

lack of nondestructive examination of full pentration welds, material traceabilty;

and welder qualifications. .

i

!

I
t
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Baker stated that on February 27, 1981, he voided these NRs with the comment

" VOID, NR not issued." He stated he voided these NRs after a February 1981

meeting with Phillip Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, and Robert Marshall, in

which the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz were discussed. Baker

said that during the meeting Marshall stated that the welds on these cantilever

beams were to be cut out by Kaiser so these nonconformance reports should be

voided. Baker stated that he voided these NRs on GittfQ) s' instructions and
gave Gittings all four of the original copies of the NRs.

4.1.19.2.4 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Mechanical / Civil / Structural

QA Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23 QC

Inspector James Ruiz, initiated NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479.
.

Shinkle stated he reviewed these NRs and found that inspector Ruiz had

erred in identification of one nonconforming condition. He stated that

a DDC had been issued by licensee's architect-engineer which waived NDE

requirements for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because

the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction" NDE is waived. Shinkle

said that the welds identified in the NRs are Class I welds because they

are welded to the containment liner plate.and both S&L specifications and,

i

ASME Code requirements require '100% NDE for any Class I welds.

|

|
*

|
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Shinkle stated Ruiz did no err in identifying the remaining nonconforming

conditions such as lack of material traceability and welder qualifications.

Shinkle advised that the cantilever beams in question hold up walkways,

pipe support hangers, and heating and ventiliation ducts in the primary

Containment Building, gy

Shinkle stated that in February 1981 he attended a meeting with Rex Baker,

Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, reguarding Ruiz's NRs. Shinkle

stated that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis and

do a visual inspection of the welds. Shinkle stated that Gittings agreed

with this approach and told him to work with the Construction Department

to rework the welds using KEI I repair cards without processing the NRs

Ruiz had written.

Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written

by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

i He stated that this was especially significant in light of the fact that in

February 1981 there was an NRC investigation into irregularities in the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system.

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues

identified, he conducted an inspection of cantilever beams located at

the 572' eleva' tion of the Primary Containment Building. Shinkle indicated

he found that there was no final QC inspection on any of the 27 beams and
,

i four had no record of fitup inspection. Shinkle stated he identified the

same nonconforming conditions, lack of weld filler metal and backing strip ;

!
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traceability and lack of evidence of welder qualification for these welds.

In addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a visual examination of the welds

and in many cases the welds did not appear to meet Code requirements.

Shinkle stated be advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated

he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

tions had been made to the beams to add side plates and those plates would

have to be removed to conduct inspections of the affected welds. Shinkle

advised that the Construction Department is now in the process of removing

the questioned beams.

4.1.19.2.5 Record Reviews

On June 6,1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and asked

to retrieve NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 from the Kaiser Site Document

Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,
:

and voided nonconformance report files and could not locate the nonconformance

reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR Log page which

reflects that on February 27, 1981, NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 were

voided with a comment " VOID-NR not issued." A copy of the NR Log page is

attached to this report as a Exhibit (42).

4.1.19.3 Findings and Conclusions

i

Based on record reviewsand interviews of personnel it was established the NRs
,

'

CN-5476, CN-5477 and CN-5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance
i

reporting system.

!
I
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Allegation

on December 9,1980, J. Harrison, NRC Resident Inspector at the Marble Hill

Nuclear Power Station, was contacted by an individual who identified himself

as a former Quality Control (QC) inspector a't Zimmer. The caller stated that

Quality Assurance (QA) Manager Phillip Gittings, Kaiser had been improperly

voiding nonconformance reports (NR) based gn his personal reinspection of

nonconforming item /.(,,y GN.J g Affr: W!'0 ,7

Between January 13, 1981, and July 4, 1981, thirty-one current and former

Kaiser QC inspectors and Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) were interviewed

by NRC regarding the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Sixteen of

these individuals alleged irregularities in the system. They specifically
,

alleged:

a. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs which were not written in

error by the inspector.

b. The QA Manager was diverting NRs (not entering them into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system).

c. NRs were being voided and their items transfered to surveillance reports

(SR).
,

,

d. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members

of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned

_ _ _ _
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pn July 8,1981, Gittings was interviewed following the NRC investigation

into the disposition of a select group of twenty NRs. Gittings stated

NA V6M ll'1fPC$5AkYVC1050 0| /%CMUE
,shs e dinv o' '$s-by clerks and by Floyd Ottz, SDC, Supervisor, was-4e-

M :=: r.:ither Ottzdor members of his staff were qualified tonenn--
'

prG7my CP *

Jmake engineering judgement concerning the9rfdeficiencies identified on

the NRs. Gittings said after the December 1980 NRC inspection % die ="+-d

#0
t+nrt the procedure be. changed and only he could void an NR. Gittings

* added that according to Kaiser procedures any QC inspector has the

authority to initiate an NR and it should then be entered into. they
gy 19 Vict M U~

Kaiser},,onconformancereportingsystem. Gittings' stated how . p:r uhr.e

7% (GcL3036 \YGo tBquestkr.ed :b ut his f ailur,9e to issue NR control numbers 4975-7 ' ritten4 e b NCt1*s y

f/g3,mor h2 h40
,

by Inspector James Ruiz on February 23,1981g se44 Ydirected Rex Baker,
Whc h

Inspection Supervisor to void these NRs as "voiif, not issued"y L ...u

.thi w es r.,..w L ::u:: it is contrary to Kaiser procedure 5which

oYc
permitGP an NR to be voided if it were " written in error". ^^d *- f::tr

Ouri++M Gittings also stated g he Gthis NR was not errnnpanelv

void Rs at the request of Construction Department personnel, but added
gc.c#b TA6 /VS

that he made independent decision when deim; :h:l
and was not compelled by
60

construction g. evonn -te vv.J id/ Gittings .he stated he did not know
i

W
Q ~4309 was not in the Kaiser non-why [ brin vshei i,wc.f sedja NR Ce+-M . _ _

conformance system and denied diverting this NR from the system. Gittings,

+" zudG '%WI'$r
when questioned about sp::i'i: irr;;ulariti :, f:=d dur'm: on-

curredthatthepractice(ofvoidingNRs tating they would be# reinspected

. 5 documenting NRs on punch listsyandafter redesign", or d m-"c-4

the use of surveillance reports to void NRs was Q rc h. .not in accord-

ance with Kaiser procedures.

.

.- - - - - - ____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



1

.
.

.

.Gi'

ttings
Zim stated

-

\
m
er, ho 8

pe ev Kaisw

f)<pfJople to buil er, CG&Ee 's QC
r

cf Thekvthe
Kais inspe tor 1

-

adnB d c
er di s

pla t)a d notja denti
wer*

dn eir

evie ing is
when Richardndustry ugh

nw
th6Astil fyingveFP enoomeite etric dr Rei suf

'

rbo le L
'

ficientlydi c dea ings ter i ow mss

sm ll de tified
at-

adnot M on n qu li
sta dards

ans aini a n fiedwe #adequ ttiated bor apr bo le I ** re
significa t He :jy Wemi .

pipe

a Surv illa system . pr b
atr o :#ac elyr

sporting to t e bili
d

JA<K M#
e

o lem( d M
a snc Gity of He e Repo t ttings

hir he NR . f64Mco siad r
C mpo Msiad PC

ne ts Reied Ho

A IY)b
n tecd tw wev on

they a d o Qu li er, Kais n the rM /
a i

de tified which
sm l pctl6fi7n ty As r di a n setor

suran not jsystemWbre t. NRC dc
# m jor ginv

e tigatorce Engin
sdo jwhich as s '

eers to Bi [wr
~ arr

s later fo eview
a tedn

ev
entu llyud the do

n a
that cum ,5 'Rei

'

ter 's e tatio
n

ny c

was O'.

to

. tings

eport

Yield

.

*
.

|

|

, Manager,
.

in December
. '

ting system
,



_ _ _. _

m .

.

205FF DRAFT /db,

The procedure provides that NRs which report nonconforming conditions on

material found during receipt inspection will be dispositioned " reject"

and the NR form will be stamped " Inspection Report". NRs written on

Essential Systems / Components will be given an "E" prefix and Nonessential
,

Systems will be given a "N" prefix number. The procedure states "in

instances where an NR has been initiated in error, due to interpretation or

judgement of borderline conditions, duplications, or where a nonconforming

condition has been corrected by the Construction Department after a verbal

or written communication from the QA Department can be voided by the Site
e '

'

QA Manager. The procedure states that in these cases the NR will be stamped

" Void" with a brief statement indicating justification for the voilding. A

copy of the voided NR wil be retained by the SDC and a copy returned to the

initiator.

QACMI G-4, Rev. 9 states that NRs may be dispositioned by Construction

Engineer or as designee as with accept-as-is, rework, repair, or reject. The

Construction Engineer reviews and approves all dispositions, and accept-as-is

and repair dispositions which require review by the Material Review Board

which consists of the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA

Engineer, CG&E sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent and Lundy Design Engineer

(for essential material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section

III Code nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector must be included on

all accept-as-is will be closed after MRB review. NRs dispositioned as rework,

or repair will be closed after the Inspector or QAE signs the NR verifying

that the repair or rework was completed. Records of all open and closed NRs

are retained by the SDC NR Controller. During December 2-3, 1981, NRC per-
,

-3-
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reports as " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per

Kaiser specifications and industry codes and standards.

NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"e.

or multiple " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The non-

conforming conditions were not reinspected after redesign, nor were they

written on separate NRs as stated when the NR was voided.

f. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the construction

department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

g. During revisions of an NR nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed

by the QA Manager.

General Background

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control

of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods

Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Rev. 9 provides the following procedure: The QA

Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify non-

conforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from speci-

fied requirements. The Inspector or QAE initiates the NR by contacting the

Site Document' Control (S.D.C.) NR Controller who makes a log entry and assigns

a KEI Control Number (CN). The NR is reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor
,

or cognizant QAE and is forwarded to the SDC who issues a Control Number
,

entering it into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
,

-2-
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after the NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig
d>

indicated his audit showed there were approximately 500 voideg NRs and
*

between on third to on half of these were superceded and written on other

NRs. He said some NRs which identified numerous nonconforming conditions

were separated and reissued on individual NRs. Ine third of the NRs reviewed,

were voided as " written in error" with no adequate explaination given to

justify this comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all

the voided NRs and provide a better explaination as to why each was voided.

Ludwig stated that there are in excess of 500 voided NRs which cover all

areas of plant operation and construction, dating from 1974 to the present

date.

Interview of Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager
.

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided seven NRs

that were written by QC inspectors who were in training. He said he rein-

spected the welds identified in the seven NRs and, in his opinion, the weldsi

met American Welding Society Code (AWS) requirements. He indicated that

during an NRC inspection in December 1980, the inspector, took exception to

this practice and found the licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements

for improperly voiding NRs.

.

Gittings said that following the NRC inspection the welds identified on the

seven NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. who found that

-5-
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four of the seven NRs were voided properly as the noted welds conformed to a

; AWS code. He said the three other NRs had minor decrepancies which Gladstone
i

personnel considered unacceptable per AWS code requirements.

.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at

the Zimmer project. A nu.nber ci these NRs were voided and then revised

i and put on another NR, or were voided after it is found they duplicate a
I

previously reported nonconforming condition. He stated the only NRs he

voided for being, " written in error" were those from October and November

1980 that were examined during the December 2-3, 1980, BRC inspection.

/ X
-- &y

Gittings stated during the past six months Kaiser has had problems with sont

of its QC inspectors "over inspecting." He stated that contract inspectors

hired from Butler Services, Inc., frequently objected to Kaiser management's

implementation of the QA program, and were critical of Kaiser inspection pro-

,
cedures and techniques. He indicated that to Kaiser had decided to terminate

|

| all contract inspectors, and had offered some of them jobs in the Kaiser QA

| organization at Zimmer.
i

Gittings related that many of the inspectors were critical both of the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system, and of the Kaiser weld inspection

criteria for pipe support hangers and structural steel. He said there

were differences of opinion on various code interpretations, which he felt

was common in any weld inspection program.

~

.
e>

W -
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Interview of Kathy Faubion

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed

by NRC. She stated Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for a NR

Control Number. She then issues the individual inspector a control number

(CN), makes an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material, describes
WAN

the nonconforming item, and retee-the initials of the inspector calling for

the number. She stated she has never " whited out" an entry for a control

number in the log.

FaubionindicatedthattheQAMnagerstampsallvoidedNRswithared" void"

stamp. She then gets a copy of the NR and marks through the control number

entry for the NR in the log with red ink to identify it as a voided NR.

Inspectors frequently call for control numbers and do not send the NR. In

these cases, Faubion makes the same void entry in the NR Log.

Prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE Records, also had the authority

to void NRs. However, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager, directed that this

authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. Since then Oltz has

not voided any NRs.

Findings ,

All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were substantiated,with thc-,

excepMen-of-the-allegation-that-theH}A-Manager-had-voided L .c de uque:t

1. sil 1 und-* invae*i;2 ied3- A review of theof cen;;curtice. This waccet

-7-
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Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was conducted. It was found there were,
,

wide-spread irregularities in the system. Kaiser procedures permit voiding
i

: of a NR if the NR was " written in error, duplicated, or the nonconforming

conditions has been corrected . . . . by construction." It was found that

f between January 1, 1978 and March 31, 1981, 1,031 NRs were voided. Some were

voided by the Quality Assurance (QA) Manager or by the Records QA Engineer,

and in some instances NRs were voided by a clerk. A chronological breakdown

of the number of voided NRs per month is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).

The disposition of a selected group of 20 voided NRs was audited and it was

found that in 15 cases the NRs were voided improperly by Qber the QA Manager

or another individual. In ten cases the justification used for voiding the

NR was erroneous E.G. it was found the QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding

NRs which were not written in error. In some cases the NR had been reviewed

by a Construction Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR was later
,

" voided." It was found that some of this activity occured after a NRC

inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser QA

Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements. It

was also established that following the December 2-3, 1980, NRC inspection

the QA Manager on three occasions diverted NRs (CN 4309, NRC 0001, CN 5412)

and did not enter them into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
i

This investigation also disclosed that an NR was improperly dispositioned.

As " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriate. In one examined case
i

l (NR E-2836) the " accept as is" disposition, of a nonconforming condition

wascontrarKh,toASMEcoderequirements.

|

l
:

-8-
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Shinkle stated in his opinion Kaiser management does not support the QC

program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is

not independent of construction influence. On February 18, 1981,

Kenneth Shinkle provided a written statement attesting to the preceding

information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (6).

Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in

Gittings office with Dennis Donovan and Chris Dumford. He stated during

this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a suppres-

sion pool liner plate after he had placed a held tag on it. Baker stated

he agreed Dumford was correct in writing an NR for this violation. He said

Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right to con-

tinue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it. Baker

stated he did not know the disposition of the NR, but the last time saw it,

it was in Gitting's possession.

Record Reviews

|
|

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material reports was

reviewed; the log reflects Control No. 5412 NR No. 2996 Revision I was

written on February 2,1981, for welds having the lack of penetration.

This entry does not reflect that Control No. 5412 had been assigned to

j the report by inspector Dumford on February 3,1981, for violation of a
|
|

|
|
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t

Donovan stated in his opinion this is an example of Kaiser, QA Management

not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.
t

i
+

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written statement attesting

to the afore preceding information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (5).i

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 2,1981, he received

a phone call from Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression

pool liner plate. Shinkle stated he told Donovan this should be documented

on a NR and a hold tag should be placed on the plate in question, to prevent

tensioning. Shinkle stated he later learned a NR was written, and

Chris Dumford had affixed a hold tag to the plate, which was ignored by

construction, who tensioned the plate. Shinkle said he also learned a

second NR was written by Dumford for violation of the hold tag, which he

later initialed and forwared to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor.

Shinkle stated he later learned Phillip Gittings, after discussions with

Dumford, Donovan, and Baker did not enter the NR into the system. Shinkle

said in this case the report had been assigned a control number, and the

inspectors supervisor had concurred it was a valid NR, yet Gittings told

him this particular report was not going t,o be processed,' and stated, "The

whole thing has been blown out of proportion."
_

.
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him that he had placed a hold tag on the plate, but craft personnel had
'

ignored the tag and continued tensioning the plate. Donovan indicated

that he told Dumford to write a second NR against the continuation of work

after a hold tag had been applied (a procedural violation).

Donovan stated he initialed the second report, and called the NR clerk who

assigned it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor

Rex Baker, for review.

Donovan said that on February 4,1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called

into Phillip Gittings office and Baker gave the orginal copy of the NR to

Gittings. He said Gittings said "This report is going to be voided because

this is the kind of thing that starts investigations." Donovan said that

Gittings commented that inspectors would not write NRs against software

problems, but only against hardware problems, and that ignoring a hold tag

was a procedural (software) violation.

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the a

hold tag, and Gittings replied "If I was in their position I would have done

the same thing." Donovan responded and said a hold tag is the strongest QA

control mechanism on site and if one is ignored a NR should be written.

DonovansaidheandBakertolkGittingstheydisagreed,andthemeeting

ended.

.

A few days later Donovan said he~ called the NR controller concerning the

disposition of control No. 5412 and found that the number had been reissued

to another NR.

- 13 -
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stated Rex Baker and Dennis Donovin, who were also present at the meeting,

disagreed with Gittings and advised him that it was a valid NR.
,

,

Dumford indicated that a few days later Dennis Donovin called the NR clerk

and was told CN 5412 had been reassigned to another NR and the original

report had not been entered into the NR system. Dumford provided a copy of

the origignal NR CN 5412 which is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Dumford said this incident is an example of Kaiser QA management not support-

ing the QA program on site, and being overly influenced by construction.

Dumford stated that in his opinion QA Managers were influenced by construction,

and QA was not independent at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written statement attesting to the

preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Dennis Donovan

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, Chris Dumford contacted him

regarding a SR written against tensioning of bolts on a suppression pool

liner plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle, the

Quality Assurance Engineer (QAE) responsible for the suppression pool area,

advised him of the incident and Donovan to.1d him to write a NR. Donovan

stated he wrote the NR and instructed Dumford to go down and place a hold

tag on the plate. Dumford subsequently returned to the trailer and told

- 12 -
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Interview of Walter C. Dumford

t

On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, he was inspecting

suppression pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not per-

pendicular to the plate. He indicated construction personnel were preparing

to tension the plate in question and when he told them he was going to place

##a hold tag on it, they responded, "try and stop us."

Dumford said he left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,

Dennis Donovin, who told him to initiate a NR for the nonconforming plate

and to place a hold tag on it to preclude tensioning of the plate. He
,

indicated that he returned to the suppression pool, placed a hold tag on

the plate, and construction ceased tensioning the plate. However, as he

left the area he heard the tensioning machine reactivate indicating that

the crew had ignored his hold tag.

Dumford stated he advised Donovin of the occurence and Donovin told him
,

,

to write a NR documenting the continuation of tensioning after a hold tag

had been applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued NR CN

5412 and documented the violation of the hold tag. He said a few days later

he was called into.the QA Manager's office and was told by Gittings that the

NR should not have been written since it was "a software (procedural) problem

and not a hardware problem." He said Gitt,ings then told'him "I'm going to

void this NR because we do not need this kind of paperwork floating around

because this is the kind of stuff that causes investigations." Dumford

- 11 -
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Background Information

On December 29, 1980, Chris Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated Sur-

veillance Report No. (SR) 2886, to document that a suppression pool liner
,

plate was tensioned before a QC inspector arrived to verify the initial

tensioning. The corrective action to resolve this condition was for an

inspector to be present during the seven and thirty day tension checks, to

verify that the plate was being tensioned properly.

On February 11, 1981, Wayne D. Kitchen, Kaiser QC Inspector, wrote NR No.

3022 which indicated that during a tensioning inspection on February 4, 1981,

he observed that an anchor bolt on suppression pool liner plate No. 23E was

" installed at a slight angle and did not permit the full bearing surface of

the nut to contact the flat washe. This deficiency was found on the same.

liner plate that had been tensioned without QA coverage as reported in SR

| No. 2886.

On February 3,1981, Dumford initiated a NR (assigned Control No. (CN) 5412)

which also reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned

without QA coverage. The NR states " hold tag was applied while a wall plate
0

10D% was in process of being tensioned." Once hold tag was applied tensioning

was continued until tensioning was completed." Craft personnel had not

honored the ho'id tag halting tensioning operations.

.

S-

O
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vendor supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR E-2466 were crossed out.

Examples of the ommission of these items from NR E-2466 are included in

Exhibit (14).

'
Finding

Based on interviews and record reviews it was found that NR E-2466 was

not properly voided in that the justification for the voiding was never

fully implemented.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2836

Background Information

On June 22, 1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker,

after an audit by Nuclear Energy Service Audit which found there was no

radiograph of the final weld for weld WS737 in the plant's service water

system. There was a comment in the " description of nonconformance" section

of the NR which stated that the only radiograph available was an "information

shot of the root layer" for the weld (now weld is buried underground). The

NR was dispositioned as " accept as is" on October 24, 1980, because the KE1

(weld data form) reported that the final weld was radiographed and accepted

by Kaiser on April 5,1976. This disposition was reviewed by the Authorized

Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is" disposition
,

was intially rejected by the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on November 7,

1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on

- 26 -
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!
nonconforming weld or embedment bolts were identified only 25 had been*

,

'

redispositioned on other NRs. Of these 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been

voided, and there is no disposition for the remaining 10. As of February 12,

1981, 99 of the 124 hangers identified on NR 2466 had not been reissued as

stated on June 3, 1980.

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was aware that various NRs which identified nonconforming

conditions on pipe support hangers were voided with the stipulation that they

would be " reinspected after redesign." Baker stated he directed a 100% re-

inspection of all pipe support hangers be conducted as stated in the earlier

committment. However, QA Managers Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner,

directed that pipe support hangers which had been previously inspected and

not redesigned, would also not to be reinspected. Baker stated that to the

best of his knowledge the NRs which were voided on this basis were not

i redispositioned or reopened, to repair the nonconforming conditions previously

identified. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done to avoid

i reworking the welds, but was an administrative oversight by the QA managers.
I

,

Records Reviews

On February 12, 1981, NR E-2466 was revived by NRC personnel and it was

noted that there was a comment on page two of the NR which states that an;

i
asterisk identifies "what appears to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe

support hangers. In reviewing the thirty-one page NR it was found that

15 of 124 pipe hangers identified have an asterisk identifying them as

- 25 -
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Finding

Based on he preceding interviews, record revi s and field obs rvations
/ /

by NRC perso el itAras determined that although t ese . sis NRs were voided,
/ h

a copy of the ep ts was not aantained in the vo ded NR fi All four.

copies of e reports parently been rned to the inspec or.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

Background Information

On January 3, 1980, Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors inspected large bore

pipe hangers in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected

welds on pipe support hangers, concrete enbedment bolts, and the configuration

and location of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming

Kaiser and vendor welds on five hangers, and improperly embeded bolts. They

identified a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and intiated

NR E-2466 to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided

with the comment, "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR." A
|

copy of the first five pages of this 31 page NR is attached to this report

| as Exhibit (17).
|

During the week of February 9-11, 1981, NRC personnel he reviewed the Kaiser,
|

Log of Nonconforming Material to ascertain if the hangers identified on NR

l No. E-2466 had been issued on seperate NRs as stated in the void stamp on

the NR. This review indicated that of the 124 pipe support hangers in which

- 24 -
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hold tag. The equipment name or process entry columns in the log and the

specification entry showed evidence that white out ink was used to cover,

writing that had been made previously in the log. A copy of the log page

and actual NR issued is appended to this report as Exhibit (7), (8).,

I estigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

Backg ound Information

On May 19 1980, NR No. E-5108 was issued identifying a non uforming four

y b long p e piece installed for DDC M-1108 in a Resid 1 Heat Removal

System (RHR) r which no material traceability could e established. The

NR also reports hat a weld located near this pipe fece was inside of a

penetration, in vi lation of licensee specificat'ons. The NR was stamped
:

! void on June 20, 198 by Floyd Oltz, QA Engi er, who added a note indicat-

ing it was voided beca e " acceptable doc ntation found which established

material traceability for he pipe piece A copy on NR E-5108 is appended

to this report as Exhibit (9

|

I

| RIII personnel walked down the stem in the area addressed in NR

No. 5108, and specifically ex ined th four foot section of pipe between
|

welds 82 and 82a identified on the NR and n isometric drawing PSK-RH-15.

I No heat or iden'tificatio number on the pipe iece was found in question.

KE-1 weld data sheets or welds RH-82 and RH-82a which joined the pipe piece

to the RHR system w re reviewed. Both forms had a n tations identifying

the heat number or the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661 w 'ch was initialed

- 16 -
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the entry in the weld data form showing that a final review of the film was

performed. The NR was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment "see
"

Revision I for new disposition." There is a another comment on the NR
AN

which says, " VOID stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when podf~ accepted
,

,

disposition on 11/11/80." A review of NR E2836, Revision 1, shows the

same nonconforming item is identified the disposition is to " accept as is,"

and the NR is signed by the appropriate members of the material review board.

The NR was closed on November 13, 1980. There is third typed copy of E2836,

Revision 1, date November 11, 1980, which has the comment " VOID written in
s ,

j error - NR resolved on original issue." The Kaiser NR Log Reports that

|
NR 2836, Rev. 1, was closed on November 11, 1980. Copies of NR 2836 and

|

E-2836 Rev. I are attached to this report as Exhibit (20) and (21).
|
|

| Interview of Rex Baker

'

I
t

On June 4,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after
M

an audit found that there was no radiograph of the final weld pass for weld

WS737. Baker stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction

Department, who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on an entry on
,

the KE1 form which reports a final radiograph of this weld was performed on

April 5, 1976, and,was accepted by a Kaiser welding engineer, and by the ANI

on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him, and he told _Lanham

the disposition " accept as is" was contrary to ASME code' requirements, because
'

there was no final radiograph of the questioned weld. He told Lanham t

on a entry in a KE1 form was not sufficient evidence (@yk the weld had been

radiographed.

s,

- 27 -
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gifts $
Baker statedhe is a Level III Radiographer,and he reviewed the Kaiser radio-

graphic exam report and the accompanying film, dated April 17, 1976. He

indicated that he told Lanham the film was an information shot of the root

layer for the weld, and was not radiograph of the final weld pass. Baker.

said Lanham responded and said the disposition is correct because the block

on the KE1 s checked, and M if QA d N not have the film he could care

less about it. Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to

dig the weld up to radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall

would never let us dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR asi

" accept as is" yet he knew there was no final radiograph for the weld.

Baker also stated that on November 7, 1980, the site ANI, Lowell Burton,

rejected the disposition on NR E2836 but later rescinded the rejection and

agreed with the " accept as is" disposition based on the entry on the KE1

form that reported a final review of the film had been made by a previous

ANI in 1976. Baker said the NR was eventually dispositioned as " accept as is,"

and he refused to concur in the disposition because it was contrary to ASME

code requirements.

Interview of Lowell Burton

On June 5, 1981, Lowell Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam

Boiler and Insurante Company), was interviewed by NRC. He stated that, after

reviewing NR E2836, he was in error in accepting the disposition of this NR

on November. 11, 1980.

.

- 28 -
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Between June 2-5, 1981, the following records were reviewed by the RIII

inspector.

Kaiser Engineers KE1 Forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976.
,

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report dated April 15, 1976 (and

accompanying radiographic film packet).

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.

Finding

Based on the preceeding interviews, and record reviews, and the examination

of the radiographic film for weld WS 737 it was determined that NR E-2836

| was improperly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed on November 13,

1980.

Invbs_tigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report 77
s

.

Background Info ation

!

On April 3,1979, Inspector *e Dakin wrote NR E-1777, stating that weld A2
1 .

on isometeric drawing RI- on ipe support hanger in the primary containment

i area was performed w* out QA documenta 'on. Dakin performed a post weld
1

I inspection and und the weld ac'ceptable; how er, no rod slip was found

to ensure at the proper filler metal had been us in the weld., The dis-

l

- 30 -
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Burton said he reviewed the film packet for weld WS737, and found there is,

no radiograph of the final weld pass in the file. He stated he has directed

the licensee to reopen the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition.

Burton stated he based his acceptance on a review of the KE1 Form and his

personal notes, which showed that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the radiograph

of the weld and found it to be acceptable. Burton stated that during 1976 he

reviewed up to 100 radiographs a day and could have mistakenly entered in his

notebook or on the KE1 Form that he had reviewed the radiograph of the final

weld.

Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation which included

the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and accompanying film. It appeared9

that NR E-2836 was improperly voided because there was no final radiograph for

weld 737 in Kaiser files. The radiograph referenced as accepted by the ANI

on April 15, 1976 is actually a radiograph of a partially completed weld. The

radiograph of the incomplete weld is dated March 31, 1976, and was reviewed

by the ANI on April 15, 1976. Apparently the radiograph of the rootpass was

misstaken by the ANI to be a final radiograph of the weld and he accepted it

as such when in fact no final radiograph of the weld exists. The proper

disposition for this NR would have been " rework" which would include the

conduct of nondestructive examinations required by ASME code and licesee

specifications. -

|

|
-

- 29 -
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\RecordReviews g

Duri the course of this investigation the following records wer reviewed

to tra the resolution of this NR:

Nonconformance Report No. R-2996, Rev. 1

Nuclear Energy Ser 'ces, Report of Ultrasonic amination, dated

February 14, 1981
'

1

Sargent and Lundy, Engine rs, memo ted March 5,1981

Nonconformance Report No. E- , dated May 11, 1981

| Kaiser weld data sheets (RE-1 Form) for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011,

and 012

Finding

/
/,

| Base on interviews, record reviews and review o adiographs by RIII

ersonnel, it was determined that this NR was imprope closed onp/
ffarch 17, 1981. *

Investigation g q p t g 3 | fjn g\/ 95 }\(cNccesfc$ mmvc2 hfcgf [N-YJf}
. . .

1
-

.

|
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Background Information

:

I On January 3, 1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33

page NR which was assigned Control No. 4389. This NR reported various

nonconforming conditions in electrical cable, trays and hangers in the

Auxillary Building. The NR was voided by %yle Burge n December 2, 1980,
~

because the "NR was initiated just prior to inspector leaving the job. A

lot of the items listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed

reinspection." This particular NR was recovered from the Site Document
i

Control Vault on June 4, 1980, and apparently was misfiled with " Inspection

Reports" which identify nonconforming material found during receipt inspec-

tions. Although the NR was " voided" it was stamped " Inspection Report" in

the block reserved for the assignment of the NR number, and it had been,

placed in t e " Inspection Report" file. A copy of the first five pages of
#

N1Q(4389 appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).
G6 8

Interview of Kyle Burgess
"

!

On June 18, 1980, eBurNss,KaiserInspectionSuperv was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he voided the NR assigned Control No. 4389 on
%

|' December 2, 1980. Kyle! stated that inspector D. J. Luttmann was an electrical
.M Q

inspector at the time and had reported various nonconforming conditions in

brge2sssaidhevoidedthisNRbecause,intheinterim,the electrical area.
t

.

Luttmann had left the site and some of the. items were not deficiences; however,

some were valid nonconforming conditions. kge ould give no apparent

reason why the voided NR had been placed in the Inspection Report. file.

:

i
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Finding

RIII personnel reviewed NR CN 4389 and found no sufficient reason to justify
r

the it's voiding. This NR 4389 was improperly voided by Burgess on December 12,
6

1980.

Record Reviews

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

to track the X resolution of this NR.

Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material NR CN 4389 dated January 23, 1980.

fAl 550 GbS00A5 frbbbb W) 6 d/ j k N 7 M97F AM-h 5
' inves'aigariend +he Dispoett1Tn oM ~ '

|
'

,yg3gfggm4/k6 Ar
Backgrout.d formation

On November 2, 19e NR No. E-2191 was tiated by Richard L. Reiter,*

to report that the con able inse op a weld in the Closed Cooling Water
foASystem was not traceable. e er said there was no heat number on-a4re

vald M clip fu . hl6 e insert in weld K253 on drawing PSKWR9.mm co umea

Reiter commented in e text of t NR that he confirmed this by looking at

the original cop of the weld rod iss slip. The intial disposition of this

report was " cept as is" with the reason eing,that all consumable inserts

are pur ased as Class I (safety related) tra able materials. The NR was

clo d on November 8,1979, and was reopened after he Authorized. Nuclear

- 47 -
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' A copy of the weld data sheet and accompanying weld issue forms are attached
'

t 's report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ).

Finding

.

Based on the results inte - ws and record reviews it was found that

NR E-2191, I was improperly di sitioned with no review of the.

dis ition by members of the Kaiser Materi h * Board.

ytt.

Investigation of the Disposition of Nonconformance Reports 54 R , 5477,5479

Background Investigation Information

On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz, initiated three NR's which were

assigned Control Nos. 5476, 5477, 5479, these NR's reported nonconforming

conditions on drywel support steel in the Primary Containment Building.

Ruiz stated that welds Nos. 63, 58, and 3 were full penetration welds
GITAs t

which require 100% coverage by nondestructive examination etsher radiography,
I

magnetic particle testing, or ultrasonic testing. He also found that all>

l three beams lacked documentation of heat numbers for the backing strip ori

gr ou ThM'9
filler metalg and no evidence of welder qualifications or welding procedure
used. The Kaiser NR Log shows that NR Nos. 5477, and 5479, were voided as
VCD g a ger-
NR unissued" on February 27, 1981. kocopyoftheseNR'swasgretainedin

the Kaiser SDC files. A copy of NR's CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 are appended

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ).

.
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Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NR's and
/

he had no assurance that NR's he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system or that the nonconforming conditions he

identified would be corrected. RuizprovidedtheNRCwithNR'sCN547/6,

5477, and 5479, and stated these had been initiated by him on February 23,
N;VL O og

1981. He indicated he did not think they hed ber: processed properly by

the nonconformance reporting system. Ruiz provided a written statement

attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as

Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Dennis Donovan

On June 10, 1981', Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed nonconformance reports Nos. 5476, 5477, and 5479

and concurred. Donovan stated that Ruiz errored in his identification of

one deficency on these NR's, because a Design Document Change (DDC) had been
glo.vdAl210

written by the licensee's architect-engineer which elic:ted the NDE coverage

on these beams. Donovan questicced S&L's waiver of this requirement and

said it was contrary to S&L's Specification H2174 which requires 100%

nondestructive examination coverage on all Class I welds. Donovan stated he

reviewed the DDC in question and found out: that S&L waived the nondestructive

examination coverage for " ease of construction." He said that in his opinion

this was not an adequate justification for the noted disposition. . Donovan

- 52 -
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advisedthattheKaiserconstructiondepartmentis;repairingtheseand7
other cantilever beams in the primary contaniment building.

Interview of Rex Baker

,

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, instede.r James Ruiz, identified

nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the primary containment

building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated, and he concurred in, NR Nos. 5476,

5477, and 5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as

lack of no nondestructive examination of full pentrations welds, material

traceabilty and welder qualifications. Baker stated that on February 27, 1981,
I/0@

hevoidedtheseNR'swiththecommentJNRnotissued." He stated he voided
I

these NR's after a February 1981 meeting with Phillip Gittings in which he,

Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle,jk and Robert Marshall, construction manager

discussed the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz. During the meeting

Marshall stated that the welds on these cantilever beams were to be cut out

by Kaiser)so these nonconformance reports should be voided. Baker stated that

he voided these NR's on Gittings instructions and gave him all four of the

original copies of the NR's.

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser , Mechanical Civil Structual,

Quality Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23 '

QC inspector James Ruiz, initiated NRs Control Nos. 4956, 4957, and 4959.

- 53 -
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Shinkle stated he reviewed these NR's and found that inspector Ruiz had

errored in identification of one nonconforming condition. He stated that

a DDC had been issued by licensee's architect-engineer which waived NDE

requirements for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because

the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction," NDE is viaved. Shinkle

said that the welds, identified in the NR's are Class I welds because they

aref(mbededtothecontainmentlinerplateandS&LspecificationsandASME

Code requirements require 100% NDE for any Class I welds.

Shinkle stated Ruiz errored in identifying this one condition; however, the

remaining nonconforming conditions, such as lack of material traceability,

and welder qualifications was correct. Shinkle advised that the cantilever

beams in question hold up walkways, pipe support hangers, and heating and

ventiliation ducts in the primary containment building.

Shinkle stated that in February 1981, he attended a meeting with Rex Baker,

Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, reguarding Ruiz's NR's. Shinkle

stated that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis, and

do a visual inspection of the weld.
,

Shinkle stated that the QA Manager, Phillip Gittings, agreed with this

approach and told him to work with the construction department to rework

the welds using KE 1 repair cards without processing the NR's Ruiz had

written.
.
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*

Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written

by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

He stated that this was specially significant in light of the fact that in

February 1981, there was an NRC investigation into irregularies in the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system.

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues in

Ruiz NR he conducted an inspection of all the cantilever beams located at

the 572' elevation of the primary containment building. Shinkle indicated

that he found that there was no final QC inspection on $f-of the 27 beams)

and four of the beams had no evidence of any fitup inspection. Shinkle

stated he also found the same nonconforming conditions, lack of weld fillter

metal and backing strips, traceability)and a lack of evidence of welder

qualifications for these welds. In addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a
JWvisiual examination of the welds, ar.d e)?NO. Loosh o ms. , many cases the welds

did not appear to meet Code standards.

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated

he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

tions had been made to the beams in which J /6EI plates had been added,

and these plates would have to be removed in order to conduct inspections
. scsVof the welds. Shinkle advised that the construction department is in the

j

process of removing the questioned beams.

:
l
'

.

.
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Record Reviews

On June 6, 1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and

asked to retrieve NR, CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 from the Kaiser Site Document

Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,

and voided nonconformance reports files and could not locate the nonconformance

reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR log page which

reflects that on February 27,1981, NR's 5477, 5478, and 5479 were voided with
900

a comment NR not issued." A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report

as a Exhibit (42).

Findings

NR's CN 5477, 5478 and 5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance

reporting system.

.

1

.
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hol tag. The equ ' nt name or rocess en columns in t ga the,

specific ion try showe idence that ite ou n as use o ver
*

,

writing th d been e previo in the lo A co f the log pag
and ac al NR iss is appende o this rt as E ibit (8,) .

,

:
. s

.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108
i

Background Information

On May 19, 1980, NR No. E-5108 was issued identifying a nonconforming four

i $ L long pipe piece installed for DDC M-1108 in a Residual Heat Removal

System (RHR) for which no material traceability could be established. The

NR also reports that a weld located near this pipe piece was inside of a

penetration, in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped

void on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer, who added a note indicat-

ing it was voided because " acceptable documentation found which established

material traceability for the pipe piece. 'A copy on NR E-5108 is appended

to this report as Exhibit (9)..

RIII personnel walked down the RHR system in the area addressed in NR
|

No. 5108, and specifically examined the four foot section of pipe between
I

! welds 82 and 82a identified on the NR and on isometric drawing PSK-RH-15.
i

No heat or identification number on the pipe piece was found in question.

KE-1 weld data sheets for welds RH-82 and RH-82a which joined the pipe piece

to the RHR system were reviewed. Both forms had a notations identifying,

i

the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661 which was initialed
|
|
,
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and dated "RLR 6/19/80." The weld records show the pipe piece was welded
!

j to the RHR system on June 15, 1976, for weld RH-82a, and on October 14,

1976, for weld RH-82, which was four years before the heat number of the

piece was noted on the weld data records.

The RIII inspector reviewed the isometeric drawing and construction piping

inspection plan along with other related documentation for the pipe and

weld. No reliable documentation to justify adding the questioned heat

number to the the weld data form could be located. This appeared to be '

an intentional fraudulent entry to provide tracablity of the heat number

of the pipe piece.

d
Interview of Richart Reiter

f

On March 25, 198, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November, 1978

to November, 1980. He stated he reviewed isometric drawings to insure that

related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code Requirements,

and the drawings were correct as to the as-built condition of the plant.

During his reviews he found discrepencies in the drawings and associated
i

documentation which did not match conditions in the plant. Reiter stated

that numbers for pipe sections, and weld data records did not match. He

| stated he was concerned about this and on October 28, 1980, wrote Sur-

veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor, stating

"when reviewing isometric drawings he is making assumptions which he felt

compromised his integrity". He also asked for a written directive telling
,

i

| - 17 -
i
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him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate all small bore

isometrics to insure that there is adequate documentation to insure trace-
,

ability of the material. He stated that in the SR he also questioned the

disposition of NR's dealing with lack of material traceability.

Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR and said all the procedures are

approved and are adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code requirements.

He wrote that Reiter is to continue using the approved procedures and

practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition of

the SR and shortly thereafter terminated his employment with Kaiser, be-

cause he felt he was being forced to compromise his integrity. A copy

of the SR authored by Reiter on October 28, 1980 is appended to this report

as Exhibit ( ).

! .

j Record Reviews

During the week of June 8-12, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following

records in resolution of the disposition of this NR.,

!

NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 1852

Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System Inspection Plan No. RH-15 dated June 16, 1976 '

i

.

j
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Finding

!

Based on the record reviews and field observations, was established NR

5108 was improperly voided, as acceptable documentation was not found,

to justify voiding the report.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 4309

Background Information
_

On Janurary 7,1980, Inspector Mich McCoy wrote NR Control No. 4309

which identified deficient weld fitup on a one and three quarter cover

plate to beam W32X260 located on the reactor pedistal support structure.

McCoy stated in the NR the that parts to be fil,let welded were not brought

in as close contact as practical and were separated by more than 3/16 of

an inch. A copy of NR Control No. 4309 is attached to this report as

Exhibit ( ).

|

Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC! He stated that on January 7, 1980, he wrote NR Control

No. 4309 for welds on the reactor pedistel support structure which did not

meet code requirements. McCoy stated he initiated the NR, his supervisors

concurred in his findings and he received a control number from the NR

controller. He said that after he wrote the NR it was returned to him without

- 19 -
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no disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding thit NR, NRs were

frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this to a QA Manager's-

lack of support for either the Inspectors or the QC program at Zimmer..

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (12).

Review of Nonconformance Reporting Log

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed. It was found Control

No. 4309 was assigned to NR No. E2417 which identified deficiences in electrical

compuit bracing in the control room. A copy of this NR is attached to this

report as Exhibit (13). During this review it was noted that there was

evidence of white-out in the specification, and the equipment name or process

"section" of the NR log. A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report

as Exhibit (14).

Finding

|

|

| It was determined that Inspector McCoy's NR was never entered into the

| Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

Investigation join hdPMIT/Gd 0F N0'W M ""
wr on eo m wo'M

.
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Background Information

,

On July 22, 1980, and on July 9, 1980, seven NRs assigned Control Numbers

4955-59, 4930 and 4931 were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann.

The NRs identified weld deficiences on pipe supports in diesel generator

(DG) Room A. The seven NRs have been assigned control numbers, but no NR

number. The copies of the seven reports are appended to this report as

Exhibit (15).

-.

Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified non-

conforming welds while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said

he identified these welds on NRs which were assigned control numbers 4955 to

4959. He said he initiated the NRs and his supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred

they were valid. Mills stated that in August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe

support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection, and a week after

the reassignment the five NRs he had written in July 1980 were returned to

his desk without being processed. Mills stated that two other NRs written

by Inspector G. McCann had also been returned to him.

.

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the

NR System and turned in the seven unproccessed NRs to the NRC. He explained

to NRC Inspector Thomas Daniels that they had never been entered into the

NR system. He said Daniels asked him to reexamine the welds in DG Room A to

1
,

- 21 -

. . . - . . - - . - - . - - . _ , . , -- ._



. .

.

205FF DRAFT /db,

see if the nonconforming welds he identified earlier were still in this

condition. Mills stated he reinspected the same areas in DG Room A and in
4

each case the condition that he had previously identified had been repaired,

and the welds were now acceptable. Mills stated apparently someone had used
1

the information on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,i

however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original NRs

and all the copies of them had been returned to him and McCann unprocessed.

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (16).

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed the Kaiser NR Log and found that NRs assigned

; Control Nos. 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 were voided with the comment

"NR not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain

a copy of the NR in the voided NR file, because these reports which are

voided as "Not Issued" are returned to the inspector, and Kaiser does not

maintain a copy of the NR in the voided NR file.

Interview of Lynn Anderson

On June 9, 1981, Lynn Anderson, CG&E Inspector, was interviewed and stated
,

that he is employed by Nuclear Energy Services Inc. at Zimmer aad !s con-

tracted to work as a Quality Control Engineer for CG&E. Anderson, stated

!

- 22 -
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currently he is conducting an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system. Anderson said that on June 4, 1981, he checked the disposition of
; NRs assigned CN 4955 and 4959. Anderson stated he reviewed the NR log and

I. found that those CN had been assigned and the reports had been voided on

September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked all of the Kaiser and CG&E

NR files and could not locate these NRs. Anderson concluded that although

a CN had been issued the reports had never been entered into the active or

voided NR files.

Record Reviews

On June 10, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed and it was found CN 4955

to 4959 were entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined

through with the comment, " VOID NR not issued" and dated 9/30/80." A review
I

of the NR log for entries CN 4930-31 indicated that they had also been

entered into the NR system; however, the comment " VOID NR not issued and
|

dated September 30, 1980 was entered in the log book page for each entry.

Copies of the pertinent NR Log Book pages are appended to this report as

Exhibits (17) and (18).

Field Observations

,

On June 2,1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A, identified

on NR CN 5955-59, 4930, and 4931. In two pf the seven instances it appeared

that the welds had been reworked [ but for the other five this could not be

determined. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the NRs were

not evident on the welds inspected.
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Finding
.

Based on the preceding interviews, record reviews and field observations

by NRC personnel it was determined that although these six NRs were voided,

a copy of the reports was not aantained in the voided NR file. All four.,
,

copies of the reports had apparently been returned to the inspector.

Investi ktion of Disposition of Nonconformance Repo. E-2466

Background I ormation

On January 3, 198 , Kaiser Quality Co rol Inspectors inspected large bore
.

pipe hangers in Die 1 Generator ( ) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected

welds on pipe support agers, nerete enbedment bolts, and the configuration

and location of pipe sup rt angers. The inspectors identified nonconforming

Kaiser and vendor welds on ive hangers, and improperly embeded bolts. They

identified a total of I no conforming pipe support hangers, and intiated

NR E-2466 to document his con tion. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided-

with the comment, " ach hanger 11 ted will be issued on a separate NR." A

copy of the first five pages of thi 31 page NR is attached to this report

as Exhibit (17 .

l

During the eek of February 9-11, 1981, h personnel be reviewed the Kaiser,

Log of Nonconforming Material to ascertain i the hangers identified on NR

No. E-2466 had been issued on seperate NRs as tated in the void stamp on

the NR'. This review indicated that of the 124 p e support hangers in which

- 24 -

- -- _____ _ _ . - - _ . _ _ _ _



. .

'

205FF DRAFT /db.

~

Ret an . Tun a 2-5, 1981, the following records were reviewed by th III
,

,

inspect r.

.

Kaimar Eneina s KE1 Forms for weld WS737, dated Ap 1 10, 1976.

.

.

Kaiser Engineers R iographic Examination Re ort dated April 15, 1976 (and

accompanying radiograp c film packet).

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revis n .

Finding

*

Based on the p ceeding interviews, and re ord reviews, and the examination

of the ra 'ographic film for weld WS 737 it s determined that NR E-2836

was i roperly dispositioned as " accept as is" an closed on November 13,

i 1 0.

! Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777-

Background Information

On April 3, 1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777, stating that weld A2

on isometeric drawing R1-195 on a pipe support hanger in the primary containment

area was performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed a post weld
,

inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip was found

to ensure that the proper filler metal had been used in the weld., The dis-
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position of this NR was to " rework" and cut out the weld,bm. u c a u g; ticu.

A----+-+4- - - es. 2 41 m bl e t o ve ri fe +k pt:p: -fi14.s :::: =: ::@c- Th'

NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment " rod slip located." A copy,

on NR E-1777 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Vincent Fe tti
4

On June 4, 1981, Vicent Fe tti, Level III, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

Quality Assurance Engineer, (QAE) was interviewed by NRC. He stated he

conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. He had

reviewed NR No. E-1777, and the associated isometric drawings identified on

the NR. Frerretti stated that the drawing shows four hangers, with six field

welds for all of the hangers. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod

issue slips show, as stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip

for weld No. 195A2. Frerretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the
.

drawing should identify what particular filler metal was used for each weld,

but in this case he was unable to ascertain what filler metal went into each

of the welds . Frerretti stated the decrepancy identified in the NR was correct,

j and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned. Frerretti stated,
;

j that in his opinion, this NR was improperly voided.

Interview of Flovd Oltz

On June 4, 1981 Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC. .

He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777 the weld data sheets and weld
I rod issue slips. He said that this NR had been improperly voided < Oltz
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stated the disposition " rod slip located" was improper, because the rod
.

slip used to justify the voiding of NR does not specifically identify the

weld in which the weld rod was used. Oltz concluded that he found nothing

in the records associated with this weld to justify the voiding of this NR.

Finding

From a review of NR E-1777, wold data records, and weld rod issue forms,

there is no justification for the voiding of this NR because there was no

rod issue slip in the weld data package for weld A2.

Record Reviews

;

On June 4, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following records while resolving
this allegation:

Nonconformance Report E-1777

Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 for the Reactor Isolation System,

i

Kaiser weld rod issue form Nos. 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963,

126960, 174535, and 174534

Investigation s.vio W CSdl0" Cf I

Background Information -

On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe, wrote NR Control No.

(CN) 5122 following the initiation of surveillance report (SR) 2800 which
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reports that the flexible outer coating of conduit installed in the contain-

i ment building is splitting for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned s

NR number yet it was voided on January 2, 1981, with the comment in the void,

stamp block "see attached surveillance report No. 2800." Surveillance report,

i
2800 was the report usec to issue the NR. A copy of NR CN 5122 is appended

to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Steven Burke

e c

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed follow-

ing his inspection of the areas identified on NR CN 5122. Burke stated that

the nonconforming items listed in the NR on October 16, 1980, " covering

spliting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"

were still apparent on the conduit he inspected. Burke indicated that he

concurred with Priebe's report that this problem was serious, and warranted

reporting via the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Burke concluded

that Priebe's NR was not written in error because he found the same problem

on the same locations identified by Priebe on the NR.

Record Reviews

On June 11, 1981, KaiserQua[lityAssuranceSurveillanceReport (SR) No.

2800, W ^ sc:ir d ' reports that on October 9, 1980, the outer coating

of flexible conduit used in the containment area was spliting for some

unknown reason rn zci:~ ' The corrective action statement in the reporte

states this deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting

|
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Also in th+s) ceca #$
Th8

sectionofthereportarecommentsthat,bsto the NRC.

il~

CN 5122 and CN 5196 are voided in lieu of this SR. The " corrective action

verified" section of the SR is stamped nonapplicable and dated October 14,

1980. An October 15, 1981 memo attached to the SR from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E)

! to he Kaiser QA Manager, dated October 15, 1980, reports that in Ehas's

opinion this matter does not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR

2800 and attachments is appended to this report as Exhibit (.).

Finding

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by licensee

inspectors, it was determined that NR CN 5122 was improperly voided. It

appears that the SR used to initiate the NR was later used as justification

to void the NRy'n rr:::Lius mat.erial idiotifid in +ha n er ::t
bythelicenm$&$Ihtenrrar tari -d was never introduced into the Kaiser noncon-

' n formance reporting system. [he Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure
-

- ,
was not followed, and this report was found misfiled in the " inspection

_

report'_' file In fact the report was " voided" NR. It appears that NR

CN(196wasdispositionedinthesamemanner.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

,

Background Investigation

,

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR No. E-2233 documenting

a nonconforming condition for weld WS62GP in the service water syqtem. The
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weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material

traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the

weld was acceptance. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA, Engineer disposi-

tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,

j 1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" and was

initialed by Floyd Oltz Records QAE. A copy of NR E-2233 is appended to this

report as Exhibit ( ).

On February 13, 1981, NRC personnel reviewed NR No. E-2233 and related

documentation. This NR was voided after the weld data record (KE-1) form

fhe correction is actually a deletion of previouswas " corrected."

70
stipulatedholdpoints,andthereisnodocumentationincludejjsupport$mg
the engineering basis for deleting the hold points.

Floyd Oltz advised that he had deleted the hold points from the KE-1 Form;

however, no signature or date of deletion was noted on the form.

The KE-1 Form is appended to this report as Exhibit (26) was initially

anotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld qualifications, heat numbers,

and fit up would be verified by the QC inspector during in process inspection

of this weld. The form was anotated with a "NA" superimposed over the "x"

mark in the blocks, which had been made previously by a Welding Engineer.
i

The notation "NA" was made by Oltz, and constituted a deietion of a previous
i

stipulated hold points for the w' eld. NR E-2233 was improperly voided because
,

previously stipulated hold points were deleted by a document reviewer without

engineering justification.

I
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b ' e investigating the dispositi E-2233 the NRC inspector foo

that forms 2552, 2553 nd 2560 did not rovide material tracea ity
.

for the gasm lugs w ed to piping installed in he service ter system.-

,

The KE1 Fo identify t mark numbers for the y es, bu t the heat.

numbers f or the ganura plugs wel to these pes. The gamma pl were '

sta ed with a heat number, however, t heat number is not entered on

he KE-1 Form.

NR No. E223 , dated November 23, 1979, also for the closed cooling water

System, reports the same nonconforming condition on soother weld (i.e lack

of weld traceability and welder qualification). The disposition for this '

report was " rework" however, it was also voided by Floyd. Oltz, on December 19,
'

1979, with a comment "vaid rod slip found". This NRs disposit.fon was

identical to of NR Report E-2233, v;Lf4previously stipulated hold points were,

deleted without engineering concurrence. A copy of NF -2233is'att2chedtEf ,

this report as Exhibit ( ). ~

V
. s.

*

r

| Record Reviews
!

s

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

in tacking the dispositions of these NRs.
3

-

,

Nonconformance Report E-2237.

-

..

Nonconformance Report No. E-2233.
'

.

i 3

\

a
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i

Weld Data Sheet (KE-1) No. 18391 and associated weld-rod,

,

%

issue fonas.

,

Kaiser weld data sheets (KE-1) No. 2554, 2552 and 2560.

Finding

Based on the interviews and record reviews it was determined that NR Nos.

2237 and 2233 were improperly voided.

Investigation into Disposition of Inspector Ruiz Nonconformance Report

Dated February 11, 1981

-

Background Information
.

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a NR denti g 8

nonconforming welds on drywell steel in the Primary Containment building. g,,gc -00('l

Ruiz described the nonconforming condition as an electrode weave exceeding

3/4 inch. The NR in question was not assigned a control number and was

not issued a NR number. The report had a comment written in the " disposition"
,

section which states, "sent back with no reply". This particular NR was
#A6 - CLW

provided to the NRC by Inspector Ruiz. A copy of the "" is appended to this-

report as Exhibit ( ).

.

O

**

.
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Interview of James Ruiz

!On February 25, 1981 James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, Kaiser, was interviewed ;

!

by NRC. He stated that on February 11, 1981 he performed an inspection of a

beam lo:sted in a primary containment building and noted a nonconforming

condition en a weld. Ruiz stated he wrote a NR on this condition and submitted

it to his supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to

Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred. Ruiz stated that the

next day Baker informed him that the QA Manager, had returned the report to

him, saying that inspector's were not to write a report against a procedural

violation. The NR was then returned to him, without assignment of a control

number. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings' decision prohibiting

inspectors from writing reports against procedural violations; he said the

welding procedures delinisted the welding specifications, parameters,

dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging whether a weld is

acceptable or unacceptable. Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (27).

RIII personnal visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell steel

beam 81, located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 inch. A photograph of the questioned

weld is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ). The weld is not necessarily

defective, however, it did exceed specifications as stated by Ruiz in the NR.

:

.
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Interview of Phillip Norman

On June 3, 1981 Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the

Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel beam

No. 81. Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld

to beam No. 81 exceeded 3/4 inch.

Record Reviews
o '

On June 30, 1981 the Kaiser NR log, and all Kaiser NRs initiated between

February ll,1981 to February 20, 1981 were reviewed. The NR written by

Ruiz on February 11, 1981 was not found, and apparently was not entered into

the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

Finding

The questioned weld on beam 81 in the Primary Containment drywell area was

visually inspected by NRC personnel and the deficiency identified by Ruiz

and reported in the NR was confirmed.

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by NRC personnel,

it was determined that the NR written by Ruiz was never entered into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. T.he nonconforming condition identi-

fied in the NR was not and corrected.
~

.
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gM6,

godC'' Of
Investigation of the Disposition of/Ml(AM661 and 1'662f

,

l'

Background Information

0)t

On February 8,1979, Inspector David Painter initiated NR's No. E-1661 and
E-1662,whicEoquM6) p

j{ -nonconforming c...u uon. l welds on pipe support hangers

in the dryvell pneumatic system. Both of the NR's were dispositioned as

" rework" on May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NR's were voided by

Floyd Oltz with a comment that the nonconforming hangers will be reinspected

after design analysis. A copy of NR's No. E-1661 and E-1662 are appended

to this report as Exhibits ( ) and ( ).

Interview of David Painter

On January 14, 1981, and on June 4, 1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises

three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers

at Zineer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying
| nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers which have been disposi-

tioned as "\ - will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter
i
'

indicatedthatwhenthiscommentwasmade,a100%reinsp$ptionwasplannede

6f f'Al}
for all pipe support hangers. This was rqscinde [ and hangers are now being

Whvi
inspected according to a M-12 checklis_ 'only -

d
or configuration and location

. . y , s - <

ofthehangeNfteritisredesigned. Painter indicated the QA Manager said

that any hangers that inspectors previously accepted prior to design changes

and which were not effected by the design changes were not to be reinspected.

- 40 -
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Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justification for

originally voiding the NR's, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming

od& ' Ncr ct AAMCMA, - e c d - ' -, . _&
sg(GtcG M JSa3

welds on hangers that Tad previously E . _ Painter

stated Gittings was told about thisjand said aga4a-if a pipe support hanger

had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a NR for

reinspection findings.

Record Reviews

The following records were reviewed during the resolution of this NR:

NR's No. E-1661, E-1662

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
.

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (Drywell

Pneumatic System Reactor Containment)

Finding

|
Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was determined that

NR's E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided resulting in loss of control

of previously identified nonconforming items.

1
*

gc29iN
Investigation of the Dispostion of NR 229fr

g ggWfCR MW&E SkA?
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Background Information

,

On February 2,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated

: NR E-2996, Rev. 1, which reported that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers,
;

Serial Nos. N001, N003, N007, N0011, and N0012, were found to have a lack

of penetration at the backing ring (ie: split backing ring). However, the

rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located
i

in the Suppression Pool Main Steam Relief System. The NR was dispositioned

on February 9,1981 as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction

Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing

ring does not effect the integrity of the veld. The licensee's architect-

engineer, Sargent and Lundy, (S&L) Engineers, took exception to this

disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically

examined (UT). On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically

examined and found acceptable with the exception of Quencher No. 007. S&L

dispositioned the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007 indicating,

i

that additional data is required to resolve 007 because it was not ultrasoni-

cally tested as directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed

with S&L's disposition and granted conditional approval of the disposition of

the NR in March of 1981. NR EE996, Rev. 1, was dispositioned as closed on

March 17, 1981. This NR was closed without any evidence that the required

additional examination of T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of

NR E-2996, Rev. 1 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

.

a

.
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Interview of Rex Baker.

On June 3,1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.
*

He stated that he wrote NR 52996, Rev. 1, on February 2, 1981, and it was

improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher No. 007,

was not ultrasonically examined as directed by Sargent and Lundy. Baker
I

said the NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Doument Control office

on March 17, 1981. Baker related that when he learned E-2996 Rev. I was

closed he initiated NR E-3172 which references E-2996 and address the

issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in earlier

NR.

Interview of Floyd Oltz
,

On June 3, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA, Engineer, Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Rev. I was initiated by Baker on February 2,

1981, for nonconforming welds on in T-Quenchers. Oltz stated that the architect

engineer directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish their

acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencer No. 007 could not be ultrasoni-

cally examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable, with the exception

of T-Quencher No. 007. Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller,

I who read the initi'al disposition of " accept as is" on the NR, and did not read

the exceptions placed in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-
'

engineer. Oltz said she mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the con-

dition was,"accep't as is" when in fact the architect-engineer had only granted

partial acceptance. Oltz concluded this NR was improperly closed, due to a

clerical error,

l
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Interview of Kathy Faubion -

On June 4, 1981, Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, Kaiser was interviewed and

stated she closed NR E-2996, Rev. 1, on March 17, 1981, because the top of

the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is." Faubion

said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in the

disposition column. Faubion stated that in May of 1981, Rex Baker told her

she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR No.
A

E-3172, which documented $hgr nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR

No. 2996, Rev. 1. The deficiency, (ie: a split backing ring.) is peruissible

under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the original issue was not nonconforming.

However, in order to verify that the split was in the Backing Ring and not in

the weld a UT exam was performed to verify the location of the split. Records

indicated that on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrason-

ically examined with the exception of Quencher No. 007, which was not examined

and found to be acceptable. The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent and

Lundy, said the nonconforming conditions were acceptable with the exception

of Quencher No. 007. It appeared that a further UT or other nondestructive

examination should have been conducted on Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,

Rev. 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17,: 1981 with no examination of Quencher

No. 007.

.

|

|
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Record Reviews
.

i ..

t

'

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed.

to track the resolution of this NR:i

a
.

Nonconformance Report No. R-2996, Rev. 1

,

Nuclear Energy Services, Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated

February 14, 1981
e *

Sargent and Lundy, Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981

*
.

Nonconformance Report No. E-3172, dated May 11, 1981

-

Kaiser weld data sheets (RE-1 Form) for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011,

and 012

Finding-

i

Based on interviews, record reviews and review of radisgraphs by RIII
) personnel, it was determined that this NR was improperly closed on

March 17, 1981.

=2p :- 41. . s m ti , ,.. -
__
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Finding
.

t

1

RIII b onnel reviewed NR CN 4389 and fcand no ufficient reason to justify.

the it's voi g. This NR 4389 was impro rly r id:d by 23rgess on December 12,

.. 1980.
.

Record Reviews

.

During the course o this investigati the following records were reviewed

to track the resolution of this NR.

Kaiser g of Nonconforming Material NR CN 4389 date anuary 23, 1980.

B006AW klY Y) h6J/ JNY IE0 b )fRI}$
Investigation of the Disposition of h12191

.

g pop m 4 k E kB R A Y
| Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR No. E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter,-

to report that the consumable insert weld in the Closed Cooling Water
FO ASystem was not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on-tire-

';r Er the consumeable insert in weld K253 on drawing PSKWR9.:'' '

Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at

the original copy of the weld rod issue slip. The intial disposition of this

report was " accept as is" with the reason being,that al'1 consumable inserts

are purchased as Class I (safet'y related) traceable materials. The NR was
,

closed on November 8,1979, and was reopened after the Authorized. Nuclear

- 47 -
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.

' *

Inspector (ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7,1980. On February 19,
l 1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was redispositioned

on NR No. E-2191, Rev. 1. Nonconformance Report No. E-2191, Rev. I was voided

on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltzj eeerds $G', with a comment that the weldB

rod issue slip had been found. There was no engineering or Material Review

Board concurrences on this disposition. A copy of NR E-2191 and E-2191,

Rev. 1 is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter Kaiser former Document Reviewer,
J

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated

NR No. E-2191 after he observed that the Kaiser weld data form (KE() No.

23037 for weld WR%-523 did not have a entry for a heat number of the consum-~

'
,

able insert used in the weld. Reiter stated that he checked the weld rod

issue form attached to the (KEI). He also checked the Kaiser warehouse files,

and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms did not record the heat

number for the consumeable insert. Reiter stated if an entry was made on

any of the f(" weld rod issue forms, they are false and were made after
i

November 2, 1979. Reiter also stated he suspected that Arch Lanha, Noncon-.

| formance Report expediter falsified records in order to resolve NRs rather

than have the Construction Department repair or rework the nonconforming

item. Reiter provided a written statement attesting to the preceding in-

formation, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

,

.
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Floyd Oltz, .Q,A6,;,$2coADSj On February 25, 1981,-

;... Xe;;:: QA E ;i;;;;, was inter-
!

viewed by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found,

no heat number for the consumeable insert on weld No$ )f-523. The NR was
,

| dispositioned by Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept.as is" because|

wrss bnuclear. 6all consumeable inserts are purchased a aterial. Oltz stated

that the ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was

voided on February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Rev. 1.

Oltz stated that he voided NR E-2191, Rev. I on February 22, 1980 with a

comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumeable

insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham, NR Expediter found a rod

slip for the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert, so he voided

the NR.

-

Interview of Arch Lanham

On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the construction department

at Zimmer. Lanham stated he frequently searches for lost documentation,

such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-

tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that in the case

| of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the

consumeable insert' for weld %-{523.
W/|

Lanham provided his copy ol NR E-2191

with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.
.

?

|
Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however

on December 17, 1979 he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the

i
1
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NR and he noted on his copy "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?"

Lanham stated there is also the notation that on January 22, 1980 the NR was

still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes Lanham

stated that it appears he reviewed the KE4 data form and original rod slip and<

W
.oundthathehadinspectedweldNo.Wp523onOctober 17, 1977. He stated
there was no heat number for the consumeable insert on the KE-1 form, however

he looked at weld rod issue form No. 97957 and found a heat number for the

consumable insert on it. Lanham indicated that on the the heat number for

the consumeable insert was marked in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of

Form 97957) and was circled in red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls

that he made this entry on the gold copy of the form in October of 1977 while

inspecting the weld. He said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue

form, and called the weld rod shack to obtain a proper heat number for the

consumable insert. Lanham said he did not make the entry on the form during

November 1979 through February 1980 while dispositioning this NR.

Record Reviews

On March 24, 1981, the Kaiser isometric drawing for the closed cooling water

system PSK-1WR-9 was reviewed for line No.1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld No. WRS23.

| The Kaiser KE-1 Form shows a notation that the heat number for the consumeable

insert is No. 6059491. Weld rod issue slip No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that

heat Number 6059491 is written in ink on an otherwise carbon form. Two other
'

copies of Kaiser weld issue slips No. 97959, the white copy and the blue copy

were reviewed. These forms do not have similar entries for the heat number.

.
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A copy of the weld data sheet and accompanying weld issue f - - - - **tached

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ).,

.

.

Finding

*

.

Based on the results of interviews and record reviews it was found that

NR E-2191, Rev. I was improperly dispositioned with no review of the

disposition by members of the Kaiser Materials Review Board.

Inves tion of the Disposition of Nonconformance Reports 54 , 54774 479

Background Inves sation Information

On February 23, 1981, spector James Ruiz, initi ed three NR's which were
,

assigned Control Nos. 547 5477, 5479, thes 's reported nonconforming

conditions on drywel suppor steel in t Primary Containment Building.

Ruiz stated that welds Nos. 63, 8, d 3 were full penetration welds

which require 100% coverage by no structive examination etiher radiography,*

magnetic particle testing, or ltraso 'c testing. He also found that all

three beams lacked docume ation of heat umbers for the backing strip ~or
ad'U

fillermetalgandnoeidenceofwelderqua fications or welding procedure
used. The Kaiser Log shows that NR Nos. 54 7, and 5479, were voided as

ssT & Not*
"NR puissued" o February 27, 1981. kocopyofteseNR'swasgretainedin

the Kaiser S files. A copy of NR's CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 are appended
'

to this r port as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ).

.
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The allegation that NRs which identified multiple nonconforming conditions

were voided improperly with a comment that the NR was being " revised" or

that "each deficiency would be issued on a seperate NR" or items would be

" reinspected" was substantiated. It was determined that nonconforming items

were not reissued on seperate NRs, and were not reinspected as stated on the

NR at the time of voidin was also found that during " revision" some

nonconforming items / removed from NRs without justification.

The allegation that the Kaiser QA Manaber voided at the reguest of the57nunnrSC HONGvs A Th15 f 6 A'A ' A g, wps ps5c Sa
Construction Department b J .u.c.L s.wion oy cue IGC'. Office ;f

5PIO If6 (MCS 96/ /6/*2Ps/V5WT pYCa(5/cN WhSN(20/4 S4
In g-Mae ud An M nr (OTnL

This investigation established that nonconforming conditions which had
jmpRol'f. 3 Y D/> PChN'"W

been identified by Quality Control Inspectors were n:-t :: * cllM fr:-

t; th- . igui. ivu of ihm L.i;c: ren:;;fe s ;ce icyurcing sy uc= -uy

Xsi.e. QA ..u ;;;:n b It was also established that the licensee failed

to take effective corrective action following the December 1980 NRC
Wh64

inspection in that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager, continued toi

|
'

void NRs, and also diverted NRs from the Kaiser nonconforming system
%6 iWPGGl*#

followink January 5,1981 examgles of this are NRs No. (CN 5412), No.
Ac-ut1 W /

) and No. (8-5Yh/ 1

| N
'

.h ' Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 5412

.

|

f .

|

.
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$.[ be.ce y+rwee Mepok c8q
y,[.[ Allegation

.

Na98EK/%
On 13ectsbec.9,1980, J. Harrison,-NRe Resident Inspector at the Marble Hill

Nuclear Power Station, was contacted by an individual who identified himself,

..bbal
as a former Quality Control (QC).,.tnspector at Zirmer. The c4MerA stated that

kualityAssurance(QA)ManagerPhillipGittings had been improperly '

c CA
voiding donconformance hports (NR) based on his personegr%*ein'spection of 4ke.

.

nonconforming items.
. -

N
Between January 13, d982s and July 4,1981, thirty-one current and former A

Kaiser QC Inspectors and Quality A..urance Engineers (QAE) were interviewed

by NRC regarding the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Sixteen of

these individuals alleged irregularities in the system. They specifically

alleged: -

i

l

a. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs which were not written in

*error by-the-inspectorv3

b. The QA Manager was diverting NRs (not entering them into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system).

c. * N#s cere being voided and their items transfehd to Surveillance 7eports y

(SRa) .
a

d. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members
|

of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned
I

l

t

I

t
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f//6#1' *

)rr.einrtta. as "$ccept-As-1" when " repair" or "Eework" was appropriate per-

Kaiser specifications and industry codes and standards.
f

,

NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"e.. .

or n itiple " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The non-

conforming conditions were not reinspected after redesign, nor were they

written on separate NRs.es- stats.d-when the-.NR-waswoided.
.

.

f. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Gonstruction

3 epartment to avoid rework and schedule delays.

During revisions of an NR nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed )t
g.

7
by the QA Manager.

9.[.7, General Background

r % -s p u w - W 8 % -- -n. s. 2.. ,

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control

of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods

Instruction (QACHI) G-4, Rev. 9 provides the following procedure: The QA E
7

! Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify non-
|

conforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from speci-
SNhNQ r-A %e

nspector or QAg initiates the NR bygcontact-Ing the Afied requirements. The

Site Document Control (S NR Controller who makes a log entry and assigns y
a KEI Control Number (CN). The NR is reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor

gaystagtR NR CNM%M
or cognizant QAB and is forwarded to the SDC who issues ag ontrol Numberp AC4

NR.
entt-r% 2 mto th Lim uuuuuu ru mance-report-ing-systew

.

-2-
:
l

l
|
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'-

-- ..!'__'--;---- ; ., . . . . . . . . . ., a .y v. n . _ . . ", 1"

C .L. Z ...- waar os .5__,.. ~._ r. . .; :.r.. a NRs writtes en

Essential Systees/ Components will be gives as "E" prefts and Nonessential

%ok w ,es. e aQb 4Systees will be gives a "N" preits amber. The procedure statesA"ta

instances where as NR has been taitisted la error, due to interpretation er '
<

judgeoest of borderline conditions, duplications, or where a nonconforming

condition has been corrected by the Construction Department after a verbal

or written communication from the QA Department can be voided by the Site Ey , *
I

QA Manager. The procedure states that la these cases the NR will be stamped

" Void" with a brief statement indicating justification for the voiding. A
.t .e.a A w u

copy of the voided NR %be~ retained %the SDC and a copy returned to the
,,

initiator.

ye ur ,QACHI G-4, Rev. 9, states that Z. - ^ ._a i,jfonstruction.a o e d ~
u.y .

oc m

Engineer or 9 designeepas a keept As N, hverk', kpair or hjec[. The I

Construction Engineer reviews and approves all dispositions, andheept-As4a* F

andIpair" dispositions M require review by the Material Review Roard
I

which consista of the EEI Construction Engineer, CG42 QA Engineer, Esiser QA

Engineer, CG&E sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent and Lundy Destga Engineer

(for essential material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section

III Code nonconformance, the Authorised Nuclear Inspector must be included on
# , gy2/48then? H sCM

a114ccept4s 14 pill be closed after MRR review. NRs dispositioned as Seworkh

or Eepair will Le closed after the Inspector or 6JNQ(.

igns the NR verifying I

that the repair or rework was completed. Records of all open and closed Es

areretainedbytheSDCNRController[, - T1 n.7-a, n ,7,-,

During a routine NRC inspection conducted during December 2-3, 1990, the RIII

inspector observed that of twenty ERs written to accumenAnstf)MN MCOoM.TEMFV
.|5)weldir4 deficiencies

on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the notation " based on rv-inspection *

Also, it was observed that KRs had been voided by the issuance of Design Document

Controla (DDCs). Ite inspector am advised site personneldnd '
Owt/wMN a CC&Ep'

management (gxit interview on December 16,1980)M.st these practices won contrary
to site procedures and KRC n quirements.

The inspection nport ecntainir4 these itema of noncen:pliance was issued on

Farch 2,1981 (I&E Inspection Report 50-358/30-25). its licermee nplied to these

items by letter dated March 16, 1991, ladicatir4 that a Stop Work Order had been
AMD AdW

issued prohibiting veiding of KRs. and *his order ugs su:sequently nocinded when

impaved ;rocedural controls won in place. "he improved procedural controls

consisted of limitir4 the authority to void an NR to the Kaiser 4 P.anager, and

the marking of superseded XRs as 'Daperseded" rather than " Void".

"to C0&E letter also indicated that Kaiser was perferinir4 a con;;1ste review of

voiced Ea, in nspcase to a CC&E Audit findir4. Ito rvview was orpected to be

completed by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with 2C nquinments was to le
achieved by F.ay 5,1981.

. _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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ited-the-Kaiser-nonconformance-reporting-system and found-that-the-.' so

, Kaiser-Qualtty-Arturnte-Manage , "hitlip-Gittingspas-. improper-ly-voiding-
,,

ERS (vr Inspection-Repor.t No-50 358/80-25t--The NRC-inspector retluestea-

j ttatT&E auditMhe-conconformance-reporting-system-to-insure-the-system-was-

functie: q i; _ecordance-with-Kaiser-Procedure-QACHIfG-4. Between

1 es, {,ne. , audited t.he Kaiser none
* [Q . , ' ' ,','. ,.; , ,, ',, pW" + , . . , ' , . .,' a "f,Emance regorting system. O '#' n '-t"[/'

, , Tan Ludwig, of Nuclear Energy-

|
u-, Y 's . v. , ;, , r+~n wtu, ,,,,;, .- i i ; 7:, , : : , , ,, , ,

!
'''~ 'b ''* " * * " -

Interview' o'f'CG&E' ' Quality Assurance <ManI[$N'k'f'" MWT C7''' /4''v''/*'A34

' '' ' '

!
-

r < .
-g

3, s . G / v itt w- e- i. st.w1
,

s u s. . . - - . *

3, a.- yg u , , , ,.,et

i

I

|
'

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers CG&E QA
4%U' C6/J6 L Qui.0 \C

Manager 7 as interviewed by NRC. Schwiersstatedinangexitmeetingonw g

January 6, 1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA Managery nd Phillip Gittings [a V

ATNGN
iwere informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding NRsg anB Ae directed Kaiser

to audit all the previously voided NRs and present the results of this audit

to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated he also directed Gittings to

kcease improperly voiding NRs. Schwiers.provided a copy of a memo to Gittings
e

GO kdated January 14, 1981, which requests Kaiser respond to Field Audit Report
^

of /tif.DIO
kNo. 340 concerning the voiding ,NRs. A copy of the coerespondence and Field

Audit Report 340 is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).

LoN LUDWl6'
S I.'2'2-Interview of EES c usuttsut

Y

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., Manager,

Quality Engineering, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December

and January 1980 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting , system I

-4-

;
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after the NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig
'

I

indicated his audit showed there were approximately 500 voidet NRs and #
'

t 0
between on third to on, half of these were superceded and written on other #

NRs. He said some NRs which identified numerous nonconforming conditions A..

I O
were separated and reissued on individual NRs. dne third of the NRs reviewed Y

A

were voided as " written in error" with no adequate explaination given to

justify this comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all
.

the voided NRs and provide a better explaination as to why each was voided.

ING
Ludwig stated that there are in excess of 500 voided NRs whith. cover all I

f

areas of plant operation and construction, dating from 1974 to the present,
k '

dIKC y

PHILLip &ltnN6f
1.1.2.~5 Interviews of Kaiser-Quality-Assurance-Manager-4

t

On January 13,, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided seven NRs

that were written by QC inspectors who were in training. He said he rein-

spected the welds identified in the seven NRs and, in his opinion, the welds

met American Welding Societ de requirements. He indicated that /

during an NRC inspection in December 1980, the inspector ook exception to \

l this practice and found the licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements

for improperly voiding NRs.

Gittings said that following the NRC inspection the welds identified on the
Hd Gib 6MOfioHG g

seven NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc.gw found that

-5-
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ffMfour of the seven NRs were voided properly as the noted welds conformed to e I

AWS[de.Hesaidthethree'otherNRshadminordecrepancieswhichGladstone
' A

personnel considered unacceptable per AWS pode requirements. 5

.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided'by Kaiser at

the Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised
dMA.T \cand put on another NR, or were voided after it in- found they duplicat

-

a
A

previously reported nonconforming condition. He stated the only NRs he

voided for being ' written in error" were those from October and November
N

1980 that were examined during the December 2-3, 1980, SRC inspection. #
A

Gittings stated during the past six months Kaiser has had problems with some

of its QC inspectors "over inspecting." He stated that contract inspectors

hired from Butler Services, Inc., frequently objected to Kaiser management's

#implementation of the QA program, nd were critical of Kaiser inspection pro-

cedures and ' t;echniques. He iridicated that to Kaiser had dee+dedsee terminate X
allcontractinspectors,fi 9-

and ha3 offered some of them jobs in the Kaiser QA Y

organization at Zimmer.

Gittings related that many of the inspectors were critical N of the E

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system ad of the Kaiser weld inspection
~

criteria for pipe support hangers and structural steel. He said there

were differences of opinion on various code interpretations, which he felt
Wide ywas common in any weld inspection program.

A

-

.

-6-
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c_t . iew Phil in tings
' N >%

PN/u||* 9.E-
On July 8, 1981,gGittings was interviewed by NRC following the investigation

of the dispositions of a selective group of twenty NRs. Gittings stated that
,

the voiding of NRs by clerks and by SDC Supervisor Floyd Oltz, was improper

because neither Oltz nor members of his staff were qualified to make engineer-

ing judgements concerning deficiencies identified on NRs. Gittings said that

he directed the NR procedure be chan,ged so that only he could void an NR after

a December 1980 NRC inspection.

.
-

.

Gittings indicated that according to Kaiser procedures any QC inspector has

the authority to initiate an NR and it should then be entered into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system. When questioned about his failure to issue

NR control numbers 4975-79 to reports written by Inspector James Ruiz on

February 23, 1981, Gittings said he directed Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor,

! to void thos,e NRs. He said that his action on these NRs was contrary to the

Kaiser procedure which only permitted an NR to be voided if it was " written

in error". Gittings said those NRs were not erroneously written.

Gittings stated that he did void NRs at the request of Construction Department

personnel, but added that he made independent decisions when doing so and was|

not compelled by construction personnel to void NRs. Gittings stated he did

not know why Christopher Dumford's NR (Control No. 4309) was not in the Kaiser

nonconformance system and denied diverting this NR from the system.

.

-
- - - - _ .-_-_- __
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When questioned about specific irregularities found during the present NRC

investigation, Gittings concurred that the practices of voiding NRs uy stating.

they "would be reinspected after redesign", voiding NRs and transferring the:
!

| nonconformances to " punch lists", and voiding NRs by placing nonconformances.

: .

on surveillance reports were not in accordance with Kaiser procedures.

Gittings stated that Kaiser's QC inspectors were identifying problems at
.

| Zimmer, however, CG&E and Kaiser did,not have enough sufficiently quali-

fied people to build the plant and still inspect to industry codes and

standards. He said this was evident when Richard Reiter identified a

significant traceability problem when reviewing isometric drawings on small

bore pipe systems. Gittings said Reiter had initiated a surveillance report

correctly identifying the problem, and he (Gittings) had not adequately
|
| answered the report. He said this problem warranted reporting to the NRC;

however, Kaiser did not do so. He said that eventually Kaiser hired two

Quality Assu,rance Engineers to review the documentation and they (and the

NRC) found that Reiter's analysis was correct.

.

|

|
|

|

i

l
!

|

.
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9.l.74 Interview of Kathy Faubion

>

'
.

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed

by NRC. She stated Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for a NR.

,

Control Number. She then issues the individual inspector a control number

(CN), makes an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material, describes
4'c

the nonconforming item, and rates the initials of the inspector calling for YA ,

the number. She stated she has never " whited out" an entry for a control

number in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA hanager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void" #

sleto@ g HQstamp. She then gets a copy of the,tNR and marks.through the control p, umber i
S *FntP ,

entry foMhs:NR in the log with red ink,ta=:ideatifydt=asspvoided:NR'. l'

.70iWIT442VN/Inspectors frequently call for control numbers and do not send the hR. Ing
le /*

these cases, Faubion makes the same void entry in the NR Log.
.

sivin H M --
'

Prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE Records, also had the authority
A

to void NRs. However, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager, directed that this

authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. Since then Oltz has

not voided any NRs.
- g g gg"Mf/*8[MN
l/,[,[ Findings _AND (c/VC(>g/ofy{ k

AlloftheallegationsmadebytheQCinspectorsweresubstantiategcithbe #

exception-of-thr rtleption-that--the-QA-Mana r-had-void ed-NR s-a t-t he-reque s t- ),

o f-constructich. Thrs matter-i; illinder-investigat.iors. A review of the

I

i
-7-
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Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was conducted. It was found there were

wide-spread irregularities in the system. Kaiser procedures permit voiding

of a NR if the NR was " written in error, duplicated, or the nonconforming

conditions has been corrected . . . . by construction." It.was found that.

between January 1, 1978 and March 31, 1981, 1,031 NRs were voided. Some were

voided by the Qur1Tt[l'slitiraYite hA) Manager ytheREhrdsQAEngineer, Ir

and in some instweeee=NdIveredroided by a clerk. A chronological breakdown k
_

of the number of voided NRs per monti; is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).

The disposition of a selected group of 20 voided NRs was audited and it was
2-.-

found that in 15 cases the NRs were voided improperly by ait11 the QA Manager #

or another individual. In ten cases the justification used for voiding the
#NR was erroneous E'.G. it was found the QA Manager was arbitrIf41y voiding YrP

NRs which were not written in error. In some cases the NR had been reviewed

by a Construction Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR was later
8 #" voided." It was found that some of this activity occured after a NRC },

inspection on, December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser QA

Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements. It

was also established that following the @FFenibe'r-29prl-9803 NRC inspection
jkN!MM the QA Manager /MC4on three occasions diverted NRs (CN 4309, NRC 0001, CN 5412)f;pd

ar.d 1:2 ret enten-them.into. the: Kaiser.d=nonconformance<reportingssystem.
!

l

|
This investigation also disclosed that an NR was improperly dispositioned.S'- k

s " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriate. In one examined case
4

(NR E-2836) the " accept as is" disposition of a nonconforming condition

was contrarty to ASME i de requirements. #f

'
.

O

i .g-

k
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The allegation that NRs which identified multiple nonconforming conditions

were voided improperly with a comment that the NR was being " revised" or
&

that "each deficiency would be issued on a seperate NR" or items would be
^,

" reinspected" was substantiated. It was determined that nonconforming items 1,

h
were not reissued on seperate NRs, and were not reinspected as stated on the

A

NR at the time of voiding. It was also found that during " revision" some
W&AA"

nonconforming items removed from NRs without justification. g

.

NU
The allegation that the Kaiser QA Manager voided at the request of the &g

N4f cor4tEcf|New&'47& NE4t&t7:50 t//4t //C/n#ddN
'

Construction Department is-under invest-i-gation-by-the-NRC4-Off-ice-of
A JN EPENDent CEctr/oM kmsy potN6 sc, yD

Iespector-sud-Audi+or-{OID)..
A

This investigation established that nonconforming conditions which had
//!!$Abf & V O & $f/WA23been identified by Quality Control Inspectors were not--control-led-dud-

to-the-maipuletrion-of >ha L is e r-n on conb rma n ce-repo r tin g-sys tem-by-
p

Keiser-Q.Fm& nagemen,t.. It was also established that the licensee failed

to take effective corrective action following the December 1980 NRC
wit 9/ OA V

inspection irc::that the Kaiser QtialityAas' sura' ce Manager / continued toa
/t

void NRs, and also divertied NRs from the Kaiser nonconforming system
M2 NK M}"*

following January 5, 198 examples of this are NRs No. (CN 5412), No.

W&**/) and No. ( )
E~SY7/

| ,~

| 1 ,g,g 4a a oLisai.vu uf Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 5412 -

4

N

1

-
.

|

|

-9-
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Background Information,

.

On December 29, 1980, Chris Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated Sur-

veillance Report No. (SR) 2886, to document that a suppression pool liner.

plate was tensioned before a QC inspector arrived to verify the initial

tensioning. The corrective action to resolve this condition was for an

inspector to be present during the seven and thirty day tension checks, to
_

verify that the plate was being tensioned properly.

bruary 11, 1981, Wayne D. Kitchen, Kaiser QC Inspector, wrote NR No'

E3022 which in Icat d that during a tensioning inspecti n-February 4, 1981,
Yhe observed that an anchor bo tw n su pres _sio ool liner plate No. 23E was

X

" installed at a slight angle and id not permt he Jull bearing surface of

the nut to contact the asher". This deficiency 'on the same

liner plate't d been tensioned without QA coverage as reporte Rs

J . 2886.
" --

,

.s.
On February 3, 1981, Dumford initiated a NR (assigned Control No. 1t0 5412) I

which est reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned .W W*M#cN ,
o f A N b'| & $ . M W
vithout4A chrerage. The NR states " hold tag was applied while a wall plate &

A

1000 was in process of being tensioned." Once hold tag was applied tensioning

! was continued until tensioning was completed." m >"7ersonnehad-eet- rr

r>
honored-tne h51hg:Aalti'ng= tensioning-;;;miisnee

V

-

e

10 --

|

- . -
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Interview of Walter C. Dumford .

.

. .

On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, 1
x

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on Fe.bruary 3,1981, he was inspecting.
,

suppression pool wall plates and noticed thatla bolt on a plate was not.per-
~ s.

pendicular to the plate. He indicated ccustruction' personnel were preparing

to tension the plate in question and when he told them'he was going to place ,

a hold tag on it, they responded, "try and sto;).Es.' . *

Dumford said he left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,
1 N.LT

Dennis Donovin, who told him to initiate a NR for the nonconforming blate
A

and to place a hold tag on.D-.it to preclude tensiosing of the plate. He

indicated that he returned to the suppression pool,' placed a hold tag on
fanJ,wNEL

the plate, and construction,gceased tensioning the plate. However, as he

left the area he heard the tensioning machine reactivate > indicating that
729/floH/NG '

the crew had. ignored his hold tag.g

A
Dumford stated he advised Donovin of the occurence and Donovin told him ~

Q
to write a NR documenting the continuation of tensioning after a hold tag

had been applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued NR CN
,

' fait5412 and documented the violato , ..f the hold tag. He said few days later7 M,6sR fMS n'h%4Giit, $illwf*
he was called into the Q/ 7 2 ge- . office and was told b ittings that the3

NR should not have been v itten .pce it was "a software (procedural) problem

and not a hardware problem." He said Gittings then to la "I'm going to

void this NR because we do not need this kind of paperwork floating around

because this is the kind of stuff that causes inve).tigatio'ns." Dumford

- 11 -
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stated Rex Baker and Dennis Donovin, who were also present at the meeting,g
t t.oMCu.LTl* f.rrfn*N3/ tiWWdisagreed with Gittings and advised him that it was a valid NR.i

3 g
i
,

i w
Dumford indicated that a few days laterjDennis Donovin called the NR cler3.

and was told CN 5412 had been reassigned to another NR sad (/the original
e.4

report had not been entered into the NR syste). Dumford provided a copy of
/

the origional NR CN 5412 which is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).
.

/Nf M '

Dumford sa~iu this incident is an example of Kaiser QA management not support-*
tcM/0G!AtitNT

ing the QA program on site, and being oveYiy influenced by constructiog.titi. K4LV fy.s ,
Dumford stated thaty n his opinion QA Managers were influenced by construction,i p

and QA was not independent at Zimmer.

.3h/C W
On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written statement attesting to theg

preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

. .
tv-

-

'T.Mr's. Interview of Dennis Donovan
k.l.4.2- 1

i

j On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

! by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, Chris Dumford contacted him
5L/J/Elt.L,4Hed REAW*

regarding a SB written against tensioning of bolts on a suppression pool
A

d plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle, the
GA

Qualitygssurance Engineer (QKE9 responsible for the suppression pool area,
. HJHKLi

advised him of the incident and Donovan told him to write a NR. Donovann

stated be wrote the NR and instructed Dumford to go down and place a hold

tag on the plate. Dumford subsequently returned to the tPailer and told

- 12 -
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him that he had placed a hold tag on the plate, but craft personnel had
(

ignored the tag and continued tensioning the plate. Donovan indicated

that he told Dumfc.d to write a second NR against the continuation of work4

j after a hold tag had been applied (a procedural violation).-

t

I

! Donovan stated he initialed the second report / and called the NR clerk who

assigned it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor
,

Rex Baker for review. #.

Donovan said that on February 4,1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called

into Phillip Gittings office and Baker gave the orginal copy of the NR to

Gittings. He said Gittings said "This report is going to be voided because
,

'

this is the kind of thing that starts investigations." Donovan said that
39

Gittings commented that inspectors would not write NRs against software
A

problems, but only against hardware problems, and that ignoring a hold tag

was a procedu,ral (software) violation.

|

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the eO 1,

hold tag, and Gittings replied "If I was in their position I would have done

the same thing." Donovan responded and said a hold tag is the strongest QA

control mechanism on site and if one is ignored a NR should be written.

Donovan said he and Baker tol Gittings they disagreed, and the meeting /
A

ended.

A few days later Donovan said he called the NR controller concerning the

disposition of control No. 5412 and found that the number had been reissued

to another NR.

- 13 -
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Donovan stated in his opinion this is an example of Kaiser Adanagement
-

not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.
i

J

4WW
On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written statement attesting

-
.

to the #Ehe preceding information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( #

4
% -5 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

4.1.%73 ~

.

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 2, 1981, he received

a phone call from Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression

pool liner plate. Shinkle stated he told Donovan this should be documented

on a NR and a hold tag should be placed on the plate in question, to prevent

tensioning. Shinkle stated he later learned a NR was written, and

Chris Dumford had affixed a hold tag to the plate 3 which was ignored by
fg50NHS

construction ,who tensioned the plate. Shinkle said he also learned ag

second NR was written by Dumford for violation of the hold tag, which he
J

later initialed and forwaged to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor. I

Shinkle stated he later learned Phillip Gittings, after discussions with

Dumford, Donovan, and Bakerydid not enter the NR into the system. Shinkle V
2 d/said in-chis=crse the report had been assigned a control number / and the #

inspectors supervisor had concurred it was a valid NR, yet Gittings told
y- rtntWY L

him this:partituyr report was not going to be processed, andat tede. "The
'

whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

.

.

- 14 -
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Shinkle stated in his opinion Kaiser management does not support the QC
i

.

program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is,

not independent of construction influence. On February 18, 1981,
-d-

Kenneth Shinkle provided a written statement attesting to the precedingg

informatio a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ($). M

-6e

4.M Interview of Rex Baker -

-

t. 4.2.9
.

On March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
,

by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in

Gittings office with Dennis Donovan and Chris Dumford. He stated during

this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a suppres-

sion pool liner plate after he had placed a hold tag on it. Baker stated
Iw.otMr

he agreed Dumford was correct in writing an NR for f.hiit violation. He said -

4

Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right to con-

tinue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it. Baker
HEstated he did not know the disposition of the NR, but the last time saw it, A
4.

itwasinGittingts7 possession.
i

$ g% Record Reviews .

4.| .4 .~2 .h

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material reports was

reviewed; the log reflects Control No. 5412 NR No. 2996 Revision I was

written on February 2,1981, for welds having Itte lack of penetration.

This entry does not reflect that Control No. 5412 had been assigned to

the report by inspector Dumford on February 3, 1981, for violation of a

- 15 -
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hold tag. The equipment name or process entry columns in the log and the
A Aspecification entry showed evidence that white'out eat was used to cover x

writing that had been made previously in the log. A copy of the log page
b k Y| and actual NR issued is appended ts this report as Exhibit ($), (8).,

,

k,\ . 5 hvest-irst-ion-of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

i{.l.5 ,I Background Information .

.

s-
On May 19,1980, NR No. E-5108 was issued identifying a .aonconf.oming four Y

M PW
inch long pipe piece installed for DDC M-1108 in a Residual Heat Removal g

System (RHR) for which no material traceability could be established. The

NR also reports that a weld located near this pipe piece was inside of a

penetration, in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped
.

void on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer, who added a note indicat-

ing it was voided because " acceptable documentation found which established
M

material traceability for the pipe piece. A copy on NR E-5108 is appended /

to this report as Exhibit ( .

RIII personnel welked down-the-RHR-system 1 hemreir atidressed-m-NR Y

No-McWbpeeMrt arHy examined the four foot section of pipe between
907

welds 82 and 82a identified on the NR and on isometric drawing PSK-RH-15. I

No heat or identification number on the pipe piece hs founjJin question'f y
.letnintA.

KE-1 weld data sheets for welds RH-82 and RH-82ajohtch=Joiiitti the pipe piece
to the RHR system were reviewed; Both forms had tations identifying y

4the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661 shirm.was initialed k

- 16 -
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and dated "RLR 6/19/80." The weld records showsthe:Flye: piece:w h elded

I

~ 15,1976, .fo[ weld RH-82a} and on October 14, M6 ., A a June

1976, f weld RH-82 chicl$yss, four years theheatnumberU15Ih, Fr t

fee #as note ezwe4+Jat_ .am,

The RIII inspector reviewed the isometeric drawing and construction piping

inspection plan,along with other related documentation for the pipe and
#

.T
weld No reliable documentation to justify adding the questioned heat #g

number to the the weld data form could be located. This appeared to be ):

an intentional fraudulenLentry to-provide-tracablify-ok the. heat aumbes k
s'of-the. pip'e piece ,

l{. l . 5. 2. Ev :M emK + -e

It.l.G.'2..\ Interview of Richard Reiter
k

On March 25, 198, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November, 1978
| pisw Jt*O /H X Jcn /M O C L3 N t o gyp*

to November, 1980. He statep ha reviewed isometric drawings tf insure that

related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code Requirements,

and the drawings were correct ae.Jsstht::.as-buiIt-rodit:ioni ofxthe::p1xas.y

During his reviews he found discrepencies in drawings and associated

documentation which did not match conditions in the plant. Reiter stated

that numbers for pipe sections.,bnd weld data records did not match. He

.SAID NA0 A&27f
statur he was concerned about this and on October 28, 1980, wrote Sur-

veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor, stating

"when reviewing isometric drawings he is making assumptions which he felt

compromised his integrity". He also asked for a written directive telling

- 17 -
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him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate all small bore,

!

isometrics to insure that there is adequate documentation to insure trace-<

1

j ability of the material. He stated that in the SR he also questioned the
t

|- disposition of NR's dealing with lack of material traceability.
1

By/ND M 6 W weg y
Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR entzTid all the procedures .are,,pg ^ A
approved and ere adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code requirements.

,

Y
"Q.Q WW .

.Jic wrote that Reiter is to continue using the approved procedures and #
A 4

practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition of

the SR and shortly thereafter terminated his employment with Kaiser, be-

cause he felt he was being forced to compromise his integrity. A copy

is /ftfAMY69of the SR authored by Reiter on October 28, 1980 appended to this report
A

as Exhibit ( ).
.

91.5.1.1RecordReviews
'

.

During the week of June 8-12, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following

records innesolutsica of the disposition of this NR.

NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 1852

Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System Inspection Plan No. RH-15 dated June 16, 1976

.

.

- 18 -
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4.15.3 Findings Aub "M"" ~
i

.

,

/t W
BasedonEdrecordreviewsandfieldobservations,wasestablishedNR X3

; 5108 was improperly voided, as acceptable documentation was not found

to justify voiding the report.-

4.1. (o -Invest 41 tat-ion-of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 4309
,

.

Q.l.(,.) Background Information

CAP ///GO Y
On Janurary 7,1980, Inspector Miche(1 McCoy wrote NR Control No. 4309

, _ - - . fo Y
e "4,W which identified deficient weld fitup on a one and three quarter covern a

plate to beam W32X260 located on the reactor pedistal support structure.
Q

McCoy stated in.the NR the that parts to be fillet welded were not brought
M/Ain as close contact as practical and;/VIAw, Big y

were separated by more than 3/16 ofn

an inch. A copy of NR Control No. 4309 is attached to this report as

Exhibit ( ).

4.1.(,.2.%dve5Ma2Yee

| 1{.}.(,|2..{ Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was
| 087:HNth
| interviewed by NRC. He stated that on January 7, 1980, he wrote NR Control y
! A /tC 3 d W 0h

No.4309for,weldsonthereactorpedgstglsupportstructurewhichdidnotf

meet code requirements. McCoy stated he initiated the NR, his supervisors

concurred in his findings and he received a control number from the NR E

controller. He said that after he wrote the NR it was retfirned to him without
|
t

i

- 19 -,
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so isposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding this NR, NRs were

frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this to a QA Manager's

lack of support for either the Inspectors or the QC program at Zimmer.

-
.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (12).

Tu urb p
S.U 7. 2. AReview of-Nonconformance-Reporting.-Loga

-

4,

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed. It was found Control

No. 4309 was assigned to NR No. E2417 which identified deficiences in electrical
NO

compuit bracing in the control room. A copy of this NR is attached to this
Ao

report as Exhibit During this review it was noted that there was.

, ,o a. ,
evidence of white-out in the specification /and the equipment name or process

4 4 4 ^

section of the NR log. A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report

as Exhibit (I.>)..S

%I.L.3 Finding.y 4ND C###

It was determined that Inspector McCoy's NR was never entered into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

fl$ Wb
s. t ., = =u w u.. :; -": cahi;iw of g m ygpq m

A '

.

e
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d 7.1 Background Information

f|ANO
'

A
On July 22,1980, .--i.r31pp:ES8wevem NRs assigned Control Numbers k

. 4955-59, 4930 and 4931 were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann.
t- ,

\
j The NRs identified weld deficiences on pipe supports in diesel generator I

JMO
(DG) Room A. The seven NRs have been assigned control numbers, but no NR r i4

number. The copies of the seven reports are appended to this report as
,

Exhibit (15).
.

.

4 \7 I LeMogb
, .

M .t. l.2 t Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified non-

conforming welds while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said

he identified these welds on NRs which were assigned control numbers 4955 to

Hesaidhe4ait.iateddeNRssendhissupervisor,RexBaker, concurred4959.
tREM(! '

they were valid. Mills stated that in August 1980 he was reassigned from pipeo

support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection, and a week after
tys ABW6" y
tp reassignment the five NRs trs:hheittentid JalV2:t989 were returned to4

his desk without being processed. Mills stated that two other NRs written
LW M

| by Inspector G. McCann tilrd also d returned to him.
,

^
l

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the
.5fnad. KCIDG1t /HS/EC/Y

NR System and turned in the seven unproccessed NRs to the NRC. He-explained,

to-NRG Inspect.or4homas-Denielo-t. hat they-had-never been-entered-hite-the

j NWs tem. Eersmid:Danztrin=essedW1w tu reevW e the welds in D,G Room A to
\/

WN WOW /NGBrW MAGCpM//q
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UNCodkEdiOgsee if the nonconforming welds he identified earlier were still insthis
W JWMills stated M reinspected thevs/AIOXAf20 tilstt*eendsecon. ame=reas in2DG:R6BWi=A=end in

each case the condition that he had previously identified had been repaired,
T/htT*

and the welds were now acceptable. Mills stated apparently someone had used.

3

the information on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,

however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original NRs

and all tkcopies oist$'m had been returned tot.hineenhMcCJu!y unprocessed.e
.

.. -

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement attesting to
G

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (ID).

4 l.7 2.2. Interview of Floyd Oltz
_

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed the Kaiser NR Log and found that NRs assigned
S40E&

Control Nos. ,4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 were voided with the comment

"NR not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain
,o

a copy of the NR in the voided NR file, because these reports which are

voided as "Not Issued" are returned to the inspectory and-Kaise.Moes,.not
Imeint.aiu- nun ;f-the-NR ftr-the-vottfEd-NR-ftie.

N.I.'l.7 ~5 Interview of Lynn Anderson

By NACG t/6

On June 9, 1981, Lynn Anderson g --Insiecto n was interviewedjan
that he is employed by Nuclear Energy Services Inc. vt-fibee and is con-

tracted to work as a Quality Control Engineer for CG&E. Anderson, stated

- 22 -
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currently he is conducting an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system. Anderson said that on June 4,1981, he checked the disposition of

NRs assigned CN 4955 and 4959. Anderson stated he reviewed the NR log and

found that those CN had been assigned and the reports had been voided on.

September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked all of the Kaiser and CG' &E

NR files and could not locate these NRs. Anderson concluded that although

a CN had been issued the reports had never been entered into the active or
,j

, voided NR files. .

S.I.12..t\ Record Reviews M %e\h Oge,Mht

On June 10, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed and it was found CN 4955
HADB&9V

to 4959 were entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined

through with the comment, " VOID NR not issued" and dated 9/30/80." A review

of the NR log for entries CN 4930-31 indicated that they had also been

entered into.the NR system; however, the comment " VOID NR not issued and

dated September 30, 1980 was entered in the log book page for each entry.

Copies of the pertinent NR Log Book pages are appended to this report as
s* A-

Exhibits (C ) and (18).i

Fi d Able d ons/

On June 2,1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A dentified

on NR CN 5955-59, 4930, and 4931. In two of the seven instances it appeared

that the welds had been reworked, but for the other five this could not be

determined. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the NRs were

not evident on the welds inspected.

- 23 -
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j .l.7.3 Finding: J 14wLg
!

Based on the preceding interviews, record reviews and field observations
,

.

| by NEC personnel it was determined that a+ttrmrgh these six NRs were voided, ANS
| .9
j e=empy ef=the=;p*- oo mot manQ$p_edMn=thewofde~dsNR:fi2C =A14=fourd

copies of the reports had apparently been returned to the inspector.
i

.

4.\ ,8 .Investigetion-of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466
*

;

4.) f$ , ) Background Information
:

On January 3,1980, Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors inspected large bore

pipe hangers in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected
M

welds on pipe support hangers, concrete enbedment bolts, and the configuration
A

and location of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming

Kaiser and vendor welds on five hangers, and improperly embeded bolts. They
A

identified a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and intiated

NR E-2466 to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided

i with the comment, "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR." A

L
copy of the first five pages of this atipage NR is attached to this report

| as Exhibit ( .

|

During the week of February 9-11, 1981, NRC personnel h reviewedtheKaiser[ k

Log of Nonconforming Material to ascertain if the hangers identified on NR

No. E-2466 had been issued on seperate NRs as stated in-thewei[ stamp-eng
the b This review indicated that of the 124 pipe support hangers in which

- 24 -
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$
nonconforming weld or embedment bolts were identified only 25 had beeng

j redispositioned on other NRs. Of these 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been
I
'

voided, and there is no disposition for the remaining 10. As of February 12,
|

]- 1981, 99 of the 124 hangers identified on NR 2466 had not been reissued as

| stated on June 3~ # l.8.2.Les%ab ,1980.i
24.1.6.2..I lWY'$ S'

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He state'd he was aware that.various NRs which identified nonconforming

conditions ou pipe support hangers were voided with the stipulation that they

would be " reinspected after redesign." Baker stated he directed a 100% re-

inspection of all pipe support hangers be conducted as stated in the earlier

committment. However, QA Managers Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner,

directed that pipe support hangers which had been previously inspected and

not redesigned, would alsir not to be reinspected. Baker stated that to the

best of his knowledge the hts which were voided on this basis were not

redispositioned or reopened 3 twepaiMhe nenconforming tendtt-lens previously

+dentified. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done to avoid

reworkingthewelds,butwasanadministrativeoversightbytheQAmanagersI,

k.l.9.'2,. J. Records Reviews

On February 12, 1981, NR E-2466 was reviwed by NRC personnel and it was

noted that there was a comment on page two of the NR which states that an

! asterisk identifies "what appears to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe

support hangers. In reviewing the thirty-one page NR it was found that

15 of 124 pipe hangers identified have an asterisk identifying them as

|

|
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i
vendor supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR E-2466 were crossed out.

.

; Examples of the ommission of these items from NR E-2466 are included in
.

f Exhibit (14).

4.1.8,3 Findingf 4WO MM
1

i

M c!,,4 C 6 9
Based on interviews and record reviews it was f.dund.that NR E-2466 was

not properly voided in that the justification for the voiding was never -

.

fully implemented.

k.\ .9 -Ittvest4gation=of Disposition of Noncenformance Report E-2836

44.9.5 Background Information
.

On June 22, 1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker,
c, INC:Mf40

after an audit by Nuclear Energy Service Aud.itawhicg-found there was no y

Eradiograph of=theQinal wel]d for weld WS737 intthe[phnt'sdervice water

syste . There was a comment in the " description of nonconformance" section

of the NR which stated that the only radiograph available was an "information
W Q.

shot of the root layer" fot the weld (now werii=ie buried underground). The
A y

NR was dispositioned as " accept as is" on October 24, 1980, because the KE1
No869V

(weld data form) reported that the final weld was radiographed and accepted
$DLkHN&2. K4/./ /%Ammc/c4$ 440Mr'b%** M 5 * *

by Kaiser on April 5,1976. This disposgt-ion-war reviewed by the Authorizedg 4
Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is" disposition #N4 E-a

was inhially rejected by the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on November 7,

1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on
,

- 26 -
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the entry in the weld data form showing that a final review of the film was

; performed. The NR was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment "see
1

Revision I for new disposition." There is a another comment on the NR
ANZj which says, " VOID stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when an-J. accepted 8

t77 d,

I disposition on 11/11/80." A review of NR E2836, Revision 1, shows the
Mtd

same nonconforming item is identified the disposition iD to " accept as is," J'

and the NR is signed by the appropriate members of the material review board.

The NR was closed on November 13, 1980. There is third typed copy of E2836,

Revision 1, date November 11, 1980, which has the comment " VOID written in

error - NR resolved on original issue." The Kaiser NR Log Reports that
E- E-- %NR ,2836, Rev. 1, was closed on November 11, 1980. Copies of NR 2836 and

A, *
E-2836 Rev. I are attached to this report as Exhibit (20) and (2)). #

4.1S.'2. h wes)rw Dn _

N.I.9."2..| Interview of Rex Baker

On June 4, 19El, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after
6wt91 CdD

an audit found that there was no radiograph of thetfinalsvg+9essefoe weld

VS737. Baker stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction

Department, who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on an entry on
tME F04/FF/N W f

the KE1 forgwhkh gepoet,e. a final radiograph of this weld was performed on
201W i D,.

April 5,1976, a:Er was accepted by a Kaiser welding engineer nd.bf the ANIA

on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him, and he told Lanham
CW

the disposition " accept as is" was contrary to ASME code requirements,MS tobecauseA f~there was no final radiograph of' the questioned weld. He told Lanham Cg that d'
N entry in a KE1 form was not sufficient evidence that the weld had beenA

radiographed.

'
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) f .gur NAO M#S
Baker statghe is a Level III Radiographer and hehewed the Kaiser radio-3 g

graphic w/ah report and the accompanying, film, dated April 17, 1976. He
so a

indicated that he told Lanham the film was an information shot of the root

g4.ftlie'-weLl.;=and.was not radiograph of the final weld pass.
/ **

%h>

or Baker gr.
1

said Lanham see/typf'q.fs.p WM M CIO6 H M Af>/DV
pondeacend swsd the disposition iy correct because the blockgFMM c D/D

on the KE1 1s checked, and-that if QA d p not have the film he could care4
2

lesgabout=ht Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to
,

AN
Ett'M M dig the weld ape.Dto radiograph it, to .which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall

would never let us dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR as

" accept as is" yet he knew there was no/~WW ANM.
finsa radiograph for the, weld.

BakeralsostatedthatonNovember7,1980,Uthe site ANI, ell Bur Y

rejected the disposition on NR E2836 but later rescinded the rejection and
RN44. AB99./B Y /WC

agreed with the " accept as is" disposition based on the entry on the KE1 NMC
A

form that reported-a-finyl review-of-the- fiIm-had-been-made-by-e previous. Y

B
ANhi^76. . Baker said the NR was eventually. dispositioned as " accept as is," #

and he refused to concur in the disposition because it was contrary to ASME

code requirements.

Q) 9.2. 2,. Interview of Lowell Burton

On June 5,1981, Lowell Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam

Boiler and Insurance Company), was interviewed by NRC. He stated that, after
NMM So

reviewing NR E28.36, he was in error in accepting the disposition of this NRg
A

on November 11, 1980.

.

e
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; Burton said he reviewed the .filegacket, for weld WS737, and found there ir

no radiograph of the final weld pase-1"n-the-4i-le He stated he has directedy
(f.r +R, ,

'

the- Reenses to reopen the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition.
'

N2WN45~
;. Burton stated he based his acceptance on a review of the KE1 Form and hisg
i f/NAL WM
j personal notes, which showed that on April 15,19768ereviewedtheradiograph

2
ef-the-weld and found it to be acceptable. Burton stated that during 1976 he

W
reviewed up to 100 radiographs g day and could have mistakenly entered in his -

A
wdi.O

notebook or on the KE1 Form that he had reviewed t e radiograph of-.the-44aal
3

weIth 4 4 8*' M M@

4.|.9.7. 1 Record Review

e /N6RIII personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation whi l includede

/ANbG16f/N
the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and ac. companying (g1m. It appeared

that NR E-2836 was improperly voided because there was no final radiograph for
W.5 ,,_

weld 737 in-KarteerWes. The radiograph referenced as accepted by the ANI4

on April 15, 1976fis actually a radiograph of a partially completed weld. The

radiograph of the incomplete weld is dated March 31, 1976, and was reviewed

by the ANI on April 15, 1976. Apparentlyfthe radiograph of the rootpass was
missYaken 'y MANI to be a radiograph of thAeldgnd-.he-seIpted i.t

as-euch-whau M act-n nal.-endiograp!!=trf=theWett! exists. The proper

| disposition for this NR would have been " rework" which would include t[e-
\

eooduowf EWAL/df/GN u$ TNG WDO ArVO J'dD/ CGM /[14meeC [[ X 4791/ M f t/c x *nondestruct4ve examie tings requixed.by ASME code-an_
_

speeWient,4 ens .

:
'

,

e

|

l
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Between June 2-5, 1981, the following records were reviewed by the RIII

f inspector.
t

Kaiser Engineers KE1 Forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976.-

4

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report dated April 15, 1976 (and

accompanying radiographic film packet).
,

.

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.

H . \ .Cf. *b Finding f ifN O U N CJ U 5|0 N 5
_

e 42.Based on the preceeding interviews, enB record reviews, and the examination
.

of the radiographic film for weld WS 737 it was determined that NR E-2836

was improperly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed on November 13,

1980. .

4.\.\o Inve*Wt%n-+f Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777
|

%,1.K)| Background Information

On April 3,1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777, stating that weld A2

on isometeric drawing RI-195 on a pipe support hanger in the primary containment
fMCM M

! area was performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed a post weld

inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip was found

to ensure that the proper filler metal had been used to- th; weld. . The dis-
&
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positionofthisNRwasto" rework"andcutoutthewelgeeauseno-acceptable.
documetreirettnmramattabh L mily une pre m Ill kr. metal::.was::nsed. This;

y
1

NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment " rod slip located." A copy

on NR E-1777 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).-

4 .1 1O.L LvesMeWm4.

t'q,t,lo.l.\ Interview of Vincent Feretti
A

.

P
On June 4, 1981, Vicent Ferytti, Level III, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

Quality Assurance Engineer, (QAE) was interviewed by NRC. He stated he //49
Af Adf44|R5 5 @conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. e had

reviewed NR No. E1777, and the associated isometric drawings identified.on,g
+fre M . Frerretti stated that the drawing shows four hangers, with six field

welds for all of the hangers. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod '

issue slips show, as stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip.

for weld No. 195a2. Frerretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the

drawing should identify what particular filler metal was used for each weld,
W M !stfL/ W -*

but se=ehis* essa he was unable to ascertain what filler metal went into-each. v

ef-thMds . Frerretti stated the decrepancy identified in the NR was correct,

and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned. Frerrettistated/

thatinhisopinionfthisNRwasimproperlyvoided.;

|

S.1lO*1 2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

:

On June 4,1981 Floyd 01tz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

HestatedthathehadreviewedNRE-1777.thewelddatasheetspndweld X
k A

rod issue slips. He said that this NR had been improperly ^ voided. Oltz

29/e.2 molc+ho rur-
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stated the disposition " rod slip located" was improper, because the rod

slip used to justify the voiding of NR does not specifically identify the
a

weld in which the weld rod was used. Oltz concluded that he found nothing

in the records associated with this weld to justify the voiding of this NR.
\*

r
Finding v A b A d dg

F
9e\- -

From a review of NR E-1777, weld data records, and weld rod issue forms,

there is no justification for the voiding of this NR because there was no

rod issue slip in the weld data package for weld A2.

m

ecord Reviews,

4
t' .

v
M On June 4, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following records while resolving

this allegation:

.

Nonconformance Report E-1777

Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 for the Reactor Isolation System

Kaiser weld rod issue form Nos. 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963,

126960, 174535, and 174534

4.\.\\ ~IauesLiea t_1O u_ M CCf.35/t/CN W /Wh'edH&)H4Nf.4 )!' p*,*ff ciy-Q2 zs,~ c

9.l .11. I Background Information

On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe, wrott NR Control No.

(CN) 5122 following the initiation of surveillance report (SR) 2800 which

- 32 -
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reports that the flexible outer coating of conduit installed in the contain-

ment building is splitting for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a

NR number 7yet it was voided on January 2, 1981, with the comment in the void /
stamp block "see attached surveillance report No. 2800." Surveillance report

:

2800 was the report used to issue the NR. A copy of NR CN 5122 is appended

to this report as Exhibit ( ).

4 I.Il.L Mvoshga.Y.v,
.

4 .1.ll M Interview of Steven Burke ,

ghM, .

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed follow-g

ing hS inspection of the areas identified on NR CN 5122. Burke stated that

the nonconforming items listed in the NR on October 16, 1980, " covering

spliting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"

were still apparent on the conduit he inspected. Burke indicated that he

concurred with Priebe's report that this problem was serious, and warranted

reporting via the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Burke concluded
A.f NC /wyst;249

that Priebe's NR was not written in error becauw.r.hegfoundsthe same ;roblemjW o
enthesamelocationsidentifiedbyPriebgennhe0NR.

|

L{.l.ll.2.1 Record Reviews
=

l>ATED p
@ June 11, 1981 Kaiser Quai'lity Assurance Surveillance Report (SR) No.
3 st/& car tr W4 f 08 GR"@WN2800, whitisemeviewed: rep $roz:tp that on October 9, 1980,gthe outer coating

of flexible conduit used in the containment area was spliting for some
2 ~

unknown reasog.waremieweb. The corrective action statement in the report

states this deficiency could be serious enough to warrant ' formal reporting
|

|

l
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y gepA6ct/VEd<?/*
to the NRC. Also in thir section of the report are comments that NRs

st

CN 5122 and CN 5196 are voided in lieu of this SR. The " corrective action

verified" section of the SR is stamped nonapplicable and dated October 14,
"

1980. An October 15, 1981 memo attached to the SR from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E),

I

to he Kaiser QA Manager, dated October 15, 1980, reports that in Ehas's

opinion this matter does not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR

2800 and attachments is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).
.

4 .1.11 3 Findingf_ A N D C4 N #4 M II## #

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by licensee

inspectors, it was determined that NR CN 5122 was improperly voided. It

appears that the SR used to initiate the NR was later used as justification

to void the NR. Th ee n co n fo rming-ma terrirl-i d en tMi ed-in-th e-NR-was-n ob
THis M

cormd-by the-. Licensee and, was never introduced into the Kaiser noncon-
A

formance reporting system. The Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure
1.

was not followed, and this report was :Umno misfiled in the " inspection

Iw=Mtsethe=geportm ;$@ idea"4NR.Lt
report" file. It appears that NR

2. I
CN #196 was dispositioned in the same manner.

A
i

34 1.I'2 esticaticr.-of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

L4.),g2.. ) Backgroundinveshetsen.

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR No. E-2233 documenting

[nonconformingcondition'forweldWS62GPintheservicewatersystem. The
A

- 34 -
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j weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material
i

j traceability; however,'a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the
EO V

weld was acceptance. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA/ Engineer / disposi- M-; A

tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,-

1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" end-wes y
Art #JMDinitialed by Floyd Oltz Records =QAB. A copy of NR E-2233 is appended to this

report as Exhibit-( ).
.

On February 13, 1981, NRC personnel reviewed NR No. E-2233 and related

documentation. This NR was voided after the weld data record (KE-1) form
T

was " corrected." the correction is actually a deletion of previous g^
to

stipulated hold points, and there is no documentation included supporti.ng,

the engineering basis for deleting the hold points.

Floyd Oltz advised that he had deleted the hold points from the KE-1 Form;
~

however, no signature or date of deletion was noted on the form. "

V XThe KE-1 Form S appended to this report as Exhibit (M) was initially

anotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld qualifications, heat numbers,

and fit up would be verified by the QC inspector during in process inspection
AN

of this weld. The form was anotated with a "NA" superimposed *over t p "x"

mark meset2ie%25Bkip, wh+eh bed-been h previouslyN y a Welding Engineer.

The-notat4cn "NAu-ws. ..edm' 7-Oltr;-!rn constituted-4 deletion-of reviotrs /

4 t.ipul e ted-hald-poi n ts-fo r-th e-wel E-2233 was improperly voided because

previously stipulated hold points were deleted by a docume'nt reviewer without

engineering justification. g g 37 g g73

|
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While investigating the disposition of NR E-2233 the NRC inspector found,

! that XI-1 forms 2552, 2553, and 2560 did not provide material traceability

for the gamma plugs welded to piping installed in the service water system.
-

.

The KE1 Forms identify the mark numbers for the pipes, but not the heat

numbers for the gamma plugs welded to these pipes. The gamma plugs were

stamped with a heat number, however, this heat number is not entered on
,

the KE-1 Form.

3
NR No. E2237, dated November 23, 1979, also for the closed cooling water

System, reports the same nonconforming condition on another weld (i.e lack

of weld traceability and welder qualification). The disposition for this

report was " rework" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19,

1979, with a comment " void rod slip found". This NRs disposition was
let/CN

identical to of NR Report E-2233, and previously stipulated hold points were
n y

deleted without engineering concurrence. A copy of NRO-2233 is attached to

this report as Exhibit ( ).
h.),W.2 g h

_

&{,(,y2,,,2.\ Record Reviews

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed
e

in tacking the dispositions of these NRs. (A

Nonconformance Report E-2237.

Nonconformance Report No. E-2233. '

.
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Weld Data Sheet (KE-1) No. 18391 and associated weld-rod

issue forms.

Kaiser veld data sheets (KE-1) No. 2554, 2552 and 2560..

_

1{ .l . Yl- 1 Finding.:r # N O M M " N # -

.

Based on the interviews and record reviews it was determined that NR Nos.

2237 and 2233 were improperly voided.

LJ//Ef/Ot!/AM El NW
N.I.14 dnvest6thWnte Disposition of Inspector-Ruia Nonconformance Report WAC-0CO/

@Me b?"_!98&_

_

Q,[,]y,| Background Information

(6tV9/ focoN7?A~MR NU '"" V'
4On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a NR identifying

nonconforming welds on drywell steel in the Primary Containment building.

Ruiz described the nonconforming condition as an electrode weave exceeding

3/4 inch. The NR in question was not assigned a control number and-wes

no bed a NR number. The report had a comment written in the " disposition"

section which states, "sent back with no reply". This particular NR was
HM- WI

provided to the NRC by Inspector Ruiz. A copy of the $ is appended to this

report as Exhibit ( ).

.

e

4
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g jy,7,.IInterview of James Ruiz
(

On February 25, 1981 James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, f sg was interviewed N
3 by NRC. He stated that on February 11, 1981 he performed an inspection of a.

0 W
beam located in a primary containment building and noted a nonconforming

condition on a weld. Ruiz stated he wrote a NR on this condition and submitted

it to his supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to
, -

' Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred. Ruiz stat,ed that the
d- @next day Baker informed him that the QA Manager.t had returned the report t>e

him, saying that inspector,Vs were not to write a report against a procedural

violation. The NR was then returned to him, without assignment of a control

number. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings' decision prohibiting

inspectors from writing reports against procedural violations; he said the

welding procedures deliniated the welding specifications, parameters,

dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging whether a weld is

( acceptable or: unacceptable. Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to
i

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (27).

e
RIII personnel visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell steel 2

1a

rimary[ontainment[uilding. The weld displayedbeam 81, located in the

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 inch. A photograph of the questioned

weld is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ). The weld is not necessarily

defective! however, it did exceed specifications as stated by Ruiz in the NR. y
A

'
.

9
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J)4 7 *7Interview of Phillip Norman

,

On June 3,1981 Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NestatedthatfhisdateheaccompaniedtheNRCInspectortotheNRC..

;

Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel beam

No. 81. Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld

to beam No. 81 exceeded 3/4 inch.
.

q,j.14'9'}RecordReviews .A
, ,

On June 30, 1981 the Kaiser NR log, and all Kaiser NRs initiated between

Februa ry 11, 1981 to February 20, 1981 were reviewed. The NR written by

Ruiz on February 11, 1981 was not found, and apparently was not entered into

the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
.

q,| Pf.) Findingf h*JD W N '''
-

=

The questioned weld on beam 81 in the Primary Containment drywell area was

visually inspected by NRC personnel and the deficiency identified by Ruis

and reported in the NR was confirmed.

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by NRC personnel,
MAC- 00C1/

it was determined that the NR weie6ea=by: Ruta was never entered into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. The nonconforming condition identi-
N/hp TA'

fied in the NR war not at# corrected. dC

.

.

e

e
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q,) /5 inves;.is. tic.. of-the Disposition of Na,1661 and 1662
A

y, /.N * Background Information

.pl5$.

On February 8, Inspector David Painter initiated NR's~No. E-1661 and

E-1662, which report nonconforming condit$ns:::1m welds on pipe support hangers

in the drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NR's were dispositioned as
.

" rework" on May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NR's were voided by

Floyd Oltz with a comment that the nonconforming hangers will be reinspected

after design analysis. A copy of NR's No. E-1661 and E-1662 are appended

to this report as Exhibits ( ) and ( ).

L).l.15.3 h ves % k
pJ | Interview of David Painter

On January 14, 1981, and on June 4, 1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises

three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers

at Zimmer. Pain .er stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying

nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers which have been disposi-

tioned as " VOID - will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter
~

indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned

for all pipe support hangers. This w escinded, and hangers are now being
WHkN CHECXJ

inspected according to a M-12 checklist only for configuration and locationg 4
'

of the hanger af ter it is redesigned. Painter indicated the QA Manager said
.0.

that any hangers that inspectors previously accepted prior to design changes

and which were not effected by the design changes were not to be reinspected.
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Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justification for

; ectginstly voiding the NR's, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming

welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter
d6 REPf,#f2fD M&

stated Gittings was told about this ,and saidragaits if a pipe support hanger
.,

I /
I

+

had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a'NR for

reinspection findings.

q, j ,lh*g..%
~

Record Reviews

The following records were reviewed during the resolution of this NR:

NR's No. E-1661, E-1662

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
.

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (Drywell

Pneumatic System Reactor Containment)

g,16 - Findingy p >f 44f 6 # # "

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was determined that

NR's E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided resulting in loss of control

of previously identified nonconforming items.

/JoNf6N[Cd/919NCS AGA4W
g .) Yj Invest.ieation af -the Dispostion of Nlt 2996 '

.

9
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,l. Background Information

'

On February 2,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated

NRE-2996,Rev.1,whichreportedthatfullpenetrationweldsonT-uenchers[[
-

'

Serial Nos. N001, N003, N007, N0011, and N0012, were found to have a lack

of penetration at the backing ring (ie: split backing ring). However, the

rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located ,

in the Suppression Pool Main Steam Relief System. The NR was dispositioned

on February 9, 1981 as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction

Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing

ring does not ffect the integrity of the weld. he licensee's architect- I
A

engineer,SargentandLundy.I(S&L)Engiheers,tookexceptiontothis

disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically

examined @ b).On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically

examined and found acceptable with the exception of Quencher No. 007. S&L

dispositioned the'NR as acceptable, with the exception ~of No. 007 indicating7
that additional data is required to resolve 007 because it was not ultrasoni-

cally tested as directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed

with S&L's disposition and granted conditional approval of the disposition of

theNRinMarchof1981.hNR E2996, Rev. 1, was dispositioned as closed on

March 17, 1981. This NR was closed without any evidence that'the required

additional examination of T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of

NR E-2996, Rev. 1 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

.

.
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q g ,((,.'2.I Interview of Rex Baker

On June 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he wrote NR E2996, Rev. 1, on February 2, 1981, and it was-

.

improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher No. 007

was not ultrasonically examined as directed by Sargent and Lundy. Baker

said the NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Doument Control office
,

on March 17, 1981. Baker related that when he learned E-2996 Rev. I was

closed he initiated NR E-3172 which references E-2996 and address the

issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in earlier

NR.

4, /,ll. .'IA Interview of Floyd Oltz
,

On June 3,1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer, Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Rev. I war initiated by Baker on February 2,

1981, for nonconforming welds on in T-Quenchers. Oltz stated that the architeet-
.54 L
enginees directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish their

i acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencer No. 007 could not be ultrasoni-

cally examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable, with the exception

of T-Quencher No. 007. Itz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller,
;

who read the initial disposition of " accept as is" on the NR, and did not read

the exceptions placed in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-

engineer. Oltz said she mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the son-
ffi-

dition was " accept as is" when in fact the g hitect-engineer had only granted

partial acceptance. Oltz concluded this NR was improperly ~ closed, due to a

clerical error.

- 43 -
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Interview of Kathy Faubion

exw;

On June 4, 1981, Kathy Faubion,b Controlle was interviewed 3ns
3

j. .f#E stated she closed NR E-2996, Rev.1, on March 17, 1981, because the top of

the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is." Faubioni

said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in the

disposition column. Faubion stated that in May of 1981, Rex Baker told her
.

she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR No.
A

E-3172, which documented the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.
.,

b,I ' Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR

No. 2996, Rev. 1. The deficiency, (ie: a split backing ring,) is permissible
&sNP/t' CN/

under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the origin'a1 issue was not nonconforming.

However,inordertoverifythatthesplitwasinthegackingRingandnotin#

4N ULf,*%.fcMC y|2:1yN6-(47) V V

the weld,4'3f5 exam was performed to verify the location of the split. Records
/ A

indicated that on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrason-

ically examined ith the exception of Quencher No. 007, which was not examined
A.and found to be acceptable. The=tirensee's ar~chitect-engineer, sal' grift" ate

Bundyr-seid themoaccaf.orming condit:ionsbera-acceptable-with-che-e6

ef Quenche$ No,-OO7. It appeared that a further UT or other nondestructive

examination should have been conducted on Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,

Rev. 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981 with no examination of Quencher

No. 007.

.

e
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During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed,

.' - to track the resolution of this NR:

: -

Nonconformance Report No. R-2996, Rev. 1

.

Nuclear Energy Services, Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated

February 14, 1981
i .

Sargent and Lundy, Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981

Nonconformance Report No. E-3172, dated May 11, 1981

Kaiser weld data sheets (RE-1 Form) for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011,

and 012 '

,|,jb ' Finding 5 # /O M # ''

3

Based on interviews, record reviews and review of radiographs by RIII

personnel, it was determined that this NR was improperly closed on

March 17, 1981. gggfygg gf

hNh
q,j.l1 Investigatier.__of- r|T O/r/oJ/f## o[ y3ff

A -_

|

*
|

.
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fl. ! ackground InformationB

On January 3, 1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33

page NR which was assigned Control No. 4389. This NR reported various
'

-

nonconforming conditions in electrical cable, trays and hangers in the
d

Auxillary Building. The NR was voided b Kyle Burg g on December 2, 1980,

because the "NR was initiated just prior tognspector leaving the job. Ai
.

lot of the items listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed

reinspection." This .partdu'lar NR was recovered from the Site Document
H. WING GA%|??V

ControlVaultonJune4,1980,s[dapparentlyva;smisfiledwith" Inspection

Reports" which identify nonconforming material found during receipt inspec-

tions. AlthoughtheNRwas" voided"71t was stamped " Inspection Report" in
4 e

theblockreservedforth6assignmentoftheNRnumberyand-WhaB.been.
placed in tha "Taspection.ReportA-file A copy of the first five pages of

CN~
NR $4389 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

A

q,|J7.T 1hvedh2Nie-
W M

L|.1J2 7 ,) Interview of!Kyle Burgess ,

p

18,1980,L.kle Burgess, Kaiser Inspection SupervisoJr, was interviewedOn June

by NRC. He stated that he ided the NR assigned Control No. 4389 on
|ZuMef.!

December 2,1980%Kglhstate that inspector D. J. Luttanann was an electrical

inspector.ar[chebenndhadreportedvariousnonconformingconditionsin
//d/ND/C&tXD. t/hM" Lthe electrical area. Ruxges assid he voided this NR because /4n-the " * - 4 ,*

NAC RG20V AWNU t0 66 MGG0fAAls
Luttmann had left the site and some of the items weee=nMefjty4ences.; however,

some were valid nonconforming conditions. rge couldgivenoeppaiener

reason why the voided NR had been placed in the Inspection Report. file.
^
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AjbFindings AND /dMl.k 5/dM
.

RIII personnel reviewed NR CN 4389 and found no sufficient reason to justify
(,h it's voiding. this-NR-4389.was-improperly-voided-bye

Q & on-December-1&,
rge

i*

! 6
,

Record Reviews
4.'4.-

V ,

h* During-the.coursi;ofMbis* investigation,tYe following records were revieweda

/N IN6' ja
o tracg the dji resolution of this NR.

Kaisar Lcg of Nonconforming Material NR CN 4389 dated January 23, 1980.
V&Q filDCesOCAt47 fd<ht/ Cr i,' ALMS /GN 1, MtED Aj's./L Q /q19t

NettbWf & ttM W M WLj,l.18 hvest-itst-ion-of-the Disposition of h1b 2191
A

Li .l.18. I Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR No. E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter,
ik

to report that the consumable insert on a weld in the Closed Cooling Water

System was not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the
daweld rod slip for the consumeable insert in weld K253 on drawing PSKWR9.

Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at

the original copy of the weld rod issue slip. The intial disposition of this

report was " accept as is" with the reason being that all consumable inserts

are purchased as Class I (safety related) traceable materials. The NR was

, closed on November 8, 1979, and was reopened after the Aut,horized, Nuclear
!

!
|
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Inspector (ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7,1980. On February 19,

1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was redispositioned!

on NR No. E-2191, Rev. 1. Nonconformance Report No. E-2191, Rev. I was voided
.nn--

on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz REi5rds2QA4 with a comment that the weld.

rod issue slip had been found. There was no engineering or Material Review

Board concurrences on this disposition. A copy of NR E-2191 and E-2191,

Rev. 1 is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

h . l.iff . 1 L v M *u M e
.

4 ),gg ,tlInterview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, Document Reviewer,

was interviewed by NRC. Hr. stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated

NR No. E-2191 after he observed that tfa&id Kaiser weld data form (KEI) No.
f'et.23037 for weld WRK-523 did not have a entryafotogr heat number of the consum-

able insert used-a./.2 CDn=the-welds <h'Reiter stated that he checked the weld rod
t/t1/

os

issue form |aetschehhe5-(KEO1*Ke41YU"thatkedsthe Kaiser warehouse files,
Ana MHO Nay op

and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms didenot.recordethe heatj

numbergoMhe. conedeablMusert. Reiter stated if an entry was ,d[o
any of the weld rod issue forms, they are false and were made after

November 2, 1979. Reiter also stated he suspected that Arch Lanhm, Noncon-

formance Report expediter falsified records in order to resolve NRs rather

than have the Construction Department repair or rework the nonconforming

item. Reiter provided a written statement attesti.' to the preceding in-

formation, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

|
-

.
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On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Records, Kaiser QA Engineer, was inter--

i ^
; viewed by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found

u WA
no heat number for the consumeable insert on weld No. Jt-523. The NR was

dispositioned by Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because,

y G42/ GtACE
all consumeable inserts are purchased as nuclear material. Oltz stated

3

that the ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was

voided on February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Rev. 1.
.

Oltz stated that he voided NR E-2191, Rev. I on February 22, 1980 with a

comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumeable
MADinsert was found. OltzstatedthatArchLanham,NRExpeditergoundarod

Nslip for the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert, so he voidedg

the NR.

g ,I.|8.1 Interview of Arch Lanham
.

On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the construction department

at Zimmer. Lanham stated he frequently searches for lost documentation,

| such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-

tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that in the case

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the
L I4/A

consumfable insert for weld A-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191

with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however

on December 17, 1979 he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the

- 49 -
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NR and he noted on his copy "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?"

Lanham stated there is also e notation that on January 22, 1980 the NR was
A

still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes Lanham
j

stated that it appears he reviewed the KE1 data form and original rod slip and
.

foundthathehadinspectedweldNo.W1523onOctober 17, 1977. He stated

there was no heat number for the consumeable insert on the KE-1 form; however X

he||AO CEVlEWh.W b
looked et, weld rod issue form No. 97957 and found a heat number for the

.#
a b

consumable insert encia.. Lanham indicated that ojihbe the heat number for #g

the consumeable insert was marked in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of

Form 97957) and we.s circled in red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls

that he made this entry on the gold copy of the form in October of 1977 while

inspecting the weld. He said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue

form, and called the weld rod shack to obtain a proper heat number for the

consumable insert. Lanham said he did not make the entry on the form during

November 1979 through February 1980 while dispositioning this NR.

N
}g ) .Q.3' Record Reviews

On March 24, 1981, the Kaiser isometric drawing for the closed cooling water

system PSK-1WR-9 was reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld No. WR523.

The Kaiser KE-1 Form shows a notation that the heat number for the consumeable

insert is No. 6059491. Weld rod issue slip No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that

heat Number 6059491 is written in ink on an otaterwise carbon form. Two other

copies of Kaiser weld issue slips No. 97959[th white copy and thh blue copy)

were reviewed. These forms do not have similar entries for the heat number.
-

.

e
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A copy of the veld data sheet and accompanying weld issue forms are attached

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ).

4 { .II* Finding ( h/D (da(Luy/dN.f

Based on the results of interview < and record reviews it was found that

NR E-2191, Rev. I was improperly dispositioned with no review ofdha
0-

~

disposittiom.by members of the Kaiser Materials Review Board.

. <,

L{., | .19 -4nvestigation-of-the Disposition of Nonconformance Reports 5467, 5477,5479

~,L'
q,g,)g,) Background Invest 1gatior,Information

'

On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz,- itiated three NR's which were
/NG-

assigned Control Nos. 5476, 5477, 5479, theseiNRt.s reported nonconforming I

L ^
conditions on dryweld support steel in the Primary Containment Building.

A

.

Ruiz stated that welds Nos. 63, 58, and 3 were full penetration welds
1

whichrequire100%coveragebynondestructiveexamination,e[herradiography, k
wt Na tsftsildo AG.W DawmcNt40

magneticparticledest31g=, or ultrasonic testin . He als'o found that all
dLOS fcM

three ycams lacked documentation sheawhfot= the backing strip,.1|' .s.ew f g

filler metal, sahvikenc't nf, welder qualifications 7or welding procedureg
neN. The Kaiser NR Log shows that NR Nos. 5477g/Ybaruf 5479, were voided as.td fikNatMrf.M

*tA0lOs Hot * ^ l<afEENore

O[pfoftheseNR'swgsretainedin"NRg nissued" on February 27, 1981. y

the Kaiser SDC files. A copy of NR's CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 are appended

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ).
.

.
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q .) . Interview of James Ruiz*

.

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NR's and-

R&Wd."f
he had no assurance that NRis he initiated would be entered into the KaiserA

nonconformance reporting system or that the nonconf ining conditions he
J'.

identified would be corrected. Ruiz provided ths:NRCW illr NR's CN 54776,
,

5477, and 5479, and stated these had been initiated by him on February 23,

1981. He indicated he did not think they processed properly bye

the nonconformance reporting system. Ruiz provided a written statement

attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as

Exhibit ( ).

f. Interview of Dennis Donovan *

.

j On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
MD

He stated that heAreviewed nonconformance reports Nos. 5476, 5477, and 5479
blitti fM&A

and concurred. Donovan stated that Ruiz errored in his identification ofA

one deficency on these NR's, because a Design Document Change (DDC) had been!

.f' S./MMttD f i yld/'G/P1 f 4 7 $
written by the 'isnsee4+j., hitec.t engineer which e4imated the NDE cove, ragearc

M 8 U I on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement and

said it was contrary to S&L' Specification H2174 which requires 100%

nondestructive examination coverage on all Class I welds. Donovan stated he /MO
o o| reviewed the DDC in question and found out that S&L waived the nondestructive

examination soversge for " ease of construction." He said that,ein his opinionf

this was not an adequate justification for the noted disposition.. Donovan

1
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advised that the Kaiser construction department is repairing these and

other cantilever beams in the primary contahent building.
'

.

q,|,d*1.')Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, inspector James Ruiz, dentified
'

nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the primary containment

building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated,$nd he concurred in,> b Nos. 5476,

5477, and 5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as

lack of @u nondestructive examination of full pentrations& welds, material X

traceabilty and welder qualifications. Baker stated that on February 27, 1981,
VolQ

he voided these NR's with the comment "NR not issued." He stated he voided

these NR's after a February 1981 meeting with Phillip Gittings in which he,

Gittings Kenneth Shinkle, QAC, and Robert Marshall, construction manager

discussed the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz. During the meeting

Mar.; hall stated that the welds on these cantilever beams were to be cut out

by Kaiser so these nonconformance reports should be voided. Baker stated that

he voided these NR's on Gittings instructions and gave i al four of the k
/t

original copies of the NR's.

y, l.Ii' Interview of Kenneth Shinklei

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser. Mechanical Civil Structual,

Quality Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23;

fMS @ WM4

QC inspector James Ruiz, initiated NRs ContB1:Noe. 4956, 49W, and 4959.
A A A-
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Shinkle stated he reviewed these NR's and found that inspector Ruiz had
W

errged in identification of one nonconforming condition. He stated that I

a DDC had been issued by licensee's architect-engineer which waived NDE

requirements for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.-

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because

the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction," NDE is viaved. Shinkle .

said that the welds, identified in the NR's are Class I welds because they
&E WF'M SCTH

aregygettothecontainmentlinerplateandS&LspecificationsandASME

Code requirements require 100% NDE for any Class I welds.

Shinkle stated Ruiz erro ed in identifying thinne-conditior>; however, the

remaining nonconforming conditions, such as lack of material traceability,
IWEff*

and welder qualifications wasecorrect. Shinkle advised that the cantilever

beams in question hold up walkways, pipe support hangers, and heating and

ventiliation ducts in'the primary containment' building.

Shinkle stated that in February 1981, he attended a meeting with Rex Baker,

I
Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, reguarding Ruiz's NR's. Shinkle

stated that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis, and

| doavisualinspectionoftheweld[

Shinkle stated that the QA Manager, Phillip Gittings, agreed with this

approach and told him to work with the con'struction department to rework

the welds using KE I repair cards without processing the NR's Ruiz had

written.
.

^

.

!
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Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written-

by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
t

He stated that this was gpecially significant in light of the fact that in k

February 1981, there was an NRC investigation into irregularies in the Kaiser.

nonconformance reporting system..

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues ine/ceryg/g/

Mu12.Juc he conducted an inspection of allkhe cantilever beams located at
,

the 572' elevation of the primary containment building. Shinkle indicated

4dt he found that there was no final QC inspection on er of the 27 beams

and four of--the$ eams had nob of eny fitup inspection. Shinkle
/c 47/f?f M &statedheebo-{oundthesamenonconformingconditions,lackofweldfillter

metal and backing stripsgtraceability and flack of evidence of weldery

qualification for these welds. In addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a
v in

vistual examination of the welds, and AMhdugiravant, many cases the welds
4

did not appear to meet Code standards.

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated

he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

tions had been made to the beams in which 5/OE plates had been added,

and these plates would have to be removed ineofderi to conduct-inspections
kW5 NGWof the velds. Shinkle advised that the construction department is in theg g

process of removing the questioned beams.

.

e
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Q .!*19'Record Reviews

, . -

On June 6,1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and

asked to retrieve N CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 from the Kaiser Site Document-

Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,

and voided nonconformance report! files and could not locate the nonconformance

reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR log page whicl3
S 7

reflects that on February 27,1981, NR's 5477, 5472, and 5479 were voided with,

a comment "NR not issued." A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report

as a Exhibit (42).

q ,l.
* Findings 4WO c5WMf/dM

i 1
NR's CN 5477, 5478 and 5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance

reporting system.
:

'y y.

!
1
;

|
'

.

-

;

i
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Allegation

;

On December 9,1980, J. Harrison, NRC Resident Inspector at the Marble Hill

Naclear Power Station, was contacted by an individual who identified himself-

as a former Quality Control (QC) inspector at Zimmer. The caller stated that

Quality Assurance (QA) Manager Phillip Gittings, Kaiser had been improperly

voiding nonconformance reports (NR) based on his personal reinspection of
_

nonconforming items.

Between January 13, 1981, and July 4, 1981, thirty-one current and former

Kaiser QC inspectors and Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) were interviewed

by NRC regardica the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Sixteen of

these individuals alleged irregularities in the system. They specifically
alleged:

The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs which were not written ina.

error by the inspector.

b. The QA Manager was diverting NRs (not entering them into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system).

NRs were being voided and their items transfered to surveillance reportsc.

(SR).

d. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members

of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned

. . . . --
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j reports as " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per

Kaiser specifications and industry codes and standards.

!

NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"e.

or multiple " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The non-

conforming conditions were not reinspected after redesign, nor were they

written on separate NRs as stated when the NR was voided.
_

f. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the construction

department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

g. During revisions of an NR nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed

by the QA Martger.

General Background

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control

| of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods
i

Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Rev. 9 provides the following procedure: The QA

Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify non-

conforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from speci-

i fied requirements. The Inspector or QAE initiates the NR by contacting the
;

! Site Document Control (S.D.C.) NR Controller who makes a log entry and assigns
1

a KEI Control Number (CN). The NR is reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor

| or cognizant QAE and is forwarded to the SDC who issues a Control Number

| entering it into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
|

|
1

-2-
t
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The procedure provides that NRs which report nonconforming conditions on

material found during receipt inspection will be dispositioned " reject"

and the NR form will be stamped " Inspection Report". NRs written on

Essential Systems / Components will be given an "E" prefix and Nonessential

Systems will be given a "N" prefix number. The procedure states "in

instances where an NR has been initiated in error, due to interpretation or

judgement of borderline conditions, duplications, or where a nonconforming
-

condition has been corrected by the Construction Department after a verbal

or written communication from the QA Department can be voided by the Site

QA Manager. The procedure states that in these cases the NR will be stamped

" Void" with a brief statement indicating justification for the voilding. A

copy of the voided NR wil be retained by the SDC and a copy returned to the

initiator.

QACMI G-4, Rev. 9 states that NRs may be dispositioned by Construction

Engineer or as designee as with accept-as-is, rework, repair, or reject. The

Construction Engineer reviews and approves all dispositions, and accept-as-is

and repair dispositions which require review by the Material Review Board

which consists of the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA

Engineer, CG&E sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent and Lundy Design Engineer

(for essential material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section

III Code nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector must be included on

all accept-as-is will be closed after MRB review. NRs dispositioned as rework,

or repair will be closed after the Inspector or QAE signs the NR verifying

that the repair or rework was completed. Records of all open and closed NRs

are retained by the SDC NR Controller. During December 2-3, 1981, NRC per-

-3-
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sonnel audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and found that the

j Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager, Phillip Gittings, was improperly voiding

NRs (IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/80-25). The NRC inspector requested

that CG&E audit the nonconformance reporting system to insure the system was,

i

functioning in accordance with Kaiser Procedure QACMI/G-4. Between

December 15-19, 1980, and on January 5, 1981, Lon Ludwig, of Nuclear Energy

Services, Inc., audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
.

Interview of CG&E Quality Assurance Manager

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA

Manager was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated in an exit meeting on

January 6,1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA Manager and Phillip Gittings,

were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding NRs, and he directed Kaiser

to audit all the previously voided NRs and present the results of this audit

to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated he also directed Gittings to

cease improperly voiding NRs. Schwiers provided a copy of a memo to Gittings

dated January 14, 1981, which requests Kaiser respond to Field Audit Report

No. 340 concerning the voiding NRs. A copy of the correspondence and Field

Audit Report 340 is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).

!

Interview of NES Consultant

j On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , Manager,

Quality Engineering, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December

and January,1980 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system

i -4-
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after the NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwigs

! indicated his audit showed there were approximately 500 voider NRs ands

between on third to on half of these were superceded and written on other
i

NRs. He said some NRs which identified numerous nonconforming conditions

| were separated and reissued on individual NRs. Ine third of the NRs reviewed
i
; were voided as " written in error" with no adequate explaination given to
,

i justify this comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all
-

the voided NRs and provide a better explaination as to why each was voided.
;

i

Ludwig stated that there are in excess of 500 voided NRs which cover all,

areas of plant operation and construction, dating from 1974 to the present
date.

Interview of Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided seven NRs

: that were written by QC inspectors who were in training. He said he rein-
!

spected the welds identified in the seven NRs and, in his opinion, the welds

met American Welding Society Code (AWS) requirements. He indicated that

during an NRC inspection in December 1980, the inspector, took exception to

this practice and found the licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements

for improperly voiding NRs.
|

Cittings said that following the NRC inspection the welds identified on the

seven NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inct who found that

-5-
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four of the seven NRs were voided properly as the noted welds conformed to a
,

!
; AWS code. He said the three other NRs had minor decrepancies which Gladstone

. personnel considered unacceptable per AWS code requirements.

.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at'
.

the Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised

and put on another NR, or were voided after it is found they duplicate a
-

previously reported nonconforming condition. He stated the only NRs he

voided for being, " written in error" were those from October and November
i

1980 that were examined during the December 2-3, 1980, BRC inspection.

Gittings stated during the past six months Kaiser has had problems with some

of its QC inspectors "over inspecting." He stated that contract inspectors

hired from Butler Services, Inc., frequently objected to Kaiser management's,

implementation of the QA program, and were critical of Kaiser inspection pro-

cedures and techniques. He indicated that to Kaiser had decided to terminate

all contract inspectors, and had offered some of them jobs in the Kaiser QA

organization at Zimmer.

i

Gittings related that many of the inspectors were critical both of the
.

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system, and of the Kaiser weld inspection,

criteria for pipe support hangers and structural steel. He said there

were differences of opinion on various code interpretations, which he felt

was common in any weld inspection program.

,

.
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I Interview of Kathy Faubion

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed

. by NRC. She stated Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for a NR

Control Number. She then issues the individual inspector a control number-

(CN), makes an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming haterial, describes

the nonconforming item, and rates the initials of the inspector calling for ,

the number. She stated she has never " whited out" an entry for a control

number in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA manager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"

stamp. She then gets a copy of the NR and marks through the control number

entry for the NR in the log with red ink to identify it as a voided NR.

Inspectors frequently call for control numbers and do not send the NR. In

these cases, Faubion makes the same void entry in the NR Log.

Prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE Records, also had the authority

to void NRs. However, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager, directed that this

authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. Since then Oltz has

not voided any NRs.

Findings

All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were substantiated with the

exception of the allegation that the QA Manager had voided NRs at the request

of construction. This matter is still under investigatiod. A review of the

-7-
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Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was conducted. It was found there were,

wide-spread irregularities in the system. Kaiser procedures permit voiding

of a NR if the NR was " written in error, duplicated, or the nonconforming4

J

1 . conditions has been corrected . . . . by construction." It was found that

between January 1, 1978 and March 31, 1981, 1,031 NRs were voided. Some were

voided by the Quality Assurance (QA) Manager or by the Records QA Engineer,

and in some instances NRs were voided by a clerk. A chronological breakdown

of the number of voided NRs per month is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).;

'

The disposition of a selected group of 20 voided NRs was audited and it was

found that in 15 cases the NRs were voided improperly by with the QA Manager

or another individual. In ten cases the justification used for voiding the

NR was erroneous E.G. it was found the QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding

; NRs which were not written in error. In some cases the NR had been reviewed
!

by a Construction Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR was later

" voided." It was found that some of this activity occured after a NRC
t

I

inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser QA

Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements. It

was also established that following the December 2-3, 1980, NRC inspection

the QA Manager on three occasions diverted NRs (CN 4309, NRC 0001, CN 5412)

and did not enter them into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

This investigation also disclosed that an NR was improperly _dispositioned.

,
As " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriate. In one examined case

1

(NR E-2836) the " accept as is" disposition of a nonconforming condition

was contrarty to ASME code requirements.

.

-8-
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The allegation that NRs which identified multiple nonconforming conditions
,

were voided improperly with a comment that the NR was being " revised" or
i

~

that "each deficiency would be issued on a seperate NR" or items would be

" reinspected" was substantiated. It was determined that nonconforming items

were not reissued on seperate NRs, and were not reinspected as stated on the

NR at the time of voiding. It was also found that during " revision" some

nonconforming items removed from NRs without justification.
_

The allegation that the Kaiser QA Manager voided at the request of the

Construction Department is under investigation by the NRC's Office of

Inspector and Auditor (OID).

.

This investigation established that nonconforming conditions which had

been identified by Quality Control Inspectors were not controlled due

to the maipulation of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system by

Kaiser QA management. It was also established that the licensee failed

to take effective corrective action following the December 1980 NRC

inspection in that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager, continued to

void NRs, and also diverted NRs from the Kaiser nonconforming system

following January 5,1981 examples of this are NRs No. (CN 5412), No.

( ) and No. ( )

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 5412

.
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; Background Information

'

:

{

On December 29, 1980, Chris Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated Sur-

veillance Report No. (SR) 2886, to document that a suppression pool liner
:

plate was tensioned before a QC inspector arrived to verify the initial

tensioning. The corrective action to resolve this condition was for an

inspector to be present during the seven and thirty day tension checks, to
_

verify that the plate was being tensioned properly.

On February 11, 1981, Wayne D. Kitchen, Kaiser QC Inspector, wrote NR No.

E3022 which indicated that during a tensioning inspection on February 4,1981,

he observed that an anchor bolt on suppression pool liner plate No. 23E was

" installed at a slight angle and did not permit the full bearing surface of

the nut to contact the flat washer". This deficiency was found on the same

liner plate that had been tensioned without QA coverage as reported in SR

No. 2886. -

On February 3,1981, Dumford initiated a NR (assigned Control No. (CN) 5412)

which also reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned

without QA coverage. The NR states " hold tag was applied while a wall plate

1000 was in process of being tensioned." Once hold tag was applied tensioning

was continued until tensioning was completed." Craft personnel had not

honored the hold tag halting tensioning operations.

.

- 10 -



,
_.

U
'

,

-
205FF- DRAFT /db

- .

Interview of Walter C. Dumford-

!
<

+

;

On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector,,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 3,1981, he was inspecting

suppression pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not per-

pendicular to the plate. He indicated conutruction1 personnel were preparing

to tension the plate in question and when he told them he was going to place
-

a hold tag on it, they responded, "try and stop us."t

Dumford said he left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,

Dennis Donovin, who told him to initiate a NR for the nonconforming plate

and to place a hold tag on it to preclude tensioning of the plate. He'

indicated that he returned to the suppression pool, placed a hold tag on '

the plate, and construction ceased tensioning the plate. However, as he

left the area he heard the tensioning machine reactivate indicating that
,

the crew had ignored his hold tag.

' ,

Dumford stated he advised Donovin of the occurence and Donovin told him

to write a NR documenting the continuation of tensioning after a hold tag
s

had been applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued NR CN

5412 and documented the violation of the hold tag. He said a few days later
i

he was called into the QA Manager's office and was told by,Gittings that the

NR should not have been written since it was "a software (procedural) problem

and not a hardware problem." He said Gittings then tald hin "I'm going to

void this NR because we do not need this kind of paperwork- floating around

because this is the kind of stuff that causes investigations." Dumford

- 11 -
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), [[ stated Rex Baker and Dennis Donovin, who were also present at the meeting,
'

Ji,;'', | disagreed with Gittings and advised him that it was a valid NR.
/'

s

. .,
^' ^ ; ,

,,
; .'

'

,

,' . Dumford indicated that a few days later Dennis Donovin called the NR clerk
n \ .

''

% and was told CF,[412 had been reassigned to another NR and the original,

i

^~ report had not beenientered into the NR system. Dumford provided a copy of

the origional NR CN 5412 which is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).
_

j>. '

|

4 ! Dumford said this incident is an example of Kaiser QA management not support->

( ing the QA program on site, and being overly influenced by construction.i

Dumford s.ated that in.his opinion QA Managers were influenced by construction,
s

( 'and QA was not independent at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written statement attesting to the.,
,

preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).1

. -

*r ,

,

I

Interview of Dennis Donovan

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

i by NRC. He stated that on February 3,1981, Chris Dumford contacted him

regarding a SR written against tensioning of bolts on a suppression pool

liner plate withaut QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle, the
'

' Quality Assurance Engineer (QAE) responsible for the suppression pool area,
~

- advised him of the incident and Donovan told him to write a NR. Donovan
^

stated he wrote the NR and instructed Dumford to go down and place a hold

tag on the plate. Dumford subsequently returned to the trailer and told
i

|
1

- 12 -
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him that he had placed a hold tag on the plate, but craft personnel had
i

ignored the tag and continued tensioning the plate. Donovan indicated

that he told Dumford to write a second NR against the continuation of work

|. after a hold tag had been applied (a procedural violation).
'

1

Donovan stated he initialed the second report, and called the NR clerk who

assigned it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor
.

Rex Baker, for review.

Donovan said that on February 4, 1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called

into Phillip Gittings office and Baker gave the orginal copy of the NR to

Gittings. He said Gittings said "This report is going to be voided because

this is the kind of thing that starts investigations." Donovan said that

Gittings commented that inspectors would not write NRs against software

problems, but only against hardware problems, and that ignoring a hold tag

was a procedural (software) violation.

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the a

hold tag, and Gittings replied "If I was in their position I would have done

the same thing." Donovan responded and said a hold tag is the strongest QA

control mechanism on site and if one is ignored a NR should be written.

Donovan said he and Baker tole Gittings they disagreed, and the meeting

ended.

A few days later Donovan said he called the NR controller concerning the

disposition of control No. 5412 and found that the number had been reissued

to another NR.
.

- 13 -
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Donovan stated in his opinion this is an example of Kaiser, QA Management,

!

I not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

! On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written statement attesting
:

to the afore preceding information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (5).,

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle
-

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 2,1981, he received

a phone call from Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression

pool liner plate. Shinkle stated he told Donovan this should be documented

on a NR and a hold tag should be placed on the plate in question, to prevent

tensioning. Shinkle stated he later learned a NR was written, and

Chris Dumford had affixed a hold tag to the plate, which was ignored by

construction, who tensioned the plate. Shinkle said he also learned a

second NR was written by Dumford for violation of the hold tag, which he

later initialed and forwared to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor.

Shinkle stated he later learned Phillip Gittings, after discussions with

Dumford, Donovan, and Baker did not enter the NR into the system. Shinkle

said in this case the report had been assigned a control number, and the

inspectors supervisor had concurred it was a valid NR, yet Gittings told

him this particular report was not going to be processed, and stated, "The

whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

.
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Shinkle stated in his opinion Kaiser management does not support the QC

j program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is
i

not independent of construction influence. On February 18, 1981,

Kenneth Shinkle provided a written statement attesting to the preceding

information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (6).

Interview of Rex Baker
-

On March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in

Gittings office with Dennis Donovan and Chris Dumford. He stated during

this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a suppres-

sion pool liner plate after he had placed a hold tag on it. Baker stated

he agreed Dumford was correct in writing an NR for this violation. He said
.

Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right to con-

tinue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it. Baker

stated he did not know the disposition of the NR, but the last time saw it,
;

it was in Gitting's possession.

Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material reports was

reviewed; the log reflects Control No. 5412 NR No. 2996 Revision I was

written on February 2,1981, for welds having the lack of penetration.

This entry does not reflect that Control No. 5412 had been assigned to

the report by inspector Dumford on February 3,1981, for violation of a

- 15 -
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hold tag. The equipment name or process entry columns in the log and the
1

| specification entry showed evidence that white out ink was used to cover

writing that had been made previously in the leg. A copy of the log page

and actual NR issued is appended to this report as Exhibit (7), (8).
.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

Background Information

On May 19, 1980, NR No. E-5108 was issued identifying a nonconforming four

inch long pipe piece installed for DDC M-1108 in a Residual Heat Removal

System (RHR) for which no material traceability could be established. The

NR also reports tha't a weld located near this pipe piece was inside of a
'

penetration, in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped

void on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer, who added a note indicat-

ing it was voided because " acceptable documentation found which established -

material traceability for the pipe piece. A copy on NR E-5108 is appended

to this report as Exhibit (9).

RIII personnel walked down the RHR system in the area addressed in NR

No. 5108, and specifically examined the four foot section of pipe between

welds 82 and 82a identified on the NR and on isometric drawing PSK-RH-15.

No heat or identification number on the pipe piece was found in question.

KE-1 weld data sheets for welds RH-82 and RH-82a which joined the pipe piece

to the RHR system were reviewed. Both forms had a notations identifying

the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661 which was initialed

- 16 -

_ - - - _ -



._

- '
.

,

205FF DRAFT /db.

&

.

and dated "RLR 6/19/80." The weld records show the pipe piece was welded

to the RHR system on June 15, 1976, for weld RH-82a, and on October 14,

1976, for weld RH-82, which was four years before the heat number of the

piece was noted on the weld data records.

>

The RIII inspector reviewed the isometeric drawing and construction piping

inspection plan along with other related documentation for the pipe and

weld. No reliable documentation to justify adding the questioned heat

number to the the weld data form could be located. This appeared to be

an intentional fraudulent entry to provide tracablity of the heat number

of the pipe piece.

Interview of Richare Reiter

On March 25,198, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November, 1978

to November, 1980. He stated he reviewed isometric drawings to insure that

related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code Requirements,

and the drawings were correct as to the as-built condition of the plant.

During his reviews he found discrepencies in the drawings and associated

documentation which did not match conditions in the plant. Reiter stated

that numbers for pipe sections, and weld data records did not match. He

stated he was concerned aboutthisandonOctober28,198b,wroteSur-

veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor, stating

"when reviewing isometric drawings he is making assumptions which he felt

compromised his integrity". He also asked for a written directive telling

- 17 -
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him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate all small bore
,

isometrics to insure that there is adequate documentation to insure trace-,

I
ability of the material. He stated that in the SR he also questioned the

disposition of NR's dealing with lack of material traceability.
.

Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR and said all the procedures are

approved and are adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code requirements.

He wrote that Reiter is to continue using the approved procedures and

practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition of

the SR and shortly thereafter terminated his employment with Kaiser, be-

cause he felt he was being forced to compromise his integrity. A copy

of the SR authored by Reiter on October 28, 1980 is appended to this report

as Exhibit ( ).

'

Record Reviews

During the week of June 8-12, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following

records in resolution of the disposition of this NR.

NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 1852

Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System Inspection Plan No. RH-15 dated June 16, 1976

- 18 -
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Finding
,

!
1

^

Based on the record reviews and field observations, was established NR

j 5108 was improperly voided, as acceptable documentation was not found

to justify voiding the report.
'

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 4309

Background Information

On Janurary 7,1980, Inspector Micheal McCoy wrote NR Control No. 4309

which identified deficient weld fitup on a one and three quarter cover

plate to beam W32X260 located on the reactor pedistal support structure.

McCoy stated in the NR the that parts to be fillet welded were not brought

in as close contact as practical and were separated by more than 3/16 of

an inch. A copy of NR Control No. 4309 is attached to this report as

Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that on January 7, 1980, he wrote NR Control

No. 4309 for welds on the reactor pedistel support structure which did not

meet code requirements. McCoy stated he initiated the NR, his supervisors

concurred in his findings and he received a control number from the NR

controller. He said that after he wrote the NR it was returned to him without

- 19 -
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no disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding this NR, NRs were

frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this to a QA Manager's

lack of support for either the Inspectors or the QC program at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (12).

Review of Nonconformance Reporting Log

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed. It was found Control

No. 4309 was assigned to NR No. E2417 which identified deficiences in electrical

compuit bracing in the control room. A copy of this NR is attached to this

report as Exhibit (13). During this review it was noted that there was

evidence of white-out in the specification, and the equipment name or process

"section" of the NR log. A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report
. as Exhibit (14).
l
,

Finding

It was determined that Inspector McCoy's NR was never entered into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

Investigation
!

!

;

'
,

!

|
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Background Information

; On July 22, 1980, and on July 9, 1980, seven NRs a'ssigned Control Numbers

4955-59, 4930 and 4931 were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann.
f

The NRs identified weld deficiences on pipe supports in diesel generator

(DG) Room A. The seven NRs have been assigned control numbers, but no NR

number. The copies of the seven reports are appended to this report as

Exhibit (15).

Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2,1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified non-

conforming welds while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said

he identified these welds on NRs which were assigned control numbers 4955 to

4959. He said he initiated the NRs and his supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred

they were valid. Mills stated that in August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe

support hanger inspectior to structural welding inspection, and a week after

the reassignment the five NRs he had written in July 1980 were returned to

his desk without being processed. Mills stated that two other NRs written

by Inspector G. McCann had also been returned to him.

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the

NR System and turned in the seven unproccessed NRs to the NRC. He explained
|

l to NRC Inspector Thomas Daniels that they had never been entered into the

NR system. He said Daniels asked him to reexamine the welds in DG Room A to

i
!
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see if the nonconforming welds he identified earlier were still in this;
i

j condition. Mills stated he reinspected the same areas in DG Room A and in
i

j each case the condition that he had previously identified had been repaired,
;

j and the welds were now acceptable. Mills stated apparently someone had used

the information on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,

however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original NRs

and all the copies of them had been returned to him and McCann unprocessed.

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (16).

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed the Kaiser NR Log and found that NRs assigned

Control Nos. 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 were voided with the comment

"NR not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain

a copy of the NR in the voided NR file, because these reports which are

voided as "Not Issued" are returned to the inspector, and Kaiser does not

l maintain a copy of the NR in the voided NR file.

Interview of Lynn Anderson
I

l

On June 9, 1981, Lynn Anderson, CG&E Inspector, was interviewed and stated

that he is employed by Nuclear Energy Services Inc. at Zimmer and is con-

tracted to work as a Quality Control Engineer for CG&E. Anderson stated

- 22 -
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currently he is conducting an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
;
'
; system. Anderson said that on June 4, 1981, he checked the disposition of

NRs assigned CN 4955 and 4959. Anderson stated he reviewed the NR log and

found that those CN had been assigned and the reports had been voided on

September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked all of the Kaiser and CG&E

NR files and could not locate these NRs. Anderson concluded that although
,

a CN had been issued the reports had never been entered into the active or

voided NR files.

Record Reviews

On June 10, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed and it was found CN 4955

to 4959 were entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined

through with the comment, " VOID NR not issued" and dated 9/30/80." A review

of the NR log for entries CN 4930-31 indicated that they had also been

entered into the NR system; however, the comment " VOID NR not issued and

dated September 30, 1980 was entered in the log book page for each entry.

Copies of the pertinent NR Log Book pages are appended to this report as

Exhibits (17) and (18).

Field Observations

On June 2, 1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A, identified

on NR CN 5955-59, 4930, and 4931. In two of the seven instances it appeared

that the welds had been reworked, but for the other five this could not be

determined. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the NRs were

not evident on the welds inspected.

- 23 -
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Finding,

!

Based on the preceding interviews, record reviews and field observations,

I by NRC personnel it was determined that although these six NRs were voided,
'

a copy of the reports was not mantained in the voided NR file. All four

copies of the reports had apparently been returned to the inspector.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

Background Information

On January 3,1980, Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors inspected large bore

pipe hangers in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected

welds on pipe support hangers, concrete enbedment bolts, and the configuration

and location of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming

Kaiser and vendor welds on five hangers, and improperly embeded bolts. They

identified a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and intiated

NR E-2466 to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided

with the comment, "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR." A

copy of the first five pages of this 31 page NR is attached to this report
|

as Exhibit (17).
l

During the week of February 9-11, 1981, NRC personnel he reviewed the Kaiser,

Log of Nonconforming Material to ascertain if the hangers identified on NR

No. E-2466 had been issued on seperate NRs as stated in the void stamp on

the NR. This review indicated that of the 124 pipe support hangers in which
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nonconforming weld or embedment bolts were identified only 25 had been

redispositioned on other NRs. Of these 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been

1 voided, and there is no disposition for the remaining 10. As of February 12,
,

[ 1981, 99 of the 124 hangers identified on NR 2466 had not been reissued as

1 stated on June 3, 1980.
!

On March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was aware that various NRs which identified nonconforming-

conditions on pipe support hangers were voided with the stipulation that they

would be " reinspected after redesign." Baker stated he directed a 100% re-

inspection of all pipe support hangers be conducted as stated in the earlier

committment. However, QA Managers Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner,

directed that pipe support hangers which had been previously inspected and

not redesigned, would also not to be reinspected. Baker stated that to the

best of his knowledge the NRs which were voided on this basis were not

redispositioned or reopened, to repair the nonconforming conditions previously

identified. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, thi.s was not done to avoid

reworking the welds, but was an administrative oversight by the QA managers.

Records Reviews

On February 12, 1981, NR E-2466 was revived by NRC personnel and it was

noted that there was,a comment on page two of the NR which states that an

asterisk identifies "what appears to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe

support hangers. In reviewing the thirty-one page NR it was found that

15 of 124 pipe hangers identified have an asterisk identifying them as

- 25 -
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vendor supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR E-2466 were crossed out.
,

Examples of the omaission of these items from NR E-2466 are included in.

Exhibit (14)..

Finding
r

Based on interviews and record reviews it was found that NR E-2466 was

not properly voided in that the justification for the voiding was never

fully implemented.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2836

Background Information

On June 22,1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker,

after an audit by Nuclear Energy Service Audit which found there was no

radiograph of the final weld for weld WS737 in the plant's service water

system. There was a comment in the " description of nonconformance" section

of the NR which stated that the only radiograph available was an "information

shot of the root layer" for the weld (now weld is buried underground). The

NR was dispositioned as " accept as is" on October 24, 1980, because the KE1

(weld data form) reported that the final weld was radiographed and accepted

by Kaiser on April 5,1976. This disposition was reviewed by the Authorized

Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is" disposition

was intially rejected by the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on November 7,

1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on'
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the entry in the weld data form showing that a final review of the film was

performed. The NR was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment "see

[ Revision 1 for new disposition." There is a another comment on the NR

which says, " VOID stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when an I accepted

disposition on 11/11/80." A review of NR E2836, Revision 1, shows the
,

same nonconforming item is identified the disposition is to " accept as is,"

and the NR is signed by the appropriate members of the material review board.

The NR was closed on November 13, 1980. There is third typed copy of E2836,

Revision 1, date November 11, 1980, which has the comment " VOID written in

error - NR resolved on original issue." The Kaiser NR Log Reports that

NR 2836, Rev. 1, was closed on November 11, 1980. Copies of NR 2836 and

E-2836 Rev. I are attached to this report as Exhibit (20) and (21).

Interview of Rex Baker

On June 4,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

j by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after

an audit found that there was no radiograph of the final weld pass for weld

WS737. Baker stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction

! Department, who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on an entry on
i

the KE1 form which reports a final radiograph of this weld was performed on

April 5, 1976, and was accepted by a Kaiser welding engineer, and by the ANI

on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him, and he told Lanham

the lisposition " accept as is" was contrary to ASME code requirements, because

there was no final radiograph of the questioned weld. He told Lanham to that

on a entry in a KE1 form was not sufficient evidence that the weld had been

radiographed.
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I Baker state he is a Level III Radiographer and he reviewed the Kaiser radio-

graphic exam report and the accompanying film, dated April 17, 1976. He

i indicated that he told Lanham the film was an information shot of the root
!

layer for the weld, and was not radiograph of the final weld pass. Baker
,

| said Lanham responded and said the disposition is correct because the block
?

on the KEl is checked, and that if QA does not have the film he could care
,

less about it. Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to

dig the weld up to radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall

would never let us dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR as

" accept as is" yet he knew there was no final radiograph for the weld.

Baker also stated that on November 7, 1980, the site ANI, Lowell Burton,

rejected the disposition on NR E2836 but later rescinded the rejection and

agreed with the " accept as is" disposition based on the entry on the KEl

form that reported a final review of the film had been made by a previous

ANI in 1976. Baker said the NR was eventually dispositioned as " accept as is,"

and he refused to concur in the disposition because it was contrary to ASME

code requirements.

Interview of Lowell Burton

On June 5,1981, Lowell Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam

Boiler and Insurance Company), was interviewed by NRC. He stated that, after

reviewing NR E2836, he was in error in accepting the disposition of this NR

on November 11, 1980.
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Burton said he reviewed the film packet for weld WS737, and found there is

no radiograph of the final weld pass in the file. He stated he has directed

the licensee to reopen the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition.,

Burton stated he based his acceptance on a review of the KE1 Form and his

personal notes, which showed that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the radiograph

of the weld and found it to be acceptable. Burton stated that during 1976 he

reviewed up to 100 radiographs a day and could have mistakenly entered in his

notebook or on the KE1 Form that he had reviewed the radiograph of the final

weld.

Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation which included

the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and accompanying film. It appeared

that NR E-2836 was improperly voided because there was no final radiograph for

weld 737 in Kaiser files. The radiograph referenced as accepted by the ANI

on April 15, 1976 is actually a radiograph of a partially completed weld. The

radiograph of the incomplete weld is dated March 31, 1976, and was reviewed

by the ANI on April 15, 1976. Apparently the radiograph of the rootpass was

misstaken by the ANI to be a final radiograph of the weld and he accepted it

as such when in fact no final radiograph of the weld exists. The proper

disposition for this NR would have been " rework" which would include the

conduct of nondestructive examinations required by ASME code and licesee

specifications.

- 29 -
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Between June 2-5, 1981, the following records were reviewed by the RIII

inspector.

+

Kaiser Engineers KE1 Forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976.'

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report dated April 15, 1976 (and

accompanying radiographic film packet).

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.

Finding

Based on the preceeding interviews, and record reviews, and the examination

of the radiographic film for weld WS 737 it was determined that NR E-2836

was improperly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed on November 13,

1980.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777
|

Background Information

|
1

On April 3, 1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777, stating that weld A2
i

on isometeric drawing RI-195 on a pipe support hanger in the primary containment

area was performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed a post weld

inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip was found

to ensure that the proper filler metal had been used in the weld. The dis-

!
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position of this NR was to " rework" and cut out the weld because no acceptable

documentation was available to verify the proper filler metal was used. This
.

NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment " rod slip located." A copy

on NR E-1777 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Vincent Feretti

On June 4,1981, Vicent Feretti, Level III, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

Quality Assurance Engineer, (QAE) was interviewed by NRC. He stated he

conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. He had

reviewed NR No. E1777, and the associated isometric drawings identified on

the NR. Frerretti stated that the drawing shows four hangers, with six field

welds for all of the hangers. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod

issue slips show, as stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip

for weld No. 195A2. Frerretti stated the weld rod slips attached'to the*

drawing should identify what particular filler metal was used for each weld,

but in this case he was unable to ascertain what filler metal went into each

of the welds . Frerretti stated the decrepancy identified in the NR was correct,

and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned. Frerretti stated,

that in his opinion, this NR was improperly voided.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 4,1981 Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777 the weld data sheets and weld

rod issue slips. He said that this NR had been improperly voided. Oltz

- 31 -
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stated the disposition " rod slip lecated" was improper, because the rod

slip used to justify the voiding of NR does not specifically identify the

weld in which the weld rod was used. Oltz concluded that he found nothing,

in the records associated with this weld to justify the voiding of this NR.

Finding

From a review of NR E-1777, weld data records, and weld rod issue forms,

there is no justification for the voiding of this NR because there was no

rod issue slip in the weld data package for weld A2.

Record Reviews

On June 4, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following records while resolving

this allegation:

Nonconformance Report E-1777

Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 for the Reactor Isolation System

Kaiser weld rod issue form Nos. 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963,

126960, 174535, and 174534

Investigation,

i

Background Information

On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe, wrote NR Control No.

(CN) 5122 following the initiation of surveillance report (SR) 2800 which

- 32 -
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reports that the flexible outer coating of conduit installed in the contain-

ment building is splitting for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a.
,

i NR number yet it was voided on January 2,1981, with the comment in the void
(

stamp block "see attached surveillance report No. 2800." Surveillance report
.

2800 was the report used to issue the NR. A copy of NR CN 5122 is appended
i

to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Steven Burke

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed follow-

ing his inspection of the areas identified on NR CN 5122. Burke stated that

the nonconforming items listed in the NR on October 16, 1980, " covering

spliting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"

were still apparent on the conduit he inspected. Burke indicated that he

concuIrred with Priebe's report that this problem was serious, and warranted

reporting via the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Burke concluded

that Priebe's NR was not written in error because he found the same problem

on the same locations identified by Priebe on the NR.

Record Reviews

On June 11, 1981, Kaiser Quaility Assurance Surveillance Report (SR) No.

2800, which riviewed reports that on October 9, 1980, the outer coating

of flexible conduit used in the containment area was spliting for some

unknown reason was reviewed. The corrective action statement in the report

states this deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting

- 33 -
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to the NRC. Also in this section of the report are comments that NRs

d CN 5122 and CN 5196 are voided in lieu of this SR. The " corrective action
i l

I verified" section of the SR is stamped nonapplicable and dated October 14,,

1980. An October 15, 1981 memo attached to the SR from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E)
<

| to he Kaiser QA Manager, dated October 15, 1980, reports that in Ehas's
!

,t opinion this matter does not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR

2800 and attachments is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

1
'

Finding
-

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by licensee

{ inspectors, it was determined that NR CN 5122 was improperly voided. It

appears that the SR used to initiate the NR was later used as justification
,

to void the NR. The nonconforming material identified in the NR was not

corrected by the licensee and was never introduced into the Kaiser noncon-

formance reporting system. The Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure

was not followed, and this report was found misfiled in the " inspection
,

report" file. In fact the report was " voided" NR. It appears that NR
'

CN S196 was dispositioned in the same manner.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233
I

Background Investigation

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR No. E-2233 documenting

a nonconforming condition for weld WS62GP in the service water system. The
:

- 34 -
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! weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material

traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the
"

weld was acceptance. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner. QA, Engineer disposi-

tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,

1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" and was
4

initialed by Floyd Oltz Records QAE. A copy of NR E-2233 is appended to this

report as Exhibit ( ).

On February 13, 1981, NRC personnel reviewed NR No. E-2233 and related

documentation. This NR was voided after the weld data record (KE-1) form;

was " corrected." Yhe correction is actually a deletion of previous
,

stipulated hold points, and there is no documentation included supporting

the engineering basis for deleting the hold points.

Floyd Oltz advised that he had deleted the hold points from the KE-1 Form;

however, no signature or date of deletion was noted on the form.

The KE-1 Form is appended to this report as Exhibit (26) was initially.

anotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld qualifications, heat numbers,

and fit up would be verified by the QC inspector during in process inspection

of this weld. The form was anotated with a "NA" superimposed over the "x"

mark in the blocks, which had been made previously by a Welding Engineer.

The notation "NA" was made by Oltz, and constituted a deletion of a previous

stipulated hold points for the weld. NR E-2233 was improperly voided because

previously stipulated hold points were deleted by a document reviewer without

engineering justification.
I
i

'
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While investigating the disposition of NR E-2233 the NRC inspector found

that KE-1 forms 2552, 2553, and 2560 did not provide material traceability
!

for the gamma plugs welded to piping installed in the service water system.

The KE1 Forms identify the mark numbers for the pipes, but not the heatr

i

numbers for the gamma plugs welded to these pipes. The gamma plugs were

stamped with a heat number, however, this heat number is not entered on

the KE-1 Form.

NR No. E2237, dated November 23, 1979, also for the closed cooling water

System, reports the same nonconforming condition on another weld (i.e lack

of weld traceability and welder qualification). The disposition for this

report was " rework" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19,

1979, with a comment " void rod slip found". This NRs disposition was

identical to of NR Report E-2233, and previously stipulated hold points were

deleted without engineering concurrence. A copy of NRC-2233 is attached to

this report as Exhibit ( ).

Record Reviews

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

in tacking the dispositions of these NRs.

Nonconformance Report E-2237.

i

Nonconformance Report No. E-2233.

- 36 -,
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Weld Data Sheet (KE-1) No. 18391 and associated weld-rod

3 issue forms.
!
1

i Kaiser weld data sheets (KE-1) No. 2554, 2552 and 2560.
.;
i

'l

| Finding
;

Based on the interviews and record reviews it was determined that NR Nos.

2237 and 2233 were improperly voided.
_

Investigation into Disposition of Inspector Ruiz Nonconformance Report

Dated February 11, 1981

Background Information

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a NR identifying

nonconforming welds on drywell steel in the Primary Containment building.

Ruiz described the nonconforming condition as an electrode weave exceeding

3/4 inch. The NR in question was not assigned a control number and was

not issued a NR number. The report had a comment written in the " disposition"

section which states, "sent back with no reply". This particular NR was

provided to the NRC by Inspector Ruiz. A copy of the NR is appended to this

report as Exhibit ( ).
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Interview of James Ruiz

| On February 25, 1981 James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, Kaiser, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 11, 1981 he performed an inspection of a

beam located in a primary containment building and noted a nonconforming

i condition on a weld. Ruiz stated he wrote a NR on this condition and submitted

it to his supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to

Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred. Ruiz stated that the

next day Baker informed him that the QA Manager, had returned the report to

him, saying that inspector's were not to write a report against a procedural

violation. The NR was then returned to him, without assignment of a control

number. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings' decision prohibiting

inspectors from writing reports against procedural violations; he said the

welding procedures deliniated the welding specifications, parameters,

dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging whether a weld is

acceptable or unacceptable. Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (27).

RIII personnal visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell steel

beam 81, located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 inch. A photograph of the questioned

weld is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ). The weld is not necessarily

defective, however, it did exceed specifications as stated by Ruiz in the NR.
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Interview of Phillip Norman g
' '

t \,.
- ,.. ,

N ,y (. t . ,

s
, , , ,

'

On June 3,1981 Phillip Norman, Kairer QC Inspector, was intervi,.kwed by
#

,

He stated that this date he aedompanied the )RC Inspector'to the'NRC.
's *

,

Primary Containment Building during hirj insp4,ction o[ dryvc11 st' eel beam ,

T x , ,

No. 81. Norman stated he concurred thtt the electrode wean da a wd8 |
.. <.

to beam No. 81 exceeded 3/4 inch. ''

., ,

4

/I 't
- 's %a

Record Reviews i % .,<1
'

4j !' ) 3
'i

,

On June 30, 1981 the Kaiser NR log, and all Kaiser NRs iraitiated between
' .\ -

5s
February 11, 1981 to February 20, 1981 were reviewed. The NR written by ">-

%g g.
Ruiz on February 11, 1981 was not found, and apparently was not entered into

,

the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. >< _

,. ,

. , ',s g.
~

'
t, ,

s
.

,3, -

- -
.

Finding '
s -

,,
-

.,

\&

'

r 4
. -

,

'
,

*~s
.

The questioned weld on beam 81 in the Primarf C9t.tainment drywell area was
e

visually inspected by NRC personnel and the deficiercy illentified by Ruiz (._,
,

'and reported in the NR was confirmed.
,

- ),.
.

Basedoninterviews,recordreviews,(apdfiekd:observationsbyNRCpersonnel,

it was determined that the NR written by Ruiz was newer entered into the -
~

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. The nonccufbrai.ng.cond.'.tica identi- ,

\'fied in the NR was not and corrected.
,

.

; -
.

i s

2

'
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Investigation of the Disposition of NRs 1661 and 1662
,

a

Background Information
.

I On February 8,1979, Inspector David Painter initiated NR's No. E-1661 and

E-1662, which report nonconforming conditions in welds on pipe support hangers

in the crywell pneumatic system. Both of the NR's were dispositioned as

" rework" on May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NR's were voided by

Flayd Oltz with a comment that the nonconforming hangers will be reinspected

after design analysis. A copy of NR's No. E-1661 and E-1662 are appended

to this report as Exhibits ( ) and ( ).

Interview of David Painter

On January 14, 1981, and on June 4, 1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises

three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers-
1

at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying
- nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers which have been disposi-

tioned as " VOID - will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter

indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection wa r ',ed

' for all pipe support hangers. This was rescinded, and hangers are nos being
,

inspected according to a M-12 checklist only for configuration and location

of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter indicated the QA Manager said

that any hangers that inspectors previously accepted prior to design changes

and which were not effected by the design changes were not to be reinspected.
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Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justification for

originally voiding the NR's, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming-

welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter

stated Gittings was told about this and said again if a pipe support hanger
i

had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a NR for

reinspection findings.

Record Reviews

The following records were reviewed during the resolution of this NR:

NR's No. E-1661, E-1662

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
*

.

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (Drywell

Pneumatic System Reactor Containment)

| Finding
|

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was determined that

NR's E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided resulting in loss of control

of previously identified nonconforming items.

Investigation of the Dispostion of NR 2996

- 41 -
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Background Information

,

e

| On February 2,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated

NR E-2996, Rev. 1, which reported that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers,

Serial Nos. N001, N003, N007, N0011, and N0012, were found to have a lack

of penetration at the backing ring (ie: split backing ring). However, the

rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located

in the Suppression Pool Main Steam Relief System. The NR was dispositioned

on February 9,1981 as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction

Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing

ring does not effect the integrity of the weld. The licensee's architect-

engineer, Sargent and Lundy, (S&L) Engineers, took exception to this

disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically

examined (UT). On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically

examined and found acceptable with the exception of Quencher No. 007. S&L

dispositioned the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007 indicating

that additional data is required to resolve 007 because it was not ultrasoni-

cally tested as directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed

j with S&L's disposition and granted conditional approval of the disposition of

the NR in March of 1981. NR E2996, Rev. 1, was dispositioned as closed on

March 17, 1981. This NR was closed without any evidence that the required

additional examination of T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of

NR E-2996, Rev. 1 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

1
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Interview of Rex Baker
>

On June 3,1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he wrote NR E2996, Rev. 1, on February 2, 1981, and it was
'

improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher No. 007

was not ultrasonically examined as directed by Sargent and Lundy. Baker

said the NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Doument Control office

on March 17, 1981. Baker related that when he learned E-2996 Rev. I was

closed he initiated NR E-3172 which references E-2996 and address the
'

issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in earlier

NR.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 3, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA, Engineer," Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Rev. I was initiated by Baker on February 2,
1

1981, for nonconforming welds on in T-Quenchers. Oltz stated that the architect

engineer directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish their

acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencer No. 007 could not be ultrasoni-

cally examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable, with the exception

of T-Quencher No. 007. Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller,

who read the initial disposition of " accept as is" on the NR, and did not read

the exceptions placed in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-

engineer. Oltz said she mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the con-

dition was " accept as is" when in fact the architect-engineer had only granted
!

partial acceptance. Oltz concluded this NR was improperly closed, due to a

clerical error.,
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Interview of Kathy Faubion

On June 4, 1981, Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, Kaiser was interviewed and

stated she closed NR E-2996, Rev.1, on March 17, 1981, because the top of

the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is." Faubion

said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in the

disposition column. Faubion stated that in May of 1981, Rex Baker told her

she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR No.

E-3172, which documented the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR

No. 2996, Rev. 1. The deficiency, (ie: a split backing ring,) is permissible

under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the original issue was not nonconforming.

However, in order to verify that the split was in the Backing Ring and not in

the weld a UT exam was performed to verify the location of the split. Records

indicated that on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrason-

ically examined with the exception of Quencher No. 007, which was not examined

and found to be acceptable. The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent and

Lundy, said the nonconforming conditions were acceptable with the exception

of Quencher No. 007. It appeared that a further UT or other nondestructive

examination should have been conducted on Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,

Rev. 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981 with no examination of Quencher

No. 007.
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Record Reviews*

,

T

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed;

; to track the resolution of this NR:
i
i
!

Nonconformance Report No. R-2996, Rev.1

Nuclear Energy Services, Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated

Februa ry 14, 1951

Sargent and Lundy, Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981

| Nonconformance Report No. E-3172, dated May 11, 1981

Kaiser weld data sheets (RE-1 Form) for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011,

and 012

Finding
i
i

Based on interviews, record reviews and review of radiographs by RIII

personnel, it was determined that this NR was improperly closed on

March 17, 1981.

Investigation
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Background Information

/

On January 3,1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33

page NR which was assigned Control No. 4389. This NR reported various-

nonconforming conditions in electrical cable, trays and hangers in the

Auxillary Building. The NR was voided by Kyle Burgess on December 2, 1980,

because the "NR was initiated just prior to inspector leaving the job. A

lot of the items listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed

reinspection." This particular NR was recovered from the Site Document

Control Vault on June 4, 1980, and apparently was misfiled with " Inspection

Reports" which identify nonconforming material found during receipt inspec-

tions. Although the NR was " voided" it was stamped " Inspection Report" in

the block reserved for the assignment of the NR number, and it had been

placed in the " Inspection Report" file. A copy of the first five pages of

NR N4389 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview ofIKyle Burge
-

On June 18, 1980, Kyle Burgess, Kaiser Inspection Superviso$ was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he voided the NR assigned Control E 4389 on

e - le stated that inspector D. J. Luttmann was an electrical
-

December 2, 1980. lKy
1 -

inspector at the time and had reported various nonconforming conditions in

the electrical area. urges aid he voided this NR because, in the interim,

i Luttmann had left the site and some of the items were not deficiences; however,

some were valid nonconforming conditions. r ould give no apparent

reason why the voided NR had been placed in the Inspection Report file.

i

t
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Finding

| RIII personnel reviewed NR CN 4389 and found no sufficient reason to justify
e

the it's voiding. This NR 4389 was improperly voided by Burges on December 12,,

6
1980.

!

!

Record Reviews

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

to track the in resolution of this NR.

Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material NR CN 4389 dated January 23, 1980.

Investigation of the Disposition of NR 2191

Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR No. E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter,

to report that the consumable insert on a weld in the Closed Cooling Water

System was not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the

weld rod slip for the consumeable insert in weld K253 on drawing PSKWR9.

Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at

the original copy of the weld rod issue slip. The intial disposition of this

report was " accept as is" with the reason being that all consumable inserts

are purchased as Class I (safety related) traceable materials. The NR was

closed on November 8, 1979, and was reopened after the Authorized Nuclear

- 47 -
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Inspector (ANI) rejected thir disposition on January 7, 1980. On February 19,,

'

1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was redispositioned

1 on NR No. E-2191, Rev. 1. Nonconformance Report No. E-2191, Rev. I was voided

on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz Records QAE, with a consaent that the weld

rod issue slip had been found. There was no engineering or Material Review,

Board concurrences on this disposition. A copy of NR E-2191 and E-2191,

Rev. 1 is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, Kaiser former Document Reviewer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated

NR No. E-2191 after he observed that the Kaiser weld data form (KEI) No.

23037 for weld WRK-523 did not have a entry for a heat number of the consum-

able insert used in the weld. Reiter stated that he checked the weld rod

issue form attached to the (KEI). He also checked the Kaiser warehouse files,

and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms did not record the heat

number for the consumeable insert. Reiter stated if an entry was made on

any of the SE weld rod issue forms, they are false and were made after

November 2, 1979. Reiter also stated he suspected that Arch Lanhm, Noncon-,

|
formance Report expediter falsified records in order to resolve NRs rather'

, than have the Construction Department repair or rework the nonconforming

t item. Reiter provided a written statement attesting to the preceding in-

formation, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

- 48 -
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On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Records, Kaiser QA Engineer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found

no heat number for the consumeable insert on weld No. K-523. The ER was
;

dispositioned by Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because,

,

all consumeable inserts are purchased as nuclear material. Oltz stated
1

that the ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was

voided on February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Rev. 1.

Oltz stated that he voided NR E-2191, Rev. 1 on February 22, 1980 with a

comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumeable

insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham, NR Expediter found a rod

slip for the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert, so he voided

the NR.

Interview of Arch Lanham

On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the construction department

at Zimmer. Lanham stated he frequently searches for lost documentation,

such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-

tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that in the case

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the

consumeable insert for weld K-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191 '

with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however

on December 17, 1979 he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the

- 49 -
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NR and he noted on his copy "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?"

Lanham stated there is also the notation that on January 22, 1980 the NR was

still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes Lanham

stated that it appears he reviewed the KE1 data form and original rod slip and

found that he had inspected weld No. WR523 on October 17, 1977. He stated

there was no heat number for the consumeable insert on the KE-1 form, however

he looked at weld rod issue form No. 97957 and found a heat number for the

consumable insert on it. Lanham indicated that on the the heat number for

the consumeable insert was marked in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of

Form 97957) and was circled in red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls

that he made this entry on the gold copy of the form in October of 1977 while

inspecting the weld. He said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue

form, and called the weld rod shack to obtain a proper heat number for the

consumable insert. Lanham said he did not make the entry on the form during

November 1979. through February 1980 while dispositioning this NR.

Record Reviews

On March 24, 1981, the Kaiser isometric drawing for the closed cooling water

system PSK-1WR-9 was reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld No. WR523.

The Kaiser KE-1 Form shows a notation that the heat number for the consumeable

insert is No. 6059491. Weld rod issue slip No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that

heat Number 6059491 is written in ink on an otherwise carbon form. Two other
|

| copies of Kaiser weld is:ue slips No. 97959, the white copy and the blue copy

were reviewed. These forms do not have similar entries for the heat number.

- 50 -
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A copy of the weld data sheet and accompanying weld issue forms are attached

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ).

Finding

.

Based on the results of interviews and record reviews it was found that

NR E-2191, Rev. I was improperly dispositioned with no review of the

disposition by members of the Kaiser Materials Review Board,

i

Investigation of the Disposition of Nonconformance Reports 5467, 5477,5479

Background Investigation Information

On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz, initiated three NR's which were

assigned Control Nos. 5476, 5477, 5479, these NR's reported nonconforming
,

conditions on dryweld support steel in the Primary Containment Building.

Ruiz stated that welds Nos. 63, 58, and 3 were full penetration welds

which require 100% coverage by nondestructive examination etiher radiography,

magnetic particle testing, or ultrasonic testing. He also found that all

three beams lacked documentation of heat numbers for the backing strip or

l filler metal, and no evidence of welder qualifications or welding procedure
!

used. The Kaiser NR Log shows that NR Nos. 5477, and 5479, were voided as

"NR unissued"'on February 27, 1981. No copy of these NR's was retained in
I

the Kaiser SDC files. A copy of NR's CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 are appended

| to this report as Exhibit ( ' ), ( ), ( ).
!
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Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NR's and

he had no assurance that NR's he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system or that the nonconforming conditions he

identified would be corrected. Ruiz provided the NRC with NR's CN 54776,

5477, and 5479, and stated these had been initiated by him on February 23,

1981. He indicated he did not think they had been processed properly by

the nonconformance reporting system. Ruiz provided a written statement

attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as

Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Dennis Donovan

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed nonconformance reports Nos. 5476, 5477, and 5479

and concurred. Donovan stated that Ruiz errored in his identification of

one deficency on these NR's, because a Design Document Change (DDC) had been
|

written by the licensee's architect-engineer which elimated the NDE coverage'

on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement and

said it was contrary to S&L's Specification H2174 which requires 100%

nondestructive examination coverage on all Class I welds. Donovan stated he

reviewed the DDC in question and found out that S&L waived the nondestructive

examination coverage for " ease of construction." He said that in his opinion

this was not an adequate justification for the noted disposition. Donovan

- 52 -
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advised that the Kaiser construction department is repairing these and-

:

other cantilever beams in the primary contaniment building.

Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, inspector James Ruiz, identified

nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the primary containment

building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated, and he concurred in, NR Nos. 5476,

5477, and 5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as

lack of no nondestructive examination of full pentrations welds, material

traceabilty and welder qualifications. Baker stated that on February 27, 1981,

he voided these NR's with the comment "NR not issued." He stated he voided

these NR's after a February 1981 meeting with Phillip Gittings in which he,

Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, QAC, and Robert Marshall, construction manager

discussed the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz. During the meeting

Marshall stated that the welds on these cantilever beams were to be cut out
'

by Kaiser so these nonconformance reports should be voided. Baker stated that

he voided these NR's on Gittings instructions and gave him all four of the

original copies of the NR's.

1

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Mechanical Civil Structual,

Quality Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23

QC inspector James Ruiz, initiated NRs Control Nos. 4956, 4957, and 4959.

.
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Shinkle stated he reviewed these NR's and found that inspector Ruiz had

errored in identification of one nonconforming condition. He stated that

a DDC had been issued by licensee's architect-engineer which waived NDE,

requirements for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.,

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because

the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction," NDE is wiaved. Shinkle

said that the welds, identified in the NR's are Class I welds because they
I are imbeded to the containment liner plate and S&L specifications and ASME

Code requirements require 100% NDE for any Class I welds.

Shinkle stated Ruiz errored in identifying this one condition; however, the

remaining nonconforming conditions, such as lack of material traceability,

and welder qualifications was correct. Shinkle advised that the cantilever

beams in question hold up walkways, pipe support hangers, and heating and

ventiliation ducts in the primary containment building.

Shinkle stated that in February 1981, he attended a meeting with Rex Baker,

Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, reguarding Ruiz's NR's. Shinkle

stated that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis, and

do a visual inspection of the weld.

| Shinkle stated that the QA Manager, Phillip Gittings, agreed with this

approach and told him to work with the construction department to rework

the welds using KE 1 repair car's without processing the NR's Ruiz hadd

written.
,

| - 54 -
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Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written

by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
'

He stated that this was specially significant in light of the fact that in

February 1981, there was an NRC investigation into irregularies in the Kaiser
,

nonconformance reporting system.

i

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues in
i Ruiz NR he conducted an inspection of all the cantilever beams located at

the 572' elevation of the primary containment building. Shinkle indicated

that he found that there was no final QC inspection on ay of the 27 beams

and four of the beams had no evidence of any fitup inspection. Shinkle

stated he also found the same nonconforming conditions, lack of weld fillter

metal and backing strips traceability and a lack of evidence of welder

qualifications for these welds. In addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a

visiual examination of the welds, and although over, many cases the welds

did not appear to meet Code standards.
:

Shinkle stated he' advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated

he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

tions had been made to the beams in which plates had been added,

and these plates would have to be removed in order to conduct inspections

of the welds. Shinkle advised that the construction department is in the

process of removing the questioned beams.

|

,
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Record Reviews

.

.

On June 6, 1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and

asked to retrieve NR, CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 from the Kaiser Site Document

. Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,
4

and voided nonconformance reports files and could not locate the nonconformance

reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR log page which

reflects that on February 27,1981, NR's 5477, 5478, and 5479 were voided with

a comment "NR not issued." A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report

as a Exhibit (42).

Findings

NR's CN 5477, 5478 and 5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance

reporting system.
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On DeE!5Jbst.4Gt; 1980, J. Harrison, NRC Resident Inspector at the Marble Hill-

Nuclear Power Station, was contacted by an individual who identified himself

as a former Quality Control (QC) inspector at Zimmer. The caller stated that
EQualityAssurance(QA)ManagerPhillipGittings,@aiselhadbeenimproperly

voiding nonconformance reports (hT3 based on his personal reinspection of
_

_ nonconforming items. ,

Between January 13r498h and July 4,1981, thirty-one current and former
MAT

Kaiser QC inspectors and Quality Assurancef/ngineers -(QAEf were interviewed
.

by NRC regarding the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Sixteen of

th)seindividualsallegedirregularitiesinthesystem. They specifically

alleged:

a. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs which were not written i.n

e r rc r.-by-ee-mspecte

9, _ _ .w . y &
b. The QA Manager was dix a ting 3 s-inot entering d emginto the Kaiser

nonconformancereportingsystem[

NRswerebeingvoidedandtheiritemstransfer[edtosurveillancereportsc.

(SFe) .

.

d. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members

of the Kaiaer Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned
,
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G3
eepect-egas " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate.-pes.

-Kener preific tisar-anA f a Ans t y c~ler-and-standar4h

M
NRs weregvoided with the justification "to be reinsp-eted after redesign"e.

or multiple " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The non-

conforming conditions were not reinspected after redesign, nor were they

written on separate NRs as stated when the NR was voided.
,

.

W
f. NRs weregvo'ided by the QA Hanager at the request of the construction

department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

MD TS
Ofuring revisions of an NRgo R w%csA\3 eN*.we

nconforming items.were-erbit,r-ar4ly-removed-t g.

,p cMdby the QA Managers

.2. c' 4. WV'
e\G t c#spe

C'General Backgroun *
.

.
-

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control

of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods

j Instruction (QACHI) G-4, Rev. 9,provides the following procedure: The QA

Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify non-

! conforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from speci-
erwfnes,

fied requirements. The/nspectororQAEgnitiatestheNRbycontactingthe

Site Document Control (S D ) NR Controller who makes a log entry and aAs,

5|

a KEI Control Number (C_N). The NR is reviewed by the /nspector's supervisor ;

ine.c K1R. Cah.'on r- '
orcognizantQAhndi*forwardedtotheSDCwhoissuesaControlNumber4 ,

entering it into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting systein. .

.

-%-
|

|
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The procedure provides that NRs which report nonconforming conditions on #

/

material found during receipt inspection will be dispositioned " reject" .

T
and the NR form will be stamped " Inspection Report". NRs written on

NoteEssential Systems / Components will be given an "E" prefix and Nenessential.

Systems will be given a "N" prefix number. The procedure states "in

instances where an NR has been initiated in error, due to interpretation or

judgement of borderline conditions, duplications, or where a nonconforming

condition has been corrected by the Construction Department after a verbal

or written communication from the QA Department.can be voided by the Site
//

QA Manager. The procedure states that in these cases the NR will be stamped

" Void" with a brief statement indicating justification for the voi ing. A

copy of the voided NR wil be retained by the SDC and a copy returned to the

initiator.
.

-

l b
QACHI G-4, Rev. 9 states that NRs may be dispositioned byAConstruction3

,

* ** *
Engineer or 4 designee as .with accept-as-is, rework", * repair, or reject ** The

I ConstructionEngineerreviewsandapprovesalldispositions,endAccept-as-is

and repair dispositions which require review by the Material Review Bocrd,

|
' which consists of the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA
I

Engineer, CG&E sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent and Lundy Design Engineer

(for essential material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section

III Code nonconfor'mance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector must be included on
9

all accept-as-is will be closed after MRB review. NRs dispositioned as rewor Y *

./en ieeer ior repair will be closed after the Inspector or QAE signs the NR verifyini,A
i
! that the repair or rework was completed. Records of all open and closed NRs

areretainedbytheSDCNRController.9,DuringDecember2-3,19)T,NRCper-
0

=..w > c > a -- s. ,,,:,,.. ,
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sonnel audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and found that the

Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager, Phillip Gittings, was improperly voiding

NRs (IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/80-25). The NRC inspector requested

that CG&E audit the nonconformance reporting system to insure the system was

functioning in accordance with Kaiser Procedure QACMI/G-4. -Between CM
W

December 15-t9 1980, and on, January 5, 1981, Lon Ludwig, of Nuclear Energyg

Services, Inc., audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
-

"

b31\.% Sdd. ort
'

Interview of {G&E-Qua-14tNssurance-Manager

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA
M

Manager;was interviewed by NRC.StA6chwiers- statedAin an exit meeting on
oak

January 6,1980,gEugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA Manager)and Phillip Gittings[
Lsw Jnk h M ' %.h -ee%

were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding NRs,3and he directed Kaiser3

to audit all the previously voided NRs and present the results of this audit

to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated he also directed Gittings to

cease improperly voiding NRs. Schwiers provided a copy of a memo to Gittiegs

dated January 14, 1981, which request Kaiser respond to Field Audit Report
- .e -
No. 340 concerning the voiding,gNRs. A copy of the'. correspondence and Field

.

Audit Report 340 is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).

I

L Md
Interview of NES-Gons M nt

i

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., Manager, ,
,

l

Quality Engineering, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December!
,

7& % . we h of -

andJanuary[1980heauditedtheKaisernonconformancereportingsystemA
_

-4-
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after the NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig
Aindicated his audit showed there were approximately 500 voider NRs and

between onsthird to onvhalf of these were superpeded and written on other

NRs. He said some NRs which identified numerous nonconforming conditions
C

were separated and reissued on individual NRs. ,lne third of the NRs reviewed

werevoidedas"writteninerror"withnoadequateexpla[nationgivento
justify this comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all

thevoidedNRsandprovideabetterexpla,[nationastowhyeachwasvoided,
_

,

i e

Ludwig stated that there are in excess of 500 voided NRs which cover all

areas of plant operation and construction, dating from 1974 to 4due present.

.dag

%',Y9 C-Mry
Interview of Kaiser-Quality-Assuranc M anager

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager,
,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided seven NRs

that were written by QC inspectors who were in training. He said he rein-

| spected the welds identified in the seven NRs and, in his opinion, the welds
|

! met American Welding Society Code (AWS requirements. He indicated that

duringanNRCinspectioninDecember1980I~theinspectozytookexceptionto

this practice and found the licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements

for improperly voiding NRs.

.

Gittings said that following the NRC inspection the welds identified on the
h A C,\ & e

seven NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc.gwbeA ound thatf

i

-5-
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four of the seven NRs were voided properly as the noted welds conformed to y

AWS(lode. He said the three other NRs had minor decrepancies which Gladstone

personnel considered unacceptable per AWS Eode requirements.

.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at
As sv.A

the Zimmer project. A /( trumber of these NRs were voided and then revised
o.ns

and put on another NR; or were voided after it JM found they duplicatd a
-

previously reported nonconforming condition. He stated the only NRs he
y 5- g?'8voided for beingf written in error were those from October and November

N
1980 that were examined during the December 2-3, 1980, JRC inspection.

Gittings stated during the past six months Kaiser has had problems with some

of its QC inspectors "over inspecting." He stated that contract inspectors

hired from Butler Services, Inc., frequently objected to Kaiser management's

implementation of the QA program [fand were critical of Kaiser inspection pro-

cedures and techniques. He indicated that de-Kaiser h:d d;;idc3-te terminated

all contract inspectorsj and innt offered some of them jobs in the Kairer QA

organization at Zimmer.

Gittings related that many of the inspectors were critical both of the
1 l'
| Kaiser nonconformance reporting systemp and of the Kaiser weld inspection
.

criteria for pipe support hangers and structural steel. He said there
,

| were differences of opinion on various code interpretations, which he felt
oae
was common in any weld. inspection program,

!

!
.
I

.

e

,
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Interview of Kathy Faubion

s

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed

by NRC. She stated Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for a NR

Control Number. She then issues the individual inspector a control number

(CN), makes an entry in the Kaiser Log of honconforming Material, describes

the nonconforming item, and b tes the initials of the inspector calling for
.

the number. She stated she has never " whited out" an entry for a control

number in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA*$anager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"
%R

stamp. She then gets a copy of the NR ant marks through the(control $ umber

entry the NR in-4he log with red ink to identify it as a voided NR.% sv.J
M * ssMfnspectors frequently-eeMn@for control numbers and do not rend the NR. InA

%xe r-

thEse cases, Faubi maYesthesamevoidentryintheNRLog.

.
'

..

[PriortoDecember1980,FloydOltz,KaiserQ rds, also had the authority
QI.0p to void NRs. However, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager, directed that this

',jd authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. Since then Oltz has

( not voided any NRs.

Findings

All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were substantiated.with iku

-exeept4cr. of. the eHegation-that the4A-Manager-had%ided-NRs-et +ha aquest.

-e f-construWhie-ma t4;e r-is-s t+1-1-under-inves ti g a te A review of the

-7-
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Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was conducted. -It-was-found-there-were.
wed p ol.

Yide-spread irregularities in the systemg Kaiser procedures permit voiding

of a NR if the NR was " written in error, duplicated, or the nonconforming

conditions has been corrected . . . . by construction." It was found that

between January 1, 1978 and March 31, 1981, 1,031 NRs were voided. Some were3

9+ -hd5voided by the % .i ny-Assurance-(QA)rManager3orAby the-Records QA Engineer
f

and 4e some -instances *NRs-were,roided by a clerk. -A-chronoingica4-breakdown ,

ef-the numbes-of--voided-NRs-per-month-is-sppended-to-this-report-es-EXHIBIT-t-b

The disposition of a selected group of 20 voided NRs was audited and it was

found that in 15 cases the NRs were voided improperly by with the QA Manager

or another individual. In ten cases the justification used for voiding the

NR was erroneousg.7. ,it was found the QA Manager was .arbi-t-rarily voiding

NRs which were not written in error. In some cases the NR had been reviewed

by a Construction Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR was later

" voided." Itwasfoundthatsomeofthisactivityoccur[edafteraNRC
inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser QA

Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements. It

was also established that following the-December--2-3M98 NRC inspection
MW CN7i

| thezQA Manager on three occasions diverted NRs (CN 4309, NRC 0001, CN 5412)
I

and did not enter them into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

S'This investigatiori also disclosed that an NR was improperly dispositionedo

[s"acceptasis"when" rework"wasappropriate. In one examrned. case
'

,

(NR E-2836) the " accept as is" disposition of a nonconforming condition '

was contrarty to'ASME Gode requirements.
{

.

.

-8-
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The allegation that NRs which identified multiple nonconforming conditions

were voided improperly with t comment that the NR was being " revised" or

that"eachdeficiencywouldbeissuedonasepfrateNR"oritemswouldbe

" reinspected" was substantiated. It was determined that nonconforming items.

were not reissued on sep) rate NRs, and were not reinspected at stated on the

NR at the time of voiding. It was also found that during " revision" some

nonconforming items'$IImoved from NRs without justification.
.

.

The allegation that the Kaiser QA Manager voide) t the request of the
.

Construction Department is under investigation by the NRC's Office of

Inspector and Auditor (SID).

This investigation established that nonconforming conditions which had
,

been identified by Quality Control Inspectors were not controlled due

to the maipulation of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system by

Kaiser QA management. It was also established that the licensee failed

to take effective corrective action following the December 1980 NRC
@

inspection in that the Kaiser QuaMty-Assurance Manager, continued toa

void NRss,Iand also diverted NRs from the Kaiser nonconforming system

following January 5, 1981, examples of this are NRs No. (CN 5412), No.

( ) and No. ( )

WL
Investigation of Disposition of No M rmance-Report 4 ntr M cA 5412 ,

t
.

'

.

e
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Background Information

December 2b 1980, Chris dumford, Kaiser,QC InspeSo0 initrated Sur- #

*fv ance Report SR 2886, document at a supp sion o ner

plate was tensioned b fore a QC in\spectorarrive\ N \\ p o.N 5

d to verify tlie initial' C yN N N N NThe corrective' action to resolve this condition was fo\'Stensfoning. r

Ninspector to be\ N N N \\anv
present during thq seven and% hirty day tension checksj tot

'

ver ysthat the plat as being ten oned prop y.

gf. w eagsp #g
J ,'On February 11, 1981, K ser Q Inspector, wrote NR No.

'_
E3022 which indicated that during a tensioning inspection on February 4, 1981,

he observed that an anchor bolt on suppression pool liner plate No. 23E was
.

" installed at a slight angle and did not permit the full bearing surface of

k the nut to contact the flat washer". 4his-def4c4ency was found-on-tho-same.-

-1-iner-pl-ete-that-had-been-tensioned-without-QA-coverage-es-repor-ted in "-

, \ TNw. 2886.-
,

On February 3, 1981, Dumford initiated a NR (assigned Control No. (DC 5412)

which also reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned * vie M W'

% g tv A W % * " hold tag was applied while a wall plate
e, ar-
++i-thoutMA-eeverargeb The NR states.

1000 was in process of being tensioned. Once hold tag was applied tensioning

.was continued until tensioning was completed." Oef t personnel-had-not

h r.:rd th; held Los haitius ica.ivu @ pezationer
'

.

e

3 .p-
.

w%gppn % 4se .

[p.c s
3.f - 10 -
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Interview of Walter'C'. Dumford
. -

,

_

On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on Februa'ry 3, 1981, he was' inspecting,

suppression pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on'a plate was not per-

pendicular to the plate. He indicated construction 1.ersonnel were preparing

to tension the plate in question and when he told them he was going to place

a hold tag on it, they responded, "try and stop us."

'
.,

4, Dumford said he left the area tc ducun the matter with his supervir.or, t
A BOC S

Dennis Donovin, who told him to initiate a h7 for the nonconforming plate .h '
<s A ,

&**

and to place a hold tag otin to preclude tensionin;; 6f the plate. He s
,

indicated that he returned to the suppression pool,,placed a hold tag on
p.gsc%v&z. T-

,the plate, and constructiontceased t usioning the plate. However, as he
,_.

left the area he heard the tensioning machine' reactivate | indicating thatTO/.5/dWING
'

the crew had ignored his hold tag'. ~

~ ~ '

4 _ s-
,,

A
Dumford stated he advised Denovin of the occur (euce and Donodin told him - -

,
A _

towriteaNRdocumentingthicontinuationoftensioningafteraholdtag

had been applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued NR CN
. TiMt* ?.

'
\

7
' -' 5412 and documented the violation of the hold tag. He saidea few days later ' - ,

-%t GM%e. " iW.CP -..c-
Manager's office and was told byxG'ittings(that the

,

he was called into th s

NR should not have been written since it was "a software (procedural) problem
65*4/f)and not a hardware problem." He said Gittings then midf4tm ','I'm going to

| s

! void this NR because we do not need this kind of paperwork floating around

because this is the kind of stuff that causes investigations." D,umford , '

.
-

- 11 -
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. stated Rex Baker and Dennis Donovin, who were also present at the meeting,g
fG4 eg,that it was a valid NR.tMGf s2t*6wcap.CbV

disagreed with Gittings and advised44 g

Dumfordindicatedthathewdays5te3DennisDonovincalledtheNRclerk3
v s

and was told CN 5412 had been reassigned to another NR Und(the original'

reporthadnotbeenenteredintotheNRsystef.Dumfordprovidedacopyof
the origional NR CN 5412 which is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

-

s

', /NOK4fE'O '

Dur. ford dapr this incident is an example of Kaiser QA management not support-
ca13/CGb4 tawsing the QA program on site, and being ovee.ly influenced by construction.

thS2JMtr!f)( kM3 0/
Dumford stated that in his opinion QAfanagers were. influenced by constructiongy
an$ as not independengat Einimen

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a writte$ $ tement attesting to the
,

preceding inforn:4 tion, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

.

.

Interview of Dennis Donovan

:

| On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
l'
! ~ by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, Chris Dumford contacted him

M.6 reg. k
regarding a -SRawritten against tensioning of bolts on a suppression pool

'

liner plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle, the
Qh|

Qulitj !.seweencegEngineer (QAB) responsible for the suppression pool area,
see SW\e #

advised him of the incident,and. Donovan 3 old_ him to write a NR. Donovant

stated he wrote the NR and instructed Dumford to go down and place a hold
:

tag on the plate. Dumford subsequently returned to the trailer and told
|

|

|
|

|
- 12 -
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him that he had placed a hold tag on the plate, but craft personnel had

ignored the tag and continued tensioning the plate. Donovan indicated

that he told Dumford to write a second NR against the continuation of work

after a hold tag had been applied (a procedural violation).-

Donovan stated he initialed the second report ad called the NR clerk who

assigned it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor .

RexBaker[forreview. .

Donovan said that on February 4, 1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called

into Phillip Gittings' office and Baker gave the orginal copy of the NR to

Gittings. He said Gittings said "This report is going to be voided because

this is the kind of thing that starts investigations." Donovan said that

GittingscommentedthatinspectorshouldnotwriteNRsagainstsoftware.

problems, but only against hardware problems, and that ignoring a hold tag

was a procedural (software) violation.

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the

hold tag, and Gittings replied "If I was in their position I would have done

the same thing." Donovan responded and said a hold tag is the strongest QA

control mechanism on site and if one is ignored a NR should be written.
t VDonovan said he an'd Baker told Gittings they disagreeds and the meeting

ended.

.
.

~

A few days later Donovan said he called the NR contrciler concerning the
i

disposition of control No. 5412 and found that the number had been reissued

to another NR.

I
'

|
'

13 --

|
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Donovan stated in his opinion this is an example of Kaiser QA!dnagement

not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

.w er*On February 1 81, Dennis Donovan provided a written statement attesting
-

j

to the afore'. preceding information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (5).

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle
.

. -

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 2, 1981, he received

a phone call from Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression

pool liner plate. Shinkle stated he told Donovan this should be documented

on a NR and a hold tag should be placed on the plate in question, to prevent

tensioning. Shinkle stated he later learnad a NR was written, and
IChris Dumford had affixed a hold tag to the plate 3 which was ignored by

pe % J
construction,jwho tensioned the plate. Shinkle said he also learned ai

!

second NR was written by Dumford for violation of the hold tag, which he
A

later initialed and forwared to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor.

Shinkle stated he later learned Phillip Gittings, after discussions with

Dumford, Donovan, and Baker did not enter the NR into the system. Shinkley
said it S i; m. m the report had been assigned a control number 0 and the

| inspectors supervisor had concurred it was a valid NR, yet Gittings told

w not going to be processe h t 4 "Thehim eie parH e"he--ee

| whole thing has been blown out of proportion."
,

-

|

- 14 -
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Shinkle stated in his opinion Kaiser management does not support the QC

program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is

not independent of construction influence. On February 18, 1981,
Swarm

Kenneth Shinkle provided a writteggstatement attesting to the preceding

information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (f).

Interview of Rex Baker
.

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser kaspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in

Gittings# office with Dennis Donovan and Chris Dumford. He stated during

this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a suppres-

sion pool liner plate after he had placed a hold tag on it., Baker stated
ikhe agreed Dumford was correct in writing an NR for this violation. He said

Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right to con-

tinue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it. Baker,

Pstated he did not know the disposition of the NR, but the last time saw itgr '
4it was in Gitting 9 possession.

i

!

| Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material reports was
,77

reviewed; the log reflects Control No. 5412 NR No. 2996 Revision I was . ,

written on February 2,1981, for welds having the lack of penetration. '

'

This entry does not reflect that Control No. 5412 had been assigned to

the report by inspector Dumford on February 3,1981, for vfolation of a

,

a

15 --
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hold tag. The equipment name or process entry columns in the log and the

specification entry showed evidence that white out ;,i:nk was used to cover

writing that had been made previously in the log. A copy of the log page

and actual NR issued is appended to this report as Exhibit (,j), d).

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

-

Background Information
.

On May 19, 1980, NR No. E-5108 was issued identifying a.nopeenferming four
O d2

inch long pipe piece installed fBr DDC M-1108 in a Residual Heat Removal
n

System (RHR) for which no material traceability could be established. The

NR also reports that a weld located near this pipe piece was inside of a

penetration, in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped

void on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer, who added a note indicat-

ing it was vo.ided because " acceptable documentation found which est'ablished
el

material traceability for the pipe piece. A copy on NR E-5108 is appended

tothisreportasExhibit($).

ARIII personnel wa-Itett tfovrPtheW:tystem-in-G ou. dd sssed-in*NR

Pendkper.ifiral:ly examined the four foot section of pipe betweenKo68:
. f/00

welds 82 and 82a identified on tYer NR and on isometric drawing PSK-RH-15.z
ENo heat or identification number on the pipe piece was found Q uestio)

6/N/h/0
KE-1 weld data sheets for welds RH-82 and RH-82a ich -joined the pipe piecey/

e
to the RHR system were reviewed. Both forms had d notations identifying

the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661 whic!c: stas initialed '

4
4

- 16 -
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and dated "RLR 6/19/80." The weld records showrthe2 pipe piecewas+ welded

to-the-RHR-eystem en June'15, 1976, foT(weldRH-82a and on October 14,

whichWasfouryearskde he heat number of=the1976, for eld RH-82
BGHA e

, p2ece-was neted onv.tSisMdadata-records..g

The RIII inspector reviewed the isometeric drawing and construction piping

inspection planjalong with other related documentation for the pipe and

weldf No reliable documentation to justify adding the questioned heat
c.

number tomthede+ del +MatTIT5rm could be located. This appeared to be

an intentional fraudulent entrygo-provide-+rahblity-of-the-heataumbem

of*the> pipe: piece *

IInterview of Richare Reiter

On March 25, 198, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November, 1978
,

to November, 1980. He stated he reviewed isometric drawings to insure that

related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code Requirements,

and the drawings were correct as to the as-built condition of the plant.

During his reviews he found discrepencies in the drawings and associated

documentation which did not match conditions in the plant. Reiter stated

that numbers for pipe sections nd weld data records did not match. He

stated he was concerned about this and on October 28, 1980, wrote Sur-

veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate' supervisor, stating
,

"when reviewing isometric drawings he is making assumptions which he felt '

compromised his integrity". He also asked for a written directive telling

- 17 -
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him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate all small bore

isometrics to insitre that there is adequate documentation to insure trace-

ability of the material. He stated that in the SR he also questioned the

disposition of NR's dealing with lack of material traceability.

Z y /N 4\Qtt// 6 t/Aff
Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR ibd:FN1d all the procedures are. TEck/d

TWT
approved and ame' adequate to meet regulatory and ASMI Code requirements.

"O!,T2- seitJ ~

He wrote that Reiter 43b to continue using the approved procedures and

practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition of

the SR and shortly thereafter terminated his employment with Kaiser, e-

cause he felt he was being forced to compromise his integrity. A copy
s4tfA!/f.@

of the SR authored by Reiter on October 28, 1980 is appended to this report

as Exhibit ( ).
.

Record Reviews

.

During the week of June 8-12, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following

records inaresalotten of the disposition of this NR.

NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 1852

Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System Inspection Plan No. RH-15 dated June 16, 1976
,

.

.
'

.

.

- 18 -
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Finding

h y TNAt
Based op the record reviews and field observations,4was established NRg

5108 was improperly voided, as acceptable documentation was not found

to justify voiding the report.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 4309
,

.

Background Information

On Janurary 7,1980, Inspector Michea'l McCoy wrote NR Control No. 4309
.

fo /OSAWY
unich identified deficient weld fitup on a one and three quarter cover $,

8
platetobeamW32X260locatedonthereactorpedgstalsupportstructure.

McCoy stated in the NR the that parts to be fillet welded were not brought
Md6901Uh M

in as close contact as practical autt were separated by more than 3/16 of
b

an inch. A c.opy of NR Control No. 4309 is attached to this report as

Exhibit ( ).

| Interview of Michael McCoy ~

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC'. He stated that on January 7, 1980, he wrote NR Control
AGRIN3V tb

No. 4309 Q welds on the reactor pedistel support structure which did not
A A

meet code requirements. McCoy stated he initiated the NR, his supervisors '

concurredinhisfindingsyandhereceivedacontrolnumberfromtheNR
controller. He said that after he wrote the NR it was retdrned to him without f

;

- 19 -
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disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding this NR, NRs were

frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this to a QA Manager's

lack of support for either the[nspectors or the QC program at Zimmer.
.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (12).

.

Review of Nonconformance Repdfeitry Log

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed. It was found Control

No. 4309 was assigned to NR No. E2417 which identified deficiences in electrical
|

comfuit bracing in the control room. A copy of this NR is attached to this
A

report as Exhibit (13). During this review it was noted that there was

specification,|and Eh'e equipment name or processd 0 ll I'
evidence of white-out in the!!

[section of the NR log. A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report
4

as Exhibit ( 3). -

Finding

It was determined that Inspector McCoy's NR was never entered into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

Investigation g f#ff M M d.T/f/M 66 N O O & W T* O WI' J -

,

.

*

.

- 20 -
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Background Information
.

f> ANO
aMngEly%pOn July 22, 1980, I980 p y,gism NRs at. signed Control Numbers

_w

4955-59, 4930 and 4931 were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann.-

The NRs identified weld deficiences on pipe supports in diesel generator
NAO

(DG) Room A. The seven NRs hr.ve been assigned control numbers, but no hT
*s

number. The copies of the seven reports are appended to this report as
.

Exhibit (15). .

Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified non-

conforming welds while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said

he identified these welds on NRs which were assigned control numbers 4955 to

4959. He said hcitTti3Gd heL4LeatiHP his supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred
ttta Mtr

thejs were valid. Mills stated that in August 1980 he was reassigned from pipea

support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection, and a week after
5 AW~

Ge reassignment the five NRs hFrhad writtentinCGT"2980 were return ( 4 to. s'.
g

his desk without being processed. Mills stated that two other NRs written
WW

by Inspector G. McCann bre also bein returned to him.
A

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into theY'
SENitA f?|O6MT IN!/kf

NR System and turned in the seven unproccessed NRs to the NRg. lle.u pi,ived -

to@0-Inspector = Thomas Daniels._that theyshad:never-been-entered .tr the

isifesA (/
NR-eystem He=saicMnielussted.2iImwee reexamine t2iB wel'ds in DG Room A to

M & | W W IC0 2 # // G / 6 C W d C O /// M
|
i

- 21 -
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see if the nonconforming welds he identified earlier wererstill::in-thie h b"
y

HII" /* N A-iti.G14.GMills stated he. reinspected theTsame-areas h 119.L7'" hr,ondities.
iz|:-DG.RoonrT-and in iA

each case the condition that he had previously identified had been repaired,

and the welds were now acceptable. Mills statedg}b W
*

f.

pparently someone had used

the information on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,

however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original ITRs (
r

and all .he, copies ofat$P.m had been returned to himaaid4fcCa'an unprocessed.
,

n.

.

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

Interview cf Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed the Kaiser NR Log and found that NRs assigned
NdO fM

Control Nos. 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 were voided with the comment
n

i "NR not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain
.d

a copy of the NR in the voided NR file, because these reports which are

voided as "Not Issued" are returned to the inspectory and:KatsYr: tides-nod

metntattr e=oopy=oM.m NRs.itethenszisiddhm.

!

Interview of Lynn' Anderson

pyNW0 N[ '

,

On June 9, 1981, Lynn Anderson CG W n~5peeee g was interviewed and stateo
;

.O
that he is employed by Nuclear Energy Services Inc. aW Ziahu and is con- i

tracted to work as a Quality Control Engineer for CG&E. Anderson. stated '

.

- 22 -
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currently he is conducting an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system. Anderson said that on June 4, l'181, he checked the disposition of

NRs assigned CN 4955 and 4959. Anderson stated he reviewed the NR log and

found that those CN had been assigned and the reports had been voided on

September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked all of the Kaiser and CG&E

NR files and could not locate these Nns. Anderson concluded that although

a CN had been issued the reports had never been entered into the active or
_

voided NR files. .

e

Record Reviews

On June 10, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed and it was found CN 4955
/MOGG;G"?/

to 4959 were entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined
"

through with the comment, " VOID NR not issued" and dated 9/30/80." A review

of the NR log for entries CN 4930-31 indicated that they had also been
a

entered into.the NR system; however, the comment " VOID NR not issued and

dated September 30, 1980 was entered in the log book page for each entry.

Copies of the pertinent NR Log Book pages are appended to this report as
r. A c

Exhibits (fJ) and (G).
.

I

Field Observations

On June 2, 1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A entified

on NR CN 5955-59, 4930, and 4931. In two of the seven instances it appeared [
that the welds had been reworked, but for the other five this could not be !

| determined. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the NRs were

not evident on the welds inspected.
I

I

- 23 -
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1 Finding

i

Based on the preceding interviews, record reviews and field observations

by NRC personnel it was determined that .rlthough these six NRs were voided, /4r/C,

r,,-.Mhe eeporte wo :notmanbeined-ma.the: y,ggelfdG-w lu four.n n

! copies of the reports had apparently been returned to the inspector.

-

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466:

Background Information

On January 3, 1980, Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors inspected large bore

pipe hangers in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected
IR

welds on pipe support hangers, concrete enbedment bolts, and the configuration
A

3

| and location of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming
J

Kaiser and ve,ndor welds on five hangers, and improperly embeded bolts. They
A

identified a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and intiated

NR E-2466 to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided

with the comment, "each hanger listed will be ~ issued on a separate NR." A

copy of the first five pages of this 31 page NR is attached to this report

as Exhibit (17).,

During the week of February 9-11, 1981, NRC personnel he reviewed the Kaiser,4

Log of Nonconforming Material to ascertain if the hangers identified on NR

No. E-2466 had been issued on seperate NRs as stated in3hezy arrrump55frg

This review indicated that of the 124 pipe support hange,rs in which

- 24 -
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nonconforming weld or embedment bolts were identified only 25 had beeng

redispositioned on other NRs. Cf these 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been

voided, and there is no disposition for the remaining 10. As of February 12,
'

1981, 99 of the'124 hangers identified on NR 2466 had not been reissued as

stated on June 3, 1980.

fH W |0] W W $ Y
_

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
_

by NRC. He stated he was aware that various NRs which identified nonconforming

conditions on pipe support hangers were voided with the stipulation that they

would be " reinspected after redesign." Baker stated he directed a 100% re-

inspection of all pipe support hangers be conducted as stated in the earlier

committment. However, QA Managers Phillip Gittings and Kenceth Bumgartner,

directed that pipe support hangers which had been previously inspected and
&

not redesigned; would 1150 not to be reinspected. Baker stated that to the

best of his knowledge the NRs which were voided on this basis were not

redispositioned or reopenedy t.empaiT the nonconforminreconditions-+1stuous1y-

identtired. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done to avoid
1-reworking the welds, but was an administrative oversight by the QA managers.

,

Records Reviews

On February 12, 1981, NR E-2466 was revived by NRC personnel and it was
1

noted that there was a comment on page two of the NR which states that an
| asterisk identifies "what appears to be ve'ndor supplied welds" on pipe

support hangers. In reviewing the thirty-one page NR it was found that

| 15 of 124 pipe hangers identified have an asterisk identifying them as
I
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vendor supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR E-2466 were crossed out.

Examples of the ommission of these items from NR E-2466 are included in

Exhibit (14).
.

00# 6 'T/ MFinding.T AND

coHeLUDdO

Based on interviews and record reviews it was Q that NR E-2466 was _

not properly voided in that the justification for the voiding'was never

fully implemented.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonecnformance Report E-2836
.

Background Information
.

.

On June 22, 1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker,
9. - /H D C H eans 4 0after an audi.t by Nuclear Energy Service .An'diwwhicEfoE55 there was no A

Diograph cF thdfinal welhfor weld WS737 ina.hdphrIGs[ service water

system There was a comment in the " description of nonconformance" section

of the NR which stated that the only radiograph available was an "information

shotoftherootlayer"fortheweld(now5fdfd=twburiedunderground). The k

NR was dispositioned as " accept as is" on October 24, 1980, because the KE1
/MDESW

(weld data form) reported that the final weld was radiographed and accepted
p g. gg/./sG&r min 0+16b ANO AffADM M'tNA~//Mk./hn:

by Kaiser on April 5, 1976. This disposit4en.-wes,. reviewed by the Authorizedg

Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976 The " accept as is" disposition og N4E-2FJ t
.

was in#tially rejected by the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on November 7, '

A

1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11,*1980, based on

!

- 26 -
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the entry in the weld data form showing that a final review of the film was

performed. The NR was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment "see

Revision I for new disposition." There is a another comment on the NR
ANE

which says, " VOID stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when anp accepted

disposition on 11/11/80." A review of NR E2836, Revision 1, shows the

same nonconforming item is::Tilin~EEEllRf the disposition is 8" accept as is,"
k

and the NR is signed by th! appropriate members of the material review board.
HR

.

,The NR was closed on November 13, 1980. There is third typed copy of E2836,g

Revision 1, date November 11, 1980, which has the comment " VOID written in

error - NR resolved on original issue." The Kaiser NR Log Reports that
E C

NR,2836, Rev. 1, was closed on November 11, 1980. Copies of NR 2836 and

E-2836 Rev. I are attached to this report as Exhibit (20) and (21).

Interview of Rex Baker

'

On .fune 4, 19S1, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

" by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after
demdLETSO

an audit found that there was no radiograph of th'e'.Titra12 ele.p'asEWD weld
/%

WS737. Baker stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction

Department, who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on an entry on
tittFBent/NWu 5~

the KE1 for g ports a final radiograph of this weld was performed on
A MM d-April 5,1976, GU: was accepted by a Kaiser welding engineerfand 4')Pthe ANIg

on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him, and he told Lanham
of

the disposition " accept.as is" was contrary to ASME code requirements, because

there was no final radiograph of the questioned weld. He told Lanham d that '

\ AN cN
y entry ip a KE1 form was not sufficient evidence that the weld had been |

| radiographed. <

I
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BakerstateheisaLevelIIIRadiographerand,heMeviewedtheKaiserradio-
f

graphic exant report and the accompanying film, dated April 17, 1976. He
// //

indicated that he told Lanham the film was an information shot of the root
!1y f.or=tfe:w EGinrma's not radiograph of the final weld pass. Baker.

FNNC#t&D y/Af C4010MW'*Wsaid Lanham seis)6ndedrautrasaM the disposition ,iu correct because the block
gM

on the KE1 is checked, and that if QA does not have the film he could care

lessgaWat2rts Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to

FXCAM+tti~digethe weld upsto radiograph it, to .which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall
,TH6 AND

would never let us dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR as
RECotD f/NAL

" accept as is" yet he knew there was no fig radiograph for the weld.4

Baker also stated that on November 7, 1980, b e site ANI,Qowell Bu Dy

rejected the disposition on NR E2836 but later rescinded the rejection and
/?svAt. AG/hEWBy ANE

agreed with the " accept as is" disposition based on thej, entry on the KE1 M MS.

form =thabreported=:s f-ttsl= review =cf -H-im-had-been~=ade-by===prescrous -

RTW9?fi. . Baker said the NR was eTentiGIDy dispositioned as " accept as is,"

and he refused to concur in the disposition because it was contrary to ASME

code requirements.

Interview of Lowell Burton

On June 5, 1981, Lowell Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector (Ha tford Steam

Boiler and Insurance Company), was interviewed by NRC. He stated that, after
/MW4 gry

reviewing NR E2836, he was in error ingaccepting the disposition of this NR
A

on November 11, 1980. '

.

e
;

(
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W<A:r
Burton said he reviewed the ft1m paeket for weld WS737, and found there ;Lt

/

no radiograph of the final weldypaz Wih. He stated he has directed
CG+E

thenicenset to reopen the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition.
jysraHou.s*

Burton stated he based his,gcceptance on a review of the KE1 Form and his cr2.

4' RNdt WA2Dpersonal notes, which showed that on April 15,1976/he reviewed the radiograph
4 4

o.f::the:wrTO and found it to be acceptable. Burton stated that during 1976 he
fM

reviewed up to 100 radiographs a day and could have mistakenly entered in his
A

-

notebook or on the KE1 Form that he 1;ad reviewed t rdIo aphgrf=the!! final
L

velt. M Wr1O k/ ?)b

Record Review

c, /N6-RIII personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation.which included
/ A

AA Nt/nC W Jthe Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and accompanying ftim. It appeared .

A
that NR E-2836 was improperly voided because there was no final radiograph for

WZ
_ a '

weld 73}pm.s,a+ ewe 11ts. The radiograph referenced as accepted by the ANI3

on April 15,19761s actually a radiograph of a partially completed weld. The7

radiograph of the incomplete weld is dated March 31, 1976, and was reviewed

by the ANI on April 15, 1976. Apparentlytheradiographoftheroothasswas
f

misstaken by:the2KN7 to be a -adiographofthe*welgndhera.L
y >

ccepted31t
A.-

er3Hch: whee Giac.t n&GnahdIWgr'3yii r"I.hc Wda ifTvts*. The propere

dispositionforthisNRwouldhavebeen" rework"whichwouldincludeth
,

EWAVkt/6tv offMG* WC2.0 ANO /1.AD/oGAAfMW _

e.
eenous4r-+f=nondestructwerexaminatiens 42 red =byeASME:2:Ziae, ano_ i c-=se-

Ae >
speriffcattnne.

"

i
.

!
-

;

.

O

- 29 -

- . - . ._ _



.

. .

. 205FF DRAFT /db

Be b en Jun O , 1981 the @ llowing records we9 reviewed bf the^RIII \V V V h \,,/ D[ U V
inspector.

-

@ Ese g ngag er g F7rm g o weld WS737,_,dhd-Aki-1AN9&-

KafserE ineers Radio hic ExaminatiEn RepTrtA ate hi,lh5'\9J6 Mand.
</\/%ccompanyi s'/X / grap

f

/acke\)/
\/ U"

radiographi Vfilm t.
.

.

n E Q) Regi92jnplg3

Finding

,

A &
Based on th137eceedag interviews, sife record reviews, and the examination

M RE&
of the radiographic film for weld WS 737 it was determined that NR E-28363

was improperly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed on November 13,,

!
i 1980. .

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777

Background Information

1

On April 3,1979, ' Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777, stating that weld A2

on isometerie drawing RI-195 on a pipe support hanger in the primary containment
,

area was performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed a post weld I
,

inspection.and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip was found

to ensure that the proper filler metal had been used in ths weld. The dis-

- 30 -
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position of this NR was to " rework" and cut out the weld because no acceptable

documentation was available to verify the proper filler metal was used. This

NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment " rod slip located." A copy

on NR E-1777 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Vincent Feretti

-

On June 4, 1981, Vicent Feretti, Level III, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.
! Quality Assurance Engineer, (QAE) was interviewed by NRC. He stated he

conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. He had

reviewed NR No. E1777, and the associated isometric drawings identified on

the NR. Frerretti stated that the drawing shows four hangers, with six field

welds for all of the hangers. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod

issue slips show, as stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip

for weld No. 195A2. Frerretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the

drawing should identify what particular filler metal was used for erch weld,

but in this case he was unable to ascertain what filler metal went into each

of the welds . Frerretti stated the decrepancy identified in the NR was correct,

and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned. Frerretti stated,

that in his opinion, this NR was improperly voided.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 4, 1981 Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Re' cords, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777 the weld data sheets and weld

rod issue slips. He said that this NR had been improperly * voided. Oltz *

- 31 -
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stated the disposition " rod slip located" was improper, because the rod

slip used to justify the voiding of NR does not specifically identify the

weld in which the weld rod was used. Oltz concluded that he found nothing

in the records associated with this weld to justify the voiding of this NR.

Finding

.

From a review of NR E-1777, weld data records, and weld rod issue forms,

there is no justification for the voiding of this NR because there was no

rod issue slip in the weld data package for weld A2.

Record Reviews

On June 4, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following records while resolving

this allegation:

.

Nonconformance Report E-1777

Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 for the Reactor Isolation System

Kaiser weld rod issue form Nos. 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963,

126960, 174535, and 174534

i
!

Investigation

i '' [f MfH . / 7/'
Background Information

.

On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe, wrote NR Control No.

(CN) 5122 following the initiation of surveillance report (SR) 2800 which

-
- 32 -
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reports that the flexible outer coating of conduit installed in the contain-

ment building is splitting for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a

NR number yet it was voided on January 2,1981, with the comment in the void

stamp block "see attached surveillance report No. 2800." Surveillance report

2800 was the report used to issue the NR. A copy of NR CN 5122 is appended

to this report as Exhibit ( ).

.

Interview of Steven Burke .

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed follow-

ing his inspection of the areas identified on NR CN 5122. Burke stated that

the nonconforming items listed in the NR on October 16, 1980, " covering

spliting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"

were still apparent on the conduit he inspected. Burke indicated that he

concurred with Priebe's report that this problem was serious, and warranted

reporting via the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Burke concluded

that Priebe's NR was not written in error because he found the same problem

on the same locations identified by Priebe on the NR.

Record Reviews

On June 11, 1981, Iaiser Quaility Assurance Surveillance Report (SR) No.
.

2800, which reviewed reports that on October 9, 1980, the outer coating

of flexible conduit used in the containment area was spliting for some '

unknown reason was reviewed. The corrective action statement in the report

states this deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting
,

'

:
,

- . 8/i . -
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to the NRC. Also in this section of the report are comments that NRs

CN 5122 and CN 5196 are voided in lieu of this SR. The " corrective action

verified" section of the SR is stamped nonapplicable and dated October 14,

1980. An October 15, 1981 memo attached to the SR from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E)

to he Kaiser QA Manager, dated October 15, 1980, reports that in Ehas's

opinion this matter does not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR

2800 and attachments is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).
.

.

Finding

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by licensee

inspectors, it was determined that NR CN 5122 was improperly voided. It

appears that the SR used to initiate the NR was later used as justification

to void the NR. The nonconforming material identified in the NR was not

corrected by the licensee and was never introduced into the Kaiser noncon-

formance reporting system. The Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure

was not followed, and this report was found misfiled in the " inspection

report" file. In fact the report was " voided" NR. It appears that NR

CN S196 was dispositioned in the same manner.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233
.

L

Background Investigation
>

'

[
-

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR No. E-2233 documenting
,

a nonconforming condition for weld WS62GP in the service water system. The

- 34 -
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weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material

traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the

weld was acceptance. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA, Engineer disposi-

tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,

1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" and was

initialed by Floyd Oltz Records QAE. A copy of NR E-2233 is appended to this

report as Exhibit ( ).
_

i
.

On February 13, 1981, NRC personnel reviewed NR No. E-2233 and related
,

documentation. This NR was voided after the weld data record (KE-1) form

was " corrected." Yhe correction is actually a deletion of previous

stipulated hold points, and there is no documentation included supporting

the engineering basis for deleting the hold points.

Floyd Oltz advised that he had deleted the hold points from the KE-1 Form;

j however, no s,ignature or date of deletion was noted on the form.
|
:
l

The KE-1 Form is appended to this report as Exhibit (26) was initially
'

anotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld qualifications, heat numbers,

and fit up would be verified by the QC inspector during in process inspection

of this weld. The form was anotated with a "NA" superimposed over the "x"

mark in the blocks, which had been made previously by a Welding Engineer.

~

.

The notation "NA" was made by Oltz, and constituted a deletion of a previous

stipulated hold points for the weld. NR E-2233 was improperly voided because

previously stipulated hold points were deleted by a document reviewer without

engineering justification.

|
|
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While investigating the disposition of NR E-2233 the NRC inspector found
!
|

that KE-1 forms 2552, 2553, and 2560 did not provide material traceability |

for the gamma plugs welded to piping installed in the service water system. \
;

The KE1 Forms identify the mark numbers for the pipes, but not the heat

numbers for the gamma plugs welded to these pipes. The gamma plugs were

stamped with a heat number, however, this heat number is not entered on
.

the KE-1 Form. .

NR No. E2237, dated November 23, 1979, also for the closed cooling water

System, reports the same nonconforming condition on another weld (i.e lack

of weld traceability and welder qualification). The disposition for this

report was " rework" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19,

1979, with a comment " void rod ulip found". 'This NRs disposition was

identical to of NR Report E-2233, and previously stipulated hold points were

deleted without engineering concurrence. A copy of NRC-2233 is attached to

this report as Exhibit ( ).

Record Reviews

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

in tacking the dispositions of these NRs.

Nonconformance Report E-2237.
.

.

Nonconformance Report No. E-2233. '

. '

!

6
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Weld Data Sheet (KE-1) No. 18391 and associated weld-rod

issue forms.

Kaiser weld data sheets (KE-1) No. 2554, 2552 and 2560.-

Finding

_

Based on the interviews and record reviews it was determined that NR Nos.
2237 and 2233 were improperly voided.:

Investigation into Disposition of Inspector Ruiz Nonconformance Report '

'

.

Dated February 11, 1981 ,

.,

i b
'

Background Information \
.

s-

'

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a NR identifying

nonconforming welds on drywell steel in the Primary Containment'bu11 ding.
-

s
Ruiz described the nonconforming condition as an electrode weave exceeding

i 3/4 inch. The NR in question was"not assigned a control number and was

not issued a NR number. The report had a comment written in the " disposition"

section which states, "sent back with no reply". This particular NR was
I provided to the NRC by Inspector Ruiz. A copy of the NR is appended to this
!

report as Exhibit ( ).
,

- - [
.

5

'd. s

g \. 'l,-

s

| \ \
i
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Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981 James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, Kaiser, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 11, 1981 he performed an inspection of a

beam located in a primary containment building and noted a nonconforming

condition on a weld. Ruiz stated he wrote a NR on this condition and submitted

it to his supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to
,

, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred. Ruiz stated that the

next day Baker informed him that the QA Manager, had returned the report to

him, saying that inspector's were not to write a report against a procedural

violation. T"- NR was then returned to him, without assignment of a control

number. R. . aced he took exception to Gittings' decision prohibiting

inspectors from writing reports against procedural violations; he said the

welding procedures deliniated the welding specifications, parameters,

dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging whether a weld is

acceptable or.' unacceptable. Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (27).

RIII personnal visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell steel

beam 81, located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 inch. A photograph of the questioned
,

weld is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ). The weld is not necessarily
_

defective, however, it did exceed specifications as stated by Ruiz in the NR.
~

',

e

,

i
, c-

t .

MHclR
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Interview of Phillip Norman
~

.
% %

! -

On June 3, 1981 Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by t

NRC. He stated that this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the
.z; -

Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel beam

No. 81. Norman stated he concurred that the electrode w' eave on a weld

to beam No. 81 exceeded 3/4 inch. ,

, -

. s
-

Record Reviews '

, .
. -

'
-

,

On June 30, 1981 the Kaiser NR log, and all Kaiser NRs initiated between

February 11, 1981 to February 20, 1981 were reviewed. The NR written'by.
,

I Ruiz on February 11, 1981 was not found, and apparently was_not entered'into

the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. _

,

4

Finding '

,

. .
,. ,

-..

The questioned weld ot beam 81 in the Primary Containment drywell area was

visually inspected by NFc personnel and the deficiency identified by Ruiz '

, ,.

and reported in the NR was confirmed.
_

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by NRC personnel,,

|

it was detarmined that the NR written by Ruiz was never entered into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. The nonconforming condition identi-

fied in the NR was not and corrected.
. <

,

e

- 39 -

_ . _ - .



_
_ _

f
.

. ,

I

205FF DRAFT /db
.

.

*Investigation of the Disposition of NRs 1661 and 1662 e,

.
.

Background Information

On February 8,1979, Inspector David Painter initiated NR's No. E-1661 and

E-1662, which report nonconforming conditions in welds on pipe support hangers

in the drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NR's were dispositioned as
.

" rework" on May 2, 1979. On November II, 1980, the NR's were voided by
'

Floyd Oltz with a comment that the nonconforming hangers will be reinspected
,

after design analysis. A copy of NR's No. E-1661 and E-1662 are appended

to this report as Exhibits ( ) and ( ).
~

Interview of David painter

On January 14, 1981, and on June 4, 1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises,

three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers

at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying

nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers which have been disposi-

tiened as " VOID - will be reinspected after design analysis." Fainter
I indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned

for all pipe support hangers. This was rescinded, and hangers are now being

inspected according to a M-12 cheellist only for configuration and location

of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter indicated the QA Manager said

that any hangers that inspectors previously accepted prior to design changes
!

and which were not effected by the design changes were not*to be reinspected.

- 40 -
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Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justification for

originally voiding the NR's, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming

welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter

stated Gittings was told about this and said again if a pipe support hanger

had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a NR for

reinspection findings.

.

Record Reviews -

a '

The following records were reviewed during the resolution of this NR:

NR's No. E-1661, E-1662

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
.

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for line No. IIN61AC34 (Drywell

Pneumatic System Reactor Containment)

Finding

.

! Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was determined that
,

'

NR's E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided resulting in loss of control

of previously identified nonconforming items.
!

. -
,

!
:Investigation of the Dispostion of NR 2996
:

.

.

!
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Background Information
.

On February 2,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated

NR E-2996, Rev. 1, which reported that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers,

Serial Nos. N001, N003, N007, N0011, and N0012, were found to have a lack

of penetration at the backing ring (ie: split backing ring). However, the

rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located
,

in the Suppression Pool Main Steam Relief Syctem. The NR was dispositioned

on February 9, 1981 as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction

Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing
3

ring does not,tffect the integrity of the weld. The licensee's architect-

engineer, Sargent.and Lundy, (S&L) Engineers, took exception to this

disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically

examined (UT). On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically

examined and found acceptable with the exception of Quencher No. 007. S&L

dispositioned the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007 indicating

.that additional data is required to resolve 007 because it was not ultrasoni-

cally tested as directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed

.with S&L's disposition and granted conditional approval of the disposition of

the NR in March of 1981. NR E2996, Rev. 1, was dispositioned as closed on

March 17, 1981. This NR was closed without any evidence that the required

additional examination of T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of

NR E-2996, Rev. 1 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

-.

.

.
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Interview of Rex Baker

On June 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he wrote NR E2996, Rev. 1, on February 2, 1981, and it was

improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher No. 007

was not ultrasonically examined as directed by Sargent and Lundy. Baker

said the NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Doument Control office
_

on March 17, 1981. Bak w ela ed that when he learned E-2996 Rev. I was

closed he initiate NR E-3172 which references E-2996 and address the).

issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in earlier
%

i ! (.
*

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 3, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA, Engineer, Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He s,tated that NR E-2996, Rev. I was initiated by Baker on February 2,

1981, for nonconforming welds on in T-Quenchers. Oltz stated that the architect

engineer directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish their

acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencer No. 007 could not be ultrasoni-

cally examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable, with the exception

of T-Quencher No. 007. Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller,

, ho read the initial disposition of " accept as is" on the NR, and did not readw

the exceptions placed in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-

engineer. Oltz said she mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the con-
;

dition was " accept as is" when in fact the architect-engineer had only granted

partial acceptance. Oltz concluded this NR was improperly' closed, due to a
,

clerical er
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Interview of Kathy Faubion

On June 4, 1981, Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, Kaiser was interviewed and
-

stated she closed NR E-2996, Rev. 1, on March 17, 1981, because the top of

the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is." Faubion

said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in the
%

disposition column Faubion stated that in May of 1981, Rex Baker told her
,

she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR No.

E-3172, which documented the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

tiftv fou;vo BScK!n%V -

IRecord Review

RIII personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR

No. 2996, Rev. 1. The deficiency, (ie: a split backing ring,) is permissible

under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the original issue was not nonconforming. g

However, in order to verify that the split was in the Backing Ring and not'in

the weld a ITI exam was performed to verify the location of the split. Records

indicated that on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrason-

ically examined with the exception of Quencher No. 007, which was not examined

and found to be acceptable. The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent and

Lundy, said the nonconforming conditions were acceptable with the exception

| of Quencher No. 007. It appeared that a further UT or other nondestructive
| examination should have been conducted on Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997, '

Rev. 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981 with no examination of Quencher
|

No. 007. '
;

|
.

I

1
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Record Reviews
.

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

to track the resolution of this NR: '

.

Nonconformance Report No. R-2996, Rev. 1

Nuclear Energy Services, Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated
.

February 14, 1981

f

\? pent and Lundy, Engineers, memo dated March 5,1981*fwiur o/O fWisA@n!rw *
Nonconformance Report No. E-3172, dated May II, 1981

,

/ 8

Kaiser weld data sheets (RE-1 Form) for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011,

and 012
.

Finding

Based on interviews, record reviews and review of radiographs by RIII

personnel, it was determined that this NR was improperly closed on

March 17, 1981.

,

Investigation d [ k O/[[O N Md

-
. ,
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Background Information
.

On January 3,1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33

page NR which was assigned Control No. 4389. This NR reported various
'

nonconforming conditions in electrical cable, trays and hangers in the,

'

Auxillary Building. The NR was voided by yle Burge on December 2, 1980,
tia.] '

because the "NR was initiated just prior to inspector leaving the job. A
_g

lot of the items listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed

reinspection." This p H b NR was recovered from the Site Document
MMW4 543W

Control Vault on June 4,1980, 31JP apparently en misfiled with " Inspection

Reports" which identify nonconforming material found during receipt inspec-

tions. Although the NR was " voided" it was stamped " Inspection Report" in

the block reserved for t[ assignment of the NR numbery atr"Ahan

yncepin etLC". Inspect 2:en:: Report"M i h A copy of the first five pages of

NR N4389 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

.

Interview of e Burgess
-

On June 18, 1980, e Burgess, Kaiser Inspection Supervis was interviewed

by NRC. He stated _that he voided the NR assigned Control No. 4389 on
1

St-
December 2, 1980 1 9 sta d that inspector D. J. Luttmann was an electrical
inspector ad#Otdwsmatrd' had reported various nonconforming conditions ine 9

the electrical area,(t" Burg;&mT2ra> tar Nz
itLhe voided this NR because e=urt2risty

i H40 BUNfeuMO 10 &T44EfM$lf ) 'r I

Luttmann had lef t the site and some of the~ items vers:nbt=idgfirinces; however, "F .

-
some were valid nonconforming conditions. ( gess ould give no ipparefrt '.w

~

reason why the voided NR had been placed in theq nspection Report. file.
,

&|
2
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Finding

.

RIII personnel reviewed NR CN 4389 and found no sufficient reason to justify
A C M

it's voiding. @T!Ch'IGR3R91wedplFbOlycyoid ediby1 Burgers =or:De c emb'eW 2),

; e %

f
^

ecord Reviews

Dennphus h hii5fntrEIZSgWth n 2. e following records were reviewed
/N SNG $ ' *

Ce track the O resolution of this NR.

Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material NR CN 4389 dated January 23, 1980.

Investigation of the Disposition of NR 2191

Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR No. E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter,

to report that th consumable insert on a weld in the Closed Cooling Water
i

System was not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the

weld rod slip for the consumeable insert in weld K253 on drawing PSKWR9.

Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at

! the original copy of the weld rod issue slip. Th2 intial disposition of this
i

r.eport was " accept as is" with the reason being that all consumable inserts ;
,

are purchased as Class I (safety related) traceable materials. The NR was
,

|

closed on November 8, 1979, and was reopened after the Authorized Nuclearl
,

,

!

l
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Inspector (ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7,1980. On February 19,

1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was redispositioned

on NR No. E-2191, Rev. 1. Nonconformance Report No. E-2191, Rev. I was voided *

on February 22, 1980', by Floyd Oltz Records QAE, with a comment that the weld
-

rod issue slip had been found. There was no engineering or Material Review

Board concurrences on this disposition. A copy of NR E-2191 and E-2191,

Rev.1 is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).
_

.

Interview of Richard L. Reiter
!

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, Kaiser former Document Reviewer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated

NR No. E-2191 after he observed that the Kaiser weld data form (KE1) No.

23037 for weld WRK-523 did not have a entry for a heat number of the consum-
,

'

able insert used in the weld. Reiter stated that he checked the weld rod

issue form attached to the (KE1). He also checked the Kaiser warehouse files,

and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms did not record the heat

number for the consumeable insert. Reiter stated if an entry was made on

any of the SE weld rod issue forms, they are false and were made after

November 2, 1979. Reiter also stated he suspected that Arch Lanhm, Noncon-

formance Report expediter f alsified records in order to resolve NRs rather

than have the Construction Department repair or rework the nonconforming

item. Reiter provided a written statement attesting to the preceding in-

formation, a copy of which is attached as lExhibit ( ).

.

1 .

|

!
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On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Records, Kaiser QA Engineer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found

no heat number for the consumeable insert on weld No. K-523. The NR was

dispositioned by Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because

all consumeable inserts are purchased as nuclear material. Oltz stated

that the ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was

voided on February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Rev. 1.
.

Oltz stated that he voided NR E-2191, Rev.1 on February 22, 1980 with a

comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumeable

insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham, NR Expediter found a rod

slip for the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert, so he voided

the NR.

.

Interview of Arch Lanham,

On March 25, J981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed ~

by NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the construction department

at Zimmer. Lanham stated he frequently searches for lost documentation,

such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documents-

tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that in the case

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the

consumeable insert for weld K-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191

with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.
.
'

. -

;

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however
'

on December 17, 1979 he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the "

.
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NR and be noted on his copy "could there be more than one red slip for insert?"

Lanham stated there is also the notation that on January 22, 1980 the NR was

still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes Lanham

stated that it appears he reviewed the KE1 data form and original rod slip and

found that he had inspected weld No, WR523 on Octcher 17, 1977. He stated

there was no heat number for the consumeable insert on the KE-1 form, however

he looked at weld rod issue form No. 97957 and found a heat number for the
_

consumable insert on it. Lanham indicated that on the the heat number for

the consumeable insert was marked in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of

Form 97957) and was circled in red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls

that he made this entry on the gold copy of the form in October of 1977 while

inspecting the weld. He said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue

form, and called the weld rod shack to obtain a proper heat number for the

consumable insert. Lanham said he did not make the entry on the form during

November 1979 through February 1980 while dispositioning this NR.

.

Record Reviews

On March 24, 1981, the Kaiser isometric drawing for the closed cooling water

system PSK-1WR-9 was reviewed for line No.1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld No. WR523.

The Kaiser KE-1 Form shows a notation that the heat number for the consumeable

insert is No. 6059491. Weld rod issue slip No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that

heat Number 6059491 is written in ink on an otherwise carbon form. Two other

co, pies of Kaiser weld issue slips No. 97959, the white copy and the blue copy

{ were reviewed. These forms do not have similar entries for the heat number. .

*

. ,

- 50 -

_, .
_ -



.

* '~

. 205FF DRAFT /db
-

;
,

A copy of the weld data sheet and accompanying weld issue forms are attached

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ).

Finding

Based on the results of interviews and record reviews it was found that

NR E-2191, Rev. I was improperly dispositioned with no review of the
_

disposition by members of the Kaiser. Materials Review Board.

Investigation of the Disposition of Nonconformance Reports 5467, 5477,5479

ABackground invest 1earitm Information

On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz nitiated three NR's which were

assigned Control Nos. 5476, 5477, 547 hese NR's reported nonconforming

conditions on dryweld support steel in the Primary Containment Building.

Ruiz stated that welds Nos. 63, 58, and 3 were full penetration welds

which require 2007, coverage by nondestructive examination e01%er radiography,
Burno ta1;f //ABEE?vPETMMOw

magnetic particle test: Lug, or ultrasonic testing. He also found that all
W.thf M AM

three t>p lacked documentation o, g'berustorfthebackingstripcr)yx

a
filler metal, stfi!':MD'fuTridhsc~iE3!? welder qualifications or welding procedureo

7o VatM Nm? hbW;oMfeet, The Kaiser NR Log shows that NR Nos. 5477, and 5479, were voided:ma
As

"NR unissued" on February 27, 1981. No copy of these NR's was retained in"

the Kaiser SDC files. A copy of NR's CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 are appended

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ). '

.

fy% -) /
'
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Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. Ih stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NR's and

As)M75
he had no assurance that"N p he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system or that the conco >nforming conditions he
L

identified would be corrected. Ruiz provided the2NRC:2121r NR's CN 54776,
_

5477, and 5479, and stated these had been initiated by him on February 23,
1981. He indicated he did not think they had been processed properly by

the conconformance reporting system. Ruiz provided a written statement

attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as

Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Dennis Donovan
.

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
||do

He stated that he4 reviewed nonconformance reports Nos. 5476, 5477, and 5479

and concurred. Donovan stated that Euiz errored in his identification of

one deficency on these ITR's, because a De,ign Document Change (DDC) had been

written by thtc4hensee$+L-o-erchiteet-engineer which elimated the NDE covera /[BetiM~ RAPA&W
ge

l # M on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement and

said it was contrary to S&L Specification H2174 which requires 100%

nondestructive examination coverage on all Class I welds. Donovan stated he 8/O
;*

b b I
reviewed the DDC in question and found one that S&L waived the nondestructive

i

examination cove.L-rage, for " ease of construction." He said thatein~his opinione
'
'

I $
this was not an adequate justification for the noted dispos'ition. . Donovan

{

$ G /
'

dg *p p.
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advised that the Kaiser construction department is repairing these and

other cantilever beams in'the primary contaniment building.

Interview of Rex Baker
,

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, inspector James Ruiz, identified
'

nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the primary containment

building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated, and he concurred in, NR Nos. 5476,
.,

5477, and 5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as

lack of no condestructive examination of full pentrations welds, material

traceabilty and welder qualifications. Baker stated that on February 27, 1981,

he voided these NR's with the comment "NR not issued." He stated he voided

these NR's after a February 1981 meeting with Phillip Gittings in which he,

Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, QAC, and Robert Marshall, construction manager

discussed the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz. During the meeting
,

Marshall stated that the welds on these cantilever beams were to be cut out

by Kaiser so these nonconformance reports should be voided. Baker stated that

he voided these NR's on Gittings instructions and gave him all four of the

original copies of the NR's,

t
'

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Mechanical Civil Structual, n
.

Quality Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23 [
L

QC inspector James Ruiz, initiated NRs Control Nos. 4956,.4957, and 4959.

) | I

$t/76 g/77, SV99 ?-
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Shinkle stated he reviewed these NR's and found that inspector Ruiz had

errored in identification of one nonconforming condition. He stated that

a DDC had been issued by licensee's architect-engineer which waived NDE

requirements for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because

the text of the DD said "for ease of construction," NDE is wiaved. Shinkle .

said thaC7he weldsy.O'deatified in the NR's are Class I welds because they.i
Wace sot *are d.inbedej! to the containment liner plat ad S&L specifications and ASME%

3

Code requirements require 100% NDE for any Class I welds.

' h C * * ' '
g. yf LMJC ef ND&~,

Shinkle stated Ruiz errored in identifying this*bqe=caruifli_on; however, the

remaining nonconforming conditions, such as lack of material traceability /
'

WGE
and welder qualifications was correct. Shinkle advised that the cantilever

beams in question hold up walkways, pipe support hangers, and heating and

ventillation ducts'in the primary containment building.

Shinkle stated *.het in February 1981, he attended a meeting with Rex Baker,

Phillip Gittings, vad Robert Marshall, reguarding Ruiz's NR's. Shinkle
,

stated that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis, and

doavisualinspectionoftheweldf

Shinkle stated that the QA Manager, Phillip Gittings, agreed with this

approach and told him to work with the construction department to rework

the welds using KE 1 repair cards without processing the NR's Ruit had
'

written.
-
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Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written

by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

He stated that this was specially significant in light of the fact that in

February 1981, there was an NRC investigation into irregularies in the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system.

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues b hj
J2 a-

RtID3R he conducted an inspection of WT2Ehe cantilever beams located at

the 572' elevation of the primary containment building. Shinkle indicated

Nthefoundt:hktherewasnofinalQCinspectiononayofthe27 beams

and four tif*.the be'lims had no e n e of any fitup inspection. Shinkle^p /6&vr#/9 f,stated he afscr:found the same nonconforming conditions, lack of weld fillrer

metal and backing strips traceability and a lack of evidence of welder

qualifications for these welds. In addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a
/M

visiual examination of the welds, and ilthoughr_o.ye@ many cases the welds
4

did not appea.r to meet Code standards.

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated

be did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

tions had been made to the beams in which .5/4E plates haa been added,

and these plates would have to be removed dipturder to conduct inspections
AWACftD

of the welds. Shinkle advised that the construction department is in theg

process of removing the questioned beams.
| t

1 - ~
,

f
. ,

.

!-

,.

4
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Record Reviews
.

%

On June 6, 1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Centroller, was contacted and
-

asked to retrieve NR CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 from the Kaiser Site Document

Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,

and voided nonconformance reportd " files and could not locate the nonconformance

reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR log page which
6 9

reflects that on February 27, 1981, NR's 5472, 5478, and 5479 were voided with
A A

a comment "NR not issued." A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report

as a Exhibit (42).

Findings

4 7
NR's CN 5477, 5478 and 5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance

A A

reporting system.

.

i

(

-

,
; . 4

| ;
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| Investigation Summary: Investigation from January 12 through August 10, 1981
(Report No. 50-358/81-13)

'

Areas Investigated: The NRC is investigating quality assurance and quality'
control problems at the Zimmer nuclear facility as a result of (1) allegations
received on November 18, 1980, from an ex quality control inspector working
at another cocstruction site; (2) allegations received on January,1981, from
the Government Ac:ountability Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on
behalf of Mr. fhomas Applegate; (3) allegations received from numerous plant
workers and ex plant workers during the course of the investigation; and

! (4) concerns independently identified by NRC inspectors during the course of
] the investigaiton.

Results: This investigation has identified a number of quality related
problems at the Zimmer site. While some actual construction deficiencies
have been identified, the majority of the problems identified to date focus
on the effectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee and its con-
tractors for assuring the quality of work performed. In that regard, numerous
deficiencies have been found concerning: traceability of materials, control
of weld rod, handling of nonconformances, interface between construction and
quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing work.

4 *

*

4
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REASON FOR INVESTIGATION

i On November 18, 1980, a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector for the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station contacted NRC Region III (RIII) andt

i provided allegations concerning the Zimmer quality assurance (QA) program.
j The individual was interviewed and the investigation of the allegations
j received began in early 1981.
!
! On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project of the Institutei

for Policy Studies (a non-government agency), on behalf of Themas Applegate,
requested that the Merit Systems Protection Board investigate the conduct
of an earlier investigation by RIII of allegations provided by Applegate.
A list of nineteen allegations was included in the GAP letter.

This investigation was initiated into the above matters. (The NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor was assigned the task of determining the quality
of the earlier investigation by RIII.)

SUMMARY OF FACTS

Since January 12, 1981, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has
been investigating alleged quality assurance and quality control irregular-
ities at the Zimmer nuclear facility. This investigative effort is comprised
of four areas as follows: (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980,
from a former Quality Control Inspector working at another construction site;
(2) allegations received in January 1981 from the Government Accountability
Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Thomas Applegate;
(3) allegations received from numerous contractor workers and former plant
workers during the course of the investigation; and (4) other problems
independently identified by NRC inspectors during the course of the investiga-
tion. The investigative effort, which is still ongoing, has thus far resulted
in the interviews of over 90 individuals and the expenditure of approximately
182 staff days onsite by NRC inspectors and investigators. Although the
inv'estigation is continuing, a report covering efforts to date is being issued
at this time in recognition of the significant public interect in this matter.

In a related matter, the Government Accountability Project, in a letter to
the Merit Systems Protection Board of the U.S. Office of Personnel Management,
dated December 10, 1980, charged that NRC had failed to perform a thorough
and complete investigation into allegations made in February 1980 by Applegate
and requested a separate investigation into that matter. An investigation has
been performed by the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor to review those
charges.

The current investigation has identified a number of quality-related problems
at the Zimmer site. Although some actual construction deficiencies have been
identified, the majority of the problems identified to date focus on the
ineffectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee and its contractors
for assuring the quality of work performed. In that regard, numerous
deficiencies have been found concerning: traceability of materials, control
of weld rod, handling of nonconformances, interface between construction
and quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing
work. The total impact of these quality assurance deficiencies on the actual

| quality of construction has yet to be determined.

.
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In addition to the previously discussed quality deficiencies, numerous pro-
blems have been identifed with respect to the accuracy of quality-related;

i records. This matter is being reviewed by the NRC Office of Inspection and
Auditor for possible criminal considerations.

Based on these findings, consideration was given to the need to suspend*

construction activities. However, recognizing the nature of the problems
disclosed (largely programmatic), and the fact that ongoing work would not
compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of completed work,-

it was concluded that halting construction activities was not required.
Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality

j of ongoing and future work and to define a program to both confirm the quality
of completed work and correct any identified deficiencies.

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility implemented
several actions to correct identified quality assurance weaknesses and to
preclude their recurrence. These actions, which included augmented QA
staffing, upgraded proced'ures, improved training of QC Inspectors, rein-
spection (100%) by the licensee of contractor QC inspections, and other
QC and QA program improvements were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter
to the licensee on April 8, 1981.'

I

! By letter dated May 11, 1981, the Government Accountability Project requested
the Regional Director to recommend suspension of the construction permit
because of repeated noncompliances with NRC regulations and numerous allega-
tions of inadequate construction practices. The information provided was
carefully considered; however, it was concluded that there was no basis at
the present time to recommend such action.

A comprehensive program has been developed by the licensee and NRC to confirm
the adequacy of completed construction. This program must be completed and
identified problem areas resolved before an Operating License will be granted.
In addition to witnessing and reviewing portions of the Quality Confirmation
Program conducted by the licensee and its contractors, NRC will be conducting
a program of independent measurements to further evaluate the adequacy of con-
struction.

.

>
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DETAILS,

;
.

'
I. Personnel Contacted

Cincinnatic Gas & Electric

*W. Schwiers, QA Manager
~; *J. R. Schott, Plant Manager

*W. D. Waymire, Manager, General Engineer
*B. K. Culver, Manager, Generation Construction
*S. C. Swain, Site Construction Manager
*H. C. Brinkman, Principal ME - Nuclear
*R. P. Ehas, QE
*E. A. Borgmann, Senior V.P.
D. Kramer
W. Murray, Senior Engineer
B. Gott, Field Structural Engineer
L. Wood, QA & S Engineer
F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor

Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI)

J. P. Coyle, V. P. Power Division
*R. Marshall, Construction Superintendent
*C. H. Stanfield, Construction Manager
*E. V. Knox, Corporate QA Manager
*P. S. Gittings, Site QA Manager

,

F. J. Oltz, Supervisor Document Control
S. Godsey, Lead Code Forms
T. Schmidgall, Field Verifier
T. Edwards, Field Verifier
W. Puckett, Welding Engineer
P. Norman, Piping Lead QC Inspector
C. Cherry, QA Inspector
D. Fox, Lead Mech. Piping Quality Engineer
A. Lanham, Senior Engineer
K. Shinkle
K.3rgess,,QCEngineerInspectionSuperviso]
C. Xurgess
B. Winters
T. Foster
B. Lake
J. Deerwester, QC Inspector
D. Painter, QC Inspector
C. Oldenski
C. Camaron
W. Hamm, Sr., General Foreman Pipefitter
D. Haff, Pipefitter Superintendent
J. Mills, QC Inspector
R. Baker, Inspection Supervisor

[}[. Tyner, Kaiser Pipefitter Superintendef})

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

.
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L. Cummings
! D. Parlier

G. Adams, Structural Superintendent or Ironworker Superintendent' .

K. Faubion, NR Controller
R. L. Reiter (NW)**, Document Reviewer
J. H. Mulkey, QC Inspectori

J. T. Sandlin, General Superintendent (Structural),

A. Pallon, Jr., QC Inspector
I M. McCoy, QC Inspector

S. Heath (NW), Inspection Supervisor
W. Racer (NW), Lead Elect. Quality Engineer,

M. Kopp, QC Inspector & QC Engineer & Lead Insp. Elect.
D. Donovan, Lead Civil / Structural QA Inspector
W. C. Dumford, QC Inspector (Trainee)
J. Ruiz, QC Inspector
D. Taylor, QC Inspector
L. Q. Hendley, QC Inspector
S. Burke, QC Inspector
D. J. Luttman, QC Inspector
D. O'Keefe, QC Inspector
P. Brown, QCI Trainee
S. Barger, QCI Inspector
J. Movatt, QC Inspector
B. Hargrove, QC Inspector
T. Dakin, QC Inspector
J. Tanner, QC Inspector
J. Heimpold, QC Inspector .

W. Kitchen, QC Inspector
W.' M. Sharp, QC Inspector
P. S. Wimbish, QC Inspector
E. J. Kwalick, QC Inspector
T. Smith, QC Inspector
W. Smith, QC Inspector
L. Ritchie, QC Inspector
S. Tult (NW), QA Engineer
G. Jodrey (NW), QC Inspector

.

E. Schroeder (NW), QC Inspector
R. Turner (NW), QC Manager
M. Ward (NV), (QC Inspector

.

Butler Services, Inc.

J. L. Ramsey (NW), QC Inspector
W. R. Jackson (NW), QC Inspector

i R. B. Price (NW), QC Inspector
B. E. Tyree (NW), QC Inspector
J. R. Booth (NW), QC Inspector
M. E. White, QC Inspector

**NW indicates no longer working for that company.

-9-
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Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

R. Baker, QC Inspector Supervisor
J. B. Sullivan, QC Inspector

! V. Ferretti, QC Engineer
L. Ludwig, QA Manager
L. Anderson, QC Engineer

; Peabody Magnaflux, Inc.

E. A1 dredge, President
C. Wood (NW), PM Office Manager
A. Sellars (NW), PM Radiographer
S. Binning (NW), PM Radiographer
D. Hang (NW), PM Radiographer
D. Binning, PM Radiographer

Yoh Security

'9{J.Caplinger(NW),Sec.GuardSupervisora
J. Bice, Security Officer
W. Ross, Lead Security Officer
D. Simpson, Security Officer
J. Hyde, Security Officer
R. Wright, Security Officer

W&W Protection Agency, Inc.

D. Shinkle, Security Officer
J. Bedinghause, Security Guard Supervisor
N. C. Ward, President

Sargent & Lundy

R. Pruski, Engineer
T. McKenna, Engineer
D. Fox

U.S. Testing

J. Ruiz (NW), QC Inspector
C. Sheridan

General Electric Comrtny

T. F. Van Natta, Sx_e Control & Instrument Engineer
T. E. Bloom

Westinghouse, Inc.

Y. Reiter, Radiation Chem. Tech.

- 10 -
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Confidential Service

M. W. Cox, Director
T. Applegate (NW), Private Investigator

Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance Company
!

L. Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector

Individuals,

J. Woliver, Attorney At Law
A. Dennison, Attorney At Law
L. Seiler, Attorney At Law
Dr. J. Frankhauser, Professor, University of
E. Hofstadter, Former Huskey employee
Individuals A through I

2. Scope

This investigation focuses on allegations and concerns provided by
Thomas Applegate, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies, and former and present QC Inspectors. The report also
documents those items independently observed by Region III personnel in the
course of the investigation. The report is not intended to_be all-inclusive
since there are additional allegations that will be documented in subsequent
reports on this investigation.

3. Background

In late 1979, while involved in an investigation for a client which was
of a personnel nature, Private Investigator Thomas Applegate (Confidential
Service) found that one of the individuals was employed at the Zimmer con-
struction site and was involved in " timecard cheating." Applegate approached
his employer and Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company (owner of Zimmer), with
this information and was awarded a thirty-day contract to investigate onsite
timecard cheating. Timecard cheaters were identified and documented within
two weeks, and then Applegate, on his own decision, began to pursue rumors
of improper site construction. CG&E, when told of the information gathered
by Applegate, indicated that they were aware of the situations described.
The thirty-day contract (December 10, 1979 through January 4, 1980) was not
extended despite objections by Applegate.

In February 1980 Applegate contacted the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor.
Subsequently, on February 28, 1980, he contacted the office of NRC Chairman
Ahearne and was referred to the Office of Inspection and Enforcement. Per-
sonnel from Region III contacted Applegate by telephone on February 28, 1980,
and he was interviewed in person on March 3, 1980. He provided a number of
allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC
jurisdiction. A letter was sent to Applegate on March 11, 1980, detailing
three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation. The

- II -
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investigation of the three allegations took place during April 7-9 and 30,
May 1-2, 1980, and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/80-09

1 which was issued on July 7, 1980.

On November 18, 1980, a former QC Inspector at Zimmer approached the Resident
Inspector at another construction site. He indicated concerns relative to the
adequacy of the QC program at Zimmer and indicated that the Kaiser QA Manager,

was improperly handling nonconformance reports, transferring QC Inspectors,
,

: allowing improper QC inspections, and not adequately supporting the QC staff.
This individual was contacted on December 9, 1980. Investigation of these
allegations began on January 12, 1981.

On January 5, 1981, GAP sent a letter to the Merit Systems Protection Board
alleging that the RIII Investigator was negligent in the scope and manner of
his performance of the earlier investigation of the Applegate concerns, and
requesting an investigation of the conduct of the earlier investigation.
This letter contained a listing of nineteen allegations that Applegate/ GAP
felt should be investigated.

Onsite investigation of the Applegate/ GAP allegations was initiated on
Janua ry 27, 1981. During the investigation, Applegate and GAP personnel
communicated with the RIII office on several occasions. They also provided
affidavits from former contractor employees expressing concerns relative to
site construction. Some of these affidavits contained new information, and
others dealt with problems and issues already investigated. (Some are the
same affidavits as those presented at the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Hearings.)

,

During the investigation, several present QC Inspectors approached NRC
personnel onsite and expressed concerns relative to the functioning of the
QC program. Some of these concerns coincided with those expressed by the
former QC Inspector, as outlined above, and some concerns related to new
information.

Those allegations and concerns that appeared to be most significant and
most likely to produce substantive findings were given investigative
priority. In the course of pursuing the items alleged, RIII inspectors
perfermed inspections of areas of construction alleged to be deficient.
In some cases, they observed conditions violating NRC requirements that had
not been provided as allegations or concerns. Those findings are therefore
considered as independently developed.

4. QC Allegations

On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual whoi

| identified himself as a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector at Zimmer.
| The individual alleged that there were irregularities in the wel(ing QC

program at Zimmer. On December 9, 1980, the individual was contatced by
telephone by the NRC to obtain details of his allegations. During the
conversation, he made the following allegations:

!
i

I
|

- 12 -
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1. Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding
Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on his reinspection of the noncon-
forming items (pipe support hanger welds).*

2. Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers were being made by
burning with a welding torch rather than by drilling as required, and
the inspection program did not insure that the burned bolt holes were
inspected.,

3. During system turnovers, QA Engineers Leonard Wood and David Fox were
identifying numerous discrepancies when reviewing ASME Code data pack-
ages and the discrepancies were being recorded on exception lists in-
stead of Nonconformance Reports. The individual said that the QA
Engineers were being criticized for identifying of data discrepancies
and questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies on
exception lists.

'

4. Phillip Gittinks thr'eatened to fire Individual I for refusing to accept
a weld and Individual I was also nearly fired for using a magnifying
glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a mirror to view
the far side of a pipe weld. The individual advised that Inspection
Supervisor Rex Baker would have more specific information regarding this
matter.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger was re-interviewed by the NRC. He stated
that the Kaiser QA Manager did not support the QC inspectors at Zimmer. He
said this was evidenced by the voiding of Nonconformance Reports (NR) when
the NRs held up production, identified a nonconforming vendor weld, or if
the Construction Department objected. He said, in his opinion, the Kaiser
QA Manager was convinced by construction that the QC Inspectors were unquali-
fied and were wrong when writing many of these reports. He said this was
evidenced when Kaiser hired Gladstone Laboratories, an outside inspection
firm, to reinspect welds that were previously inspected and rejected by Kaiser
QC Inspectors. He said Gladstone personnel reinspected these welds, accepted
some of them, and commented in their report that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were

| "over-inspecting" and " nit picking" during their inspections. He took excep-
'

tion to Gladstone's findings and said they reinspected these particular welds
according to AWS Code, an inspection criteria that is less stringent than
the site Special Process Procedures Manuals (SPPMS). According to the in- .

dividual interviewed, this led the QC Manager to question the ability of his
inspectors and listen to the advice of construction personnel and outside
consultants rather than his own inspectors. This resulted in a lack of
independence in the quality assurance pregram at Zimmer, a problem of which
CG&E was aware but had not corrected.

i

On January 27, 1981, the alleger provided a written, swoci statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 1.

4.1 Nonconformance Report Voiding

4.1.1 Allegation*

As stated in Section 4 of this report, on November 18, 1980, an NRC
inspector was contacted by an individual who alleged that Phillip Gittings,

- 13 -

. - - . _ , - - _ _ __ - - - - . - . - _ . _ ___. _ _ _- . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . - _ - _ __ __



DRAFT 8/15/81

Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding Nonconformance Reports
(NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of the nonconforming items (pipe !

,

support hanger welds). Between January 13 and July 4, 1981, 31 current and '

former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA Engineers were interviewed by NRC to obtain I

information regarding the initial allegation. Sixteen of those individuals
provided information that resulted in expansion of the initial allegation
into the following areas:

1. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in
error.

2. The QA Manager was diverting NRs by not entering them into the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system.

3. NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reports
(SRs).

4. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members
of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned
them as " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per
Kaiser specifications and industry codes and standards.

5. NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"
or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The nonconforming
conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor written on separate
NRs.

6. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction
Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

7. During revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed
by the QA Manager.

[Several of the individuals interviewed provided copies of reports they
stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.]

4.1.2 General Background

4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control
of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods
Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Revision 9, provides the following procedure: The
QA Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify
nonconforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from
specified requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the NR and
then contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes a
entry in the NR Log and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The NR is then
reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor or cognizant QA Engineer and forwarded
to the SDC NR Controller who issues the NR an NR Number prefixed with either
and "E" or "N". NRs written on essential systems / components are given the
"E" prefix and nonessential systems / components are given the "N" prefix.

- 14 -
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The QA Manager can approve voiding of NRs "in instances where an NR has been;

initiated in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,,

duplications, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the
Construction Department after a verbal or written communication from the QA

e

Department..." In these cases, the NR is stamped " Void" with a brief statement
indicating justification for the voiding. A copy of the voided NR is required
to be retained in the SDC and a copy returned to the initiator.

The KEI Construction Engineer or his designee dispositions NRs as " accept
as is", " rework", " repair", or " reject". The " accept as is" and " repair"
dispositions require review by the Material Review Board, which consists of
the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CG&E
sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent & Lundy Design Engineer (for essen-
tial material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section III Code
nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) must be included on
all " accept as is" dispositions. Records of all open and closed NRs are

_
retained by the (SDC) NR Controller.

4.1.2.2 Previous Related NRC Inspection Findings

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector
observed that of 20 NRs written to document American Welding Society (AWS)
welding deficiencies on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the
notation " based on re-inspection." It was also observed that NRs had been
voided by the issuance of Design Document Controls (DDCs). The inspector
informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on
December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures and
NRC requirements.

The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued on
March 2, 1981 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee replied to
these items by letter dated March 26, 1981, indicating that a Stop Work
Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and that this order had
been subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls were in place.
The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the authority to void
an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of superseded NRs as " super-
seded" rather than " void".

The licensee's reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete review
of voided NRs in response to a licensee audit finding. The review was expected
to be completed by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with NRC requirements,

'

was to be achieved by May 5,1981. Between December 15-19, 1980, and on
January 5,1981, Lon Ludwig, of Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , audited the,

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for CG&E.

4.1.2.3 Interviews

4.1.2.3.1 Interview of William Schwiers

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA
Manager, was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated that during an NRC site
exit meeting held on December 16, 1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA
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Manager, and Phillip Gittings were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding-

NRs. Schwiers said he directed Kaiser to audit all previously voided NRs and
present the results of the audit to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated
he also directed Gittings to cease improperly voiding NRs. He provided a copy
of a memo he wrote to Gittings dated January 14, 1981, in which he requested
Kaiser to respond to Field Audit Report No. 340 concerning the voiding of NRs.
A copy of the memorandum and audit report is included as Exhibit 2.*

4.1.2.4 Interview of Lon Ludwig

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Quality Engineering Manager, for Nuclear
Energy Services, Inc. , was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December
1980 and January 1981 he auaited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for
CG&E after NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig
said his audit showed there were approximately 500 voided NRs, and between
one-third to one-half of these were superseded and written on other NRs. He
said that some NRs identifying numerous nonconforming conditions were had been
separated and reissued on individual NRs. One-third of the NRs reviewed were
voided as " written in error" without adequate explanatica given to justify
that comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all voided NRs
and provide a better explanation as to why each was voided.

Ludwig stated that the voided NRs he reviewed covered all areas of plant
operation and construction and dated from 1974 to the present.

4.1.2.5 Interviews of Phillip Gittings

4.1.2.5.1 Janua ry 13, 1981, Interview

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that 'n October 1980 he voided 7 NRs that were written by
QC Inspectors who were in training. He said he reinspected the welds
identified in the NRs and, in his opinion, the welds met American Welding
Society (AWS) Code requirements. He said that during an NRC inspection in
December 1980, the inspector took exception to this practice and found the
licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements for improperly voiding NRs.

Gittings said that, following the NRC inspection, the welds identified on
I the 7 NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. at the request of
I

Kaiser. He said Gladstone concluded that 4 of the 7 NRs were properly voided
I because the noted welds conformed with the AWS Code but that the other 3 NRs
| had minor discrepancies which did not meet the AWS Code.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at the
Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised and put
on other NRs, or were voided after it was found they duplicated a previously
reported nonconforming condition. He stated that the only NRs he voided for
having been " written in error" were those from October and November 1980 that

; were examined during the NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980.

i
!

|

|
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i Gittings stated that during the past six months Kaiser had problems with some
; of its QC Inspectors who were over inspecting. Gittings said many of the
; inspectors were critical of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and,

1 of the Kaiser weld inspection criteria for pipe support hangers and structural
steel. He said there were differences of opinion on various code interpreta-
tions, which he felt were common in any weld inspection program., ,

4.1.2.5.2 July 8,1981, Interview4

!

On July 8,1981, Phillip Gittings was re-interviewed by NRC following the
NRC investigation of the dispositions of a selected group of about 20 NRs.
Gittings stated that the voiding of NRs by clerks and by SDC Supervisor
Floyd Oltz was improper because neither the clerks nor Oltz were qualified
to make engineering judgments concerning deficiencies identified on NRs.
Gittings indicated that after a December 1980 NRC inspection he directed
the NR procedure be changed so that only he could void an NR.

Gittings stated that Kaiser procedures allowed any QC inspector to initiate
an NR and required it be entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
system. When questioned about his failure to issue NRs with Control Numbers
CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 written by QC Inspector James Ruiz on
February 23, 1981, Gittings said he directed Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor,
to void those NRs. He said his action on those NRs was contrary to the Kaiser
procedure that only permitted an NR to be voided if it was " written in error."
Gittings said those NRs were not written in error.

.

Gittings stated that he voided NRs at the request of Construction Department
personnel, but added that he made independent evaluations and decisions when

'

doing so and was not compelled by construction personnel to void NRs. When
questioned Gittings stated he did not know why Walter C. Dumford's NR (CN-4309)
was not in the Kaiser nonconformance system and denied diverting that NR from,

j the system.

When questioned about specific irregularities found during the NRC investiga-
tion, Gittings concurred that the practices of voiding NRs by stating they
"would be reinspected after redesign," by transferring the nonconformances
to " punch lists" (lists of items to be corrected by construction), and by
placing nonconformances on Surveillance Reports were not in accordance with
Kaiser procedures.

Gittings stated that Kaiser QC Inspectors were identifying problems at Zimmer.
He said CG&E and Kaiser did not have enough sufficiently qualified inspectors.,

| This was evident when Richard Reiter identified a significant material trace-
| ability problem when reviewing isometric drawings on small bore pipe systems.
'

Gittings said Reiter had initiated a Surveillance Report correctly identifying
the problem and he (Gittings) had not adequately answered the report. He said
this problem warranted reporting to NRC; however, Kaiser did not do so. He
said that eventually Kaiser hired two QA Engineers to review the documenta-
tion and they found that Reiter's analysis was correct. [During this inves-
tigation, the NRC inspectors reviewed the traceability problem and found
Reiter's analysis to be correct.]

!
i .
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4.1.2.6 Interview of Kathy Faubion

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed1

by NRC. She stated that Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for
a Control Number (CN) for an NR. She is required to issue a CN to the
inspector, make an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material (NR
Log) describing the nonconforming item, and note the initials of the
inspector calling for the number. She stated she never " whited out" an,

entry for a CN in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA Manager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"
stamp. When she receives a copy of the voided NR, she marks through the CN
entry in the log with red ink. She said inspectors frequently call for
centrol numbers and do not subsequently send the NR. In these cases, Faubion
said she makes the same " void" entry in the NR Log.

She said that prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records,
had the authority to void NRs; however, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager,
directed that this authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. She
said since that time Oltz has not voided any NRs.

4.1.3 Investigation

Concurrent with the conduct of the interviews, the NRC impounded all NRs that
had been voided for any reason to assure that all pertinent NRs would be
available for this investigation. The approximatley 500 NRs impounded had
been identified during an audit of the NR system by Nuclear Energy Services,
Inc. (NES). NES had performed the audit for CG&E following NRC inspection
findings described in Section 4.1.2.2 of this report.

Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all NRs
provided by individuals interviewed and determined that about 100 of them
appeared to fit the alleged categories. Of those 100, about 20 NRs were
selected for intensive investigation into their disposition. The results of
the investigations of the selected NRs are presented as individual investi-
gation efforts in Sections 4.1.4 through 4.1.19. Summary conclusions and
findings of the overall investigation in this area are then presented in
Section 4.1.20.

4.1.4 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-5412

4.1.4.1 Background Information

On December 29, 1980, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated Sur-
veillance Report (SR) 2886 to document that a suppression pool liner plate
was tensioned before a QC Inspector arrived to verify the initial tensioning.
The corrective action to resolve that condition was for an inspector to be
present during the seven and thirty day tension checks to verify that the
plate was being tensioned properly.

On February 3,1981, Dumford initiated an NR (assigned CN-5412) which also
reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned in violation
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i of an applied " hold" tag. The NR states " Hold tag was applied while Wall
J Plate 10D was in process of being tensioned. Once hold tag was applied

tensioning was continued until tensioning was completed.",

4.1.4.2 Investigation
i

4.1.4.2.1 Interview of Walter Dumford
i

j
On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 3,1981, he was inspecting suppression
pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not perpendicular to'

the plate. He said construction personnel were preparing to tension the plate
when he told them he was going to place a hold tag on it, to which they
responded "try and stop us."

Dumford said he left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,
1 Dennis Donovan, who told ,him to initiate an NR for the nonconforming bolt'

and to place a hold' tag to preclude tensioning of the plate. He said he
returned to the suppression pool, placed a hold tag on the plate, and
construction personnel ceased tensioning the plate. He said, however, as
he left the area, he heard the tensioning machine reactivate and observed
that the tensioning crew had ignored his hold tag.

Dumford stated he advised Donovan of the occurrence and Donovin told him to
write an NR documenting conticuation of tensioning after a hold tag had been
applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued CN-5412, and docu-
mented the violation of the hold tag. He said that a few days later he was
called into the Kaiser QA Manager's office and was told by the QA Manager,
Phillip Gittings, that the NR should not have been written since it was "a
software (procedural) problem and not a hardware problem." He said Gittings !

then said, "I'm going to void this NR because we do not need this kind of<

paperwork floating around because this is the kind of stuff that causes
investigations." Dumford stated that Rex Baker and Dennis Donovan, who were
also present at the meeting, disagreed with Gittings conclusion and advised'

Gittings that they felt it was a valid NR.

Dumford indicated that Dennis Donovan called the NR clerk a few days later
and was told CN-5412 had been reassigned to another NR (the original report
had not been entered into'the NR system). Dumford provided a copy of the
original NR CN-5412, which is included as Exhibit 3.

Dumford said this incident was a typical example of Kaiser QA management not
; supporting the QA program on site and being influenced by construction con-

siderations. Dumford stated that, in his opinion, the Kaiser QA Manager was
influenced by construction and QA was not independent at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 4.

4.1.4.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 3,1981, Walter C. Dumford contacted him

.
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about a Surveillance Report written against tensioning of bolts on a suppres-
,

sion pool plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle,
the QA Engineer responsible for the suppression pool area, and advised him of
the incident. He said Shinkle told him to write an NR. Donovan stated he wrote-

the NR and instructed Dumford to place a hold tag on the plate. Donavan said
; Dumford later returned to the trailer and told him that he had placed a hold

t tag on the plate, but craft personnel had ignored the tag and continued
' tensioning the plate. Donovan said he told Dumford to write a second NR

against the continuation of work after a hold tag had been applied. Donovani

stated he initialed the second report and called the NR clerk who assignedi

it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker
for review.

Donovan said that on February 4,1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called
into Phillip Gittings' office and Baker gave the original copy of the NR to
Gittings. Donovan related that Gittings said, "This report is going to be
voided because this is the kind of thing that starts investigations."
Donovan said that Gittings commented that inspectors should only write NRs
against hardware problems and not against software problems, and ignoring
a hold tag was a procedural (software) violation.

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the
hold tag, to which Gittings replied, "If I was in their position I would have

| done the same thing." Donovan said he responded that a hold tag was the
| strcngest QA control mechanism on site and, if one was ignored, an NR should

be written. Donovan said he and Baker told Gittings they disagreed with him
! and the meeting ended.

Donovan said that a few days later he called the NR controller concerning the
disposition of CN-5412 and found that the number had been reissued to another
NR. Donovan indicated that in his opinion, this was an example of Kaiser QA
management not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

| On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written sworn statement
attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit 5.

,

4.1.4.2.3 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QA Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 2,1981 he received a telephone call from
Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression pool plate. Shinkle
stated he told Donovan this should be documented on an NR and a hold tag
should be placed on the plate to prevent tensioning. Shinkle stated he
later that learned an NR was written and Walter C. Dumford had affixed a
hold tag to the plate. Construction personnel subsequently ignored the
tag. Shinkle said he also learned that a second NR was written by Dumford
for violation of the hold tag which he initialed and forwarded to Rex Baker,
Inspection Supervisor.

|

|
,

|
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,

Shinkle stated he later that learned Phillip Gittings, after discussions with
Dumford, Donovan, asJ Baker, did not enter the NR into the system. Shinkle
said the report had been assigned a CN and the inspectors' supervisor had
concurred it was a valid NR. Nevertheless, Gittings told Shinkle it was not
going to be processed because "The whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

Shinkle stated in his opinion that Kaiser management does not support the QC
program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is
not independent of construction influence.4

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle provided a written sworn statement
attesting to the precedL'e information, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit 6.

4.1.4.2.4 Interview of Rex Baker,

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kai.ter Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in
Gittings' office with Dennis Dono"an and Walter C. Dumford. He stated that
during this meeting Dumford said censtruction had continued to tension a
suppression pool plate after he had placed a hold tag on it. Baker stated
he agreed Dumford was correct in writing the NR for the hold tag violation.
He said Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right
to continue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it.
Baker stated he did not know the disposition of the NR and that it was in
Gittings' possession the last time he saw it.

4.1.4.2.5 Record Reviews .

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-5412
(E-2996, Revision 1) was written on February 2, 1981, for welds having lack
of penetration. This entry does not reflect that CN-5412 had been assigned
to another report written by inspector Dumford on February 3,1981, for
violation of a hold tag. The Equipment Name or Process Entry column in the
NR Log and the Specification column showed evidence that " white-out" was
used to cover previous entries in the log. A copy of the NR Log page and

|
NR E-2996, Revision 1, is included as Exhibit 7.

t

4.1.4.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that*

CN-5412 was not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

4.1.5 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

4.1.5.1 Background Information

On May 19,1980, NR E-5108 was issued identifying a 4-in.-long pipe piece
installed per DDC M-1108 in the residual heat removal (RHR) system for
which material traceability could not be established. The NR also reports
that Weld 80 located near this pipe piece was inside of a wall penetration
(M-13), in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped " void"

.

- 21 -

-- . ._ -_ - _ _. . -- , - . - - .



DRAFT 8/15/81

on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer-Records, who added a note
indicating it was voided because " acceptable documentation was found" that
established material traceability for the pipe piece. A copy of NR E-5108
is included as Exhibit 8.

4.1.5.2 Investigation

4.1.5.2.1 Interview of Richard Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was
interviewed by NEC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November 1978
to November 1980. He indicated his job had been to review isometric drawings
and insure that related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code
requirements and that the drawings were correct. He said he found discrepancies
between drawings and associated documentation and conditions in the plant.
Reiter stated that numbers for pipe sections and weld data records did not
match. He said he wrote NRs on the traceability problem and was so concerned
about the dispositions of those NRs that on October 28, 1980, he wrote Sur-
veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor. He
stated in SR 2819 that he questioned the disposition of NRs dealing with lack
of material traceability and stated with reference to traceability of small-
bore piping that when reviewing isometric drawings he was making assumptions
which he felt compromised his integrity. He also asked for a written
directive telling him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate
all small-bore isometrics to insure that there was adequate documentation
to allow traceability of the material.

'

Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR by indicating that all the pro-
cedures were approved and were adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code
requirements and that Reiter was to continue using the approved procedures
and practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition
of the SR and shortly thereaf ter terminated his employment with Kaiser,
because he felt he was being forced to compromise his integrity. A copy
of SR 2819 is included as Exhibit 9. On 1981, Reiter provided a
written sworn statement attesting to the preceding information, a copy of
which is also included as Exhibit 10.,

|

4.1.5.2.2 Record Reviews and Field Observations

Region III personnel examined the 4 in section of pipe between Welds 82 and
82a identified on NR E-5108 and on isometric drawing PSK RH 15. No heat or
identification number on the pipe piece was found. Weld data sheets (KEI-1
forms) were reviewed for Welds RH-82 and RH-82a that joined the pipe piece
to the RHR system. Both forms had notations initialed and dated "RLR 6/19/80"
identifying the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661. [The
initials "RLR" were determined to be the initials of Richard L. Reiter.] The
weld records indicated weld dates of June 15, 1976, (Weld RH-82a) and October 14,
1976 (Weld RH-82) four years prior to the heat number being noted.

The inspector reviewed relevant weld records, material certificates and
drawings, and found no justification for utilizing Heat No. 232661 for the
pipe piece.

- 22 -
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Region III personnel rev.iewed the follcwing records related to the disposition ;

of this NR:

NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980
KEI-1 form No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976
KEI-1 form No.1852
Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System, Inspection Plan No. RH-15, dated June 16, 1976

4.1.5.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that NR E-5108 was improperly voided since documentation
was not found to justify voiding the NR.

4.1.6 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-4309

4.1.6.1 Background Information

On January 7,1980, QC Inspector Michael McCoy obtained NR CN-4309 to
identify a deficient weld fitup on a 1-3/4-in. cover plate to beam W32X260
located on the reactor pedestal support structure. McCoy stated in the NR
that parts to be fillet welded were not as close as practical (as required),
but were separated by more than 3/16 in. A copy of NR CN-4309 is included
as Exhibit 11,

_

4.1.6.2 Investigation

4.1.6.2.1 Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that on January 7, 1980, he initiated an NR for welds on the
reactor pedestal support structure that did not meet code requirements. McCoy
stated his supervisors concurred in his findings, and he received number
CN-4309 from the NR Controller. He said that after he wrote the NR it was
returned to him without disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding
this NR, NRs were frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this
to the QA Manager's lack of support for either the inspectors or the QC program
at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 12.

4.1.6.2.2 Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-4309
was assigned to NR E-2417 which identified deficiencies in electrical conduit
bracing in the control room. A copy of this NR is included as Exhibit 13.

During this review, it was noted that there was evidence of " white-out" in
the Specification and Equipment Name or Process columns of the log. A
copy of the NR Log page is alos included as Exhibit 14.
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4.1.6.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that-

NR CN-4309 was never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

4.1.7 Disposition of Nonconformance Reports CN-4955 throust 4959,
CN-4930, and CN-4931

4.1.7.1 Background Information

On July 9 and 22, 1980, NRs assigned CNs 4955 through 4959, 4930 and 4931
were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann. The NRs identified
weld deficiencies on pipe supports in Diesel Generator (DG) Room A. The 7
NRs had been assigned CNs but no NR number. Copies of the 7 reports are
included as Exhibit 15.

4.1.7.2 Investigation

4.1.7.2.1 Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2,1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified nonconforming welds
whila inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said he identified
these welds on NRs that were assigned CNs 4955 to 4959. He rail his
supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred the NRs were valid. Mills stated that in
August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger inspection to structural
welding inspection, and a week after his reassignment the NRs he wrote were

~

returned to his desk without being processed. Mills stated that other NRs
written by Inspector G. McCann were also returned to him.

:

| Mills stated that in March 1951 he learned of an NRC investigation into the
NR system and turned in the 7 unprocessed NRs to the NRC Senicr Resident
Inspector. He said the Senior Resident Inspector asked him to reexamine the
welds in DG Room A to see if the nonconforming welds he identified were still
uncorrected. Mills stated his reinspection indicated that in each case the
condition that he had previously identified had been repaired, and the welds
were now acceptable. Mills stated that apparently someone had used the in-
formation on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,
however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original NRs
and all copies had been returned unprocessed.

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written s.:atement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 16.

4.1.7.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he reviewed the NR Log and found that NRs assigned
CNs 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 had been voided with the comment " Void-NR
not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain
a copy of the NR in the voided NR file because reports voided as "not issued"
are usually returned to the inspector.

,

.
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, 4.1.7.2.3 Interview of Lynn Anderson*

On June 9,1981, Lynn Anderson, QC Engineer, Nuclear Energy Services, 'Inc.,i

'

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he is contracted to work as a
QC Engineer for CG&E. Anderson stated he is currently conducting an audit,

of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Anderson said that on June 4,
1981, he checked the disposition of NRs assigned CN-4955 to CN-4959. He
stated he reviewed the NR Log and found that those CNs had been assigned and

' the reports had been voided on September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked
all of the Kaiser and CG&E NR files and could not locate those NRs. Anderson
concluded that, although CNs had been issued, the reports had never been entered
into the active or voided NR files.

| 4.1.7.2.4 Record Reviews and Field Observaticas
)
; When the NR Log was reviewed on June 10, 1981, it was found that CN-4955 to

CN-4959 had been entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined
i through with the cobsent'" Void-NR not issued" and dated September 30, 1980.
~

A review of the NR Log for entries CN-4930 end CN-4931 indicated that they
had also been entered into the NR system; hcuever, the comment " Void-NR not
issued" and dated September 30, 1980, was entered in the log book page for
each entry. Copies of the pertinent NR Log pages are included as Exhibit 17.

On June 2, 1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A identified
on NR CN-5955 through CN-5959, CN-4930, and CN-4931. In 2 of the 7 cases,
it appeared that the welds had been reworked, but this could not be determined
for the other 5. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the NRs

,

were not evident on the welds inspected.
i

4.1.7.3 Findings and Conclusicas

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,i

| it was established that these NRs were voided but were not retained in
Kaiser files; however, copies of the reports had apparently been returned
to the inspector.

4.1.8 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

4.1.8.1 Background Information

During a routine inspection conducted December 27-28, 1979, and
December 17-18, 1980 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/79-37), the inspector
determined that the QC inspection program for safety-related hangers was
inadequate. As a result of the inspection iindings, a management meeting
was held at the site on January 17, 1980, and a later meeting was held at
the RIII office on March 7, 1980. Corrective actions committed to by the
licensee included a 100% reinspection of all installed hangers and restraints
by Kaiser QC Inspectors. This commitment is documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6.

On January 3,1980, Kaiser QC Inspectors inspected large bore pipe hangers
in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected welds on pipe -

.
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support hangers, concrete embedment bolts, and the configuration and location
of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming Kaiser and
vendor welds on 5 hangers, and improperly embedded bolts. They identified
a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and initiated NR E-2466
to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided with the
comment "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR." A copy of the,

first 5 pages of this NR is included as Exhibit 18.

'
! 4.1.8.2 Investigation

4.1.8.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed,

' by NRC. He stated he was aware that the NR in question was voided and said
the reason for the voiding was that all hangers were subject to reinspection
because of redesign and new seismic safety criteria. Baker said QA Managers
Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner directed that previously inspected
pipe support hangers that were not redesigned would not to be reinspected.
He said that, since all hangers were not replaced due to the redesign effort,
some of the nonconforming hanger welds identified on the subject NR would not
be reinspected. Baker stated that the voided NR was not redispositioned or
reopened. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done because of
an administrative oversight by the QA Manager.

[ Investigator's Note: The statement that pipe support hangers that had not;

been redesigned were not being reinspected will be reviewed further to deter-
mine if it is contrary to a licensee commitment documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6. This is an unresolved item pending comple-
tion vf that review (358/81-13- ).]
4.1.8.2.2 Record Reviews

NRC personnel reviewed the NR Log to ascertain if the hangers identified on
NR E-2466 had been issued on separate NRs as stated. This review indicated
that of the 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers only 25 had been issued
on other NRs. Of those 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been voided, and the
disposition for the remaining 10 was still open. As of February 12, 1981,
the other 99 hangers identified on NR E-2466 had not been reissued.

NR E-2466 was reviewed by NRC personnel and it was noted that there was a
comment on Page 2 of the NR stating that an asterisk identifies "what appears
to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe support hangers. While reviewing the
31 page NR, it was found that 15 of the 124 pipe hangers identified have an
asterisk identifying them as vendor-supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR
E-2466 were crossed out without engineering justification. A copy NR E-2466
is included as Exhibit 19.

4.1.8.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established
that NR E-2466 was improperly voided because the condition (reissuance on

i

~

- 26 -

- -- -_ . - - . -. - - . - . . - - . -- . - _ - - _ . - _ - - . ---.



DRAFT 8/15/81

,

e

other NRs) for the voiding was not fully implemented. It was also established
| that vendor welds were omitted from the NR without engineering justification.

4.1.9 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2836

4.1.9.1 Background Information

On June 22,1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker
after an audit by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., indicated there was no final,

weld radiograph for Weld WS737 (service water system). There was a comment in
the " Description of Nonconformance" section of the NR stating that the only
radiograph available was an "information shot of the root layer" of the weld
[now buried underground]. The NR was dispositioned " accept as is" on
October 24, 1980, because the weld data form (KEI-1) reported that the final
weld had been radiographed and accepted by Kaiser personnel on April 5, 1976.
This form indicated review and approval of the final radiograph by the
Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is"
disposition of NR E-2836 was initially rejected by the ANI on November 7,
1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on
the KEI-I form entry showing that a final review of the film was performed
by the ANI. The NR E-2836 was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment
"see Revision 1 for new disposition." There is a comment on the original
NR which says " Void stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when ANI accepted
disposition on 11/11/80." NR E-2836, Revision 1, shows the same nonconform-
ing item with the disposition to " accept as is" and the NR is signed by the
appropriate members of the Material Review Board. Both the original NR and
Revision I were closed on November 13, 1980. Copies of NR E-2836 and E-2836,
Revision 1, are included as Exhibit 20.

4.1.9.2 Investigation

4.1.9.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker
,

On June 4, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after
an audit found that there was no radiograph of completed Weld WS737. Baker
stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction Department,
who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on an entry on the weld
data form. The form indicates a final radiograph of this weld was performed
on April 5, 1976, and was accepted by both a Kaiser welding engineer and the
ANI on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him and he told
Lanham the disposition of " accept as is" was contrary to ASME Code require-
ments because there was no final radiograph of the weld. Baker said he
told Lanham that an entry in a KEI-1 form was insufficient evidence that
the weld had been radiographed.

Baker stated he is a qualified Level III Radiographer and that he had previously
reviewed the Kaiser radiegraphic report and the accompanying film dated
April 17, 1976. He said he told Lanham the film was an "information shot" of
the root layer pass and not a radiograph of the final weld. Baker said Lanham
indicated the disposition was correct because the radiograph review block on
the KEI-1 form was checked and if QA did not have the film he could care less.

i

,
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Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to excavate the weld
and radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall would never let us

,

dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" yet,

he knew there was no radiograph in the record for the final weld.

.

Baker stated that on November 7, 1980, Lowell Burton, the site ANI, rejected
,

the disposition on NR E-2836 but later rescinded the rejection and agreed with
the " accept as is" disposition based on the KEI-1 form entry that the final
review had been performed by the ANI. Baker said the NR was dispositioned
as " accept as is" and he refused to concur in the disposition because it was
contrary to ASME Code requirements.

| 4.1.9.2.2 Interview of Lowell Burton

On June 5, 1981, Lowell Burton, ANI for Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance
Company, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that after reviewing NR E-2836
he erroneously accepted the disposition of the NR on November 11, 1980.

!

Burton said he had reviewed the record radiographs for Weld WS737 and found
there was no radiograph of the final weld. He stated he has directed CG&E to
reopen the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition. Burton stated he based
his previous acceptance on a review of the weld data form and his personal
notes showing that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the final weld radiograph and
found it to be acceptable. Burton indicated that during 1976 he reviewed up
to 100 radiographs per day and could have mistakenly entered in his notebook

' or on the KEI-1 form that he had reviewed the final weld radiograph for Weld
WS737.

4.1.9.2.3 Record Review

Region III personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation, including
the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and accompanying radiograph.
There was no final radiograph for Weld WS737. The radiograph referenced as
accepted by the ANI on April 15, 1976, is actually a radiograph of a partially
completed weld. The radiograph of the incomplete weld dated March 31, 1976,

' was reviewed by the ANI on April 15, 1976. Apparently, the radiograph of the
root pass was mistaken by the ANI to be a radiograph of the final weld.

| The following records were reviewed by the RIII inspector:
i

| NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.
|

| KEI-I forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report, dated April 15, 1976
(and accompanying radiographic film packet)

|

4.1.9.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and examination of the
radiographic film for Weld WS737, it was established that NR E-2836 was im-
properly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed on November 13, 1980.

,

The proper disposition for this NR would have been " rework," which would'

include radiographic examination of the final weld.

.
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4.1.10 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777

4.1.10.1 Background Information.

On April 3, 1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777 stating that weld
195A2 (isometeric Drawing RI-195) on a pipe support hanger in the primary
containment area had been performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed
a post-weld inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip
(also referred to weld rod slip, and KEI-2 form) was found to ensure that the,

proper filler metal had been used. The disposition of this NR was to " rework"
and cut out the weld. This NR was vcided on April 30, 1979, with the comment
" rod slip located." A copy of NR E-1777 is included as Exhibit 21.

4.1.10.2 Investigation

(
4.1.10.2.1 Interview of Vincent Ferretti

On June 4, 1981, Vincent Ferretti, Level III Radiographer and QA Engineer,
Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , was interviewed by NRC. He stated he had
conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. As part of
this audit, he had reviewed NR E-1777 and the associated isometric drawings.
Ferretti stated that the drawing shows 4 hangers and 6 field welds for each
hanger. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod issue slips show, as
stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip for Weld 195A2.
Ferretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the drawing should identify

,

particular filler metal used for each weld, but he was unable to ascertain
what filler metal was used. Ferretti stated the discrepancy identified
in the NR was correct, and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned.
Ferretti stated that in his opinion this NR was improperly voided.

'
4.1.10.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

.

On June 4, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777, the weld data sheets (KEI-1), '

and weld rod issue slips (KEI-2). He said that his review indicated that the
NR had been improperly voided. Oltz stated that the disposition " rod slip

( located" was improper, because the rod slip used to justify the voiding of
the NR does not specifically identify the weld in which the weld rod was used.
Oltz said he found nothing in the records associated with this weld to justify
the voiding of the NR.

4.1.10.2.3 Record Reviews
|
! RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition of

this NR:

NR E-1777
Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 (Reactor Isolation System)
KEI-2 forms 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963, 126960, 174535, and 174534
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4.1.10.3 Findicas and Conclusions

! Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
there was no justification for the voiding of NR E-1777 because there was no
rod issue slip (KEI-2) in the weld data package for Weld no. 195A2.

4.1.11 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-5122

4.1.11.1 Background Information

On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe wrote NR CN-5122 follow-
ing the initiation of Surveillance Report (SR) 2800 reporting that the flexible
outer coating of conduit installed in the Containment Building was splitting
for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a NR number, yet it was voided
on January 2, 1981, with the comment "see attached Surveillance Report No. 2800."
SR 2800 was the report used to issue the NR. A copy of NR CN-5122 is included
as Exhibit 22.

4.1.11.2 Investigation -

4.1.11.2.1 Interview of Steven Burke

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
Burke stated that the nonconforming items listed in NR CN-5122 " covering
splitting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"
still existed. Burke indicated that he concurred with Priebe's report that
this problem was serious and warranted the issuance of an NR. Burke said ,

Friebe's NR was not written in error, as he identified the same problem at
the same locations identified by Priebe.

4.1.11.2.2 Record Reviews

Kaiser QA SR 2800 dated June 11, 1981, indicates that on October 9,1980,
the outer coating of flexible conduit used in the containment area was
splitting for unknown reasons. The corrective action statement in the SR

states the deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting
to the NRC. Also included in the corrective action section of the SR are
comments that NRs CN-5122 and CN-5196 were voided in lieu of this SR. The
" corrective action verified" section of the SR is stamped " nonapplicable" and
dated October 14, 1980. An October 15, 1981, a memorandum attached to the SR
from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E) to the Kaiser QA Manager indicates that in Ehas'
opinion this matter did not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR 2800
and attachments is included as Exhibit 23.

.

4.1.11.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that NR CN-5122 was improperly voided. The SR used to
initiate the NRs was apparently used later as justification to void the VRs.
These NRs were never introduced into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
system. The Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure was not followed and
this report was misfiled in the " Inspection Report" file. Apparently NR
CN-5196 was dispositioned in the same manner.

- 30 - -

- . - ~ - - - - -



_

DRAFT 8/15/81

4

4.1.12 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

4.1.12.1 Background
.<

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR E-2233 documenting
nonconforming conditions for Weld WS62GP in the Service Water System. The
weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material
traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the
weld was accepted. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA Engineer, disposi-
tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,
1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" which was
initialed by Floyd Oltz.

The KEI-1 form was initially annotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld
qualifications, heat numbers, and fitup would be verified by the QC inspector
during inprocess inspection of this weld. The form was annotated with a "NA"
superimposed over an mark previously made by a welding engineer.

i '

NR E-2237, dated November 23, 1979, for the Closed Cooling Water System,
reports the same nonconforming condition (i.e. , lack of weld traceability
and welder qualification) on another weld. The disposition for this report
was " rework;" however, it was also voided by Floyd Olt on December 19, 1979,
with a comment " void rod slip found." This disposition was identical to that
of NR E-2233. Copies of NR E-2233 and E-2237 are included as Exhibit 24.

4.1.12.2 Investigation

4.1.12.2.1 Record Reviews

NRC personnel reviewed NR E-2233 and related documentation. This NR was
voided af ter the weld data record (KEI-1) form was " corrected." The
correction was actually a deletion of previous stipulated hold points, and
there is no documentation included to support the engineering basis for

,

deleting the hold points.

The following records were reviewed while tracking the dispositions of tnese
NRs:

NRs E-2237and E-2233

KEI-1 forms 18391 and associated KEI-2 forms

KEI-1 forms 2554, 2552 and 2560

[ Note: During the review of records, Floyd Oltz said he had deleted the hold
points from the KEI-1 form; however, no signature or date of deletion was noted

on the form. ]

4.1.12.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NRs E-2233 and E-2237 were improperly voided because previously stipulated

- 31 -
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j hold points were deleted by a document reviewer who did not provide engineerir_g
justification.,

-; 4.1.13 Disposition of Nonconformance Report NRC-0001

4.1.13.1 Background Information

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated an NR (given identifer
NRC-0001 for this investigation report) identifying nonconforming welds oni

drywell steel in the primary containment. Ruiz described the nonconforming
condition as an electrode weave exceeding 3/4 in. The NR was not assigned<

a CN or NR number. The NR had a comment written in the " Disposition" section
stating it was "sent back with no reply." This NR was provided to NRC by
Inspector Ruiz. A copy of NRC-0001 is included as Exhibit 25.

4.1.13.2 Investigation

4.1.13.2.1 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that on February 11, 1981, he performed an inspection of a beam located
in the Primary Containment Building and noted a nonconforming condition on a
weld. Ruiz stated he wrote an NR on this condition and submitted it to his

.

'i

supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to Rex Baker,
Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred.

Ruiz stated that the next day Baker informed him Phillip Gittings, the QA
Manager had returned the report saying that inspectors were not to write a
report against a procedural violation. The NR was then returned to him,
without assignment of a CN. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings'
decision prohibiting inspectors from writing reports against procedural

i violations. He said the welding procedures delineated the welding speci-
fications, parameters, dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging
whether a weld is acceptable.

,

Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding information, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit 26.

4.1.13.2.2 Interview of Phillip Norman

On June 3,1981, Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed byi

i NRC. He stated that on this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the
Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel Beam 81.
Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld on Beam 81
exceeded 3/4 in.

4.1.13.2.3 Record Reviews and Field Observations
,

Region III personnel visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell
steel Beam 81 located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed
an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 in.

.
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RIII personnel reviewed the NR Log and all Kaiser NRs initiated between
February 11 and February 20, 1981. The NR written by Ruiz on February 11,
1981, was not found in the Kaiser files and was apparently not entered into-

the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

4.1.13.3 Findings and Conclusions.

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations, it
was established that NR NRC-0001 was never entered into the Kaiser noncon-
formance reporting system. The questioned weld on Beam 81 in the Primary
Containment drywell area was visually inspected by NRC personnel; the
deficiency identified by Ruiz and reported in the NR was confirmed. The
weld is not necessarily defective; however, it did exceed specifications
as stated by Ruiz in the NR. The nonconforming condition identified in the
NR had not been corrected.

4.1.14 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1661 and E-1662

4.1.14.1 Background Information

On February 8,1979, Kaiser QC Inspector David Painter initiated NRs E-1661
and E-1662 identifying nonconforming welds on pipe support hangers in the
drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NR were dispositioned as " rework" on
May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NRs were voided by Floyd Oltz with a
comment that the nonconforming hangers would be reinspected after design
analysis. Copies of NR E-1661 and E-1662 are included as Exhibit 27.

4.1.14.2 Investigation

4.1.14.2.1 Interview of David Painter

On January 14 and June 4, 1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises
three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers
at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying
nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers that have been disposi-
tiened as " Void-will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter
indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned
for all pipe support hangers. He said that plan was rescinded and hangers
are now being inspected according to an M-12 checklist that checks only for
configuration and location of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter
indicated the QA Manager said that any hangers previously accepted prior to
design changes and not affected by the design changes would not to be rein-
spected. Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justifi-
cation for voiding the NRs, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming
welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter
stated Gittings was told about this, and he repeated that if a pipe support
hanger had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a NR
for reinspection findings.

[As noted in Section 4.1.8.2.1 of this report, the scope of the licensee's
program for pipe support hangers is an unresolved item (50-358/81-13- ).]

.
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4.1.14.2.2 Record Reviews

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:

NRs E-1661 and E-1662

Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34

Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (drywell
pneumatic system reactor containment)

4.1.14.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NRs E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided because the condition (rein-
spection after design analysis) for the voiding was not fully implemented.

-.

4.1.15 Disposition of Nonconformacce Report E-2996

4.1.15.1 Background Information

On February 2, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated
NR E-2996, Revision 1, reporting that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers
Serial Nos. 001, 003, 007, 0011, and 0012, were found to have a lack of
penetration at the backing ring (i.e., split backing ring). However, the
rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located
in the suppression pool. main steam relief system. The NR was dispositioned
on February 9,1981, as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction
Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing
ring does not affect the integrity of the weld.

The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), took exception
to this disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically
examined. On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically
examined and found acceptable with the exception of No. 007. S&L dispositioned
the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007, indicating that additional '

data was required to resolve No. 007 because it was not ultrasonic.41y tested as
directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed with S&L't sisposition
and granted conditional approval of the disposition of the NR in March 1981.

NR E-2996, Revision 1, was dispositioned as closed on March 17, 1981. This NR
was closed without any evidence that the required additional examination of
T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of NR E-2996, Revision 1,
is included as Exhibit 28.

4.1.15.2 Investigation

4.1.15.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that he urote NR E-2996, Revision 1, on February 2, 1981, and that
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it was improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher
No. 007 was not ultrasonically examined as directed by S&L. Baker said the,

NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Document Control office on March 17,
1981. Baker related from NRC that he learned, E-2996, Revision 1, was closed,
after which he initiated NR E-3172 (which references E-2996 and addresses the,

,

! issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in NR
E-2996).

.

4.1.15.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz
1

On June 3, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Revision 1, was initiated by Baker on
February 2, 1981, for nonconforming welds on T-Quenchers. Oltz stated
that S&L directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish
their acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencher No. 007 could not,

be ultrasonically examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable,
_

with the exception of T-Quencher No. 007.
'

Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, who read the initial
disposition of " accept as is" on the NR and did not read the exceptions placed,

in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-engineer. Oltz said
Faubion mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the condition was " accept-

1 as is" when in fact S&L had only granted partial acceptance. Oltz concluded
: this NR was improperly closed due to a clerical error.
!

4.1.15.2.3 Interview of Kathy Faubion

On June 4,1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller was interviewed by NRC.
She stated she closed NR E-2996, Revision 1, on March 17, 1981, because tne

i top of the disposition block en the NR had the comment " accept as is."
I Faubion said she closed the NR but did not read the additional. comments in

the " Disposition" column. Faubien stated that in May 1981 Rex Daker told her
, she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR E-3172
1 documenting the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

4.1.15.2.4 Record Review

Region III personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR
E-2996, Revision 1. The deficiency, (i.e., split backing ring) is permissible
under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the condition was not nonconforming.
However, an ultrasonic examination was performed to verify the location of the
split to be in the backing ring and not in the weld. Records indicated that
on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrasonically examined
(with the exception of Quencher No. 007) and found to be acceptable. It
appeared that further ultrasonic testing (UI) or other nondestructive examina-
tion should have been conducted on T-Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,
Revision 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981, without examining
T-Quencher No. 007.

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:
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.

NRs E-3172, dated May 11, 1981, and E-2996, Revision 1

Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated
Februa ry 14, 1981

.

Sargent & Lundy Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981

KEI-1 form for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011, and 012

4.1.15.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and review of radiographs
by RIII personnel, it was established that this NR was improperly closed on
March 17, 1981, because the required ultrasonic testing of T-Quencher No. 007
was not performed.

4.1.16 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-4389

4.1.16.1 Background Information

On January 3,1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33 page
: NR that was assigned CN-4389. This NR reported various nonconforming

conditions in electrical cable, trays, and hangers in the Auxillary Building.
The NR was voided by Kyle Burgess on December 2, 1980, because the "NR was
initiated just prior to [the] inspector leaving the job. A lot of the items
listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed reinspection." This
NR was recovered from the Site Document Control Vault on June 4, 1980,
apparently having been misfiled with " Inspection Reports" identifying
nonconforming material found during receipt inspections. Although the NR
was " voided," it was stamped " Inspection Report" in the block reserved for
assignment of the NR number. A copy of the first 5 pages of NR CN-4389
is included as Exhibit 29.

4.1.16.2 Investigation

4.1.16.2.1 Interview of Kyle Burgess

On June 18, 1980, Kyle Burgess, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he voided the NR assigned CN-4389 on December 2,1980.
Burgess stated that Inspector D. J. Luttmann was an electrical inspector who
had reported varioys nonconforming conditions in the electrical area. He
indicated that he voided this NR because Luttmann had left the site and some
of the items had been found to be acceptable; however, some were valid non-
conforming conditions. Burgess could give no reason why the voided NR had
been placed in the Inspection Report file.

4.1.16.2.2 Record Reviews

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR.

NR CN-4389, dated January 23, 1980.
Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-4, Revision 7, dated April 7,1980.

-

.
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4.1.16.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
there was insufficient reason to justify the voiding of NR CN-4389.

'

4.1.17 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2191

4.1.17.1 Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter to report
that the consumable insert in a weld in the Closed Cooling Water System was
not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue
slip (KIE-2) for the consumable insert in weld WR-523 on Drawing PSK WR-9.
Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at
the original copy of the KEI-2 form. The initial disposition of this report
was " accept as is" with the reason given that all consumable inserts are
purchased as Class I (safety-related) traceable materials. The NR was closed
on November 8,1979, and was reopened after the Authorized Nuclear Inspector
(ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7, 1980.

On February 19, 1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was
redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. NR E-2191, Revision 1, was voided
on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, with a comment that the weld rod issue
slip had been found. There were no engineering or Material Review Board
concurrences on this dispositian. Copies of NR E-2191 and E-2191, Revision 1,
are included as Exhibit 30.

4.1.17.2 Investigation

4.1.17.2.1 Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated NR
E-2191 af ter he observed that Kaiser weld data form (KEI-1) No. 23037 for
Weld WR-523 did not have a heat number for the consumable insert that was
used. Reiter stated be checked the weld rod issue form, Kaiser warehouse
files, and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms, and found no record
of the heat number. Reiter stated that if any entries was found on any of
the weld rod issue forms, these entries were false and were made after
November 2, 1979.

Reiter provided a written statement attesting to the preceding information,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 10.

4.1.17.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Faiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
I by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found no heat
.

number for the consumable insert on Weld WR-523. The NR was dispositioned by
| Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because all consumable
'

inserts are purchased as Class 1 nuclear grade material. Oltz stated that the
ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was voided on
February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. Oltz

!

|
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stated that he voided NR E-2191, Revision 1, on February 22, 1980, with a
comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumable
insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham had found the rod slip for *

! the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert.

4.1.17.2.3 Interview of Arch Lanham

On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the Construction Department
at Zimmer. Lanham stated that he frequently searches for lost documentation,
such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-
tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that, in the case
of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the
consumable insert for Weld WA-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191
with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however,
on December 17, 1979, he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the
NR and he noted on his copy, "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?"
Lanham stated there is also a notation that on January 22, 1980, the NR was
still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes, Lanham
stated that it appeared he reviewed the KEI-1 form and original rod slip
[KEI-2 form] and found that he had inspected weld WR-523 on October 17, 1977.
He stated there was no heat number for the consumable insert on the KEI-1 form;
however, he had reviewed weld rod issue slip No. 97957 and _found a heat number
for the consumable insert.

Lanham indicated that the heat number for the consumable insert was' marked
in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of form No. 97957) and was~ circled in
red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls that he made this entry on
the gold copy of the form in October 1977 while inspecting the weld. He said
there was no heat number on the weld rod issue form and he called the weld rod
shack to obtain a proper heat number for the consumable insert. Lanham said
he did not make the entry on the form during November 1979 through February
1980 while dispositioning this NR.

4.1.17.2.4 Record Reviews
i

Kaiser isometric Drawing PSK WR-9 for the Closed Cooling Water System was
,

reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld WR-523. The Kaiser KEI-1 form shows t

| a notation that the heat number for the consumable insert is No. 6059491. |
Wald rod issue slip (KEI-2 form) No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that Heat No. I

i 6059491 is the only entry written in ink on carbon form. Two other copies i

of KEI-2 form No. 97957 (white copy and blue copy) do not have similar entries,

'

for the heat number. Copies of the weld data sheet (KEI-1) and accompanying
j weld issue forms (KEI-2) are included as Exhibit 31.

! 4.1.17.3 Findings and Conclusions

,

i Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
'

NR E-2191, Revision 1, was improperly dispositioned because there was no review
by the Kaiser Material Review Board and because information from a weld rodj

; issue form (KEI-2), which is a non-QA document, was used to disposition a QA
| document (NR).
,

I *
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4.1.18 Disposition of Nonconformance Reports CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479

4.1.18.1 Background Information

On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz initiated three NRs, numbered
CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479, reporting nonconforming conditions on drywell
support steel in the Primary Containment Building. Ruiz stated that Welds 63,
58, and 3 were full penetration groove welds requiring 100% coverage by non-
destructive examination by either radiography, magnetic particle, or ultrasonic
testing but no tests had been documented. He also found that all 3 welds
lacked documentation for the backing strips, filler metal, welder qualifications,
or welding procedure. The NR Log shows that NRs CN-5477 to CN-5479 were voided
with the notation " Void-NR not issued" on February 27, 1981. Copies of these
NRs were not retained in the Kaiser SDC files. Copies of NRs CN-5476, CN-5477,
and CN-5479 are included as Exhibit 32.

4.1.18.2 Investigation

4.1.18.2.1 Interview of James Ruiz
_

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs and
he had no assurance that reports he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system or that the conditions he identified would be
corrected. Fuiz provided NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated these
had been initiated by him on February 23, 1981. He indicated he did not think
they would be processed properly by the nonconformance reporting system.

Ruiz provided a written sworn statement attesting to the preceding information,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 26.

4.1.18.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that he had reviewed NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and concurred
with them. Donovan stated that Ruiz erred in his identification of one defici-
ency on these NRs, because a Design Document Change (DDC) had been written by
S&L that eliminated the nondestrucive examination (NDE) requirement for welds
on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement and said
it was contrary to S&L Specification H2174 that requires 100% nondestructive
examination of all Class I welds. Donovan stated he had reviewed the DDC and
found that S&L waived the nondestructive examination for " ease of construction."
He said that, in his opinion, this was not an adequate justification for the
noted disposition. Donovan advised that the Kaiser Construction Department
is repairing these and other cantilever beams in the Primary Containment
Building.

4.1.18.2.3 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz identified
nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the Primary Containment
Building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated and he concurred in NRs CN-5476, CN-5477,
and CN-5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as
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lack of nondestructive examination of full penetration welds, material trace-,

'

abilfty and welder qualifications.
a

Baker stated that on February 27, 1981, be voided these NRs with the comment,

" Void NR not issued." He stated he voided these NRs after a meeting in
February 1981 with Phillip Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, and Robert Marshall

j during which the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz were discussed.
i Baker said that during the meeting Marshall stated that the welds on these

cantilever beams were to be cut out by Kaiser; therefore, these nonconformance,

reports should be voided. Baker stated that he voided these NRs on Gittings'
instructions and gave Gittings the original copies of all 4 NRs.

4.1.18.2.4 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Mechanical / Civil / Structural QA
Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, QC
Inspector James Ruiz initiated NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479.

. -

Shinkle stated he reviewed these NRs and found that Inspector Ruiz had
erred in identifying one nocconforming condition. He stated that a DDC had
been issued by the licensee's architect-engineer that waived NDE requirements
for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because
the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction" NDE is waived. Shinkle
said that the welds identified in the NRs are Class I welds because they
are welded to the containment liner plate and both S&L specifications and
ASME Code requirements require 100% NDE for Class I welds.

1 Shinkle stated Ruiz did not err in identifying the remaining nonconforming
| conditions, such as lack of material traceability and welder qualifications.

Shinkle advised that the cantilever beams in question hold up walkways,
j pipe support hangers, and heating and ventilation ducts in the primary
j containment building.

)

Shinkle stated that he attended a meeting in February 1981 with Rex Baker,
Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, regarding Ruiz's NRs. Shinkle stated
that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis and perform
a visual inspection of the welds. Shinkle stated that Gittings agreed with
this approach and told him to work with the Construction Department to rework
the welds using KEI-1 repair cards without processing the NRs Ruiz had written.

Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written
by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
He stated that this was especially significant in light of the fact that in
February 1981 there was an NRC investigation into irregularities in the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system.

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues
identified he conducted an inspection of cantilever beams located at the

| 572-ft elevation of the Primary Containment Building. Shinkle indicated
! he found that there was no final QC inspection on any of the 27 beams and
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! 1
4 had no record of fitup inspection. Shinkle stated he identified the same.

nonconforming conditions, lack of weld filler metal and backing strip trace-, ,

| ability, and lack of evidence of welder qualification for these welds. In,

si addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a visual examination of the welds andr

'

| in many cases the welds did not appear to meet Code requirements.
I

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated
he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

i . tions had been made to the beams to add side plates and those plates would
I heve to be removed to conduct inspections of the affected welds. Shinkle'

advised that the Construction Department is now in the process of removingi the questioned beams.'
f

4.1.18.2.5 Interview of Thomas McKenna '

/

On August 10, 1981, Thomas A. McKenna, Sargent & Lundy Structural Project
Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. McKenna stated that DDC-712 waived non-
destructive examination of full penetration groove welds on cantilever beams

| supporting walkways in the primary containment area. The DDC was written in
1975 to waive the NDE examinations for " ease of construction." He said that

; at that time the beams supported personnel walkways only and had no appendages
i affixed.
4

i

McKenna said, in hindsight, that a better explantion of the engineering basis,

i fer the waiver could have been written on the DDC (i.e. , the beams supported
! minimal loads). He said that the S&L waiver of NDE for these welds did not

consitute a waiver of other quality requirements, such as visual inspectionsi

of. the welds required by the AWS Code.
.

! McKenna stated that since 1975 there has been extensive redesign of the
! suppression pool area and the beams now support safety-related pipe supports,
i air ducts, and electrical cable tray support hangers. He said that in
| April 1981, an individual on site questioned the quality of these welds.
! He said that during visual inspections the welds were found to be of poor

quality and documentation reviews indicated that the required documentation
of quality inspections could not be found. He said these nonconforming
conditions are currently being addressed and corrected, and the previous DDC
waiving nondestructive examinations of these welds was rescinded on May 18,
1981, by DDC-2635. He said the welds will be repaired and radiographed or
magnetic particle tested.

McKenna said he reviewed NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated DDC-712' j
addressed Item 1 on those NRs concerning a failure to nondestructively examine
these welds. He said, however, the DDC did not waive other nonconforming
conditions identified on the NRs, such as traceability of weld filler metal,
evidence of fitup inspection, and that the welds did not meet AWS criteria.
McKenna stated the voiding of this NR based only on the DDC was improper and..
he would not have approved its disposition. He said S&L does not receive
voided Nonconformance Reports from Zimmer for engineering review and would
not have reviewed this NR ff it had been voided by Kaiser,

f
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' '

4.1.18.2.6 Record Reviews
'

On June 6, 1981, Kegina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and asked
to retrieve NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 from the Kaiser Site Document,

Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,
and voided nonconformance report files and could not locate the nonconformance
reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR Log page
reflecting that on February 27, 1981, NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 were
voided with a comment " Void-NR not issued." A copy of the NR Log page is'

included as Exhibit 33.

4.1.18.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviewsand interviews of personnel it was established the NRs
CN-5476, CN-5477 and CN-5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance
reporting system.

4.1.19 Summary Findings and Conclusions

All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were found to be correct.
It was found there were widespread irregularities in the system. Kaiser
procedures permit voiding of a NR only if the NR was " written in error,
duplicated, or the nonconforming conditions has been corrected...by con-
struction." A corputerized listing provided in July 1980 indicated that
1,031 NRs were voided, between January 1 and March 31, 1981, including
those that were actually superseded rather than voided. Some were
voided by the QA Manager, some by the QA Engineer-Records, and some by a
clerk. A chronological breakdown of the number of voided NRs per month
is included as Exhibit 34. The dispositions of a selected group of about
20 reports, either voided or alleged not to be in the reporting system, were
reviewed and it was found that in 15 cases the NRs were either voided
improperly, improperly dispositioned, closed in error, or the disposition
was not fully implemented. In several cases, the justification used for
voiding the NR was erroneous (e.g., it was found the QA Manager was voiding
NRs which were not written in error). In some cases, the NRs had been
reviewed by a Constructica Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR
was later " voided." It was found that some of this activity occurred after
an NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser
QA Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements.
It was also established that, following the NRC inspection, the Kaiser QA
Manager had on three occasions not entered NRs (CN-4309, NRC-0001, CN-5412)
into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

This investigation also disclosed that an NR was improperly dispositioned
as " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriate. In one case (NR E-2836),
the " accept as is" disposition was contrary to ASME Code requirements.

NRs that identified multiple nonconforming conditions were voided improperly
with a comment that the NR was being " revised" or that "each deficiency would
be issued on a separate NR" or items would be " reinspected." It was determined
that nonconforming items were not reissued on separate NRs and were not re-
inspected as stated on the NR at the time of voiding. It was also found that
during " revisions" some nonconforming items were removed from NRs without
justification.
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'

The allegation that the Kaiser QA Manager voided NRs at the request of the
Construction Department was correct; however, the QA Manager stated that he
had made an independent decision when doing so.

This investigation established that nonconforming conditions identified by
Quality Control Inspectors were improperly dispositioned. It was also

i established that the licensee failed to take effective corrective action'
following the December 1980 NRC inspection.

This widespread problem of improper handling of NRs is addressed in the
licensee's Quality Confirmation l'rogram.

4.1.20 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to process nonconforming
items in accordance with documented procedures).

4.2 Bolt Hole Preparation

4.2.1 Allegation

Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers are required to be made by
drilling rather than burning (flame cutting). Although some instances of
burned bolt holes have been identified, there is no inspection program to
assure the bolt holes are inspected.

4.2.2 Investigation

4.2.2.1 Review of Procedures

H. J. Kaiser Co. Instruction M-12, " Inspection Instructions for Pipe Hangers,
Support and Restraint Installation," Revisions 9, 10, and 11, states the
following in Paragraph 3.0:

"Any essential hanger base plate installed by HJK shall require the
removal of at least one (1) nut / washer in order that the HJK Quality
Inspector may verify the correct bolt hole size in the plate.

"During inspections, if the HJK Quality Inspectors observe the bolt
hole size to be incorrect (or eccentric), the inspector shall issue
a Nonconformance Report (NR)."

In Paragraph 4.4.9.d, it states:

"The tolerance for base plate bolt holes is as follows:

3/8" 9 and 1/2" 9 - 1/8" larger than nominal bolt 9
5/8" 9 and larger - 3/16" larger than nominal bolt 9

[9 is symbol used for bolt hole diameter]

" Torch cut holes that have not been remed are unacceptable.
(Use QACMI M-15 checklist to identify.)"
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a

The procedure requires inspection of the baseplate bolt hole location, bolt
hole sizes, tolerances, eccentricity, and location of baseplate based on
a single sacple per plate. The CG&E QA Manager indicated in a telephone
conversation that all bolt holes we,re being inspected and that the procedure
was being revised to require inspection of all bolt holes. The licensee's
past inspection program for examining bolt holes was consistent with the
sample size used in IE Bulletin 79-02, " Pipe Support Base Plate Designs-

Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolta."

4.2.2.2 FSAR Requirements

The Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, commits to ANSI N45.2.5-1972 (Draft),
" Supplementary Quality Assurance Requirements for Installation, Inspection,
and Testing of Structural Concrete and Structural Steel During the Construc-
tion Phase of Nuclear Power Plants." Paragraph 5.3 of ANSI N45.2.5 states,
in part, that burning of bolt holes is not permitted.

4.2.2.3 Licensee Position

During a telephone conversation on July 23, 1981, the licensee stated
that the materials affected by Instruction M-12 were not structural steel
as defined by the American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Manual,
Seventh Edition. Therefore, the licensee's position was that the require-
ment not permitting burning of bolt holes does not apply.

In a subsequent telephone conversation the CG&E QA Manager indicated that
NRC appeared to be taking the no-burning requirement out of context. He>

indicated the paragraph containing the no-burning requirement refers to *

'

the condition of contact surfaces of friction types of connections, bolt
hole alignment, and the correction of fabrication errors.

This is an unresloved item and will be reviewed during a subsequent
inspection (50-358/81-13- ).

4.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The acceptability of torch cutting bolt holes (the applicability of ANSI
Standard N 45.2.5 prohibiting burning of bolt holes) is unresolved and will
be reviewed during a subsequent inspection. The licensee's past inspection
program for examining bolt holes was consistent with IE Bulletin 79.02,
" Pipe Support Base Plant Designs Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts."
The licensee is currently inspecting all bolt holes.

4.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

4.3 ASME Code Data Package Discrepancies

4.3.1 Allegation

It was alleged that during system turnover, Quality Assurance Engineers,
(QAEs) Wood and David Fox were reviewing documentation in ASME Code Data
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packages and identifying numerous discrepancies in these packages, which
were being recorded on exception lists instead of nonconformance reports.
The alleger questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies
on exception lists. He also said the QAEs were being criticized for identi-
fying too many discrepancies during their reviews.

4.3.2 Background Information

The licensee is required by the ASME Code to maintain certain records which
are evidence that the Quality Assurance Department has inspected materials,
components, and processes (welding and nondestructive examination) to
ensure systems are constructed in accordance with accepted industry standards.
The documentation packages are filed and retained in the Kaiser Site Document
Control (SDC) Center and are turned over to the licensee when a system is
completely installed and ready for preoperational testing. Prior to system
turnover, these packages are reviewed for accuracy and completeness by QAEs
who verify that the packages arecomplete.

4.3.3 Investigation

4.3.3.1 Interview of David Fox

On January 14, 1981, David Fox, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that.from January to December 1980 he was employed by S&L
and subcontracted to CG&E to review ASME Code Data packages. Fox stated
he identified discrepancies in these packages and recorded them on exception
lists which were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, SDC. Oltz would attempt to rectify
the problem. If this was not possible, he would initiate a nonconformance .

report for the deficiency. Fox stated that some common deficiencies he
identified during his reviews were a lack of mill certifications for steel

used in the various systems, missing valve data reports, and that QC in-
spectors had not properly filled out the inspection reports in the packages.
Fox stated he heard rumors that Phillip Gittings, QA Manager, said he was
being too " nit-picking" during his reviews of the Code Data packages. Fox
stated that at one time he made up a list of the common problems he found
during the reviews and forwarded them to Floyd Oltz and Phillip Gittings
and suggested they give QC Inspectors additional training in the area of
inspection documentation. Fox stated he later discussed the matter with
Gene Knox, Kaiser Corporate Quality Assurance Manager, who advised him
that the requested classes would be given.

4.3.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On February 16, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed
by NRC. He said two KEI QAEs are involved in the Kaiser review of ASME Code
Data packages. Gittings identified these individuals as Individual H and
Individual E.

j

4.3.3.3. Interview of Individual H

On February 20, 1981, Individual H, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated be had been employed at Zimmer since December 29, 1980.
Individual H stated he is responsible for reviewing ASME Code Data packages
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for the diesel generator, diesel oil, and main steam rooms. He said while
reviewing the packages he ensures that the documentation in the package is
complete, accurate, and that the inspection data on the isometria drawings

. and accompanying weld data forms have been properly filled out by Kaiser QC
i Inspectors. Individual H stated during these reviews he noted that heat

numbers certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel on weld data records do not,
'

match the heat numbers listed on the isometric drawings. Also, heat numbers
'

listed on the isometric drawings, when checked with certified material test,

reports, are not for the material that, according to the drawing, was sup-
posedly installed.'

Individual H stated that some heat numbers on the isometric drawings had been
changed, crossed out, or " whited out" without justification for the changes.
Also, there was no evidence that these changes were verified by QC personnel
in the field, and he had no assurance that changed numbers on the records
actually represent what is installed in the plant. Individual H stated he
has found similar unexplained changes in the records when reviewing weld
data and weld rod issue forms and other docur:ntation in the packages.

On February 20, 1981, Individual H provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information a copy of which is included as Exhibit 35.

4.3.3.4 Interview of Individual E

On February 20, 1981, Individual E, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he has been employed at Zimmer since December 22, 1980.
Individual E stated he reviews ASME Code Data packages for the main steam,
diesel generator, residual heat removal and low pressure core spray system.
He stated he ensures that the data on isometric drawings, weld rod issue,

forms, and other inprocess QC inspection documentation is properly recorded
in the packages. He has noted during his reviews that heat numbers on the
isometric drawings certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel do not match the
heat numbers for the same pipe listed on the weld data record. Individual
E stated the weld records are what the QC inspectors verified as being
installed during their field inspections, yet the isometric drawing reflects
other heat numbers for the same pipe. Individual E said he attempted to
resolve these contradictions and found when he reviewed certified material
test reports that the heat numbers for the pipe on the drawings were not for
the same type of material that was installed in the system. Individual E
attributed this to Kaiser's failure to follow proper procedures for the docu-
mentation of both in process and final inspections. This has resulted in a
loss of material traceability from many areas of the plant.

Individual E said he has reported specific problems on exception lists that
were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, Document Control Supervisor. Individual E stated
Floyd Oltz improperly changes heat numbers on records without field verifica-
tion or any engineering justification in order to dispcsition what he has
reported on the exception lists. Individual E cited an example where he
reported that, contrary to the ASME Code, Kaiser QC Inspectors had not veri-
fied the 1/16 in, fitup gap on small-bore stainless steel instrument lines
during most of their in process inspections. This gap ensures that the weld
does not crack when the pipe and weld cool. Individual E stated that there

.
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are over 1,000 socket welds where this gap was unverified, yet Kaiser resolved
| this problem by testing a sample of 20 welds when ASME Code requires a 100%

verification of socket weld fitup.
I

Individual E stated he has no faith in the accuracy of records at Zimmer and
would not approve any of the systems he has reviewed to date because the
documentation does not meet industry codes and standardc.

On February 20, 1981, Individual E provided a written sworn statement attesting
; to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 36.

4.3.3.5 Interview of Leonard Wood

On August 3, 1981, Leonard Wood, CGEE QA and Standards Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from 1973 to 1981 he reviewed ASME Code Data packages
for vendor components supplied to Zimmer. Wood said he occasionally noted
that documentation was missing, material certifications were to the wrong
specification, or required documentation had not been included in the packages.
He said he contacted the vendors involved and was furnished the necessary
documentation. Wood said he was not criticized for identifying these problems,
and in most cases he resolved them on his own.

4.3.3.6 Record Reviews

A Region III inspector reviewed ASME Code Data packages for the diesel
generator, cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil piping systems. These
records indicated that a number of in-process QC inspections were not per-
formed for p, roper pipe fitup, proper weld procedure, proper weld filler
metal (traceability), and welder qualifications. These inspection criteria
are required by ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Winter 1972 Addenda,

; Articles NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451, NB-4230,
and NB-3661.5(b). Also, Kaiser procedures outlined that these inspection
criteria are to be entered on the weld data form (KEI-1 form). The inspector
found the following:

1. Required inspections were not performed. This condition was documented
in QA Surveillance Reports (SRs) 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412, which identi-
fied 39 welds in the diesel generator subsystems in which the required
in process inspections were not performed.

I In addition, the licensee had a partial listing of over 400 socket welds
(including welds other than the diesel generator system) where inspections,

for proper pipe fitup (cleanliness, mismatch, and socket engagement) was
j not performed. ASMI Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b)
; states, "...a gap of approximately 1/16 inch shall be provided between
'

the end of the pipe and the bottor. of the socket before welding."

! H. J. Kaiser Procedure Number SPPM 4.6 Rev. 8, paragraph 6.2.1 states:
"All welds shall be inspected at the following stages: . . .At fitup for
cleanliness, mismatch, and minimum socket engagement. Socket welds
shall have an approximate end-gap of 1/16 inch prior to welding for
all sizes."
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An SIS Report dated November 14, 1979, authored by the Authorized Nuclear
Inspector (ANI) (Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurnee Company)

: and the H. J. Kaiser response letter dated December 4, 1979, which
responded to the audit, said an agreement was made that 20 of the un-
verified socket welds would be selected at random to be radiographed
to verify proper fitup. One of the 39 welds identified on Surveillance

Report Nos. 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412 was chosen to be radiograpl.ed.
No engineering justification was given to allow acceptance of all of
the socket welds based on the sample of the 20 that were radiographed.

A second SIS Eeport from the ANI dated February 11, 1981 reported that
additional velds were made after December 4,1979 without verification
of fitup. The ANI indicated that all the welds, for which the fitup was
not verified after December 4, 1979, should be radiographed.

The Region III inspector found no engineering justification for acceptance
of the 400 questioned socket welds based on a radiographic examination of
only 20 of the socket welds. The licensee had not implemented in process
inspections to verify prcper socket weld fitups during subsequent inspec-
tions. This reflects the licensee took inadequate corrective action.

2. Data packages for the diesel generator system indicated that there was
final visual inspection of all applicable welds.

3. A review of KEI-1 forms (weld data records) indicated that personnel
had transferred information written on KEI-2 forms (weld rod issue slips)
to KEI-1 forms in order to justify weld rod traceability, date of welding,
and welder qualifications. The KEI-2 form is a construction document
used by the welders to obtain weld rods from the weld rod issue point.
There is no QC significance for the KEI-2 form, yet QC inspectors and
document reviewers were allowed to transfer-weld rod heat numbers entered
on the KEI-2 form by the storage personnel to the KEI-1 form (QC weld,

record). This can only be done at the time and place of the weld activity.
Therefore, any information transferred from the KEI-2 form to any QC1

'

document after the time of or away from the weld activity would not be
creditable QC verification.

I In addition, Region III inspectors noted a considerable number of dis-
i crepancies between the weld data records (KEI-1 forms) and the weld rod

issue forms (KEI-2 forms). The records showed discrepancies between
( the heat numbers for the weld rod used, identification of the welder
I performing the particular weld, and dates the welds were made. It was

found that document reviewers were resolving these discrepancies by
altering KEI-1 forms to match the KEI-2 forms. In effect, the QC records,
which suppe,sedly provide independent verification, were being changed to
conform with Construction Department records. Alterations appeared to,

; be arbitrary in that some of the documentation for welds within a certain
line changed, but no changes were made for other welds of identical
circumstances. The following are examples of the altered records:
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Welder and Rod Heat Number (used for traceability) Changesa.

(1) Drawing M-479-3-DG-121 for line IDGD9AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 which, according to QA>

'
Inspector No. 81, were made by welder K0E using weld rod Heat
No. 065118 during March 1978. Additional weld rod issue forms
(126508, 126509, 126510, 126511, 126884, 126885, and 126890)
exist indicating that welder LFC, using weld rod Heat No.- ,

77402, may have worked on Welds A-4 through A-21. Because
of these weld rod issue forms, the Document Records personnel
changed the QA records to include welder LFC and rod Heat No.
77402 on Welds A-4 through A-13, A-18, A-20, and A-21. No
explanation was given why the records for Welds A-14 through
A-17 and A-19 were not changed.

The RIII inspector verified that only the welder identi-
fication symbol, K0E, appears near the welds in question.

(2) Drawing M-479-3-DG-119 for line IDG7AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 that, according to QA
Inspector No. 81, were made by welder LJP during March
1978. Weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) 123346 and 119061,
enclosed with the drawing, showed that welder LJP may
have worked on Welds A-4 through A-6, A-8 through A-11,
and A-15 through A-17. Weld rod issue form 119066 indi-
cates that welder K0E may have worked on Welds A-4 through
A-21. As a result of these KEI-2 forms, the Document
Records personnel changed the QA records on January 29,
1981, for Welds A-6, A-7, A-13,-A-14, and A18 through A-21
by crossing out the welder symbol LJP and the date March 29,
1978, and replacing them with the welder symbol K0E and date
March 22, 1978, respectively. No explanation was given why
the records for welds A-4, A-5, A-8 through A-12, and A-15
through A-17 were not changed.

|

| The inspector verified that only welder identification
symbol LJP appeared near all the welds.

(3) KEI-1 form for weld number 79DG on line IDG37AA2-1/2
showed the heat number of the consumable insert used was
6059491. On January 26, 1981, the number was crossed out
and changed to 6058921 to agree with KEI-2 form 123099.
The weld number written on the gold copy of the KEI-2 form
123099 was too faint to read. The inspector checked with
the Welding Department, but the original (white copy) of
KEI-2 form 123099 could not be located.

The licensee was previously cited in IE Inspection Report 50-358/
79-15 for transferring information from KEI QC inspector's notebooks
to KEI-1 forms.

No apparent actions were taken to assure that the proper weld pro-
cedure was used on any of the unverified in-process weld activities.
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b. Weld Date Changes

(1) The KEI-1 form, for Weld A-7 on line ILG5AB-1/2, indicated
the final weld inspection was performed by QA Inspector No.
81 on April 5, 1978. The date was crossed out and changed
to April 6, 1978 on January 27, 1981 Lecause weld rod issue
form 118920 indicates elder LJP may have worked on A-7 on
April 6, 1978.

(2) The KEI-1 form for Weld A-20 on line IDGD2AB-1/2 indicated
that final weld inspection was performed by QA Inspector No.
81 on April 10, 1978. The date was crossed out and changed
to April II,1978 on January 27, 1981 because weld rod issue
form 123834 indicates welder LPJ may have worked on A-20 on
April 11, 1978.

Failure to take adequate corrective action when inspections for proper pipe
fitup were identified as not having been performed; and failure to take
adequate corrective action when information concerning weld filler metal
traceability, welder identification, and welding dates was found to be
missing from the weld data records or was questioned are contrary to 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the W' . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Sectionm
16.1 (50-358/81-13- ).

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.3.7 Observations

The only data package (diesel generator system ASME Code Data package) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance approval by Kaiser
Quality Assurance was reviewed by the inspector and many discrepancies were
found. As a result, the inspector performed detailed field observations of
the piping systems (i.e., cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for
Diesel Generattrs A and C. Ncmerous discrepancies were identified during
these observatioas as follows:

1. Piping--The traceability of some of the piping components was not main-
tained. Summaries of the discrepancies are as follows:

Some heat nuabers recorded on the isometric drawings did not matcha.
the heat numbers on the installed components. These piping components
ste listed in Table 4.3-1 to this report.

Table 4.3-1 Discrepancies between Installed Piping and Tracability Records

Heat or Part
Identification No.

Isometric Item in According Actually
Drawing No. _ Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AB1 90' ells M276 M267
DG-19 tee M315 M274

pipe HE6247 8464
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i

Table 4.3-1 (continued)
i

Heat or Part<

Identification No.,

Isometric Item in According Actually
prawing No. Line No. Question to Dwa. Installed

i

ISK M-428-6- IDG28ABI flange RVA CB8
'

DG-103
ISK M-428-6- IDG27ABI pipe HE6247 16E4

DG-16 16D2

ISK M-428-8- IDG01ABI pipe HE6247 3416
DG-68

ISK M-767-4- 1DGF2AA1/2 90* ells M395 M252
DG-113

-- ISK M-428-6 IDG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402
'

DG-24

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AE1 flange RD2Y CB8
DG-105

ISK M-242-2- IDGC5AA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922
DG-53 90' ell M262 M87

IDGF6AA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0170
1DGC5BA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922

90' ell M262 M87
IDGF6BA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0171

ISK M-428-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-26 415007

90' ell M287 M273

ISK M-428-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-27 415007

b. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings had been marked
or " whited out" and then an incorrect heat number recorded. For
example, ISK M-242-2-DG-53 was apparently changed to indicate heat
number HA-001 for the 3/4 in and 1/2 in. installed piping. Based
on the records for accepted heat numbers, number HA-001 represented
1 1/4 in. piping.

,

c. Three heat numbers (HA-0170, TW 24402, and 502891) found on
the installed piping do not appear on the records of acceptable
heat numbers.

d. In many instances, heat numbers could not be found on the installed
component. Therefore, a comparison could not be made to the number
recorded on the drawings.

<

^
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,

Failure to maintain heat number identification for the above piping, and weld
rod indicates a serious lack of control and is contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix,

A, Criterion VIII and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8. (50-358/81-13-07).
>

' ' This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

As a result of the investigation of this allegation, significant quality
assurance deficiencies over and above those alleged have been identified.,

It was determined that discrepancies in the documentation in ASME Code'

Date packages were being recorded on exception lists; however, this was
permitted by licensee procedure and is acceptable to NRC. There was no
evidence that criticism of Quality Assurance Engineers for identifying
discrepancies adversely impacted their work.

Major discrepancies were identified in Quality Assurance records and the
apparent improper modification of those records. This matter has been
referred to the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal
consideration. Potential problems were identified related to adequacy
of facility construction, such as material traceability and use of proper
materials, proper socket weld fitup, proper weld procedure, and welder
qualifications. These matters are being addressed in the licensee's
Confirmation Program to determine the adequacy of plant construction.

4.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain heat number
traceability for piping and weld rod; and failure to take adequate corrective
action for identified deficiencies involving (i) not verifying proper pipe
fitup, and (ii) missing or questionable weld data record information regarding
weld filler metal traceability, welder identification, and dates welds were
made.)

4.4 Threatened Firing

' 4.4.1 Allegation

'

Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, directed Phillip Gittings,
I Kaiser QA Manager, to fire Individual I (QC inspector) for using a magnifying

glass to inspect a weld.

4.4.2 Background Information

CG&E retained Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI), to construct the Zimmer plant.
Kaiser maintains a Quality Assurance (QA) Department headed by the QA Manager
and consisting of Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) and Quality Control (QC)
Inspectors. QL Inspectors perform field inspections of all safety-related
components. Some QC Inspectors are employed by Kaiser and some by outside
inspection firms that are retained to increase inspection manpower for a
limited time in particular areas. During 1979 and 1980, Kaiser retained

| a number of contract inspectors (supplied by Butler Services, Inc.) to
increase inspection manpower. In November 1980, all of the contract QC
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i

! inspector positions were terminated and some contractor employees were
offered positions in the Kaiser QC organization.

! 4.4.3 Investigation

4.4.3.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in August or September 1980, the
! Kaiser QA Manager (Phillip Gittings) directed him to fire Individual I after

Gittings had been told by Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
that Individual I had used a magnifying glass to inspect a weld. Baker said h2
told Gittings that according to the American Welding Society (AWS) Code,
Individual I could use a magnifying glass during his inspections and therefore
there were no grounds to fire him. Later that day, Gittings told Baker to
retain Individual I but to transfer him from pipe support hanger inspections
to structural steel welding inspections. Baker said that Individual I was
not threatened with firing for his failure to accept welds, but was reassigned
due to his poor productivity and lack of completed inspections.

On January 13, 1981, Baker provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 37.

4.4.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13 and 15 and July 8, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction
Manager, had told him he had seen Individual I inspecting a pipe support hanger
with a magnifying glass. Gittings said he told Rex Baker that if Individual I
had been using a magnifying glass he wanted him off the site immediately.
Gittings indicated that Individual I later came to his office and told him he
had not been using a magnifying glass to inspect welds, but had been using a
mirror. Based on that information, Gittings said he rescinded the termination
order.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on inspection activities of Individual I and his lack of
completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer him from pipe
support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection activities.

4.4.3.3 Interview of Robert Marshall

On January 15, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in the summer of 1980 QC inspectors
performed risual AWS weld inspections, rejected 95% of the welds on pipe
support hangers, and initiated more than fifty nonconformance reports
documenting nonconforming hanger welds. He said that he and Scott Swain,
CG&E Site Construction Manager, were touring the plant discussing this
problem when they observed Individual I inspecting a weld with a mirror,
flashlight, and pick.
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'! Marshall indicated that later that day Swain told Gittings that an inspector
was using a magnifying glass to look at a weld. Gittings responded that he

i would fire the inspector. Marshall stated emphatically that he did not
3 i direct Gittings to fire Individual I, and later they both concurred that'

firing the inspector was too drastic an action to take.

i 4.4.3.4 Interview of Scott Swain

On January 15, 1981, Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction Manager, was3
i

i interviewed. He stated that in November 1980, he and Robert Marshall were
i ' touring the diesel generator rooms and observed Individual I inspecting a
{ pipe support hanger weld with a flashlight, pick, and another tool. Swain

said Marshall identified this tool to him as a magnifying glass. During a
meeting concerning the high rejection rates on visual inspections of pipe,

support hanger welds, Swain mentioned this to those present. Gittings
responded that he would fire the inspector involved if he found the inspec-
tor was using a magnifying glass to visually inspect a weld. Swain stated
he later learned the tool was a mirror, and that Gittings was not going to4

j fire the inspector involved.

4.4.3.5 Interview of Individual I
i.

On February 20, 1981, Individual I, former Butler Services, Inc., QC Inspector,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from October S,,

j 1979 to December 1980. He stated that he was performing a pipe support hanger
weld inspection in the diesel generator room in November 1980 when he noticed

j that Robert Marshall and Scott Swain were observing his inspections. At one
{ point, they looked at the tools he had with him. Shortly afterwards, Individual
! I was called into Rex Baker's office and Baker said Phillip Gittings had been

told by Marshall and Swain that he was using a magnifying glass to inspect at

weld.
,

i

Individual I said Baker also related that Gittings 1.ad been asked by Marshall
: to terminate the inspector. He indicated he later met with Gittings and was ,

i again told that Marshall had seen him using a magnifying glass to inspect a
| weld and wanted him off the site. Individual I stated he later met with Baker
! and explained he did not have a magnifying glass with him when observed and
| that the tool Marshall had seen was a mirror. He also added that, even if

he had been using a magnifying glass, both the AWS Code D1.1, Section 6.5.5,i

| and Kaiser Procedure SPPM 4.6 ,(Revision 8 recognized and approved the use
j of a magnifying glass for weld inspection.

| Individual I stated that he demanded Baker anc Gittings document the reason
for his proposed termination and he advised Baker he would consult with his

; attorney and fight the termination.

I Individual I provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding informa-
t tion, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 38.
i

I 4.4.3.7 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

| On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
; interviewed by NRC. He stated that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were being
:
|

i

i
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harrassed and intimidated by Kaiser construction personnel. Ruiz said that
his brother, James Ruiz, had been threatened with the loss of his job for
allegedly using a magnifying glass to inspect a weld when he was actually
using a mirror, a common weld inspection tool.

,

On February 20, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 39.

4.4.4 Findings and Conclusions
,

A QC Inspector was threatened with dismissal by the QA Manager after the
Construction Superintendent advised him (incorrectly) that the QC Inspector
used a magnifying glass to visually inspect weld surfaces. The QC Inspector
protested the planned dismissal and was not dismissed; however, he was re-
assigned to another area of inspection.

4.4.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5. Applegate/ GAP Allegations

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project (GAP) requested an
investigation into the conduct of an earlier RIII investigation of concerns
provided by Thomas Applegate. In addition to this request, they provided a
list of nineteen allegations, some of which appeared to contain information
known to NRC, and some of which were new information. A commitment was made
to review the nineteen allegations even if they appeared to pertain to known
situations.

.

To clarify the allegations provided, a meeting was held between Applegate,
Thomas Devine (GAP representative), and RIII personnel on February 26, 1981.
The meeting was recorded, and a transcript was produced.

Some of the allegations provided concern issues that do not fall under
the jurisdiction of the NRC, and have been brought to the attention of the
appropriate agencies for action as they consider appropriate. Other alle-

( gations were provided during this meeting and in correspondence from GAP,
i some of which are not addressed in this report but will be reviewed and

documented in subsequent reports. A review of outstanding allegations,

indicates that their investigation would not change the conclusions reachedt

in this report.

In a letter dated July 22, 1981, GAP responded to an RIII request to identify
specific systems or equipment their sources believed to be deficient. Their

i response included many plant systems and was not acceptably specific.

| 5.1 Unsuitable Piping Installation

!
5.1.1 Allegation

!

|

"KZI knowingly installed and ripped out unsuitable main steam relief piping,
at an estimated labor cost of $320,000.",
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5.1.2 Background Information

The Zimmer facility uses a General Electric boiling water reactor (BWR)4

Mark II containment system design, which includes a pressure suppression
' pool in the lower levels of the containment building. Based on actual

Mark I operating experiences related to safety relief valve actuations
and large-scale testing of the more recently designed Mark III containment
design system, new suppression pool hydrodynamic loads associated with
postulated loss-of-coolant accidents (LOCA) were identified that had not
been explicitly considered in the original design of the Mark II containment
system. These newly identified loads result from the dynamic effects of
drywell air and steam being rapidly forced into the suppression pool during
a postulated LOCA or safety relief valve actuation. When this possible pro-
blem was first identified, General Electric and NRC and its consultants per-'
formed an in-depth review of the General Electric Mark II containment system
design. Utilities owning facilities that would use the Mark II containment
system also formed an owners' group to share calculations, evaluations, and
acceptable modifications to the Mark II containments.

The NRC effort in reviewing the new dynamic loads was divided into two
programs: a short-term evaluation program for the lead plants (Zimmer,
La Salle, Shoreham), and a long-term program for final detailed evaluation
of the adequacy of modificaticas. The description of the NRC evaluation
is available in NUREG-0487, " Mark II Containment Lead Plant Program Load
Evaluation and Acceptance Criteria," published in November .1978.* This
document indicates that the lead plants, those first to use the Mark II
containment system, would be reviewed by NRC to determine the acceptability
of modifications made in their design to accommodate the identified loads.
NUREG-0474, "A Technical Up-Date on Pressure Suppression Type Containments
in Use in U.S. Light Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants," issued in July
1978,* details the ongoing NRC monitoring of the modification and analysis
program. NUREG-0371, " Task Action Plans for Generic Activities (Category A),"
issued in November 1978,* identifies review of the Mark II pressure suppression
containment as Generic Task A-8. NUREG-0510, " Identification of Unresolved
Safety Issues Relating to Nuclear Power Plants, Report to Congress," issued
in January 1979,* identifies two generic tasks as being related to the analysis
of suppression pool dynamic loads and safety relief valve loads / temperature
limits for BWR containments.

In the lead plant program load evaluation, NRC approved the design basis
used for modifications to the suppression pool system, including a device
known as a "T quencher" as part of the safety relief system, and additional
equipment, such as base and wall plates, to support these new installations.

NRC does not have regulatory jurisdiction over the construction costs of a
nuclear power plant.

,

*These documents are available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or
for purchase from the NRC/GPO sales program, Washington, DC 20555.
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5.1.3 Investigation

5.1.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated that.

Kaiser had installed a large portion of the main steam relief (MSR) piping,
| knowing that sections of it would later have to be removed. He recalled

that 2 years after its installation Kaiser removed large sections of the

| piping at and below the 525-ft level of the reactor containment building
but left the pipe sections above that level in place.'

; On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to
i the preceding information; however, he requested that the statement not be

attached to this report.

5.1.3.2 Interview of Individuals B and C

; On April 14 and 16, 1981, Individuals B and C, identified as having provided
i information regarding this allegation to representatives of GAP, were inter-

| viewed by NRC. They both stated that they had no information concerning this
,

allegation.
.

; 5.1.3.3 Interview of H. C. Brinkman
.

} During the period of February 9-13 and 23-27, 1981, discussions with
H. C. Brinkman, CG&E Principal Mechanical Engineer, indicated that experi-+

mentation had revealed the need to redesign the relief system based on
; newly identified discharge loads. Therefore, several utilities, including
' CG&E, decided on a modification to replace the already installed " rams head"
i safety relief valve (SRV) discharge devices with " quenchers."

In 1975, CG&E decided to start designing the quencher modification, knowing
that part of the piping to be installed would later have to be removed due1

to the identification of new discharge loads. The basis for the decision

{ was that approximately 90 to 97% of the original quencher modification would
! likely be acceptable and therefore only 3 to 10% would be subject to rework.

CG&E concluded that it would be less costly to proceed with installation
,

! activities rather than delay the construction schedule until the quencher

j modification design was complete. To date, the modification installation
; is not complete.
,

' 5.1.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observations

The MSR modification has required (in part) the replacement of 10-in.
j Schedule 40 pipe with other 10-in. Schedule 40 pipe of different geometric
; configuration, 10-in. extra-strong pipe, and 12-in. extra-strong pipe

; (thicker walled pipe).

! During this investigation, the licensee provided cost figures for the modi-
i fication to date, which exceeded the alleged amount. NRC made no attempt
j to corroborate the licensee's claim that it was cheaper to proceed with an

|
installation known to require rework before installation actually took place.

i
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The RIII inspector reviewed all revisions to the KEI isometric drawing PSK-1MS,
Sheets 21 and 21A, that were pertinent to the quencher nodification of the main
steam relief piping. The revisions identified the following changes:

.

Rev. No. Implemented Change Date

,

'

Rev. O Redrawn--original configuration replaced 9/8/76
Rev. 1 Hangers added 3/31/77,

Rev. 2 Eight lugs added 1/10/78
Rev. 3 Hanger changed 5/5/78 -

Rev. 4 New spool pieces added, welds MS212 and MS195 4/3/79
voided per S&L

Rev. 5 Piping tee section added 6/18/79
Rev. 6 Weld MS160 and a 4-in. dimension added 10/1/79
Rev. 7 Field-marked (redline) updates added 1/9/80
Rev. 8 Welds K-461 and K-463 changed; weld K-592 8/27/80

changed to K-593 per NR-2499; hanger detail
section D-D added

Rev. 9 Weld K-592 changed to K-461; weld K-593 9/4/80
changed to K-594

The RIII inspector reviewed the QC documentation for the following main
steam relief piping field welds: 160, 160A, 267A, 267B, 267C, 267D, 268B,
268C, 459, 460, and 461. The records showed that the welds had been
accomplished in accordance with the appropriate code (ASME,Section III
1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda).

The RIII inspector interpreted the radiographs for the following main steam
relief piping field welds: 160A, 459, 460, 461, 462, and 594. There were
approximately five to seven radiographs for each of these welds. Va rying
numbers of radiographs were necessary to cover the entire 360 degrees of each
pipe weld. The radiography was performed in accordance with the appropriate
code (ASME Section III 1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda). The RIII inspector

| identified no unacceptable weld indications on the radiographs.

I 5.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

i The quencher modification to the main steam relief system was being made with
| the knowledge of NRC. CG&E personnel stated they made an economic decision
; to install piping for the main steam relief system quencher modification with

| the knowledge that approximately 3 to 10% would have to be removed due to con-
! tinuing identification of changes in design loads. Because NRC does not have

regulatory jurisdiction over construction costs, no attempt was made to determine
; the estimated labor cost for the portion of pipe that was installed and removed.

The safety importance of this allegation is limited to whether the main steam
relief piping is installed properly.

RIII has concluded that the modification is being properly installed and,

tested, except for the improper voiding of one NR as discussed in Section'

4.1 of this report.
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5.1.5 Items of Noncompliance
.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.2 Improper Fittings

5.2.1 Allegation

"2000 pound fittings were installed in 1979 on residue head valves, although
5000 pound fittings are req 2 ired."

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that
the " residue head valves" or " residue heat valves" were not the components
of concern. The components involved in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were
the hydraulic actuators for the recirculation flow control valves.

Allegations 5.2 and 5.4 are both addressed in this section because the

investigation determined that both allegations were addressing the same
component.

5.2.2 Background Information.

Hydraulic actuators are used to open and close some plant valves. Actuators
on the reactor recirculation system are provided with drain lines in case
hydraulic seals in the actuator should leak. These drain lines are not

pressurized (open to atmospheric pressure) and only serve to contain possible
leaking hydraulic fluid.

5.2.3 Investigation

5.2.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated that
Individual F had told him that 6000-lb pressure fittings were required on

' the hydraulic lines in the residual heat removal system, but Individual F
! was told by a supervisor to install 3000-lb fittings.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting
j to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
'

attached to this report.

5.2.3.2 Interview of Individual F

On March 20, 1981, Individual F was interviewed by telephone. Individual F
| stated that he had heard about a valve that had been broken, but he did
| not have any firsthand knowledge of the incident. Individual F said he

knew of cases in which " half-life" (3000-lb in place of 6000-lb) fittings
were used. Two specific cases recalled by Individual F will be followed
up in a subsequent inspection (50-358/81-13- ).

Individual F repeatedly stated that it had been three years since he had
been at Zimmer and that he could not remember further specifics.

!
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5.2.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On February 10, 1981, Individual B, who had been previously interviewed
by representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated
that 3000-lb fittings were installed on two recirculation flow control
valves when 6000-lb fittings were required. He identified the fittings as
being socket welded to two small hydraulic lines on the valves in question.
Individual B stated that, to the best of his knowledge, this deficiency had
not been corrected.

Individus1 B stated that in 1979 it was reported to him that a pipefitter
bumped into the valve and a unall hydraulic fitting on the valve fell off.
He said the fitting was later identified as a nonconforming item by Kaiser,
and a design document change (DDC) was issued directing the fitting be
repaired. He stated the valve in question was manniactured by General
Electric, and General Electric later repaired the broken fitting on the
valve.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.2.3.4 Interview of T. F. Van Natta

On June 25, 1981, T. F. Van Natta, Site Control and Instrument Engineer for
General Electric, was interviewed by telephone. Van Natta stated that the
adaptor connecting the drain line to the hydraulic actuator body on a
recirculation flow control valve had been bruken off. He said that he did.

not know whether or not a pipefitter had broken the adaptor.

Van Natta indicated that the originally installed adaptor was adequate for the
designed service, but it was susceptible to mechanical damage from adjacent
construction activities that were being performed. Therefore, the decision
was made to replace the original adaptor design with the stronger flange design
defined in General Electric Field Deviation Disposition Request No. KN-1-299,
dated December 18, 1978.

Van Natta said that the actuator and three of the four hydraulic lines connect-
ing to the actuator had a design test pressure of 3000 psig. He said the fourth
line, which was addressed in Field Deviation Disposition Request (FDDR) No.
KN-1-299, was the drain line to the hydraulic system, which has a design test
pressure of 200 psig and normal operating pressure of 0 psig since the drain
line is open to the atmosphere at the drain tank.

Van Natta stated that the actuator drain ports and lines were separated from
the relatively high pressure (3000 psig) side of the actuator by two seals
(a main seal and a backup seal), each of which have a design pressure of 3000
psig.

5.2.3.5 Interview of T. E. Bloem

On June 30, 1981, T. E. Bloom, a General Electric employee, was interviewed
by NRC. Bloom stated that the nipple (adaptor) on tne hydraulic actuator to
the recirculation flow control valve for recirculation Loop A had been broken.
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5.2.3.6 Record Review

1. The RIII inspector reviewed General Electric FDDR No. KN-1-299 (designated
as nonconformance request) dated December 18, 1978, which addressed the
recirculation system flow control valve actuator. The FDDR indicated that
the following had occurred:

"The threaded adaptor which connects the drain port on the actuator body
was broken off during installation of the 1/2" NPT [ National Pipe Thread)

' hydraulic piping. This adaptor is not suitable for this application where
the connection is susceptible to damage and does not provide take down
capability."

The final disposition of the FDDR was as follows:

" Replace the defective adaptor with short tube threaded tc the actuator
and socket weld to a special flange attached to the actuator mount ledge.
A mating flange with a Viton "O" ring joint is also provided similar to
the other actuation piping connections."

The FDDR indicated that the flange modification was complete on July 13,
1979. The FDDR did not identify the specific actuator (Loop A or Loop B)
that had the defective adaptor.

2. The hydraulic actuators for the two recirculation flow contrel valves
and their respective piping, components, locations, and classifications
were identified on the following drawings (Table 5.2-1):

.

Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data

Sargent & Lundy
Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings

Recirculation Loop A

1. Actuator No. 1B33F060A-- M-47 Sheet I of 2
Rucker drawing #81999-F-402 Revision T
Revision M; Rucker Control

S/N SP19025

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet I of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revision T
ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR39AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-243 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-245

| 1RR41AD*)

* Low point drain lines are installed in the lowest points of each hydraulic
line to provide system maintenance. Low point drain lines are not the same as
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the hydraulic system drain lines (IRR39AC and IRR40AC), which are functional
parts of the hydraulic system.

Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data (continued)

Sargent & Lundy
Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings
,

b.**Line #1RR39AC 1/2" M-67 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-241,
hyoraulic system drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-244 and
line (and low point drain M-464-3-RR-247
line IRR41AC*)

c. Line #1RR39AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-242 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-246
line IRR41AB*)

d. Line #1RR39AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-239 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-240
line IRR41AA*)

Recirculation Loop B

1. Actuator No. IB33F060B M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 ~

Rucker Control S/N 19028 Revision P

**The disposition to FDDR No. KN-1-299 was applied to both drain lines
#1RR39AC and #1RR40AC.

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revision P,

ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR40AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-263 and
(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-259

j line IRR43AD*)

b.**Line #1RR40AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-262 and
hydraulic system drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-257
line (and low point drain

line IRR43AC*)

c. Liae #1RR40AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-261 and
(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-258
line 1RR43AB*)

d. Line #1RR40AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-260 and
(and low point drain line Revision P M-464-4-RR-256
1RR43AAS)

|
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i
'

The drawings indicated that the actuators and the portions of the
respective piping located inside the drywell were classified as

,

ASME Section III Class B. The portions of the respective piping.

located outside the drywell and past the the isolation valves were
.; classified as ASME Section III Class D (nonsafety related).

3. The RIII inspector reviewed an S&L design document change that
specified a change in design pressure for three hydraulic lines,

from 6000 psig to 3000 psig and for the drain line from 3000 psig
to 150 psig for the actuators for the two flow control valves.,

The Kaiser isometric drawings reflected the design pressure changes
specified in the DDC. [ Note: Revision 5 to drawing M-464-4RR-257
reflects an example of the specified change. !

4. The RIII inspector reviewed the S&L Mechanical Department Piping
Line List dated May 29, 1981, which specified the following con-
ditions for the hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-2):

Table 5.1-2 Hydraulic Line Conditions

Maximum Designed Field
Operating Operating Test
Pressure Pressure Pressure

Line No. (psig) (psig) (psig)

1RR39AA 2200 3000 3000
; 1RR39AB 2200 3000 3000
'

1RR39AC* 100 150 200
1RR39AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AC* 100 150 000
1RR40AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AB 2200 3000 3000

*These were the drain lines affected by FDDR No. KN-1-299.

'?he RIII inspector reviewed the material-takeoff record listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings indicating that
all the material and components (piping, fittings, and valves) met
or exceeded the design conditions identified on the S&L Mechanical
Department Piping Line List.

The EIII inspector reviewed the KEI-1 weld data records listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings. The records
indicated that welds had been made in accordance with the ASME
Code Sectica III-1971 Edition, with the following exceptions:

a. Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No, M-464-3-RR-239, Revision 3)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were
made for any of the welds.
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Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-240, Revision 7)--
Recorded dates for welds A-1, A-2, A-3, C-2
and C-5 indicate the welds were dye penetrant
tested (PT) before they were made.

b. Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-244, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when weids were
made for any of the welds.,

Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-241, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-6,
C-7, C-8, C-9, C-10, and C-11 were made.

! c. Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-243, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates for any of the
welds.

Line,#1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-245, Revision 5)--
Records do not reflect dates wnen welds C-5
(rework), C-6, C-7, C-8, and C-9 were made.

d. Line #1RR40AB (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-257, Revision 8)--
Record reflects QC verification of weld A-1
with written signoff instead of required QC
stamp; weld test (PT) records not available
for welds A-2, A-3, and B-2.,

e. Line #1RR40AC (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-262, Revision 7)--
Weld data records written to replace lost
weld records for welds E-2 and E-4, without
justification to assure in-process inspections
were performed.

f. Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-259, Revision 6)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds B-2,
B-5, and B-6 were made; weld test (PT) record
was not available for weld R-2.

Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-263, Revision 7)--
Weld test record was not available for welds
A-1 and A-7.

The final quality assurance engineer's review of the preceding KEI-1
weld data records had not been performed as of June 29, 1981.
Therefore, the listed exceptions are unresolved pending the final
QA engineer's review and completion of appropriate dispositions
(50-358/81-13- ).

5. The RIII inspector reviewed Kaiser Engineers, Inc., Quality Assurance
Construction Methods Instruction (QACMI) No. M-10, Revision 6 (dated
November 16, 1978), and Revision 7 (dated September 13, 1979). Both
revisions of QACMI M-10, entitled " Pressure Testing of Piping Systems,"
complied with ASME Code Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-6000.

,

-

i
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t

i The RIII inspector reviewed the following hydrostatic tect reports
for the respective hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-3):

j Table 5.2-3 Hydrostatic Test Results
E

Test Pressure (psig)

Actual
Design Max. Actual 10-Min.

Line No. Max. Allow. Initial Holding Report No.
<

IRR39AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-28
3/2/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR39AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-27
3/1/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR39AC
(Drawings 200 225 215
241, 244)

_

150 RR-53
9/27/79

(Drawing 200 215 210 160 RR-26
247) 2/26/79,

1RR39AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-25
3/5/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR40AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-32
3/6/79i

Retest ~10/4/79

1RR40AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-31
3/14/79
Retest 10/4/79

|
1RR40AC 200 215 210 160 RR-30

3/2/79
i Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-29
3/5/79
Retest 10/4/79

The precdding hydrostatic pressure tests were performed by using the system
power unit to pressurize the lines through the actuators', as described in

General Electric File No. VPF 3300-111-1 (Rucker Control Technical Manual
No. TM 81999, paragraphs 5.7.3.1 through 5.7.3.9). Therefore, the actuators
as well as the lines (pipes, fittings, valves, etc.) were subjected to the

s
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test pressures. The hydrostatic test reports indicated that the tests had
been performed in accordance with QACMI No. M-10, Revision 6 and Revision 7,
according to the effective dates.

| 5.2.3.7 Field Observations

On June 29 and 30, 1981, the RIII inspector visually inspected both of the
{ hydraulic actuators and all of the attached lines (from the actuators to
i the penetrations leading out of the drywell). The inspector identified no
| unacceptable weld indications in any of the welds connecting the actuator,
; flange, or piping. The inspector noted that all of the welds were socket

welds.,' The general piping installation, routing, material identification,
and welds were as specified on the respective isometric drawings. The
hydraulic system drain lines connected to the actuators for both of the

recirculation flow control valves were installed in accordance with FDDR
No. KN-1-299 dated December 18, 1978.

5.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The investigation revealed that the design pressure rating of three hydraulic
lines connected to the recirculation flow control valve actuators had been
changed from 6000 psig to 3000 psig, and the design pressure rating of the
drain line had been changed from 3000 to 150 psig. These design changes are
considered acceptable by NRC and the licensee.

An adaptor to a drain line on a hydraulic actuator to a recirculation flow
control valve (not the valve itself) was broken, and a site control document
was written that identified this condition. The cause of the broken adaptor
was not documented and could not be determined. The item was modified to
be less prone to damage.

The material used in the connections to the actuator was as specified on the
installation drawings. The hydraulic systems were satisfactorily pressure
tested.

The concern identified by the allegation, though not known previously by
the NRC, had been adequately addressed by the licensee.

5.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.3 Clogged Drains

5.3.1 Allegation

"A radioactive waste drain is clogged with concrete which carelessly was
poured into the drain."

5.3.2 Background Information

Plant procedures require drains to be flushed with water prior to plant
| operation to confirm that the drains are clear of all restricting debris.
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The radwaste floor drains will not handle any radioactive liquid until such
material is generated following the start of plant operations.

The terms "radwaste drains" and " radioactive waste drains," as used by;

interviewed individuals, are synonymous terms for these floor drains, which,

normally drain small amounts of radioactive water that can leak from such
sources as valve packings. The drains are designed to carry potentially
radioactively contaminated water to the waste treatment facility.

5.3.3 Investigation '

5.3.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
that, while concrete finishing work was under way in the radioactive
waste disposal area, he suggested to Kaiser construction personnel that a
pipefitter be assigned to the concrete finishing crew to assure concrete
did not enter and clog the floor drains. However, they disagreed with
this suggestion and, instead, directed the floor drains be covered with
duct tape to prevent concrete from entering and clogging the drains.
Individual A stated that concrete did enter the lines and clog the radio-
active waste drains.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information; however, he requested that the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.3.3.2 Interview of Individual B

Individual B stated that he worked as a pipefitter during 1976-1977, and
worked with the drain flushing crew for the radwaste system. Individual B
stated that during this period he observed floor drains in the system that
were clogged with concrete, which he and others unsuccessfully tried to
remove.

5.3.3.3 Interview of Test Coordinator and Startup Engineer

Telephone interviews were conducted by the Senior Resident Inspector on
| Februa ry 12, 1981 with the Test Coordinator, who was responsible for the

radwaste building drain flushing activities, and on February 13, 1981 with
the Startup Engineer, who was responsible for drain system flushes. Both
individuals indicated that some drains were found to be plugged with
unspecified debris. In all of those cases, the drains were cleared and

! flow was verified,
t

5.3.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observation

| The Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E Flushing Procedure No. DR,
j Rev. O, for the drain system, approved on September 23, 1977. The purpose

of this procedure was stated as follows: "This document details the pro-
cedure for cleaning the liquid radwaste floor drain and equipment drain
piping to the various plant sumps and drain tanks. The floor drain and

,

'
s
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equipment drain piping shall be flushed until they flow freely and all
large particulate matter is removed."

Appendices to the Flushing Procedure indicated that 152 of a total of 169
of the potential radioactive waste drains related to the radwaste building
floor drain tank, the floor drain sludge tank, the radwaste floor drain
sump, the floor drain collector tank, and the chemical waste tank had been
flushed and verified in accordance with the procedure. The appendices indi-,

cated that the verifications had been made in 1979. The licensee stated
that the flushing activities were continuing.

The Senior Resident Inspector made visual inspections of all of the
accessible radwaste drain ports identified on Sargent & Lundy drawings A-533
Rev. F, A-534 Rev. F, and A-515 Rev. N. These drawings identified the drains
in the radwaste building (elevations 496 ft, 527 ft, 513 ft, and 511 ft) and
in the auxiliary building (elevations 567 ft 5 in. , and 547 ft). None of
the observed drain ports were visibly plugged. The following floor drains
were covered with tape at the time of the inspection and were therefore not
inspected:

-
Radwaste Building--elevation 527 ft1.

a. Drain Y-20
b. Drain Y-17

2. Auxiliary Building--elevation 567 ft
_

a. Drain L-26
b. Drain G-26 (elevation 562 ft 5 1/4 in.)
c. Drain G-22
d. Drain G-20

Drain G/H-20 (elevation 562 ft 6 3/4 in.)e.

f. Drain H-22 (elevation 562 ft 7 5/8 in.)
g. Drain H/J-24
h. Drain G/H-22

|

| 5.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

Neither the flushing records, the personnel interviews, nor the Resident
Inspector's observations confirmed or denied that drains had been clogged
with concrete. NRC interviews with site personnel indicated that some

| drains had been clogged with unspecified debris. However, the investigation
confirmed that 152 out of a total of 169 of the potential radioactive waste
drains were cleared of all restricting debris. The 17 drains that remain to
be flushed are identified in the same controlled flushing procedure as the
152 that have already been flushed. RIII will determine the status of the
remaining 17 drains prior to authorizing for plant operation (50-358/81-13- ).
5.3.5 Items of Noncompliance;

No items of noncompliance were identified.
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5.4 Weak Valve Materials

5.4.1 Allegation
i

"A residue heat valve broke when a pipefitter bumped into it, raising new
questions about the quality of metal used for valves."

.

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that'
the " residue head valves" or " residue heat valves" were not the components
of concern. The components involved in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were
the hydraulic actuators for recirculation flow control valves.

Allegation 5.4 is addressed in allegation 5.2 because the investigation
determined that both allegations were addressing the same component.

5.5 Weld Rod Control

5.5.1 Allegation

" Sensitive parts on welding rods are possibly damaged through storage at '

improper temperatures and possibly lost through failure to follow proper
paperwork and labeling requirements."

This allegation addresses two weld rod concerns:

1. Weld rods were possibly absorbing moisture due to improperly controlled
rod temperatures prior to consumption, which resulted in unacceptable
welds.

2. Weld rods were not controlled because the paperwork and labeling
; requirements were not being properly followed. Therefore, welds

may have been made with incorrect weld rods.

5.5.2 Background Information

For pressure boundary (pipe) welds, the ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition
Article NB-2440 states, " Suitable storage and handling of electrodes, flux
and other welding materials shall be maintained. Precautions shall be taken
to minimize absorption of moisture by fluxes and cored, fabricated and coated
electrodes."

ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article NA-4460, states, " Measures shall
be established to provide work and examination instructions for handling,

. storage, shipping and preservation of materials, parts, components, and
( appurtenances to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for

particular products, special protective environments, such as inert gasi

1 atmospheres, specific moisture content levels and temperatures, shall be
provided and their existence verified."

For structural welds, the AUS DI.1-1972 Code, Section 4.9.2, states, "All
| electrodes having low-hydrogen coverings conforming to AWS AS.1 shall be
| purchased in hermetically-sealed containers or shall be dried at least one

- 69 -

- _. . - . -. . - . ...



DRAFT 8/15/81

hour at temperatures between 700"F and 800*F before being used. Electrodes
shall be dried prior to use if the hermetically-sealed container shows
evidence of damage. Immediately after removal from hermetically-sealed
containers or from drying ovens, electrodes shall be stored in ovens
held at a temperature of at least 250 F. E70XX electrodes that are not
used within four hours, E80XX within two hours, E90XX within one hour,
and E100XX and E110XX within one-half hour after removal from hermetically-

. sealed containers or removal from a drying or storage oven shall be redried'

before use. Electrodes which have been wet shall not be used."

The covering of low-hydrogen weld rods is hygroscopic (attracts moisture)
when not heated or otherwise protected from moisture-containing air. Water
containe hydrogen, so moisture absorption is undesirable.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod is allowed to cool below approximately 100 to
125'F and is not protected from normal atmosphere, it will begin to
attract moisture. The longer the rod is exposed, the more moisture will
be absorbed. If a significant amount of moisture is absorbed, the resulting
weld will contain porosity (gas pockets or voids). Such porosity will be
evident in visual inspections of root or filler passes of weld metal, and
will be visible in radiographs of the weld. In practice, an experienced
welder will recognize that a rod has absorbed significant moisture by the
way the weld is progressing, and will return or discard the affected rods.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod has absorbed very slight amounts of moisture,
it will not have a significant effect on the resulting weld, its strength,
or anticipated service life.

'

Kaiser Procedure SPPM No. 3.3, Revision 6, dated June 25, 1979 which was
effective during September and October 1979, states the following:

"6.4 The Weld Rod Clerk shall issue all filler material on a weight basis.
He shall record on the KEI Weld 2 form the weight of all bare rod and
covered electrodes issued.

"He shall also, record on the KEI Weld 2 form the heat number and/or
lot number for bare rods, consumable inserts and backing rings, and
the heat number and lot number for covered electrodes prior to use.

"7.3 The Weld Rod Clerk shall weigh all bare rod and covered electrodes
returned to Central Storage and record the weight on the KEr Weld 2
form. A new KEI Weld 2 form will be made out for each new issue of
electrodes to and for each welder."

5.5.3 Investigation

5.5.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he had
observed unaccounted for weld rods (weld rods without accompanying KEI-2
weld rod issue forms) and had seen weld rod warming ovens unplugged and
not being maintained at the proper temperature.

|

|

|
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Individual A also stated that during September and October 1979 a pipefitter
was not assigned to the weld rod issue point to account for weld rods during
the evening shift. He stated that weld rod and weld rod issue slips were
left out unattended for anyone to pick up and use.-

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.5.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Kaiser
required weld rod ovens be maintained at the proper temperatures at all
times. He said he could not state that every welder maintained his oven
at the right temperature, but as a supervisor he assured his own men did.

He stated that weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) were occasionally lost and, in
those cases, it was a common practice for welders to get a blank issue form,
falsify it, and present it to the Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors in order
for the weld to pass inspection. He said this was often done months after
the fact by Kaiser construction supervisors who falsified weld rod issue
forms to complete weld documentation packages. He indicated that, by doing
this, they did not have to cut out and rework welds. [ Note: Statements
alleging falsification have been forwarded to the NRC Office of Inspector
and Auditor for investigation.]

On April 14, 1981, Individual- B provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.5.3.3 Record Review and Inspection

The Resident Inspector reviewed the . receipt documentation for E7018 (low
hydrogen) weld rods purchased on orders No. 34356, 35720, 37587, 39075,
39382, 39556, 39971, and 40318. The receipt documentation indicated that
the E7018 rod had been received in sealed moisture-proof containers.

The Resident Inspector also verified that low-hydrogen electrodes (rods)
that had not been issued to the field were clearly identified and stored
in a clean, limited access, and dry area. In addition, in the field issue
rooms (rod shacks), the low-hydrogen rods were either in sealed containers
or in holding ovens at temperatures above 250*F.

The licensee provides portable rod warmers to be used near the work
activities to maintain the weld rods in a dry condition until used. KEI
Welding Filler Materials Control Procedure No. SPPM 3.3, Revision 7,
paragraphs 3.5.4.2 and 3.5.4.3, respectively, state:

"When covered electrodes are removed from a holding oven to be
issued to welders they shall be placed in a portable rod warmer.
Only one classification and heat or lot of electrodes shall be

.
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stored in each individual portable rod warmer. Each portable
rod warmer shall be uniquely marked for identification purposes
and shall be checked on a monthly basis to assure that each rod
warmer maintains a correct temperature between 175'F and 400'F.

"All covered electrodes exposed to ambient conditions for more
than four hours without coming in direct contact with water shall
be returned to central storage fcr rebaking..."

,

The Resident Inspector reviewed the December 1980 record for the Daily
Temperature Check of holding ovens W50, W27, W38, W25, W39, W19, Wil,
and W26. The record indicates : bat oven W50 was 5'F under the specified
250*F on 3 of the 22 days checked; oven W25 was 5'F under the specified
250'F 1 of the 22 days; oven W39 was 15 F under the specified 250'F on
I day out of 22; and oven W26 was 10'F under the specified 250*F on 1 day
out of 22. Although these instances violated the letter of the procedure,
the rods were still hot enough to ensure no moisture was absorbed. An
item of noncompliance was not issued because of the lack of significance
of this observation.

The Resident Inspector reviewed the record for the monthly check of
portable rod ovens (warmers). The record indicated that the temperatures
of 209 warmers were checked on January 3,1981 and that all were within
the required range of 175* to 400*F.

The Resident Inspector also observed that unacceptable rod warmurs in the
field issue rooms were properly tagged to preclude their use and were
segregated in a clearly marked area.

A review of reports of past NRC inspections disclosed instances when (1) weld
rod has been found lying outside containers or ovens, (2) portable ovens were
not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated at the
specified frequency, (4) holding ovens containing different type rods, and
(5) other control procedure requirements were not adhered to. These items
are documented in Inspection Reports No. 75-05, 76-07, 76-11, 77-02, 79-07,

,

| 79-15, 80-07, 80-14, and 80-19.

The portable rod warmers not being plugged in and holding ovens containing
different types of rods were not violations of the ASME or AWS Codes.

5.5.3.4 Physical Control of Weld Rods

The paperwork used to account for weld rod is the weld rod issue form (KEI-2).
The weld rod issue form requires signatures from the welder, the welder's
foreman, and the weld rod issuer permitting the welder to obtain weld rods
for a specific weld from the rod shack (field storeroom).

The RIII inspectors reviewed KEI Daily Timecards (personnel time records)
for 21 different days, and some respective weld rod issue forms (KEI-2
forms), to determine if a weld rod clerk was assigned to the field and rod
shack during the second shift for September and October 1979. The timecards

'
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:1

indicated that two individuals (K. Kern and G. Jones) had worked overtime
(after 4:00 p.m.) in the rod shack for 1 to 41/2 hr on 20 of the 21 days4

. | (I hr for 10 days,1.3 hr for 2 days, 2 hr for 3 days, 2.5 hr for 2 days,
'

l, 3.5 hr for 2 days, and 4.5 hr for I day).

"

The following inconsistencies were identified between the timecards and the
weld rod issue forms:

. l
' i

1. On September 5,1979, only Kern was assigned to the rod shack for I hr,

! during the second shift, but the signature mark on weld form 200379 did'

not appear to resemble Kern's signature mark and there was no signature
' mark for the rod clerk on weld form 200380.

,

'
.

2. On September 10, 1979, no one was assigned to the rod shack during the
second shift, but weld rod issue forms 200431 and 200432 had scribbled
marks indicating a rod clerk's signature.

3. On September 11, 14, 18, and 28, 1979, Kern was the only one assigned*

to the rod shack for 1 hr during the second shift, but the signature
on forms 200465, 200485, 200486, 200438, 185618, 185617, 185732, 185745,
and 185733 appeared to be representations of Jones' initials.

4. On September 17 and October 18, 1979, only Jones was assigned to the
rod shack for I hr during the second shift, but the scribbled signa-

i ture on forms 200487, 185614, and 184744 appeared to be representations
~

of Kern's signature.
i

: 5. On September 19 and 26, 1979, only Kern was recorded as being assigned
to the rod shack for 3 1/2 hr during the second shift, but the signature
on forms 185630, 185631, 185712, and 185713 appeared to be representations

! of Jones' initials.

'

6. On October 3 and 5, 1979, only Kern was recorded as being assigned to
the rod shack for 2 hr during the second shift, but the signature on
forms 184690,184662,184661, and 184660 appeared to be a representa-
tion of Jones' initials.

7. On October 4, 1979, only Jones was recorded as being assigned to the
rod shack for I hr 18 min during the second shift, but the scribbled
signature on forms 184710, 184711, and 184712 appeared to be a repre-
sentation of Kern's signature.

The welders identified on the above weld rod issue forms were pipefitters
and boilermakers working on the second shift during September and October
1979. The RIII inspector noted that the alleger was one of the assigned
pipefitters and boilermakers.

The issuance of weld rod was to be performed by the weld rod clerk as
described in H. J. Kaiser Procedure SPPM #3.3, Revision 6. This procedure

; also specified requirements to control weld rod temperature and traceability
at the rod shack.
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The tuaE QA Manager informed RIII by telephone on August 13, 1981, that the
licensee's review of all timecards for the dctes in question showed the
appropriate weld rod clerks were working on the days in question. He
indicated the NRC did not review all of the timecards. This is considered
to be an unresolved item and will be reviewed during a subsequent inspection
(358/81-13- ).

In addition, RIII inspectors on numerous occasions have observed weld rods
lying uncontrolled in the construction area.

The concerns regarding the physical control of welders identified during
the investigation of this allegation are addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

5.5.4 Findings and Conclusions

Based on the findings of this investigation, there have been instances when
(1) weld rods have been stored at improper temperatures, (2) portable ovens
were not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated at
the specified frequency, (4) weld rod issuance has not been controlled, and
(5) welds rods were observed lying uncontolled in the construction area.
The concerns identified by this and other allegations and by previous
inspection findings collectively are viewed to be significant and have
potential safety importance. These concerns are being addressed by the
licensee in the Quality Confirmation Program.

.

5.5.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.6 Argoa Gas Exposure

5.6.1 Allegation

" Argon gas valves for flushing oxygen from pipes routinely are left open
by the day crew, causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, a problem
about which CG&E Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest."

In an affidavit provided to GAP by a pipefitter (Individual A) formerly
employed at Zimmer, it was alleged that workers on the day shift routinely
crimped and wired argon gas hoses shut rather than closing the gas valves
at the source upon leaving work. The pipefitter stated that this practice
resulted in argon gas leaking from the hoses and caused the workers on
the night shift to suffer from dizziness. The pipefitter further stated

i he advised former Kaiser Safety Director Larry Cummings of his concerns
and that Cummings indicated he was not interested, because argon gas would
not hurt anyone.

On February 26, 1981 during a meeting between NRC Region III personnel,
a GAP representative, and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that he re-
ceived information from James Bedinghaus indicating that, in late fall or,

| early winter 1980, his son, John Bedinghaus, had been overcome by argon
' gas while conducting fire watch rounds in the area of the containment vessel.
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5.6.2 Background Information

Argon gas is a " shielding gas" used to purge or displace the oxygen inside
pipes in certain welding procedures, to prevent the metal from oxidizing
during welding. Argon gas is colorless and odorless. It is also heavier
than oxygen and therefore settles in low areas, displacing oxygen. This
occurs in the same manner that water displaces air as it is poured into and
fills a glass. MAPP (which actually refers to a trade name) refers to
combustible gas used in welding, typically for heating and cutting various
metals. It does not displace oxygen as argon gas does. It is colorless but
it has an odor which can be described as " noticeably foul." MAPP gas is
generally not toxic, although significant concentrations may be ignited and
become explosive.

NRC does not regulate the use of the subject gases. On February 6,1981,
the NRC Region III office telephoned the Cincinnati, Ohio, office of the

| U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA). During a conversation with OSHA representative John Phillips, it
was determined that the allegation involved a matter over which OSHA has
primary jurisdiction. An understanding was also reacned that any action
necessary to resolve this matter would be taken by OSHA. A letter confirming
this understanding, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 40, was forwarded
by Region III to the Cincinnati OSHA office on February 19, 1981.

,

By letter dated May 15, 1981, the Cincinnati OSHA office advised the NRC
Region III office that an investigation of conditions in the containment
suppression pool area had been conducted by OSHA on February 4-5, 1981.
The letter stated OSHA addressed a previous complaint alleging leahs of
argon gas at Zimmer and concluded that an air contamination or oxygen
deficiency situation did not- exist. A copy of this letter is included;

as Exhibit 41. '

i

I 5.6.3 Investigation
i

5.6.3.1 Interview with James Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by telephone. He stated|
' that he was a second shift security supervisor employed by W&W Security at

the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from February to November 1980. He stated
that while on duty, sometime in October 1980, an incident occurred during
his shift in which Security Officer Gayle Spencer became ill due to inhala-

|
tion of gas. Spencer was assisted back to the guard house to recover from

| his illness and was later sent home. Bedinghaus learned from Spencer that
; Spencer was making his rounds in the area of the reactor vessel when he

apparently became ill frcm inhalation of gas. Another worker in the areai

(whose identity Bedinghaus does not know) advised Spencer there was an
argon gas leak where he was located and that he should leave the area imme-
diately. Eedinghaus immediately reported this information to Kaiser Safety

,

| Inspector Dan Parlier, who went to check the area where the incident had
| occurred. Shortly afterwards (approximately 1/2 hour), Parlier contacted
| Bedinghaus and advised him there was a MAPP gas leak, rather than an argon

gas leak, in the area where Spencer had been. Bedinghaus indicated he was
not aware of any argon gas incident involving his son John.
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On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting to the
preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 42.

5.6.3.2 Interview with John Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, John Bedinghaus was interviewd by telephone. He stated
that he was a security officer employed by W&W Security at the Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station from October 1980 to January 1981. He advised that while

| employed at Zimmer he was never involved in any incident when he became ill
from or was overcome by argon or any other type of gas.

On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting to the
| preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 43.

5.6.3.3 Interview with Daniel Parlier

On March 12, 1981, Daniel Parlier, Kaiser Assistant Safety Representative,
was interviewed by NRC. fle stated that to his knowledge there has never'

been an incident where anyone was overcome by argon gas. He also stated he
did not believe such an incident occurred because being overcome by argon,

gas would likely cause suffocation, an incident of which he would certainly
be aware.

Parlier acknowledged that he had discovered instances when craft workers
had crimped argon and MAPP gas hoses and had wired them closed rather than
shutting the gas off at the source. He indicated he considered this practice
a serious safety concern and whenever the practice was observed he immediately
brought it to the attention of the appropriate craft supervisor.

Parlier checked the Kaiser Safety Department's " Unusual Incident Reports",

i for October 1980 to determine if a report of the incident involving Security
: Officer Spencer had been prepared. He located a report describing the
' incident in question and included the following information:

"On October 27, 1980, at 6:30 p.m. a Mapp gas leak located in the
reactor suppression pool area at elevation levels 503' and 518' wss
investigated by Daniel Parlier. Parlier reported that Security
Officer Gayle Spencer was in the reactor suppression pool at the time
of a mild Mapp gas leak. A reading taken with a M.A.S. [ intended as I

an abbreviation for the manufacturer "Mine Safety Appliances"] Explo-
simeter registered 0% on the upper and lower areas of the suppression
pool. Spencer complained of a headache and feeling tired. He was
advised by "First Aid" to see a physician if his condition worsened or
Security Supervisor James Bedinghaus was to send him to a doctor if he
became worse while still at work. Parlier took action to correct the
Mapp gas leak by turning off the gas manifolds in the reactor building
and disconnecting the gas hoses from the manifolds."

A copy of this " Unusual Incident Report" is included as Exhibit 44.

In addition to the " Unusual Incident Report" prepared by Parlier, he sent
a note dated October 27, 1980, to his supervisor, Mike Hoyman. In the note

!
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(which was apparently a " cover note" for the incident report), Parlier
advised Hoyman of the incident and concluded that the incident was a result
of the craft workers "not disconnecting their gas hoses from the manifolds."
(Disconnecting the hoses from the manifold would have necessitated that the
gas be shut off at the manifold.) A copy of the " cover note" is included
as Exhibit 45.

During a subsequent telephone conversation on April 24, 1981, Parlier was
questioned regarding how he perceived former Kaiser Safety Supervisor

* Cummings' attitude toward gas leak incidents at Zimmer. He stated it was
his opinion that Cummings was very conscientious regarding this problem and
it appeared to him Cummings considered gas leaks to be a serious safety

Parlier also remarked he did not believe Cummings ever expressedconcern.
disinterest in gas leak problems or said they were unimportant.

5.6.3.4 Interview with Larry Cummings

On April 27, 1981, Larry Cummings was interviewd by telephone. He stated that
he held the position of Kaiser Safety Supervisor at the Zimmer Nuclear Power
Station for approximately two years until he left the site in May 1980. He
verified that he was aware of instances in which workers at Zimmer crimped
and wired argon gas hoses closed rather than shutting the argon gas valves
off at the source. Cummings remarked that these instances occurred "less
than frequently, but more often than they would like." He was unable to
specify approximately how many cases of argon hose crimping the Safety
Department had detected while he was at Zimmer.

Cummings denied expressing disinterest in the argon hose crimping problem
and advised it was a topic of concera at many Safety Department meetings.
He stated that the crimping of argon hoses was a bad work practice; however,

| it was one that was hard to pin down because it was extremely difficult to
! catch the individuals responsible.

Cummings said he felt Kaiser had an adequate safety system for preventing
serious argon gas problems and incidents at the site. He explained that

*

it was Kaiser's practice and policy to place mine safety lamps wherever
I workers were located in low-lying areas, particularly the suppression pool
( area. These lamps serve as warning devices in that they remain lit unless
| a gas buildup reaches the lamps' air inlet and puts out the flame. When-

ever a safety lamp goes out, it is an indication of gas in the area and a
signal for the workers to immediately evacuate the area. Cummings stated
he knew of no instances when any workers were ever overcome by argon gas.

5.6.4 Findings and Conclusions
[

l

| No evidence was obtained to show that the argon gas valves were routinely
left open, that persons on the night crew had been overcome by argon gas,,

| or that Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest in the argon gas
problem.

Notwithstanding the above, it was determined that there had been instances
when craft workers had crimped argon gas hoses and wired them closed rather
than shutting the gas off at the source.

t
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This matter is under the jurisdication of the U.S. Department of Labor,'

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). An OSHA inspection ;

did not confirm a situation of air contamination or oxygen deficiency at,

the time of their inspe: tion.

5.6.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.7 Damaged Prefabricated Piping

i 5.7.1 Allegation

" Prefabricated piping received in 1977 has defective welds, but construc-
tion supervisors told crews not to repair them because the welds were made
offsite."

During an interview with Applegate and GAP representatives, this allegation
was clarified to be piping received July 3, 1979, the subject of one of
Applegate's prior allegations.

5.7.2 Background Information

The following summarizes the initial investigation of this allegation as
documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

On June 29, 1979, Pullman Power Products of Williamsport, Pennsylvania,
also known as the M. W. Kellogg Company, shipped five prefabricated pipe
spool pieces by truck to the Zimmer site for installation in the main -
steam relief (MSR) system, a safety-related system. The spool pieces were
received on July 3,1979, and nonconformance report E-1911 was written on
July 5, 1979, stating the spools had " rolled off the truck onto the ground."
The nonconformance report had the effect of placing the spool pieces in a
" hold" status in the Kaiser warehouse. The welds on the five spool pieces
were later radiographed. The radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld
indications in welds en three of the five spool pieces. On September 18

i through 28, 1979, despite the issuance of the nonconformance report, the
| spool pieces were released to construction and installed. As documented

in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09, the licensee was found to be1

in noncompliance with NRC requirements for the release of the spool pieces
prior to establishing acceptability. During April and May 1980, the welds
on the spool pieces were examined ultrasonically and by magnetic particle
testing and found to be acceptable.

On April 8, 1980, the RIII inspector reviewed the radiographs on all five
spool pieces (IMS08BB12-6B, IMSO9BA12-1AH,1MS08BA12-58H, IMS11B12-7BE,
and IMS10BA12-1CH). The films (radiographs) were marked "For Information
Only" because an acceptable radiographic technique could not be established
because of the configurations and thicknesses of the spool pieces.

RIII personnel determined that radiography was not the correct nondestructive
examination (NDE) technique for the spool pieces. The geometrical configura-;

tions and relatively large thicknesses of the spool pieces would prevent

' *

78 -

!

_ _ _ ~ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ . _ , _ _ . _ . - - - , _ . - -,



__

DRAFT 8/15/81

accurate displays of weld indications on the radiographs. A weld indication
shown on the radiograph could be caused by distortion. The ultrasonic and
magnetic particle tests ultimately performed on the installed spool pieces
were correct techniques.

1

5.7.3 Investigation
;

5.7.3.1 Interview with Individual A

I On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he hadi

provided information to GAP regarding this allegation, and he was referring
to five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellog that fell
off a truck during their delivery to the site. He stated that Peabody
Magnaflux (PM) radiographers examined the pieces and found defective welds
on some of them. He said construction personnel installed the spool pieces
in the plant, disregarding PM's finding on the welds.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.7.3.2 Interview with David Hang

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was
interviewed. He stated that in August 1979 Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding
Engineer, asked him to radiograph MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the
truck on delivery to the Zimmer site. Hang said the examination was to
determine if any of the welds on the pieces had cracked from the impact of
the fall. Hang indicated that three of the five spool pieces he examined
had what appeared to be unacceptable radiographic indications. He said he
reported this in the Report of Radiographic Examination submitted to Pallon
and also told Pallon that radiography was the wrong technique to use to
examine welds of this configuration. Hang said he advised Pallon that an '

ultrasonic examination should be performed in this case. Hang also stated
the spool pieces were ultrasonically examined in April 1980 and the welds
were found to be acceptable.

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, Hang provided written sworn statements
attesting to the preceding information, copies of which are included as
Exhibit 46.

5.7.3.3 Record Reviews

On February 24, 1980, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward reviewed records that indi-
cated the five spool pieces were ultrasonically examined by Pullman Power
Products (Kellogg) in April and May 1980 and examined by magnetic particle
testing by Peabody Magnaflux in April 1980. The records showed that welds
on all five pieces were acceptable. The magnetic particle records indicated
that piece 1-MS-11B-12-7BH, weld No. V, had a linear indication approximately
1/4-in. long, which was ground, retested, and found' acceptable.
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N

The RIII inspector determined that the ultrasonic and magnetic particle tests,

j were valid examinations for the spool piece welds,

i 5.7.3.4 Field Observations

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward made visual examinations
of all of the uelds on the five spool pieces and identified no unacceptable,

; indications. The spool pieces had been installed in the main steam relief
system prior to the time of the visual examinations.

!

5.7.4 Findings and Conclusions'

The subject of this allegation was investigated by NRC in early 1980. At
that time radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld indications in,

welds on three of five spool pieces. One item of noncompliance was cited'

in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09 for releasing and installing
the spool pieces before determining their acceptability. Subsequently,
the licensee and RIII independently determined that ultrasonic testing,
rather than radiography, was the correct nondestructive testing technique
for examining welds of that geometry and thickness. The welds were
examined by ultrasonic and magnetic particle testing and determined to
be acceptable.

t

5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified. ~

5.8 Prefabricated Pipe Welds *

| 5.8.1 Allegation
|

"At least three sources contacted by [ Thomas] Applegate confirmed that an
estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either
Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang
no speci ic source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and

James Tyner were named as having additional information. The name
teve Sellars is in error, as no such individual was employed at Zimmer.

It appears that this was a reference to Steve Binning.
i

5.8.2 Background Information

; Radiography is similar to a medical X-ray procedure, with the exception that
a small but intensely radioactive material (source) is utilized to produce the
radiation. The radiographic film that is produced is like an X-ray and can be
a permanent record. Nuclear welding codes often specify radiographic testing
(RT) as a required examination. In many cases, the weld root pass (bottom
portion of the weld, or first welding pass) is radiographed for information,

| and to determine if the root is acceptable. The completed weld is radiographed
l for formal code acceptance. Nuclear welding codes contain detailed standards

|
|
'
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for radiography, including extent of exposure and clarity of the resulting
radiographic film.

A radiograph is interpreted (read) by an interpreter. Radiographic interper-
ters are assigned levels of authority and responsibility based on examination
and length of experience, with a Level III radiographer being the highest level.

When a radiograph is read, a " reader sheet" is filled out. The reader sheet
identifies the weld, date of radiography, radiographic technique, interpreter,
areas of the weld included, and the conclusions of the interpreter. The reader
sheet is normally filed with the radiographs it represents.

Many types of defects or discontinuities can be detected through radiography,
including incomplete fusion, cracks, pososity, slag, oxidation, undercut, and
other defects. The welding Code applied indicates the requirements for weld
acceptability, and defects may be acceptable as provided in the relevant Code.
Many interpretations are highly subjective, and it is possible for interpreters
to disagree on the acceptability or rejectability of an observed defect. In
some cases, additional radiography may be performed to provide additional in-
fo rmation. As long as the pipe. is not inaccessible, subsequent radiography
is normally not difficult or too time-consuming.

In practice, the most common occurrence is that a section of a veld, rather
than the whole weld, will include rejectable defects. The section of the
weld containing the defects is then removed through grinding, re-welded, and
re-radiographed. If the repair radiograph is acceptable, the entire weld can
be accepted.

.

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors.
These items contain welds, and vendors are required to perform nondestructive
examination of these welds according to applicable codes and standards. ASME
Section III standards require 100% nondestructive examination for safety-related
welds. When radiography is required, radiographs are provided to the utility
purchasing the item for review and permanent filing.

5.8.3 Investigation

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he was a pipefitter
assigned to assist employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm responsible
for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that in his opinion
20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellogg were defective.
He indicated that he based his opinion on a statement made by PM personnel that
they had observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured
by Kellogg on four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds in the residual
heat removal (RHR) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not
found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph
10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sellars and
Da.id Binning reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not
to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.

'
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1

Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in
August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of main steam
relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Allegation 5.7) that had fallen off
a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining the spool
pieces, PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said
CG&E overruled PM's findings on this examination, but PM retained copies of
their reports and could provide investigators with further information,

regarding this matter.

Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of the
prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the
statement.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report. '

s

5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B
:

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a
telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, he responded in the
affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant
were defective. He said he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-
fabricated pipe welds were defective.

Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation
because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the
type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information
about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generally
confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was
a misquote. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds in
question were defective.

|

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.8.3.3 Interviewwith[)amesTyner$3

On April 16,1981, 7ames Tyner, fonner Kaiser Pipefitter Superintenden[) was
interviewed by NRC.' He stated he was contacted by a GAP representative who
asked him if he was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds were
defective and that Robert Marshall had concurred with this statement. He said
ne responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that statement
and said the prefabricated welds would have to be rad'ogra hed and the results
evaluated before he could make such a determination. Tyner said the pipe welds
in the plant are good, and attributed this to Kaiser's Welder Qualification
Program which identified unqualified welders and prohibited them from working
on safety-related welds.
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?
Tyne}} recalled that on one occasion PM radiographers examined a Kaiser field!

17 eld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this
piping was part of the class D portion of the closed cooling water system and
was not safety-related piping. He indicated that the radiographers may have.

applied safety-related standards to a nonsafety-related pipe and therefore

of 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds b[jyne[} stated this was not indicative
found rejectable defects in the welds.

eing defective.

5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall;

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that
20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall
a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers'

Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe
support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned that
a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware
of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Anthony Pallon, Kaiser
Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability of
Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.

Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg prefabricated
spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds
were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level
III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward. He said Baker and
Ward determined that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the
view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the
use of an improper technique.

5.E.3.5 Interview with David Hang

Ca February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated PM was responsible for conducting radio-
graphic examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely
radiograph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.
He stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.
He said on occasion, when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or 'if a Kaiser
weld overlapped a'Kellogg weld, PM would examine and find defects in the
Kellogg weld. In each instance, these defects were reported to Kaiser on
the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for
corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR
spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The
examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact
of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him
radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces were
Schedule 844 pipe (3-1/2-in. wall thickness) with welds 1-1/2-in. wide, which
would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds were defective.
When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle
through laminations in the steel, which would prevent them from seeing some
defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the spool pieces
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for "information only" purposes and reported his findings to Pallon. Hang
said he found five of the twenty welds were unacceptable based on the radio-
graphs; however, the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and
found acceptable. He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper
technique to examine the spool pieces and is the valid examination.

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written sworn statement attesting.

to the preceding information, a copy of which included as Exhibit 47.
,

5.8.3.6 Interview with Steyen Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
~.

by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible
for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser
welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radiograph prefabricated spool
pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg
prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of the welds on
prefabricated spool pieces were defective.

He did recall one occasion when David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that
had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but he later
determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and
the technique used was therefore unacceptable.1

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 48.

5.8.3.7' Interview with David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-
cated spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,
David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on
delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-,

| mation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

After a further examination of the film, Hang had determined the geometric
configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.
Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard PM employees
mention that 20% o' the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.

i

, 5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars
t

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive
examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that
he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated
pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg
welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination
which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film
and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware
that, when one examines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the
geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which
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are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified
defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the
defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-
ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field
welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping
Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the pre-
fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined
all of the prefabricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site
and that it was Kellogg's responsibility, not that of PM, to examine these
welds.

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked
David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off the
truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph
the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique
was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool
pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon
requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool
pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use
when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic
examination did not detect any defects in the spool pieces.

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 49.

5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from January to
August 1980 and during this period supervised PM radiographers onsite.
Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-
fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one
incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to

| radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The
radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam-
ination, they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said
they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-
graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry
was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the
spool pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining
Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld
that overlapped a Kaiser weld. He said the defects would be noted on the
examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when
welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of
the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of
no reason why any PM employee would state that 20% of the prefabricated welds
onsite were defective.
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5.8.3.10 Racord Reviews

Region III inspectors reviewed radiographs of the following field and shop
welds in spool pieces in the residual heat removal (RHR) system (the system
identified by Individual A as containing defective welds) to determine if
there were any unacceptable indications in the welds or adjacent material
(see Table 5.8-1).

Table 5.8-1 Welds in the RHR System

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter
No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

Field Welds

IRH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4
1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4
1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4
1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4
1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4
1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6
1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10
1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 10
1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 ~ RH123 6
1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10
1RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10
1RH02B6 RHIS 20 1RH02B2C0 RHISB 20
1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20
1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20
1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 16
1RH02BA20 RH8 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20
1RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 20
1RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RF4 20
1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20
1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20
1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16
1RH02BA20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 18
1RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 18
1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20
1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20
1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16
1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

Sh39 Welds

IRH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 16
1RH02BA20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20
1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20
1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18
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The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the
62 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds
or the adjacent material.

In addition to the welds in Table 5.8-1, the inspectors reviewed radiographs
of 206 prefabricated pipe (shop) welds (700 radiographs) for acceptable
radiographic testing (RT) technique, weld quality, and documentation (see,

Appendix B).
,

Radiographs of the welds were reviewed per ASME Section III, 1971 Edition,
with Winter 1972 Addenda, and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415,
and ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic technique deficiencies were
identified in 517 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications were
identified in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs were
made without required shims under the penetrameters. An additional four
radiographs were made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter.

- ASME Section III, 1971 Edition, with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX,
paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that
the total thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same
as the total weld thickness...."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)
Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,
states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the bas,e metal plus
the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically
similar material to the weld metal."

! The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the noted welds
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA
Manual, Section 11.2 (50-358/81-13-13).

1

All of the radiographs in which the penetrameters were insufficiently shimmed,

were previously accepted by the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized
Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steac. Boiler Insurance Company) at the fabri-

[ cator's shop, the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services), and the
; licensee at the site. (Special identification of the 206 welds for which
j radiographs were examined is included as Exhibit 50.)
|

A penetrameter is a device used to determine the image quality of a radio-
graph, usually a thin strip of metal of a thickness specified as some
percentage of thickness of the material being radiographed. Placed on
the part being radiographed, it is normally required that it be of material
radiographically similar to that of the item being inspected. Various
sized holes, multiples of the penetrameter thickness, are on the strip.
The ability of the radiograph to show some definate sized hole establishes

I its quality. The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine
L if the radiograph has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications
| that are in noncomformance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient

shimming of the penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thickness

!
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under the penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness, thus estab-
1 lishing a valid reference for identifying weld indications. An insufficiently
j shimmed penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received
; sufficient exposure to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion
; of the weld that is thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

The licensee disagreed with the NRC interpretation of Paragraph IX-3334.4
1 of the ASME Code, Section III-1971, regarding the use of shims under the

penetrameter. This matter was discussed in a meeting on April 30, 1981,
between representatives of RIII, RIV, the State of Ohio, the National
Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and the licensee and his
consultants. The meeting is documented in IE Inspection Report No.
50-358/81-16. The representatives from the State of Ohio and the National
Board concurred with the NRC's position.

A program that may demonstrate the adequacy of the radiographs in question
is being implemented by CG&E and is included in the Quality Confirmation
Program. This program is described in Section 11.

5.8.3.11 Verification

Region III inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the
respective radiographs by comparing a sketch (onionskin) made by the RIII
inspectors, of the welds depicted in the respective radiographs for the
following welds:

Pipeline No. Weld No.

1FC36CA621 B -

IMS20B3169 A
IFC02AB818 B
IMS20B3169 D
1FC39CA621 C
1FC02AB818 A

5.8.4 Findings and Conclusions

Interviews with the individuals identified by the alleger did not provide
specific information of any defective weld. Therefore, the RIII inspector
examined more than 700 radiographs to determine the acceptablility of the
welds. No unacceptable welds were identified; however,187 radiographs could
not be interpreted because of an unacceptable radiographic technique. To
provide further assurance that both prefabricated and field welds are satis-
factory, the quality of the welds and the radiographic technique have been
addressed in the Quality Confirmation Program.

1

I
,
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i

5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance
4

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to assure that radiography
-

j test requirements for shimming the penetrameter had been satisfied).

5.9 Design Control
r

j 5.9.1 Allegation

'

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after the fact to conform with
piping that already had been installed."

5.9.2 Background Information

Problems associated with the design and installation of large-bore piping
and pipe suspension systems were identified by the RIII inspection program
beginning in May 1978. Similar problems were identified for small-bore
piping and pipe suspension systems beginning in February 1980. Seventeen
inspections have covered these large-bore and small-bore pipe and piping
suspension systems.

Problems related to installations not being in accordance with design
drawings were identified for large-bore piping and pipe suspension systems
in an August 1978 RIII inspection and for small-bore piping and pipe sus-
pension systems in a February 1980 inspection. The resolution of these
problems is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.3 Investigation

5.9.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
Kaiser construction personnel used " construction aids" rather than final
design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe support hangers on

| site. He stated that if a pipe support hanger or pipe piece was moved,
'

the construction aid was changed in the field without an engineer's
concurrence. He said there was no assurance that the pipe was in the
proper location or was installed as designed. He characterized this as,

| designing pipe hanger and support systems "after the fact" because the
construction aids were used as the final drawing after installation,

i Individual A said the systems were not installed to follow drawings approved
l by an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed by construc-

tion and the engineer took the construction aid and made it into the final

drawing for the system. He said this occurred because Sargent & Lundy (S&L),
the architect-engineer, did not have enough engineers assigned to the site
to draw and approve design changes on the pipe support system or to provide
accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to use when
installing the systems.
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On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding infornation; however, he requested the staterent not bes

attached to this report.

5.9.3.2 Interview with ames Tyne

On April 16,1981,lamesTyner,formerKaiserPipefitterSuperintendent,

was interviewed by TRC. He stated his concern about Kaiser's practice o
installing pipe supports from " construction aids" or " field sketches" rather
than from approved design drawings. He said construction was far ahead of
schedule and the designers were behind in this area. He stated that pipe
supports as drawn on the construction aid occasionally did not fit in the
location they were designed for and were moved arbitrarily and noted in
red on the construction aid. This change was then trans osed o the final

'

drawing without an engineer's evaluation of the change. yner indicated
that this resulted from poor initial design on the const etion aid itself.

hyne]alsosaidthat,inhisopinion,thelicenseedidnothavequalified
engineers or engineering support staff on site to properly draw the con-
struction aids to match actual conditions in the plant.

5.9.3.3 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individuel B stated that
he was provided with a field construction drawing or construction plan
when installing systems in the plant. The system would be installed and
the engineering staff would be shown where construction personnel had made
changes or alterations in the installation of the system. He characterized
this as construction designing the systems while they were being installed,
rather than designing the system by engineers. Individual B indicated that
in 1977 Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors contracted from Butler Services,

I Inc., saw this y ractice and directed that it be stopped because it was
contrary to Quality Control Procedures.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.i

5.9.3.4 Review cf Previous NRC Inspections

NRC has previously identified problems with the installation.of pipe hangers
and the related quality assurance inspection program. These problems were
documented and notices of violation were issued in Region III Inspection
Reports No. 78-10, 78-18, 78-22, 78-27, 78-32, 79-03, 79-10, 79-11, 79-22,
79-37, 80-05, 80-13, 80-16, 80-22, 80-25, 81-04, and 81-17.

1. RIII inspection of large bore piping and pipe suspension system design
and installation was initiated in May, 1978. By the latter part of

5 1978, RIII was aware that most of the existing installations were not
in accordance with the design, due to implementation of an inadequate
installation and QA/QC program. The situation was further compounded
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by the updating of GE design criteria that invalidated the previous
engineering design and calculations. Since then, the licensee has
determined that all installations are considered preliminary and that
final calculations will be performed prior to system test and acceptance.

'

Because of this, RIII has not inspected large bore piping suspension
system hardware since 1979. The findings relative to support installa-
tions not in accordance with design and inadequate design review remain'

open.
-

2. RIII inspection of small bore process and instrumentation piping and e
pipe suspension system design and installation was initiated in February,
1980. Problems relative to field design changes being made without S&L
approval are documented in Inspection Report 80-05. At present, the
design of small bore systems is contracted to Nuclear Power Services, Inc.
(NPS). RIII review of the NPS program and its implementation will be a
part of future routine site inspections.

3. RIII inspections of small bore CRD piping and pipe suspension systems
design and installation were performed in December, 1980. The inspection
identified inadequacies in design and the QA/QC programs and as a result
CG&E issued a Stop Work Order. RIII followup inspection in June, 1981
(Report No. 81-17) resolved most of the findings, however, the present
RCI design control provisions relative to procedures; verification and
approval remains open.

The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been and continue to
be closely monitored by Region III.

5.9.4 Findings and Conclusions
'

There have been cases of both large- and small-bore piping and pipe suspension
systems being installed without proper design control. Field installations
have been made that were not in accordance with approved design documents.
This problem was initially identified for large-bore piping systems during
a May 1978 RIII insp2ction. It was initially identified for small-bore
piping systems during an RIII inspection in February 1980, which was con-
ducted as a result of an allegation concerning small-bore piping problems
at another RIII facility.

These problems have resulted in items of noncompliance, management meetings
with the licensee and licensee stop work orders, one of which was confirmed
in an Immediate Action Letter. Resolution of these problems is not complete
and is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

- 91 -

|



__ _

DRAFT 8/15/81
-

>

!

5.10 Cable Tray Hangers and Loading
,

; 5.10.1 Allegation

" Shock-absorbing electrical tray hangers previously found unsatisfactory
are still unsafe due to faulty welds, and electrical cable trays remain
dangerously full."

i

5.10.2 Background Information-

During an interview on February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate and a GAP
representative, Thomas Devine, indicated that Edwin Hofstadter was the
source of this allegation.

Hofstadter was employed by Husky Products, the Zimmer cable tray vendor,
between February 8,1973 and August 4,1978. He wrote a letter of com-
plaint th:,t he sent to various parties on August 18, 1978. RIII personnel
contacted him by telephone on September 9,1978, and he was interviewed by
RIII personnel on September 29, 1978. His allegations, relating to materials
and welding on cable trays supplied to the Zimmer and Clinton sites, were
investigated in detail by RIII, and the findings related to Zimmer are
documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/78-21. The RIII investigation
resulted in one item of noncompliance (a deficiency), but cable tray materials
and welding were considered acceptable.

During the 1978 RIII investigation, Hofstadter sent a series of letters~

to the NRC (dated September 30, October 9, 19, 20, 31, December 15,.1978,
and February 11, 1979) stating his concerns and expressing dissatisfaction
with NRC investigation findings. On February 2,1979, a public press con-
ference was held in Cincinnati wherein RIII personnel met with Hofstadter,
a lawyer representing Ralph Nader, and representatives of Citizens Against

| A Radioactive Environment (CARE), an intervenor group, to discuss the NRC
investigation.

At RIII's request, a vendor inspection of Husky Products was performed by
Region IV personnel during February 12-15, 1979 (Report No. 99900356/79-01).
The inspection did not identify significant deficiencies (QA Manual lacked
description of duties or policy statement, weld procedure 107 lacked
welding parameters for metal under 1/4-in.).

On March 9, 1979, CARE sent a letter to various media representatives, taking
issu = with the RIII finding of cable tray acceptability. Subsequently, the
Missiszippi Valley Power Project (MVPP), another intervenor group, introduced
the accrptability of cable trays and cable tray loading as contentions in the
Zimmer 12a.ensing hearings. _These contentions were accepted for litigation,
and extensive testimony by NRC, Husky Products, CG&E, Hofstadter, and MVPP
personnel is documented in the hearing transcripts.

A review of the Atomic Safety Licensing Board hearing transcripts indicated
that they did not reveal any significant information not included in the
RIII investigation report. The conclusion of cable tray acceptability has
not been altered.
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Hofstadter made no allegations concerning cable tray hangers, and these
were not supplied by Husky Products.

, s w
,

A report (50.55e) was submitted to NRC by the licensee concerning cable
tray hanger welding deficiencies on July 17, 1978. A followup report was
sent to the NRC on October 30, 1978. Review of the licensee's corrective
actions was performed during an inspection c'daducted during March 21-23,
1979. During that inspection, corrective action appeared to be acceptable,
but had not been completed. %

5.10.3 Investigation
_

. ~

.

5.10.'3.1 Interview of Edwin Hofstadter , -
*

,

Edwin Hofstadter was contacted by telephone on July 31, 1981. He stated his
concerns dealt with cable tray (fittings) welding, and he had no knowledge
of cable tray hangers. He expressed concern regarding cable tray loading at
Zimmer. '

5.10.3.2 Observations and Reviews Concerning Cable Tray Hanger Welds

The following findings address the present review of the allegation as
expressed by GAP in their letter of December 10, 1980, to the Merit Systems
Protection Board concerning cable tray hangers and cable tray loading.

RIII inspectors made visual inspections of both vendor and field welds on
the following Superstrut cable tray hangers in the cable spreading room and
blue switchgear room, and at an elevation of 473-ft in the auxiliary building. *

The following data was noted for the cable spreading room:
' - t

1. No. 14H11FEC145--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
,

2. No. 14H11FEC147--no unacceptable weld discontinuitiesm

3. No. 4H2FEC193--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
|

covered with fireproofing
,

4

4. No. 15HIFEC160--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connecti5is
covered with fireproofing

w .

5. No. 70KFEC165 (cross brace member No. 23HV5FEC294)--welds had irregular
profile, porosity, and undercut !"

6. No. 15H2FEC175 (second horizontal member from the top)--weld had undercut

7. No. 14H11FEC146 (cross member)--an apparent vendor weld had undercut -

and slag
,

8. No. 16HIFEC156 (weld marked rejectad)--weld had spatter and undercut

All of these welds were painted; therefore, the RIII inspector examined for
relatively large discontinuities only,
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The unacceptable welds identified'on hangers 70HFEC165, 15H2FEC175,
14H11FEC146, and 16H1FEC156 were not controlled in any QA document. This
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Wm. H. Zimmer4

QA Manual, Section 15 (358/81-13-09).

The RIII inspectors reviewed approximately 180 construction inspection
plans (CIPs) and inspection records for the hangers in the cable spreading
room (elevation 536 ft in the north section of the auxiliary building). The
licensee stated that inspections documented on the CIPs also included vendor
welds, even tdough the records only reflected field welds. The vendor welds
were inspected because of repairs necessary to close the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report telephoned to NRC on July 17, 1978. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
indicated that vendor welds on Superstrut cable tray hangers, which were

,
. used only in the cable spreading room (PW Industries hangers are utilized

elsewhere and appear acceptable), did not meet the visual inspectionx

requirements of AWS D1.1-1972. The CIP records and the 10 CFR 50.55(e)-

report indicate that all of the final field and vendor welds were reinspected
after repairs were made to velds on more than half of the 141 hangers. These
were accepted by the licensee in December 1980 and January 1981.

No inspection records were available to indicate that in-process inspections
of either the field or vendor welds were made to verify proper filler metal,
weld procedure, welder's qualifications, surface conditions, etc., as
required'by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 6. Certificates had been
supplied by the vendor stating that the material met the purchase specifi-
cation requirements. The RIII inspector requested the licensee ts obtain
the in process and field weld inspection records for the hanger welds made
by the vendor (Superstrut). A letter dated May 1, 1981, ffom Midland-Ross
Corporation to CG&E was provided to the RIII inspector on June 1,1981.
The letter indicated that Superstrut had been acquired by the Midland-Ross
Corporation in January 1978, and that no records could be located with
respect to in process inspection of hangers supplied to Zimmer.

Discussions with pertinent QC management and inspection personnel revealed
that the welds documented on the above CIPs had been inspected after having
been painted. The licensee stated that field visual examinations of tray

'
hanger welds sere based on H. J. Kaiser Company Procedure No. SPPM 4.6,s '

Revision 8, dated August 29, 1980, paragraph 5.1.3, which states , " Surface
condition--joint surfaces to be examined shall be cleaned and free from slag,
rust, arc' burns, paint, dirt, or other contaminants that would interfere with
the examination." The licensee stated that paint (Galvanox) applied to the
hanger welds did not interfere with visual examination and, in some cases,
actually highlighted discontinuities.

AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, states, ". . . Welded joints shall not be
painted until after the work has been completed and accepted...."

The apparent lack of in-process and adequate final inspections of the
above field and vendor hanger welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion' X, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1.2 (358/81-13-10).

The RIII inspector requested the design acceptance criteria that was used
by QC to evaluate the undercut on hanger 15H2FEC175. The licensee provided
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,

S&L Specification H-2713, Supplement 7, Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser
Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, Revision 8, paragraph 5.2.9, which allows up toi

1/16-in. undercut on the cable tray hanger welds. The 1/16-in. criterion' -

. does not comply with AWS DI.1-1972, Section 3.6.4, which states, "For
! buildings and tubular structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch.

, deep when its direction is transverse to primary tensile strets in the part.

that is undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."'
!

Further review of Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, paragraph 5.2, revealed other
noted exceptions to the AWS DI.1-1972 code. These exceptions included
fillet weld size and weld convexity. On March 5, 1981, S&L provided a
documented investigation program of fillet weld size for P-W Industries

; cable pan hangers, purchase order No. 7070-25102. This program was
performed by Gladstone Laboratory of Cincinnati to substantiate the

'

design adequacy of the undersized fillet welds at the flare bevel joints
of the cable pan hangers. The study was based on a sample of 95 welds,

! cut from P-W cable tray hangers. The 95 welds were sectioned and etched
to determine actual weld size and relative weld quality. Only one weld
was identified as rejectable due to a lack of fusion. Although this study
may justify that the neld size was adequate where the weld penetration
was not meaturable by normal visual techniques, no justification was pro-f

1 vided to substantiate the exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 Code requirements
1 concerning weld ccavexity and undercut.

These deviations from the AWS Code are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion III, the Win. H. Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, and the Wn. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.3 (358/81-13-11).

The following data was noted for the blue switchgear room hangers (eleva-
tion 525 f t and drawing E-96):,

1. No. 1H029--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. SH25--foot connection covered with fireproofing; no visible
unacceptable weld discontinuities

i

3. No. SH30 (2)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

; 4. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

5. No. 1H079--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
!
i 6. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

! 7. 2 Nos. SH19--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

8. No. 109HV4 (east and west sides)--had unacceptable weld discontinuities
; that were controlled on construction inspection plans (records)
,

i 9. No. 1H28-2--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
f
i 10. No. 1H28-1--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

11. No. 1H29--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
a.
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12. No. SH30--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

13. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
4

14. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

15. No. 5H19 (4)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

16. No. SH3(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

17. No. SH2(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

18. No. SH25--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing.

The following data was noted for elevation 473 ft auxiliary building
hangers:

1. No. SH009 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 4H3 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 2H1 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

4. No. 5H010 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable veld discontinuities

5. No. 5H012 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
.

6. No. 6H1 (2) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptabla weld discontinuities

7. No. 6H1 (1) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

Four to six welds were inspected on each of the preceding bangers.

Several of the tray hanger foot connections (where the hangers are attached
to the structural beams) were covered with fireproofing and could not be
inspected. Therefore, the RIII inspector requested QC inspection documen-

| tation to assure that the welds covered by fireproofing were acceptable.
i The licensee provided a copy of Surveillance Report (SR) No. 2893 dated

January 8,1981, which stated that 94 of 179 (Superstrut) cable tray hangers
in the cable spreading room have one or both foot connections covered with
fireproofing. The SR requested clarification as to what QC should do since
the foot connections had not been inspected. As of March 27, 1981, the SR
had no disposition.

| This item is unresolved pending resolution of SR No. 2893 and action to
resolve other hanger connections throughout the plant that were covered
before they were inspected (358/81-13-12).

|
i The concerns identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality

Confirmation Program.

L

9
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5.10.3.3 Observations, Reviews, and Interviews Concerning Cable Tray Loading

The RIII inspector made field observations, reviewed and discussed site
ecdcrol measures, and reviewed and discussed the design basis and verifica-
tions regarding cable tray loading. Tray loading was considered in three,

aspects: cable ampacity or thermal loading; physical weight loading; and
the commitments in the Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1.

1. The following cable tray routing points (nodes) were selected for the
reviews and discussions:

1057A--yellow division / power tray--selected because of the higha.
design index (DI) of 1.44 (see 5.10.3.3 paragraph 3 for explanation
of design index).

b. 2025A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high DI
of 1.46.

2023A--blue division / power tray--selected for verification of DIc.
accuracy (DI of 1.18).

J. 2038A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high
DI of 1.44.

2039A--blue division / power trcy--selected during field observa-e.
tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.

~

f. 1073A- yellow division / power tray--selected for verification of
the number of cables installed.

g. 2086B--blue division / control tray--selected during field observa-
tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.

h. 1104B- yellow division / control tray--selected because of the high
i DI of 1.54.

i. 2027A--blue division / power tray--selected because of high DI of
1.46.

|

| 2. The RIII inspector and a licensee representative counted the cables in
j the following tray nodes and compared the counts with the number of cables
| listed in the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report, dated February 2, 1981:

Node Field Count Report Count

| a. 1057A 27 27

| b. 2025A 24 23 (see explanation below)
i c. 2039A 39 39
| d. 1073A 32 33 (see explanation below)
|

!
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The Cable Pan Loading Report is a computerized periodical that gives
the design status of cable tray loads. The report identifies individ-
ual cable numbers that have been specified to be routed through the
segmented tray points (nodes).

The RIII inspector reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report
dated February 5,1981, and some cable pull (installation cards) to
verify that the cables specified for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, and
1073A in the Loading Report had actually been installed. For trayi

node 2025A, cable No. LL145 was found to be two individual conductors
and, for tray node 1073A,-the records indicated that cable No. VP210
had not yet been installed, which accounted for the discrepancies
between the preceding field and report counts. No other discrepancies
were identified in either the design or installation reports and records
for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, 2039A, and 1073A. Thus, the design and
installation records appeared to match the numbers of cables actually
installed in the plant.

The RIII inspector also compared the number of cables specified in
the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report for tray nodes 2023A against the
H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report. The cables on the two reports
matched.

3. The RIII inspector inquired how the computerized design index program
correlated to Zimmer FSAR Secticn 8.3.3.1 (dealing with ampacity) and
Section 3.10.1.2.3.c (dealing with physical weight lim,itations).

'a. FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 states the following:

8.3.3.1.1 In Trays

All power cables to be used in ZPS-1 are assigned
in accordance with Table 8.3-18. The tables for
power cable loading are based on IPCEA [ Insulated
Power Cable Engineers Association] Publication
No. P-46-426.

I

! 8.3.3.1.2 Not In Trays

The thermal ampacity of power and control cables
with no part of their length in solid-bottom tray
are in accordance with IPCEA P-46-426, with appro-
priate rating factors applied for ambient, shields,
and direct-current service.

8.3.3.1.3 Fill

i

,
The summation of the cross-sectional areas of the

j cables shall not exceed 50% of the tray usable
cross-sectional area or two layers of cables,i

whichever is larger, but not to exceed 60% of the
cross-sectional area in any case.

,
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Conduit is sized in accordance with Sargent & Lundy
Standard EDSB-10, Electrical Drafting Reference for
Determining Conduit and Pipe Sizes, which limits
conduit fill to the percentages established by the
National Electric Code.4

' FSAR Section 3.10.1.2.3.c states, " Cable tray loading of 40 psf
(pounds per square foot) is used throughout."

b. On March 17 and March 19, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of
Electrical Engineering described the correlation between the
FSAR and the design index program as follows:

The power cable ampacity loading is based not on IPCEA P-46-426
(1962), but on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (by J. Stolpe) printed in
1970, IPCEA P-54-440 (1975), which was based on Stolpe's Paper,
and S&L Standard ESA-104a (revised November 1, 1972).

The Stolpe method bases ampacity on the depth-of-fill design of
cables in the tray rather than on the percentage fill. S&L uses
a 2-in. depth-of-fill as the basis for selecting a cable for a
particular ampere load.

(1) The 2-in. depth-of-fill design results in a major conservatism
because of the following:

(a) Load diversity--many cables carry current only intermit-
tently (e.g., valve operators, sump pumps, etc.).

(b) Cable size granularity--only a few cable types and
sizes are purchased, resulting in selection of over-
sized cables for most services. This means many cables
would be capable of carrying larger currents (rated)
than those actually carried.

(c) Design ampere margin--the design ampere loads used to
select cables before the final equipment design data
is known are necessarily conservative (high).

! (2) Because of the above conservatisms, the S&L design practices
are as follows:

(a) Cables are routed into trays without limiting fill.

(b) The resulting fill is monitored as the design proceeds.

(:) When the fill reaches a target level, the actual heat
load is calculated and, if the heat load exceeds the
allowable amount, sufficient cables are removed from
the affected trays.
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1

To accomplish steps (2)(b) and (2)(c), S&L uses the design index
program. The design index is a measure of tray fill and is expressed

; mathematically as follows:

2* 8"" * (#* * I*** '#8
Design Index = Useable area of the tray

where useable area (UA) equals tray width times design depth-of-fill
(design depth-of-fill is based on square cables) and 50% of the tray
cross-sectional area.

For 24 in. x 4 in. power trays, the total area equals 96 sq in and
useable area equals 24 in. x 2 in, equals 48 sq in.

2
DI = E(d )

UA , ,

where

E = summation
d = cable diameter

This equation is consistent with the Stolpe s.ethod. " Percent Fill" is,

not consistent with the Stolpe method because the depth of the tray is
used rather than the depth of the cables in the tray. Percent fill is
also based on th.e actual cable cross-sectional area rather than the
square cable that is assumed in the Stolpe method. Expressed mathe-
n:atically,

Sum f cable cross-sectional areas x 100
Percent Fill = Total cross-sectional tray area

2where the sum of cable cross-sectional areas equals E(pi x r )
with r = radius of the cable and pi = 3.1416.

Thus,

2
Percent Fill = E (pi x r ) x 100

Total area

The relation between design index and percent fill is therefore

2E(pi x r ) x 100

Percent Fill = Total area
Design Index 2E(d )

Useable area

since the total area (TA) equals 2 times the useable area (UA)
and d = 2 x r.
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2
i d Pi- 2Elpi x 4 ] x 100 4 E (d ) x 100j

P_F , 2(UA) 2,
2 2E(d ) E(d )

UA

x 100 = 39.3% per DI=

Thus, for a 4-in.-deep tray:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 2-in design depth-of-
fill (square cables)

50% Actual Fill = 1.27 Design Index = 2.54-in. design depth-
of-fill (square cables)

60% Actual Fill = 1.52 Design Index = 3.04-in. design depth-
of-fill (square cables) "

and for a 6-in. -deep tray:

39.3% Accw Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 3-in, design depth-of
i fill (square cables)

Based on the preceding relationships betwe.en design index and depth
of square cabler, and the fact that S&L hss used a 2-in. depth-of-fill
as th basis of select.ing cables for particular ampere loads, the
cables in traf nodas with a DI over 1.0 would have to be re-evaluated
considering the increased depths. This item is unresolved pending
completion of the re-evaluations (358/81-13-15).

The above design basis for cable ampacity was a deviation from the
design (FSAR) that was not identified on any control document. This is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the W. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.6 (358/81-13-16).

On March 17, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of Electrical Engineering
stated that appropriate modifications to the FSAR would be submitted.
Also, specific consideration would be given to the differing types of
cable insulations, addressed in the previously discussed publications
(standards), when compared with the cable insulations used in Zimmer.

4. The RIII inspector reviewed S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0,
dated February 6,1978, paragraph 4.5, which states, "The Senior Elec-
trical Project Engineer shall assign an electrical engineer to run
thermal loading calculations for all power tray routing points with
a design index exceeding 1.25. He shall compare these loadings, in
watts per feet, with the watts per feet limits established for the
design indexes involved."
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.

The RIII inspector requested the thermal calculations for tray nodes
2025A, 1057A, 2038A, and 2027A that had dis in excess of 1.25. S&L;

provided calculations for nodes 2025A, 1057A, and 2027A. These'

; calculations were performed in 1978 and 1979 and had not been reviewed
or approved. S&L described these as interim calculations, which would
have to be redone after all of the final electrical loads in the plant
were established and defined. Thermal calculations had not been per-,

i formed for tray node 2038A.

S&L provided a controlled list dated February 24, 1981 of 37 routing
points (nodes) with design indexes over 1.25. Thirty-four of these
tray points exceed the 50% tray fill requirement specified in the
FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1. Tray nodes 1104B and 2025B also exceed 60%
fill. The S&L Assistant Manager stated that thermal calculations
(both allowable and actual) will be performed in the near future for
all power trays with a DI over 1.25. These calculations will be
provided to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved (358/81-13-17).

5. Neither S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0, nor any other
document established controls to verify the thermal loading power of
cable (penetration) sleeves and the physical (dead weight) loading
of trays (power, control, and instrument),

The Cable Pan Loading Report included the design indexes ofa.

sleeves. Sleeve #SL111 had a reported DI of 1.2e sad sleeve
#SL105 had a reported DI of 1.26. A controlled list of pcwer
sleeves with a DI over 1.25 was not maintained.

b. S&L stated that a design index of 1.25 would be used as the
factor to determine when calculations wculd be perforned f ar
physical (dead weight) loading.

The lack of design control measures to verify the adequacy of the
thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of trays is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.11.2 (358/81-13-18).

S&L revised Instruction PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 1, Sections 4.5, 4.6, and
4.7, on March 18, 1981 to include requirements to verify and control the
thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of all trays
(power, control, and instrument) that have a design index over 1.25.

S&L stated that calculations for the physical loads of all power,
control, and instrument trays, and for thermal loads of all power
sleeves with a design index over 1.25, will be performed in the near
future. These calculations will be provided to NRC Region III.

The RIII inspector requested the justification for using the design
index program for the determining factor for physical loads since the
design index program had absolutely no relation to physical weight.
The RIII inspector also requested justification for using the design

- 102 -

- _ _ _ - . - - - . . _ .



_ _ . _ _

-DRAFT 8/15/81

s.

Index of 1.25 as the determining limit for performing design calcula- |.

tions. S&L stated that both of the justifications would be provided )
to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved pending evaluation of the !,

justification for using a design index program (358/81-13-19).'

6. The RIII inspector observed a note on the bottom of the thermal calcu-
lation sheet dated December 27, 1979 for cable tray #1057A. The note
indicated that two cables "#VC016 and VC073 are overloaded." The noted'

overloaded cables were not identified on any control document that
would have required appropriate evaluation and disposition. S&L
personnel stated that a control program did not exist for such design
deviations. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III,
and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.6 (358/81-13-20).m

7. The RIII inspector determined the physical weight of yellow division
control tray 1104B.

The total weight of the cables for tray 1104B was determined to be

73 o6 2j = 36.53 lb/ft

Therefore, tray 1104B (DI 1.54) is in compliance with FSAR
Section 3.10.1.2.3, which allows up to 40 lb/ft'.

Problems identified during investigaiton of thia allegation are addressed
in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

t

5.10.4 Findings and Conclusions
> ,

This allegation raises concerns of potential safety importance that cannot
be assessed without further inspections and evaluations by the licensee and
NRC.,

! Cable tray hanger weld deficiencies in the cable spreading room had been
reported to the NRC in July 1978 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The'

; licensee's corrective action of this matter was completed in January 1981.
Although this matter was being carried as an open inspection item by NRC,

| the licensee's final corrective action was not reviewed prior to this
i investigation effort. This investigation effort disclosed that the hanger

welds throughout the plant had not been inspected before the welds were4

painted or coated with fireproofing.
,

The acceptability of electrical tray hanger welds is unresolved pending
; (1) additional inspections of hanger welds, which will be made after paint
; and fireproofing have been removed, and (2) establishment of the quality

of those welds for which in-process inspections were not performed and for
j which inspection criteria deviated from AWS Code requirements.
)
j The acceptability of electrical cable trays fill and loading is unresolved

pending the completion and review of tray-loading calculations for several
;

i

4

- 103 -

|
;

_ .. . _ _ _ _ _ _ , . _ _ _ . - . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ , _ _ . . . . . . . ._ .



DRAFT 8/15/81

tray-routing points; re-evaluations of cable selections; establishment of
the actual design basis and verification measures for cable tray loading;
establishment of design measures to verify the thermal loading of power-

sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and establishment of measures
to control design deviations.

It should be noted that the time to determiae compliance with ampacity
requirements is at the completion of the electrical design. According to
the licensee and A/E this was to be accomplished.*

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

5.10.5 Items of Noncompliance

Six items of noncompliance were identified. (Failure to identify and control
unacceptable welds on four cable tray hangers; failure to execute the programs
for inprocess and final (before painting) inspections of cable tray hanger
welds; failure to assure that appropriate weld inspection criteria (1/32 inch
undercut) was specified in design documents; failure to control deviations
from the design basis for cable ampacity; failure to establish mearures to
assure verificctica of the design adequacy of the thermal loading cf power
sleeves and the physical loaiing of trays; and f ailure to establish measures
to assure that design devia!.i:ns, identified by S&L engineer, were controlled).

! These iters have genaric applicability to plants designed by S&L and are being
forwarded to NEC Pegion IV, Vendor inspection Branch for generic followup.

! 5.11 C1 gg,ed Intake2
|

'

5.11.1 Allegation,

" Sand and mud choke the feedwater pumps and intake flues carrying makeup
water to the cooling tower, because of a flaw in the plant's design.
Pumps used to rectify the flaw quickly burn out."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), it was clarified that this allegation pertained to the
river intake. The river intake provides service water, not feedwater.

5.11.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.

The licensee reported silting conditions in CG&E letters QA-1148 dated
. June 20, 1979, and QA-1168 dated July 23, 1979, and service water pump
l impeller wear conditions in letters QA-1196 dated September 6,1979,

QA-1239 dated December 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated December 17, 1980,
that were sent to NRC Region III pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR
50.55(e). Copies of these letters are included as Exhibit 51.
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The silting and pump impeller wear conditions, along with the measures to
correct these conditions, are described in Appendix J of the Wm. H. Zimmer
FSAR, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (see as Exhibit 52 of this report).

5.11.3 Investigation

A review was made of the 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports and related documents.
Additional investigation was not performed by RIII because the matter was,

known and resolution was in progress.

The corrective measures to be taken, as described in licensee submittals,
have been reviewed and accepted in Subsection 9.2.1 of NUREG-0528, " Safety
Evaluation Report (SER) Related to the Operation of Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station, Unit 1," Supplement 1, issued in June 1981 by the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

The implementation of these corrective measures is unresolved pending
completion of the corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR,
Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (50-358/81-13-31).

5.11.4 Findings and Conclusions

The licensee reported the silting condition concerning the service water
intake structure to NRC Region III by telephone on June 18, 1979 and by
letters QA-1148 on June 20,1979 and QA-1165 dated July 23, 1979 pursuant
to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The plant design and operating '

procedures had to be modified to control the silting condition.

Accelerated service water pump impeller wear was reported by the licensee
by telephone on August 10, 1979, and by letters QA-1196 dated September 6,
1979, QA-1239 dated December 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated December 17, 1980,
pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

The silting and pump impeller wear concerns are open items pending completion '

of corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (including a

; sedimentation monitoring program and plant modifications) and review by RIII
inspectors. The implementation of these corrective measures will be reviewed
during a subsequent inspection.

5.11.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.12 Overpressurization Incident

5.12.1 Allegation

"A design flaw in the heat exchanger control panel permitted an operator
mistakenly to force 1200 pounds of pressure through pipes only meant to
handle 300 pounds, ripping the pipe and soaking electricians with a hard
spray of water that would have been radioactive had the plant been in
operation."
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5.12.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found,

during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rcoms.

!
'

The licansaa reported the overpressurization incident in CG&E letter QA-1106
dated March 2, 1979 (see Exhibit 53) pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR
50.55(e). The report indicated that on January 19, 1979, during a construc-

'

"

tion test to demonstrate the flow rate through the high-pressure core spray
(HPCS) system orifice, the steam jet air ejector was overpressurized and
failed. The report alludes to two operator errors as the cause of the
overpressurization. The errors involved two administratively controlled
valves, which were incorrectly documented as closed. " Administratively"
means that the valve positions (e.g., open, closed, etc.) are verified and
documented in accordance with site procedures.

Although water in the HPCS system is not presently radioactive, it can be
contaminated during normal operation.

The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report also stated that the design, utilizing two
l administratively controlled valves, was permitted by the ASMI Section III

Code, and ccncluded that the overpressurination incident was not due to
a design deficiency, although a check valve would have compensated for the
two operator errors.

5.12.3 Investip ,ti_on -

5.12.3.1 Interview with Individual A
.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-'

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he recalled an
incident when the heat exchanger control panel was pressurized with 1200
pounds of pressurized water when it was only meant to handle 300 pounds. He
said he learned that high pressure water entered the low pressure system

,
and ruptured pipes in the low pressure system. He said two electricians in

1 the area were doused with water when the pipes ruptured. He related that
'

other plant employees said this incident occurred because an operator
apparently failed to turn off a valve allowing high-pressure water to enter
the low pressure system.,

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

.

' 5.12.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated he recalled an
incident when the " alpha air injector condenser" on the ground floor of the
turbine building was injected with high pressure water instead of low-pressure

| water and the pipes in the condenser ruptured. He said other workers in the
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plant told him this occurred because an operator fsiled to close the high-
pressure valve and the high-pressure water entered the low pressure system
that ruptured the lines.

On April 24, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

'

5.12.3.3 Record Review

Region III inspectors have previously reviewed the overpressurization concern
as documented in the following excerpts of IE Inspection Reports No. 79-06,
Section 8; No. 79-23, page 4; No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5; and No. 80-06, page 2.

Report No. 79-06, Section 8

"The inspector reviewed the event of January 19, 1979, during which high
pressure core spray (HPCS) water entered the condensate (CD) and low pressure
core spray (LPCS) systems because valves 1E22-F003 and F031 had been left
open causing a rupture of the steam jet air ejector condenser IA. The review
censisted of interviews with testing and operating personnel and a review of
the licensee's final report on his investigatica of the e*;ent. The review
showed that:

"a. Procedure GP-.FP.01-4, Revision 0 was used tc lineup, fill and veut
the HPCS system.

"b. At the completion of the fill and vent operatior the operetar never
completed Step 5.1.5 which requirei him to close valves 1E22-F003 aid
F-31. With these two valves open the CD ani HPCS systems became
crosstied thru the cycled condensate (CY) systeia. The opers. tor claims
he informed the Shift Supervisor that he had left the tu valves open
while the latter does not recall being told. This failure to follow
procedures is contrary to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V
and is considered to be an example of an item of noncompliance (358/79-
06-06B) of the infraction level.

"c. For some unknown reason, valve 1E21-F025 which had been safety tagged
closed under Switching Order No. 781317, dated November ^16, 1978, was
in the open position. This completed the cross connection of the LPCS
and HPCS systems. Violation of Switching Order No. 781317 is contrary
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and is considered an example of
an item of noncompliance (358-79-06-06C) of the infraction level. The
switching order was cleared on January 24, 1979. The corrective action
which the licensee is currently taking regarding a previous noncompliance
with the safety tagging procedure (358-79-01-01) is also applicable to
this event, therefore the inspector stated no response to this item of
noncompliance is required.

"d. Paragraph 13.0 of Safety Tagging Procedure EC. SAD.02, Revision 00
allows for the operation of equipment for test purposes without the
removal of the safety tags. It is possible that valve IE21-F025 was
operated for test purposes thru tags and subsequently left open by
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The inspectors have objected to Paragraph 13.0 of the Safetyerror.
: Tagging Procedure.
i

"On March 21, 1979, the licensee issued operating meno 79-2, Revision 9,' which specifically requires that "Do Not Operate" tags must be removed
before energizing electrical equipment or opening valves. An exception
is made in the' case of electrical testing conducted by EOTD in which case'

only the EOTD master tag will be left in place.

"e. On December 12, 1977, a General Electric system engineer recommended
that a check valve be installed on line 1HP18A3 downstream of valve
IE22-F013) because a similar overpressurization of a small section
of low pressure piping had occurred. The recommendation was rejected
because the licensee thought that two valves (IE22-F003 and F031) plus
administrative centrols were sufficient to prevent recurrence. The
licensee stated the check valve will be installed. All other ECCS
systems have check valves in the line from the CY system.

"The inspector stated his concern regarding repeatable occurrences where
a lack of communication or understanding between parties have resulted
in damage to equipeent. It is our intention to closely monitor the
licensee's performance during the preoperational test program to deter-
mine the adequacy of plant staffing and training as fuel load date
approaches."

Report No. 79-06, page 2

"(Closed) Noncompliance (358/79-01-01). Failure to follow safety tagging
(switching order) procedure. The inspector found that the licensee is
conducting safety tagging refresher training for all operations personnel
and systems engineers as stated in their letter, Borgmann to Heishman,
dated February 28, 1979."

Report No. 79-23, page 4

"(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report: Overpressurization of the steam jet
air ejector heat exchanger (tube side). The inspector established that
a check valve has been installed as stated in the licensee's report dated
March 1, 1979 (QA-1106). This item remains open pending further review by
NRC Operations Branch."

Report No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5

"(Closed) Overpressurization of the steam jet air ejector heat exchanger
(tube side). NR number 7247R1, dated February 21, 1979, stated that over
pressure to 1200 psi of the LPCS piping system occurred in addition to
others. The A-E (Sargent and Lundy) analyzed the piping system and valves
with dispositions as follows:

"1. Carbon steel piping 3/4" up to 12" acceptable since stress was well
below yield point.

.
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"2. The one stainless steel 3/4" pipe is likewise o.k.

"3. Six hundred pound valves are acceptable with the pressure experienced
only being a repeat hydro test.,

"4. Three hundred pound and 150 pound valves the manufacturer should be,

consulted.;

; "S. The relief valve causing the problem should be retested and reset.

"Further information available (Construction Engineering Report dated
April 14, 1979) stated that the valve manufacturers recommended a seat
leakage test be conducted on the valves and that this test was performed
without any leaks being detected and it further stated that the relief
valve had been removed, tested and reset of set points done. The NR was
signed as completed on October 25, 1979. The inspector indicated that he
had no further questions regarding this item."

Report No. 50-06, page 2

"(Closad) boncomplience (50-358/79-06b). Failure to follow OP.HP.01-4,

valve lineup. (hot closing valves IE22-F003 and IE22-F031.) The inspector
reviewed the licensee's action to prevent further non-adherence to prece-
dures ar.d fcund ther acceptable."

,

The licensee'n General Engineering Department's report of April 24, 1979
(excludint 2*.tactnents and tables) that documents the final disposition of
NR-7247R1, is included in Appendix B.

5.12.4 Findings and Conclusions

The overpressure event referred to in the allegation was reported to the
NRC in March 1979, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The event was caused
by operator errors, that incorrectly permitted two valves to remain open,
rather than inadequate system design.

The actions taken by the licensee to assure the quality of the affected
piping and components and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by the
NRC prior to the allegation and found satisfactory.

5.12.5 Items of Noncompliance
i

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.13 Lax Fuel Security
.

5.13.1 Allegation

"There have been periods when there were no security surveillance cameras
during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-
sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

1
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o

j On February 26, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials, Thomas Devine
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at. the Region III NRC office, they;

i

; advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers Jeffrey Hyde and
; Ronald Wright were aware of periods of time when the nuclear fuel was left,

unattended. It was alleged these situations presented a threat to the public'

health and safety and left the fuel susceptible to terrorism, theft, and/or
; diversion.
*

In addition, it was alleged that the walls of the fuel storage area were
; " blow-out" walls, designed to give way during tornadoes.

.
5.13.2 Background Information

On June 26, 1978, NRC Special Nuclear Material License No. SNM-1823 was
issued to CG&E authorizing receipt, possession, inspection, and storage
(at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station) of 2,000 kilograms of
t.raciun-235 (U-235) reactor fuel at an enrichment not to exceed 2%. The
U-235 CGLE receised vas in the form of new (t;nirradiated) reactor fuel assem-
blies. There assemblics are stcred on the 627-ft level (seventh iloor)
of the reactor building in the spent fuel pool area. ,

Nueitar fuel eariched above natural levels but less than 10% in the U-235
isotope is defined under 20 CFR 73.2(y) at ''special nuclear meterial of

,

low strategic significance." The Ihysical prat e:tf or regt.iresents for
possesair.n of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at
a fixed site are vet forth in 10 CFR 73.67(f), wtich :tstes the follo. ting:

"Each licensee who possesses or uses special nuclear material of
low strategic significar.ce at fixed sites, except those who are
licensed to operate a nuclear power reactor pursuant to Part 50,
shall:

"(1) Store or use the material only within a controlled access
area,

.

"(2) Monitor with an intrusion alarm or other device or procedures
the controlled access areas to detect unauthorized penetrationsi

| or activities ,

"(3) Assure that a watchman or offsite response force will respond
to all unauthorized penetrations or activities, and

"(4) Establish and maintain response procedures for dealing with
threats of thef ts or thefts of such material."

The licensee is obligated to abide by the preceding requirements and anyi

special conditions set forth or committed to in Special Nuclear Material
License No. SNM-1823. A licensee (prior to being granted an operating
license) is not required to comply with other more stringent physical
security requirements of 10 CFR 73 and related Appendix B.
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1

During NRC safeguards inspections conducted on September 25, 1979 (Report
No. 70-2838/79-01) and January 22-23, 1981 (Report No. 70-2838/81-01), it,

was determined that the licensee was complying with the requirements of
; 10 CFR 73.67(f) and License No. SNM-1823 with regards to protection and

storage of the nuclear fuel.

NRC License No. SNM-1823 requires that administrative controls be used
to control access to the new fuel storage area. To implement the pro-

; visions of the license and 10 CFR 73.67(f), the licensee wrote and
included in the Station Administrative Directives, Procedure No. SE. SAD.03'

Rev. 1, which is entitled " Interim Access Control, New Fuel Storage Area."
The primary purpose of this directive (as well as subsequent related pro-
cedural issuances and revisions) is to provide the administrative require-
ments for access control to the 627-ft elevation of the reactor building
during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel, in accordance with
their NRC license. Procedure No. SE. SAD.03 Rev. 1, requires that a minimum
of one watchman be stationed at the location where normal entry and/or exit '

to the 627-ft elevation is controlled. The watchnian's purpose in being
stationed at this location is to control access and maintain surveillance
of the 627-ft elevation during receipt, inspection, and storsge cf new fuel. '

" Watchman" as used in this context is defined by 10 CFR 73.2(d) as "an
individual, not necessarily unifcrmed or armed with a firearm, who provides
protection for a plant and the special nuclear material therein in the course
of cerforming other duties."

4

In August 1979, when CG&E was preparing to receive the first shipment
of nuclear fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security, Inc., to provide ten
security officers (watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security
for the receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security
personnel were required to adhere to the policy and/or procedures pre-
pared by CG&E Security Supervisor, Frederick Lautenslager. CG&E did not
exercise direct supervision over Yoh Security personnel, but provided the
procedural requirements through the Yoh Lead Security Officer.

CG&E is not required by NRC regulations to have armed security officers
for protection of new unirradiated nuclear fuel; however, the licensee
chose to arm Yoh Security personnel with .38 caliber Smith & Wesson
revolvers. There was no NRC requirement for such watchmen to be trained
and/or to qualify with their assigned firearms. Subsequent to NRC ex-

; pressing concern that the armed officers did not have specific firearms
' training and qualification, CG&E (effective as of March 1980) took action

to assure that all security officers assigned to armed security respon-
sibilities were trained and had qualified with their assigned firearms
in accordance with procedures CG&E established. Prior to March 1980,
armed security officers were selected based on previous firearms training
experience that they had acquired from former military and/or police service.,

!

! Deliveries of nuclear fuel to Zimmer took place during the period August 15
| through September 7, 1979. The shipping casks (containing two fuel assem-

blies each) in which the nuclear fuel was delivered measured approximately
15 ft in length by 21 in. in width and 11 in. in height. The fuel assemblies
themselves were contained within a metal shipping container that was, in
turn, enclosed within a wooden shipping container. A wooden and metal
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shipping container together composed what is referred to as a single shipping
cask. A wooden shipping container by itself weighed approximately 760 lb,
a metal shipping container approximately 620 lb, and each fuel assembly

i approximately 685 lb. This made the approximate total weight of a single
shipping cask (with two fuel assemblies enclosed) 2,750 lb. Subsequent to
receipt of a shipping cask at the site, the metal shipping container wasi

uncrated from the wooden shipping container at the ground level. The metal,

container (with fuel assemblies enclosed) was then lifted by crane to the
' 627-ft level of the reactor building (refueling floor) and temporarily stored
i in the metal containers. After the fuel assemblies were removed from the

metal containers, they were inspected for possible damage, channelled, and
then lowered into fuel racks located inside the spent fuel pool for storage.
As a further assurance that the fuel has not been damaged while in storage,
it will be examined by the licensee prior to loading it into the reactor.

Unirradiated fuel, although radioactive, does not pose a significant health
and safety problem regarding radiation emissiens. It is only subsequent to
being loaded into the rea'ctor and becoming irradiated during plant operation
that the uranium becomes contaminated with the intensely radioactive products
of the fission reaction, causing it to be highly radioactive.

i

The nuclear fuel, in its current form, co.itains a low percentage of U-235
enrichment, has little or no potential for use in any type of nuclear weapon,
and thus has been defined as "special auclear material of low strategic
significance."

Additional security-related background information is also contained in
Section 5.14.2.

I 5.13.3 Investigation

5.13.3.1 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. Hyde was also
interviewed by telephone on June 9, 1981. He stated he was employed as
a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed
at Zimmer and assigned the duty of protecting the nuclear fuel, Hyde
advised he became aware of approximately four occasions when the fuel was
left unattended. He related that these instances occurred while the fuel
was at ground level (prior to the time it was moved to the 627-ft level)
with each instance lasting approximately 4 to 5 minutes, except for one
that lasted approximately 10 minutes. Hyde explained that, subsequent to
receipt, the nuclear fuel was moved by maintenance workers with the help
of a crane from the ground level to the 627-ft level where it is currently
stored. During this operation, there were usually two or three Yoh Security
Officers stationed on the 627-ft level as the fuel was raised by crane and
brought to rest on that floor. On various occasions, there were no security
officers at the ground level watching the fuel as it was being moved and
raised to the 627-ft level because officers were not required to watch the
fuel during times it was under the control and/or observation of maintenance
workers. Hyde stated the problem arose when the maintenance workers ended
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their work shifts and left the area before he arrived at the ground level
to keep watch over fuel that had not yet been moved to the 627-ft level.
This resulted in the fuel being left unattended during those periods. (It
should be noted that the licensee's procedures did not require continuous
surveillance of the new fuel until it was in storage in the new fuel storage
area).

Hyde was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the fuel being
'

left unattended while it was stored on the 627-ft level. He stated that
he did not recall any instances when the fuel (while on the 627-ft level)
was left unattended, except during those instances when the area radiation
monitor (ARM) alarm was sounded. Hyde explained that, during occasions
when the ARM alarm was sounded, security procedures required all persons
to be present on the 627-ft level to be evacuated to a lower elevation
level (floor). He indicated that, once everyone was evacuated to a lower
elevation (e.g., the 593-ft level), access to the 627-ft level could
still be controlled without a loss of security integrity (individuals
going to the 627-ft level would have to pass through the 593-ft level).

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement attesting to the
preceding information, a copy of which is included at Exhibit 34.

; 5.13.3.2 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1931, Rcnald Wright was interviewed by NRC. Wright was a;so
interviewed by telephone on March 12, 1961. He stated that he was employed
as a security officer with Yeh Security and stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer
. Nuclear f ewer Station frem October 1979 to Octcher 1980. Wright was asked
what, if iny, personal knowledge he had of the puclear fuel being lef t un-
attended. He responded that the only times he recalled leaving the fuel
unattended was once when he evacuated the 627-ft level during an earthquake

i and once during a tornado warning. He indicated that, although he left the
627-ft level on those occasions, he was still able to control access to the
627-ft level from a lower elevation of the reactor building (e.g., the 593-ft
level) without loosing security integrity.

Wright also noted that when instances arose during which no other security
officers were available and he had to leave the 627-ft level for some
reason, he would call the control room and someone would relieve him at
his post until he returned.

'

He stated to the best of his knowledge there was always someone present
,

on the 627-ft level watching the fuel pool area where the fuel was stored,
except during the described instances.

On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement attesting to the pre-
! ceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 55.

5.13.3.3 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and

I

l
\
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,

i

has been assigned to the W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station since Augustj m
1978. Lautenslager verified that no security surveillance cameras were used-

during nuclear fuel deliveries in August-September 1979 and remarked that< >

there is no requirement for surveillance cameras to be used during deliveries.,
'

1 He noted that surveillance cameras were subsequently installed in December
1980 (part of required security for an operational plant).; ,

|
'

With regard to the protection of the nuclear fuel during delivery, Lautenslager
j remarked that, although there was no requirement for security for the nuclear,

1 fuel while it was being unloaded from the delivery trucks and uncrated, CG&E
provided armed security protection and surveillance over the fuel (beginning
at the time it arrived on CG&E property). They also maintained this security
profile during unloading, uncrating, inspection and subsequent storage of the,

fuel on the 627-ft level.
;

! Lautenslager stated that, to the best of his knowledge, the nuclear fuel has
not lacked armed security protection at any time since it was received at
Zimmer. He also stated that once the fuel was placed in the spent fuel pool
for storage, as well as during fuel inspection, access to the storage area
has been under security control of the officers assigned to station security.

4

'
IThe only time the access control security officer is permitted to leave the

627-ft elevation is during evacuations covered by written security proce-, .

dures. Lautenslager advised that, to his knowledge, there has been only
1 one incident in which the officer left the 627-ft elevation. This inci-'

dent, which occurred during an earthquake, involved the security officer
roving to the 593-ft elevation where he was still able to control access

to the 627-ft level and prevent any loss of security integrity.
,

,

! On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typwritten statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 56.

Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed by telephone on June 3, 1981, con-
! cerning the allegation that " perimeter security consisted for an extended

period of time of only a four foot chickenwire fence." He stated that he
recalled a fence fitting that general description being used around the
plant site some time ago and described the fence as an " owner controlled
fence," which marked the boundary line of CG&E's property. Lautenslager

; indicated that the fence would have been on areas outside the jurisdiction
of the station security system, the primary concern of which was protection
of the nuclear fuel.

5.13.3.4 Interview withi mesCaplinge}{

12,1981,[[amesCaplingdi)wasinterviewedbyNRC.On March He stated that

he was employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed ,
at the m. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980. i

-

With regard to protection of the nuclear fuel,[haplinge}) advised that, to

his knowledge, the fuel was never left unattended except during required
evacuations. He explained that during an evacuation of the seventh floor
fuel storage area the security officers repositioned themselves on the sixth

t

'
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!

floor and were still able to control access to the seventh floor without a
loss of security integrity.

12,1981,[f'aplingej}providedawrittenstatementattestingtothe! On March
preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 57.

5.13.3.5 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.m,

Ross stated he personally felt that a minimal job had been done to protect
j the nuclear fuel. He also stated that he did not recall any times during

which he left the fuel unattended.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement attesting to the preceding
information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 58.;

1
i 5.13.3.6 Interview with Joha Bedinahaus
'

On March 12, 1981, NRC staff interviewed John Bedinghaus by telephone. On
March 25, 1981, he was interviewed in Williamsbarg, Ohio. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with V&W Security and assigned to nuclear
f uel protection duties at the WS. H. Zimmer Nucleat Power Station from October
1980 to January 1931. Bedinghaus was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear
fuel security during the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that
the fuel storage area on the seventh floor was well protected and the security
officers assigned to fuel protection were conscientious in performing their;

duties. Bedinghaus also indicated that, to his knowledge, the fuel was never
left unattended and no unauthorized persons were allowed entry into the fuel
storage area.

On March 25, 1981, John Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 59.

5.13.3.7 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the

. Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to October 1980.
Simpson was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during

| the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He advised it was his opinion
! that CG&E's procedures for protection of the nuclear fuel were good and

the protection of the fuel itself was more than adequate. Simpson stated
that he had no complaints or concerns regarding the adequacy of the pro-
tection of the nuclear fuel at Zimmer.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement attesting to the1

i preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 60.
!

l
;
a
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5.13.3.8 Interview with James Bice

On April 20, 1981, NRC staff ~ interviewed James Bice by telephone. He stated
he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to July 1980. Bices
was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during the time
he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that, to his knowledge, there

: were no instances when the fuel was left unattended except during evacuations
(covered by written procedures) following area radiation monitor (ARM) alarms.'

On those occasions when the seventh floor was evacuated following an ARM alarm,
the security officers would move to the sixth floor, secure the elevator, and
continue to control access to the seventh floor from the sixth floor. Bice
indicated there was no loss of security integrity during these instances.

5.13.3.9 Review of Unattended Fuel

Fuel was apparently left unattended for short periods of time (up to 10
minutes) while at ground level during receipt and transfer to the fuel pool
storage area (627-ft level). There is no evidence that the feel was left
unattended, except during authorized evacuations, while in permanent storage.
In view of the protection afforded the fuel by the shipping container and the -

fact that there was no evidence that the shipping containers had been opened,
this matter it not viewed as significant. ;

5.13.3.10 Review of Storage Ares Wall Desian
,

The Zimmer FSAR, Section 3.3.2, " Tornado-Loading," states that "all siding ,

and roof decking of any superstructure is designed and detailed to blow- off
when the design tornado approaches the station, and the bare frame is de-
signed to resist tornado wind forces". A design wind velocity of 90 mph
was utilized.

The design has been reviewed by NRC and judged acceptable. In this regard,

1. The blow-out design feature is to protect safety structures from collapse;

2. The spent fuel storage facility, which will store the spent fue). under
water once it becomes radioactive, is designed to preclude significant
loss of watertight integrity of the pool and to prevent missiles from
contacting fuel within the pool;

5.13.4 Findings and Conclusions

Security surveillance cameras were not installed during nuclear fuel deliveries
to the site and NRC regulations did not require them to be in service at that
time. Interviews with former security guards confirmed the nuclear fuel while
inside it's metal shipping container was left unattended for periods of time
up to 10 minutes on occasion. This practice was acceptable. Since the fuel
has been onsite, there has been no known attempt to steal or damage the fuel.
The fuel has been inspected and will be visually examined again before it
is loaded into the reactor.

'
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The allegation that the perimeter security consisted of only a 4-ft chicken-
wire fence was confirmed by one individual; however, NRC regulations do not
prescribe site security requirements prior to issuance of the operating

. license.

The FSAR states "all siding and roof decking of any superstructure is designed
and detailed to blow off when the design tornado approaches the station."
This is an acceptable design.

5.13.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.14 Alcohol and Drug Abuse

5.14.1 Allegation

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete
'

disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring
of temporary laborers prone to violence."

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting with NRC officials, Thomas Devine
'

(GAP representative) and Thomas'Applegate at the Region III NRC office,
they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,
Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had kncwledge of " people who were drunk
on the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction
workers walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liquor, getting
drunk...." -

5.14.2' Background Information

A brief history and description of plant security is provided in the
following paragraphs. Portions of this information are based on state-
ments received during interviews with Frederick Lautenslager, CG&E Security
Supervisor, and Norborne C. Ward, President of W&W Protection Agency, Inc.,
the current security service contractor at Zimmer.

" Construction security" may be defined as the protection of property used
in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those
areas in which construction is taking place. NRC does not impose security
requirements on licensees during plant construction. Constructica security
does not extend to the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building
(spent fuel pool area) where the nuclear fuel is stored, and does not extend
to those areas specifically released by the construction project manager and
signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department (EPD). The protection
of the above areas not related to construction and the protection of the
nuclear fuel is defined as " station security." " Construction security" and
" station security" are two separate security operations.

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the
H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was retpon-
sible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,
W&W took over from Kaiser and became the sole security contractor, using
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the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security force.
The primary responsibility for construction security is vested in the
construction project manager, although in essence W&W has been informally
delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.

In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nuclear
fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers
(armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for the
receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security per-
sonnel were required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by
CG&E Security Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not
exercise direct supervisior over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E
Security Supervisor coordinated the requirements of CG&E security pro-
cedures through the Yoh lead security officer, who had responsibility
for implementing those directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of the
CG&E Security Superviso. and Yoh Security Officers extended only to areas
that were included undar the definition of " station security." Therefore,
frcm a security standpoint, the primary concern of the CG&E Security
Supervisor and Yoh Security was protecting the spent fuel pool area where
the nuclear fuel was stored and controlling access to that area on the
627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building.

At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, C0&E terminated
Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W, upon Yoh's
leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station security. The W&W
officers assigned to station security conducted security activities in
accordance with the same procedures and under the same supervisory structure
as those that had applied to Yoh. (Additional security-related background
information is also contained in Section 5.13.2.)

The allegation was reviewed to determine if it had any significance regarding
matters under NRC jurisdiction; specifically, the review attempted to deter-
mine if the adequacy of construction of safety-related systems was compromised
by individuals who performed work in safety-related areas during times when
their ability to perform their job was impaired due to use of intoxicants.
To help make this determination, two basic questions were asked of persons
interviewed, who stated they observed workers who in their opinion were
intoxicated. In essence, the following questions were asked:

1. Did you ever observe anyone who in your opinion was intoxicated to the
point where their ability to perform their job was impaired?

2. If so, where did you observe these individuals?

5.14.3 Investigation

5.14.3.1 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from October 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he observed
what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the
Zimmer site. At least once a week while on patrol at the site, Wright would
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find quantities of beer cans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch / break
area that was then located in the diesel generator room. He related that on
many occasions (he could not recall a specific number) he discovered what

' appeared to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or two small rooms accessible
from the rooftop of the radwaste building. Wright stated that on one occasion
he discovered four or five capsules of material (colored black and yellow or
black and orange) that appeared to be some type of drug. These capsules were
discovered between the two locker rooms on the second floor of the service
building. Wright was unable to recall what disposition he made of these
suspected narcotic materials and was unaware whether any analysis was ever
performed to identify the materials.

Wright related that he was perronally aware of two separate instances in
which construction workers, who in his opinion were intoxicated to the point
that they were unable to perform their duties, reported for duty at the
seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storage pool. The two workers
involved in these incidants were refused access to the spent fuel pool area
on those occasions.

He also stated that, in his opinion, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer was
very intoxicated on at least two occasions when he reported for work and
(based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat intoxicated
on other occasions.

On March 10, 1931, Wright provided a written statement attesting to this -

information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 55.

5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

' Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he
observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the
empty beer cans and liquor bottles in various areas of the plant. Hyde was
able to recall only one instance when he observed a construction worker who,
in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability to
perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh floor
entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated that when the workers
condition was noted, he was prohibited entry to the fuel storage area,
removed from the floor, and suspended from work assignments on that floor.

Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five but
less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement attesting to the above
| information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 54.

5.14.3.3 Interview with David Simpson'

(
On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

1
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Zimmer from September 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he
observed what he believed to be indications of alcohol use by the workers
at Zimmer. Simpson advised that on many occasions, particularly on the
main floor of the turbine building, he discovered quantities of empty beer
cans and liquor bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any
workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability
to perform their job was impaired, he believed it was reasonable to assume
some workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on the number
of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.,

.

Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug
use, although on one occasion while outside the reactor building, he
detected the odor of what appeared to be burning marijuana.

Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Security
Officer being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former
lead officer never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement attesting to the
preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 60.

5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.
While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to be indications of

~

alcohol and drug'use by workers at Zimmer. Ross advised that, on a few
occasions, he had seen construction workers drinking beer during their
lunch hours, although he had never noticed whether this drinking had any
apparent affect on the workers' ability to perform their jobs. Ross
indicated Yoh security officers were instructed not to :onfront workers
who were observed drinking in nonstation security areas but rather to
obtain information such as the payroll number or name on their hard hats
that could be used to identify the individuals. If identifying information

| was secured, it was referred to the construction project manager or W&W,
'

because they had jurisdiction over construction activities.

Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,
was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
Ross observed this worker at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access to the fuel
storage area by a fellow Yoh security officer. (Based on Ross' description
of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same incident that
former security officers Hyde and Wright described.)

Ross also advised that on one occasion he found what appeared to b'e mari-
Juana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor and
turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine whether
workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their ability to
perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that regard.

>
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On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement attesting to this
information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 58. 2

$1 1-

5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinghaas '
~.

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he was employed as a second shift security supervisor with W&W Protection
Agency, Inc., and was stationed at Zimmer from February 1980 to November
1980. While employed there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to beS

evidence of alcohol use by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by vorkers he
encountered who smelled of alcohol and had the appearance of being intox-
icated. Bedinghaus specifically recalled approximately three occasions on
which he observed workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point

,that their ability to perform their job was impaired. These workers were g

observed attempting to enter the site throug!qthe' main gate. .Bedirighaus , m -

indicated that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in his
,

opinion were intoxicated were refused entrance to the site.
S

Bedinghaus also stated he was aware of an' incident when a second shift
security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two
automobiles leaving the site via the main gate. During that encounter,
the security officer observed that the men in one automobile tsd.open
beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained's case of
beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they
were coming from an onsite CG&E fire school; however, none of them had
identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion
that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification
or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant.

Bedinghaus also expressed his belief that security was lax in the areas
controlled by W&W, and W&W security o'fficErs werd present onsite more for
display purposes rather than for providing property protection.

With regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal
knowledge of drug use at Zimmer, although het had observed individuals who,
in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on something other
than alcohol.

.

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting
to this information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 61.

5.14.3.6 Interview with ames Caplinge
,

12, 1981, 3ames Caplinge] was interviewed by NRC.On March He stated that
hewasQmployedasTleadsecurityoffice with Yoh Security and was stationed

Wille stationed there,@aplingealcoholanddrugusebyworkers]| st Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980
| observed what he believed to be evidence o

at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of empty beer _ cans and what appeared
to be marijuana cigarette butts detected by Caplinger onsite. Although he
detected evidence of alcohol and drug use, .aplinge stated he never personally
observed anyone drinking intoxicants or smoxing marijuana. He indicated that,
if he had, he would have reported the individual to their superior and that
person probably would have been fired.

1
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[Capling also remarked that, based on his 20 years experience in the
U.S. Army as a senior noncommissioned officer and observation of alcohol
and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use-

of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread.

12,1981,hplingh provided a written sworn statement attesting toUn March
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 57.

5.14.3.7 Interview with James Bice

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was
stationed at Zimmer from September 1979 to July 1980. While employed
there, Bice detected several instances of alcohol use by construction

'1 workers at Zimmer. He related that on approximately four to six occasions
'

he personally observed workers consuming alcoholic beverages while onsite.
'

i These instances of alcohol consumption usually occurred during lunch hours,' '

in locations that included the electrical shop and a break area located in
the turbine building. Beer and whiskey were among the alcoholic beverages
consumed onsite. Bice recalled two specific instances involving the
presence of alcohol: one during which he observed a worker pouring " Jack
Daniels" whiskey into a Coke soda can and the other during which he found
a bottle of what he believed to be " moonshine" liquor (based on its smell)
in the turbine building.

In addition to instances where the consumption and presence of alcoholic
beverages were observed, Bice also recalled removing quantities of beer

Jcani (approximately 300 while stationed at Zimmer) from inside a few small
rooms that were accessible from the second level of the reactor building.
Based on his experience at Zimmer, Bice speculated that approximately 25%
of the workers there consumed alcoholic beverages, usually during their
lunch hours.[
'

1
,

Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said,

| that on only one occasion did he observe a worker who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it appears

)' he may be referring to the same incident that former security officers Hyde,
| Wright, and Ross described.

Regarding ' alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed to-

i be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the course
of his routine security rounds each day, he would find approximately three
to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated that to his
knowledge there were no analyses made of the cigarette butts he detected,
although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds common to the
marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from marijuana cigarettes.

Bice stated he prepared approximately 10 to 11 field incident reports
regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed at
Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor

|

|

|
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s

Fred Lautenslager. He remarked that Lautenslager advised him on one
cecasion there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisor

! could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas
under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents.! ,'

J

Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and drug use he observed
occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the

L incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.
,

'

Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in
the reactor control room who were smoking what appeared to be marijuana.
He said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their suspected'

conduct, and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about the
event.

] . 5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle
,

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
j he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W Protection Agency,
'

Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During that time, he was off
work for about six to seven months from January to July 1980. While
stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been assigned to main gate security.
Shinkle indicated that he has detected evidence of alcohol use by the
workers there. Shinkle specifically recalled one incident that took place
during the Fall of 1979. The incident involved four or five construction,

'

workers who had apparently brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their
lunch hour. He related that a construction supervisor first observed the
workers with the alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany
him to corroborate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor
took immediate action and the workers were fired.

I Shinkle was asked whether he had ever observed any workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform their
job was impaired. He replied that on several occasions (he was unable to

i estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to enter the site
: by the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated. Shinkle

denied entry to the site to any workers he observed at the main gate who,

t appeared to be intoxicated.

Shinkle indicated that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing
alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers of
workers entering the site at approximately the same time. Although
security officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch containers
and coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically) search
the person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem applied
to searching the motor vehicles permitted onsite. Security officers could
conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a visual search of the
inside of the vehicle; however, they could not individually search each,

occupant.

With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed,
; and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.
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5.14.3.9 Interview with Norborne Ward

; On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
'

he is President of the W&W Protection Agency, Inc. , and has held that
position since W&W became the construction security contractor at Zimmer
in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was stationed
on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereafter visited the site to oversee
security operations usually twice a week.

Ward indicated that he is well informed about security-related matters and
incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W&W inherited Kaiser's security
procedures and basically has continued to conduct security activities in
accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that, during the time W&W
has been security contractor there, he has become aware of instances of
alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern and certain
measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 1980, W&W began the
practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought onsite by
the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective in preventing
some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite. Also, a contributing
factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by certain individuals in the
parking lot outside the site. Ward stated that a " crackdown" on parking
lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when state law enforcement officials

were contacted. These officials subsequently came out to the site and, to .

his knowledge, made at least one arrest for liquor sale violations.

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion,
were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was impaired.
He replied that instances of workers being intoxicated to that extent were
relatively rare and he estimated that, since W&W became a security contractor
in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were observed and denied access
to, or were ejected from, the site. The most common occurrence of this was
when intoxicated workers came to the site on payday to pick up their checks.
Ward remarked that the worker involved would take the day off and, after
they had been drinking and were already intoxicated, would come to the
site at 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. just to pick up their paychecks. On those
occasions, when a worker entering the site was determined to be intoxicated,
Ward would deny the worker's entry to the site.

Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol on
site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to identify
(if possible), rather than confront, workers who are observed consumingi

i alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by trying to obtain
' identifying information, such as a payroll number or a name from the

individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained, the matter
is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in general
is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles on site. He indicated
tb large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the potential for
ccatraband being brought on and/or taken offsite withot t detection. Ward
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also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there has been little trouble,

with regard to violent acts. He could recall only one incident when two
construction workers were involved in a fight.

Ward mentioned that, during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, there
were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.

5.14.3.10 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager4

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and
has been assigned to the Zimmer since August 1978.

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol use
by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of anyone
drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed anyone drinking

- alcohol onsite.

Lautenslager was also questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug
use (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no
personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of mari-
juana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one occasion
a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some cigarette
butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many of the craft

c

personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there was nothing to indicate

| that the butts found by the security officer were in fact marijuana, no
further action was taken other than to notify W&W security personnel that
the hand-rolled cigarette butts were found.

;

Lautenslager also stated that he has never received a report of any indi-
viduals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 56.

5.14.3.11 Field Observations

While at Zimmer, the NRC resident inspector has observed evidence of alcohol
use by workers. During approximately 50% of the time he has spent touring
the plant while conducting inspection activities, he has observed empty beer
cans in various safety-related areas of the plant. On a less frequent basis,
he has also observed empty "hard liquor" bottles (e.g., whiskey bottles).

: The areas where empty cans and bottles were observed included the cable
spreading room, the two residual heat removal rooms, the related residual
heat removal heat exchanger rooms, and the reactor building. Within these
areas, the locations he observed empty alcoholic beverage containers were
generally hidden and isolated.

,

The quantity of empty beer cans in these areas varied greatly from time to
time. On some occasions (generally in the winter months), as many as 10 to
12 empty beer cans could be found in any of the noted locations of the plant
(although some of the cans may have been there a month or more since the
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'

last time the area was ' cleaned). On other occasions (generally in the summer
months), only a few cans would be present in those same locations.

| The resident inspector has never personally observed anyone consuming alcoholic
beverages. He recalled observing instances in the diesel generator room and1

reactor building when workers were drinking beverages from non-alcoholic
beverage containers (e.g., thermos bottles) and, upon seeing him approach,

J made an apparent effort to conceal the containers from which they were
drinking. These instances led him to suspect that workers concealed intox-'

'

icants in and consumed intoxicants from non-alcoholic beverage containers.
Observations of beer can accumulations in different areas of the plant have
been documented in various NRC inspection reports and that on at least two
occasions the beer can litter situation has been brought to the attention
of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain.

The resident inspector has never observed anyone who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point where their ability to perform their job was impaired.
In the inspectors opinion, the drinking of alcohol at Zimmer is not as bad as
he has seen at other construction sites.

The resident inspector has observed approximately ten marijuana cigarette
butts during his plant tours and he recently found two marijuana cigarettes.
The resident discussed this matter with the Kaiser Construction Project
Manager.

5.14.4 Findings and Conclusions

The NRC investigation identified evidence that there had been some drinking
and drug use onsite. No attempt was made to examine the attitude of manage-
ment toward drinking, drug use, or violence; however, based on interviews,

| with site personnel coupled with NRC site observations both prior to and
during the investigation, a widespread problem was not evident.

An adequately functioning quality assurance program would assure detection
and correction of any adverse effects from construction personnel whose
abilities have been impaired while under the influence of alcohol or drugs.,

| Since we have questions regarding the quality assurance program based on
| other findings of this investigation, the licensee Quality Confirmation
| Program will assure construction defects have been identified.
1
'

5.14.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

| 5.15 Employee Dismissals
!

| 5.15.1 Allegation
1

"Empicyees fired for time [ card] cheating had been cheating with the
express approval of management, and only time cheaters fired were vocal

| and knowledgeable critics of plant QA and safety."
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i 5.15.2 Background Information

Thomas Applegate's investigation into timecard cheating at Zimmer~found<

i that five individuals (three construction workers and two guards) were
; involved in " timecard cheating" (i.e., absent from work onsite but recorded

as being at work). All those individuals involved were terminated by their
] respective employers.

! 5.15.3 Investigation
~!

5.15.3.1 Interview of Construction Worker

The NRC interviewed one of the construction workers who had been terminated
for timecard irregularities. The other terminated construction workers
could not be located. No attempt was made to interview the two guards also
terminated because they were not directly involved in assuring adequacy of
plant construction. The construction workers were those who would have had
knowledge of " plant QA and safety" (construction problems).

L5.15.3.2 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated Kaiser
terminated his employment in January 1980, after Thomas Applegate uncovered
irregularities in his timecard. He said he was not fired for his criticism
of plant safety and it was not until after he was terminated that he
provided any information to GAP. Individual A said that although he had

i serious concerns about construction work at the plant, he was not fired by
Kaiser for criticizing plant QA and safety.

On April 24, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to thir report.

5.15.3.3 Interview of Individual B

| On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that he
would not characterize himself as a " vocal critic" of plant safety. He
stated he had concerns about the QC program at Zimmer which he related to
the RIII Investigator. However, he said he was fired for irregularities
in his timecard and not for his concerns about the QC program.|

!

On April 22, 1981, Individul B provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.15.3.4 Interview of William Murrav
.

On April 14, 1981, William Murray, CG&E Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from December 10, 1980 to January 4,1981 Confidential
Service (CS) was hired by CG&E to investigate alleged timecard irregular-
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ities at Zinner. He stated CS entered into contract with CG&E after
Applegate told them he had uncovered evidence of employee timecard cheating.
Murray stated the investigation was contracted for a 30-day period. During
that period, Applegate identified two guards and three construction personnel
who were involved in timecard cheating. Murray indicated that all five of
the individuals Applegate identified had been terminated. He denied that
the only individuals terminated were those who were vocal and knowledgeable
critics of plant safety, and stated emphatically that the individuals fired
were fired solely for irregularities in their timecards.

Murray also stated that Major W. Cox, Director of CS, felt that the inves-
tigation was compromised when Murray left Applegate's reports unattended in
his desk. Murray said that at that point the contract was ending and he
and Cox concurred timecard cheating was not widespread. Both agreed that,
because of the questions about the security of the operation, the contract
should be terminated. However, Murray said Applegate stated that he was
concerned about the QA problems he had identified and wanted to continue
investigating. Murray said the concerns Applegate raised had already been
identified by the CG&E QA group and he saw no reason to continue the
investigation. He said Applegate was adamant in his insistence to continue
the investigation, so he referred him to William Schweirs, Quality Assurance
Manager. Schweirs agreed there was no need to investigate these matters
further and advised Applegate of his conclusion. Murray said the contract
was terminated with Cox's approval, but over Applegate's objections.

Murray provided a letter from CS regarding the contract termination, dated
January 4, 1980, and is included in Exhibit 62.

In a subsequent telephone conversation, Murray stated that Individual B was
'

not one of five identified by Applegate nor was he fired at CG&E's direction
for timecard cheating, but that he may have been terminated by Kaiser for

' another timecard matter.

5.15.3.5 Interview of Major W. Cox

On April 30, 1981, Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was interviewed by NRC.
Cox stated he employed" Thomas Applegate as a private investigator for CS.
He indicated that in November 1979, when Applegate was investigating another
matter, Applegate came across evidence of employee timecard cheating at
Zimmer. Cox stated he was reluctant to pursue the matter, but on several
occasions Applegate approached both him and CG&E about this matter. Cox
said Applegate continued to pursue the matter and CG&E formally requested
CS to investigate the matter. Cox stated the investigation was contracted
to last 30 days during which Applegate would work undercover onsite with
the primary task of investigating employee timecard cheating. Cox said the
CS investigation began on December 10, 1979 and ended on January 6, 1980,
and identified several employees who vere involved in timecard cheating.
Cox said the operation ran its course and was terminated at the end of the
original 30-day contract period.

Cox stated that during the last weeks of the investigation, Applegate said he

! found evidence of irregularities in pipe welds and in the plant QA program.
Cox told William Murray about this and Murray said CG&E was already aware of
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the problems Applegate had identified and did not need to pursue them further.
Cox recalled that Applegate had learned there was a disagreement between
Peabody Magnaflux (PM) employees and CG&E over the interpretation of X-rays
taken of some pipes on site.

. _

Cox said there was no attempt by CG&E to cover up any of Applegate's dis-
closures. Cox said it appeared to him that CG&E was already aware of the
problems Applegate identified and Applegate was not providing them with
any new information. Cox stated that after the 30-day contract period,
both he and CG&E decided to terminate the contract. Cox stated Applegate
disagreed with this decision and wanted the investigation to continue so
he could pursue irregularities he had identified in the QA program. Ccx
said CG&E denied Applegate's request.

Cox said that in his opinion Applegate held a grudge against CG&E for ending
the investigation over his objections. He indicated that since January 1980
he has had no further contact with Applegate regarding the Zimmer investi-
gation, and Applegate has' taken custody of all of the tape recordings and
copies of reports he made during the investigation.

5.15.3.6 Record Reviews

The Confidential Service memorandum dated January 4,1980 authored by
Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was reviewed by the investigator. The first
paragraph of the letter addresses Cox's concerns about the security of CS
confidential reports. The letter indicates Cox objected to security breaches
during the investigation and asked GC&E to terminate the investigation. How-
ever, Cox did state in the letter that, based on information he had, he did
not concur with CG&E's conclusion that Applegates allegations regarding
questionable construction were without merit.

5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions

The two former employees interviewed by GAP were contacted by NRC. They denied
they had been fired for any criticism of plant QA and safety, but rather had
been fired for timecard cheating. There was no indication from the interviews
that management approved of timecard cheating.

5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.16 Radiographer Suppression

5.16.1 Allegation

| "CG&E had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zimmer,
who were criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information
regarding the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of

,

January 9-10, 1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the
l
1
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Peabody Magnaflux (PM) trailer onsite. He alleged that during this.

- burglary those individuals removed records of an instance where CG&E had
) overridden PM's rejection of welds.
.

5.16.2 Background Information

CG&E did not have personnel with direct nondestructive examination responsi-
bilities, and as such, would not have been involved with " overriding" of,

PM radiograph interpretations. Additional background on radiography is in-
cluded in Section 5.8.2.

On July 3,1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg
were received at the Zimmer site (see Section 5.7). Kaiser personnel wrote
Nonconformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of truck
onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1979, Kaiser directed that
the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed.

On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi-
fied rejectable defects in welds on three of the five spool pieces. PM for-
warded the findings to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The reports and
film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed in
the Kaiser Document Control Center, three radiographs of welds with apparently
rejectable defects were filed with a nonconforming report. On April 8, 1980,
these films were reviewed by NRC Inspector Kavin Ward who determined that the
welds had the wrong geometry for radiography and the films were not acceptable.

On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultra-
sonic inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis
of these examinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable.
On April 28, 1980, Kellogg performed ultrasonic examinations of the same
spool pieces and also found them to be acceptable.

The above information including details of processing of nonconformance report
E-1911 is included in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

5.16.3 Investigation

5.16.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On April 22, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated PM radiographers
Allen Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two occasions, that they

I found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool pieces. He said they
had discovered the defects when examining Kaiser field welds that joined the
spool pieces in the residual heat removal system. He said they also found
similar defects in five of twenty welds on the main steam relief (MSR) spool
pieces that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site.

Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CG&E overrode their rejec-
tion of welds on the MSR system and had retained a copy of the examination
report and radiographic film in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM
when they examined prefabricated spool pieces, but they were not overridden
in their weld determinations for Kaiser walds.
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. Individual A also stated that in January 1979 CG&E hired undercover private
| investigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this
~

examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview
! Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met
i Individual A onsite and told him his supervisors had advised him not to
; discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later informed him there

had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports
for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.i

I

i On April 24, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.16.3.2 Interview of Thomas Applegate,

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
he had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in
which A1 dredge said weld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite.
Applegate said he subsequently learned that there was a break-in of the PM
trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were taken
from the trailer. He indicated Security Officers Ronald Wright,
James Bedinghaus, and David Simpson had told him Individuals D and E were
probably involved in the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer.

Applegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a dispute
about the acceptability of welds PM examined on the MSR system since its
records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had been examined
by PM and found defective they were later accepted by CG&E. Applegate said
that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees not to say anything
about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals against PM.

5.16.3.3 Interviews of Security Officers

Between February I and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were
interviewed by NRC. They could not provide any information concerning
the break-in of the PM trailer in January of 1980. All of these individuals

| are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all stated the break-in
I had not been reported to the Security Department. They stated that they were

unaware of the identity of any individuals who might have committed the break-in.

David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department
| Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department

James Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station

John Bediogbaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer
i Nuclear Power Station
'

Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station-

i James Caplinger, former Security Officer, Zimmer
" Nuclear Power StatiD
William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio

Welfare Department

!
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I' 5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest Aldredte
.

'

On April 10, 1980, Ernest A1 dredge, PM President, was interviewed by NRC.
' A1 dredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographers at thei

Zimmer site were not consistently overridden in their weld determinations.
He stated that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never

! reported this problem to him.

A1 dredge also stated that from January through June 1980 there was an NRC-

investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by ' thomas Applegate,!,

i a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated
Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate,

'

that there were defective welds at the plant. Aldredge stated Applegate
subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personnel
telling him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in
their decisions to reject welds.

| A1 dredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and newspaper
i articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent
' company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him that due to the sensi-

tive nature of nondestructive examination of nuclear power plants it would,

[ be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement, since the statement
could be misconstrued by the press. A1 dredge stated he was therefore
advised to not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of

'

the media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the
best interest of PM not to make any statements at that time.

Aldredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production
problems that had been attributed to frequent breakdowns of the film
processing machine onsite. He said information such as this could impact
the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was best not to

| make a statement about why PM's contract was not renewed.
|

A1 dredge stated that there had been no attempt to silence the radiographers
at Zimmer regarding public statements about the investigation. A1 dredge
provided a sworn statement on August 17, 1981, a copy of which is included
as Exhibit 63.

5.16.3.5 Interview of William Schwiers

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance Manager, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forward a letter to the investigator
outlining the reasons PM's contract was terminated at Zimmer. Subsequently,
Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining his reasons for termi-
nating PM's contract in April 1980. A retyped copy of the provided memo is
included as Exhibit 64. Schweirs stated the contract was not terminated
because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected
by them."

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that since 1972, PM has been employed as the firm

.
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responsible for nondestructive examination at Zimmer. He said PM has con-
ducted both ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations of
large-bore and small-bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's responsibility
was to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to Kaiser. ,
Kaiser personnel would examine radiographs and make the determination if a
weld was accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer,
was responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not " consistently overriding"
PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said Pallon supported' PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified, assured that the'

weld was repaired.

Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980, and apparently
Applegate talked to a number of PM employees about their work onsite. Wood
said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as
" Thomas Jackson," a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood indicated that at
that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems
in meeting production goals.

Wood advised there was discussion among PM employees about the contract
j renewal, and he learned PM employees had told Applegate that PM had iden-
; tified defective welds in the plant. Wood said it was PM's responsibility
'

to identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser
would assign a status of either repair, hold, or rework to the defective

! weld. Wood indicated that when his employees told Applegate that there
were " bad welds," they were referring to defective welds they had iden-
tified and reported to Kaiser. Wood stated his employees had answered
Applegate's questions in good faith, assuming he knew the meaning of the
term " bad welds" (that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser
Quality Control system).

Wood stated that on one occasion Applegate called him and asked him if
: there were " bad welds in the plant" and he responded in the affirmative.

He said he assumed Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that
Applegate was questioning (as an auditor) PM's ability to identify weld

j defects. Wood said Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted Wood
and other PM employees as saying "there are defective welds" in the plant.
Wood said that rejectable welds are identified by nondestructive examination
and are repaired under the quality control system.

Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper
articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,
Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrue

,

anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss
' the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"

any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their
findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he
advised PM employees to not make any further. statements regarding the matter.

Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representa-
tives and a number of PM employees were disturbed about the calls. He felt
it was PM's responsibility as their employer to advise them not to discuss
Applegate's charges with media personnel.

I
I

'
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Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations, |
and that its contract was not renewed by CG&E because PM had continued to

j ;' reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because of problems
i' in meeting production goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's '

weld examinations.

Wood recalled that Allan Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had
,; been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no

equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that

any records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its
j examination reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of a

weld and other copies of examination reports are the property of CG&E
| and Kaiser and are retained by them.

On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement attesting to the
preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 65.,

.

T 5.16.3.7 Interview of Allan Sellars

On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer frca April
1976 to April 1980, and performed radiographic examinations of Kaiser field
welds and occasionally examined welds on spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.
He indicated that when he identified defective Kaiser or Kellogg welds he
identified them on the examination report and forwarded the report to
Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. Sellars stated he was not overridden
by Pallon when he identified defects in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds.

Sellars did recall an incident in the Summer of 1979 when PM was asked
to examine welds on some Kellogg MSR system spool pieces that apparently
fell off the truck on delivery to the site. He said he and David Hang
radiographed welds on the spool pieces in question, but the film quality
was poor. He indicated the geometrical configuration of the welds was
such that it would exaggerate flaws in the welds and project them on the
film at varying angles, distorting the view of the weld. Sellars said

j that he had told Pallon radiography was the wrong technique to use in this
. case, but Fallon said to conduct the examination anyway. Sellars said Hang
| observed some unacceptable indications (defects) on the resultant radio-
; graphic film and noted this on the examination reports. Later, during an
! NRC investigation, these spool pieces were ultrasonically examined and the
' welds were found to be acceptable.

Sellars also stated that after the investigation there was considerable4

; publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management
not to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be

,

taken out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate '

or silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion PM's contract was
not renewed due to production problems, which he attributed to breakdowns
in the film processing machine. Sellars said another factor in CG&E's

,

decision was audits that were critical of PM's work onsite. He indi-'

cated the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification
| of defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer had been broken

into; however, he was not aware of anything taken during the break-in.
i
!

,
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On April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 49.

5.16.3.8 Interview of David Hang

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September 19, 1976,
to August 1979. Hang said he was responsible for conducting radiographic
examinations of large bore pipe welds.

,

Hang indicated that he was not overridden on his weld determinations by
Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Hang said welds
PM accepted were frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would
request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld
that PM had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said
Pallon, as a Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or
rejection of a weld.

,

Hang recalled that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to examine some pipe
spool pieces on the MSR system that had fallan off of a truck on delivery
to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated the film,
and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to use when examining
the spool pieces.

Hang said he told Pallon that the geometric configuration of the spool
pieces was such that it distorted the view of the weld and might exaggerate
flaws that would appear as defects on the film. Hang indicated Pallon
requested he examine the remainder of the welds by radiography and these
examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

Hang said he reported the results of his examinations to Pallon and
retained the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the
PM trailer onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the
proper nondestructive testing technique to use to examine pipe welds in
this geometric configuration, and he later learned the spool pieces had
been ultrasonically examined and found acceptable.

Hang said he lef t Zimmer in August 1979 and, on his return in March 1980,
he was informed by Allan Sellars that there had been a break-in of the PM
trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Hang stated that in
April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic examination reports for the MSR
spool pieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center.
Hang verified that the reports and films were the originals from August
1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he
found unacceptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance
report.

On April 23, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 47.
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5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon .

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19
to April 1980. Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser
field welds onsite. He said PM performed a radiograph of a weld and did a
preliminary review to ascertain if the weld was rejectable. He indicated PM
did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that the KEI welding
engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-'

ance. Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-
tions and that welds accepted by PM were frequently found unacceptable by Kaiser.

Draffon said he learned that radiographers occasionally observed defects in
Kellogg welds when they overlapped Kaiser welds. These cases were reported
and forwarded to Kaiser to determine if the Kellogg weld should be repaired.
Draffon stated that when welds junctured, the geometry of the juncturing welds
is frequently not the same and therefore radiographic views of the weld may
be distorted. He indicated that inexperienced Level I or II Radiographers
would often examine juncturing welds and report rejectable defects, not
recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more experienced
radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable. Draffon stated
that when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had apparently occurred
where PM radiographers examined MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the truck
and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the view of the weld was distorted
due to configuration problems. Draffon said the spool pieces were later
ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable. Draffon commented that
this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E or Kaiser did not often
override PM in their weld determinations.

Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer was broken into, but this
occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegate, a
private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been
broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found
no records or equipment missing.

Draffon also stated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the
customer's request. He said this occurred because the volume of work was
slowing, and PM had experienced production problems, which he attributed to
frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.

5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.
Binning said he received his Level II certification in October 1979 and
routinely radiographed large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser onsite.
Binning said PM radiographed welds, developed the film, did a preliminary
examination to determine if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and
then forwarded their report to Anthony Pallon, KEI welding engineer, who
made the final determination on the acceptability of the welds. He in-
dicated Pallon did not consistently override PM in their weld determination
and would sometimes reject welds that PM had initially found acceptable.
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He frequently directed them to re-shoot welds that Kaiser had repaired
after PM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

'| Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool
pieces for the MSR system that were manufactured by Kellogg and had apparently
fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said David Hang examined the
spool pieces and determined there were rejectable indications in some welds.
Binning said the radiographs were later evaluated by Kaiser, it was found,

the weld geometry precluded correct interpretation, and the welds on the spool
pieces were not defective. Binning said Hang retained copies of his report
of this particular examination.

Binning also stated that in January 1980 he received a telephone call from
an unidentified individual who told him the PM trailer had been broken into.
He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock had been
pried off and apparently the trailer had been entered. Binning said he
inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the files, and found the
only items missing were the examination reports and films for the MSR
spool pieces that had been examined by Hang earlier. He indicated he told
Allan Sellars and Wayne Draffon about the burglary but did not discuss it
with anyone else.

Binning said PM management never told him to be silent about activities
that occurred at the site. He said PM's contract was not renewed because
of production problems, which he attributed to their film processor fre-
quently breaking down. He also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation
safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of
some aspects of the PM operation. Binning said PM was not asked to leave
the site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees
were not harassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 48.

5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's Assistant,
was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant,
he was not responsible for reading or interpreting film or making any weld
determinations. He said he worked with both David Hang and Allan Sellars
and did not recall them commenting that Anthony Pallon overrode them. He
stated that PM usually radiographed Kaiser field welds; however, on one
occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said he re-
called Hang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces
and identified rejectable indications in some welds. He indicated Hang
reported this to Pallon, but he was not aware cf the final disposition of
the report.

Binning also said that in January 1980 there was a break-in of the PM trailer
and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.
He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con-
ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning
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;
;

PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the
investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and
Applegate about it. Binning said he was never told by PM management to

; " cover up" anything about their activities at the site. Binning volunteered
that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film
processor breaking down and holding up production.

5.16.3.12 Interview of Pobert Marshall
I

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was,

interviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on
; weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that

he overrode PM on their weld findings. Marshall also stated that the PM
radiographers with whom he spoke after Applegate made his disclosures to
the press did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in
their weld determinations.

He recalled one incident when PM was asked to examine some MSR spool pieces
that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said that in April'

1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces and he, Rex Baker,
KEI Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the films. All,

concurred that the welds were of the wrong geometry for radiographic examina-
tion. Marshall said that on some of the films the geometric configuration had'

distorted the radiographic view of the welds. He added that this examination
was an exception to common practice because PM normally radiographed Kaiser
field welds but not welds on Kellogg prefabricated pieces. Marshall advised:

I that the MSR spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

'5.16.3.13 Interview of Anthony Pallon

On August 13, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Sr., was interviewed by NRC. Pallon
stated he was employed at Zimmer as a Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,
Welding / Nondestructive Examination from April 1, 1977 to July 8, 1980.

| He stated his position involved the review of PM radiographic reports of
| examination for pipe welds at the plant. Pallon stated he did not consis-

tently override PM in their weld determinations at Zimmer and, on the
contrary, frequently rejected welds that PM found acceptable. He said, on
less than ten occasions PM radiographers identified nonconforming vendor
welds while examining an adjacent Kaiser weld. He said in each instance
he directed the nonconforming weld to be repaired or replaced. He stated
he could not make a determination about 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds
in the plant being defective, since PM did not radiograph them, he did not
review the radiographs, and he would not make an unqualified statement about
their acceptability.

Pallon said in April 1980 that PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed and
Nuclear Energy Services (NES), Inc. , took control of the radiography work
at Zimmer. He attributed this to poor management of the PM operation at
Zimmer, coupled with equipment problems that affected PM's ability to perform
the required amount of radiographic examinations. He said he privately told
PM personnel about this months before the contract was terminated, but they

i

.
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.

took no action (i.e. , hiring of additional personnel and repair of the film
processing machine) to increase their production at the site.

.

5.16.3.14 Record Reviews

The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs of field welds
made between October 1979 and March 1980 to determine if CG&E or Kaiser
personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by PM. The results of
that review are given in Table 5.16-1.

'

Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet
Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

1. RH-113 RH-31 26. RE-75A RE-1
2. R1-7 RI-11 27. K-288 WX-8
3. RH-53 RH-20 28. RH-86 RH-64
4. RH-55 RH-20 29. @A3 DO-2
5. K-73 RH-20 30. @C3 DG-25
6. RH-40 RH-26 31. HGK-250 HG-16
7. K-494 MS-37 32. RD-K4 RD-1
8. FW-454 MS-30A 33. IMS22AC2 ' MS-315
9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88

10. K-926 WR-26 35. P.L.2M20803 LC-13
11. K-455 MS-26A 36. K-483 MS-43
12. MS22AA2 MS-311 37. K-499 MS-39
13. K-84 RH-38 38. IRRBIAA-3/4 RR-122
14. P.L.2M20795 LC-19 39. K-288 RT-2
15. LP-9 LP-3 40. FC-5 FC-14
16. K-507 MS-44 41. K-33 FW-4
17. K-508 MS-45 42. FWK-31 FW-2
18. K-448 MS-27A 43. LP-13 LP-11
19. HP-19B HP-5 44. CYK-221 CY-49
20. FC-93 FC-29 45. WR41AA3 WR-44
21. X-414 MS-24A 46. FW58A FW-2
22. K-523 MS-27A 47. K-877 WR-2
23. RH-54 RH-20 48. HP-55 HP-4
24. RH-56 RH-20 49. K-475 MS-34
25. RH-46 RH-20

None of the reader sheets for the welds in Table 5.16-1 indicated that Kaiser
personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.

5.16.4 Findings and Conclusions

Seven current and former PM employees who were interviewed denied any
attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.
In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied

^
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that PM was consistently overridden in its weld. determinations. A review
of PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of PM

| being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.
.

The PM trailer had been broken into on the weekend of January 9-10, 1981.
It was not established that this was done by Individuals D and E. Seven

, security officers who Applegate indicated had information regarding the
! break-in were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in

of the trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of Indivi-4

duals D and E in such a break-in. After the break-in, PM's copies of
examination reports of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool pieces
were determined to be missing. Three of the eight reports on the spool pieces
were found in the Kaiser Document Control Center filed with a nonconformance
report, but five of the reports are still missing. The reports and films
were reviewed by the PM employee who did the initial examination of the
welds and who verified the reports and films are the originals. He said
the reports filed with the nonconformance report are for the welds thought
to be defective, and the missing five reports are of the radiographs of
the acceptable welds.

5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.17 Industry Blacklisting

5.17.1 Allegation
.

" Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of utility
and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA practices."

5.17.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided.

| 5.17.3 Investigation
i

5.17.3.1 Interview of Individuals A and B

On April 22 and 24, 1981, Individuals A and B, both union pipefitters, were
interviewed by NRC. They stated they had not been intimidated or subjected
to reprisals for their criticism of QA practices at Zimmer. Individuals A
and B both stated that they were fired in January 1980 as a result of the
findings of Thomas Applegate's investigation into their involvement in
timecard cheating. They have since been re-employed by CG&E subcontractors
at Zimmer and other CG&E sites.

5.17.3.2 Interview of William Schwiers

On January 16, 1981, William Schwiers, QA Manager (CG&E), was interviewed
by NRC. He was asked to provide the names and current place of employment
for Kaiser QC inspectors who had left the site since January 1,1979. A

|
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list was subsequently provided, indicating that a total of twenty-three QC
inspectors had left the site since that date. Fifteen were known to be

employed at other nuclear power plants under construction, two were employed,

as QC inspectors in defense-related industries, and there was no known place
of employment for the remaining six inspectors. Schwiers said there has
been no attempt by CG&E to engage in any form of industry-wide reprisals
against employees who left Zimmer.

5.17.3.3 Interview of Ernest Aldredgei

On April 10, 1980, Ernest A1 dredge, President of Peabody Magnaflux (PM),
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that neither PM nor its employees had.

' been subjected to any reprisals by CG&E or other utilities for their work
at Zimmer.

A1 dredge indicated that he was contacted by private investigator
Thomas Applegate who asked him about the termination of the PM contract at
Zimmer. He stated he tol'd Applegate the situation at Zimmer could affect
PM's performance record in the industry. A1 dredge said the contract was
terminated because of production problems that he attributed to a lack of
adequate staffing on PM's part, and frequent breakdowns of their onsite
film processing machine.

A1 dredge also said he was advised by Charles Wood, the PM Cincinnati Office
Manager, that NRC had audited PM's records onsite and had found deficiencies.
A1 dredge said he talked to Applegate about PM being removed from other con-
tractor's bid lists because of the work at Zimmer, .but he was referring to
their poor performance record at Zimmer affecting other contracts. He indi-
cated that he was not referring to any systematic attempt by CG&E to engage
in any intimidation or reprisals against PM for its work onsite. A1 dredge

*

stated that during the conversation with Applegate he was concerned that the
professional and business reputation of PM not be tarnished. He indicated
he felt that Applegate misunderstood what he said and falsely accused CG&E
of engaging in " industry-wide" intimidation of PM.

5.17.3.4 Interviews of PM Employees

Between January 19 and April 15, 1981, seven current and former PM employees
were interviewed by NRC. They denied that they had been placed in fear of
utility or industry-wide reprisals should they complain about QA practices
at Zimmer. The results of these interviews are reported in Sections 5.7.3,
5.8.3, and 5.16.3.

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions

Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees of
Peabody Magnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP,
were contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or sub-
jected to industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Zimmer QA
practices.
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5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance,

: No items of noncompliance were identified.
1

5.18 Inspector's Journal

[ 5.18.1 Allegation

'i
; "A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and incidents

at Zimmer."

On January 29, 1980, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a detailed
journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation waste chemistry
technician at Zimmer.

5.18.2 Background Information

It is common practice for inspectors performing certain types of inspections
to utilize notebooks to record their observations. Such notes can later
be used to generate surveillance reports, nonconformance reports, or other
documents as required.

5.18.3 Investigation

5.18.3.1 Personnel Record Review

The NRC Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E personnel records and found
an individual named Yohan Reiter. Inquiry indicated that Reiter was employed
by Westinghouse, Inc., in Brazil. Personnel records confirmed that Reiter
had been employed at Zimmer at the time Thomas Applegate was onsite.

5.18.3.2 Interview with Yohan Reiter

On February 5, 1981, Yohan Reiter of Westinghouse, Inc., was interviewedi

by telephone. He stated he was formerly employed as a radiation chemistry
| technician at Zimmer. He said he recalled meeting Thomas Applegate in the
l radiation waste disposal area during a routine inspection. Reiter also

recalled commenting to Applegate that his field notebook was his " paper
brain" in which he recorded the results of his field inspections. He said
the notebook listed deficiencies identified during system walkdowns of the
radioactive waste disposal system. Reiter indicated that he used the note-
book to record deficiencies such as malfunctioning gauges or acid eating
through floor tiles, which were then recorded on an equipment service list
and corrected by the plant maintenance staff. He said that to his knowledge

! all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the licensee.
He added that during meetings with his supervisor. Dean Erickson, and other
members of the Radiation Protection Department staff, the adequacy of the
resulting corrective action was discussed.

Reiter indicated that he was not keeping any detailed journal of safety
defects at the plant and, if he had any concerns regarding the safe opera-
tion of the plant, he would have contacted the NRC himself.

'
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5.18.4 Findings and Conclusions
:

-; The individual who was alleged to have kept a " journal of safety hazards and
; incidents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection notebook.,

He stated he used this notebook to record deficiencies he identified during,

system walkdowns of the radiation waste disposal system. He said that to his'

knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the!

j licensee.
e

9 5.18.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.
,

5.19 Pipefitter Joke
.

5.19.1 , Allegation

"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be hundreds
of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a
disastrous accident."

5.19.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided as to the source or significance of
the " joke" or statement.

5.19.2.1 Media Interview

During interviews conducted by Bettina Gregory of ABC News (broadcast on
May 19, 1981), Edwin Hofstadter made a similar comment. Hofstadter was
neither a pipefitter nor site employee, as detailed in Section 5.10.2.

5.19.3 Investigation

5.19.3.1 Interviews

Sixteen pipefitters interviewed by RIII inspectors could not provide any
information concerning any specific equipment design or installation
deficiencies.

During one interview, a QC inspector indicated that this joke had been
heard in the plant.

5.19.4 Findings and Conclusions

It was determined that the alleged statement had been made. The NRC is
addressing the allegations and safety concerns identified during this
investigation.

The only other way that the NRC can deal with an allegation such as this
is to determine if the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection
program, the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program, and the preoperational
testing program will enable this determination to be made.

,
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5.19.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6.0 Allegations Received Through Site Interviews
|
'

During interviews conducted at the Zimmer site, the investigators and
inspectors received additional allegations. A number of these allegations
coincided with or added detail to those in Section 4 and are included in;

that Section of this report.

6.1 Inspector Harassment

6.1.1 Allegation

QC inspectors have been harassed by construction personnel who have repeatedly
doused them with water. QC inspectors have been transferred following com-
plaints from construction personnel.

6.1.2 Background Information

Some friction between QC inspectors and construction personnel is expected
due to the very nature of the system. That friction can be increased when
construction personnel take the view that QC inspectors are over inspecting"d

or overly critical. It is management's responsibility to take action to
assure that friction does not develop unhealthy attitudes that adversely
affect construction quality.

6.1.3 Investigation

6.1.3.1 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13,15, and July 8, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was
interviewd by NRC. He stated that Rex Baker told him of one incident in

September 1980 when a QC inspector was doused with water while performing
an inspection. Cittings stated Baker told him that the person who had
doused the inspector had been identified and fired by construction management.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on the inspection activities of Individual I, a QC inspector,
and his lack of completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer
Individual I from pipe support hanger inspection to structural welding
inspection activities. Gittings also indicated that in January 1980 he
directed Baker to reassign QC Inspectors Ruiz, Wimbish, and Hendley because
of problems with their inspection activities.

6.1.3.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan
i
'

On March 10 and 11, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser Lead Civil (structural) QC
Inspector, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was aware that water
had been dumped on QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and Anthony Pallon, Jr., by
craft personnel during the course of their inspections.

|
:
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II
Donovan stated that on February 16, 1981, James Ruiz was involuntarily'

reassigned from inspections in the drywell area to the fabrication shop.,

| Donovan explained that he had been Ruiz's lead supervisor and was directed
| by Rex Baker to make the reassignment. He stated that Baker offered no
| explanation for the reassignment except that the Kaiser QA Manager had
j requested he reassign Ruiz.

! Donovan stated it was obvious to him that Baker disapproved of the reassign-
ment. He indicated the reassignment resulted from a personality conflict
between Ruiz and Jerry Adams, Ironworker Superintendent, who felt that Ruiz
was too strict and " nit-picking" during his inspections. Donovan stated that

' Adams had complained to him about Ruiz's inspections and had discussed this
matter with Baker. Baker indicated that Ruiz was a good inspector, was not

i overly critical, and was justified in citing the varicus deficiencies he
discovered in Adams' area. Donovan speculated that Adams had complained
about Ruiz to General Superintendent James Sandlin who then talked to
Gittings, who decided to remove Ruiz from the inspection area. Donovan
added that concurrently he had heard unsubstantiated rumors that QC
Inspectors Hendley, Wimbish, and McCoy were also going to be reassigned
because of criticism of their inspection findings by Kaiser construction
personnel.

On March 11, 1981, Donovan provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 66.

6.1.3.3 Interview of Janice Mulkey'

On March 11 and 12, 1981, Janice H. Mulkey, Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
viewed by NRC. She stated that on three or four occasions between August'

1979 to August 1980 water had been thrown on her from above by craft
personnel while she performed inspections. Mulkey said she never saw the
responsible individuals but on each occasion she re rted the incident to

j her supervisors K.Shinkle,J.Setlock,or[S. Heath. She recalled that
on one occasion Heath} threatened to remove an the inspectors from the

| site if water continued to be thrown. Mulkey said Robert Marshall was then
i apprised of the incidents. Marshall then told the craft superintendents

to assure that the water-throwing incidents stopped or he would terminate
eight craft personnel who were suspected of being responsible.

Mulkey said the water-throwing incidents adversely affected her performance
and caused her difficulties in concentrating on her inspection activities
because she had to be constantly vigilant for water being thrown on her.
Mulkey also stated that, when water was thrown from three stories above her,
it struck her with such force that on one occasion it knocked the breath out
of her and on another caused her to bruise her knee. She indicated that
other QC inspectors had also been doused with water.

On March 12, 1981, Janice Mulkey provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 67.

6.1.3.4 Interview with Anthony Pallon, Jr.

On February 10, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Jr. , Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that since January 1981 he has performed visual
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weld inspections in the suppression pool area to ensure these welds met
AWS Code requirements. Pallon said the previous inspector in this area

: had been lax, and he began rejecting about 50% of the welds he inspected.
Soon afterwards, he was being called to inspection points by craft personnel
who would douse him with water from abova when he arrived. Pallon said

'

this occurred about two or three times a week and he had been squirted with4

a fire extinguisher while performing an inspection the night prior to this3,

interview.

Pallon said he was also told that Douglas Haff, Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-
tendent, had told QC Inspector Joseph Mills that he would have Pallon fired.
Pallon said Haff on one occasion harrassed him when he returned from lunch
by directing security personnel to search him and Joseph Mills for alcohol.

On February 10, 1981, Pallon provided a sworn statement attesting to the
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 68.

6.1.3.5 Interview of Joseph Mills

On February 10, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that, while performing inspections in the suppression pool
area, both he and Anthony Pallon had been called to inspection points and
doused with water. Mills felt it was significant that Pallon was doused in
excess of six times in one month. Craft personnel were apparently doing this
because of Pallon's weld rejections. Mills indicated that Douglas Haff, the
superintendent in this area, told him he would get Pallon fired because he
was " nit picking" on his inspections. Mills said he ignored this comment
because it was impossible for Haff to fire a QC inspector.

Mills indicated that later Haff attempted to harass him and Pallon by having
them searched by security guards for alcohol when they returned from lunch one
day. He stated these actions did not affect his inspection activity, although
he did feel that the QA program at Zimmer was understaffed, procedures were
poorly written, and the existing program lacked support from Kaiser management.

( 6.1.3.6 Interview of Michael McCoy

|

| On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
! by NRC. He stated that on one occasion during the spring of 1980 he and
| QC Inspector Charles Belcher were called to an inspection point by craft

personnel. McCoy said when they arrived at the inspection point an attemptI

l was made to douce them with water thrown at them from above.

; On February 11, 1981, McCoy provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
|

ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 69.
,

| 6.1.3.7 Interview of John Sullivan
i

On February 19, 1981, John Sullivan, Nuclear Energy Services Inc., was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he personally has never been doused
with water but that he was aware Kaiser QC Inspectors Anthony Pallon and
Rick Sizemore had been doused with water while performing inspections in

- 146-

-- -
. _ _ . .



__ _ - .

DRAFT 8/15/81

'
the suppresion pool area. Sullivan stated that when Sizemore was doused
he was performing an inspection using a 220-volt magnetic particle testing
machine, and, if water had struck the machine, Sizemore might have been''

electrocuted. He indicated that Construction Superintendents Edward Stanley
and Douglas Haff were standing in the area when this incident occurred.

Sullivan also related another incident when he and Pallon were searched by,

security personnel when they were returning from lunch one day. He stated
that, in his opinion, Haff and Stanley were attempting to harass Pallon
because of Pallon's inspection activities in their area.

On February 19, 1981, Sullivan provided a sworn statement attesting to the
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 70.

6.1.3.8 Interview of Billy Tyree

On February 18 and 20,1981, Billy Tyree, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from

: September 24 to November 20, 1979, by Butler Services, Inc. Tyree stated
that he was aware that buckets of water were thrown on QC inspectors by Kaiser

'

construction workers. Tyree indicated that he never observed such incidents,
but he recalled that on four or six occasions QC Inspector Janice Mulkey was
doused with water, and had reported these incidents to her immediate supervisor.

Tyree also stated that two or three other QC inspectors wera also doused
with water, and he conjectured this was done to limit the thoroughness of
inspections by QC. personnel. He was unaware of any inquiry or investigation
to identify the individuals involved in the dousing incidents, but learned
that a construction worker named "Frenchie" was considered to be generally
responsible for some of the water-throwing incidents.

On February 20, 1981, Tyree provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 71.

6.1.3.9 Interview of Richard Price;

t

i On February 18 and March 7,1981, Richard Price, former QC Inspector, was
' interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed by Butler Services, Inc., from

September 1975 to November 28, 1980, and by Kaiser from December 1 to 14,
i 1980. Price stated he was aware that, on at least twelve occasions, construc-

tion workers poured buckets of water on QC inspectors who were conducting
inspections in the containment building. He stated his opinion that the
water was thrown on the inspectors because they were conscientious and re-
fused to accept inferior or nonconforming work by craft personnel.

Price stated he heard rumors that two Kaiser construction workers nicknamed
| "Frenchie" and " John Boy" were the individuals responsible for throwing water.

He indicated that Kaiser management was apprised of these incidents and
construction personnel were unofficially told that they would be terminated
if there were any further incidents of water being thrown on QC inspectors.

|
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On March 2,1981, Price provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding
information, which is included as Exhibit 72.

' 6.1.3.10 Interview of Winston Jackson

,
On February 18 and 20, 1981, Winston Jackson, former QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer by Butler Services,
Inc., from July 1979 to November 1980. Jackeon stated he was aware of
several incidents when buckets of water were dumped on QC inspectors by craft
personnel while they were performing inspections in the containment building.
He indicated that in his opinion these incidents represented harassment of
QC inspectors by construction personnel, and he added that these incidents
were reported to Kaiser management. He stated he was not aware of any action
Kaiser took concerning this matter.

On February 20, 1981, Jackson provided a sworn statement attesting to the
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 73.

e

6.1.3.11 Interview of James Ramsey

On February 18 and 20,1981, James Ramsey, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he formerly worked at Zimmer for Butler
Services, Inc., and also for Kaiser Engineering between July 1979 and
December 14, 1980. Ramsey stated that QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and
Michael DePuccio were doused with water by construction personnel while
performing inspections in the containment building. He indicated that, in
his opinion, these incidents amounted to harassment of the inspectors by
construction personnel. Ramsey said these incidents were reported to Kaiser,

'

management and an investigation was conducted into the matter, but he was
unaware of any outcome of the inquiry.

On February 20, 1981, Ramsey provided a sworn statement attesting to the
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 74.

6.1.3.12 Interview of Individual I

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Individual I, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that he was aware of incidents of QC
inspectors being harassed by construction personnel. Individual I stated
that two inspectors in particular were subject to harassment in the form of
buckets of water dumped on them while they were performing their inspections.
He said the above incidents were reported to Kaiser management but nothing
was ever done about the problem. Individual I indicated that he had heard
that General Foreman Walter Hamm was aware of the identity of the individuals
involved in the incidents but was protecting those individuals.

6.1.3.13 Interview of Dennis Taylor

On February 19, 1981, Dennis Taylor, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in October or November 1980, while performing a
magnetic particle inspection of a weld in the reactor containment building,
he was hit with a stream of water from a fire extinguisher. Taylor also
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indicated that QC Inspector Anthony Pallon was' frequently doused with water
'

while performing inspections in the suppression pool area. In Taylor's
opinion, Pallon was being harassed by craft personnel in this area because
he was rejecting welds made by the craft personnel.

6.1.3.14 Interview of Jesse Ruiz
,

'
On February 18 and 20,1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that construction workers were pouring
buckets of water on QC inspectors who were performing inspections. He said
that these incidents were brought to the attention of Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, who stated that anyone throwing water on a QC
inspector would be fired. However, no formal investigation or report was
made of these incidents.

6.1.3.15 Interview of Walter Hamm, Sr. -

On March 26, 1981, Walter Hamm, Sr. , Kaiser General Foreman, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated be was aware that water had been thrown on several QC
inspectors, including Janice Mulkey. Hamm indicated that the culpable indi-
viduals were never identified and no disciplinary action was ever initiated.
He stated that according to rumors individuals nicknamed " Fat Frenchie,"
" Skinny Frenchie," and one pipefitter nicknamed " John Boy" were in'volved
in the incidents. Hamm identified these individuals but he was unable to
substantiate their involvement. He personally warnet'all of these indi-
viduals that he would terminate them if he found they we're tdrowing water
on QC inspectors.

Hamm was critical of the QC inspection activities at Zimmer and stated that
QC inspectors often rejected work that, in his opinion, was acceptable. He
also mentioned that he frequently had difficulty in finding inspectors when
he needed them to respond to an inspection point in a timely manner. Hamm
stated that the QC inspectors delayed construction and increased construc-
tion expenses because of their critical inspections. He indicated that he
had frequently criticized the inspectors personally and had admonished them
for their inavailability to perform inspections.

On March 26, 1981, Hamm provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding informatica, which is included as Exhibit 75.

6.1.3.16 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. Baker stated that in January or February 1981,
Phillip Gittings suggested that QC Inspectors Ruiz, Hendley,' and Wimbish
be reassigned because they were " nit-picking" during their inspections and
writing too many nonconformance reports. Baker disagreed with this sugges-
tion and expressed his opinion that the inspectors were performing inspections
in accordance with Kaiser procedures and were writing valid nonconformance
reports. He stated that he did move Inspectors Ruiz and Hendley from weld
inspections in the reactor building to inspections in the fabrication shop.

'
,

*
7

-
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Baker also stated that, when he first arrived on the site, he learned
; from the previous Inspection Supervisor that the lead welding inspector,

'Kenneth Shinkle, had also been reassigned.!

)

Baker also understood that QC inspector Janice Hulkey was doused with water,

while performing an inspection, but he was not exactly sure how or when the
incident occurred.

t .

6.1.3.17 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle>

On February 18, 1980, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from November 1977 to February 1980 he was lead pipe
support hanger inspector at Zimmer. Shinkle stated that in February 1980
Kaiser was involved in a 100% reinspection of all pipe support hanger welds.
He said his inspectors were rejecting up to 95% of the hangers inspected and
initiating nonconformance reports for deficient hanger welds.

Shinkle stated that he was called into a meeting with both CG&E and Kaiser,

management, who criticized his group's high rate of rejection, their inspec-
tion techniques, and the continuing identification of deficiencies on welds
that were found acceptable during previous inspections. He said those Kaiser
officials present initially denied they had committed Kaiser to a 100%
reinspection, but later in the meeting they admitted this was the commitment
for reinspection of pipe support hangers. Shinkle stated that at the end of
the meeting a Kaiser official asked him, "Do you understand who you work for
now?" He took this comment as an attempt to intimidate him and to pressure
his inspectors to accept pipe support hangers undergoing inspection at the
time.

Shinkle stated that the next day he submitted nonconformance reports for
deficient welds on pipe support hangers, and Kaiser management removed him
from his job later that afternoon. He learned that William Schwiers, CG&E
QA Manager, had objected to Kaiser about Shinkle's reassignment but was
told Robert Marshall had said "it would be a cold day in hell before he'll
[Shinkle} touch another pipe hanger." Shinkle stated that he has never been
reassigned to pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On September 1, 1980, Shinkle was promoted to Quality Assurance Engineer for
civil / structural activities, the job description for which states that he is
responsible for pipe support hanger inspections. However, Phillip Gittings
told him that this was a typing error in the description and he would have
nothing to do with pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On February 18, 1981, Shinkle provided a sworn statement attesting to the
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 76.

6.1.3.18 Interview of Mack White

On March 11 and 25, 1981, Mack White, QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that on March 11, 1981, at about 10:30 p.m., he was conductingi

| N. an inspection in the drywell area of the primary containment building at
~\ Level 524. White indicated that at this time an unknown individual dumped

,
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a few gallons of water on him from above. He looked up but was unable to
identify the individual as he ran away.,

White stated he reported the incident to the NRC, QC management personnel,
and to Construction Superintendent Adams. He said that Adams commenced an
inquiry to attempt to determine who was responsible, but was unsuccessful.
White stated he had no idea who threw the water and he was unable to
speculate on what prompted the incident.

On March 25, 1981, White provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 77.

6.1.3.19 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QA Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that on February 22, 1981 he was reassigned from inspections
in the primary containment building to inspections in the fabrication shop.
Ruiz stated that Rex 3aker had commented to him at the time of his transfer
that "you were doing too good a job and so they transferred you." Ruiz stated-

that prior to his reassignment he had disagreed with Ironworker Superintendent
Jerry Adams, who accused him of " nit picking" inspections.

Ruiz stated he was told by Dennis Donovan that Adams had gone to James Sandlin,
Kaiser General Superintendent, and asked Sandlin to have the QA Manager remove
him from the containment area. Ruiz stated that his reassignment was an
example of Gittings' lack of suppert for QC inspectors and proved that the
QA Department was not independent of construction influence at Zimmer.

On February 25, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information', which is included ac Exhibit 78.

6.1.3.20 Interview of James Sandlin

On March 13, 1981, James T. Sandlin, Kaiser General Superintendent (struc-
tural), was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that QC Inspector James Ruiz,

had been unable to establish or maintain a good working relationship withI

construction personnel or his fellow inspectors. Sandlin stated that Ruiz
conducted inspections without listening to any advice and did not solicit
the cooperation of construction personnel or other (C inspectors.

Sandlin stated that Ruiz had been unnecercarily criticsl in his inspections
and had been accused of " nit picking." He indicated that this had caused
conflict between Ruiz and Gerald Adams, Structural Superiatendent, and he
brought this matter to the attention of the QA Manager asking him to resolve
the situation. Sandlin denied that he asked Gittings to reassign Ruiz from
the primary containment area.

On March 25, 1981, Sandlin provided a sworn statement that attested to the .

preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 79.

6.1.3.21 Interview of Gerald Adams

On March 13 and 25, 1981, Gerald Adams, Kaiser Structural Superintendent,
| was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he received numerous complaints from
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| construction personnel regarding the inspections of QC Inspector James Ruiz.
i He said that in his opinion Ruiz was too critical and " nit picking" on his

inspections, thereby delaying construction activities. Adams indicated that

Ruiz did not cooperate with craft personnel and, in his opinion, was inspecting,

! according to ASME Code requirements when he should be following the less
stringent AWS Code requirements.

! Adams stated that he had accused Ruiz of holding up construction and being
| overcritical in his inspections. He also threatened to have him terminated
i if he persisted in his unjustified delays of construction. However, Adams

denied threatening to have Ruiz terminated unless he accepted welds that did
not meet AWS criteria. Adams stated he had complained to Donovan, Baker,
Sandlin, and Gittings about Ruiz's inspections and specifically suggested to
Baker that it would be better for both him and Ruiz if Ruiz was reassigned to
another area. However, Adams denied any responsibility for initiating Ruiz's
reassignment.

On March 25, 1981, Adams provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding
information, which is included as Exhibit 80.

6.1.3.22 Interview of L. Q. Hendley

On March 9, 1981, L. Q. Hendley, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that in February 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger
inspection duties to the fabrication shop. Hendley stated that his supervisor,
David Painter, told him he was "doing his job too well and that is the reason
for your reassignment." Hendley stated that, after his reassignment, noncon-
formance reports he had written were dispositioned as " Accept-As-Is" by the
QC Manager. -

6.1.3.23 Interview of David Hang

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that prior to his employment by Kaiser he worked for Peabody
Magnaflux, the firm which had been responsible for nondestructive examination

| of welds at Zimmer. He said that in March 1980, while inspecting welds in
the containment building, he was doused with a bucket of water from above.
Hang indicated this was not an unusual occurrence and that this had happened
to other QC inspectors before and after this event.

Hang also stated that during the summer of 1978 he was re-inspecting a weld he
had previously rejected when a pipefitter threatened him with bodily harm if
he did not pass the weld. Hang said he did not report the incident to anyone,
but was intimidated by this threat and did not enter that particular area for

. some time.
!

On February 24, 1981, Hang provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 81.'

l
I

6.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

Quality control inspectors were harassed by construction personnel who
dumped water on them from above. In one case, inspectors, when entering

i
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the site, were searched by security personnel who allegedly were instructed
to perform the search by Construction Department supervisors.

There was no indication that any of these activities were condoned by Kaiser
or CG&E management. There were indications that action was taken by Kaiser
to identify and disipline those harassing QC inspectors.

The Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned Quality Control inspectors.

; on four occasions after the Kaiser Construction Department criticized them.

In a related finding, NRC inspectors found that some of the nonconformance
reports generated by these inspectors prior to their reassignment were im-
properly voided or were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
system following their reassignments (see Section 4.1). QC inspection,

supervisors interviewed stated that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager
reassigned inspectors because construction management complained about their
inspection activities.

6.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6.2 Weld Inspection Criteria Deleted

An allegation concerning the deletion of required weld inspection criteria
was received by the NRC during the investigation from a site employee. The
employee showed the Region III inspector copies of KEI-1 forms (weld inspection
records) that supported the* allegation.

6.2.1 Review of Weld Inspection Records

The Region III inspectors observed that weld inspection criteria utilized
to verify weld procedure, welder qualification, filler material, joint
cleanliness, bevels, and damage had been deleted or designated as not
applicable (N/A) on the following KEI-1 forms (weld inspection records):

Table 6.2-1 Weld Inspection Records

System or Isometric Beam or Other
Component Drawing # Mark # Information

j (1) Drywell Support Steel S398B 29 Detail E of S-437

; (2) Drywell Support Steel S398B 2 stiffeners Line No. MXC
1/2 x 6-3/4 17S493
x 25-1/8

| (3) Drywell Support Steel S398A 125 Line No.
EL-535 191

(4) Drywell Support Steel S398B 67' Detail 13 or 493
Detail 2 of 447

i
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Table 6.2-1 (continued)'

.

System or Isometric Beam or Other
Component Drawing # Mark # Information

(5) Drywell Support Steel S398A C-63 Bottom Plate
(W8 x 10)

'} (6) Drywell Support Steel S398A W8 x 17 Cum Lugs

(7) Service Water System PSK1WS32 SSH Line No.
1WS17A18

! The records for the drywell support steel indicated that the deleted criteria
existed at least from July, 1980 to January, 1981. The record for the weld
in the service water system indicated the criteria was designated as not
applicable in November 1979.

The inspection criteria to verify proper fitup and tack welds was also
designated N/A for the above weld activities on the service water system.

6.2.2 Code Requirements

The welding activities were governed by ASME Code Section III-1971 Edition
or by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code. The applicable requirements of both codes
are as follows: -

ASME Code, Section III 1971 Requirements

1. NA-4130- "As used in this Section of the Code, Quality Assurance
comprises all those planned and systematic actions necessary to
provide adequate confidence that all components, parts, or
appurtenances are manufactured and/or installed (as applicable)
in accordance with the rules of this Section."

; 2. NA-4420- "The manufacturer and/or Installer shall maintain a
written description of the procedures used by his organization
for control of quality and examinations, showing in detail the
implementation of the quality assurance requirements of this
Section of the Code."

,

3. NA-4510- "Inprocess and final examinations and tests shall be established
to assure conformance with documented instructions, procedures, and

; drawings."

! 4. NA-4442.1- " Welding and brazing materials for all classes of construction
shall be controlled in accordance with NB-4122...."

,

i

1
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NB-4122- " Welding and brazing materials shall be identified and controlled
so that they can be traced to each component and/or installation of a

i piping system, or else a control procedure shall be employed which ensures
that the specified materials are used."

5. NA-4451- "... Measures shall be established to assure that processes in-
cluding welding and heat-treating are controlled in accordance with the
rules of this Section of the Code and are accomplished by qualified
personnel using qualified procedures."

6. NB-4230--identifies specific requirements for fitting and aligning of
weld joints which must be verified.

AWS D1.1-1972 Code Requirements

1. Section 3.1.1- "A11 applicable paragraphs of this section shall be
observed in the production and inspection of welded assemblies and
structures produced by any of the processes acceptable under this Code."

2. Section 3.2.1- " Surfaces and edges to be welded shall be smooth, uniform,
and free from fins, tears, cracks, or other defects which would adversely
affect the quality of strength of the weld. Surfaces to be welded and

surfaces adjacent to a weld shall also be free from loose or thick scale,
slag, rust, moisture, grease, or other foreign material that will prevent
proper welding . . . ."

3. Section 3.3.1- "The parts to be joined by fillet welds shall be brought
into as close contact as practicable. The gap between parts shall normally
not exceed 3/16 inch ....

4. Section 3.3.7--addresses tack weld requirements which must be verified.

5. Section 6.1.1- "The inspector designated by the Engineer shall ascertain
that all fabrication by welding is performed in accordance with the
requirements of this Code.

6. Section 6.1.3- "He" (the inspector) "shall be notified, in advance, of
the start of any welding operations."

' 7. Section 6.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only materials
conforming to the requirements of this Code are used."

8. Section 6.4.1- "The inspector shall permit welding to be performed only
by welders, welding operators, and tackers who are qualified in accordance;

with the requirements of 5.2."

9. Section 6.5.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only welding
procedures that meet the provisions of 5.1 and 5.2 are employed."

10. Section 6.5.3- "The Inspector shall make certain that electrodes are
used only in the positions and with the type of welding current and
polarity for which they are classified."
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11. Section 6.5.4- "The inspector shall, at suitable intervals, observe the
technique and performance of each welder, welding operator, and tacker
to make certain that the applicable requirements of Section 4 are met.",

The weld inspection criteria were deleted or designated as not applicable
on weld inspection forms used routinely to inspect welds. This appears t,

be contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion III, and the W' . H. Zimmerm
QA Manual, Sections 3.3 and 3.13.1 (358/81-13-26).

This matter is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.2.3 Findings and Conclusions

Weld inspection criteria were deleted from weld inspection forms used to
document inspections of welds between July 1980 and January 1981 and were
designated as not applicable for one weld made in November 1979. This
concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.2.4 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to delineate required
weld inspection criteria).

6.3 QA Surveillance Reports

An allegation concerning Surveillance Report procedure violations was
received by the NRC from a site employee during this investigation. The
allegation stated that Surveillance Reports were not being transferred to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by procedure.

6.3.1 Record Reviews

The Region III inspectors reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction
QACMI G-14, Revision 3, for initiating and documenting QA Surveillance
Reports (SR). Page 1, paragraph 2, of the procedure states that..."sur-
veillance reports will be used to identify...an in process nonconformance
which can be corrected without processing a Nonconformance Report (NR)."
Page 2, paragraph 5 of the procedure states "Except in extenuating circum-
stances, QA surveillance reports which identify in process nonconformances
will be transferred to a NR when the non-complying condition has not been

j acceptably corrected within 30 calendar days."
l
| The following QA Surveillance Reports identify in process nonconformances
| (deficiencies):

No. 2899 dated December 18, 1980--bolt torque verification missed
i

No. 2903 dated January 14, 1981--weld (fitup and preheat of 60*)
verifications missed

| No. F-2909 dated Janaury 16, 1981--bolts missing or loose
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No. 2914 dated Janaury 15,1981--NDE weld hold points (MT and VT)
bypassed

No. F-2941 dated January 28,1981--broken flex, bolts fail to torque,
etc.

No. F-3070 dated March 24, 1981--bolt installation not verified

No. F-3071 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3072 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3073 dated March 24, 1981--bolts do not meet torque requirements

No. F-3074 dated March 24, 1981--bolts stripped

No. F-3075 dated March 24, 1981--bolt holes elongated

No. F-3076 dated March 24, 1981--hanger needs shimming and spalling
repair

No. F-3082 dated March 25, 1981--cable is too short

No. F-3083 dated March 26, 1981--unacceptable welds

No. F-3099 dated March 27, 1981--bolt deficiencies

No. F-7000 dated March 30,1981--weld deficiencies, . missing braces,
ett.

No. F-7006 dated April 1, 1981--weld deficiencies

No. F-7019 dated April 6, 1981--weld deficiencies

The disposition of SR F-2899 indicated that based on a rejection rate ofi

| less than 1% of the verified torque on other bolts, the bolts on approxi-
'

mately 10% of the attachments (conduit straps, non-engineered hangers, etc.)
in various areas (Plan No.1 of EI drawing 150-2, Revision D, for example)
were acceptable without required torque verifications (one bolt per attachment).
The disposition, dated January 15, 1981, was made by a H. J. Kaiser Quality
Assurance Engineer and not bv design control measures commensurate with those
applied to the original desi a.t

| The disposition dated January 14, 1981, on SR F-2903 indicated that welds
A3 and A4 on pipe line ISK RR-298 were acceptable-as-is based on normal
ambient temperature plus the sample verification by radiography of fitups
on 20 out of approximately 400 other welds. The disposition was made only

! by the H. J. Kaiser QA Manager and not by design control measures commensurate
with those applied to the original design.

The disposition dated January 25, 1981 on SR F-2914 indicated that the welds
! (DB 177 to DCS 80) were acceptable based on visual examination (VT) of weld
| DB 177 and the magnetic particle testing (MT) of the root pass connecting

|

9
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DB 177 to DCS 80. Thus the final MT was waived. The disposition was made
only by a H. J. Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer and not by design control
measures commensurate with those applied to the original design.i

If the items addressed on SRs F-2899, F-2903, and F-2914 would have been docu-
mented on nonconformance reports (NRs), H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction
QACMI G-4 would have required dispositions to have been made by the Material
Review Board. The Material Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction

! Engineer, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, CG&E Sponsor
Engineer, and the S&L Design Eu;ineer.

The nonconforming items accepted in SRs F-2899, F-2903, and F-2914 represent
changes to the original design. The 30 day period specified in Instruction
QAMCI G-14, Revision 3, in essence, permitted nonconforming items to be dis-
positioned without design control measures commensurate with those applied
to the original design if the SR was dispositioned without being transferred
to an NR. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.9 (358/81-13-08).

The inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2909, F-3070, F-3071,
F-3072, F-3073, F-3074, F-3075, F-3076, F-3083, and F-7019, were not dis-
positioned or acceptably corrected as of August 12, 1981, and were not trans-
ferred to NRs within 30 calendar days. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix
B, Criterion V and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 5 (358/81-13-09).m

The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2941
and F-3099 indicated that some of the items had been acceptably corrected
and the others had been transferred to NRs.

The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-3082,
i F-7000, and F-7006 indicated that all of the items had been transferred to NRs.

The concern of nonconforming items being documented on Surveillance Reports
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Conformation Program.

6.3.2 Findings and Conclusions

Instruction QACMI G-14 which only required in process nonconformance to be
transferred from Surveillance Reports to Nonconformance Reports if not
acceptably corrected within 30 days, was inadequate. The'30-day period did
not assure that all nonconformances which constituted design changes were
subjected to design control measures commensurate with the original design.
These design control measures would have been required if the in process
nonconformances were documented on Nonconformance Reports. Some of the SRs
were not transferred to NRs as required by QACMI G-14. This concern is
addressed in the licensee's Quality Conformation Program.

6.3.3 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (inadequate procedures to assure
nonconformances are subjected to design control measures commensurate with
those applied to the original design, and failure to follow procedure to
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transfer in-process nonconformances identified on Surveillance Reports to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days).

7.0 Independent NRC Inspection Findings

During the course of the investigation, RIII inspectors performed independent
inspections of various plant areas during allegation reviews. In those areas
where deficient conditions were observed, further inspection undertaken to
determine the extent of the deficient conditions.

7.1 Control of Structural Steel Beams and Beam Welds

During the investigation of the allegations addressed in Sections 4 and 5,
the RIII inspector identified a beam with an unacceptable weld and two beams
that were only tack welded into place. Therefore, the RIII inspector decided
to make a more in-depth inspection and review the controls of structural beams
and beam welds. The inspections and reviews included visual examinations of
approximately twenty-five structural steel beams in the blue switchgear and
cable spreading rooms, and reviews of related documentation.

7.1.1 Beam Observed in Blue Switchgear Room

The area observed in the blue switchgear room (elevation 546 ft) was 8 ft 3 in.
west of workline G,16 ft 6 in. east of workline H and between columns 22 and
54 of S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB.

The following six discrepancies were identified:

1. A W8 x 17 beam (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west and located
1 ft 9 in, south of column 24 and 10 in. below elevation 546 ft, was
not specified on any pertinent design drawing. The beam appeared to be
permanently installed and traceability of the beam heat number was not
maintained. After extensive and unsuccessful efforts by QA personnel,
construction personnel were requested to identify any document that
would control the unspecified beam. Construction personnel provided
Design Document Change (DDC) No. S-2050, dated May 29, 1980, containing
only the signatures of two site construction engineers, who were
identifying some of the additional W8 x 17 beams in the area covered
by S&L drawing No. S-546. The DDC had no S&L architectural engineering
signatures of approval as of March 27, 1981. The DDC did not identify
any specific beams.

The licensee identified S&L drawing E-189, Sheet 3, Revision H, Note
No. 17, which allows W8 x 17 beams to be installed and then be submitted
on a DDC for S&L approval.

2. A W8 x 17 beam (6 ft 3 in. long), positioned north to south and located
13 ft 8 in, west of workline G and 1 in. below elevation 546 ft, was not -

specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on any QC
record, and had unacceptable welds.

'
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3. A W8 x 17 beam (5 ft 5 in. long), positioned east to . west and located
8 ft 10 in. south of column 24 and 1 in. below elevation 546 ft, was,

not specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on
any QC record, and had unacceptable welds.

4. A W8 x 17 beam (2 ft 8 in. long), positioned north to south and located'

9 ft 6 in. west of workline G and attached to the beam addressed in
paragraph 7.1.1.3 and extending north, was not specified on any perti-
nent design drawing and was not documented on any QC record.

5. Two W8 x 17 beams (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west, with one
located 5 ft 3 3/8 in, and the other located 9 ft 7 7/8 in. south of
column 24, were only tack welded in place. They displayed no identi-
fication or heat numbers and were not documented on any QC record
which indicated in-process weld inspections were not performed. The
beams were identified on DDC-2087, which was incorporated into S&L
drawing No. S-546, Revision AB. DDCs and S&L drawings by themselves
do not assure QC ver'ification.

6. Re-entrant corners on several W8 x 17 beams had notches instead of the
1/2 in. minimum radius required by the American Institute of Steel Con-
struction (AISC), seventh edition (1969), page 4.113. The locations of
these unacceptable beam corners are shown in Figure 7.1 of this section
and are noted by (7) in Figure 7.1.

The location of the above discrepancies, additional unacceptable welds,
unacceptable re-entrant corners, and nontraceable beams are shown in
Figure 7.1 of this section.

The welds identified in the preceding paragraphs as unacceptable do not
comply with the requirements of the AWS DI.1-1972 Code for one or more of
the following reasons: slag was not removed; weld profiles had excessive
convexity or concavity, blowholes, porosity and/or undercut.

7.1.2 Beams Observed in Cable Spreading Rooms

The inspectors identified the following discrepancies in the cable spreading
rooms:

1. A W12 X14 beam No. F2500/8-66B4 had a weld that was incomplete. This
beam was directly above cable tray hanger No. 4HV8FEC231, which was
attached. The beam was located approximately 11 ft south of the north
wall at the stairwell.

2. The traceability of the heat numbers was not maintained for two W8 x 17
beams, located south of and parallel to beam No. F2500/8-66B4 (above).

The first beam was located immediately adjacent to beam F2500/8-66B4.
The second beam was the fourth beam south of beam F2500/8-66B4. The
first beam was installed flush to the ceiling of the cable spreading
room. S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, specifies the first beam
to be installed 1 in. below the ceiling.
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3. A weld on the 5 in. channel beam that was supporting HVAC hanger
No. 2071 had irregular weld profile, excessive undercut, porosity, and'

craters that were not filled. The channel beam was located 2 ft north
.i and 1 ft west of the cable tray hanger No.13H2FEC008. The Waldinger,

Young and Bertke (W-Y and B) Inspection Report, dated February 19, 1980,'

indicated that the weld was acceptable.
,

'
4. Two W8 x 17 beams, located in the northeast corner (north of WL-16;

and east of WL-K), were only tack-welded into place. The beams were.

specified on DDC No. E-3834 dated October 20, 1978. DDC E-3834, which
affected eight drawings, was posted on, but had not been incorporated,

; into, S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, dated October 22, 1980.

Heat No. 72161 (purchase order No. 31134) was marked on the southern<

beam. The traceability of the heat number of the northern beam was
not maintained.

The beams were not identified on any QA inspection record, which would
have indicated their status. In process inspections were not performedj

on the tack welds.'

[ INSPECTOR NOTE: Some of the welds inspected by the RIII inspectors were
~

painted. Therefore, the inspections were for relatively large deficiencies.]

' 7.1.3 Installation Deficiencies

1. For the beams identified on DDCs and addressed in paragraphs 7.1.1,
items 1 and 5, and 7.1.2, item 4 above, no measures existed that would

j identify to QA the installations and work that was done by construction
before the DDC was incorporated into the drawings. Thus, no measures'

existed to assure that all of the required QA inspections related to
DDCs (e.g. , welder qualification, proper filler metal, traceability of
materials, etc.) would be performed. This condition was previously
identified in IE Report Item No. 358/80-15-04. The corrective actions
taken, which had not yet been reviewed by the NRC, with regard to
Item No. 358/80-15-04 did not include the DDCs written prior to the

,

implementation of those corrective actions and did not include the DDCs,

I that are and have been implemented prior to receiving the S&L approvals.
This item is unresolved pending the complete resolution of IE Item
No. 358/80-15-04 (358/81-13-63).

2. Failure to control unacceptable welds (addressed in Sections 7.1.1 and
; 7.1.2), the five beams with unacceptable re-entrant corners, and the
j four beams that were installed and not identified as a requirement on
j any design document is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV,

and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.2.2 (50-358/81-13-03).m

3. Failure to maintain the traceability of the nine structural beams,,

addressed in Section 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appen-
dix B, Criterion VIII, and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8.2,i m

j (50-358/81-13-04).
J

|
^
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i
'

These problems and the adequacy of the structural steel are addressed in+

the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.4 Unapproved Structural Beam Vendors'

i Several thousand feet of W8 x 17 beam were purchased on the following order
; ; numbers from vendors not on the approved vendor list, which means the

! respective vendor QA programs had not been evaluated for compliance with
,10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

.

j P.O. No. 10275, PBI Steel Exchange, 2400 ft,
.

'

P.O. No. 12868, U.S. Steel Supply, 1500 ft
P.O. No. 16321, Frank Adams Co., 1012 ft
P.O. No. 10009, Frank Adams Co., 1024 ft
P.O. No. 9761, Frank Adams Co., 1472 ft
P.O. No. 9628, Frank Adams Co., 450 ft
P.O. No. 9872, U.S. Steel Supply, 300 ft

These beams were not controlled to prevent their use in safety-related systems.
The licensee stated that these beams had been made available for installation
in safety-related systems based on the mill certifications and without regard
to the vendors not being approved. Mill certifications were available for
these beams. The licensee stated that the credibility of the mill certifica-
tions would be established. Failure to assess the effectiveness of the controls
to assure the quality of the mill certifications and structural beams, supplied
by the above vendors, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII, and
the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 7.3.1 (50-358/81-13-06).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.5 Bristol Steel Erection Inspections

i The RIII inspector reviewed the Bristol Quality Control Steel Erection Report
Inspection Report Q-7, dated July 14, 1975, for the inspection of the beams
installed on elevation 546 ft between column rows 15-22 and F-L. The RIII
inspector determined that the Bristol Steel and Iron Works, Inc. QC inspector,

failed to document details of his inspections, such as the welding materials
(rod type) used, the welder, the specific weld activities inspected, and/or'

bolting or welding procedure number when applicable. This is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII and the Wh. H. Zimmer QA Manual,

| Section 17.1.1 (358/81-13-52).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.6 Findings and Conclusions

' In their examination of approximately 25 structural steel beams, the NRC
| inspectors identified significant problems. Welds on nine structural beams
I were unacceptable. Five beams had unacceptable (notched) re-entrant corners.
t Four beams were installed which were not specified on any design document.

The traceability of nine structural beams was not maintained. In addition,
measures had not been established to assure that required QA in-procress1

.
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inspections related to Design Document Changes would be performed; the li-
censee did not assess the effectiveness of the controls to assure the quality
of mill certifications and structural steel beams supplied by three vendors;
and details of steel erection inspections were not documented. These concerns
are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.7 Items of Noncompliance
,

Four items of noncompliance were identified (failure to control unacceptable
welds, unacceptable re-entrant corners on beams, and unspecified beams;
failure to maintain traceability of beams; failure to assess the effectiveness
of vendor quality assurance; and failure to maintain sufficient documentation
of steel erection inspections).

7.2 Cable Separation

During the investigation of the allegation addressed in Section 5.10, the
RIII inspectors identified two cable installations that did not comply with
the cable separation criteria defined in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR. During
checks for cable separation on routine plant tours, the inspectors identified
additional cable separation violations.

7.2.1 Cable Separation Requirements

The applicable cable separation requirements for the Zimmer facility are as
follows:

1. IEEE Std. 383-1974 defines Class IE as: "The safety classification of
the electric equipment and systems that are essential to emergency
reactor shutdown, containment isolation, reactor core cooling and
containment, and reactor heat removal or otherwisc are essential in
preventing significant release of radioactive material to the environ-
ment."

2. The Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.1.12.2, states, " Class IE cable is assigned
to a division according to Table 8.3-19."

The divisions are comprised of the systems addressed in the Class 1E
definitions.

"A Class IE cable is routed only in its division tray conduit, etc."

"Each non-Class 1E cable which has any part of its length in a division,

tray, conduit, etc. , or which connects to a Class IE power system is a
division-associated cable and is not routed in tray, conduit, etc. of
another division."

The terms " division-associated," " associated," "non-Class IE," " balance-of-
i plant," " nonessential," and "non-ESF (non-engineered safety features)" are

all used interchangeably.'

i

l
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3. FSAR Section 8.3.1.13 states:
i

| .2".. . Balance-of plant cables not associat.=d with reactor protection
or engineered safety features systems, when assigned to a tray section,

'

with a Class IE segregation code, are routed only in trays with that
segregation code."

<

.3". . . Cables will have either green, yellow, or blue identification
for ESF cable; orange for reactor protection system cable; white for,

balance-of plant cables; and white with another color for associated+

cables."

4. FSAR Table 8.3-16 states, "A nonessential cable may be run in nonessential
or ESF tray, but shall not occupy more than one tray system."

5. FSAR Section 8.3.1.11.2.1.d. states, "In the cable spreading room, cable
tray risers (chutes) are used to route the cables into the bottom of
control panels located in the control room above. Here a 1-foot horizontal,
3 foot vertical separation is maintained."

6. FSAR Section 8.3.1.12.1.3, which addresses instrument cables states,
" Low-level signal cables are run in trays and/or conduits separate from
all power and control cables."

7.2.2 Observed Cable Separation Violations
_

During a brief tour of the cable spreading room while inspecting others
matters, the RIII inspectors observed four violations of cable separation

,

criteria as follows:

1. On the east side of the cable spreading room, at approximately WL 26,
yellow / white (associated) cable No. RE053 extends from a 2-in. conduit
(which also contains blue / white cable No. RE058), passes approximately
4 in. vertically above the blue Class 1E cables contained in tray No.
2072C, and enters blue / white sleeve No. 79.

Contrary to the above FSAR criteria, cables No. RE053 and RE058 were
routed in the same raceway and cable No. RE053 was not installed a
minimum of 3 ft above tray 2072C.

2. On the south side of the cable spreading room, green instrument tray
No. 3029K, which was 6 in, wide and approximately 50 ft long, was

| installed inside white control tray No. 4638B. The installation was
in accordance with S&L drawings E-223, Revision G, and E-224, Revision F.'

Green cable No. WS714, green / white cable No. TI725, and other cables were
installed in the green tray. Blue / white and yellow / white cables were
installed in the remaining white tray.

t

| Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the green and green / white cables were
| essentially installed in the white tray; the green, green / white,
| blue / white and yellow / white cables were not separated by a minimum of

I ft horizontally; and the green tray containing instrument cables
was not separate from the white tray containing control cables.
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3. Near the stairwell at the center of the cable spreading room, two blue
cables, No. RIl03 and CM111, were routed from blue tray No. 2077A into

' green tray riser (chute) No. 3025A, which extended up to the control
room. Green cables No. HP073 and HP096 were among the cables installed;

in riser 3025A.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the blue cables .zare routed in the green
division riser and were not horizontally separated from the green cables

| by at least I ft.
!

'

The licensee documented blue cables No. RIl03 and CM111 on Nonconformance
Report No. 7549, dated March 18, 1981, as a result of the NRC finding.

No QC inspection requirements existed to verify separation criteria for
cables extending up and out of raceway located in the cable spreading
room to the control room.

4. In other areas of the cable spreading room:

White tray No. 4080K contained many different division-associateda.
cables including blue / white cable No. TI192, yellow / white cable
No. RR781, and green / white cable No. TI816.

b. White tray riser No. RK4627 contained yellow / white cables No. TI942
and No. TI943, and blue / white cables No. TI808 and TI760.

White tray riser No. 4139 contained many blue / white and yellow / whitec.
cables.

The routing of blue / white, yellow / white, and/or green / white cables
together in white trays appeared to be a widespread design practice.
This design is contrary to the FSAR Section 8.3.1.13.2 as previously
stated above.

The installed conditions identified in paragraphs 1, 2, and 4 of 7.2.2
apparently resulted from designs that deviate from the FSAR. These devi-|

'

ations are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.1 and 3.6 (358/81-13-21).

The installed condition identified in paragraph 3 of 7.3.2 apparently
resulted from construction activities for which required QC inspection veri-
fications had not been translated into an inspection procedure. The lack
of QC inspection for the installed condition in paragraph 3 is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section,

i 10.1.2 (358/81-13-22).
|

The adequacy of cable separation is addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

|

713 Misrouted Nonsafety Related Cable

| In the instrument-relay room, yellow / white conduit No. RR199 extended from
white tray No. 4157A to yellow tray No. 1040B. The conduit and trays

|
.
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contained yellow / white cable No. RR199 and white cable No. DC258 (also
mislabelled DC257). Following the cable installation (pull) card, cable
No. DC258 was designed to be routed through tray No. 4157A, but not tray,

; 1040B. Since cable No. DC258 was a nonsafety-related cable there were no,
~

| QC inspection requirements to verify the routing. The misrouted cable
' identified in paragraph 7.3.2.5 of the installed conditions apparently

resulted from contruction activities for which the FSAR does not require
! QC inspection verification. The misrouted cable does influence cable

separation and tray loading and, therefore, will have to be appropriately
. i dispositioned. This item will be reviewed during a subsequent inspection

(358/81-13-23).:

7.4.4 Cable Tray Riser Chutes

With the exception of the green tray riser, identified in paragraph 3 of
7.2.2, the RIII inspector did not observe any other risers (chutes) installed

; in the cable spreading room. The licensee stated that only eight chutes had
' been designed and install'ed in the spreading room and that alternate methods

for achieving cable separation were being considered. S&L drawing No. E-98-FB,
Revision D, Note 4, required that the portions of cables in the cable spreading
room not enclosed or protected by sheel chutes be coated with a 1/8 in. (after
dry) application of fireproofing material. During a telephone conversation
on May 7, 1981, the licensee stated that the design identified on drawing
No. E-98-FB was being reconsidered for alterations. This item is unresolved
pending implementation of the final separation design requirements for cable,

risers in the cable spreading room (358/81-13-49).

With regard to the installed conditions identified in paragraph 7.3.2, items
1, 2, 'and 4, and 7.3.3 the licensee stated that either the field installations
would be changed to comply with the FSAR or appropriate changes to the FSAR
with engineering justifications would be submitted to NRR.

,

| 7.3L 5 Findings and Conclusions

Four locations were identified in which the cable separation requirements had'

{ not been maintained as specified in the FSAR. The adequacy of cable separation ,
; is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
|

I 7.1 6 Items of Noncompliance
!

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to establish measures to
assure that the design basis for cable separation as set forth in the FSAR
was translated into drawings, and failure to establish a program to require
verification of cable separation in the cable spreading room).

; 7.3 CG&E Aadits of Sargent & Lundy
.

i
~

During the investigation of allegation 5.10, the RIII inspector identified
that Sargent & Lundy did not have a program to control design deviations
(nonconforming designs) when identified by the S&L engineers. Therefore,
the RIII inspector requested for review all of the CG&E audits of S&L to,

j determine if CG&E had assessed the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance
J program.
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7.3.1 CG&E Audits of S&L

The Region III inspector reviewed the following CG&E audits of S&L.

Audit Dates Audit Number When Noted

2/15-16/72
8/8-9/74
8/7-8/75
7/28-19/76
11/14-15/77 77/24
9/6-7/78 78/07
10/16-17/78 78/09
11/27-30/78 78/10
1/30-31/79 79/01
12/18-19/79 79/07
3/5-6/80 80/01
10/21-22/80 80/04

The audits did not address in depth the effectiveness of the nonconformance
program. The RIII inspector observed only two items in all of the audits,
covering a 9 year period, that concerned the S&L nonconformance program.
These two items, identified in one audit, were designated as deficiencies,
which concerned distribution and logging of nonconformance reports. The
deficiencies appeared to have been identified during audit activities which
were not directed at the nonconformance program. (The deficiencies were
apparently resolved in Audit 77/24 which indicated that S&L Project Procedure
#PIZI-8.1, Revision 0, had been prepared to describe responsibilities and
. instructions, and to require a log and a file of nonconformance reports).

The audits of the nonconformance program should have addressed such things as
implementation, design reviews, identification of acceptance or rejection,
disposition control, and notification of affected organizations.

Failure by CG&E to perform an audit to determine the effectiveness of the
S&L nonconformance program during the past 9 years is contrary to 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 18.1
(358/81-13-23).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.2 General Audit Context

The audits generally appeared to be reactive in nature in that specific
problems, which had been previously identified, were audited. The audits
did not appear to be directed toward identification of new and generic
problems. The audits appeared to identify adverse findings for which there
were no corrective action taken or followup audits. This matter is unresolved
pending a re-review by CG&E of their past audits of Sargent & Lundy, General
Electric, H. J. Kaiser and four CG&E internal departments (358/81-13-80).
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7.3.3 Recurrences of Problems with Design Calculations, Reviews, and
- Verifications

The CG&E audits of S&L were identifying a recurring problem concerning
the performance of design calculation, reviews, and verifications by S&L.
The specific problems identified in each audit are described in Table 7.3-1.

Table 7.3-1 CG&E Audit Findings

Audit,

Date or No. Problems

8/8-9/74 (a) ITE Imperial drawings of essential
equipment had not been signed and
bore no evidence of a design review.

(b) There were inadequacies in documenting
design reviews.

(c) Structural design calculation were not
in accordance with new procedures.

(d) No direct evidence was available of the
S&L review of vendor design calculations.

78/07 (a) S&L had not maintained a record of support
design calculations.

(b) DDC #2973 was approved without review by
EMD even though a major support location
change was clearly identified on the DDC.
(This item was identified in the details
of the audit report, but was not cited
and had no apparent followup on subsequent
audits.)

78/09 (a) Very little data was available to justify
i the embedment criteria of 4.5 times the
| normal diameter of concrete expansion
' anchors.

(b) Calculations could not be located which
would verify that a structured review was
performed to show that no reinforcement
was needed for a 24 x 68 radial beam
which was cut at both flanges.

78/10 (a) Calculations were not available for all
walls to substantiate the statement that
block walls were " judged to be OK."
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,

Table 7.3-1 (continued)

Audit
Date or No. Problems

(b) Calculations were not available to back
up design signatures which indicated
design verification for five design
changes approving core bores.

.

(c) No approval signatures were found on any
calculations for structural steel modifi-
cations (including Beam #86) due to pool
hydrodynamic loads. The modification had
been released for construction.

(d) Audit finding was closed based on calcula-
tions which were in progress but not yet
complete. The calculations were for beams
(embedded plates) in the primary contain-
ment to verify that the plates can support
additional loads.

80/04 (a) (1) The calculation required to evaluate
the clamp deflection on a pipe support
was not performed.

(2) Also, the weld calculation was not
performed on the most critical weld.

(b) Calculations performed by NPS were incomplete
in that the deflection due to torsional
rotation of the beam was not included.

(c) Calculations performed by NPS were not in
reasonable order, which made them difficult
to follow.

None of the audits which identified the above problems, or corrective actions
instituted addressed the generic and programmatic cause of design calculations,
reviews, and verifications not being performed to preclude repetition. Failure
to determine the cause and to take corrective action to preclude repetition is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 16.5 (358/81-13-24).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

CG&E has not performed a comprehensive audit to determine the effectiveness*

of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program. Past audits identified a
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i
*

recurring problem involving design calculations, reviews, and verifications
i for which the cause was not determined and corrective action was not taken

to preclude repetition. CG&E will undertake a re-review of all past audits
i of Sargent & Lundy, General Electric, Kaiser and four internal departments
{ as a part of the Quality Confirmation Program.
-

7.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to perform a comprehen-
j sive audit of the S&L nonconformance program, and failure to determine the<

cause and preclude repetition of a recurring problem).

8. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompliance,
or deviations. Unresolved items are identified in paragraphs 4.1.8.2.1,
4.2.2.3, 5.2.3.2, 5.2.3.6, 5.3.4, 5.5.3.4.1, 5.5.10.3.2, 5.10.3.3, 5.10.3.3,
5.10.3.3, 5.11.3, 4.1.8.2.1, 7.1.3, 7.2.3, 7.2.4, 7.3.2.

9. Open Items

When this investigation was initiated, the NRC interviewed numerous quality
control inspectors, construction craftsmen, and management personnel who
provided information that deserved review by the NRC. The information pro-
vided was prioritized with the highest priority given to the initial four-

allegations received from a former Zimmer contractor QC Inspector (Section 4),
the 19 allegations received from GAP /Applegate (Section 5), and the most
sigt.ificant statements and allegations r'eceived from contractor employees and
ex-employees (Section 6). Other allegations and statements were given lower
priority. These concerns will be investigated and/or inspected and the
findings and conclusions will be documented in future reports until the in-
vestigation is complete.

As noted in Section 3, GAP provided a number of affidavits from various
individuals. In those cases where an individual's concerns or allegations
have previously been reviewed by NRC, those individuals will be contacted

i to determine:

1. If they have information not previously provided.;

I
' 2. If they have significant details to add to information previously
i provided.
|
'

3. If they believe their concerns / allegations have been inadequately
addressed.

If future inspection findings (either by the licensee or the NRC) reveal
significant construction deficiencies, these will be addressed in revisions
to the quality conformation program and the NRC independent measurement
program as appropriate.
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10. Exit Interview

In addition to the management meetings and enforcement conferences held
as described in Section 11, the inspectors and investigators met with
licensee representatives periodically during the investigation and on
March 26, 1981. Attendees at the March 26 meeting are designated in
Section 1, Personnel Contacted. NRC attendees at the meeting are
designated at the end of this section. At that meeting the NRC investi-

- gation team described the reasons for the investigation; the findings
regarding each completed allegation; and safety concerns identified during
the investigation, which are described below. The team leader indicated
that the investigation was not yet complete, that the findings would be
reviewed with NRC Regional and Headquarters Management, and that enforce-
ment action would be discussed in subsequent enforcement meetings. At
the NRC's request, the licensee agreed to meet with Region III representa-
tives on April 10, 1981, in the Regional Office to discuss identified
concerns and proposed corrective actions.

The inspectors identified the following concerns:

a. Structural beams with unacceptable welds and re-entrant corners with
notches.

b. Inadequacies in the QA program of the structural steel erector
(Bristol).

c. Lack of traceability of material in structural beams, small bore
piping, and weld rod.

d. Surveillance reports not being converted to nonconformance
reports in 30 days.

e. Structural welds inspected after painting.

f. Radiograph technique inadequate on 25% of the prefabricated
welds reviewed by NRC. (Penetrameters were not adequately
shimmed.)

g. Nonconformance reports being improperly voided.

h. A green cable tray was designed and installed inside a white tray.

i. Lack of inspection control to verify cable separation. (Three
examples of failure to maintain cable separation were identified.)

j. Lack of design controls by Sargent and Lundy to require verifica-
tion calculations for thermal loading of power sleeves and dead
weight loading of all trays, to document design deviations ident-
ified by engineers, and to document deviations from the FSAR.

k. Inadequate action taken by CG&E to obtain correction of repeti-
tive problems identified by CG&E in audits of Sargent & Lundy.
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,

l. Lack of audits of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program.'

m. Weld inspection criteria was deleted from the weld data sheet
! (KEI-1 form) from approximately July 1980 to February 1981.

Lack of socket weld fitup verification on numerous small bore pipes.n.

o. Installation of structural beams which were not required on any
design documents.

,

p. Doubts about the accuracy of weld records. Information from the
weld rod issue slips was being transferred to the weld data sheets.

q. Lack of control of design document changes.

r. Site procedures allowed more weld undercut than AWS D1.1-1972.

RC Personnel Attending Exit Interview March 26, 1981

P. A. Barrett, Reactor Inspector
R. M. Burton, Investigator
F. T. Daniels, Senior Resident Inspector
E. C. Gilbert, Investigator, IE:HQ
T. P. Gwyn, Resident Inspector
F. A. Maura, Reactor Inspectori

J. B. McCarten, Investigator1

J. F. Schapker, Reactor Inspector
K. D. Ward, Reactor Inspector
R. F. Warnick, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2B

! 11. Management Meetings

In addition to the exit meeting held at the site on March 26, 1981, meetings
involving licensee and RIII senior and/or middle management were held on
March 31, April 10, April 30, June 2, June 3, and August 5,1981. These

; meetings are summarized below.

Following the exit meeting held at the Zimmer site on March 26, 1981,
Mr. E. A. Borgmann met with J. G. Keppler and R. F. Warnick on the afternoon
of March 31, 1981, in the Region III office to discuss the significance of,

the NRC investigation findings and required corrective actions. As a result
of this meeting, on April 8, 1981, Region III sent an Immediate Action Letter
(IAL) to the licensee documenting ten corrective measures that CG&E had
initiated or were planning to take concerning the problems identified by

: the NRC investigation team. The ten measures were established to provide
assurance that similar problems do not recur during ongoing and future
construction activities. The IAL and the required corrective measures
are described in Section 11, NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments.

;

An enforcement conference was held in the Region III office on April 10,
1981, between E. A. Borgmann and others of his staff and J. G. Keppler and
other NRC personnel to discuss CG&E's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified in the NRC investigation and the measures to be

i
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taken to assure acceptable quality of future activities. This enforcement
conference is documented in IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/81-14.

A followup meeting was held in the RIII office on April 30, 1981, between
W. D. Waymire and others representing CGE and R. F. Warnick and others of,

the NRC staff, to discuss the status of measures being taken to assure,

acceptable quality of ongoing activities at the Zimmer project and to dis-
'

cuss the latest draft of the licensee's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified. Details of this meeting are documented in
IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-16.

.

A working level meeting was held on June 2, 1981, between W. D. Waymire and
others representing CGE and R. F. Warnick and others from the NRC at the
Zimmer site to discuss the licensee's proposed quality confirmation program
and the additional measures required to identify and correct construction
deficiencies, to establish confidence in quality records, and to verify the
quality of existing conscruction. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting

' Report No. 50-358/81-20.

The Region III Director, Deputy Director, and the Section Chief met with
CGE's President, Senior Vice President of Engineering Services and Electrical
Production, and the Manager of the General Engineering Department (Acting
Manager of Quality Assurance) on June 3, 1981, to discuss matters relating
to NRC's Zimmer investigation. Topics discussed included the originating
allegations; NRC findings relative to the allegations; problems identified
during the investigation; the NRC's Immediate Action Letter of April 8,
1981, establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoing and future
work; the program to confirm the quality of completed work; the licensee's
internal problem identification and resolution system; status of the NRC's
investigation; the role of NRC's Office of Inspector and Auditor in the
investigation; and public and congressional interest in the Zimmer project.
This meeting is documented in IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-20.

An enforcement conference was held on August 5, 1981, in the Regional Office
between J. G. Keppler, RIII Regional Director, and others of his staff and

; W. H. Dickhoner, CGE President, and others of his staff. Topics discussed
~

included the NRC investigation, the findings of the investigation, items of
noncompliance resulting from the investigation, escalated enforcement action

| being considered, the status of the investigation, the release of the report
and a possible public meeting in Cincinnati, the status of the licensees

,

j quality confirmation program, CGE organization changes, and other corrective
actions being taken by the licensee. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting,

Report No. 50-358/81-11.

12. NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments

12.1 Concerning Ongoing and Future Work

Based on the investigation findings, consideration was given to the need
to suspend construction activities. However, in recognition of the nature
of the problems (largely programmatic), the status of the project (95%
complete), and the fact that ongoing work would not compromise the ability
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!

, to accurately determine the quality of completed work, it was decided that
.| stopping construction work was not required at that time. Rather, attention>

! was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoing and
! future work.
:,

,

j Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility committed to
| implement ten specific .etions to correct identified quality assurance weak-

nesses and to preclude their recurrence. These action were confirmed in an'

j Immediate Action Letter (IAL) dated April 8, 1981. These actions were:
!

1. Concerning QA Staffing
'

;
' CG&E will increase the size and technical expertise of the CG&E QA

organization by adding individuals qualified in the areas of radio-
graphy and nondestructive testing, piping supports and hangers,
welding, structural design and fabrication, electrical design and
construction, and metallurgy. (CG&E will utilize temporary personnel
qualified in these area until prenanent staff members have been hired.)i

2. Concerning Independence and Separation Between Kaiser Construction

and Kaiser QA/QC

CG&E will take action by April' 15, 1981, to assure independence and
separation of the QA/QC function performed by Kaiser from the con-
struction function.

3. Concerning QC Inspections

Using the personnel described in item 1 above, CG&E will conduct 100%
reinspections of QC inspections conducted by Kaiser and other contractors
after the date of the IAL. This will continue until the revised CG&E'

audit program as described in item 10, below, is implemented by these
qualified individuals and RIII releases this requirement.'

4. Concerning QC Inspection Procedures

All QC inspection procedures will be reviewed and revised (where
i

| appropriate) by qualified design engineers and QA personnel. These
reviews will be conducted by personnel independent of the construction
organization to confirm that the procedures include appropriate

i

| inspection requirements and applicable hold points. The construction
activities controlled by these QC inspection procedures will not be
performed after the date of the IAL until the applicable procedure has
been reviewe.1 and approved.

S. Concerning Training
|

!

QA/QC personnel at the Zimmer site will receive training on any new
procedures and practices resulting from actions taken to fulfill provi-
sions of the IAL prior to implementation of the procedures. In addition,
refresher training will be given prior to June 1,1981, on (1) the iden-
tification and documentation of nonconformances, deficiencies, and

- 174-
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-]
problems, (b) the procedure for resolving nonconformances, deficiencies,'

j and problems, (c) the feedback mechanism for informing the identifying
1 individual of the resolution of the nonconformance, deficiency, or problem,
j (d) the avenue of appeal should the identifying individual disagree with
| the adequacy of the resolution.
i

,

6. Concerning Deviations from Codes and FSAR Statements

|
; Prior to May 1,1981, the procedures governing the identification,

1 reporting, and resolution of deviations from Codes and FSAR statements

will be reviewed for adequacy and revised as appropriate. The proce-
dures will require CG&E to review and approve the resolution of any
such deviations.

7. Concerning the Voiding of Nonconformance Reports

The procedures governing nonconformance reporting will be reviewed for
adequacy. The review will be accomplished not later than April 10,
1981. The disposition of each nonconformance report together with
appropriate justification will be documented.

8. Concerning QA/QC Records

The review and alteration of existing QA and QC records has been stopped.
These records will be controlled by CG&E until a program defining records
control, usage, and adequacy has been prepared by CG&E and agreed to by
RIII.

9. Concerning Conditions Adverse to Quality

CG&E will perform a 100% review of all surveillance and nonconformance
reports written by contractor personnel after the date of this letter.
This program will continue until RIII releases this requirement.

10. Concerning the Audit Program

The exisiting CG&E audit program will be reviewed and revised by
June 1, 1981, to include technical audits of construction work and

I more comprehensive and effective programmatic audits.

Follow up inspections by the Senior Resident Inspector and specialist
inspectors from the Region III office have confirmed implementation of
the requirements of the letter. Details of these follow up inspections
are documented in IE Inspection Reports No. 50-358/81-15, 50-358/81-18,
and 50-358/81-19.

12.2 Concerning Existing Construction Work

Because of the problems identified during the NRC investigation, Region III
had taken the position that a comprehensive review and reinspection effort
by the licensee must be accomplished to confirm the quality of the existing
construction work. This quality confirmation program addresses the problems
identified in the investigation and includes the following:

- 175-
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1

1. Concerning Structural Steel

Problem: Some unacceptable welds have been identified..

Some beams have unacceptable re-entrant corners..

Some beams have been installed but did not show on.

design drawings.
i

Scveral hundred feet of beams were received from an.

unapproved vendor and can not be accounted for as to
where installed or other disposition. (However, mill
certs are available).

Heat number traceability has not been maintained for.

some beams and steel plate.

Some structural welds were painted before they were.

inspected.

Cable tray foot connections have not been inspected.

and they are covered with fire-proofing.

Action: 1. Compare structural steel drawings against plant as-
built conditions.

,

2. Determine which welds were not inspected or were
inspected after the weld was painted or coated.

3. For embedments, uncever one end of beam. If bolted,
and drawing shows welded, do not assume other end is
bolted. Uncover other end also. If welded and drawings
shows bolted, uncover the other end also.

4. Remove paint and other material from the welds that may
preclude proper weld inspection. If weld coating can not
be removed without affecting the surface of the weld,
quantify the number of such welds and propose an alterna-
tive program for confirming the quality of these welds.
The NRC/ Region III must approve the alternate program.

5. Conduct a 100% visual inspection of accessible struc-
tural steel field welds or justify less.

6. Conduct 100% visual inspection of accessible Bristol
shop welds or justify less.

7. Perform 100% inspection of field cut re-entrant corners
on beams which could affect safety related systems or
equipment or justify less.

- 176-
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8. Determine the acceptability of welding procedures and
welder qualificatica used on the job, special require-

.

5 ments called out in these procedures, and types of .

j weld rod specified for field welding, f ,

's
\' "

9. Determine the acceptability of all field procured 's' teel-
plate and structural shapes received onsite. '

10. To ensure that the structural steel problems are not i-

generic within Zimmer, determine the acceptability of,
other field procured essential material, i.e.: piping,

'

weld rod, fittings, cable, etc. '

, ,

11. Write nonconformance repsrts on all una'cceptable welds,'s
,

unacceptable re-entrant corners, unacceptable materials, '

drawings errors or omissions,'etc. ' Propose disposition s

to NRC/ Region III for appioval before starting corrective
action. (,

\
\2. Concerning Weld Quality

,

s ,

Problem: In-process inspections were not performed for some welds.

(cable tray hangers and beam welds).

Because of previous. inspection findings indicating.

continuing problems.with weld rod control (storage,
temperature, issuance, documentation), there are
questions as to whether or not field welds have
been made using improper or unacceptable weld rod.

Weld rod heat numbers tiave teen transferred to the Weld.

Data Sheet from the Weld 2 Form by individuals other
than the QC inspector who inspected the weld,

'

i

Weld inspection erftsrfa deleted |from the Wsid Data.

Sheets from approxim-itely July 1980 - February 1981.
' *x s

Action: 1. Identify code welds for which traceability of a credible

weld rod heat number Cas reduired but not maintained
(failure to perfono required , inspection or failure to
maintain required documentation) or for which there
is questionable traceability. Justify less than 1007,
determination.

2. Identify all Weld Data Sheets that were altered by
transcribing information from Weld 2 Forms. If the
original entry on the Weld Data Sheet indicates an

. '
-

adequate weld; the NRC will accept that weld provided
thewelder'sstambonthematerialcorrespondstothe
Weld Data Sheet entry,

s

i \

~
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-j 3. For all AWS structural steel Weld Data Sheets from
'

1 7/80-2/81 for which criteria were deleted on Weld
,' Data Sheets for code welds made in the field, check

'81 to ensure that no hold points were violated. Review
' - ,

all Weld Data Sheets for the time frame established,
' (7/80-2/81) and identify those with deletions, omissions,

'

obvious errors, and applicable items marked "Not Applicable."-

4. Verify proper weld pro edure, welder's qualification,
fitup, and proper filler metal verification / control..

:= Determine if any hold points were violated. For those
I code welds for which this information has not been
a

_
adequately maintained, demonstrate that those welds are

p acceptable or provide justification for accepting the
i welds. Such demonstration or justification must be,

' approved by RIII.

5 5. .For all code welds which lack traceability and quality
- documentation and for all code welds with questionable

traceability and quality documentation, identify on a
.

nonconformance report. Quantify the number of such
I welds and propose a program to determine the accept-

ability of the welds and the acceptability of the'

material in the welds. The NRC/ Region must approve the
program.

6. Review other in process inspection records for possible
'

alteration.

3. Concerning Traceability of Heat Numbers on Piping

Problem: Some heat numbers found on installed small bore piping.

do not appear on the records of accepted heat numbers.
' Some heat numbers recorded on isometric drawings do not.

match the heat numbers on installed piping.

( Heat numbers could not be found on some installed small.

bore piping.

Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings had.

been marked out and incorrect numbers recorded. (Heat
number for a different size pipe).

'

Action: 1. Conduct an inspection of 100% of the accessible field
installed small bore piping identified on attached
Enclosure 1 for traceability in accordance with ASME
Code requirements.

2. For systems on Enclosure 2, attached, compare existing
'ocumentation against accessible field installed small
sore piping for traceability in accordance with applic-

'

able code requirements. Conduct a sampling program

*
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utilizing lot sizes sufficiently large to statistically
demonstrate a 95% confidence factor that 95% of the sample
is acceptable.

3. Provide justification for acceptability of inaccessible
small bore piping.

4. For large bore piping designated on Enclosures 1 and 2:
(

a. Identify all field modifications.

b. Walkdown 100% of the large bore piping involved
in the field modifications. Compare documenta-
tion against the installed large bore piping for
traceability in accordance with ASME requirements.

c. Justify less than 100% identification and walkdown,

of large bore piping involved in field modifications.

5. If heat number traceability on ASME work can only be
established by the Weld Data Sheet, then it will be
necessary to establish the credibility of the heat
number on the Weld Data Sheet.

6. Write nonconformance reports on all heat number defi-
ciencies found, propose disposition to NRC/ Region III
for approval, proceed with disposition after NRC con-
currence.

4. Concerning Socket Veld Fitups

Problem: Socket weld fitup to assure disengagement was not.

verified on some small bcre piping.

Actions: 1. Identify all small bore piping socket welds for which.

| verification for disengagement does not exist as docu-
mented on QC inspection records.

| 2. In all ASME Class I, II, and III systems, radiograph
100% of accessible welds not having verification of
disengagement or justify less. Provide justification
for radiographing less than 100% of the inaccessible
socket welds for which verification of disengagement
does not exist.

3. Write Nonconformance Reports on all unacceptable socket
weld fitups, propose disposition to NRC/ Region III for
approval, proceed with disposition after NRC concurrence.

1
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5. Concerning Radiographs

.

Problem: Radiograph technique did not meet the ASME code in that.
'

the penetrameters were not adequately shimmed in approxi-
mately 180 out of 700 radiographs reviewed by the NRC.

Action: 1. Demonstrate that the existing radiographs of large piping
supplied by the CG&E piping fabricator are adequate to,

identify weld deficiencies by:'

(a) Review the shop radiographs to identify those that
are either not shimmed or that are inadequately
shimmed to determine, for each pipe size and thick-
ness, the films which contain the least sensitive,

penetrameter image (essential hole or slit) where
the density of the penetrameter is greater than the
density of the area of interest.

(b) Reradiograph the welds identifed above, if
accessible, using as nearly as possible the
original technique plus the penetrameter shimmed
to at least the total weld thickness including
reinforcement on the same film, all in accordance
with the code.

(c) If the essential hole or slit in the penetrameter
is visible after shimming to at least the total
thickness of the weld including reinforcement, all
radiographs of that pipe size and thickness will
be determined to be acceptable.

2. This program must be acceptable to the National Board
of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors and the State
of Ohio.

6. Concerning Cable Separation

Problem: The NRC identified six examples of failure to meet.

cable separation criteria.

Note: The original FSAR criteria did not stipulate
separation requirements from an essential cable
tray to a non-essential tray. The FSAR criteria
is to be clarified for separation of essential,
associated and non-essential cable in both cable
trays and conduits.

Action: 1. Conduct a 100% inspection for separation of essential
and associated cable (a) which are installed between
the cable spreading room and the control panels in the
main control room, and (b) at all penetrations (walls

I or floor).
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I
,

DRAFT 8/15/81

2. Perform a 100% computer assisted analysis of asso-
cisted cables to provide assurance that separation
criteria for Class 1E circuits have been met.+

!

3. Using the clarified separation criteria, conduct an
; inspection of associated cables to arrive at a 95%
' confidence level that 95% of associated cables are
; properly separated in trays and conduits.
!

, 4. The six examples are to corrected.

|5. Any problems identified in the above inspections and,
'

review are to be documented on nonconformance reports.
Proposed disposition to be reviewed and concurred in
by NRC/ Region III prior to initiating action to
accomplish the disposition.

Note: If there are conflicts between these commitments
and new requirements imposed by NRR, the more
conservative requirements will be applicable.

7. Concerning Nonconformance

Problem: Nonconformances documented on surveillance reports..

Nonconformances documented on punchlists..

Nonconformances documented on exception lists..

Nonconformances not documented..

Nonconformances documented but not entered into the system..

Nonconformances voided rather than being dispositioned..

Action: 1. Review all surveillance reports and identify all that
should have been nonconformance reports.

2. Review QA pre-op turnover punchlists and exception
lists to identify any items that should have been
documented on nonconformance reports.

3. By letter to each past and present QC inspector,
solicit nonconformance reports that were not entered
into the system.

4. Write nonconformance reports for each such nonconform-
ance identified.

5. Review all previously voided nonconformance reports.
Proposed disposition to be reviewed and concurred in
by NRC/ Region III. Proceed with disposition after
NRC concurrence.

- 181-

.
_ _ . . _ - _ - - . _



DRAFT 8/15/81

6. Review at least 300 previously dispositioned noncon-
formance reports to assure proper disposition. If
this review discloses any that have been improperly
dispositioned, additional nonconformance reports (the
number to be agreed to by the NRC/ Region III) will be
reviewed.

8. Concerning Design Control and Verification

Problem: S&L had no formal procedure requiring verification.

of design calculations for thermal loading of power
sleeves and dead weight loading of all trays.

Three examples were identified in which S&L design.

deviated from the FSAR:

(a) Cable Tray Loading: Th_ actual design basis
differed from that stated in the FSAR.

(b) Cable Separation: (See Item 6, "Concerning Cable
Separation").

(c) Weld Acceptance Criteria: Site procedures take
exception to AWS DI.1-1972 inspection acceptance
criteria for undercut. The FSAR does not stipulate
the exception.

S&L had no formal procedure for documenting design.

deviations when identified by engineers.

Action: 1. Considering all disciplines, determine that procedures
exist requiring design calculations for those items
requiring a final verification after fabrication and/or
installation. Items to include such areas as piping,
pipe supports, electrical cable and cable trays, and
structures. Define the items that have not been com-
pleted relative to final design calculations, verifica-
tions, and reviews and establish measures to assure
their completion.

2. Review the adequacy of S&L's program for controlling
deviations from the FSAR.

3. Review the FSAR for correctness and consistency with
respect to the design by the responsible system
engineers.

I 4. For item c. above, meet AWS code or change FSAR com-
j mitement to reflect the way the plant is built.

5. Designers shall review their files to identify all
design deviations. These deviations shall be docu-

|
mented and properly dispositioned.
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9. Concerning Design Document Changes
i

Problem: Some design document changes (DDCs) have not been.

adequately controlled through distribution and
inspection.

Action: 1. Establish an accurate and complete computer listing
of DDCs. The list when finalized shall contain the
status of every DDC including the status of construc-
tion.

2. Review each essential DDC and applicable QC records to
determine if all in-process and final inspections have
been performed. Justify less than 100%.

3. Document all deficiencies identified.

4. Take appropriate corrective action to resolve all
deficiencies.

10. Concerning Subcontractor QA Programs

Problem: The Bristol Project Superintendent was responsible.

for both the steel erection and the erection quality
control.

The Bristol field inspection program failed to document.

specific welds inspected and details of the inspection.

Action: 1. The quality of the Bristol work will be confirmed under
Item 1, "Concerning Structural Steel."

2. For all safety related activities performed by other
than Kaiser and GE, provide assurance that QA programs
were acceptable or that work is acceptable.

11. Concerning Audits

Problem: Past audits by CG&E identified repetitive problems.

regarding design calculations and verifications not
being performed. Corrective action by S&L and followup
by CG&E was not adequate.

CG&E had not audited S&L to verify compliance with and.

the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance program.

Action: 1. Past CG&E audits of HJK, S&L, GE, EPD, EODT, GED, and
GCD are to be reviewed to determine the depth and
adequacy of these audits particularly with respect
to the 18 criteria of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50. Assure
appropriate closeout of audit findings.

4

'
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2. Identify deficiencies in the past audit program.
.. (Applicable Appendix B Criterion not audited.)
jn ,

-

-

3. Justify acceptability of areas not audited and provide
this justification to RIII.

_ The licensees quality confirmation program will be revised as necessary
4" in the event additional adverse conditions are found. This program must

be completed and identified problem areas resolved before an Operating
License will be granted.

12.3 Proposed Independent Measurements by NRC

dn addition to witnessing and reviewing portions o'f the confirmation program
conducted by the licensee and its contractors, the NRC will be conducting a
sampling program of independent measurements to provide further confidence as
to the adequacy of construction. This program will independently verify on
a sampling basis the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

ENCLOSURE 1

1. CY-01 Cycle Condensate Systeni - Essential Portions
2. DG-01 Diesel Generators
9 DO-01 Diesel Fuel Oil Systems m ;1, w %.,

"4. RD-02 Control Rod Drive Hydraulic System ' "-

'5. RH-01 Residual Heat Removal System - Essential Portions
56. RI-01 Reactor Core Isolation Cooling System

7. SC-01 Stand-by Liquid Control System -

8. Containment Isolation - Valves and Connecting Piping
9. HG-01 Primary Containment Combustible Gas Control System
10. HP-01 High Pressure Core Spray System
11. LP-01 Low Pressure Core Spray System
12. MS-01 Main Steam System to Second Isolation Valve

( 13. NB-02 Nuclear Boiler System - Automatic Depressurization ,

14. NB-04 Nuclear Boiler System - Reactor Pressure Vessel
15. VY-02 Core Stand-by Cooling - Equipment Cooling South
16. VY-03 Core Stand-by Cooling - Equipment Cooling North
17. WR-01 Reactor Building Closed Cooling Water System
18. WR-02 Reactor Water. Closed Cooling Water System (Inside Containment)
19. WS-01 Service Water System - Essential Portions
20. Stand-by Gas Treatment

i

~21. Feedwater - Essential Portions
22. Piping that comes into contact with the primary coolant up to the

first containment isolation valve outside containment.- ..
- Q -4 .. R . g .

+ ENCLOSURE 2 0
. ' k' .$~- - .i .%. ? 5 [ $^ - '

-

. 2.1. 4CM-01 Containment Monitoring System (Possible Code Requirements) 5- J..

h !FC-01 Fuel Pool Cooling and Clean-Lpl. System. f %^' J
3-" A. 31~:PR-04 Liquid Process Radiation Monitoring System -

14.7.3PR-06 Off Gasgost Treatment 1Radwash Monitoring _ System - s M. #

-- A. k k,_~. , ,

-:-5.f .RR-03 Reactor 1tecirculation -PumpinQSysteA ; ?-
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6. RT-01 Reactor Water Clean-up System
7. IN-01 Dry Well Pneumatic System
8. LC-01 Leakage Control System -

9. NB-01 Nuclear Boiler System - Jet Pump Instrumentation
10. OG-01 Off Gas Processing System
11. VR-02 Reactor Building Ventilation System
12. Reactor Building Equipment Drain
13. Dry Well Floor Drain and Equipment Drains
14. Reactor Water Sample
15. Radwaste Collection
16. Recirculation Pump Seals System
17. Fire Protection
18. VP - Primary Containment Ventilation
19. VC - Control Room Ventilation
20. VX - Switchgear Rooms Ventilation

.
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MEMORANDUM FOR:
| Dudley Thompson, Director, EnforcementFROM:

James G. Keppler, Director, Region III and Investigation, IESUBJECT:

DRAFT ZIMMER INVESTIGATION REPORT NO
50-358/81-13

a Summary Table of allegations. Enclosed is the final draft report of th
Also enclosed is the final draft of the Zimmer investigation includingenforcement package.

Section 235 of the Atomic Energy A tWe are of the opinion that we cannot l
e

egally issue a violation againstintimidation of quality control insc

regarding confirmed harassment andharassment and intimidation did not rpectors.

We have concluded that thebe forwarded to OIA for review for pence as described in Criterion I of Appe diesult in loss of inspector independ-n x B.

235 of the Atomic Energy Act via TitlDOJ has authority to address the mattossible referral to DOJ.We recommend this matter
e 18 criminal action.er under the provisions of SectionWe believe

-

.

James G. Keppler
Director

Enclosures:
1.

Revised Draft Investigation
Report No. 50-358

Dft ltr to licensee /81-13
2

w/ Appendix A, Notice of
Violation and Proposed
Imposition of Civil Penaltyand Append
References:ix B, Cross

-

to Report DetailsNoncompliances

cc w/encls:
V. Stello.

RIII
RIII

RIIIVarnick/np .

10/15/81 Davis ~

Keppler

.
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Allegation

On December 9, 1980, J. Harrison, NRC Resident Inspector at the Marble Hill

Nuclear Power Station, was contacted by an individual who identified himself

as a former Quality Control (QC) inspector at Zimmer. The caller stated that

Quality Assurance (QA) Manager Phillip Gittings, Kaiser had been improperly

voiding nonconformance reports (NR) based on his personal reinspection of

nonconforming items.

*t

Between January 13, 1981, and July 4, 1981, thirty-one current and former

Kaiser QC inspectors and Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) were interviewed

by NRC regarding the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Sixteen of

these individuals alleged irregularities in the system. They specifically

alleged:

a. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs which were not written in

error by the inspector.

! b. The QA Manager was diverting NRs (not entering them into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system).

l

NRs were being voided and their items transfered to surveillance reportsc.

(SR).
!

I,

d. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members

of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned
4

!

:
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reports as " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per

Kaiser specifications and industry codes and standards.

NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"e.

or multiple " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The non-
'

conforming conditions were not reinspected after redesign, nor were they

written on separate NRs as stated when the NR was voided.

f. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the construction

d partment to avoid rework and schedule delays.

g. During revisions of an NR nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed

by the QA Manager.

.

General Background

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control

of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods

Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Rev. 9 provides the following procedure: The QA

Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify non-
!

conforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from speci-I

fied requirements. The Inspector or QAE initiates the NR by contacting the

Site Document Control (S.D.C.) NR Controller who makes a log entry and assigns

a KEI Control Number (CN). The NR is reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor

or cognizant QAE and is forwarded to the SDC who issues a Control Number

entering it into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
.

,
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The procedure provides that NRs which report nonconforming conditions on

material found during receipt inspection will be dispositioned " reject"

and the NR form will be stamped " Inspection Report". NRs written on

Essential Systems / Components will be given an "E" prefix and Nonessential

Systems will be given a "N" prefix number. The procedure states "in

instances where an NR has been initiated in error, due to interpretation or

judgement of borderline conditions, duplications, or where a nonconforming

condition has been corrected by the Construction Department after a verbal

or written communication from the QA Department can be voided by the Site

QA Manager. The procedure states that in these cases the NR will be stamped

" Void" with a brief statement indicating justification for the voilding. A

copy of the voided NR wil be retained by the SDC and a copy returned to the

initiator.

.

QACMI G-4, Rev. 9 states that NRs may be dispositioned by Construction

Engineer or as designee as with accept-as-is, rework, repair, or reject. The

Construction Engineer reviews and approves all dispositions, and accept-as-is

and repair dispositions which require review by the Material Review Board

which consists of the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA

Engineer, CG&E sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent and Lundy Design Engineer

| (for essential material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section
'III Code nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector must be included on

all accept-as-is will be closed after MRB review. NRs dispositioned as rework, ,

i
or repair will be closed after the Inspector or QAE signs the NR verifying j

- i
! that the repair or rework was completed. Records of all open and closed NRs

are retained by the SDC NR Controller. During December 2-3, 1981,, NRC per- {
.

e
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sonnel audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and found that the

Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager, Phillip Gittings, was improperly voiding

NRs (IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/80-25). The NRC inspector requested

that CG&E audit the nonconformance reporting system to insure the system was

functioning in accordance with Kaiser Procedure QACMI/G-4. Between

December 15-19, 1980, and on January 5,1981, Lon Ludwig, of Nuclear Energy

Services, Inc. , audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

Interview of CG&E Quality Assurance Manager

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA

Manager was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated in an exit meeting on

January 6,1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA Manager and Phillip Gittings,

were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding NRs, and he directed Kaiser

to audit all the previously voided NRs and present the results of this audit

to CG&E by February 16. 1981. Schwiers stated he also directed Gittings to

cease improperly voiding NRs. Schwiers provided a copy of a memo to Gittings

dated January 14, 1981, which requests Kaiser respond to Field Audit Report

No. 340 concerning the voiding NRs. A copy of the correspondence and Field

Audit Report 340 is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).

! Interview of NES Consultant
!

t

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , Manager,
i
4

|
Quality Engineering, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December

and January, 1980 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system
,

1
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after the NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig

indicated his audit showed there were approximately 500 voider NRs and

between on third to on half of these were superceded and written on other

NRs. He said some NRs which identified numerous nonconforming conditions

were separated and reissued on individual NRs. Ine third of the NRs reviewed

were voided as " written in error" with no adequate explaination given to

justify this comment. Ludwig stated that he recommanded Kaiser audit all
.

the voided NRs and provide a better explaination as to why each was voided.

i

Ludwig stated that there are in excess of 500 voided NRs which cover all

areas of plant operation and construction, dating from 1974 to the present

date.

_

Interview of Kaiser Quality Assurance IIanager

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided seven NRs

that were written by QC inspectors who were in training. He said he rein-

spected the welds identified in the seven NRs and, in his opinion, the welds

met American Welding Society Code (AWS) requirements. He indicated that

during an NRC inspection in December 1980, the inspector, took exception to

this practice and found the licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements

for improperly voiding NRs.
,

t

1

Gittings said that following the NRC inspection the welds identified on the

seven NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. who found that
, .

,

-5-
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four of the seven NRs were voided properly as the noted welds conformed to a

AWS code. He said the three other NRs had minor decrepancies which Gladstone

personnel considered unacceptable per AWS code requirements.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at

the Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised

and put on another NR, or were voided after it is found they duplicate a

previously reported nonconforming condition. He stated the only NRs he

voided for being, " written in error" were those from October and November

19E0 that were examined during the December 2-3, 1980, BRC inspection.

Gittings stated during the past six months Kaiser has had problems with some

of its QC inspectors "over inspecting." He stated that contract inspectors

hired from Butler Services, Inc., frequently objected to Kaiser management's

implementation of the QA program, and were critical of Kaiser inspection pro-

cedures and techniques. He indicated that to Kaiser had decided to terminate

all contract inspectors, and had offered some of them jobs in the Kaiser QA

: organization at Zimmer.
~

,

-. :-
[

Gittings related that many of the inspectors were critical both of the
_

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system, and of the Kaiser weld inspection

criteria for pipe support hangers and structural steel. He said there

were differences of opinion on various code interpretations, which he felt ;

vas common in any weld inspection program.

9

.

$

i
;

.
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Interview of Kathy Faubion

On February 13, 19E1, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed

by NRC. She stated Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for a NR

Control Number. She then issues the individual inspector a control number

(CN), askes an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material, describes *

the nonconforming item, and rates the initials of the inspector calling for

the number. She stated she has never " whited out" an entry for a control

number in the log.
-.

Faubion indicated that the QA manager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"

stamp. She then gets a copy of the NR and marks through the control number

entry for the NR in the log with red ink to identify it as a voided NR.

Inspectors frequently call for control numbers and do not send the NR. In

these cases, Faubion makes the same void entry in the NR Log.

Prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE Records, also had the authority

, to void NRs. However, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager, directed that this
l

authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. Since then Oltz hasi

not voided any NRs.

i
l Findings

,

:
i

i
All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were substantiated with the :

'
;

! exception of the allegation that the QA Manager had yoided NRs at the request
,

of construction. This matter is still under investigation. A review of the f
i

I
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Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was conducted. It was found there were

wide-spread irregularities in the system. Kaiser procedures permit voiding

of a NR if the NR was " written in error, duplicated, or the nonconforming

conditions has been corrected . . . . by construction." It was found that

between January 1, 1978 and March 31, 1981, 1,031 NRs were voided. Some were

voided by the Quality Assurance (QA) Manager or by the Records QA Engineer,

and in some instances NRs were voided by a clerk. A chronological breakdown

of the number of voided NRs per month is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).

The disposition of a selected group of 20 voided NRs was audited and it was

found that in 15 cases the NRs were voided improperly by with the QA Manager

or another individual. In ten cases the justification used for voiding the

NR was erroneous E.G. it was found the QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding

NRs which were not written in error. In some cases the NR had been reviewed

by a Construction Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR was later

" voided." It was found that some of this activity occured after a NRC

inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser QA

Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements. It

; was also established that following the December 2-3, 1980, NRC inspection
i

the QA Manager on three occasions diverted NRs (CN 4309, NRC 0001, CN 5412)

| and did not enter them into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

This investigation also disclosed that an NR was improperly dispositioned.
I i
l As " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriate. In one examined case i

!
(NR E-2836) the " accept.as is" disposition of a nonconforming condition *

I

was contrarty to ASME code requirements.

!-

:
1

.

-8-

.- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - --- .-



*

.
_

*
.

205FF DRAFT /db

The allegation that NRs which identified multiple nonconforming conditions
t

were voided improperly with a comment that the NR was being " revised" or

that "each deficiency would be issued on a seperate NR" or items would be

" reinspected" was substantiated. It was determined that nonconforming items

were not reissued on seperate NRs, and were not reinspected as stated on the

NR at the time of voiding. It was also found that during " revision" some

nonconforming items removed from NRs without justification.

The allegation that the Kaiser QA Manager voided at the request of the

Construction Department is under investigation by the NRC's Office of

Inspector and Auditor (OID).

This investigation established that nonconforming conditions which had

been identified by Quality Control Inspectors were not controlled due -

to the maipulation of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system by

Kaiser QA management. It was also established that the licensee failed

to take effective corrective action following the December 1980 NRC

inspection in that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager, continued to

void NRs, and also diverted NRs from the Kaiser nonconforming system

following January 5, 1981 examples of this are NRs No. (CN 5412), No.

( ) and No. ( )

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 5412

i

|

.

f
.
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Background Information

On December 29, 1980, Chris Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated Sur-

veillance Report No. (SR) 2886, to document that a suppression pool liner

plate was tensioned before a QC inspector arrived to verify the initial

tensioning. The corrective action to resolve this condition was for an

inspector to be present during the seven and thirty day tension checks, to

verify that the plate was being tensioned properly.

On February 11, 1981, Wayne D. Kitchen, Kaiser QC Inspector, wrote NR No.

E3022 which indicated that during a tensioning inspection on February 4, 1981,

he observed that an anchor bolt on suppression pool liner plate No. 23E was

" installed at a slight angle and did not permit the full bearing surface of

the nut to contact the flat washer". This deficiency was found on the same

liner plate that had been tensioned without QA coverage as reported in SR

No. 2886.

On February 3,1981, Dumford initiated a NR (assigned Control No. (CN) 5412)
|

which also reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned
i
l without QA coverage. The NR states " hold tag was applied while a wall plate

1000 was in process of being tensioned." Once hold tag was applied tensioning

was continued until tensioning was completed." Craft personnel had not

honored the hold tag halting tensioning operations.

I

i
'

.

'
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Interview of Walter C. Dumford

On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, he was inspecting

suppression pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not per-

pendicular to the plate. He indicated construction personnel were preparing

to tension the plate in question and when he told them he was going to place

a hold tag on it, they responded, "try and stop us."

Dumford said he left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,

Dennis Donovin, who told him to initiate a NR for the nonconforming plate

and to place a hold tag on it to preclude tensioning of the plate. He

indicated that he returned to the suppression pool, placed _a hold tag on

the plate, and construction ceased tensioning the plate. However, as he

left the area he heard the tensioning machine reactivate indicating that

the crew had ignored his hold tag.

Dumford stated he advised Donovin of the occurence and Donovin told him

to write a NR documenting the continuation of tensioning after a hold tag

had been applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued NR CN

5412 and documented the violation of the hold tag. He said a few days later
1

he was called into the QA Manager's office and was told by Gittings that the

NR should not have been written since it was "a software (procedural) problem
!

and not a hardware probles." He said Gittings then told him "I'm going to

void this NR,because we do not need this kind of paperwork floating around '

because this is the kind of stuff that causes investigations." Dumford !

- 11 -
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stated Rex Baker and Dennis Donovin, who were also present at the meeting,

disagreed with Gittings and advised him that it was a valid NR.

Dumford indicated that a few days later Dennis Donovin called the NR clerk

and was told CN 5412 had been reassigned to another NR and the original

report had not been entered into the NR system. Dumford provided a copy of

the origional NR CN 5412 which is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Dumford said this incident is an example of Kaiser QA management not support-

ing the QA program on site, and being overly influenced by construction.

Dumford stated that in his opinion QA Managers were influenced by construction,

and QA was not independent at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written statement attesting to the

preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Dennis Donovan

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, Chris Dumford contacted him

regarding a SR written against tensioning of bolts on a suppression pool

liner plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle, the

Quality Assurance Engineer (QAE) responsible for the suppression pool area,

advised him of the incident and Donovan told him to write a NR. Donovan

stated he wrote the NR and instructed Dumford to go down and place a hold

tag on the plate. Dumford subsequently returned to the trailer and told

1

- 12 -
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him that he had placed a hold tag on the plate, but craft personnel had

ignored the tag and continued tensioning the plate. Donovan indicated

that he told Dumford to write a second NR against the continuation of work

after a hold tag had been applied (a procedural violation).

Donovan stated he initialed the second report, and called the NR clerk who

assigned it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor

Rex Baker, for review.

-.

Donovan said that on February 4,1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called

into Phillip Gittings office and Baker gave the orginal copy of the NR to

Gittings. He said Gittings said "This report is going to be voided because

this is the kind of thing that starts investigations." Donovan said that *

Gittings commen'ted that inspectors would not write NRs against software

problems, but only against hardware problems, and that ignoring a hold tag

was a procedural (software) violation.

i

|

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the a

hold tag, and Gittings replitd "If I was in their position I would have done

the same thing." Donovan responded and said a hold tag is the strongest QA

control mechanism on site and if one is ignored a NR should be written.

Donovan said he and Baker tole Gittings they disagreed, and the meeting

ended. f

A few days.later Donovan said he called the NR controller concerning the

disposition of control No. 5412 and found that the number had been reissued

to another NR.

- 13 -
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Donovan stated in his opinion this is an example of Kaiser, QA Management

not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written statement attesting

to the afore preceding information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (5).

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 2,1981, he received

a phone call from Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression

| pool liner plate. Shinkle stated he told Donovan this should be documented

on a NR and a hold tag should be placed on the plate in question, to prevent

tensioning. Shinkle stated he later learned a NR was written, and

Chris Dumford had affixed a hold tag to the plate, which was ignored by

construction, who tensioned the plate. Shinkle said he also learned a

second NR was written by Dumford for violation of the hold tag, which he

later initialed and forwared to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor.

Shinkle stated he later learned Phillip Gittings, after discussions with

Dumford, Donovan, and Baker did not enter the NR into the system. Shinkle

| said in this case the report had been assigned 'a control number, and the

inspectors supervisor had concurred it was a valid NR, yet.Gittings told

him this particular report was not going to be processed, and stated, "The

whole thing has been blown out of proportion."
i i

|
*

l
,

,

.
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Shinkle stated in his opinion Kaiser management does not support the QC

program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is

not independent of construction influence. On February 18, 1981,

Kenneth Shinkle provided a written statement attesting to the preceding

information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (6).

Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in

Gittings office with Dennis Donovan and Chris Dumford. He stated during

this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a suppres-

sion pool liner plate after he had placed a hold tag on it. Baker stated

he agreed Dumford was correct in writing an NR for this violation. He said .

Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right to con-

tinue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it. Baker

stated he did not know the disposition of the NR, but the last time saw it,

it was in Gitting's possession.

Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material reports was

reviewed; the log reflects Control No. 5412 NR No. 2996 Revision I was

written on February 2,1981, for welds having the lack of penetration.

This entry does not reflect that Control No. 5412 had been assigned to

the report by inspector Dumford on February 3, 1981, for violation of a
,

)
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hold tag. The equipment name or process entry columns in the log and the

specification entry showed evidence that white out ink was used to cover

writing that had been made previously in the log. A copy of the log page

and actual NR issued is appended to this report as Exhibit (7), (8).

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

Background Information

On May 19, 1980, NR No. E-5108 was issued identifying a nonconforming four

inch long pipe piece installed for DDC M-1108 in a Residual Heat Removal

System (RHR) for which no material traceability could be established. The

NR also reports that a weld located near this pipe piece was inside of a
.

penetration, in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped

void on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer, who added a note indicat-

ing it was voided because " acceptable documentation found which established

material traceability for the pipe piece. A copy on NR E-5108 is appended

to this report as Exhibit (9).
|

|

RIII personnel walked down the RHR system in the area addressed in NR

No. 5108, and specifically examined the four foot section of pipe between

welds 82 and 82a identified on the NR and on isometric drawing PSK-RH-15.

i No heat or identification number on the pipe piece was found in question.
|

KE-1 weld data sheets for welds RH-82 and RH-82a which joined the pipe piece|

to the RER system were reviewed. Both forms had a notations identifying

j the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661 which was initialed

!
,

|

t
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and dated "RLR 6/19/80." The weld records show the pipe piece was welded

to the RHR system on June 15, 1976, for weld RH-82a, and on October 14,

1976, for weld RH-82, which was four years before the heat number of the

piece was noted on the weld data records.

The RIII inspector reviewed the isometeric drawing and construction piping

inspection plan along with other related documentation for the pipe and

weld. No reliable documentation to justify adding the questioned heat

number to the the weld data form could be located. This appeared to be

an intentional fraudulent entry to provide tracablity of the heat number

of the pipe piece.

Interview of Richare Reiter
-

On March 25, 198, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November, 1978,

to November, 1980. He stated he reviewed isometric drawings to insure that

related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code Requirements,

and the drawings were correct as to the as-built condition of the plant.

During his reviews he found discrepencies in the drawings and associated

documentation which did not match conditions in the plant. Reiter stated

that numbers for pipe sections, and weld data records did not match. He

stated he was concerned about this and on October 28, 1980, wrote Sur- -

veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor, stating

"when reviewing isometric drawings he is making assumptions which he felt

compromised his integrity". He also asked for a written directive telling
,

.
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him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate all small bore

isometrics to insure that there is adequate documentation to insure trace-

ability of the material. He stated that in the SR he also questioned the

disposition of NR's dealing with lack of material traceability.

Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR and said all the procedures are

approved and are adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code requirements.

He wrote that Reiter is to continue using the approved procedures and

practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition of

the SR and shortly thereafter terminated his employment with Kaiser, be-

cause he felt he was being forced to compromise his integrity. A copy

of the SR authored by Reiter on October 28, 1980 is appended to this report

as Exhibit ( ).

Record Reviews

During the week of June 8-12, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following,

records in resolution of the disposition of this NR.

NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 1852

Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System Inspection Plan No. RH-15 dated June 16, 1976

.

9
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'Finding 1 ),
,
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Based on the record reviews and field observations, wad established NRt
\

\\s5108 was improperly voided, as acceptable documentation'was not found
'' _L >

to justify voiding the report. ,' ' ' . ,
,. s s

N

i 7
,

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 4309 -

y=-
,

i
1*

t
Background Information N

,

.
, <

\
s

On Janurary 7,1980, Inspector MicheaDMcCoy wrote NR Control No. 4309 I -

which identified deficient weld fitup on a one and three quarter cover
~ "

plate to beam W32X260 located on the reactor pedistal support structure. X
x

'

McCoy stated in the NR the that parte.to be fillet welded were not brought

in as close contact as practical and were separated by more than 3/16 of

an inch. A copy of NR Control No. 4309 is attached to this report as

Exhibit ( ).
,

1
,

s

| Interview of Michael McCoy

| On February ll,1981, Michael Va raiser Quality Control Inspector, was
i

interviewed by NRC. He sti : e the on January 7, 1980, he wrote NR Control

No. 4309 for welds on the i; actor g fistelnsupport structure which did not

meet code requirements. McCoy stated he initiattd the NR, his supervisors
s s - , ;, ,

concurred in his findings and he received a control number from the NR
( '. , i

| controller. He said that after he wrote the NR it kar ret 2rned to him without '

x, t,

6 .

4
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no disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding this NR, NRs were

frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this to a QA Manager's

lack of support for either the Inspectors or the QC program at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (12).

Review of Nonconformance Reporting Log
_

On February II, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed. It was found Control

No. 4309 was assigned to NR No. E2417 which identified deficiences in electrical

compuit bracing in the control room. A copy of this NR is attached to this

report as Exhibit (13). During this review it was noted that there was

evidence of white-out in the specification, and the equipment name or process

"section" of the NR log. A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report

as Exhibit (14).

Finding

It was determined that Inspector McCoy's NR was never entered into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

Investigation
,

,

9
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Background Information

On July 22, 1980, tad on July 9, 1980, seven NRs assigned Control Numbers

4955-59, 4930 and 4931 were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann.

The NRs identified weld deficiences en pipe supports in diesel generator

(DG) Room A. The seven NRs have been assigned control numbers, but no NR

number. The copies of the seven reports are appended to this report as

Exhibit (15).

Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified non-

conforming welds while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said

he identified these welds on NRs which were assigned control numbers 4955 to

4959. He said he initiated the NRs and his supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred

they were valid. Mills stated that in August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe

support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection, and a week after

the reassignment the five NRs he had written in July 1980 were returned to

his desk without being processed. Mills stated that two other NRs written

{ by Inspector G. McCann had also been returned to him.
!

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the j

NR System and turned in.the seven unproccessed NRs to the NRC. He explained

to NRC Inspector Thomas Daniels that they had never been entered into the

! NR system. He said Daniels asked him to reexamine the welds in DG Room A to

- 21 -
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see if the nonconforming welds he identified earlier were still in this

condition. Mills stated he reinspected the same areas in DG Room A and in

each case the condition that he had previously identified had been repaired,

and the welds were now acceptable. Mills stated apparently someone had used

the information on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,

however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original NRs

and all the copies of them had been returned to him and McCann unprocessed.

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (16).

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed the Kaiser NR Log and found that NRs assigned

Control Nos. 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 were voided with the comment

"NR not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain

a copy of the NR in the voided NR file, because these reports which are

voided as "Not Issued" are returned to the inspector, and Kaiser does not

maintain a copy of the NR in the voided NR file.

Interview of Lynn Anderson

.

On June 9, 1981, Lynn Anderson, CC&E Inspector, was interviewed and stated
,

that he is employed by Nuclear Energy Services Inc. at Zimmer and is con-
'tracted to work as a Quality Control Engineer for CG&E. Anderson. stated

- 22 -
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currently he is conducting an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system. Anderson said that on June 4, 1981, he checked the disposition of

NRs assigned CN 4955 and 4959. Anderson stated he reviewed the NR log and

found that those CN had been assigned and the reports had been voided on

September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked all of the Kaiser and CG&E

NR files and could not locate these NRs. Anderson concluded that although

a CN had been issued the reports had never been entered into the active or

voided NR files.

Record Reviews

On June 10, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed and it was found CN 4955

to 4959 were entered into the NR system; however, the entry-had been lined

through with the comment, " VOID NR not issued" and dated 9/30/80." A review

of the NR log for entries CN 4930-31 indicated that they had also been

entered into the NR system; however, the comment " VOID NR not issued and

dated September 30, 1980 was entered in the log book page for each entry.

Copies of the pertinent NR Log Book pages are appended to this report as

Exhibits (17) and (18).

Field Observations
-

.

On June 2,1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A, identified

on NR CN 5955-59, 4930, and 4931. In two of the seven instances it appeared
,

that the welds had been reworked, but for the other five this could not be

determined. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the NRs were

not evident on the welds inspected.

- 23 -
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Finding

Based on the preceding interviews, record reviews and field observations

by NRC personnel it was determined that although these six NRs were voided,

a copy of the reports was not mantained in the voided NR file. All four

copies of the reports had apparently been returned to the inspector.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

Background Information

On January 3, 1980, Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors inspected large bore

pipe hangers in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected

welds on pipe support hangers, concrete enbedment bolts, and the configuration

and location of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming

Kaiser and vendor welds on five hangers, and improperly embeded bolts. They
,

identified a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and intiated
|

NR E-2466 to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided

with the comment, "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR." A

copy of the first five pages of this 31 page NR is attached to this report

as Exhibit (17).

During the week of February 9-11, 1981, NRC personnel he reviewed the Kaiser,

Log of Nonconforming Material to ascertain if the hangers identified on NR !

!

! No. E-2466.had been issued on seperate NRs as stated in the void stamp on
i
1 i

the NR. This review indicated that of the 124 pipe support hange,rs in which '

.
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nonconforming weld or embedment bolts were identified only 25 had been

redispositioned on other NRs. Of these 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been

voided, and there is no disposition for the remaining 10. As of February 12,

1981, 99 of the 124 hangers identified on NR 2466 had not been reissued as

stated on June 3, 1980.

On March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was aware that various NRs which identified noncenforming

conditions on pipe support hangers were voided with the stipulation that they
,

would be " reinspected after redesign." Baker stated he directed a 100% re-

inspection of all pipe support hangers be conducted as stated in the earlier

committment. However, QA Managers Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner,

directed that pipe support hangers which had been previously inspected and

not redesigned, would also not to be r'einspected. Baker stated that to the

best of his knowledge the NRs which were voided on this basis were not

redispositioned or reopened, to repair the nonconforming conditions previously

identified. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done to avoid

reworking the welds, but was an administrative oversight by the QA managers.

l

Records Reviews

On February 12, 1981, NR E-2466 was revived by NRC personnel and it was

noted that there was a comment on page two of the NR which states that an
,

'

asterisk identifies "what appears to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe

support hangers. In reviewing the thirty-one page NR it was found that

15 of 124 pipe hangers identified have an asterisk identifying them as I

- 25 -
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vendor supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR E-2466 were crossed out.

Examples of the ommission of these items from NR E-2466 are included in

Exhibit (14).

Finding

Based on interviews and record reviews it was found that NR E-2466 was

not properly voided in that the justification for the voiding was never

fully implemented.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2836

Background Information

.

On June 22, 1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker,

af ter an audit by Nuclear Energy Service Audit which found there was no

radiograph of the final weld for weld WS737 in the plant's service water

system. There was a comment in the " description of nonconformance" section

of the NR which stated that the only radiograph available was an "information

shot of the root layer" for the weld (now weld is buried underground). The

NR was dispositioned as " accept as is" on October 24, 1980, because the KE1

(weld data form) reported that the final weld was radiographed and accepted

by Kaiser on April 5, 1976. This disposition was reviewed by the Authorized

Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is" disposition [
_

was intially rejected by the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on November 7,
!,

1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on

f
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the entry in the weld data form showing that a final review of the film was

performed. The NR was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment "see
,

Revision I for new disposition." There is a another comment on the NR,

which says, " VOID stamp in error - Rev. 1 cancelled when an I accepted

disposition on 11/11/80." A review of NR E2836, Revision 1, shows the

same nonconforming item is identified the disposition is to " accept as is,"

and the NR is signed by the appropriate members of the material review board.

The NR was closed on November 13, 1980. There is third typed copy of E2836,

Revision 1, date November 11, 1980, which has the comment " VOID written in

error - NR resolved on original issue." The Kaiser NR Log Reports that

NR 2836, Rev. 1, was closed on November 11, 1980. Copies of NR 2836 and

E-2836 Rev. I are attached to this report as Exhibit (20) and (21).

Interview of Rex Baker

On June 4,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

; by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after

an audit found that there was no radiograph of the final weld pass for weld

WS737. Baker stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction

Department, who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on an entry on

the KE1 form which reports a final radiograph of this weld was performed on

April 5, 1976, and was accepted by a Kaiser welding engineer, and by the ANI
,

on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him, and he told Lanham '

the disposition " accept as is" was contrary to ASME code requirements, because

there was no final radiograph of the questioned weld. He told Lanham to that

on a entry in a KE1 form was not sufficient evidence that the weld had been

radiographed.

- 27 -
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Baker state he is a Level III Radiographer and he reviewed the Kaiser radio-

graphic exam report and the accompanying film, dated April 17, 1976. He

indicated that he told Lanham the film was an information shot of the root

layer for the weld, and was not radiograph of the final weld pass. Baker

said Lanham responded and said the disposition is correct because the block

on the KE1 is checked, and that if QA does not have the film he could care

less about it. Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to

dig the weld up to radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall

would never let us dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR as

" accept as is" yet he knew there was no final radiograph for the weld.

Baker also stated that on November 7, 1980, the site ANI, Lowell Burton,

rejected the disposition on NR E2836 but later rescinded the rejection and

agreed with the " accept as is" disposition based on the entry on the KE1

form that reported a final review of the film had been made by a previous

ANI in 1976. Baker said the NR was eventually dispositioned as " accept as is,"

and he refused to concur in the disposition because it was contrary to ASME

code requirements.

Interview of Lowell Burton

on June 5, 1981, Lowell Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam

Boiler and Insurance Company), was interviewed by NRC. He stated that, after

reviewing NR E2836, he was in error in accepting the dispositica of this NR

on November 11, 1980.

.
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Burton said he reviewed the film packet for weld WS737, and found there is

no radiograph of the final weld pass in the file. He stated he has directed

the licensee to reopen the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition.

Burton stated he based his acceptance on a review of the KE1 Form and his

personal notes, which showed that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the radiograph

of the weld and found it to be acceptable. Burton stated that during 1976 he

reviewed up to 100 radiographs a day and could have mistakenly entered in his

notebook or on the KE1 Form that he had reviewed the radiograph of the final

weld.

Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation which included

the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and accompanying film. It appeared

that NR E-2836 was improperly voided because there was no final radiograph for

weld 737 in Kaiser files. The radiograph referenced as accepted by the ANI

on April 15, 1976 is actually a radiograph of a partially completed weld. The

radiograph of the incomplete weld is dated March 31, 1976, and was reviewed

by the ANI on April 15, 1976. Apparently the radiograph of the rootpass was

misstaken by the ANI to be a final radiograph of the weld and he accepted itI

as such when in fact no final radiograph of the weld exists. The proper

disposition for this NR would have been " rework" which would include the

conduct of nondestructive examinations required by ASME code and licesee
r

specifications.

.

t

O
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Between June 2-5, 1981, the following records were reviewed by the RIII

inspector.

Kaiser Engineers KE1 Forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976.

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report dated April 15, 1976 (and

accompanying radiographic film packet).

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.

Finding
i

Based on the preceeding interviews, and record reviews, and the examination

of the radiographic film for weld WS 737 it was determined that NR E-2836
'

was improperly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed on November 13,

1980.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777
1

|

|

| Background Information '

|

On April 3,1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777, stating th .c weld A2
t

on isometeric drawing R1-195 on a pipe support hanger in the primary containment
,

area was performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed a post weld y
i

t
inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip was found

,

i
to ensure that the proper filler metal had been used in the weld.. The dis- '

,

I

- 30 -

_ . _ . _ _ - - _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . - _ . _ _ _. ._. .__



-
-

.,

205FF DRAFT /db
.

position of this NR was to " rework" and cut out the weld because no acceptable

documentation was available to verify the proper filler metal was used. This

NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment " rod slip located." A copy

on NR E-1777 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Vincent Feietti

On June 4,1981, Vicent Feretti, Level III, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

Quality Assurance Enginee,r, (QAE) was interviewed by NRC. He stated he

conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. He had

reviewed NR No. E1777, and the associated isometric drawings identified on

the NR. Frerretti stated that the drawing shows four hangers, with six field
i

welds for all of the hangers. The isometric drawing and attached weld rodi

I issue slips show, as stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip

for weld No. 195A2. Frerretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the

drawing should identify what particular filler metal was used for each weld,

but in this case he was unable to ascertain what filler metal went into each;

of the welds . Frerretti stated the decrepancy identified in the NR was correct,

and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned. Frerretti stated,

that in his opinion, this NR was improperly voided.

.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

l L
! t

On June 4, 1981 Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777 the weld data sheets and weld ;
i l-rod issue slips. He said that this NR had been improperly voided. Oltz
'

!
: t

!
.
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stated the. disposition " rod slip located" was improper, because the rod

slip used to justify the voiding of NR does not specifically identify the

weld in which the weld rod was used. Oltz concluded that he found nothing

in the records associated with this weld to justify the voiding of this NR.

Finding

From a review of NR E-1777, weld data records, and weld rod issue forms,

there is no justification for the voiding of this NR because there was no

rod issue slip in the weld data package for weld A2.

Record Reviews

On June 4, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following records while resolving

this allegation:

Nonconformance Report E-1777

Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 for the Reactor Isolation System

Kaiser weld rod issue form Nos. 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963,

126960, 174535, and 174534

Investigation

9

Background Information

.

On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe, wrote NR Control No.

(CN) 5122 following the initiation of surveillance report (SR) 2800 which
.
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reports that the flexible outer coating of conduit installed in the contain-

ment building is splitting for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a

NR number yet it was voided on January 2,1981, with the comment in the void

stamp block "see attached surveillance report No. 2800." Surveillance report

2800 was the report used to issue the NR. A copy of NR CN 5122 is appended

to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Steven Burke

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed follow-

ing his inspection of the areas identified on NR CN 5122. Burke stated that

the nonconforming items listed in the NR on October 16, 1980, " covering

spliting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"

were still apparent on the conduit he inspected. Burke indicated that he

concurred with Priebe's report that this problem was serious, and warranted

reporting via the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Burke concluded

that Priebe's NR was not written in error because he found the same problem

on the same locations identified by Priebe on the NR.
,

i
i

Record Reviews

j On June 11, 1981, Kaiser Quaility Assurance Surveillance Report (SR) No.

2800, which reviewed reports that on October 9, 1980, the outer coating

of flexible conduit used in tbe containment area was spliting for some

unknown reason was reviewed. The corrective action statement in the report

states this deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting

- 33 -
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to the NRC. Also in this section of the report are comments that NRs

CN 5122 and CN 5196 are voided in lieu of this SR. The " corrective action

verified" section of the SR is stamped nonapplicable and dated October 14,

1980. An October 15, 1981 memo attached to the SR from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E)

to be Kaiser QA Manager, dated October 15, 1980, reports that in Ehas's

opinion this matter does not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR

2800 and attachments is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Finding

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by licensee

inspectors, it was determined that NR CN 5122 was improperly voided. It

appears that the SR used to initiate the NR was later used as justification

to void the NR. The nonconforming material identified in the NR was not

corrected by the licensee and was never introduced into the Kaiser noncon-

formance reporting system. The Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure

was not followed, and this report was found misfiled in the " inspection

report" file. In fact the report was " voided" NR. It appears that NR

CN S196 was dispositioned in the same manner.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

Background Investigation
,

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR No. E-2233 documenting
,

a nonconforming condition for weld WS62GP in the service water sygtem. The

,
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weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material

traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the
'

weld was acceptance. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA, Engineer disposi-

tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,

1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" and was

initialed by Floyd Oltz Records QAE. A copy of NR E-2233 is appended to this

report as Exhibit ( ).

On February 13, 1981, NRC personnel reviewed NR No. E-2233 and related

documentation. This NR was voided after the weld data record (KE-1) form

was " corrected." Yhe correction is actually a deletion of previous

stipulated hold points, and there is no documentation included supporting

the engineering basis for deleting the hold points. _

,

Floyd Oltz advised that he had deleted the hold points from the KE-1 Form;

however, no signature or date of deletion was noted on the form.

|

The KE-1 Form is appended to this report as Exhibit (26) was initially

anotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld qualifications, heat numbers,

and fit up would be verified by the QC inspector during in process inspection

of this weld. The form was anotated with a "NA" superimposed over the "x"

mark in the blocks, which had been made previously by a Welding Engineer.

The notation "NA" was made by Oltz, and constituted a deletion of a previous

stipulated hold points for the weld. NR E-2233 was improperly voided because

previously stipulated hold points were deleted by a document reviewer without

engineering justification.
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While investigating the disposition of NR E-2233 the NRC inspector found

that KE-1 forms 2552, 2553, and 2560 did not provide material traceability

for the gamma plugs welded to piping installed in the service water system.

The KE1 Forms identify the mark numbers for the pipes, but not the heat

numbers for the gamma plugs welded to these pipes. The gamma plugs were

stamped with a heat number, however, this heat number is not entered on

the KE-1 Form.

NR No. E2237, dated November 23, 1979, also for the closed cooling water

System, reports the same nonconforming condition on another weld (i.e lack

of weld traceability and welder qualification). The disposition for this

report was " rework" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19,
.

.1979, with a comment " void rod slip found". This NRs disposition was

identical to of NR Report E-2233, and previously stipulated hold points were

deleted without engineering concurrence. A copy of NRC-2233 is attached to

this report as Exhibit ( ).

|

Record Reviews

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

in tacking the dispositions of these NRs.

i

Nonconformance Report E-2237. '

.
.

!
Nonconformance Report No. E-2233. .

,
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Weld Data Sheet (KE-1) No. 18391 and associated weld-rod

issue forms.

Kaiser weld data sheets (KE-1) No. 2554, 2552 and 2560.

Finding

Based on the interviews and record reviews it was determined that NR Nos.

2237 and 2233 were improp,erly voided.

Investigation into Disposition of Inspector Ruiz Nonconformance Report

Dated February 11, 1981

Background Information

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a NR identifying

nonconforming welds on drywell steel in the Primary Containment building.

Ruiz described the nonconforming condition as an electrode weave exceeding

3/4 inch. The NR in question was not assigned a control number and was

, not issued a NR number. The report had a comment written in the " disposition"
!

section which states, "sent back with no reply". This particular NR was

provided to the NRC by Inspector Ruiz. A copy of the NR is appended to this
!

report as Exhibit ( ). '

,

I

.

.

t

.
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Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981 James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, Kaiser, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 11, 1981 he performed an inspection of a

beam located in a primary containment building and noted a nonconforming

condition on a weld. Ruiz stated he wrote a NR on this condition and submitted

it to his supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to

Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred. Ruiz stated that the

next day Baker informed him that the QA Manager, had returned the report to

him, saying that inspector's were not to write a report against a procedural

violation. The NR was then returned to him, without assignment of a control

number. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings' decision prohibiting

inspectors from writing reports against procedural violations; he said the

welding procedures deliniated the welding specifications, parameters,

dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging whether a weld is

acceptable or unacceptable. Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (27).

RIII personnal visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell steel

beam 81, located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed
,

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 inch. A photograph of the questioned

weld is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ). The weld is not necessarily

defective, however, it did exceed specifications as stated by Ruiz in the NR.
i i

'
e

V

%

I
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Interview of Phillip Norman

On June 3,1981 Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the

Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel beam

No. 81. Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld

-to beam No. 81 exceeded 3/4 inch.

Record Reviews

On June 30, 1981 the Kaiser NR log, and all Kaiser NRs initiated between

February 11, 1981 to February 20, 1981 were reviewed. The NR written by

Ruiz on February 11, 1981 was not found, and apparently was not entered into
.

the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

Finding

The questioned weld on beam 81 in the Primary Containment drywell area was
'

visually inspected by NRC personnel and the deficiency identified by Ruiz

and reported in the NR was confirmed.

,

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by NRC personnel,

it was determined that the NR written by Ruiz was never entered into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. The nonconforming condition identi- .

t

fied in the NR was not and corrected.
|
t

.
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Investigation of the Disposition of NRs 1661 and 1662

Background Information

On February 8,1979, Inspector David Painter initiated NR's No. E-1661 and

E-1662, which report nonconforming conditions in welds on pipe support hangers

in the drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NR's were dispositioned as

" rework" on May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NR's were voided by

Floyd Oltz with a comment that the nonconforming hangers will be reinspected

after design analysis. A copy of NR's No. E-1661 and E-1662 are appended

to this report as Exhibits ( ) and ( ).

Interview of David Painter

On January 14, 1981, and on June 4, 1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises

three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers

at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying
1

| nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers which have been disposi-

tioned as " VOID - will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter ,

indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned

for all pipe support hangers. This was rescinded, and hangers are now being

inspected according to a M-12 checklist only for configuration and location

of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter indicated the QA Manager said
1

( that any hangers that inspectors previously accepted prior to design changes
| '

'

and which were not effected by the design changes were not to be reinspected.

!

(
!
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Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justification for

originally. voiding the NR's, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming

welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter-

stated Gittings was told about this and said again if a pipe support hanger

had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a NR for

reinspection findings.

Record Reviews

The following records were reviewed during the resolution of this NR:

NR's No. E-1661, E-1662

-

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
.

!
Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (Drywell

Pneumatic System Reactor Containment)

Finding

|

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was determined that

NR's E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided resulting in loss of control

of previously identified nonconforming items.
!

Investigation'of the Dispostion of NR 2996 ,

| i-
-

.

f

|
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Background Information

On February 2, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated

NR E-2996, Rev. 1, which reported that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers,

Serial Nos. N001, N003, N007, N0011, and N0012, were found to have a lack

of penetration at the backing ring (ie: split backing ring). However, the

rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located

in the Suppression Pool Main Steam Relief System. The NR was dispositioned

on February 9, 1981 as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction

Department. Lanham's justificatica for acceptance was that a split backing

ring does not effect the integrity of the weld. The licensee's architect-

engineer, Sargent and Lundy, (S&L) Engineers, took exception to this

disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically

examined (UT). On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically

examined and found acceptable with the exception of Quencher No. 007. S&L

dispositioned the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007 indicating

that additional data is required to resolve 007 because it was not ultrasoni-

cally tested as directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed

with S&L's disposition and granted conditional approval of the disposition ofc ~

the NR in March of 1981. NR E2996, Rev. 1, was dispositioned as closed on

March 17, 1981. This NR was closed without any evidence that the required

additional examination of T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of

NR E-2996, Rev. 1 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ). -

L-
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Interview of Rex Baker

On June 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he wrote NR E2996, Rev. 1, on February 2, 1981, and it was

improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher No. 007

was not ultrasonically examined as directed by Sargent and Lundy. Baker

said the NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Doument Control office

on March 17, 1981. Baker related that when he learned E-2996 Rev. I was

closed he initiated NR E-3172 which references E-2996 and address the
. .

issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in earlier

NR.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 3, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA, Engineer, Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Rev. I was initiated by Baker on February 2,

1981, for nonconforming welds on in T-Quenchers. Oltz stated that the architect

engineer directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish their

acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencer No. 007 could not be ultrasoni-

cally examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable, with the exception

of T-Quencher No. 007. Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller,

| who read the initial disposition of " accept as is" on the NR, and did not read

the exceptions placed in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-
'engineer. Oltz said she mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the con-

dition was " accept as is" when in fact the architect-engineer had only granted |
.

partial acceptance. Oltz concluded this NR was improperly closed, due to a ,|

,

clerical error.
'

I
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Interview of Kathy Faubion

On June 4, 1981, Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, Kaiser was interviewed and

stated she closed NR E-2996, Rev. 1, on March 17, 1981, because the top of

the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is." Faubion

said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in the

disposition column. Faubion stated that in May of 1981, Rex Baker told her

she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR No.

E-3172, which documented the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR

No. 2996, Rev. 1. The deficiency, (ie: a split backing ring,) is permissible

under ASHI Codes for Class C welds and the original issue was not nonconforming.

However, in order to verify that the split was in the Backing Ring and not in

the weld a UT exam was performed to verify the location of the split. Records

indicated that on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrason-
;

! ically examined with the exception of Quencher No. 007, which was not examined

and found to be acceptable. The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent and

| Lundy, said the nonconforming conditions were acceptable with the exception
!
'

of Quencher No. 007. It appeared that a further UT or other nondestructive

examination should have been conducted on Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,
[

Rev. 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981 with no examination of Quencher e
,

!

| No. 007. |
-

!
.

|

i
!

4
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Record Reviews

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

to track the resolution of this NR:

Nonconformance Report No. R-2996, Rev. 1

Nuclear Energy Services, Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated

February 14, 1981

Sargent and Lundy, Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981

Nonconformance Report No. E-3172, dated May 11, 1981

Kaiser weld data sheets (RE-1 Form) for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011,

and 012

.

Finding

Based on interviews, record reviews and review of radiographs by RIII

Personnel, it was determined that this NR was improperly closed on

March 17, 1981.

;

Investigation

,

e

1

9
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Background Information

On January 3, 1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33

page NR which was assigned Control No. 4389. This NR reported varic.us

nonconforming conditions in electrical cable, trays and hangers in the
/

Auxillary Building. The NR was voided by Kyle Burgess on December 2, 1980,

because the "NR was initiated just prior to inspector leaving the job. A

lot of the items listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed

reinspection." This particular NR was recovered from the Site Document

Control Vault on June 4, 1980, and apparently was misfiled with " Inspection

Reports" which identify nonconforming material found during receipt inspec-

tions. Although the NR was " voided" it was stamped " Inspection Report" in

the block reserved for the assignment of the NR number, and it had been

placed in the " Inspection Report" file. A copy of the first five pages of

NR N4389 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of.Kyle Burgess
L

e
On June 18, 1980,1 Kyle Burgess, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he voided the NR assigned Control No. 4389 on

December 2, 1980. le tated that inspector D. J. Luttmann was an electrical

inspector at the time and had reported various nonconforming conditions in

the electrical area. VB gess said he voided this NR because, in the interim,
,

Luttmann had left the d e and some of the items were not deficiences; however,

some were valid nonconforming conditions. gess ould give no apparent
T

| reason why the voided NR had been placed in the Inspection Report. file.
!

,

|
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Finding

RIII personnel reviewed NR CN 4389 and found no sufficient reason to justify
m

the it's voiding. This NR 4389 was improperly voided byLBurges on December 12,
<- ,

1980.

Record Reviews s

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

to track the in resolution of this NR.

Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material NR CN 4389 dated January 23, 1980.
i

.

Investigation of the Disposition of NR 2191

,

Background Information

.

On November 2, 1979, NR No. E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter,

to report that the consumable insert on a weld in the Closed Cooling Water

System was not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the
s

r
weld rod slip for the consumeable insert in weld K253 on drawing PSKWR9.

Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at

l the original copy of the weld rod issue slip. The intial disposition of t$11.'
,

i

report was " accept as is" with the reason being that all consumable inserts {

are purchased as Class I (safety related) traceable materials. The NR was '

closed on November 8, 1979, and was reopened after the Authorized. Nuclear !
;

;

47 --
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Inspector (ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7,1980. On February 19,

1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was redispositioned

on NR No. E-2191, Rev. 1. Nonconformance Report No. E-2191, Rev. I was voided

on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz Records QAE, with a comment that the weld

rod issue slip had been found. There was no engineering or Material Review

Board concurrences on this disposition. A copy of NR E-2191 and E-2191,

Rev. 1 is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, Kaiser former Document Reviewer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated

NR No. E-2191 after he observed that the Kaiser weld data form (KEI) No.

23037 for weld WRK-523 did not have a entry for a heat number of the consum-

able insert used in the weld. Reiter stated that he checked the weld rod

issue form attached to the (KEI). He also checked the Kaiser warehouse files,

and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms did not record the heat

number for the consumeable insert. Reiter stated if an entry was made on

i any of the SE weld rod issue forms, they are false and were made after
|

November 2, 1079. Reiter also stated he suspected that Arch Lanhm, Noncon-

formance Report expediter falsified records in order to resolve NRs rather

than have the Construction Department repair or rework the nonconforming
1

item. Reiter provided a written statement attesting to the preceding in-

formation, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).
t

,

*
.

l

'
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On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Records, Kaiser QA Engineer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found

no heat number for the consumeable insert on weld No. K-523. The NR was

dispositioned by Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because

all cotsumeable inserts are purchased as nuclear material. Oltz stated

that the ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was

voided on February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Rev. 1.

Oltz stated that he voided NR E-2191, Rev. 1 on February 22, 1980 with a

comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumeable
,

insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham, NR Expediter found a rod

slip for the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert, so he voided

the NR.

.

Interview of Arch Lanham

On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the construction department

at Zimmer. Lanham stated he frequently searches for lost documentation,

such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-

tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that in the case

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the

consumeable insert for weld K-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191

with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however ,

on December 17, 1979 he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the i

.
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NR and he noted on his copy "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?"

Lanham stated there is also the notation that on January 22, 1980 the NR was

still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes Lanham

stated that it appears he reviewed the KE1 data form and original rod slip and

found that he had inspected weld No. WR523 on October 17, 1977. He stated

there was no heat number for the consumeable insert on the KE-1 form, however

he looked at weld rod issue form No. 97957 and found a heat number for the

consumable insert on it. Lanham indicated that on the the heat number for

the consumeable insert was marked in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of

Form 97957) and was circled in red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls

that he made this entry on the gold copy of the form in October of 1977 while

inspecting the weld. He said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue

form, and called the weld rod shack to obtain a proper heat number for the

consumable insert. Lanham said he did not make the entry on the form during

November 1979 through February 1980 while dispositioning this NR.

Record Reviews

On March 24, 1981, the Kaiser isometric drawing for the closed cooling water
i

system PSK-1WR-9 was reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld No. WR523.

The Kaiser KE-1 Form shows a notation that the heat number for the consumeable

, insert is No. 6059491. Weld rod issue slip No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that

heat Number 6059491 is written in ink on an otherwise carbon form. Two other

copies of Kaiser weld issue slips No. 97959, the white copy and the blue copy |

,
were reviewed. These forms do not have similar entries for the heat number.

,

.

6

'
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A copy of the weld data sheet and accompanying weld issue forms are attached

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ).

Finding

Based on the results of interviews and record reviews it was found that

NR E-2191, Rev. I was improperly dispositioned with no review of the

disposition by members of the Kaiser Materials Review Board.

Investigation of the Disposition of Nonconformance Reports 5467, 5477,5479

Background Investigation Information

On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz, initiated three NR's which were
.

assigned Control Nos. 5476, 5477, 5479, these NR's reported nonconforming

conditions on dryweld support steel in the Primary Containment Building.

Ruiz stated that welds Nos. 63, 58, and 3 were full penetration welds

which require 100% coverage by nondestructive examination etiher radiography,

magnetic particle testing, or ultrasonic testing. He also found that all

three beams lacked documentation of heat numbers for the backing strip or

filler metal, and no evidence of welder qualifications or welding procedure

used. The Kaiser NR Log shows that NR Nos. 5477, and 5479, were voided as

"NR unissued" on February 27, 1981. No copy of these NR's was retained in

the Kaiser SDC files. A copy of NR's CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 are appended f

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ).

-
..
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Interview of James Ruiz

s

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NR's and

he had no assurance that NR's he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system or that the nonconforming conditions he

identified would be corrected. Ruiz provided the NRC with NR's CN 54776,

5477, and 5479, and stated these had been initiated by him on February 23,

1981. He indicated he did not think they had been processed properly by

the nonconformance reporting system. Ruiz provided a written statement

attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as

Exhibit ( ').

Interview of Dennis Donovan
. .

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed nonconformance reports Nos. 5476, 5477, and 5479

and concurred. Donovan stated that Ruiz errored in his identification of
'

one deficency on these NR's, because a Design Document Change (DDC) had been

written by the licensee's architect-engineer which elimated the NDE coverage,

|
'

on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement and

said it was contrary to S&L's Specification H2174 which requires 100%

| nondestructive examination coverage on all Class I welds. Donovan stated he
!

reviewed the DDC in question and found out that S&L waived the nondestructive I

;

examination coverage for " ease of construction." He said that in his opinion '

this was not an adequate justification for the noted disposition.. Donovan
i

!
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advised that the Kaiser construction department is repairing these and

other cantilever beams in the primary contaniment building.

Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, inspector James Ruiz, identified

nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the primary containment

building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated, and he concurred in, NR Nos. 5476,

5477, and 5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as

lack of no nondestructive examination of full pentrations welds, material

traceabilty and welder qualifications. Baker stated that on February 27, 1981,

he voided these NR's with the comment "NR not issued." He stated he voided
_

these NR's after a February 1981 meeting with Phillip Gittings in which he,

Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, QAC, and Robert Marshall, construction manager

discussed the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz. During the meeting

Marshall stated that the welds on these cantilever beams were to be cut out
' by Kaiser so these nonconformance reports should be voided. Baker stated that

he voided these NR's on Gittings instructions and gave him all four of the

original copies of the NR's.

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle
i

i

!
On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser < Mechanical Civil Structual, |

!
Quality Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on Feb: nary 23 '

,

QC inspector James Ruiz, initiated NRs Control Nos. 4956, 4957, a,nd 4959.

i

l

i
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Shinkle stated he reviewed these NR's and found that inspector Ruiz had

errored in identification of one nonconforming condition. He stated that

a DDC had been issued by licensee's architect-engineer which waived NDE

requirements for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because

the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction," NDE is wiaved. Shinkle

said that the welds, identified in the NR's are Class I welds because they

are imbeded to the containment liner plate and S&L specifications and ASMI

Code requirements require 100% NDE for any Class I welds.-

Shinkle stated Ruiz errored in identifying this one condition; however, the

remaining nonconforming conditions, such as lack of material traceability,

and welder qualifications was correct. Shinkle advised that the cantilever

beams in question hold up walkways, pipe support hangers, and heating and

ventiliation ducts in the primary containment building.

,

Shinkle stated that in February 1981, he attended a meeting with Rex Baker,

Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, reguarding Ruiz's NR's. Shinkle,

:

stated that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis, and

do a visual inspection of the weld.

!
' Shinkle stated that the QA Manager, Phillip Gittings, agreed with this

;

approach and told him to work with the construction department to rework 1

-

.

the welds using KE 1 repair cards without processing the NR's Ruiz had *

written.
, ,

.

[
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Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written

by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

He stated that this was specially significant in light of the fact that in

February 1981, there was an NRC investigation into irregularies in the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system.

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues in

Ruiz NR he conducted an inspection of all the cantilever beams located at

the 572' elevation of the, primary containment building. Shinkle indicated

that he found that there was no final QC inspection on ay of the 27 beams

and four of the beams had no evidence of any fitup inspection. Shinkle

stated he also found the same nonconforming conditions, lack of weld fillter

metal and backing strips traceability and a lack of evidence of welder

qualifications for these welds. In addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a

visiual examination of the welds, and although 'ver, many cases the weldso

did not appear to meet Code standards.

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated

he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

tions had been made to the beams in which plates had been added,

and these plates would have to be removed in order to conduct inspectionsi

of the welds. Shinkle advised that the construction department is in the
,

process of removing the questioned beams.
,

s '

.

|
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Record Reviews

On June 6,1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and

asked to retrieve NR, CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 from the Kaiser Site Document

Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,

and voided nonconformance reports files and could not locate the nonconformance

reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR log page which

reflects that on February 27,1981, NR's 5477, 5478, and 5479 were voided with

a comment "NR not issued." A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report

as a Exhibit (42).

Findings

NR's CN 5477, 5478 and 5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance

reporting system.

!
!

l
I r

#

. .
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Allegation M

W& 11, I W$
On Oc;cd cr 0, 1980, J. Harrison, NRC Resident Inspector at the Harble Hill

Nuclear Power Station, was contacted by an individual who identified himself

as a former Quality Control (QC) inspector at Zimmer. The caller stated that

Quality Assurance (QA) Manager Phillip Gittings, Kaiser had been improperly

voiding nonconformance reports (NR) based on his personal reinspection of

nonconforming items.

Between January 13, 1981, and July 4, 1981, thirty-one current and former

Kaiser QC inspectors and Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) were interviewed

by NRC regarding the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Sixteen of

these individuals alleged irregularities in the system. They specifically

alleged:

a. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs which were not written in

error by the inspector.

b. The QA Manager was diverting NRs (not entering them into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system).

c. NRs were being voided and their items transfered to surveillance reports

(SR).

d. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members '

of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned

'
. , .;- _ . r .~ .. -
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reports as " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per

Kaiser specifications and industry codes and standards.

NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"e.

or multiple " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The non-

conforming conditions were not reinspected after redesign, nor were they

written on separate NRs as stated when the NR was voided.

,

f. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the construction
!

department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

g. During revisions of an NR nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed P''
y

by the QA Manager.

.

General Background

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control

of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods

Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Rev. 9 provides the following procedure: The QA

Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify non-

conforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from speci-
i

fied requirements. The Inspector or QAE initiates the NR by contacting the

Site Document Control (S.D.C.) NR Controller who makes a log entry and as. signs
I <

! a KEI Control Number (CN). The NR is reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor *

l '

. i
or cognizant QAE and is forwarded to the SDC who issues a Control Number ;

entering it into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. J.

| e
'

i

( '

|

'
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The procedure provides that NRs which report nonconforming conditions on

material found during receipt inspection will be dispositioned " reject"

and the NR form will be stamped " Inspection Report". NRs written on

Essential Systems / Components will be given an "E" prefix and Nonessential

; Systems will be given a "N" prefix number. The procedure states "in

instances where an NR has been initiated in error, due to interpretation or

judgement of borderline conditions, duplications, or where a nonconforming

condition has been corrected by the Construction Department after a verbal

or written communication from the QA Department can be voided by the Site

QA Manager. The procedure states that in these cases the NR will be stamped

" Void" with a brief statement indicating justification for the voilding. A

copy of the voided NR wil be retained by the SDC and a copy returned to the

initiator. g A S R.s
,

QACMI G-4, Rev. 9 states that NRs may be dispositioned by Construction
hu /Engineer or ps designee Asi with accept-as-is, rework, repair, or reject. The

Construction Engineer reviews and approves all dispositions, and accept-as-is
M,

and repair dispositions which require review by the Material Review Board

which consists of the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA

Engineer, CG&E sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent and Lundy Design Engineer.

(for essential material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section

III Code nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector must be included on -

'Dde
all accept-as-is will be closed after MRB review. NRs dispositioned as rework,

I

or repair will be closed after the Inspector or QAE signs the NR verifying i

thattherepairorreworkwascompleted.7
Records of all open and closed NRs

are retained by the SDC NR Controller.' During December 2-3,198$, NRC per-,

1

4

'
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sonnel audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and found that the

Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager, Phillip Gittings, was improperly voiding

NRs (IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/80-25). The NRC inspector requested

that CG&E audit the nonconformance reporting system to insure the system was

functioning in accordance with Kaiser Procedure QACMI/G-4. Between

December 15-19, 1980, and on January 5, 1981, Lon Ludwig, of Nuclear Energy

Services, Inc., audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
et

'" j)k /d NQ.o p
Interview of CG&E Quality Assurance Manager M b

e+ 4 A
On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA

Manager was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated in an exit meeting on

January 6,1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA Manager and Phillip Gittings,

were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding NRs, and he directed Kaiser

to audit all the previously voided NRs and present the results of this audit

to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated he also directed Gittings to

cease improperly voiding NRs. Schwiers provided a copy of a memo to Gittings

dated January 14, 1981, which requests Kaiser respond to Field Audit Report

No. 340 concerning the voiding NRs. A copy of the correspondence and Field

Audit Report 340 is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).

Interview of NES Consultant

1

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , Manager,

Quality Engineering, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December

and January, 1980 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system

;

-4-
,

I

. _ _ _ _ _ _ .

. . _ _ _ _ _



205FF DRAFT /db
s *

after the NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig
d

indicated his audit showed there were approximately 500 voidey NRs and v-

between on'' third to on" half of these were superceded and written on other "'

NRs. He said some NRs which identified numerous nonconforming conditions ,j

were separated and reissued on individual NRs. ne third of the NRs reviewed "'

were voided as " written in error" with no adequate explaination given to

justify this comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all

the voided NRs and provide a better explaination as to why each was voided.

. -

Ludwig stated that there are in excess of 500 voided NRs which cover all

areas of plant operation and construction, dating from 1974 to the present

date.

Interview of Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager

.

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided seven NRs

that were written by QC inspectors who were in training. He said he rein-

spected the welds identified in the seven NRs and, in his opinion, the welds

j met American Welding Soci.ety Code (AWS) requirements. He indicated that
i
j during an NRC inspection in December 1980, the inspector, took exception to

this practice and found the licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements

for improperly voiding NRs.

:

}Gittings said that following the NRC inspection the welds identified on the ;.
L

seven NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. who found that [

i

{

U
$~

-5-
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four of the seven NRs were voided properly as the noted welds conformed to a

AWS code. He said the three other NRs had minor decrepancies which Gladstone

personnel considered unacceptable per AWS code requirements.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at

the Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised

and put on another NR, or were voided after it is found they duplicate a

previously reported nonconforming condition. He stated the only NRs he

voided for being, " written in error" were those from October and November
-$

1980 that were examined during the December 2-3, 1980, RC, inspection.

Gittings stated during the past six months Kaiser has had problems with some

of its QC inspectors "over inspecting." He stated that contract inspectors

hired from Butler Services, Inc., frequently objected to Kaiser management's

implementation of the QA program, and were critical of Kaiser inspection pro-

cedures and techniques. Heindicatedthat,2$"Kaiserhaddecidedtoterminate

all contract inspectors, and had offered some of them jobs in the Kaiser QA

organization at Zimmer.

Gittings related that many of the inspectors were critical both of the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system, and of the Kaiser weld inspection

criteria for pipe support hangers and structural steel. He said there

were differences of opinion on various code interpretations, which he felt

was common in any weld inspection program.
,

1

1

*
,

,

!

|
t
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Interview of Kathy Faubion

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed

by NRC. She stated Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for a NR

Control Number. She then issues the individual inspector a control number

(CN), makes an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material, describes

the nonconforming item, and the initials of the inspector calling for

the number. She stated she has never " whited out" an entry for a control

number in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA manager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"

stamp. She then gets a copy of the NR and marks through the control number

entry for the NR in the log with red ink to identify it as a voided NR.

Inspectors frequently call for control numbers and do not send the NR. In

these cases, Faubion makes the same void entry in the NR Log.

Prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE Records, also had the authority

to void NRs. However, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager, directed that this

authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. Since then Oltz has

not voided any NRs.

Findings

All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were substantiated with the

exception of the allegation that' the QA Manager had voided NRs at the request

of construction. This matter is still under investigation. A review of the

] I

2 prCS '

y w IV 1 ,
-7- ,
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.

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was conducted. It was found there were

wide-spread irregularities in the system. Kaiser procedures permit voiding

of a NR if the NR was " written in error, duplicated, or the nonconforming

conditions has been corrected . . . . by construction." It was found that

between January 1, 1978 and March 31, 1981, 1,031 NRs were voided. Some were

voided by the Quality Assurance (QA) Manager or by the Records QA Engineer,

and in some instances NRs were voided by a clerk. A chronological breakdown

of the number of voided NRs per month is appended to this report as EXHIBIT ( ).

The disposition of a selected group of 20 voided NRs was audited and it was

found that in 15 cases the NRs were voided improperly by % e QA Manager

or another individual. In ten cases the justification used for voiding the
4 4/ t, -

NR was erroneous SA).j it was found the QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding

NRs which were not written in error. In some cases the NR had been reviewed

by a Construction Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR was later

" voided." It was found that some of this activity occured after a NRC

inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser QA

Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements. It

was also established that following the December 2-3, 1980, NRC inspection

the QA Manager on three occasions diverted NRs (CN 4309, NRC 0001, CN 5412)

and did not enter them into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

This investigation also disclosed that an NR was improperly dispositionedy&
W

| Ay .As " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriate. In one examined case

(NR E-2836) the " accept as is" disposition of a nonconforming condition

was contrarty to ASME code requirements.
.

I

i .

'

!
i

| .
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The allegation that NRs which identified multiple nonconforming conditions &
$were voided improperly with a comment that the NR was being " revised" or # *

|).
that "each deficiency would be issued on a seperate NR" or items would be yl*
" reinspected" was substantiated. It was determined that nonconforming items

were not reissued on seperate NRs, and were not reinspected as stated on the

NR at the time of voiding. It was also found that during " revision" some
&

nonconforming items removed from NRs without justification.g

CW>
The allegation that the Kaiser QA Manager voided,at the request of the

Construction Department is under investigation by the NRC's Office of

Inspector and Auditor (OID).

This investigation established that nonconforming conditions which had

been identified by Quality Control Inspectors were not controlled due

to the maipulation of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system by

Kaiser QA management. It was also established that the licensee failed

to take effective corrective action following the December 1980 NRC

inspection in that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager, continued to

void NRs, and also diverted NRs from the Kaiser nonconforming system

following January 5, 1981 examples of this are NRs No. (CN 5412), No.

( ) and No. ( )

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 5412

I
#

tJvL .h, Av
'.

& S %q
- . -.

^~
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Background Information

On December 29, 1980, Chris Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated Sur-

veillance Report No. (SR) 2886, to document that a suppression pool liner

plate was tensioned before a QC inspector arrived to verify the initial

tensioning. The corrective action to resolve this condition was for an

inspector to be present during the seven and thirty day tension checks, to

verify that the plate was being tensioned properly.

On February 11, 1981, Wayne D. Kitchen, Kaiser QC Inspector, wrote NR No.

E3022 which indicated that during a tensioning inspection on February 4,1981,

he observed that an anchor bolt on suppression pool liner plate No. 23E was

" installed at a slight angle and did not permit the full bearing surface of

the nut to contact *he flat washer". This deficiency was found on the same

liner plate that had been tensioned without QA coverage as reported in SR

No. 2886.

On February 3, 1981, Dumford initiated a NR (assigned Control No. (CN) 5412)

which also reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned

without QA coverage. The NR states " hold tag was applied while a wall plate

1000 was in process of being tensioned." Once hold tag was applied tensioning

was continued until tensioning was completed." Craft personnel had not

honored the hold tag halting tensioning operations.

!

.

- 10 -
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Interview of Walter C. Dumford |

On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, he was inspecting

suppression pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not per-

pendicular to the plate. He indicated construction personnel were preparing

to tension the plate in question and when he told them he was going to place

a bold tag on it, they responded, "try and stop us."

Dumford said he left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,

Dennis Donovin, who told him to initiate a NR for the nonconforming plate

and to place a hold tag on it to preclude tensioning of the plate. He

indicated that he returned to the suppression pool, placed a hold tag on

the plate, and construction ceased tensioning the plate. However, as he

left the area he heard the tensioning machine reactivate indicating that

the crew had ignored his hold tag.

Dumford stated he advised Donovin of the occurence and Donovin told him

to write a NR documenting the continuation of tensioning after a hold tag

had been applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued NR CN

5412 and documented the violation of the hold tag. He said a few days later

he was called into the QA Manager's office and was told by Gittings that the

NR should not have been written since it was "a software (procedural) problem

and not a hardware problem." He said Gittings then told him "I'm going to

void this NR because we do not need this kind of paperwork floating around

| because this is the kind of stuff that causes investigations." Dumford

'
- 11 -,
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stated Rex Baker and Dennis Donovin, who were also present at the meeting,

disagreed with Gittings and advised him that it was a valid NR.

Dumford indicated that a few days later Dennis Donovin called the NR clerk

and was told CN 5412 had been reassigned to another NR and the original

report had not been entered into the NR system. Dumford provided a copy of

the origional NR CN 5412 which is attached to this report as Exhibit ~( ).

Dumford said this incident is an example of Kaiser QA management not support-

ing the QA program on site, and being overly influenced by construction.

Dumford stated that in his opinion QA Managers were influenced by construction,

and QA was not independent at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written statement attesting to the

preceding in' formation, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Dennis Donovan

.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, Chris Dumford contacted him

regarding a SR written against tensioning of bolts on a suppression pool

liner plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle, the

Quality Assurance Engineer (QAE) responsible for the suppression pool area,

advised him of the incident and Donovan told him to write a NR. Donovan

stated he wrote the NR and instructed Dumford to go down and place a hold

tag on the plate. Dumford subsequently returned to the trailer and told

r;

|
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him that he had placed a hold tag on the plate, but craft personnel had

ignored the tag and continued tensioning the plate. Donovan indicated

that he told Dumford to write a second NR against the continuation of work

after a hold tag had been applied (a procedural violation).

Donovan stated he initialed the second report, and called the NR clerk who

assigned it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor

Rex Baker, for review.

Donovan said that on February 4, 1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called

into Phillip Gittings office and Baker gave the orginal copy of the NR to

Gittings. He said Gittings said "This report is going to be voided because

this is the kind of thing that starts investigations." Donovan said that

Gittings commented that inspectors would not write NRs against software

problems, but only against hardware problems, and that ignoring a hold tag

was a procedural (software) violation.

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the ,a# (j/

hold tag, and Gittings replied "If I was in their position I would have done

the same thing." Donovan responded and said a hold tag is the strongest QA

control mechanism on site and if one is ignored a NR should be written.

Donovan said he and Baker tole Gittings they disagreed, and the meeting

ended.

A few days later Donovan said he called the NR controller concerning the

disposition of control No. 5412 and found that the number had been reissued
4to another NR.

- 13 -
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Donovan stated in his opinion this is an example of Kaiser, QA Management

not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written statement attesting

to the afore preceding information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (5). 4'j

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 2, 1981, he received

a phone call from Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression

pool liner plate. Shinkle stated he told Donovan this should be documented

on a NR and a hold tag should be placed on the plate in question, to prevent

tensioning. Shinkle stated he later learned a NR was written, and

Chris Dumford had affixed a hold tag to the plate, which was ignored by

construction, who tensioned the plate. Shinkle said he also learned a

second NR was written by Dumford for violation of the hold tag, which he

later initialed and forwared to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor.

Shinkle stated he later learned Phillip Cittings, after discussions with

Dumford, Donovan, and Baker did not enter the NR into the system. Shinkle

caid in this case the report had been assigned a control number, and the '

inspectors supervisor had concurred it was a valid NR, yet Gittings told
,

him this particular report was not going to be processed, and stated, "The j

whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

-

.
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Shinkle stated in.his opinion Kaiser management does not support the QC

program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is

not independent of construction influence. On February 18, 1981,

Kenneth Shinkle provided a written statement attesting to the preceding,

information a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (6).

Interview of Rex Baker
|
|

|
'

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in

Gittings office with Dennis Donovan and Chris Dumford. He stated during

this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a suppres-
.

sion pool liner plate after he had placed a hold tag on it.. Baker stated
.

he agreed Dumford was correct in writing an NR for this violation. -He said, *

'

Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right to con-

tinue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it. Baker
he. - V /stated he did not know the disposition of the NR, but the last time saw it,

it was in Gitting's possession.

Record Reviews
|
|

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material reports was

reviewed; the log reflects Control No. 5412 NR No. 2996 Revision I was

written on February 2,1981, for welds having the lack of penetration. ;

I
.

j This entry does not reflect that Control No. 5412 had been assigned to .

!

the report by inspector Dumford on February 3,1981, for violation of a
,

- 15 -
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hold tag. The equipment name or process entry columns in the log and the

specification entry showed evidence that white out ink was used to cover

writing that had been made previously in the log. A copy of the log page

and actual NR issued is appended to this report as Exhibit (7), (8).

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

Background Information

On May 19, 1980, NR No. E-5108 was issued identifying a nonconforming four

inch long pipe piece installed for DDC M-1108 in a Residual Heat Removal

System (RHR) for which no material traceability could be established. The

NR also reports that a weld located near this pipe piece was inside of a

penetration, in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped

void on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer, who added a note indicat-

ing it was voided because " acceptable documentation found which established

material traceability for the pipe piece. A copy on NR E-5108 is appended

to this report as Exhibit (9).

RIII personnel walked down the RHR system in the area addressed in NR

No. 5108, and specifically examined the four foot section of pipe between

welds 82 and 82a identified on the NR and on isometric drawing PSK-RH-15.

No heat or identification number on the pipe piece huestion
KE-1 weld data sheets for welds RH-82 and RH-82a which joined the pipe piece

to the RHR system were reviewed. Both forms hadjf notations identifying

the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661 which was initialed
;

i

- 16 -
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and dated "RLR 6/19/80." The weld records show the pipe piece was welded

to the RHR system on June 15, 1976, for weld RH-82a, and on October 14,

1976, for weld RH-82, which was four years before the heat number of the

piece was noted on the weld data records.

The RIII inspector reviewed the isometeric drawing and construction piping

inspection plan along with other related documentation for the pipe and

weld. No reliable documentation to justify adding the questioned heat j
number to the the weld data form could be located. This appeared to be '

i - p'2c-
s

an intentional fraudulent entry to provide tracablity of the heat number
3

of the pipe piece.

Interview of Richard Reiter

On March 25,198, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Review'er, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November, 1978

to November, 1980. He stated he reviewed isometric drawings to insure that

related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code Requirements,

and the drawings were correct as to the as-built condition of the plant.

During his reviews he found discrepencies in the drawings and associated

documentation which did not match conditions in the plant. Reiter stated

that numbers for pipe sections, and weld data records did not match. He

stated he was concerned about this and on October 28, 1980, wrote Sur-
a

veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor, stating I
,

"when reviewing isometric drawin'gs he is making assumptions which he felt
|
'

compromised his integrity". He also asked for a written directive telling '

- 17 - |
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him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate all scall bore

isometrics to insure that there is adequate documentation to insure trace-

ability of the material. He stated that in the SR he also questioned the

disposition of NR's dealing with lack of material traceability.

Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR and said all the procedures are

approved and are adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code requirements.

He wrote that Reiter is to continue using the approved procedures and

practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition of

the SR and shortly thereafter terminated his employment with Kaiser, be-

cause he felt he was being forced to compromise his integrity. A copy

of the SR authored by Reiter on October 28, 1980 is appended to this report

as Exhibit ( ).

.

Record Reviews

During the week of June 8-12, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following

records in resolution of the disposition of this NR.

NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976

Kaiser Engineers, Weld Data Sheet No. 1852

Censtruction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System Inspection Plan No. RH-15 dated June 16, 1976 I

*
.

f

|

?

- 18 -



, . ,
,

0 / q

,'. .

205FF DRAFT /db
'

N
i

Finding - '

'
'

'

,

Based on the , , cord reviews.and field observations,Awas established NR
t

'

3
.

5108 was improperly voided, as acceptable documentation was not fouad

to justify voiding the report. i -

'

-

*.
1

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report Control No. 4309

r 1

Background Information ^
>

<

On Janurary 7,1980, Inspector Micheal McCoy wrote NR Control No. 4339
s

which identified deficient weld'fitup on a one and three quarter cover

plate to beam W32X260 located on the reactor pedistal support ' structure. . 1,
,

* /
McCoy stated in the NR the that parts to be, fillet welded gere not brought

>

,

in as close contact as practical and uere te}iarated by more than 3/16 of
- .

,,

an inch. A copy of NR Control No. '430Ssis attached to this report as
.

'

4

Exhibit ( ).
. i

:
- *

,

, ys

' ,Interview of Michael McCoy i
, -

t 4

i

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser Quality Control' Inspector, was
i

o b 4 *~' d
'

interviewed by NRC. He stated that on January 7,~ 1580, he wrote NR-Coat. cot

. Na. 4309 for welds on the reactor pedistel support structure which did not '

! w
meet code requirements. McCoy stated he initiated r.ht NR, his supervisors !

'

>

., ,

. Iconcurred in his findings and he received'a control number from the NR' '

controller. He said that after he wrote the NR it was returned tcchim withergt

's :

\ c ' ,
t
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no disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding this NR, NRs were

frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this to a QA Manager's

lack of support for either the Inspectors or the QC program at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (12).

Review of NancoEformance Reporting Log

1
*

On February 11, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed. It was found Control

No. 4309 was assigned to NR No. E2417 which identified deficiences in electrical

bra.ing in the control room. A copy of this NR is attached to this

report as Exhibit (13). During this review it was noted that there was

. evidence of white-out in the specification, and the equipment name or process3

i

"section" of the NR log. A ccpy of the NR log page is appended to this report
'

as, Exhibit (14).

'

Findiug

?

I

: It was determined that Inspector McCoy's NR was never entered into the
I !

'

|t Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

.

Investigation g
*

s
i
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Background Information

On July 22, 1980, and on July 9, 1980, seven NRs assigned Control Numbers

4955-59, 4930 and 4931 were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann.

The NRs identified weld deficiences on pipe supports in diesel generator

(DG) Room A. The seven NRs have been assigned control numbers, but no NR

number. The copies of the seven reports are appended to this report as

Exhibit (15).

Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser Quality Control Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified non-

conforming welds while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said

he identified these welds on NRs which were assigned control numbers 4955 to

4959. He said he initiated the NRs and his supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred

they were valid. Mills stated that in August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe

support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection, and a week after

the reassignment the five NRs he had written in July 1980 were returned to
. . -

his desk without being processed. Mills stated that two other NRs written

by Inspector G. McCann had also been returned to him.

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the
;
;

NR System and turned in the seven unproccessed NRs to the NRC. He explained |

to NRC Inspector Themas Daniels that they had never been entered into the
,

NR system. He said Daniels asked him to reexamine the welds in DG Room A to '

- 21 -
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see if the nonconforming welds he identified earlier were still in this

condition. Mills stated he reinspected the same areas in DG Room A and in

each case the condition that he had previously identified had been repaired,

and the welds were now acceptable. Mills stated apparently someone had used

the information on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,

however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original NRs

and all the copies of them had been returned to him and McCann unprocessed.

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (16).

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed the Kaiser NR Log and found that NRs assigned

Control Nos. 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 were voided with the comment

"NR not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain

a copy of the NR in the voided NR file, because these reports which are

, voided as "Not Issued" are returned to the inspector, and Kaiser does not
!
I maintain a copy of the NR in the voided NR file.

i
Interview of Lynn Anderson,

[
!

4

iOn June 9, 1981, Lynn Anderson, CG&E Inspector, was interviewed and stated ;

.

that he is employed by Nuclear Energy Services Inc. at Zimmer and is con-
,

; tracted to work as a Quality Control Engineer for CG&E. Anderson, stated
| -

I
,

|

1 - 22 -
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currently he is conducting an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system. Anderson said that on June 4, 1981, he checked the disposition of

NRs assigned CN 4955 and 4959. Anderson stated he reviewed the NR log and

found that those CN had been assigned and the reports had been voided on

September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked all of the Kaiser and CG&E

NR files and could not locate these NRs. Anderson concluded that although

a CN had been issued the reports had never been entered into the active or

voided NR files.

-i

Record Reviews

On June 10, 1981, the Kaiser NR log was reviewed and it was found CN 4955

to 4959 were entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined

through with the comment, " VOID NR not issued" and dated 9/30/80." A review

of the NR log for entries CN 4930-31 indicated that they had also been

entered into the NR system; however, the comment " VOID NR not issued and

dated September 30, 1980 was entered in the log book page for each entry.

Copies of the pertinent NR Log Book pages are appended to this report as

Exhibits (17) and (18).

Field Observations

i
l

|
~

On June 2, 1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A, identified

on NR CN 5955-59, 4930, and 4931. In two of the seven instances it appeared |

that the welds had been reworked, but for the other five this could not be
:

| determined. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the NRs were -

not evident on the welds inspected.
,
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Finding

Based on the preceding interviews, record reviews and field observations

by NRC personnel it was determined that although these six NRs were voided,

a copy of the reports was not mantained in the voided NR file. All four
3

copies of the reports had apparently been returned to the inspector.

I"a 3
-

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466
4 .

p %V
Background Information

.

On January 3, 1980, Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors inspected large bore

pipe hangers in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected

welds on pipe support hangers, concrete enbedment bolts, and the configuration

and location of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming

Kaiser and vendor welds on five hangers, and improperly embeded bolts. They

identified a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and intiated

NR E-2466 to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided

with the comment, "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR." A

c.opy of the first five pages of this 31 page NR is attached to this report

as Exhibit (17).

| During the week of February 9-11, 1981, NRC personnel d reviewed the Kaiser, fe i

Log of Nonconforming Material to ascertain if the hangers identified on NR |
.

No. E-2466 had been issued on seperate NRs as stated in tbg void stamp on

the NR. This review indicated that of the 124 pipe support hangers in which '

,

- 24 -
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nonconforming weld or embedment bolts were identified only 25 had been

redispositioned on other NRs. Of these 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been

voided, and there is no disposition for the remaining 10. As of February 12,

1981, 99 of the 124 hangers identified on NR 2466 had not been reissued as

stated on June 3, 1980.

k'% b~

_

On March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was aware that various NRs which identified nonconforming

conditions on pipe support hangers were voided with the stipulation that they

would be " reinspected after redesign." Baker stated he directed a 100% re-

inspection of all pipe support hangers be conducted as stated in the earlier

committment. However, QA Managers Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner,

directed that pipe support hangers which had been previously inspected and

not redesigned, would also not to be reinspected. Baker rcat w that to the

best of his knowledge the NRs which were voided on this basis were not

redispositioned or reopened, to repair the nonconforming conditions previously

identified. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done to avoid

reworking the welds, but was an administrative oversight by the QA managers.

Records Reviews

On February 12,1981, NR E-2466 was revived by NRC personnel and it was

noted that there was a comment on page two of the NR which states that an

asterisk identifies "what appears to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe

support hangers. In reviewing the thirty-one page NR it was found that

15 of 124 pipe hangers identified have an asterisk identifying them as
tJ S

,

A sh y/*% m
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vendor supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR E-2466 were crossed out.

Examples of the ommission of these items from NR E-2466 are included in

Exhibit (14).

Finding

Based on interviews and record reviews it was found that NR E-2466 was

not properly voided in that the justification for the voiding was never

fully implemented.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2836

Eackground Information

On June 22, 1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Re Baker,

after an audit by Nuclear Energy Service W which found there was no

radiograph of the final weld for weld WS737 in the plant's service water

system. There was a comment in the " description of nonconformance" section

of the NR which stated tha only radiograph available was an "information

shot of the root laye r M the weld (now weld is buried underground). The'

NR was dispositioned as " accept as is" on October 24, 1980, because the KE1

(weld data form) reported that the final weld was radiographed and accepted

by Kaiser on April 5, 1976. This disposition was reviewed by the Authorized

Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is" disposition,

was intially rejected by the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on November 7, '

1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on

- 26 -
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the entry in the weld data form showing that a final review of the film was

performed. The NR was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment "see

Revision 1 for new disposition." There is a another comment on the NR
API) which says, " VOID stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when an-E accepted

disposition on 11/11/80." A review of NR E2836, Revision 1, shows the
\

same nonconforming item is identified,h Vthe disposition is to " accept as is,"

and the NR is signed by the appropriate members of the material review board.

The NR was closed on November 13, 1980. There is third typed copy of E2836,

Revision 1, date November 11, 1980, which has the comment " VOID written in

error - NR resolved on original issue." The Kaiser NR Log Reports that

NR 2836, Rev. 1, was closed on November 11, 1980. Copies of NR 2836 and
i

E-2836 Rev. I are attached to this report as Exhibit (20) and (21).

-

Interview of Rex Baker
.

| On June 4,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
i

by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 afteri

i

an audit found that there was no radiograph of the final weld pass for weld

WS737. Baker stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction

Department, who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on an entry on

the KIl form which reports a final radiograph of this weld was performed on

April 5,1976, and was accepted by a Kaiser welding engineer, and by the ANI

on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him, and he told Lanham
,

the disposition " accept as is" was contrary to ASME code requirements, because

there was no final radiograph of'the questioned weld. He told Lanham Ad'that
;

$$2I a entry in a KE1 form was not sufficient evidence that the weld had been D

radiographed. !

p
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Baker state he is a Level III Radiographer and he reviewed the Kaiser radio-

graphic exam report and the accompanying film, dated April 17, 1976. He

indicated that he told Lanham the film was an information shot of the root
v

layer for the weld, and was not radiograph of the final weld pass.g Baker

said Lanham responded and said the disposition is correct because the block

on the KE1 is checked, and that if QA does not have the film he could care

less about it. Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to

dig the weld up to radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall

would never let us dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR as

" accept as is" yet he knew there was no final radiograph for the weld. p/ p
b

W -

Baker also stated that on November 7, 1980, the site ANI, Lowell Burton, *

,

rejected the disposition on NR E2836 but later rescinded the rejection and

agreed with the " accept as is" disposition based on the entry on the KE1

form that reported a final review of the film had been made by a previous

ANI in 1976. Baker said the NR was eventually dispositioned as " accept as is,"

and he refused to concur in the disposition because it was contrary to ASME

code requirements.

|
'

Interview of Lowell Burton

!

On June 5, 1981, Lowell Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam

Boiler and Insurance Company), was interviewed by NRC. He stated that, after
,
'

reviewing NR E2836, he was in error in accepting the disposition of this NR i

!
on November 11, 1980.

.

.

f

'

.
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Burton said he reviewed the film packet for weld WS737, and found there is

no radiograph of the final weld pass in the file. He stated he has directed

the licensee to reopen the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition.

Burton stated he based his acceptance on a review of the KE1 Form and his

personal notes, which showed that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the radiograph

of the weld and found it to be acceptable. Burton stated that during 1976 he

reviewed up to 100 radiographs a day and could have mistakenly entered in his

notebook or on the KE1 Form that he had reviewed the radiograph of the final

weld.
s

Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation which included

the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and accompanying film. It appeared

that NR E-2836 was improperly voided because there was no final radiograph for

weld 737 in Kaiser files. The radiograph referenced as accepted by the ANI

on April 15, 1976 is actually a radiograph of a partially completed weld. The

radiograph of the incomplete weld is dated March 31, 1976, and was reviewed

by the ANI on April 15, 1976. Apparently the radiograph of the rootpass was

misstaken by the ANI to be a final radiograph of the weld and he accepted it

as such when in fact no final radiograph of the weld exists. The proper ,

| disposition for this NR would have been " rework" which would include the

conduct of nondestructive examinations required by ASME code and licesee

specifications. f
;

t

*

.

f

f
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Between June 2-5, 1981, the following records were reviewed by the RIII

inspector.

Kaiser Engineers KE1 Forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976.

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report dated April 15, 1976 (and

accompanying radiographic film packet).

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.

Finding

Based on the precetding interviews, and record reviews, and the examination

of the radiographic film for weld WS 737 it was determined that NR E-2836
,

was improperly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed on November 13,

1980.

Investigation of Disposition of Nonennformance Report E-1777

Background Information

On April 3, 1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777, stating that weld A2

on isometeric drawing RI-195 on a pipe support hanger in the primary containment
,

area was performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed a post weld ;

'

inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip was found

to ensure that the proper filler metal had been used in the weld., The dis-

- 30 -
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position of this NR was to " rework" and cut out the weld because no acceptable

documentation was available to verify the proper filler metal was used. This

NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment " rod slip located." A copy

on NR E-1777 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Vincent Feretti

On June 4,1981, Vicent Feretti, Level III, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

Quality Assurance Engineer, (QAE) was interviewed by NRC. He stated he

conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. He bad

reviewed NR No. E1777, and the associated isometric drawings identified on

the NR. Frerretti stated that the drawing shows four hangers, with six field

welds for all of the hangers. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod

issue slips show, as stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip .

for weld No. 195A2. Frerretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the

drawing should identify what particular filler metal was used for each weld,

but in this case he was unable to ascertain what filler metal went into each

of the welds . Frerretti stated the decrepancy identified in the NR was correct,
,

and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned. Frerretti stated,

that in his opinion, this NR was improperly voided.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

|
,

,

.

On June 4, 1981 Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QAE, Records, was interviewed by NRC.

/ '

He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777 the weld data sheets,and weldj

rod issue slips. He said that this NR had been improperly voided. Oltz *

|
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stated the disposition " rod slip located" was improper, because the rod

slip used to justify the voiding of NR does not specifically identify the

weld in which the weld rod was used. Oltz concluded that he found nothing

in the records associated with this weld to justify the voiding of this NR.

7
Finding

!
From a review of NR E-1777, weld data records, and weld rod issue forms,

there is no justification for the voiding of this NR because there was no

rod issue slip in the weld data package for weld A2.

Record Reviews

W
On June 4, 1981, RIII personnel reviewed the following records while resolving

[
this allegation:

I

Nonconformance Report E-1777

Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 for the Reactor Isolation System

Kaiser weld rod issue form Nos. 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963,

| 126960, 174535, and 174534

|

Investigation

!

Background Information *

.i
%

On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe, wrote NR Control No.
t(CN) 5122 following the initiation of surveillance report (SR) 2800 which

- 32 -
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reports that the flexible outer coating of conduit installed in the contain-

ment building is splitting for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a

NR number yet it was voided on January 2, 1981, with the comment in the voidj

stamp block "see attached surveillance report No. 2800." Surveillance report

2800 was the report used to issue the NR. A copy of NR CN 5122 is appended

to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Steven Burke

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed follow-

ing his inspection of the areas identified on NR CN 5122. Burke stated that

the nonconforming items listed in the NR on October 16, 1980, " covering

spliting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"

were still apparent on the conduit he inspected. Burke indicated that he

concurred with Priebe's report that this problem was serious, and warranted

reporting via the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Burke concluded

that Priebe's NR was not written in error because he found the same problem

on the same locations identified by Priebe on the NR.

Record Reviews

On June 11, 1981, Kaiser Qua lity Assurance Surveillance Report (SR) No.

be)2800, which reviewed reports that on October 9, 1980, the outer coating *

of flexible conduit used in the containment area was spliting for some ,

unknown reason was reviewed. Th'e corrective action statement in the report

states this deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting,
,

Ii

!
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to the NRC. Also in this section of the report are comments that NRs
.

CN 5122 and CN 5196 are voided in lieu of this SR. The " corrective action

verified" section of the SR is stamped nonapplicable and dated October 14,

1980. An October 15, 1981 memo attached to the SR from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E)

to he Kaiser QA Manager, dated October 15, 1980, reports that in Ehas's

opinion this matter does not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR

2800 and attachments is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Finding

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by licensee

inspectors, it was determined that NR CN 5122 was improperly voided. It

appears that the SR used to initiate the NR was later used as justification

to void the NR. The nonconforming material identified in the.NR was not

corrected by the licensee and was never introduced into the Kaiser noncon-

formance reporting system. The Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure

was not followed, and this report was found misfiled in the " inspection

report" file. In fact the report was " voided" NR. It appears that NR

CN S196 was dispositioned in the same manner.

|
,

Investigation of Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

|

Background Investigation'

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR No. E-2233 documenting ,

a nonconforming ccadition for weld WS62GP in the service water system. The

2
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weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material

traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the
eA /,

weld was acceptance. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA, Engineer disposi-

tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,

1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" and was

initialed by Floyd Oltz Records QAE. A copy of NR E-2233 is appended to this

report as Exhibit ( ).

On February 13, 1981, NRC personnel reviewed NR No. E-2233 and related

documentation. This NR was voided after the weld data record (KE-1) form
M

was " corrected." YtrE correction is actually a deletion of previous

stipulated hold points, and there is no documentation included supporting

the engineering basis for deleting the hold points.

Floyd Oltz advised that he had deleted the hold points from the KE-1 Form;

however, no signature or date of deletion was noted on the form.

TheKE-1 Form [appendedtothisreportasExhibit(26)j was initially
anotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld qualifications, heat numbers,

|

and fit up would be verified by the QC inspector during in process inspection'

t

of this weld. The form was anotated with a "NA" superimposed over the "x"
1

mark in the blocks, which had been made previously by a Welding Engineer.

I

The notation "NA" was made by Oltz, and constituted a deletion of [ previous

stipulated hold points for the weld. NR E-2233 was improperly voided because

previously stipulated hold points were deleted by a document reviewer without
| '

,

I engineering justification.

~ 35 -

t

__- - .. . - - - -_



. .

205FF DRAFT /db

While investigating the disposition of NR E-2233 the NRC inspector found

that KE-1 forms 2552, 2553, and 2560 did not provide material traceability

for the gamma plugs welded to piping installed in the service water system.

The KE1 Forms identify the mark numbers for the pipes, but not the heat

numbers for the gamma plugs welded to these pipes. The gamma plugs were

stamped with a heat number, however, this heat number is not entered on

the KE-1 Form.

NR No. E2237, dated November 23, 1979, also for the closed cooling water

System, reports the same nonconforming condition on another weld (i.e lack

of weld traceability and welder qualification). .The disposition for this

report was " rework" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19,

1979, with a comment " void rod slip found". This NRs disposition was

identical to of NR Report E-2233, and previously stipulated hold points were

deleted without engineering concurrence. A copy of NRC-2233 is attached to

this report as Exhibit ( ).

Record Reviews

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed
s~

in tacking the dispositions of these NRs.

Nonconformance Report E-2237.

Nonconformance Report No. E-2233.
.

t
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Weld Data Sheet (KE-1) No. 18391 and associated weld-rod

issue forms.

Kaiser weld data sheets (KE-1) No. 2554, 2552 and 2560.

Finding

Based on the interviews and record reviews it was determined that NR Nos.

2237 and 2233 were improperly voided.

Investigation into Disposition of Inspector Ruiz Nonconformance Report

Dated February 11, 1981

Background Information

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a NR identifying

nonconforming welds on drywell steel in the Primary Containment building.

Ruiz described the nonconforming condition as an electrode weave exceeding

3/4 inch. The NR in question was not assigned a control number and was

not issued a NR number. The report had a comment written in the " disposition"
! section which states, "sent back with no reply". This particular NR was
|

provided to the NRC by Inspector Ruiz. A copy of the NR is appended to this

report as Exhibit ( ).

.

.
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Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981 James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, 5:0 0., was interciewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 11, 1981 he performed an inspection of a

beam located in a primary containment building and noted a nonconforming

condition on a weld. Ruiz stated he wrote a NR on this condition and submitted

it to his supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to

Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred. Ruiz stated that the

next day Baker informed him that the QA Manager, had returned the report to
,

him, saying that inspector's were not to write a report against a procedural

violation. The NR was then returned to him, without assignment of a control

number. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings' decision prohibiting

inspectors from writing reports against procedural violations; he said the

welding procedures deliniated the welding specifications, parameters,

dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging whether a weld is

acceptable or unacceptable. Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit (27).

O VRIII personnp1 visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell steel

beam 81, located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 inch. A photograph of the questioned

weld is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ). The weld is not necessarily

defective; however, it did exceed specifications as stated by Ruiz in the NR. VL'

I
:
!

!

.

9
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Interview of Phillip Norman

On June 3,1981 Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the

Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel beam

No. 81. Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld

to beam No. 81 exceeded 3/4 inch.

Record Reviews

On June 30, 1981 the Kaiser NR log, and all Kaiser NRs initiated between

February 11, 1981 to February 20, 1981 were reviewed. The NR written by

Ruiz on February 11, 1981 was not found, and apparently was,not entered into

the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

Finding

The questioned weld on beam 81 in the Primary Containment drywell area was

visually inspected by NRC personnel and the deficiency identified by Ruiz

and reported in the NR was confirmed.

Based on interviews, record reviews, and field observations by NRC personnel,
,

it was determined that the NR written by Ruiz was never entered into the
!

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. The nonconforming condition identi- !

fied in the NR was not gyd corrected.

!*

.

4
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Investigation of the Disposition of NRs 1661 and 1662

Background Information

On February 8,1979, Inspector David Painter initiated NR's No. E-1661 and

E-1662, which report nonconforming conditions in welds on pipe support hangers

in the drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NR's were dispositioned as

" rework" on May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NR's were voided by

Floyd Oltz with a comment that the nonconforming hangers will be reinspected

after design analysis. A copy of NR's No. E-1661 and E-1662 are appended

to this report as Exhibits ( ) and ( ).

Interview of David Painter

.

On January 14, 1981, and on June 4, 1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector,
o

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises

three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers

at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying

nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers which have been disposi-

tioned as " VOID - will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter

| indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned

for all pipe support hangers. This was rescinded, and hangers are now being

inspected according to a M-12 checklist only for configuration and location

of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter indicated the QA Manager said
t

that any hangers that inspectors'previously accepted prior to design changes

and which were not effected by the design changes were not to be reinspected. J
,

r u 4 ( ,?
j) J s
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Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justification for

originally voiding the NR's, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming

welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter

stated Gittings was told about this and said again if a pipe support hanger

had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a NR for

reinspection findings.

J

Record Reviews

-.

The following records were reviewed during the resolution of this NR:

NR's No. E-1661, E-1662

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
.

Kaiser Isometric Drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (Drywell

Pneumatic System Reactor Containment)

Finding

|

t

j Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was determined that '

|

NR's E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided resulting in loss of control f
of previously identified nonconforming items.

!
I
1Investigation of the Dispostion of NR 2996 '

! l.

I
.

L
!
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Background Information

On February 2,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated

NR E-2996, Rev. 1, which reported that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers,

Serial Nos. N001, N003. N007, N0011, and N0012, were found to have a lack

of penetration at the backing ring (ie: split backing ring). However, the

rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located

in the Suppression Pool Main Steam Relief System. The NR was dispositioned

on February 9,1981 as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction

Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing
as V

ring does not pffect the integrity of the veld. The licensee's architect-

engineer, Sargent and Lundy, (S&L) Engineers, took exception to this

disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically

examined (UT). On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically

examined and found acceptable with the exception of Quencher No. 007. S&L

dispositioned the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007 indicating

that additional data is required to resolve 007 because it was not ultrasoni-

cally tested as directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed

with S&L's disposition and granted conditional approval of the disposition of

! the NR in March of 1981. NR E2996, Rev. 1, was dispositioned as closed on

| March 17, 1981. This NR was closed without any evidence that the required

additional examination of T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of

NR E-2996, Rev. 1 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

,

e

I
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Interview of Rex Baker

On June 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he wrote NR E2996, Rev. 1, on February 2, 1981, and it was

improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher No. 007

was not ultrasonically examined as directed by Sargent and Lundy. Baker

said the NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Doument Control office

on March 17, 1981. Baker related that when he learned E-2996 Rev. I was

closed he initiated NR E-3172 which references E-2996 and address the

issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in earlier

NR.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 3, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA, Engineer, Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Rev. I was initiated by Baker on February 2,

1981, for nonconforming welds on in T-Quenchers. Oltz stated that the architect '

engineer directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish their

acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencer No. 007 could not be ultrasoni-

cally examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable, with the exception

of T-Quencher No. 007. Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller,

who read the initial disposition of " accept as is" on the NR, and did not read

the exceptions placed in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-

engineer. Oltz said she mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the con- [
i

dition was " accept as is" when in fact the architect-engineer had only granted |
'

|

partial acceptance. Oltz concluded this NR was improperly closed, due to a

clerical error. i
;

!
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Interview of Kathy Faubion
i

On June 4,1981, Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, Kaiser was interviewed and

stated she closed NR E-2996, Rev. 1, on March 17, 1981, because the top of

the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is." Faubion

said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in the

disposition column. Faubion stated that in May of 1981, Rex Baker told her

she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR No.

E-3172, which documented the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

Record Review

RIII personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR

No. 2996, Rev. 1. The deficiency, (ie: a split backing ring,) is permissible

under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the original issue was not nonconforming.

However, in order to verify that the split was in the Backing Ring and not in
|

the weld a UT exam was performed to verify the location of the split. Records

indicated that on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrason-

ically examined with the exception of Quencher No. 007, which was not examined

and found to be acceptable. The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent and

Lundy, said the nonconforming conditions were acceptable with the exception

of Quencher No. 007.
,

It appeared that a further UT or other nondestructivei

l
examination should have been conducted on Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,

Rev. 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981 with no examination ot Quencher '

, ,

No. 007.

.

e

E
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Record Reviews

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed

to track the resolution of this NR:

Nonconformance Report No. R-2996, Rev. I

Nuclear Energy Services, Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated

February 14, 1981

Sargent and Lundy, Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981

Nonconformance Report No. E-3172, dated May 11, 1981
_

Kaiser weld data sheets (RE-1 Form) for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011,

and 012

Finding

i

Based on interviews, record reviews and review of radiographs by RIII

personnel, it was determined that this NR was improperly closed on

March 17, 1981. - -

! dvy k Cvs M
.

. Uvon ;
Investigation

. j-
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Background Information

On January 3,1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33

page NR which was assigned Control No. 4389. This NR reported various

nonconforming conditions in electrical cable, trays and hangers in the

Auxillary Building. The NR was voided by yle Burges on December 2, 1980,
6-

because the "NR was initiated just prior to inspector leaving the job. A

lot of the items listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed

reinspection." This particular NR was recovered from the Site Document

Control Vault on June 4, 1980, and apparently was misfiled with " Inspection

Reports" which identify nonconforming material found during receipt inspec-

tions. Although the NR was " voided" it was stamped " Inspection Report" in

the block reserved for the assignment of the NR number, and it had been

placed in the " Inspection Report" file. A copy of the first five pages of

NR N4389 is appended to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of SyleBurge
b

,-

| On June 18, 1980,
Kyle Burgess, Kaiser Inspection SupervisGor\ was interviewedI w

by NRC. He stated that he voided the NR assigned Control No. 4389 on
s

j December 2, 1980. Kyle ktated that inspector D. J. Luttmann was an electrical
i "4
'

inspector at the time and had reported various nonconforming conditions in

the electrical area. E gess said he voided this NR because, in the interim,
J -- -

Luttmann had left the site and some of the items were not deficiences; howent, ;

some were valid nonconforming conditions. Turges could give no apparent
L .

reason why the voided NR had been placed in the Inspection Report. file.
;
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Finding
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,

RIII personnel reviewed NR CN 4389 and found no_.suffitten't reasoa to justify

, % it's voiding. This NR 4389 was improperly voided by Eurgehn December 12,
1980. * '

'
1,

; 4 s
' ~

, i

(
j Record Reviews 4 i\ .-

f i \. '

,4
,

4

/ -

During the course of this investigation the following records were reviewed
e * /i,' ,

3,

to track the in resolution of this NR. '

,

.s<
,

,
,

z
.

1

Kaiser Log of Nonconforming 11aterial NR CN 43kdaten' January 25', 1980.

. .

4

Investigation of the Disposition of NR 2131 N.

'
.

A

Background Information
"

. ,
,

i -

4 %
_

OnNovember2,1979,NRNo.E-2191wasinitiatedbyRich$rd1..Reithr,
\

to report that the consumable insert on a weld in the Closed Coolin'g Water

System was not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the

weld rod slip for the consumeable insert in weld K253 on drawing PSKWR9.
cs .

Reiter conunented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at
.

'the original copy of the weld rod issue slip. The iutfalidtsposition of this
i

report was " accept as is" with the reason being thet .all consSmable inserts- :

,' i, '

are purchased as Class I (safety' related) traceable raterials. ' The NR was ,;

closed on November 8, 1979, and was reopened after th'e Authirized;Fuclear
|
!,

/

,
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Inspector (ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7, 1980. On February 19,

19fD, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was redispositioned

on NR No. E-2191, Rev. 1. Nonconformance Report No. E-2191, Rev. I was voided

on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz Records QAE, with a coment that the weld

red issue slip had been found. There was no engineering or Material Review

. Board concurrences on this disposition. A copy of NR E-2191 and E-2191,

Rev. 1 is attached to this report as Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1931, Richard L. Reiter, Kaiser former Document Reviewer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated

NR No. E-2191 after he observed that the Kaiser weld data form (KEI) No.
; 23037 for weld WRK-523 did not have a entry for a heat number of the consum-

able insert used in the weld. Reiter stated that he checked the weld rod

issue form attached to the (KEI). He also checked the Kaiser warehouse files,
'

and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms did not record the heat

number for the consumeable insert. Reiter stated if an entry was made on

any of the SE weld rod issue forms, they are false and were made after

ReiteralsostatedhesuspectedthatArchLanhm,Noncon-)Ofb
November 2, 1979.

(
formance Report expediter falsified records in order to resolve NRs rather 1

Jbdthan have the Construction Department repair or rework the nonconfo r ,
%. 7.

item. Reiter provided a written statement attesting to the preceding in-

formation, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit ( ). '

,

p

4

4
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On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Records, Kaiser QA Engineer, was inter-
;

viewed by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found

no heat number for the consumeable insert on weld No. K-523. The NR was

dispositioned by Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because

all consumeable inserts are purchased as nuclear material. Oltz stated

that the ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was

voided on February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Rev. 1.

Oltz stated that he voided NR E-2191, Rev. I on February 22, 1980 with a

comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumeable

insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham, NR Expediter found a rod

slip for the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert, so he voided

the NR.

Interview of Arch Lanham

on March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the construction department

at Zimmer. Lanham stated he frequently searches for lost documentation,

such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-

| tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that in the case

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the
i

consumeable insert for weld K-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191

with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.

I '

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however

on December 17, 1979 he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the
i

,

!
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NR and he noted on his copy "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?"

Lanham stated there is also the notation that on January 22, 1980 the NR was

still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes Lanham

stated that it appears he reviewed the KE1 data form and original rod slip and

found that he had inspected weld No. WR523 on October 17, 1977. He stated

there was no heat number for the consumeable insert on the KE-1 formj however '''
/

he looked at weld rod issue form No. 97957 and found a heat number for the

consumable insert on it.
Lanham indicated that % the heat number for

the consumeable insert was marked in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of

Form 97957) and was circled in red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls

that he made this entry on the gold copy of the form in October of 1977 while

inspecting the weld. He said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue

form, and called the weld rod shack to obtain a proper heat number for the

consumable insert. Lanham said he did not make the entry on the form during

Nov' ember 1979 through February 1980 while dispositioning this NR.

Record Reviews

On March 24, 1981, the Kaiser isometric drawing for the closed cooling water

system PSK-1WR-9 was reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld No. WR523.

The Kaiser KE-1 Form shows a notation that the heat number for the consumeable

insert is No. 6059491. Weld rod issue slip No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that

heat Number 6059491 is written in ink on an otherwise carbon form. Two other

copies of Kaiser weld issue slips No. 97959, the white copy and the blue copy .

I

were reviewed. These forms do not have similar entries for the heat number. I

.
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A copy of the weld data sheet and accompanying weld issue forms are attached

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ).

Finding

Based on the results of interviews and record reviews it was found that

NR E-2191, Rev. I was improperly dispositioned with no review of the

disposition by members of the Kaiser Materials Review Board.

Investigation of the Disposition of Nonconformance Reports 5467, 5477,5479

Background Investigation Information

_

.

On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz, initiated three NR's which were
/assigned Control Nos. 5476, 5477, 5479, hese NR's reported nonconforming

conditions on drywel support steel in the Primary Containment Building.

Ruiz stated that welds Nos. 63, 58, and 3 were full penetration welds
46

which require 100% coverage by nondestructive examination ekther radiography,j

magnetic particle testing, or ultrasonic testing. He also found that all
O2

'

three 4mmenf' lacked documentation of heat numbers for the backing strip or

filler metal, and no evidence of welder qualifications or welding procedure

used. The Kaiser NR Log shows that NR Nos. 5477, and 5479, were voided as
ie) " '"NR unissued" on February 27, 1981. No copy of these NR's was retained in

the Kaiser SDC files. A copy of NR's CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 are appended

to this report as Exhibit ( ), ( ), ( ).

I*

,

h
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Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Hanager was arbitrarily voiding NR's and

he had no assurance that NR's he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system or that the nonconforming conditions he

identified would be corrected. Ruiz provided the NRC with NR's CN 54776,

5477, and 5479, and stated these had been initiated by him on February 23,

1981. He indicated he did not think they had been processed properly by

the nonconformance reporting system. Ruiz provided a written statement

attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as

Exhibit ( ).

Interview of Dennis Donovan

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that he reviewed nonconformance reports Nos. 5476, 5477, and 5479 L-wh k
and concurred Donovan stated that Ruiz errored in his identificatior. of3

one deficency on these NR's, because a Design Document Change (DDC) had been

written by the licensee's architect-engineer which elimated the NDE coverage

on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement and
,

said it was contrary to S&L's Specification H2174 which requires 100%

nondestructive examination coverage on all Class I welds. Donovan stated he
,

reviewed the DDC in question and found out.that S&L waived the nondestructive

examination coverage for " ease of construction." He said that in his opinion i

this was not an adequate justification for the noted disposition. . Donovan
..

!

!
,

- 52 - ;

- . _ . _ - ___ _ __ .. __ _ _ _ _ .-



.

205FF DRAFT /db

d

.

advised that the Kaiser construction department is repairing these and

other cantilever beams in the primary contaniment building.

% Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, inspector James Ruiz, identified

nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the primary containment

building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated, and he concurred in, NR Nos. 5476,
,

5477, and 5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as

lack of jgf nondestructive examination of full pentrations welds, material

traceabilty and welder qualifications. Baker stated that on February 27, 1981,

he voided these NR's with the ccmment "NR not issued." He stated he voided

these NR's after a February 1981 meeting with Phillip Gittings in which he,

Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, QAC, and Robert Marshall, construction manager

discussed the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz. During the meeting

Marshall stated that the welds on these cantilever beams were to be cut out

by Kaiser so these nonconformance reports should be voided. Baker stated that

he voided these NR's on Gittings instructions and gave him all four of the
~7

original copies of the NR's. 9,4,, _,.

@F'-

| Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

:

'

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Mechanical Civil Structual,

Quality Engineer, was interviewe'd by NRC. He stated that on February 23 I

.

QC inspector James Ruiz, initiated NRs Control Nos. 4956, 4957, and 4959. |
!
,

i
I
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Shinkle stated he reviewed these NR's and found that inspector Ruiz had
c. free

essgzed in identification of one nonconforming condition. He stated that

a DDC had been issued by licensee's architect-engineer which waived NDE

requirements for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because

the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction," NDE is wiaved. Shinkle

said that the welds, identified in the NR's are Class I welds because they

are imbeded to the containment liner plate and S&L specifications and ASME

Code requirements require 100% NDE for any Class I welds.

e rrt a-
Shinkle stated Ruiz c;. ird in identifying this one condition; however, the

remaining nonconforming conditions, such as lack of material traceability,

and welder qualifications was correct. Shinkle advised that the cantilever

beams in question hold up walkways, pipe support hangers, and heating and

ventiliation ducts in the primary containment building.

-

Shinkle stated that in February 1981, he attended a meeting with Rex Baker,

Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, reguarding Eniz's NR's. Shinkle

stated that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis, and

do a visual inspection of the weld.

Shinkle stated that the QA Manager, Phillip Gittings, agreed with this
,

approach and told him to work with the construction department to rework j
. |

the welds using KE 1 repair cards without processing the NR's Ruiz had

written.
!.

!
;

i

,
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Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written

by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
e- /He stated that this was specially significant in light of the fact that in3

February 1981, there was an NRC investigation into irregularies in the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system.

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues in

Ruiz NR he conducted an inspection of all the cantilever beams located at

the 572' elevation of the primary containment building. Shinkle indicated

that he found that there was no final QC inspection on.ay of the 27 beams

and four of the beams had no evidence of any fitup inspection. Shinkle

stated he also found the same nonconforming conditions, lack of weld fillter

metal and backing strips traceability and a lack of evidence of welder

qualifications for these welds. In addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a

visiual examination of the welds and although ny cases the welds
J~

~

did not appear to meet Code standards. h

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated

! he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

tions had been made to the beams in which plates had been added,

and these plates would have to be removed in order to conduct inspections

of the welds. Shinkle advised that the construction departmen:. is in the
.

process of removing the questioned beams.

d. % b#
'

WpM (i
7

,

j b
l
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Record Reviews

On June 6, 1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and

asked to retrieve NR, CN 5476, 5477, and 5479 from the Kaiser Site Document

Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,

and voided nonconformance reports files and could not locate the nonconformance

reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR log page which

reflects that on February 27, 1981, NR's 5477, 5478, and 5479 were voided with

a comment "NR not issued." A copy of the NR log page is appended to this report

as a Exhibit (42).

Findings

NR's CN 5477, 5478 and 5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance

reporting system.

|
|

!

.
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Control of Nonconformances Investigative Effort

General Interviews

Interview of William Schwierr

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA&S

Manager, was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated that during an NRC site

exit meeting held on December 16, 1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA

Manager, and Phillip Gittings were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding

NRs. Schwiers said he directed Kaiser to audit all previously voided NRs and

present the results of the audit to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated

be also directed Gittings to cease improperly voiding NRs. He provided a copy

of a memo he wrote to Gittings dated January 14, 1981, in which he requested

Kaiser to respond to Field Audit Report No. 340 concerning the voiding f NRs.
W

A copy of the memorandum and audit report is included as Exhibit (. [A

Interview of Lon Ludwig

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Quality Engineering Manager for Nuclear

Energy Services, Inc., was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December

1980 and January 1981 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for

CG&E after NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwit
|

!said his audit showed there were approximately 500 voided NRs, and between |
one-third to one-half of these were superseded and written on other NRs. He

,

said that some NRs identifying numerous nonconforming conditions had been
,

,
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separated and reissued on individual NRs. One-third of the NRs reviewed were

voided as " written in error" without adequate explanation given to justify

that comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all voided NRs

and provide a better explanation as to why each was voided.

Ludwig stated that the voided NRs he reviewed covered all areas of plant

operation and construction and dated from 1974 to the present.

Interviews of Phillip Gittings

January 13, 1981, Interview

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed by
.

NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided 7 NRs that were written by

QC Inspectors who were in training. He said he reinspected the welds

identified in the NRs and, his opinion, the welds met American Welding

Society (AWS) Code requi ments. He said that during an NRC inspection in

December 1980, the inspector took exception to this practice and found the )(
licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements for improperly voiding NRs.

Gittings said that, following the NRC inspection, the welds identified on

I the 7 NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. at the request of

Kaiser. He said Gladstone concluded that 4 of the 7 NRs were properly voided

because the noted welds conformed with the AWS Code but that the other 3 NRs
$'

*

reflected minor discrepancies which did not meet the AWS Code.
i-
i'
s

i
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Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at the

Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised and put

on other NRs, or were voided after it was found they duplicated a previously

reported nonconforming condition. He stated that the only NRs he voided for

having been " written in error" were those from October and November 1980 that

were examined during the NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980.

Gittings stated that during the past six months Kaiser had problems with some

of its QC Inspectors who were "over-inspecting". Gittings said many of the

inspectors were critical of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and

of the Kaiser we'1d inspection criteria for pipe support hangers and structural

steel. He said there were differences of opinion on various code interpreta-

tions, which he felt were common in any veld inspection program.

July 8, 1981, Interview

On July 8,1981, Phillip Gittings was re-interviewed by NRC following the

NRC investigation of the dispositions of a selected group of 24 reports.

Gittings stated that the voiding of NRs by clerks and by SDC Supervisor

Floyd Oltz was improper because neither the clerks nor Oltz were qualified

to cake engineering judgments concerning deficiencies identified on NRs.

Gittings indicated that after a December 1980 NRC inspection he directed

the NR procedure be changed so that only he could void an NR. ,

'
.

.',

Gittings stated that Kaiser procedures allowed any QC Inspector to initiate

a report and required it be assigned a control number (CN). When questioned
I
i
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about his failure to further process reports with Control Numbers CN-5476,

CN-5477, and CN-5479 written by QC Inspector James Ruiz on February 23, 1981,

Gittings said he directed Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, to void those

reports. He said his action on those reports was contrary to the Kaiser

procedure that only permitted an NR to be voided if it was " written in

error." Gittings said those reports were not written in error.

Gittings stated that he voided NRs at the request of Construction Deparunent

personnel, but added that he made independent evaluations and decisions when

doing so and was not compelled by construction personnel to void NRs. When

questioned Gittings stated he did not know why Walter C. Dumford's report

(CN-4309) was not in the Kaiser nonconformance system and denied diverting

that report from the system.

.

When questioned about specific irregularities found during the NRC investiga-

tion, Gittings concurred that the practices of voiding NRs by stating they

"would be reinspected after redesign," by transferring the nonconformances

to " punch lists" (lists of items to be corrected by construction), and by

placing nonconformances on Surveillance Reports were not in accordance with

Kaiser procedures.

Gittings stated that Kaiser QC Inspectors were identifying problems at Zimmer.

He said CG&E and Kaiser did not have enough sufficiently qualified inspectors.

This was evident when Richard Reiter identified a significant material trace-;
,

ability problem when reviewing isometric drawings on small bore pipe systems.

Gittings said Reiter had initiated a Surveillance Report correctly identifying ,

|
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the problem and he (Gittings) had not adequately answered the report. He said

this problem warranted reporting to NRC; however, Kaiser did not do so. He

said that eventually Kaiser hired two QA Engineers to review the documenta-

tion and they found that Reiter's analysis was correct. [During this inves-

tigation, the NRC inspectors reviewed the traceability problem and found

Reiter's analysis to be correct.]

Interview of Kathy Faubion

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed

by NRC. She stated that Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for

a Control Number (CN) for a report. She is required to issue a CN to the

inspector, make an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material (NR

Log) describing the nonconforming item, and note the initials of the

inspector calling for the number. She stated she never " whited out" an

entry for a CN in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA Manager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"

stamp. When sbe receives a copy of the voided NR, she marks through the CN

entry in the log with red ink. She said inspectors had often called for

control numbers and did not subsequently send the NR. In these cases, Faubion

| said she makes the same " void" entry in the NR Log.

.

She said that prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records,
,

had the authority to void NRs; however, William Schwiers, CG&E QA&S Manager,

directed that this authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. She

said since that time Oltz has not voided any NRs.

f |N !!/ 0 ) $ h h '
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Individual Investigative Efforts

1. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1661 and E-1662

Background Information

On February 8, 1979, Kaiser QC Inspector David Painter initiated NRs E-1661

and E-1662 identifying nonconforming welds on pipe support hangers in the

drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NRs were dispositioned as " rework"

on May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NRs were voided by Floyd Oltz

with a comment that the nonconforming hangers would be reinspected after

design analysis.

Investigation

Interview of David Painter

On January 14 and June 4,1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises

three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers

at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying

nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers that have been disposi-

tioned as " Void-will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter i

i

indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned i
;

for all pipe support hangers. Ne said that plan was rescinded and hangers
!

are now being inspected according to an M-12 checklist that checks only for [
,

i

-6-
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;

configuration and location of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter

indicated the QA Manager said that any hangers previously accepted prior to

design changes and not affected by the design changes would not to be rein-

spected. Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justifi-

cation for voiding the NRs, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming

welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter

stated Gittings was told about this, and he repeated that if a pipe support

hanger had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a

NR for reinspection findings.

Record Reviews

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition

of this NR: *

NRs E-1661 and E-1662

Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34

Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (drywell

pneumatic system, reactor containment)

Findings and Conclusions

.

Based on record reviews and intbrviews of personnel, it was established that

NRs E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided because the justification (rein-

spection after design analysis) for the voiding was not fully implemented.

-7-
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2. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

Background Information

During a routine inspection conducted December 27-28, 1979, and

December 17-18, 1980 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/79-37), the inspector

determined that the QC inspection program for safety-related hangers was

inadequate. As a result of the inspection findings, a management meeting

was held at the site on January 17, 1980, and a later meeting was held at

the RIII office on March 7, 1980. Corrective actions committed to by the

licensee included a 100% reinspection of all installed hangers and restraints

by Kaiser QC Inspectors. This commitment is documented in IE Inspection

Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6.

.

On January 3, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspectors inspected large bore pipe hangers

in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected welds on pipe

support hangers, concrete embedment bolts, and the configuration and location

of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming Kaiser and

vendor welds on 5 hangers, and improperly embedded bolts. They identified

a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and initiated NR E-2466

to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided with the

comment "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR."

Investigation

,

i

I

-8-
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Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
.

by NRC. He stated he was aware that the NR in question was voided and said

the reason for the voiding was that all hangers were subject to reinspection

because of redesign and new seismic safety criteria. Baker said QA Managers

Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner directed that previously inspected

pipe support hangers that were not redesigned would not to be reinspected.

He said that, since all hangers were not replaced due to the redesign effort,'

some of the nonconforming hanger welds identified on the subject NR would not

be reinspected. Baker stated that the voided NR was not redispositioned or

reopened. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done because'of

an administrative oversight by the QA Manager.

[ Investigator's Note: The statement that pipe support hangers that had not

been redesigned were not being reinspected will be reviewed further to deter-
' mine if it is contrary to a licensee commitment documented in IE Inspection

Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6. This is an unresolved item pending comple-

tion of that review (358/81-13-01).]

:

Record Reviews

NRC personnel reviewed the NR Log to ascertain if the hangers identified on ,

NR E-2466 had been issued on separate NRs as stated. This review indicated

that of the 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers only 25 had been issued

on other NRs. Of those 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been voided, and the ,

t

|

-9-
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.

disposition for the remaining 10 was still open. As of February 12, 1981,

the other 99 hangers identified on NR E-2466 had not been reissued.

NR E-2466 was reviewed by NRC personnel and it was noted that there was a

comment on Page 2 of the NR stating that an asterisk identifies "what appears

to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe support hangers. While reviewing the

31 page NR, it was found that 15 of the 124 pipe hangers identified have an

asterisk identifying them as vendor-supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR

E-2466 were crossed out without engineering justification.

Inspection

On August 25-26, 1981, the Senior Resident Inspector, a CG&E QC inspector,

and a Kaiser QC inspector conducted a field inspection of twenty hangers
.

previously identified as nonconforming on NR-E-2466. Four of the hangers

inspected had been final inspected, and the inspection records had been

filed in the record vault. These four hangers 1DG-041HG, IDG-120HR,

IDG-126HR and IDG-127HR were found to be nonconforming as follows:

IDG-041HG bolt spacing between adjacent hanger base plate

anchor bolt was only 3 inches instead of a required

33/4 inches. A skewed weld was utilized instead of

a fillet weld.

'

I
,

*1DG-120HR weld was undersized and undercut by more than 1/32 inch.
!

U-bolt nuts were loose and one nut was missing. Rust

1

- 10 -
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covered portions of the weld, making visual inspection

impossible.

IDG-126HR A U-bolt nut was loose and bolt spacing between a

adjacent hanger base plate anchor bolt was only

2 1/8 inches instead of the required 3 3/4 inches.

IDG-127HR bolt spacing between adjacent anchor bolts was only

2 1/8 inches instead of the required 3 3/4 inches.i

*An additional nonconformance report (E-2857) written against this hanger

was also found to be voided.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established

that NR E-2466 was improperly voided because the condition (reissuance on

other NRs) for the voiding was not fully implemented. It was also established

that vendor welds were omitted from the NR without engineering justification. -
.

3. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777 i

Background Information
.

:

| i

[ On April 3, 1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777 stating that weld
;

l i
195A2 (Isometric Drawing RI-195) on a 3/4 inch pipe in the primary contain-

e

|

i.

- 11 -
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ment area had been performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed

a post-weld inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip

(also re'ferred to weld rod slip, and KEI-2 form) was found to ensure that the

proper filler metal had been used. The disposition of this NR was to " rework"

and cut out the weld. This NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment

" rod slip located."

Investigation

Interview of Vincent Ferretti

On June 4, 1981, Vincent Ferretti, Level III Radiographer and QA Engineer,

Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., was interviewed by NRC. He stated he had

conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. As part of

this audit, he had reviewed NR E-1777 and the asso iated isometric drawings.
JC}V

Ferretti stated that tne drawing shows'4 '- ::: and 6 field welds for each JU
K

hanger. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod issue slips show, as

stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip for Weld 195A2.

Ferretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the drawing should identify

particular filler metal used for each weld, but he was unable to ascertain

what filler metal was used. Ferretti stated the discrepancy identified

in the NR was correct, and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned.

Ferretti stated that in his opinion this NR was improperly voided. '

,

9

i-

|

t
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Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 4,1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777, the weld data sheets (KEI-1),

and weld rod issue slips (KEI-2). He said that his review indicated that the

NR had been improperly voided. Oltz stated that the disposition " rod slip

located" was improper, because the rod slip used to justify the voiding of

the NR does not specifically identify the weld in which the weld rod was used.

Oltz said he found nothing in the records associated with this weld to justify

the voiding of the NR, and could not explain his voiding.

Record Reviews

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition of

this NR:

NR E-1777

Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 (Reactor Isolation System)

KEI-2 forms 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963, 126960, 174535, and 174534

Inspection

(
.

Inspection indicated that his was a socket weld on a small bore line.
.

Documentation was inadequate.

1

.

t

- 13 -
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Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that

there was no justification for the voiding of NR E-1777 because there was no

rod issue slip (KEI-2) in the weld data package for Weld 195A2.

4. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2191

Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter to report

that the cons able insert in a weld in the Closed Cooling Water System was

not tracea e. Reiter said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue
e Ci

slip (KIl-2) for the consumable insert in weld WR-523 on Drawing PSK WR-9. W

Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at

the original copy of the KEI-2 form. The initial disposition of this report

was " accept as is" with the reason given that all consumable inserts are

purchased as Class I (safety-related) traceable materials. The NR was closed

on November 8, 1979, and was reopened after the Authorized Nuclear Inspector

(ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7,1980.

On February 19, 1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it wes

redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. NR E-2191, Revision 1, was voided ,

| ;

I on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, with a comment that the weld rod issue
' ,

:

slip had been found. There wer.e no engineering or Material Review Board

concurrences on this disposition.

.

t

|

| - 14 - ;
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Investigation

Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated NR

E-2191 after he observed that Kaiser weld data form (KEI-1) No. 23037 for
:

Weld WR-523 did not have a heat number for the consumable insert that was |

used. Reiter stated he checked the weld rod issue form, Kaiser warehouse

files, and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms, and ound no record
Wc ".:? g

of the heat number. Reiter stated that if any entries user found on any of
A

the weld rod issue forms, these entri-s were false and were made after

November 2, 1979.

6// M1CCH2Q /?aj
Reiter provid a written statement, a copy of which is included as4 ,

'

Exhibit j.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found no heat

number for the consumable insert on Weld WR-523. The NR was dispositioned by

Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because all consumable

inserts are purchased as Class 1 nuclear grade material. Oltz stated that the

ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was voided on

February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. Oltz

- 15 -
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stated that he voided NR E-2191, Revision 1, on February 22, 1980, with a

comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumable

insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham had found the rod slip for

the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert.

Interview of Arch Lanham

On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the Construction Department

at Zimmer. Lanham stated that he frequently searches for lost documentation,

such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-

tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that, in the case

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the

consucable insert for Weld WR-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191

with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however,

on December 17, 1979, he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the,

|

| NR and he noted on his copy, "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?"
l

Lanham stated there is also a notation that on January 22, 1980, the NR was

still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes, Lanham

stated that it appeared he reviewed the KEI-I form and original rod slip

[KEI-2 form) and found that he had inspected weld WR-523 on October 17, 1977. ,

He stated there was no heat number for the consumable insert on the KEI-1 form;

however, he had reviewed weld rod issue slip No. 97957 and found a heat number

for the consumable insert. '

i
|

| - 16 -
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Lanham indicated that the heat number for the consumable insert was marked

in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of form No. 97957) and was circled in

red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls that he made this entry on

the gold copy of the form in October 1977 while inspecting the weld. He said

there was no heat number on the weld rod issue form and he called the weld rod

shack to obtain a proper heat number for the consumable insert. Lanham said

he did not make the entry on the form during November 1979 through February

1980 while dispositioning this NR.

Record Reviews

Kaiser isometric Drawing PSK WR-9 for the Closed Cooling Water System was

reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld WR-523. The Kaiser KEI-1 form shows

a notation that the heat number for the consumable insert is No. 6059491.
.

Weld rod issue slip (KEI-2 form) No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that Heat No.

6059491 is the only entry written in ink on carbon form. Two other copies

of KEI-2 form No. 97957 (white copy and blue copy) do not have similar entries

for the heat number. t

Inspection

Visual inspection of weld WR-K-523 indicated.no rejectable defects. Docu-

mentation could not be found to establish traceability for the consumable

insert utilized in the weld.
'

:.
,

I

-

.
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Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was est.ablished that

NR E-2191, Revision 1, was improperly dispositioned because there waq review

by the Kaiser Material Review Board "''U k"" "N'"**U" I ''" ^ #6
9- r_ (%S w < e _i_ n n n - tu A mt - _ ,. . , _ ad ; -Jis -a Q -nn

V
n. _ =p

5. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

Backg[ound

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR 2233 documenting

nonconformingconditionsforWeldWS6|Pinthefe.'ULgap.Y.4 4rvice Water System. The

weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, :nd snaterial

traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the

weld was accepted. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA Engineer, disposi-

tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,

1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" which was

initialed by Floyd Oltz.

The KEI-1 form was initially annotated to reflect that veld procedure, weld

qualifications, heat numbers, and fitup would be verified by the QC inspector ,

during inprocess inspection of this weld. The form was annotated with a "NA"
s

superimposed over a mark previously made by a welding engineer.
.

f
A 64rnt.1A (LU6- /S A* $YdiL-(!Oh USCO Y0 k

' 'SGIL A M6LE ld(8." /2\< M/SQ2t/#t of A '
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NR E-2237, dated November 23, 1979, for the Closed Cooling Water System,

reports the same nonconforming condition (i.e., lack of weld traceability

and welder qualification) on another wcld. The disposition for this report

was " rework;" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19, 1979,

with a comment " void rod slip found." This disposition was identical to that

of NR E-2233.

1

Investigation
-

'
,

'Record Reviews
:;

/ -

NRC personnel reviewed NR E-2233 and related documentation. This NR was

voided af ter the weld data record (EI-1). form was " corrected." The
''correction was actually a d.eletion of previous stipulated hold points,Jand

|
there is no documentation included to' support-the engineering basis for '>-

,, -

c

deleting the hold points,

r:

'
i q(

| The following records were reviewed chile t. racking the dispositions'of these ['
,

I

NRs: | ,
'

! . |

'
- ,.:

NRs E-2237and E-2233
._

KEI-1 forms 18391 and associated EI-2 forar- ,'

'>
,

KEI-1 forms 2554, 2552 and12560

.

n

?

, 19 ';
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[ Note: Floyd Oltz said he had deleted the hold points from the KEI-1 form;

however, during the review of records, no signature or date of deletion was

-noted on the form.]

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that

NRs E-2233 and E-2237 were improperly void d because previously stipulated

hold points were deleted by a document viewer who did not provide engineering

justification 4/' .IIF8 ONI/#' d

6. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

Background Information
.

-

May 19, 1980, NR E-5 0 was issued identifying a 4-in.-long pipe piece
sr

installedperDDCM-110gintheresidualheatremoval(RHR)systemfor (
which material traceability could not be established. The NR also reports

that Weld 80 located near this pipe piece was inside of a wall penetration

(M-13), in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped " void"

on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer-Records, who added a note

indicating it was voided because " acceptable documentation was found" that

established material traceability for the p' e piece.

15E NK M /N ECC'K /N TNet tth afl4VANf00C WM M4LLY ,
Investigation k 7d A E V/ d d 4 /

.

I
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.h }ffbl/[/U f)[ &W fM W iAS NCYtb Cil/ANAJ/4'!y
i toInterview of Richard Reiter 1

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, rmer K ' er Document Reviewer, was <

NC W |
interviewed by NRC. He stated he war employed at Zimmer from Novemb . 1978 )(

RC,CTAS of C[ft:hMti,7WOf Af A QCCutHENt' ffVi4WQ
to November 1980f He indicated his job had been to review isometric drawings

A
and insure that related documentation, such as weld data secord=- met ASME Code

'

M
re uirements and that the drawings were c . al&4 aid-hu;nr**rWs' /

$/NT
%:?'

>- -

4'cr-.a-u-p ..J' doctiaiept.IhhDandQ ' "N~

WM .sWW A~

Reiter stated that numbers for pipe sections and weld data records did notj' g
g fo/4??./Olt%Y )

match. He said he wrote NRs on traceability problem and was y concernedg
th!''XT ' [~. I'! W. .about the onseefLthosr"JOtse that on October 28, 1980, he wrote Sur- A.

A
veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervi r. He

fD.'.***Mf*[ R.'stated in SR 2819 that he questioned the desposition.af N eg 6.
g-- o.y

dmaterialtracea ity sad-oneted.i W n farerW E 2:n ^u111--V'small- ,k

MO '' F E H N E
'

kborepipingthatwhenreviewingisometricdrawingshegasmakingassumptions
c

which ( fiTD compromised his integrity. He also asked for a written 8

directive teiling him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate

all small-bore isometrics to insure that there was adequate documutation

to allow traceability of the material.

|
,

Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR by indicating that all the pro-

cedures were approved and were adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code

requirements and that Reiter was to continue usius the approved procedures

and practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition

of the S@d_sho:2; exxf4.e sted-hi: r p h ,_ u.t ; M h " .. a , g
.wedrthg Yorcec-&Wmia-asanOjitfM On Mareh 25,-

e c c.m j
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G-f N1981, Reiter provided a writte sworn statement, a copy of which is eter

/.included as Exhibit i

L __

Record Reviews and Field Observations

[lW ^" R| X

egion III personnel examined the 4 in. section of pipeg etween Welds 82 andb

//82a identified on NR E-5108 and on isometric d ing PSK RH 15. No heat or
s

identification numbe fon the pipe piece h [oun) Weld data sheets (KEI-I I

forms)werereviewedfor,We)[sRH-8 and RH-82a that joined the pipe piece
CtJC V

to the RHR system. Seth forme had notation nitialed and dated " rip /19/80" X

identifying the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661. [The

initials "RLR" were determined to be the initials of Richard L. Reiter.] The

weld records indicated weld dates of June 15, 1976, (Weld RH-82a) and October 14, y

1976 (Weld RH-82) four years prior to the heat number being noted. 7gg g,y gg
M.*> 0!) ' flit!~

'

.Fhaminspectwaewed 441evantareitr,ecordsy:mateena.bwiff cgpAM W NJr;TS g*n//
C-

*
/

C-
erewany -Mount mn:::iustificatier%mn12thg9 feet 3:cc::232664-<ornha-.

|}}h)f Y$[ N
' - 0

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition

of this NR:
poc - in - v74 ,

OD C ~ ?? - //o f
NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980

KEI-1 form No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976

KEI-1 form No. 1852

Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System, Inspection Plan No. RH-15, dated June 16, 1976

kcuss .ff40L- .5/!Ct # )q $(-2 Q/ y .

KELlo& /McK//V& J./ft- 22 f 2"- O MtCD AfNI- R/MS X

A1.4fE70&f $ECEliEb Af/?C)f Offs 2> A,AOL. 2.QlW/ _
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While investigation indicated h *=-*a=a evidence that the heat number for the

4
nry bs

pup piece to correct, the steps reached to make that conclusion should have been

documented and reviewed by the Material Review Board as provided by the NR

procedure.
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Inspection

Inspection of the pipe piece indicated that there was no identifying heat I

number evident on the pipe. Regarding the second item of the report, the

concern was that the weld was in a penetration, and thus unaccessable for

required inservice inspection. The weld is accessable for inservice

inspection.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record r iews, interviews of personnel, and fi d observations,
f r r' 1 )it 1mes".establi ed that NR E-5108 m : impropedW[ dim &-n"+ " #

* * * .5 tt. "*
, .r ta ' ' ' _. 7p

a u n N nd ;; jt W di
/u_sY72t'p .)z-

% j-
~

7. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2836
~

Background Information

k af |;

On June 22, 1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker
.S!p:.'lAdl-V

after an audit by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., indicated there wasgno final

weld radiograph for Weld WS737 (service water system). There was'a comment in

the " Description of Nonconformance" section of the NR stating that the only

rad' graph available was "information shot of the root layer" of the weld

| 5 tow buried undergroun The NR was dispositioned " accept as is" on. ,

1

October 24, 1980, because the weld data form (KEI-1) reported that the final

weld had been radiographed and accepted by Kaiser personnel on April 5,1976. -

i
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Welds WS 737 and WS 739 are welds on a dep-inch service water line which has
A

1 been in use for several years. The line is Sargent & Lundy Class "C" piping.

The ASME Code requires nondestructive examination of such lines, but the

method of examination is at the option of the " owner". Either liquid penetrant,

magnetic particle, or radiographic testing would meet Code requirements. Sargent

& Lundy specification H-2256 requires radiography for all Class "C" welds

gn piping 4 inches and over in diameter.

Suur&,ovv
et March 19,1980, NR E-2596 was written by Floyd Oltz to document that NKIEg

or reader sheet
IIE HIS a final weld radiograph for veld WS-739 could not be located. The NR

EMEK indicates that the KIgNMEMEEE KEI-1 weld history form shows app $Oarpria te

inspector stamps for radiography having been performed, and the ANI has initialed

the form to indicate radiograph review and acceptance. All of the various parties

in the Material Review Board and the ANI concurred in the " accept-as4s"

disposition, add the NR was c&osed on April 16, 1980. (The accept =as-is"

disposition means that the information on the KEI-1 form was accepted as

objective evidence that the inspection had been performed and was acceptable).

.3

i

i

t

i
:

:

.

- - - - . - - -- -. , - . - -m_.- - - - , --- ., - -,-



_

. .

DRAFT 2 10/2/81

This form indicated review and approval of the final radiograph by the

Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is"

disposition of NR E-2836 was initially rejected by the ANI on November 7,

1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on

the KEI-1 form entry chowing that a final review of the film was performed

by the ANI. The NR E-2836 was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment

"see Revision 1 for new disposition." There is a comment on the original

NR which says " Void stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when ANI accepted

disposition on 11/11/80." NR E-2836, Revision 1, shows the same nonconform-

ing item with the disposition to " accept as is" and the NR is signed by the

appropriate members of the Material Review Board. Both the original NR and

t[' Revision I were closed on November 13, 1980.
# 9 [nd C

Investigation

Interview of Rex Baker

On June 4, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after

an audit found that there was no radiograph of completed Weld WS737. Baker

stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction Department, N [
i 4YtS 1 I t as is" based on a the weld )as a n

A*** g A
dataforJm The form Indica s a final radiograph of this weld was performed

on April 5, 1976, and was accepted by both a Kaiser welding engineer and the

; ANI on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him and he told

Lanham the disposition of " accept as is" was contrary to ASME Code require-

Ek4
(TT S? bolo E6N>f6b fiMrdf921ff &fWWWA

g.

/AuPSCOD9eUkuhf$Qppfggf)4grieL)
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ments because there was no final radiograph of the weld. Baker said he

told Lanham that an entry in a KEI-I form was insufficient evidence that

the weld had been radiographed.

Laker stated he is a qualified Level III Radiographer and that he had previously

reviewed the Kaiser radiographic report and the accompanying film dated

April 17, 1976. He said he told Lanham the film was an "information shot" of

the root layer pass and not a radiograph of the final weld. Baker said Lanham

indicated the disposition was correct because the radiograph review block on

the KEI-1 form was checked and if QA did not have the film he could care less.

Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to excavate the weld

and radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall would never let us
f

dig it up." -4ekef 4md hh==:,diapositt ' '' ~ ~ " accept W /*' 7. 5 % T'
L- .. a there-- . ..diogia,: : -- L %md ': W fiant.m. p

4** j (f

Baker stated that on November 7, 1980, Lowell Burton, the site ANI, rejected

the disposition on NR E-2836 but later rescinded the rejection and agreed with
CAND M39WNW) ,

the " accept as is" disposition based on the KEI-1 fo ntr he final

review had been performed by the ANI. Baker said the NR was dispositioned Xg

as " accept as isp't m Gxi mg.E-- ir" A* p :htendecaus e , A
P..

W M ASME"C' e. m un ementRr do

Interview of Lowell Burton

i
'

On June 5,1981, Lowell Burton,' ANI for Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance i

Company, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that after reviewing NR E-2836

he erroneously accepted the disposition of the h3 on November 11, 1980.
(
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. [
isewesei.saui;in Ef rc;icrc i -... Jord radiograpEr T:~ ~ ?:1d-WS737. .uu L

6her.s.waar ~" # ET, 2:. the d dal medd. He stated he has directed CG&E to

reopen the NP hL Ge-~mrmhm3cMenn. Burton stated he basedg

his previous acceptance on a review of the weld data form and his personal

notes showing that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the final weld radiograph and

found it to be acceptable. Burton indicated that during 1976 he reviewed up

to 100 radiographs per day and could have mistakenly entered in his notebook

or on the KEI-1 form that he had reviewed the final weld radiograph for Weld

WS737.

I

Record Review

[ sic-25W AWOL

RegionIIIpersonnelreviewegNRE-283 and associated documentation, fr:2 ding
' Zyg '*

bhe-Eeiser br^'t ef-4 led ie-Exeminatien-end sc==penyir.;-:Miegesyk

herovas:an--nnr2 radiograph im "MWSL elpIedlege^eyWeefenerte% me
Q yff'7"

}tuaNf/// /// / // Ob' ', d by the%Iwn Aprt}-4 ,, ,.

--pa r ty /
./:. / / // /,/ M'W497te

/ 3/ y-e+edi-bgr pV /- t/
e ietr veid s ted a 9 /57 [

/oomp1./ /f// * r/
d weld.--The,sediograph of..the

/. f ,Jg/'/,[i _ ,

*,
4 ' ljy /* /, /

k4 /ewed47- -mr'.Apri 6 v 97 t'r.-< pparett the ~ d games-y // t/ ()/
/ // /s/}dioyra

f j,'/' *// '/ ~ /- //ed 'is'. mas. af7t. en-by A.he o h(/ p/ t.h .41a (t..
y /// //
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/3W4E**#f'Je2.orf!!35riQ:tfI"eiTe'dTy"Ehe-RI'M ig:': tow ~ N

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1. .

KEI-I forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976
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;
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Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report, dated April 15, 1976

(and accompanying radiographic film packet)

/NJIK't D
Inspection

wr-71? X
e

Visual inspection of Wts weld which is accessable in a pipe chase area

(the pipe is below ground level but accessable in the pipe chase) did not

/t /Z B G J 5 '@ Y//A f *it'.d2 O f:C ' ~) ] > / s //s,* $T:. licere:: hao-inAientA t-the -hne- wireveal any defects.

&=i=:d ... ' : liv &L Ac(E37&Ef b

Findings and Conclusions

/W.s2Lt E
1. ' = r r 2 -re" ~ ~ e %rviews-of-persc....&,= ..J-N

veenegea .. . . . J.we7d 6 -it uns_(stab N thn+ r" J-M 36. m h . Nr _.;

9poRd.,jsggMoned m4ccept-mis'I.and. closed >sn November 437,19&O. /T

8. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2996

Background Information

|

On February 2, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated

NR E-2996, Revision 1, reporting that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers

Serial Nos. 001, 003, 007, 0011, and 0012, were found to have a lack of
$

| penetration at the backing ring (i.e., split backing ring). However, the

rest of the weld was acceptable'. The conconforming T-Quenchers are located

in the suppression pool main steam relief system. The hT was dispositioned

- 27 -
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l
-

on February 9, 1981, as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction

Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing

ring does not affect the integrity of the weld.

The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), took exception

to this disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically

examined. On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically

examined and found acceptable with the exception of No. 007. S&L dispositioned

the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007, indicating that additional

data was required to resolve No. 007 because it was not ultrasonically tested as

directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed with S&L's disposition

and granted conditional approval of the disposition of the NR in March 1981.

NR E-2996, Revision 1, was dispositioned as closed on March 17, 1981. This NR

was closed without any evidence that the required additional examination of

T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed.

,

Investigation

Interview of Rex Baker

On June 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that' he wrote NR E-2996, Revision 1, on February 2,1981, and that

it was improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher !

No. 007 was not ultrasonically examined as directed by S&L. Baker said the

NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Document Control office on March 17,
;

,

'
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1981. Baker related from NRC hathelearne)fE-2996, Revision 1,wasclosed, ;g
after which he initiated NR E-3172 (which references E-2996 and addresses the

e

issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in NR

E-2996).

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 3, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Revision 1, was initiated by Baker on

February 2,1981, for nonconforming welds on T-Quenchers. Oltz stated

that S&L directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish

their acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencher No. 007 could not

be ultrasonically examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable,

with the exception of T-Quencher No. 007.

Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, who read the initial

disposition of " accept as is" on the NR and did not read the exceptions placed

in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-engineer. Oltz said

, Faubion mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the condition was " accept
|

as is" when in fact S&L had only granted partial acceptance. Oltz concluded

this NR was improperly closed due to a clerical error.

Interview of Kathy Faubion

i
.

| On June 4,1981, Kathy Faubion,: Kaiser NR Controller was interviewed by NRC.

She stated she closed NR E-2996, Revision 1, on March 17, 1981, because the ,

i

- 29 -
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top of the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is."
'

Faubion said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in

the " Disposition" column. Faubion stated that in May 1981 Rex Baker told her

she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR E-3172

documenting the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

Record Review

!

Region III personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR

E-2996, Revision 1. The deficiency, (i.e., split backing ring) is permissible

under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the condition was not nonconforming.

However, an ultrasonic examination was performed to verify the location of the

split to be in the backing ring and not in the weld. Records indicated that

on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrasonically examined
;

(with the exception of Quencher No. 007) and found to be acceptable. It

appeared that further ultrasonic testing (UT) or other nondestructive examina-

tion should have been conducted on T-Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,

Revision 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981, without examining

T-Quencher No. 007.
,

,

|

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition

of this NR:
|

j NRs E-3172, dated May 11, 1981, and E-2996, Revision 1
i

'

.

Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated

February 14, 1981

l
,
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Sargent & Lundy Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981

KEI-1 form for T-Quenebers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011, and 012

Inspection

The weld on T-Quencher 007 was visually inspected by NRC personnel, and it

appears to be acceptable. The licensee has accepted this weld based on a

re-evaluation of the origional weld radiography. The equipment appears to

be acceptable.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and review of radiographs

by RIII personnel, it was established that this NR was improperly closed on

March 17, 1981, because the required ultrasonic testing of T-Quencher No. 007

was not performed.

9. Disposition of Report CN-5122

Background Information

On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe wrote report CN-5122

following the initiation of Surveillance Report (SR) 2800 reporting that the
,

flexible outer coating of conduit installed in the Containment Building was

splitting for an unknown reason. This report was not assigned a NR number,

,

t
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yet it was voided on January 2, 1981, with the comment "see attached Sur-

veillance Report No. 2800." SR 2800 was the report used to generate the

report.

Investigation

Interview of Steven Burke

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

Burke stated that the nonconforming items listed in report CN-5122 " covering

splitting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"

still existed. Burke indicated that he concurred with Priebe's report that

this problem was serious and warranted the issuance of an NR. Burke said

Priebe's report was not written in error, as he identified the same problem

at the same locations identified by Priebe.

Record Reviews

Kaiser QA SR 2800 dated June 11, 1981, indicates that on October 9, 1980,

the outer coating of flexible conduit used in the containment area was

splitting for unknown reasons. The corrective action statement in the SR

states the deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting

to the NRC. Also included in the corrective action section of the SR are
,

r

comments that reports CN-5122 and CN-5196 were voided in lieu of this SR.
,

'

!

The " corrective action verified" section of the SR is stamped " nonapplicable"

and dated October 14, 1980. An October 15, 1981, a memorandum attached to i_

!.

h

_
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the SR from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E) to the Kaiser QA Manager indicates that

in Ehas' opinion this matter did not warrant reporting to the NRC.

Equipment Review

The conduit flexable covering deficiencies documented in the subject report

were reviewed by RIII personnel. The flexable watertight covering (flex)

provides only a mechanical barrier, or protection against inadvertant damage,

for the conduit. The sole importance of the cracking covering is that it

should be assured that the coverings not fall off and clog pumps or drains

during an accident sequence.

It appears that the noncqnfo ance report should not have been voided,

however, the issue has as flittlesignificance. The licensee is, presently [
evaluating taping of those areas where the flex covering has deteriorated.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and f * Id observations,
.-y

it was established that reports CN-5122 & CN-5196 y improperly voided. /
The SR used to initiate the reports was apparently used later as justi-

j fication to void the reports. These reports were never introduced into
I

the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. The Kaiser nonconformance ;

reporting procedure was not followed and this report was misfiled in the i
!

| " Inspection Report" file. Appa'rently report CN-5196 was dispositioned

in the same manner. Hold points were deleted by a document reviewer who i

did not provide engineering justification.

- 33 -
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10. Disposition of Report NRC-0001

Background Information

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a report (given

identifer NRC-0001 for this investigation report) identifying nonconforming

welds on drywell steel in the primary containment. Ruiz described the

nonconforming condition as an electrode weave exceeding 3/4 in. The report

was not assigned a CN or NR number. The report had a comment written in

the " Disposition" section stating it was "sent back with no reply." This

report was provided to NRC by Inspector Ruiz.

Investigation

.

Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that on February 11, 1981, he performed an inspection of a beam located

in the Primary Containment Building and noted a nonconforming condition on a

weld. Ruiz stated he wrote a report on this condition and submitted it to his

supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to Rex Baker,

| Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred.
l
!

d

Ruiz stated that the next day Baker informed him Phillip Gittings, the QA

| Manager had returned the report:saying that inspectors were not to write a
1

) report against a procedural violation. The report was then returned to him, j
.-

,

b
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without assignment of a CN. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings'

decision prohibiting inspectors from writing reports against procedural

violations. He said the welding procedures delineated the welding speci-

fications, parameters, dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging

whether a weld is acceptable.

hEhW'Y 2 Yy

Ruiz provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is included as Exhibit [.

Interview of Phillip Norman

On June 3, 1981, Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that on this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the

Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel Deam 81.

Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld on Beam 81

exceeded 3/4 in.

Record Reviews and Field Observations

Region III personnel visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell

steel Beam 81 located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 in. The weld appears otherwise accept-

able.

.

RIII personnel reviewed the NR Log and all Kaiser NRs initiated between .

February 11 and February 20, 1981. The report written by Ruiz on February 11,

1981, was not found in the Kaiser files and was apparently not entered into '

the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

- 35 -
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Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations, it

was established that NRC-0001 was never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance

reporting system. The questioned weld on Beam 81 in the Primary,C .tainment
QNCA N

drywellareawasvisuallyinspectedbyNRCpersonnel;theee44ep'eidenti- ;

fied by Ruiz was e firmed. The weld is not necessarily defective; however,

/Yit did exceed s cifications as stated by Ruiz in the report. The noncon-g

forming condition identified in the report had not been corrected.

11. Disposition of Report CN-4309

Background Information

.

On January 7, 1980, QC Inspector Michael McCoy obtained NR CN-4309 to

identify a deficient weld fitup on a 1-3/4-in. cover plate to beam W32X260

located on the reactor pedestal support structure. McCoy stated in the

report that parts to be fillet welded were not as close as practical (as
;

I
required), but were separated by more than 3/16 in.

I

Investigation

Interview of Michael McCoy

: -

| On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that on January 7, 1980, he initiated a report for welds on
,

1

- 36 -
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the reactor pedestal support structure that did not meet code requirements.

McCoy stated his supervisors concurred in his findings, and he received number

CN-4309 from the NR Controller. He said that after he wrote the report it was

returned to him without disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding

this report, NRs were frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed

this to the QA Manager's lack of support for either the inspectors or the QC

program at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provid a written sworn statement, a

copyofwhichisincludedasExhibitllh I

Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-4309

was assigned to NR E-2417 which identified deficiencies in electrical conduit

bracing in the control room.

During this review, it was noted that there was evidence of " white-out" in

| the Specification and Equipment Name or Process columns of the log.
1

!

Inspection

l

|

Inspection of the plates documented in report CN-4309 had been reheated and

pulled into proper alignment for welding., The installation appears to be [

! acceptable,
i

!

.
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Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that

NR CN-4309 was never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

12. Disposition of Reports CN-4955 through 4959, CN-4930, and CN-4931

Background Information

On July 9 and 22, 1980, reports. assigned CNs 4955 through 4959, 4930 and 4931

were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann. The reports identified

weld deficiencies on pipe supports in Diesel Generator (DG) Room A. The 7

reports had been assigned CNs but no NR number.

Investigation

Interview of Joseph Mills
,

!

On June 2,1981, Joseph Hills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified nonconforming welds

while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said he identified
,

1

! these welds on reports that were assigned CNs 4955 to 4959. He said his

supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred the reports were valid. Mills stated that in

'

August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger inspection to structural
.

| welding inspection, and a week after his reassignment the reports he wrote were
1

returned to his desk without being processed. Mills stated that other NRs ,

!

written by Inspector G. McCann were also returned to him. ,

- 38 -
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Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the

NR system and turned in the 7 unprocessed reports to the NRC Senior Resident

Inspector. He said the Senior Resident Inspector asked him to reexamine the

welds in DG Room A to see if the nonconforming welds he identified were still

uncorrected. Mills stated his reinspection indicated that in each case the

condition that he had previously identified had been repaired, and the welds

were now acceptable. Mills stated that apparently someone had used the in-

formation on the reports to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,

however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original

reports and all copies had been returned unprocessed.

On June 2, 1981, Joseph t*1 s provided a written statement, a copy of which

is included as Exhibit
/

.

A
.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd 01tz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he reviewed the NR Log and found that reports assigned

CNs 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 had been voided with the comment " Void-NR

not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain

a copy of the reports in the voided NR file because reports voided as "not

issued" are usually returned to the inspector.

I t

| Interview of Lynn Anderson
,

,

!

On June 9,1981, Lynn Anderson, QC Engineer, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , !

| was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he is contracted to work as a
l i

,
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QC Engineer for CG&E. Anderson stated he is currently conducting an audit

of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Anderson said that on June 4,

1981, he checked the disposition of reports assigned CN-4955 to CN-4959. He

stated he reviewed the NR Log and found that those CNs had been assigned and

the reports had been voided on September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked

all of the Kaiser and CG&E NR files and could not locate those reports.

Anderson concluded that, although CNs had been issued, the reports had never

been entered into the active or voided NR files.

Record Reviews and Field Observations

When the NR Log was reviewed on June 10, 1981, it was found that CN-4955 to

CN-4959 had been entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined

through with the comment " Void-NR not issued" and dat,ed September 30, 1980.

A review of the NR Log for entries CN-4930 and CN-4931 indicated that they

had also been entered into the NR system; however, the comment " Void-NR not

issued" and dated September 30, 1980, was entered in the log book page for

each entry.
s

On J;ne 2, 1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room-A identified
ti liff

on Eh CN-5955 through CN-5959, CN-4930, and CN-4931. In 2 of the 7 cases, Jf
A

it appeared that the welds had been reworked, but this could not be determi ed

fer the other 5. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the
A

were not evident on the welds inspected.
, ,

,

9

3

4
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.

Inspection

On August 27, 1981, the Senior Resident Inspector, a CG&E QC inspector, and

a Kaiser QC inspector conducted a field inspection of the hangers as identi-

fied on the subject reports. All hangers inspected were found to be accept-

able in accordance with current inspection criteria.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,

it was established that these reports were voided but were not retained in

Kaiser files; however, copies of the reports had apparently been returned

to the inspector.

13. Disposition of Reports CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479

Background Information

.

On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz initiated three reports, numbered

| CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479, reporting nonconforming conditions on drywell

support steel in the Primary Containment Building. Ruiz stated that Welds 63,
1

58, and 3 were full penetration groove welds requiring 100% coverage by non-
1

I destructive examination by either radiography, magnetic particle, or ultrasonic
,

testing but no tests had been documented., He also found that all 3 welds

( lacked documentation for the ba'cking strips, filler metal, welder qualifications,
!

or welding procedure. The NR Log shows that reports CN-5477 to CN-5479 were ;

.

,

voided with the notation " Void-NR not issued" on February 27, 1981. Copies
t

of these reports were not retained in the Kaiser SDC files. ,

|
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Investigation
,

Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1931, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs and

he had no assurance that reports he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system or that the conditions he identified would be

corrected. Ruiz provided reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated

these had been initiated by him on February 23, 1981. He indicated he did

not think they would be processed properly by the noncor.formance reporting

system.

.

Ruiz provide a written sworn statement, a copy of which is included as 's 7.

Exhibith jk,
'

l ;
/6 _' . :

-
,

s
,,

- . s.

Interview of Dennis Donovan

;

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC. '

He stated that he had reviewed reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and con-

curred with them. Donovan stated that Ruiz erred in his identification of one
|

| deficiency on these reports, because a Design Document Change (DDC) had been
'

written by S&L that eliminated the nondestrucive examination (NDE) requirement ;
v ;

for welds on these beams. Donovan questi,oned S&L's waiver of this requirement ;

and said it was contrary to S&L' Specification H2174 that requires 100% non-

destructive examination of all Class I welds. Donovan stated he-had reviewed
\

I

t

<
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the DDC and found that S&L waived the nondestructive examination for " ease of

construction." He said that, in his opinion, this was not an adequate justi-

fication for the noted disposition. Donovan advised that the Kaiser Construc-

tion Department is repairing these and other cantilever beams in the Primary

Containment Building.

Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz identified

nonconfarming welds on some cantilever beams located in the Primary Containment

Built _aker stated Ruiz initiated and he concurred in reports CN-5476,'

CN-5477, and CN-5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions

such as lack of nondestructive examination of full penetration welds, material

) traceability and welder qualifications.

.

, Baker stated that on February 27, 1981, he voided these reports with the,

comment " Void NR not issued." He stated he voided these reports after a,

i

meeting in February 1981 with Phillip Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, and -

'

Robert Marshall during which the nonconforming conditions identified by

Ruiz were discussed. Baker said that during the meeting Marshall stated

that the welds on these cantilever beams were to be cut out by Kaiser;

; therefore, these nonconformance reports should be voided. Baker stated j

that he voided these reports on Gittings' instructions and gave Gittings
!-

the original copies of all 4 reports.
!

$-
'
,

,

I

g

*
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Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Mechanical / Civil / Structural QA

Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, QC

Inspector James Ruiz initiated reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479.

Shinkle stated he reviewed these reports and found that Inspector Ruiz had

erred in identifying one nonconforming condition. He stated that a DDC had

been issued by the licensee's architect-engineer that waived NDE requirements

for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because

the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction" NDE is waived. Shinkle

said that the welds identified in the reports are Class 1 welds because they

are welded to the containment liner plate and both S&L specifications and

ASME Code requirements require 100% NDE for Class 1 welds.

. Shinkle stated Reiz did not err in identifying the remaining nonconforming
(
| conditions, such as lack of material traceability and welder qualifications.

Shinkle advised that the cantilever beams in question hold up walkways,

pipe support hangers, and heating and ventilation ducts in the primary

containment building.

Shinkle stated that he attended a meeting in February 1981 with Rex Baker, I
'

Phillip Gittings, and Robert Ha'rshall, regarding Ruiz's reports. Shinkle

stated that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis and
.

.
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perform a visual inspection of the welds. Shinkle stated that Gittings

agreed with this approach and told him to work with the Construction

Department to rework the welds using KEI-I repair cards without processing

the NRs Ruiz had written.

Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the reports written by

Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

He stated that this was especially significant in light of the fact that in

February 1981 there was an NRC investigation Anto irregularities in the Kaiser

nonconformance reporting system.

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues

identified he conducted an inspection of cantilever beams located at the

572-ft elevation of the Primary Containment Building. Shinkle indicated

he found that there was no final QC inspection on any of the 27 beams and

4 had no record of fitup inspection. Shinkle stated he identified the same

nonconforming conditions, lack of weld filler metal and backing strip trace-

ability, and lack of evidence of welder qualification for these welds. In

addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a visual examination of the welds and

in many cases the welds did not appear to meet Code requirements,.

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated

he did not want to repair the aonconforming conditions because modifica-

tions had been made to the beams to add side plates and those plates would
,

have to be removed to conduct inspections of the affected welds. Shinkle ;

advised that the Construction Department is now in the process of removing h

the questioned beams. ,

i
;
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Interview of Thomas McKenna

On August 10, 1981, Thomas A. McKenna, Sargent & Lundy Structural Project

Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. McKenna stated that DDC-712 waived non-

destructive examination of full penetration groove welds on cantilever beams

supporting walkways in the primary containment area. The DDC was written in

1975 to waive the NDE examinations for " ease of construction." He said that

at that time the beams supported personnel walkways only and had no appendages

affixed.

McKenna said, in hindsight, that a better explantion of the engineering basis

for the waiver could have been written on the DDC (i.e., the beams supported

minimal loads). He said that the S&L waiver of NDE for these welds did not

consitute a waiver of other quality requirements, such as visual inspections
,

of the welds required by the AWS Code.

McKenna stated that since 1975 there has been extensive redesign of the ;

suppression pool area and the beams now support safety-related pipe supports,

air ducts, and electrical cable tray support hangers. He said that in

April 1981, an individual on site questioned the quality of these welds.
~

He said that during visual inspections the welds were found to be of poor

quality and documentation reviews indicated that the required documentation

of quality ins'pections could not be found. He said these nonconforming :
i

conditions are currently being addressed and corrected, and the previous DDC

waiving nondestructive examinations of these welds was rescinded on May 18,

1981, by DDC-2635. He said the welds will be repaired and radiographed or

magnetic particle tested. -
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McKenna said he reviewed reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated

DDC-712 addressed Item 1 on those reports concerning a failure to nondes-

tructively examine these welds. He said, however, the DDC did not waive

other nonconforming conditions identified on the reports, such as trace-

ability of weld filler metal, evidence of fitup inspection, and that the

welds did not meet AWS criteria. McKenna stated the voiding of this report

based only on the DDC was improper and he would not have approved its dis-

position. He said S&L does not receive voided Nonconformance Reports from

Zimmer for engineering review and would not have reviewed this report if it

had been voided by Kaiser.

*

Record Reviews

On June 6, 1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and asked

to retrieve reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 from the Kaiser Site Document

Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,

and voided nonconformance report files and could not locate the nonconformance
'

reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR Log page

reflecting that on February 27, 1981, reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479

were voided with a comment " Void-NR not issued."

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was established ,

reports CN-5476, CN-5477 and CN'-5479 were not entered into the Kaiser non-

conformance reporting systc:a.

- 47 -
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14. Disposition of Report CN-5412

Background Information

On February 3,1981, Dennis Donovan wrote NR E-3004, documenting a slightly

bent bolt on a suppression pool wall plate. A hold tag was placed on the

plate due to this NR.

On February 3,1981, Dumford initiated a report (assigned CN-5412) which

reported that a suppression pool plate bolt was being tensioned in violation

of an applied " hold" tag. The report states " Hold tag was applied while

Wall Plate IOD was in process of being tensioned. Once hold tag was applied

tensioning was continued until tensioning was completed."

On March 23, 1981, the origional NR (E-3004) was dispositioned " accept-as-is"

with use of a beveled washer to provide adequate bearing surface for the bolt

and nut.

Investigation
,

I
t

! Interview of Walter Dumford

On February 11', 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed,

| |

by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, he was inspecting suppression

pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not perpendicular to
,

! .-

( the plate. He said construction personnel were preparing to tension the plate

|
.
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and when he told them he was going to place a hold tag on it, they responded

"try and stop us."

Dumford said be left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,

Dennis Donovan, who told him to initiate an NR for the nonconforming bolt

and to place a hold tag to preclude tensioning of the plate. He said he,

returned to the suppression pool, placed a hold tag on the plate, and

construction personnel ceased tensioning. He said, however, as he left

the area, he heard the tensioning machine reactivate and observed that

the tensioning crew had ignored his hold tag.

Dumford stated he advised Donovan of the occurrence and Donovin told him to

write an NR documenting continuation of tensioning after a hold tag had been

applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued CN-5412, and docu-

mented the violation of the hold tag. He said that a few days later he was

called into the Kaiser QA Manager's office and was told by the QA Manager,

Phillip Gittings, that the report should not have been written since it was

"a sof tware (procedural) problem and not a hardware problem." He said

Gittings then said, "I'm going to void this report because we do not need
i

this kind of paperwork floating around because thir, is the kind of stuff

that causes investigations." Dumford stated that Rex Baker and Dennis Donovan,
i who were also present at the meeting, disagreed with Gittings conclusion and

advised Gittings that they felt it was a valid NR. ;

!

DumfordindicatedthatDennisDbnovancalledtheNRclerkafewdayslater '

and was told CN-5412 had been reassigned to another report (the original i-

:

.
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report had not been entered into the NR system). Dumford provided a copy

of the original report CN-5412.

Dumford said this incident was a typical example of Kaiser QA management not

supporting the QA program on site and being influenced by construction con-

siderations. Dumford stated that, in his opinion, the Kaiser QA Manager was

influenced by construction and QA was not independent at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Dumford prov4 ed a written sworn statement, a copy

of which is included as Exhibit j

Interview of Dennis Donovan

.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, Walter C. Dumford contacted him

about a Surveillance Report written against tensioning of bolts on a suppres-

sion pool plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle,

the QA Engineer responsible for the suppression pool area, and advised him of

the incident. He said Shinkle told him to write an NR. Donovan stated he wrote

| the NR and instructed Dumford to place a hold tag on the plate. Donavan said

Dumford later returned to the trailer and told him that he had placed a hold

| tag on the plate, but craft personnel had ignored the tag and continued

! tensioning the plate. Donovan said he told Dumford to write a second NR

against the continuation of work after a hold tag had been applied. Donovan
i

j stated he initialed the second ' report and called the NR clerk who assigned
|
| it CN 5412. The report was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor

,

Rex Baker for review.i

|
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Donovan said that on February 4, 1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called

into Phillip Gittings' office and Baker gave the original copy of the NR to

Gittings. Donovan related that Gfttings said, "This report is going to be

voided because this is the kind of thing that starts investigations."

Donovan said that Gittings commented that inspectors should only write NRs

against hardware problems and not against software problems, and ignoring

a hold tag was a procedural (software) violation.

!

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ig'nored the

hold tag, to which Gittings replied, "If I was in their position I would have

done the same thing." Donovan said he responded that a hold tag was the

strongest QA control mechanism on site and, if one was ignored, an NR should

be written. Donovan said he and Baker told Gittings they disagreed with him

and the meeting ended.

Donovan said that a few days later he called the NR controller concerning the

disposition of CN-5412 and found that the number had been reissued to another

report. Donovan indicated that in his opinion, this was an example of Kaiser
l QA management not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written sworn statement,

a copy of which is included as Exhibit
.

,

,

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle -

, ,

;

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QA Engineer, was interviewed f '
;

by NRC. He stated that on February 2,1981 he received a telephone call from
t

- 51 -
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Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression pool plate. Shinkle

stated he told Donovan this should be documented on an NR and a hold tag

should be placed on the plate to prevent tensioning. Shinkle stated he

later that learned an NR was written and Walter C. Dumford had affixed a

hold tag to the plate. Construction personnel subsequently ignored the

tag. Shinkle said he also learned that a second report was written by

Dumford for violation of the hold tag which he had initialed and forwarded

to Rex Baker, Inspection Superv' or.

Shinkle stated he later tt le n Phillip Gittings, after discussions with g ,

Dumford, Donovan, and Baker, did not enter the report into the system. Shinkle

said the report had been assigned a CN and the inspectors' supervisor had

concurred it was a valid NR. Nevertheless, Gittings told Shinkle it was not

going to be processed because "The whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

Shinkle stated in his opinion that Kaiser management does not support the QC

program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is

not independent of construction influence.

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle I:!ro ded a written sworn statement,
Ia copy of which is included as Exhibit'

.

Interview of Rex Baker
.

*

i
'

On March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in
!
,
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Gittings' office with Dennis Donovan and Walter C. Dumford. He stated that

during this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a

suppression pool plate after he had placed a hold tag on it. Baker stated

he agreed Dumford was correct in writing the report for the hold tag violation.

He said Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right

to continue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it.

Baker stated he did not know the disposition of the report and that it was in

Gittings' possession the last time he saw it.

Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-5412

(E-2996, Revision 1) was written on February 2,1981, for welds having lack

of penetration. This entry does not reflect that CN-5412 had been assigned

to another report written by inspector Dumford on February 3, 1981, for

violation of a hold tag. The Equipment Name or Process column in the NR Log

and the Specification column showed evidence that " white-out" was used to

cover previous entries in the log.
I

I

Findings and Conclusions

.

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that

CN-5412 was not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. [,

l

i
.

e

h

a

5
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15. Disposition of Report CN-4389

Background Information

On January 3,1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33 page

report that was assigned CN-4389. This report reported various nonconforming

conditions in electrical cable, trays, and hangers in the Auxillary Building.

The report was voided by Kyle Burgess on December 2, 1980, because the "NR

was initiated just prior to [the] inspector leaving the job. A lot of the

items listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed reinspection."

This report was recovered from the Site Document Control Vault on June 4,

1980, apparently having been misfiled with " Inspection Report" identifying

nonconforming material found during receipt inspections. Although the

report was " voided," it was stamped " Inspection Report" in the block

reserved for assignment of the NR number.

Investigation

,- -__,

Interview of; Kyle Burgess
- .- ,

; On June 18, 1980, 'yle Burgess, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor)was interviewed
i I

by NRC. He stated that he voided the report assigned CN-4389 on Deceaber 2, -

1980. (, Burgess' stated that Inspector D. J. Luttmann was an electrical inspector
-

| 4,m
who had reported various nonconforming conditions in the electrical area. He !

'

( indicated that he voided this report because Luttmann had left the site and
i

some of the items had been found to be acceptable; however, some were valid
v

i

>

-
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BurgesfcouldgivenoreasonwhythevoidedNRhadnonconforming conditions.

been placed in the Inspection Report file.

Record Reviews

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition

of this NR.

Report CN-4389, dated January 23, 1980.

Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-4, Revision 7, dated April 7, 1980.

Inspection

Inspection of the equipment deficiencies documented in the subject report

ir.dicated that the equipment was not safety-related.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that

I there was insufficient documented justification for the voiding of report

CN-4389. However, the involved equipment is non-safety related.

|
:

.

| i
-

| '

!
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site. Caplinger provided a sworn statement which is appended to

this report as Attachment ( ).

t

, On March 11, 1981, Dr. John Fankhauser, Ph.D, was interviewed and
;

stated that, Individual "A" had contacted him in April of 1980, and

related that between December 19, 1979 and March 1980, he had been

employed as a pipe fitter at the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station. "A"

stated, that during this period design changes resulted in a modifica-

tion of the suppression pool liner plate which included the replace-

ment of the liner plate and drilling of new anchor holes in the
. ,s .0.

concrete suppression pool wall. "A" stated initially the blueprints

called for him to drill pilot holes in the concrete wall to

insure he did not hit reforcement bars. ."A G a~te ffterseveral
attempts to do this he frequently struck the reforcement bar in the

|

| wall,and eventuality he and other craft personnel were told to drill

right through the reforcement bar in the concrete. "["stafed._ihat
_

_- .:rthd drilling of several hundred of these holes into the containment
*

wall,. .possibly compromised the integrity of the suppression pool

wall. 6Tio_-~allegedTfilii when the suppression pool liner plates
;

supports which were imbeded into the wall were welded excessive heat

from the welding caused cracking and deterioration of the concrete

u 3 _ ir o .' , ~

-

adjacent to the support. sIndividual-"A"~related -Eh'at the licensee
i

issued a stop work order;and some of the liner plates were tagged

| according to the severity of the concrete cracking behind the liner
.

plate.

!
|

l

|
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,

#N' 1so'A11eged occasionally welders when welding new stainless
j

.

j steel sections to the supression pool liner platesj nterchanged Weldi
e e*

Rods No. 308 and No. 309. Qn^d'thismayhaveresultedinweakerwelds

; on the supression pool liner plate. Individual "A" also identified

Cf one occasion when a four foot by six foot section of the supres-

sion pool liner plate pulled from the concrete wall due to the affect

of heat on the suppression pool liner plate support that was inbeded
6;,0 ,

into the concrete wall. "A" tmted~that a visual inspection of the

suppression pool liner plate currently shows areas where the wall is

bowed which "A" stated was an indication that the suppression pool

liner plate and supports have pulled away from this concrete sup-

pression pool wall.

On March 10, 1980, John Wolliver, Attorney at Law, Betavia Ohio, was
y ,* t ,- ,, * '. o n p /'*I;r? ,J

~

iinterviewed af gtreprEse_ntatives' ol the Government Accountability

Project LaRtice/d that he had information regarding " False entries

on the books at Zimmer." Wolliver when interviewed stated that two
.4.

years ago an individual came t;o him anonymously and stated. (t at CG&Eh
.,n.5.:;Ce :i:.i "'r.

.

- < ;, ,
had purposely [is~d _ in_.s- Nuclear Regulatory Commission;.,a Sargent and,

|
-

Lundy Report,on the cost analysis between coal and nuclear fuel f'
-

| Q - - - ...

which -th; alleger stated was -falsified. Eolliver stated tliat iib A

i+f contacted the Nuclear Regulatory Commission aE*%*** and this
j

| ;. id i

| matter was investigated by representatives of the Nuclear Regulatory -
4~_

,

: Commission. Wolliver stated, that' subsequently the public release
.

'

of the document was the subject of extensive litigation between his
}|,. .. % / 3_ .

client. and representatives of the Nuclear Regualtory Commission'and
'

~ - - - . -,

the licensee. 4'olliver stated th'a'C recently, actica in Federal District

-4-
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,

f.'? '

| Court in Washington D.C., rdered that the Ibicer- Repletory
,*

{ Ca-istica released- the document to his client. ;Wolliver stated, that*v'
e .-%..___ . . . . .

'
.the document is currently being prepared for release,(6 his eli

Wolliver added t he has no new information on any falsification of
\ Wdl. i
! records that has not been previously investigated by the Nuc-leer-

Regulatorf ~Commis~sio T.

On March 25, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Quality Assurance Manager, was

interviewed regarding the staffing of the Quality Assurance Department

at the Zimmer site. Gittings related that overall the Quality Assurance

. department consisttof about 90 employees of which 65 of them are
;

Tr
qualified to ANSI standards for Leve1 7 Quality Assurance Inspectors.

#-

InOctoberof1980,about47oftheseLevel@inspectorsandabovejwere

actively involved in field _ inspections at the site. In March 1981,

about 42 .- % *
' Level 2 and above inspectors were involved in an

inspection at the site with an increase in the Quality Assurance Engineer-

ing Section of the Quality Assura'ce , department. In November 1980, 31
5 *

Level 3 and above inspectors contracted by Kp,)iser Inc. from Butler Inc.
l'. s it

were terminated ^from the site to de e .y K,e,iser,=2n:gr.str decission toj
/

set up their own Quality Assurance Program without the use of contract

inspectors. Of the 31 contract inspectors assigned to the sitej21 of
these inspectors were offered inspection positions with K$iser and 11j

l accepted. Some of these inspectors have subsequently left the sitejand

other inspectors have been hired to replace them.

As of February 1980, there are 11 unfilled inspection positions in
u- , ..e

the Quality Assurance department.and to adequately staff the department
/

-5-
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a total of 15 to 16 additional inspectors are needed in the electrical,

pipingj hanger, civil structual, and mechanical structual areas.

Kes+ps?er currently is actively recruiting inspectors to fill theseEs
;

vacanciesyand anticipates the hiring of additional inspectors in

)the hanger and structual areas in the near future. Gittings stated,

W
in the creas inspectors are actually doing field inspections he-hesj

. .. p.
JO i.;.,pni. ors-assigdd of which Ire trainees, and feels-he ' requires

by
an additional 15 Level 'fand above inspectors to adequately staff

these areas. Gittings provided a copy of the L*0K Ke"iser Company

Quality Assurance department Organizational Chart for the Zimmer
;

project dated March 18, 1981, a copy of which is appended to this

report as Attachment ( ).

frWi
On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Wr4ter, former Document Reviewer, was

interviewed and related the following information; he was employed

at the 7.icensee's facility from November 1978 to November 1980.

During his employment he was assigned a task of reviewing isometeric

drawings and related documentation to insure that they met ASME Code

Requirements and that the drawings reflected the as built condition

of the plant. During these reviews he found that the entries on the

isometeric drawings and KE-1 weld data sheets did not match what was

actually installed in the plant. Specifically, the heat numbers for

pipe sections, weld rod and weld consumable inserts did not match

their documentation or the conditions he found when he inspected

various systems in the plant. He had particular problems when

reviewing inspection documentation for inspections conducted by

-6-
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:

| inspector Arch Lannmen, stamp No. 38. Writer stated, on November 2,
i
'

1981, he was reviewing an isometerie drawing for the closei water

cooling system and while reviewing this package observed that on the,

weld data form for Weld No. K523 at the weld data form did not have

a number on it for a consumable weld rod insert. He stated he

checked the KE-2 weld rod issue form attached to the weld data report

and found there was no heat number on it and then went to other company

records to find other copies of the weld rod data form and also found

that they did not have a heat number on them. He then wrote Noncon-

formace Report No. E-2191 identifying this nonconforming problem and

commented in the description of nonconformace section of the report

that "The consumable insert rod slip for Weld K-523 on Drawing PSKWR-9

has no heat number on it. I confirm this by looking at the original

copy of the rod slip." Later this report was forwarded to his

supervisor Mr. Floyd Olts who concurred in his identification of this

nonconformance and entered the report into the system. Writer was

informed that on February 22, 1980, the Weld Rod Issue Slip No. 97957

for Weld No. 523 was found by inspector Arch Iannmen to have a heat

number entered on it in ink on the carbon form where the remaining

entries were all in carbon. Writer was shown this form and two other

original copies of the form which did not have the inked in heat

number and stated that at the time he wrote his nonconformace report

there was no heat number on these KE-2 Rod Issue Forms that were

displayed to him and if there was an entry on this forms this is a

false entry which would of been made after he had written his non-

conformace report on November 2,1979. Writer alleged that

-7-
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Arch Lannmen had falsified the weld rod issue slip after the fact to3

disposition the nonconformance report that he had written in November.,

, Writer then provided investigator McCarten with Weld Rod Issue Form
1

: No. 38247 in which Writer stated was an example of a possible falsifi-
i

! cation of this weld rod form ----?---- entries on the form entered in
'

ink when the rest of the form is carbon and the weld procedure

carbon entry on the form is clearly 317 yet penciled over that entry

is Procedure No. 31.1 which conforms with the information on the

KE-1 weld data report. Writer said, he frequently suspected Lannmen

of falisifying records at Zimmer because Lannmen was assigned to the

construction department with the official title of Heating and

Ventilation Supervisor for construction when his actual work was

that of a "NR Expeditor for the Construction department who would

check and try Resolve Nonconformance Reports that Quality Assurance

inspectors wrcte for the construction department.

Writer related he identified a number of problems in the Quality

Assurance department inspection documentation and wrote over ten

nonconformance reports for discrepancies in inspection documentation.

He wrote Surveillance Report No. 2868 on October 28, 1980, which

questioned procedures then affect for the review of inspection

documentation in which in his opinion required him to make assumption

which he felt compromise his integrity he requested that he be given

a written directive telling him to make these assumptions or for the

department to re-evaluate all small bore isometeric drawings to

insure there is documentation for material traceability. Writer

stated, his reply to the surveillance report was that the procedures

-8-
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i are written and approved are appropriate to meet Regualtory and Code re-
|
! quirements for the plant and that reviews of inspection documentation is
| <

i to continue using the procedures and practices now in effect. Writer

provided a sworn statement which is appended to this report as Attachment 1.

; Review of Nonconformace and Surveillance Reports

On March 23, 1981, the licensee's Nonconformance Report Log and Surveil-
i

lance Report Log was reviewed, it was determined that Richard L. Writer

wrote nonconformance reports identifing deficiencies in traceability of

components at the Zimmer site on 13 occasions between November 2, 1979

and December 19, 1980. Incorrective action, on these reports address

each incident as an isolated case incorrective action ranges from in-'

structions to Quality Control Inspectors to record heat numbers at

time of' insulation to ----?---- that the instance was a " Isolated Case."
|

On October 28, 1980, Writer wrote Surveillance Report No. 2819 in which

he questions the assumption he is making during his reviews of isometeric
|

| drawings and requests the Quality Assurance department to re-evaluate all
l

small bore isometeries material traceability documentation. Writer re-

sponse to the surveillance report is that procedures that have been

written and approved are appropriate to meet Regulatory and Code require-

ments and that he is to continue reviewing documentation using the

approved procedures and practices now in effect. A copy of the Surveil-

lance Report No. 2819 is appended to this report as Attachment ( )a

list of the nonconformance reports issued by Richard Writer is appended

to this report as Attachment ( ).

-9-
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i Nonconformance Reports written by Richard L. Writer, Wm'. H. Zimmer Nuclear

Power Station, Quality Assurance Document Reviewer.

j Date Issued Nonconformance Rpt. No. Disposition

April 27, 1979 1802
,

| November 2, 1979 2191

| November 8, 1979 2208

November 23, 1979 2235

November 26, 1979 2236

Novebmer 30, 1979 2271
.

December 3, 1979 2270

December 6, 1979 2303
'

December 6, 1979 2318

^

December 19, 1979 2352
(

January 14, 1980 2416

February 25, 1980 2527

June 17, 1980 2710

December 19, 1980 2355

.

|

- 10 -

.



.

.

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY CO.'efISSION

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

i

Report No. 50-358/81-13

Docket No. 50-358 License No. CPPR-88

Licensee: Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company

139 East 4th Street
.

Cincinnati, OH 45201
s .

~

.

Facility: William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station

Investigation At: William H. Zimmer Site, Moscow, Ohio,

Cincinnati and vicinity,

Sargent & Lundy, Chicago, Illinois,
i

and Other Locations
I .

.

Dates of Investigation: January 12-15, 26-30, February 9-13, 16-20,

23-27, March 5, 9-13, 17, 20, 23-27, April 14-17,

20-23, 30, May 18-22, 31, June 1-5, 8-12, 17-19,,

!

! 29-31, July 1-2, 6-7, 12-16, end August 10,CWW3.
I

Augart 24-28, m L oe+.h - s - g , tw.

1
-

{

[
_ __ _ _ - --



_ .

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
,

j REGION III
;

!

Report No. 50-358/81-13

;

Docket No. 50-358 License No. CPPR-88

Licensee: Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company

139 East 4th Street

Cincinnati, OH 45201

"

Facility: William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station

'

Investigation At: William H. Zimmer Site, Moscow, Ohio,

Cincinnati and vicinity,

Sargent & Lundy, Chicago, Illinois,

and Other Locations

Dates of Investigation: January 12-15, 26-30, February 9-13, 16-20,

23-27, March 5, 9-13, 17, 20, 23-27, April 14-17,

20-23, 30, May 18-22, 31, June 1-5, 8-12, 17-19,

29-31, July 1-2, 6-7, 12-16, August 10,

August 24-28, and October 5-8, 1981

.



DRAFT 1 10/2/81

Investigation Team Members:

P. A. Barrett Date

Reactor Inspector,

.

I

i

J. B. McCarten Date

Investigator
-

_

_

_
. . -

i
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!
,

:

|

I

| E. C. Gilbert Date
:

Investigator
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i
|
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:
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i
i

,
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Resident Inspector
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A. B. Davis Date
9 Deputy Director

i

!

i

!

!
,

James G. Keppler Date

Director

Investigation Summary: Investigation from January 12 through October 8, 1981

(Report No. 50-358/81-13)

Areas Investigated: The NRC has been and is continuing to investigate quality

assurance and quality control problems at the Zimmer nuclear facility as a

result of (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980, from an ex-quality

control inspector working at another construction site; (2) allegations

received in January, 1981, from the Government Accountability Project of the

Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate; (3) allega-

tions received from numerous contractor workers and ex-contractor workers

during the course of the investigation; and (4) other concerns identified by

NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation.
.

Results: This investigation has identified a number of quality assurance

related problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identified

to date focus on the effectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee

and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed. In that re-
|

| gard, numerous deficiencies were found concerning: traceability of materials,
!
,

i
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A. B. Davis Date

Deputy Director
I
e

.

'

i
:

James G. Keppler Date
i

Director*

Ochbfr'
Investigation Summary: Investigation from January 12 through J._s; M,1981

(Report No. 50-358/81-13)

Areas Investigated: The NRC has been and is continuing to investigate quality

assurance and quality control problems at the Zimmer nuclear facility as a
f

result of (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980, from an ex quality

control inspector working at another construction site; (2) allegations

received in January,1981, from the Government Accountability Project of the

Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate; (3) allega-

tions received from numerous contractor workers and ex-contractor workers

: during the course of the investigation; and (4) other concerns identified by
i

NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation.

i

|
Results: This investigation has identified a number of quality assurance

related probl.ms at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identified

to date fot., on the effectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee

and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed. In that re-

|

gard, numerous deficiencies were found concerning: traceability of materials,'

-5-
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handling of nonconformances, interface between construction and quality

control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing work.
I

Based on these findings, the licensee has taken significant corrective

,' actions to assure the quality of future work. Limited independent
.

measurements have been performed by NRC in selected areas of concern.

i
in an attempt to characterize the impact of these deficiencies on the

actual construction of the facility. Althcugh a few problems requiring

corrective action were identified (i.e. ewmorwf questioneMe

heednesemed four unacceptably installed pipe hangers), the majority of
,

the tests and examinations disclosed no hardware problems. In spite of

the relatively favorable findings from the NRC's limited independent

measurements, identified during this investigation, the NRC has required

the licensee to establish a comprehensive Quality Confirmation Program to

determine the quality of plant systems important to nuclear safety. The

NRC will confirm the adequacy of the licensee's program and is making

i additional independent verifications. Any deffeiencies identified by

these programs will require resolution prior to issuance of an Operating

License.

i

|

|

|

-6-
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N, handling of nonconformances, interface between construc-

tion and quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of

ongoing work. Based ou these findings, the licensee has taken significant,

| corrective actions to assure the quality of future work. Limited indepen-
1

dent measurements have been performed by NRC in selected areas of concern

in an attempt to characterize the impact of these deficiencies on the

; actual construction of the facility. Although a few problems requiring

corrective action were identified (i.e. one pipe section of questionable

hardness and four unacceptably installed pipe hangers), the majority of

the tests and examinations disclosed no hardware problems. In spite of

the relatively favorable findings from the NRC's limited independent
,

,

- _- gyg7*measurements, identified during this investigation, the NRC h s.re pi x d ,
esteklisA *** "*

the licensee to W a comprehensive Quality Confirmation Program to

determine the quality of plant systems important to nuclear safety. The

NRC will confirm the adequacy of the licensee's program and is making -

additional independent verifications,Sny deficiencies identified by these

programs will require resolution prior to issuance of an Operating License.

|

|

1
|

| -6-
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1

REASON FOR INVESTIGATION

l
r On November 18, 1980, a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector for the

Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station contacted NRC Region III (RIII) and

provided allegations concerning quality assurance (QA) program implemen-
1

I tation at Zimmer. The individual was interviewed and an investigation
:

of these allegations began in early 1981.
,

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute

for Policy Studies (a non government agency), on behalf of Thomas Applegate,

requested that the Merit Systems Protection Board investigate the conduct

of an earlier investigation by RIII of allegations provided by Applegate.

A list of nineteen allegations, many of them new, was included in the GAP

letter.

Region III initiated an investigation of the above matters. The NRC's Office

of Inspector and Auditor was assigned the task of determining the quality

of the earlier investigation by RIII.

SUMMARY OF FACTS

|

Since January 12, 1981, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has

been investigating alleged quality assurance and quality control irregular-

ities at the Zimmer nuclear facility. This investigative effort is comprised

of four areas as follows: (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980,

from a former Quality Control Inspector working at another construction site;

- 10 -

_ _ _ .



.

DRAFT 1 10/2/81

(2) allegations received in January 1981 from the Government Accountability

Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Thomas Applegate;

Sirra%y and conc /usbn r, 2m/ ,
,

(0) "II'8ations received from numermi. ,,, ...
|

/An
a||egahe'ns, Me hrres|}z|brniden+iladduriy L avum Au '

.,Tued A,

o

7~)e li end of t
H. Jens e/ non e.,,,p ace

+= Lie a+ %
d e.r eribed a %

briallyera ~~~~ "'

s u n, o g .
,

-- ~~ya vastte by ygC inspectors and investigators.

Although the investigation is continuing, a report covering efforts to

date is being issued at this time in recognition of the public interest in

this matter.

In a related matter, the Government Accountability Project, in a letter to

the Merit Systems Protection Board of the U.S. Office of Personnel Management,

dated December'10, 1980, charged that NRC had failed to perform a thorough

and complete investigation into allegations made in February 1980 by Applegate

and requested a separate investigation into that matter. An investigation has

been performed by the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor to review those

( charges.

The current investigation has identified a number of quality assurance

related problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identi-

fied to date focus on the ineffectiveness of controls implemented by the

licensee and its contractors for assuring the quality cf work performed.

In that regard, numerous deficiencies have been found concerning: trace-

ability of materials, n. J d C = lc 25G, handling of nonconformances,

1

!

- 11 -
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licensee and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed.

In that regard, numerous deficiencies have been found concerning: trace-
'

ability of materials, handling of nonconformances, interface between con-

: struction and quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview
I

'f of ongoing work.

In addition to the quality assurance related deficiencies, numerous pro-

blems have been identifed with respect to the accuracy of quality-related

records. This matter is being reviewed independently by the NRC's Office

of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal considerations.

Based on these findings, consideration was given to the need to suspend

construction activities. However, recognizing the nature of the problems

disclosed (largely programmatic), and the fact that ongoing work would not

compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of completed work,

it was concluded that halting construction activities was not required.

Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality

of ongoing and future work and to define a program to both confirm the quality

of completed work and correct any identified deficiencies.

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility implemented

| several actions to correct identified quality assurance weaknesses and to
|

| preclude their recurrence. These actions, which included augmented QA
i

staffing, upgraded procedures, improved training of QC Inspectors, rein-

. spection (100%) by the licensee of contractor QC inspections, and other
i

i
QC and QA program improvements were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter

1
i to the licensee on April 8, 1981.

- 12 -
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By letter dated May 11, 1981, the Government Accountability Project requested

the Regional Director to recommend suspension of the construction permit

because of repeated noncompliances with NRC regulations and numerous allega-:

i

i tions of inadequate construction practices. The information provided was
t insaMiciesif

carefully considered; however, it was concluded that there was ee basis se

-S : ;_:__... . _ to recommend such action.

!
'
,

The impact of the identified quality assurance deficiencies on the actual'

construction has yet to be determined. Limited independent measurements

were performed by the NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to

characterize the actual safety significance of these deficiencies.

Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified (i.e.

one pipe section of questionable hardness and four unacceptally installed

pipe hangers), the majority of the tests and examinations disclosed no

hardware problems.

Recognizing the significant qualitc .M assurance problems identified during
. ..

9Jfakdd
this investigation, the NRC ._

4...ir: the licensee to eenduct a com-1
...

prehensive Quality Confirmation Program to determine the quality of plant
l

systems important to nuclear safety. The NRC will confirm the adequacy

of the licensee's program and is making additional independent verifications.

Deficiencies identified by these programs will require resolution prior to
/I issfanceofanOperatingLicense.

- 13 -
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(2) allegations received in January 1981 from the Government Accountability

Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Thomas Applegate;
'

(3) allegations received from numerous contractor workers and former plant

. workers during the course of the investigation; and (4) other problems
i

f identified by NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation.
i

'

The allegations, the investigation findings and conclusions, at: .lue items
,

of noncompliance identified during the investigation are briefly described

in the table at the end of this summary. The investigative effort, which

is still ongoing, has thus far resulted in the interviews of over 90

individuals and the expenditure of approximately 200 staff days onsite by

NRC inspectors and investigators. Although the investigation is continuing,

a report covering efforts to date is being issued at this time in recogni-

tion of the public interest in this matter.

In a related matter, the Government Accountability Project, in a letter to

the Merit Systems Protection Board of the U.S. Office of Personnel Management,

dated December 10, 1980, charged that NRC had failed to perform a thorough

and complete investigation into allegations made in February 1980 by Applegate

and requested a separate investigation into that matter. An investigation has

been performed by the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor to review those

charges.

The current investigation has identified a number of quality assurance

related problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identi-

fied to date focus on the ineffectiveness of controls implemented by the

.

- 11 -
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interface between construction and quality control, quality records, and

the licensee's overview of ongoing work.
,

In addition to the quality assurance related deficiencies, numerous pro-i
i

'

j blems have been identifed with respect to the accuracy of quality-related
,

records. This matter is being reviewed independently by the NRC's Office

of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal considerations.

_

Based on these findings, conrideration was given to the need to suspend

construction activities. However, recognizing the nature of the problems

disclosed (largely programmatic), and the fact that ongoing work would not

compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of completed work,

it was concluded that halting construction activities was not required.

Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality

of ongoing and future work and to define a pr'ogram to both confirm the quality

of completed work and correct any identified deficiencies.

Following a meeting with NEC en March 31, 1981, the utility implemented

several actions to correct identified quality assurance weaknesses and to

preclude their recurrence. These actions, which included augmented QA

staffing, upgraded procedures, improved training of QC Inspectors, rein-

spection (100%) by the licensee of contractor QC inspections, and other

QC and QA program improvements were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter

to the licensee on April 8, 1981.

- 12 -
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By letter dated May 11, 1981, the Government Accountability Project requested
,

the Regional Director to recommend suspension of the construction permit
i
i because of repeated noncompliances with NRC regul.stions and numerous allega-

| tions of inadequate construction practices. The information provided was
!
j carefully considered; however, it was concluded that there was insufficient
;

basis to recommend such action.
,

The impact of the identified quality assurance deficiencies on the actual

construction has yet to be determined. Limited independent measurements

were performed by the NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to

characterize the actual safety significance of these deficiencies.

Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified (i.e.

y _ c _ _ _. -4 , 1.-- ' L L .4.... J four unacceptally installed-

pipe hangers), the majority of the tests and examinations disclosed no

hardware problems.

Recognizing the significant quality assurance problems identified during

this investigation, the NRC has required the licensee to establish a com-

prehensive Quality Confirmation Program to determine the quality of plant,

systems important to nuclear safety. The NRC will confirm the adequacy

of the licensee's program and is making additional independent verifications.

Deficiencies identified by these programs will require resolution prior to

issuance of an Operating License.

- 13 -
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DETAILS

i
1. Personnel Contacted

| Cincinnati Gas & Electric
'

!
i *E. A. Borgmann, Senior Vice President
,

*H. C. Brinkman, Principal Mechanical Engineer-Nuclear

*B. K. Culver, Manager, Generation Construction Department

*R. P. Ehas, Quality Engineer

B. Gott, Field Structural Engineer

D. Kramer

F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor

W. Murray, Senior Engineer
I*I I l4 0H. R. Sa g e r, 9 A M w ny ( A N* Y fs

*J. R. Schott, Plant Manager
w

*W. Schwiers,gQA Manager
;

*S. C. Swain, Site Construction Manager

*W. D. Waymire, Manager, General Engineering Department

L. Wood, QA & S Engineer

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

- 14 -
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DETAILS

i

i

; 1. Personnel Contacted

i
i

!
Cincinnati Gas & Electric

*E. A. Borgmann, Senior Vice President

*H. C. Brinkman, Principal Mechanical Engineer-Nuclear

*B. K. Culver, Manager, Generation Construction Department

*R. P. Ehas, Quality Engineer

B. Gott, Field Structural Engineer

D. Kramer

F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor

W. Murray, Senior Engiaeer

H. R. Sager, QA Manager (after July 1,1981)

*J. R. Schott, Plant Manager

*W. Schwiers, QA Manager

*S. C. Swain, Site Construction Manager

*W. D. Waymire, Manager, General Engireering Department

L. Wood, QA & S Engineer

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
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Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI)

i

j G. Adams, Structural Superintendent or Ironworker Superintendent

R. Baker, Inspection Supervisor

S. Barger, QCI Inspector

i P. Brown, QCI Trainee

C. Burges

Burges nspection Superviso.

S. Burke, QC Inspector

C. Camaron

C. Cherry, Electrical QC Inspector
i

J. P. Coyle, V. P. Power Division

i **L. Cummings, Safety Supervisor
!

T. Dakin, QC Inspector

J. Deerwester, QC Inspector '

,

D. Donovan, Lead Civil / Structural QA Inspector

W. C. Dumford, QC Inspector (Trainee)

T. Edwards, Field Verifier

K. Fat. bion, NR Controller

i T. Foster

D. Fox, Lead Mech. Piping Quality Engineer

*P. S. Gittings, Site QA Manager

S. Godsey, Lead Code Forms

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

**Former Employee

|

|

l

!

! - 15 -
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'

D. Haff, Pipefitter Superintendent

W. Hamm, Sr. , General Foreman Pipefitter
.

| B. Hargrove, QC Inspector
i

P**S. Heath, Inspection Supervisor

J. Heimpold, QC Inspector

: L. Q. Hendley, QC Inspector

**G. Jodrey, QC Inspector
!

W. Kitchen, QC Inspector
i

*E. V. Knox, Corporate QA Hanager

M. Kopp, QC Inspector & QC Engineer & Lead Insp. Elect.

E. J. Swalick, QC Inspector

B. Lake

A. Lanham, Senior Engineer

D. J. Luttman, QC Inspector

M. McCoy, QC Inspector

*R. Marshall, Construction Superintendent

J. Mills, QC Inspector

J. Mowatt, QC Inspector

J. H. Mulkey, QC Inspector

P. Norman, Piping Lead QC Inspector

D. O'Keefe, QC Inspector

C. Oldenski

F. J. Oltz, Supervisor Document Control

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

**Former Employee

- 16 -
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4

D. Painter, QC Inspector
*

A. Pallon, Sr., QA Engineer

A. Pallon, Jr., QC Inspector

D. Parlier, Assistant Safety Representative,

;

W. Puckett, Welding Engineer
i

**W. Racer, Lead Elect. Quality Engineer

**R. L. Reiter, Document Reviewer

L. Ritchie, QC Inspector

**J. Ruiz, QC Inspector

J. T. Sandlin, General Superintendent (Structural)

T. Schmidgall, Field Verifier

**E. Schroeder, QC Inspector

W. M. Sharp, QC Inspector

K. Shinkle, QC Engineer
.

T. Smith, QC Inspector
*

W. Smith, QC Inspector

*C. H. Stanfield, Construction Manager

J. Tanner, QC Inspector

D. Taylor, QC Inspector

**S. Tult, QA Engineer

**R. Turner, QC Manager

''J. Tyner, Kaiser Pipefitter Superintendent
L-

**M. Ward, QC Inspector

P. S. Wimbish, QC Inspector

B. Winters

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

**Former Employee

- 17 -
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Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

L. Anderson, QC Engineer-

V. Feretti, QA Engineer

{ L. Ludwig, QA Manager

J. B. Sullivan, QC Inspector

Peabody Magnaflux, Inc.

E. A1 dredge, President

D. Binning, PM Radiographer

**S. Binning, PM Radiographer

**W. Draffon, PM Radiographer

**D. Hang, PM Radiographer
,

**A. Sellars, PM Radiographer,

**C. Wood, PM Office Manager
t

b

Yoh Security

**J. Bice, Security Officer

[**J. Caplinger, Sec. Guard Supervisor

**J. Hyde, Security Officer

**W. Ross, Lead Security Officer

D. Simpson, Security Officer

**R. Wright, Security Officer

**Former Employee

- 18 -
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Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

t
'

L. Anderson, QC Engineer

i V. Feretti, QA Engineer
.

.

! L. Ludwig, QA Manager
i

J. B. Sullivan, QC Inspector

Peabody Magnaflux, Inc.

E. A1 dredge, President

D. Binning, PM Radiographer

**S. Binning, PM Radiographer

**W. Draffon, PM Radiographer

**D. Haag, PM Radiographer

**A. Sellars, PM Radiographer

**C. Wood, PM Office Manager

j Yoh Security

{
,

**J. Bice, Security Officer

I**J. Caplinger, Sec. Guard Supervisor;

g ,

**J. Hyde, Security Officer

**W. Ross, Lead Security Officer
i

D. Simpson, Security Officer

**R. Wright, Security Officer

**Former Employee

- 18 -
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W&W Protection Agency, Inc.

** James Bedinghause, Security Guard Supervisor

** John Bedinghause, Security Guard

D. Shinkle, Security Officer

N. C. Ward, President

Sargent & Lundy

i

D. Fox

T. McKenna, Engineer

R. Pruski, Engineer

U.S. Testing

.

:

**J. Ruiz, QC Inspector

C. Sheridan

|

[ General Electric Company

T. E. Bloom, Site Project Manager

T. F. Van Natta, Site Control & Instrument Engineer

i

l

**Former Employee

!

- 19 -
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Westinghouse

Y. Reiter, Radiation Chem. Tech.
,

*

i
i
j Confidential Service
}
e

i

T. Applegate (NW), Private Investigator.

!

M. W. Cox, Director

~

Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance Company

L. Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector

Individuals
.

A. Dennison, Attorney At Law

Dr. J. Frankhauser, Professor, University of Cincinnati

E. Hofstadter, Former Huskey employee

L. Seiler, Attorney At Law

J. Woliver, Attorney At Law

Individuals A through I

2. Scope

This investigation focuses on allegations and concerns provided by

Thomas Applegate, the Government Accountability Project of the

- 20 -
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Institute for Policy Studies, and former and present QC Inspectors. The

report also documents those items independently observed by Region III

personnel in the course of the investigation. The report is not intended

, to be all-inclusive since there are additional allegations that will be
f

I

f
documented in subsequent reports on this investigation.,

i

3. Background

In late 1979, while involved in an investigation for a client which was

of a personnel nature, Private Investigator Thomas Applegate (Confidential

Service) found that one of the individuals was employed at the Zimmer con-

struction site and was involved in " timecard cheating." Applegate approached

his employer and Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company (owner of Zimmer), with

this information and Confidential Service was awarded a thirty-day contract

to investigate onsite timecard cheating. Timecard cheaters were identified
i

and documented within two weeks, and then Applegate, on his own decision,

began to pursue rumors of improper site construction. CGLE, when told of

the information gathered by Applegate, indicated that they were aware of

; the situations he described. The thirty-day contract (December 10, 1979
i
! through January 4,1980) was not extended.

;

|
'

l
In February 1980 Applegate contacted the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor.

! Subsequently, on February 28, 1980, he contacted the office of NRC Chairman

Ahearne and was referred to the Office of Inspection and Enforcement. Per-

sonnel from Region III contacted Applegate by telephone on February 28, 1980,

and he was interviewed in person on March 3, 1980. He provided a number of

.

- 21 -
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allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC

jurisdiction. A letter was sent to Applegate on March 11, 1980, detailing
I three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation by NRC.

! TheinvestigationofthethreeallegationstookplaceduringApril7-gund
! anA

30,gMay 1-2, 1980, and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/80-09

| which was issued on July 7, 1980.
i

i

On November 18, 1980, a former QC Inspector at Zimmer approached the Resident>

Inspector at another construction site. He indicated concerns relative to the

adequacy of the QC program at Zimmer and indicated that the Kaiser QA Manager
i

was improperly handling nonconformance reports, transferring QC Inspectors,

allowing improper QC inspections, and not adequately supporting the QC staff.

This individual was contacted on December 9, 1980. Investigation of these

allegations began on January 12, 1981.

On Janu.;ry 5,1981, GAP sent a letter to the Merit Systems Protection Board

alleging that the RIII Investigator was negligent in the scope and manner of

his performance of the earlier investigation of the Applegate concerns, and

requesting an investigation of the conduct of the earlier investigation.,

!

| This letter contained a listing of nineteen allegations that Applegate/ GAP

felt should be investigated.

I
'

Onsite investigation of the Applegate/ GAP allegations was initiated on

January 27, 1981. During the investigation, Applegate and GAP personnel

communicated with the RIII office on several occasions. They also provided

affidavits from former contractor employees expressing concerns relative to

- 22 -
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allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC

jurisdiction. A letter was sent to Applegate on March 11, 1980, detailing
*

three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation by NRC.
;
* The investigation of the three allegations took place during April 7-9, 30,

and May 1-2, 1980, and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/80-09,

!.

which was issued on July 7, 1980.

'

i
'

On November 18, 1980, a former QC Inspector at Zimmer approached the Resident

Inspector at another construction site. He indicated concerns relative to the

adequacy of the QC program at Zimmer and indicated that the Kaiser QA Manager

was improperly handling nonconformance reports, transferring QC Inspectors,
,

allowing improper QC inspections, and not adequately supporting the QC staff.

This individual was contacted on December 9, 1980. Investigation of these1

i allegations began on January 12, 1981.
i

| On January 5,1981, GAP sent a letter to the Merit Systems Protection Board
!

I alleging that the RIII Investigator was negligent in the scope and manner of

his performance of the earlier investigation of the Applegate concerns, and

requesting an investigation of the conduct of the earlier investigation.

This letter contained a listing of nineteen allegations that spplegate/ GAP

felt should be investigated.

Onsite investigation of the Applegate/ GAP allegations was initiated on

Janua ry 27, 1981. During the investigation, Applegate and GAP personnel

communicated with the RIII office on several occasions. They also provided
,

affidavits from former contractor employees expressing concerns relative to

.
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site construction. Some of these affidavits contained new information, and

others dealt with problems and issues already investigated. (Some are the
|
'

same affidavits as those presented at the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
i

| Hearings.)i

!

,

During the investigation, several present QC Inspectors approached NRC

personnel onsite and expressed concerns relative to the functioning of the
i

QC program. Some of these concerns coincided with those expressed by the

former QC Inspector, as outlined above, and some concerns related to new

info rmation.

Those allegations and concerns that appeared to be most significant and

most likely to produce substantive findings were given investigative

priority. In the course of pursuing the items alleged, RIII inspectors

performed inspections of areas of construction alleged to be deficient.

In some cases, they observed conditions violating NRC requirements that had

not been provided as allegations or concerns.

4. QC Allegations

On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who

identified himself as a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector at Zimmer.

The individual alleged that there were irregularities in the welding QC

program at Zimmer. On December 9,1980, the individual was contacted by

telephone by the NRC to obtain details of his allegations. During the

conversation, he made the following allegations:

- 23 -
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Philli; Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding1.

Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on his reinspection of the noncon-
1

forming items (pipe support hanger welds).

2. Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers were being made by

burning with a welding torch rather than by drilling as required, and
i the inspection program did not insure that the burned bolt holes were
!

! inspected.

3. During system turnovers, QA Engineers Leonard Wood and David Fox were

identifying numerous discrepancies when reviewing ASME Code data pack-,

ages and the discrepancies were being recorded on " exception lists"

instead of Nonconformance Reports. The individual said that the QA

Engineers were being criticized for identifying data discrepancies

and questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies on

exception lists.

4. Phillip Gittings threatened to fire Individual I for refusing to accept

a weld and Individual I was also nearly fired for using a magnifying

glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a mirror to view
-

the far nide of a pipe weld. The individual advised that Inspection

Supervisor Rex Daker would have more specific information regarding this

matter.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger was re-interviewed by the NRC. He stated

that the Kaiser QA Manager did not support the QC inspectors at Zimmer. He

- 24 -
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1. Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding

Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on his reinspection of the noncon-

foaming items (pipe support hanger velds).
;

d

i

1

j 2. Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers were being made by

burning with a welding torch rather than by drilling as required, and

the inspectica program did not insure that the burned bolt holes were
. .

inspected.

3. During system turnovers, QA Engineers Leonard Wood and David Fox were

identifying numerous discrepancies when reviewing ASME Code data pack-

ages and the discrepancies were being recorded on " exception lists"

instead of Nonconformance Reports. The individual said that the QA

Engineers were being criticized for identifying quF data discrepancies

and questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies on

exception lists.

4. Phillip Gittings threatened to fire Individual I for refusing to accept

a weld and Individual I was also nearly fired for using a magnifying

glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a mirror to view
i

the far side of a pipe weld. The individual advised that Inspection
:

| Supervisor Rex Baker would have more specific information regarding this

| matter,
i

On January 27, 1981, the alleger was re-interviewed by the NRC. He stated

that the Kaiser QA Manager did not support the QC inspectors at Zimmer. He
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said this was evidenced by the voiding of Nonconformance Reports (NR) when

the NRz held up production, identified a noncenforming vendor weld, or if

the Construction Department objected. He said, in his opinion, the Kaiser

QA Manager had been convinced by construction that th'e QC Inspectors were

unqualified and were wrong when writing many of these reports. He said this

was evidenced when Kaiser hired Gladstone Laboratories, an outside inspection

firm, to reinspect welds that were previously in=pected and rejected by Kaiser

QC Inspectors. He said Gladstone personnel reinspected ~these welds, accepted

some of them, and commented in their report that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were

"over-inspecting" and " nit picking" during their inspections. He took excep-

tion to Gladstone's findings and said they reinspected these particular welds

according to AWS Code, an inspection criteria that is less stringent than

the site Special Process Procedures Manuals (SPPMS). According to the in-

dividual interviewed, this led the QC Manager to question the ability of his

inspectors and listen to the advice of construction personnel and outside

consultants rather than his own inspectors. This resulted in a lack of

independence in the quality assurance program at Zimmer, a problem of which

CG&E was aware but had not corrected.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger provided a written, sworn statement, a

copy of which is included as Exhibit 1.

4.1 Control of Nonconformances

'
,

- 25 -
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said this was evidenced by the voiding of Nonconformance Reports (NR) when

the NRs held up production, identified a nonconforming vendor weld, or if
l

the Construction Department objected. He said, in his opinion, the Kaiser
,

QA Manager had been convinced by construction that the QC Inspectors were

unqualified and were wrong when writing many of these reports. He said this

j was evidenced when Kaiser hired Gladstone Laboratories, an outside inspection
!

firm, to reinspect welds that were previously inspected and re-jected by Kaiser,

QC Inspectors. He raid Gladstone personnel reinspected'these welds, accepted

some of them, and commented in their report that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were

"over-inspecting" and " nit picking" during their inspections. He tot:k excep-
,

tion to Gladstone's findings and said they reinspected these particular welds

according to AWS Code, an inspection criterin that is less stringent than

the site Special Process Procedures Manuals (SPPMS). According to the in-

dividual interviewed, this led the QC Manager to question the ability of his

inspectors and listen to the advice of construction personnel and outside

consultants rather than his own inspectors. This resulted in a lack of

independence in the quality assurance program at Zimmer, a problem of which

CG&E was aware but had not corrected.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger provided a written, sworn statement, a

copy of which is included as Exhibit 1.

4.1 Control of Nonconformances
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In one case, the equipment was found to be non-safety related (CN-4389).

It was found that the Kaiser QA ranager had voided NRs following requests

from the construction department to void the reports; however, the QA manager

i stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so.

The audit of nonconformance reports by the firm of NES has indicated that
,

approximately 1500 nonconformance reports have been voided or superceded

(marked " void, see revision ").

J nRT ;,2d
The findings for the realtively small sample M reviewed indicatesg

that deficiencies in the control of nonconforming were widespread and that

other deficiencies will exist in the total population of voided NRs.

As an adequate system for the control of nonconforming conditions is central

to the functioning of an acceptable Quality Assurance program, the conclusion

g that this system was not functioning properly was considered as very signi-

ficant.

I 9

The licensee has committed to a full review of NRs, and this item is in-

cluded in the Quality Confirmation Program.
N % |.f fs'n) Iqs & Con c]unN --I

_ ,

4.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

'Euo ha||ua N# anet

M iterJ of noncompliance [n. '_
' '

+. a. .a ',a _ ; , s i,,, , ,y. a , ,a ,y ,
- __ identified h:--
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- m ,

M w failure to r^ne'- - 2 n'-nonconforming conditions #' F V
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in.eecondancs w O.
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4.2 Bolt Hole Preparation

i

4.2.1 Allegation
i

Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers are required to be made by

drilling rather than burning (flame cutting). Although some instances of

burned bolt holes have been identified, there is no inspection program to;

assure the bolt holes are inspected. -

4.2.2 Investigation

4.2.2.1 Review of Procedures

H. J. Kaiser Co. Instruction M-12, " Inspection Instructions for Pipe Hangers,

Support and Re.stra:nt Installation," Revisions 9,10, and 11, states the

following in Paragraph 3.0:

"Any essential hanger base plate installed by HJK shall require the

removal of at least one (1) aut/ washer in order that. the HJK Quality

Inspector may verify the correct bolt hole size in the plate.

"During inspections, if the HJK Quality Inspectors observe the bolt

hole size to be incorrect (or eccentric), the inspector shall issue

a Nonconformance Report (NR)."

- 35 -
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In Paragraph 4.4.9.d, it states:

"The tolerance for base plate bolt holes is as follows:
,

,

3/8" p and 1/2" 9 - 1/8" larger than nominal bolt 9

5/8" 9 and larger - 3/16" larger than nominal bolt 9.

[9 is symbol used for bolt hole diameterl

" Torch cut holes that have not been reamed are unacceptable.

(Use QACMI M-15 checklist to identify.)"

The procedure requires inspection of the baseplate bolt hole location, bolt

hole sizes, tolerances, eccentricity, and location of baseplate based on a

single sample per plate. The new CG&E QA Manager,H. R. Sager indicated inj

a telephone conversation in early August of 1981 that all bolt holes were

being inspected and that the procedure was being revised to require inspec-

tion of all bolt holes. The licensee's past inspection program for examin-
!

ing bolt holes was consistent with the sample size used for examining bolts

in IE Bulletin 79-02, " Pipe Support Base Plate Designs Using Concrete

Expansion Anchor Bolts."

4.2.2.2 FSAR Requirements

The Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, commits to ANSI N45.2.5-1972 (Draft),

" Supplementary Quality Assurance Requirements for Installation, Inspection,
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and Testing of Structural Concrete and Structural Steel During the Construc-

tion Phase of Nuclear Power Plants." Paragraph 5.3 of ANSI N45.2.5 states,

in part, that burning of bolt holes is not permitted.

4.2.2.3 Licensee Position

i

i

The licensees practice is to drill some bolt holes and to burn and ream
,
'

others.

5

During a telephone conversation on July 23, 1981, the licensee stated

that the materials affected by Instruction M-12 were not structural steel

as defined by the American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Manual,

Seventh Edition. Therefore, the licensee's position was that the require-

ment not permitting burning of bolt holes does not apply.

In a subsequent telephone conversation in August the CG&E QA Manager

indicated that NRC appeared to be taking the no-burning requirement out

of context. He indicated the paragraph containing the no-burning re-

quire:nent refers to the condition of contact surfaces of friction types

of connections, bolt hole alignment, and the correction of fabrication

He also expressed the opion that CG&E meets the code requirements.errors.

This is an unresolved item and will be reviewed during a subsequent inspection

[4
(358/81-13-0 .
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4.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

;
'

The acceptability of torch cutting bolt holes (the applicability of ANSI
,

Standard N 45.2.5 prohibiting burning of bolt holes) is unresolved and will
,

,

be reviewed during a subsequent inspection. The licensee's past inspection

program for examining bolt holes was consistent with IE Bulletin 79-02,

" Pipe Support Base Plant Designs Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts."

The licensee is currently inspecting all bolt holes. -

4.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

4.3 ASME Code Data Package Discrepancies

4.3.1 Allegation

It was alleged that during system turnover, Quality Assurance Engineers,

(QAEs) Wood (CG&E) and David Fox (S&L) were reviewing documentation in

ASME Code Data packages and identifying numerous discrepancies in these

packages, which were being recorded on exception lists instead of noncon-

formance reports. The alleger questioned whether it was acceptable to

document discrepancies on exception lists. He also said the QAEs were

being criticized for identifying too many discrepancies during their

reviews.
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4.3.2 Background Information

i

The licensee is required by the ASME Code to maintain certain records which
'

i

| are evidence that the Quality Assurance Department has inspected materials,
I

|'
components, and processes (welding and nondestructive examination) to

3 ensure systems are constructed in accordance with accepted industry standards,
i

The documentation packages are filed and retained in the Kaiser Site Document;

Control (SDC) Center and are turned over to the licensee when a system is

completely installed and ready for preoperational testing. Prior to system

turnover, these packages are reviewed for accuracy and completeness by QAEs

who verify that the packages are complete.

4.3.3 Investigation

4.3.3.1 Interview of David Fox

On January 14, 1981, David Fox, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that from January to December 1980 he was employed by S&L

and subcontracted to CC&E to review ASME Code Data packages. Fox stated

he identified discrepancies in these packages and recorded them on exception

lists which were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, SDC. Oltz would attempt to rectify

the problem. If this was not possible, he would initiate a nonconformance

report for the deficiency. Fox stated that some common deficiencies he ,

identified during his reviews were a lack of mill certifications for steel

used in the various systems, missing valve data reports, and that QC in-

spectors had not properly filled out the inspection reports in the packages.

- 39 -
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Fox stated he heard rumors that Phillip Gittings, QA Manager, said he was

being too " nit-picking" during his reviews of the Code Data packages. Fox
i

; stated that at one time he made up a list of the common problems he found
'

during the reviews and forward-d them to Floyd Oltz and Phillip Gittings
I

and suggested they give QC Inspectors additional training in the area of
' inspection documentation. Fox stated he later discussed the matter with

Gene Knox, Kaiser Corporate Quality Assurance Manager, who advised him
f

that the requested classes would be given. '

4.3.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On February 16, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed

by NRC. He said two KEI QAEs are involved in the Kaiser review of ASME Code

Data packages. Gittings identified these individuals as Individual H and

Individual E.

4.3.3.3. Interview of Individual H

On February 20, 1981, Individual H, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated he had been employed at Zimmer since Decernber 29, 1980.,

Individual H stated he is responsible for reviewing'ASME Code Data packages

for the diesel generator, diesel oil, and main steam rooms. He said while

reviewing the packages he ensures that the documentation in the package is

complete, accurate, and that the inspection data on the isometric drawings

and accompanying weld data forms have been properly filled out by Kaiser QC

Inspectors. Individual H stated during these reviews te noted that heat
i

i - 40 -
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numbers certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel on weld data records do not
,

match the heat numbers listed on the isometric drawings. Also, heat numbers
i
! listed on the isometric drawings, when checked with certified material test

-

reports, are not for the material that, according to the drawing, was sup-

posedly installed.

i

Individual H stated that some heat numbers on the isometric drawings had been

changed, crossed out, or " whited out" without justification for the changes.

Also, there was no evidence that these changes were verified by QC personnel

in the field, and he had no assurance that changed numbers on the records

actually represent what is installed in the plant. Individual H stated he

has found similar unexplained changes in the records when reviewing weld

data and weld rod issue forms and other documentation in the packages.

On February 20, 1981, Individual H provided a written sworn statement, a
'

copy of which is included as Exhibit .

.

4.3.3.4 Interview of Individual E

On February 20, 1981, Individual E, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated he has been employed at Zimmer since December 22, 1980.

Individual E stated he reviews ASME Code Data packages for the main steam,

diesel generator, residual heat removal and low pressure core spray system.

He stated he ensures that the data on isometric drawings, weld rod issue

forms, and other inprocess QC inspection documentation is properly recorded;

in the packages. He has noted during his reviews that heat numbers on the
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isometric drawings certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel do not match the

heat numbers for the same pipe listed on the weld data record. Individual

{ E stated the weld records are what the QC inspectors verified as being

installed during their field inspections, yet the isometric drating reflects
1 other heat numbers for the same pipe. Individual E said he attempted to
!
'

resolve these contradictions and found when he reviewed certified material

test reports that the heat numbers for the pipe on the drawings were not for

the same type of material that was installed in the system. Individual E

attributed this to Kaiser's failure to follow proper procedures for the docu-

mentation of both in process and final inspections. This has resulted in a

loss of material traceability from many areas of the plant.

4

Individual E said he has reported specific problems on exception lists that

were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, Document Control Supervisor. Individual E stated

Floyd Oltz improperly changes heat numbers on records without field verifica-

tion or any engineering justification in order to disposition what he has

reported on the exception lists. Individual E cited an example where he

reported that, contrary to the ASME Code, Kaiser QC Inspectors had not veri-

fled the 1/16 in. fitup gap on small-bore stainless steel instrument lines

during most of their in pracess inspections. This gap ensures that the weld

does not crack when the pipe and weld cool. Individual E stated that there

are over 1,000 socket welds where this gap was unverified, yet Kaiser resolved

this problem by testing a sample of 20 welds when ASME Code requires a 100%

verification of socket weld fitup.
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Individual E stated he has no faith in the accuracy of records at Zimmer and

would not approve any of the systems he has reviewed to date because the
;
' documentation does not meet industry codes and standards.
i

4

On February 20, 1981, Individual E provided a written sworn statement, a

fcopy of which is included as Exhibit .

i

l
4.3.3.5 Interview of Leonard Wood -

On August 3,1981, Leonard Wood, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that from 1973 to 1981 he reviewed ASME Code Data packages

for vendor components supplied to Zimmer. Wood said he occasionally noted

that documentation was missing, material certifications were to the wrong

specification, or required documentation had not been included in the packages.

He said he contacted the vendors involved and was furnished the necessary

documentation. Wood said he was not criticized for identifying these problems,

and in oost cases he resolved them on his own.

;
4

4.3.3.6 Record Reviews

!

A Region III inspector reviewed the only ASME Code Data package (diesel

generator cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil piping systems) that

had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance by Kaiser QA.

These records indicated that a number of in process QC inspections were

not performed for proper pipe fitup, proper weld procedure, proper weld

filler metal (traceability), and welder qualifications. These inspection

- 43 -
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criteria are required by ASME Code, Section III,1971 Edition, Winter 1972

A:Jenda, Articles NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451,

NB-4230, and NE-3661.5(o). Also, Kaiser procedures outlined that these

| inspection criteria are to be entered on the weld data form (KEI-1 form).

| The inspector found the following:

1. Required in process weld inspections were not performed on 39 welds in
1

the piping associated with the diesel generators as documented in QA
f

Surveillance Reports (SRs) 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412.

In addition, the licensee had a partial listing of over 400 socket welds

(including welds other than the diesel generator system) where inspections

for proper pipe fitup (cleanliness, mismatch, and socket engagement) was

not performed. ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b)
,

states, "...a gap of approximately 1/16 inch shall be provided between

the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding."
.

i

H. J. Kaiser Procedure Number SPPM 4.6 Rev. 8, par 2 graph 6.2.1 states:

"All welds shall be inspected at the following stages: . . . At fitup for

cleanliness, mismatch, and minimum socket engagement. Socket weldsi

i

shall have an approximate end-gap of 1/16 inch prior to welding for

all sizes."

A report dated November 14, 1979, authored by the Authorized Nuclear

Inspector (ANI) (Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company)

and the H. J. Kaiser response letter dated December 4, 1979, which
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responded to that report, said an agreement was made that 20 of the un-

verifi;J socket welds would be selected at random to be radiographed
,

to verify proper fitup. One of the 39 welds identified on Surveillaace

Report Nos. 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412 was chosen to be radiographed
i

> as a part of the 20 welds radiographed.

A second report from the ANI dated February 11, 1981 reported that,

additional welds were made sfter December 4, 1979 without verification

of fitup. The ANI indicated that all the welds, for which the fitup was

not verified after December 4,1979, should be radiographed.

The Region III inspector found no engineering justification for acceptance

cf the 400 questioned socket welds based on a radiographic examination of

ordy 20 of the socket welds.
.

.

2. Data packages for the diesel generator system indicated that there was

final visual inspection of all applicable welds.

3. A review of KEI-1 forms (weld data records) indicated that personnel

had transferred information written on KEI-2 forms (weld rod issue slips)

to KEI-1 forms as verification of weld rod traceability, date of welding,,

and welder qualifications. These verifications had not been performed

in the field as required. The only quality significance that the KEI-2

form had was the controlled issuance of weld rod at the distribution

point (the weld rod shacks). Weld rod traceability, date of welding,
i

weld procedure, and welder qualifications were required to be verified

- 45 -
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at the time and place of the weld activity by an inspector independent

of the activity. Therefore, any information transferred from the KEI-2
!

form to any QC document after the time of or away from the weld activity

l would not be credable QC verification.
i

1
!

The records indicated that document reviewers were resolving discrepancies

between KEI-1 and KEI-2 forms by altering KEI-1 forms to match the KEI-2
'

fo rms . In effect, the QC records, which are intended to provide independent

verification, were being changed to conform with records that had not.

been verified by QC inspectors. Alter.ations appeared to be arbitrary

in that some of the documentation for welds within a certain pipe

line changed, but no changes were made for other welds of identical

circumstances. The following are examples of the altered records:

Welder and Rod Heat Number (used for traceability) Changesa.

(1) Drawing M-479-3-DG-121 for line IDGD9AB-1/2 contains weld

records for Welds A-4 through A-21 which, according to QA

Inspector No. 81, were made by welder K0E using weld rod Heat

No. 065118 during March 1978. Additional weld rod issue forms

(126508, 126509, 126510, 126511, 126884, 126885, and 126890)

exist indicating that welder LFC, using weld rod Heat No.

77402, may have worked on Welds A-4 through A-21. Because

of these weld rod issue forms, the Document Records personnel

changed the QA records to include welder LFC and rod Heat No.

77402 on Welds A-4 through A-13, A-18, A-20, and A-21. No
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explanation was given why the records for Welds A-14 through

A-17 and A-19 were not changed.
i

f

I The RIII inspector verified that only the welder identi-
i

fication symbol, K0E, appears near the welds in question.

(2) Drawing M-479-3-DC-119 for line IDG7AB-1/2 contains weld

records for Welds A-4 through A-21 that, according to QA

Inspector No. 81, were made by welder LJP during March

1978. Weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) 123346 and 119061,

enclosed with the drawing, showed that welder LJP may

have worked on Welds A-4 through A-6, A-8 through A-11,

and A-15 through A-17. Weld rod issue form 119066 indi-

cates that welder K0E may have worked on Welds A-4 through

h-21. As a result of these KEI-2 forms, the Document
*

Records personnel changed the QA records on Janusty 29,

1981, for Welds A-6, A-7, A-13, A-14, and AIC through A-21

by crossing out the welder symbol LJP and the date March 29,

1978, and replacing them with the welder symbol K0E and date

March 22, 1978, respectively. No explanation was given why

the records for welds A-4, A-5, A-8 through A-12, and A-15

through A-17 were not changed.

The inspector verified that only welder identification

symbol LJP appeared near all the welds.

!

!

I
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(3) KEI-1 form for weld number 79DG on line IDG37AA2-1/2

showed the heat number of the consumable insert used was

6059491. On January 26, 1981, the number was crossed out
,

and changed to 6058921 to agree with KEI-2 form 123099.

The weld number written on the gold copy of the KEI-2 form

123099 was too faint to read. The inspector checked with,

the Welding Department, but the original (white copy) of

KEI-2 form 123099 could not be located. *

No apparent actions were taken to assure that the proper weld pro-

cedure was used on any of the unverified in process weld activities.

Weld Date Changes

*

(1)N
TheKEI-1 form,forWeldA-7onlineIDG5AB-1/2,/

i icated
't

; the final weld inspection was performed by Q nspector No.
; '

{ 81 on April 5, 1978. The date was crosse ut and changeds

| N
' to April 6,1978 on January 27, 1981 ecause weld rod issue
\

s'
- form 118920 indicates. welder LJIPmay have worked on A-7 on
'

April 6, 1978.

- N
/ \

(2) The KEI-1 form for Weld A-20 on line IDGD2AB-1/2 indicatedN
,

: /
'

that final wel'd inspection was performed b(QA Inspector No.
/ Nk 81 on Apyil 10, 1978. The date was crossed o and changed

/to , til 11, 1978 on January 27, 1981 because wel od issue
i

orm 123834 indicates welder LPJ may have worked on A on

April 11, 1978.
,

-- D
, . _
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Failure to take adequate corrective action when inspecticas for proper pipe

fitup were identified as not having been performed; and failure to take
i

j adequate corrective action when information concerning weld filler metal

! traceability, welder identification, and welding dates was found to be
1

| missing from the weld data records or was questioned are contrary to 10
1

CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the En. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
| 16.1 (358/81-13- .

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.3.7 Observations

The only data package (diesel generator system ASME Code Data package) that

had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance approval by Kaiser

Quality Assurance was reviewed by the inspector and many discrepancies were

found. As a result, the RIII inspectors performed detailed field observations,

of the piping systems (i.e. , cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for

Diesel Generators A and C. Numerous discrepancies were identified during

these observations as follows:

; 1. Piping--The traceability of some of the piping components was not main-

tained. Summaries of the discrepancies are as follows:

Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings did not matcha.

the heat numbers on the installed components. These piping components

are listed in Table 4.3-1.
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Table 4.3-1 Discrepancies Between Installed Piping and Traceability Records

.

Heat or Pr.rt

Identification No.

Isometric Ites in According Actually

; Drawfag No. Line No. Question to Dwa. Installed

9

i

ISK M-428-6- 1DG28AB1 90' ells M276 M267 l

DG-19 tee M315 M274

pipe HE6247 8464

ISK M-428-6- 1DG28AB1 flange RVA CB8
4

DG-103

) ISK M-428-6- IDG27ABI pipe HE6247 16E4

DG-16 16D2

ISK M-428-8- IDG01ABI pipe HE6247 3416

DG-68

ISK M-767-4- 1DGF2AA1/2 90' ells M395 M252
,

DG-113

.

ISK M-428-6 IDG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402

DG-24

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AE1 flange RD2Y CB8

DG-105
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,

Table 4.3-1 (continued)

.

Heat or Part
t

Identification No.

| Isometric Item in According Actually
i

Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

ISK M-242-2- IDGC5AA3/4 pipe HA001- JE9922

DG-53
_

90* ell M262 M87

IDGF6AA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0170

1DGC53A3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922

90* ell M262 M87

IDGF6BA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0171

ISK M-428-6- 1DG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891

DG-26 415007

90* ell M287 M273

ISK M-428-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891

DG-27 415007

b. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings had been marked
'

or " whited out" and then an incorrect heat number recorded. For

example, ISK M-242-2-DG-53 was apparently changed to indicate heat

number HA-001 for the 3/4 in and 1/2 in. installed piping. Based
.
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on the records for accepted heat numbers, number HA-001 represented

1 1/4 in. piping.

.

Three heat numbers (HA-0170, TW 24402, and 502891) found onc.

}
g the installed piping do not appear on the records of acceptable
,

heat numbers.

d. In many instances, heat numbers could not be found on the installed

component. Therefore, a comparison could not be made to the number

recorded on the drawings.

Qg evj)erscs, ok rnsNr'Y hM** *
.

$ 1c o f YtC* yyhFailure to maintain for the above pipingA and weld

rod indicates a serious lack of control and is contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix
8 XYli 17
/ Criterion EEK and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Sectiong (353/81-13-)dB') .

e

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

8 NRG
4. 3. 3/ Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC selected seven socket welds in hich the

evt320eme.T [~ ' "socket (1/16 inch gap) had not been verified. At the NRC's

request the licensee radiographed the welds. The RIII inspector re-

viewed the radiographs. The radiographs indicated that the welds had

been made with acceptable socket engagements (gaps).

.
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The RIII inspectors also selected six pipe sections for which traceability

had not been adequetely maintained. Three of the pipes were identified
list 4 accepskie hed wumbc(T.with heat numbers which were not on the r :, ' m _ _ "- The other three

! pipes were not marked with heat numbers. At the NRC's request the licensee

cut out the six pipe sections.

p R
N The NRC then sent the pipe sections to Franklin Research Center (contacted

A
by the NRC) for analysis. On September 24, 1981, Franklin Research Center

senttheresultsoftheanalysistotheNRC.)
/

CThe results of the analysts (chemical hardness, and metallographic) indicatede
p

for C
that the pipes were of the material specified e6eer the pipe glass required

by the design.
De ts)h! of- M NRC intb enden$ mexrwear**,}.r sws docess,re,Mfk IE Zwpec% Reptf go-3py#yj.g7,
4.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

i

As a result of the investigation of this allegation, significant quality

assurance deficiencies over and above those alleged have been identified.

It was determined that discrepancies in the documentation in ASME Code

Data packages were being recorded on exception lists; however, this was

permitted by licensee procedure and is acceptable to NRC. There was no

evidence that criticism of Quality Assurance Engineers for identifying

discrepancies adversely impacted their work.

|

Major discrepancies were identified in Quality Assurance records and the

apparent improper modification of those records. This matter has been
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spread and that other deficiencies will exist in the total population
of voided NRs.

As an adequate system for the control of nonconforming conditions is central
to the functioning of an acceptable Quality At surance program, the conclusion.

[ that this system was not functioning properly was considered as very signi-
! ficant. gt .

onconformances addressed above were voided,A. improperly| Several of th
dispositioned emoved from reports without adequate justification, or'

not entered into the nonconformance reporting system. This is contrary
î

to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Mn. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 15 (358/81-13-01).i

The nonconformance reports which were not entered into the nonconformance
reporting system are examples of failure to furnish evidence of activities &
affecting quality and are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII, I

Aand the Mn. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17 (358/81-13-02). k
During the detailed review of nonconformance reports E-1661, E-1662, and 3
E-2466, the inspectors questioned whether or not the licensee was meeting
the commitment documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph
6, for 1007, reinspection by Kaiser QC inspectors of all installed hangers
and restraints. This is considered to be an unresolved item pendingg ,f. + $further review (358/81-13-03). ,

The licensee has committed to a full review of NRs d this item is in-g
cluded in the ualit afirmatica Program.
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-~~ It was found that the Kaiser QA manager had voided NRs following requests
~~

~~

from the construction department to' void the reports; however, the QA manager

stated that he had made~an igdependent decision when doing so.

.

-

' The licensee has committed to a full review of NRs, and this item is in-

~~ ~ cluded in the Quality Confirmation Program.
~
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~

4.1.1 Allegation

f On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who

alleged that Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was

! voiding Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of
f

the nonconforming items (pipe support hanger welds). Between January 13
i

and July 4, 1981, 31 current and former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA
'

Engineers were interviewed by NRC to obtain information regarding the

initial allegation. Sixteen of those individuals provided information

that resulted in expansion of the initial allegation into the following

areas:

1. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in

error.-

.

.

2. The QA Manager was diverting reports by not entering them into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

i 3. NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reports

(SRs).

4. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members

| of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who dispositioned them as

" accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per Kaiser

specifications and industry codes and standards.

.

.

- 26 -
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5. !?Rs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"
,

or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The nonconforming

conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor written on separate

NRs.

6. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction

Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

7. During revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed

by the QA Manager.

[Several of the individuals interviewed provided copies of reports they

stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.]

4.1.2 Background Information

4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System

| The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control

of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods

j Instruction (QACHI) G-4, Revision 9, provides the following procedure: The

QA Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify

nonconforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from

specified requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the report ,

!

and then contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes ars

entry in the NR Log and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The report is

-

- 27 -
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4.1.3 Investigation

Concurrent with the conduct of interviews, the NRC impounded all NRs that
4

| had been voided for any reason to assure that all pertinent NRs would be
-i

| available for this investigation. Approximatley 500 NRs were impounded
i
'

which had at that time been identified during an audit of the NR system
' by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. (NES).
<

Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all NRs

provided by individuals interviewed and determined that about 100 of them

appeared to fit the alleged categories. Of those 100, 9 NRs and 15 reports

provided by present and former QC inspectors were selected for emmanueme (
investigation into their disposition.

2ptd.

nvestigation consisted of interviews of pertinent personnel g review of }(3 j

nonconformance reports, nonconformance report logs,and related documenta-

tion. Subsequently, inspections were performed to assess the adequacy of

the items reflected in the respective reports, determine whether actual

deficiencies existed and whether identified deficiencies had been corrected

(current status of the equipment).

A sn are d e bsh'eY
The twenty-four reports selected for sweemess=3 review were as follow: }C

E-1661

. E-1662

jf.E-1777
,

- 30 -
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fE-2191
. E-2233

,. E-2466'

| . E-2836

E-2996

* . E-5108

. CN-43094

. CN-4389

. CN-4930

1 . CN-4931
/

. CN-4955
.

. CN-4956

. CN-4957

7. CN-4958
- ?

)~8. CN-4959
(s
54.CN-5122
[. e

. CN-5412

S . CN-5476
le
23.CN-5477
C,

,

pd.CN-5479

2, . NRC-0001

Reports with an "E" prefix are NRs, reports with a CN designation are

reports provided to NRC by QC inspectors which were not issued NR members.
6

NRC-g01isadesignationappliedtoareportwhichwasnotissuedaCN
nor NR number.

.

- 31 -
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!..m.,;.y*i: :f"- d ' ~ d * 3 ^ -- -f C... u ecteu sce m o ..c^1vad :_.?
i

_ id::dl: i _ ... .m eti m . More than twenty-five individuals, some of

them former employees and no longer on site, were contacted. Portions

of the investigative work was conducted by personnel from I&E headquarters,

| branch via a feeder report (HQS-81-001). Due to the large number of
(

individuals interviewed and the volume of the result investigative

review, the details of the investigative effort have been attached as
,

..,

Exhibit _...,.m
*

' "'.....m s,

-

gindings -entl-MnfliislDQ.

- . . . . . .~_._:..

detal|ed fFor the twenty-four reports selected for menempun review, the following
i findings were made:

#
S(f J.' ThreeNRsrelatedtoequipmentdeficiencieswereimpro7erlyvoided

[ in that the justification for the voiding (the reports were to be

separated to track items more easily and reissued as seperate (NFfy) X

was not fully implemented. (NR-E-1661, NR-E-1662, NR-E-2466).

*

| J. Four NRs related to documentation deficiencies had been improperly
'

| voided. No adequate justification could be provided for the voiding

of these reports (NR-E-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, NR-E-5108).

| 4

X One NR relative to lack of a final weld radiograph (required by applic-

| able Code) was improperly dispositioned (NR-E-2836).

|

- 32 -
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* *
One NR related to)fondestructive examination of a T quencher weld hadr, .

e
beenerro[ouslyclosed(notvoided)byadministrativeerror. Sub-

k'

sequent review indicates that the weld is acceptable (NR-E-2996).

. d1-

! u .38-

j )K In several cases, NRs had been voided by personnel other than the

{ QA manager, a violation of site procedure. R.i t o m .. a _ _ . . . _

E "'' : . _2L_. . . . . .- - .., . y... ___

.*
g It was found that during " Revisions" some nonconforming items were

removed from NRs without adequate justification (NR-E-2466).

Fifteen of the reports reviewed had not been entered into the non-

conformance reporting system (had not been issued a[NR number).
|

In two cases, the reports represented actual equipment deficiencies,

although the deficiencies were of very minor significance. (CN-5122, g*
0 c w a Mim.r i w M ied ~ & d ' T

NRC-001). In eleven cases , it yycer; *t -the

bSIsYrne.,aw.wi- c-dat 4 Hx <procedurc of avising" cr :: :---d-t.he identifiehficiencywithove-meon ins.4sr'~rMsu
i
/

fnem,nca ray + b M _bern -follgpm d While yhi e -psacticeMnce

Aca-with-site-procedurescin-effect--at-the--tichE procedure rse

4Kieiednhet.466mte provide. fee _ control,ar-trend 1Tig"6f'' Woe

c.caforminreenditTer1r (CN-4309, CN-4930, CN-4931, CN-4955, CN-4956,

CN-4957, CN-4958, CN-4959, CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479).

|

In one case, the report represented a procedural violation (failed

to stop work when a hold tag was applied) rather than an equipment

||

deficiency (CN- 6 ).

ST/2.

- 33 -
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|

For the twenty-four reports selected for detailed review, the following
findings were made:

Three NRs related to equipment deficiencies were improperly voided.

in that the justification for the voiding (the reports were to be.

separatedtotrackitemsmoreeasilyandreissuedassep)rateNRs)
was not fully implemented. (NR-E-1661, NR-E-1662, NR-E-2466). ,

,

0'
Four NRs $1 ted g documentation deficiencies had been improperly

EqEi'te justification ,.vuld Lm y m a a for the voiding| voided o a
cf th;.~ m m.a (NR-E-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, NR-E-5108).'

/One NR relative to lack of a final weld radiograph (required by applic-
1

.,

able Code) was improperly dispositioned (NR-E-2836). 4
T j'

One NR related to nondestructive exa ination of a T-quencher weld had f
.

been erroneously closed (not voided , , administrative error-- Sub- o
fr' th:t th: c 12 ir cu nbic-(NR-E-2996).c:qu a m i:1

.chV.ic;t: e
.r- ,

Jr. s ccral e x 4 7s had been voided by erjonnel other than the, s q,.

QA manager, a violation of site procedur (,3 ? cp tfj"''.'['' ' / .; .

Jt ;;: fr d +" t h ring "Kevisions" some nonconforming items were
removed from NP/'without adequate justification (NR-E-2466).

.4
Fifteen 06-the reports -cc._ cd had not been entered into the non-
conformance reporting system (had not been issued a NR number).

*..v . 3

[[ In two cases, the reports represented actual equipment deficiencies,
[jf < although the deficiencies were of very minor significance. (CN-5122,

h7C-0001). In eleven cases, conditions identified on the reports
were subsequently corrected by the construction department (CN-4309,
CN-4930, CN-4931, CN-4955, CN-4956, CN-4957, CN-4958, CN-4959, CN-5476,#

i

;
,

CN-5477, CN-5479).'
,

1

j ,- ' In one case, the report represented a procedural violation (failed
.

'/ to stop work when a hold tag was applied) rather than an equipment'

deficiency (CN-5412).

,-qIn one case, the equipment was found to be non-safety related (CN-4389).,

1 n

I was found that the Kaiser QA Manager had voided NRs following requests'

| from the Gonstruction Department to void the reports; however, the QA
| Banager stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so.

The audit of nonconformance reports by the fir ef NES -h+s. indicated that
|

I approximately 1500 nonconformance reports have been voided or superfeded
5{ marked" void,seerevision").

- :.e.3

| The findings for the realtively small sample of NRs reviewed in detail
} indicates that deficiencies in the control of nonconforming were wide-g

cwMUt
{

|

,

C euer b ce M -**e - 17 -

| 3kd % %s %Nu e

i
Cede.deka-Wec c9-WIP Cw 'es5,3

i j cesc. cW-W,c.u.geq,cw.4ag
(cu-% d ,ckJ-SM1tgtu-sy19),
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For the twenty-four reports selected for detailed review, the following
findings were made:

1. Three NRs related to equipment deficiencies were improperly voided
in that the justification for the voiding (the reports were to be
separated to track items more easily and reissued as seperate NRs).

NR-E-2466).(NR-E-1661, NR-E-1662,AEEN OQW/eD Nwas not full implemented.

| hyg M M
2. Sges NRs related to documentation deficienci had been improperly'

| voideda jfo adequate justification semibtsheGysuuudes for the voiding .4

of these reports (NR-1.-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, { p
One NR relative to lack of a final weld radiograph Q.._ , M2se.

Mi5y'hW5hh5EAAb5[tE5ENy(NR-E-2836)5N&.m) __ _ u. u ,.___,.. '

Cl.:GM9
3,4. One NR related to nondestructive examination of a T-quencher weld had

been erroneously closed (not voided) by administrative error. Sub- ww
sequent review indicates that the weld is acceptable (NR-E-2996). p

(/, $ . In several cases, NRs had been voided by personnel other than the m k%
QA manager, a violation of site procedure. ri-*

"
- - -&.t-

2.4. It was found that during " Revisions" some nonconforming items were
removed from NRs without adequate justification (NR-E-2466)._

; f-

2. . m ars w g. m g m . , . -u g
'=Fifteen or tne reports reviewed had not been entered into the non--* -

E ' . ~,D
. ^

conformance reporting system (had not been issued a NR number)....

, Q*pit ' +
In two cases, the reports represented actual equipment deficiencies, W^^ o4
although the deficiencies were of very minor significance. (CN-5122, pgyg
NRC-0001). In eleven cases, conditions identified on the reports
were subsequently corrected by the construction department (CN-4309,
CN-4930, CN-4931, CN-4955, CN-4956, CN-4957, CN-4958, CN-4959, CN-5476,
CN-5477, CN-5479).

In one case, the report represented a procedural violation (failed
to stop work when a hold tag was applied) rather than an equipment
deficiency (CN-5412).

In one case, the equipment was found to be non-safety related (CN-4389).

It was found that the Kaiser QA manager had voided NRs following requests
from the construction department to void the reports; however, the QA
manager stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so.

V
The audit of noncbnformance reports by the firm of NES has indicated that

)approximately15{0nonconformancereportshavebeenvoidedorsuperceded
(marked " void, see revision "). M f//E.:N!!", /f(2/44X/#f4FW2. ,fbO WGQ' V4M g

V A M K F 77}f/
The findings for the reditively small sample of NRs reviewed in detail
indicates that deficiencies in the control of nonconforming were wide- NMM

i

- 17 -
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referred to the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal

consideration. Potential problems were identified related to adequacy of,

facility construction, such as material traceability and use of proper
j materials, proper socket weld fitup, proper weld procedure, and welder

qualifications. These matters are being addressed in the licensee's Quality
/ Confirmation Program to determine the adequacy of plant construction.

f 4

dl *

4.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

# ff**1Nw records of
Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain heat number

traceability for piping and weld rod; and failure to take adequate corrective

action for identified deficiencies involving (i) not verifying proper pipe

fitup, and (ii) missing or questionable weld data record inform: tion regarding

weld filler metal traceability, welder identification, and dates welds were

made.)
l

|
|

4.4 Threatened Firing

4.4.1 Allegation

1

ert Mars 11, Kat r Constru ion Supe ndent, 31 ected Ph p Git ings,

Kaiser A Manag , to fi Individu (QC in ector) for ng a maq)ifyirig
glass to i ect a w Id.

%;llj Gi|fiqr |kreeStn*S bo $r've 0 0 5" A f'* C bw~ (In bivi us| Im
y

j
har te hU 3 tw0h & C C e?Y t We|E . InNivi|us| I wgf 2|.ro'

m*joly fired 4 uri,p 2 wip,'f /,7 y /,,., w A ex w ,,,, ;. ;,,
7 ,

wcNs ~ k ., in Fut., M was arim n .~ i r r , r- .h aew
% % sW et a pje wel A .
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. 4.4.2 Background Information

CG&E retained Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI;, to construct the Zimmer plant.
I

Kaiser maintains a Quality Assurance (QA) Department headed by the QA Manager

and consisting of Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) and Quality Control (QC)

Inspectors. QC Inspectors perform field inspections of all safety-related

components. Some QC Inspectors are employed by Kaiser and some by outside
.

inspection firms that are retained to increase inspection manpower for a

limited time in particular areas. During 1979 and 1980, Kaiser retained

a number of contract inspectors (supplied by Butler Services, Inc.) to

increase inspection manpower. In November 1980, all of the contract QC

inspector positions were terminated and some contractor employees were

offered positions in the Kaiser QC organization.

P

4.4.3 Investigation

4.4.3.1 Interview of Rex Baker

i

On January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
l

| was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in August or September 1980, the
,

! Kaiser QA Manager (Phillip Gittings) directed him to fire Individual I after
'

Gittings had been told by Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,

j that Individual I had used a magnifying glass to inspect a weld. Baker said he

told Gittings that according to the American Welding Society (AWS) Code,

| Individual I could use a magnifying glass during his inspections and tnerefore
i

there were no grounds to fire him. Later that day, Gittings told Baker to

|

i - 55 -
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retain Individual I but to transfer him from pipe support hanger inspections

to structural steel welding inspections. Baker said that Individual I was
,

not threatened with firing for his failure to accept welds, but was reassigned

due to his poor productivity and lack of completed inspections.

!

$ On January 13, 1981, Baker provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is

included as Exhibit /(.

4.4.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13 and 15 and July 8,1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction

Manager, had told him he had seen Individual I inspecting a pipe support hanger

with a magnifying glass. Gittings said he told Rex Baker that if Individual I

had been using a magnifying gl, ass he wanted him off the site immediately.

Gittings indicated that Individual I later came to his office and told him he

had not been using a magnifying glass to inspect welds, but had been using a

mirror. Based on that information, Gittings said he rescinded the termination
t

! order.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him

" bad reports" on inspection activities of Individual I and his lack of

completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer him from pipe

support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection activities.

- 56 -
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4.4.3.3 Interview of Robert Marshall
,

On January 15, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in the summer of 1980 QC inspectors
i

i performed visual AWS weld inspections, rejected 95% of the welds on pipe

support hangers, and initiated more than fifty nonconformance reports'

documenting nonconforming hanger welds. He said that he and Scott Swain,

CG&E Site Construction Manager, were touring the plant discussing this

problem when they observed Individual I inspecting a weld with a mirror,

flashlight, and pick.

Marshall indicated that later that day Swain told Gittings that an inspector

was using a magnifying glass to look at a' weld. Gittings responded that he

would fire the inspector. Marshall stated emphatically that he did not

direct Gittings to fire Individual I, and later they both concurred that

firing the inspector was too drastic an action to take.

4.4.3.4 Interview of Scott Swain

On January 15, 1981, Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction Manager, was

inte rviewed. He stated that in November 1980, he and Robert Marshall were

touring the diesel generator rooms and observed Individual I inspecting a

pipe support hanger weld with a flashlight, pick, and another tool. Swain

said Marshall identified this tool to him as a magnifying glass. During a

meeting concerning the high rejection rates on visual inspections of pipe

support hanger welds, Swain mentioned this to those present. Gittings

- 57 -
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responded that he would fire the inspector involved if he found the inspec-
,

tor was using a magnifying glars to visually inspect a weld. Swain stated I
'

he later learned the tool was a mirror, and that Gittings was not going to

fire the inspector involved.

|
i

4.4.3.5 Interview of Individual I

On February 20, 1981, Individual I, former Butler Services, Inc., QC Inspector,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from October 8,.

1979 to December 1980. He stated that he was performing a pipe support hanger

weld inspection in the diesel generator room in November 1980 when he noticed

that Robert Marshall and Scott Swain were observing his inspections. At one

point, they looked at the tools he had with him. Shortly afterwards, Individual

I was called into Rex Baker's office and Baker said Phillip Gittings had been
. a

told by Marshall and Swain that he was using a magnifying glass to inspect a

weld.

Individual I said Baker also related that Gittings had been asked by Marshall
,

! to terminate the inspector. He indicated he later met with Gittings and was
l

( again told that Marshall had seen him using a magsifying glass to inspect a
;

weld and wanted him off the site. Individual I stated he later met with Baker

and explained he did not have a magnifying glass with him when observed and

that the tool Marshall had seen was a mirror. He also added that, even if

he had been using a magnifying glass, both the AWS Code DI.1, Section 6.5.5,

and Kaiser Procedure SPPM 4.6 ,(Revision 8 recognized and approved the use

of a magnifying glass for weld inspection.

|

|
.
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Individual I stated that he demanded Baker and Gittings document the reason

for his proposed termination and he advised Baker he would consult with his

attorney and fight the termination.

i

!
| Individual I provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is included as

Xi

Exhibit .

d

L.

4.4.3 [ Interview of Jesse Ruiz [

_

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were being

harrassed and intimidated by Kaiser construction personnel. Ruiz said that

h Individual I had been threatened with the loss of his job by [
Gerald Adams, KEI Structural Superintendent, if he did not accept an item

inspected, and for allegedly using a magnifying glass to inspect a weld when

he was actually using a mirror, a common weld inspection tool.

On February 20, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is

included as Exhibit N.

4.4.4 Findings and Conclusions

A QC Inspector was threatened with dismissal by the QA Manager after the

Construction Superintendent advised him (incorrectly) that the QC Inspector

used a magnifying glass to visually inspect weld surfaces. The QC Inspector

protested the planned dismissal and was not dismissed; however, he was re-

assigned to another area of inspection.
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4.4.5 Items of Noncompliance

j No items of noncompliance were identified.
'
i

!
! 5. Applegate/ GAP Allegations
|

i

On January 5, 1981, the Government Accountability Project (GAP) requested an

investigation into the conduct of an earlier RIII investigation of concerns

provided by Thomas Applegate. In addition to this request, they provided a

list of nineteen allegations, sone of which appeared to contain information

known to NRC, and some of which were new information. A commitment was made

to review the nineteen allegations even if they appeared to pertain to known

situations.

To clarify the allegations M , a meeting was held between Applegate, <
Thomas Devine (GAP representative), and RIII personnel on February 26, 1981.

The meeting was recorded, and a transcript was produced.

Some of the allegations ymmm Ned concern issues that do not fall under

the jurisdiction of the NRC, and have been brought to the attention of the

appropriate agencies for action as they consider appropriate. Other alle-

gations were provided during this meeting and in correspondence from GAP,

some of which are not addressed in this report but will be reviewed and

documented in subsequent reports. A review of outstanding allegations

indicates that their investigation would not change the conclusions reached

in this report.
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Mark I operating experiences related to safety rellet vat <e actuations

and large-scale testing of the more recently designed Mark III containment

design system, new suppression pool hydrodynamic loads associated with

postulated loss-of-coolant accidents (LOCA) were identified that had not

been explicitly considered in the original design of the Mark II containment
system. These newly identified loads result from the dynamic effects of

drywell air and steam being rapidly forced into the suppression pool during

a postulated LOCA or safety relief valve actuation. When this possible pro-

blem was first identified, General Electric and NRC and its consultants per-

formed an in-depth review 'of the General Electric Mark II containment system
i
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design. Utilities owning facilities that would use the Mark II containment
,

system also formed an owners' group to share calculations, evaluations, and
i

; acceptable modifications to the Mark II containments.
i

!

!
The NRC effort in reviewing the new dynamic loads was divided into two

'

programs: a short-term evaluation program for the lead plants (Zimmer,
t

La Salle, Shoreham), and a long-term program for final detailed evaluation

of the adequacy of modifications. The description of the NRC evaluation

is available in NUREG-0487, " Mark II Containment Lead Plant Program Load

Evaluation and Acceptance Criteria," published in November 1978.* This

document indicates that the lead plants, those first to use the Mark II

containment system, would be reviewed by NRC to determine the acceptability

of modifications made in their design to accommodate the identified loads.

NUREG-0474, "A Technical Up-Date on Pressure Suppression Type Containments

in Use in U.S. Light Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants," issued in July

1978,* details the ongoing NRC monitoring of the modification and analysis

program. NUREG-0371, " Task Action Plans for Generic Activities (Category A),"

issued in November 1978,* identifies review of the Mark II pressure suppression

containment as Generic Task A-8. NUREG-0510, " Identification of Unresolved

Safety Issues Relating to Nuclear Power Plants, Report to Congress," issued

in January 1979,* identifies two generic tasks as being related to the analysis

of suppression pool dynamic loads and safety relief valve loads / temperature

limits for BWR containments.

*These documents are available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or

for purchase from the NRC/GPO sales program, Washington, DC 20555.
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In the lead plant program load evaluation, NkC approved the design basis

used for modifications to the suppression pool system, including a device
;

known as a "T quencher" as part of the safety relief system, and additional
t

equipment, such as base and wall plates, to support these new installations.

NRC does not have regulatory jurisdiction over the construction costs of a,
;

nuclear power plant..

!

,

5.1.3 Investigation

5.1.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed Ly NRC. Individual A stated that

Kaiser had iastalled a large portion of the main steam relief (MSR) piping,

knowing that secti:as of it would later have to be removed. He recalled

that 2 years after its installation Kaiser removed large scetions of the

piping at and below the 525-ft level of the reactor containment building

but left the pipe sections above that level in place.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statementi however, he

requested that the statement not be attached to this report.
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5.1.3.2 Interview of Individuals B and C

'
On April 14 and 16,1981, Individuals B and C, identified by GAP personnel

i as having provided information regarding this allegation to representatives
i
'

of GAP, were interviewed by NRC. They both stated that they had no informa-

tion concerning this allegation.
!

:

1

5.1.3.3 Interview of H. C. Brinkman
,

During the period of February 9-13 and 23-27,1981, discussions with
:

H. C. Brinkman, CG&E Principal Mechanical Engineer, indicated that experi-

mentation had revealed the need to redesign the relief system based on

newly identified discharge loads. Therefore, several utilities, including

CG&E, decided on a modification to replace the already installed " rams head"

safety relief valve (SRV) discharge devices with " quenchers."

In 1975, CG&E decided to start designing the quencher modification, knowing

that part of the piping to be installed would later have to be removed due

to the identification of new discharge loads. The basis for the decision

was that approximately 90 to 97% of the original quencher modification would4

likely be acceptable and therefore only 3 to 10% would be subject to rework.

CG&E concluded that it would be less costly to proceed with installation

activities rather than delay the construction schedule until the quencher

modification design was complete. To date, the modification installation

is not complete.
i
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5.1.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observations

! The MSR modification has required (in part) the replacement of 10-in.
!

| Schedule 40 pipe with other 10-in. Schedule 40 pipe of different geometric

configuration, 10-in. extra-strong pipe, and 12-in, extra-strong pipe,
t
' (thicker walled pipe).

During this investigation, the licensee provided cost figures for the modi-

fication to date, which exceeded the alleged amount. The NRC made no attempt

to corroborate the licensee's claim that it was cheaper to proceed with an

installation known to require rework before installation actually took place.

An RIII inspector reviewed all revisions to the KEI isometric drawing PSK-IMS,

Sheets 21 and 21A, that were pertinent to the quencher modification of the main

steam relief piping. The revisions identified the following changes:

Table 5.1.3.4-1 Revisions To Isometric Drawing PSK-I'1S

Rev. No. Implemented Change Date

Rev. O Redrawn--original configuration replaced 9/8/76
Rev. 1 Hangers added 3/31/77

Rev. 2 Eight lugs added 1/10/78

Rev. 3 Hanger changed 5/5/78
Rev. 4 New spool pieces added, welds MS212 and MS195 4/3/79

$ voided per S&L
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Table 5.1.3.4-1 (continued)
>

Rev. No. Implemented Change Date
,

i Rev. 5 Piping tee section added 6/18/79

Rev. 6 Weld MS160 and a 4-in. dimension added 10/1/79
i
' Rev. 7 Field-marked (redline) updates added 1/9/80

Rev. 8 Welds K-461 and K-463 changed; weld K-592 8/27/80

changed to K-593 per NR-2499; hanger detail

section D-D added
i

Rev. 9 Weld K-592 changed to K-461; weld K-593 9/4/80

changed to K-594

,

An RIII inspector reviewed the QC documentation for the following main

steam relief piping field welds: 160, 160A, 267A, 267B, 267C, 267D, 268B,

268C, 459, 460, and 461. The records showed that the welds had been

accomplished in accordance with the appropriate code (ASME Section III

1971, with Sumraer 1973 Addenda).

An RIII inspector interpreted the radiographs for the following main steam

relief piping field welds: 160A, 459, 460, 461, 462, and 594. There were

approximately five to seven radiographs for each of these welds. Varying

numbers of radiographs were necessary to cover the entire 360 degrees of each

pipe weld. The radiography was performed in accordance with the appropriate
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code (ASME Section III 1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda). The RIII inspector

identified no unacceptable weld indications on the radiographs.

! 5.1.4 Findings and Conclusions
t

!

.l
The quencher modification to the main steam relief system was being made with!

I the knowledge of NRC. CG&E personnel stated they made an economic decision
:

i to install piping for the main steam relief system quencher modification with

the knowledge that approximately 3 to 10% would have to be removed due to con-

tinuing identification of changes in design loads. Because NRC does not have

regulatory jurisdiction over construction costs, no attempt was made to determine

the estimated labor cost for the portion of pipe that was installed and removed.

The safety importance of this allegation is limited to whether the main steam

relief piping is installed properly.

RIII has concluded that the modification is being properly installed and
i

tested, except for the improper voiding of one NR as discussed in Section

4.1 of this report.

5.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.2 Improper Fittings

.
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5.2.1 Allegation

"2000 pound fittings were installed in 1979 on residue head valves, although

5000 pound fittings are required."
1

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that

the " residue head valves" of this allegation and " residue heat valves" of

allegation 5.4.1 were not the components of concern. The components involved

in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for the

recirculation flow control valves.

Allegations 5.2 and 5.4 are both addressed in this section because the

investigation determined that both allegations were addressing the same

component.

5.2.2 Background Information

.

Hydraulic actuators are used to open and close some plant valves. Actustors

on the reactor recirculation system are provided with drain lines in case

hydraulic seals in the actuator should leak. These drain lines are not

pressurized (they go to a drain tank which is at atmospheric pressure) and

only serve to contain possible leaking hydraulic fluid.

5.2.3 Investigation

|
- 68 -
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5.2.3.1 Interview of Individual A

!

i On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by the NRC. Individual A stated

I that Individual F had told him that 6000-lb pressure fittings were re-
i quired on the hydraulic lines in the residual heat removal system, but

Individual F was told by a supervisor to install 3000-lb fittings.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he

requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.2.3.2 Interview of Individual F

On March 20, 1981, Individual F was interviewed by telephone. Individual F
.

stated that he had heard about a valve that had been broken, but he did

not have any firsthand knowledge of the incident. Individual F said he

knew of cases in which " half-life" (3000-lb in place of 6000-lb) fittings

were used. Two specific cases recalled by Individual F will be followed

upinasubsequentinspection(358/81-13-0$$.
. 7

Individual F repeatedly stated that it had been three years since he had

been at Zimmer and that he could not remember further specifics.
,

|
.

5.2.3.3 Interview of Individual B

i On February 10, 1981, Individual B, who had been previously interviewed

by representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated
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i

that 3000-lb fittings were installed on two recirculation flow control

valves when 6000-lb fittings were required. He identified the fittings as

being socket welded to two small hydraulic lines on the valves in question.
.

| Individual B stated that, to the best of his knowledge, this deficiency had

f not been corrected.
I
t

Individual B stated that in 1979 it was reported to him that a pipefitter,

4

bumped into the valve and a small hydraulic fitting on the valve fell off.

He said the fitting was later identified as a nonconforming item by Kaiser,

and a Design Document Change (DDC) was issued directing the fitting be

repaired. He stated the valve in question was manufactured by General

Electric, and General Electric later repaired the broken fitting on the

valve.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement; however, he

requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.2.3.4 Interview of T. F. Van Natta

On June 25, 1981, T. F. Van Natta, Site Control and Instrument Engineer for

General Electric, was interviewed by telephone. Van Natta stated that the

adaptor connecting the drain line to the hydraulic actuator body on a

recirculation flow control valve had been broken off. He said that he did

not know whether or not a pipefitter had broken the adaptor.
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Van Natta indicated that the originally installed adaptor was adequate for the

designed service, but it was susceptible to mechanical damage from adjr. cent

construction activities that were being performed. Therefore, the decision

was made to replace the original adaptor design with the stronger flange design
i

defined in General Electric Field Deviation Disposition Request No. KN-1-299,

dated December 18, 1978.

Van Natta said that the actuator and three of the feur hydraulic lines connect-

ing to the actuator had a design test pressure of 3000 psig. He said the fourth

line, which was addressed in Field Deviation Disposition Request (FDDR) No.

KN-1-299, was the drain line to the hydraulic system, which has a design test

pressure of 200 psig and normal operating pressure of 0 psig since the drain

line is open to atmosphere at the drain tank.

Van Natta stated'that the actuator drain ports and lines were separated from

the relatively high-pressure (3000 psig) side of the actuator by two seals

(a main seal and a backup seal), each of which have a design pressure of 3000

psig.

5.2.3.5 Interview of T. E. Bloom

On June 30, 1981, T. E. Bloom, a General Electric employee, was interviewed

by NRC. Bloom stated that the nipple (adaptor) on the hydraulic actuator to

the recirculation flow control valve for recirculation Loop A had been broken.

- 71 -

- - - .. .-_ _ _ - - _ - - - _ _



DRAFT 2 10/2/81

5.2.3.6 Record Review

,

'
1. The RIII inspector reviewed General Electric FDDR No. KN-1-299 (designated

I
; as nonconformance request) dated December 18, 1978, which addressed the

recirculation system flow control valse actuator. The FDDR indicated that
i

i the following had occurred:
i

i

i

"The threaded adaptor which connects the drain port on the actuator body

was broken off during installation of the 1/2" NPT [ National Pipe Thread]

hydraulic piping. This adaptor is not suitable for this application where

the connection is susceptible to damage and does not provide take down

capability."

The final disposition of the FDDR was as follows:
.

" Replace the defective adaptor with short tube threaded to the actuator
,

and socket weld to a special flange attached to the actuator mount ledge.

A mating flange with a Viton "0" ring joint is also provided similar to

the other actuation piping connections."

The FDDR indi:ated that the flange modification was complete on July 13,

1979. The FDDR did not identify the specific actuator (Loop A or Loop B)

l that had the defective adaptor.

2. The hydraulic actuators for the two recirculation flow control valves

and their respective piping, components, locations, and classifications

were identified on the following drawings (Table 5.2-1):
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Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Dsta

Sargent & Lundy

Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers,

!

| Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings
t

,

,

Recirculation Loop A

1. Actuator No. IB33F060A-- M-47 Sheet 1 of 2

Rucker drawing #81999-F-402 Revision T

Revision M; Rucker Control

S/N SP19025

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 1 of 2

(fittings), welds, class- Revision T

ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR39fd 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-243 and

(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-245
;

1RR41AD*)

l
!

b.**Line #1RR39AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-241,

hydraulic system drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-244 and

line (and low point drain M-464-3-RR-247

line IRR41AC*)
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Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data (continued)

Sargent & Lundy

|
., Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

1

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings
'

!

c. Line #1RR39AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-242 and
.

(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-246
~

line IRR41AB*)

d. Line #1RR39AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-239 and

(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-240

line IRR41AA*)
.

4

Recirculation Loop B

1. Actuator No. IB33F060B M-47 Sheet 2 of 2

Rucker Control S/N 19028 Revision P
,

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 2 of 2

(fittings), welds, class- Revision P

ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR40AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-263 and

(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-259

line IRR43AD*)
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,
,

Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data-(continued)
,

Sargent & Lundy
'

Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawingsi

'
t

_

$
- , .

,

",3 5

b.**Line #1RR40AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet .2 of 2 ' M-464-4-RR-262 and
,

,

hydraulic system drain Revision P - M-464-4-RR-257
~

.

line (and low point drain - " '
3

r,

line IRR43AC*) S '

4

x

c. Line #1RR40AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-261 and

(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-258

line IRR43AB*) '

d. Line #1RR40AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-260 and

(and low point drain line Revision P M-464-4-RR-256

1RR43AA*)

%

,, s

* Low point drain lines are installed in the lowest points of each hydraulic

line to provide system maintenance. Low point drain lines 'are not the same as
~4

the hydraulic system drain lines (IRR39AC and IRR40AC), which are functional

parts of the hydraulic system. -

-
,

**The disposition to FDDR No. KN-1-299 was applied to both drain lines 4

#1RR39AC and #1RR40AC.
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.

The drawings indicated that the actuators and the portions of the

respective piping located inside the drywell were classified as
,

s . ASME Section III Class B. The portions of the respective piping

located outside the drywell and past the the isolation valves were
'

i

j classified as ASME Section III Class D (nonsafety related).
~

3. The RIII inspector reviewed a S&L design document change that
\

specified a change in design pressure for three hydraulic lines

from 6000 psig to 3000 psig and for the drain line from 3000 psig

to 150 psig for the actuators for the two flow control valves.

The Kaiser isometric drawings reflected the design pressure changes

specified in the DDC. [ Note: Revision 5 to drawing M-464-4RR-257

reflects an example of the specified change.]
s

\

p
- 4. The RIII inspector reviewed the S&L Mechanical Department Piping

:

Line List dated May 29, 1981, which specified the following con-

ditions for the hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-2):

Table 5.2-2 Hydraulic Line Conditions
,

Maximum Design Field
s

!
'

Operating Operating Test
,

p Pressure Pressure Pressure

Line No. (psig) (psig) (psig)
'

i

%%

*
s

'

I '''

1RR39AA 2200 3000 3000

l IRR39AB 2200 3000 3000?i
'
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Table 5.2-2 (continued)

i
!

Maximus Design Field
I Operating Operating Test

j Pressure Pressure Pressure

Line No. (psig) (psig) (psig)

1RR39AC* 100 150 200

1RR39AD 2200 3000 3000

1RR40AC* 100 150 200

1RR40AD 2200 3000 3000

1RR40AA 2200 3000 3000

1RR40AB 2200 3000 3000
.

*These were the drain lines affected by FDDR No. KN-1-299.

i

The RIII inspector reviewed the material-takeoff record listed on

each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings indicating that

| all the material and components (piping, fittings, and valves) met

or exceeded the design conditions identified on the S&L Mechanical

Department Piping Line List.
I

| The RIII inspector reviewed the KEI-I weld data records listed on
!

each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings. The records
,

!
i
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indicated that welds had been made in accordance with the ASME

Code Section III-1971 Edition, with the following exceptions:

: a. Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-239, Revision 3)--

Records do not reflect dates when welds were

made for any of the welds.

Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-240, Revision 7)--

Recorded dates for welds A-1, A-2, A-3, C-2

and C-5 indicate the welds were dye penetrant

tested (PT) before they were made,

b. Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No M 464-3-RR-244, Revision 4)--

Records do not reflect dates when welds were

made for any of the welds.

Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. 'i-464-3-RR-241, Revision 4)--

Records do not reflect dates when welds C-6,

C-7, C-8, C-9, C-10, and C-11 were made.

c. Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-243, Revision 4)--

Records do not reflect dates for any of the

welds.

Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-245, Revision 5)--

Records do not reflect dates when welds C-5

(rework), C-6, C-7, C-8, and C-9 were made.
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s

i

d. Line #1RR40AB (Drawing No, M-464-4-RR-257, Revision 8)--

Record reflects QC verification of weld A-1
,

with written signoff instead of required QC

stamp; weld test (PT) records not available

: for welds A-2, A-3, and B-2.
1

e. Line #1RR40AC (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-262, Revision 7)--

Weld data records written to replace lost

weld records for welds E-2 and E-4, without

justification to assure in process inspections

were performed.
<

f. Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-259, Revision 6)--

Records do not reflect dates when welds B-2,

B-5, and B-6 were made; weld test (PT) record

was not available for weld B-2.

Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No, M-464-4-RR-263, Revision 7)--

Weld test record was not available for welds

A-1 and A-7.

The final quality assurance engineer's review of the preceding KEI-1

weld data records had not been performed as of June 29, 1981.

Therefore, the listed exceptions are unresolved pending the final

QA engineer's review and completion of appropriate dispositions

(358/81-13-0,7).

8
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5. The RIII inspector reviewed Kaiser Engineers, Inc., Quality Assurance

: Construction Methods Instruction (QACMI) No. M-10, Revision 6 (dated
t

<

{ November 16, 1978), and Revision 7 (dated September 13, 1979). Both
I revisions of QACMI M-10, entitled " Pressure Testing of Piping Systems,"
I

complied with ASME Code Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-6000.;

?

I

The RIII inspector reviewed the following hydrostatic test reports,

for the respective hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-3):

Table 5.2-3 Hydrostatic Test Results
.

Test Pressure (psig)

Actual

Design Max. Actual 10-Min.

Line No. Max. Allow. Initial Holding Report No.

I

1RR39AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-28

3/2/79

Retest 9/27/79
l

! 1RR39AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-27

3/1/79
i

Retest 9/27/79
1

1

1RR39AC

| (Drawings 200 225 215 150 RR-53

241, 244) 9/27/79

( - 80 -
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Table 5.2-3 (continued)

Test Pressure (psig)

Actual,

' Design Max. Actual 10-Min.
4

Line No. Max. Allow. Initial Holding Report No.

(Drawing 200 215 210 160 RR-26

247) 2/26/79

! 1RR39AD 2000 313G 3010 3000 RR-25
;

3/5/79

Retest 9/27/79

.

IRR40AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-32

3/6/79

Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-31
~

3/14/79

Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AC 200 215 210 160 RR-30

3/2/79

Retest 10/4/79
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Table 5.2-3 (continued)

Test Pressure (psig)

Actual
.

Design Max. Actual 10-Min.

Line No. Max. Allow. Initial Holding Report No.

IRP40AD 3000 3180 3010 2000 RR-29

3/5/79

Retest 10/4/79

_

The preceding hydrostatic pressure tests were performed by using the system

power unit to pressurize the lines through the actuators, as described in

General Electric File No. VPF 3300-111-1 (Rucker Control Technical Manual

No. TM 81999, paragraphs 5.7.3.1 through 5.7.3.9). Therefore, the actuators

as well as the lines (pipes, fittings, valves, etc.) were subjected to the

test pressures. The hydrostatic test reports indicated that the tests had
i

been performed in accordance with QACMI No. M-10, Revision 6 and Revision 7,
;

| according to the effective dates.

5.2.3.7 Field Observations

On June 29 and 30, 1981, the RIII inspector visually examined both of the

hydraulic actuators and all of the attached lines (from the actuators to

the penetrations leading out of the drywell). The inspector identified no
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unacceptable weld indications in any of the welds connecting the actuator,

flange, or piping. The inspector noted that all of the welds were socket

welds. The general piping installation, routing, material identification,

j and welds were as specified on the respective isometric drawings. The

j hydraulic system drain lines connected to the actuators for both of the

recirculation flow control valves were installed in accordance with FDDR

No. KN-1-299 dated December 18, 1978,

5.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The investigation revealed that the design pressure rating of three hydraulic

lines for each of the recirculation flow control valve actuators had been

changed from 6000 psig to 3000 psig, and the design pressure rating of the

drain lir.e had been changed from 3000 to 150 psig. These design changes are

considered acceptable by the NRC and the licensee.

An adaptor to a drain line on the hydraulic actuator to one of the recir-

culation flow control valves (not the valve itself) was broken, and a

site control document was written that identified this condition. The

cause of the broken adaptor was not documented and could not be determined.
|

The item was modified to be less prone to damage. *

The material used in the connections to the actuator was as specified on the

installation drawings. The hydraulic systems were satisfactorily pressure

tested.
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The concern identified by the allegation, though not known previously by

the NRC, had been adequately addressed by the licensee.
:

J

| 5.2.5 Items of Noncompliance
1

|

No items of noncompliance were identified.

:
,

5.3 Clogged Drains

5.3.1 Allegation

"A radioactive waste drain is clogged sith concrete whien carelegsly was

poured into the drain *'

5.3.2 Backgrcund Information

Plant procedures require drains to be flushed with water prior to plant

operation to confirm that the drains are clear of all restricting debris.

The radwaste floor drains will not handle any radioactive liquid until such

material is generated following the start of plant operations.

The terms "radwaste drains" and " radioactive waste drains," as used by

interviewed individuals, are synonymous terms for floor drains which

normally drain small amounts of radioactive water that can leak from such

sources as valve packings. The drains are designed to carry potentially

radioactively contaminated water to the waste treatment facility.
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5.3.3 Investigation

' 5.3.3.1 Interview of Individual A
.

4

!

| On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previous'ly interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated

that, while concrete finishing work was under way in the radioactive

waste disposal area, he suggested to Kaiser construction personnel that a

pipefitter be assigned to the concrete finishing crew to assure concrete

did not enter and clog the floor drains. However, they disagreed with '

this suggestion and, instead, directed the floor drains be covered with '

duct tape to prevent concrete from entering and clogging the drains.
;

Individual A stated that concrete did enter the lines and clog the radio-

active warte drains.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he

requested that the statement not be attached to this report.

5.3.3.2 Interview of Individual B

Individual B stated that he worked as a pipefitter during 1976-1977, and

worked with the drain flushing crew for the radwaste system. Individual B

stated that during this period he observed floor drains in the system that

were clogged with concrete, which he and others unsuccessfully tried to

remove.
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5.3.3.3 Interview of Test Coordinator and Startup Engineer

Telephone interviews were conducted by the Senior Resident Inspector on

Februa ry 12, 1981 with the Test Coordinate :, who was responsible for the
.

radwaste building drain flushing activities, and on February 13, 1981 with,

the Startup Engineer, who was responsible for drain system flushes. Both

individuals indicated that some drains were found to be plugged with

unspecified debris. In all of those cases, the drains were cleared and

flov was verified.

5.3.3.4 P.ecced Feview and Onsite Observation

the Senior Resid.ent Inspector reviewed CGGE Flushing Procedure No. DR,

Rev. 3, for the drain system, approved on September 23, 1977. The purpose
,

of this procedure was stated as follows: "This document details the pro-

cedure for cleaning the liquid radwaste floor drain and equipment drain

piping to the various plant sumps and drain tanks. The floor drain and

equipment drain piping shall be flushed until they flow freely and all

large particulate matter is removed."

Appendices to the Flushing Procedure indicated that 152 of a total of 169

of the potentially radioactive waste drains related to the radwaste building

floor drain tank, the floor drain sludge tank, the radwaste floor drain

sump, the floor drain collector tank, and the chemical waste tank had been

flushed and the flow verified in accordance with the procedure. The appendices

indicated that the verifications had been made in 1979. The licensee stated

that the flushing activities were continuing.
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The Senior Resident Inspector made visual inspections of all of the

accessible radwaste drain ports identified on Sargent & Lundy drawings A-533

Rev. F, A-534 Rev. F, and A-515 Rev. N. These drawings identified the drains

in the radwaste building (elevations 496 ft, 527 ft, 513 ft, and 511 ft) and
j in the auxiliary building (elevations 567 ft 5 in., and 547 ft). None of

the observed drain ports were visibly plugged. The following floor drains

were covered with tape at the time of the inspection and were therefore.not*

inspected:

-
.

1. Radvaste Building--elevation 527 ft

1

4. Drain Y-21

b. Drain Y-17

2. Auxiliary Building--elevation 567 ft

a. Drain L-26

b. Drain G-26 (elevation 562 ft 5 1/4 in.)
c. Drain G-22

d. Drain G-20
.

Drain G/H-20 (elevation 562 ft 6 3/4 in.)e.

f. Drain H-22 (elevation 562 ft 7 5/8 in.)
g. Drain H/J-24

h. Drain G/H-22
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5.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

Neither the flushing records nor the Resident Inspector's observations

confirmed or denied that drains had been clogged with concrete. NRC

interviews with site personnel indicated that some drains had been clogged

with unspecified debris. However, the investigation confirmed that 152

out of a total of 169 of the potential radioactive waste drains were cleared

of all restricting debris. The 17 drains that remain to be flushed are

identified in the same controlled flushing procedure as the 152 that have

already been flushed. RIII will determine the status of the remaining 17

drainspriortoauthorizingplantoperation(358/81-13-0$h.
Q
I

5.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

.

5.4 Weak Valve Materials

5.4.1 Allegation

"A residue heat valve broke when a pipefitter bumped into it, raising new

questions about the quality of metal used for valves."

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that

the " residue head valves" of allegation 5.2.1 and " residue heat valves" of

this allegation were not the components of concern. The components involved

in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for recirculation

flow control valves.
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Allegation 5.4 is addressed in allegation 5.2 because the investigation

determined that both allegations were addressing the same component.

9

5.5 Weld Rod Control

!
i

5.5.1 Allegation

" Sensitive parts on welding rods are possibly damaged through storage at

improper temperatures and possibly lost through failure to follow proper

paperwork and labeling requirements."
,

This allegation addresses two weld rod concerns:

1. Weld rods were possibly absorbirg moisture due to improperly controlled

rod teeperatures prior to consumptica, which resulted in unacceptable

welds.

2. Weld rods were not controlled because the paperwork and labeling

requirements were not being properly followed. Therefore, welds
,

may have been made with incorrect weld rods.

5.5.2 Background Information
!

For pressure boundary (pipe) welds, the ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition

Article NB-2440 states, " Suitable storage and handling of electrodes, flux

and other welding materials shall be maintained. Precautions shall be taken

1
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to minimize absorption of moisture by fluxes and cored, fabricated and coated

electrodes."

ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article NA-4460, states, " Measures shall

be established to provide work and examination instructions for handling,,

storage, shipping and preservation of materials, parts, components, and
..

appurtenances to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for <

particular products, special protective environments, such as inert gas
j

atmospheres, specific moisture content levels and temperatures, shall be

provided and their existence verified."

,

j

For structural welds, the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 4.9.2, stater, "A!]

electrodes having low-hydrogen cover $ngs conforning to AWS AS.1 shall be
,

purchased in hermetically-realed containers or shall be dried at least one
,

hour at temperatures between 700*F and 800*F before being hsed. Electrodes

shall be dried prior to use if the hermetically-seeled container shows

evidence of damage. Immediately after removal frce hermetically-sealed

containers or from drying ovens, electrodes shall be stored in ovens

held at a temperature of at least 250*F. E70XX electrodes that are not

used within four hours, E80XX within two hours, E90XX within one hour,

and E100XX and E110XX within one-half hour after removal from hermetically-

sealed containers or removal from a drying or storage oven shall be redried

before use. Electrodes which have been wet shall not be used."

The covering of low-hydrogen weld rods is hygroscopic (attracts moisture)

when not heated or otherwise protected from moisture-containing air. Water

contains hydrogen, so moisture absorption is undesirable.

- 90 -
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If a low-hydrogen weld rod is allowed to cool below approximately 100 to

125'F and is not protected from normal atmosphere, it will begin to

attract moisture. The longer the rod is exposed, the more moisture will

be absorbed. If a significant amount of moisture is absorbed, the resulting
'

o weld may contain porosity (gas pockets or voids). Such porosity will be
i

evident in visual inspections of root or filler passes of weld metal, and

will be visible in radiographs of the weld. In practice, an experienced

welder will recognize that a rod has absorbed significant moisture by the

way the weld is progressing, and will return or discard the affected rods.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod has absorbed very slight amounts of moisture,

it will not have a significant effect on the resulting weld, its strength,

cr anticipated service life.

1

Kaiser Procedure SPPM No. 3.3, Revision 6, dated June 25, 1979 which was

effective during September and October 1979, states the following:

"6.4 The Weld Rod Clerk shall issue all filler material on a weight basis.

He shall record on the KEI Weld 2 form the weight of all bare rod and

covered electrodes issued.

"He shall also, record on the KEI Weld 2 form the heat number and/or

lot number for bare rods, consumable inserts and backing rings, and

the heat number and lot number for covered electrodes prior to use.

"7.3 The Weld Rod Clerk shall weigh all bare rod and covered electrodes

returned to Central Storage and record the weight on the KEI Weld 2
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form. A new KEI Weld 2 form will be made out for each new issue of

electrodes to and for each welder."

5.5.3 Investigation

;

5.5.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he had

observed unaccounted for weld rods (weld rods without accompanying KEI-2

weld rod issue forms) and had seen weld rod warming ovens unplugged and

not being maintained at the proper temperature.
i

Individual A also stated that during September and October 1979 a pipefitter

was not assigned to the veld rod issue point to account for weld rods during

the evening shift. He stated that weld rod and weld rod issue slips were

left out unattended for anyone to pick up and use.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written; however, he requested .

the statement not be attached to this report.

5.5.3.2 Interview with Individual B
.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Kaiser

i '
I
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required weld rod ovens be maintained at the proper temperatures at all

times. He said he could not state that every welder maintained his oven

at the right temperature, but as a supervisor he assured his own men did.
,

He stated that weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) were occasionally lost and, in,

those cases, it was a common practice for welders to get a blank issue form,

falsify it, and present it to the Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors in order

for the veld to pass inspection. He said this was often done months after

the fact by Kaiser construction supervisors who falsified weld rod issue

forms to complete weld documentation packages. He indicated that, by doing

this, they did not have to cut out and rework welds. [ Note: State.ments

alleging falsification have been forvirded to the NRC Office of I3spectoc '

and Auditor for investigation.i

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement; however, he

requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.5.3.3 Record Review and Inspection

The Resident Inspector reviewed the receipt documentation for E7018 (lowi

hydrogen) weld rods purchased on orders No. 34356, 35720, 37587, 39075,

| 39382, 39556, 39971, and 40318. The receipt documentation indicated that

the E7018 rod had been received in sealed moisture proof containers.

The Resident Inspector also verified that low-hydrogen electrodes (rods)

| that had not been issued to the field were clearly identified and stored
|

|

|

|
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1

in a clean, limited access, and dry area. In addition, in the field issue

rooms (rod shacks), the low-hydrogen rods were either in sealed containers

or in holding ovens at temperatures above 250*F.

The licensee provides portable rod warmers to be used near the work

activities to maintain the weld rods in a dry condition until used. KEI

Welding Filler Materials Control Procedure No. SPPM 3.3, Revision 7,

paragraphs 3.5.4.2 and 3.5.4.3, respectively, state:

"When covered electrodes are removed from a holding oven to be

issued to welders they shall be placed in a portable rod warmer.

Only one classification and heat or lot of electrodes shall be

stored in each individual portable rod warmer. Each portable

rod warmer shall be uniquely marked for identification purposes

and shall be checked on a monthly basis to assure that each rod

warmer maintains a correct temperature between 175*F and 400*F.

"All covered electrodes exposed to ambient conditions for more

than four hours without coming in direct contact with water shall

be returned to central storage for rebaking..."

The Resident Inspector reviewed the December 1980 record for the daily

temperature check of holding ovens W50, W27, W38, W25, W39, W19, Wil,

and W26. The record indicates that oven W50 was 5*F under the specified

250*F on 3 of the 22 days checked; oven W25 was 5 F under the specified

250*F 1 of the 22 days; oven W39 was 15*F under the specified 250*F on
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1 day out of 22; and oven W26 was 10*F under the specified 250*F on 1 day

out of 22. Although these instances violated the letter of the procedure,

the rods were still hot enough to ensure no moisture was absorbed. An,

ites of noncompliance was not issued because of the lack of significance,

of this observation,

.

The Resident Inspector reviewed the record for the monthly check of,

portable rod ovens (warmers). The record indicated that the temperatures

of 209 warmers were checked on January 3, 1981 and that all were within

the required range of 175* to 400*F.
f

The Resident Inspector also observed that unacceptable rod warmers in the
,

field issue rooms were properly tagged to preclude their use and were *

segregated in a clearly marked area.

A review of reports of past NRC inspections disclosed instances when (1) weld

rod has been found lying outside containers or ovens, (2) po.rtable ovens were

not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated at the

j specified frequency, (4) holding ovens containing different type rods, and

(5) other control procedure requirements were not adhered to. These items

are documented in Inspection Reports No. 75-05, 76-07, 76-11, 77-02, 79-07,

79-15, 80-07, 80-14, and 80-19.
i

The portable rod warmers not being plugged in and holding ovens containing,

different types of rods were not violations of the ASME or AWS Codes.

|

I
;
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5.5.3.4 Physical Control of Weld Rods

| The paperwork used to account for veld rod is the weld rod issue form (KEI-2).
f The weld rod issue form requires signatures from the welder, the welder's
;

foreman, and the weld rod issuer permitting the welder to obtain weld rods
4

for a specific weld from the rod shack (field storeroom).

The RIII inspectors reviewed KEI daily timecards (personnel time records)

for 21 different days, and some respective weld rod issue forms (KEI-2

forms), to determine if a weld rod clerk was assigned to the field and rod

shack during the second shift for September and October 1979. The timecards
,

,

'

indicated that two individuals (K. Kern and G. Jones) had worked c,vertime
.

(after 4:00 p.m.) in the rod shack for I to 4 1/2 hrs on 20 of thi 21 days

(1 hr for 10 days, 1.3 brs for 2 days, 2 hrs for 3 days, 2.5 hrs for 2 days,

3.5 hrs for 2 days, and 4.5 hrs for 1 day).
'

There ayyesreE h be- scm s_p *

i' f:P.u...[inconsistenciesc._ .l ...ifi J between the timecards and the

weld rod issue formsg //rsk t,uf re re v'/ecdel .

OnSeptember5,1979,onlyKerhasassignedtotherodsha for 1 hr

ring the second shift, but the sign ture mark on weld form 2 79 did

not appear to resemble Kern's signature mlkrk and there was no signa'ture
N N
\mark for the rod clerk on weld form 200380.

2. On September 10, 1979, nonne was assigned to the rod shack during the
\ \second shift, but weld rod issud' forms 200431 and 200432 had scribbled

marks \indiatingarodclerk'ssign\ \
atur
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3. On September 11, 14, 18, and 28, 1979, Kern was the only one assigne

to the rod shack for I hr during the second shift, but the signa re

on forms 200465, 200485, 200486, 200458, 185618, 185617, 1857 , 185745,

| an 185733 appeared to be representations of Jones' initia s.
I

:

4. On Septe ber 17 and October 18, 1979, or.ly Jones wap assigned to the
/

rod shack ar 1 hr during the second shift, but tfie scribbled signa-
/

ture on forms 0487, 185614, and 184744 appe,ar/ed to be representations

of Kern's signatu .

/
/

5. On September 19 and 26, 979, only Ke'rn was recorded as being assigned

to the rod shack for 3 1/2 u lag the second shift, but the signature

on forms 185630, 185631, 185712; and 185713 appeared to be representations

of Jones' initials.
.

/
6. On October 3 and 5, 1,979, only Kern was recorded as being assigned to

the rod shack for 2 lu3 during the second sh t, but the signature on [g

/ N
forms 184690, 1,84662, 184661, and 184660 appeared te be a representa-

|

tion of Jone,s# initials.

i 7. On Oct er 4, 1979, only Jones was recorded as being assi ned to the
\

rod hack for I hr 18 min during the second shift, b t the s ribbled

gnature on forms 184710, 184711, and 184712 appeared to be a epre-

sentation of Kern's signature.

1

i The welders identified on the above weld rod issue forms were pipefitters

'(
0 ) and b ilermakers w rking

a the sec nd shift during September and October
k

!
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1979. The RIII inspector noted that the alleger was one of the assigned

pipefitters and boilermakers..

F

The issuance of weld rod was to be performed by the weld rod clerk as

described in H. J. Kaiser Procedure SPPM #3.3, Revision 6. This procedure

also specified requirements to control weld rod temperature and traceability

at the rod shack.

Rey s'en.3 isry c eScrr d[.rcssr.r,d U syned kreonrMa eo'er woYf ffa,
li<. e.s ren . Followiq + heir r* v!ws%
9th CG&E QA Manager informed RIII by telephone on August 13, 1981, that the

'

licenst.e's review of all timecards for the dates in question showed the

appropriate veld rod clerks were working on the days in question. He
On October 8, I931, % fo*s s.sr..r pro w,de) add /N.*j\

.

indicated the NRC did not review all of the timecards.A This is considered
Ferday' 'th $. t i.a. ed.l|h.;r,) s>hrnrahn|h; reviewsdt y- 2 ; 2.cese+yr_ "- gm.am {to be an u . resolved iten '

=

(358/81-13-pd. I,,

10 '

L _- s -
g

t

to-Wdit:bner, RI1I inspectors on numerous occasiens during previous inspections -

1

have observed weld rods lying uncontrolled in the construction area.
,

I

The concerns regarding the physical control of weld rod identified during f
5'

the investigation of this allegation are addressed in the licensee's Quality f
I

! t
( Confirmation Program. (

t

i
,

5.5.3.5 NRC Independent Measurements
,

l

To obtain a preliminary asessment as to whether improper weld metal may

have been used in making welds, boat samples and radiographs of six safety

I
!

!

!

!
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related welds were taken by the licensee under the direction of NRC. These

specific welds (welds HP-39; LP-19; LP-23B; LP-23; LP-11; and RH-275) were

taken from safety related systems in areas where lack of weld rod control

had been observed.
P

The radiographs were evaluated by NRC inspectors and

the weld boat samples were analyzed by Franklin Research Center for the.

,,

the NRC. The asterial and quality of these six welds were consistent with

design specifications.
Pe+sils .5. there NtC. inwlefdd swe*swenee.ds are dee ce,,e & $* 2C

1mepe+4m Req ~T O- Syg/g/- t 7.
5.5.4 Findings and Conclusions

1

Based on the findings of previous NRC inspections, there have been instances

when (1) weld rods have beer stored at improper terperatures, (2) portable

evens were not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicatorr were not calibrated

at the specified frequency, (4) weld rod issuance had not been controlled,

and (5) welds rods were observed lying uncontolled in the construction area.

Although the concerns identified by this and other allegations and by previous

inspection findings collectively are viewed to be potentially significant,

independent measurements of six random safety related welds disclosed no

quality problems. These concerns are being pursued in more depth by the

licensee as part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

t

I 5.5.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

|
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5.6 Argon Gas Exposure
9

5.6.1 Allegation

,

" Argon gas valves for flushing oxygen from pipes routinely are left open

by the day crew, causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, a problem

about which CG&E Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest."
.

In an affidavit provided to GAP by a pipefitter (Individual A) formerly

employed at Zimmer, it was alleged that workers on the day shift routinely

crimped and wired argon gas hoses shut rather than closing the gas valver
i

at the source upon leaving work. The pipefitter stated that this practice

resulted in argon gas leaking from the hoses and caused the workers on

the night shift to suffer from dizziness. The pipefitter further stated

he advised former Kaiser Safety Director Larry Cummings of his concerns

and that Cummings indicated he was not interested, because argon gas would

not hurt anyone.

| On February 26, 1981 during a meeting between NRC Region III personnel,

a GAP representative, and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that he re-
|

! ceived information from James Bedinghaus indicating that, in late fall or

early winter 1980, his son, John Bedinghaus, had been overcome by argon

gas while conducting fire watch rounds in the area of the containment vessel.

|

|
,

1

!
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5.6.2 Background Information

Argon gas is a " shielding gas" used to purge or displace the oxygen inside

pipes in certain welding procedures, to prevent the metal from oxidizing
+

during welding. Argon gas is colorless and odorless. It is also heavier
!

than oxygen and therefore settles in low areas, displacing oxygen. This

occurs in the same manner that water displaces air as it is poured into and

fills a glass. MAPP (which actually refers to a trade name) refers to

combustibic gas used in welding, typically for heating and cutting various

metals. It does not displace oxygen as argon gas does. It is colorless but

it has an odor which can be described as " noticeably foul." MAPP ges is
,

generally not toxic, although significant concentrations may be ignited and

become explosive.

NRC does not regulate the use of the subject gases. On February 6,1981,

the NRC Region III office telephoned the Cincinnati, Ohio, office of the

U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration

(OSHA). During a conversation with OSHA representative John Phillips, it

was determined that the allegation involved a matter over which OSHA has

primary jurisdiction. An understanding was also reached that any action

necessary to resolve this matter would be taken by OSHA. A letter confirming

this understanding, a copy of which is included as Exhibit , was forwarded ,k'

by Region III to the Cincinnati OSHA office on February 19, 1981.

By letter dated May 15, 1981, the Cincinnati OSHA office advised the NRC

Region III office that an investigation of conditions in the containment
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suppression pool area had been conducted by OSHA on February 4-5, 1981.

The letter stated OSHA addressed a previous complaint alleging leaks of

argon gas at Zimmer and concluded that an air contamination or oxygen

! deficiency situation did not exist. A copy of this letter is included
4

! as Exhibit d('.

f
:

.

5.6.3 Investigation

5.6.3.1 Interview with James Bedinghaus

Gn March 12, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by telephone. lie stated

that he was a second shift security supervisor employed by W&W Security at

the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from February to November 1980. He stated

thit while on duty, sometime in October 1980, an incident occurred during

his shift in which Security Officer Gayle Spencer became ill due to inhala-

tion of gas. Spencer was assisted back to the guard house to recover from

his illness and was later sent home. Bedinghaus learned from Spencer that

Spencer was making his rounds in the area of the reactor vessel when he

apparently became ill from inhalation of gas. Another worker in the area

(whose identity Bedinghaus does not know) advised Spencer there was an

j argon gas leak where he was located and that he should leave the area imme-

diately. Bedinghaus immediately reported this information to Kaiser Safety

Inspector Dan Parlier, who went to check the area where the incident had

occurred. Shortly af terwards (approximately 1/2 hcur), Parlier contacted

Bedinghaus and advised him there was a MAPP gas leak, rather than an argon
I

gas leak, in the area where Spencer had been. Bedinghaus indicated he was

not aware of any argon gas incident involving his son John.
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On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement', a copy of
JCwhich is included as Exhibit .

1

)! 5.6.3.2 Interview with John Bedinahausa i,

!

1

On March 12, 1981, John Bedinghaus was interviewd by telephone. He stated

that he was a security officer employed by W&W Security at the Zimmer Nuclear s ,
/

Power Station from October 1980 to January 1981. He advised that while '
.

_
employed at Zimmer he was never involved in any incident in which he became '

| ill from or was overcome by argon or any other type of gas. I
1

- t .*

On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of which
g

is included as Exhibit
. , ,

X'.

s .

i _ g
,

AZ-5.6.3.3 Interview with Daniel Parl'ier
_ . ,

k\''.

~!
- s

' *

1 , .

'N, 3 ..

On March 12, 1981, Daniel Parlier, Kaiser Assistant Safetp Representative,
'

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that to his knowledge,.there has never

been an incident where anyone was overcome by argon gas. He also stated he

did not believe such an incident occurred because being overcome by argon
x

gas would likely car.se suffocation, an incident of which he would certainly

be aware.
t

t

i
Parlieracknowledgedthathehaddiscoveredinstancesdhencraftworkers

had crimped argon and MAPP gas hoses and had wired them closed rather than

shutting the gas off at the source. He indicated he considered this practice
i

.

%

6 i

k +
'

%,
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.

a 'se'rious safety concern and whenever the practice was observed he immediately

brought it to the attention of the appropriate craft supervisor.
I

Parlier checked the Kaiser Safety Department's " Unusual Incident Reports"

; for October 1980 to determine if a report of the incident involving Security

Officer Spencer had been prepared. He located a report describing the

incident in question and included the following information:

'

"On October 27, 1980, at 6:30 p.m. a Mapp gas leak located in the
,

reactor suppression pool area at elevation levels 503' and 518' was

investigated by Daniel Parlier. Parlier reported that Security

Officer Gayle Spencer was in the reactor suppression pool at the time
s

. of a mild Mapp gas leak. A reading taken with a M.A.S. [ intended as,

an abbreviation for the manufacturer "Mine Safety Appliances"] Explo-
3

simeter registered 0% on the upper and lower areas of the suppression
+ ,

pool. Spencer complained of a headache and feeling tired. He was
.

advised by "First Aid" to see a physician if his condition worsened or'

;s Security Supervisor James Bedinghaus was to send him to a doctor if he
i

became worse while still at work. Parlier took action to correct the

Mapp gas leak by turning off the gas manifolds in the reactor building

and disconnecting the gas hoses from the manifolds."

!
1

I A copy of this " Unusual Incident Report" is included as Exhibit pr.

In addition to the " Unusual Incident Report" prepared by Parlier, he sent

a note dated October 27, 1980, to his supervisor, Mike Hoyman. In the note
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(which was apparently a " cover note" for the incident report), Parlier

advised Hoyman of the incident and concluded that the ineident was a result
,

of the craft workers "not disconnecting their gas hoses from the manifolds."
1

(Disconnecting the hoses from the manifold would have necessitated that the-

i gas be shut off at the manifold.) A copy of the " cover note" is included
K

as Exhibit .

During a subsequent telephone conversation on April 24, 1981, Parlier was

questioned regarding how he perceived fore.er Kaiser Safety Supervisor

Cummings' attitude toward gas leak incidents at Zimmer. He stated it was

his opinion that Cummings was very conscientious regarding this problem and

it appeared to him Cummings considered gas leaks to be a serious safety

Parlier also remarked he did not believe Cummings ever expressedconcern.

disinterest in gas leak problems or said they were unimportant.

5.6.3.4 Interview with Larry Cummings

On April 27, 1981, Larry Cummings was interviewed by telephone. He stated

that he held the position of Kaiser Safety Supervisor at the Zimmer Nuclear

Power Station for approximately two years until he left the site in May 1980.

He verified that he was aware of instances in which workers at Zimmer crimped

and wired argon gas hoses closed rather than shutting the argon gas valves

off at the source. Cummings remarked that these instances occurred "less

than frequently, but more often than they would like." He was unable to

specify approximately how many cases of argon hose crimping the Safety

Department had detected while he was at Zimmer.

- 105 -

._ __ _



.

DRAFT 2 10/2/81

Cummings denied expressing disinterest in the argon hose crimping problem

and advised it was a topic of concern at many Safety Department meetings.

He stated that the crimping of argon hoses was a bad work practice; however,

! it was one that was hard to pin down because it was extremely difficult to

catch the individuals responsible.

Cummings said he felt Kaiser had an adequate safety system for preventing

serious argon gas problems and incidents at the site. He explained that

it was Kaiser's practice and policy to place mine safety lamps wherever

workers were located in low-lying areas, particularly the suppression pool

These lamps serve as warning devices in that they remain lit unlessarea.

a gas buildup reaches the lamps' air inlet and puts out the flame. When-

ever a safety lamp goes out, it is an indication of gas in the area and a

signal for the workers to immediately evacuate the area. Cummings stated

he knew of no instances when any workers were ever overcome by argon gas.

5.6.4 Findings and Conclusions

No evidence was obtained to show that the argon gas valves were routinely

left open, that persons on the night crew had been overcome by argon gas,

or that Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest in the argon gas

problem.

Notwithstanding the above, it was determined that there had been instances

when craft workers had crimped argon gas hoses and wired them closed rather

than shutting the gas off at the source.
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This matter is under the jurisdication of the U.S. Department of Labor,

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). An OSHA inspection
~

did not confirm a situation of air contamination or oxygen deficiency at

the time of their inspection.
3

I

i

5.6.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.7 Damaged Prefabricated Piping

5.7.1 Allegation

" Prefabricated piping received in 1977 has defective welds, but construc-

tion supervisors told crews not to repair them because the welds were made

offsite."

During an interview with Applegate and GAP representatives, this allegation

was clarified to be piping received July 3,1979, the subject of one of

Applegate's prior allegations.

5.7.2 Background Information

The following summarizes the initial investigation of this allegation as

documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.
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On June 29, 1979, Pullman Power Products of Williamsport, Pennsylvania,

also known as the M. W. Kellogg Company, shipped five prefabricated pipe

spool pieces weighting 6700 lbs. by truck to the Zimmer site for installa-

} tion in the main steam relief (MSR) system, a safety-related system. Thet

| spool pieces were received on the evening of July 3, 1979. Since unloading,

i equipment was not available, the five spool pieces were rolled off the truck
'

onto the ground. Nonconformance report E-1911 was written on July 5,1979,

documenting the method of unloading. The nonconformance report had the

effect of placing the spool pieces in a " hold" status in the Kaiser warehouse.,

1

The welds on the five spool pieces were later radiographed. The radiographs
i

displayed apparent rejectable indications in welds en three of the five spool

pieces. On September 18 through 28, 1979, despite the issuance of the non-

conformance report, the spool pieces were released to construction and in-

stalled. As documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09, the

licensee was found to be in noncompliance with NRC requirements for the
i

release of the spool pieces prior to establishing acceptability. During

April and May 1980, the welds on the spool pieces were examined ultrasoni-
i

cally and by magnetic particle testing and found to be acceptable.

~

On April 8, 1980, the RIII inspector reviewed the radiographs on all five

spool pieces (IMS08BB12-6B, IMS09BA12-1AH, IMS08BA12-58H, IMS11B12-7BH,

and IMS10BA12-1CH). The films (radiographs) were marked "For Information

Only" because an acceptable radiographic technique could not be established

because of the configurations and thicknesses of the spool pieces.

-
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RIII personnel determined that radiography was not the correct nondestructive

examinatio.n (NDE) technique for the spool pieces. The geometrical configura-

tions and relatively large thicknesses of the spool pieces would prevent

|
accurate displays of weld indications on the radiographs. A weld indicationi

| shown on the radiograph could be caused by distortion. The ultrasonic and
!

| magnetic particle tests ultimately performed on t % installed spool pieces
,

were appropriate techniques.

5.7.3 Investigation

5.7.3.1 Interview with Individual A

febru q
On dysti 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-

sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he had

provided information to GAP regarding this allegation, and he was referring

to five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg that fell

off a truck during their delivery to the site. He stated that Peabody

Magnaflux (PM) radiographers examined the pieces and found defective welds

on some of them. He said construction personnel installed the spool pieces

in the plant, disregarding PM's finding on the welds.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.
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'

5.7.3.2 Interview with David Hang

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was
't

interviewed. He stated that in August 1979 Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding

j Engineer, asked him to radiograph MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the
\

g truck on delivery to the Zimmer site. Hang said the examination was to
;

[ determine if any of the welds on the pieces had cracked from the impact of'
i

the fall. Hang indicated that three of the five spool pieces he examined
4

had what appeared to be unacceptable radiographic indications. He said he

reported this in the Report of Radiographic Examination submitted to Pallon

and also told Pallon that radiography was the wrong technique to use to
\

examine welds of this configuration. Hang said he advisea Pallon that an

ultrasonic examination should be performed in this case. Hang also stated

the spool pieces were ultrasonically examined in April 1980 and the welds

were found to be acceptable.

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, Hang provided written sworn statements,

copies of which are included as Exhibit [.

5.7.3.3 Record Reviews

i

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward reviewed records that indi-

cated the five spool piecer. ere ultrasonically examined by Pullman Power

Products (Kellogg) in April and May 1980 and examined by magnetic particle

testing by Peabody Magnaflux in April 1980. The records showed that welds

on all five pieces were acceptable. The magnetic particle records indicated
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that piece 1-MS-11B-12-7BH, weld No. V, had a linear indication approximately

1/4-in. long, which was ground, retested, and found acceptable.,

The RIII inspector determined that the ultrasonic and magnetic particle tests

were valid examinations for the spool piece welds.

5.7.3.4 Field Observations

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward made visual examinations

of all of the welds on the five spool pieces and identified no unacceptable

indications. The spool pieces had been installed in the rain steam relief

system prior to the time of the visual examinations.

NRC
5.7.3.5 Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC performed ultrasonic examinations of three

welds on each of the five spool pieces. No unacceptable indictions were

*[ N .re. NfC inM4/Midentified in any of the welds. De .*

qvt eLturt veds ort. do cww swksk $w I[ fychtk O !YY W Sf81-27
5.7.4 Findings and Conclusions

The subject of this allegation was investigated by NRC in early 1980. At

that time radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld indications in

welds on three of five spool pieces. One item of noncompliance was cited

in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09 for releasing and installing

the spool pieces before determining their acceptability. Subsequently,
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the licensee and RIII independently determined that ultrasonic testing,

rather than radiography, was the appropriate nondestructive testing
'

technique for examining welds of that geometry and thickness. The welds

. were examined by ultrasonic and magnetic particle testing and determined

p w$~ h n o'ndepd eu.} +,t ex p a.ree.s a f.r prog ram,
to be acceptable. As

hisNRC f*rbrok u.lh.cem|s a cs |me}Em o e$ ib m u |0.t en eael. *$r
t-k % !?"I yhet wk idniiliQ ms m s cr ep s b le. i d ic s /s ki
5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.8 Prefabricated Pipe Welds

5.8.1 Allegation

.

"At least three sources contacted by [ Thomas] Applegate confirmed that an

estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative

(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either

Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang

(no specific source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and

James Tyner were named as having additional information. The name

Steve Sellars is in error, as no such individual was employed at Zimmer.

It appears that this was a reference to Steve Binning.
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.

5.8.2 Background Information

a

'

Radiography is similar to a medical X-ray procedure, with the exception that
,

!
a small but intensely radioactive material (source) is utilized to produce thei

:
, radiation. The radiographic film that is produced is like an X-ray and ca be
i C rA-

a permanent record. Nuclear welding,(odes often specify eediograpt.i .

| (RT) as a required examination. In many cases, the weld root pass (bottom

portion of the weld, or first welding pass) is radiographed for information,

and to determine if the root is acceptable. The completed weld is radiographed
d

for formal j(ode acceptance. Nuclear welding odes contain detailed standards

for radiography, including extent of exposure and clarity of the resulting

radiographic film.

A radiograph is interpreted (read) by an interpreter. Radiographic interper-
.

ters are assigned levels of authority and responsibility based on examination

and length of experience, with a Level III radiographer being the highest level.

When a radiograph is read, a " reader sheet" is filled out. The reader sheet

identifies the weld, date of radiography, radiographic technique, interpreter,,

I

areas of the weld included, and the conclusions of the interpreter. The reader

sheet is normally filed with the radiographs it represents.

Many types of defects or discontinuities can be detected through radiography,

including incomplete fusion, cracks, pososity, slag, m .J..i' , undercut, and

other defects. The welding Code applied indicates the requirements for weld
f is r. .

acceptability, and A='--+e may be acceptable as provided in the relevant Code.
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Many interpretations are highly subjective, and it is possible for interpreters
2-M /- h ,

to disagree on the acceptability or rejectability of an observed d L a. In

some cases, additional radiography may be performed to provide additional in-

formation. As long as the pipe is not inaccessible, subsequent radiography

is normally not difficult or too time-consuming.

In practice, the most common occurrence is that a section of a weld, rather

than the whole weld, may include reject bic defects. The section of the

veld containing the defects is then removed through grinding, re-welded, and

re-radiographed. If the repair radiograph is acceptable, the entire weld can

be accepted.

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors.

These items contain welds, and vendors are required to perform nondestructive
C

examinatiog of these velds according to applicable godes and standards. ASME

Section III standards require 100% radiography of Class A pipe welds. When gV& W
radiography is required, radiographg are provided to the utility purerriq

k4hr itc; Or re>icu r y permanent filing M c'J

p u, sol].
e .

Wf[
i 5.8.3 Investigation

i

|

l

| 5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A

februMyr

| On 4 n=r4 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-1

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he was a pipefitter

I assigned to assist employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm responsible
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for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that in his opinion
'

20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellogg were defective.
f

1
i
:

He indicated that he based his opinion on a statement made by PM personnel that;

i

they had observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured

| by Kellogg on four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds in the residual
i

j heat removal (RHR) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not

i found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph

10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sellars and

David Binning reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not

to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.
.

Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in

August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of main steam

relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Allegation 5.7) that had fallen off

a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining the spool

pieces, PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said

CG&E overruled PM's findings on this examination, but PU retained copies of

their reports and could provide investigators with further information

regarding this matter.

Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of the

prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the

statement.
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On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,,

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

i 5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B
i

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-,

i

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a,

!

telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, he responded in the

affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant

were defective. He said he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-

fabricated pipe welds were defective.

Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation

because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the

type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information

about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generally

confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was

a misquote. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds in

question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.8.3.3 Interview with James Tyner

On April 16, 1981, James Tyner, former Kaiser Pipefitter Superintendent, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was contacted by a GAP representative who
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asked him if he was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds were

defective and that Robert Marshall had concurred with this statement. He said
!

he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that statement

and said the prefabricated welds would have to be radiographed and the results
!
'

evaluated before he could make such a determination. Tyner said the pipe welds

in the plant are good, and attributed this to Kaiser's Welder Qualification

Program which identified unqualified welders and prohibited them from working

on safety-related welds.

Tyner recalled that on one occasion PM radiographers examined a Kaiser field

weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this

piping was part of the class D portion of the closed cooling water system and

was not safety-related piping. He indicated that the radiographers may have

applied safety-related standards to a nonsafety-related pipe and therefore

found rejectable defects in the welds. Tyner stated this was not indicative .

of 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds being defective.

5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall

|

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall. Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was

j interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that

20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall

a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers

Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe

support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned that,

a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware

1

- 117 -



DRAFT 2 10/2/81

of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Anthony Pallon, Kaiser

Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability of

Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.

Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg prefabricated

spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds

were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level,

III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward. He said Baker and

Ward determined that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the

view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the
'

use of an improper technique.

5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hang

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated PM was responsible for conducting radio-

graphic examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely

radiograph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.

He stated 207, of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.

He said on occasion, when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser
1

weld overlapped a Kellogg weld, PM would examine and find defects in the'

l

Kellogg weld. In each instance, these defects were reported to Kaiser on

the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for

corrective action.

! Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR
i

spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The
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examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact

of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him

radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces
avlf% sad,

were M pipe / 3-1/2-in, wall thickness)gwith welds 1-1/2-in. wide, which

would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds were defective.

When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle

g C z-b r L - 2 . __' which would prevent them from seeing some N
defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the spool pieces

for "information only" purposes and reported his findings to Pallon. Hang

said he found five of the twenty welds were unacceptable based on the radio-

graphs; however, the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and

found acceptable. He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper

technique to examine the spool pieces and is the valid examination.

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written sworn statement, a copy

of which included as Exhibit /(.

5.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible

for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser

welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radiograph prefabricated spool

pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of the welds on

prefabricated spool pieces were defective.

- 119 -

__



DRAFT 2 10/2/81

He did recall one occasion when David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that

had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but he later

determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and*
,

. the technique used was therefore unacceptable.
!

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written sworn statement, a
,

copy of which is included as Exhibit p.

5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-

cated spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,

David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on

delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-

mation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

After a further examination of the film, Hang had determined the geometric

configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.

Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard PM employees

mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive
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examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that

he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated,

pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg

welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination
i

which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film
,

and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware

j that, when one examines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the

geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which
'

are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified
l

defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the;

defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-

ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field

welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping

Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 207,of the pre-

fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg ex.imined

all of the prefabricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site

i and that it was Kellogg's responsibility, not that of PM, to examine these

welds.;

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked

David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off thei

! truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph
i

the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique

was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool

pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon

requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool
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4

pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.

He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use

when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic

examination did not detect any defects in the spool pieces.
;

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written sworn statement, a copy

of which is included as Exhibit.
.

'

5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from January to

August 1980 and during this period supervised PM radiographers onsite.

Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-

fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one

incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to

radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The

radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam-

ination, they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said

they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-

graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry

was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the
i

spool pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be

acceptable.,

l
,
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Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining

Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld
I

that overlapped a Kaiser veld. He said the defects would be noted on the'

'

examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when

welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of
1
i

the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of
I no reason why any PM employee would state that 20% of the prefabricated welds
!

onsite were defective.

5.8.3.10 Record Reviews

9

Region III inspectors reviewed radiographs of field welds in spool pieces

in the residual heat removal (RER) system (the system identified by Individual

A as containing defective welds) to determine if there were any unacceptable

indications in the welds or adjacent material and to determine if the

radiographs also included shop welds with unacceptable indications. In

addition, the inspectors reviewed radiographs of shop welds in spool pieces

in the RHR system to determine if there were any unacceptable indications.

The following welds were reviewed:

|

|

|
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Table 5.8-1 Welds in the RHR System

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter,

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)
i

Field Welds

IRH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4
r

IRH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4

1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4

1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4

1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4

1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6

1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10

1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 10

1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6
.

1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10

1RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10

1RH02B6 RH15 20 1RH02B2C0 RHISB 20

1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20

1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20

1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 16

1RH02BA20 RH8 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20

1RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 20
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Table 5.8-1 (continued)

,

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

!

!

i
i 1RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 20

1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20

1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RHOAC20 RH11A 20

1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16

1RH02BA20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 18

1RH01C18 RH43 18 IRH01C18 RH41 18

1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20

1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16

1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

Shop Welds

IRH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 16

1RH02BA20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20

1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20

1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18
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The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the

62 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds

or the adjacent material. No shop welds were included (overlapped) in

the radiographs of the above field welds.

!

!

In addition to the welds in Table 5.8-1, the NRC inspectors reviewed radio-

graphs of 206 prefabricated pipe (shop) welds (796 radiographs) for acceptable
4

radiographic testing (RT) technique, weld quality, and documentation. Radio-

graphs of the welds were reviewed per ASME Section III, 1971 Edition, with
Ev.mx 8975
1pmmese1H2 Addenda, and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and

ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic technique deficiencies were identified
,

in 609 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications were identified

in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs were made without

required shims under the penetrameters. An additional four radiographs were

madewithinsufficientshimsunderthepenetrameter.(The206weldsforwhich

radiographs were examined are identified in Exhibit IEP.) MI

S.- I913
ASME Section III,1971 Edition, with 41 Lc..+,J2 Addenda, Appendix IX,

paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that
i

the total thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same

j as the total weld thickness...."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)

Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,

states, "Wherever required;, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
i

under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness cf the base metal plus
t

|

l
1
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the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically

similar material to the w. tid metal."
t

i
'

The insufficient shimming of the penetraneter in radiographs of the noted welds
i

j is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA

Manual, Section 11.2 (358/ll-13-)d').
; il
.

All of the radiographs in rhich the penetrameters were insufficiently shimmed

were previously accepted by the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized

Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company) at the fabri-

cator's shop and at the site, the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),
and the licensee at the sit,s.

A penetrameter is a device itsed to determine the image quality of a radio-

graph, usually a thin strip of metal of a thickness specified as some

percentage of thickness of the material being radiographed. Placed on

the part being radiographed, it is normally required that it be of material

radiographically similar to that of the item being inspected. Various

sized holes, multiples of the penetrameter thickness, are on the strip.

The ability of the radiograph to show some definite size hole establishes

its quality. The essential aole of the penetrameter is used to determine

if the radiograph has been s:sfficiently exposed to show weld indications

that are in noncomformance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient

shimming of the penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thickness

under the penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness, thus estab-

lishing a valid reference for identifying weld indications. An insufficiently
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shimmed penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received

sufficient exposure to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion
,

of the weld that is thicker than the metcl under the penetrameter.
,

The licensee disagreed with the NRC interpretation of Paragraph IX-3334.4
,

of the ASME Code, Section III-1971, regarding the use of shims under the

penetrameter. This matter was discussed in a meeting on April 30, 1981,

between representatives of RIII, RIV, the State of Ohio, the National

Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and the licensee and his

consultants. The meeting is documented in IE Inspection Report No.

50-358/81-16. The representatives from the State of Ohio and the National'

Board concurred with the NRC's position.

A second meeting to discuss shimming of the penetrameters was held at the

Zimmer site on June 29, 1981. Representatives from Region III, the State

of Ohio, the National Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and

the licensee and his consultants attended. Details of the meeting are

documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-21.

A program that may demonstrate the adequacy of the radiographs in question

is being implemented by CG&E and is included in the Quality Confirmation

Program. This program is included as exhibit.
)g

5.8.3.11 Verification

Region III inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the
n Wrespective radiographs by making an onion skin tracing of each weld from

.
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the designated radiograph and then comparing the tracing to the individual

weld in the plant.
i

!
: Table 5.8.3.11 - Verification of Radiographs of Welds
!
I

.

Pipeline No. Weld No.
!

i

IFC36CA621 B

IMS20B3169 A

1FC02AB818 B

IMS20B3169 D

1FC39CA621 C

IFC02AB818 A

fr.3.12 g
5.8.3.152 Indpendent Measurements

/
:

During September 1981, the NRC selected ten welds for which radiographs had
*

been taken with insufficient penetrameter shimming. The welds were selected
also f r, - a I'st

from the welds addressed in this report section and ' _ __t; , --- ': =

compiled by the licensee. The selections were made based on a visual judg-
.F

ment relatively lesser radiographic quality and the ability to re-establish

the original radiographic (geometric) set-up. Of the ten welds selected only

seven were physically accessible to be radiographed. The seven welds were

!
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radiographed by a NRC contractor using the same radiographic technique

orginally used plus a second penetrameter which was sufficiently shimmed.

j The new radiographs were of acceptable quality and an interpretation of

j the radiographs did not indicate any rejectable indications for these

welds.
o.+.;\., at. Hac MepJsd menundr m de-N A H'

brp<e%n Repwf to- 3n/7/- 27.
-

5.8.4 Findings and Conclusions

1

Interviews with the individuals identified by the alleger did not provide

specific information of any defective weld. Therefore, the RIII inspector

examined more than 800 radiegraphs to determine the acceptablility of the

welds. No unacceptable welds were identified; however, 187 radiographs could

not be interpreted because of an unacceptable radiographic technique. To

provide further assurance that both prefabricated and field welds are satis-

factory, the quality of the welds and the radiographic technique have been

uYlYtyConfirmationProgram. Asg ahhjCh A</pseaddressed in th
|

I*Nef&e f w es.ru te m m+9 reven utdr|N foynykb buy R-NRCCm Mefe-
rsdr,ogrsyk. e J. 7sa y e,*ecf,4Ja, ,,jje g,-, , a g ,-) g , Q ,, m m

| 5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance
i
1

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to assure that radiography

test requirements for shimming the penetrameter had been satisfied).

5.9 Design Control

i - 130 -
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9

5.9.1 Allegation

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after the fact to conform with
i

| piping that already had been installed."
f

.6 , .

A
5.9.2 Background Information "

'
,

-

Problems associated with the design and installation of large-bore piping

and pipe suspension systems were identified by the RIII inspection program

beginning in May 1978. Similar problems were identified for small-bore

piping and pipe suspension systems beginning in February 1980. Seventeen

inspections have covered these large-bore and small-bore. pipe an,d piping

suspension systems. *
,

,.,

*
s

e, ?-*

Problems related to installations not being in accordance with, , design
-

.x
-

3

drawings were identified for large-bore piping and pipe suspensich systems
\

in an August 1978 RIII inspection and for small-bore piping and pipe sus-
,

pension systems in a February 1980 inspection. The resolution of these t
f

problems is being followed in the RIII inspection program. \-

..
.

|:s

5.9.3 Investigation
{'

s,
s

5.9.3.1 Interview with Individual A
'

Februy .

On hoved 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual,A stated
s

'
T

'.

t
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Kaiser construction personnel used " construction aids" rather than final

design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe support hangers on
i

,| site. He stated that if a pipe support hanger or pipe piece was moved,
i

the construction aid was changed in the field without an engineer's

j concurrence. He said there was no assurance that the pipe was in the
:

proper location or was installed as designed. He characterized this as.

designing pipe hanger and support systems "after the fact" because the,

construction aids were used as the final drawing after installation.
i

Individual A said the systems were not installed to follow drawings approved

| by an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed by construc-

tion and the engineer took the construction aid and made it into the final

drawing for the system. He said this occurred because Sargent & Lundy (S&L),

the architect-engineer, did not have enough engineers assigned to the site

to draw and approve design changes on the pipe support system or to provide
4 e

accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to use when

installing the systems.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

!
N

InterviewwithJamesTyne]5.9.3.2

16,1981,[ James Tyne{}{,former Kaiser Pipefitter Superintendent,On April

was interviewed by NRC) He stated his concern about Kaiser's practice of

installing pipe supports from " construction aids" or " field. sketches" rather

, - 132 -
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,

,

than from approved design drawings. He said construction was far ahead of

schedule and the designers were behind in this area. He stated that pipe
I

supports as drawn on the construction aid occasionally did not fit in the
!

j location they were designed for and were moved arbitrarily and noted in

red on the construction aid. This change was then transposed to the final

drawing without an engineer's evaluation of the change. yne{ indicated
that this resulted from poor initial design on the construction aid itself.

:
1

| 'Tyner}alsosaidthat, in his opinion, the licensee did not have qualified
L.

engineers or engineering support staff on site to properly draw the con-!

struction aids to match actual conditions in the plant.

5.9.3.3 Interview with Individual B

.

, On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that

he was provided with a field construction drawing or construction plan

when installing systems in the plant. The system would be installed and

the engineering staff would be shown where construction personnel had made

changes or alterations in the installation of the system. He characterized

this as construction designing the system = while they were being installed,

rather than designing the system by engineers. Individual B indicated that

in 1977 Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors contracted from Butler Services,

Inc., saw this practice and directed that it be stopped because it was

contrary to Quality Control Procedures.
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On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.9.3.4 Review of Previous NRC Inspections
;

I.

NRC has previously identified prablems with the installation of pipe hangers.

and the related quality assurance inspection program. These problems were;

i

| documented and notices of violation were issued in Region III Inspection

Reports No. 78-10,.78-18, 78-22, 78-27, 78-32, 79-03, 79-10, 79-11, 79-22,,

i

79-37, 80-05, 80-13, 80-16, 80-22, 80-25, 81-04, and 81-17.
.

i

1. RIII inspection of large bore piping and pipe suspension system design

and installation was initiated in May, 1978. By the latter part of

1978, RIII was aware that most of the existing installations were not

in accordance with the design, due to implementation of an inadequate

installation and QA/QC program. The situation was further compounded

by the updating of GE design criteria that invalidated the previous

engineering design and calculations. Since then, the licensee has

determined that all installations are considered preliminary and that
'

( final calculations will be performed prior to system test and acceptance.'

|

Because of this, RIII has not inspected large bore piping suspension

system hardware since 1979. The findings relative to support installa-

tions not in accordance with design and inadequate design review remain

as open issues which will be reviewed by the NRC.

|
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2. RIII inspection of small bore process and instrumentation piping and

pipe suspension system design and installation was initiated in February,

1980. Problems relative to field design changes being made without S&L

approval are documented in Inspection Report 80-05. At present, the

design of small bore systems is contracted to Nuclear Power Services, Inc.,

,

(NPS). RIII review of the NPS program and its implementation will be a

part of future routine site inspections.

3. RIII inspections of small bore CRD piping and pipe suspension systems

design and installation were performed in December, 1980. The inspection

identified inadequacies in design and the QA/QC programs and as a result

CG&E issued a Stop Work Order. RIII followup inspection in June, 1981

(Report No. 81-17) resolved most of the findings; however, the present X.

RCI design control provisions relative to procedures [ verification and Kj

approval remain open.

The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been and continue to

be closely monitored by Region III.

5.9.4 Findings and Conclusions

There have been cases of both large-bore and small-bore piping and pipe

suspension systems being installed without proper design control. Field

installations have been made that were not in accordance with approved

design documents. This problem was initially identified for large-bore

piping systems during a May 1978 RIII inspection. It was initially

- 135 -



DRAFT 2 10/2/81

identified for small-bore piping systems during an RIII inspection in

February 1980, which was conducted as a result of an allegation concerning
-

f small-bore piping problems at another RIII facility.
i

f These problems have resulted in items of noncompliance, management meetings
1

-| with the licensee and licensee stop work orders, one of which was confirmed

in an Immediate Action Letter. Resolution of these problems is not comp'ete

and is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of' noncompliance were identified.

5.10 Cable Tray Hangers and Loading
.

5.10.1 Allegation

" Shock-absorbing electrical tray hangers previously found unsatisfactory

are still unsafe due to faulty welds, and electrical cable trays remain

dangerously full."

5.10.2 Background Information

During an interview on February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate and a GAP

representative, Thomas Devine, indicated that Edwin Hofstadter was the

source of this allegation.
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Hofstadter was employed by Husky Products, the Zimmer cable tray vendor,

between February 8, 1973 and August 4, 1978. He wrote a letter of com-

plaint that he sent to various parties on August 18, 1978. RIII personnel

contacted him by telephone on September 9, 1978, and he was interviewed by
|

RIII personnel on September 29, 1978. His allegations, relating to materialsi
,

and welding on cable trays supplied to the Zimmer and Clinton sites, were
!

investigated in detail by RIII, and the findings related to Zimmer are
i

documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/78-21. The RIII investigation

resulted in one item of noncompliance (a deficiency), but cable tray materials

and welding were considered acceptable.

During the 1978 RIII investigation, Hofstadter sent a series of letters

to the NRC (dated September 30, October 9, 19, 20, 31, December 15, 1978,

and February 11, 1979) stating his concerns and expressing dissatisfaction

with NRC investigation findings. On February 2,1979, a public press con-

ference was held in Cincinnati wherein RIII personnel met with Hofstadter,

a lawyer representing Ralph Nader, and representatives of Citizens Against

A Radioactive Environment (CARE), an intervenor group, to discuss the NRC

investigation.,

I
i

1

At RIII's request, a vendor inspection of Husky Products was performed by

Region IV personnel during February 12-15, 1979 (Report No. 99900356/79-01).

The inspection did not identify significant deficiencies (QA Manual lacked

description of duties or policy statement, weld procedure 107 lacked
I welding parameters for metal under 1/4-in.).
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On March 9, 1979, CARE sent a letter to various media representatives, taking

issue with the RIII finding of cable tray acceptability. Subsequently, the

Mississippi Valley Power Project (MVPP), another intervenor group, introduced

the acceptability of cable trays and cable tray loading as contentions in the

Zimmer licensing hearings. These contentions were accepted for litigation,-

and extensive testimony by NRC, Husky Products, CG&E, Hofstadter, and MVPP

personnel is documented in the hearing transcripts.

A review of the Atomic Safety Licensing Board hearing transcripts did not

reveal any significant information not included in the RIII investigation

report. The conclusion of cable tray acceptability has not been altered.

Hofstadter made no allegations concerning cable tray hangers, and these

were not supplied by Husky Products.

A report (50.55e) was submitted to NRC by the licensee concerning cable

tray hanger welding deficiencies on July 17, 1978. A followup report was

sent to the NRC on October 30, 1978. Review of the licensee's corrective

actions was performed during an inspection conducted March 21-23, 1979.

During that inspection, corrective action appeared to be acceptable, but

had not been completed.

5.10.3 Investigation

5.10.3.1 Interview of Edwin Hofstadter

Edwin Hofstadter was contacted by telephone on July 31, 1981. He stated his
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concerns dealt with cable tray (fittings) welding, and he had no knowledge

of cable tray hangers. He expressed concern regarding cable tray loading at

Zimmer.

:

5.10.3.2 Observations and Reviews Concerning Cable Tray Hanger Welds
<

The following findings address the present review of the allegation as.

expressed by GAP in their letter of December 10, 1980, to the Merit Systems

, Protection Board concerning cable tray hangers and cable tray loading.

RIII inspectors made visual inspections of both vendor and field welds on
,

the following Superstrut cable tray hangers in the cable spreading room and

blue switchgear room, and at an elevation of 473-ft in the auxiliary building.

The following data was noted for the ' cable spreading room:

1. No. 14H11FEC145--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 14H11FEC147--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 4H2FEC193--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
!

| covered with fireproofles
i

4. No. 15H1FEC160--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection

,
covered with fireproofing

|
\

|

!
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5. No. 70lTEC165 (cross brace member No. 23HV5FEC294)--welds had irregular

profile, pcrosity, and undercut,

:
4

:

| 6. No. 15H2FEC175 (second horizontal member from the top)--weld had undercut

j 7. No. 14H11FEC146 (cross member)--an apparent vendor weld had undercut

and slag,

'

8. No. 16HIFEC156 (weld marked rejected)--weld had spatter and undercut

All of these welds were painted; therefore, the RIII inspector examined for

relatively large discontinuities only.

The unacceptable welds identified on hangers 70HFEC165, 15H2FEC175,

14H11FEC146, and 16H1FEC156 were not controlled in any QA document. This

is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Wm. H. Zimmer

QA Manual, Section 15 (358/81-13- .

The RIII inspectors reviewed approximately 180 construction inspection

plans (CIPs) and inspection records for the hangers in the cable spreading

room (elevation 536 ft in the north section of the auxiliary building). The

licensee stated that inspections documented on the CIPs also included vendor

welds, even though the records only reflected field welds. The vendor welds

were inspected because of repairs necessary to close the 10 CFR 50.55(e)

report telephoned to NRC on July 17, 1978. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report

indicated that vendor welds on Superstrut cable tray hangers, which were
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:

used only in the cable spreading room (PW Industries hangers are utilized
I elsewhere and appear acceptable), did not meet the visual inspection

requirements of AWS D1.1-1972. The CIP records and the 10 CFR 50.55(e)

{ report indicate that all of the final field and vendor welds were reinspected

after repairs were made to welds on more than half of the 141 hangers. These
i

were accepted by the licensee in December 1980 and January 1981.,

i

!

'

No inspection records were available to indicate that in process inspections
'

of either the field or vendor welds were made to verify proper filler metal,

weld procedure, welder's qualifications, surface conditions, etc., as'

' required by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 6. Certificates had been

supplied by the vendor stating that the material met the purchase specifi-

cation requirements. The RIII inspector requested the licensee to obtain

the in process and field weld inspection records for the hanger welds made

by the vendor (Superstrut). A letter dated May 1, 1981, from Midland-Ross

Corporation to CG&E was provided to the RIII inspector on June 1,1981.

The letter indicated that Superstrut had been acquired by the Midland-Ross

Corporation in January 1978, and that no records could be located with

| respect to in process inspection of hangers supplied to Zimmer.

i

!

Discussions with pertinent QC management and inspection personnel revealed

that the welds documented on the above CIPs had been inspected after having

; been painted. The licensee stated that field visual examinations of tray

hanger welds were based on H. J. Kaiser Company Procedure No. SPPM 4.6,

Revision 8, dated August 29, 1980, paragraph 5.1.3, which states, " Surface

condition--joint surfaces to be examined shall be cleaned and free from slag,i

|

|

| - 141 -
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rust, arc burns, paint, dirt, or other contaminants that would interfere with

the examination." The licensee stated that paint (Galvanox) applied to the
'

hanger welds did not interfere with visual examination and, in some cases,
I
* actually highlighted discontinuities.

| AWS DI.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, states, ". . . Welded joints shall not be

; painted until after the work has been completed and accepted...."
!

,

!

The apparent lack of in process and adequate final inspections of the

above field and vendor hanger welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
#

Criterion X, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1,2(358/81-13-M.
Q

The RIII inspector requested the design acceptance criteria that was used

by QC to evaluate the undercut on hanger 15H2FEC175. The licensee provided

S&L Specification H-2713, Supplement 7, Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser

Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, Revision 8, paragraph 5.2.9, which allows up to

1/16-in. undercut on the cable tray hanger welds. The 1/16-in. criterion

does not comply with AWS D1.1-1972, Section 3.6.4, which states, "For

buildings and tubular structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch

deep when its direction is transverse to primary tensile stress in the part

that is undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."

i

Further review of Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, paragraph 5.2, revealed other

noted exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 code. These exceptions included
!

fillet weld size and weld convexity. On March 5, 1981, S&L provided a

documented investigation program of fillet weld size for P-W Industries
i
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cable pan hangers, purchase order No. 7070-25102. This program was

performed by Gladstone Laboratory of Cincinnati to substantiate the

.

design adequacy of the undersized fillet welds at the flare bevel joints!

.

:

j of the cable pan hangers. The study was based on a sample of 95 welds
;

j cut from P-W cable tray hangers. The 95 welds were sectioned and etched
1
,

to determine actual weld size and relative weld quality. Only one weld

, was identified as rejectable due to a lack of fusion. Although this study
|

may justify that the weld size was adequate where the weld penetration4

a

was not measurable by normal visual techniques, no justification was pro-

vided to substantiate the exceptions to the AWS DI.1-1972 Code requirements

concerning weld convexity and undercut.

These deviations from the AWS Code are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,

Criterion III, the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, and the Wm. H. Zimmer

QA Manual, Section 3.3(358/81-13,}37
IY

The following data was noted for the blue switchgear room hangers (eleva-

tion 525 ft and drawing E-96):

1. No. 1H029--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 5H25--foot connection covered with fireproofing; no visible

unacceptable weld discontinuities

i

3. No. 5H30 (2)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

1
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4. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

i
'

5. No. 1H079--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
i
.

6. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
:

:
a

; 7. 2 Nos. 5H19--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
!

8. No. 109HV4 (east and west sides)--had unacceptable weld discontinuities

that were controlled on construction inspection plans (records)
4

f

9. No. 1H28-2--no unacceptable weld discontinuities,

10. No. 1H28-1--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

11. No. 1H29--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

12. No. 5H30--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

13. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

14. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

15. No. SH19 (4)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

16. No. 5H3(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
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17. No. 5H2(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

!
18. No. 5H25--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection,

i

covered with fireproofing.
.

|
.

| The following data was noted for elevation 473 ft auxiliary building
.

j hangers:
I
,

1. No. 5H009 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities,

.

|
'

2. No. 4H3 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 2H1 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

.

4. No. SH010 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

5. No. 5H012 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

6. No. 6H1 (2) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
t

.

7. No. 6H1 (1) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

Four to six welds were inspected on each of the preceding hangers.

Several of the tray hanger foot connections (where the hangers are attached

; to the structural beams) were covered with fireproofing and could not be

i
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inspected. Therefore, the RIII inspector requested QC inspection documen-

tation to assure that the welds covered by fireproofing were acceptable.
.|
j The licensee provided a copy of Surveillance Report (SR) No. 2893 dated
|
} January 8, 1981, which stated that 94 of 179 (Superstrut) cable tray hangers

in the cable spreading room have one or both foot connections covered with

| fireproofing. The SR requested clarification as to what QC should do since
!

| the foot connections had not been inspected. As of March 27, 1981, the SR
4

had no disposition.

:

This item is unresolved pending resolution of SR No. 2893 and action to

resolve other hanger connections throughout the plant that were covered

before they were inspected (358/81-13-JN[.
l$,

The concerns identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality
,

Confirmation Program.

.

5.10.3.3 Observations, Reviews, and Interviews Concerning Cable Tray Loading

The RIII inspector made field observations, reviewed and discussed site

control measures, and reviewed and discussed the design basis and verifica-

tions regarding cable tray loading. Tray loading was considered in three

aspects: cable ampacity or thermal loading; physical weight loading; and

the commitments in the Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1.

1. The following cable tray routing points (nodes) were selected for the

reviews and discussions:
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1057A--yellow division / power tray--selected because of the higha.

design index (DI) of 1.44 (see 5.10.3.3 paragraph 3 for explanation
; of design index).

I
.

b. 2025A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high DI

of 1.46.

i

2023A--blue division / power tray--selected for verification of DIc.

accuracy (DI of 1.18).

' d. 2038A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high

DI of 1.44.

2039A--blue division / power tray--selected during field observa-e.

tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.

f. 1073A--yellow division / power tray--selected for verification of

the number of cables installed.

208b lue division trol tray--se ted duri field obse
i

-

t s becaus f the appeara being hig fille .

|

./ 1104B--yellow division / control tray--selected because of the high

DI of 1.54.

k.[. 2027A--blue division / power tray--selected because of high DI of

1.46.,

i
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2. The RIII inspector and a licensee representative counted the cables in

the following tray nodes and compared the counts with the number of cables

listed in the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report, dated February 2,1981:

!

Node Field Count Report Count;

! i

a. 1057A 27 27

b. 2025A 24 23 (see explanation below)

c. 2039A 39 39

d. 1073A 32 33 (see explanation below)

The Cable Pan Loading Report is a computerized periodical that gives

the design status of cable tray loads. The report identifies individ-

ual cable numbers that have been specified to be routed through the
.

segmented tray points (nodes).

The RIII inspector reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report

dated February 5,1981, and some cable pull (installation cards) to

verify that the cables specified for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, and

1073A in the Loading Report had actually been installed. For tray

node 2025A, cable No. LL145 was found to be two individual conductors

and, for tray node 1073A, the records indicated that cable No. VP210

had not yet been installed, which accounted for the discrepancies

between the preceding field and report counts. No other discrepancies

were identified in either the design or installation reports and records

for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, 2039A, and 1073A. Thus, the design and
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installation records appeared to match the numbers of cables actually

installed in the plant.

1

:

The RIII inspector also compared the number of cables specified in

j the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report for tray nodes 2023A against the
i

H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Repcrt. The cables on the two reports
i

! matched.
i
,

3. The RIII inspector inquired how the computerized design index program

correlated to Zimmer FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 (dealing with ampacity) and

Section 3.10.1.2.3.c (dealing with physical weight limitations),

The Zimmer FSAR states the following:a.

.

8.3.3.1.1 In Trays

All power cables to be used in ZPS-1 are assigned

in accordance with Table 8.3-18. The tables for

power cable loading are based on IPCEA [ Insulated

Power Cable Engineers Association] Publication

i No. P-46-426.
i

|
:

8.3.3.1.2 Not In Trays

The thermal ampacity of power and control cables

with no part of their length in solid-bottom tray
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are in accordance with IPCEA P-46-426, with appro-

priate rating factors applied for ambient, shields,

and direct-current service.
.

8.3.3.1.3 Fill

!

| The summation of the cross-sectional areas of the
i

cables shall not exceed 50% of the tray usable

cross-sectional area or two layers of cables,

whichever is larger, but not to exceed 60% of the

cross-sectional area in any case.

Conduit is sized in accordance with Sargent & Lundy

Standard EDSB-10, Electrical Drafting Reference for

Determining Conduit and Pipe Sizes, which limits

conduit fill to the percentages established by the

National Electric Code.

---6
Secti >n 3.10.1.2.3. ci

---*,

! " Cable tray loading of 40 psf (pounds per square foot) is used
' ~~~+

throu ghout."
W

b. On March 17 and March 19, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of

,
Electrical Engineering described the correlation between the

l
'

FSAR and the design index program as follows:

|

|

|
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The power cable ampacity loading is based not on IPCEA P-46-426

(1962), but on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (by J. Stolpe) printed in
i

1970, IPCEA P-54-440 (1975), which was based on Stolpe's Paper,

and S&L Standard ESA-104a (revised November 1, 1972).3

i
)

The Stolpe method bases ampacity on the depth-of-fill design of

cables in the tray rather than on the percentage fill. S&L uses

a 2-in. depth-of-fill as the basis for selecting a cable for a

particular ampere load.

(1) The 2-in. depth-of-fill design results in a major conservatism

because of the following:

(a) Load diversity--many cables carry current only intermit-

tently (e.g., valve operators, sump pumps, etc.).

(b) Cable size granularity--only a few cable types and

sizes are purchased, resulting in selection of over-

sized cables for most services. This means many cables

would be capable of carrying larger currents (rated)

than those actually carried.

(c) Design ampere margin--the design ampere loads used to

select cables before the final equipment design data

is known are necessarily conservative (high).
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i

(2) Because of the above conservatisms, the S&L design practices

are as follows:

i

!

} (a) Cables are routed into trays without limiting fill.

(b) The resulting fill is monitored as the design proceeds..

!

!

(c) When the fill reaches a target level, the actual heat

load is calculated and, if the heat lo.id exceeds the

allowable amount, sufficient cables are removed from

the affected trays.

To accomplish steps (2)(b) and (2)(c), S&L uses the design index

program. The design index is a measure of tray fill and is expressed

mathematically as follows:

2

Design Index = The sum of the (cable diameters)
Useable area of the tray

where useable area (UA) equals tray width times design depth-of-fill

(design depth-of-fill is based on square cables) and 50% of the tray

cross-sectional area.

For 24 in. x 4 in. power trays, the total area equals 96 sq in, and

useable area equals 24 in. x 2 in, equals 48 sq in.
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,

2

DI = E(d )
UA

i

.

where

i

E = summation,

' d = cable diameter;

This equation is consistent with the Stolpe method. " Percent Fill" is

not consistent with the Stolpe method because the depth of the tray is

used rather than the depth of the cables in the tray. Percent fill is

also based on the actual cable cross-sectional area rather than the

square cable that is assumed in the Stolpe method. Expressed mathe-

matica11y,

Sum f cable cross-sectional areas x 100
Percent Fill = Total cross-sectional tray area

2where the sum of cable cross-sectional areas equals E(pi x r )

with r = radius of the cable and pi = 3.1416.

Thus,

. 2-

!

Percent Fill = E (pi x r ) x 100
Total area<
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The relation between design index and percent fill is therefore

i

I

2.

j E(pi x r ) x 100
! Total area
i Percent Fill
! Design Index , 2
'

E(d )

Useable area

4

since the total area (TA) equals 2 times the useable area (UA)
,

and d = 2 x r.

2
d

b 2

E[pi x 4 ] x 100 4 E (d ) x 100

PF 2(UA) 2DI , ,
'

2 2E(d ) E(d )
1

UA

|-

!

| ={bx100=39.3%perDI
|

Thus, for a 4-in.-deep tray:

i
i

:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 2-in. design depth-of-'

'. fill (square cables)
|
|

|
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50% Actual Fill = 1.27 Design Index = 2.54-in. design depth-

of-fill (square cables)

i
l
i 60% Actual Fill = 1.5? Design Index = 3.04-in. design depth-

of-fill (square cables)

i

and for a 6-in.-deep tray:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Eesign Index = 3-in. design depth-of
I

fill (square cables)

i

,

Based on the preceding relationships between design index and depth

of square cables, and the fact t|2at S&L has used a 2-in. depth-of-fill

as the basis of selecting cables for particular ampere loads, the

cables in tray nodes with a DI over 1.0 would have to be re-evaluated

considering the increased depths. This item is unresolved pending

completion of the re-evaluations (358/81-13- .

The above design basis for cable a.npacity was a deviation from the
{
| design (FSAR) and was not identified on any control document. This is

contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer

QA Manual, Section 3.6(358/81-13-)&[.
17

On March 17, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of Electrical Engineering

stated that appropriate modifications to the FSAR would be submitted.

Also, specific consideration would be given to the differing types of
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cable insulations, addressed in the previously discussed publications

(standards), when compared with the cable insulations used in Zimmer.

4. The RIII inspector raviewed S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0,

; dated February 6,1978, paragraph 4.5, which states, "The Senior Elec-

trical Project Engineer shall assign an electrical engineer to run

thermal loading calculations for all power tray routing points with
.

a design index exceeding 1.25. He shall compare these loadings, in

watts per feet, with the watts per feet limits established for the

design indexes involved."

The RIII inspector requested the thermal calculations for tray nodes

2025A, 1057A, 2038A, and 2027A that had dis in excess of 1.25. S&L

provided calculations for nodes 2025A, 1057A, and 2027A. These

calculations were performed in 1978 and 1979 and had not been reviewed

or approved. S&L described these as interim calculations, which would

have to be redone after all of the final electrical loads in the plant
:

i were established and defined. Thermal calculations had not been per-

formed for tray node 2038A.

S&L provided a controlled list dated February 24, 1981 of 37 routing

points (nodes) with design indexes over 1.25. Thirty-four of these

tray points exceed the 50% tray fill requirement specified in the

FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1. Tray nodes 1104B and 2025B also exceed 60%

fill. The S&L Assistant Manager stated that thermal calculations

(both allowable and actual) will be performed in the near future for
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all power trays with a DI over 1.25. These calculations will be

provided to NRC Region III. Thisitemisunresolved(358/81-13,-J7I,

! /f
'

i
; 5. Neither S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0, nor any other
!

] document established controls to verify the thermal loading power of
:

cable (penetration) sleeves and the physical (dead weight) loading

of trays (power, control, and instrument).
,

The Cable Pan Loading Report included the design indexes ofa.

sleeves. Sleeve #SL111 had a reported DI of 1.29 and sleeve

#SL105 had a reported DI of 1.26. A controlled list of power
,

sleeves with a DI over 1.25 was not maintained.

b. S&L stated that a design index of 1.25 would be used as the

factor to determine when calculations would be performed for

physical (dead weight) loading.

The lack of design control measures to verify the adequacy of the

thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of trays is

contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the W . H. Zimmers

QA Manual, Section 3.11.2(358/81-13jpIf.

If
!

!

S&L revised Instruction PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 1, Sections 4.5, 4.6, and

4.7, on March 18, 1981 to include requirements to verify and control the

thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of all trays

(power, control, and instrument) that have a design index over 1.25.
i
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S&L stated that calculations for the physical loads of all power,

control, and instrument trays, and for thermal loads of all power

sleeves with a design index over 1.25, will be performed in the near
' future. These calculations will be provided to NRC Region III.
1

i
'

t
!

The RIII inspector requested the justification for using the design
,

index program for the determining factor for physical loads since the
,

design index program had absolutely no relation to physical weight.

The RIII inspector also requested justification for using the design

index of 1.25 as the determining limit for performing design calcula-
'

tions. S&L stated that both of the justifications would be provided

to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved pending evaluation of the

justification for using a design index program (358/81-13 &.,

6. The RIII inspector observed a note on the bottom of the thermal calcu-

lation sheet dated December 27, 1979 for cable tray #1057A. The note

indicated that two cables "#VC016 and VC073 are overloaded." The noted

overloaded cables were not identified on any control document that -

would have required appropriate evaluation and disposition. S&L

personnel stated that a control program did not exist for such design

deviations when identified by S&L engineers. This is contrary to'

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,

Section 3.6(358/81-13-JCI.

$$

7. The RIII inspector determined the physical weight of yellow division

control tray 1104B.
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The total weight of the cables for tray 1104B was determined to be |

.

1

\
.,

'
73 06 2

'
- '

= 36.53 lb/ft -

,s ,

'%

<
t . ,

,

Therefore, tray 1104B (DI 1.54) is in compliance with FSAR ';
2i Section 3.10.1.2.3, which allows up to 40 lb/ft ,

s
3

.'N

Problems identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality Con-

firmation Program.
'

--.s ,

+
,3

.,

5.10.4 Findings and Conclusions +

$-

n 1
,

x' ?.

This allegation raises concerns of potential a,afety importance that cannot g
s

. *1 1
be assessed without further inspections and evaluations by the licensee'and

1
'

NRC. 'b
,- g

Cable tray hanger weld deficiencies in the cable ::preading room had been
~

-

reported to the NRC in July 1978 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The *

\

licensee's corrective action of this matter was completed in January 1981.

Although this matter was being carried as an open inspection item by NRC, -

i.

the licensee's final corrective action was not reviewed prior to'this I
'

s

investigation effort. This investigation effort disclosed that the hanger j '

-

,

welds throughout the plant had not been inspected before the welds.tvere
'

i s .

painted or coated with fireproofing. ; '* .

.

-
s

l
% > -

% .-

t

t
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[;s The acceptability of electrical tray hanger welds is unresolved pending

(1) additional inspections of hanger welds, which will be made after paint
!

and fireproofing have been removed, and (2) establishment of the quality !
'

of those welds for which in process inspections were not performed and for,

, which inspection criteria deviated from Ah3 Code requirements.
;- !

.

The acceptability of electrical cable trays fill and loading is unresolved

pending the completion and review of tray-loading calculations for several

tray-routing points; re-evaluations of cable selections; establishment of

the actual design basis and verification measures for cable tray loading;

establishment of design measures to verify the thermal loading of power

sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and establishment of measures

to control design deviations.

s

It,should be noted that the time to determine compliance with ampacity
'

., . requirements is at the completion of the electrical design. According to

the> licensee and A/E this was to be accomplished.

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
T \

,

5.10. Items of Noncompliance
s ,

s

SirJ items-of noncompliance were identified. (Failure to identify and control
'

2 unacceptable velds on four cable tray hangers; failure to execute the programs

for inproesss and final (before painting) inspections of cable tray hanger

j welds; failure to assure that appropriate weld inspection criteria (1/32 inch
>

'

undercut) was speG i'ed in design documents; failure to control deviations
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from the design basis for cable ampacity; failure to establish measures to

assure verification of the design adequacy of the thermal loading of power
! sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and failure to establish measures

| to assure that design deviations, identified by S&L engineer, were controlled). g3

|
<

f
|

' These items have generic applicability to plants designed by S&L and are being

! [ forwarded to NRC Region IV, Vendor Inspection Branch for generic followup.
:

5.11 Clogged Intake

5.11.1 Allegation

" Sand and mud choke the feedwater pumps and intake flues carrying makeup

water to the cooling tower, because of a flaw in the plant's design.

Pumps used to rectify the flaw quickly burn out."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative

(Thomas Devine), it was clarified that this allegation pertained to the

river intake. The river intake provides service water, not feedwater.

5.11.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found

during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are

public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.
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The licensee reported silting conditions to Region III by telephone on
. June 18, 1979, and by CG&E letters QA-1148 dated June 20, 1979 and
i
j QA-1168 dated July 23, 1979, and service water pump impeller wear con-

ditions by telephone on August 10, 1979 and by in letters QA-1196 dated

September 6, 1979, QA-1239 dated December 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated

December 17, 1980, that were sent to NRC Region III pursuant to the

requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). Copies of these letters are included

K'

as Exhibit .

!

_

The silting and pump impeller wear conditions, along with the measures to

correct these conditions, are described in Appendix J of the Wm. H. Zimmer

FSAR, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (see Exhibit ). X

5.11.3 Investigation

A review was made of the 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports and related documents.

Additional investigation was not performed by RIII because the matter was

known and resolution was in progress..

The corrective measures to be taken, as described in licensee submittals,

have been reviewed and accepted in Subsection 9.2.1 of NUREG-0528, " Safety

Evaluation Report (SER) Related to the Operation of Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear

Power Station, Unit 1," Supplement 1, issued in June 1981 by the Office of

Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Region III considers this to be an open item pending completion of the

corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Appendix J,

Revision 69, dated December 1980(358/81-13-Ad.

N- 162 -



DRAFT 3 10/2/81

5.11.4 Findings and Conclusions

!

The licensee reported the silting condition concerning the service water,

| intake structure to NRC Region III in June 1979 pursuant to the require-

ments of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The plant design and operating procedures had

to be modified to control the silting condition.

i

Accelerated service water pump impeller wear was reported by the licensee

in August 1979 pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

The silting and pump impeller wear concerns are open items pending completion

of corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer Final Safety Analysis

| Report (FSAR), Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (including a

sedimentation monitoring program and plant modifications) and review by RIII

inspectors. The implementation of these corrective measures will be reviewed

during a subsequent inspection.

5.11.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.12 Overpressurization Incident

5.12.1 Allegation

"A design flaw in the heat exchanger control panel permitted an operator

mistakenly to force 1200 pounds of pressure through pipes only meant to
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handle 300 pounds, ripping the pipe and soaking electricians with a hard

spray of water that would have been radioactive had the plant been in
'

operation."

i
!

j 5.12.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
'

during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are

public documents, maintained in NRC files and P+ 11c Document Rooms.,

!

The licensee reported the overpressurization incident in CG&E letter QA-1106

dated March 2, 1979 (see Exhibit 53) pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR

50.55 (e) . The report indicated that on January 19, 1979, during a construc-

tion test to demonstrate the flow rate through the high pressure core spray

(HPCS) system orifice, the steam jet air ejector was overpressurized and

Thereportindicates[twooperatorerrorsasthecauseofthe gfailed.

overpressurization. The errors involved two administrative 1y controlled

valves, which were incorrectly documented as closed. " Administratively"

means that the valve positions (e.g., open, closed, etc.) are verified and

documented in accordance with site procedures. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report

also stated that the design, utilizing two administrative 1y controlled

valves, was permitted by the ASME Section III Code, and concluded that the

overpressurization incident was not due to a design deficiency, although a

check valve would have compensated for the two operator errors.

Although water in the HPCS system is not presently radioactive, it can be

contaminated during normal operation.
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5.12.3 Investigation

'

5.12.3.1 Interview with Individual A

! 3 Feb r== y 24,
On epushde, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he recalled an

incident when the heat exchanger control panel was pressurized with 1200,

,

pounds of pressurized water when it was only meant to handle 300 pounds. He

said he learned that high pressure water entered the low-pressure system

and ruptured pipes in the low pressure system. He said two electricians in

the area were doused with water when the pipes ruptured. He related that

other plant employees said this incident occurred because an operator

apparently failed to turn off a valve allowing high pressure water to enter

the low pressure system.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.12.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated he recalled an

incident when the " alpha air injector condenser" on the ground floor of the

turbine building was injected with high pressure water instead of low pressure

water and the pipes in the condenser ruptured. He said other workers in the
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plant told him this occurred because an operator failed to close the high-

pressure valve and the high pressure water entered the Icw pressure system
! and ruptured the lines.

IV
f OnApril,dd$1981,IndividualBprovidedawrittenswornstatement;however, 2(

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.,

i

5.12.3.3 Record Review

:

Region III inspectors have previously reviewed the overpressurization concern

; as documented in the following excerpts of IE Inspection Reports No. 79-06,

Section 8; No. 79-23, page 4; No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5; and No. 80-06, page 2.

Report No. 79-06, Section 8

.

"The inspector reviewed the event of January 19, 1979, during which high

pressure core spray (HPCS) water entered the condensate (CD) and low pressure

core spray (LPCS) systems because valves 1E22-F003 and F031 had been left

open causing a rupture of the steam jet air ejector condenser IA. The review

consisted of interviews with testing and operating personnel and a review of

the licensee's final report on his investigation of the event. The review

showed that:

"a. Procedure OP.HP.01-4, Revision 0 was used to lineup, fill and vent

the HPCS system.
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"b. At the completion of the fill and vent operation the operator never

completed Step 5.1.5 which required him to close valves 1E22-F003 and

F-31. With these two valves open the CD and HPCS systems became

crosstied thru the cycled condensate (CY) system. The operator claims,

I

he informed the Shift Supervisor that he had left the two valves open

while the latter does not recall being told. This failure to follow

procedures is contrary to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V,

and is considered to be an example of an item of noncompliance (358/79-

06-06B) of the infraction level.

"c. For some unbown resson, valve IE21-F025 which had been safety tagged

closed under Switching Order No. 781317, dated November 16, 1978, was

in the open position. This completed the cross connection of the LPCS

and HPCS systems. Violation of Switching Order No. 781317 is contrary

to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and is considered an example of

an item of noncompliance (358-79-06-06C) of the infraction level. The

switching order was cleared on January 24, 1979. The corrective action

which the licensee is currently taking regarding a previous noncompliance

with the safety tagging procedure (358-79-01-01) is also applicable to

this event, therefore the inspector stated no response to this item of

noncompliance is required.

"d. Paragreiph 13.0 of Safety Tagging Procedure EC. SAD.02, Revision 00

allows for the operation of equipment for test purposes without the

removal of the safety tags. It is possible that valve IE21-F025 was

operated for test purposes thru tags and subsequently left open by
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The inspectors have objected to Paragraph 13.0 of the Safetyerror.

Tagging Procedure.,

;

i

! "On March 21, 1979, the licensee issued operating memo 79-2, Revisica 9,
1,

| which specifically requires that "Do Not Operate" tags must be removed

before energizing electrical equipment or opening valves. An exception

ts made in the case of electrical testing conducted by E0TD in which case1

1

only the E0TD master tag will be left in place.
4

"e. On December 12, 1977, a General Electric system engineer recommended

; that a check valve be installed on line IHP18A3 downstream of valve

IE22-F013) because a similar overpressurization of a small section

of low pressure piping had occurred. The recommendation was rejected

because the licensee thought that two valves (IE22-F003 and F031) plus,

administrative controls were sufficient to prevent recurrence. The

licensee stated the check valve will be installed. All other ECCS

systems have check valves in the line from the CY system.

"The inspector stated his concern regarding repeatable occurrences where
,

a lack of communication or understanding between parties have resulted

in damage to equipment. It is our intention to closely monitor the
1

licensee's performance during the preoperational test program to deter-

mine the adequacy of plant staffing and training as fuel load date

approaches."
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,

Report No. 79-06, page 2
,

|
! "(Closed) Noncompliance (358/79-01-01). Failure to follow safety tagging(

(switching order) procedure. The inspector found that the licensee is

| conducting safety tagging refresher training for all operations personnel

and systems engineers as stated in their letter, Borgnann to Heishman,
i

dated February 28, 1979."
.

!

Report No. 79-23, page 4

"(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report: Overpressurization of the steam jet,

air ejector heat exchanger (tube side). The inspector established that

a check valve has been installed as stated in the licensee's report dated

March 1, 1979 (QA-1106). This item remains open pending further review by .

NRC Operations Branch."

Report No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5

"(Closed) Overpressurization of the steam jet air ejector heat exchanger

(tube side). NR number 7247R1, dated February 21, 1979, stated that over

pressure to 1200 psi of the LPCS piping system occurred in addition to

others. The A-E (Sargent and Lundy) analyzed the piping system and valves

with dispositions as follows:

"1. Carbon steel piping 3/4" up to 12" acceptable since stress was well

below yield point.
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"2. The one stainless steel 3/4" pipe is likewise o.k.

i

f
'

"3. Six hundred pound valves are acceptable with the pressure experienced,

!

l only being a repeat hydro test.

|

! "4. Three hundred pound and 150 pound valves the manufacturer should be

consulted.
1

1

"5. The relief valve causing the problem should be retested and reset.

"Further information available (Construction Engineering Report dated

April 14, 1979) stated that the valve manufacturers recommended a seat

leakage test be conducted on the valves and that this test was performed

without any leaks being detected and it further stated that the relief

valve had been removed, tested and reset of set points done. The NR was

signed as completed on October 25, 1979. The inspector indicated that he

had no further questions regarding this item."

Report No. 80-06, page 2

"(Closed) Noncompliance (50-358/79-06b). Failure to follow OP.HP.01-4

valve lineup. (Not closing valves IE22-F003 and IE22-F031.) The inspector

reviewed the licensee's action to prevent further non-adherence to proce-

dures and found them acceptable."
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The licensee's General Engineering Department report of April 24, 1979

(excluding attachments and tables) that documents the final disposition of;

NR-7247R1, is included as exhibit. )(,

i

5.12.4 Findings and Conclusions,

:

!
f

The overpressure event referred to in the allegation was reported to the

NRC in March 1979, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The event was caused

by operator errors, that incorrectly permitted two valves to remain open,

rather than inadequate system design.

The actions taken by the licensee to assure the quality of the affected

piping and components and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by the

NRC prio,r to the allegation and found satisfactory.

5.12.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.13 Lax Fuel Security
i

5.13.1 Allegation

"There have been periods when there were no security survelllance cameras

during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-

sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

- 171 -

. _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _



. . _ . . .-

4

DRAFT 3 10/2/81

On February 26, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials, Thomas Devine
,

. (GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office, they
!

| advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers Jeffrey Hyde and
i
j Ronald Wright were aware of periods of time when the nuclear fuel was left
| unattended.; It was alleged these situations presented a threat to the public
4

{ health and safety and left the fuel susceptible to terrorism, theft, and/or
; diversion.
|

In addition, it was alleged that the walls of the fuel storage area were
i

| " blow-out" walls, designed to give way during tornadoes.

5.13.2 Background Information

On. June 26, 1978, NRC Special Nuclear Material License No. SNM-1823 was

issued to CG&E authorizing receipt, possession, inspection, and storage

(at the W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station) of 2,000 kilograms ofm

uranium-235 (U-235) reactor fuel at an enrichment not to exceed 2%. The
I

U-235 CG&E received was in the form of new (unirradiated) reactor fuel assem-

blies. These assemblies are stored on the 627-ft level (seventh floor)

of the reactor building in the spent fuel pool.

Nuclear fuel enriched above natural levels but less than 10% in the U-235
1

isotope is defined under 10 CFR 73.2(y) as "special nuclear material of

low strategic significance." The physical protection requirements for

possession of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at

a fixed site are set forth in 10 CFR 73.67(f), which states the following:

i
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"Each licensee who possesses or uses special nuclear material of

low strategic significance at fixed sites, except those who are
!

licensed to operate a nuclear power reactor pursuant to Part 50,
i

1 shall:
,

!
i
! "(1) Store or use the material only within a controlled access

| area,

,

"(2) Monitor with an intrusion alarm or other device or procedures

,

the controlled access areas to detect unauthorized penetrations

or activities,

.

"(3) Assure that a watchman or offsite response force will respond

to all unauthorized penetrations or activities, and

"(4) Establish and maintain response procedures for dealing with

threats of thefts or thefts of such material."

The licensee is obligated to abide by the preceding requirements and any

special conditions set forth or committed to in Special Nuclear Material
'

License No. SNM-1823. A licensee (prior to being granted an operating

license) is not required to comply with other more stringent physical

security requirements of 10 CFR 73.

During NRC safeguards inspections conducted on September 25, 1979 (Report

No. 70-2838/79-01) and January 22-23, 1981 (Report No. 70-2838/81-01), it
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was determined that the licensee was complying with the requirements of

10 CFR 73.67(f) and License No. SNM-1823 with regards to protection and
t
I

storage of the nuclear fuel.

I

NRC License No. SNM-1823 requires that administrative controls be used

to control access to the new fuel storage area. To implement the pro-

i visions of the license and 10 CFR 73.67(f), the licensee wrote and
|

included in the Station Administrative Directives, Procedure No. SE. SAD.03

Rev. 1, which is entitled " Interim Access Control, New Fuel Storage Area.",

The primary purpose of this directive (as well as subsequent related pro-

. cedural issuances and revisions) is to provide the administrative require-
!

ments for access control to the 627-ft elevation of the reactor building

during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel, in accordance with

their NRC license. Procedure No. SE. SAD.03 Rev. 1, requi.es that a minimum

of one watchman be stationed at the location where normal entry and/or exit

to the 627-ft elevation is controlled. The watchman's purpose in being

stationed at this location is to control access and maintain surveillance

of the 627-ft elevation during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel.

" Watchman" as used in this context is defined by 10 CFR 73.2(d) as "an

individual, not necessarily uniformed or armed with a firearm, who provides

protection for a plant and the special nuclear material therein in the course

of performing other duties."

In August 1979, when CG&E was preparing to receive the first shipment

of nuclear fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security, Inc., to provide ten

security officers (watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security
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for the receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security

personnel were required to adhere to the policy and/or procedures pre-

pared by CG&E Security Supervisor, Frederick Lautenslager. CG&E did not

exercise direct supervision over Yoh Security personnel, but provided the

procedural requirements through the Yoh Lead Security Officer.

CG&E is not required by NRC regulations to have armed security officers

for protection of new unirradiated nuclear fuel; however, the licensee
- chose to arm Yoh Security personnel with .38 caliber Smith & Wesson

revolvers. There was no NRC requirement for such watchmen to be trained

and/or to qualify with their assigned firearms. Subsequent to NRC ex-

pressing concern that the armed officers did not have specific firearms

training and qualification, CG&E (effective as of March 1980) took action

to assure that all security officers assigned to armed security respon-

sibilities were trained and had qualified with their assigned firearms

in accordance with procedures CG&E established. Prior to March 1980,

armed security officers were selected based on previous firearms training

experience that they had acquired from former military and/or police service.

Deliveries of nuclear fuel to Zimmer took place during the period August 15

through September 7, 1979. The shipping casks (containing two fuel assem-

blies each) in which the nuclear fuel was delivered measured approximately

15 ft in length by 21 in. in width and 11 in. in height. The fuel assemblies

themselves were contained within a metal shipping container that was, in

turn, enclosed within a wooden shipping container. A wooden and metal

shipping container together composed what is refetied to as a single shipping
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.

cask. A wooden shipping container by itself weighed approximately 760 lb,
; a metal shipping container approximately 620 lb, and each fuel assembly
i

f approximately 685 lb. This made the approximate total weight of a single
i

shipping cask (with two fuel assemblies enclosed) 2,750 lb. Subsequent to

receipt of a shipping cask at the site, the metal shipping container was

uncrated from the wooden shipping container at the ground level. The metal

! container (with fuel assemblies enclosed) was then lifted by crane to the
1

627-ft level of the reactor building (refueling floor) and temporarily stored

in the metal containers. After the fuel assemblies were removed from the'

metal containers, they were inspected for possible damage,g7 - %' WPpyv
- f, and

then lowered into fuel racks located inside the spent fuel pool for storage.,

As a further assurance that the fuel has not been damaged while in storage,

it will be examined by the licensee prior to loading it into the reactor.

Unirradiated fuel, although radioactive, does not pose a significant health

and safety problem regarding radiation emissions. It is only subsequent to

being loaded into the reactor and becoming irradiated during plant operation

( that the uranium becomes contaminated with the intensely radioactive products

of the fission reaction, causing it to be highly radioactive.

The nuclear fuel, in its current form, contains a low percentage of U-235

enrichment, has little or no potential for use in any type of nuclear weapon,
1

| and thus has been defined as "special nuclear material of low strategic

significance."

Additional security-related background information is also contained in

Section 5.14.2.

|
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5.13.3 Investigation

,

5.13.3.1 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

|
1

| On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. Hyde was also

interviewed by telephone on June 9,1981. He stated he was employed as

a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the W'. H. Zimmers

Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed

at Zimmer and assigned the duty of protecting the nuclear fuel, Hyde

advised he became aware of approximately four occasions when the fuel was
i

left unattended. He related that these instances occurred while the fuel,

was at ground level (prior to the time it was moved to the 627-ft level)
,

with each instance lasting approximately 4 to 5 minutes, except for one

that lasted approximately 10 minutes. Hyde explained that, subsequent to

receipt, the nuclear fuel was moved by maintenance workers with the help

of a crane from the ground level to the 627-ft level where it is currently

stored. During this operation, there were usually two or three Yoh Security

j Officers stationed on the 627-ft level as the fuel was raised by crane and

brought to rest on that floor. On various occasions, there were no security

officers at the ground level watching the fuel as it was being moved and

raised to the 627-ft level because officers were not required to watch the

fuel during times it was under the control and/or observation of maintenance

workers. Hyde stated the problem arose when the maintenance workers ended

their work shifts and left the area before he arrived at the ground level

to keep watch over fuel that had not yet been moved to the 627-ft level.

| This resulted in the fuel being left unattended during those periods. (It

t
'

|

|

|
'
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should be noted that the licensee's procedures did not require continuous

surveillance of the new fuel until it was in storage in the new fuel storage
'

area.)
i
!

4

| Hyde was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the fuel being

left unattended while it was stored on the 627-ft level. He stated that

he did not recall any instances when the fuel (while on the 627-ft level)

was left unattended, except during those instances when the area radiation

monitor (ARM) alarm was sounded. Hyde explained that, during occasions

when the ARM alarm was sounded, security procedures required all persons

present on the 627-ft level to be evacuated to a lower elevation level

(floor). He indicated that, once everyone was evacuated to a lower

elevation (e.g., the 593-ft level), access to the 627-ft level could

still be controlled without a loss of security integrity (individuals

going to the 627-ft level would have to pass through the 593-ft level).

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement, a copy of which

is included as Exhibit .

5.13.3.2 Interview with Ronald Wright
.

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. Wright was also

interviewed by telephone on March 12, 1981. He stated that he was employed

as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wm'. H. Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station from October 1979 to October 1980. Wright was asked

what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the nuclear fuel being left un-
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attended. He responded that the only times he recalled leaving the fuel

, unattended was once when he evacuated the 627-ft level during an earthquake
!

; and once during a tornado warning. He indicated that, although he left the

627-ft level on those occasions, he was still able to control access to the

627-ft level from a lower elevation of the reactor building (e.g., the 593-ft
' level) without losing security integrity.
,

|

Wright also noted that when instances arose during which no other security
'

officers were available and he had to leave the 627-ft level for some
I

reason, he would call the control room and someone would relieve him at
,

his post until he returned.

He stated to the best of his knowledge there was always someone present

on the 627-ft level watching the fuel pool area where the fuel was stored,

except during the described instances. '

On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement, a copy of which

is included as Exhibit .

5.13.3.3 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

i

j On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
i

| by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and
!

! has been assigned to the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station since August

1978. Lautenslager verified that no security surveillance cameras were used

during nuclear fuel deliveries in August-September 1979 and remarked that

|

|
t
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there is no requirement for surveillance cameras to be used during deliveries.

He noted that surveillance cameras were subsequently installed in December

1980 (part of required security for an operational plant).

!

With regard to the protection of the nuclear fuel during delivery, Lautenslager

remarked that, although there was no requirement for security for the nuclear

fuel while it was being unloaded from the delivery trucks and uncrated, CG&E

provided armed security protection and surveillance over the fuel (beginnir.g

at the time it arrived on CG&E property). They also maintained this security

profile during unloading, uncrating, inspection and subsequent storage of the

fuel on the 627-ft level.

Lautenslager stated that, to the best of his knowledge, the nuclear fuel has

not lacked armed security protection at any time since it was received at

Zimmer. He also stated that once the fuel was placed in the spent fuel pool

for storage, as well as during fuel inspection, access to the storage area

has been under security control of the officers assigned to station security.

The only time the access control security officer is permitted to leave the

627-ft elevation is during evacuations covered by written security proce-

dures. Lautenslager advised that, to his knowledge, there has been only

one incident in which the officer left the 627-ft elevation. This inci-

dent, which occurred during an earthquake, involved the security officer

moving to the 593-ft elevation where he was still able to control access

to the 627-ft level and prevent any loss of security integrity.

|
|
|
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On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement, a copy

of which is included as Exhibit .

.

Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed by telephone on June 3, 1981, con-:
!

cerning the allegation that " perimeter security consisted for an extended

period of time of only a four foot chickenwire fence." He stated that hei

; recalled a fence fitting that general description being used around the

plant site some time ago and described the fence as an " owner controlled

fence," which marked the boundary line of CG&E's property. Lautenslager

indicated that the fence would have been on areas outside the jurisdiction

of the station security system, the primary concern of which was protection

of the nuclear fuel.

5.13.3.4 Interview with ames Capling

12,1981,hamesCaplinge was interviewed by NRC. He stated thatOn March

he was employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed

at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980.

With regard to protectiin of the nuclear fuel, Caplinge advised that, to

his knowledge, the fue: was never left unattended except during required

evacuations. He explained that during an evacuation of the seventh floor

fuel storage area the security officers repositioned themselves on the sixth

floor and were still able to control access to the seventh floor without a

loss of security integrity.
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12,1981,(faplinge{{providedawrittenstatement,acopyofOn March

which is included as Exhibit #
.

!

,

, 5.13.3.5 Interview with William Ross
!
l
.

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was

,
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the

i
! W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.m

Ross stated he personally felt that r. minimally adequate job had been done

to protect the nuclear fuel. He also stated that he did not recall any

times during which he left the fuel unattended.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement, a copy of which is

included as Exhibit p(z.

5.13.3.6 Interview with John Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, NRC staff interviewed John Bedinghaus by telephone. On

March 25, 1981, he was interviewed in Williamsburg, Ohio. He stated that he

was employed as a security officer with W&W Security and assigned to nuclear

fuel protection duties at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from October

1980 to January 1981. Bedinghaus was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear

fuel security during the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that

the fuel storage area on the seventh floor was well protected and the security

officers assigned to fuel protection were conscientious in performing their
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duties. Bedinghaus also indicated that, to his knowledge, the fuel was never

left unattended and no unauthorized persons were allowed entry into the fuel
i.

storage area.
;

}
|

On March 25, 1981, John Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of.

|
| which is included as Exhibit h(.,

i
a

-

5.13.3.7 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the

W'. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to October 1980.m

Simpson was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during

the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He advised it was his opinion

that CG&E's procedures for protection of the nuclear fuel were good and

the protection of the fuel itself was more than adequate. Simpson stated

that he had no complaints or concerns regarding the adequacy of the pro-

tection of the nuclear fuel at Zimmer.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement, a copy of which

is included as Exhibit )(.

5.13.3.8 Interview with James Bice

On April 20, 1981, NRC staff interviewed James Bice by telephone. He stated

he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
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Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to July 1980. Bice

was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during the time

he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that, to his knowledge, there

were no instances when the fuel was left unattended except during evacuations

(covered by written procedures) following area radiation monitor (ARM) alarms.

On those occasions when the seventh floor was evacuated following an ARM alarm,

the security officers would move to the sixth floor, secure the elevator, and

continue to control access to the seventh floor from the sixth floor. Bice

indicated there was no loss of security integrity during these instances.

5.13.3.9 Review of Unattended Fuel

Based on information obtained, fuel was apparently left unattended for short

periods of time (up to 10 minutes) while at ground level during receipt and
*

transfer to the fuel pool storage area (627-ft level). There is no evidence

that the fuel was left unattended, except during authorized evacuations,

while in permanent storage. While at ground level, protection was afforded

the fuel by the shipping container. There is no evidence to indicate that

that the shipping containers had been p M h j [f h M Y.b
+- s rer

!

Based on a review of NRC Regulatory Guide 5.59 (which addresses protection

of Special Nuclear Fuel at fixed sites), it was determined that the fuel

being left unattended for short periods of time did not adversely impact

on the adequacy of fuel security.

|
1
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5.13.3.10 Review of Storage Area Wall Design

The Zimmer FSAR, Section 3.3.2, " Tornado-Loading," states that "all siding

and roof decking of any superstructure is designed and detailed to blow- off

when the design tornado approaches the station, and the bare frame is de-
!

signed to resist tornado wind forces". A design wind velocity of 90 mphs

was utilized.

3.

The design has been reviewed by NRC and judged acceptable. In is regard,

b
1. \ ,.The blow-out design feature is to pr ect safety structures from ollapse;

N.
w s

'N

The spent feel., storage facility, which will st'bre,\
2. the spent fuel under

,

water once it beco'mes radioactive, is designed to preq1ude significant
' ''s

, N,

loss of watertight integrity of the pool and to prevent missiles from
. N

contacting fuel within the pool; \

5.13.4 Findings and Conclusions

Security surveillance cameras were not installed during nuclear fuel deliveries

to the site and NRC regulations did not require them to be in service at that

time. Interviews with former security guards confirmed the nuclear fuel while

inside it's metal shipping ccatainer was left unattended for periods of time

up to 10 minutes on occasion. This practice was acceptable. Since the fuel

has been onsite, there has been no known attempt to steal or damage the fuel.

The fuel has been inspected and will be visually examined again before it

| is loaded into the reactor.
i
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The allegation that the perimeter security consisted of only a 4-ft chicken-

wire fence was confirmed by one individual; however, NRC regulations do not

prescribe site security requirements prior to issuance of the operating

license.
t

!
i
'

The FSAR states "all siding and roof decking of any superstructure is designed

and detailed to blow off when the design tornado approaches the station."

This is an acceptable design.

5.13.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.14 Alcohol and Drug Abuse

5.14.1 Allegation

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete

disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring

| of temporary laborers prone to violence."

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting with NRC officials, Thomas Devine

(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office,

they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,

Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people who were drunk

on the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction
i

|

l

!
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workers walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liqu)r, getting
.y . g - . u-3

s

drunk...." '

s w
*

\
m

'

; T-

' 5.14.2 Background Information ' *

:\x
s

.A brief history and description of p'lant securl'ty is provided in the
!

| following paragraphs. (Additional security-related background informati$n

isalsocontainedinSection5.13.2).?ortionsofthisinformationare,
[

. : ' - .
. ,

; based on statements received during iuterviews with Frederick Lautenslager,
t i-,

,

CG&E Security Supervisor, and Norborne C. Warb', PJdident of W&W Protection

Agency, Inc., the current security servics contra tor at Zimmer.
s

,.

" Construction security" may be defined as the protection of property used

in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those

areas in which construction is taking place. NRC does not impose security

requirements on licensees during plant construction. Construction security
: , .

does not extend to the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the,' reactor building

(spentfuelpoolarea)wherethenuclearfuelis. stored,Jnddoesnoiextend

to tho'se areas specifically released by the construction project manager and

signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department (EPD). The protection

of the above areas not related to construction and the protection of the

nuclear fuel is defined as st _;ca security." " Construction security" and
i

" station security" ar. 1a c' are security operations.

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the

H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was respon-
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<

isible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,

i W&W took over from Kaiser and became the construction security contractor,
'

.

using the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security

Jr! force. The primary responsibility for construction security is vested inm

the construction project. manager, although in essence W&W has been inform-

ally delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.
,

s
.

In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nuclear

fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers,

. (armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for theps
, T[ receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security per-

)
'

sonnel were required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by

CG&E Security, Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not

exercise direct supervision over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E

Security Supervisor coordinated the requirements of CG&E security pro-

cedures through the Yoh lead security officer, who had responsibility

for implementing those directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of the
e

CG&E Security Supervisor and Yoh Security Of'.icers extended only to areas

that were included under the definition of " station security." Therefore,

from a security standpoint, the primary concern of the CG&E Security

Supervisor and Yoh Security was protecting the spent fuel pool area where

the nuclear fuel was stored and controlling access to that area on the

627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building.

At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, CG&E terminated

Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W, upon Yoh's
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leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station security. The W&W
,

officers assigned to station security conducted security activities in,

I
'

accordance witn the same procedures and under the same supervisory structure
i

,

as those that had applied to Yoh.i

l
:
.

The allegation was reviewed to determine if it had any significance regarding
'

matters under NRC jurisdiction; specifically, the review attempted to deter-

mine if the adequacy of construction of safety-related systems was compromised

b; inditiduals who performed work in safety-related areas during times when

their ability to perform their job was impaired due to use of intoxicants.

To help make this determination, two basic questions were asked of persons

interviewed who stated they observed workers who in their opinion were

intoxicated. The following questions were asked:

1. Did you ever observe anyone who in your opinion was intoxicated to the

point where their ability to perform their job was impaired?

2. If so, where did you observe these individuals?

5.14.3 Investigation

5.14.3.1 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

Zimmer from October 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he observed

- 189 -
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what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the

Zimmer site. At least once a week while on patrol at the site, Wright would

find quantities of beer cans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch / break

area that was then located in the generator room. He related that on many,

occasions (he could not recall a specific number) he discovered what appeared|

to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or two small rooms accessible from the

rooftop of the radwaste building. Fright stated that on one occasion he

discovered four or five capsules of material (colored black and yellow or
i

black and orange) that appeared to be some type of drug. These capsules were

discovered between the two locker rooms on the second floor of the service

building. Wright was unable to recall what disposition he made of these,

suspected narcotic materials and was unaware whether any analysis was ever

performed to identify the materials.

n+ .. e c e asieros f|e| m>NM
Wright related that he was pereemeHy aware si two separate eestancee-v' *
repris unr< f nyv<d voy wda.y twe cendrue tt- werk=r.c wh o .eeenami%ere s/Ajellyedameir-eenstruetterwrkm , 4.awkirepinianroeza intox' ted to the point I

that they were unable to perform their dutiesp reported for duty at the

seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storage pool 3' The two workers

involved in these incidents were refused access to the spent fuel pool area

on those occasions.

He also stated that, in his opinion, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer was

very intoxicated on at least two occasions when he reported for work and

(based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat intoxicated

on other occasions.
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On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement, a copy of which is

included as Exhibit W. /

.

5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde,

i

i
t

)

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
,

Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he

observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the

empty beer cans and liquor bottles in various areas of the plant. Hyde was

able to recall only one instance when he observed a construction worker who,
,

in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability to

perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh floor

entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated that admar the workerg
wa s inIHally 2)w;11ol +* & reve A Sleer- bufrubrep d/y = ' A

emmtreimewes. _ 4,_ L -.__ g d.iM i d m.i.7. _ ih M aci % .. w ..._ ,

later~escludaE
removed f. -_ -,.. .'' - and :- ,- from work assignments on that floor.

' '

Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five but

less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
,

i

j On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement,a copy of which is
i

| included as Exhibit 2f
.

l
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5.14.3.3 Interview with David Simpson

'

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
I

.

|
employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

Zimmer from September 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he

observed what he believed to be indications of alcohol use by the workers
t

,' at Zimmer. Simpson advised that on many occasions, particularly on the
|

main floor of the turbine building, he discovered quantities of empty beer*

!

cans and liquor bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any,

workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability
1

to perform their job was impaired, he believed it was reasonable to assume
!

some workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on the number

of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.

Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug

use, although on one occasion while outside the plant, he detected the odor

of what appeared to be burning marijuana.

Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Security

Officer being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former

lead officer never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement, a copy of which

is included as Exhibit )C.

|

i
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5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was

employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at'

the W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.s

While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to be indications of

alcohol and drug use by workers at Zimmer. Ross advised that, on a few

occasions, he had seen construction workers drinking beer during their

lunch hours, although he had never noticed whether this drinking had any

apparent affect on the workers' ability to perform their jobs. Ross

indicated Yoh security officers were instructed not to confront workers

who were observed drinking in nonstation security areas but rather to

obtain information such as the payroll number or name on their hard hats

that could be used to identify the individuals. If identifying information

was secured, it was referred to the construction project manager or W&W,

because they had jurisdiction over construction activities.

Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,

was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

Ross observed this worker at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel

; pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access to the fuel
i

storage area by a fellow Yoh security officer. (Based on Ross' description

of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same incident that

| former security officers Hyde and Wright described.)
|
>
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|
Ross also advised that on one occasion he found what appeared to be mari- l

|
juana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor and

\.

turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine whether

workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their ability to

perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that regard.i

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement, a copy of which is

included as Exhibit /(.

5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinghaus

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by NRC. He stated that

he was employed as a second shift security supervisor with W&W Protection

Agency, Inc., and was stationed at Zimmer from February 1980 to November

1980. While employed there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to be

evidence of alcohol use by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by workers he

encountered who smelled of alcohol and had the appearance of being intox-

icated. Bedinghaus specifically recalled approximately three occasions on

which he observed workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point

that their ability to perform their job was impaired. These workers were

observed attempting to enter the site through the main gate. Bedinghaus

indicated that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in his

opinion were intoxicated were refused entrance to the site.

Bedinghaus also stated he was aware of an incident when a second shift

security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two
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automobiles leaving the site via the main gate. During that encounter,

the security officer observed that the men in one automobile had open.

beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained a case of
|

beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they

3
were coming from an onsite CG&E fire school; however, none of them had

identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion

that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification

or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant.,

1

Bedinghaus also expressed his belief that security was lax in the areas

controlled by W&W, and W&W security officers were present onsite more for

display purposes rather than for providing property protection.

With regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal

knowledge of drug use at Zimmer, although he had observed individuals who,

in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on something other

than alcohol.

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus provided a written statement,a copy of

which is included as Exhibit .

5

InterviewwithfJamesCaplinge%5.14.3.6
t, s

12,1981,hamesCaplinge]wasinterviewedbyNRC.On March He stated that

he was employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed

at Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, plinge
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observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers

at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of empty beer cans and what appeared

to be marijuana cigarette butts detected by Caplinger onsite. Although he

detected evidence of alcohol and drug use, Caplinger stated he never personally,
,

'

observed anyone drinking intoxicants or smoking marijuana. He indicated that,

if he had, he would have reported the individual to their superior and that

person probably would have been fired.e

Caplinger also remarked that, based on his 20 years experience in the

U.S. Army as a senior noncommissioned officer and observation of alcohol

and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use

of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread.

On March 12, 1981, Caplinger provided a written sworn statement, a copy of

which is included as Exhibit -.

5.14.3.7 Interview with James Bice

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was interviewed by telephone. He stated
.

that he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was

stationed at Zimmer from September 1979 to July 1980. While employedi

I

there, Bice detected several instances of alcohol use by construction
!

workers at Zim er. He related that on approximately four to six occasionsi

he personally observed workers consuming alcoholic beverages while onsite.

| These instances of alcohol consumption usually occurred during lunch hours

in locations that included the electrical shop and a break area located in.

.
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the turbine building. Beer and whiskey were among the alcoholic beverages

consumed onsite. Bice recalled two specific instances involving the
.

{ presence of alcohol: one during which he observed a worker pouring " Jack

Daniels" whiskey into a Coke soda can and the other during which he found

. a bottle of what he believed to be " moonshine" liquor (based on its smell)
!

in the turbine building.

In addition to instances where the consumption and presence of alcoholic

beverages were observed, Bice also recalled removing quantities of beer

cans (approximately 300 while stationed at Zimmer) from inside a few small

rooms that were accessible from the second level of the reactor building.
,

Based on his experience at Zimmer, Bice speculated that approximately 25%

of the workers there consumed alcoholic beverages, usually during their

lunch hours.

Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said

that on only one occasion did he observe a worker who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel

pool storage area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it appears

he may be referring to the same incident that former security officers Hyde,

Wright, and Ross described.

Regarding alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed to

be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the course

of his routine security rounds each day, he would find approximately three
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.

]
|

to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated that to his

knowledge there were no analyses made of the cigarette butts he detected,
i
. although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds common to the
!

j marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from marijuana cigarettes.

i

' Bice stated he prepared approximately 10 to 11 field incident reports

; regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed at

Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor
,

Fred Lautenslager. He remarked that Lautenslager advised him on one

occasion there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisor

could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas

under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents.

Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and d, rug use he observed

occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the

incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.

Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in

the reactor control roem who were smoking what appeared to be marijuana.

He said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their suspected

conduct, and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about the

event.

5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed by NRC. He stated that

he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W Protection Agency,
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Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During that time, he was off

work for about six to seven months from January to July 1980. While

stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been assigned to main gate security.,

| Shinkle indicated that he has detected evidence of alcohol use by the

j workers there. Shinkle specifically recalled one incident that took place

during the Fall of 1979. The incident involved four or five construction

workers who had apparently brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their
,

lunch hour. He related that a construction supervisor first observed the

workers with the alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany

him to corroborate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor

took immediate action and the workers were fired.

Shinkle was asked whether he had ever ob::erved any workers who in his

opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform their

job was impaired. He replied that on several occasions (he was unable to

estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to enter the site

by the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated. Shinkle

denied entry to the site to any workers he observed at the main gate who

appeared to be intoxicated.
,

|
|

I

Shinkle indicated that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing

alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers of

workers entering the site at approximately the same time. Although

security officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch containers

and coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically) search

the person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem applied
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to searching the motor vehicles permitted onsite. Security officers could

conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a visual search of the
,

inside of the vehicle; however, they could not individually search each
i occupant.

!

With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed,

and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.
1

5.14.3.9 Interview with Norborne Ward

On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed by NRC. He stated that

he is President of the WGW Protection Agency, Inc., and has held that

position since W&W became the cotstruction security contractor at Zimmer

in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was stationed

on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereaf ter visited the site to oversee

security operations usually twice a week.

Ward indicated that he is well informed about security-related matters and

incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W&W inherited Kaiser's security

procedures and basically has continued to conduct security activities in

accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that, during the time W&W

has been security contractor there, he has become aware of instances of

alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern and certain

measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 1980, W&W began the
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practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought onsite by

the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective in preventing

some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite. Also, a contributing

} factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by certain individuals in the
1

4 parking lot outside the site. Ward stated that a " crackdown" on parking

lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when state law enforcement officials

were contacted. These officials subsequently came out to the site and, to

his knowledge, made at least one arrest for liquor sale violations.'

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion,

were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was impaired.

He replied that instances of workers being intoxicated to that extent were

relatively rare and he estimated that, since W&W became a security contractor

in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were observed and denied access
.

to, or were ejected from, the site. The most common occurrence of this was

when intoxicated workers came to the site on payday to pick up their checks.

Ward remarked that the workers involved would take the day off and, after

they had been drinking and were already intoxicated, would come to the

site at 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. just to pick up their paychecks. On those

occasions, when a worker entering the site was determined to be intoxicated,

Ward would deny the worker's entry to the site.

Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol on

site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to identify

(if possible), rather than confront, workers who are observed consuming

alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by trying to obtain
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identifying information, such as a payroll number or a name from the

individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained, the matter

is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

1

Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in general1

i

I is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles on site. He indicated

the large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the potential for

contraband being brought on and/or taken offsite without detection. Ward

also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there has been little trouble

with regard to violent acts. He could recall only one incident when two

construction workers were involved in a fight.

Ward mentioned that, during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, there

were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.
.

5.14.3.10 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and

has been assigned to the Zimmer station since August 1978.

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol use

by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of anyone

drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed anyone drinking

alcohol onsite.
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Lautenslager was also questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug

use (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no
a

personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of mari-
'

juana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one occasion

a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some cigarette

butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many of.the craft

personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there was nothing to indicate

that the butts found by the security officer were in fact marijuana, no

further action was taken other than to notify W&W security personnel that

the hand-rolled cigarette butts were found.

! Lautenslager also stated that he has never received a report of any indi-

viduals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement, a copy

of which is included as Exhibit .

5.14.3.11 Field Observations

While at Zimmer, the NRC resident inspector has observed evidence of alcohol

use by workers. During approximately 50% of the time he has spent touring

the plant while conducting inspection activities, he has observed empty beer

cans in various safety-related areas of the plant. On a less frequent basis,

he has also observed empty "hard liquor" bottles (e.g., whiskey bottles). The

areas where empty cans and bottles were observed included the cable spreading

room, the two residual heat removal rooms, the related residual heat removal
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heat exchanger rooms, and the reactor building. Within these areas, the loca-

tions he observed empty alcoholic beverage containers were generally hidden and

isolated.

; The quantity of empty beer cans in these areas varied greatly from time to time.

On some occasions (generally in the winter months), as many as 10 to 12 empty

beer cans could be found in any of the noted locations of the plant (although

some of the cans may have been there a month or more since the last time the

area was cleaned). On other occasions (generally in the summer months), only

a few cans would be present in those same locations.

The resident inspector has never personally observed anyone consuming alcoholic

beverages. He recalled observing instances in the diesel generator room and

reactor building when workers were drinking beverages from non-alcoholic beverage

containers (e.g., thermos bottles) and, upon seeing him approach, made an apparent

effort to conceal the containers from which they were drinking. These instances

led him to suspect that workers concealed intoxicants in and consumed intoxicants

from non-alcoholic beverage containers. Observations of beer can accumulations

in different areas of the plant have been documented in various NRC inspection

reports and on at least two occasions the beer can litter situation has been

brought to the attention of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain.

The resident inspector has never observed anyone who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point where their ability to perform their job was impaired.

In the inspectors opinion, the drinking of alcohol at Zimmer is not as bad as

he has seen at other construction sites.
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l

The resident inspector has observed what appeared to be approximately ten

marijuana cigarette butts' during his plant tours and l' A sampling program of
'

4 independent measurements was conducted by NRC and its consult /ht in an attempt Is
/

to determine whether this concern and other concerns discussed in this report
j impacted adversely on the quality of safety related plant hardware. One effort
:
'

specifically aimed at this concern was the selected examination of app'roximately3
. -cakS . g :-..j L*,,- mJ'A,-

20 safety related welds.
Some potential problems with weldingpave been identi-

h fied by this review; however, it is, virtually impossible to deduce whether these
i

potential problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol use.
'tC M P O!N |2! P '' N***I 3YG _ }9'$T0tf beA't , P"Th bf ?$t. AWC-

W"N5C]."d&AYasun.sw e $ ee<. doc'enmd& in Itinspeabdn Ref CD -Ara
site personnel coupled with NRC site observations both prior to and during tn|8/-2*).

NM
investigation, a widespread problem was not evident. A sampling program of

-

A
independent measurements) _ - ' - o, :GC oud in .vu.m h 'oi . . . u o u-y o7

6 L .- . .. um:.c 9 - -- 7 ' : "= _ ..ce= - d ' ~u ~ A -'____ymi

4-;::: M sivereeky o. tk- 3uoHi,- f,,efety re4sted-i lents-hsrdwarc. One effert

involved.
specifically aimed at this concern-was.3the selected examination of approximately

to),& sre presenHy h 9 Purned b ,
,

y
20 safety related welds. Some potential problems with welding have been identi-

4
eens

fied by this review; however, it am virtually impossible to deduce whether these

potential problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol use.

-T L .~ ,:t:x ;..' e X c.-- - -_.;:---'1N: % ....J4 ::RS.. -

br,t
An adequately functioning quality assurance program would assure detection and

j'

inc|udt'vna N'bs rtulMi

correction of any adverse effects .,.. N r>A rom construction personnel beingf4

under the influence of alcohol or drugs. As there are questions regarding the

quality assurance program, based on other findings of this investigation, the

NRC is relying on the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program and the NRC

independent measurements to identify significant construction defects.
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'5.14 Items of Noncompliancey

f No items of noncompliance were identified.
!
:
J

l 5.15 Employee Dismissals
.

i

5.15.1 Allegation

,

" Employees fired for time [ card) cheating had been cheating with the express

approval of management, and only time cheaters fired were vocal and knowledge-

able critics of plant QA and safety.",

5.15.2 Background Information

Thomas Applegate's investigation into timecard cheating at Zimmer found that

five individuals (three construction workers and two guards) were involved in

" timecard cheating" (i.e., absent from work onsite but recorded as being at

work). All those individuals involved were terminated by their respective*

employers.

5.15.3 Investigation

*

t

i

5.15.3.1 Interview of Construction Worker

The NRC interviewed one of the construction workers who had been terminated

for timecard irregularities. The other terminated construction workers could

i
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not be located. No attempt was made to interview the two terminated guards

because they were not directly involved in assuring adequacy of plant con-

struction. The construction workers were those who would have had knowledge

of " plant QA and safety" (construction problems).

!

5.15.3.2 Interview of Individual A

,

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-

sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated Kaiser termin-

ated his employment in January 1980, after Thomas Applegate uncovered irregular-

ities in his timecard. He said he was not fired for his criticism of plant

safety and it was not until after he was terminated that he provided any in-

formation to GAP. Individual A said that although he had serious concerns about

construction work at the plant, he was not fired by Kaiser for criticizing plant

QA and safety.

2. A g
On April ) ( 1981, Intividual A provided a written statement teemmeeng; however,

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.15.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that he would not

characterize himself as a " vocal critic" of plant safety. He stated he had

concerns about the QC program at Zimmer which he related to the RIII Investi-

gator. However, he said he was fired for irregularities in his timecard and

not for his concerns about the QC program.
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/Y
On April.atF, 1981, Individul B provided a written sworn statement; however,

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.
!

5.15.3.4 Interview of William Murray

On April 14, 1981, William Murray, CG&E Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
,

NRC. He stated that from December 10, 1980 to January 4,1981 Confidential

Service (CS) was hired by CG&E to investigate alleged timecard irregularities

at Zimmer. He stated CS entered into a contract with CG&E after Applegate told

them he had uncovered evidence of employee timecard cheating. Murray stated

the investigation was contracted for a 30-day period. During that period,

Applegate identified two guards and three construction personnel who were in-

volved in timecard cheating. Murray indicated that all five of the individuals

Applegate identified had been terminated. He denied that the only individuals

terminated were those who were vocal and knowledgeable critics of plant safety,

and stated emphatically that the individuals fired were fired solely for

irregularities in their timecards.

Murray also stated that Major W. Cox, Director of CS, felt that the investiga-I

tion was compromised when Murray left Applegate's reports unattended in his

desk. Murray said that at that point the contract was ending and he and Cox

concurred timecard cheating was not widespread. Both agreed that, because of

the questions about the security of the operation, the contract should be

terminated. However, Murray said Applegate stated that he was concerned about

the QA problems he had identified and wanted to continue investigating. Murray

said the concerns Applegate raised had already been identified by the CG&E QA
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group and he saw no reason to continue the investigation. He said Applegate was

adamant in his insistence to continue the investigation, so he referred him to

William Schweirs, Quality Assurance Manager. Schweirs agreed there was no need

to investigate these matters further and advised Applegate of his conclusion.

Murray said the contract was terminated with Cox's approval, but over Applegate's

| objections.

t

MurrayprovidedaletterfromCSregardingthesecurityoftheoperation/, dated
*

January 4, 1980, and it is included as Exhibit I.

_

In a subsequent telephone conversation, Murray stated that Individual B was not

one of five identified by Applegate nor was he fired at CG&E's direction for

timecard cheating, but that he may have been terminated by Kaiser for another

timecard matter.

5.15.3.5 Interview of Major W. Cox

On April 30, 1981, Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was interviewed by NRC. Cox

stated he employed Thomas Applegate as a private investigator for CS. He in-

dicated that in November 1979, when Applegate was investigating another matter,

Applegate came across evidence of employee timecard cheating at Zimmer. Cox

stated he was reluctant to pursue the matter, but on several occasions Applegate

approached both him and CG&E about this subject. Cox said Applegate continued

to pursue the item and CG&E formally requested CS to investigate the matter.

Cox stated the investigation was contracted to last 30 days during which

Applegate would work undercover onsite with the primary task of investigating

- 209 -

!

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - _ - - --_------------------------------------------d



DRAFT 3 10/2/81

employee timecard cheating. Cox said the CS investigation began on December 10,

1979 and ended on January 6, 1980, and identified several employees who were
i

involved in timecard cheating. Cox said the operation ran its course and was

terminated at the end of the original 30-day contract period.,

5

:
,

Cox stated that during the last weeks of the investigation, Applegate said he

found evidence of irregularities in pipe welds and in the plant QA program.
.

Cox told William Murray about this and Murray said CG&E was already aware of

the problems Applegate had identified and did not need to pursue them further.

Cox recalled that Applegate had learned there was a disagreement between

Peabody Magnaflux (PM) employees and CG&E over the interpretation of X-rays

taken of some pipes on site.

I

Cox said there was no attempt by CG&E to cover up any of Applegate's disclo-

Cox said it appeared to him that CG&E was already aware of the problemssures.

Applegate identified and Applegate was not providing them with any new informa-

tion. Cox stated that after the 30-day contract period, both he and CG&E decided

to terminate the contract. Cox stated Applegate disagreed with this decision

and wanted the investigation to continue so he could pursue irregularities he,

had identified in the QA program. Cox said CG&E denied Applegate's request.
|

|
|

Cox said that in his opinion Applegate held a grudge against CG&E for ending

the investigation over his objections. He indicated that since January 1980

he has had no further contact with Applegate regarding the Zimmer investiga-

tion, and Applegate has taken custody of all of the tape recordings and copies

of reports he made during the investigation.
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5.15.3.6 Record Reviews

The Confidential Service memorandum dated January 4, 1980 authored by
,

Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was reviewed by the investigator. The first; ,

| paragraph of the letter addresses Cox's concerns about the security of CS
,

confidential reports. The letter indicates Cox objected to security breaches

during the investigation and stipulated conditions for continuing the in-

; vestigation. Cox did state in the letter that, based on the information he

had, he did not agree with CG&E's conclusion that Applegates allegations

regarding questionable construction were without some basis.

5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions

The two former employees interviewed by GAP were contacted by NRC. They denied
,

they had been fired for any criticism of plant QA and safety, but rather had

been fired for timecard cheating. There was no indication from the interviews

that management approved of timecard cheating.

:

i 5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance

.

No items of noncompliance were identified.
!

l
|
'

5.16 Radiographer Suppression
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5.16.1 Allegation

"CG&E had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zimmer, who were

criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of velds rejected by PM."

i

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information regarding

the allegation. He stated he learned that or. the weekend of January 9-10,

1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the Peabody Magnaflux (PM)

trailer onsite. He alleged that during this burglary those individuals removed

records of an instance where CG&E had overridden PM's rejection of welds.

5.16.2 Background Information

M.didnothavepe nnel with direct destructive 'on re
/ /

bilitie and as such, wou not have been inv d with "overr* in ' of PM

radiograph i erpretations. Ad ional b ground o rad' raphy is in ded

[Section5.8.2. s

On July 3,1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg

were received at the Zimmer site (see Section 5.7). Kaiser personnel wrote

Nonconformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of truck

onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1979, Kaiser directed that

the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed.

On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi-

fied rejectable indications in welds on three of the five spool pieces. PM
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forwarded the findings to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The reports

and film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed

j in the Kaiser Document Control Center. Three radiographs of welds with

apparently rejectable indications were filed with a nonconformance report.*

|- On April 8, 1980, these films were reviewed by NRC Inspector Kavin Ward who
!

determined that the welds had the wrong geometry for radiography and the
,

films were not acceptable.

.

On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultrasonic

inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis of these

examinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable. On April 28,

1980, Kellogg performed ultrasonic examinations of the same spool pieces and

also found them to be acceptable.

The above information including details of processing of nonconformance report

E-1911 is included in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

5.16.3 Investigation

5.16.3.1 Interview of Individual A

.

Februs7 2O
On A . ' 22, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-r

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated PM radiographers

Allen Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two occasions, that they

found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool pieces. He said they

had discovered the defects when examining Kaiser field welds that joined the
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spool pieces in the residual heat removal system. He said they also found

similar defects in five of twenty welds on the main steam relief (MSR) spool

pieces that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site,
i

i

.j Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CG&E overrode their rejection
i
'

of welds on the MSR' system and had retained a copy of the examination report

and radiographic filts in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM when they

examitted prefabricated spool pieces, but they were not overridden in their

weld determinations for Kaiser welds, e

/ ,'n /go 5
. . . . . .,t n-

Individual A also stated that in January 199 CG&E hired undercover private . , r#.
.

*

investigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this

examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview

Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met

Individual A onsite and told him his supervisors had advised him not to

discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later informed him there

had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports

for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.

21
OnApril[,1981,IndividualAprovidedawrittenstatement;however,he

requested the statement not be attached to this report.
i

|

5.16.3.2 Interview of Thomas Applegate

!

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated

! he had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in

i
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which A1 dredge said weld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite.

Applegate said he subsequently learned that there was a break-in of the

PM trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were

taken from the trailer. He indicated Security Officers Ronald Wright, !

James Bedinghaus, and David Simpson had told him Individuals ~D and E were

probably involved in the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer.,

4

Applegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a dispute s

about the acceptability of welds PM examined on the MSR systes since its
'

records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had been examined

: by PM and found defective they were later accepted by CG&E. Applegate said

that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees not to say anything

about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals against PM.

5.16.3.3 Interviews of Security Officers
.

3

Between February 1 and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were

interviewed by NRC. They could not provide any information conce ning the
.

break-in of the PM trailer in January of 1980. All of these individuals

are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all stated the break-in

! had not been reported to the Security Department. They stated that they

were unaware of the identity of any individuals who might have committed

the break-in.
i

David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department

Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department
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James Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station

John Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station

Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer
i

~

Nuclear Power Station
j e n
: James Caplinger, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Statica J.
'

%

William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio-

Welfare Department,

5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

IWW|

On April 10, 198[ Ernest Aldredge, PM President, was interviewed by NRC. /

Aldredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographers at the

Zimmer site were not overridden in their weld determinations. He stated

that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never reported this

problem to him.

Aldredge also stated that from January through June 1980 there was an NRC

investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by Thomas Applegate,

a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated

Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate

that there were defective welds at the plant. A1 dredge stated Applegate

subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personnel

telling him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in

their decisions to reject welds.

i
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Aldredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and newspaper

articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent,

company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him that due to the sensi-
1
'

tive nature of nondestructive examination of nuclear power plants it would

be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement, since the statement
:

i could be misconstrued by the press. Aldredge stated he was therefore

| advised to not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of

the media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the
i

best interest of PM not to make any statements at that time.-

i

Aldredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production

problems that had been attributed to frequent breakdowns of the film pro-

cessing machine onsite. He said information such as this could impact

the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was best not to make
.

a statement about why PM's contract was not renewed.

Aldredge stated that there had been no attempt to silence the radiographers

at Zimmer regarding public statements about the investigation. Aldredge

provided a sworn statement on August 17, 1981, a copy of which is included

as Exhibit .

5.16.3.5 Interview of William Schwiers

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance & Standards

Manager, was interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forward a letter to

the investigator outlining the reasons PM's contract was terminated at
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Zimmer. Subsequently, Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining

his reasons for terminating PM's contract in April 1980. A retyped copy
t

of the provided memo is included as Exhibit Schweirs stated the contract
)k(

.

was not terminated because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval

f of welds rejected by them."

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that PM was employed as the firm responsible for

nondestructive examination at Zimmer from 1972 until 1980. He said PM has

conducted both ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations

of large-bore and small-bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's respons-

ibility was to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to

Kaiser. Kaiser personnel would examine radiog~raphs and make the determina-

tion if a weld was accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, KEI

Welding Engineer, was responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not

overriding PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said

Pallon supported PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified,

assured that the weld was repaired.

Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980, and apparently
|
'

Applegate talked to a number of PM employees about their work onsite. Wood

said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as

" Thomas Jackson," a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood indicated that at

that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems

in meeting production goals.
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i

Wood advised there was discussion among PM employees about the contract

renewal, and he learned PM employees had told Applegate that PM had identi-
1 i

j fled defective welds in the plant. Wood said it was PM's responsibility
,

to identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser

would assign a status of either repair, hold, or rework to the defective
I

l

i
'

weld. Wood indicated that when his employees told Applegate that there

were " bad welds," they were referring to defettive welds they had identified
!

and reported to Kaiser. Wood stated his employees had answered Applegate's,

,

questions in good faith, assuming he knew the meaning of the term " bad welds"

(that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser Quality Control system).

i

Wood stated that on one occasion Applegate called him and asked him if there

were " bad welds in the plant" and he responded in the affirmative. He said

he assumed Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that Applegate was

questioning (as an auditor) PM's ability to identify weld defects. . Wood said

Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted Wood and other PM employees

as saying "there are defective welds" in the plant. Wood said that rejectable

welds are identified by nondestructive examination and are repaired under the

quality control system.
,

Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper

articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,

; Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrue
!

anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss

the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"

! any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their

i
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.

findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he

advised PM employees to not make any further statements regarding the matter.

.

j Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representatives

and a number of PM employees were disturbed about the calls. He felt it was

PM's responsibility as their employer to advise them not to discuss Applegate's

charges with media personnel.
!

Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations,

and that its contract was not rencwed by CG&E because PM had continued to

reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because of problems

in meeting production goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's

weld examinations.

Wood recalled that Allan Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had

been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no

equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that any

records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its examina-

tion reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of a weld and

other copies of examination reports are the property of CG&E and Kaiser and

are retained by them. Wood said if any records were removed from the trailer,

CG&E would have two copies of each report for every weld PM radiographed on

site.

On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement, a copy of which is

)(included as Exhibit .
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5.16.3.7 Interview of Allan Sellars

On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,,

.

! was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from April
!
'

1976 to April 1980, and performed radiographic examinations of Kaiser field

welds. He stated that on occasion PM did conduct a radiographic examination

where a section of a prefabricated weld made by Kellogg was included on the

radiograph of a Kaiser field weld. He indicated that when he identified
i

defective Kaiser or Kellogg welds he identified them on the examination

report and forwarded the report to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer.
,

Sellars stated he was not overridden by Pallon when he identified defects

in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds.

Sellars did recall an incident in the summer of 1979 when PM was asked to .

examine welds on some Kellogg MSR system spool pieces that apparently fell

off the truck on delivery to the site. He said he and David Hang radio-

graphed welds on the spool pieces in question but the film quality was poor

because radiography was the wrong examination technique. He indicated the

geometrical configuration of the welds was such that it would exaggerate

defects in the welds. Sellars said he and Hang told Pallon they observed

defects in the welds in question and that radiography was the wrong technique

to use and it was exaggerating the defects. Sellars said they completed the

radiographic examination at Pallons request. Sellars said that lat-r, during

an NRC investigation, these spool pieces were ultrasonically examined and

the welds were found to be acceptable.
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1

Sellars also stated that after the investigation there was considerable

publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management not
4

to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be taken

out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate or
i

silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion PM's contract was not

renewed due to production problems, which he attributed to breakdowns in

the film processng machine. Sellars said an audit that was critical of

PM's work onsite may have been a factor in CG&E's decision. He indicated

the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification of

defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer had been broken into;

however, he was not aware of anything taken during the creak-in.

On April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars provided a written statement, a copy of

which is included as Exhibit
g{

.
,

5.16.3.8 Interview of David Hang

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September 1976,

to August 1979. Hang said he was responsible for conducting radiographic

examinations of pipe welds.

Hang indicated that he was not overridden on his. weld determinations by

Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Hang said welds

PM accepted were frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would

request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld
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that PM had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said

Pallon, as a Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or

rejection of a weld.

|

Hang recalled that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to examine some pipe

spool pieces on the MSR system that had fallen off of a truck on delivery

to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated the

film, and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to use when

examining the spool pieces.

Hang said he told Pallon that the geometric configuration of the spool

pieces was such that it distorted the view of the weld and might exaggerate

flaws that would appear as defects on the film. Hang indicated Pallon

requested he examine the remainder of the welds by radiography and these

examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

Hang said he reported the results of his examinations to Pallon and retained

the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the PM trailer

onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the proper nondestruc-

tive testing technique to use to examine pipe welds in this geometric con-

figuration, and he later learned the spool pieces had been ultrasonically

examined and found acceptable.

Hang said he left Zinsner in August 1979 and, on his return in March 1980,

he was informed by Allan Sellars that there had been a break-in of the PM

trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Hang stated that in
~
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April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic examination reports for the MSR

spool pieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center.

Hang verified that the reports and films were the originals from August:

! 1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he

found unacceptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance

f report.

i

On April 23, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement, a copy of which
'

is included as Exhibit .

5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19
,

to April 1980. Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser

field welds onsite. He said PM performed a radiograph of a weld and did a

prelimicary review to ascertain if the weld was rejectable. He indicated PM

did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that the KEI welding

engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-

ance. Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-

tions and that welds accepted by PM were frequently found unacceptable by

Kaiser. Draffon said he learned that radiographers occasionally observed

defects in Kellogg welds when they overlapped Kaiser welds. These cases were

reported and forwarded to Kaiser to determine if e Kellogg weld should be

repaired. Draffon stated that when welds junctured, the geometry of the

juncturing welds is frequently not the same and therefore radiographic views

i
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of the weld may be distorted. He indicated that inexperienced Level I or

II Radiographers would often examine juncturing welds and report rejectable
4

defects, not recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more

experienced radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable.
'

i

I
Draffon stated that when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had

apparently occurred where PM radiographers examined MSR spool pieces that

i had fallen off the truck and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the

view of the weld was distorted due to configuration problems. Draffon said

the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.

Draffon commented that this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E

or Kaiser did not often override PM in their weld determinations.

Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer was broken into, but this

occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegate, a

private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been

broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found

no records or equipment missing.

Draffon also stated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the

customer's request. He said this occurred because the volume of work was

slowing, and PM had experienced production problems, which he attributed toI

:
'

frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.

|

| 5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.

|

t

l - 225 -

. _.



DRAFT 3 10/2/81

Binning said he received his Level II certification in October 1979 and

! routinely radiographed large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser onsite.
,

| Binning said PM radiographed welds, developed the film, did a preliminary

examination to determine if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and

j then forwarded their report to Anthony Pallon, KEI welding engineer, who

; made the final determination on the acceptability of the welds. He in-
,

dicated Pallon did not override PM in their weld determination and would,

sometimes reject welds that PM had initially found acceptable.

He frequently directed them to re-shoot welds that Kaiser had repaired

after FM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool
,

pieces for the MSR system that were manufactured by Kellogg and had apparently

fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. Binning recalled that Pallon

told Hang to take information shots of the pipes to see if there were any

defects in them. Binning and Hang took the radiographs of the welds in the

spool pieces and turned them over to Kaiser for final determination. Binning

said that at the time he was a level I radiographer and was not certified

to read film so he could not say if the welds on the pipes that fell off the

truck were defective. He said he later heard that because of the gecmetry,

defects appeared on the film which were not actual defects. Binning said

Hang retained copies of his report of this particular examination.

| Binning also stated that in January 1980 he received a telephone call from

an unidentified individual who told him the PM trailer had been broken into.
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He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock had been

pried off and apparently the . trailer had been entered. Binning said he

inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the files, and found the

j examination reports ,for the MSR spool pieces that had been examined by Hang
| Ntre 4nsttinge g
j earlierj( He indicated he told Allan Sellars and Wayne Draffon about the

burglary but did not discuss it with anyone else.'

.

f

Binning said PM management never told him to be silent about activities

that occurred at the site. He said PM's contract was not renewed because

of production problems, which he attributed to their film processor fre-'

quently breaking down. He also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation

safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of

some aspects of the PM operation. Binning said PM was not asked to leave

the site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees

were not harassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written statement, a copy of

which is included as Exhibit )(.

.

5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's Assistant,

was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant,

he was not responsible for reading or interpreting film or making any weld

determinations. He said he worked with both David Hang and Allan Sellars

and did not recall them commenting that Anthony Pallon overrode them. He
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stated that PM usually radiographed Kaiser field welds; however, on one

j occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said he re-

| called Hang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces

and identified rejectable indications in some welds. He indicated Hang
1

i reported this to Pallon, but he was not aware of the final disposition of
I

the report.,

4

Binning also said that in January 1980 there was a break-in of the PM trailer

and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.
-

~

He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con-

; ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning

PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the

investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and

Applegate about it. Binning said he was never told by PM management to

" cover up" anything about their activit'ies at the site. Binning volunteered

that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film

processor breaking down and holding up production.

5.16.3.12 Interview of Robert Marshall

'

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was

interviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on
i

weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that'

he overrode PM on their weld findings. Marshall also stated that the PM

radiographers, with whom he spoke after Applegate made his disclosures to

the press, did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in

their weld determinations.
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He recalled one incident when PM was asked to examine some MSR spool pieces

that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said that in April
.

.' 1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces and he, Rex Baker,

KEI Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the films. All

concurred that the welds were of the wrong geometry for radiographic examina-

tion. Marshall said that on some of the films the geometric configuration had

distorted the radiographic view of the welds. He added that this examination
i

was an exception to common practice because PM normally radiographed Kaiser,

field welds but not welds on Kellogg prefabricated pieces. Marshall advised-

that the MSR spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be

acceptable.

.

5.16.3.13 Interview of Anthony Pallon Sr.

On August 13, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Sr., was interviewed by NRC. Pallon

stated be was employed at Zimmer as a Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

Welding / Nondestructive Examination from April 1, 1977 to July 8, 1980.

He stated his position involved the review of PM radiographic reports ofi

examination for pipe welds at the plant. Pallon stated he did not consis-

tently override PM in their weld determinations at Zimmer and, on the

contrary, frequently rejected welds that PM found acceptable. He said, on

less than ten occasions PM radiographers identified nonconforming vendor

|
welds while examining an adjacent Kaiser weld. He said in each instance

i

! he directed the nonconforming weld to be repaired or replaced. He stated

he could not make a determination about 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds

in the plant being defective, since PM did not radiograph them, he did not

i
!
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review the radiographs, and he would not make an unqualified statement about

. their acceptability.

I
,

Pallon said in April 1980 that PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed and
i
i
t Nuclear Energy Services (NES), Inc. , took control of the radiography work
)
| at Zimcer. He attributed this to poor management of the PM operation at

Zimmer, coupled with equipment problems that affected PM's ability to perform

the required amount of radiographic examinations.
.

f

5.16.3.14 Record Reviews

t

The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs of field welds

made between October 1979 and March 1980 to determine if CG&5 or Kaiser

personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by PM. The results of

that review are given in Table 5.16-1.

Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet
,

Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.
i

!

1. RH-113 RH-31 26. RE-75A RE-1

2. RI-7 RI-11 27. K-288 WX-8

3. RH-53 RH-20 28. RH-86 RH-64

4. RH-55 RH-20 29. @A3 D0-2,
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Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet,

-j Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.
l
!
!

1

5. K-73 RH-20 30. @C3 DG-25
:

6. RH-40 RH-26 31. HGK-250 HG-16,

7. K-494 MS-37 32. RD-K4 RD-1

8. FW-454 MS-30A 33. 1MS22AC2 MS-315

9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88,

10. K-926 WR-26 35. P.L.2M20803 LC-13
'

11. K-455 MS-26A 36. K-483 MS-43

12. MS22AA2 MS-311 37. K-499 MS-39

13. K-84 RH-38 38. 1RRB1AA-3/4 RR-122

14. P.L.2M20795 LC-19 39. K-288 RT-2

15. LP-9 LP-3 40. FC-5 FC-14

16. K-507 MS-44 41. K-33 FW-4

17. K-508 MS-45 42. WK-31 FW-2

18. K-448 MS-27A 43. LP-13 LP-11
'

19. HP-19B HP-5 44. CYK-221 CY-49

20. FC-93 FC-29 45. WR41AA3 WR-44

21. K-414 MS-24A 46. FW58A W-2

22. K-523 MS-27A 47. K-877 WR-2

23. RH-54 RH-20 48. HP-55 HP-4

24. RH-56 RH-20 49. K-475 MS-34

25. RH-46 RH-20
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None of the reader sheets for the welds in Table 5.16-1 indicated that Kaiser

personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.
.

|

5.16.4 Findings and Conclusions
!
:
1

Seven current and former PM employees who were interviewed denied any

attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.,

In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied

that PM was consistently overridden in its weld determinations. A review

of PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of PM

being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.

!

Former Pli employees indicated the PM trailer had been broken into. It was

not established that this was done by Individuals D and E. Seven security

officers who Applegate indicated had information regarding the break-in

were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in of the

trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of Individuals D

and E in such a break-in. After the break-in, PM's copies of examination

reports of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool pieces were

determined by PM employees to be missing. Three of the eight reports on

the spool pieces were found by NRC inspectors in the Kaiser Document
i

Control Center filed with a nonconformance report, but five of the reports
!

| were missing. The three reports and films were reviewed by the PM employee
l

who did the initial examination of the welds. He verified the reports and

films are the originals. He said the reports filed with the nonconformance

report are for the welds thought to be defective, and the missing five
|

| reports are of the radiographs of the acceptable welds.
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5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

.

$

| No items of noncompliance were identified.
|

5.17 Industry Blacklisting

i
i
r

5.17.1 Allegation
!
!
.

" Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of utility

and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA practices."

5.17.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided.

5.17.3 Investigation

5.17.3.1 Interview of Individuals A and B
-

|

^ 2,_:1 '2 - ' 2':, !""1, Individuals A and B, both union pipefitters, were
C yn A p re*| 49 a J 21, Perp ect/ rep .

interviewed by NRCfThey stated they had not been intimidated or subjected

to reprisals for their criticism of QA practices at Zimmer. Individuals A

and B both stated that they were fired in January 1980 as a result of the

findings of Thomas Applegate's investigation into their involvement in

timecard cheating. They have since been re-employed by CG&E subcontractors,

[
'

at Zimmer and other CG&E sites.
.

i
i

'
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'

S.17.3.2 Interview of William Schwiers

i
On January 16, 1981, William Schwiers, QA Manager (CG&E), was interviewed

.|

| by NRC. He was asked to provide the names and current place of employment

| for Kaiser QC inspectors who had left the site since January 1,1979. A
i

} list was subsequently prov'ded, indicating that a total of twenty-three QC
i

inspectors had left the site since that date. Fifteen were known to be

employed at other nuclear power plants under construction, two were employed

as QC inspectors in defense-related industries, and there was no known place

of employment for the remaining six inspectors. Schwiers said there has

been no attempt by CG&E to engage in any form of industry-wide reprisals

against employees who left Zimmer.

5.17.3.3 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge
.

On April 10, 1980, Ernest A1 dredge, President of Peabody Magnaflux (PM),

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that neither PM nor its employees had

been subjected to any reprisals by CG&E or other utilities for their work

at Zimmer.
,

!

Aldredge indicated that he was contacted by private investigator

Thomas Applegate who asked him about the termination of the PM contract at

Zimmer. He stated he told Applegate the situation at Zimmer could affect

PM's performance record in the industry. A1 dredge said the contract was

terminated because of production problems that he attributed to a lack of!

l

l adequate staffing on PM's part, and frequent breakdowns of their onsite

film processing machine,

i
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Aldredge also said he was advised by Charles Wood, the PM Cincinnati Office

Manager, that NRC had audited PM's records onsite and had found deficiencies.
;

A1 dredge said he talked to Applegate about PM being removed from other con-

tractor's bid lists because of the work at Zimmer, but he was referring to

j their poor performance record at Zimmer affecting other contracts. He indi-

cated that he was not referring to any systematic attempt by CG&E to engage

in any intimidation or reprisals against PM for its work onsite. A1 dredge,

stated that during the conversation with Applegate he was concerned that the

professional and business reputation of PM not be tarnished. He indicated

he felt that Applegate misunderstood what he said and falsely accused CG&E

of engaging in " industry-wide" intimidation of PM.

5.17.3.4 Interviews of PM Employees

.

Between January 19 and April 15, 1981, seven current and former PM employees

were interviewed by NRC. They denied that they had been placed in fear of

utility or industry-wide reprisals should they complain about QA practices

at Zimmer. The results of these interviews are reported in Sections 5.7.3,

5.8.3, and 5.16.3.

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions

Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees of

Peabody Magnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP,

were contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or sub-

jected to industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Zimmer QA

practices.
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5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.18 Inspector's Journal

5.18.1 Allegation

:

"A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and incidents

at Zimmer."

On January 29, 1980, Thomas- Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated

that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a detailed

journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation waste chemistry

technician at Zimmer.

5.18.2 Background Information

It is common practice for inspectors performing certain types of inspections

to utilize notebooks to record their observations. Such notes can later

be used to generate surveillance reports, nonconformance reports, or other

documents as required.
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.

5.18.3 Investigation

4

5.18.3.1 Personnel Record Review,

i
6

~

| The NRC Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E personnel records and found

an individual named Yohan Reiter. Inquiry indicated that Reiter was employed

by Westinghouse, Inc., in Brazil. Personnel records confirmed that Reiter

had been employed at Zimmer at the time Thcmas Applegate was onsite.

*

5.18.3.2 Interview with Yohan Reiter

On February 5,1981, Yohan Reiter of Westinghouse, Inc. , was interviewed

by telephone. He stated he was formerly employed as a radiation chemistry

technician at Zimmer. He said he recalled meeting Thomas Applegate in the
.

radiation waste disposal area during a rcutine inspection. Reiter also

recalled commenting to Applegate that his field notebook was his " paper

brain" in which he recorded the results of his field inspections. He said

the notebook listed deficiencies identified during system walkdowns of the

radioactive waste disposal system. Reiter indicated that he used the note-

book to record deficiencies such as malfunctioning gauges or acid eating

through floor tiles, which were then recorded on an equipment service list

and corrected by the plant maintenance staff. He said that to his knowledge

all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the licensee.

He added that during meetings with his supervisor, Dean Erickson, and other

members of the Radiation Protection Department staff, the adequacy of the

resulting corrective action was discussed.
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Reiter indicated that he was not keeping any detailed journal of safety

defects at the plant and, if he had any concerns regarding the safe opera-
!

I tion of the plant, he would have contacted the NRC himself.

5.18.4 Findings and Conclusions
|

|

The individual who was alleged to have kept a " journal of safety hazards and,

incidents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection notebook.
! He stated he used this notebook to record deficiencies he identified during
,

; system walkdowns of the radiation waste disposal system. He said that to his
.

knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the.

licensee.

5.18.5 Items of Noncompliance
.

.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.19 Pipefitter Joke

5.19.1 Allegation

,

, "A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be hundreds
|

| of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a

disastrous accident."

|
'
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5.19.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided as to the source or significance of

| the " joke" or statement.
!

|

5.19.2.1 E ia Interview

i
.

During interviews conducted by Bettina Gregory of ABC News (broadcast on

May 19, 1981), Edwin Hofstadter made a similar comment. Hofstadter was

neither a pipefitter nor site employee, as detailed in Section 5.10.2.

5.19.3 Investigation

5.19.3.1 Interviews

Sixteen pipefitters interviewed by RIII inspectors could not provide any

information concerning any specific equipment design or installation

deficiencies.

During one interview, a QC inspector indicated that this joke had been

heard in the plant.

|
|

| 5.19.4 Findings and Conclusions
|

| It was determined that the alleged statement had been made. The NRC is
l
j addressing the allegations and safety concerns identified during this
I

investigation.

l
,
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The only other way that the NRC can deal with an allegation such as this

j is to determine if the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection

program, the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program, and the preoperational,
,

| theeld
| testing program 6 enable this determination to be made.

-i
i
I

5.19.5 Items of Noncompliance

.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6.0 Allegations Received Through Site Interviews

During interviews conducted at the Zimmer site, the investigators and

inspectors received additional allegations. A number of these allegations

added detail to those in Section 4 and are included in that Section of

this report. The more significant allegations were investigated and are
incluJed
i ! _2 in this section of the report. There are other allegations that

will be investigated in the future.

|

| 6.1 Inspector Harassment

*

6.1.1 Allegation

QC inspectors have been harassed by construction personnel who have repeatedly

doused them with water. QC inspectors have been transferred following com-

plaints from construction personnel that the QC inspectors have been too

i critical.
i

|
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6.1. Bac nd Info in

\ \
!

me friction between QC ins ctors and const ction pe nnel is ex cted
i

{ due t the very nature of the sys That fricti can be creased wh.
e

i
i constructi personnel take the view th QC inspecto are "ove inspecting
!

! or overly critic It is management's respo ibility to ke actio to.

i

: ass that friction not develop unhealthy att udes that dversely
;
'

affect co ruction quality.
,

?
i

6.1 ). y' Investigation

1

#

6 .1,. 1 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13,15, and July 8, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was

interviewd by NRC. He stated that Rex Baker told him of one incident in

September 1980 when a QC inspector was doused with water while performing

an inspection. Gittings stated Baker told him that the person who had

doused the inspector had been identified and fired by construction management.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him

" bad reports" on the inspection activities of Individual I, a QC inspector,

| and his lack of completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer
i
'

Individual I from pipe support hanger inspection to structural welding

inspection activities. Gittings also indicated that in January 1980 he

directed Baker to reassign QC Inspectors Ruiz, Wimbish, and Hendley because

of problems with their inspection activities.
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2
6.1 2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

i On March 10 and 11, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser Lead Civil /S tructural QC

Inspector, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was aware that water
,

j had been dumped on QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and Anthony Pallon, Jr., by

craft personnel during the course of their inspections.

.

Donovan stated that on February 16, 1981, James Ruiz was involuntarily

reassigned from inspections in the drywell area to the fabrication shop.

Donovan explained that he had been Ruiz's lead supervisor and was directed

by Rex Baker to make the reassignment. He stated that Baker offered no

explanation for the reassignment except that the Kaiser QA Manager hadt

reques.ted he reassign Ruiz.

Donovan stated it was obvious to him that Baker disapproved of the reassign-

ment. He indicated the reassignment resulted from a personality conflict

between Ruiz and Jerry Adams, Ironworker Superintendent, who felt that Ruiz

was too strict and " nit-picking" during his inspections. Donovan stated that

Adams had complained to him about Ruiz's inspections and had discussed this

matter with Baker. Baker indicated that Ruiz was a good inspector, was not
' overly critical, and was justified in citing the various deficiencies he

| discovered in Adams' area. Dcnovan speculated that Adams had complained
!

about Ruiz to General Superintendent James Sandlin who then talked to'

I Gittings, who decided to remove Ruiz from the inspection area. Donovan

added that concurrently he had heard unsubstantiated rumors that QC

Inspectors Hendley, Wimbish, and McCoy were also going to be reassigned

| because of criticism of their inspection findings by Kaiser construction

personnel.
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On March 11, 1981, Donovan provided a sworn statement, which is included

as Exhibit .

,

6
6.1)(3 Interview of Janice Mulkeyj

f

.

On March 11 and 12, 1981, Janice H. Mulkey, Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. She stated that on three or four occasions-between August i*

;

1979 to August 1980 water had been thrown on her from above by craft -

i personnel while she performed inspections. Mulkey said she never saw the

responsible individuals but on each occasion she reported the incident to
3

her supervisors (K. Shinkle, J. Setlock, or S. Heath). ' She recalled that,

.

on one occasion Heath threatened to remove all the QC' inspectors from the
,

'

site if water continued to be thrown. .Mulkey said Robert Marshall was then-

apprised of the incidents. Marshall then told the craft'superint(ndents '

to assure that the water-throwing incidents stopped or he would terminate

eight craft personnel who were suspected of being responsible. -

_

Mulkey said the water-throwing incidents adversely affected her, performance

and caused her difficulties in concentrating on her inspection activitic_s

because she had to be constantly vigilant for. water being thrown on her.
s

Mulkey also stated that, when water was throwa from three stories above her,

it struck her with such force that on one occasion it knocked the breath out

of her and on another caused her to bruise der kr.ee. .She indicated that

other QC inspectors had also been doused with water.

On March 12, 1981, Janice Mulkey provided a written statement, a copy of ,

which is included as Exhibit )$.

h

s
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L
6.1.dj .4 Interview with Anthony Pallon, Jr.
-

! On February 10, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Jr., Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-g

/ i

j viewed by NRC. He stated that since January 1981 he has performed visual'
., ,.

,

'''
weld inspections in the suppression pool area to ensure these welds met

. AWS Code requirements. Pallon said the previous inspector in this area
1

j had been lax, and he began rejecting about 50% of the welds he inspected.',

Soon afterwards, he was being called to inspection points by craft personnel

. who would douse him with water from above when he arrived. Pallon said

this occurred about two or three times a week and he had been squirted with
I

a fire extinguisher while performing an inspection the night prior to this
>

interview.'

,

'
4

.

Pallon said be was also told that Douglas Haff, Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-

tendent, had told QC Inspector Joseph Mills that he would have Pallon fired.

Pallon said Haff on one occasion harrassed him when he returned from lunch

by directing security personnel to search him and Joseph Mills for alcohol.

Co February 10, 1981, Pallon provided a sworn statement, which is included

as' Exhibit )f'
.

,

2.

6.l/(5 Interview of Joseph Millsy

: ,

On February 10, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
_

-

NRC. 'He stated that, while performing inspections in the suppression pool,

area, both he and Anthony Pallon had been called to inspection points and

doused with water. Mills felt it was significant that Pallon was doused in
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I

excess of six times in one month. Craft personnel were apparently doing this

because of Pallon's weld rejections. Mills indicated that Douglas Haff, the
' superintendent in this area, told him he would get Pallon fired because he

was " nit picking" on his inspections. Mills said he ignored this comment

because it was impossible for Haff to fire a QC inspector.

i

{ Mills indicated that later Haff attempted to harass him and Pallor by having

them searched by security guards for alcohol when they returned from lunch one

day. ha stated these actions did not affect his inspection activity, although

he did feel that the QA program at Zimmer was understaffed, procedures were
'

poorly written, and the existing program lacked support from Kaiser management.

V
6.1 6 Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that on one occasion during the spring of 1980 he and

QC Inspector Charles Belcher were called to an inspection point by craft

personnel. McCoy said when they arrived at the inspection point an attempt

was made to douse them with water thrown at them from above.

On February 11, 1981, McCoy provided a sworn statement, which is included
i

as Exhibit )(.

2
6.1 7 Interview of John Sullivan

On February 19, 1981, John Sullivan, Nuclear Energy Services Inc., was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that he personally has never been doused
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with water but that he was aware Kaiser QC Inspectors Anthony Pallon and

Rick Sizemore had been doused with water while performing inspections in
'

the suppresion pool area. Sullivan stated that when Sizemore was doused
I he was performing an inspection using a 220-volt magnetic particle testingi

I
j machine, and, if water had struck the machine, Sizemore might have been
!

! electrocuted. He indicated that Construction Superintendents Edward Stanley
4

and Douglas Haff were standing in the area when this incident occurred.-

i
:

Sullivan also related another incident when he and Pallon were searched by!

security personnel when they were returning from lunch one day. He stated

: that, in his opinion, Haff and Stanley were attempting to harass Pallon

because of Pallon's inspection activities in their area.

On February 19, 1981, Sullivan provided a sworn statement, which is included

pfas Exhibit h.

E
6.1 )'. 8 Interview of Billy Tyree

j

On February 18 and 20,1981, Billy Tyree, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from
,

September 24 .o November 20, 1979, by Butler Services, Inc. Tyree stated,

that he was aware that buckets of water were thrown on QC inspectors by Kaiser

construction workers. Tyree indicated that he never observed such incidents,

but he recalled that on four or six occasions QC Inspector Janice Mulkey was

doused with water, and had reported these incidents to her immediate supervisor.
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Tyree also stated that two or three other QC inspectors were also doused

with water, and he conjectured this was done to limit the thoroughness of

f inspections by QC personnel. He was unaware of any inquiry or investigation

to identify the individuals involved in the dousing incidents, but learned
:

that a construction worker named "Frenchie" was considered to be generally

responsible for some of the water-throwing incidents.-

!
' On February 20, 1981, Tyree provided a sworn statement, which is included
'

as Exhibit .

2
6.1[9 Interview of Richard Price

On February 18 and March 7, 1981, Richard Price, former QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed by Butler Services, Inc. , from

i September 1975 to November 28, 1980, and by Kaiser from December 1 to 14,

1980. Price stated he was aware that, on at least twelve occasions, construc-

tion workers poured buckets of water on QC inspectors who were conducting

inspections in the containment building. He stated his opinion that the

water was thrown on the inspectors because they were conscientious and re-

fused to accept inferior or nonconforming work by craft perconnel.

Price stated he heard rumors that two Kaiser construction workers nicknamed
i "Frenchie" and " John Boy" were the individuals responsible for throwing water.

He indicated that Kaiser management was apprised of these incidents and

construction personnel were unofficially told that they would be terminated

if there were any further incidents of water being thrown on QC inspectors.
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On March 2, 1981, Price provided a sworn statement, which is included

as Exhibit [.

&

6.1 [ 10
Interview of Winston Jackson

1,

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Winston Jackson, former QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer by Butler Services,

Inc., from July 1979 to November 1980. Jackson stated he was aware of

several incidents when buckets of water were dumped on QC inspectors by craft

personnel while they were performing inspections in the containment building.

He indicated that in his opinion these incidents represented harassment of

QC inspectors by construction personnel, and he added that these incidents

were reported to Kaiser management. He stated he was not aware of any action

Kaiser took concerning this matter.
.

On February 20, 1981, Jackson provided a sworn statement, which is included

as Exhibit X.

5-
6.1. .11 Interview of James Ramsey

On February 18 and 20, 1981, James Ramsey, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
!

interviewed by NRC. He stated he formerly worked at Zimmer for Butler

Services, Inc., and also for Kaiser Engineering between July 1979 and

December 14, 1980. Ramsey stated that QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and

Michael DePuccio were doused with water by construction personnel while

performing inspections in the containment building. He indicated that, in

his opinion, these incidents amounted to harassment of the inspectors by

|
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i

ccastruction personnel. Ramsey said these incidents were reported to Kaiser

management and an investigation was conducted into the matter, but he was
i
; unaware of any outcome of the inquiry.
|
t

On February 20, 1981, Ramsey provided a sworn statement, which is included
:

as Exhibit
)(

.

z.
6.1pd 12 Interview of Individual I

\

On February 18 and 20,1981, Individual I, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He indicated that he was aware of incidents of QC>

inspectors being harassed by construction personnel. Individual I stated ;

that two inspectors in particular were subject to harassment in the form of

buckets of water dumped on them while they were perf ..ng their inspections.

He said the above incidents were reported to Kaiser management but nothing

was ever done about the problem. Individual I indicated that he had heard

that General Foreman Walter Hamm was aware of the identity of the individuals

involved in the incidents but was protecting those individuals.

A sworn statement by Individual I is included as Exhibit j(.

b
6.1. .13 Interview of Dennis Tavlor

On February 19, 1981, Dennis Taylor, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that in October or November 1980, while performing a

magnetic particle inspection of a weld in the reactor containment building,
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he was hit with a stream of water from a fire extinguisher. Taylor also

indicated that QC Inspector Anthony Pallon was frequently doused with water4

while performing inspections in the suppression pool area. In Taylor's

| opinion, Pallon was being harassed by craft personnel in this area because

he was rejecting welds made by the craft personnel.

2
6.1 14 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC inspector, was

interviewed by NRC. He indicated that construction workers were pouring

buckets of water on QC inspectors who were performing inspections. He said

that these incidents were brought to the attention of Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, who stated that anyone throwing water on a QC

inspector would be fired. However, no formal investigation or report was

made of these incidents.

@
6.1 15 Interview of Walter Hamm, Sr.

On March 26, 1981, Walter Hamm, Sr., Kaiser General Foreman, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was aware that water had been thrown on several QC

inspectors, including Janice Mulkey. Hamm indicated that the culpable indi-

viduals were never identified and no disciplinary action was ever initiated.

He stated that.according to rumors individuals nicknamed " Fat Frenchie,"

" Skinny Frenchie," and one pipefitter nicknamed " John Boy" were involved

in the incidents. Hamm identified these individuals but he was unable to

substantiate their involvement. He personally warned all of these indi-
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viduals that he would terminate them if he found they were throwing water

on QC inspectors.

.

Hamm was critical of the QC inspection activities at Zimmer and stated that

i QC inspectors often rejected work that, in his opinion, was acceptable. He
t

f also mentioned that he frequently had difficulty in finding inspectors when

he needed them to respond to an inspection point in a timely manner. Hamm
,

stated that the QC inspectors delayed construction and increased coristruc-
' tion expenses because of their critical inspections. He indicated that he

had frequently criticized the inspectors personally and had admonished them

; for their inavailability to perform inspections.

On March 26, 1981, Hamm provided a sworn statement, which is included as

Exhibit .

Z.

6.1. [ 16 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,

was interviewed by NRC. Baker stated that in January or February 1981,

Phillip Gittings suggested that QC Inspectors Ruiz, Hendley, and Wimbish

be reassigned because they were " nit picking" during their inspections and

writing too many nonconformance reports. Baker disagreed with this sugges-

tion and expressed his opinion that the inspectors were performing inspections

in accordance with Kaiser procedures and were writing valid nonconformance

reports. He stated that he did move Inspectors Ruiz and Hendley from weld

inspections in the reactor building to inspections in the fabrication shop.
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Baker also stated that, when he first arrived on the site, he learned

from the previous Inspection Supervisor that the lead welding inspector,

Kenneth Shinkle, had also been reassigned,

l,
i Baker also understood that QC inspector Janice Hulkey was doused with water
1

| while performing an inspection, but he was not exactly sure how or when the

incident occurred.,

!

| 5E

6.1 .17 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle
,

On February 18, 1980, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed
.

by NRC. He stated that from November 1977 to February 1980 he was lead pipe

support hanger inspector at Zimmer. Shinkle stated that in February 1980

Kaiser was involved in a 100% reinspection of all pipe support hanger welds.

He said his inspectors were rejecting up to 95% of the hangers inspected and

initiating nonconformance reports for deficient hanger welds.

Shinkle stated that he was called into a meeting with both CG&E and Kaiser

management, who criticized his group's high rate of rejection, their inspec-
|

| tion techniques, and the continuing identification of deficiencies on welds
|

! that were found acceptable during previous inspections. He said those Kaiser
l
i

officials present initially denied they had committed Kaiser to a 100%

reinspection, but later in the meeting they admitted this was the commitment

for reinspection of pipe support hangers. Shinkle stated that at the end of

the meeting a Kaiser official asked him, "Do you understand who you work for

now?" He took this comment as an attempt to intimidate him and to pressure

{ - 252 -

. . . _ _



DRAFT 4 10/2/81

bis inspectors to accept pipe support hangers undergoing inspection at the

time.'

|
'
,

Shinkle stated that the next day he submitted nonconformance reports for

deficient welds on pipe support hangers, and Kaiser management removed him

i from his job later that afternoon. He learned that William Schwiers, CG&E
f
*

QA Manager, had objected to Kaiser about Shinkle's reassignment but was
I

' told Robert Marshall had said "it would be a cold day in hell before he'll

[Shinkle] touch another pipe hanger." Shinkle stated that he has never been

reassigned to pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On September 1, 1980, Shinkle was promoted to Quality Assurance Engineer for

civil / structural activities, the job description for which states that he is

responsible for pipe support hanger inspections. However, Phillip Gittings

told him that this was a typing error in the description and he would have

nothing to do with pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On February 18, 1981, Shinkle provided a sworn statement, which is included

as Exhibit [.

z
6.1 18 Interview of Mack White

On March 11 and 25, 1981, Mack White, QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that on March 11, 1981, at about 10:30 a.m., he was conducting

an inspection in the drywell area of the primary containment building at

Level 524. White indicated that at this time an unknown individual dumped
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a few gallons of water on him from above. He looked up but was unable to

identify the individual as he ran away.

White stated he reported the incident to the NRC, QC management personnel,
I and to Construction Superintendent Adams. He said that Adams commenced an

f inquiry to attempt to determine who was responsible, but was unsuccessful.

! White stated he had no idea who threw the water and he was unable to
!

j speculate on what prompted the incident.
4

On March 25, 1981, khite provided a sworn statement, which is included

[as Exhibit .

L
6.1. 9 Interview of James Ruiz,

.

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QA Inspector, was interviewed by

NRC. He stated that on February 22, 1981 he was reassigned from inspections

in the primary containment building to inspections in the fabrication shop.

Ruiz stated that Rex Baker had commented to him at the time of his transfer

that "you were doing too good a job and so they transferred you." Ruiz stated

that prior to his reassignment he had disagreed with Ironworker Superintendent

1 Jerry Adams, who accused him of " nit picking" inspections.

|
|
; Ruiz stated he was told by Dennis Donovan that Adams had gone to James Sandlin,
I

| Kaiser General Superintendent, and asked Sandlin to have the QA Manager remove

| him from the containment area. Ruiz stated that his reassignment was an
|

example of Gittings' lack of support for QC inspectors and proved that the|

:

| QA Department was not independent of construction influence at Zimmer.
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On February 25, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, which is included
.

as Exhibit 18. /(
!
! 2E

6.1. 20 Interview of James Sandlin
q

i On March 13, 1981, James T. Sandlin, Kaiser General Superintendent (struc-
i

: tural), was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that QC Inspector James Ruiz
i
'

had been unable to establish or maintain a good working relationship with
I construction personnel or his fellow inspectors. Sandlin stated that Ruiz

conducted inspections without listening to any advice and did not solicit

the cooperation of construction personnel or other QC inspectors.
4

Sandlin stated that Ruiz had been unnecessarily critical in his inspections

and had been accused of " nit picking." He indicated that this had caused
)

.

conflict between Ruiz and Gerald Adams, Structural Superintendent, and he

brought this matter to the attention of the QA Manager asking him to resolve-

the situation. Sandlin denied that he asked Gittings to reassign Ruiz from

the primary containment area.

'

On March 25, 1981, Sandlin provided a scorn statement, which is included

| as Exhibit )(.

1 &
6.1 dI21 Interview of Gerald Adamsj

On March 13 and 25, 1981, Gerald Adams, Kaiscr Structural Superintendent,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he received numerous complaints fromi

:
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construction personnel regarding the inspections of QC Inspector James Ruiz.

He said that in his opinion Ruiz was too critical and " nit picking" on his

| inspections, thereby delaying construction activities. Ada= indicated that

Ruiz did not cooperate with craft personnel and, in his opinion, was inspecting

{ according to ASME Code requirements when he should be following the less
!
; stringent AWS Code requirements.

,

'

Adams stated that he had accused Ruiz of holding up construction and being

overcritical in his inspections. He also threatened to have him terminated

if he persisted in his unjustified delays of construction. However, Adams

denied threatening to have Ruiz terminated unless he accepted welds that did

not meet AWS criteria. Adams stated he had complained to Donovan, Baker,

Sandlin, and Gittings about Ruiz's inspections and specifically suggested to

Baker that it would be better for both him and Ruiz if Ruiz was reassigned to

another area. However, Adams denied any responsibility for initiating Ruiz's

reassignment.

On March 25, 1981, Adams provided a sworn statement, which is included as

Exhibit X.

6.1[022 Interview of L. Q. Hendley
'

On March 9, 1981, L. Q. Hendley, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.

He stated that in February 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger

inspection duties to the fabrication shop. Hendley stated that his supervisor,
I

| David Painter, told him he was "doing his job too well and that is the reason

for your reassignment." Hendley stated that, after his reassignment, noncon-

|
r

| - 256 -
.

, _ _ , . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ' - - - -



DRAFT 4 10/2/81

formance reports he had written were dispositioned as " Accept-As-Is" by the

QC Manager.
,

i

2-'

I
t 6.1. .23 Interview of David Hang
i
J

l

: On February 24, 1981, David Hang, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
;

NRC. He stated that prior to his employment by Kaiser he worked for Peabody,

Magnaflux, the firm which had been responsible for nondestructive examination

of welds at Zimmer. He said that in March 1980, while inspecting welds in

the containment building, he was doused with a bucket of water from above.,

: Hang indicated this was not an unusual occurrence and that this had happened
!

to other QC inspectors before and after this event.'

Hang also stated that during the summer of 1978 he was re-inspecting a weld he
.

had previously rejected when a pipefitter threatened him with bodily harm if

he did not pass the weld. Hang said he did not report the incident to anyone,

but was intimidated by this threat and did not enter that particular area for
,

some time.

On February 24, 1981, Hang provided a sworn statement, which is included

as Exhibit )(.

5
6.1.# Findings and Conclusionsj

I

l

Quality control inspectors were harassed by construction personnel who

dumped water on them from above. In one case, inspectors, when entering
l
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the site, were searched by security personnel who allegedly were instructed

to perform the search by Construction Department supervisors.,

! '

|
1

There was no indication that any of these activities were condoned by Kaiser

| or CG&E management. There were indications that action was taken by Kaiser

{ to identify and disipline those harassing QC inspectors.

1 -

|
The Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned Quality Control inspectors

on four occasions after the Kaiser Construction Department criticized them.,

In a related finding, NRC inspectors found that some of the nonconformance

reports generated by these inspectors prior to their reassignment were im-

properly voided or were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting

system following their reassignments (see Section 4.1). QC inspection
,

supervisors interviewed stated that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager

reassigned inspectors because construction management complained about their

inspection activities.

Y
6.1. Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

.

6.2 Weld Inspection Criteria Deleted

An allegation from a site employee concerning the deletion of required

weld inspection criteria was received by the NRC during the investigation.
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The employee showed the Region III inspector copies of KEI-1 forms (weld

inspection records) that supported the allegation.,

9

6.2.1 Review of Weld Inspection Records

' i,

; The Region III inspectors observed that weld inspection criteria utilized

| to verify weld procedure, welder qualification, filler material, joint

cleanliness, bevels, and damage had been deleted or designated as not

! applicable (N/A) on the following KEI-I forms (weld inspection records):
!

Table 6.2-1 Weld Inspection Records

System or Isometric Beam or Other,

Component Drawing # Mark # Information

.

Drywell Support Steel S398B 29 Detail E of S-437

Drywell Support Steel S398B 2 stiffeners Line No. MKC

1/2 x 6-3/4 17S493

| x 25-1/8

i

Drywell Support Steel S398A 125 Line No.

EL-535 191'

h Drywell Support Steel S398B 67* Detail 13 of 493

i Detail 2 of 447
1
!

i
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Table 6.2-1 (continued)

System or Isometric Beam or Other

Component Drawing # Mark # Information
f

!

6

hDrywellSupportSteel S398A C-63 Bottom Plate
i

(W8 x 10)

Drywell Support Steel S398A W8 x 17 Lugs

Service Water System PSK1WS32 55H Line No.

1WS17A18

.

The records for the drywell support steel indicated that the deleted criteria

existed at least from July, 1980 to January, 1981. The record for the weld

in the service water system indicated the criteria was designated as not

applicable in hovember 1979.

i

The inspection criteria to verify proper fitup ar.d tack welds was also

designated N/A for the above weld activities on the service water system.
!

6.2.2 Code Requirements

r

The welding activities were governed by ASME Code Section III-1971 Edition

! or by the AWS DI.1-1972 Code. The applicable requirements of both codes

i are as follows:

i- - 260 -
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ASME Code, Section III 1971 Requirements

1. NA-4130- "As used in this Section of the Code, Quality Assurance
i

) comprises all those planned and systematic actions necessary to

provide adequate confidence that all components, parts, or

appurtenances are manufactured and/or installed (as applicable)

in accordance with the rules of this Section."
'

,

2. NA-4420- "The manufacturer and/or Installer shall maintain a

written description of the procedures used by his organization

for control of quality and examinations, showing in detail the

implementation of the quality assurance requirements of this

Section of the Code."

3. NA-4510- "Inprocess and final examinations and tests shall be established

to assure conformance with documented instructions, procedures, and

drawings."

4. NA-4442.1- " Welding and brazing materials for all classes of construction

shall be controlled in accordance with NB-4122...."

NB-4122- " Welding and brazing materials shall be identified and controlled

so that they can be traced to each component and/or installation of a

piping system, or else a control procedure shall be employed which ensures

that the specified materials are used."
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5. NA-4451- "... Measures shall be established to assure that processes in-

cluding welding and heat-treating are controlled in accordance with the

rules of this Section of the Code and are accomplished by qualified

I personnel using qualified procedures."

i

j 6. NB-4230--identifies specific requirements for fitting and aligning of
i

; weld joints which must be verified.
i
t

AWS DI.1-1972 Code Requirements

1. Section 3.1.1- "All applicable paragraphs of this section shall be

observed in the production and inspection of welded assemblies and

structures produced by any of the processes acceptable under this Code."

2. Section 3.2.1- " Surfaces and edges to be welded shall be smooth, uniform,

and free from fins, tears, cracks, or other defects which would adversely

affect the quality of strength of the weld. Surfaces to be welded and

surfaces adjacent to a weld shall also be free from loose or thick scale,

slag, rust, moisture, grease, or other foreign material that will prevent

proper welding ...."

.

3. Section 3.3.1- "The parts to be joined by fillet welds shall be brought

into as close contact as practicable. The gap between parts shall normally

not exceed 3/16 inch ....

4. Section 3.3.7--addresses tack weld requirements which must be verified.
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; .

5. Section 6.1.1- "The inspector designated by the Engineer shall ascertain

that all fabrication by welding is performed in accordance with the
.

requirements of this Code.
i

6. Section 6.1.3- "He" (the inspector) "shall be notified, in advance, of

the start of any welding operations."
,

4

i,

7. Section 6.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only materials

conforming to the requirements of this Code are used."

8. Section 6.4.1- "The inspector shall permit welding to be performed only

by welders, welding operators, and tackers who are qualified in accordance

with the requirements of 5.2."

9. Section 6.5.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only welding

procedures that meet the provisions of 5.1 and 5.2 are employed."

10. Section 6.5.3- "The Inspector shall make certain that electrodes are

used only in the positions and with the type of welding current and

polarity for which they are classified."

11. Section 6.5.4- "The inspector shall, at suitable intervals, observe the

technique and performance of each welder, welding operator, and tacker

to make certain that the applicable requirements of Section 4 are met."

- 263 -
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The weld inspection criteria were deleted or designated as not applicable

on weld inspection forms used routinely to inspect welds. This appears to

be contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion III, and the W' . H. Zimmerm
!

! QAManual, Sections 3.3and3.13.1(358/81-13;2ff.
! as
!>

| This matter is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
t

|

6.2.3 Findings and Conclusions
f

,_~

~

Weld inspection criteria were deleted from weld inspection forms used to

document inspections of welds between July 1980 and January 1981 and were

designated as not applicable for one weld made in November 1979. This

concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.2.4 Items of Noncompliance

' One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to delineate required

weld inspection criteria).

6.3 QA Surveillance Reports

An allegation concerning Surveillance Report procedure violations was

received by the NRC from a site employee during this investigation. The
1

allegation stated that Surveillance Reports were not being transferred to

Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by procedure.

1
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6.3.1 Record Reviews

The Region III inspectors reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction

QACMI G-14, Revision 3, for initiating and documenting QA Surveillance

Reports (SR). Page 1, paragraph 2, of the procedure states that. . ."sur-,

veillance reports will be used to identify...an in process nonconformance

; which can be corrected without processing a Nonconformance Report (NR)."

Page 2, paragraph 5 of the procedure states "Except in extenuating circum-

stances, QA surveillance reports which identify in process nonconformances

will be transferred to a NR when the non-complying condition has not been

acceptably corrected within 30 calendar days."

The following QA Surveillance Reports identify in process nonconformances

(deficiencies):

No. 2899 dated December 18, 1980--bolt torque verification missed

No. 2903 dated January 14, 1981--weld (fitup and preheat of 60*)

verifications missed

No. F-2909 dated Janaury 16, 1981--bolts missing or loose
!

No. 2914 dated Janaury 15, 1981--NDE weld hold points (MT and VT)

bypassed

No. F-2941 dated January 28, 1981--broken flex, bolts fail to torque,

etc.

I

!
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No. F-3070 dated March 24, 1981--bolt installation not verified

!

No. F-3071 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate
i
;

No. F-3072 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3073 dated March 24, 1981--bolts do not meet torque requirements.

.

4

No. F-3074 dated March 24, 1981--bolts stripped6

No. F-3075 dated March 24, 1981--bolt holes elongated

No. F-3076 dated March 24, 1981--hanger needs shimming and spalling

repair

No. F-3032 dated March 25, 1981--cable is too short

No. F-3083 dated March 26, 1981--unacceptable welds

No. F-3099 dated March 27, 1981--bolt deficiencies

No. F-7000 dated March 30, 1981--weld deficiencies, missing braces,

etc.

No. F-7006 dated April 1, 1981--weld deficiencies

No. F-7019 dated April 6,1981--weld deficiencies
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The disposition of SR 2899 indicated that based on a rejection rate of
,

| 1ess than 1% of the verified torque on other bolts, the bolts on approxi-
.

! mately 10% of the attachments (conduit straps, non-engineered hangers, etc.)

in various areas (Plan No. I of EI drawing 150-2, Revision D, for example)

| were acceptable without required torque verifications (one bolt per attachment).

The disposition, dated January 15, 1981, was made by a H. J. Kaiser Quality

Assurance Engineer and not by design control measures commensurate with those

: applied to the original design.
t

!

The disposition dated January 14, 1981, on SR 2903 indicated that welds

A3 and A4 on pipe line ISK RR-298 were acceptable-as-is based on normal

ambient temperature plus the sample verification by radiography of fitups

on 20 out of approximately 400 other welds. The disposition was made only

by the H. J. Kaiser QA Manager and not by design control measures commensurate

with those applied to the original design.

The disposition dated January 25, 1981 on SR 2914 indicated that the welds

(DB 177 to DCS 80) were acceptable based on visual examination (VT) of weld

DB 177 and the magnetic particle testing (MT) of the root pass connecting

DB 177 to DCS 80. Thus the final MT was waived. The disposition was made

; only by a H. J. Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer and not by design control
|

| measures commensurate with those applied to the original design.
!

If the items addressed on SRs 2899, 2903, and 2914 would have been docu-

mented on nonconformance reports (NRs), H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction

QACMI G-4 would have required dispositions to have been made by the Material,

i

!

(
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i

Review Board. The Material Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction

Engineer, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, CG&E Sponsor
.

! Engineer, and the S&L Design Engineer.
!

The nonconforming items accepted in SRs 2899, 2903, and 2914 represent>

changes to the original design. The 30 day period specified in Instruction

QAMCI G-14, Revision 3, in essence, permitted nonconforming items to be dis-,

positioned without design control measures commensurate with those applied

to the original design if the SR was dispositioned without being transferred

to an NR. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, and the

Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.9 (358/81-13-357'.

rY

The inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2909, F-3070, F-3071,

F-3072, F-3073, F-3074, F-3075, F-3076, F-3083, and F-7019, were not dis-

positioned or acceptably corrected as of August 12, 1981, and were not trans-

ferred to NRs within 30 calendar days. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix

B, Criterion V and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 5 (358/81-13p24I$
ZF

! The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2941

and F-3099 indicated that some of the items had been acceptably corrected

and the others had been transferred to NRs.

The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-3082,

F-7000, and F-7006 indicated that all of the items had been transferred to NRs.
:

The concern of nonconforming items being documented on Surveillance Reports

is addressed in the licensee's Quality Conformation Program.
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6.3.2 Findings and Conclusions

Instruction QACMI G-14 which only required in process nonconformance to be
I transferred from Surveillance Reports to Nonconformance Reports if not
I

) acceptably corrected within 30 days, was inadequate. The 30-day period did

not assure that all nonconformances which constituted design changes wouldr

be subjected to design control measures commensurate with the original design.
'

These design control measures would have been required if the in process

nonconformances had been documented on Nonconformance Reports. Some of the

SRs were not transferred to NRs as required by QACMI G-14. This concern

is addressed in the licensee's Quality Conformation Program.

6.3.3 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (inadequate procedures to assure

nonconformances are subjected to design control measures commensurate with

those applied to the original design, and failure to follow procedure to

transfer in-process nonconformances identified on Surveillance Reports to
|
'

i Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by the licensee's procedure.)
i

|
|

|

| 7.0 Other NRC Inspection Findings

i.,b da.sf-

During the course of the investigation, RIII inspectors performed.ne4was
!

inspections of various plant areas during allegation reviews. In those

areas where deficient conditions were observed, further inspection was:
l

undertaken to determine the extent of the deficient conditions. Secht/* I

k oc u.M 4Kh St. Myech H / & .s' typ f'

*

speciCtes//g a||eg d.
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7.1 Control of Structural Steel Beams and Beam Welds

i

During the investigation of the allegations addressed in Sections 4 and 5,
i

| the RIII inspector identified a beam with an unacceptable weld and two beams
! that were only tack welded into place. Therefore, the RIII inspector decided

''
to make a more in-depth inspection and review the controls of structural beams

'
and beam welds. The inspecticas and reviews included visual examinations of

approximately twenty-five structural steel beams in the blue switchgear and
;

cable spreading rooms, and reviews of related documentation.

7.1.1 Beam Observed in Blue Switchgear Room

The area observed in the blue switchgear room (elevation 546 ft) was 8 ft 3 in.

west of workline G, 16 ft 6 in, east of workline H and ,between columns 22 and

54 of S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB.

The following six discrepancies were identified:

; 1. A W8 x 17 beam (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west and located
l

1 ft 9 in. south of column 24 and 10 in. below elevation 546 ft, was

not specified on any pertinent design drawing. The beam appeared to be

; permanently installed and traceability of the beam heat number was not
1

i maintained. After extensive and unsuccessful efforts by QA personnel,

construction personnel were requested to identify any document that

would control the unspecified beam. Construction personnel provided

Design Document Change (DDC) No. S-2050, dated May 29, 1980, containing

only the signatures of two site construction engineers, who were

- 270 -
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identifying some of the additional W8 x 17 beams in the area covered

by S&L drawing No. S-546. The DDC had no S&L architectural engineering
,

; signatures of approval as of March 27, 1981. The DDC did not identify

any specific beams.

i The licensee identified S&L drawing E-189, Sheet 3, Revision H, Note
.

!
|

No. 17, which allows W8 x 17 beams to be installed and then be submitted
| on a DDC for S&L approval.

2. A W8 x 17 beam (6 ft 3 in. long), positioned north to south'and located

13 ft 8 in, west of workline G and 1 in, below elevation 546 ft, was not

specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on any QC.

record, and had unacceptable welds.

.

3. A W8 x 17 beam (5 ft 5 in. long), positioned east to west and located

8 ft 10 in. south of column 24 and 1 in, below elevation 546 ft, was

not specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on
,

any QC record, and had unacceptable welds.

4. A W8 x 17 beam (2 ft 8 in. long), positioned north to south and located

9 ft 6 in. west of workline G and attached to the beam addressed in

paragraph 7.1.1.3 and extending north, was not specified on say perti-

nent design drawing and was not documented on any QC tecord.

5. Two W8 x 17 beams (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west, with one

located 5 ft 3 3/8 in and the other located 9 ft 7 7/8 in. south of

'
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i

e

column 24, were only tack welded in place. They displayed no identi-

fication or heat numbers and were not documented on any QC record

! which indicated in process weld inspections were not performed. The
!

j beams were identified on DDC-2087, which was incorporated into S&L
1

| drawing No. S-546, Revision AB. DDCs and S&L drawings by themselves
t

# '

do not assure QC verification.
,

6. Re-entrant corners on several W8 x 17 beams had notches instead of the

1/2 in. minimum radius required by the American Institute of Steel Con-

struction (AISC), seventh edition (1969), page 4.113. The locations of
'

these unacceptable beam corners are shown in T1 ,.. . ~. so., .. ,___

.

and are noted by (7) in Exhibit )(.

(Yvs
The location of the above discrepancies,p, additional unacceptable welds,
:= _ ,1-51: _: : ir r * -^ - : 1, and nontraceable beams are shown in

}Exhibit .

The welds identified in the preceding paragraphs as unacceptable do not

comply with the requirements of the AWS D1.1-1972 Code for one or more of
'

the following reasons: slag was not removed; weld profiles had excessive
^

convexity or concavity, blowholes, porosity and/or undercut.

i

I

l' 7.1.2 Beams Observed in Cable Spreading Rooms
|

The inspectors identified the following discrepancies in the cable spreading
~

rooms:

'

_.

/*
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1. A W12 X14 beam No. F2500/8-66B4 had a weld that was incomplete. This

beam was directly above cable tray hanger No. 4HV8FEC231, which was,

attached. The beam was located approximately 11 ft south of the north

wall at the stairwell.

! ,

, 2. The traceability of the heat numbers was not maintained for two W8 x 17

beams, located south of and parallel to beam No. F2500/8-66B4 (above).
i

The first beam was located immediately adjacent to beam F2500/8-66B4.

| The second beam was the fourth beam south of beam F2500/8-66B4. The

first beam was installed flush to the ceiling of the cable spreading

room. S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, specifies the first beam

to be installed 1 in, below the ceiling.

.

3. A weld on the 5 in. channel beam that was supporting HVAC hanger

No. 2071 had irregular weld profile, excessive undercut, porosity, and

craters that were not filled. The channel beam was located 2 ft north

and I ft west of the cabic tray hanger No. 13H2FEC008. The Waldinger,

Young and Bertke (W-Y and B) Inspection Report, dated February 19, 1980,
'

indicated that the weld was acceptable.

4. Two W8 x 17 beams, located in the northeast corner (north of WL-16

and east of WL-K), were only tack-welded into place. The beams were

specified on DDC No. E-3834 dated October 20, 1978. DDC E-3834, which

affected eight drawings, was posted on, but had not been incorporated

into, S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, dated October 22, 1980.
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Heat No. 72161 (purchase order No. 31134) was marked on the southern

beam. The traceability of the heat number of the northern beam was

not maintained.
.

The beams were not identified on any QA inspection record, which would

have indicated their status. In process inspections were not performed

on the tack welds.

,

[ INSPECTOR NOTE: Some of the welds inspected by the RIII inspectors were

painted. Therefore, the inspections were for relatively large deficiencies.]
i

7.1.3 Installation Deficiencies

1. For the beams identified on DDCs and addressed in paragraphs 7.1.1,
.

items I and 5, and 7.1.2, item 4 above, no measures existed that would

identify to QA the installations and work that was done by construction

before the DDC was incorporated into the drawings. Thus, no measures

existed to assure that all of the required QA inspections related to

DDCs (e.g. , welder qualification, proper filler metal, traceability of

materials, etc.) would be performed. This condition was previously

identified in IE Report Item No. 358/80-15-04. The corrective actions

taken, which had not yet been reviewed by the NRC, with regard to

Item No. 358/80-15-04 did not include the DDCs written prior to the

implementation of those corrective actions and did not include the DDCs

that are and have been implemented prior to receiving the S&L approvals.

This item is unresolved pending the complete resolution of IE Item

No.358/80-15-04(358/81-13p5I.

26

- 274 -



DRAFT 4 10/2/81

2. Failure to control unacceptable welds (addressed in Sections 7.1.1 and

7.1.2), the five beams with unacceptable re-entrant corners, and the

four beams that were installed and not identified as a requirement on

any design document is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV,

and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.2.2-(358/81-13[
2.1,

'

3. Failure to maintain the traceability of the nine structural beams,

addressed in Section 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appen-

; dix B, Criterion VIII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8.2,

(358/81-13-M.
4

These problems and the adequacy of the structural steel are addressed in

the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.4 Unapproved Structural Beam Vendors

Several thousand feet of W8 x 17 beam were purchased on the following order

numbers from vendors not on the approved vendor list, which means the

respective vendor QA programs had not been evaluated for compliance with

10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

P.O. No. 10275, PBI Steel Exchange, 2400 ft

P.O. No. 12868, U.S. Steel Supply, 1500 ft

P.O. No. 16321, Frank Adams Co., 1012 ft

P.O. No. 10009, Frank Adams Co., 1024 ft

P.O. No. 9761, Frank Adams Co., 1472 ft

P.O. No. 9628, Frank Adams Co., 450 ft

P.O. No. 9872, U.S. Steel Supply, 300 ft

- 275 -

__ _ __



DRAFT 6 10/2/81

These beams were not controlled to prevent their use in safety-related systems.

The licensee stated that these beams had been made available for installation

in safety-related systems based on the mill certifications and without regard

, to the vendors not being approved. Mill certifications were available for
|

these beams. The licensee stated that the credibility of the mill certifica-;

tions would be established. Failure to assess the effectiveness of the controls

| to assure the quality of the mill certifications and structural beams, supplied

by the above vendors, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII, and

the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 7.3.1 (358/81-13-M
2f

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.5 Bristol Steel Erection Inspections

The RIII inspector reviewed the Bristol Quality Control Steel Erection Report

Inspection Report Q-7, dated July 14, 1975, for the inspection of the beams

installed on elevation 546 ft between column rows 15-22 and F-L. The RIII

inspector determined that the Bristol Steel and Iron Works, Inc. QC inspector

failed to document details of his inspections, such as the welding materials

(rod type) used, the welder, the specific weld activities inspected, and/or

bolting or welding procedure number when applicable. This is contrary ts,

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,

Section 17.1.1 (358/81-13-M.
70

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

l
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Y*|. 6 h
7.1.aut Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC performed hardness tests on additional

j structural beams and visual examinations of the adjecent welds and beam

j fitup in five different areas of the plant. The five areas included the
roomi

blue switchgear room; the yellow switchgea ; the cable spreading room;

the electrical equipment room; and the framing at elevations 535' d

532'-9" of the drywell between a azimuths 40 and90$andbetweenazimuths

172 and 188'.

greK
In the drywell eeums the inspector examined 30 main structual framing

members (i.e., beams and rders) and inspected approximately 250 welds.

In the remaining four areas the inspector examined 30 structural elements

(which supported raceway hanger / assemblies) and inspected approximately
the

130 welds. The hardness test results indicated that *we beams installed

were of sufficient hardness to be the types (e.g., ASTM A-36, A-572 Grade

50, A-588,etc.,) that were specified for the respective installations.

The welds were visually inspected in the painted condition. No unaccept-

able weld indications were observed. The fitup of the beams was accept-

able.
NRC $dsph weXSUY4he 2 Af6 docu menft) Ik .TC ZW0" "/

R'P ~t' SD ~ 3T6/7/-2 7.
7.1[7 Findings and Conclusions

Dnring h< 1s veSgs%, NRC Eufec|w.r etsmIMO
:- C. A -.. .nu 2 approximately 25 structural steel beams miEEESIEa

3.nk
==t'==*=== identified >= severs |===+ wens p roblems . Welds on nine structural beams

were unacceptable. Five beams had unacceptable (notched) re-entrant corners.
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.

Four beams were installed which were not specified on any design document.

The traceability of nine structural beams was not maintained. In addition,

measures had not been established to assure that required QA in-process
4

: inspections related to Design Document Changes would be performed; the li-

| censee did not assess the effectiveness of the controls to assure the quality
'

t
NRC

YZM- ' - E! **r M ' '' " ' * *. 3J+W / -|r4 f . ' $"' p'

.i aina)_J ak Lc.cnJ~6 Lh <hezukrA *~ wka"'7
' hemyy) VUuk_cys**sid sbN- ok-syroxAW2 e| Nb M*YJ* -

_

_hudmss_hekmAeruNs-}nEicYeY Y-|d T JbY b***'E "*kt #

_suffteie.,l Az,dne.rz h_L. A y yaciAkLbe M a._.,ary a J ia
in>hIhliinr. A_wracceph]A..we/d_hdaJan_ ware _okn-mLAa
liXy- ._of_de _ derms _arrs axeph/L -

vu ueams, ano unspecirteu ueam.,---,--...,......----*=uu svinct.

failure to maintain traceability of beams; failure to assess the effectiveness

of vendor quality assurance; and failure to maintain sufficient documentation

of steel erection inspections).

7.2 Cable Separation

During the investigation of the allegation addressed in Section 5.10, the

RIII inspectors identified two cable installations that did not comply with

the cable separation criteria defined in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR. During

checks for cable separation on routine plant tours, the inspectors identified

additional cable separation violations.

|

|
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i 7.2.1 Cable Separation Requirements
.

The applicable cable separation requirements for the Zimmer facility are as.

!
i follows:
1 i

'

!
1. IEEE Std. 383-1974 defines Class IE as: "The safety classification of,

; the electric equipment and systems that are essential to emergency
;

reactor shutdown, containa'ent (solation, reactor core cooling and

containment, and reactor heat removal or otherwise are essential in

preventing significant release of radioactive material to the environ-

ment."

2. The Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.1.12.2, states, " Class IE cable is assigned

to a division according to Table 8.3-19."

i

The division,s are comprised of the systems addressed in the Class IE

definitions.

"A Class IE cable is routed only in its division tray conduit, etc."

"Each non-Class IE cable which has any part of its length in a division

tray, conduit, etc., or which connects to a Class IE power system is a

division-associated cable and is not routed in tray, conduit, etc. of

another division."

|
1
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aft MHk5N **f u =

The terms " division-associated " and " associated,'yel " Won-Class IEf 7 g
'' balance-of plant," A " nonessential," and "non-ESF (non-engineered safety y
features)" are all used interchangeably.

3. FSAR Section 8.3.1.13 states:

.2". . . Balance-of plant cables not associated with reactor protection

or engineered safety features systems, when assigned to a tray section

with a Class IE segregation code, are routed only in trays with that

segregation code."

.3"... Cables will have either green, yellow, or blue identification

for ESF cable; orange for reactor protection system cable; white for

balance-of plant cables; and white with another color for associated

cables."

4. FSAR Table 8.3-16 states, "A nonessential cable may be run in nonessential

or ESF tray, but shall not occupy more than one tray system."

5. FSAR Section 8.3.1.11.2.1.d. states, "In the cable spreading room, cable

tray risers (chutes) are used to route the cables into the bottom of

control panels located in the control room above. Here a 1-foot horizontal,

3 foot vertical separation is maintained."

6. FSAR Section 8.3.1.12.1.3, which addresses instrument cables states,

" Low-level signal cables are run in trays and/or conduits separate from

all power and control cables."

.
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7.2.2 Observed Cable Separation Violations

During a brief tour of the cable spreading room while inspecting other

matters, the RIII inspectors observe? four violations of cable separation
;

criteria as follows:

1. On the east side of the cable spreading room, at approximately WL 26,

yellow / white (associated) cable No. RE053 extends from a 2-in. conduit

(which also contains blue / white cable No. RE058), passes approximately
t

4 in. vertically above the blue Class IE cables contained in tray No.

2072C, and enters blue / white sleeve No. 79.

Contrary to the above FSAR criteria, cables No. RE053 and RE058 were

routed in the same raceway and cable No. RE053 was not installed a

minimum of 3 ft aboye tray 2072C.

2. On the south side of the cable spreading room, green instrument tray

No. 3029K, which was 6 in, wide and approximately 50 ft long, was

installed inside white control tray No. 4638B. The installation was

in accordance with S&L drawings E-223, Revision G, and E-224, Revision F.
* Green cable No. WS714, green / white cable No. TI725, and other cables were

installed in the green tray. Blue / white and yellow / white cables were

installed in the remaining white tray.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the green and green / white cables were

essentially installed in the white tray; the green, green / white,

blue / white and yellow / white cables were not separated by a minimum of
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1 ft horizontally; and the green tray containing instrument cables
i

| was not separate from the white tray containing control cables.
I
i

t

| 3. Near the stairwell at the center of the cable spreading room, two blue
1

| cables, No. RIl03 and CM111, were routed from blue tray No. 2077A into
!

I green tray riser (chute) No. 3025A, which extended up to the control
!

! room. Green cables No. HP073 and HP096 were among the cables installed

in riser 3025A.
i

| Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the blue cables were routed in the green

division riser and were not horizontally separated from the green cables

by at least I ft.

The licensee documented blue cables No. RI1O3 and CM111 on Nonconformance

Report No. 7549, dated March 18, 1981, as a result of the NRC finding.

No QC inspection requirements existed to verify separation criteria for
+As

cables to the control room which were extending up and out of raceway [
located in the cable spreading room.

4. In other areas of the cable spreading room:

|
|

a. White tray No. 4080K contained many different division-associated

cables including blue / white cable No. TI192, yellow / white cable

No. RR781, and green / white cable No. TI816.
i
l
,
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b. White tray riser No. RK4627 contained yellow / white cables No. TI942

and No. TI943, and blue / white cables No. TI808 and TI760.

White tray riser No. 4139 contained many blue / white and yellow / whitec.

cables.
1

The routing of blue / white, yellow / white, and/or green / white cables
i
| together in white trays appeared to be a widespread design practice.<

'

This design is contrary to the FSAR Section 8.3.1.13.2 as previously

stated above.

The installed conditions identified in paragraphs 1, 2, and 4 of 7.2.2

apparently resulted from designs that deviate from the FSAR. These devi-
.

ations are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the

MWm.H.ZimmerQAManual,Section3.1and3.6(358/81-13-29
71

The installed condition identified in paragraph 3 of 7.3.2 apparently

resulted from construction activities for which required QC inspection veri-

fications had not been translated into an inspection procedure. The lack

of QC inspection for the installed condition in paragraph 3 is contrary to

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, and the W'. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Sectionm

10.1.2(358/81-13-)ff.
32.

The adequacy of cable separation is addressed in the licensee's Quality

Confirmation Program.
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7.2.3 Misrouted Nonsafety Related Cable

In the instrument-relay room, yellow / white conduit No. RR199 extended from

white tray No. 4157A to yellow tray No. 1040B. The conduit and trays

contained yellow / white cable No. RR199 and white cable No. DC258 (also

mislabelled DC257). Following the cable installation (pull) card, cable

No. DC258 was designed to be routed through tray No. 4157A, but not tray
'

1040B. Since cable No. DC258 was a nonsafety-related cable there were no
,

QC inspection requirements to verify the routing. The misrouted cable
-

identifled in paragraph 7.3.2.5 of the installed conditions apparently

resulted from construction activities for which the FSAR does not require

QC inspection verification. The misrouted cable does influence cable

separation and tray loading and, therefore, will have to be appropriately

dispositioned. This item is considered open and will be reviewed during

asubsequentinspection(358/81-13%

D
7.2.4 Cable Tray Riser Chutes

With the exception of the green tray riser, identified in paragraph 3 of

7.2.2, the RIII inspector did not observe any other risers (chutes) installed

in the cable spreading room. The licensee stated that only eight chutes had

been designed and installed in the spreading room and that alternate methods

for achieving cable separation were being considered. S&L drawing No. E-98-FB,

Revision D, Note 4, required that the portions of cables in the cable spreading

! room not enclosed or protected by steel chutes be coated with a 1/8 in. (after
|
| dry) application of fireproofing material. Duriag a telephone conversation
,

on May 7, 1981, the licensee stated that the design identified on drawing
!

! - 284 -
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No. E-98-FB was being reconsidered for alterations. This item is unresolved

pending implementation of the final separation design requirements for cable

! risersinthecablespreadingroom(358/81-13-M
N,

i

| With regard to the installed conditions identified in paragraph 7.2.2, items
*

1, 2, and 4, and 7.2.3 the licensee stated that either the field installations

would be changed to comply with the FSAR or appropriate changes to the FSARi

;

with engineering justifications would be submitted to NRR.

7.2.5 Findings and Conclusions

,

Four locations were identified in which the cable separation requirements had

not been maintained as specified in the FSAR. The adequacy of cable separation

is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.2.6 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to establish measures to

assure that the design basis for cable separation as set forth in the FSAR

was translated into drawings, and failure to establish a program to require

verification of cable separation in the cable spreading room).

7.3 CG&E Audits of Sargent & Lundy

During the investigation of allegation 5.10, the RIII inspector identified

that Sargent & Lundy did not have a program to control design deviations

(nonconforming designs) when identified by the S&L engineers. Therefore,

- 285 -

%

_- - ---



DRAFT 4 10/2/81

the RIII inspector requested for review all of the CG&E audits of S&L to

determine if CG&E had assessed the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance-,

.

! program.

} 7.3.1 CG&E Audits of S&L
.i

.

The Region III inspector reviewed the following CG&E audits of S&L.
;

Audit Dates Audit Number When Noted
i

2/15-16/72

8/8-9/74

8/7-8/75

7/28,9/76 2(

11/14-15/77 77/24

9/6-7/78 78/07

10/16-17/78 78/09

11/27-30/78 78/10

1/30-31/79 79/01
,

'

12/18-19/79 79/07

| 3/5-6/80 80/01
| 10/21-22/80 80/04

The audits did not address in depth the effectiveness of the nonconformance

program. The RIII inspector observed only two items in all of the audits,

covering a 9-year period, that concerned the S&L nonconformance program.

These two items, identified in one audit, were designated as deficiencies
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and e esti concerned distribution and logging of nonconformance reports. The g
deficiencies appeared to have been identified during audit activities which

I were not directed at the nonconformance program. (The deficiencies were
i
'

apparently resolved in Audit 77/24 which indicated that S&L Project Procedure
I
i //PIZI-8.1, Revision 0, had been prepared to describe responsibilities and

instructions, and to require a log and a file of nonconformance reports)..

1,

y The audits of the nonconformance program should have addressed such things as
i implementation, design reviews, identification of acceptance or rejection,

| disposition control, and notification of affected organizations.
!

\

Failure by CG&E to perform an audit to determine the effectiveness of the

S&L nonconformance program during the past 9 years is contrary to 10 CFR 50,

Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 18.1

(358/81-13-g
3[

This concern as addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.2 General Audit Context

The audits generally appeared to be reactive in nature in that specifici

problems, which had been previously identified, were audited. The audits
|

| did not appear to be directed toward identification of new and generic

problems. The audits appeared to identify adverse findings for which there

were no corrective action taken or followup audits. This matter is unresolved

pending a re-review by CG&E of their past audits of Sargent & Lundy, General

Electric, H. J. Kaiser and four CG&E internal departments (358/81-13;2d.
Eh
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7.3.3 Recurrences of Problems with Design Calculations, Feviews, and

Verifications

The CG&E audits of S&L emuum identified a recurring problem concerning the ,hf
'

performance of design calculation, reviews, and verifications by S&L. The

specific problems identified in each audit are described in Table 7.3-1.

Table 7.3-1 CG&E Audit Findings

Audit

Date or No. Problems

8/8-9/74 (a) ITE Imperial drawings of essential

equipment had not been signed and

bore no evidence of a design review.

(b) There were inadequacies in documenting

design reviews.
r

l

; (c) Structural design calculation were not
i

in accordance with new procedures.

I

(d) No direct evidence was available of the

S&L review of vendor design calculations.

> - 288 -
!

l

_ _ _ _ _ _ _



._ _ _

DRAFT 4 10/2/81

Table 7.3-1 (continued)

,

i Audit
!

Date or No. Problems
,

:

1

78/07 (a) S&L had not maintained a record of support
t

j design calculations.

(b) DDC #2973 was approved without review by,

EMD even though a major support location.

change was clearly identified on the DDC.

(This item was identified in the details

of the audit report, but was not cited

and had no apparent followup on subsequent

audits.)

78/09 (a) Very little data was available to justify

the embedment criteria of 4.5 times the

normal diameter of concrete expansion

anchors.

(b) Calculations could not be located which

would verify that a structured review was

performed to show that no reinforcement

was needed for a 24 x 68 radial beam

which was cut at both flanges.
I
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Table 7.3-1 (continued)

<
'

Audit
!

Date or No. Problems
|

:

78/10 (a) Calculations were not available for all'

walls to substantiate the statement that

block walls were " judged to be OK."

(b) Calculations were not available to back

up design signatures which indicated

design verification for five design

changes approving core bores.

(c) No approval signatures were found on any

calculations for structural steel modifi-

cations 6 15eienPW557 due to pool

hydrodynamic loads. The modification had

j been released for construction.

(d) Audit finding was closed based on calcula-

tions which were in progress but not yet

complete. The calculations were for beams

(embedded plates) in the primary contain-

ment to verify that the plates can support

additional loads.

l
|
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Table 7.3-1 (continued)

:

I Audit

Date or No. Problems

!
!
:

I

t 80/04 (a) (1) The calculation required to evaluate
:
i

the clamp deflection on a pipe support
,

was not performed.

I-+

f 1so, the weld calculation was not

'
performed on the most critical weld.

(b) Calculations performed by NPS were incomplete

in that the deflection due to torsional

rotation of the beam was not included.

(c) Calculations performed p were not in

reasonable order, which made them difficult

to follow.

.

None of the audits which identified the above problems, or corrective actions

instituted addressed the generic and programmatic cause of design calculations,

reviews, and verifications not being performed to preclude repetition. Failure

to determine the cause and to take corrective action to preclude repetition is
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contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual,m

Section 16.5 (358/81-13-3&T.,

Ui

:

I This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
;

!

t

7.3.4 Findings and Conclusions
E

!

CG&E has not performed a comprehensive audit to determine the effectiveness

of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program. Past audits identified a

recurring problem involving design calculations, reviews, and verifications

for which the cause was not determined and corrective action was not taken

to preclude repetition. CG&E will undertake a re-review of all past audits

of Sargent & Lundy, General Electric, Kaiser and four internal departments

as a part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to perform a comprehen-

| sive audit of the S&L nonconformance program, and failure to determine the

cause and preclude repetition of a recurring problem).
!

8. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in

order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompliance,
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4.1.3
or deviations. Unresolved items are identified in paragraphs i :.0.2.:,

': :'.^.;, 4.2.2.3, 5.2.3.6, 5.5.3.4, 5.10.3.2, 5.10.3.3, 7.1.3, 7.2.4,
and 7.3.2. Items which are not considered " unresolved" but which are

j considered to be "open" and which will receive followup inspection are
j identified in paragraphs 5.2.3.2, 5.3.4, 5.11.3, and 7.2.3.

9. Other Open Items

khen this investigation was initiated, the NRC interviewed numerous quality

control inspectors, construction craftsmen, and management personnel who

provided information that deserved review by the NRC. The information pro-

vided was prioritized with the highest priority given to the initial four

allegations received from a former Zimmer contractor QC Inspector (Section 4),

the 19 allegations received from GAP /Applegate (Section 5), and the most
,

significant statements and allegations received from contractor employees and

ex-employees (Section 6). Other allegations and statements were given lower

priority. These concerns will be investigated and/or inspected and the

findings and conclusions will be documented in future reports until the in-

vestigation is complete.

As noted in Section 3, GAP provided a number of affidavits from various

| individuals. In those cases where an individual's concerns or allegations
!

have previously been reviewed by NRC, those individuals will be contacted

to determine:

!

| 1. If they have information not previously provided.
i
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2. If they have significant details to add to information previously

provided.'

.

If e elie th on /a t hav e a at (.

ess .

I
<

If future inspection findings (either by the licensee or the NRC) reveal

significant construction deficiencies, these will be addressed in revisions

F8f TIb*tothelicensee'sQualityConformationProgray AI E

10. Exit Interview

In addition to the management meetings and enforcement conferences held as

described in Section 11, the inspectors and investigators met with licensee
.

representatives periodically during the investigation and on March 26, 1981.

Attendees at the March 26 meeting are designated in Section 1, Personnel

Contacted, and at the end of this section. At that meeting the NRC investiga-

tion team described the reasons for the investigation; the findings regarding

each completed allegation; and safety concerns identified during the investiga-

tion, which are described below. The team leader indicated that the investiga-

tion was not yet complete, that the findings would be reviewed with NRC Regional

and Headquarters Management, and that enforcement action would be discussed in

subsequent enforcement meetings. At the NRC's request, the licensee agreed to

meet with Region III representatives on April 10, 1981, in the Regional Office

to discuss identified concerns and proposed corrective actions.

The inspectors identified the following concerns:
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a. Steel beams with unacceptable welds and re-entrant corners with notches.

I b. Inadequacies in the QA program of the structural steel erector (Bristol).

,

j c. Lack of traceability of material in steel beams, small bore piping,
!

and weld rod.,

i

i

d. Surveillance reports not being converted to nonconformance reports in

30 days.

! e. Structural welds inspected after painting.

f. Radiograph technique inadequate on 25% of the prefabricated welds

reviewed by NRC. (Penetrameters were not adequately shimmed.)

g. Nonconformance reports being improperly voided.

h. Cable designed and installed in violation of the cable separation criteria.

|

| i. Lack of inspection control to verify cable separation. (Three examples
i

'

of failure to maintain cable separation were identified.)

j. Lack of design controls by Sargent and Lundf to require verification

calculations for thermal loading of power sleeves and dead weight

loading of all trays, to document design deviations identified by

engineers, and to document deviations from the FSAR.
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1

k. Inadequate action taken by CG&E to obtain correction of repetitive

problems identified by CG&E in audits of Sargent & Lundy.e

t

|

| 1. Lack of audits of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program.
t

I
;

i m. Weld inspection criteria was deleted from the weld data sheet

(KEI-1 form) from approximately July 1980 to February 1981.

I
i
'

Lack of socket weld fitup verification on numerous small bore pipes.n.
i

Installation of structural beams which were not required on any designo.

documents.

p. Doubts about the accuracy of weld records. Information from the weld

rod issue slips was being transferred to the weld data sheets.

q. Lack of control of design document changes.

r. Site procedures allowed more weld undercut than AWS DI.1-1972.

NRC Personnel Attending Exit Interview March 26, 1981

P. A. Barrett, Reactor Inspector

! R. M. Burton, Investigator
l

F. T. Daniels, Senior Resident Inspector

E. C. Gilbert, Investigator, IE:HQ

T. P. Gwynn, Resident Inspector

!
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i

F. A. Maura, Reactor Inspector

.

J. B. McCarten, Investigator

|
; J. F. Schapkcr, Reactor Inspector

,'| K. D. Ward, Reactor Inspector

R. F. Warnick, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2B

i

11. Management Meetings+

In addition to the exit meeting held at the site on March 26, 1981, meetings

involving licensee and RIII senior and/or middle management were held on

March 31, April 10, April 30, June 2, June 3, and August 5, 1981. These

meetings are summarized below.

Following the exit meeting held at the Zimmer site on March 26, 1981,

Mr. E. A. Borgmann met with J. G. Keppler and R. F. Warnick on the afternoon

of March 31, 1981, in the Region III office to discuss the significance of

the NRC investigation findings and required corrective actions. As a result

of this meeting, Region III sent an Immediate Action Letter (IAL) dated

April 8, 1981 to the licensee documenting ten corrective measures that CG&E

had initiated or were planning to take concerning the problems identified

by the NRC investigation team. The ten measures were established to provide

assurance that similar problems de not recur during ongoing and future

construction activities. The IAL and the required corrective measures

are described in Section 12, NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments.

An enforcement conference was held in the Region III office on April 10,

1981, between E. A. Borgmann and others of his staff and J. G. Keppler and
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other NRC personnel to discuss CG&E's proposed corrective action program

for deficiencies identified in the NRC investigation and the measures to be
i

taken to assure acceptable quality of future activities. This enforcement

f conference is documented in IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/81-14.
I
i

A followup meeting was held in the RIII office on April 30, 1981, between

; W. D. Waymire and others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others of

the NRC staff, to discuss the status of measures being taken to assure

acceptable quality of ongoing activities at the Zimmer project and to dis-

cuss the latest draft of the licensee's proposed corrective action program
|

for deficiencies identified. Details of this meeting are documented in

IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-16.

A working level meeting was held on June 2, 1981, between W. D. Waymire and

others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others from the NRC at the

Zimmer site to discuss the licensee's proposed quality confirmation program

and the additional measures required to identify and correct construction

deficiencies, to establish confidence in quality records, and to verify the

quality of existing construction. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting

Report No. 50-358/81-20.
'

!

|

| The Region III Director, Deputy Director, and the Section Chief met with

CG&E's President, Senior Vice President of Engineering Services and Electrical

Production, and the Manager of the General Engineering Department (Acting

Manager of Quality Assurance) on June 3,1981, to discuss matters relating

to NRC's Zimmer investigation. Topics discussed included the originating

allegations; NRC findings relative to the allegations; problems identified
|
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,

1

during the investigation; the NRC's Immediate Action Letter of April 8,

1981, establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoinc and future;
_

work; the program to confirm the quality of completed work; the licensee's
-

,

' '

internal problem identification and resolution system; status oi the NRC's

investigation; the role of NRC's Office of I'nspector'and ALditor in the
,

investigation; and public and congressional ~ interest in the Zimmer project.

This meeting is documented in IE Meeting Report No.' 53-358/81-20.

An enforcement conference was held on August 5,1981, in the' Regional Office

between J. G. Keppler, RIII Regional Director, and others of his staff and

W. H. Dickhoner, CG&E President, and othern of his staff. Tcpics discussed'

included the NRC investigation, the findings'of the investigation, items of

noncompliance resulting from the investigation, escalated enforcement action

being considered, the status of the investigation, the release of the report

and a possible public meeting _in Cincinnati, the status of the licensee's

quality confirmation program, CG&E organization changes,. and other corrective

actions being taken by the licensee. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting

Report No. 50-358/81-11. -

,

12. NRC Actions and Licensee Connitments

12.1 Concerning Ongoing and Future Work
,

Following the March 26, 1981 exit meeting, consideration was given to,the

need to suspend constructica activities based on th2' investigation findings.

However, in recognition of the nature of the problems (largely programmatic),
.

4
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the status of the project (95% complete), and the fact that ongoing work

,

would not compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of

, completed work, it was decided at that time that stopping construction work

was not required. Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to,

assure the quality of ongoing and future work.
.

f

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility committed to

implement ten specific actions to correct identified quality assurance weak-

nesses and to preclude their recurrence. These actionsincluded (1) increas- /(

ing the size and technical expertise of the CG&E QA staff, (2) increasing
2nd,

-independencebetweenKaiserconstructiogKaiserQA/QC,(3) conducting 100%

reinspections of QC inspections conducted by Kaiser and other contractors,

(4) reviewing QC inspection procedures, (5) retraining of QA/QC personnel,

(6) reviewing procedures governing deviations from codes and FSAR statements,
- (7) reviewing procedures governing nonconformance reporting, (8) changing

(9) reviruring mencedwmsnes reporth ad
-QA/QC records control, (10) reviewing the CG&E audit program. These actions

were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter (IAL) dated April 8, 1981 which

is included as Exhibit .

Follow up inspections by the Senior Resident Inspector and specialist

inspectors from the Region III office have confirmed implementation of
'

the requirements of the letter. Details of these follow up inspections,

are documented in IE Inspection Reports No. 50-358/81-15, 50-358/81-18,

and 50-358/81-19.

.
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12.2 Concerning Existing Construction Work

Because of the problems identified during the NRC investigation, Region III

ha taken the position that a comprehensive review and reinspection effort )(
by the licensee must be accomplished to confirm the quality of the existing

construction work. This quality confirmation program addresses the problems

identified to date and includes the following areas: (1) structural steel,

(2) weld quality, (3) traceability of heat numbers on piping, (4) socket

welds fitups, (5) radiographs, (6) design control and verification, (9) design

document changes, (10) subcontractor QA programs, and (11) audit Ehe

MR .. _ . r lity , G. i. v .3. _ C lL. r W m umus ., i_ A

evee-additt-,... ; ...u - wuu hi-o.
^

A copy of the quality con-.m uunu.

firmation program is included as Exhibit [.

t
The licensees quality confirmation program will be revised as necessary in /

the event additional adverse conditions are found. Identified problem areas

will be resolved before an Operating License is issued.

( 12.3 Proposed Independent Measurements by NRC

In addition to witnessing and reviewing portions of the confirmation program

conducted by the licensee and its contractors, the NRC is conducting a sampling
|

program of independent measurements to provide Jurther confidence as to the

adequacy of construction. This program will independently verify on a sampling

basis the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

ceh;h .I r ~ d h p M - v u n . ~ h c m lehJ Q
& Nec - h em Jc.l h IE Impeckon Byt sa- m ,
81-27.
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Suffeient records shall be1n part,
10 CFR 50, Appendix B. Criterion XVII stata=3

h ll
maintained to furnish evidence of activitiis affecting quality. The -records s a

.

~

Operating logs and the results of reviews, inspections,\ include at least the following:
| l d records

tests, audits, monitoring of work performance, and materials ana yses. .. an
i

shall, as a minimum, identify the inspector or data recorded, the type of observat on,|

the results, the acceptability, and the action taken in connection with any
,

!

deficiencies noted. records shall be identifiable and retrievable."
,

" QA records will
The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17.1 states, in part,

-

document that every practicable effort to assure a safe, reliable nuclear installation

has been considered and perform ase during fabrication, installationg and
Cn*

f the

preoperational testing of the essential components, parts, and systems o

nuclear unit.

f
Contrary to the above: WS g

which del not som tr.gceab,y4 v,

#( "|,- -1. On June 19, 1980 Heat Number 232661 i;fGk
g GSTP61tSh TRKERtW//W O

Srafourinchpipepiece)wasfalselyenteregnKEIWeldDataRecords.70

A KEI Construction Engineer falsely dispositioned
2. On October 24, 1980,

| d)
NR E-2836 as " Accept-As-Is" when " Rework" ( radiographic examination of a wel

was required.
Log of Nonconforming"

ON January 7, 1981;and February 2, 1981 the KEI3.

Material Reports" was altered with "Wite-out" ink to conceal that NR's assigned
been entered into the KEI nonconformance

i CN 4309 and 5412y had at one timej'

reporting system.
.

~~' - . _ _ -' m-4-_._,-i % _
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1

1
,

2. No. 14H11FEC147--no unacceptable weld discontinuities 1

; 3. No. 4H2FEC193--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
; covered with fireproofing

4. No. 15H1FEC160--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection'

covered with fireproofing
:

f S. No. 70HFEC165 (cross brace member No. 23HV5FEC294)--welds had irregular
. profile, porosity, and undercut
!

6. No. 15H2FEC175 (second horizontal member from the top)--weld had undercut

7. No.14H11FEC146 (cross member)--an apparent vendor weld had undercut
and slag

' 8. No.16H1FEC156 (weld marked rejected)--weld had spatter and undercut

All of these welds were painted; therefore, the RIII inspector examined for
relatively large discontinuities only.

The unacceptable welds identified on hangers 70HFEC165, 15H2FEC175,
14H11FEC146, and 16H1FEC156 were not controlled in any QA document. This
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the W' . H. Zimmers
QA Manual, Section 15 (358/81-13-12).

The RIII inspectors reviewed approximately 180 construction inspection
plans (CIPs) and inspection records for the hangers in the cable spreading
room (elevation 536 ft in the north section of the auxiliary building). The

' licensee stated that inspections documented on the CIPs also included vendor
welds, even though the records only reflected field welds. The vendor welds
were inspected because of repairs necessary to close the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report telephoned to NRC on July 17, 1978. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
indicated that vendor welds on Superstrut cable tray hangers, which were
used only in the cable spreading room (PW Industries hangers are utilized
elsewhere and appear acceptable), did not meet the visual inspection'

requirements of AWS DI.1-1972. The CIP records and the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report indicate that all of the final field and vendor welds were reinspected
after repairs were made to welds on more than half of the 141 hangers. These
were accepted by the licensee in December 1980 and January 1981.

No inspection records were available to indicate that in process inspections
of either the field or vendor welds were made to verify proper filler metal,
weld procedure, welder's qualifications, surface conditions, etc., as
required by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 6. Certificates had been
supplied by the vendor stating that the material met the purchase specifi-,

| cation requirements. The RIII inspector requested the licensee to obtain
! the in-process and field weld inspection records for the hanger welds made

by the vendor (Superstrut). A letter dated May 1, 1981, from Midland-Ross'

Corporation to CG&E was provided to the RIII inspector on June 1,1981.
The letter indicated that Superstrut had been acquired by the Midland-Ross
Corporation in January 1978, and that no records could be located with
respect to in process inspection of hangers supplied to Zimmer.

;

i
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1
4

No. 15H2FEC175 (second horizontal member from the top)--weld had undercut |
.

|

No. 14H11FEC146 (cross member)--an apparent vendor weld had undercut.

and slag
)s

'
1No.16HIFEC156 (weld marked rejected)--weld had spatter and undercut

'

- All of these welds were painted; therefore, the RIII inspector examined for
j relatively large discontinuities only. y
I

The unacceptable welds identified on hangers 70HTEC165, 15H2FEC175,
14H11FEC146, and 16H1FEC156 were not controlled in any QA document. This / #

\),.is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion g and the Wm. H. Zimmer ''

fQA Manual, Section 15 (358/81-13-12).

The RIII inspectors reviewed approximately 180 construction inspection
plans (CIPs) and inspection records for the hangers in the cable spreading
room (elevation 536 ft in the north section of the auxiliary building). The
licensee stated that inspections documented on the CIPs also included vendor
welds, even though the records only reflected field welds. The vendor welds
were inspected because of repairs necessary to close the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report telephoned to NRC on July 17, 1978. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
indicated that vendor welds on Superstrut cable tray hangers, which were
used only in the cable spreading room (PW Industries hangers are utilized
elsewhere and appear acceptable), did not meet the visual inspection
requirements of AWS DI.1-1972. The CIP records and the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report indicate that all of the final field and vendor welds were reinspected
after repairs were made to welds on more than half of the 141 hangers. These *

were accepted by the licensee in December 1980 and January 1981.

No inspection records were available to indicate that in-process inspections
of either the field or vendor welds were made to verify proper filler metal,
weld procedure, welder's qualifications, surface conditions, etc., as
required by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 6. Certificates had been

,

supplied by the vendor stating that the material met the purchase specifi-
cation requirements. The RIII inspector requested the licensee to obtain
the in process and field weld inspection records for the hanger welds made

t by the vendor (Superstrut). A letter dated May 1, 1981, from Midland-Ross
| Corporation to CG&E was provided to the RIII inspector on June 1,1981.

The letter indicated that Superstrut had been acquired by the Midland-Ross'

Corporation in January 1978, and that no records could be located with.

| respect to in-process inspection of hangers supplied to Zimmer.
t

Discussions with pertinent QC management and inspection personnel revealed
that the welds documented on the above CIPs had been inspected after having
been painted. The licensee stated that field visual examinations of trayi

hanger welds were based on H. J. Kaiser Company Procedure No. SPPM 4.6,
'

Revision 8, dated August 29, 1980, paragraph 5.1.3, which states, " Surface
j condition--joint surfaces to be examined shall be cleaned and free from slag,
| rust, are burns, paint, dirt, or other contaminants that would interfere with

the examination." The licensee stated that paint (Galvanox) applied to the
hanger welds did not interfere with visual examination and, in some cases,
actually highlighted discontinuities.

I

- 71 -
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Cincinnati Gas and Electric

Company

ATTN: Mr. W. H. Dickhoner,

. President

| 139 East 4th Street

Cincinnati, OH 45201

Gentlemen:

-

This refers to the investigation conducted by Region III during the period

January 12 to October 9, 1981, of construction activities at the Zimmer

site. The investigation was initiated as a result of allegations made to

the NRC by a Quality Control .I.nspector who formerly worked at the Zimmer

site and by the Government Accountaisility Project of the Institute for

Policy Studies (a non-governmental agency) on behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate.

The results of the continuing investigation indicate a widespread breakdown

of the implementation of your quality assurance program as evidenced by

numerous examples of noncompliance with ten of the eighteen different cri-

teria for a quality assurance program as set forth in 10 CFR 50, Appendix
wa% .a sswa.a= b * O' le== ~'

B. The safety concern of thi. :gmu- was discussed b u and members_:

of your staff and the NRC Region III staff during an enforcement confer-

ence at our Region III office in Glen Ellyn, Illinois, on August 5,1981.

era--h'ses ,, age, p>=e M M e
i owe : th=he.h 4.

' L ehAek k be
b 4.e <.u.caegE 'S p esh a,s{ ree.ch M .b. ra.i s =3 ser a as

Tih d serves as a.7 al\ as.a\ rece ASi a.

I 44-F ch e- b.- ceele;$ 4* %Aw e.h .y*

qgh.r-s,c-+,.w % y u m +..u r P & %
ma

. _ ___ - ___ _
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Company

.

I

The impact of the identified quality assurance deficiencies on the actual
S

construction ha/ yet to be determined. Limited independent measurements

were performed by 4fp> NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to

characterize the actual safety significance of these deficiencies. Al-

though a few problems requiring corrective action were identified "'
_

- c_- c;*''', 1 11~2 7 7- _ _ . - :, the majority of the tests and
-

dJA ndr
examinationsA isclosed-ne hardware problems. Recognizing the significantd

quality assurance problems identified during this investigation, 44 > NRC
7

has required the establishment of a comprehensive Quality Confirmation

Program to determine the quality of plant systems important to nuclear

sa fe ty. The NRC will confirm the adequacy of the program and is making

additional independent verifications. Deficiencies identified by these

programs will require resolution prior to issuance of an Operating License.

% g M gg es4n.cb &*5 de-ene5 here. d kew 'hk 41 3

Not withstandingAihc oL .c in order to emphasize the significance 4he NRC~ 3

g.s% W %.eurreb4he
attaches to eweh breakdowns of quality assurance programsAthat have a high

potential for serious construction deficiencies, we propose to impose a

civil penalty in the cumulative amount of One Hundred and Fifty Thousand

Dollars for the matter in the Notice of Violation. Some of the examples

occurred under the revised enforcement policy and some prior to that time.

- - - . .
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Company
,

i

j In this regard we have exercised discretion in arriving at the amount of

the proposed civil penalty which is less than allowed by either the old

or new enforcement policies or a combination of the two. In arriving at,

the amount of the proposed civil penalty we considered the substantial

financial impact resulting from the Quality Confirmation Program being

conducted, the likely construction schedule impact of that program, and

the amount of the civil penalties that have been issued to licensees of

other plants under construction. We believe our proposed amount of the

civil penalty 4; .r7 27..;;; ::d provides assurance that you will fully

appreciate the significance of the violation and will result in an ade-

pd
quate deterrent against future similar violations bygother licensees of

plants under const uction. We have for convenience and clarity cate-

gorized the item in the Notice of Violation at the Severity Level des-

cribed in accordance with the Interim Enforcement Policy published in

the Federal Register, 45 FR 66754 (October 7, 1980).

The results of this investigation and our review of your 10 CFR 50, Appen-
Aw.

dix B, noncompliance history revealed Lbsea. additional matters which are
4.

of significant concern to us. The bhece include si . my... ;;;;i -- . m m v & u s,

inadequatecorrectiveactionsdandharassment/intimidationofCguality

kontrol1nspectors.

.

!

l
__ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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:

T first matter relates to our findings that certain records were mis-

represe tive and deceiving. Specifically, we found numerous examples

of nonconform ce reports being prepared by workers and quality control

inspectors, yet the reports were not entered into the official noncon-

formance reporting syste Also, it was found that recorded heat numbers

were not representative of ac 1 heat numbers. These findings raise

serious questions as to the accura of all quality records at the site and

serve as a major factor in requiring the onduct of the Quality Confirmation

Program to establish plant quality. Because the importance the NRC's

sampling inspection program attaches to the accura records, the finding

of misrepresentative records has been factored into the reposed civil

penalty and is being evaluated by the NRC's Office of Inspec "on and Auditor

for possible referral to the Department of Justice.

5.rh
The re % matter of concern to us is your 10 CFR 50, Appendix 9, noncom-

pliance history and lack of adequate corrective action. The results of

our normal inspection program for the construction and testing of Zimmer

indicate you were found in noncompliance forty-four times since December

1979 with thirteen of the eighteen different criteria of Appendix B.

You will recall that we expressed concern with your relatively poor per-

formance in this area during our Systematic Assessment of Licensee Per-

formance review on December 16, 1980. This poor history of compliance

- . _



Cincinnati Gas and Electric -5-

Company
.

.

I
I

I

with Appendix B when considered with the recent findings of the investi-*

gat. ion indicates that your corrective actions really only addressed

individual problems and not the underlying programmatic causal factors.

Consequently, we request that you review your history of noncompliance

with Appendix B for the past two years and in your response to this

letter provide those steps you have taken to address and correct the

underlying programmatic causal factors related to the noncompliances.

The terrelatestoharassmentandintimidationofQualityEontrol
.Tnspectors. J. _ _.' 3-e investigation revealed harassment and intimida-

h, -
..stion did occury we were unable to establish that th%e.' activity resulted

in loss of inspector independence as defined in Criterion I of 10 CFR 50,
? . . - *,re..

". 2 , * x C--My(p M clearly not conducive to 4he.
-

Appendix B.
-

-effectiveimplementationofyourqualityassuranceprogram$g'Wedeter-
-

.

minedthatjyou[ndyourcontractorsapparentlydidnotcondonethEP
We

activity p.; x- r , corrective actions had not been feMy effective in

stopping g ,Therefore, we request in your response to this letter that

you include measures you have taken and intend to take to assure harass-

mentandintimidationofQualityGontrol~fnspectorsbyanymeansandby

any persons is stopped.

,

- - . . - , . , . - . , . - . _ . . ., , . - , . - _ , ,-
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You are required to respond to the Notice of Violation and in preparing your;

!

} response you should follow the instructions in Appendix A. You should give

particular attention to those actions designed to assure continuing compliance

with NRC requirements. Your written reply to this letter and the results of
i

future inspections will be considered in determining whether further enforce-'

ment action is appropriate.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,

Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the en-

closure will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

Sincerely,

Victor Stello, Jr., Director

Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosure: Appendix A, Notice of

Violation and Proposed Imposition

of Civil Penalty and Appendix B,

Cross References: Noncompliance

to Report Details

,

. - - - - - , . -.-., - - - , , _ . _ - . . . . - -- _ _ _
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ec w/ enc 1:

.; E. A. Borgmann, Senior Vice

President, Engineering Services

and Electric Production

J. R. Schott, Plant

Superintendent
!

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)

Resident Inspector, RIII

Harold W. Kohn, Power

Siting Commission

Citizens Against a Radioactive

Environment

Helen W. Evans, State of Ohio

r

!

|

|
. . _ _ _ _, _ __ -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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12. NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments

12.1 Concerning Ongoing and Future Work

Following the March 26, 1981 exit meeting, consideration was given to the
360 suspena cun ac :+4an activities based on the investigation findings..

However, in recognition of the natu the problems (largely programmatic),A---
| th; etzt : :f th; p nj::t (""', : ...A A d the fact that ongoing work h
i would not compromise the ability to ace ely determine the quality of ff
! d work, it was d M t l a snat time that stopping construction work

was not required. Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to
assure the quality of ongoing and future work.

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility committed to
implement ten specific actions to correct identified quality assurance weak-
nesses and to preclude their recurrence. These actions included (1) increas-
ing the size and technical expertise of the CG&E QA staff, (2) increasing
independence between Kaiser construction and Kaiser QA/QC, (3) conducting 100*a
reinspections of QC inspections conducted by Kaiser and other contractors,
(4) reviewing QC inspection procedures, (5) retraining of QA/QC personnel,
(6) reviewing procedures governing deviations from codes and FSAR statements,
(7) reviewing procedures governing nonconformance reporting, (8) changing
QA/QC records control, (9) reviewing nonconformance reports, and (10) re-
viewing the CG&E audit program. These actions were confirmed in an Immediate
Action Letter (IAL) dated April 8, 1981 which is included as Exhibit ,Ty .

Follow up inspections by the Senior Resident Inspector and specialist
inspectors from the Region III office have confirmed implementation of
the requirements of the letter. Details of these follow up inspections
are documented in IE Inspection Reports No. 50-358/81-15, 50-358/81-18, '

and 50-358/81-19.

12.2 Concerning Existing Construction Work

Because of the problems identified during the NRC investigation, Region III
has taken the position that a comprehensive review and reinspection effort
by the licensee must be accomplished to confirm the quality of the existing
identifiedtodateandin$alityG.onfirmation'Programaddressestheproblemsconstruction work. This

cludes the following areas: (1) structural steel,
(2) weld quality, (3) traceability of heat numbers on piping, (4) socket
welds fitups, (5) radiographs, (6) design control and verification, (9) design
document changes (10) subcontractor QA programs, and (11) audits. A copy
of the palityCc.o,nfirmation7rogram is included as Exhibit [.

l Thelicensee'sQality@pnfirmation9rogramwillberevisedasnecessaryin
the event additional adverse conditions are found. Identified problem areas
will be resolved before an Operating License is issued.

;

| 12.3 Proposed Independent Measurements by NRC

In addition to witnessing and reviewing portions of the confirmation program
conducted by the licensee and its contractors, the NRC is conducting a sampling

i

!

.

( - 152 -
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DRAFT 4 10/8/81

loading of all trays, to document design deviations identified by
engineers, and to document deviations from the FSAR.

4-
E. Inadequate action taken by CG&E to obtain correction of repetitive

problems identified by CG&E in audits of Sargent & Lundy.
)>
J. Lack of audits of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program.

.*
. Weld inspection criteria was deleted from the weld data sheet

(KEI-1 form) from approximately July 1980 to February 1981.
,

f. Lack of socket weld litup m ''' tion on numerous small bore pipes.
2

p/.
Installationofstructura}{bamswhi were not required on any design

r
'

documents.
Y
f. Doubts about the accuracy of weld records. Information from the weld

rod issue slips was being transferred to the weld data sheets.

Lack of control of design document changes..

f. Site procedures allowed more weld undercut than AWS D1.1-1972.

NRC Personnel Attending Exit Interview March 26, 1981

P. A. Barrett, Reactor Inspector
R. M. Burton, Investigator
F. T. Daniels, Senior Resident Inspector
E. C. Gilbert, Investigator, IE:HQ
T. P. Gwynn, Resident Inspector
F. A. Maura, Reactor Inspector
J. B. McCarten, Investigator
J. F. Schapker, Reactor Inspector
K. D. Ward, Reactor Inspector
R. F. Warnick, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2B

11. Management Meetings

In addition to the exit meeting held at the site on March 26, 1981, meetings
involving licensee and RIII c i:r : M /:: ciddle management were held on
March 31, April 10, April 30, June 2, June 3, and August 5, 1981. These
meetings are summarized below.

Following the exit meeting held at the Zimmer site on March 26, 1981,
Mr. E. A. Borgmann met with J. G. Keppler and R. F. Warnick on the afternoon
of March 31, 1981, in the Region III office to discuss the significance of
the NRC investigation findings and required corrective actions. As a result
of this meeting, Region III sent an Immediate Action Letter (IAL) dated
April 8, 1981 to the licensee documenting ten corrective measures that CG&Ej
had initiated or were planning to take concerning the problems identified
by the NRC investigation team. The ten measures were established to provide
assurance that similar problems do not recur during ongoing and future

- 150 -

. . . _ . .



DRAFT 4 10/8/81

l

7.! * "-"tol Steel Erection Inspections

The RIII inspector reviewed the Bristol Quality Control Steel Erection Report
Inspection Report Q-7, dated July 14, 1975, for the inspection of the beams.

installed on elevation 546 ft between column rows 15-22 and F-L. The RIII
inspector determined that the Bristol Steel and Iron Works, Inc. QC inspector'

fai H u d ** ~ nt details of his inspections, such as the welding materials
. (rod type) used, the welder, the specific weld activities inspected, and/or.

bolting or welding procedure number when applicable. This is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 17.1.1 (358/81-13-30).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.6 NRC Independent Measurements

Dur g Se tembey 1981, the NRC performed hardness tests on additional
n JA hns and visual examinations of the adjecent welds and beam%
fitup in five different areas of the plant. The five areas included the ,

blue switchgear room; the yellow switchgear room; the cable spreading room;
the electrical equipment room; and the framing at elevations 535'-114" and
532'-9" of the drywell between a azimuths 40' and 90*, and between azimuths )(172* and 188*.

In the drywell area the inspector examined 30 rain structifp1 framing
members (i.e., beams and girders) and inspected approximately 250 welds.
In the remaining four areas the inspector examined 30 structural elements
(which supported raceway hanger assemblies) and inspected approximately
130 welds. The hardness test results indicated that the beams installed
were of sufficient hardness to be the types (e.g., ASTM A-36, A-572 Grade
50, A-588, etc. .) that were specified for the respective installations.
The welds were visually inspected in the painted condition. No unaccept-
able weld indications were observed. The fitup of the beams was accept-
able. NRC Independent measurements are documented in IE Inspection Report
50-358/81-27.

( 7.1.7 Findings and Conclusions

| During the investigation, NRC inspectors examined approximate 1y g n Y r 4 h y
; steel beams and identified several problems. Welds on nine wt m c . M Ims

were unacceptable. Five beams had unacceptable (notched) re-entrant corners.
Four beams were installed which were not specified on any design document.
The traceability _of_nine; t:E Q e ns was not maintained. Inaddition(mbashres had not been established to assirre that requiYed~QA' in-procese ~ ~

Ainspections related to Design Document Changes would be performed;'. Tie.s,_ ,li-

censWdid~6o~tassesstheeffeit'ivehesso[lbeamssuppliedbythreevendors;
/ thT chntrols t'o assure the quality~

of mill certifications and etMiunYee
and details of steel _erec. tion _. inspections _were not documented 3 These concerns,

are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program,
t
'

A NRC sampling program of independent measurements gifigpimed at
the above concerns involved hardness tests on 60 :t - a m 4oeams and the

.

- 140 -
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1

identify to QA the installations and work that was done by construction
before the DDC was incorporated into the drawings. Thus, no measures
existed to assure that all of the required QA inspections related to
DDCs (e.g. , welder qualification, proper filler metal, traceability of
materials, etc.) would be performed. This condition was previously
identified in IE Report Item No. 358/80-15-04. The corrective actions
taken, which had not yet been reviewed by the NRC, with regard to
Item No. 358/80-15-04 did not include the DDCs written prior to the1

-

, implementation of those corrective actions and did not include the DDCs
k % .;., ,,,3 ' that are and have been implemented prior to receiving the S&L approvals.

3,, . . . : , 7 , . , ,3 This item is unresolved pending the complete resolution of IE Item
a .\ m. . . . .,f No. 358/80-15-04 (358/81-13-26).

i ~ ,s .- s . . . . (3 .< a , *! i i. _ i 6 1 % :. i i . . u w. , y_.< .. - - s
f 2. Failure to contrel unacceptable weldswdd.;nd i Cuti: ; '.1.?_ ::f'~~

4.1.2'm the five beams with unacceptable re-entrant co'r'ndriig 'a~hd the
four beams that were installed and not identified as a requirement onk any_ design documenttis contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV,
and the Wm'~~H TZ1E er QA Manual, Section 15.2.2 (358/81-13-27).

,rx
'3. Failure te maintain the traceability of the nine structural beams?,

addressed in Section 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appen-
dix B, Criterion VIII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8.2,
(358/81-13-28).

, , . . ,.

sbcL\k ke*-5
These problems and the adequacy of f : :t: g_rr:1 steel are addressed in Q,1 e , U'. c-

r 4 y 7 33
the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program. Q.w w )9tr=4 bed W <~ #

7.1.4 Unapproved C ._;tur:' abeam Ve dors

Several thousand feet of W8 x 17 beam were purchased on the following order
numbers from vendors not on the approved vendor list, which means the
respective vendor QA programs had not been evaluated for compliance with
10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

1

P.O. No. 10275, PBI Steel Exchange, 2400 ft
P.O. No. 12868, U.S. Steel Supply, 1500 ft

{P.O. No. 16321, Frank Adams Co., 1012 ft
P.O. No. 10009, Frank Adams Co., 1024 ft
P.O. No. 9761, Frank Adams Co., 1472 ft
P.O. No. 9628, Frank Adams Co., 450 ft
P.O. No. 9872, U.S. Steel Supply, 300 ft

| These beams were not controlled to prevent their use in safety-related systems.
! The licensee stated that these beams had been made availabic for installation
| in safety-related systems based on the mill certifications and without regard
| to the vendors not being approved. Mill certifications were available for
| these beams. The licensee stated that the credibility of the mill certifica-

tions would be established. FailuretoassesstheeffectivengsofthecontrolsI

to assure the quality of the mill certifications and tE.QIa'~ms[ supplied
bytheabovevendorsdscontraryto10CFR50,AppendixB,CriterionVII,and
the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 7.3.1 (358/81-13-29).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

- 139 -
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The welds identified in the preceding paragraphs as unacceptable do not
comply with the recuirements of the AWS D1.1-1972 Code for one or more of
the following reasons: slag was not removed; weld profiles had excessive
convexity or concavity, blowholes, poro;ity and/or undercut.

7.1.2 Beams Observed in Cable Spreading Rooms

* The inspectors identified the following discrepancies in the cable spreading
} rooms:

1. A W12 X14 beam No. F2500/8-66B4 had a weld that was incomplete. This
beam was directly above cable tray hanger No. 4HV8FEC231, which was
attached. The beam was located approximately 11 ft south of the north
wall at the stairwell.% 4 hah been acce% .

2. The traceability of the heat numbers was not maintained for two WO 'x 17
beams, located south of and parallel to beam No. F2500/8-66B4,(.Lv. Q

C The first beam was located immediately adjacent to beam F2500/8-66B4.
The second beam was the fourth beam south of beam F2500/8-66B4. The
first beam was installed flush to the ceiling of the cable spreading

S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, specifies the first beamroom.
to be installed 1 in. below the ceiling.

3. A weld on the 5 in, channel beam that was supporting HVAC hanger
No. 2071 had irregular weld profile, excessive undercut, porosity, and
craters that were not filled. The channel beam was located 2 ft north
and 1 ft west of the cable tray hanger No. 13H2FEC008. The Waldinger,
Young and Bertke (W-Y and B) Inspection Report, dated February 19, 1980,
indicated that the weld was acceptable.

4. Two W8 x 17 beams, located in the northeast corner (north of WL-16
and east of VL-K), were only tack-welded into place. The beams were
specified on DDC No. E-3834 dated October 20, 1978. DDC E-3834, which
affected eight drawings, was posted on[but had not been incorporated
intoq&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, dated October 22, 1980.

Heat No. 72161 (purchase order No. 31134) was marked on the southern
beam. The traceability of the heat number of the northern beam was
not maintained.

Thebeamswerenotidentifiedonanyhinspectionrecord[hichwould
have indicated their states. L y. m .a in;p::ti;;; ;;;; not p::fer :I
;; thm _ L alf;,

I '[ INSPECTOR NOTE: Some of the welds inspected by the RIII inspectors were
painted. Therefore, the inspections were for relatively large deficiencies.)

7.1.3 Installation Deficiencies
* 6 M S w M *-.

1. For the beams identified on DDCs and addressed inger ;;;;phs 7.1.1,
at::: 1 -..d 5s and 7.1.2 f a 4 oL% no measures e.eisted that would3

u We m y .y seen w .
.
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follow![ ++* s repancies - identified:me

' 1. A W8 x 17 beam (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west and located
1 ft 9 in. south of column 24 and 10 in below elevation 546 ft, was
not specified on any pertinent design drawing. The beam appeared to be
permanently installed and traceability of the beam heat number was not
maintained. After extensive and unsuccessful efforts by QA personnel,

-

construction personnel were requested to identify any document that
would control the unspecified beam. Construction personnel provided
Design Document Change (DDC) No. S-2050, dated May 29, 1980, containing
only the signatures of two site construction engineers, who were
identifying some of the additional W8 x 17 beams in the area covered
by S&L drawing No. S-546. The DDC had no S&L architectural engineering
signatures of approval as of March 27, 1981. The DDC did not identify
any specific beam

TThe licensee identified S&L drawing E-189, Sheet 3, Revision H, Note
No. 17, which allows W8 x 17 beams to be installed and then be submitted
on a DDC for S&L approval.

2. A W8 x 17 beam (6 ft 3 in. long), positioned north to south and located
| 13 ft 8 in, west of workline G and 1 in. below elevation 546 ft, was not

specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on any QC
record, and had unacceptable welds.

3. A W8 x 17 beam (5 ft 5 in. long), positioned east to west and located
8 f t 10 in. south of column 24 and 1 in, below elevation 546 ft, was
not specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on
any QC record, and had unacceptable welds.

|

4. A V8 x 17 beam (2 ft 8 in, long), positioned north to south and located;

t

9 ft 6 in, west of workline G and attached to the beam addressed in -b
paragraph 7.1.1.M*Ed extending north, was not specified on any perti-
nent design drawing and was not documented on any QC record.

5. Two W8 x 17 beams (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west, with one
located 5 ft 3 3/8 in. and the other located 9 ft 7 7/8 in. south of
column 24, were only tack welded in place. They displayed no identi-
fication or heat numbers and were not documented on any QC record.
@ I E:1 9 12 ;;;;;; .m!d I;.;p;;ti..._ _;;; ;n p;;f:r:L The
beams were identified on DDC-2087, which was incorporated into S&L
drawing No. S-546, Revision AB. DDCs and S&L drawings by themselves

| do not assure QC verification.
She6. Re-entrant corners on eeverd W8 x 17 beams had notches instead of then

. 1/2 in. minimum radius required by the American Institute of Steel Con-
struction (AISC), seventh edition (1969), page 4.113. The locations ofi

'

I these unacceptable beam corners are shown in and are noted by (7) in gExhibit Yt.

The location of the above discrepancies,A b ut4a\ (5')'
'

additionalgunacceptable weldsg L,

and nontraceable beams are shown in Exhibit 4/4 /L
balC 3h G % w. wg.J .:;) ,
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The dispositions 8 the irhrocess nonconformances identified on SRs F Scu
and F-3099 indicated that some of the items had been acceptably corrected

( and the others had been transferred to NRs.

The dispositions to the ir@d that all of the items had been transferred to NRs.rocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-3082,
F-7000, and F-7006 indicate

i

| - The concern of nonconforming items being documented on Surveillance Reports
; is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confgrmation Program.
1

i 6.3.2 Findings and Conclusions

Instruction QACMI G-14 which only required in process nonconformance to be
transferred from Surveillance Reports to Nonconformance Reports if not
acceptably corrected within 30 days, was inadequate. The 30-day period did
not assure that all nonconformances which constituted design changes would
be subjected to design control measures commensurate with the original design.
These design control measures would have been required if the in process
nonconformances had been documented on Nonconformance Reports. Some of the
SRswerenottransferredtoNRsasrequiredgyQACMIG-14. This concern v
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confgrmation Program. A

6.3.3 Items of Noncompliance
i

Two items of noncompliance were identified (inadequate procedures to assure
nonconformances are subjected to design control measures commensurate with
those applied to the original design, and failure to follow procedure to
transfer in process nonconformances identified on Surveillance Reports to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by the licensee's procedure.)

7.0 Other NRC Inspection Findings

During the course of the investigation, RIII int.pectors performed inde-
pendent inspections of various plant areas during allegation reviews. In
those areas where deficient conditions were observed, further inspection
was undertaken to determine the extent of the deficient conditions. Section
7 documents the inspection of items not specifically alleged.3,

| *f * * "' P * pm.
| 7.1 Control of C: ,4 : lASteel Beams and Beam Welds
|

| During the investigation of the allegations addressed in Sections 4 and 5,
the RIII inspector identified a beam with an unacceptable weld and two beams
that were only tack welded into place. Therefore, the RIII inspector d cided
to make a more in-depth inspection and review the controls of a: N t w eim's
and beam welds
approximate 1y Y _The inspections and (ev e s included visual examinations ofj fi:: :: ;;tui D t% el $s' in the blue switchgear and
cable spreading rooms, and reviews of related documentation.

| 7.1.1 Beams 0bserved in Blue Switchgear Room

The area observed in the blue switchgear room (elevation 546 ft) was 8 ft 3 in.
west of workline G,16 ft 6 in, east of workline H and between columns 22 and
54 of S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB.
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REGION III
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9,
i Investigation Summary: Investigation from January 12 through October g, 1981

(Report No. 50-358/81-13)
Areas Investigated: The NRC has been and is continuing to investigate quality
assurance and quality control problems at the Zimmer nuclear facility as a
result of (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980, from a former Zimmer
site Quality Gontrol Inspector working at another construction site; (2) alle-
gationsreceivedinJanuary[1981[fromtheGovernmentAccountabilityProject
of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate; (3) alle-
gations received from numerous contractor workers and ex-contractor workers
during the course of the investigation; and (4) other concerns identified by
NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation.

Results: This investigation has identified a number of quality assurance'

' ' problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems id::tified
in Etc focus on the effectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee -- g
and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed. In that re- .4s%',Js>
gard, numerous deficiencies were found concerning: ftraceability of materials,
handling of nonconformances, interface between construction and quality
control, pal ay .m 4 and the licenseeT overview of ongoing work. Based
on these findings, the licensee has taken eignifica..r corrective actions to
assure the quality of future work. Limited independent measurements have
been performed by PRC in selected areas of concera in angttempt to characterize
the impact of the qt ality assurance deficiencies on78dstruction work.al__ jy
g leteds Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified
6 ., 6 _.. - 4 Lip _.. L L vipe nou M , the majority of the tests
and examination *s7 disclosed b hardware problems. In agit ;' " r:1- .:1;

fr " le fir'ing; f.ca i :='. Imlad ludepeuam -.c: = bM ,(the NRL'
| has required the licensee to establish a comprehensive Quality Confirmation
| Pr_ogram to determine the quality of plant systems important to nuclear safety,

Gecause or tne widespread quality assurance pwbiems icentitled[TheNRCwill'

| confirm the adequacy of the licensee's program and is making additional inde-
| pendent verifications. Any deficiencies identified by tha: p a;r;;; will

require resolution prior to issuance of an Operating License.I

t

!

!

l
i
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REASON FOR INVESTIGATIONi

On November 18, 1980, a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector for the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station contacted NRC Region III (RIII) and

j provided allegations concerning quality assurance (QA) program implemen-
tation at Zimmer. The individual was interviewed,and an investigation

.!
* of these allegations,' w u C ""%, hdu 4 b b. TE cocab.%* b bec.M%s

,

au

= b.% hs ec q
j erfJanuary 5,198f,7t'hETovernment Accountability Project of the Institute

forPolicyStudies(anon-governmentagency),ong/n9y
i

eba Thgmas A gauteFn,econucUgg::quc acd Sr.Cthe Merit Systems Protection Board. esti
of an earlier in estigation by RIII of allegations provided by Applegatea 64 cd h a
A list of nineteen allegations, many of them''cew, x:: in:1;JJin i id

+
4 e t t u,

Pegion III initiated an investigation of the above matters. The NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor.vas assigned the task of determining the quality
of the earlier investigation by RIII.

SUMMARY OF FACTS

Since January 12, 1981, thb. " ''::!:n ":; le;c,y C-.m in (NRC[has
beeninvestigating[allegedqualityassuranceandqualitycontrolirregular-ities at the Zimmer* b - " " " This investigative effort is comprised
of four areas as, follows: (1) allegations received ca November 18, 1960,
from a former Quality Control Inspector working at'another' construction site;
(2) allegations received in January 1981 from the Governeent Accountability
Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on behali,of Thomas Applegate;
(3) allegations received from numerous contractor workers and former plant

, workers during the course of the investigation; and (4) other problems
!

identified by NRC inspectors during the course of the investigation g '
(Theallegations,theinvestigationfindingsandconclusions,andtheitems

of noncompliance identified during the investigation are briefly described
in the table at the end of this summary.TThe investigative eff ort, which
is still ongoing, has thus far resulted in,the interviews of over 90
individuals and the expenditure of approximately 200 staff days onsite by

, NRC inspectors and investigators. Although the investigation is continuing,
| a report covering efforts to date is being issued at this time in recogni-
| tion of the public interest in this matter.

In a related matter, the Government Accountability Project n a letter to
theMeritSystemsProtectionBoardoftheU.S.OfficeofPersonnelManagement[
dated December 10, 1980, charged that NRC had failed to perform a thorough

I and complete investigation into allegaticns made in February 1980 by Applegate'

and requested a separate investigation into that matter. An investigation has
been performed by the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor to review those
charges. '

The current investigation has identified a number of quality assurance
rcla:M problems at the Zimmer site. The majority of the problems identi-
fied to date focus on the incffcc reer:rg of controls implemented by the

km h n
(

-6-
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- "Jf licensee and its contractors for assuring the quality of work performed. j
}, In that regard, numerous deficiencies have been found concerning:ftrace-
g) ability of materials, handling of nonconformances, interface between con-

struction and quality control, g lity . a.d and the licensee V overview
W S'* M W * ,** ** * 7,.

@3 of ongoing workfE ~ Wee- +7
s

M In additigg to'the*huolity :: cur:n:- nl:ted deficiencies, -ame++ee pro-;,kj -blems havedeen identifad with remect t og : : ~ ~ y of ;r: lit, mlad. er -

' .4,f T rec r f; . L. .. ticrfis being reviewed independently Dy the NRC's Offic
for Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal considerations 7

.- g-;
2.ased on these findings, consideration was given to the need to suspend}I construction activities. However recognizing th: am. _ c,f the problems wMj

%,17] {
,

di::1ned (largely programmaticfgand the fact that ongoing work would notn

compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of completed work,'RIII.
}-| +t-w s concluded that halting construction activities was not required.
"c . Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality

of ongoing and future work and to define a program to-treth confirm the quality
of completed work and. correct any identified deficiencies.

4. he
Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the tilit3., implemented
sever,' '''ns to correct identified quality assurance weaknesses and to

These actions, which included augmenteg gpreci r recurrence.
staft, upgradedprocedures,improvedtrainingofQCInspectors,$ rein-
spection (100%) L, h licen::: of contractor QC inspections, and other

Q& and Q& program improvements,were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter
to the licensee on April 8, 1981.

By letter dated Ery 11, 1981, the Government Accountability Project requested
the Regional Director to recommend suspension of the construction permit
because of repeated noncompliances with NRC regulations and numerous allega-
tions of inadequate construction practices. The information provided was
carefully considered; however, rt-wegconcluded that there was in:ufficirt- rio

! basis to recommend such action. 'B=.
x

The impact of the identifi -d quality assuranc h _ficiencies on the actuale

construction has yet to be determined. Limited independent measurements
were performed by the NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to
characterize the actual safety significance of these deficiencies.
Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified %

mytaMy-instairieu pipe hanger 1r), the majority of the tests and gnn----
examinations disclosed-ne hardware problems. h v= A'

g
M ut T

F ecognizing the ci;;nificantMMIIity assurance problems identified duringR
this investigation, the NRC has required the licensee to establish a com-
prehensive Quality Confirmation Program to determine the quality of plant

|

systems important to nuclear safety. The NRC will confirm the adequacy'

of the licensee's program and is making additional independent verifications.
Deficiencies identified ty --- will require resolution prior toC --

issuance of an Operating License.

T
\

:
'
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DETAILS

1. Personnel Contacted
'

Cincinnati Gas & Electric
,

* W
E. $d Borgmann, Senior Vice President

,

*
!

-

,

*H. C i Brinkraan, Principal Mechanice*a Engineer-Nuclear -;

| *1B. K Culver, Manager,' Generation Construction Departr..ent
R.@J.Ehas,QualityEngineer '

<*

B. Gott, Field Structural Engineer
,_

p. Kramer, Gu el,*fy Cedr.1 Ju r e r v uer
F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor,

W ray, Senior Engineer-
'

'

N. M Sager, QA Manager (af ter Ju!y 1,- 1981).

*J. Schott, Plant Manager i

*W. Se iers, QA Manager *

*S. Swain, Site Construction Manager ! - '

*W. Waymire, Manager, General Engineering Department t '
,

,L. Wood, QA & S Engineer '

,
-

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1931. s
<

Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI) f,,'
'

,

f> ,
,.

G. Adams, Structural Superintendent or Ironworker Superintendent
R. Baker, Inspection Supervisor '

S. Barger, QCI Inspector ,,

,P. Brown, QCI Trainee , ,

{C.BurgesEI
FK.BurgessQnspectionSupervisoQ
N5. Burke,QDInspector

,

r

|C.Camaron
'

f Cherry, Electrical QC Inspector
' '

J (E7"Ecyle, V. P. Power Division
*dL. Cummings, Safety Supervisor

,

T. Dakin, QC Inspector
J. Deerwester, QC Inspector
D. Dogovan, Lead Civil / Structural QA Inspector
W. M umford, QC Inspector (Trainee)
T. Edwards, Field Verifier
K. Faubion, NR Controller
T. Foster
D. Fox, Lead Mech. Piping Quality Engineer
P. 67'Cittings, Site QA Manager
S. Godsey, Lead Code Forms
D. Haff, Pipefitter Superintendent

jW. Hamm, Sr. , General Foreman Pipefitter

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
**Former Employeei

i

-8-
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k . Hargrove, QC InspectorB

(S. Heath,InspectionSupervisob
J. Heimpold, QC Inspector
L. 7 Hendley, QC Inspector

*0G. Jodrey, QC Inspector
,

W. Kitchen
E. D nox,, QC InspectorS Corporate QA Manager

i M. Ko p, QC Inspector & QC Engineer & Lead Insp. Elect.
*

E. Swalick, QC Inspectorg

: B. Lake
A. La am, Senior Engineer
p. uttman, QC Inspector
N. McCoy, QC Inspector

*R. Marshall, Construction Superintendent
J. Mills, QC Inspector
J. Mowatt, QC Inspector
J.@a?fulkey, QC Inspector
P. Norman, Piping Lead QC Inspector
D. O'Keefe, QC Inspector
C. 01 enski
[. . Oltz, Supervisor Document Control
D. Painter, QC Inspector
A. Pallon, Sr. , QA Engineer
. Pallon, Jr., QC Inspector
. Parlier, Assistant Safety Representative
. Puckett, Welding Engineer

**W. Ja er, Lead Elect. Quality EngineerR
**R. O Reiter, Document Reviewer

,

!L. Eltchie, QC Inspector

*yp Ru h , QC Inspector @ Sandlin, General Superintendent (Structural)
|T. Schmidgall, Field Verifier

**I. ASc roeder, QC Inspector
Wi . W. Sharp, QC Inspector
,K. Shinkle, QC Engineer
;T. Smith. QC Inspector
W. . Sm th, QC Inspector

*C. Stanfield, Construction Manager
LT. Tanner, QC Inspector
?. Taylor, QC Inspector

*9S. Tult, QA Engineer
**R. Turner, QC Manager

.Tyner,KaiserPipefitterSuperintendenh
M. Wa d, QC Inspectorl
I . G 7 Wimbish, QC InspectorP

B. Winters

*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.
**Former Employee

-9-
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Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.

L. Anderson, QC Engineer
V. Teretti, QA Engineer

'
L. Lujwig, QA Manager

| J. dst 7ullivan, QC Inspector

|
- Peabody Magnaflux, Inc.

| M"E. A1 dredge, President .

| D. Binning, PM Radiographer
** S. Binning, PM Radiographeri

*i W. Draffon, PM Radiographer
*iD. Mang, PM Radiographer
*CA. Sellars, PM Radiographer
*?C. Wood, PM Office Manager

Yoh Security

&
**J. Bice. Security Officer

@J.Caplinger,See.GuardSupervish
**J. Hyde, Security Officer
**W. Ross, Lead Security Officer

D. Simpson, Security Officer
**R. Wright, Security Officer

V&W Protection Agency, Inc.

W9
**James Bedinghause, Security Guard Supervisor *

** John Bedinghause, Security Guard.

D. Qh'nkle, Security Officer
N. U Ward, President
1

Sargent & Lundy

D. Tcx
T. McKenna, Engineer
R. Pruski, Engineer

U.S. Testing
n-.
**J. Ruiz, QC Inspector '

C. Sheridan

General Electric Company

T. Bloom, Site Project Manager
T. an Natta, Site Control & Instrument Engineer

**Former Employee

- 10 -
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Westinghouse

Y. Reiter, Radiation Chem. Tech.

Confidential Service

T. A legate 4 Private Investigator
; - H. ox, Director

!
Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance Company'

t .

L. Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector

Ind.vidualsi

A. Dennison, Attorney At Law
J. Frankhauser, Professor, University of Cincinnatir

. Hofstadter, Former Huskey employee
L. Seiler, Attorney At Law
J. Woliver, Attorney At Law
Individuals A through I

2. Scope

This investigation focuses on allegations e d m..a rn: provided by
Th:::: /ppic .ac3 tgQoveJ;nmen Accountability Project of the Institutefor Policy StudieTa M foiTe7 a(t O 7dsent QC Inspectors, Thc a n 1:: Ac
5 :=ca:: th w items independently observed by Region III personnel in
the course of the investigation. The report is not intended to be all-
inclusive since there are additional allegations that will be documented
in subsequent reports on this investigation.

3. Background
wWwk Z. 4 - Ti'u $

In late 1979, while involved in an investigationAfc-c . d m a .h nh w a
-ef e perse"aa! :t m Private Investigator Thomas Applegate (Confidential
Service)foundthatene-of-the7individua17weeemployedattheZimmersee.
:: m site and was involved in " timecard cheating." Applegate approached
hisemployerandCincinnatiGasandElectricCompany(ownerofZimmer)[with
this information and Confidential Service was awarded a thirty-day contract
to investigate onsite timecard cheating. Timecard cheaters were identified
anddocumentedwithintwoweeks[andthenApplegate,onhisowndecision,
began to pursue rumors of improper site construction. CG&E, when told of
the information gathered by Applegate, indicated that they were aware of
the situations he described. The thirty-day contract (December 10, 1979)

| through January 4, 1980) was not extendeo.

In February 1980 Applegate contacted the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor.
Subsequently, on February 28, 1980, he contacted the office of NRC Chairman
Ahearne and was referred to the Office of Inspection and Enforcement. Per-
sonnel from Region III contacted Applegate by telephone on February 28, 1980,

! and he was interviewed in person on March 3, 1980. He provided a number of

| - 11 -
!
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allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC
jurisdiction. A letter was sent to Applegate on March 11, 1980, detailing
three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation by hTC.
The investigation of the three allegations took place during April 7-9, 30,,

and May 1-2, 1980, and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/80-09
which was issued on July 7, 1980.

v4.ek % 6
j On November 18, 1980, a former QC Inspector at ZimmerA yy w-ched the L a;d::t
| !..q::t u :t ..m her wm. a u. ;it e . L mah ued concerns relative to the

adequacy of the QC program at Zimmer and indicated that the Kaiser QA Manageri

was improperly handling nonconformance reports, transferring QC Inspectors,
allowing improper QC inspections, and not adequately supporting the QC staff.
This individual was contacted on December 9, 1980. Investigation of these-

allegations began on January 12, 1981.

On January 5, 1981, GAP sent a letter to the Merit Systems Protection Board
alleging that the RIII Investigator was negligent in the scope and manner of
his performance of the earlier investigation of the Applegate concerns, and
requesting an investigation of the conduct of the earlier investigation.
This letter contained a listing of nineteen allegations that Applegate/ GAP
felt should be investigated.

Onsite investigation of the Applegate/ GAP allegations was initiated on
January 27, 1981. During the investigation, Applegate and GAP personnel
communicated with the RIII office on several occasions. They also provided
affidavits from former contractor employees expressing concerns relative to
site construction. Some of these affidavits contained new information, and
otl>ers dealt with problems and issues already investigated. (Some are the
same affidavits as those3 presented at the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Hearings.) 'POSW

During the investigation, several present QC Inspectors approached NRC
personnel onsite and expressed concerns relative to the functioning of the
QC program. Some of these concerns coincided with those expressed by the
former QC Inspector, as outlined above, and some concerns related to new
information.
^

( .rees yallegations and concerns that appeared to be most significant and
/ most likely to produce substantive findings were Riven investigativa

priority.5 ?ln the course o1 pursuing the items alleged, RIII inspectorst
performed inspections of areas of construction alleged to be deficient.
In some cases, they observed conditions violating NRC requirements that had
not been provided as allegations or concerns.

4. QC Allegations

On November 18, 1980, an " C " pecter ':: cent :ted h; : inii; Al -s
former Ouality control (OC) Inspector at Zimmer)udentified himself m a

-Me individua*I'/aheged tha( here weye irregularities in the welding QC
program at Zimmer. O'nkeEeme'r'fl980,thegdividualwascontactedby
telephone by tema NRC to obtain details of h allegations. During the
conversation,% made the following allegations:% 4,iad

_

q% N@/ gwc %&,M=|p$
p% i.ee~en a%yM*

y ,-
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M Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding
Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on his reinspection of the noncon-
forming items (pipe support hanger welds).

ge
Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers were being made by
burning with a welding torch rather than by drilling as required, andI the inspection program did not insure that the burned bolt holes werej inspected.

I
;

M During system turnovers, QA Engineers Leonard Wood and David Fox were
identifying numerous discrepancies when reviewing ASME Code data pack-
ages and the discrepancies were being recorded on " exception lists"
instead of Nonconformance Reports. The individual said that the QA
Engineers were being criticized for identifying data discrepancies
and questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies on
exception lists.

M Phillip Gittings threatened to fire Individual I for refusing to accept
a weld and Individual I was also nearly fired for using a magnifying
glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a mirror to view
the far side of a pipe weld. -Thc isdiudual .Jvi::d t t E7 ^"da-
S q mi - e r ";;; n h -M h : :::: gccific . fc.a tic: . qaraing cui.
&& L icq

On January 27, 1981, the alleger was re-interviewed by the NRC. He stated
that the Kaiser QA Manager did not support the QC Inspectors at Zimmer. He
said this was evidenced by the voiding of Nonconformance Reports (N%) when
the NRs held up production, identified a nonconforming vendor veld, or if
the Construction Department objected. He said, in his opinion, the Kaiser
QA Manager had been convinced by construction that the QC Inspectors were
unqualified and were wrong when writing many of these reports. He said this
was evidenced when Kaiser hired Gladstone Laboratories, an outside inspection
firm, to reinspect welds that were previously inspected and rejected by KaiserQC Inspectors. He said Gladstone personnel reinspected these welds, accepted
some of them, and commented in their report that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were
"over-inspecting" and " nit picking" during their inspections. He took excep-

( tion to Gladstone's findings and said they reinspected these particular welds
i according to AWS Code, an inspection criteria that is less stringent than

the site Special Process Procedures Manuals (SPP!pf). According to the in-
i dividual interviewed, this led the QC Manager to question the ability of his'

inspectors and listen to the advice of construction personnel and outside
consultants rather than his own inspectors. This resulted in a lack of
independence in the quality assurance program at Zimmer, a problem of which
CG&E was aware but had not corrected.

i
On January 27, 1981, the alleger provided a written, sworn statement,'

acopy of which is included as Exhibit 1.

4.1 Control of Nonconformances

4.1.1 Allegation

A "ov m.L u 1^, 1^E ^ , a s "I : =pr^ * :: - mne :J by in h * d ch; & e s
alleged that Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was

- 13 -
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voiding Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of
the nonconforming items (pipe support hanger welds). Between January 13
and July 4, 1981, 31 current d former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA
Engineers were interviewed b y.RC to obtain information regarding the
initial allegation. Sixteen of those individuals provided information
that resulted in expansion of the initial allegation into the following
areas:

} .

The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in,

j error.
i

The QA Manager was diverting reports by not entering them into the.

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
.

NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reports
(SRs).

NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members
of the Kaiser. Material Eeview Board (MRB) who dispositioned them as
" accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per Kaiser
specifications and industry codes and standaris.

NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspecg[ed. after redesign"or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRsg ) h'e nonconforming
conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor written on separate
NRs.

NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction
Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

- D.; ring revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed
I by the QA Manager.

p [Several of the individuals interviewed provided copies of reports they
, stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.}

| 4.1.2 Background Information

4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control,

I of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods
Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Revision 9, provides the following procedure: The
QA Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify
nonconforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from
specified requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the report
and then contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes
an entry in'the NR Log and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The report is
then reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor or cognizant QA Engineer and
forwarded to the SDC NR Controller who issues an NR Number prefixed with,

'

either and "E" or "N". NRs written on essential systems / components are
given the "E" prefix and nonessential systems / components are given the "N"
prefix.

- 14 -
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The QA Manager can approve voiding of NRs "in instances where an NR has been
initiated in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,
duplications, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the
Construction Department after a verbal or written communication from the QA
Department..." In these cases, the NR is stamped " Void" with a brief state-
ment indicating justification for the voiding. A copy of the voided NR is
required to be retained in the SDC and a copy returned to the initiator.

.

The KEI Construction Engineer .r his designee dispositions NRs as " accept
as is", " rework", "repai r", or' "rej ect". The " accept as is" and " repair"
dispositions require review by.the Material Review Board, which consists of
the KEI Construction Engineer [ CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CG&E
sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent & Lundy Design Engineer (for essen-
tial material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section III Code
nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) must be included on
all " accept as is" dispositions. Records of all open and closed NRs are
retained by the (SDC) NR Controller.

4.1.2.2 Previous Related NRC Inspection Findings

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector
observed that of 20 KRs written to document American Welding Society (AWS)
welding deficiencies on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the
notation " based on re-inspection." It was also observed that NRs had been
voided by the issuance of Design Document Changes (DDCs). The inspector
informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on
December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures and
NRC requirements.

The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued on
March 2, 1981 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee replied to
these items by letter dated March 26, 1981, indicating that a Stop Work
Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and that this order had
been subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls were in place.
The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the authority to void
an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of superseded NRs as " super-
seded" rather than " void".

The licensee's reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete review
of voided NRs in response to a licensee audit finding. The review was expected
to be completed by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with NRC requirements
was to be achieved by May 5, 1981. Between December 15-19, 1980, and on
January 5,1981, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , audited the Kaiser noncon-
formance reporting system for CG&E.

4.1.3 Investigation

Concurrent with the conduct of interviews, the NRC impounded all NRs that
had been voided for any reason to assure that all pertinent NRs would be
available for this investigation. Approximatley 500 NRs were impounded
which had at that time been identified during an audit of the NR system
by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. (NES).

- 15 -
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Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all NRs
provided by individuals interviewe g ~ determined that about 100 of them
appeared to fit th'e}W!?''' 'Eeti;I. ._ 0f those 100, 9 NRs and 15 reports 6.e...gM@#provided by present and former QC inspectors were selected fog +atsas4 w yL,

.pdg[*.! investigation. int: ti . . di ;rrit. m E .4eedeh M
I s. -

The investigation consisted of interviews of pertinent personnel and review'
I

of nonconformance reports, nonconformance repgrtQgs a d,related documenta-
tion. Subsequently, inspections were performed to ass ss the adequacy of3
the items reflected in the a q::tre: reportgdeterminidwhether actual
deficiencies existed and whether identified ddiciencies had been corrected
$(ulrentstatusoftheequipment).

} The twenty-four reports selected for a more detailed review were as follow:
8 ---->4' '

E-1661
E-1662
E-1777 .

E-2191
E-2233
E-2466
E-2836
E-2996

f-5108.CN-4309
'

CN-4389
CN-4930i

|CN-4931
'CN-4955

|CN-4956

[CN-4957CN-4958
'CN-4959
CN-5122
CN-5412
CN-5476
kN-5477

; %N-5479
! NRC-0001
|

| Reports with an "E" prefix are NRs, reports with a CN designation are
reports provided to NRC by QC Inspectors which were not issued NR members.

; NRC-0001 is a designation applied to a report which was not issued a CN
| AEIr NR number.
|

| More than twenty-five individuals, some of them former employees and no
longer on site, were contacted Portions of the invegative worconducted by personnel from Id Headquarters t.e d % a Te~e* M r'k was

'

! eport
(HQS-81-001). Due to the large number of individuals interviewed and the
volume of the resulting investigative review, the details of the investi-
gative effort have been attached as Exhibit3 y.

reAeh % K9.3
!

!

!

,
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W ely
spread and that other deficiencies-w+H exist in the total population3
of voided NRs.

he% , -ANacAan adequate system for the control of nonconforming conditions is centrali

| to the functioning of an acceptable Quality Assurance program, the a..;I=ir bgrepe
functioning p =perly m considered = - ,-signi-4h.; th;. , m . =;. g

ficant. of % r% is
Several of the nonconformances addressed above were voided, improperly
dispositioned, removed from reports without adequate justification, or
not entered into the nonconformance reporting system. This is contrary

j to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 15 (358/81-13-01).

i

The nonconformance reports which were not entered into the nonconformance
reporting system are examples of failure to furnish evidence of activities
affecting quality and are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII,
and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17 (358/81-13-02).

During the detailed review of nonconformance reports E-1661, E-1662, and
E-2466, the inspectors questioned whether or not the licensee was meeting
the commitment. documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph
6, for 100% reinspection by Kaiser QC inspectors of all installed hangers
and restraints. This is considered to be an unresolved item pending
further review (358/81-13-03),

m %.h
The licensee has committed to a full review of NRs, and this gis in-
cluded in the3 Quality Confirmation Program.

hes
4.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

All of the allegations made by the QC Inspectors were found to be sub-
stantially correct. Approximately 1500 nonconformance reports have been
voided or superfeded @oalked " void, see revision"). The dispositions of
a selected group of 24 reports, either voided or alleged not to be in the
reporting system were reviewed in detail by the NRC. Three NRs relating
to equipment deficiencies were improperly voided in that the justification
for the voiding was not fully implemented (multiple items were to be re-
issued as separate NRs). Four NRs relating to documentation deficiencies
had been improperly voided and no adequate justification could be provided
for the voiding. One NR relating to lack of a final weld radiograph was
improperly dispositioned. One NR relating to nondestructive examination
of a T-quencher weld had been erroneously closed (not voided) by adminis-
trative error. Fifteen reports had not been issued a NR number and entered
in the nonconformance reporting system. During " revisions" some nonconform-
ing items were removed from NRs without adequate justification. NRs had
been voided by personnel other than the QA manager contrary to the site
procedure.

It was found that the Kaiser QA Nanager had voided NRs following requests
from the Gonstruction3epartment to void the reports; however, the QA
9anager stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so.

- 18 -

.



k DRAFT 1 10/8/81

x
The licensee has committed tog ull review of NRs, and this item is included Xf

in th M uaYity Confirmation Program.

4.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain sufficient
records to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality and failure to,

* process nonconforming conditions in accordance with site procedures.);

-|
! 4.2 Bolt Hole Preparation

4.2.1 Allegation

'U wa ah A %4-tEolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers are required to be made by
' drilling rather than burning (flame cutting). Although some instances of

burned bolt holes have been identified, there is no inspection program to
assure the bolt holes are inspected.

4.2.2 Investigation

4.2.2.1 Review of Proceduresi

H. J. Kaiser Co. Instruction M-12, " Inspection Instructions for Pipe Hangers,
Support and Restraint Installation," Revisions 9, 10, and 11, states the
following in Paragraph 3.0:

"Any essential hanger base plate installed by HJK shall require the
removal of at least one (1) nut / washer in order that the HJK Quality
Inspector may verify the correct bolt hole size in the plate.

"During inspections, if the HJK Quality Inspectors observe the bolt
hole size to be incorrect (or eccentric), the inspector shall issue

'

a Nonconformance Report (NR)."

In Paragraph 4.4.9.d, it states:

"The tolerance for base plate bolt holes is as follows:

"/8" 9 and 1/2" 9 - 1/8" larger than nominal bolt p.
5/8" 9 and larger - 3/16" larger than nominal bolt 9

!

[9 is symbol used for bolt hole diameter]

" Torch cut holes that have not been reamed are unacceptable.
(Use QACMI M-15 checklist to identify.)"

!

The procedure requires inspection of the baseplate bolt hole location, bolt
hole sizes, tolerances, eccentricity, and location of baseplate based on a
single sample per plate. The new CG&E QA Manager, H. R. Sager, indicated in

i
' a telephone conversation in early August es 1981 that all bolt holes were

- 19 -
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l
i

being inspected and that the procedure was being revised to require inspec-
tion of all bolt holes. The licensee's past inspection program for examin-
ing bolt holes was consistent with the sample size used for examining bolts
in IE Bulletin 79-02, " Pipe Support Base Plate Designs Using Concrete
Expansion Anchor Bolts."

4.2.2.2 FSAR Requirements
.

The Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, commits to ANSI N45.2.5-1972 (Draft),
" Supplementary Quality Assurance Requirements for Installation, Inspection,
and Testing of Structural Concrete and Structural Steel During the Construc-
tion Phase of Nuclear Power Plants." Paragraph 5.3 of ANSI N45.2.5 states,
in part, that burning of bolt holes is not permitted.

4.2.2.3 Licensee Position

The licensee's practice is to drill some bolt holes and to burn and ream
others.

During a telephone conversation on July 23, 1981, the licensee stated
that the materials affected by Instruction M-12 were not structural steel
as defined by the American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Manual,
Seventh Edition. Therefore, the licensee's position was that the4. 3....

- burning of bolt holes does not apply. Am MS.2.Sa.a ..n g n i t t i Oh.%-- .9 %y
In a subsequent telephone conversation in August the CG&E QA Manager
indicated that NRC appeared to be taking the no-burning requirement out
of context. He indicated the paragraph containing the no-burning re-
quirement refers to the condition of contact surfaces of friction types
of connections, bolt hole alignment, and the correction of fabrication

HealsoexpressedtheoptonthatCG&Emeetsthe({{@) requirements.errors.
We xL T

This is an unresolved item and will be reviewed during a subsequent inspection

(358/81-13-04).

4.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The acceptability of torch cutting bolt holes (the applicability of ANSI
Standard N 45.2.5 prohibiting burning of bolt holes) is unresolved and will
be reviewed during a subsequent inspection. The licensee's past inspection
program for examining bolt holes was consistent with IE Bulletin 79-02,
" Pipe Support Base Plant Designs Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts."
The licensee is currently inspecting all bolt holes.

4.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identitied. .

20 --
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4.3 ASME Code Data Package Discrepancies

4.3.1 Allegation

d that during system turnover, Quality Assurance Engineer [i It wa 11

: (QAEs I CG&E) and David Fox (S&L) were reviewing documentation in
ASME Code Data packages and identifying numerous discrepancies in thesei

! packages, which were being recorded on exception lists instead of noncon-
j formance reports. The alleger questioned whether it was acceptable to
; document discrepancies on exception lists. He also said the QAEs were

being criticized for identifying too many discrepancies during their
reviews.

!
i 4.3.2 Background Information

The licensee is required by the ASME Code to maintain certain records which
are evidence that the Quality Assurance Department has inspected materials,
components, and processes (welding and nondestructive examination) to
ensure systems are constructed in accordance with accepted industry standards.
The documentation packages are filed and retained in the Kaiser Site Document
Control (SDC) Center and are turned over to the licensee when a system is
completely installed and ready for preoperational testing. Prior to system
turnover, these packages are reviewed for accuracy and completeness by QAEs
who verify that the packages are complete.

4.3.3 Investigation

4.3.3.1 Interview of David Fox

On January 14, 1981, David Fox, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from January to December 1980 he was employed by S&L
and subcontracted to CG&E to review ASME Code Data packages. Fox stated
he identified discrepancies in these packages and recorded them on exception
lists which were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, SDC. Oltz would attempt to rectify
the problem. If this was not possible, he would initiate a nonconformance
report for the deficiency. Fox stated that some common deficiencies he
identified during his reviews were a lack of mill certifications for steel
used in the various systems, missing valve data reports, and that QC in-
spectors had not properly filled out the inspection reports in the packages.
Fox stated he heard rumors that Phillip Gittings, QA Manager, said he was
being too " nit-picking" during his reviews of the Code Data packages. Fox
stated that at one time he made up a list of the common problems he found
during the reviews and forwarded them to Floyd Oltz and Phillip Gittings
and suggested they give QC Inspectors additional training in the area of
inspection documentation. Fox stated he later discussed the matter with
Gene Knox, Kaiser Corporate Quality Assurance Manager, who advised him
that the requested i ::::4would be given.

h,t g
4.3.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

,

|

On February 16, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed
by NRC. He said two KEI QAEs are involved in the Kaiser review of ASME Code

- 21 -
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- Data packages. Gittings identified these individuals as Individual H and
Individual E.

4.3.3.3. Interview of Individual H

Individual H -Xe.e ; ;" F ;4--- , was interviewed byOn February 20, 1981, i

NRC. He stated he had been employed at Zimmer since _____ 1980... _,3

.' Individual H stated he is responsible for reviewing ASME Code Data packages
i for the diesel generator, diesel oil, and main steam rooms. He said while
; reviewing the packages he ensures that the documentation in the package is

complete, accurate, and that the inspection data on the isometric drawings'

and accompanying weld data forms have been properly filled out by Kaiser QC
Inspectors. Individual H stated during these reviews he noted that heat

! numbers certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel on weld data records do not
match the heat numbers listed on the isometric drawings. Also, teat numbers
listed on the isometric drawings, when checked with certified material test
reports, are not for the material that, according to the drawing, was sup-
posedly installed.

Individual H stated that some heat numbers on the isometric drawings had been
changed, crossed out, or " whited out" without justification for the changes.
Also, there was no evidence that these changes were verified by QC personnel
in the field, and he had no assurance that changed numbers on the records
actually represent what is installed in the plant. Individual H stated he
has found similar unexplained changes in the records when reviewing weld
data and weld rod issue forms and other documentation in the packages.

On February 20, 1981, Individual H provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit pg.

4.3.3.4 Interview of Individual E

On February 20, 1981, Individual E, Kex::: 7" r ;in:::s was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he has been employed at Zimmer since Oc;;;hc. 21 1980.s
Individual E stated he reviews ASME Code Data packages for the main steam,
diesel generator, residual heat removal and low pressure core spray system.
He stated he ensures that the data on isometric drawings, weld rod issue

forms, and other i@rocess QC inspection documentation is properly recorded,

_Ke has noted during his reviews that heat numbers on thei in the packages.
isometric drawings certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel do not match the
heat numbers for the same pipe listed on the weld data record. Individual

i

E stated the weld records are what the QC inspectors verified as being
installed during their field inspections, yet the isometric drawing reflects
other heat numbers for the same pipe. Individual E said he attempted to
resolve these contradictions and found when he reviewed certified material
test reports that the heat numbers for the pipe on the drawings were not for
the same type of material that was installed in the system. Individual E
attributed this to Kaiser's failure to follow proper procedures for the docu-
mentation of both in process and final inspections. This has resulted in a
loss of material traceability from many areas of the plant.

- 22 -
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Individual E said he has reported specific problems on exception lists that
were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, Document Control Supervisor. Individual E stated
Floyd Oltz improperly changes heat numbers on records without field verifica-
tion or any engineering justification in order to disposition what he has
reported on the exception lists. Individual E cited an example where he.

reported that, contrary to the ASME Code, Kaiser QC Inspectors had not veri-
fied the 1/16 in. fitup gap on small-bore stainless steel instrument lines-

i .during most of their in-process inspections. This gap ensures that the weld
! does not crack when the pipe and weld cool. In4ividualEstatedthattherei are over 1,000 socket welds where this gap wasDenverified, yet Kaiser resolved

this problem by testing a sample of 20 welds when ASME Code requires a 100%
verification of socket weld fitup.

Individual E stated he has no faith in the accuracy of records at Zimmer and
would not approve any of the systems he has reviewed to date because the
documentation does not meet industry codes and standards.

On February 20, 1981, Individual E provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit X.

4.3.3.5 Interview of Leonard Wood

On August 3, 1981, Leonard Wood, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from 1973 to 1981 he reviewed ASME Code Data packages
for vendor components supplied to Zimmer. Wood said he occasionally noted
that documentation was missing, material certifications were to the wrong
specification, or required documentation had not been included in the packages.
He said he contacted the vendors involved and was furnished the necessary
documentation. Wood said he was not criticized *for identifying these problems,
and in most cases he resolved them on his own.

4.3.3.6 Record Reviews

A Region III inspector reviewed the only ASME Code Data package (diesel
generator cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil piping systems) that
had passed t.11 inspections and had received final acceptance by Kaiser QA.
These records indicated that a number of in process QC inspections were
not performed for proper pipe fitup, proper weld procedure, proper veld

( filler metal (traceability), and welder qualifications. These inspection
criteria are required by ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Winter 1972
Addenda, Articles NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451,

j NB-4230, and NB-3661.5(b). Al o, Kaiser procedures outlined that these
l inspection criteria are to be entered on the weld data form (KEI-1 form).

The inspector found the following:

M Required in process weld inspections were not performed on 39 welds in
the piping associated with the diesel generators as documented in QA
Surveillance Reports (SRs) 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412.

In addition, the licensee had a partial listing of over 400 socket welds
(including welds other than the diesel generator system) where inspections
for proper pipe fitup (cleanliness, mismatch, and socket engagement) was

!
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not performed. ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b)
states, "...a gap of approximately 1/16 inch shall be provided between
the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding."

H. J. Kaiser Procedure Number SPPM 4.6 Rev. 8, paragraph 6.2.1 states:
"All welds shall be inspected at the following stages: ...At fitup for,

cleanliness, mismatch, and minimum socket engagement. Socket welds i~

shall have an approximate end-gap of 1/16 inch prior to welding for 1.
all sizes."g

*'

.

JA report dated November 14, 1979, authored by the Authorized Nuclear'

Inspector (ANI) (Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company) ;
and the H. J. Kaiser response letter dated December 4, 1979, which
responded to that report, said an agreement was made that 20 of the un-
verified socket welds would be selected at random to be radiographed ,$,
to verify proper fitup. One of the 39 welds identified on Surveillance h
Report Nos. 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412 was chosen to be radiographed I

as a part of the 20 welds radiographed.
-{
-1A second report from the ANI dated February 11, 1981 reported that g

additional welds were made after December 4, 1979 without verification J

of fitup. The ANI indicated that all the welds, for which the fitup was -

not verified after December 4, 1979, should be radiographed. f
m. .kegion III insp~ector found no _ engineering jdsTficati$n~for accep~tance

. . ~ a m. m. - . , -The
of the 400 questioned socket welds based on a radiographic examination of
only 20 of the socket welds.

$. Data packages for the diesel generator system indicated that there was
final visual inspection of all applicable welds.

& A revies. of KEI-1 forms (weld data records) indicated that personnel
had t.ransferred information written on KEI-2 forms (weld rod issue slips)
to KEI-2 forms as verification of weld rod traceability, date of welding,
and weln.r qualifications. These verifications had not been performed
in the field as required. The only quality significance that the KEI-2
form had was the controlled issuance of weld rod at the distribution
point (the weld rod shacks). Weld rod traceability, date of welding,
weld procedure, and welder qualifications were required to be verified
at the time and place of the weld activity by an inspector independent

| of the activity. Therefore, any information transferred fron the KEI-2
! form to any QC document after the time of or away from the weld activity
| would not be cred)ble QC verification.
|

| The records indicated that document reviewers were resolving discrepancies
| between KEI-I and KEI-2 forms by altering KEI-I forms to match the KEI-2

forms. In effect, the QC records, which are intended to provide independent
verification, were being changed to conform with records that had not
been verified by QC inspectors. Alterations appeared to be arbitrary
in that some of the documentation for welds within a certain pipe

| line changed, but no changes were made for other welds of identical
circumstances. The following are examples of the altered records:

- 24 -
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h >nevs

Drawing M-479-3-DG-121 for line 1DGD9AB-1/2 contains weld
/ records for Welds A-4 through A-21 which, according to QA'

Inspector No. 81, were made by welder K0E using weld rod Heat
I No. 065118 during March 1978. Additional weld rod issue forms

,

(126508, 126509, 126510, 126511, 126884, 126885, and 126890)
3

/
exist indicating that welder IJC, using weld rod Heat No.
77402, may have worked on Welds A-4 through A-21. Because

/j [ of these weld rod issue forms, the Document Records personnel
,

.

j ,/ / changed the QA records to include welder IJC and rod Heat No.
F / 77402 on Welds A-4 through A-13, A-18, A-20, and A-21. No

)' explanation was given why the records for Welds A-14 through
/ A-17 and A-19 were not changed.

-l
The RIII inspector verified that-4aly the welder identi-

fication symbol K0Egappearsneartheweldsinquestion.

/kf) Drawing M-479-3-DG-119 for line 1DG7AB-1/2 contains weld
| records for Welds A-4 through A-21 that, according to QAg'~

'

Inspector No. 81, were made by weldy I.JP during March
k Il 1978. Weld rod issue forms -Z-G 123346 and 119061,

/ enclosed with the drawing, showed that welder LJP may
have worked on Welds A-4 through A-6, A-8 through A-11,

y and A-15 through A-17. Weld rod issue form 119066 indi-
t/ cates that welder K0E may have worked on Welds A-4 through

A-21. As a result of these KEI-2 forms, the Document

/ Records personnel changed the QA records on January 29,
1981, for Welds A-6, A-7, A-13, A-14, and A18 through A-21
by crossing out the welder symbol LJP and the date March 29,

'/ 1978, and replacing them with the welder symbol K0E and date
March 22, 1978, respectively. No explanation was given why
the records for welds A-4, A-5, A-8 through A-12, and A-15

,/, through A-17 were not changed.
M7

,, / The inspector verified that onlya elder identificationv

symbol LJP appearid near e44 the weldsf yesb .*
.-

KEI-1 form for reld u. 9DG on line IDG37AA2-1/2
showed the heat number of the consumable insert used was
6059491. On January 26, 1981, the number was crossed out
and changed to 6058921 to agree with KEI-2 form 123099.'

/ The weld number written on the gold copy of the KEI-2 form
V7 123099 was too faint to read. The inspector checked with
/ the Welding Department, but the original (white copy) of

[p, - KEI-2 form 123099 could not be located.

hen ess wo

i
Failure to take adequate corrective action when inspections for proper pipe
fitup were identified as not having been performed; and failure to take
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adequate corrective action when information concerning weld filler metal
traceability, welder identification, and welding dates was found to be
missing from the weld data records or was questioned are contrary to 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
16.1 (358/81-13-05).

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
, .

4.3.3.7 Observations

The only data package (diesel generator system ASME Code Data package) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance approval by Kaiser
Quality Assurance was reviewed by the inspector and many discrepancies were
found. As a result, the RIII inspectors performed detailed field observations
of the piping systems (i.e. , cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for
Diesel Generators A and C. Numerous discrepancies were identified during
these observations as follows:

I

?,q % Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings did not match
the heat numbers on the installed componentsg L a pipin, a.ye.. c. :e

=M"d ;u Talm 1.3-i. as yba .

.

M dent i on No.
Isometric It4m/' According Actually

/ ue'st' to D % Installed A a -Drawing No. Line No. Q
t 'v v

'

ISK M-428-6- IDG28ABI 90* ells M276 M267
DG-19 tee M315 M274

pipe E6247 8464
|ISKM-428-6- IDG28ABI flange RVA CB8
,

DG-103,

,

ISK M-428-6- IDG27AB1 pipe HE6247 16E4
DG-16 16D2

ISK M-428-8- 1DG01AB1 pipe HE6247 3416
DG-68

,

ISK M-767-4- IDGF2AA1/2 90' ells M395 M252
DG-113

> ISK M-428-6 1DG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402
DG-24

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AE1 flange RD2Y CBS

DG-105

u-M b
Hy 7

- 26 -

..



DRAFT 1 10/8/81

%i

k \ kAm _s

KHeqt\orPay
'

\N
-

'N N N

\ Ide'ut Mication \
'

,

i e ic It n Ac ' iit bally'

, hed:ing .'
.

No. Ques - n to ta.

n - ~ , , - ,

ISK M-242-2- 1DGCSAA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922
DG-53 90' ell M262 M87,

1DGF6AA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0170'

1DGC5BA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922
90* ell M262 MS7

IDGF6BA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0171

'ISK M-428-6- 1DG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-26 415007

! 90* ell M287 M273

|ISKM-428-6- 1DG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-27 415007

pfp A A m__ _- ^ ^ ^ __

_ _

I Some heat numbers recorded oc the isometric drawings had been marked a h
or " whited out" and then an incorrect heat number recorded. For
example, I,)K M-242-2-DG-53 was apparently changed to indicate heat
number hag-)01 for the 3/4 in. and 1/2 in. installed piping. Based
on the records for accepted heat numbers, number HAdV01 represented*
1 1/4 in. piping.

Threeheatnumbers(Hd170,TRJ4402,and502891) found on$
the installed piping d7 not appear on the records of acceptable
heat numbers.

4 In many instances, heat numbers could not be found on the installed
j component. Therefore, a comparison could not be made to the number

recorded on the drawings.
,

Failure to maintain sufficient records to furnish evidence of material
-'d :: f i;.d mo m.traceability for the above piping components,--r.d -

nri:x 19 ^' r~ t.d ...d is contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion
XVII and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17. (358/81-13-06).

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.3.8 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC selected seven socket welds in which the
socket engagement (1/16 inetr gap) had not been verified. At the NRC's
request the licensee radiographed the welds. The RIII inspector re-
viewed the radiographs. The radiographs indicated that the welds had
been made with acceptable socket engagements (gaps).

- 27 -
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The RIII inspectors also selected six pipe sections for which traceability
had not been adequately maintained. Three of the pipes were identified
with heat numbers which were not on the list of acceptable heat numbers.
The other three pipes were not marked with heat numbers. At the NRC's'

request the licensee cut out the six pipe secticns. The NRC then sent'

the pipe sections to Franklin Research Center (contracted by the NRC) for
j analysis. 0; Ccptc;ic. 2', ;^01, F :rklin Rc co sh Ccutc; ;;;t th: :::ritr

|
-;f 15e ---!y i. iv 6Lc NR6s The results of the analyses (chemical, hardness,
and metallographic) indicated that the pipes were of the material specified2

j for the pipe class required by the design. Details of these NRC independent
measurements are documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.,

4.3.4 Findings and Conclusions
,

f.: : es"It :f the f au--t!;:tivu uf ibis allcg;tica, alaulfic.at q::14+y
asseeence den ci - im ever : d :t m ihose alleged L vc Lmu identific4,
It was determined that discrepancies in the documentation in ASME Code
Data packages were being recorded on exception lists; however, this was
permitted by licensee procedure and is acceptable to NRC. There was no
evidence that criticism of Quality Assurance Engineers for identifying
discrepancies adversely impacted their work.

Majordiscrepancieswereidentifiedin/'uality,/ssurancerecordsandthe
apparent improper modification of those records. This matter has been
referred to the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal
consideration. Potential problems were identified related to adequacy of
facility construction, such as material traceability and use of proper
materials, proper socket weld fitup, proper weld procedure, and welder
qualifications. These matters are being addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program to determine the adequacy of plant construction.

As part of the NRCs independent measurements, seven socket welds in which +ks se dusk
engagement (1/16 igek gap) had not been verified were radiographed by the
licenseeandtheradiographswerered37by'*fheNRC. The radiographs indicated
that the welds had been made with acceptable socket engagement. Six pipe
sections for which material traceability had not been adequately maintained

j were cut out and sent to Franklin Research Center for analysis. The results
;

I of the analyses indicated the pipes were of the material specified for the
| pipe class required by the design.

4.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

| Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain adequate
records of heat number traceability for piping : d -mid tud; and failure'

to take adequate corrective action for identified deficiencies involving
(i) not verifying proper pipe fitup, and (ii) missing or questionable weld

| data record information regarding weld filler metal traceability, welder
identification, and dates cid: ;m ..dm )!

4.4 Threatened Firing

1

1
1

1

l
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4.4.1 Allegation

Phillip Gittings threatened to fire a QC Tnspector (I dividual I) for
refusing to accept a weld. IndividualIwasalsoneaflyfiredforusing [
a magnifying glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a
mirror to view the far side of a pipe weld.

' 4.4.2 Background Information
;

CG&EretainedKaiserEngineers,Inc.(KEI)[toconstructtheZimmerplant.
Kaiser maintains a Quality Assurance (QA) Department headed by the QA Manager
and consisting of Quality Assurance Engineers (QAFJ and Quality Control (QC)
Inspectors. QC Inspectors perform field inspections of all safety-related
components. Some QC Inspectors are employed by Kaiser and some by outside
inspection firms that are retained to increase inspection manpower for a
limited time in particular areas. During 1979 and 1980, Kaiser retained
a number of contract inspectors (supplied by Butler Services, Inc.) to
increase inspection manpower. In November 1980, all of the contract QC

Inspector positions were terminated and some contractor employees were
offered positions in the Kaiser QC organization.

4.4.3 Investigation

4.4.3.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in August or September 1980g the
Kaiser QA Manager (Phillip Gittings) directed him to fire Individual I after
Gittings had been told by Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
that Individual I had used a magnifying glass to inspect a weld. Baker said he
told Gittings that according to the American Welding Society (AWS) Code,
Individual I could use a magnifying glass during his inspections and therefore
there were no grounds to fire him. Later that day, Gittings told Baker to
retain Individual I but to transfer him from pipe support hanger inspections
to structural steel welding inspections. Baker said that Individual I was
not threatened with firing for his failure to accept welds, but was reassigned
due to his poor productivity and lack of completed inspections.

On January 13, 1981, Baker provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit )(.

4.4.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13 and 15 and July 8,1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction
Manager, had told him he had seen Individual I inspecting a pipe support hanger
with a magnifying glass. Gittings said he told Rex Baker that if Individual I
had been using a magnifying glass he wanted him off the site immediately.
Gittings indicated that Individual I later came to his office and told him he

had not been using a magnifying glass to inspect welds, but had-been using a
mirror. Based on that information, Gittings said he rescinded the termination
order.

- 29 -



.

DRAF72 10/8/81

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on inspection activities of Individual I and his lack of
completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer him from pipe
support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection activities.

*

4.4.3.3 Interview of Robert Marshall

| On January 15, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
; was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in the summer of 1980 QC inspectors

performed visual AWS weld inspections, rejected 95% of the welds on pipe,

support hangers, and initiated more than fifty nonconformance reports
documenting nonconforming hanger welds. He said that h and Scott Swain,
CG&E Site Construction Manager, were touring the plant 1scussing this
problem when they observed Individual I inspecting a weld with a mirror,
flashlight, and pick.

.

Marshall indicated that later that day Swain told Gittings that an inspector
was using a magnifying glass to look at a weld. Gittings responded that he
would fire the inspector. Marshall stated emphatically that he did not
direct Gittings to fire Individual I, and later they both concurred that
firing the inspector was too drastic an action to take.

4.4.3.4 Interview of Scott Swain

On January 15, 1981, Scott Swain, CG&E Site Cop truction Manager, was
interviewed. He stated that in November 1980( he and Robert Marshall were
touring the diesel generator rooms and observed Individual I inspecting a
pipe support hanger weld with a flashlight, pick, and another tool. Swain
said Marshall identified this tool to him as a magnifying glass. During a
meeting concerning the high rejectica rates on visual inspections of pipe
support hanger welds, Swain mentioned this to those prescst. Gittings
responded that he would fire the inspector involved if he found the inspec-
tor was using a magnifying glass to visually inspect a weld. Swain stated
he later learned the tool was a mirror, and that Gittings was not going to
fire the inspector involved.

4.4.3.5 Interview of Individual I

On February 20, 1981, Individual I, former Butler Services, Inc. , QC Inspector,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from October 8,
1979;to December 1980. He stated that he was performing a pipe support hanger
weld inspection in the diesel generator room in November 1980 when he noticed
that Robert Marshall and Scott Swain were observing his inspections. At one,

point, they looked at the tools he had with him. Shortly afterwards, Individual
I was called into Rex Baker's office and Baker said Phillip Gittings had been
told by Marshall and Swain that he was using a magnifying glass to inspect a
weld.

Individual I said Baker also related that Gittings had been asked by Marshall
to terminate the inspector. He indicated he later met with Gittings and was
again told that Marshall had seen him using a magnifying glass to inspect a
weld and wanted him off the site. Individual I stated he later met with Baker

- 30 -
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and explained he did not have a magnifying glass with him when observed and
that the tool Marshall had seen was a mirror. He also added that, even if
he had been using a magnifying glass, both the AWS Code DI.1, Section 6.5.5,
and Kaiser Procedure SPPM 4.6 ,ERevision 8; recognized and approved the use,

i of a magnifying glass for weld inspection

{ Individual I stated that he demanded Baker and Gittings document the reason
j ~ for his proposed termination and he advised Baker he would consult with his

.; attorney and fight the termination.
I

j Individual I provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit . ;(,

i 4.4.3.6 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20,1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were being
hargssedandintimidatedbyKaiserconstructionpersonnel. Ruiz said that
Individual I had been threatened with the loss of his job by Gerald Adams,
KEI Structural Superintendent, if he did not accept an item inspected, and
for allegedly using a magnifying glass to inspect a weld when he was actually
using a mirror, a common weld inspection tool.i

On February 20, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit

)(.

4.4.4 Findings and Conclusions

A QC Inspector was threatened with dismissal by the QA Manager after the
Construction Superintendent advised him (incorrectly) that the QC Inspector
used a magnifying glass to visually inspect weld surfaces. The QC Inspector
protested the planned dismissal and was not dismissed; however, he was re-
assigned to another area of inspection.

4.4.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified. "

5. Applegate/ GAP Allegations-

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project (GAP) requested an
investigation into the conduct of an earlier RIII investigation of concerns
provided by Thomas Applegate. In addition to this request, they provided a
list of ninetejn allegations, some of which appeared to contain information
kncwn to NRC fand some of which were new information. val i.t , . d A\\"

'- - ' ' nineteen allegations even if they appeared to pertain to known3
situations. W .,yg
To clarify the allegations, a meeting was held between Applegate,
Thomas Devine (GAP representative), and RIII personnel on February 26, 1981.
The meeting was recorded, and a transcript was produced.
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Some of the allegat ns concern issues that do not fall under the jurisdic-
tion of the NRC, ee43 %e been brought to the attention of the appropriate )agencies for actio
provided during %gagtghe ' ggd,er appropriate. FOther allegations weremeeting and in correspondence from GAP, n-: : f d i fbs* l

eee not addressed in this report 4e4 will be reviewed and documented in I

subsequent reports. g :'1 ;xt:t udin; _11:;;;f:n4-' ^# 4"' ^

" r i--

m-c irc::tipti^= -- a hange the conclusions reached in this report.

! In a July 22, 1981, letter GAP provided RIII with additional information
on allegations of improper construction. GAP subsequently offered to
amplify and provide more specific information related to the matter in the
letter. This information will be considered by RIII prior to completion
of the RIII independent measurement activities.

5.1 Unsuitable Piping Installation

5.1.1 Allegation

"KEI knowingly installed and ripped out unsuitable main steam relief piping,
at an estimated labor cost of $320,000."

5.1.2 Background Information

The Zimmer facility uses a General Electric boiling water reactor (Bk'R)
Mark II containment system design, which includes a pressure suppression
pool in the lower levels of the containment building. Based on w ol
Mark I operating experiences related to safety relief valve actuations
and large-scale testing of the more recently designed Mark III containment
design system, new suppression pool hydrodynamic loads associated with
postulated loss-of-coolant accidents (LOCA) were identified that had not

| been explicitly considered in the original design of the Mark II containment
I system. These newly identified loads result from the dynamic effects of

drywell air and steam being rapidly forced into the suppression pool during
a postulated LOCA or safety relief valve actuation. k' hen this possible pro-
blem was first identified, General Electric and NRC and its consultants per-
formed an in-depth review of the General Electric Mark II containment system
design. Utilities owning facilities that would use the Mark II containment
system also formed an owners * group to share calculations, evaluations, andO

acceptable modifications to the Mark II containments.

The NRC effort in reviewing the new dynamic loads was divided into two
programs: a short-term evaluation program for the lead plants (Zimmer,
La Salle, Shcreham), and a long-term program for final detailed evaluation
of the adequacy of modifications. The description of the NRC evaluation
is available in NUREG-0487, " Mark II Containment Lead Plant Program Load
Evaluation and Acceptance Criteria," published in November 1978.* This
document indicates that the lead plants, those first to use the Mark II
containment system, would be reviewed by NRC to determine the acceptability
of' modifications made in their design to accommodate the identified loads.

*Th b documentT E $available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or
for purchase from the NRC/GPO sales program, Washington, DC 20555.
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NUREG-0474, "A Technical Up-Date on Pressure Suppression Type Containments
in Use in U.S. Light Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants," issued in July
1978 4 details the ongoing NRC monitoring of the modification and analysis
program. NUREG-0371, " Task Action Plans for Generic Activities (Category A),"
issued in November 1978.fkidentifies review of the Mark II pressure suppression
containment as Generic Task A-8. NUREG-0510, " Identification of Unresolved
Safety Issues Relating to Nuclear Power Plants, Report to Congress," .ssued,

' in January 19796L, identifies two generic tasks as being related to the analysis,i

: of suppression pool dynamic loads and safety relief valve loads /temperawa
f limits for BWR containments.

In the lead plant program load evaluation, NRC approved the design basis
used for modifications to the suppression pool system, including a device
knownasa"Tquencher"aspartofthesafetyreliefsystem[ndadditionali

# equipment ch as base and wall plates Q support these new installations.
h7C does not have regulatory jurisdiction over the construction costs of a
nuclear power plant.

5.1.3 Investigation

|

; 5.1.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated that
Kaiser had installed a large portion of the main steam relief (MSR) piping,
knowing that sections of it would later have to be removed. He recalled
that 2 years after its installation Kaiser removed large sections of the
piping at and below the 525-ft level of the reactor containment building
but left the pipe sections above that level in place.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested that the statement not be attached to this report.

5.1.3.2 Interview of Individuals B and C

On April 14 and 16, 1981, Individuals B and C, identified by GAP personnel
as having provided information regarding this allegation to representatives
of GAP, were interviewed by NRC. They both stated that they had no informa-
tion concerning this allegation.

5.1.3.3 Interview of H. C. Brinkman

During the period of February 9-13 and 23-27, 1981, discussions with
H. C. Brinkman, CG&E Principal Mechanical Engineer, indicated that experi-
mentation had revealed the need to redesign the relief system based on
newly identified discharge loads. Therefore, several utilities, including

*Thhsl document [ N available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or
for purchase from the NRC/GP0 sales program, Washington, DC 20555.
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CG&E, decided on a modification to replace the already installed " rams head"
safety relief valve (SRV) discharge devices with " quenchers."

In 1975, CG&E decided to start designing the quencher modification, knowing
that part of the piping to be installed would later have to be removed due
to the identification of new discharge loads. The basis for the decision
was that approximately 90 to 97% of the original quencher modification would,

, ~ likely be acceptable and therefore only 3 to 10% would be subject to rework.
! CG&E concluded that it would be less costly to proceed with installation

-| activities rather than delay the construction schedule until the quencher
modification design was complete. To date, the modification installation
is not complete.

5.1.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observations3

The MSR modification has required (in part) the replacement of 10-in.
Schedule 40 pipe with other 10-in. Schedule 40 pipe of different geometric
configuration, 10-in. extra-stron pipe, and 12-in. extra-strong pipe,

(itutexerwalled.papeg

During this investigation, the licensee provided cost figures for the modi-
fication to date, which exceeded the alleged amount. The NRC made no attempt
to corroborate the licensee's claim that it was cheaper to proceed with an
installation known to require rework before installation actually took place.

RIII inspector reviewed all revisions to the KEI isometric drawing PSK-1MS,
Sheets 21 and 21A, that were pertinent to the quencher modification of the main
steam relief piping. The revisions identified the following changes:

5 os oIo tri awi g SK

by w ,. - ~ w w y v ~ v
Rev. No. Implemented Change Date

Rev. O Redrawn--original configuration replaced 9/8/76Rev. 1 Hangers added 3/31/77Rev. 2 Eight lugs added 1/10/78Rev. 3 Hanger changed 5/5/78
i Rev. 4 New spool pieces added, welds MS212 and MS195 4/3/79'

voided per S&L
Rev. 5 Piping tee section added 6/18/79Rev. 6 Weld MS160 and a 4-in. dimension added 10/1/79( Rev. 7 Field-marked (redline) updates added 1/9/80Rev. 8 Welds K-461 and K-463 changed; weld K-592 8/27/80

'

changed to K-593 per NR-2499; hanger detail
section D-D added

Rev. 9 Weld K-592 changed to K-461; weld K-593 9/4/80
changed to K-594

MyN^y ^ ^ ^ ^
y vNNN^Wv v

- 34 -



'f

DRAFT 2 10/8/61

RIII inspector reviewed the QC documentation for the following main
steam relief piping field welds: 160, 160A, 267A, 267B, 267C, 267D, 268B,
268C, 459, 460, and 461. The records showed that the welds had been
accomplished in accordance with the appropriate code (AS?E Section III
1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda).

III inspector interpreted the radiographs for the following main steam,

relief piping field welds: 160A, 459, 460, 461, 462, and 594. There were,

approximately five to seven radiographs for each .of these welds. Va
numbers of radiographs were necessary to cover the entire M0 f:;;r:% gin acig

,

4

opipe weld. The radiography was performed in accordance with the appropriate
code (AS!E Section III 1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda). The RIII inspector
identif#ed**e3 unacceptable weld indications on the radiographs.3

M e,k wy
5.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

The quencher modification to the main steam relief system was being made with '

the knowledge of NRC. CG&E personnel stated they made an economic decision . (to install piping for the main steam relief system quencher modification with
the knowledge that approximately 3 to 107,would have to be removed due to con-
tinuing identification of changes in design loads. Because NRC does not have
regulatory jurisdiction over construction costs, no attempt was made to determine
the estimated labor cost for the portion of pipe that was installed and' removed.
The safety importance of this allegation is limited to whether the main steam
relief piping is installed properly)t

kIII has concluded that the modification is being properly installed andf tested, except for the improper voiding of one NR,r N:mr::d . Sectwo
' ' d L u r . L.

5.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.2 Improper Fittings

5.2.1 Allegation '

"2000 pound fittings were installed in 1979 on residue head valves, although
5000 pound fittings are required."

An interview with the individual originating this. allegation revealed that
the " residue head valves" of this allegation and "res'idue heat valves" of
allegation 5.4.1 were not the components of concern. The components involved
in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for the
recirculation flow control valves.

Allegations 5.2 and 5.4 are both addressed in this section because the'
investigation determined that both allegations!were addressing the same
component.

I

i
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.

5.2.2 Background Information'

Hydraulic actuators are used to open and close some plant valves. Actuators.

on the reactor recirculation system are provided with drain lines in case
i hydraulic seals in the actuator should leak. These drain lines are not

pressurized (they go to a drain tank which is at atmospheric pressure) and
only' serve to contain possible leaking hydraulic fluid.

\.

5.2.3 Investigation

5.2.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by,

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by 4he NRC. Individual A stated
that Individual F had told him that 6000-lb pressure fittings were re-
quired on the hydraulic lines in the residual heat removal system, but
Individual F was told by a supervisor to install 3000-lb fittings.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.2.3.2 Interview of Individual F

On March 20, 1981, Individual F was interviewed by telephone. Individual F
'

stated that he had heard about a valve that had been broken, but he did-

not have.any firsthand knowledge of the incident. Individual F said he
knew of cases in which " half-life" (3000-lb in place of 6000-lb) fittings
were used. Two specific cases recalled by Individual F will be fd1=f revieA

\ -er in a subsequent inspec' tion (358/81-13-07).

Individual F repeatedly stated that it had been three years since he had
been at Zimmer and that he could not remember further specifics.

5.2.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On February 10, 1981, Individual B, who had been previously interviewed
by representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated
that 3000-lb fittings were installed on two recirculation flow control

valves when 6000-lb fittings were required. He identified the fittings as
being socket welded to two small hydraulic lines on the valves in question.
Individual B stated that, to the best of his knowledge, this deficiency had
not been corrected.

Individual B stated that in 1979 it was reported to him that a pipefitter
bumped into the valve and a small hydraulic fitting on the valve fell off.
He said the fitt$ g was later identified as a nonconforming item by Kaiser,
and a Design Doc .nent Change (DDC) was issued directing the fitting be
repaired. He stated the valve in question was manufactured by General
Electric, and General Electric later repaired the broken fitting on the

,

valve.
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On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

b

5.2.3.4 Interview of T. F. Van Natta,

|
! On June 25, 1981, T. F. Van Natta, Site Control and Instrumeat Engineer for
j General Electric, was interviewed by telephone. Van Natta stated that the

adaptor connecting the drain line to the hydraulic actuator body on a,

j recirculatioa flow control valve had been broken off. He said that he did
not know whether or not a pipefitter had broken the adaptor.

Van Natts indicated that the originally installed adaptor was adequate for
the designed service, but it was susceptible to mechanical damage from,

'

adjacent construction activities that were being performed. Therefore, the
decision was made to replace the original adaptor design with the stronger
flange design defined in General Electric Field Deviation Disposition Request
No. KN-1-299, dated December 18, 1978.

Van Natta said that the actuator and three of the four hydraulic lines connect-
ing to the actuator had a design test pressure of 3000 psig. He said the fourth
line, which was addressed in Field Deviation Disposition Request (FDDR) No.
KN-1-299, was the drain line to the hydraulic system, which has a design test
pressure of 200 psiE and normal operating pressure of 0 psig since the drain
line is open to atmosphere at the drain tank.

Van Natta stated that the actuator drain ports and lines uere separated from
the relatively high pressure (3000 psig) side of the actuator by two seals
(a main seal and a backup seal), each of which have a design pressure of 3000
psig.

5.2.3.5 Interview of T. E. Bloom
_

On June 30, 1981, T. E. Bloom, a General Electric employee, was interviewed
by NRC. Bloom stated that the nipple (adaptor) on the hydraulic actuator to
the recirculation flow control valve for recirculation Loop A had been broken.

:

5.2.3.6 Record Review
|

I 1. The RIII inspector reviewed General Electric FDDR No. KN-1-299 (designated
i as nonconformance request) dated December 18, 1978, which addressed the

recirculation system flow control valve actuator. The FDDR indicated that
f the following had occurred:

"The threaded adaptor which connects the drain port on the actuator body
| was broken off during installation of the 1/2" NPT [ National Pipe Thread)

hydrsulic piping. This adaptor is not suitable for this application where
the connection is susceptible to damage and does not provide take down
capability."

|

i The final disposition of the FDDR was as follows:

l
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1

h. .2-1. ator a

x M h Ta 1\ \Sulic \ 'N N N(cont nued) \o
s; s m

i\ Sargent & Lundys 3x gx \\ \,x
Pi'p,ing and Instrumen- Kaise Engineers s

s mpo ts tat on Dra'wi
'

Inome ic Dr w ngs \ \
y -

-y - - ~

{ Recirculation Loop B
.

1. Actuator No. 1B33F060B M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
Revision P

RuckerControlS/N44.028SP4

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
'

(fittings), welds, class- Revision P
ifications, and locations

a. ine #1RR40AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-203 and
and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-259
ine IRR43ADYr)

b.**Line #1RR40AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-262 and
hydraulic system drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-257
line (and low point drain

line IRR43AC*)

c. Line #1RR40AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-261 and
(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-258

'

line IRR43AB*)

d. Line #1RR40AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-260 and
(and low point drain line Revision P M-464-4-RR-256
1RR43AA*)<

.N _ _~ ~ ~ ~ ~
m % N~ ^ A & m _m y0~v ~ r w w y y

P* Low point drain lines are installed in the lowest points of each hydraulic
line to provide system maintenance. Low point drain lines are not the same as
the hydraulic system drain lines (IRR39AC and IRR40AC), which are functional

,

parts of the hydraulic system.

**The disposition to FDDR No. M-1-299 was applied to both drain lines
,

#1RR39AC and #1RR40AC.(
i The drawings indicated that the actuators and the portions of the

respective piping located inside the drywell were classified as
| ASME Section III Class B. The portions of the respective piping
f located outside the dryvell and past the the isolatica valves were,

| classifipd as ASME Section III Class D (nonsafety related).

3. The RIII inspector reviewed a S&L design document change that specified
| a change in design pressure for three hydraulic lines from 6000 psigI

to 3000 psig and for the drain line from 3000 psig to 150 psig for the
actuators for the two flow control valves. The Kaiser isometric

|

,
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" Replace the defective adaptor with short tube threaded to the actuator
and socket veld to a special flange attached to the actuator mount ledge.
A mating flange with a Viton "O" ring joint is also provided similar to
the other actuation piping connections."

The FDDR indicated that the flange modification was complete on July 13,
j 1979. The FDDR did not identify the specific actuator (Loop A or Loop B)'

that had the defective adaptor.
i
' 2. The hydraulic actuators for the two recirculation flow control valves

and their respective piping, components, locations, and classifications
were identified on the following drawings G oule 5. t- d:

'

j 5. y a i c or a.

N ~ #Sargent & Lundy ' ~ " N ~

Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers
Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings

'

Recirculation Loop A

1. Actuator No. 1B33F060 M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
Rucker drawing #81999-F-402 Revision T
Revision M; Rucker Control
S/N SP19025

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revis?on T
ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR39AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-243 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-245
1RR41AD*)

b.**Line #1RR39AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-241,
hydraulic system drain Revisior, T M-464-3-RR-244 and
line (and low point drain M-464-3-RR-247
line IRR41AC*)

c. Line #1RR39AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-242 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-246
line IRR41AB*)

d. 'ILine #1RR39AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-239 and
q(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-240

line IRR41AA*)

t'
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'

drawings reflected the design pressure changes specified in the DDC.
(Note: Revf.sion 5 to drawing H-464-4RR-257 reflects an example of
the specified change.}

4. The FIII inspector reviewed the S&L Mechanical Department Piping Line
List dated May 29, 1981, which specified the following conditions for
the hydraulic lines U hh 5.2 2):

,

W hkn n n m' N -

Maximum ' Design' ' ' N ' YidTd " V '

Operating Operating Test
'

Pressure Pressure Pressure
Line No. (psig) (psig) (psig)

, /\

1RR39AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AB 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AC* 100 150 200
1RR39AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AC* 100 150 200
1RR40AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AB 2200 3000 3000

^ ^ ^ ^ -

Aef w _ m. _ __

*These were the drain lines affected by FDDR No. KN-1-299.

The RIII inspector reviewed the material-takeoff record listed on
each of the respective Kaiser tsometric drawings indicating that
all the material and components (piping, fittings, and valves) met
or exceeded the design conditions identified on the S&L Mechanical
Department Piping Line List.

The RIII inspector reviewed the KEI-1 weld data records listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings. The records
indicated that welds had been made in accordance with the ASME
Code Section III-1971 Edition, with the following exceptions:

a. Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-239, Revision 3)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were

{ made for any of the welds.

Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-240, Revision 7)--j,

| Recorded dates for welds A-1, A-2, A-3, C-2
| and C-5 indicate the welds were dye penetrant
! tested (PT) before they were mada,

b. Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No, M-464-3-RR-244, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were
made for any of the welds.

,. ~ ~ LO -
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Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-241, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-6,-

C-7, C-8, C-9, C-10, and C-11 were made,

c. Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-243, Revision 4)--
I Records do not reflect dates for any of the

welds.
,

Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-245, Revision 5)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-5
(rework), C-6, C-7, C-8, and C-9 were made.-

,

j d. Line #1RR40AB (Drawing No. H-464-4-RR-257, Revision 8)--
j Record reflects QC verification of weld A-1

with written signoff instead of required QC
stamp; weld test (PT) records not available,

for welds A-2, A-3, and B-2.
,

e. Line #1RR40AC (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-262, Revision 7)--
Weld data records written to replace lost
weld records for welds E-2 and E-4, without
justification to assure in process inspections
were performed.

f. Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-259, Revision 6)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds B-2,
B-5, and B-6 were made; weld test (PT) record
was not available for veld B-2.

Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-263, Revision 7)--
Weld test record was not available for welds
A-1 and A-7.

QA
The final qu:lity .==ut-scepengineer's review of the preceding KEI-1
veld data records had not been performed as of June 29, 1981.
Therefore, the listed exceptions are unresolved pending the final
QA engineer's review and completion of appropriate dispositions
(358/81-13-08).

5. The RIII inspector reviewed Kaiser Engineers, Inc., Quality Assurance
! Construction Methods Instruction (QACMI) No. M-10, Revision 6 (dated
! November 16, 1978), and Revision 7 (dated September 13, 1979). Both

revisions of QACHI M-10, entitled " Pressure Testing of Piping Systems,"
complied with ASME Code Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-6000.

The RIII inspector reviewed the following hydrostatic test reports
for the respective hydraulic lines'[I4bic 5. 4-J t:

'

;
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hh %
Test Pressure (psig)

' ' N N V_
,-n

' - N " ~

Actual,

I Design Max. Actual 10-Min.,

! Line No. Max. Allow. Initial Holding Report No.
I

; 1RR39AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-28
i 3/2/79
! Retest 9/27/79
,

IRR39AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-27
{ 3/1/79,

Retest 9/27/79

k(RR39AC
11

'

Drawings 200 225 215 150 RR-53
241, 244) 9/27/79

(Drawing 200 215 210 160 RR-26
247) 2/26/79

1RR39AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-25
3/5/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR40AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-32
3/6/79
Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-31
3/14/79
Retest 10/4/79

\

h1RR40AC
200 215 210 160 RR-30

l 3/2/79
i

f)
Retest 10/4/79

IRR40AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-29
3/5/79

i Retest 10/4/79
sp pf_^ wpppR mpp _ mp'

The preceding hydrostatic pressure tests were performed by using the system
power unit to pressurize the lines through the actuators, as described in

General Electric File No. VPF 3300-111-1 (Rucker Control Technical Manual
iNo. TM 81999, paragraphs 5.7.3.1 through 5.7.3.9). Therefore, the actuators
as well as the lines (pipes, fittings, valves, etc.) were subjected to the
test pre:.sures. The hydrostatic test reports indicated that the tests had

! tbeen performed in accordance with QACMI No. M-10, Revision 6 and Revision 7,
according to the effective dates.

|
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5.2.3.7 Field Observations

On June 29 and 30, 1981, the RIII inspector visually examined both of the
hydraulic actuators and all of the attached lines (from the.gegyptors to2

The inspecto7 2dentifS44 4ut m-y: the penetrations leading out of the drywell). 4
unacceptable weld indications in any of the welds connecting the actuator,
flange, or piping. The inspector noted that all of the welds were socket<

1 welds. The general piping installation, routing, material identification,
; and welds were as specified on the respective isometric drawings. The
! hydraulic system drain lines connected to the actuators for both of the

recirculation flow control valves were installed in accordance with FDDR
No. KN-1-299 dated December 18, 1978.

5.2.4 Findings and Conclusions'

The investigation revealed that the design pressure rating of three hydraulic
lines for each of the recirculation flow control valve actuators had been
changed from 6000 psig to 3000 psig, and the design pressure rating of the
drain line had been changed from 3000 to 150 psig. These design changes are
considered acceptable by the NRC and the licensee.

An adaptor to a drain line on the hydraulic actuator to one of the recir-
culation flow control valves (not the valve itself) was broken, and a
site control document was written that identified this condition. The
cause of the broken adaptor was not documented and could not be determined.
The item was modified to be less prone to damage.

The material used in the connections to the actuator was as specified on the
installation drawings. The hydraulic systems were satisfactorily pressure
tested.

The concern identified by the allegation, though not known previously by
44ns NRC, had been adequately addressed by the licensee.

5.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.3 C. logged Drains

5.3.1 Allegation'

"A radioactive waste drain is clogged with concrete which carelessly was
poured into the drain."

5.3.2 Background Information

Plant procedures require drains to be flushed with water prior to plant
operation to confirm that the drains are clear of all restricting debris.
The radwaste floor drains will not handle eay radioactive liquid until such
::te !11 is generated following tho. start of plant operations.3

t ar

- 43 -

__ . _ _ - - _ . _



DRAFT 2 10/8/81

The terms "radwaste drains" and " radioactive waste drains," as used by
interviewed individuals, are synonymous terms for floor drains which
normally drain small amounts of radioactive water that can leak from such
sources as valve packings. The drains are designed to carry potentially

,

radioactively contaminated water to the waste treatment facility.
,

5.3.3 Investigationj
'

i
; 5.3.3.1 Interview of Individual A

'l
On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
that, while concrete finishing work was under way in the radioactive
waste disposal area, he suggested to Kaiser construction personnel that a

,

i pipefitter be assigned to the concrete finishing crew to assure concretes

did not enter and clog the floor drains. However, they disagreed with
this suggestion and, instead, directed the floor drains be covered with
duct tape to prevent concrete from entering and clogging the drains.
Individual A stated that concrete did enter the lines and clog the radio-
active waste drains.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested that the statement not be attached to this report.

5.3.3.2 Interview of Individual B

Individual B stated that he worked as a pipefitter during 1976-1977, and
worked with the drain flushing crew for the radwaste system. Individual B
stated that during this period he observed floor drains in the system that
were clogged with concrete, which he and others unsuccessfully tried to
remove.

5.3.3.3 Interview of Test Coordinator and Startup Engineer

Gt.C
Telephone interviews were conducted byAth: S R::ident ::r--+^r on

12,1981,withtheTestCoordinatorj#eni:who was responsible for theFebruary
radwaste building drain flushing activities, and on February 13, 1981 with3

the Startup Engineergfwho was responsible for drain system flushes. Both
individuals indicated that some drains were found to be plugged with
unspecified debris. In all of those cases, the drains were cleared and

flow was verified.

5.3.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observation
AE

-Thc pca.es r,c idcn;vinspector reviewed CG&E Flushing Procedure No. DR,
RevF 0', for the drain system, approved on September 23, 1977. The purpose
of this procedure was stated as follows: "This document details the pro- ,

cedure for cleaning the liquid radwaste floor drain and equipment drain
piping to the various plant sumps and drain tanks. The floor drain and
equipment drain piping shall be flushed until they flow freely and all
large particulate matter is removed."

<
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Appendices to the Flushing Procedure indicated that 152 of a total of 169
of the potentially radioactive waste drains related to the radwaste building
floor drain tank, the floor drain sludge tank, the radwaste floor drain
sump, the floor drain collector tank, and the chemical waste tank had been4

| flushed and the flow verified in accordance with the procedure. The appendices
indicated that the verifications had been made in 1979. The licensee statedthat the flushing activities were continuing.,

I %'REi Ths Om. . ;: "r-id- *;, Inspector made visual inspections of all of the
! accesgible radwaste drain ports identified on Sargent & Lundy drawings A-533

Rev>T, A-534 Rev'/*E, and A-515 Rev/,N. These drawings identified the drains
in the radwaste building (elevations 496 ft, 527 ft, 513 ft, and 511 ft) and
in the auxiliary building (elevations 567 ft 5 in., and 547 ft). None of
the observed drain ports were visibly plugged. The following floor drains,

were covered with tape at the time of the inspection and were therefore not
inspected:

/k Radwaste Building--elevation 527 ft

d. Drain Y-20
'R Drain Y-17,

Mh Auxiliary Building--elevation 567 ft

p. Drain L-26
Drain G-26 (elevation 562 ft 5 1/4 in.).

Drain G-22.

Drain G-20.

'

Drain G/H-20 (elevation 562 ft 6 3/4 in.)
Drain H-22 (elevation 562 ft 7 5/8 in.).

Drain H/J-24
Drain G/H-22.

5.3.4 Findings and Conclusions
~RE.

Neither the flushing records nor the Pa; Jcual"nspector's observations
confirmed or denied that drains had been clogged with concrete. NRC
interviews with site personnel indicated that some drains had been clogged
with unspecified debris. However, the investigation confirmed that 152
out of a total of 169 of the potential radioactive waste drains were cleared
of all restricting debris. The 17 drains that remain to be flushed are
identified in the same controlled flushing procedure as the 152 that have
already been flushed. RIII will determine the status of the remaining 17
drains prior to authorizing plant operation (358/81-13-09).

5.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.4 Weak Valve Materials

- 45 -
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5.4.1 Allegation

"A residue heat valve broke when a pipefitter bumped into it, raising new
questions about the quality of metal used for valves."

An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that,

| the " residue head valves" of allegation 5.2.1 and " residue heat valves" of
| * this allegation were not the components of concern. The components involved

in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydraulic actuators for recirculation
j flow control valves.

! Allegation 5.4 is addressed in allegation 5.2 because the investigation
determined that both allegations were addressing the same compone-t.

5.5 Weld Rod Control

5.5.1 Allegation

" Sensitive parts on welding rods are possibly damaged through storage at
improper temperatures and possibly lost through failure to follow proper
paperwork and labeling requirements."

This allegation addresses two weld rod concerns:

1. Weld rods were possibly absorbing moisture due to improperly controlled
rod temperatures prior to consumption, which resulted in unacceptable
welds.

2, Weld rods were not controlled because the paperwork and labeling *
requirements were not being properly followed. Therefore, welds
may have been made with incorrect weld rods.

5.5.2 Background Information

For pressure boundary (pipe) welds, the ASME Code, Section III-1971 Editions
Article NB-2440 states, " Suitable storage and handling of electrodes, flux
and other welding materials shall be maintained. Precautions shall be taken
to minimize absorption of moisture by fluxes and cored, fabricated and coated
electrodes."

ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article NA-4460, states, " Measures shall
be established to provide work and examination instructions for handling,
storage, shipping and preservation of materials, parts, components, and
appurtenances to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for
particular products, special protective environments, such as inert gas
atmospheres, specific moisture content levels and temperatures, shall be
provided and their existence verified."

For structural welds, the AWS DI.1-1972 code, Section 4.9.2, states, "All
electrodes having low-hydrogen coverings conforming to AWS A5.1-shall be
purchased in hermetically-sealed containers or shall be dried at least one
hour at temperatures between 700*F and 800*F before being used. Electrodes
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shall be dried prior to use if the hermetically-sealed container shows
evidence of damage. Immediately after removal from hermetically-sealed
containers or from drying ovens, electrodes shall be stored in ovens
held at a temperature of at least 250'F. E70XX electrodes that are not
used within four hours, E80XX within two hours, E90XX within oae hour,

'

and E100XX and E110XX within one-half hour after removal from hermetically-
sealed containers or removal from a drying or storage oven shall be redried

| before use. Electrodes which have been wet shall not be used."
I
i

!'
The covering of low-hydrogen weld rods is hygroscopic (attracts moisture)
when not heated or otherwise protected from moisture-containing air. Water,

! contains hydrogen, so moisture absorption is undesirable.

If a low-hydrogen weld roo is allowed to cool below approximately 100 to
125*F and is not protected fcom normal atmosphere, it will begin toi

'

attract moisture. The longer the rod is exposed, the more moisture will
be absorbed. If a significant amount of moisture is absorbed, the resulting
weld may contain porosity (gas pockets or voids). Such porosity will be
evident in visual inspections of root or filler passes of weld metal, and
will be visible in radiographs cf the weld. In practice, an experienced
welder will recognize that a rod has absorbed significant moisture by the
way the weld is progressing, and will return or discard the affected rods.-

;

If a low-hydrogen weld rod has absorbed very slight amounts of moisture,
it will not have a significant effect on the resulting weld, its strength,

i or anticipated service life.

Kaiser Procedure SPPM No. 3.3, Revision 6, dated June 25, 1979 which was
effective during September and October 1979, states the following: .

"6.4 The Weld Rod Clerk shall issue all filler material on a weight basis.
He shall record on the KEI Weld 2 form the weight of all bare rod and
covered electrodes issued.

"He shall also, record on the KEI Weld 2 form the heat number and/or
lot number for bare rods, consumable inserts and backing rings, and
the heat number and lot number for covered electrodes prior to use.

"7.3 The Weld Rod Clerk shall weigh all bare rod and covered electrodes
returned to Central Storage and record the weight on the KEI Weld 2*

i

form. A new KEI Weld 2 form will be made out for each new issue of
electrodes to and for each welder."

5.5.3 Investigation

5.5.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he had
observed unaccounted for veld rods (weld rods without accompanying KEI-2
veld rod issue forms) and had seen weld rod warming ovens unplugged and
not being maintained at the proper temperature.
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Individual A also stated that during September and October 1979 a pipefitter
was not assigned to the weld rod issue point to account for weld rods during
the evening shift. He stated that weld rod and weld rod issue slips were
left out unattended for anyone to pick up and use.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written; however, he requested
the statement not be attached to this report.

5.5.3.2 Interview with Individual B

!
On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Kaiser
required weld rod ovens be maintained at the proper temperatures at all

! times. He said he could not state that every welder maintained his oven

j at the right temperature, but as a supervisor he assured his own men did.

He stated that weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) were occasionally lost and, in
those cases, it was a common practice for welders to get a blank issue form,
falsify it, and present it to the Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors in order
for the weld to pass inspection. He said this was often done months after
the fact by Kaiser construction supervisors who falsified weld rod issue
forms to complete weld documentation packages. He indicated that, by doing
this, they did not have to cut out and rework welds. [ Note: Statements
alleging falsification have been forwarded to the NRC Office of Inspector
and Auditor for investigation.]

On April 14, 1981, Individual 5 provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.5.3.3 Record Review and Inspection

A E_ bW,

-Ths Ec idmui Iu gmreviewed the receipt documentation for E7018 (lowl

hydrogen) weld rods purchased on orders No. 34356, 35720, 37587, 39075,
39382, 39556, 39971, and 40318. The receipt documentation indicated that
the E7018 rod had been received in sealed moisture proof containers.

TheEcudca/nspectoralsoverifiedthatlow-hydrogenelectrodes(rods)
that had not been issued to the field were clearly identified and stored

| in a clean, limited access, and dry area. In addition, in the field issue

: rooms (rod shacks), the low-hydrogen rods were either in sealed containers
or in holding ovens at temperatures above 250*F.

| The licensee provides portable rod warmers to be used near the work
activities to maintain the weld rods in a dry condition until used. KEI
Welding Filler Materials Control Procedure No. SPPM 3.3, Revision 7,
paragraphs 3.5.4.2 and 3.5.4.3, respectively, state:

| "When covered electrodes are removed from a holding oven to be
issued to welders they shall be placed in a portable rod warmer.
Only one classification and heat or lot of electrodes shall be
stored in each individual portable rod warmer. Each portable
rod warmer shall be uniquely marked for identification purposes

|

!
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and shall be checked on a monthly basis to assure that each rod
warmer maintains a correct temperature between 175*F and 400*F.

"All covered electrodes exposed to ambient conditions for more
than four hours without coming in direct contact with water shall,

be returned to central storage for rebaking. . ."*

* The "- ''- ' Inspector reviewed the December 1980 record for the daily
temperature check of holding ovens W50, W27, W38, W25, W39, W19, Wil,

j and W26. The record indicates that oven W50 was 5*F under the specified
250 F on 3 of the 22 days checked; oven W25 was 5*F under the specified
250*F 1 of the 22 days; oven W39 was 15'F under the specified 250*F on
1 day out of 22; and oven W26 was 10 F under the specified 250*F on 1 day
out of 22. Although these instances violated-th 2:tte: ef the procedure,
the rods were still hot enough to ensure no moisture was absorbed. An
item of noncompliance was not issued because cf the lack of significance
of this observation.

The M' :t /nspector reviewed the record for the monthly check of
portable rod ovens (warmers). The record indicated that the temperatures
of 2C9 warmers were checked on January 3, 1981 and that all were within

3

therequiredrangeof17%to400F.
The L O.: Inspector also observed that unacceptable rod warmers in the
field issue rooms were properly tagged.to preclude their use and were
segregated in a clearly marked area.

A review of reports of past NRC inspections disclosed instances when (1) weld
rod has been found lying outside containers or ovens, (2) portable ovens were
not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated at the
specified frequency, (4) holding ovens containing different type rods, and
(5) other control procedure requirements were not adhered to. These items
are documented in Inspection Reports No. 75-05, 76-07, 76-11, 77-02, 79-07,
79-15, 80-07, 80-14, and 80-19.

The portable rod warmers not being plugged in and holding ovens containing
different types of rods were not violations of the ASME or AVS Codes.

5.5.3.4 Physical Control of Weld Rods

The paperwork used to account for weld rod is the weld rod issue form (KEI-2).
The weld rod issue form requires signatures from the welder, the welder's
foreman, and the weld rod issuer permitting the welder to obtain weld rods
for a specific weld from the rod shack (field storeroom).

The RIII inspectors reviewed KEI daily timecards (personnel time records)
for 21 different days, and some respective weld rod issue forms (KEI-2
forms), to determine if a weld rod clerk was assigned to the field and rod
shack during the second shift for September and October 1979. The timecards
indicated that two individuals (K. Kern and G. Jones) had worked overtime
(after 4:00 p.m.) in the rod shack for 1 to 4 1/2 hrs on 20 of the 21 days
(1 br for 10 days, 1.3 hrs for 2 days, 2 hrs for 3 days, 2.5 hrs for 2 days,
3.5 hrs for 2 days, and 4.5 brs for I day).
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There appeared to be some inconsistencies between the timecards and the weld
rod issue forms that were reviewed.

Region III inspectors discussed the apparent inconsistancies with the licensee.
Following their review, the CG&E QA Manager informed RIII by telephone on
August 13, 1981, that the licensee's review of all timecards for the dates in
question showed the appropriate weld rod clerks were working on the days in

! question. He indicated the NRC did not review all of the timecards. On
October 8, 1981, the licensee provided additional information to the RIII.

1 inspectors. This is considered to be an unresolved item pending the review /(
of the additional information (358/81-13-10).

The welders identified on the above weld rod issue forms were pipefitters
and boilermakers working on the second shift during September and October
1979. The RIII inspector noted that the alleger was one of the assigned
pipefitters and boilermakers.

The issuance of weld rod was to be performed by the weld rod clerk as
described in H. J. Kaiser Procedure SPPM #3.3, Revision 6. This procedure
also specified requirements to control weld rod temperature and traceability
at the rod shack.

RIII inspectors on numerous occasions during previous inspections have
observed weld rods lying uncontrolled in the construction area.

The concerns regarding the physical control of weld rod identified during
the investigation of this allegation are addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.

5.5.3.5 NRC Independent Measurements
,

To obtain a preliminary adessment as to whether improper weld metal may
have been used in making welds, boat samples and radiographs of six safety
related welds were taken by the licensee under the These
specificwelds(weldsHP-397*LP-177'LP-23B[LP-23T"directionofNRC.#

LP-11f and RH-275) were
taken from safety related systems in areas where lack of weld rod control
had been observed. The radiographs were evaluated by NRC inspectors and
the weld boat samples were analyzed by Franklin Research Center for the
the NRC. The material and quality of these six welds were consistent with
design specifications. Details of these NRC independent measurements are
documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.

5.5.4 Findings and Conclusions

Based on the findings of previous NRC inspections, there have been instances
when (1) weld rods have been stored at improper temperatures, (2) portable
ovens were not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated
at the specified frequency, (4) weld rod issuance had not been controlled,
and (5) welds ro/, were observed lying uncontolled in the construction area.

Although the concerns identified by this and other allegations and by previous
inspection findings collectively are viewed to be potentially significant,
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independent measurements of six random safety related welka ddiscloseb
quality problems. These concerns are being pursued in more depth by the
licensee as part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

5.5.5 Items of Noncompliance

, No new items of noncompliance were identified.

| Enpowes 6
5.6 A Argon Gas E;re

' 5.6.1 Allegation

" Argon gas valves for flushing oxygen from pipes routinely are left open
by the day crew, causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, a problem

! about which CG&E Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest."
.

In an affidavit provided to GAP by a pipefitter (Individual A) formerly
employed at Zimmer, it was alleged that workers on the day shift routinely
crimped and wired argon gas hoses shut rather than closing the gas valves
at the source upon leaving work. The pipefitter stated that this practice
resulted in argon gas leaking from the hoses and caused the workers on
the night shift to suffer from dizziness. The pipefitter further stated
he advised former Kaiser Safety Director Larry Cummings of his concerns
and that Cummings indicated he was not interested, because argon gas would
not hurt anyone.

On February 26, 1981 during a meeting between NRC Region III personnel,
a GAP representative, and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that he re-
ceived information from James Bedinghaus indicating that, in late fall or
early winter 1980, his son, John Bedinghaus, had been overcome by argon
gas while conducting fire watch rounds in the area of the containment vessel.

5.6.2 Background Information

Argon gas is a " shielding gas" used to purge or displace the oxygen inside
pipes in certain welding procedures, to prevent the metal from oxidizing|

'

during welding. Argon gas is colorless and odorless. It is also heavier
than oxygen and therefore settles in low areas, displacing oxygen. This
occurs in the same manner that water displaces air as it is poured into and
fills a glass. MAPP (which actually refers to a trade name) refers to
combustible gas used in welding, typically for heating and cutting various
metals. It does not displace oxygen as argon gas does. It is colorless but
it has an odor which can be described as " noticeably foul." MAPP gas is
generally not toxic, although significant concentrations may be ignited and
become explosive.

NRC does not regulate the use of the subject gases. On February 6, 1981,
the NRC Region III office telephoned the Cincinnati, Ohio, office of the

- U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA). During a conversation with OSHA representative John Phillips, it
was determined that the allegation involved a matter over which OSHA has
primary jurisdiction. An understanding was also reached that any action

i
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1
'

necessary to resolve this matter would be taken by OSHA. A letter confirming
this understanding, a copy of which is included as Exhibit , was forwarded 2', '
by Region III to the Cincinnati OSHA office on February 19, 1981.

By letter dated May 15, 1981, the Cincinnati OSHA office advised the NRC
Region III office that an investigation of conditions in the containment
suppression pool area had been conducted by OSHA on February 4-5, 1981.
The letter stated OSHA addressed a previous complaint alleging leaks of
argon gas at Zimmer and concluded that an air contamination or oxygen
deficiency situation did not exist. A copy of this letter is included
as Exhibit f(,.

5.6.3 Investigation

5.6.3.1 Interview with James Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he was a second shift security supervisor employed by W&W Security at
the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from February to November 1980. He stated
that while on duty, sometime in October 1980, an incident occurred during
his shift in which Security Officer Gayle Spencer became ill due to inhala-
tion of gas. Spencer was assisted back to the guard house to recover from
his illness and was later sent home. Bedinghaus learned from Spencer that
Spencer was making his rounds in the area of the reactor vessel when he
apparently became ill from inhalation of gas. Another worker in the area
(whose identity Bedinghaus does not know) advised Spencer there was an
argon gas leak where he was located and that he should leave the area imme-
diately. Bedinghaus immediately reported this information to Kaiser Safety
Inspector Dan Parlier, who went to check the area where the incident had
occirred. Shortly afterwards (approximately 1/2 hour), Parlier contacted
Bedinghaus and advised him there was a MAPP gas leak, rather than an argon
gas leak, in the area where Spencer had been. Bedinghaus indicated he was
not aware of any argon gas incident involving his son John.

On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit .

5.6.3.2 Interview with John Bedinrhaus

On March 12, 1981, John Bedinghaus was interviewd by telephone. He stated
that he was a security officer employed by W&W Security at the Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station from October 1980 to January 1981. He advised that while
employed at Zimmer he was never involved in any incident in which he became
ill from or was overcome by argon or any other type of gas.

On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit (.

5.6.3.3 Interview with Daniel Parlier

On March 12, 1981, Daniel Parlier, Kaiser Assistant Safety Representative,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that to his knowledge there has never
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been an incident where anyone was overcome by argon gas. He also stated he
did not believe such an incident occurred because being overcome by argon
gas would likely cause suffocation, an incident of which he would certainly
be aware.

Parlier acknowledged that he had discovered instances when craft workers*

had crimped argon and MAPP gas hoses and had wired them closed rather than
shutting the gas off at the source. He indicated he considered this practice
a serious safety concern and whenever the practice was observed he immediatelyi

| brought it to the attention of the appropriate craft supervisor.
,

Parlier checked the Kaiser Safety Department's " Unusual Incident Reports";

for October 1980 to determine if a report of the incident involving Security
; Officer Spencer had been prepared. He located a report describing the

incident in question and included the following information:

"On October 27, 1980, at 6:30 p.m. a Mapp gas leak located in the'

~

reactor suppression pool area at elevation levels 503' and 518' was
investigated by Daniel Parlier. Parlier reported that Security
Officer Gayle Spencer was in the reactor suppression pool at the time
of a mild Mapp gas leak. A reading taken with a M.A.S. [ intended as
an abbreviation for the manufacturer "Mine Safety Appliances"] Explo-

'

simeter registered 0% on the upper and lower areas of the suppression
pool. Spencer complained of a headache and feeling tired. He was
advised by "First Aid" to see a physician if his condition worsened or
Security Supervisor James Bedinghaus was to send him to a doctor if he
became worse while still at work. Parlier took action to correct the
Mapp gas leak by turning off the gas manifolds in the reactor building
and disconnecting the gas hoses from the manifolds."

A copy of this " Unusual Incident Report" is included as Exhibit X.

In addition to the " Unusual Incident Report" prepared by Parlier, he sent
a note dated October 27, 1980, to his supervisor, Mike Hoyman. In the note
(which was apparently a " cover note" for the incident report), Parlier
advised Hoyman of the incident and concluded that the incident was a result
of the craft workers "not disconnecting their gas hoses from the manifolds."
(Disconnecting the hoses from the manifold would have necessitated that the
gas be shut off at the manifold.) A copy of the " cover note" is included
as Exhibit g.

During a subsequent telephone conversation on April 24, 1961, Parlier was
questioned regarding how he perceived former Kaiser Safety Supervisor|

| Cummings' attitude toward gas leak incidents at Zimmer. He stated it was
I his opinion that Cummings was very conscientious regarding chis problem and

it appeared to him Cummings considered gas leaks to be a serious safety
concern. Parlier also remarked be did not believe Cummings ever expressed
disinterest in gas leak problems or said they were unimportant.

t

i 5.6.3.4 Interview with Larry Cummings

|

| On April 27, 1981, Larry Cummings was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he held the position of Kaiser Safety Supervisor at the Zimmer Nuclear
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Power Station for approximately two years until he left the site in May 1980.
He verified that he was aware of instances in which workers at Zimmer crimped
and wired argon gas hoses closed rather than shutting the argon' gas valves -

off at the source. Cummings remarked that these instances occurred "less,

than frequently, but more often than they would like." He was unable to'

specify approximately how many cases of argon hose crimping the Safety
z Department had detected while he was at Zimmer.
,

,

,

j Cummings denied expressing disinterest in the argon hose crimping problem
i and advised it was a topic of concern at many Safety Department meetings.

He stated that the crimping of argon hoses was a bad work practice; however,
it was one that was hard to pin down because it was extremely difficult to
catch the individuals responsible.

,

1

Cummings said he felt Kaiser had an adequate safety system for preventing -

serious argon gas problems and incidents at the site. He explained that
it was Kaiser's practicc and policy to place mine safety lamps wherever
workers were located in low-lying areas, particularly the suppression pool

These lamps serve as warning devices in that they remain lit unlessarea.
a gas buildup reaches the lamps' air inlet and puts out the flame. When-
ever a safety lamp goes out, it is an indication of gas in the area and a
signal for the workers to immediately evacuate the area. Cummings stated
he knew of no instances when any workers were ever overcome by argon gas.

5.6.4 Findings and Conclusions

No evidence was obtained to show that the argon gas valves were routinely
left open, that persons on the night crew had been overcome by argon gas,
or that Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest in the argon gas
problem.

Notwithstanding the above, it was determined that there had been instances
when craft workers had crimped argon gas hoses and wired them closed rather
than shutting the gas off at the source.

This matter is ander the jurisdication of the U.S. Department of Labor,
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). An OSHA inspection
did not confirm a situation of air contaminatica or oxygen deficiency at
the time of their inspection.

5.6.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.7 Damaged Prefabricated Piping

5.7.1 Allegation

" Prefabricated piping received in Ic77 has defective welds, but constroc-
tion supervisors told crews not to repair them because the welds were made
offsite."
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During an interview with Applegate and GAP representatives, this allegation
was clarified to be piping received July 3,1979, the subject of one of

JApplegate's prior allegations.

5.7.2 Background Information 1

, ,The following summarizes the initial investigation of this allegation as
! documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

j On June 29, 1979, Pullman Power Products of Williamsport, Pennsylvania,
also known as the M. W. Kellogg Company, shipped five prefabricated pipe
spool pieces weighting 6700 lbs. by truck to the Zimmer site for installa-
tion in the main steam relief (MSR) system, a safety-related system. The
spool pieces were received on the evening of July 3, 1979. Since unloading
equipment was not available, the five spool pieces were rolled off the truck
onto the ground. Nonconformance report E-1911 was written on July 5, 1979,
documenting the r.cthod of unloading. The nonconformance report had the
effect of placing the spool pieces in a " hold" status in the Kaiser warehouse.
The welds on the five spool pieces were later radiographed. The radiographs
displayed apparent rejectable indications in welds on three of the five spool
pieces. On September 18 through 28, 1979, despite the issuance of the non-
conformance report, the spool pieces were released to construction and in-
stalled. As documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09, the
licensee was found to be in noncompliance with NRC requirements for the
release of the spool pieces prior to establishing acceptability. During
April and May 1980, the welds on the spool pieces were examined ultrasoni-
cally and by magnetic particle testing and found to be acceptable.

On April 8, 1980, the RIII inspector reviewed the radiographs on all five
spool pieces (IMS08BB12-6B, IMSO9BA12-1AH, IMS08BA12-58H, IMS11B12-7BH,
and IMS10BA12-1CH). The films (radiographs) were marked "For Information
Only" because an acceptable radiographic technique could not be established
because of the configurations and thicknesses of the spool pieces.

RIII personnel determined that radiography was not the correct nondestructive
examination (NDE) technique for the spool pieces. The geometrical configura-
tions and relatively large thicknesses of the spool pieces would prevent
accurate displays of weld indications on the radiographs. A veld indication
shown on the radiograph could be caused by distortion. The ultrasonic and
magnetic particle tests ultimately performed on the installed spool pieces
were appropriate techniques.

5.7.3 Investigation

5.7.3.1 Interview witt Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
rentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he had
provided information to GAP regarding this allegation, and he was referring
to five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg 'that fell
off a truck during their delivery to the site. He stated that Peabody
Magnaflux (PM) radiographers examined the pieces and found defective welds
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on some of them. He said construction personnel installed the spool pieces
in the plant, disregarding PM's finding on the welds.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.7.3.2 Interview with David Hang'

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was
interviewed. He stated that in August 1979 Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding
Engineer, asked him to radiograph MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the
truck on delivery to the Zimmer site. Hang said the examination was to
determine if any of the welds on the pieces had cracked from the impact of
the fall. Hang indicated that three of the five spool pieces he examined
had what appeared to be unacceptable radiographic indications. He said he
reported this in the Report of Radiographic Examination submitted to Pallon
and also told Pallon that radiography was the wrong technique to use to
examine welds of this configuration. Hang said he advised Pallon that an
ultrasonic examication should be performed in this case. Hang also stated
the spool pieces were ultrasonically examined in April 1980 and the welds
were found to be acceptable.

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, Hang provided written sworn statements,
copies of which are included as Exhibit

y(.

5.7.3.3 Record Reviews

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward reviewed records that indi-
cated the five spool pieces were ultrasonically examined by Pullman Power
Products (Kellogg) in April and May 1980 and examined by magnetic particle
testing by Peabody Magnaflux in April 1980. The records showed that welds
on all five pieces were acceptable. The magnetic particle records indicated
that piece 1-MS-11B-12-7BH, weld No. V, had a linear indication approximately

[ 1/4-in. long, which was ground, retested, and found acceptable.

The RIII inspector determined that the ultrasonic and magnetic particle tests
were valid examinations for the spool piece welds.

5.7.3.4 Field Observations
s,

| On February 24, 1981,oRIII 4'nspector X;.in km d made visual examinations
' of all of the welds on the five spool pieces and identified no unacceptable

indications. The spool pieces had been installed in the main steam relief
I system prior to the time of the visual examinations.

5.7.3.5 NRC Independent Measurements

i During September 1981, -ohe NRC performed ultrasonic examinations of three
! welds on each of the five spool pieces. No unacceptable indictions were

identified in any of the welds. Details of these NRC independent measure-
ments are documented in IE Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.

|

|
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5.7.4 Findings and Conclusions

The subject of this allegation was investigated by NRC in early 1980. At
that time radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld indications in
welds on three of five spool pieces. One item of noncompliance was cited
in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09 for releasing and installing
the spool pieces before determining their acceptability. Subsequently,

' the licensee and RIII independently determined that ultrasonic testing,
; rather than radiography, was the appropriate nondestructive testing
! technique for examining velds of that geometry and thickness. The welds' were examined by ultrasonic and magnetic particle testing and determined

to be acceptable. As part of an independent measurements program,1dnr
NRC performed ultrasonic examinations of three welds on each of the five
spool pieces and identified no unacceptable indications.

5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.
'Depeh e.

5.8 A Prefabricated Pipe Welds

5.8.1 Allegation

"At least three sources contacted by [ Thomas] Applegate confirmed that an
estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative *

(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either
Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang
(no specific source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and
James Tyner were named as having additional information. The name
Steve Sellars is in error, as no such individual was employed at Zimmer.
It appears that this was a reference to Steve Binning.

5.8.2 Background Information

Radiography is similar to a medical X-ray procedure, with the exception that
a small but intensely radioactive material (source) is utilized to produce the

i radiation. The radiographic film that is produced is like an X-ray and can be
| a permanent record. Nuclear welding Codes often specify radiography (RT) as

'

a required examination. In many cases, the weld root pass (bottom portion of
the weld, or first welding pass) is radiographed for information, and to,

i determine if the root is acceptable. The completed weld is radiographed for
formal Code acceptance. Nuclear welding Codes contain detailed standards
for radiography, including extent of exposure and clarity of the resulting
radiographic film.

A radiograph is interpreted (read) by an interpreter. Radiographic interper-
ters are assigned levels of authority and responsibility based on examination
and length of experience, with a Level III radiographer being the highest level.
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When a radiograph is read, a " reader sheet" is filled out. The reader sheet
identifies the weld, date of radiography, radiographic technique, interpreter,
areas of the weld included, and the conclusions of the interpreter. The reader
sheet is normally filed with the radiographs it represents.

4

Many types of defects or discontinuities can be detected through radiography,
including incomplete fusion, cracks, pososity, slag, undercut, and other
defects. The welding Code applied indicates the requirements for weld accept-

| ability, and indications may be acceptable as provided in the relevant Code. ,

Many interpretations are highly subjective, and it is possible for interpreters'

to disagree on the acceptability or rejectability of an observed indication.
In some cases, additional radiography may be performed to provide additional
information. As long as the pipe is not inaccessible, subsequent radiography

isnormallynotdifficultortootime{onsuming.
In practice, the most common occurrence is that a section of a weld, rather
than the whole weld, may include defects. The section of the weld containing
the defects is then removed through grinding, re-welded, and re-radiographed.
If the repair radiograph is acceptable, the entire weld can be accepted.

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors.
These items contain welds, and vendors are required to perform nondestructive
examinations of these welds according to applicable Codes and standards. ASMI
Section III standards require 100% radiography of Class A pipe welds. When
radiography is required, radiograp4/ reports are provided to the utility for )(
permanent filing after acceptance.1

5.8.3 Investigation

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A
-

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he was a
pipefitter assigned to assist employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm
responsible for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. Ee said that
in his opinion 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellogg
were defective.

He indicated that he based his opinion on a statement made by PM personnel that
they had observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured
by Kellogg on four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds in the residual
heat removal (RHR) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not
found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph
10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sellars and
David Binning reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not
to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.

Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in
August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of main steam
relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Allegation 5.7) that had fallen off
a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining'the spool
pieces, PM personnel found 5 cf 20 welds examined to be defective. He said
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CG&E overruled PM's findings on this examination, but PM retained copies of
their reports and could provide investigators with further information
regarding this matter.

5
Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of the

; , prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the
i statement.
!

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
!

I

he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a
telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, he responded in the
affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant
were defective. He said he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-fabricated pipe welds were defective.

Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation
because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the
type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information
about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generally
confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was
a misquote. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds in
question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

,
5.8.3.3 InterviewwithC7amesTyneh

i -

On April 16, 1981, ames Tyneh former(Kaiser Pipefitter Superintendent] was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was contacted by a GAP representative who
asked him if he was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds were
defective and that Robert Marshall had concurred with this statement. He said
he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that statement
and said the prefabricated welds would have to be radiograp_hed and the results

evaluated before he could make such a determination. [ Welder Qualification
ynerjsaid the pipe weldsin the plant are good, and attributed this to Kaiser's

Program which identified unqualified welders and prohibited them from working
on safety-related welds.

(TynerjrecalledthatononeoccasionPMradiographersexaminedaKaiserfield
| weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this

piping was part of the class D portion of the closed cooling water system and
t

was not safety-related piping. He indicated that the radiographers may have
j applied safety-related standards to a nonsafety-related pipe and therefore

found rejectable defects in the welds. [Tyne7) stated this was not indicative
of 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds being defective.
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5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that
20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall
a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers
Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe
support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned thati

I a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware
; of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Anthony Pallon, Kaiser

Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability of*

Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.
Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg prefabricated
spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds+

were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level.

II Rdio,grap' hey,RexBaker,andjNRCInspector*axts=Want. He said Baker and
deter 7m ne"d that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the'

view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the
use of an improper technique.

5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hang

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated PM was responsible for conducting radio-
graphic examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely
radiograph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.
He stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.
He said on occasion, when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser
weld overlapped a Kellogg weld, PM would examine and find defects in the
Kellogg weld. In each instance, ttlese defects were reported to Kaiser on
the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for
corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR
spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The
examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact
of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him
radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces
were pipt with 3-1/2-in, wall thickness and with welds 1-1/2-in. wide, which
would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds we*= defective.
When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle
which would prevent them from seeing some defects and would exaggerate others.
Hang said he examined the spool pieces for "information caly" purposes and
reported his findings to Pallon. Hang said he found five of the twenty welds
were unacceptable based on the radiographs; however, the spool pieces were
later ultrasonically examined and found acceptable. He indicated that
ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to examine the spool pieces
and is the valid examination.

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written sworn statement, a copy
of which included as Exhibit 7.
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5.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning

on April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM I.evel II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible
for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser
welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radiograph prefabricated spool
pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg~

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of the welds on-

| prefabricated spool pieces were defective.
|
| He did recall one occasion when David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that
'

had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but he later
determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and
the technique used was therefore unacceptable.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written sworn statement, a-

copy of which is included as Exhibit .

5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-
cated spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,

1 David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on
delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-
mation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

Af ter a further examination of the film, Hang had determined the geometric
configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.
Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard PM employees
mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive
examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that
he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated
pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg
welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination
which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film
and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware
that, when one examines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the
geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which
are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified
defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the
defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-
ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field

welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping
Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 20%-of the pre-
fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined
all of the prefabricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site
and that it was Kellogg's responsibility, not that of PM, to examine these
welds.
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Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked
David Hang to rad:ograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off the
truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph
the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique
was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool
pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon
requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool
pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use.

when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic
examination did not detect any defects in the spool pieces.

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written sworn statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit X.

5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffen

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from January to
August 1980 and during this period supervised PM radiographers onsite.
Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-
fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one
incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to
radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The
radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam-
ination, they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said
they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-
graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later
reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry
was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the
spool pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining
Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld
that overlapped a Kaiser weld. He said the defects would be noted on the
examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when
welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of
the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of
no reason why any PM employee would state that 20% of the prefabricated welds
onsite were defective.

5.8.3.10 Record Reviews

Region III inspectors reviewed radiographs of field welds in spool pieces
in the residual heat removal (RHR) system (the system identified by Individual
A as containing defective welds) to determine if there were any unacceptable
indications in the welds or adjacent material and to determine if the
radiographs also included shop welds with unacceptable indications. In

| addition, the inspectors reviewed radiographs of shop welds in spool pieces
in the RHR system to determine if there were any unacceptable indications.'

The following welds were reviewed:

|
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Line Weld Diameter Line Weld DiameterNo. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

I
~

Field Welds
}

1RH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4'

1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4'
1RH0E2B10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 41RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 41RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 41RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 61RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 101RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 101RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6IRH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 101RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 101RH02B6 RH15 20 1RH02B2C0 RHISB 201RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 201RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 201RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 161RH02BA20 RH8 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 201RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 201RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 201RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20

1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20
1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 161RH02BA20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 181RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 181RH02P.C20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 201RH02A320 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20*

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 161RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 13

Shop Welds

'

1RH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 161RH02BA20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20
1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20
1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18

| N^#vNm -#^My y #- . y ~ ~

The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the
62 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds
or the adjacent material. No shop welds were included (overlapped) in! the radiographs of the above field welds.

( k v<
|

In addition to the, welds in ToLic 3.0 - 1, the NRC inspectors reviewed radio-
{ graphs of 206 prefabricated pipe (shop) welds (796 radiographs) for acceptable
|

|
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radiographic testing (RT) technique, weld quality, and documentation. Radio-
graphs of the welds were reviewed per ASME Section III, 1971 Edition, with
Summ'er 1973 Addenda, and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and.

ES-416. No unacceptable radI9 graphic technique deficiencies were identified!

} in 609 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications were identified
in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs were made without
required shims under the penetrameters. An additional four radiographs were

~ made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter. (The 206 welds for which
radiographs were examined are identified in Exhibit .) p(

'

ASME Section III, 1971 Edition, with Summer 1973 Addenda, Appendix IX,
paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that.

the total thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same
as the total weld thickness...."

'

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)
Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,
states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
under the penetrameter equal tc the nominal thickness of the base metal plus
the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically
similar material to the weld metal."

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the noted welds
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the W . H. Zimmer QAm
Manual, Section 11.2 (358/81-13-11).

All of the radiographs in which the penetrameters were insufficiently shimmed
were previously accepted by the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized
Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company) at the fabri-
cator's shop and at the site, the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),
and the licensee at the site.

A penetrameter is a device used to determine the image quality of a radio-
graph, usually a thin strip of metal of a thickness specified as some
percentage of thickness of the material being radiographed. Placed on
the part being radiographed, it is normally required that it be of material
radiographically similar to that of the item being inspected. Various
sized holes, multiples of the penetrameter thickness, are on the strip.
The ability of the radiograph to show some definite size hole establishes
its quality. The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine,

if the radiograph has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications
that are in noncomformance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient
shimming of the penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thickness
under the penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness, thus estab-
lishing a valid reference for identifying weld indications. An insufficiently
shimmed penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received,

sufficient exposure to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion
of the weld that is thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.4

The licensee disagreed with the NRC interpretation of Paragraph IX-3334.4
of the ASME Code, Section III-1971, regarding the use of shims under the
penetrameter. This matter was discussed in a meeting on April 30, 1981,

J
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b_ tween repiesentatives of RIII, RIV, the State of Ohio, the National
Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and the licensee and his
consultants. The meeting is documented in IE Inspection Report No.
50-358/81-16. The representatives frcm the State of Ohio and the National.

Board concurred with the NRC cition.,

A second meeting to discuss shimmirg of the penetrameters was held at the
' Zimmer site on June 29, 1981. Representatives from Region III, the State

'

of Ohio, the Natior2al Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and;

the licensee and his consultants attended. Details of the meeting are
documented in IE Inspection Repcrt 50-358/81-21.

A program t. hat may den:onstrate the adequacy of the radiographs in question
is being implemented by CG&E and is included in the7 uality ConfirmationQ
Program. Thi: p r ;--- is f r&d:d :: cr.iM N 3g, X
5.8.3.11 Verification

Region III inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the
respective radiographs by making an onionskin tracing of each weld from
the designated radiograph and then comparing the tracing to the individual
weld in the plant.

NAR, N, MN' * %,"
~ - - -

Pipeline No. . eld No.W

IFC36CA621 B
IMS20E3169 A
IFC02AE818 B
IMS20B3169 D
IFC39CA621 C
IFC02AB818 A

% 9 # -._; % % ^y^sfN
5.8.3.12 NRC Independent Measurements

During September 1981, the NRC selected ten welds for which radiographs had
been taken with insufficient penetrameter shimming. The welds were selected
from the welds addressed in this report section and also from a list compiled
by the licensee. The selections were made based on a visual judgment of
relatively lesser radiographic quality and the ability to re-establish the
original radiographic (geometric) set-up. Of the ten welds selected only
seven were physically accessible to be radiographed. The seven welds were
radiographed by a NRC contractor using the same radiographic technique
orginally used plus a second penetrameter which was sufficiently shimmed.
The new radiographs were of acceptable quality and an interpretation of
the radiographs did not indicate any rejectable indications for these
welds. Details of NRC independent measurements are documented in IE
Inspection Report 50-358/81-27.
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5.8.4 Findings and Conclusions

Interviews with the individuals identified by the alleger did not provide
specific information of any defective weld. Therefore, the RIII inspector
examined more than 800 radiographs to determine the acceptablility of the
welds. No unacceptable welds were identified; however, 187 radiographs could

! not be interpreted because of an unacceptable radiographic technique. To
I provide further assurance that both prefabricated and field welds are satis-
I factory, the quality of the welds and the radiographic technique have been

addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program. As part of the'

NRC's(jndependent measurements, seven selds similar to the 187 of unaccept-
able technique were radiographed by a NRC contractor and no rejectable
indictions were identified in the new radiographs.

5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to assure that radiography
test requirements for shimming the penetrameter had been satisfied).

LAu
5.9 A DesTgn Control

5.9.1 Allegation

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after the fact to conform with
piping that already bad been installed."

5.9.2 Background Information

Problems associated with the design and installation of large-bore piping
and pipe suspension systems were identified by the RIII inspection program
beginning in May 1978. Similar problems were identified for small-bore
piping and pipe suspension systems beginning in February 1980. Seventeen
inspections have covered these large-bore and small-bore pipe and piping
suspension systems.

Problems related to installations not being in accordance with design
drawings were identified for large-bore piping and pipe suspension systems
in an August 1978 RIII inspection and for small-bore piping and pipe sus-
pension systems in a February 1980 inspection. The resolution of these
problems is being followed in the Rill inspection program.

5.9.3 Investigation

5.9.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
Kaiser construction personnel used " construction aids" rather than final
design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe support hangers on
site. He stated that if a pipe support hanger or pipe piece was moved,
the construction aid was changed in the field without an engineer's
concurrence. He said there was no assurance that the pipe was in the
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proper location or was installed as designed. He characterized this as
designing pipe hanger and support systems "after the fact" because the

' construction aids'were used as the final drawing after installation.

Individual A said the systems were not installed to follow drawings approved
by an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed by construc-

, tion and the engineer took the construction aid and made it into the final
! drawing for the system. He said this occurred because Sargent & I. undy (S&L),'

the architect-engineer, did not have enough engineers assigned to the site
| to draw and approve design changes on the pipe support system or to provide

accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to use when'

installing the systems.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

InterviewwithkamesTyne]5.9.3.2
-

On April 16, 1981, JamesTyne)r former Kaiser Pipefitter Superintenden
was interviewed by C. He stated his concern about Kaiser's practice T
installing pipe supports from " construction aids" ce " field sketches" rather
than from approved design drawings. He said construction was far ahead of
schedule and the designers were behind in this area. He stated that pipe
supports as drawn on the* construction aid * occasionally did not fit in the
location they were designed for and were moved arbitrarily and noted in
red on the* construction aid 7 This change was then transpAsed to the final
drawing without an engineer's evaluation of the change. LTyne"Dindicated
that this resulted from poor initial design on the* construction aid"itself.

hyneNalsosaidthat, in his opinion, the licensee did not have qualified '

engine'ers or engineering support staff on site to properly draw the' con-
struction aidt to match actual conditions in the plant.

5.9.3.3 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that
he was provided with a field construction drawing or construction plan
when installing systems in the plant. The system would be installed and'

the engineering staff would be shown where construction personnel had made
! changes or alterations in the installation of the system. He characterized'

this as construction designing the systems while they were being installed,
rather than designing the system by engineers. Individual B indicated that
in 1977 Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors contracted from Butler Services,
Inc., saw this practice and directed that it be stopped because it was
contrarytofuality/ontrolfrocedures.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

i
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5.9.3.4 Review of Previous NRC Inspections

NRC has previously identified problems with the installation of pipe hangers
and the related quality assurance inspection program. These problems were
documented and notices of violation were issued in Region III Inspection
Reports No. 78-10, 78-18, 78-22, 78-27, 78-32, 79-03, 79-10, 79-11, 79-22,
79-37, 80-05, 80-13, 80-16, 80-22, 80-25, 81-04, and 81-17.

1. RIII inspection of large-bore piping an pipe suspension system design
and installation was initiated in May 1978. By the latter part of,

1978, RIII was aware that most of the existing installations were not
in accordance with the design, due to implementation of an inadequate
installation and QA/QC program. The situation was further compounded
by the updating of GE design criteria that invalidated the previous

> engineering design and calculations. Since then, the licensee has
determined that all installations are considered preliminary and that
final calculations will be performed prior to system test and acceptance.
Because of this, RIII has not inspected large-bore piping suspension
system hardware since 1979. The findings relative to support installa-
tions not in accordance with design and inadequate design review remain
as open issues which will be reviewed by bhe NRC.

2. RIII inspection of smalL-bore process and instrumentation piping and g
pipe suspension system design and installation was initiated in February f
1980. Probl.'ms relative to field design changes being made without S&L
approval are documented in Inspection Report 80-05. At present, the
design of small-bore systems is contracted to Nuclear Power Services, Inc.
(hPS). RIII review of the NPS program and its implementation will be a '

part of future routine site inspections.

3. RIII inspections of small.-bore CRD piping and pipe suspension systems
designandinstallationwereperformedinDecemberg"1980. The inspection
identified inadequacies in design and the QA/QC programs and as a result;

'

CG&E issued a Stop Work Order. RIII followup inspection in June 1981
(Report No. 81-17) resolved most of the findings; however, the present
RCI design control provisions relative to procedures, verification, and
approval remain open.

The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been and continue to
be closely monitored by Region III.

5.9.4 Findings and Conclusions

There have been cases of both large-bore and small-bore piping and pipe
suspension systems being installed without proper design control. Field
installations have been made that were not in accordance with approved

'

design documents. This problem was initially identified for large-bore
piping systems during a May 1978 RIII inspection. It was initially,

identified for small-bore piping systems during an RIII inspection in;

February 1980, which was conducted as a result of an allegation. concerning
small-bore piping problems at another RIII facility.
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These problems have resulted in items of noncompliance, management meetings
with the licensee and licensee stop work orders, one of which was confirmed
in an Immediate Action Letter. Resolution of these problems is not complete
and is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.5 Items of Noncompliance
i

j -No new items of noncompliance were identified.

\)enue@ Tray Hangers and Loading3 able5.10 C

5.10.1 Allegation

" Shock-absorbing electrical tray hangers previously found unsatisfactory
'

are still unsafe due to faulty welds, and electrical cable trays remain
dangerously full."

5.10.2 Background Information
'

During an interview on February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate and a GAP
representative, Thomas Devine, indicated that Edwin Hofstadter was the
source of this allegation.

Hofstadter was employed by Husky Products, the Zimmer cable tray vendor,
between February 8, 1973;and August 4, 1978. He wrote a letter of com-
plaint that he sent to various parties on August 18, 1978. RIII personnel
contacted him by telephone on September 9, 1978, and he was interviewed by
RIII personnel on September 29, 1978. His allegations, relating'to materials
and welding on cable trays supplied to the Zimmer and Clinton sites, were
investigated in detail by RIII, and the findings related to Zimmer are
documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/78-21. The RIII investigation
resulted in one item of noncompliance-(. 1-fi;icr.;N , but cable tray materials
and welding were considered acceptable.

During the 1978 RIII investigatinn, Hofstadter sent a series of letters
to the NRC (dated September 30, October 9, 19, 20, 31, December 15, 1978,
and February 11, 1979) stating his concerns and expressing dissatisfaction
with NRC investigation findings. Ln February 2, 1979, a public press con-
ference was held in Cincinnati wherein RIII personnel met with Hofstadter,
a lawyer representing Ralph Nader, and representatives of Citizens Against
A Radioactive Environment (CARE), an intervenor group, to discuss the NRC
investigation.

At RIII's request, a vendor inspection of Husky Products was performed by
Region IV personnel during February 12-15, 1979 (Report No. 99900356/79-01).
The inspection did not identify significant deficiencies.-(Q?. ";;;.;l 1*d
& ;; a t e L uu uf 'h vi evlig na.cn, x;1' pr;ah T lach;i
er'*ingparau a . Et m .u uudei 1/ ', u . )w

On March 9,1979, CARE sent a letter to various media representatives, taking
issue with the RIII finding of cable tray acceptability. Subsequently, the
Mississippi Valley Power Project (MVPP), another intervenor group, introduced
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the acceptability of cable trays and cable tray loading as contentions in the
Zimmer licensing hearings. These contentions were accepted for litigation,
and extensive testimony by NRC, Husky Products, CG&E, Hofstadter, and MVPP
personnel is documented in the hearing transcripts.

A review of the Atomic Safety Licensing Board hearing transcripts did not
i reveal any significant information not included in the RIII investigation

report. The conclusion of cable tray acceptability has not been altered.

I Hofstadter made no allegations concerning cable tray hangers, and these
' were not supplied by Husky Products.

A report (50.55(e)) was submitted to NRC by the licensee concerning cable
tray hanger welding deficiencies on July 17, 1978. A follow p report was,

sent to the NRC on October 30, 1978. Review of the lice'asee's corrective
actions was performed during an inspection conducted March 21-23, 1979.
During that inspection, corrective action appeared to be acceptable, but
had not been completed.

'

5.10.3 Investigation

5.10.3.1 Interview of Edwin Hofstadter

Edwin Hofstadter was contacted by telephone on July 31, 1981. He stated his
concerns dealt with cable tray (fittings) welding, and he had no knowledge
of cable tray hangers. He expressed concern regarding cable tray loading at
Zimmer.

5.10.3.2 Observations and Reviews Concerning Cable Tray Hanger Welds

The following findings address the present review of the allegation as
expressed by GAP in t!.eir letter of December 10, 1980, to the Merit Systems
Protection Board concerning cable tray hangers and cable tray loading.

RIII inspectors made visual inspections of both vendor and field welds on
the following Superstrut cable tray hangers in the cable spreading room and
blue switchgear rcom, and at an elevation of 473-ft in the auxiliary building.

The following data was noted for the cable spre.sding room:

; No. 14H11FEC145--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

No. 14H11FEC147--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

No. 4H2FEC193--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection.

covered with fireproofing

No. 15H1FEC160--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection.

covered with fireproofing

No. 70HFEC165 (cross brace member No. 23HV5FEC294)--welds had irregular.
,

profile, porosity, and undercut!

I
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AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, states, ". . . Welded joints sha:1 not be
painted until after the work has been completed and accepted...."

_The apparent lack of in process and adequate final inspections of the,

j above field and vendor hanger welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, /ppendix B,
'

Criterion X, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1.2 (358/81-13-13).

The RIII inspector requested the design acceptance criteria that was used
by QC to evaluate the undercut on hanger 15H2FEC175. The licensee provided
S&L Specification H-2713, Supplement 7, Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser
Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, Revision 8, paragraph 5.2.9, which allows up to,

i 1/16-in. undercut on the cable tray hanger welds. The 1/16-in. criterion
. does not comply with AWS DI.1-1972, Section 3.6.4, which states, "For
} buildings and tubular structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch
' deep when its direction is transverse to primary tensile stress in the part

that is undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."

Further review of Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, paragraph 5.2, revealed other
noted exceptions to the AWS D1,1-1972 code. These exceptions included
fillet weld size and weld convexity. On March 5, 1981, S&L provided a
documented investigation program of fillet weld size for P-W Industries'

cable pac hangers, purchase order No. 7070-25102. This program was
perform.d by Gladstone Laboratory of Cincinnati to substantiate the
design Sq2acy of the undersized fillet welds at the flare bevel joints
of the cable pan hangers. The study was based on a sample of 95 welds
cut from P-W cable tray hangers. The 95 welds were sectioned and etched
to determine actual weld size and relative weld quality. Only one weld
was identified as rejectable due to a lack of fusion. Although this study
may justify that the weld size was adequate where the weld penetration
was not measurable by normal visual techniques, no justification was pro-
vided to substantiate the exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 Code requirements
concerning weld convexity and undercut.

These deviations from the AWS Code are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion III, the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.3 (358/81-13-14).

The following data was noted for the blue switchgear room hangers (eleva-
tion 525 f t and drawing E-96):

No. 1H029--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

8

No. 5H25--foot connection covered with fireproofing; no visible.

unacceptable weld discontinuities

No. 5H30 (2)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
'

No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

No. 1H079--no unacceptable weld discontinuities. .

No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

(

i
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2 Nos. SH19--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

No. 109HV4 (east and west sides)--had unacceptable weld discontinuities
; that were controlled on construction inspection plans (records)
r

No. 1H28-2--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; .

- No. 1H28-1--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

i

No. 1H29--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

2. No. 5H30--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities,

1. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

15. No. SH19 (4)--r.o unacceptable weld discontinuities

No. 5H3(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

No. SH2(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

/
7) . No. SH25--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection

covered with fireproofing.

The following data was noted for elevation 473 ft auxiliary building
hangers: .

j. No. SH009 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

No. 4H3 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

3. No. 2H1 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
e/

,4 No. SH010 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

7$. No. 5H012 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

No. 6H1 (2) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities.

7p No. 6H1 (1) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

Four to six welds were inspected on each of the preceding hangers.

Several of the tray hanger foot connections (where the hangers are attached
to the structural beams) were covered with fireproofing and could not be
inspected. Therefore, the RIII inspector requested QC inspection documen-
tation to assure that the welds covered by fireproofing were acceptable.
The licensee provided a copy of Surveillance Report (SR) No. 2893 dated
January 8, 1981, which stated that 94 of 179 (Superstrut) cable tray hangers
in the cable spreading room have one or both foot connections covered with
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fireproofing. The SR requested clarification as to what QC should do since
the foot connections had not been inspected. As of March 27, 1981, the SR
had no disposition.

h *k This item is unresolved pending resolution of SR No. 2893 and action to
,

resolve other hanger connections throughout the plant that were covered
before they were inspected (358/81-13-15).

The concerns identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality' Confirmation Program.
'

5.10.3.3 Observations, Reviews, and Interviews Concerning Cable Tray Loading.

i

The RIII inspector made field observations, reviewed and discussed site
control measures, and reviewed and discussed the design basis and verifica-

| tions regarding cable tray loading. Tray loading was considered in three
aspects: cable ampacity or thermal loading; physical weight loading; and -

; the commitments in the Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1.

1. The following cable tray routing points (nodes) were selected for the
reviews and discussions:

1057A--yellow division / power tray--selected because of the higha.

design index (DI) of 1.44 (see 5.;0.0.; paragraph 3 for explanation
of design index). e *:r 8ee'*

b. 2025A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high DI
of 1.46. -

,

2023A--blue division / power tray--selected for verification of DIc.
accuracy (DI of 1.18).

d. 2038A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high
D1 of 1.44.

2039A--blue division / power tray--selected during field observa-e.
tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.,

i

f. 1073A--yellow division / power tray--selected for verification of
the number of cables installed.

g. 1104B--yellow division / control tray--selected because of the high
w *"I ~ _DI of 1.54.

sP*e* h. "2027A--blue division / power tray--selected because of high DI of
1.46.

2. The RIII inspector and a licensee representative counted the cables in
the following tray nodes and compared the counts with the number of cables
listed in the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report, dated February 2, 1981:
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Mode Field Count Report Count
*

1057A 27 27
2025A 24 23 (see explanation below)
2039A 39 39
1073A 32 33 (see explanation below)

~

The Cable Pan loading Report is a computerized periodical that gives.

i the design status of cable tray loads. The report identifies individ-
ual cable numbers that have been specified to be routed through the
segmented tray points (nodes).

.

The RIII inspector reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report
dated February 5, 1981, and some cable pull (installation cards) to
verify that the cables specified for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, and
1073A in the Loading Report had actually been installed. For tray
node 2025A, cable No. LL145 was found to be two individual conductors
and, for tray node 1073A, the records indicated that cable No. VP210
had not yet been installed, which accounted for the discrepancies
between the preceding field and report counts. No other discrepancies
were identified in either the design or installation reports and records
for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, 2039A, and 1073A. Thus, the design and
installation records appeared to match the numbers of cables >-*"-''y-
installed in the plant.

The RIII inspector also compared the number of cables specified in
the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report for tray nodes 2023A against the
H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report. The cables on the two reports
matched.

3. The RIII inspector inquired how the computerized design index program
correlated to Zimmer FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 (dealing with ampacity) and
Section 3.10.1.2.3.c (dealing with physical weight limitations).

The Zimmer FSAR states the following:a.

8.3.3.1.1 In Trays

All power cables to be used in ZPS-1 are assigned
in accordance with Table 8.3-18. The tables for
power cable loading are based on IPCEA [ Insulated
Power Cable Engineers Association] Publication
No. P-46-426.

8.3.3.1.2 Not In Trays,.

The thermal ampacity of power and control cables
with no part of their length in solid-bottom tray
are in accordance with IPCEA P-46-426, with appro-
priate rating factors applied for ambient, shields,
and direct-current service.
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8.3.3.1.3 Fill

The summation of the cross-sectional areas of the
cables shall not exceed 50% of the tray usable
cross-sectional area or two layers of cables,
whichever is larger, but not to exceed 60% of the
cross-sectional area in any case.

Conduit is sized in accordance with Sargent & Lundy
* Standard EDSB-10, Electrical Drafting Reference for

Determining Conduit and Pipe Sizes, which limits
conduit fill to the percentages established by the
National Electric Code.

Section 3.10.1.2.3.c
-

" Cable tray loading of 40 psf (pounds per square foot) is o
used throughout." I

b. On March 17 and March 19, 1981, the S&L Asr.istant Manager of
Electrical Engineering described the correlation between the
FSAR and the design index program as follows:

The power cable ampacity loading is based not on IPCEA P-46-426
(1962), but on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (by J. Stolpe) printed in
1970,IPCEAP-54-440(1975)$hichwasbasedonStolpe'sPaper,
and S&L Standard ESA-104a (revised November 1, 1972).

The Stolpe method bases ampacity on the depth-of-fill design of
cables in the tray rather than on the percentage fill. S&L uses
a 2-in. depth-of-fill as the basis for selecting a cable for a
particular ampere load.

(1) The 2-in. depth-of-fill design results in a major conservatism
because of the following:

(a) Load diversity--many cables carry current only intermit-
tently (e.g., valve operators, sump pumps, etc.).

(b) Cable size granularity--only a few cable types and
*

sizes are purchased, resulting in selection of over-
sized cables for most services. This means many cables
would be capable of carrying larger currents (rated)
than those actually carried.

(c) Design ampere margin--the design ampere loads used to
select cables before the final equipment design data
is known are necessarily conservative (high).

(2) Because of the above conservatisms, the S&L desiga practices
are as follows:

(a) Cables are routed into trays without limiting fill.

- 76 -



-_ _

DRAFT 2 10/8/81

(b) The resulting fill is monitored as the design proceeds.

(c) When the fill reaches a target level, the actual heat
load is calculated and, if the heat load exceeds the
allowable amount, sufficient cables are removed from
the affected trays.

- To accomplish steps (2)(b) and (2)(c), S&L uses the design index
program. The design index is a measure of tray fill and is expressed
mathematically as follows:

f t:hm (cable diameters)2 g@um
Design Index = Useable area of the tray

y

A
wk
d::: r32: "'" q" A tray width times design depth-of-fillm
(design depth-of-fill is based on square cables) and 50% of the tray
cross-sectional area w

hepoalo 4't. p r tr ea ec ual s a
I

,

4 qin.se ea -a al 4 *n x

n/. m' 9[A
-

2/_ d
-

r

|eE = summation
d = cable diameter

%

This equation is consistent with the Stolpe method. " Percent Fill" is
not consistent with the Stolpe method because the depth of the tray is
used rather than the depth of the cables in the tray. Percent Fill is
also based on the actual cable cross-sectional area rather than the
square cable that is assumed in the Stolpe method. Expressed mathe-
matica11y,

h(pix /*)K\O
P F M _ Sum f cable cross-sectional areas x 100 g

Total cross-sectional tray area _. ,
m._. -

. _ _

_

_ w
,,
'

wh the sum o cable cro -sect; nal a. as e sept
with = radius o the cabl and p\i 3.14

\
| hus, \

M. 2
P1 r)xcent Fil =
Tota g ea

e - s-x
y a c"1- a c ah eruss - sed,4 yes - 3,Mit r*
Y % db be %%
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e rel 'on between esign dex and ent ft 's t efore
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1

'
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8

Thus, for a 4-1 .- ep tray:

'

1.0 Design \ndex=2-in.designdep\h-f-
.3% Actua Fi I

k '

\ fill (squ'are cables) 's
'

50% Actual Fill = 1.27, Design Index = 2.54-in. de' sign depth '. N
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,
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\
Nnd for\a 6-in.-dee

Itr : '

N \
39>3% Actual Fil N.0DesignIndex-3-in.designdepth-od

=

1(squareIags)
Based on the preceding relationships between design index and depth
of square cables, and the fact that S&L has used a 2-in. depth-of-fill
as the basis of selecting cables for particular ampere loads, the
cables in tray nodes with a DI over 1.0 would have to be re-evaluated

considering the increased depths. This item is unresolved pending
completion of the re-evaluations (358/81-13-16).

The above design basis for cable ampacity was a deviation from the
design (FSAR) and was not identified on any control document. This is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.6 (358/81-13-17).

On March 17, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of Electrical Engineering
sta.ed that appropriate modifications to the FSAR would be submitted.
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|

Also, specific consideration would be given to the differing types of |

cable insulations, addressed in the previously discussed publications
!

i

(standards), when compared with the cable insulations used in Zimmer. |

'
4. The RIII inspector reviewed S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0,

, dated February 6,1978, paragraph 4.5, which states, "The Fenior Elec-
{ ~ trical Project Engineer shall assign an electrical engineer to run

thermal loading calculations for all power tray routing points with;

; a design index exceeding 1.25. He shall compare these loadings, in'

watts per feet, with the watts per feet limits established for the
design indexes involved."

The RIII inspector requested the thermal calculations for tray nodes'

2025A, 1057A, 20398., and 2027A that had dis in excess of 1.25. S&L
provided calculations for nodes 2025A, 1057A, and 2027A. These
calculations were performed in 1978 and 1979 and had not been reviewed
or approved. S&L described these as interim calculations, which would
have to be redone af ter all of the final electrical loads in the plant
were established and defined. Thermal calculations had not been per-formed for tray node 2038A.

S&L provided a controlled list dated February 24, 1981;of 37 routing
points (nodes) with design indexes over 1.25. Thirty-four of these
tray goints exceed the 50% tray fill requirement specified in the--FSARgSection 8.3.3.1. Tray nodes 1104B and 2025B also exceed 60%
fill. The S&L Assistant Manager stated that thermal calculations
(both allowable and actual) will be performed in the near future for
all power trays with a DI over 1.25. These calculations will be
provided to-Nne. Region III. This item is unresolved (358/81-13-18).

5. Neither S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0, nor any other
document established controls to verify the thermal loading power of
cable (penetration) sleeves and the physical (dead weight) loading
of trays (power, control, and instrument).

The Cable Pan Loading Report included the design indexes ofa.
sleeves. Sleeve #SL111 had a reported DI of 1.29 and sleeve
#SL105 had a reported DI of 1.26. A controlled list of power
sleeves with a DI over 1.25 was not maintained.

b. S&L stated that a design index of 1.25 would be used cs the
factor to determine when calculations would be performed for
physical (dead weight) loading.

The lack of design control measures to verify the adequacy of the
thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of trays is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.11.2 (358/81-13-19).

S&L revised Instruction PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 1, Sections 4.5, 4.6, and
4.7, on March 18, 1981 to include requirements to verify and control the
thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of all trays
(power, control, and instrument) that have a design index over 1.25.
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S&L stated that calculations for the physical loads of all power,
control, and irstrument trays, and for thermal loads of all power
sleeves with a design index over 1.25, will be performed in the near
future. These calculations will be provided to HiW Region III.;

; The RIII inspector requested the justification for using the design
| index ptogram for the determining factor for physical loads since the
-

- design index program had absolutely no relation to physical weight.
The RIII inspector also requested justification for using the design
index of 1.25 as the determining limit for perf orming design calcula-

i tions. S&L stated that both of the justifications would be provided
to 4rPC- Region III. This item is unresolved pending evaluation of the
justification for using a design index program (358/81-13-20).

6. The RIII inspector observed a note on the bettom of the thermal calcu-
lation sheet dated December

27, 1979,d VC073 are overloaded."
for cable tray #1057A. The note

indicated that two cables "#VC016 an The note,i
overloaded cables were not identified on any control document that
would have required appropriate evaluation and disposition. S&L
personnel stated that a control program did not exist for such design
deviations when identified by S&L engineers. This is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 3.6 (358/81-13-21).

7. The RIII inspector determined the physical weight of yellow division
~f (- . s 1 4 /yt Act g -control tray 1104Bg

y 1103'vasdet+rmstreTru-bey

,g61MM.5_3 b
. - .

-Threfere, tri 11ME (D1 !.50) is in complianc with FSAR
Section 3.10.1.2.3 r"hich Oll 2 up to 40 lb/ftA

.sy. s y(ca b -- Oled
Problems identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality Con-
firmation Program.

5.10.4 Findings and Conclusions

This allegation raises concerns Of ;;t: ti:1 ::ft:3 import:nce that cannot
be as:::::4 without further inspections and evaluations by the licensee and

h.syssM#'

Cable tray hanger weld deficiencies in the cable spreading room had been
reported to the NRC in July 1978 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The
licensee's corrective action of this matter was completed in January 1981.
Although this matter was being carried as an open inspection item by NRC,
the licensee's final corrective action was not reviewed prior to thi,
investigation effort. This investigation effort disclosed that the hanger
welds throughout the plant had not been inspected before the welds were
painted or coated with fireproofing.
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The acceptability of electrical tray hanger yelds is unresolved per. ding
(1) additional inspections of hanger welds /which will be made after paint
and fireproofing have been removed, and (2) establishment of the quality
of those welds for which in process inspections were not performed and for

i which inspection criteria deviated from AWS Code requirements.
I The acceptability ofbetrical cable trays 7f'ill and loadin s unresolved! . pending the completion and review of tray-loading calculations for several
| tray-routing point 6 e-evaluations of cable selectionst" establishment of
j the actual design basis and verification measures for cable tray loading

establishment of design measures to verify the thermal loading of power
sleeves and the pLysical loading of tray and establishment of measures
to control design deviations.

It should be noted that the time to determine compliance with ampacity
requirements is at the completion of the electrical design. According to
the licensee and A/E this was to be accomplished.

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

5.10.5 Items of Noncompliance

Six items of noncompliance were identified. (Failure to identify and control
unacceptable welds on four cable tray hangers; failure to execute the programs

welds @;failuretoassurethatappropriateweldinspectioncriteria(1/32 inchfor i rocess and final (before painting) inspections of cable tray hanger

undercut) was specified in design documents; failure to control deviations
from the design basis for cable ampacity; failure to establish measures to
assure verification of the design adequacy of the thermal loading of power
sleeves and the physical loading cf trays; and failure to estab'lish measures
to assure that design deviations, identified by S&L engineers, were controlled).

These items have generic applicability to plants designed by S&L and are being
forwarded to NRC Region IV, Vendor Inspection Branch for generic followup.3

5.11 Clogged Intake

| 5.11.1 Allegation

, " Sand and mud hoke the feedwater pumps and intake flues carrying makeup
| water to the cooling tower, because of a flaw in the plant's design.

Pumps used to rectify the flaw quickly burn out."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), it was clarified that this allegation pertained to the
river intake. The river intake provides service water, not feedwater.,

!

j 5.11.2 Background Information

! 10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
| during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
; public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.
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The licensee reported silting conditions to Region III by telephone on
June 18, 1979, and by CG&E letters QA-1148 dated June 20, 1979 and /
QA-1168 dated July 23, 1979, and service water pump impeller w, ear con-
ditions by telephone on August 10, 1979 and by in letters QA-1196 dated ,

September 6, 1979, QA-1239 dated Decemb;er 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated
December 17, 1980, that were sent to NRC Region III pursuant to the1

requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). , Copies of these letters are includedj '

as Exhibit
1 h

,

.

vg.Jg
; The silting and pump impeller wear conditions, along with the measures to*

correct these conditions, are described in Appendix J of the Wm. H. Zimmer MqFSAR, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (see Exhibit ). 49
5.11.3 Investigation 7'

A review was made of the 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports and related documents.
Additional investigation was not performed by RIII because the matter was
known and resolution was in progress.

The corrective measures to be taken, as iescribed in licensee submittals,
have been reviewed and accepted in Subsection 9.2.1 of NUREG-0528, " Safety
Evaluation Report (SER) Related to the Operation of Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station, Unit 1," Supplement 1, issued in June 1981 by the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Region III considers this to be an open item pending completion of the
corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Appendix J,
Revision 69, dated December 1980 (358/81-13-22).

5.11.4 Findings and Conclusions

The licensee reported the silting condition concerning the service water
intake structure to NRC Region III in June 1979 pursuant to the require-
ments of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The plant design and operating procedures had
to be modified to control the silting condition.

Accelerated service water pump impeller wear was reported by the licensee
i

in August 1979 pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

The silting and pump impeller wear concerns are open items pending completion
of corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (including a
sedimentation monitoring program and plant modifications) and review by RIII
inspectors. The implementation of these corrective measures will be reviewed
during a subsequent inspection.

5.11.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.12 Overpressurization Incident
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5.12.1 Allegation

"A design flaw in the heat exchanger control panel permitted an operator
; mistakenly to force 1200 pounds of pressure through pipes only meant to

handle 300 pounds, ripping the pipe and soaking electricians with a hard
spray of water that would have been radioactive had the plant been in'
operation."

'| 5.12.2 Background Information
i

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found q
during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are ~

public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms. .\,

The licensee reported the overpressurization incident in CG&E letter QA-1106
dated March 2, 1979 (see Exhibit pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR v50.55(e). The report indicated on January 19, 1979, during a construc- A
tion test to d monstrate the flow rate through the high pressure core spray
(HPCS) system orifice, the steam jet air ejector was overpressurized and
failed. The report indicates two operator errors as the cause of the
overpressurization. The errors involved two administratively controlled
valves, which were incorrectly documented as closed. " Administratively"
means that the valve positions (e.g., open, closed, etc.) are verified and
documented in accordance with site procedures. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
also stated that the design, utilizing two administrative 1y controlled
valves, was permitted by the ASME Section III Code, and concluded that the
overpressurization incident was not due to a design deficiency, although a
check valve would have compensated for the two operator errors. .

Although water in the HPCS system is not presently radioactive, it can be
contaminated during normal operation.

5.12.3 Investigation

5.12.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he
recalled an incident when the heat exchanger control panel was pressurized
with 1200 pounds of pressurized water when it was only meant to handle
300 pounds. He said he learned that high pressure water entered the
low pressure system and ruptured pipes 5 the low pressure system. He said

j two electricians in the area were doused with water shen the pipes ruptured.
He related that other plant employees said this incident occurred becauset

'

an operator apparently failed to turn off a valve allowing high pressure
! water to enter the low pressure system.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

t
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5.12.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated he recalled an,

facident when the " alpha air injector condenser" on the ground floor of the
| turbine building was injected with high pressure water instead of low-pressure
| water and the pipes in the condenser ruptured. He said other workers in the
4 plant told him this occurred because an operator failed to close the high-

pressure valve and the high pres ure water entered the low-pressure system
and ruptured the lines.

,

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.12.3.3 Record Revig*

Regi,ogW{II inspectors have previously reviewed the overpressurization concern
as d c ed in the following excerptf M IE Inspection ReportsGk. 70-05,
lecti;; 0, !!c. 70 23, p g; 4,!~. 70 20, p.r.- 4 ::d 5; cad Ii. 60-G6, y.;; 2,

f
' Report No. 79-06, Section 8

9..

kheinspectorreviewedtheeventofJanuary 19, 1979, during which high'

pressure core spray (HPCS) water entered the condensate (CD) and low pressure
core spray (LPCS) systems because valves IE22-F003 and F031 had been left
open causing a rupture of the steam jet air ejector condenser IA. The review
consisted of interviews with testing and operating personnel and a review of
the licensee's final report on his investigation of the event. The review
showed that: '

7
"a. Procedure OP.HP.01-4, Revision 0 was used to lineup, fill and vent

the HPCS system.

"b. At the completion of the fill and vent operation the operator never
completed Step 5.1.5 which required him to close valves IE22-F003 and
F-31. With these two valves open the CD and HPCS systems became
crosstied thru the cycled condensate (CY) system. The operator claims
he informed the Shift Supervisor that he had left the two valves open
while the latter does not recall being told. This failure to follow
procedures is contrary to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V
and is considered to be an example of an item of noncompliance (358/79-
06-CCB) of the infraction level,

i

I "c. For some unknown reason, valve 1E21-F025 which had been safety tagged
closed under Switching Order No. 781317, dated November 16, 1978, was
in the open position. This completed the cross connection of the LPCS
and HPCS systems. Violation of Switching Order No. 781317 is contrary
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and is considered an example of
an item of noncompliance (358-79-06-06C) of the infraction level. The
switching order was cleared on January 24, 1979. The corrective action
which the licensee is currently taking regarding a previous noncompliance

k with the safety tagging procedure (358-79-01-01) is also applicable to
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-

this event, therefore the inspector stated no response to this item of
noncompliance is required.

"d. Paragraph 13.0 of Safety Tagging Procedure EC. SAD.02, Revision 00
allows for the operation of equipment for test purposes without the
removal of the safety tags. It is possible that valve IE21-F025 was-

operated for test purposes thru tags and subsequently left open by.
'

- error. The inspectors have objected to Paragraph 13.0 of the Safety
i Tagging Procedure.
1

"Ori March 21, 1979, the licensee issued operating memo 79-2, Revision 9,
which specifically requires that "Do Not Operate" tags must be removed
before energizing electrical equipment or opening valves. An exception

i j is made in the case of electrical testing conducted by E0TD in which case

f only the E0TD master tag will be left in place.

"e. On December 12, 1977, a General Electric system engineer recommended
,

that a check valve be installed on line IHP18A3 downstream of valve
IE22-F013) because a similar overpressurization of a small section
of low pressure piping had occurred. The recommendation was rejected
because the licensee thought that two valves (IE22-F003 and F031) plus
administrative controls were sufficient to prevent recurrence. The
licensee stated the check valve will be installed. All other ECCS
systems have check valves in the line from the CY system.

"The inspector stated his concern regarding repeatable occurrences where
a lack of communication or understanding between parties have resulted
in damage to equipment. It is our intention to closely monitor the
licensee's performance during the preoperational test program to deter-
mine the adequacy of plant staffing and training as fuel load date
approaches."

k (port No. 79-06, page 2
, Re

" Closed) Noncompliance (358/79-01-01). Failure to follow safety tagging
(switching order) procedure. The inspector found that the licensee is
conducting safety tagging refresher training for all operations personnel'

and systems engineers as stated in their letter, Borgmann to Heishman,
dated February 28, 1979."

Report No. 79-23, page 4

"(0 pen) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report: Overpressurization of the steam jet;

! air ejector heat exchanger (tube side). The inspector established that
a check valve has been installed as stated in the licensee's report dated
March 1, 1979 (QA-1106). This item remains open pending further review by
NRC Operations Branch."

! Report No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5

l
Overpressurization of the steam jet air ejector heat exchanger|

/('(Closed)' tube side). NR number 7247R1, dated February 21, 1979, stated that over'
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pressure to 1200 psi of the LPCS piping system occurred in addition to
others. The A-E (Sargent and Lundy) analyzed the piping system and valves
with dispositions as follows:

"1. Carbon steel piping 3/4" up to 12" acceptable since stress was welli below yield point.
i

i "2. The one stainless steel 3/4" pipe is likewise o.k.
i

-} "3. Six hundred pound valves are acceptable with the pressure experiencedj only being z repeat hydro test.

"4. Three hundred pound and 150 pound valves the manufacturer should be' consulted.
;

"S. The relief valve causing the problem should be retested and reset.
-

"Further information available (Construction Engineering Report dated
April 14, 1979) stated that the valve w w h eturer: recommended a seat
leakage test be conducted on the valves and that this test was performed
without any leaks being detected and it further stated that the relief
valve had been removed, tested and reset of set points done. The NR was
signed as completed on October 25, 1979. The inspector indicated that he
had no further questions regarding this item."
4
Report No. 80-06, page 2

"(Closed) Noncampliance (50-358/79-06b). Failure to follow OP.HP.01-4
valve lineup. (Not closing valves IE22-F003 and IE22-F031.) The inspector.

reviewed the licensee's action to prevent further non-adherence to proce-
Jure _s and found them acceptable."

'[NThe licensee's General Engineering Department report of April 24, 1979
/(excludingattachmentsandtables)thatdocumentsthefinaldispositionof
p :R-7247R1, is included as exhibit /N j g,
t; ::e r N -

r -

5.12.4 Findings and Conclusions

The ovarpressure event referred to in the allegation was reported to the
NRC in March 1979, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The event was caused
by operator errors, that incorrectly permitted two valves to remain open,
rather than inadequate system design.

The actions taken by the licensee to assure the quality of the affected
piping and components and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by the
NRC prior to the allegation and found satisfactory.

5.12.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.13 Lax Fuel Security
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5.13.1 Allegation

"There have been periods when there were no security surveillance cameras
during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-
sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

On February 26, 1981, during a meeting tetween NRC officials, Thomas Devine<

! . (GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III-NRG office, they'
advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers Jeffrey Hyde and

-

Ronald Wright were aware of periods of time when the nuclear fuel was left
unattended. It was alleged these situations presented a threat to the public
health and safety and left the fuel susceptible to terrorism, theft, and/or
diversion.

'

In addition, it was alleged that the walls of the fuel storage area were
" blow-out" walls, designed to give way during tornadoes.

5.13.2 Background Information

On June 26, 1978, NRC Special Nuclear Material License No. SNM-1823 was
issued to CG&E authorizing receipt, possession, inspection, and storage
(at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station) of 2,000 kilograms of
uranium-235 (U-235) reactor fuel at an enrichment not to exceed 2%. The
U-235 CG&E received was in the form of new (unirradiated) reactor fuel assem-
blies. These assemblies are stored on the 627-ft level (seventh floor)
of the reactor building in the spent fuel pool.

Nuclear fuel enriched above natural levels but less than 10% in the U-235
isotope is defined under 10 CFR 73.2(y) as 'special nuclear material of
low strategic significance." The physical protection requirements for
possession of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at
a fixed site are set forth in 10 CFR 73.67(f), which states the following:

"Each licensee who possesses or uses special nuclear material of
low strategic significance at fixed sites, except those who are
licensed to operate a nuclear power reactor pursuant to Part 50,
shall:

"(1) Store or use the material only within a controlled access
area,

"(2) Monitor with an intrusion alarm or other device or procedures
the controlled access areas to detect unauthorized penetrations
or activities,

"(3) Assure that a watchman or offsite response force will respond
to all unauthorized penetrations or activities, and

"(4) Establish and maintain response procedures for dealing with
threats of thefts or thefts of such material."

87 --
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.

The licensee is obligated to abide by the preceding requirements and any
special conditions set forth or committed to in Special Nuclear Material
License No. SNM-1823. A licensee (prior to being granted an operating
license) is not required to comply with other more stringent physical
security requirements of 10 CFR 73.

During NRC safeguards inspections conducted on September 25, 1979 (Report
No. 70-2838/79-01) and January 22-23, 1981 (Report No. 70-2838/81-01), it

j was determined that the licensee was complying with the requirements ofi

10 CFR 73.67(f) and License No. SNM-1823 with regards to protection and
storage of the nuclear fuel.

NRC License No. SNM-1823 requires that administrative controls be used
to control access to the new fuel storage area. To implement the pro-
visions of the license and 10 CFR 73.67(f), the licensee wrote and
included in the Station Administrative Directives, Procedure No. SE. SAD.03
Rev.1, which is entitled " Interim Access Control, New Fuel Storage Area."
The primary purpose of this directive (as well as subsequent related pro-
cedural issuances and revisions) is to provide the administrative require-
ments for access control to the 627-ft elevation of the reactor building
during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel, in accordance with
their NRC license. Procedure No. SE. SAD.03 Rev. 1, requires that a minimum
of one watchman be stationed at the location where normal entry and/or exit
to the 627-ft elevation is controlled. The watchman's purpose in being
stationed at this location is to control access and maintain surveillance
of the 627-ft elevation during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel.
" Watchman" as used in this context is defined by 10 CFR 73.2(d) as "an
individual, not necessarily uniformed or armed with a firearm, who provides
protection for a plant and the special nuclear material therein in the course
of performing other duties."

In August 1979, when CG&E was preparing to receive the first shipment
of nuclear fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security, Inc., to provide ten
security officers (watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security
for the receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security
personnel were required to adhere to the policy and/or procedures pre-
pared by CG&E Security Supervisor, Frederick Lautenslager. CG&E did not
exercise direct supervision over Yoh Security personnel, but provided the
procedural requirements through the Yoh Lead Security Officer.

CG&E is not required by NRC regulations to have armed security officers
for protection of new unirradiated nuclear fuel; however, the licensee
chose to arm Yoh Security personnel with .38 caliber Smith & Wesson

| revolvers. There was no NRC requirement for such watchmen to be trained
| and/or to qualify with their assigned firearms. Subsequent to NRC ex-'

pressing concern that the armed officers did not have specific firearms
training and qualification, CG&E (effective as of March 1980) took action

! to assure that all security officers assigned to armed security respon-
| sibilities were trained and had qualified with their assigned firearms
; in accordance with procedures CG&E established. Prior to March 1980,
j armed security officers were selected based on previott firearms training

experience that they had acquired from former military and/or police service.

- 8d -

- .- _ . _ _ _ _ _- __ _ __.-



DRAFT 3 10/8/81

Deliveries of nuclear fuel to Zimmer took place during the period August 15
through September 7-, 1979. The shipping casks (containing two fuel assem-
blies each) in which the nuclear fuel was delivered measured approximately
15 ft in length by 21 in. in width and 11 in. in height. The fuel assemblies
themselves were contained within a metal shipping container that was, in
turn, enclosed within a wooden shipping container. A wooden and metal,

i shipping container together composed what is referred to as a single shipping
i cask. A wooden shipping container by itself weighed approximately 760 lb,
] a metal shipping container approximately 620 lb, and each fuel assembly

,j approximately 685 lb. This made the approximate total weight of a single
shipping cask (with two fuel assemblies enclosed) 2,750 lb. Subsequent to
receipt of a shipping cask et the site, the metal shipping container was
uncrated from the wooden shipping container at the ground level. The metal
container (with fuel assemblies enclosed) was then lifted by crane to the
627-ft level of the reactor building (refueling floor) and temporarily stored
in the metal containers. After the fuel assemblies were removed from the
metal containers, they were inspected for possible damage, prepared, and
then lowered into fuel racks located inside the spent fuel pool for storage.
As a further assurance that the fuel has not been damaged while in storage,
it will be examined by the licensee prior to loading it into the reactor.

Unirradiated fuel, although radioactive, does not pose a significant health
and safety problem regarding radiation emissions. It is only subsequent to
being loaded into the reactor and becoming irradiated during plant operation
that the uranium becomes contaminated with the intensely radioactive products
of the fission reaction, causing it to be highly radioactive.

The nuclear fuel, in its current form, contains a low percentage of U-235
enrichment, has little .or no potential for use in any type of nuclear weapon,
and thus has been defined as "special nuclear material of low strategic
significance."

Additional security-related background information is also contained in
i Section 5.14.2.

5.13.3 Investigation

5.13.3.1 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. Hyde was also
interviewed by telephone on June 9, 1981. He stated he was employed as
a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed
at Zimmer and assigned the duty of protecting the nuclear fuel, Hyde
advised he became aware of approximately four occasions when the fuel was
left unattended. He related that these instances occurred while the fuel
was at ground level (prior to the time it was moved to the 627-ft level)
with each instance lasting approximately 4 to 5 minutes, except for one
that lasted approximately 10 minutes. Hyde explained that, subsequent to
receipt, the nuclear fuel was moved by maintenance workers with the help
of a crane from the ground level to the 627-ft level where it is currently
stored. During this operation, there were usually two or three Yoh Security
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Officers stationed on the 627-ft level as the fuel was raised by crane and
brought to rest or. that floor. Cn various occasions, there were no security,

; officers at the ground level watching the fuel as it was being moved and.

raised to the 627-ft level because officers were not required to watch the
t fuel during times it was under the control and/or observation of maintenance

workers. Hyde stated the problem arose when the maintenance workers ended
their work shifts and left the area before he arrived at the ground level

'

,! -to keep watch over fuel that had not yet been moved to the 627-ft level.

1 This resulted in the fuel being left unattended during those periods. (It
i should be noted that the licensee's procedures did not require continuous
l surveillance of the new fuel until it was in storage in the new fuel storage

area.)
.

! Hyde was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the fuel being
I left unattended while it was stored on the 627-ft level. He stated that
i he did not recall eny instances when the fuel (while on the 627-ft level)

was left unattended, except during those instances when the area radiation
monitor (ARM) alarm was sounded. Hyde explained that, during occasions
when the ARM alarm was sounded, security procedures required all persons
present on the 627-ft level to be evacuated to a lower elevation level
(floor). He indicated that, once everyone was evacuated to a lower
elevation (e.g., the 593-ft level), access to the 627-ft level could
still be controlled without a loss of security integrity (individuals
going to the 627-ft level would have to pass through the 593-ft level).

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit y(.

5.13.3.2 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. Wright was also
interviewed by telephone on March 12, 1981. He stated that he was employed
as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the W'. H. Zimmerm
Nuclear Power Station from October 1979 to October 1980. Wright was asked
what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the nuclear fuel being left un-
attended. He responded that the only times he recalled leaving the fuel
unattended was once when he evacuated the 627-ft level during an earthquake
and once during a tornado warning. He indicated that, although he left the,

'

627-ft level on those occasions, he was still able to control access to the
627-ft level from a lower elevation of the reactor building (e.g., the 593-ft
level) without losing security integrity.

Wright also noted that when instances arose during which no other security
officers were available and he had to leave the 627-ft level for some
reason, he would call the control room and someone would relieve him at
his post until he returned.

Hestatedtothebestofhisknowledgetherewasalwayssomeonepresent .

on the 627-ft level watching the fuel pool area where the fuel was stored,
except during the described instances.

.

- 90 -

i
.. .* ,.

m -, _ ---- , - - - - - - - - - . , _ _ _ . . . _ - . _. ,_y,e-, -.- - _ - - . . _ _- m -..,.-..,-- -%.-.---m--. --



DRAFT 3 10/8/81

Interviews with former security guards confirmed the nuclear fuel whiletime.
inside it's metal shipping container was left unattended for periods of time
up to 10 minutes on occasion. 9Monpremcemrsemeceptablev Since the fuel
has been onsite, there has been no known attempt to steal or damage the fuel.
The fuel has been inspected and will be visually examined again before it
is loaded into the reactor.

' The allegation that the perimeter security consisted of only a 4-ft chicken-
wire fence was confirmed by one individual; however, NRC regulations do not;

'

prescribe site security requirements prior to issuance of the operatinglicense.
.

The FSAR states "all siding and roof decking of any superstructure is designed
and detailed to blow off when the design tornado approaches the station."
This is an acceptable design.

5.13.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.14 Alcohol and Drug Abuse

5.14.1 Allegation

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete
disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring
of temporary laborers prone to violence."

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting with NRC officials, Thomas Devine
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III-NRG office,
they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,
Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people who were drunk
on the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction
workers walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liquor, gettingdrunk...."

5.14.2 Background Information

A brief history and description of plant security is provided in the
following paragraphs. (Additional security-related background information
is also contained in Section 5.13.2.) Portions of this information are
based on statements received during interviews with Frederick Lautenslager,
CG&E Security Supervisor, and Norborne C. Ward, President of W&W Protection
Agency, Inc., the current security service contractor at Zimmer.

" Construction security" may be . defined as the protection of property used
in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those
areas in which construction is taking place. NRC does not impose security
requirements on licensees during plant construction. Construction security
does not extend to the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building
(spent fuel pool area) where the nuclear fuel is stored, and does not extend
to those areas specifically released by the construction project manager and

- 94 -

_ - - _ - --. _ _ ._ . _ _ . _



.

DRAFT 3 10/8/81

,

signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department (EPD). The protection
of the above areas not related to construction and the protection of the
nuclear fuel is defined as " station security." " Construction security" and
" station security" are two separate security operations.

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the
' ~ H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was respon-.

sible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,
| W&W took over from Kaiser and became the construction security contractor,

using the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security
force. The primary responsibility for construction security is vested in
the construction project manager, although in essence W&W has been inform-
ally delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.

In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nuclear
'

fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers
(armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for the
receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security per-
sonnel were required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by
CG&E Security Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not
exercise direct supervision over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E
Security Supervisor coordinated the requirements of CG&E security pro-
cedures through the Yoh lead security officer, who had responsibility
for implementing those directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of the
CG&E Security Supervisor and Yoh Security Officers extended only to areas'

that were included under the definition of " station security." Therefore,
from a security standpoint, the primary concern of the CG&E Security
Supervisor and Yoh Security was protecting the spent fuel pool area where
the nuclear fuel was stored and controlling access to that area on the
627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building.

At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, CG&E terminated
Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W, upon Yoh's|

'

leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station security. The W&W
officers assigned to station security conducted security activities in
accordance with the same procedures and under the same supervisory structure
as those that had applied to Yoh.

.

The allegation was reviewed to determine if it had any significance regarding
matters under NRC jurisdiction; specifically, the review attempted to deter-
mine if the adequacy of construction of safety-related systems was compromised.
by individuals who performed work in safety-related areas during times when;

I their ability to perform their job was impaired due to use of intoxicants.
|

To help make this determination, two basic questions were asked of persons
interviewed who stated they observed workers who in their opinion were
intoxicated. The following questions were asked:

! 1. Did you ever observe anyone who in your opinion was intoxicated to the
i point where their ability to perform their job was impaired?

2. If so, where did you observe these individuals?
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5.14.3 Investigation

5.14.3.1 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

-

Zimmer from October 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he observed
~ wnst he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the,

'
Zimmer site. At least once a week while on patrol at the site, Wright would

j find quantities of beer cans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch / break
area that was then located in the generator room. He related that on many
occasions (he could not recall a specific number) he discovered what appeared
to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or two small rooms accessible from the
rooftop of the radwaste building. Wright stated that on one occasion he

'

discovered four or five capsules of material (colored black and yellow or
black and orange) that appeared to be some type of drug. These capsules were
discovered between the two locker rooms on the second floor of the service
building. Wright was unable to recall what disposition he made of these
suspected narcotic materials and was unaware whether any analysis was ever
performed to identify the materials.

Wright related that he was aware that on two separate occasions field
incident reports were prepared regarding two construction workers who
reported for duty at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storage
pool and were allegedly intoxicated to the point that they were unable
to perform their duties. The two workers involved in these incidents were
refused access to the spent fuel pool area on those occasions.

He also stated that, in his opinion, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer was
very intoxicated on at least two occasions when he reported for work and
(based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat intoxicated
on other occasions.

On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit .

yg
5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he
observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the
empty beer cans and liquor bottles in various areas of the plant. Hyde was
able to recall only one instance when he observed a construction worker who,
in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability to
perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh floor
entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated that the worker was
initially admitted to the seventh floor but subsequently removed and later
excluded from work assignments on that floor.

Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five but
less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
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On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit

7(
.

5.14.3.3 Interview with David Simpson
,

.

! On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
, employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
j - Zimmer from September 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he'

observed what he believed to be indications of alcohol use by the workers
; at Zimmer. Simpson advised that on many occasions, particularly on the

main floor of the turbine building, he discovered quantities of empty beer
cans and liquor bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any'

workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability
to perform their job was impaired, he believed it was reasonable to assume

i some workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on the number
of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.

Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug
use, although on one occasion while outride the plant, he detected the odor
of what appeared to be burning marijuana.

Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Security'

Officer being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former'

lead officer never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit . j(
5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
; employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at'

the W . H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.m

While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to be indications of
alcohol and drug.use by workers at Zimmer. Ross advised that, on a few
occasions, he had seen construction workers drinking beer during their

'

lunch hours, although he had never noticed whether this drinking had any
, apparent affect on the workers' ability to perform their jobs. Ross
i indicated Yoh security officers were instructed not to confront workers

who were observed drinking in nonstation security areas but rather to
obtain information such as the payroll number or name on their hard hats
that could be used to identify the individuals. If identifying information
was secured, it was referred to the construction project manager or W&W,
because they had jurisdiction over construction activities.

t

Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,
was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
Ross observed this worker at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access to the fuel
storage area by a fellow Yoh security officer. (Based on Ross' description,

of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same incident that
former security officers Hyde and Wright described.)
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Ross also advised that on one occasion he found what appeared to be mari-
juana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor and
turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine whether
workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their ability to
perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that regard.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement, a copy of which is, ,

~ included as Exhibit [.
.

t

; 5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinghaus

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he was employed as a second shift security supervisor with W&W Protection
Agency, Inc., and was stationed at Zimmer from February 1980 to November
1980. While employed there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to be
evidence of alcohol use by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by workers he
encountered who smelled of alcohol and had the appearance of being intox-
icated. Bedingbaus specifically recalled approximately three occasions on
which he observed workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point
that their ability to perform their job was impaired. These workers were
observed attempting to enter the site through the main gate. Bedinghaus!

indicated that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated were refused entrance to the' site.

Bedinghaus also stated he was aware of an incident when a second shift
security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two
automobiles leaving the site via the main gate. During that encounter,
the security officer observed that the. men in one automobile had open
beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained a case of
beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they
were coming from an onsite CG&E fire school; however, none of them had
identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion
that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification
or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant.

Bedinghaus also expressed his belief that security was lax in the areas
controlled by W&W, and W&W security officers were present onsite more for

, display purposes rather than for providing property protection.| <

| With regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal
knowledge of drug use at Zimmer, although he had observed individuals who,
in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on something other
than alcohol.

On March 25, 1981, Jnes Bedinghaus provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit

/(.

5.14.3.6 Interviewwith}mesCaplinge]

12,1981,kamesCaplingeywasinterviewedbyNRC.On March He stated that
hewashmployedasaleadsecurityoffice with Yoh Security and was stationed
at Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, plinger]
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observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers
at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of empty beer cans and what appeared
to be marijuana cigarette butts detected b plingdElonsite. Although he
detected evidence of alcohol end drug use, plingei} stated he never personally
observed anyone drinking intoxicants or smo ing marijuana. He indicated.that,,

i if he had, he would have reported the individual to their superior and that
' person probably would have been fired.
!

'

f . Capling[[}alsoremarkedthat,basedonhis20yearsexperienceinthe
$~.S. Army as a senior noncommissioned officer and observation of alcoholi

'
and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use
of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread.

.

whichisincludeda[s[apling[]providedawrittenswornstatement,acopyof
? On March 12, 1981,

Exhib t
p(

.

5.14.3.7 Interview with James Bice

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was interviewed by telephone. He stated ~

that he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was
stationed at Zimmer from September 1979 to July 1980. While employed
there, Bice detected several instances of alcohol use by construction
workers at Zimmer. He related that on approximately four to six occasions
he personally observed workers consuming alcoholic beverages while onsite.
These instances of alcohol consumption usually occurred during lunch hours
in locations that included the electrical shop and a break area located in
the turbine building. Beer and whiskey were among the alcoholic beverages
consumed onsite. Bice recalled two specific instances involving the
presence of alcohol: one during'which he observed a worker pouring " Jack
Daniels" whiskey into a Coke soda can and the other during which he found
a bottle of what he believed to be " moonshine" liquor (based on its smell)

; in the turbine building.

In addition to instances where the consumption and presence of alcoholic
beverages were observed, Bice also recalled removing quantities of beer
cans (approximately 300 while stationed at Zimmer) from inside a few small
rooms that were accessible from the second level of the reactor building.
Based on his experience at Zimmer, Bice speculated that approximately 25%
of the workers there consumed alcoholic beverages, usually during their
lunch hours.

Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said
that on only one occasion did he observe a worker who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it appears
he may be referring to the same incident that former security officers Hyde,
Wright, and Ross described.

Regarding alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed to
be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the course
of his routine security rounds each day, he would find approximately three
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!

to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated that to his
knowledge there were no analyses made of the cigarette butts he detected,
although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds common to the ,

~

marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from marijuana cigarettes.

j Bice stated he prepared approximately 10 to 11 field incident reports
regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed ati

'! Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor
i Fred Lautenslager. He remarked that Lautenslager advised him on one
i occasion there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisor

could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas
|

under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents.'

Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and drug use he observed
j occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the

incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.
t

Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in
the reactor control room who were smoking what appeared to be marijuana.
He said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their suspected
conduct, and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about the
event.

5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W Protection Agency,
Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During that time, he was off
work for about six to seven months from January to July 1980. While
stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been assigned to main gate security.
Shinkle indicated that he has detected evidence of alcohol use by the
workers there. Shinkle specifically recalled one incident that took place
during the Fall of 1979. The incident involved four or five construction
workers who had apparently brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their
lunch hour. He related that a construction supervisor first observed the
workers with the alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany
him to corroborate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor
took immediate action and the workers were fired.

Shinkle was asked whether he had ever observed any workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform their

: job was impaired. He replied that on several occasions (he was unable to
,

; estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to enter the site
by the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated. Shinkle
denied entry to the site to any workers he observed at the main gate who

I appeared to be intoxicated.

Shinkle indicated that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing
alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers of'

workers entering the site at approximately the same time. Although
security officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch containers
and coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically) search
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the person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem applied
to searching the motor vehicles permitted onsite. Security officers could'
conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a visual search of the
inside of the vehicle; however, they could not individually search eachs

occupant.
i

With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed,
j - and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.
! 5.14.3.9 Interview with Norborne Ward
'

On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he is President of the W&W Protection Agenty, Inc., and has held that

'

position since W&W became the construction security contractor at Zimmer
in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was stationed
on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereafter visited the site to oversee
security operations usually twice a week.

Ward indicated that he is well informed about security-related matters and,

incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W&W inherited Kaiser's security
procedures and basically has continued to conduct security activities in
accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that, during the time W&W
has been security contractor there, he has become aware of instances of
alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern and certain
measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 1980, W&W began the

; practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought onsite by
i the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective in preventing

some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite. Also, a contributingi

factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by certain individuals in the
i

parking let outside the site. Ward stated that a " crackdown" on parking
lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when state law enforcement officials
were contacted. These officials subsequently came out to the site and, to
his knowledge, made at least one arrest for liquor sale violations.

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion,
were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was impaired.
He replied that instances of workers being intoxicated to that extent were
relatively rare and he estimated that, since W&W became a security contractor
in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were observed and denied access

i to, or were ejected from, the site. The most common occurrence of this was
when intoxicated workers came to the site on payday to pick up their checks.

; Ward remarked that the workers involved would take the day off and, after
| they had been drinking and were already intoxicated, would come to the

site at 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. just to pick up their paychecks. On those
occasions, when a worker entering the site was determined to be intoxicated,!

Ward would deny the worker's entry to the site.

Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol on
site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to identify
(if possible), rather than confront, workers who are observed consuming

!

!
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alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by trying to obtain
identifying information, such as a payroll number or a name from the
individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained, the matter
is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in general
1 is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles on site. He indicated

' the large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the potential for
contraband being brought on and/or taken offsite without detection. Ward
also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there has been little trouble,

| with regard to violent acts. He could recall only one incident when two
construction workers were involved in a fight.

I
; Ward mentioned that, during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, there

were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.

5.14.3.10 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and
has been assigned to the Zimmer station since August 1978.

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol use
by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of anyone
drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed anyone drinkingalcohol onsite.

Lautenslager was also questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug
use (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no
personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of mari-
juana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one occasion
a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some cigarette
butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many of the craft
personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there was nothing to indicate
that the butts found by the security officer were in fact marijuana, no
further action was taken other than to notify W&W security personnel that
the hand-rolled cigarette butts were found.

Lautenslager also stated that he has never received a report of any indi-
viduals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.

! On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit . )(
5.14.3.11 Field Observations

!

While at Zimmer, the NRC resident inspector has observed evidence of alcohol
i use by workers. During approximately 50% of the time he has spent touring

the plant while conducting inspection activities, he has observed empty beer
cans in various safety-related areas of the plant. On a less frequent basis,

! he has also observed empty "hard liquor" bottles (e.g., whiskey bottles). The
| areas where empty cans and bottles were observed included the cable spreading
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'

room, the two residual heat removal rooms, the related residual heat removal
heat exchanger rooms, and the reactor building. Within these areas, the loca-
tions he observed empty alcoholic beverage containers were generally hidden and

- isolated.
I

The quantity of empty beer cans in these areas varied greatly from time to time.*

On some occasions (generally in the winter months), as many as 10 to 12 empty
- beer cans could be found in any of the noted locations of the plant (although.

I some of the cans may have been there a month or more since the last time the
j area was cleaned). On other occasions (generally in the summer months), only
i a few cans would be present in those same locations.

The resident inspector has never personally observed anyone consuming alcoholic
beverages. He recalled observing instances in the diesel generator room and
reactor building when workers were drinking beverages from non-alcoholic beverage
containers (e.g., thermos bottles) and, upon seeing him approach, made an apparent
effort to conceal the containers from which they were drinking. These instances
led him to suspect that workers concealed intoxicants in and consumed intoxicants
from non-alcoholic beverage containers. Observations of beer can accumulations
in different areas of the plant have been documented in various NRC inspection
reports and on at least two occasions the beer can litter situation has been
brought to the attention of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain.

The resident inspector has never observed anyone who, in his opinion, was'

intoxicated to the point where their ability to perform their job was impaired.
In the inspectors opinion, the drinking of alcohol at Zimmer is not as bad as
he has seen at other construction sites.

The resident inspector has observed what appeared to be approximately ten
marijuana cigarette butts during his plant tours and he recently found
what appeared to be two marijuana cigarettes. The resident discussed this
matter with the Kaiser Construction Project Manager.

5.14.4 NRC Independent Measurements

A sampling program of independent measurements was conducted by NRC and
its consultant in an attempt to determine whether this concern and other
concerns discussed in this report impacted adversely on the quality of
safety related plant hardware. One effort specifically aimed at this
concern was the selected examination of approximately 20 safety related
welds. Some potential problems with welding have been identified by
thisreview;however,itisvirtuallyimpossibletodedu$whetherthese Kpotential problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol

These potential problems are presently being pursued by the NRC.< use.

@Ng NRC Independent measurements are documented in IE Insepetion Report [i

W,j 50-358/81-27.

5.14.5 Findings and Conclusions

The NRC investigation identified evidence that there had been some drinking
and drug use onsite. No attempt was made to examine the attitude of manage-
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ment toward drinking, drug use, or violence; however, based on interviews with
site personnel coupled with NRC site observations both prior to and during the
investigation, a widespread problem was not evident. A NRC sampling program of
independent measurements specifically aimed at this concern involved the selected
examination of approximately 20 safety related welds. Some potential problems
with welding,which are presently being pursued by NRC,have been identified by pcthis review; however, it was virtually impossible to deduce whether these

- potential problems relate to workmanship influenced by drug or alcohol use.
ski

Anadequatelyfunctioningqualityassurang'g' program,would5.;..__~_.ldetectine and correctmen af any adversel' -T, Encluding those resulting
from construction personnel being under the influence of alcohol or drugs.
As there are questions regarding the quality assurance program, based on
other findings of this investigation, the NRC is relying on the licensee's
Quality Confirmation Program and the NRC independent measurements to
identify significant construction defects.

5.14.6 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.15 Employee Dismissals

5.15.1 Allegation

" Employees fired for time [ card] cheating had been cheating with the express
approval of management. and only time cheaters fired were vocal and knowledge-
able critics of plant QA and safety."

5.15.2 Background Information

Thomas Applegate's investigation into timecard cheating at Zimmer found that
five individuals (three construction workers and two guards) were involved in
" timecard cheating" (i.e., absent from work onsite but recorded as being at
work). All those individuals involved were terminated by their respective
employers.

5.15.3 Investigation

5.15.3.1 Interview of Construction k'orker

The NRC interviewed one of the construction workers who had been terminated <
for timecard irregularities. The other terminated construction workers could
not be located. No attempt was made to interview the two terminated guards
because they were not directly involved in assuring adequacy of plant con-
struction. The construction workers were those who would have had knowledge
of " plant QA and safety" (construction problems).

5.15.3.2 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated Kaiser termin-
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sted his employment in January 1980, after Thomas Applegate uncovered irregular-
ities in his timecard. He said he was not fired for his criticism of plant
safety and it was not until af ter he was terminated that he provided any in-
formation to GAP. Individual A said that although he had serious concerns about

; construction work at the plant, he was not fired by Kaiser for criticizing plant
QA and safety..

!

| -On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
; requested the statement not be attached to this report.

'

5.15.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that he would not
characterize himself as a " vocal critic" of plant safety. He stated he had
concerns about the QC program at Zimmer which he related to the RIII Investi-
gator. However, he said he was fired for irregularities in his timecard and
not for his concerns about the QC program.

On April 14, 1981, Individul B provided a written sworn statement; however,
he requested the statement not be attached to this report.

5.15.3.4 Interview of William Murray

On April 14, 1981, William Murray, CG&E Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from December 10, 1980 to January 4, 1981 Confidential
Service (CS) was hired by CGE to investigate alleged timecard irregularities
at Zimmer. He stated CS entered into a contract with CG&E after Applegate told
them he had uncovered evidence of employee timecard cheating. Murray stated
the investigation was contracted for a 30-day period. During that period,
Applegate identified two guards and three construction personnel who were in-
volved in timecard cheating. Murray indicated that all five of the individuals
Applegate identified had been terminated. He denied that the only individuals
terminated were those who were vocal and knowledgeable critics of plant safety,
and stated emphatically that the individuals fired were fired solely for
irregularities in their timecards.

i Murray also stated that Major W. Cox, Director of CS, felt that the investiga-

|
tion was compromised when Murray left Applegate's reports unattended in his
desk. Murray said that at that point the contract was ending and he and Cox
concurred timecard cheating was not widespread. Both agreed that, because of

I the questions about the security of the operation, the contract should be
terminated. However, Murray said Applegate stated that he was concerned about
the QA problems he had identified and wanted to continue investigating. Murray
said the concerns Applegate raised had already been identified by the CG&E QA

: group and he saw no reason to continue the investigation. He said Applegate was
! adamant in his insistence to continue the investigation, so he referred him to

William Schweirs, Quality Assurance Manager. Schweirs agreed there was no need
to investigate these matters further and advised Applegate of his conclusion.
Murray said the contract was terminated with Cox's approval, but over Applegate's
objections.
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Hurray provided a letter from CS regarding the security of the operation, datedJanuary 4,1980, and it is included as Exhibit ;

)( '.

In a subsequent telephone conversation, Murray stated that Individual B was not'
;one of five identified by Applegate nor was he fired at CG&E's direction for '

timecard cheating, but that he may have been terminated by Kaiser for another
j , timecard matter.
i

| 5.15.3.5 Interview of Major W. Cox
!

On April 30, 1981, Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was interviewed by NRC. Cox
stated he employed Thomas Applegate as a private investigator for CS. He in-
dicated that in November 1979, when Applegate was investigating another matter,
Applegate came across evidence of employee timecard cheating at Zimmer. Cox
stated he was reluctant to pursue the matter, but on several occasions Applegate
approached both him and CG&E about this subject. Cox said Applegate continued
to pursue the item and CG&E formally requested CS to investigate the matter.
Ccx stated the investigation was contracted to last 30 days during which
Applegate would work undercover onsite with the primary task of investigating
employee timecard cheating. Cox said the CS investigation began on December 10,
1979 and ended on January 6, 1980, and identified several employees who were
involved in timecard cheating. Cox said the operation ran its course and was
terminated at the end of the original 30-day contract period.

Cox stated that during the last weeks of the investigation, Applegate said he
found evidence of irregularities in pipe welds and in the plant QA program.
Cox told William Murray about this and Murray said CG&E was already aware of
the problems Applegate had identified and did not need to pursue them further.
Cox recalled that Applegate had learned there was a disagreement between .

Peabody Magnaflux (PM) employees and CG&E over the interpretation of X-rays
taken of some pipes on site.

Cox said there was no attempt by CG&E to cover up any of Applegate's disclo-
Cox said it appeared to him that CG&E was already aware of the problemssures.

Applegate identified and Applegate was not providing them with any new informa-
tien. Cox stated that after the 30-day contract period, both he and CG&E decided
to terminate the contract. Cox stated Applegate disagreed with this decision
and wanted the investigation to continue so he could pursue irregularities he
had identified in the QA program. Cox said CG&E draied Applegate's request.

Cox said that in his opinion Applegate held a grudge against CG&E for ending
the investigation over his objections. He indicated that since January 1980
he has had no further contact with Applegate regarding the Zimmer investiga-,

tion, and Applegate has taken custody of all of the tape recordings and copiesI

of reports he made during the investigation.

5.15.3.6 Record Reviews

The Confidential Service memorandum dated January 4,1980 authored by
Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was reviewed by the investigator. The first
paragraph of the letter addresses Cox's concerns about the security of CS
confidential reports. The letter indicates Cox objected to security breaches
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during the investigation and stipulated conditions for continuing the in-
vestigation. Cox did state in the letter that, based on the information he
had, he did not agree with CG&E's conclusion that Applegates allegations
regarding questionable construction were without some basis.

5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions
I

' The two former employees interviewed by GAP were contacted by NRC. They denied
they had been fired for any criticism of plant QA and safety, but rather had;

been fired for timecard cheating. There was no indication from the interviews
that management approved of timecard cheating.,

5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.16 Radiographer Suppression

5.16.1 Allegation

"CG&E had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zinraer, who were
criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."

>

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information regarding
the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of January 9-10,
1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the Peabody Magnaflux (PM)
trailer onsite. He alleged that during this burglary those individuals removed
records of an instance where CG&E had overridden PM's rejection of welds.
5.16. 2. Js e k s ve-2 76A
On July 3,1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg
were received at the Zimmer site (see Section 5.7). Kaiser personnel wrote
Nonconformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of truck
onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1979, Kaiser directed that
the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed.

On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi-
fied rejectable indications in welds on three of the five spool pieces. PM
forwarded the findings to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The reports
and film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed
in the Kaiser Document Control Center. Three radiographs of welds with
apparently rejectable indications were filed with a nonconformance report.
On April 8,1980, these films were reviewed by h3C Inspector Kavin Ward who
determined that the welds had the wrong geometry for radiography and the
films were not acceptable.

On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultrasonic
inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis of these
examinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable. On April 28,
1980, Kellogg performed ultrasonic examinations of the same spool pieces and
also found them to be acceptable.
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The above information including details of processing of nonconformance report
E-1911 is included in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

5.16.3 Investigation

5.16.3.1 Interview of Individual A
i

!

I
- On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated PM
'

radiographers Allen Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two occasions,
that they found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool pieces. He
said they had discovered the defects when examining Kaiser field welds that
joined the spool pieces in the residual heat removal system. He said they
also found similar defects in five of twenty welds on the main steam relief,

(MSR) spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site.

Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CG&E overrode their rejection
of welds on the MSR system and had retained a copy of the examination report
and radiographic film in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM when they
examined prefabricated spool pieces, but they were not overridden in their
weld determinations for Kaiser welds.

Individual A also stated that in January 1980 CG&E hired undercover private
investigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this
examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview
Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met
Individual A onsite and told him his supervisors had advised him not to
discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later' informed him there
had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports ,

for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement; however, he
requested the statement not be attached to this report.

.

5.16.3.2 Interview of Thomas Applegate

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
he had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in
which Aldredge said weld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite.
Applegate said he subsequently learned that there was a break-in of the
PM trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were
taken from the trailer. He indicated Security Officers Ronald Wright,
James Bedinghaus, and David Simpson had told him Individuals D and E were
probably involved in the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer.

Applegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a dispute
about the acceptability of welds PM examined on the MSR system since its
records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had been examined

; by PM and found defective they were later accepted by CG&E. Applegate said
| that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees not to say anything

about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals against PM.
i
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5.16.3.3 Interviews of Security Officers

Between February 1 and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were
interviewed by NRC. They could not provide any information concerning the
break-in of the PM trailer in January of 1930. All of these individuals.

'
are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all stated the break-in

j had not been reported to the Security Department. They stated that they
' were unaware of the identity of any individuals who might have committed
i the break-in.
.

David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department
Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department
James Bedinghaus, fonner Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station
John Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station
Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station
/}ames Caplinger, former Security Officer, Zimmer

NuclearPowerStatidE3
William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio

Welfare Department

5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest Aldredge

On April 10, 1981, Ernest A1 dredge, PM President, was interviewed by NRC.
Aldredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographere at the
Zimmer site were not overridden in their weld determinations. He stated
that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never reported this -

problem.to him.

Aldredge also stated that from January through June 1980 there was an NRC
investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by Thomas Applegate,
a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated
Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate
that there were defective welds at the plant. A1 dredge stated Applegate

, subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personnel
| telling him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in

their decisions to reject welds.

Aldredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and newspaper
articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent
company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him that due to the sensi-
tive nature of nondestructive examination of nuclear power plants it would
be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement, since the statement
could be misconstrued by the press. Aldredge stated he was therefore

! advised to not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of
! the media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the
| best interest of PM not to make any statements at that time.

Aldredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production
problems that had been attributed to frequent breakdowns of the film pro-
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cessing machine onsite. He said information such as this could impact
the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was best not to make
a statement about why PM's contract was not renewed.

:
'

Aldredge stated that there had been no attempt to silence the radiographers
at Zimmer regarding public statements about the investigation. A1 dredge,

1

provided a sworn statement on August 17, 1981, a copy of which is included
j -

as Exhibit .

5.16.3.5 Interview of William Schwiers

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance & Standards
Manager, was interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forward a . letter to

i the investigator outlining the reasons PM's contract was terminated at
Zimmer. Subsequently, Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining
his reasons for terminating PM's contract in April 1980. A retyped copy
of the provided memo is included as Exhibit Schweirs stated the contract ){.

was not terminated because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval
of welds rejected by them."

'

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that PM was employed as the firm responsible for
nondestructive examination at Zimmer from 1972 until 1980. He said PM has
conducted both ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations
of large-bore and small-bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's respons-
ibility was to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to
Kaiser. Kaiser personnel would examine radiographs and make the determina-
tion if a weld was accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, KEI
Welding Engineer, was responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not
overriding PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said
Pallon supported PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified,
assured that the weld was repaired.

Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980, and apparently
Applegate talked to a number of PM employees about their work onsite. Wood
said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as
" Thomas Jackson," a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood andicated that at
that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems
in meeting production goals.'

Wood advised there was discussion among PM employees about the contract
renewal, and he learned PM employees had told Applegate that PM had identi-

| fied defective welds in the plant. Wood said it was PM's responsibility
to identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser

| would assign a status of either repair, hold, or rework to the defective
j weld. Wood indicated that when his employees told Applegate that there

were " bad welds," they were referring to defective welds they had identified
and reported to Kaiser. Wood stated his employees had answered Applegate's'
questions in good faith, assuming he knew the meaning of the term " bad welds"
(that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser Quality Control system).

.

4
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Wood stated that on one occasion Applegate called him and asked him if there
were " bad welds in the plant" and he responded in the affirmative. He said
he assured Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that Applegate was
questioning (as an auditor) PM's ability to identify weld defects. Wood said
Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted Wood and other PM employees
as saying "there are defective welds" in the plant. Wood said that rejectable'

welds are identified by nondestructive examination and are repaired under the
| quality control system..

1

; Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper
t articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,

Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrue
anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss

, the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"
! any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their

findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he
advised PM employees to not make any further statements regarding the matter.

Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representatives
and a number of PM employees were disturbed about the calls. He felt it was
PM's responsibility as their employer to advise them not to discuss Applegate's
charges with media personnel.

Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations,
and that its contract was not renewed by CG&E because PM had continued to
reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because of problems
in meeting production goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's
weld examinations.

.

Wood recalled that Allan Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had
been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no
equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that any
records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its examina-
tion reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of a weld and
other copies of examination reports are the property of CG&E and Kaiser and
are retained by them. Wood said if any records were removed from the trailer,
CG&E would have two copies of each report for every weld PM radiographed on
site.

On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit )('.

5.16.3.7 Interview of Allan Sellars

On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from April
1976 to April 1980, and performed radiographic examinations of Kaiser field
welds. He stated that on occasion PM did conduct a radiographic examination
where a section of a prefabricated weld made by Kellogg was included on the
radiograph of a Kaiser field weld. He indicated that when he identified
defective Kaiser or Kellogg welds he identified them on the examination

,report and forwarded the report to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. -
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Sellars stated he was not overridden by Pallon when he identified defects
,

in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds. 1

Sellars did recall an incident in the summer of 1979 when PM was asked to
j examine welds on some Kellogg MSR system spool pieces that apparently fell

off the truck on delivery to the site. He said he and David Hang radio-
graphed welds on the spool pieces in question but the film quality was poor'

- because radiography was the wrong examination technique. He indicated the
geometrical configuration of the welds was such that it would exaggerate
defects in the welds. Sellars said he and Hang told Pallon they observed
defects in the welds in question and that radiography was the wrong technique

i to use and it was exaggerating the defects. Sellars said they completed the
radiographic examination at Pa11ons request. Sellars said that later, during,

an NRC investigation, these spool pieces were ultrasonically examined and
the welds were found to be acceptable.,

Sellars also stated that after the investigation there was considerable
publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management not
to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be taken
out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate or
silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion PM's contract was not

I renewed due to production problems, which he attributed to breakdowns in
the film processng machine. Sellars said an audit that was critical of
PM's work onsite may have been a factor in CG&E's decision. He indicated
the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification of
defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer had been broken into;
however, he was not aware of anything taken during the break-in.

On April 15, 1981,- Allan Sellars provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit fi.

5.16.3.8 Interview of David Hang

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September 1976,
to August 1979. Hang said he was responsible for conducting radiographic
examinations of pipe welds.

Hang indicated that he was not overridden on his weld determinations by
Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Han; said welds
PM accepted cere frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would
request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld
that PH had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said
Pallon, as a Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or
rejection of a weld.

Hang recalled that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to examine some pipe
spool pieces on the MSR system that had fallen off of a truck on delivery
to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated the
film, and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to.use when
examining the spool pieces.

; - 112 -

,

.

-
_ . _ _ ___ _ ___ _ _ _

-



DRAFT 3 10/8/81

Hang said he told Pallon that the geometric configuration of the spool
pieces was such that it distorted the view of the weld and might exaggerate
flaws that would appear as defects on the film. Hang indicated Pallon
requested be examine the remainder of the welds by radiography and these
examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

.

I Hang said he reported the results of his examinations to Pallon and retained
! the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the PM trailer
i onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the proper nondestruc-
i tive testing technique to use to examine pipe welds in this geometric con-
| figuration, and he later learned the spool pieces had been ultrasonically'

examined and found acceptable.

Hang said he left Zimmer in August 1979 and, on his return in March 1980,
'

: he was informed by Allan Sellars that there had been a break-in of the PM
trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Hang stated that in
April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic examination reports for the MSR

; spool pieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center.
Hang verified that the reports and films were the originals from August
1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he

| found unacetptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance
report.

On April 23, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement, a copy of which
is included as Exhibit

){
.

5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19
to April 1980. Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser
field welds onsite. He said PM perforced a radiograph of a weld and did a
preliminary review to ascertain if the weld was rejectable. He indicated PM
did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that the KEI welding
engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-

Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-ance.
tions and that welds accepted by PM were frequently found unacceptable by
Kaiser. Draffon said he learned that radiographers occasionally observed,

; defects in Kellogg welds when they overlapped Kaiser welds. These cases were
! reported and forwarded to Kaiser to determine if the Kellogg weld should be
i repaired. Draffon stated that when welds junctured, the geometry of the

juncturing welds is frequently not the same and therefore radiographic views
of the weld may be distorted. He indicated that inexperienced Level I or
II Radiographers would often examine juncturing welds and report rejectable
defects, not recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more

I experienced radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable.
| Draffon stated that when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had
; apparently occurred where PM radiographers examined MSR spool pieces that'

had fallen off the truck and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the
view of the weld was distorted due to configuration problems. Draffon said
the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
Draffon commented that this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E
or Kaiser did not often override PM in their weld determinations.

;
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Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer was broken into, but this
occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegate, a
private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been
broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found
no records or equipment missing.

Draffon also stated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the
customer's request. He said this occurred because the volume of work was
slowing, and PM had experienced production problems, which he attributed toi

frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.
,

5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.
Binning said he received his Level II certification in October 1979 and
routinely radiographed large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser onsite.
Binning said PM radiographed welds, developed the film, did a preliminary
examination to determine if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and
then forwarded their report to Anthony Pallon, KEI welding engineer, who
made the final determination on the acceptability of the welds. He in-
dicated Pallon did not override PM in their weld determination and would
sometimes reject welds that PM had initially found acceptable.

He frequently directed them to re-shoot welds that Kaiser had repaired
after PM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool
pieces for the MSR system that were manufactured by Kellogg and had apparently
fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. Binning recalled that Pallon
told Hang to take information shots of the pipes to see if there were any
defects in them. Binning and Hang took the radiographs of the welds in the
spool pieces and turned them over to Kaiser for final determination. Binning
said that at the time he was a level I radiographer and was not certified
to read film so he could not say if the welds on the pipes that fell off the
truck were defective. He said he later heard that because of the geometry,
defects appeared on the film which were not actual defects. Binning said
Hang retained copies of his report of this particular examination.

Binning also stated that in January 1980 he received a telephone call from
an unidentified individual who told him the PM trailer had been broken into.
He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock had been
pried off and apparently the trailer had been entered. Binning said he
inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the files, and found the
examination reports for the MSR spool pieces that had been examined by Hang
earlier were missing. He indicated he told Allan Sellars and Wayne Draffon
about the burglary but did not discuss it with anyone else.

Binning said PM management never told him to be silent about activities
that occurred at the site. He said PM's contract was not renewed because
of production problems, which he attributed to their film processor fre-
quently breaking down. He also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation
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safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of
some aspects of the PM operation. Binning said PM was not asked to leave
the site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees
were not harassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

!

i

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written statement, a copy of
. which is included as Exhibit >(f

.

t 5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's Assistant,
was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant,
he was not responsible for reading or interpreting film or making any weld
determinations. He said he worked with both David Hang and Allan Sellars
and did not recall them commenting that Anthony Pallon overrode them. He
stated that PM usually radiographed Kaiser field welds; however, on one
occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said he re-
called Hang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces
rnd identified rejectable indications in some welds. He indicated Hang
reported this to Pallon, but he was not aware of the final disposition of
the report.

Binning also said that in January 1980 there was a break-in of the PM trailer
and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.
He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con-
ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning
PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the
investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and
Applegate about it. Binning said he was never' told by PM management to
" cover up" anything about their activities at the site. Binning volunteered
that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film
processor breaking down and holding up production.

5.16.3.12 Interview of Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on
weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that
he overrode PM on their veld findings. Marshall also stated that the PM
radiographers, with whom he spoke after Applegate made his disclosures to
the press, did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in
their weld determinations.

He recalled one incident when PM was asked to examine some MSR spool pieces
that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said that in April
1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces and he, Rex Baker,
KE1 Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the films. All
concurred that the welds were of the wrong geometry for radiographic examina-
tion. Marshall said that on some of the films the geometric configuration had
distorted the radiographic view of the welds. He added that this examination
was an exception to common practice because PM normally radiographed Kaiser
field welds but not welds on Kellogg prefabricated pieces. Marshall advised
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that the MSR spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.

5.16.3.13 Interview of Anthony Pallon Sr.

On August 13, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Sr. , was interviewed by NRC. Pallon
stated he was employed at Zimmer as a Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,

| . elding/ Nondestructive Examination from April 1, 1977 to July 8, 1980.W

He stated his position involved the review of PM radiographic reports of;

' examination for pipe welds at the plant. Pallon stated he did not consis-
I tently override PM in their weld determinations at Zimmer and, on the

contrary, frequently rejected welds that PM found acceptable. He said, on
less than ten occasions PM radiographers identified nonconforming vendor
welds while examining an adjacent Kaiser weld. He said in each instance
he directed the nonconforming weld to be repaired or replaced. He stated
he could not make a determination about 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds
in the plant being defective, since PM did not radiograph them, he did not
review the radiographs, and he would not make an unqualified statement about
their acceptability.

Pallon said in April 1980 that PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed and
Nuclear Energy Services (NES), Inc., took control of the radiography work
at Zimmer. He attributed this to poor management of the PM operation at
Zimmer, coupled with equipment problems that affected PM's ability to perform
the required amount of radiographic examinations.

5.16.3.14 Record Reviews
-

The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs of field welds
made between October 1979 and March 1980 to determine if CG&E or Kaim r
personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by PM. The results of

pha.45 :that review are e '-
tr

" "'

AI % N % ~~~ - ~

Reader Sheet
'

Rea' der Sheet
'

Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

RH-113 RH-31
'

"RE-75A RE-1.

K1-7 R1-11 K-288 WX-8. .

RH-53 RH-20 RH-86 RH-64.

RH-55 RH-20 $. @A3 DO-2.

K-73 RH-20 '3t). @C3 DG-25.

RH-40 RH-26 $1. HGK-250 HG-16.

K-494 MS-37 hd RD-K4 RD-1.

FW-454 MS-30A 33. IMS22AC2 MS-315;
'

HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 e DG03AA-3/4 DG-88
.

K-926 WR-26 P.L.2M20803 LC-13.

K-455 MS-26A K-483 MS-43.

MS22AA2 MS-311 N. K-499 MS-39.

JK-84 RH-38 Jp 1RRBIAA-3/4 RR-122
i
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.
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.
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.
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-

'

|2). K-414 MS-24A 48. FW58A FW-2
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.

I4 PR-56 RH-20 4p.|K-475 MS-34gp. RH-46 RH-20 '
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None of the reader sheets for the welds -in TN indicated that Kaiserr
personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.
5.16.4 Findings and Conclusions

Seven current and former PM employees who were interviewed denied any
attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.
In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied
that PM was consistently overridden in its weld determinations. A review
of PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of PM
being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.

Former PM employees indicated the PM trailer had been broken into. It wasnot established that this was done by Individuals D and E. Seven security
officers who Applegate indicated had information regarding the break-in'

were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in of the
trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of Individuals D
and E in such a break-in. After the break-in, PM's copies of examination
reports of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool pieces were
determined by PM employees to be missing. Three of the eight reports on
the spool pieces were found by NRC inspectors in the Kaiser Document
Control Center filed with a nonconformance report, but five of the reports
were missing. The three reports and films were reviewed by the PM employee
who did the initial examination of the welds. He verified the reperts and
films are the originals. He said the reports filed with the nonconformance
report are for the welds thought to be defective, and the missing five
reports are of the radiographs of the acceptable welds.
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5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

; 5.17 Industry Blacklisting

5.17.1 Allegation
.! .

,

| " Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of utility
! and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA practices."

5.17.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided.

5.17.3 Investigation

5.17.3.1 Interview of Individuals A and B

Individuals A and B, both union pipefitters, were interviewed by NRC on
April.24 and 22, respectively. They stated they had not been intimidated
or subjected to reprisals for their criticism of QA practices at Zimmer.
Individuals A and B both stated that they were fired in January 1980 as a
result of the findings of Thomas Applegate's investigation into their
involvement in timecard cheating. They have since been re-employed by
CG&E subcontractors at Zimmer and other CG&E sites.

5.17.3.2 Interview of William Schwiers

On January 16, 1981, William Schwiers, QA Manager (CG&E), was interviewed
by NRC. He was asked to provide the names and current place of employment
for Kaiser QC inspectors who had left the site since January 1,1979. A
list was subsequently provided, indicating that a total of twenty-three QC
inspectors had left the site since that date. Fifteen were known to be

employed at other nuclear power plants under construction, two were employed
as QC inspectors in defense-related industries, and there was no known place
of employment for the remaining six inspectors. Schwiers said there has
been no attempt by CG&E to engage in any form of industry-wide reprisals
against employees who left Zimmer.

5.17.3.3 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1980, Ernest A1 dredge, President of Peabody Magnaflux (PM),
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that neither PM nor its employees had
been subjected to any reprisals by CG&E or other utilities for their work
at Zimmer.

A1 dredge indicated that he was contacted by private investigator
Thomas Applegate who asked him about the termination of the PM contract at
Zimmer. He stated he told Applegate the situation at Zimmer could affect
PM's performance record in the industry. A1 dredge said the contract was
terminated because of production problems that he attributed to a lack of
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adequate staffing on PM's part, and frequent breakdowns of their onsite
film processing machine.

*

A1 dredge also said he was advised by Charles Wood, the PM Cincinnati Office
Manager, that NRC had audited PM's records onsite and had found deficiencies.
A1 dredge said he talked to Applegate about PM being removed from other con-*

|
tractor's bid lists because of the work at Zimmer, but he was referring to

| their poor performance record at Zimmer affecting other contracts. He indi-
cated that he was not referring to any systematic attempt by CG&E to engage;

f in any intimidation or reprisals against PM for its work onsite. Aldredge
stated that during the conversation with Applegate he was concerned that the'

professional and business reputation of PM not be tarnished. He indicated'

he felt that Applegate misunderstood what he said and falsely accused CG&E
of engaging in " industry-wide" intimidation of PM.

5.17.3.4 Interviews of PM Emplovees

Between January 19 and April 15, 1981, seven current and former PM employees
were interviewed by NRC. They denied that they had been placed in fear of
utility or industry-wide reprisals should they complain about QA practices
at Zimmer. The results of these interviews are reported in Sections 5.7.3,
5.8.3, and 5.16.3.

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions

Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees of
Peabody Magnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP,
were contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or sub-
jected to industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Zimmer QA
practices. .

5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.18 I Y@ Journal .? LW kmA
5.18.1 Allegation

"A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and incidents
at Zimmer."

On January 29, 1980, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a detailed

i journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation waste chemistry
technician at Zimmer.

5.18.2 Backgrouni information

It is common practice for inspectors performing certain types of inspections
to utilize notebooks to record their observations. Such notes can later
be used to generate surveillance reports, nonconformance reports, or other
dccuments as required.
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5.18.3 Investigation

5.18.3.1 Personnel Record Review

i The NRC Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E personnel records and found '

'

an individual named Yohan Reiter. Inquiry indicated that Reiter was employed
i by Westinghouse, Inc., in Brazil. Personnel records confirmed that Reiter
j -had been employed at Zimmer at the time Thomas Applegate was onsite.
,

| 5.18.3.2 Interview with Yohan Reiter
,

' * On February 5, 1981, Yohan Reiter of Westinghouse, Inc., was interviewed
' by telephone. He stated he was formerly employed as a radiation chemistry

technician at Zimmer. He said he recalled meeting Thomas Applegate in the
radiation waste disposal area during a routine inspection. Reiter also
recalled commenting to Applegate that his field notebook was his " paper
brain" in which he recorded the results of his field inspections. He said
the notebook listed deficiencies identified during system walkdowns of the
radioactive waste disposal system. Reiter indicated that he used the note-
book to record deficiencies such as malfunctioning gauges or acid eating
through floor tiles, which were then recorded on an equipment service list
and corrected by the plant maintenance staff. He said that to his knowledge
all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the licensee.
He added that during meetings with his supervisor, Dean Erickson, and other
members of the Radiation Protection Department staff, the adequacy of the
resulting corrective action was discussed.

Reiter indicated that he was not keeping any detailed journal of safety
defects at the plant and, if he had any concerns regarding the safe opera-
tion of the plant, he would have contacted the NRC himself.

,

5.18.4 Findings and Conclusions

The individual who was alleged to have kept a " journal of safety hazards and
incidents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection notebook.
He stated he used this notebook to record deficiencies he identified during
system walkdowns of the radiation waste disposal system. He said that to his
knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the
licensee.

5.18.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.19 Pipefitters' Joke

5.19.1 Allegation

"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be hundreds
of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a
disastrous accident."
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5.19.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided as to the source or significance of
the " joke" or statement.

5.19.2.1 Media Interview
I

f . During interviews conducted by Bettina Gregory of ABC News (broadcast on
i May 19, 1981), Edwin Hofstadter made a similar comment. Hofstadter was
! neither a pipefitter nor site employee, as detailed in Section 5.10.2.

5.19.3 Investigation

5.19.3.1 Inte rviews

Sixteen pipefitters interviewed by RIII inspectors could not provide any
information concerning any specific equipment design or installation
deficiencies.

.

During one interview, a QC inspector indicated that this joke had been
heard in the plant.

5.19.4 Findings and Conclusions

It was determined that the alleged statement had been made. The NRC is
addressing the allegations and safety concerns identified during this
investigation.

The only other way that the NRC can deal with an allegation s'uch as this
is to determine if the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection
program, the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program, and the preoperational
testing program should enable this determination to be made.

5.19.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6.0 Allegations Received Through Site Interviews

During interviews conducted at the Zimmer site, the investigators and
inspectors received additional allegations. A number of these allegations
added detail to those in Section 4 and are included in that Section of
this report. The more significant allegations were investigated and are
included in this section of the report. There are other allegations that
will be investigated in the future.

6.1 Inspector Harassment

6.1.1 Allegation

QC inspectors have been harassed by construction personnel who have repeatedly
doused them with water. QC inspectors have been transferred following com-
plaints from construction personnel that the QC inspectors have been too
critical.
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6.1.2 Investigation

6.1.2.1 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13,15, and July 8, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was
interviewd by NRC. He stated that Rex Baker told him of one incident in-

September 1980 when a QC inspector was doused with water while performing
an inspection. Gittings stated Baker told him that the person who had 7
doused the inspector had been identified and fired by construction management. ;

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on the inspection activities of Individual I, a QC inspector,
and his lack of completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer
Individual I from pipe support hanger inspection to structural welding
inspection activities. Gittings also indicated that in January 1980 he
directed Baker to reassign QC Inspectors Ruiz, Wimbish, and Hendley because
of problems with their inspection activities.

6.1.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On March 10 and 11, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser Lead Civil / Structural QC
Inspector, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was aware that water
had been dumped on QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and Anthony Pallon, Jr., by
craft personnel during the course of their inspections.

Donovan stated that on February 16, 1981, James Ruiz was involuntarily
reassigned from inspections in the drywell area to the fabrication shop.
Donovan explained that he had been Ruiz's lead supervisor and was directed
by Rex Baker to maxe the reassignment. He stated that Baker of'fered no
explanation for the reassignment except that the Kaiser QA Manager had.

requested he reassign Ruiz.

Donovan stated it was obvious to him that Baker disapproved of the reassign-
ment. He indicated the reassignment resulted from a personality conflict
between Ruiz and Jerry Adams, Ironworker Superintendent, who felt that Ruiz
was too strict and " nit-picking" during his inspections. Donovan stated that
Adams had complained to him about Ruiz's inspections and had discussed this

, matter with Baker. Baker indicated that Ruiz was a good inspector, was not
! overly critical, and was justified in citing the various deficiencies he

discovered in Adams' area. Donovan speculated that Adams had complained
about Ruiz to General Superintendent James Sandlin who then talked to.

Gittings, who decided to remove Ruiz from the inspection area. Donovan|

| added that concurrently he had heard unsubstantiated rumors that QC
Inspectors Hendley, Wimbish, and McCoy were also going to be reassigned
because of criticism of their inspection findings by Kaiser construction
personnel.

| On March 11, 1981, Donovan provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit g.

|

|

-
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6.1.2.3 Interview of Janice Hulkey -

On March 11 and 12, 1981, Janice H. Mulkey, Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
viewed by NRC. She stated that on three or four occasions between August

i 1979 to August 1980 water had been thrown on her from above by craft
personnel while she performed inspections. Mulkey said she(never saw the

i responsible individuals but on each occasio he re o ted tne incident toj ' her supervisors K. Shinkle, J. Setlock, or S. Heath She recalled that
i on one occasion tJ[) threatened to remove all the QC i'nspectors from the
i site if water continued to be thrown. Mulkey said Roberi Marshall was then

apprised of the incidents. Marshall then told the craft superintendents %
,

to assure that the water-throwing incidents stopped or he would terminate
eight craft personnel who were suspected of being7 responsible.

J

~

Mulkey said the enta--throwing incidants adverenkh=fre-tadha- na rfo rmance
_and caused her difficulties in concentrating on her inspection activities
_because she had to be constantly vigilant for water being thrown on her!~
Mulkey also stated that, when water was thrown-fecm three stories aoove ner,
it struck her with such force that on one occasion it knocked the breath out
of her and on another caused her to bruise her knee. She indicated that
other QC inspectors had also been doused with water.

On March 12, 1981, Janice Mulkey provided a written statement, a copy of
which is included as Exhibit ;(.

6.1.2.4 Interview with Anthony Pallon, Jr.
.

,

On February 10, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Jr., Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that since January 1981 he has performed visual
weld inspections in the suppression pool area to ensure these welds met
Ak'S Code requirements. Pallon said the previous inspector in this area
had been lax, and he began rejecting about 50% of the welds he inspected.
Soon afterwards, he was being called to inspection points by craft personnel
who would douse him with water from above when he arrived. _Pallon said-
_this occurred about two or three times a week and he had been squirted with
jt fire extinguisner wn11e performing an inspection the night prior to this
inte rview. -

Pallon said he was also told that Douglas Haff, Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-
tendent, had told QC Inspector Joseph Mills that he would have Pallon fired.
Pallon said Haff on one occasion harrassed him when he returned from lunch
by directing security personnel to search him and Joseph Mills for alcohol. )
On February 10, 1981, Pallon provided a sworn statement, which is included ,

as Exhibit
,

)(
. -

6.1.2.5 Interview of Joseph Mills
,

On February 10, 1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that, while performing inspections in the suppression pool
area, both he and Anthony Pallon had been callet to inspection points and
doused with water. Mills felt it was significant that Pallon was doused in
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i

excess of six times in one month. Craft versonnel were apparently doing this
because of Pallon's weld rajections. Mills indicated that Douglas Haff, the
' superintendent in this area, told him he would get Pallon fired because he
was " nit picking" on his inspections. Mills said he ignored this comment
because it was impossible for Haff to fire a QC inspector.

i
'

Mills indicated that later Haff attempted to harass him and Pallon by having
| .them searched by security guards for alcohol when they returned from lunch one
! day. He stated these actions did not affect his inspection activity, althoughj he did feel that the QA program at Zimmer was understaffed, procedures were
'

poorly written, and the existing program lacked support from Kaiser management.

6.1.2.6 Interview of Michael McCoy,

a
'

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on one occasion during the spring of 1980 he and
QC Inspector Charles Belcher were called to an inspection point by craft
personnel. McCoy said wh-n they arrived at the inspection point an attempt

~ was made to douse them with water thrown at them from above.

On February 11, 1981, McCoy provided a sworn statement, which is included

[as Exhibit .

6.1.2.7 Interview of John Sullivan

On February 19, 1981, John Sullivan, Nuclear Energy Services Inc., was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he personally has never been doused
with water but that he was aware Kaiser QC Inspectors Anthony Pallon and

*

Rick Sizemore had been doused with water while performing inspections in
the suppresion pool area. Sullivan stated that when Sizemore was doused
he was performing an inspection using a 220-volt magnetic particle testing
machine, and, if water had struck the machine, Sizemore might have been
electrocuted. He indicated that Construction Superintendents Edward Stanley
and Douglas Haff were standing in the area when this incident occurred.

Sullivan also related another incident when he and Pallon were searched by
sect.rity personnel when they were returning from lunch one day. He stated
that, in his opinion, Haff and Stanley were attempting to harass Pallon
because of Pa11on's inspection activities in their area.

On February 19, 1981, Sullivan provided a sworn statement, which is included
| as Exhibit [.

| 6.1.2.8 Interview of Billy Tyree
|

,

| On February 18 and 20, 1981, Billy Tyree, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from
September 24 to November 20, 1979, by Butler Services, Inc. Tyree stated
that he was aware that buckets of water were thrown on QC inspectors by Kaiser

i construction workers. Tyree indicated that he never observed such incidents,
| but he recalled that on four or six occasions QC Inspector Janice Mulkey was
j doused with water, and had reported these incidents to her immediate supervisor.

I
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Tyree also' stated that two or three other QC inspectors were also doused
with water, and he conjectured this was done to limit the thoroughne== nf

insoections by QC personn_el. He was unaware of any inquiry or investigation
to identify the individuals involved in the dousing incidents, but learned'
that a construction worker named "Frenchie" was considered to be generally
responsible for some of the water-throwing incidents.

.

On February 20, 1981, Tyree provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit g.

;
;

6.1.2.9 Interview of Richard Price

On February 18 and March 7,1981, Richard Price, former QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed by Butler Services, Inc., from

'

September 1975 to November 28, 1980, and by Kaiser from December 1 to 14,
1980. Price stated he was aware that, on at least twelve occasions, construc-
tion workers poured buckets of water on QC inspectors who were conducting
inspections in the containment building. He stated his opinion that the ,'

water was thrown on the inspectors because they were conscientious and re-
fused to accept inferior or nonconforming work by craft personnel.

,

Price stated he beard runors that two Kaiser construction workers nicknamed
"Frenchie" and " John Bcy" were the individuals responsible for throwing water.

He indicated that Kaiser management was apprised of these incidents and *

construction personnel were unofficially told that they would be terminated
if there were any further incidents of water being thrown on QC inspectors.
On March 2, 1981, Price provided a sworn statement, which is included )*

as Exhibit [.

6.1.2.10 Interview of Winston Jackson

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Winston Jackson, former QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated be was employed at Zimmer by Butler Services,
Inc., from July 1979 to November 1980. Jackson stated he was aware of
several incidents when buckets of water were dumped on QC inspectors by craft
personnel while they were performing inspections in the containment building.
He indicated that in his opinion these incidents represented harassment of
QC Inspectors by construction personnel, and he added that these incidents
were reported to Kaiser management. He stated he was not aware of any action
Kaiser took concerning this matter.

On February 20, 1981, Jackson provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit .

6.1.2.11 Interview of James Ramsey

On February 18 and 20, 1981, James Ramsey, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he formerly worked at Zimmer for Butler
Services, Inc., and also for Kaiser Engineering between July 1979 and
December 14, 1980. Ramsey stated that QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and
Michael DePuccio were doused with water by construction personnel while
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performing inspections in the containment building. He indicated that, in
his opinion, these incidents amounted to harassment of the inspectors by
construction personnel. Ramsey said these incidents were reported to Kaiser
management and an investigation was conducted into the matter, but he was
unaware of any outcome of the inquiry.

'

On February 20, 1981, Ramsey provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit .

!
'

6.1.2.12 Interview of Individual I

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Individual I, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that he was aware of incidents of QC
inspectors being harassed by construction personnel. Individual I stated ~~

that two inspectors in particular were subject to harassment in the form of
buckets of water dumped on them while they were performing their inspections.
He said the above incidents were reported to Kaiser management but nothing
was ever done about the problem. Individual I indicated that he had heard

,,

that General Foreman Walter Hamm was aware of the identity of the individuals
involved in the incidents but was protecting those individuals.

A sworn statement by Individual I is included as Exhibit
.

6.1.2.13 Interview of Dennis Tavlor

On February 19, 1981, Dennis Taylor, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in October or November 1980, while performing a
magnetic particle inspection of a weld in the reactor containment building,

,

he was hit with a stream of water from a fire extinguisher. Taylor also
indicated that QC Inspector Anthony Pallon was frequently doused with water j

while performing inspections in the suppression pool area. In Taylor's
opinion, Pallon was being harassed by craft personnel in this area because
he was rejecting welds made by the craft ersonnel.

6.1.2.14 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20,1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that construction workers were pouring
buckets of water on QC inspectors who were performing inspections. He said
that these incidents were brought to the attention of Robert Marshall, Kaiser ~1

|
Construction Superintendent, who stated that anyone throwing water on a QC

'

inspector would be fired. However, no formal investigation or report was esmade of these incidents.

6.1.2.15 Interview of Walter Hamm, Sr.

On March 26, 1981, Walter Hamm, Sr., Kaiser General Foreman, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was aware that water had been thrown on several QC

| inspectors, including Janice Hulkey. Hamm indicated that the culpable indi-
viduals were never identified and no disciplinary action was ever initiated.
He stated that according to rumors individuals nicknamed " Fat Frenchie,"
" Skinny Frenchie," and one pipefitter nicknamed " John Boy" were involved

I

f
! I

l - 126 -

:

. _ . _ _ . __. - ,. - -. ., -



. . _. - - . .__ - -- -

m,

DRAFT 4 10/8/81
'

i

in the incidents. Hamm identified these individuals but he was unable to
substantiate their involvement. He personally warned all of these indi-
viduals that he would terminate them if he found they were throwing water

: on QC inspectors.

Hamm was critical of the QC inspection activities at Zimmer and stated that-'

QC inspectors often rejected work that, in his opinion, was acceptable. He
also mentioned that he frequently had difficulty in finding inspectors when
he needed them to respond to an inspec-ion point in a timely manner. Hamm.

stated that the QC inspectors delayed construction and increased _construc-
,

! tion expenses because of their critical inspections. He indicated that he
had frequently criticized the inspectors personally and had admonished them

,

,

for their inavailability to perform inspections.'

; On March 26, 1981, Hamm provided a sworn statement, which is included as'

; Exhibit [.

; 6.1.2.16 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiset Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. Baker stated that in January or February 1981,
Phillip Gittings suggested that QC Inspectors Puiz, Headley, and Wir.bich

! be reassigned because they were " nit pielring" during their inspections and
writing too many nonconformance reports.. Baker disagreed with this sugges-
tion and expressed his opinion that the inspectors were performing inspections
in accordance with Kaiser procedures and were writing valii conconformance
reports. He stated that he did move Inspectore Raiz and Hendley frca seld
inspections in the reactor building to inspections in the fabrication sbop.

Baker also stated that, when he first arrived on the site, he learned,

| from the previous Inspection Supervisor that the lead welding inspector,
; Kenneth Shinkle, had also been reassigned.

Baker also understood that QC inspector Janice Mulkey was doused with water
while performing an inspection, but he was not exactly sure how or when the
incident occurred.

6.1.2.17 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle;

$

i On February 18, 1980, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed
| by NRC. He stated that from November 1977 to February 1980 he was lead pipe r

support hanger inspector at Zimmer. Shinkle stated that in February 1980
Kaiser was involved in a 100% reinspection of all pipe support hanger welds.,

'

| He said his inspectors were rejecting up to 95% of the hangers inspected and
j initiating nonconformance reports for deficient hanger welds,

i Shinkle stated that he was called into a meeting with both CG&E and Kaiser
!

management, who criticized his group's high rate of rejection, their inspec-
| tion techniques, and the continuing identification of deficiencies on welds
j that were found acceptable during previous inspections. He said those Kaiser

officials present initially denied they had committed Kaiser to a 100%
i

! reinspection, but later in the meeting they admitted this was the commitment

.
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for reinspection of pipe support hangers. Shinkle stated that at the end of
the meeting a Kaiser official asked him, "Do you understand who you work for
now?" He took this comment as an attempt to intimidate him and to pressure ~'

his inspectors to accept pipe support hangers undergoing inspection at the;

time.
%.

i Shinkle stated that the next day he submitted nonconformance reports for
'

deficient welds on pipe support hangers, and Kaiser management removed him-

. ,

from his job later that afternoon. He learned that William Schwiers, CG&E
QA Manager, had objected to Kaiser about Shinkle's reassignment but was

.? told Robert Marshall had said "it would be a cold day in hell before he'll
[Shinkle] touch another pipe hanger." Shinkle stated that he has never been

'

reassigned to pipe support hanger inspection activities.
J
'

On September 1, 1980, Shinkle was promoted to Quality Assurance Engineer for
civil / structural activities, the job description for which states that he is
responsible for pipe support hanger inspections. However, Phillip Gittings
told him that this was a typing error in the description and he would have
nothing to do with pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On February 18, 1981, Shickle provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit /(.

,

6.1.2.18 Interview of Mack White

On March 11 and 25, 1981, Mack White, QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that on March 11, 1981, at about 10:30 a.m., he was conducting
an inspection in the drywell area of the primary containment building at
Level 524. White indicated that at this time an unknown individual dumped
a few gallons of water o'n him from above. He looked up but was unable to
identify the individual as he ran away.

White stated he reported the incident to the NRC, QC management personnel,
and to Construction Superintendent Adams. He said that Adams commenced an
inquiry to attempt to determine who was responsible, but was unsuccessful.
White stated he had no idea who threw the water and he was unable to
speculate on what prompted the incident.

j On March 25, 1981, White provided a sworn statement, which is included
; ,as Exhibit j)(.

6.1.2.19 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QA Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that on February 22, 1981 he was reassigned from inspections

'

in the primary containment building to inspections in the fabrication shop.
Ruiz stated that Rex Baker had commented to him at the time of his transfer
that "you were doing too good a job and so they transferred you." Ruiz stated
that prior to his reassignment he had disagreed with Ironworker Superintendent
Jerry Adams, who accused him of " nit-picking" inspections.
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Ruiz stated he was told by Dennis Donovan that Adams had gone to James Sandlin,
Kaiser General Superintendent, and asked Sandlin to have the QA Manager remove
him from the containment area. Ruiz stated that his reassignment was an "'

! example of Gittings' lack of support for QC inspectors and proved that the
; QA Department was not independent of construction influence at Zimmer. J

,' On February 25, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, which is included y
as Exhibit A.

-
4

6.1.2.20 Interview of James Sandlin'

l
'

On March 13, 1981, James T. Sandlin, Kaiser General Superintendent (struc-
tural), was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that QC Inspector James Ruiz
had been unable to establish or maintain a good working relationship with
construction personnel or his fellow inspectors. Sandlin stated that Ruiz
conducted inspections without listening to any advice and did not solicit!

I the cooperation of construction personnel or other QC inspectors.

Sendlin stated that Ruiz had been unnecessarily critical in his inspections
and had been accused of " nit picking." He indicated that this had caused

,

conflict between Ruiz and Gerald Adams, Structural Superintendent, and he
brought this matter to the attention cf the QA Manager asking him to resolve
the situation. Sandlin denied that he asked Gittings to reassign Ruiz from
the primary containment area.i

! On March 25, 1981, Sandlin provided a sworn statement, which is included
as Exhibit )(.

6.1.2.21 Interview of Gerald Adams

? On March 13 and 25, 1981, Gerald Adams, Kaiser Structural Superintendent,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he received numerous complaints from
construction personnel regarding the inspections of QC Inspector James Ruiz.

| He said that in his opinion Ruiz was too critical and " nit-picking" on his
inspections, thereby delaying construction activities. Adams indicated that
Ruiz did not cooperate with craft personnel and, in his opinion, was inspecting
according to ASME Code requirements when he should.be following the less

; stringent AWS Code requirements.
;

Adams stated that he had accused Ruiz of holding up construction and being
overcritical in his inspections. He also threatened to have him terminated
if he persisted in his unjustified delays of construction. However, Adams,

! denied threatening to have Ruiz terminated unless he accepted welds that did
not meet AWS criteria. Adams stated he had complained to Donovan, Baker,,

'

Sandlin, and Gittings about Ruiz's inspections and specifically suggested to
Baker that it would be better for both him and Ruiz if Ruiz was reassigned to

j another area. However, Adams denied any responsibility for initiating Ruiz's
reassignment.

1 On March 25, 1981, Adams provided a sworn statement, which is included as
I Exhibit /(.

i

;
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!

6.2.2 Code Requirements

The welding activities were governed by ASME Code Section III-1971 Edition
or by the AWS DI.1-1972 Code. The applicable requirements of both codes
are as follows:

ASME Code Section 111-1971 Requirements

j NA-4130- "As used in this Section of the Code, Quality Assurance
! comprises all those planned and systematic actions necessary to
j provide adequate confidence that all components, parts, or
'

appurtenances are manufactured and/or installed (as applicable)
j in accordance with the rules of this Section."

NA-4420- "The manufacturer and/or Installer shall maintain a-
.

written description of the procedures used by his organization.

for control of quality and examinations, showing in detail the
implementation of the quality assurance requirements of thisk Section of the Coda."

NA-4510- "Inprocess and finil ex.ssinations and tests shall be established
to assure conf ormance with documented instructions, procedures, arid
drawings . "

KA-4442.1- " Welding and brazing :naterials for all classes of constructicn.

shall be controlled in accordance with NB-4122...."

NB-4122- " Welding and brazing materials shall be identified and controlled
so that they can be traced to each component and/or installation of a
piping system, or else a control procedure shall be employed which ensures
that the specified materials are used."

NA-4451- "... Measures shall be established to assure that processes in-.

cluding welding and heat-treating are controlled in accordance with the
rules of this Section of the Code and are accomplished by qualified
personnel using qualified procedures."

| NB-4230--identifies specific requirements for fitting and aligning of
| weld joints which must be verified.

AWS D1.1-1972 Code Requirements

Section 3.1.1- "A11 applicable paragraphs of this section shall be
observed in the production and inspection of welded assemblies and
structures produced by any of the processes acceptable under this Code."

Section 3.2.1- " Surfaces and edges to be welded shall be smooth, uniform,
and free from fins, tears, cracks, or other defects which would adversely;

affect the quality of strength of the weld. Surfaces to be welded and
surfaces adjacent to a weld shall also be free from loose or thick scale,
slag, rust, moisture, grease, or other foreign material that will prevent
proper welding ...."
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Sectioc 3.3.1- "The parts to be joined by fillet welds shall be brought
into as close contact as practicable. The gap between parts shall normally
not exceed 3/16 inch ....

Section 3.3.7--addresses tack weld requirements which must be verified.< .

Section 6.1.1- "The inspector designated by the Engineer shall ascertain
. that all fabrication by welding is performed in accordance with the

i requirements of this Code.

Section 6.1.3- "He" (the inspector) "shall be notified, in advance, of.

the start of any welding operations."

Section 6.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only materials.

conforming to the requirements of this Code are used."

Section 6.4.1- "The inspector shall permit welding to be performed only.

by welders, welding operators, and tackers who are qualified in accordance
with the requirements of 5.2."

Section 6.5.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only welding.

procedures that meet the provisiont of 5.1 and 5.2 are employed."

0. Section 6.5.3- "The Inspector shall make certair that electrodes are
used only in the positions and with the type of welding current and
polarity for which they are classified."

1Jj Section 6.5.4- "The inspector shall, at suitable intervals, observe the
W technique and performance of each welder, welding operator, and tacker

to make certain that the applicable requirements of Section 4 are met."

The weld inspection criteria were deleted or designated as not applicable
on weld inspection forms used routinely to inspect welds. This appears to
be contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Sections 3.3 and 3.13.1 (358/81-13-23).

Thi: --etar ie Ad:::: d in the lic;;;;;'; Qu;11t, Cunzirmativu P ;;r--
6.2.3 Findings and Conclusions

Weld inspection criteria were deleted from weld inspection forms used to
document inspections of welds between July 1980 and January 1981 and were
designated as not applicable for one weld made in November 1979. This
concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

6.2.4 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to delineate required
weld inspection criteria).

.

i
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1

6.3 Qa surveillance Reports
y, s. s % e 4 *yed-

An allegationaconcerning Surveillance Report procedg e violations was
received by Wre NRC L . : : N m ?: :: during 4+4ainvestigation. The;

; :11 @ i n stated that Surveillance Reports were not being transferred to g\y
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by procedure.

'

f 6.3.1 Record Reviews
'

~!

The Region III inspectors reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Company Instructioni
~

QACMI G-14, Revision 3, for initiating and documenting QA Surveillance
Reports (SR). Page 1, paragraph 2, of the procedure states that..."sur-
veillance reports will be used to identify...an in process nonconformance'

which can be corrected without processing a Nonconformance Report (NR)."
Page 2, paragraph 5 of the procedure states "Except in extenuating circum-,

stances, QA surveillance reports which identify in process nonconformances
will be transferred to a NR when the non-complying cendition has not been
acceptably corrected within 30 calendar days."

The following QA Surveillance Peportr identify in-process nonconformances:
(Mam-b

No. 2899 dated December 18, 1980--bolt torque verification missed

No. 2903 dated January 14, IS81--weld (fitup and preheat cf 60*)
verifications missed

No. F-2909 dated Janaury 16, 1981--bolts missing or loose

No. 2914 dated Janaury 15', 1981--NDE weld hold points (MT and VT)
bypassed

No. F-2941 dated January 28,1981--broken flex, bolts fail to torque,
etc.

No. F-3070 dated March 24, 1981--bolt installation not verified

No. F-3071 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3072 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate
|

No. F-3073 dated March 24, 1981--bolts do not meet torque requirements
I

No. F-3074 dated March 24, 1981--bolts stripped
! No. F-3075 dated March 24, 1981--bolt holes elongated

No. F-3076 dated March 24, 1981--hanger needs shimming and spalling
repair

No. F-3082 dated March 25, 1981--cable is too short

No. F-3083 dated March 26, 1981--unacceptable welds
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No. F-3099 dated March 27, 1981--bolt deficiencies

No. F-7000 dated March 30, 1981--weld deficiencies, missing braces,
etc.

No. F-7006 dated April 1,1981--weld deficiencies c

No. F-7019 dated April 6, 1981--weld deficiencies-

The disposition of SR 2899 indicated that based on a rejection rate of
less than 1% of the verified torque on other bolts. the bolts on approxi-
mately 10% of the attachments (conduit straps, Coon-engineered hangersJ etc.)
in various areas (Plan No. I of EI drawing 150-2, Revision D, for example)
were acceptable without required torque verifications (one bolt per attachment).
The disposition, dated January 15, 1981, was made by a H. J. Kaiser Quality
Assurance Engineer and not by design control measures commensurate with those
applied to the original design.

The dispositien dated January 14,1981,ofSR2903indicatedthatwelds
A3 and A4 on pipe line ISK RR-298 were acceptable-as-is based on normsi
ambient tempersture plus the sample verification by radiography of fitups
on 20 out of approximately 400 other velds. The dispcsition was n ade .aaku.
by the H. J. Kaiser QA Manager and not by deran control masures ccmmensurate
with those applied to the original design.

The disposition dated January 25,1981 o[ SR 2914 indicated that the wids
(DB 177 to DCS 80) were acceptable based on visual examination (VT) of weld
DB 177 and the magnetic particle testing (MT) of the root pass ccnnecting
DB 177 to DCS 80. Thus)the final MT was waived. The disposition was made
W by a H. J. Kaiser Quality Assurance Enginee.: ar.d not by desigt. contal
measures commensurate with those applied to the original design.

If the itegs addressed on SRs 2899, 2903, and 2914 would have been docu-
mentedonRonconformanceleports(NRs),H.J.KaiserCompanyInstruction
QACMI G-4 would have required dispositions to have been made by the Material
Review Board. The Material Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction
Engineer, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, CG&E Sponsor
Engineer, and the S&L Design Engineer.

The nonconforming items accepted in SRs 2899, 2903, and 2914 represent
changes to the original design. The 30 day period specified in Instruction
QAMCI G-14, Revision 3, in essence, permitted nonconforming items to be dis-
positioned without design co'ntrol measures commensurate with those applied
to the original design if the SR was dispositioned without being transferred
to an NR. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.9 (358/81-13-24).

TheihrocessnonconformancesidentifiedonSRsF-2909,F-3070,F-3071,
F-3072, F-3073, F-3074, F-3075, F-3076, F-3083, and F-7019, were not dis-
positioned or acceptably corrected as of August 12, 1981, and were not trans-
ferred to NRs within 30 calendar days. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix
B, Criterion V,and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 5 (358/81-13-25).
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visual examination of approximately 380 welds. TL. L..'--.: test results
indicated the installed beams were of sufficient hardness to be the types
specified for the respective installations. No unacceptable weld indica-
tions were observed. The fitup of the beams was acceptable.

!

7.1.8 Items of Noncompliance

| * Four items of noncompliance were identif.ed (failure to control unacceptable
| welds, unacceptable re-entrant corners on beams, and unspecified beams;
j failure to maintain traceability of beams; failure to assess the effectiveness

of vendor quality assurance; and failure to maintain sufficient documentation
of steel erection inspections).

,

7.2 Cable Separation.

During the investigation of the allegation addressed in Section 5.10, the
RIII inspectors identified two cable installations that did not comply with
tue cable separation criteria defined in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR. During
checks for cable separation on routine plant tours, the inspectors identified

; additional cable separation violations.

7.2.1 Cable Separation Requirements
,

The applicable cable separation requirements for the Zimmer facility are as
~

follows:

1. IEEE Std. 383-1974 defines Class IE as: "The safety classification of
the electric equipment and systems that are essential to emergency
reactor shutdown, containment isolation, reactor core cooling and

; containment, and reactor heat removal or otherwise are essential in
i preventing significant release of radioactive material to the environ-

ment."

2. The Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.1.12.2, states, " Class IE cable is assigned
to a division according to Table 8.3-19."

|. The divisions are comprised of the systems addressed in the Class 1E
j definitions.

"A Class 1E cable is routed only in its division tray conduit, etc."
l

"Each non-Class IE cable which has any part of its length in a division,

| tray, conduit, etc., or which connects to a Class IE power system is a
division-associated cable and is not routed in tray, conduit, etc. of
another division."

| .
'

The terms " division-associated" and " associated" are used interchangeably.
| [ "Non-Class IET " balance-of-plant," Q' nonessential,","non-ESF (non-

engineered safety features)" are all useu intercnangeaoly.
,

1

; 3. FSAR Section 8.3.1.13 states:
i

|
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.2"... Balance-of plant cables not associated with reactor protection
or engineered safety features systems, when assigned to a tray section
with a Class 1E segregation code, are routed only in trays with that
segregation code."

! .3"... Cables will have either green, yellow, or blue identification
for ESF cable; orange for reactor protection system cable; white for
balance-of plant cables; and white with another color for associated-

cables."

4. FSAR Table 8.3-16 states, "A nonessential cable may be run in nonessential
!

or ESF tray, but shall not occupy more than one tray system."

5. FSAR Section 8.3.1.11.2.1.d. states, "In the cable spreading room, cable
tray risers (chutes) are used to route the cables into the bottom of
control panels located in the control room above. Here a 1-foot horizontal,
3 foot vertical separation is maintained."

6. FSAR Section 8.3.1.11.1.3, which addresses instrument cables states,
" Low-level signel cables are run in trays and/or conduits separate from
all power and control cabies."

7.2.2 Observed Cable Separation Violations

During a brief tour of the cable spreading room while inspecting other
matters, the RIII inspectors observed four violations of cable separation
criteria as follows:'

1. On the east side of the cable spreading room, at approximately WL 26,'

yellow / white (asrociated) cable No. RE053 extends from a 2-in. conduit
(which also contains blue / white cable No. RE058), passes approximately
4 in. vertically above the blue Class 1E cables contained in tray No.
2072C, and enters blue / white sleeve No. 79.

Contrary to the above FSAR criteria, cables No. RE053 and RE058 were
routed in the same raceway and cable No. RE053 was not installed a
minimum of 3 ft above tray 2072C.

2. On the south side of the cable spreading room, green instrument tray
No. 3029K, which was 6 in. wide and approximately 50 ft long, was
installed inside white control tray No. 4638B. The installation was
in accordance with S&L drawings E-223, Revision G, and E-224, Revision F.
Green cable No. WS714, green / white cable No. TI725, and other cables were
installed in the green tray. Blue / white and yellow / white cables were
installed in the remaining white tray.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the green and green / white cables were
essentially installed in the white tray; the green, green / white,
blue / white and yellow / white cables were not separated by a minimum of
I ft horizontally; and the green tray containing instrument cables
was not separate from the white tray containing control cables.

.
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3. Near the stairwell at the center of the cable spreading room, two blue
cables, No. RIl03 and CM111, were routed from blue tray No. 2077A into
green tray riser (chute) No. 3025A, which extended up to the control

Green cables No. HP073 and HP096 were among the cables installedroom.
'

in riser 3025A.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the blue cables were routed in the green4

~

divi = ion riser and were not horizontally separated from the green cables
by at least I ft.,

The licensee documented blue cables No. RIl03 and CM111 on Nonconformance
Report No. 7549, dated March 18, 1981, as a result of the NRC finding.

No QC inspection requirements existed to verify separation criteria for
cables to the control room which were extending up and out of the raceway
located in the cable spreading room.*

4. In other arcar. cf the cable spreading room:

White tray No. 4080K contained many different division-associateds.
cables including blue / white cable No. TI192, yellow / white cable
No. RR781, and green / white caole Nc. TI015.

b. White tray riser No. RK4627 contained yellow / white cables No. TI942 ' -

and Fc. TI943, and blue / white cabics No. TIS 08 and TI750.
,

White tray riser No. 4139 eontained many blue / white and yellow / whitec.
cables.

The routing of blue / white, yellow / white, and/or green / white cables
together in white trays appeared to be a widespread design practice.
This design is contrary to the FSAR Section 8.3.1.13.2 as previously
stated above.

The installed conditions identified in paragraphs 1, 2, and 4 of 7.2.2
apparently resulted from designs that deviate from the FSAR. These devi-
ations are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.1 and 3.6 (358/81-13-31).

The installed condition identified in paragraph 3 of 7.3.2 apparently
resulted from construction activities for which required QC inspection veri-
fications had not been translated into an inspection procedure. The lack
of QC inspection for the installed condition in paragraph 3 is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
10.1.2 (358/81-13-32).

The adequacy of cable separation is addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.
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7.2.3 Misrouted Nonsafety Related Cable

In the instrument-relay room, yellow / white conduit No. RR199 extended from
; white tray No. 4157A to yellow tray No. 1040B. The conduit and trays

contained yellow / white cable No. RR199 and white cable No. DC258 (also!

mislabelled DC257). Following the cable installation (pull) card, cable,

i No. DC258 was designed to be routed through tray No. 4157A, but not tray

]|
1040B. Since cable No. DC258 was a nonsafety-related cable there were no
QC inspection requirements to verify the routing. The misrouted cable
identified in paragraph 7.3.2.5 of the installed conditions apparently;

resulted from construction activities for which the FSAR does not require4

| QC inspection verification. The misrouted cable does influence cable
separation and tray loading and, therefore, will have to be appropriately
dispositioned. This item is considered open and will be reviewed during
a subsequent inspection (358/81-13-33).

,

7.2.4 Cable Tray Riser Chutes
,

With the exception of the green tray riser, identified ia paragral.h 3 of
7.2.2, the RIII inspector did not observe any other risers (chutes) installed
in the cable spreading room. The licensee stated that only eight chutes had
been designed and installed in the spreading rooia and that alternate methods
for achieving cable separation were being considered. S&L drawing No. E-98-FB,
Revision D, Note 4, required that the portions of cables in the cable spreading
room not enclosed or protected by steel chutes be coated with a 1/8 in. (af ter
dry) application of fireproofing material. During a telephone conversation
on May 7, 1981, the licensee stated that the design identified on drawing
No. E-98-FB was being reconsidered for alterations. This item is unresolved
pending ic:plementation of the final separation design requirements for cable
risers in the cable spreading room (358/81-13-34).

With regard to the installed conditions identified in paragraph 7.2.2, items!

j 1, 2, and 4, and 7.2.3 the licensee stated that either the field installations
would be changed to comply with the FSAR or appropriate changes to the FSAR
with engineering justifications would be submitted to NRR.

7.2.5 Findings and Conclusions

Four locations were identified in which the cable separation requirements had
not been maintained as specified in the FSAR. The adequacy of cable separation
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

| 7.2.6 Items of Noncompliance
l

j Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to establish measures to
assure that the design basis for cable separation as set forth in the FSAR
was translated into drawings, and failure to establish a program to require
verification of cable separation in the cable spreading room).

|

!
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7.3 CG&E Audits of Sargent & Lundy

During the investigation of allegation 5.10, the RIII inspector identified
that Sargent & Lundy did not have a program to control design deviations,

(nonconforming designs) when identified by the S&L engineers. Therefore,4

the RIII inspector requested for review all of the CG&E audits of S&L to
'

determine if CG&E had assessed the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance
. program.

| 7.3.1 CG&E Audits of S&L

The Region III inspector reviewed the following CG&E audits of S&L.

Audit Dates Audit Number When Noted

2/15-16/72
8/8-9/74
8/7-8/75
7/28-29/76
11/14-15/77 77/24
9/6-7/78 78/07
10/16-17/78 78/09i

'

11/27-33/78 78/10
1/30-31/79 79/01
12/18-19/79 75/07
3/5-6/80 80/01
10/21-22/80 80/04

The audits did not address in depth the effectiveness of the noncoaformance
program. The RIII inspector observed only two items in all of the audits,
covering a 9-year period, that concerned the S&L nonconformance program.
These two items, identified in one audit, were designated as deficiencies
and concerned distribution and logging of nonconformance reports. The
deficiencies appeared to have been identified during audit activities which
were not directed at the nonconformance program. (The deficiencies were
apparently resolved in Audit 77/24 which indicated that S&L Project Procedure
(/PIZI-8.1, Revision 0, had been prepared to describe responsibilities and
instructions, and to require a log and a file of nonconformance reports).

The audits of the nonconformance program should have addressed such things as
implementation, design reviews, identification of acceptance or rejection,
disposition control, and notification of affected organizations.

Failure by CG&E to perform an audit to determine the effectiveness of the
S&L nonconformance program during the past 9 years is contrary to 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 18.1m
(358/81-13-35).

Thi: :;.;;;r i; ;?f;;;;;' in tE: 1:::;; '. Q.. ity c.c.rir;;ti;; r;;;;--
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|

7.3.2 General Audit Context

The audits generally appeared to be reactive in nature in that specific,

j problems, which had been previously identified, were audited. The audits
did not appear to be directed toward identification of new and generic

, problems. The audits appeared to identify adverse findings for which there
I were no corrective action taken or followup audits. This matter is unresolved
'

pending a re-review by CG&E of their past audits of Sargent & Lundy, General
| Electric, H. J. Kaiser and four CG&E internal departments (358/81-13-36).
.

7.3.3 Recurrences of Problems with Design Calculations, Reviews, and
Verifications

| The CG&E audits of S&L identified a recurring problem concerning the,

performance of design calculation, reviews, and verifications by S&L. The
specific problems identified in each audit are described ' - ' ' ' ' ' ink -

'

e 7. -1 C it in 'ng

N Audit ' '

Date or No. Problems
'

>

8/8-9/74 (a) ITE Imperial drawings of essential i

equipment had not been signed and
bore no evidence of a design review.

.

(b) There were inadequacies in doeurenting;

design reviews.
i

(c) Structural design calculaticn were not |,

i in accordance with new procedures.

(d) No direct evidence was available of the
S&L review of vendor design calculations.

78/07 (a) S&L had not maintained a record of support,
'

design calculations.

(b) DDC #2973 was approved without review by4

EMD even though a major support locationi

i change was clearly identified on the DDC.
1 (This item was identified in the details

of the audit report, but was not cited
and had no apparent followup on subsequent

i audits.)
'

78/09 (a) Very little data was available to justify
the embedment criteria of 4.5 times the
normal diameter of concrete expansion
anchors.

:
.
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ab 7.3- nti u ),

r No. Pr ms

I "

w y

~
(b) Calculations could not be located which

would verify that a structured review was
performed to show that no reinforcement

; was needed for a 24 x 68 radial beam
which was cut at both flanges.

78/10 (a) Calculations were not available for all
i walls to substantiate the statement that

block walls were " judged to be OK."

(b) Calculations were not available to back
up design signatures which indicated
design verification for five design
changes approving core bores.

.

(c) No approval signatures were found on any
calculations for structural steel modifi-!

cations due to pool hydrodynamic loads.
The modification had been released for
construction.,

(d) Audit finding was closed based on calcula-
' tions which were in progress but not yet

complete. The calculations were for beams
(embedded plates) in the primary contain-
ment to verify that the plates can support
additional loads.

80/04 (a) (1) The calculation required to evaluate
the clamp deflection on a pipe support
was not performed.

| (2) Also, the weld calculation was not
! performed on the most critical weld.
|

| (b) Calculations performed by NPS were incomplete
in that the deflection due to torsional
rotation of the beam was not included.

| (c) Calculations performed were not in reason-
able order, which made them difficult to

! follow.
m, , A A A A A Ns

v v v vv - ~

None of the audits which identified the above problems, or corrective actions
j instituted addressed the generic and programmatic cause of design calculations,
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reviews, 'and verifications not being performed to preclude repetition. Failure
to determine the cause and to take corrective action to preclude repetition is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,Section 16.5 (358/81-13-37). j-

hs acaresseh -QusircNvwfidh
! 7.3.4 Findings and Conclusions
I

CG&E has not performed a comprehensive audit to determine the effectiveness,

of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program. Past audits identified a'

recurring problem involving design calculations, reviews, and verifications
for which the cause was not determined and corrective action was not taken
to preclude repetition. CG&E will undertake a re-review of all past audits
of Sargent & Lundy, General Electric, Kaiser and four internal departments
as a part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to perform a coc:prehen-
sive audit of the S&'. nonconformance program, and failure to determine the
cause at.d preclude repetition of a recurring proole.n).

8. Ueresolved Itens

Unresolved items am matters abot.t vbich more information is required in
order to arcettain whether they are acceptnle items, items of noncompliance,
or deviations. Unresolved items are identified in paragraphr 4.1.3,
4.2.2.3, 5.2.3.6, 5.5.3.4, 5.10.3.2, 5.10.3.3, 7.1.3, 7.2.4, and 7.3.2.
ltt.ms which are not considered " unresolved" but which are considered to be
"open" and which will receive followup inspection are identified in para-
graphs 5.2.3.2, 5.3.4, 5.11.3, and 7.2.3.

9. Other Open Items

When this investigation was initiated, .adee NRC interviewed numerous ality
Qontrol . Inspectors, construction craftsmen, and management personnel ho
provided information that deserved review by the NRC. The information pro-
vided was prioritized with the highest priority given to the initial four
allegations received from a former Zimmer contractor QC Inspector (Section 4),
the 19 allegations received from GAP /Applegate (Section 5), and the most
significant statements and allegations received from contractor employees and >

ex-employees (Section 6). Other allegations and statements were given lower
priority. These concerns will be investigated and/or inspected and the
findings and conclusions will be documented in future reports until the in-
vestigation is complete.

As noted in Section 3, GAP provided a number of affidavits from various
individuals. In those cases where an individual's concerns or allegations
have previously been reviewed by NRC, those individuals will be contacted
to determine:
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If they have information not previously provided.

If they have significant details to add to information previously
provided.

,

If future inspection findings (either by the licensee or 6he NRC) reveal!

' significant construction deficiencies, these will be addressed in revisions
!

~

to the licensee's Quality Conformation Program as appropriate.
1
; 10. Exit Interview
i

In addition to the management meetings and enforcement conferences held as
described in Section 11, the inspectors and investigators met with licensee
representatives periodically during the investigation and on March 26, 1981.
Attendees at the March 26 meeting are designated in Section 1, Personnel
Contacted, and at the end of this section. At that meeting the NRC investiga-
tion team described the reasons for the investigation; the findings regarding
each completed allegation; and safety concerns identified during the investigs-
tion, which are described below. The team leader indicated that the investiga-
tion was not yet complete that the findings would be reviewed with NRC Regional '

and lieadquarters ffanagemen,t, and that enforcement action would be discussed in
subsequent enforcement meetings. At the NRC's request, the licensee agreed to.

'

meet with Region III representatives on April 10, 1981, in the Regional Office,

to discuss identified concerns and proposed corrective actions.'

,

The inspectors identified the following concerns:
a
p. Steel beams with unacceptable welds and re-entrant corners with notches.

k. Inadequacies in the QA program of the structural steel erector (Bristo'l).

d Lack of traceability of material in steel beams, small bore piping,
| and weld rod.

h Surveillance reports not being converted to nonconformance reports in
30 days.

I. Structural welds inspected after painting.

E Radiograph technique inadequate on 25% of the prefabricated welds
reviewed by NRC. (Penetrameters were not adequately shimmed.)

f. Nonconformance reports being improperly voided.

@. Cable designed and installed in violation of the cable separation criteria.
ay. Lack of inspection control to verify cable separation. (Three examples

of failure to maintain cable separation were identified.)
*
p: Lack of design controls by Sargent and Lundy to require verification

calculations for thermal loading of power sleeves and dead weight
i
t

l
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construction activities. The IAL and the required corrective measures
are described in Section 12, NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments.

An enforcement conference was held in the Region III office on April 10,
1981, between E. A. Borgmann and others of his staff and J. G. Keppler and
other NRC personnel to discuss CG&E's. proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified in the NRC investigation and the measures to be
taken to assure acceptable quality of future activities. This enforcement
conference is documented in IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/81-14.

A followup meeting was held in the RIII office on April 30, 1981, between
W. D. Waymire and others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others of
the NRC staff [o discuss the status of measures being taken to assure
acceptable quality of ongoing activities at the Zimmer project and to dis-
cuss the latest draft of the licensee's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified. Details of this meeting are documented in
IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-16.

A working level meeting was held on June 2, 1981, between W. D. Waymire and
others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others from the NRC at the
Zimmer site to discuss the licensee's proposed quality confirmation program
and the additional measures required to identify and correct construction

'

deficiencies, to establish confidence in quality records, and to verify the
quality of existing construction. This meeting is doctun-nted in IE Meeting -

Report No. 50-358/81-20.
"R F. ah.The Region III Director, Deputy Director, and ti. W,cd r S:f met with

CC&E's President, Senior Vice President of Engineering Services and Electrical
Production, and the Manager of the General Engineering Department (Acting
Manager of Quality Assurance) on June 3, 1981, to discuss matters relating
to NRC's Zimmer investigation. Topics discussed included the originating
allegations; NRC findings relative to the allegations; problems identified
during the investigation; the NRC's Immediate Action Letter of April 8,
1981, establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoing and future
work; the program to confirm the quality of completed work; the licensee's
internel problem identification and resolution system; status of the NRC's
investigation; the role of NRC's Office of Inspector and Auditor in the
investigation; and public and congressional interest in the Zimmer project.
This meeting is documented in IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-20.

An enforcement conference was held on August 5, 1981, in the Regional Office
between J. G. Keppler, RIII Regional Director, and others of his staff and
W. H. Dickhoner, CG&E President, and others of his staff. Topics discussed
included the NRC investigation, the findings of the investigation, items of
noncompliance resulting from the investigation, escalated enforcement action
being considered, the status of the investigation, the release of the report
and a possible public meeting in Cincinnati, the status of the licensee's
quality confirmation program, CG&E organization changes, and other corrective
actions being taken by the licensee. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting

|

Report No. 50-358/81-11.
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program of independent measurements to provide further confidence as to theadequacy of construction.
basis the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.This program will independently verify on a samplingDetails of some indepen-
dent measurements completed by the NRC are documented in IE Inspection Report50-358/81-27.

I
*
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10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV states, in part, " Nonconforming
items shall be reviewed and accepted, rejected, repaired or reworked
in accordance with documented procedures."

Kaiser Procedure QACHI G-4, " Nonconforming Material Control," provides
,

detailed instructions for the review and disposition of reports (Noncon-
formance Reports) of nonconforming items. Procedure QACHI G-4 containsthe following requirements:

Paragraph 3.3 - Requires QA Site Document Center NR Controller to
3

log NRs generated by QC Inspectors or Quality Assurance Engineers
in the Site Document Log and assign NRs a KEI Control Number (CN).,

'

Paragraph 3.6 - Restricts voiding of NRs to those initiated in
error or those relating to nonconforming conditions that have
been corrected by the Construction Department after verbal or
written communication from the QA Department. Requires an1

explanatory entry for voided NRs to be made next to the CN in the,

Site Document Log. Requires a copy of voided NRs to be retained
in the Site Document Center.

Paragraph 4.3 - Requires Material Review Board action for NRs
to be dispositioned " Accept-hs ls."

Contrary to the above, the sample of NRs reviewed indicate significant
deficiencies with the nonconformance reporting system in the areas of
veiding of reports, not entering reports into the system, improper

'

dispositioning of reports, unu incomplete report files. The deficien-!
cies identified in the sample reviewed were as follows:
1.

An NR initiated by a QC Inspector on February 3, 1981, regarding the
violation of a QC " Hold" tag attached to a suppression pool platedid not have a KEI CN assigned. CN-5412 was initially assigned
to this NR but CN-5412 was subsequently reassigned to another

,

'

unrelated NR without the NR originally assigned CN-5412 beingassigned a replacement CN.
to the original NR assigned CN-5412 were covered over withReferences in the Site Document Log
"Wite-Out," a copy was not retained in the Site Document Center,
and the NR was deleted from the NR control system. (The copy of
the NR reviewed by the investigator was provided by an alleger.) '

2.
An NR initiated by a QC Inspector on February 11, 1981, regarding '

excessive weave in a primary containment structural steel weld,
did not have a KEI CN assigned and was not entered in the Site '
Document Log. The NR was , _yly never entered into the NRcontrol system.

(The copy of the NR reviewed by the investigatorwas provided by an alleger.)

3. The following NRs were voided yet they had not been initiated
in error and did not relate to nonconforming conditions that
hsd been corrected by the Construction Department:

E-1661 E-2233
E-1662 E-2466
E-1777 CN-4389
E-2191 E-5108
CN-2196 CN-5122

| -

.
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4. Copies of the following NRs were not retained in the Site
Document Center:

CN-4930 CN-4958
CN-4931 CN-4959i

'

CN-4955 CN-5476
CN-4956 CN-5477

; CN-4957 CN-5479
i
'
; (The copies of the NRs reviewed by the investigator were
' provided by an alleger.)

5. NR E-2996, Revision 1, which was categorized as " Accept-As-Ts"
was closed out March 17, 1981, without Material Review Board,

'

approval in that final disposition action (UT of T-Quencher
No.007)d5that was part of the n =rs zor conditional approval
by the Material Review Boardgfwas not taken.

6. NR E-2836 was incorrectly categorized by the KEI Construction
Engineer as " Accept-As-Is" when sufficient information had been
provided by the KEI QA Engineer to 01 ; 17 indicate the NR
should have been categorized differentlydFbecause reprocessing
(tadiography of the final weld) was required to bring the weld
into conformance with the requirements of ASME Section III and
Kaiser Specification H-2256.

'

This matter is repetition of similar violations identified in InspectionReports 50-358/20-05 and 50-358/60-25. [The improper action on CN-5412,
CN-5476, CN-5477, Qt-5479, E-2996, and the NR identified in Item 2 above
occurred after corrective action (Stop Work Order 80-13 and revision
of Procedure QACMI G-4) was taken in response to IE Inspection

i No. 50-358/80-25.]

|

.

i
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C.
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV states, I ,. a, " Nonconforming
items shall be reviewed and accepted, rejected, repaired or reworked
in accordance with documented procedures."

Kaiser Procedure QACHI G-4, " Nonconforming Material Control," provides'

detailed instructions for the review and disposition of reports (Noncon-
formance Reports) of nonconforming items. ~

co<h.kva op CSC. tar CAj
Contrary to the ebeve, the sample of NRs reviewed indicate significant
deficiencies with the nonconformance reporting system in the areas of
voiding of reports, not entering reports into the system, improper
dispositioning of repart s, anu incomplete report files. The deficien-
cies identified in the sample reviewed were as follows:

1. ThreeNRsrelatedtoequipmentdeficiencieswereimproperlyvoided
in that the justification for the voiding (the reports were to be

separated to track items so.re easily and reissued as seperate {NI1Fr)
was not fully implemented. (NR-E-1661, NR-E-1662, NR-E-2466).

I

2. Four NRs related to documentation deficiencies had been improperly*

M N0r he e m
| voidedA fo adequate justification z:rld ic p =" ' for the voiding.
1

C_ . g :t (NR-E-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, NR-E-5108).

'. One NR relatw=\e to lack of a final weld radiograph (required by applic-3

able Code) was improperly dispositioned (NR-E-2836).
1

it
4. One NR relateo tof ondestructive examination of a T quencher weld hadf

e
beenerro[ouslyclosed(notvoided)byadministrativeerror. -Geb

ac qucn; .--- i:1 * dicut;, 0.a 4h: ;213 , _:c;p:,,;;c (NR-E-2996).n

5. In reveral cases, NRs had been voided by personnel other than the

QA canager, a violation of site procedure. a~ . , . ., _ m. . . .
_ . . _

M ^..u __'t.__, _ ___
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l

f.es une en5e
6. It ... I.... ' that during " Revisions" some nonconforming items were

removedfromNRd!withoutadequatejustification(NR-E-2466).,

,

i 7. Fifteen of the reports reviewed had not been entered into the non-

conformance reporting system (had not been issued ap/NR number).

.

~

$1 Copies of tht: following NRs were not retained in the Site
Document Center:

_

CN-4930 CN-4958
CN-4931 CN-4959
CN-4955 CN-5476

_

CN-4956 CN-5477
CN-4557 CN-5479 '

(The copies of the NRs reviewed by the investigator were
provided by an alleger.)

I

.

I

,

!

|
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4.1.1 A11eg4cios
!

i
..

On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who

j alleged that rhiisip uiccings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was

) voiding Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of

the nonconforming items (pipe support hanger' welds). Between January 13:

and July 4, 1981, 31 current and former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA

Engineers were interviewed by NRC to obtain information regarding the

initial allegation. Sixteen of those individuals provided information

that resulted in expansion of the initial allegation into the following
'areas:

1. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in

error.

2. The QA Manager was diverting reports by not entering them into the

Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

3. NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reports

(SRs).

4. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members

of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who dispositioned them as
.

" accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per Kaiser

specifications and industry codes and standards.
,

.
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5. NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspectea atter redesign"

or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." ,The nonconforming

conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor written on separate

; NRs.

. .

!

6. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction

Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

7. During revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed
,

by the QA Manager.

4

; '

[Several of tha individuals interviewed provided copies of reports they

stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.]

4.1.2 Background Information

4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System

.

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide controli

of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods

Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Revision 9, provides the following procedure: The

; QA Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify

nonconforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviatiou from
.

specified requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the report

and then contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes ays

entry in the NR Log and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The report is

- 27 -
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.

then reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor or cognizant QA Engineer and4

forwarded to the SDC NR Controller who issues an NR Number prefixed with

! either and "E" or "N". NRs written on essential systems / components are
I

j given the "E" prefix and nonessential systems / components are given the "N"
I r

prefix.

The QA Manager can approve voiding of NRs "in instances where an NR has been,

,

initiated in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,;
_s,

duplications, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the
,

Construction Department after a verbal or written communication from the QA

Department..." In these cases, the NR is stamped " Void" with a brief state-
x

ment indicating justification for the voiding. A copy of the voided NR is

required to be retained in the SDC and a copy returned to the initiator.
-

The KEI Construction Engineer or his desigoee dispositions NRs as " accept

as is", " rework", " repair", or " reject". The " accept as is" and " repair"

dispositions require review by the Material Review Board, which consists of

the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CG&E

j sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent & Lundy Desigd Engineer (for essen-
|

>

j tial material or equipment only). In the case of'an ASME Section III Code
.

nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) must be included on
:

all " accept as is" dispositions. Records of all_ open and closed NRs are

retained by the (SDC) NR Controller.
.

%

s

i

% 3

' T
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4.1.2.2 Previous Relateu nau anspection Findings

!
'

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector

| observed that of 20 NRs wri.t e en ou uocument American Welding Society (AWS)
t

{ welding deficiencies on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the

notation " based on re-inspection." It was also observed that NRs had been

voided by the issuance of Design Document Changes (DDCs). The inspector

informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on

December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures and

NRC requirements.

The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued on

March 2, 1981 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee replied to

these items by letter dated March 26, 1981, indicating that a Stop Work

Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and that this order had

i been subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls were in place.

The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the authority to void

an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of superseded NRs as " super-
1

seded" rather than " void".'

The licensee's reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete review. ,

of voided NRs in response to a licensee audit finding. The review was expected

to be bompleted by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with NRC requirements

was to be achieved by May 5,1981. Between December 15-19, 1980, and on

January 5,1981, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , audited the Kaiser noncon- -

formance reporting system for CG&E.
|

.
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4.1.3 Investigation

!

Concurrent with the conduct of interviews, the NRC impounded all NRs that
'I
.{ had been voided for any reason to assure that all pertinent NRs would ce

.

available for this investigation. Approximatley 500 NRs were impounded

which had at that time been identified during an audit of the NR system

by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. (NES).-

'

Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all NRs

provided by individuals interviewed and determined that about 100 of them

| appeared to fit the alleged categories. Of those 100, 9 NRs and 15 reports

provided by present and former QC inspectors were selected for enemummen

investigation into their disposition.

$ 2M
investigation consisted of interviews of pertinent personnelg review of bg

nonconformance reports, nonconformance report logs,and related documenta-

tion. Subsequently, inspections were performed to assess the adequacy of

the items reflected in the respective reports, determine whether actual e

deficiencies existed and whether identified deficiencies had been corrected
'

(current status of the equipment).

x ~.. deM/*J
The twenty-four reports selected for enesesumm review were as follow:

[3

E-1661

. E-1662

. E-1777

- 30 -
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[*E-2191,

. E-2233

. E-2466

| . E-2836
1

| E-2996 *

. E-5108

. CN-4309

. CN-4389

. CN-4930

. CN-4931

. CN-4955,

.

. CN-4956

. CN-4957

. CN-4958
.

. CN-4959

. CN-5122

. CN-5412

. CN-5476

. CN-5477

. CN-5479

j . NRC-0001

|

l
! Reports with an "E" prefix are NRs, reports with a CN designation are

'

reports provided to NRC by QC inspectors which were not issued NR members.
O

NRCg01isadesignationappliedtoareportwhichwasnotissuedaCN
nor NR number.
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' cia. More than twenty-five individuals, some of

i

them former employees and no longer on site, were contacted. Portionsi

f

of the investigative work was conductec ey personnel from I&E headquarters

branch via a feeder report (HQS-81-001). Due to the large number of

individuals interviewed and the volume of the result h investigative

review, the details of the investigative effort have been attached as
! L'

! ? ., " . . ,
Exhibit - .. - - ... J._. ---

sp

. . _ - -+n....._-
,

ht.SA rFor the twenty-four reports selected for mamseswee review, the following

findings were made:

#

J( Three NRs related to equipment deficiencies were improperly voided
in that the justification for the voiding (the reports were to be

separated to track items more easily and reissued as seperate (N1W X

was not fully implemen*ed. (NR-E-1661, NR-E-1662, NR-E-2466).

| J'-
4

[ Four NRs related to documentation deficiencies had been improperly

voided. No adequate justification could be provided for the voiding

of these reports (NR-E-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, NR-E-5108).

4
3f One NR relative to lack of a final weld radiograph (required by applic-

; able Code) was improperly dispositioned (NR-E-2836).
|
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> m

[ One NR related to ndestructive examination of a T quencher weld had
e

.,

been errofously closed (not voided) by administrative error. Sub- k,

sequent review indicates that the weld is acceptable (NR-E-2996).

.*

/ ' ,In several cases, NRs had been voided by personnel other than the.

QA manager, a violation of site procedure. L . ., . a -_ _ . . _ . _ _

_m..., _ ,... _ ~l
._ __

::. ::.., '

_,
,

#
#~ It was found that during " Revisions" some nonconforming items were

removed from NRs without adequate justification (NR-E-2466).

/ Fifteen of the reports reviewed had not been entered into the non-

conformancereportingsystem(hadnotbeenissueda[NRnumber).

In two cases, the reports represented actual equipment deficiencies,

although the deficiencies were of very minor significance. (CN-5122,
0

NRC-001). In eleven cases, it appears that the procedure of advising

construction to correct the identified deficiency without a noncon-

formance report had been followed. While this practice was in accor-

dance with site procedures in efftet at the time, the procedure is

deficient in that it does not provide for control or trending of non-

conforming conditions (CN-4309, CN-4930, CN-4931, CN-4955, CN-4956,

CN-4957, CN-4958, CN-4959, CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479).
-.

In one case, the report represented a procedural violation (failed

to stop work when a hold tag was applied) rather than an equipment

defirciency (CN-Ma) .
TV/7
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2n one case, the equipment was found to be non-safety related (CN-4389).

i
It was found that the Kaiser QA manager had voided NRs following requests

| from tire coumi.ruction department to void the reports; however, the QA manager

stated that he had made an independent decision when doing so.

The audit of nonconformance reports by the firm of NES has indicated that

approximately 1500 nonconformance reports have been voided or superceded

(marked " void, see revision ").

oh N in deThe findings for the realtively small sample ' ', reviewed indicatesg

that deficiencies in the control of nonconforming were widespread and that

other deficiencies will exist in the total population of voided NRs.

.

As an adequate system for the control of nonconforming conditions is central

to the functioning of an acceptable Quality Assurance program, the conclusion

g that this system was not functioning properly was considered as very signi-

ficant.

s-
The licensee has committed to a full review of NRs, and this item is in-

cluded in the Quality Confirmation Program.
N 9.l.f K ndins a ca.clart e

- =
4.1.5 Items of Noncompliance
.

7Ivo hat'|t M N
' # essere

h itempof noncompliance [n. ' u r.'.-.a .',ir ~ ww , e ,w,, yals
identified

'

,;s.:., ar.c,i + ~
, ,

z,ui == failure to ~ '" rrt-jnonconformingconditions G

preoc.tr . .

!!f hs 2 C A avse a wsY-

A dt pro & .
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-It was found that the Kaiser QA manager had voided NRr following requests

from the construction department to void the reports; however, the QA manager

stated that he had made~an iqdependent decision when doing so.

The licensee has committed to a full review of NRs, and this item is in-

cluded in the Quality Confirmation Program.
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es camna c anec a s soas to ammtsit tapang to' the
maan steese relie d optes egucat her meda s se st aos
wath the knowleJge that approsamately 3 to 101
would have to be seeaveJ due to contiousag
identif aces son of chanses 6e design leads.
Because NRC dues met have regulatory jurts-
dac tion over const ruc t aea costs, ao at tempt

was made to detesmane the est amated labor cost
f or the grtion of pape that was tastalled and
scouved.v ibe saf ety amport ance of this alle-
gasses is lanated to whelber the mata stema

relsef p6 pang is installed properly.)
b kIII has concluded that the modification is

besos propesly installed and tested, escept for
the saysoper voidaag of one WR sa dascussed in
Section 4.8 of this report.

5.2.1 Allegancs 5.2.4 Findings and Conclassoas 5.2.5 Items of Noacompliance

"2000 pound fittings were installed in 1979 Tlee savestagstion revealed that the design f No items of aescompliance were identified.
se resadue head valves, although 5000 pouaJ pressure ratang of three hydraulic lines assur bf"S3Ck ef"
f a tt angs are requs red.",

N8)# pN"
- the recirculation flow control valve*

d fAIF 3 actuators had been changed f rom 6000 psig to 1 1
__ [p gggd, gCTdf 3TMAn anterves wath the laJavaddas orignaattag )* ()000 psig, and t he Aessen u- < = ratine of

this all at son revealed that the "resi he head [g s pee * the drate line@d been changed f rom 30uo to
f, y,/ 150 pass. Th e desaga changes are consideredvalves" " residue heat valvesTwere not the

component s of concers. The components savolveJ acceptable h C and t he licensee,

an both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 we e the ge
hydraulac actuators for the recirculation flow An adapter to a drain lim * er e hydraulic - gg h
control valves, actuator to s retarrusacaan flow control valves

-

(not the valve itself) was broken, and a site
Allegations 5.2 and 5.4 are both adJressed is control document was written that identified
this sectica because the investigation deter" this coaJition. The cause of the broken adaptor
esmed that both allegatness were addressing was not documcated and could not be determined.
the same c.eponent. The ites was moda tied to be less prone to damage.

The esternal used am the commections to the
actuator was as specif aed on the installation
drawings. The hydraulic systems were satis-
factority pressure tested.

The concern identified by the allegation,
though not known prevsously by the NRC, had
beca adequately adJressed by the lacessee.

5.3.1 Allegauon 5.3.4 Findings and Conclusions 5.3.5 llees of Noacompliance

"A radioactive waste draia is clogged with Neither the flushnes records, the personnel No itees of noncompliance were identified.
concsete which caselessly was poured into the interviews, nor the Desident laspector's
drate." observations confirmed or denied that draias

had been cloggcJ with concsete. NkC inter-
vsews with sate personnel indicated that some
draans had been clogged with unspecified debris.
However, the investigation confirmed that 152
out of a total of 169 of the potential radio-
active waste drains were cleared of all
-restricting debris. The 17 drains that remain
to be flushed are identified in the same coa-
trolled flushtag procedure as the 152 that
have already been flushed. Bill will determine
the status of the renaising II drains prior to
authorizing M ylant operation,

543 A! h18 h*"

"A senadue best valve broke when a papelatter
bumped auto it, seisang new quest ness at out the

qualityofmetalusc4forvh,ves." CM staE1

7.eF allops n
An intervyew wath the endsvidual oraganatang ,

this allegataca revealed that the "resWuc be44 g h (g g gpp,
valves"e6e "resadue heat valves % ere not the
components of concers. The components savolved
in I,eth allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were the hydsaulic
wo me ar= far recirculation flow control valves.
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Allegation 5.4 as addressed an allesation 5.2
because the anvestegation detersencJ th.at imth
allegat tees were a4Jressang the same component.

.

5.5.8 Alhgeteen 5.5.4 h nJ ngs_and Conclussoa* 5.5.5 Items of peacompliance!
'

"Sensstave parts on weldaag rods are possably g, sed on the findaagn of this anventagation. No new items of soacompliance were identified.
desaged through storage at aoproper temperatures there beve been snatances whea (1) weld roJs
aad pussatly lost throuah faalure to follow beve beca stored at saproper temperatures,
proper paperwr k and label ang requa rescots." (2) portable ovens were act plugged in. (3) oven

temperatere andacators were act calabrated at
Thas allegation addresses two weld rod concerns: tbc specified f requency. (4) weld red issuance

has not been controlled, and (5) weIJs rods were
1. beld rods were possibly absorbing meisture observed lysag uncontelled in the construction

due to soproperly controlled red tempera- area. The concerns identified by this _ -
tures prior to coosweptaoa, which resulted allegationf and by previous inspection fsadaags
to maatteptable welds. collectively are viewed to be significant and ,

have potential safety soportance Thes ,p
2. Weld rods were not controlled because the conceras are damsmg addressed egithe latensee gaf

paperwork and labeling sequarescats were W Quality Comistnation Program,
not being properly followed. Therefore,
welds say have been made wath incesrect
welJ rods.

5.6.1 Allegation 5.6.4 Findings and Conclusions 5.6.5 Itess of Noncompliance

"Asgen gas valves for flushang osygen from No evadence was obtained to show that the argoe No items of eencompliance were identified.
papes routinely are left spen by the day crew, gas malves were routinely left open, that
causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, persons on the eigh tcrew had Leen ove[coac by h
a problea about which CC&E Safety Darector argon gas, or (batjselety Director easnamure
Cumassgs espresseJ dasanterest." empressed disantesent in the argon gas problem.

In an altidavit provsded to GAP by a pipef atter liotwithstandang the above, it was detersaned
agendentesatsade f ormerly employed at Ziseer, it that there bad been instances when craft workers
was alleged that workers on the day shift bad crimped argea gas bones and wired them
routinely crimped and wared argon gas boses shut closed rather them shutting the gas oil at the
rather than closang the gas valves at tiae source source.
epen leaving work. The papef atter stated that
liais practice resulted sa argon gas leaking f ree This matter is under the jurindacattom of the
the boses and caused the workers on the night U S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety
shalt to suf f er f rom data ens. The pipelatter and Health AJannistration (OSHA). An OSMA
further stated he advise ser Kaiser Safety inspection dad not confirm a situation of aire

Darector 6 o has concerns and contamination er osygen defaciency at the time
that Cuamings andacated he was not interested, of thear inspectaon.
because argon gas would not hurt anyone.

On february 26, 1941 durnas a meeting between
bkC Region Ill personnel, a gap representative,
and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that
be received information f rue sammesemessageumme & k 8esto" f8C4ar# 9 44 8 F
anJisating that, am late f all or early wanter F
1960, bis sorg _ __ bad been over-
come B.y argon gas whole conductang fire watch
rounds is the area of the containment vessel.

5.7.1 AMes*Hoa 5.7.4 U n h ags and Conclusions 5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance

"Prefabracated papang received la 1977 bas The subject of tbas allegation was investigated No new items of acacompliance were identi(ted.
defectave welds, but const ruction supervasors by NRC in early 1980. At that time radiographs
told crews not to repair them because the welds desplayed apparent rejectable weld indacations
were made offsate " in welds a three of five spool pieces. Cae

ites of noncompliance was cited in IE Investi-
During an antervaew with Applegate and GAP gation Neport No. 50-358/80-09 for releastas
representatives, this allegation was clarified and installing the spool pieces before deter-
to be papang received July 3,1979, the subject mis. ng their acceptabality. Subsequently, the
of one of Applegate's prior allegatsons. licensee and Rill independently determined that

ultrasonac testing, rather than radiography,
was the correct acadestructive testing technique
for examining welds of that geometry and thich-
mess. The welds were esamined by ultrasonic and
magnetic particle testing and determined to be
acceptable.
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5.g.I Alkgetson 5.8.4 f ardas.gs red Conc lusacas 5.8.) stems et moncompliaret

"At least three sources contacted by | Thomas | Intervsews with the sedividuals identslied by One item of acacompliance was identified
Applegate conf ormed that an ent smated 20% of the alleger dsJ aet provide specifer infossation (failure to assure that redsegregby test
the plaat prefabricated welds are defective." of any defective weld. Therefore, the Bill requirescats for sbammaag the penetrameter

naspector essaaned more than 700 radaegraphs to bad beca satisfied).
Dursag as latervsew esth Thomas Applegate and determine the acceptablitety of the welds. No
a gap representative (Theemas Devane), Applegate unacceptable welds were identified; bowever,
stated that this anformatsoa came from entber 137 radiegraphs could not be seterpreted because
ladav6Juel A, ladivedual 8, Allea $ellars, of an unacceptable radaographic techasesse. To
Steve Sellars, or Davad Nang (no specific source provade further assurance that both prefabri-
was named). Also, Steve tamains Davsd Bananas cated and field welds are satisfactory, the
sad James Tyner were mased as having adJational quality of the welds and the radiographes
esformation. The asse Steve Sellars is la error, technique have been addressed as the Qualaty
se no such indivsdual was esplayed at Zammer. Confarmataos progree.
It appears that tbss was a ref erence to Steve
Samaing.

5.9.1 Alhgation 5.9.4 Fandings and Conclusions 5.9.5 Itees of Noncompliance

"faganeering " designs" routamely are drawn There have been cases of both large- and small- No new stema of moscompliance were identified.
after the fact to consus with paping that bore paping and pipe suspension systems being
alreaJy had been anstalled." installed without proper design control. Field

installations have been made that were not la
accordance with approved design documents.
This problem was initially identified for
large-bore paping systems during a Nay 1978
RIII anspection. It was lettially identified
for small-bore piping systems during an Bill
inspection in february 1980, which was conducted
as a result of an allegation concerning small-
bore piping problems at another RIII facility.

These problems have resulted in items of nonces-
pliance, managenest meetings with the licensee
and licensee stop work orders, one of which was
confirmed in as lassediate Action Letter. Reso-
lation of these problems is not complete and is
belas followed in the Bill inspection program.

5.10.1 Mhge 5.10.4 Findings and Conclusions 5.10.5 Items of NoncompItance

"bboc k-stisorbasa elect rical tray bangers pre- This allegation esises concerns of potential sia items of moscompliance were identified.
viously found unsatasfactosy are still unsafe safety importance that cannot be assessed with- (Failure to identify and costrel mascceptable
due to f aulty welds, auJ electrical cable trays out f urther inspections and evaluations by the welds on four cable tray bangers; failure to
remain dangerously full." licensee and upC. esecute the programs for improcess and final

(before painting) inspections of cable tray
Cable tray hanger weld deficiencies in the hanger welds; failure to assure that appropriate
cable spreading room had been reported to the weld inspection criteria (1/32 inch undercut)
NkC in July 1978 in accordance with 10 CFR was specified te design dociaments; failure to
50.55(e). The licensee's corrective action of control deviations from the design basis for
this matter was completed la January 1981. cable sepacity; f ailure to establish measures
Although this matter was being carried as as to assure verification of the design adequacy
opea inspection iten by NRC, the licensee's of the thermal loading of power sleeves and
final corrective action was not reviewed prior the physscal loading of trays; and f ailure to
to this anvestigation ef fort. This investiga- establish seasures to assure that design
tion effort disclosed that the hanger welds deviations, identified by S&L engineer, were
throughout the plant had not beca inspected controlled).
before the welds were passted or coated with *

. fireprogfing. These items have generic applicability to plaats
1 designed by S&L and are being forwarded to NRC

The acceptability of electrical tray hanger Regica IV, Vender Inspection Branch for generic
welds is unresolved pending (1) additional followup.
inspections of hanger welds, which will be
made af ter paint and fireproofing have been
reeuved, and (2) establisbeest of the quality
of those welds for which in process inspections
were act performed and for which inspection
criteria deviated free AWS Code requirements.

Ibe acceptability of electrical cable trays
fill and loading is unresolved pending the com-
pletion and review of tray-loadies calculations
for several tray-routing potets; re-evaluations
of cable selections; establisbeest of the actual
dessen basis and verification measures for cable
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to vera f y the there41 lea 44fg of power sleeven
and the phys 6tal loadans of trays; and establish-
ment of meanwres to tomtrol design devaataeas.

It abould be noted that the t ame to deteranse
complaaste math ampacity requitteests as at the
completson of the electrical design. Accordams
to the lacessee and A/E this was to be accom-
plashed.

These conceras are addressed as the licensee's
Quality Confirmation psogree.

5.88.1 Allegataan 5.II.4 FiaJangs and Conclusions 5.II.5 items of NoncompItance

" Sand and mud choke the f eedwater pumps and The licensee reported the salting condition No items of moacompliance were identified.
intake flues carrysag makeup water to the concerning the service water intake structure
coolsag tower, because of a flaw na the pleet's to hkC Reston Ill by telepbone on June 18, 1979
desige, pumps used to rectaly the flaw quickly and by letters QA-Il48 on June 20, 1979 and
bara out." QA-II68 dated July 23. 1979 pursuant to the

requirements of to CFR 50.55(e). The plant
Durnag an intervaew with Thomas Applegate and desaga and operating procedures bad to be
a gap represcatative (thomas Devane), it was modified to control the sitting condition.
clarafied that this allegation pertainto to the
river intake. The river intake provides service Accelerated service water pump impeller wear
water, not f ee dwa t e r , was reported by the licensee by telephone on

Ausust 10, 1979, and by letters QA-Il96 dated
September 6,1979, QA-1239 dated December 31,
1979, and QA-1371 dated December 17, 1980,
pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

The sitting and pump impeller wear concerns
are open items pendans completson of corrective
measures described la the Wm. N. Zammer Final
Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), Appendis J,
Revision 69, dated December 1980 (including
a seJamentatsoa monitoring program and plant
modificatsoas) and revaew by Bill taspectors.
The implementation of these corrective measures
will be revsewed during a subsequent inspection.

5.12.8 Allegation 5.12.4 Tsadings_and Conclustoms 5.12.5 Items of Noacompliance

"A dessga flaw in the beat enchanger control The overpressure event referred to in the alle- No new items of acacompliance were identified.
panel permitted an operator mistakenly to force sation was reported to the NRC in March 1979,
3200 pouuJs of pressure through pipes poly meant is accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The event
to bandle 3DO pounds, ripping the pipe and was caused by operator errors, that incorrectly
soakang electricians with a hard spray of water permitted two valves to remain opea, rather than
that would have been redseactive had the plaat inadeguate systre design.
beca la operation."

The actions taken by the licenser to assure the
quality of the affected piping and components
and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by
the NkC prior to the allegatina and found
satisfactary.

5.13.3 Allegation 5.13.4 Findings and conclusions 5.13.5 Items of Noncompliance

"There have been periods wt.ee there were no Security surveillance cameras were not installed No items of anacompliance were identified.
eecurity surveillante cameras duries nuclear during auclear fuel deliveries to the site and

.

fuel delsveries to the site, and perimeter NHC regulatsoas did act require them to be in
eerurity consisted for an estenJed period of service at that time. laterviews with former
only a four foot chickenwa re Icas e." accurity guards confirmed the nuclear fuel

while inside it's metal shipping container was
On Febrwary 26, 1988, during a meeting between lef t unattended for periods of time up to 10
NkC officials. Thomas Devine (gap representa- minutes on occasion. This practice was accept-
tive) and Thomas Applegate at the Resion Ill able. Since the fuel has been easite, there
NkC of f ace, they aJvased that, anung others, has beca no known attempt to steal or damage
foemer Ych Security Offaters Jeffrey Hyde sad the fuel. The fuel has been inspected and will
posaid Wright were aware of periods of tame be visually enemined agana before it is leaded
when the nuclear fuel was lef t 6sattroJed. It into the reactor.
was alleged these situations presented a threat
to the public health ar.d safety anJ lef t the The allegatfoe that the persecter security
f uel susceptible to terrorism, thef t, and/os consisted of only a 4*ft chichemuste fence
daversion, was comisraed by one saJividual; however, NRC

e ews.ess.. an ..e eve.evss. ,se. e emese.
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la aJJatsos, it has allegeJ that the walls el reilus rements prior to assuaare of the operstangthe f.el storage area were * blow-emt* walls, leccese,
dessgard to gave way dursag tornadoes.

The FSAR states "all sidaag and roof decking of
any superstructure is destgoed and detailed to
blow of f when the desage toreado approaches the
station." Thse is an acceptable desage.

5.14.3 y p gatson 5.14.4 Fandaags and Conclusions 5.14.5 Items of Womeoepliance
"A las attatode toward reployee behavior was The likC tavestigation identified evidence that No stems of moscompliance were identified,evidenced by semplete daaregard of dranhang there bad been some drinking and drug use
and Jsus use as the aste, and sout ane hiring onsite. No attempt was made to esassae the
af temporary laborers prone to vaalence." at titude of management toward drinking, drug

ase, or violence; however, based os later-
On february 24, 1943, during a aceting with NRC views with site personnel coupled with NRC
afiscials, Thomas Devine (gap representative) site observations both praer to and during
saJ Thoeas Applegate at the keglos Ill hRC the investigation, a wadespread problem was
sifste, they advised that, among others, former not evident.
security officers Ronald Wright, Jeffrey NyJe,
ssJ David Sampsoa had knowledge of " people who An adequately functicales quality assurance
were drunk on the job;" " people who were f re- progree wund assure detection and correction
quently tatomacated;" and " construction workers of any adverse effects from construction per-
walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine sensel whose abilities have been impaired while
liquor, getting drunk. .." under the influence et alcohol or drugs. Since

we have questions negarding the guality assurance
program based on other findings of this investi-
gation, the licensee Quality Confirmation Progree
will assure construction defects have been
identified.

5.15.1 M pgation 5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions 5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance
"Laployees fired for time |casd] cheatang bad The two former employees interviewed by GAP No itema of acacompliance were identified.teen cheetang with the espress approval of were contacted by hRC. They denied they had
management , and only time cheaters fired were been fired for any criticise of plant QA andvocal and knowledgeable critics of plant QA safety, but rather had been fired for timecard
and safety." cheating. These was no indacation free the

interviews that management approved of taaecard
cheating.

5.16.1 M h gatica 5.16.4 Findjags.and Conclassoas 5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance
"tG&E had warned PN management to silence the Seven currest and former Ptt employees who were No items of noncompliance were identified.radiographers at Zineer, who were criticizing interviewed dealed any attempts by Pfl managementCGbf's coaststent approval of welds rejected to silence them for their weld determinations.by FN." In adJities, the raJiographers, CG4E, and Pfl

management personnel denied that Pfl was com-
On February 26, 1988, Thomas Applegate provided sistently overridden la its weld determinations.further information regarding the allegation. A revsew of PN radiographic esamination reportshe stated be learned that on the weekend of ded act reveal a patterm of Pfl being overriddesJsenasy 9-10, 1981, ladividuals D and E had by Eaiser la their weld determinations.
probably brekea into ti,e Peabody Magnailus (FM)

i trailer easite. Ne alleged that dureng this The Pfl trailer had been broben inte on theburglary those individuals resaved secosds of weekend of January 9-80, 1981. It was not,

as lastance where CG&E had oversidien PN'st established that this was done by ladividuals
rejection of welds. O and E. Seven security officers who Applegate

indicated had information regarding the break-
in were laterviewed and said they had no knowl-
edge of any break-in of the trailer or of any

,infoseation regarding the involvenest of Indi-
viduals D and E in such a break-in. After the
break-in, PN's copies of enemination reports
of tellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool
pieces were determined to be missing. Three of
the eight seports on the spool pieces were found
in the Maiser Document Control Center filed with
a acaconformance report, but five of the reporta
are still missing. The reports and films were
reviewed by the Pfl employee who did the initial

, esamination of the welds and who verified the
reports and files are the originals. He said
the reports filed with the nonconformance report

; are for the welds thought to be defective, and'

the missing five reports are of the radiographsI

i
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5.87.5 Alhsg6en 5.87.6 [naJpgs and Cecc h.*M 5. 4 f.5 Itees of Noaccephe,
"tsanon pipelatters anJ prt employees have been Two fared umson papfatters and seven currest No itees of eencompliance were identifted.antae:Jeted by fear of ma ality and indust sy- anJ iormer employees of peabody Ngaailua,
wede reprisals should they coeplaim about the which nocluded the andavaduals latervacuedQA practices." by GAP, were contacted by NatC and they dessed

bevang been antiendeted or subjected to indus-
try-wide reyrasals f or their cratclse of Zimmer
QA practases.

5.18.1 Allegatsoa 5.I8.4 FimJangs anJ Coarlestoms 5.I8.5 Items of Noacamplaance
"A EEI esployee has kept a detaaled journal The anJavaJuel who was alleged to have kept a No items of moecompliance were identified.of safety hasards and nacidents at 2samer." " journal of safety hasards and antidents at

26 amer" stated that the " journal" was a field
on January 29, 1980, Thomas Applesate was anspection notebook. lie stated he used thas
interviewed by NiiC. Ne stated that an inds- notebook to record def acatacies be identifiedendual maeed Vohan Renter had told him be during system walkdowns of the radaataos waste
casata6aed a detailed joussel of safety defects dasposal system. Ne said that to has knowledgewhile esployed as a radiataos waste cbemastry all of the def aciencies he 6dentified were
techancean at Zammer. properly corrected by the licensee.

5.19.3 Allegatson 5.19.4 Findings and Conclusions 5.19.5 Items of Noaccepliance

'"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at 2aamer is It was deteressed that the alleged statement No itema of neacampliance were identified,that they will be hundreds of miles away when had been made. The NRC is adJtessaag thethe plaat goes on lane, due to their predictions allegations ard saf ety concerns identaf aed
of a disastrous accadent." during this investigation.

The only other way that the NRC can dest with
an allegation such as this is to determine if
the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC
inspection program, the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Prearaa, and the preoperational
testing program will enable thaa determination

i to be made.
'

6.l.8 AIIggation 6.1.6 Fandings and Conclusions 6.l.5 Items of Noacomellance
,

QC taspectors have been barassed by construe. Quality control anspectors were barassse by No itees of noncompliance were identified.taan personnel 6he have repeatedly doused thee construction personnel who dumped water onwith water. QC anspectors have i.een trans- them from above. In one case, inspectors, whenferred following complanets free construction enternas iba site, were searched by securitypersonnel, personnel who allegedly were instructed to
perfore the search by Construction Depatraent
supervasers

There was so indication that any of these
activaties were condoned by Keiser or CC&E
managemeet. There were indications that action
was taken by Esiser to identify and disipline
those harassing QC inspectors.

The Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned
Quality Control inspectors os four occasions
after the Kaiser Construction Department criti-
cised them.

la a related finding, NRC inspectors found that
some of the noncomformance reporta generated by

.these inspectors prior to their reassignment
were ampsoperly voided or were not entered into
the Kaiser acaconformance reporting system
following their reassignments (see Section 4.1).
QC inspection supervisors interviewed stated that
the Esiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned
laspectors because constructice managenest com-
plataed about their inspection activities.

6.2 Weld laspection Crateria Deleted 6.2.3 Findaags and Conclusions 6.2.4 Items of Noncompliance
As allega' ion conceranas the deletion of Weld anspection criteria were deleted free weld Cae stee o* acacompliance was identifiedrequired seld inspertion criteria was received irtspetties f e,es used to document inspections of (failure to delineate required weld inspectionby the NitC Jaring the navestigation f ree a site heads between July 1940 and January 1981 and criteria).erployer. The eeployee showed the Region Ill were designated as not applicable for one weld
na mert or re+6es of til-1 forms (weht 6papert aan -* ' * '4 'a'a *' ' *
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6.3 QA Survestlance seports 6. 3. 2 F aedaags e=J Conclusions 6.3,3 Items of Moscompitwc ,

As allegataca svaretning Surveallance keport lastructson QACMI G-14 which only requireJ in- Two atens of neacompliance were identified
precedure vaelat aeas was rereaved by the b8C prx ess nonconfermance to I,e transferred from (aa.deituate procedures to assure sencesfernances
f ree a s ate employee during this savest asat soe- Surveallance Reports to Noncomfor9ance Reports are subjected to desage control measures coance-
The allegatana stated that Surveallance keports af not acceptably corrected wathin 30 days, was aurate wath these applied to the erasiaal design,were not bearig treasterred ta Noncomformance inadequate. The 30-day period did met assure and f aalute to fellow procedure to transfer in-
Reports na 30 days as regaared by procedure. that all noncomf ormances which constituted process aonceafermances ideat6fted on Surveil-

desage abanges were subjected to design control lance Reports to Noacenfermance Reports in 30
measures commeasurate with the eristaal desaga. days).
These design control seasures would have been
requared if the in process nonceaformances were
documented on Noaconfermance Reports. Some of
the sus were act traasf erred to bRs as required
by QACril G-14. This concere is addressed to the
licensee's Quality Conformation progree.

7.I control of Structural Steel teams 7.1.6 Fandings and Conclusions 7.l.7 Items of Noacompliance
and geam beids

la their esamtastsee of approsseately 25 struc- Four items of mescompliance were identified
Durang the investagatsee of the allegations tural steel beams, the hRC inspectors identified (failure to control unacceptable welds,
eJdressed in Sections 4 and 5, the Bill inspec* significant problems. belas on eine structural unacceptable re-entraat corners en beses, andter adeet alseJ e beam with as waacceptable weld beses were unacceptable. Fave beams bad unspecifaed beams; failure te maastate trace-
sad two t.eams that were only tack welded into unacceptable (actrbed) re-entrant corners. Four ability of beams; failure to assess the effec-place. Therefore, the R!ll anspector decided 't,eams were installed which were act specified on a *tiveness of vender quality assurance; and
to make a more am-depth anspection and review any design docuecat. The traceability of aime failure to estatain suf ficient documentationthe rentrols si structural beams soJ besa structural beams was not maastained. In addi- et steel erection inspections).
welds. The sospectsons and revaews ancluded Lion, measures had not been established to assure
ensual esamaasticas of appresimately twenty- that required QA in-procress inspectaons related
five structural steel beams in the blue to Desage Docuecat Changes would be performed;
switrbgear and cat,le spreading roces, and the licensee did not assess the effectiveness
revneus of related documentation. of the controls to assure the quality of mill

certificatione and structural steel beams sup-
plied by three venJors; and details of steel
erection inspections were not documented. These
concerns are addressed in the licessee's Quality
Confirmation progree.

7.2 Cable Separation 7.2.5 F ayags and Conclusions 7.2.6 Itees of Woncompliancel
Durnas the invest aget soa of tbs allegation Four locations were identified te which the Two items of noncompliance were identifiedadJeessed sa Sectaen 5.30, the Rill inspectors cable separation requirements bad met bees (failure to establish measures to assure that
identailed two rat le installations that did mainteneed as specified la the TSAR. The the design basis for cable separation as set
son comply math the cable separatsoa criterna adequacy of cable separation is addressed la forth in the FSAR was translated inte drawangs,defaned sa the be. M. Zimmer FSAR. During the licessee's Quality Confirmaties progree, and f ailure to establish a progree to requairecherks for cable separat aos on rout ane plant

verification of cable separation in the cable
tours, the inspectors identified addattomal spreading rece),
cable sepa6ation violations.

7.3 Cu&E Audits of Sargent & L,und! 7.3.4 Findaags and Conclusions 7.3.5 Itees of Noacometience,

Dursag the savestigetson of allegattoa 5.10 CC&E bas not perfereed a comprehensive audit Two items of noncompliance were identified
the Rill anspector identafied that Sargent & to determine the ef fectiveness cf the Sargent (failure to perform a comprehensive audit ofLundy did not beve a program na control design & Lundy nonconfermance progree. past audits the S&L monconferesace program, and failure todeviations (nosconf orming designs) shea iden* identified a recurring problem involving design determine the cause and preclude repetition oftaited by the S&L engineers. Therefore, the calculations, reviews, and verifications for a recurring problem).
Allt sospector requested for review all of the which the cause was not determined and correc-
CC&E sudats of S&L to determane if CC&E had tive action was not taken to preclude repetittoa,
essessed the ef fectiveness of the S&L acacon- CG&E will undertake a re-review of all past
formance_ progree. audits of Sargest & Lundy, General Electric, .

Kaiser and four internal departments as a part
of the Quality Confirmation program.

|

|

i



4.
.

4|. :.m': r
[

. hh5 g
'

Ci?+'- 4jr M'r.tms.sw.tnys 700 \/, %e% se . . 'Di- eb qhm,A a %-%,.} (_
y'

,
,=

N,.U?. ner
I,

.'c . . . M Ob *

** M # f""
. I '"'"C*s T'* . f*&c.

a

t.a. .n.
-

.
>;

.,

E

: E4 a

~ dg>cs. r cc.-2sa /a-is : 7.r 5 t

-- )y
M.::- b,chosech is -S c . revke h reco A. ch ca &, ["2.a .u , w.

yog y
3 jIQ YOS Q \ DCCDOS \'d

*

r-- ees u c_. e e . a ~4 he or m_ a h4:wM ' \ \ '
'Ty g-fh- ,.5 Cvd Tom.th . d

IR.*.' \

a c_ c c -e.- c.,. y v. ~x er. ~ ,
) .o

| Q_4 n(F.* L% O, 9 4 8* T"'? c,r . 9 t #. 1 a c=*. C(.b N,.h- -v -

',5b b %bt Mt a e - c\.av & 5 hd exco M k 3ke=~ c

m ooc g bo,, ~ m a M> \#"
e

_
3

,A sa e.- -n &A y -- 6 One- 2Ain.s_.
.

. >

j 2 ; -
M

A \ l- 3
**t - _ - -

.
. . . . . ,,;. L ~-r-----==** W C'. A W- *M. 1 .N

r \ Nt M
.gg h _c~4 n.e . y

. '
.

.

co - 3 she a vie A. Qwe
apie

h eh_ e,_,, - ~235 c A, b_ h~e b r g,- bu

e_cq e 6 y.+cr_. uo~u us s. .

my. yymm-m.w Lv _
s

. ;,

e

"dM "

ch_cs . b b -hM nuA s ba.si r_
.t

'-

h 6 aAN a=w.ms
.

he, mea
c-a. ~~ -

N .> .>h.A- O% hsu .. vse \Me i6 e a ; c. d
-~ m

. . . . . .

*

, '~ * '

. ses-m de ,

.-y,

, , -

.-
~

-
-

- 5 5 x > m . s -* <
>

sm-* L

_ * . __.
. LCWT 8_- .d*-. * * *- Cf_

'

3% lb O- 7 -

g

_. L c .:t A -s S-c __ h-6. _.AShp.4 _''i..Sr m b~aL' h-i -m_ _ _ _. _ _ _

=
es -._~.m.-.... -

_ , .- . _ .
c: - , , _

.
.

. . _ . .

.

q

"w
Q

t , .g . . . _ _ ._e s *w*e - T ~

w' , * * ** *-(M C h_g , .g [ . . Sw * d ,C C" \ "" .'
,,

-

& f

.? y
'

" ?

j cc vj/e c.i n . b ~% zu JE.
- - -

.a.

.a



g

.

* Cincinnati Gas and Electric

Company

ATTN: Mr. W. H. Dickhoner

President.

.j 139 East 4th Street
,

t,
'

Cincinnati, OH 45201

Gentlemen:

'.

This refers to the investigation conducted by Region III during the period
Q sk 28January 12 to Cy m Lm ^3, 1981, of construction activities at the Zimmer

% W,Mdi
site.*htehAwas init ated as a result of allegations made to the NRC by a

quality control inspector who formerly worked at the Zimmer site and by

the Government Accountability Project of the Institute for Policy Studies

(a non-governmental agency) on behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate. The results

to date of the continuing investigation indicate a widespread breakdown of

the implementation of your quality assurance program , Th; 5::h t_.. a

evidenced by numerous examples of noncompliance with ten of t.he eighteen

different criteria for a quality assurance program as set forth in 10 CFR

50, Appendix B. The safety signficance of this matter was discussed by

| you and members of your staff and the NRC Region III staff during an
!

enforcement conference at our Region III office in Glen Ellyn, Illinois,

on August 5, 1981.

,



Cincinnati G:s cnd Electric 2--
,

Company

hch(n order to emphasize the significance NRC p!::::-

attaches to3 reakdownsb:

M kave
.of quality assurance programs %a high potential for serious construction,

i
i deficiencies, we propose to impose a civil penalty in the cumulative amount

..a F',yky h,.

| of One Hundred Thousand Dollars for the M in the Notice of Violaticn.A
'

j Some of the examples :f th. itc; occurred under theA+44 enforcement policyA2,.A s. + -,. W pM
.., . \

w\ pr. r- h W * 4v .

I f,somefundc.- th: n:: p^1ir , :;-. i mtic. ;3 f ..c., : p;ned ihm :p _ .;.c dd;

L m:. m AEct'. r idrier- SinuAwe have exercised eer discretion in arriving at the
} '

= n. .A v,
i amount of the proposed civil penalty which is much less thang::_Il 1:

imp;_:i _:ia; either the old or new enforcement policies or a combination
Nehue N,

of the tway A or convenience and clarity /t e item in the Notice of Viol '\'
f

'

(ation L ~ L- p tegorizedtat the Severity Level described in accordance

with the Interim Enforcement Policy published in the Federal Register,
ggq . . _ . _ . _ - -

,

3 45 FR 66754 (October 7, 1980). In arriving atAthe proposed civil penalty

we considered the substantial financial impact resulting from the Quality

Confirmation Program you have agreed to and the likely construction schedule
a-.h *y We

impact of that program, and the4 civil penalties that have been issued to

licensees of other plants under construction. We believe our proposed

amount of the civil penalty is appropriate and provides assurance that
J

you3 ully appreciate the significance of the violation and will resultf

in an adequate deterrent against future similar violations by other

licensees of plants under construction. g
.

I

The results of this investigation and our review of your 10 CFR 50, Appendix

B, compliance history also revealed two additional matters which are of

i

. _ . - - . .

.( A D iY (8 M fYb_ d C ' "%S 'a ' M *F I W " * '
- b- *ig

%y.p @pMd v'* rpI4w g M. h k.'*t hw'* # "N Mc, A f- "

c_oc4<w_% byc %cm . Ave c3

!
!

|

|

|
1



Cincinnsti Geo end Elsctric -3-,

t Company

significant concern to us. One matter relates to har ssment and intimida-
*

f tion of quality control inspectors.hy :::5 ::::: :: :: t d a .ui,. Although
I
; the investigation revealed hag #assment and intimidation did occur, we were
,

unable to establish that this activity : f::::ful 2: d::: it:d . C ;tien

23; m th: ".t ;i: Ei.m . , Asi er resulted in loss of inspector independence

[ as defined in Criterion I of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. However, this activity

isclearlynotconduc[ivetotheeffectiveimplementationofyourquality

assurance program. We determined that you and your contractors apparently
,Mwev e r- Wdid not condone this activityr.'.". th:t-corrective actions h we not been

3
in c\.g...p - ? "rTh" "'F' * ** "'1* **

fully effectiveAin your response to this letter that you include measures

you have taken and intend to take to assure har[ssment and intimidation

of quality control inspectors by any means and by any persons is stopped.

The other matter of concern to us is your 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, compliance

history. Theresultsofournormalinspectionprogram[fortheconstruction

and testing of Zimmer indicate you were found in noncompliance forty-four
n ic , M e A 7 9

times . . .. . ; L A -; cay an: "hg with thirteen of the eighteen'

.

different criteria of Appendix B. You will recall that we expressed concern
wA reiaWeh S p e - h % A a .t W*n* ~? ort =* *

wegyourApoor performance in this area during our3 review on December 16,

1980 af ,. r : . r:11 ;;r? tc., r f v u.o u m This poor history of compliance

with Appendix B when considered with the recent findings of the investigation
rea\b oh ahearedf

| indicates that your corrective actionsgr , her ::::::::4 individual problems
awk w.Y h

n:h:_t . . d ag3 underlying programmatic causal factors. Consequently, we

request that you review your history of compliance with Appendix B for the

past two years and in your response to this letter provide those steps you



Cincinn:ti Grs cnd Electric -4-.

Company

*

have taken to address and correct any underlying programmatic causal factors

related to the noncompliances.

You are required to respond to the Notice of Violation and in preparing your
I

fy
response you should follow the instructions in W Appendixf You should give

particular attention to those actions designed to assure continuing compliance

with NRC requirements. Your written reply to this letter and the results of

future inspections will be considered in determining whether further enforce-

ment action is appropriate.
|

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,,

Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the en-

closure will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

Sincerely,

Victor Stello, Jr. , Director

Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosur

Appendix fr- Notice of

Violation and Proposed

hy*:- % T - Q <. z % , .c-tt % - d .r e'e

-4w Tue,* A Oc%.b

- - __ --._- -- ___----
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Cincinnati Gas end Electric -5-.

Company

Imposition of Civil*

,

Penalty
i
i

cc w/ene p
s.,k .%ysm,%.e M %%4' '

J. R. Schott, Plant q ,g ggces4%draeT M b

| Superintendent

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
i

Resident Inspector, RIII

Harold W. Kohn, Power

Siting Commission'

Citizens Against a Radioactive'

Environment

Helen W. Evans, State of Ohio

._

- . . - . -. _.



ZIMM/1C DRAFT 10/8/81

Appendix A
.

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
1

| AND

I
~

PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company Docket No. 50-358'

Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station Construction Permit No. CPPR-88'

EA No. 81-
.

As a result of the investigation conducted at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power~

Station in Moscow, Ohio, on January 12 - August 10, 1981, the violation
listed below with multiple examples was identified. The numerous examples
of the violation demonstrate a widespread deficiency in the implementation
of your quality assurance program and caused the NRC to require an exten-
sive quality confirmation program to provide confidence that safety-related
structures, systems, and components will perform satisfactorily in service.
Because of the safety significance of that quality assurance program
breakdown, in accordance with the Interim Enforcement Policy, 45 FR 66754
(October 7,1980), the Nuclear Regulatory Commission proposes to impose a
civil penalty pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, ("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 2282, PL 96-295, and 10 CFR 2.205 in the amount
set forth for the violation listed below.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion II requires holders of construction permits
for nuclear powerplant to document, by written policies, procedures, or in-
structions, a quality assurance program which complies with the requirements
of Appendix B for all activities affecting the quality of safety-related
structures, systems, and components and to implement that program in accordance
with those documents.

Contrary to the above, Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company and its contractors
did not adequately document and implement a quality aysurance program to comply
with the requirements of Appendix B as evidenced by numerous examples of that
noncompliance as follows:

A. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII states, in part, " Sufficient
records shall be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting
quality."

Contrary to the above, numerous examples of records were identified
that did not furnish evidence of activities affecting quality in that
they were incorrect. Some of the records were intentionally rendered
incorrect. Examples of incorrect records are as follows:

__ __.
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ZIMM/IC DRAFT 10/8/81
.

Appendix A 2-' -
.

I 1. Isometric drawings / records did not furnish evidence of the actual
i piping components installed in ten pipelines in the diesel generator
j cocling water, starting air and fuel oil systems, in that the heat

numbers recorded on the drawings did not match the heat numbers
~ marked on the respective components..

2. Several reports documenting apparent nonconforming conditions
were identified with Control Numbers and not retained for disposi--

{ tion; some nonconformance reports were voided without detailing
: the specific justification for the disposition; some nonconformance
: reports were closed or voided without completing the entire dispo-
! sition; and some nonconformance reports were dispositioned without

adequate justification.,

B. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI states, in part, " Measures shall
be established to assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as...
deviations...and nonconformances are promptly identified and corrected.
In the case of significant conditions adverse to quality, the measures
shall assure that the cause of the condition is determined and corrective
action taken to preclude repetition."

The Wm. H. Zinuner QA Manual, Section 15.2.2 states, "HJK is respon-
sible for identifying and reporting nonconformance in... construction...
activities which are delegated to HJK."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA h aual, Section 16.5 states, in part, " Vendors,
contractors, and subcontractors are required to determine cause and
corrective action to prevent recurrence of errors which could result
in significant conditions adverse to quality."

AWS Code D1.1-1972, Sections 3 and 8.1.5 define requirements for weld
quality and address slag, weld profiles, blowholes, porosity, and
undercut.

AISC, Seventh Edition (1969), Page 4.113 requires 1/2 inch minimum
| radius for re-entrant corners.

ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b) states, in
part, "...a gap of approximately 1/16 in, shall be provided between
the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding."

ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition , Winter 1972 Addenda, Articles
NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451, NB-4230,
and NB-3661.5(b) require, in part, in-process inspections for pipe
fitup, weld procedure, weld filler metal traceability, and welder
qualifications...

Contrary to the above, the NRC inspectors identified the following
nonconforming conditions that either had not been identified and

..

;-,----- - v -r, e --

y----. - -y -- --ee a s* rum-e. wywwar-.+m-----w-----%-- -- ,- _ _3 -' 'M* - '. -*---. '-



ZIMM/IC DRAFT 10/8/81

Appendix A -3-

I

corrected by the licensee or action had not been taken to preclude
repetition:

,

1. Based on an inspection of the 25 hanger support beams described*

in Item A.1 above,

Several welds on 9 beams did not conform with AWS D1.1-1972a.
requirea.ents in that they contained unacceptable slag, weld
profiles, blowholes, porosity, and/or undercut.

b. Five beams did not conform with AISC requirements in that they
had notches for re-entrant corners instead of radii creating
potential stress risers.

Four beams, 2 of which had unacceptable welds as describedc.
in Item B.1.a above, did not conform with design documents in
that they were not specified on any design document. There
were no QA records related to the 2 beams which appeared to
have acceptable welds.

2. The licensee identified that the socket engagement for more than
439 socket welds was not verified in accordance with ASME Code,
Section III-1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b) and the condition
was not corrected in that the corrective action was not commen-
surate with the ASME Code. The welds dated back to 1979.

3. The licensee was aware that the in-process inspections for more
than 22 welds in the Diesel Generator cooling water, starting
air, and fuel oil piping systems were not performed by Kaiser in
accordance with ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article
NB-3661.5(b), et. al., and the condition was not corrected in
that the corrective action was not commensurate with the ASME
Code.

4. Five licensee QA audits (audit performed 8/8-9/74 - no number,
and Audit Nos. 78/07, 78/09, 78/10, 80/04) of Sargent & Lundy
identified repetitive problems concerning S&L not performing
certain design calculations, reviews, and verifications and
action was not taken to preclude repetition.

5. Based on an inspection of about 100 cable tray hangers in the
Cable Spreading Room, 4 did not conform with AWS D1.1-1972 require-
ments in that the welds contained unacceptable slag, weld profiles,
blowholes, porosity, and/or undercut.

C. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV states, in part, " Nonconforming
items shall be reviewed and accepted, rejected, repaired or reworked
in accordance with documented procedures."

. - _ , _ _ . - _ _ _
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Appendix A -4-,

i

'| Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-4, " Nonconforming Material Control," provides
detailed instructions for the review and disposition of reports (Non-t

conformance Reports) of nonconforming items.

Contrary to the provisions of QACMI G-4, the sample of NRs reviewed-

j indicate significant deficiencies with the nonconformance reporting
'

system in the areas of voiding of reports, not entering reports into
the system, improper dispositioning of reports, and incomplete report
files. The deficiencies identified in the sample reviewed were as
follows:

1. Three NRs related to equipment deficiencies were improperly
voided in that the justification for the voiding (the reports

! were to be separated to track items more easily and reissued as
'

separate NRs) was not fully implemented. (NR-E-1661, NR-E-1662,
I NR-E-2466).-

'

2. Four NRs related to documentation deficiencies had been improperly
I voided in that there was no adequate justification for the voiding.

(NR-E-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, NR-E-5108).
.

3. One NR related to lack of a final weld radiograph (required by
applicable Code) was improperly dispositioned (NR-E-2836).

4. One NR related to nondestructive examination of a T-quencher weld
had been erroneously closed (not voided) by administrative error.
(NR-E-2996).

5. In several cases, NRs had been voided by personnel other than the
QA manager, a violation of site procedure.

6. In one case during " Revisions" some nonconforming items were removed
from a NR without adequate justification. (NR-E-2466).

7. Fifteen of the reports reviewed had not been entered into the non-
conformance reporting system (had not been issued a NR number).

8. Copies of the following NRs were not retained in the Site Document
Center:

CN-4930 CN-4958
CN-4931 CN-4959
CN-4955 CN-5476

; CN-4956 CN-5477
CN-4957 CN-5479

(The copies of the NRs reviewed by the investigator were provided
by an alleger.

- . - - .- . _ . - _ _ . _ .
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Appendix A -5-
,

i
! D. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VIII states, in part, " Measures shall
! be established for the identification and control of materials... These

measures shall assure that identrification of the item is maintained..."
,

r The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8.2 states, in part, "H. J. Kaiseri .

| Company procedures provide that within the H. J. Kaiser Company juris-
diction the identification of items will be maintained by the method

a

; specified on the drawings, such as heat number, part number, serial
number, or other appropriate means. This identification may be on the
item or on records traceable to the item. The identification is main-
tained throughout fabrication, erection, and installation. The identi-
lication is maintained and usable in the operation and maintenance
program."

Contrary to the above, based on an inspection of approximately 25
hanger support beams located in the Blue Switchgear Room and the Cable
Spreading Room, the identification of the material in 9 of those beams
was not maintained to enable verification of quality.

The above examples raise questions about the adequacy of the quality of
installed materials as well as the obvious paperwork deficiencies.

E. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III states, in part, " Measures shall
be established to assure that applicable regulatory requireme-nts and
the design basis...are translated into... drawings..."

The Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Section 8, provides the design basis for
electrical cable separation that includes the following:

Associated cables (Green / White, Blue / White, and Yellow / White)
from more than one Division cannot be routed in the same raceway.
(FSAR Paragraph 8.3.1.13.2)

Vertical separation of three feet or more must be maintained
between cables from different Divisions. (FSAR Paragraph
8.3.1.11.2.1.d)

Instrument (low-level signal) cables cannot be routed in the
same raceway with power and control cables. (FSAR Paragraph

8.3.1.23.1.3)

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.3.2. states, " Composite... drawings
are prepared, translating the design concepts into layouts of structures,
systems, and components necessary for the construction of the plant."

Contrary to the above, as of March 1981, the FSAR design basis for
electrical cable separation had not been translated into the drawings
which governed the following cable installation deficiencies in the
Cable Spreading Room:

. ..

-. - ,
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*

1. Associated Cable (Yellow / White) No. RE053 for Division I was
routed in the same raceway (two-inch conduit and Class IE,

!

Sleeve No. 79) as Associated Cable (Blue / White) No. RE058 for;

Division 2. Also, Associated Cable No. RE053 was routed so that
in places there was only a vertical separation of four inchesI

-

between it and cables in Blue Tray No. 2072C for Division 2.

2. Instrument Cable (Green) No. WS714 and others for Division 3
were routed in the same raceway (Tray No. 4638B) as Associated
Control Cables (Yellow / White and Blue / White) for Divisions 1|
and 2. This deficiency was due, in part, to a design which
specified the installation of a Green Instrument Tray (No. 3029K)
inside a White Control Tray (No. 4638B).

3. Many Associated Cables from all three Divisions were routed in the
same raceway (khite Tray No. 4080K) including Cable (Blue /khite)
No. TI192, Cable (Yellow / White) No. RR781, and Cable (Green / White)

i No. TI816.

4. Associated Cables (Yellow / White) No. TI942 and No. TI943 for
Division I were routed in the same raceway (khite Tray Riser
No. RK4627) as Associated Cables (Blue / White) No. TI808 and
No. TI760 for Division 2.

5. Many Associated Cables (Yellow /khite) for Division I were routed
in the same raceway (White Tray Riser No. 4139) as Associated
Cables (Blue /khite) for Division 2.

The above installation deficiencies were noted during brief tours of
the Cable Spreading Room while pursuing other unrelated matters.

F. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III states, in part, " Design control
measures shall be applied to...the delineation of acceptance criteria
for inspections and tests."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.13.1 states, in part, " Design
control measures also apply to delineation of acceptable criteria for
inspections and tests."

Veld acceptance criteria are required by the ASME Code, Section III-1971
Edition and AWS D1.1-1972 Code.

Contrary to the above:

1. The weld acceptance criteria used by H. J. Kaiser Company from
July 1980 to January 1981 were not applied to weld inspections
during that period in that the weld acceptance criteria for such
items as the drywell support steel were deleted.
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i 2. The acceptance criteria for Weld 55H (isometric' drawing PSK-1WS-32)
' performed on Service Water System Line No. 1WS71A18 by'H. J. Kaiser

Company in November 1979 were not applied in that they'were designated
.

as not applicable.

; 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI states, in part, " Test pr6ceduresG.

shall include provisions for assuring that all prerequisites for the,

i given test have been met... Test results shall be evaluated to assure ,,

{ that test requirements have been satisfied." s- c

_| The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 11.1 states, in part, " Test -
~

programs to assure that essential components, systems, and structures
will perform satisfactorily in service are planned and performed-in
accordance with written procedures and instructions at vendor shops

sand at the construction site."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the pre-
fabricated pipe weld radiography in question) Radiographic Procedure
No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, Paragraph 4.1.8, states,
"Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base +

metal plus the height of the crown or reinforcement."

ASME Section III-1971 Edition, Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX,
Paragraph IX-3334.4 states, in part, "The shim thickness shall be ,*

selected so that the total thickness being radiographed under the
penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness. . .'' , 'O

-

s s,

Contrary to the above, the NRC inspectors reviewed approximately '00 \8 s

radiographs involving 206 welds and determined tha't 187 of the radio - '
'

graphs did not comply with the ASME Code in that there was ir. sufficient ,'
shimming of the penetrameter. The radiographed welds were prefabricated
pipe welds in such systems as feedwater, diesel generator support systems,
and main steam. \-

H. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III states, in part, "These measures '

'

[ design control] shall include provisions to assure that appropria'te
quality standards are specified and included in design documents and

i <

that deviations from such standards are controlled...The design control
measures shall provide for verifying or checking the adequacy of design." , '

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.4 states, in part, "Desiin
reviews are conducted to assure that the appropriate quality standards
are specified and included in design documents."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.6 states, " Measures are estab- s,

lished to assure that any deviations from the applicable standards,are-
controlled." <

.
.

.

. .

s
. - - .- . - _-s .. _ ,
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! Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.11.2 states, in part, "At S&L,
| design verification reviews are performed...."

The W'. H. Zimmer FSAR states that cable ampacity is based on IPCEAmi
- Publication No. P-46-426. Also regarding cable ampacity, the FSAR

states "the summation of the cross-sectional areas of the cables shall
-j not exceed 50% of the tray usable cross-sectional area or two layers
: of cables, whichever is larger, but not to exceed 60% of the cross-
I sectional area in any case."

| AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 3.6.4, states, "For building and tubular
j structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch deep when its
; direction is transverse to primary tensile stress in the part that is

| undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."

|
' Contrary to the above:
|
| 1. As of March 1981, design control measures had not been established

to assure that deviations from design conditions (quality standards)
identified by Sargent & Lundy engineers were controlled. For example,
Sargent & Lundy noted on a calculation sheet dated December 27, 1979,
that the design thermal loading for two power cables (VC016 and VC073)
in Yellow Tray No. 1057A would allow the cables to be thermally over '
loaded and no program existed to control those design deviations.

2. As of March 1981, design control measures had not been establishe'd
by Sargent & Lundy to provide for verifying or checking the adequacy
of the design for the thermal loading of power cable sleeves and
the physical weight loading of cable trays.

3. As of March 1981, the cable ampacity design by Sargent & Lundy was
not based on IPCEA P-46-426 (appropriate quality standard). The
cable ampacity was instead based on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (1970),
IPCEA P-54-440, and Sargent & Lundy Standard ESA-114a.

|

| 4. As of March 1981, the design allowable undercut on cable tray
| hanger welds was not based on AWS D1.1-1972 Code (appropriate
i quality standard). The design undercut was instead based on,

l Sargent & Lundy Specification H-2713, Supplement 7, Sargent & Lundy
Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser Procedure SPPM No. 4.6, " Visual
Examination," Revision 8, Paragraph 5.2.9, allowed up to 1/16 inch
undercut.

1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X states, in part, "A program fors

inspection of activities affecting quality shall be established and
executed by or for the organization performing the activity to verify
conformance with the documented instructions, procedures, and drawings
for accomplishing the activity."

|8
-

s

A
~

s

\

w
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The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1.2 states, in part, "Inspec-,

tions are performed in accordance with written procedures which include.

requirements for check lists and other appropriate documentation of the
,

inspections and tests performed."
I

~

AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, requires work to be completed and>

accepted before painting.

Contrary to the above:,

;

| 1. As of March 1981, a QC inspection program had not been established
to require verification of separation of electrical cables routed
from the Cable Spreading Room to the Control Room. An example of
a nonconforming condition that should have been identified by such

' a program was Blue Cables RIl03 and CM111 that had been routed
into Tray Riser (Green) No. 3025A, which extended from Tray (Blue)
No. 2077A in the Cable Spreading Room to the Control Room.

;

! 2. The programs established for in-process and final inspections of
welds on 180 cable tray hangers located in the Cable Spreading
Room were not executed as required in the AWS D1.1-1972 Code.
Specifically, the final weld inspections were made after the
welds were painted (Galvanox).

J. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, in part, " Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures, or drawings, of a type appropriate to the circumstances
and shall be accomplished in accordance with these instructions,
procedures, or drawings."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 5.1 states, " Construction, fabri-
cation, and manufacturing activities which affect the quality of the
facility are accomplished in accordance with written instructions,
procedures, and drawings which prescribe acceptable methods of carrying
out those activities."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.12 states, in part, " Design
changes... including field changes, are subject to design change control
measures commensurate with those apptied to the original design."

Contrary to the above:

1. Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-14, " Surveillance Reports," was not
appropriate to the circumstances in that it allowed in-process
nonconformances which constitute field changes to be disposi-
tioned within 30 days without being subjected to design control
measures commensurate with those applied to the original design.
Examples of nonconformances so dispositioned were identified in
SRs F-2899, F-2903, and F-2914.

_ -___ _ _ _ . . _ _
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2. Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-14 was not followed in that SRs F-2909,-

! F-3070, F-3071, F-3072, F-3073, F-3074, F-3075, F-3076, F-3083,
and F-7019 were not dispositioned within 30 days and were not
transferred to Nonconformance Reports as required by Paragraph 5,

{ . of QACMI G-14.
!

K. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII states, in part, "The effective-4

ness of the control of quality by contractors and subcontractors shall
! be assessed by the applicant or designee...."

i The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 7.3.1 states, in part, "As part of
the vendor selection process, S&L makes an independent evaluation of the
bidders' QA programs as a part of their total bid evaluation.",

Contrary to the above, as of March 1981, neither the licensee nor
designee (Sargent & Lundy) had assessed the effectiveness of the con-
trol of quality by vendors who had supplied structural beams. Speci-
fically, evaluations of the vendor (U.S. Steel Supply, PBI Steel
Exchange, and Frank Adams Company) quality assurance programs for
control of mill certifications and structural beams were not performed.

L. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII states, in part, " Sufficient
records shall be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting
quality. The records shall include... monitoring of work performance,
and... include closely-related data such as qualifications of personnel,
procedures, and equipment."

The W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17.1.4 states, in part, "Documen-m
tation of all performance surveillance includes personnel identification
and qualification, procedure, type observation, date of performance,
person or organization monitored, results and corrective action if
required."

Contrary to the above, the Bristol Steel and Iron Works Quality
Control Steel Erection Report, which was a generic form for monitoring
in process steel erection, did not identify closely related data such
as weld procedure numbers, types of welding material, welder identi-
fication, and specific welds inspected.

M. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIII states, in part, "A compre-
hensive system of planned and periodic audits shall be carried out to
verify compliance with all aspects of the quality assurance program
and to determine the effectiveness of the program."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 18.1 states, in part, "QA Division
conducts a comprehensive system of planned and periodic audits of S&L,
HJK...to verify compliance with all aspects of the quality assurance
program."

l
.



!

ZImf/1C DRAFT 10/8/81 |

Appendix A - 11 --

Contrary to the above, during the past 9 years the licensee's QA Division
! did not perform an audit of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program.
.

This is a Severity Level II violation (Supplement II).
.

(Civil Penalty - $150,000)

Some of the examples or the violation continued during a period that spanned,

} both the old and new enforcement policies. Application of either policy or
a combination of both allows a large civil penalty. However, after weighing,

; this matter relative to other civil penalties that have been issued to
; licensees of plants under construction and considering the financial impact

and the potential construction schedule impact of the Quality Confirmation
Program, we believe a civil penalty in the amount proposed to be appropriate.
We believe this exercise of discretion in determining the amount of the civil.

penalty will result in ass,urance that the licensee fully appreciates the
significance of the violation and results in an adequate deterrent against
futtare similar violations by licensees of plants under construction.

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Cincinnati Gas and Electric
Company is hereby required to submit to this office within 30 days of the
date of this Notice a written statement or explanation, including for each
example of the alleged violation: (1) admission or denial; (2) the reasons
for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been
taken and the results achieved; (4) the corrective steps which will be taken
to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will be
achieved. Any statement or explanation may incorporate by specific reference
(e.g., giving page and paragraph numbers) the provisions of your Quality
Confirmation Program and your actions in response to our Immediate Action
Letter of April 8, 1981. Consideration may be given to extending the response
time for good cause shown. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Act,
42 U.S.C. 2232, this response shall be submitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under 10 CFR
2.201, Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company may pay the civil penalty in the
amount of One Hundred and Fifty Thousand Dollars or may protest imposition of
the civil penalty in whole or in part by a written answer. Should Cincinnati

i Gas and Electric Company fail to answer within the time specified, this office
will issue an Order imposing the civil penalty in the amount proposed above.-
Should Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company elect to file an answer in accordance
with 10 CFR 2.205 protesting the civil penalty, such answer may: (1) deny
the violation listed in this Notice in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate
extenuating circumstances; (3) show error in this Notice; or (4) show other
reasons why the penalty should not be imposed. In addition to protesting
the civil penalty in whole or in part, such answer may request remission
or mitigation of the penalty. Any answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205
should be set forth separately from the statement or explanation in reply
pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may incorporate by specific reference (e.g.,
giving page and paragraph numbers) to avoid repetition. Cincinnati Gas and

- - - _ _ _ _ __ -_. ______ _ _ _ _
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Electric Company's attention is directed to the other provisions of 10 CFR
2.205, regarding the procedure for imposing a civil penalty.

4

| Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due, which has been subsequently
2 determined in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205,

this matter may be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalty, unless
. compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant
: to Section 234c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.
t

The responses directed by this Notice are not subject to the clearance pro-i

cedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.,

'
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

i.

!

Victor Stello, Jr., Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this day of , 1981

i

i

e,,
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| CROSS REFERENCES: NONCOMPLIANCE TO REPORT DETAILS
,

i Noncompliance Criterion Report Section

}
i A VIII 7.1.1 and 7.1.2

B.1 XVI 7.1.1, 7.1.2 and Figure 7.1

| B.2 XVI 4.3.3.6.1

B.3 XVI 4.3.3.6.3

B.4 XVI 7.3.3
;

B.5 XVI 5.10.3.2

C.1 XV 4.1.3

C.2 XV 4.1.3

C.3 XV 4.1.3-

C.4 XV 4.1.3
,

C.5 XV 4.1.3'

C.6 XV 4.1.3-

D XVII 4.1.3, 4.3.3.7 and Table 4.3-1

E.1 III 7.2.2.1

E.2 III 7.2.2.2'

E.3 III 7.2.2.4

E.4 III 7.2.2.4
E.5 III 7.2.2.4

.

F.1 III 6.2.1

F.2 III 6.2.1

G XI 5.8.3.10

H.1 III 5.10.3.3.6
H.2 III 5.10.3.3.5
H.3 III 5.10.3.3.3.b

H.4 III 5.10.3.2

I.1 X 7.2.2.3

.I.2 X 5.10.3.2

J.1 V 6.3.1

J.2 V 6.3.1

K VII 7.1.4

L XVII 7.1.5

M XVIII 7.3.1

.- _ , _ ~ ,- .-
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Cincinnati Gas and Electric
,

Company
i

ATTN: Mr. W. H. Dickhoner

| President

! 139 East 4th Street
!

Cincinnati, OH 45201
1

'

i Gentlemen:

1

:~
This refers to the investigation conducted by Region III during the period

A wawrf 2 B
Janua ry 12 to " , " 2;, 1981, of construction activities at the Zimmer

'

7..e .c.<, A. 6 c s
site.whrch was initiated as a result of allegations made to the NRC by aA

quality control inspector who formerly worked at the Zimmer site and by

the Government Accountability Project of the Institute for Policy Studies

(a non-governmental agency) on behalf of'Mr. Thomas Applegate. The results

to date of the continuing investigation indicate a widespread breakdown of

the implementation of your quality assurance program. The breakdown was

evidenced by numerous examples of noncompliance with ten of the eighteen

different criteria for a quality assurance program as set forth in 10 CFR

50, Appendix B. The safety signficance of this matter was discussed by

you and members of your staff and the NRC Region III staff during an

enforcement conference at our Region III office in Glen Ellyn, Illinois,

on August 5, 1981.

- - . ..
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In order to emphasize the significance NRC 17 2::: :: attaches to breakdowns,,

of quality assurance program,with a high potential for serious construction

; deficiencies, we propose to impose a civil penalty in the cumulative amount

| of One llundred Thousand Dollars for the item in the Notice of Violation.

Some of the examples esenesunsasti occurred under the old enforcement policy,
revised

some under the-emw policy, and some continued during a period that spanned
I w %irre w d.

both policies. Esame we h%ve exercised our discretion in arriving at the,

i

j amount of the proposed civil penalty which is much less than could be

imposed using either the old or new enforcement policies or a combination

of the two 'for co nienceandclarityftheitemintheNoticeofViol
,s

fation ' '..._1- M egorized at the Severity Level described in accordance

with the Interim Enforcement Policy published in the Federal Register,
bt. heme. # y45 FR 66754 (October 7, 1980). In arriving atAthe proposed civil penaltyu

we considered the substantial financial impact resulting from the Quality

Confirmation Program you have agreed to and the likely construction schedule
6 .s.1 ey W.

impact of that program, and thercivil penalties that have been issued to

licensees of other plants under construction. We believe our proposed

amount of the civil penalty is appropriate and provides assurance that

you fully appreciate the significance of the violation and will result

in an adequate deterrent against future similar violations by other
i licensees of plants under construction.\ )'

The results of this investigation and our review of your 10 CFR 50, Appendix

| B, compliance history also revealed two additional matters which are of

.
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significant concern to us. One matter relates to har ssment and intimida-,

tion of quality control inspectors.b7 ub ---- :: d ~r r i r ;; . Although"*ar

as
the investigation revealed haz;assment and intimidation did occur, we were,

unable to establish that this activity was forceful as described in Section

235 of the Atomic Energy Act or resulted in loss of inspector independence,

i
as defined in Criterion I or 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. However, this activity,

is clearly not conduc[ive to the effective implementation of your quality1

5

assurance program. We determined that you and your contractors apparently
hotvever hak

did not condone this activity? % n y mh; L a, corrective actions heve-not been
)

s% ;.. w, w m M, s n - e .'
*

; ,n 7
fully effective /.in your response to this letter that you include measures

you have taken and intend to take to assure har ssment and intimidation

of quality control inspectors by any means and by any persons is stopped.

The other matter of concern to us is your 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, compliance

history. TheresultsofournormalinspectionprogramIfortheconstruction

and testing of Zimmer indicate you were found in noncompliance forty-four

times dur m[nc.A
D o c. 1 T 7 f cgTY*U3

'" r:t tr aty ecm ..~i.es with thift'een of the eighteen3

different criteria of Appendix B. You will recall that we expressed concern
< el. AMg Sgr.

over your poor performance in this area during ourAreview on December 16,g

+1 en-
| 1980, of your overall regulatory performance. This peer history ofjrempliance

with Appendix B when considered with the recent findings of the investigation
really nel

indicatef that your corrective actions :7- b r:g * H w dcrr- individual problems
M MT N
C:6A uci ;; underlying programmatic causal factors. Consequently, we

request that you review your history of compliance with Appendix B for the
i

past two years and in your response to this letter provide those steps you

I
!

|
|

l
!

i
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have taken to address and correct any underlying programmatic causal factors,

related to the noncompliances. .T*r M d y & & c nN 7" *F ^#' "/as u n c - ;sWA 4 A ML ~-

i
You are required to respond to the Notice of Violation and in preparing your.

|

|' response you should follow the instructions in the Appendix. You should give

particular attention to those actions designed to assure continuing compliance

with NRC requirements. Your written reply to this letter and the results of

future inspections will be considered in determining whether further enforce-

ment action is appropriate.
,

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,

Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the en-

closure will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

Sincerely,

Victor Stello, Jr. , Director

Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosures:

Appendix - Notice of

Violation and Proposed

._ ~ -_ -__-
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#
Cincinnati Gas and Electric

,

Company

ATTN: Mr. W. H. Dickhoner
!
,

,
President

!
139 East 4th Street'

Cincinnati, OH 45201

Gentlemen:

This refers to the investigation conducted by Region III during the period
'

octe be 9
January 12 to * ; - 22,,1981, of construction activities at the Zimmer site.

The investigation was initiated as a result of allegations made to the NRC

by a quality control inspector who formerly worked at the Zimmer site and by

the Government Accountability Project of the Institute for Policy Studies

(a non-governmental agency) on behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate. The results

e=edmum of the continuing investigation indicate a widespread breakdown of

the implementation of your quality assurance program as evidenced by numerous

*

The impact of the identified quality assurance deficiencies on the actual
| construction has yet to be determined. Limited independent measurements ,ty

1 were performed by the NRC in selected areas of concern in an attempt to
,

I characterize the actual safety significance of these deficiencies. and

|
. Although a few problems requiring corrective action were identified (i.e.

R .{ four unacceptably installed pipe hangers), the majority of the tests andg ;7,

'

\examinationsdisclosednohardwareproblem)s.
9-
h

j k nizing the significant quality assurance problems identified dur g
this investigation, the NRC has required the 4mesmeemmes establishta com-/

{ prehensive Quality Confirmation Program to determine the quality of plantsystems important to nuclear safety. The NRC will confirm the adequacy
I of the aura ==rmsa program and is making additional independent verifications.(

, Deficiencies identified by these programs will require resolution prior to ,_

issuance of an Operating License. ,

(RC
,

|
i

f
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Company*

,

;

f attaches to such breakdowns of quality assurance programs that have a high

potential for serious construction deficiencies, we propose to impose a

j civil penalty in the cumulative amount of One Hundred and Fif ty Thousand

Dollars for the matter in the Notice of Violation. Some of the examples

occurred under the revised enforcemant policy 2._d -_ ._yl._. ;.2

and some prior to that time. In this regard we have

exercised discretion in arriving at the amount of the proposed civil penalty

which is less than allowed by either the old or new enforcement policies or

a combination of.the two. In arriving at the amount of the proposed civil

penalty we considered the substantial financial impact resulting from the

be s'ng c e a d utl+d. ,
Quality Confirmation Program 7-- __ _... the likely construction

,

_e.. _

schedule impact of that program, and the amount of the civil penalties that

have been issued to licensees of other plants under construction. We believe

our proposed amount of the civil penalty is appropriate and provides assurance

that you will fully appreciate the significance of the violation and will

result in an adequate deterrent against future similar violations by other

licensees of plants under construction. We have for convenience and clarity

categorized the item in the Notice of Violation at the Severity Level

described in accordance with the Interim Enforcement Policy published in

the Federal Register, 45 FR 66754 (October 7, 1980).

The results of this investigation and our review of your 10 CFR 50, Appen-
6 A re.

dix Bkompliance history age revealed use additional matters which are of

_ ___



.
.
.

.

,

sig&ead e acern k u.r. % %e i elah. ni,rryr.n,,t.a;

re cair., inkyh e avecMe ac% , ud k.r.r4 suAa;M
J ,gu/;/y c,Jn/ ar.yac/mr.

i

i
,

I,

I'
i,

'7k M4
- M LW.~!i~ L a .L . .7 ,._. i ;,. j; J a L .. ac.c. a:=== -. . . .

+1 .

~ . -. w . .n - c ,. .=_ - = . _ . = '..e ... ,a.- ~,m.
. . . .= , . . . . . _. -

'
.

... , - e- .-. . - -

.6 (e -

.v.e. e c~. . . . . e . .s L. A - n. ., . .:J i., ..... . . . . a .. .:d-
u , c M L,'

*

6 . 0v v cw

.c.a d.a ,-dL.L.z%.c .=.. 1 . .it.:. L i-w . .

v v v v

e - a .,y e.<.,Ja . -. n - au a! u, Z~ . , ; e a e . . :|~L .M. oLL > O
~

n.c ,
_

v v v..*i. . . / .), | j ...._.J.~.:.n . . L}* V *, p- y .

. . . . _m ._..c .a..no. . .. .

.~1 o e L.e L' .a i) 4 .,G ., L . .. .. ..&. & c Liu |. w . .. . -.a.

u*

b.,u -
., ,.

O tL, gte ~ .% .a, . ' s. / o c e,u. o.e_.a ,0 - .,. v u.2_ % , a c. , % c u {, ._
, . ..

.

./ .E , G* %-i .o ,

, _ et e,.[ c , . c . % ... ._.. , [~1ALE ''L . - a- C s. t . f._ A4 c ,nsa.s.e 6 , , , , , . , ..

o u i <

' v%. A
"

_ :,, g. .,, e ...,,,. 1 gW- W -. d .t.L s% t t gg n .,

. H s. n 4,, a. . a./. a . G.: c e .u c .t . k,p u Lc,. - , - ijjy r_. -&. ~n, . . . . t ., .
.

*whQ n.. s

#
. .. r.t .g . . .p' e . . r _ _- ,

W d,

' 'T L c.
. .

, M,R..
U 3 .4%1 '

y. .ja .i .- s y

#teMe7 A '<t c_A '=a E4 o . . .. % e f,,c t.M . 0 c .~ . . a
,

.,

. < f ,.- Q .cf m. 3 -

., g/ La, a, e _,. .a , ..,. w.e.
. ._ ,

.

_ a c. a.c .:4 - - ..
|

/ . .|. . . ,'1 , ..

'

. ' , " --

y . .! c.un.w ,p c. ~g . w .a .m.,, : . ., . . .r. m
.-

~ tc -

/fr. A tic,&y ee.w . -
- .e

V V O g
h & ma:-c.,Y o $/.sch, ,. .,5 + p y _ . !!' __ , , .

,

A .. _w**'"~~ D.* s. L C- 2 .y u c
-'

-

.L. : W .&: n d -i c| uL.L '

V v' &'/

C *
i

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



.

*
,

Cincinnati Gas and Electric -3-

Company

'

Tk Wrk ovt sY0r f CI h* b>r Art & smask s'nhsNp
8 :E .if i-... m ummi u ^.; ::::: . 1_,m.

*E fua|
. uv uaio.. mus ..J 1.. _ 1 _uv ..

Oskine ;f p:_ ,ff cwv & , (*sspen]*rJ*
*

A"'-- Although the investigation revealed_....... ... r _ .....-

harassment and intimidation did occur, we were unable to establish that

this activity resulted in loss of inspector independence as defined in

Criterion I of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. However, this activity is clearly

not conducive to the effective implementation of your quality assurance

program. We determined that you and your contractors apparently did not

condone this activity; however, corrective actions had not been fully

effective in stopping it. Therefore, we request in your response to this

letter that you include measures you have taken and intend to take to

assure harassment and intimidation of quality control inspectors by any

( means and by any persone is stopped,

rccarmed noThe echss-matter of concern to us is your 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,ncompliance
pd Inek d adef nah correcto*vs ada., a

historyf The results of our normal inspection program for the construction

and testing of Zimmer indicate you were found in noncompliance forty-four

times since December 1979 with thirteen of the eighteen different criteria

of Appendix B. You will recall that we expressed concern with your rela-

Aness&
tively poor performance in this area during our Systematic d- r '~ 1 of

Licensee Performance review on December 16, 1980. This poor history of

compliance with Appendix B when considered with the recent findings of the

investigation indicates that your corrective actions really only addressed
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individual problems and not the underlying programmatic causal factors.
M ao

Consequently, we request that you review your history of c.ompliance with3

i Appendix B for the past two years and in your response to this letter provide
tka-

those steps you have taken to address and correct any underlying programmatic

causal factorgrelated to the noncompliances.

You are required to respond to the Notice of Violation and in preparing your
,

response you should follow the instructions in Appendix A. You should give

particular attention to those actions designed to assure continuing compliance

with NRC requirements. Your written reply to this letter and the results of

future inspections will be considered in determining whether further enforce-

ment action is appropriate.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,

Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the en-

closure will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

Sincerely,

Victor Stello, Jr. , Director

Office of Inspection and Enforcement
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Enclosure: Appendix A', Notice of

Violation and Proposed Imposition

of Civil Penalty and Appendix B,

Cross References: Noncompliance
,

to Report Details
~

_.

cc w/ encl:

E. A. Borgmann, Senior Vice<

President, Engineering Services

and Electric Production

J. R. Schott, Plant,

Superintendent

! DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)

Resident Inspector, RIII

j Harold W. Kohn, Power

! Siting Commission
;

Citizens Against a Radioactive*

Environment

Helen W. Evans, State of Ohio

r

!
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ATTACHMENT A

Control of Nonconformances Investigative Effort

General Interviews.

1

| Interview of William Schwiers

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA&S
Manager, was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated that during an NRC site

,' exit meeting held on December 16, 1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA
Manager, and Phillip Gittings were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding
NRs. Schwiers said he directed Kaiser to audit all previously voided NRs and
present the results of the audit to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated,

he also directed Gittings to cease improperly voiding NRs. He provided a copy'

of a memo he wrote to Gittings dated January 14, 1981, in which he requested
Kaiser to respond to Field Audit Report No. 340 concerning the voiding of NRs.
A copy of the memorandum and audit report is included as Exhibit 48.

Intervi'ew of Lon Ludwig

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Quality Engineering Manager for Nuclear
Energy Services, Inc. , was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December
1980 and January 1981 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for

| CG&E after NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig
said his audit showed there were approximately 500 voided NRs, and between
one-third to one-half of these were superseded and written on other NRs. He
said that some NRs identifying numerous nonconforming conditions had been
separated and reissued on individual NRs. One-third of the NRs reviewed were
voided as " written in error" without adequate explanation given to justify
that comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all voided NRs
and provide a better explanation as to why each was voided.

Ludwig stated that the voided NRs he reviewed covered all areas of plant
operation and construction and dated from 1974 to the present.

Interviews of Phillip Gittings

Janua ry 13, 1981, Interview

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed by,

NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided 7 NRs that were written by|

| QC Inspectors who were in training. He said he reinspected the welds
identified in the NRs and, in his opinion, the welds met American Welding
Society (AWS) Code requirements. He said that during an NRC inspection in
December 1980, the RIII inspector took exception to this practice and found
the licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements for improperly voiding NRs.

Gittings said that, following the NRC inspection, the welds identified on
the 7 NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. at the request of

.
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I Kaiser. He said Gladstone concluded that 4 of the 7 NRs were properly voided
because the noted welds conformed with the AWS Code but that the other 3 NRs
reflected minor discrepancies which did not meet the AWS Code.

! Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at the
Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised and putt

on other NRs, or were voided after it was found they duplicated a previously.

| reported nonconforming condition. He stated that the only NRs he voided for'

having been " written in error" were those from October and November 1980 that,

.{ were examined during the NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980.

Gittings stated that during the past six months Kaiser had problems with some
of its QC Inspectors who were "over-inspecting". Gittings said many of the

'' inspectors were critical of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and
of the Kaiser weld inspection criteria for pipe support hangers and structural
steel. He said there were differences of opinion on various code interpreta-
tions, which he felt were common in any weld inspection program.

i July 8, 1981, Interview

On July 8, 1981, Phillip Gittings was re-interviewed by NRC following the
NRC investigation of the dispositions of a selected group of 24 reports.
Gittings stated that the voiding of NRs by clerks and by SDC Supervisor
Floyd Oltz was improper because neither the clerks nor Oltz were qualified'*

, to make engineering judgments concerning deficiencies identified on NRs.
| Gittings indicated that after a December 1980 NRC inspection he directed

the NR procedure be changed so that only he could void an NR.

Gittings stated that Kaiser procedures allowed any QC Inspector to initiate
,

i a report and required it be assigned a control number (CN). When questioned
about his failure to further process reports with Control Numbers CN-5476,
CN-5477, and CN-5479 written by QC Inspector James Ruiz on February 23, 1981,
Gittings said he directed Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, to void those
reports. He said his action on those reports was contrary to the Kaiser
procedure that only permitted an NR to be voided if it was " written in error."
Gittings said those reports were not written in error.

Gittings stated that he voided NRs at the request of Construction Department
personnel, but added that he made independent evaluations and decisions when
doing so and was not compelled by construction personnel to void NRs. When
questioned Gittings stated he did not know why Walter C. Dumford's report
(CN-4309) was not in the Kaiser nonconformance system and denied diverting
that report from the system.

When questioned about specific irregularities found during the NRC investiga-
tion, Gittings concurred that the practices of voiding NRs by stating they
"would be reinspected after redesign," by transferring the nonconformances
to " punch lists" (lists of items to be corrected by construction), and by
placing nonconformances on Surveillance Reports were not in accordance with
Kaiser procedures.

| -2-
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Gittings stated that Kaiser QC Inspectors were identifying problems at Zimmer.
He said CG&E and Kaiser did not have enoagh sufficiently qualified inspectors.!

This was evident when Richard Reiter identified a significant material trace-'

ability problem when reviewing isometric drawings on small bore pipe systems.
Gittings said Reiter had initiated a Surveillance Report correctly identifying

| the problem and he (Gittings) had not adequately answered the report. He said
: this problem warranted reporting to NRC; however, Kaiser did not do so. He
! said that eventually Kaiser hired two QA Engineers to review the documenta-

tion and they found that Reiter's analysis was correct. [During this inves-'

I tigation, the NRC inspectors reviewed the traceability problem and found
Reiter's analysis to be correct.]

Interview of Kathy Faubionj

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed
by NRC. She stated that Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for
a Control Number (CN) for a report. She is required to issue a CN to the
inspector, make an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material (NR
Log) describing the nonconforming item, and note the initials of the
inspector calling for the number. She stated she never " whited out" an
entry for a CN in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA Manager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"
stamp. When she receives a copy of the voided NR, she marks through the CN
entry in the log with red ink. She said inspectors had often called for
control numbers and did not subsequently send the NR. In these cases, Faubion
said she makes the same " void" entry in the NR Log.

She said that prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records,
had the authority to void NRs; however, William Schwiers, CG&E QA&S Manager,

: directed that this authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. She
; said since that time Oltz has not voided any NRs.
J

Interview of Richard Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he had been employed at Zimmer from November
1978 to November 1980, first as a draftsman, then as a document reviewer.
He indicated his job had been to review isometric drawings and insure that
related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Ccde requirements,

4 . and that the drawings were correct. He said he found discrepancies between
drawings and associated documentation and conditions in the plant. Reiter,

'

stated that heat numbers for some pipe sections and weld data records did not
match. He said he wrote NRs on traceability problems and was sufficiently
concerned about these problems that on October 28, 1980, he wrote Surveillance
Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor. He stated in SR
2819 that he questioned the procedure for material traceability on small-bore
piping and that when reviewing isometric drawings he felt he was making assump-
tions which compromised his integrity. He also asked for a written directive
telling him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate all small-
bore isometrics to insure that there was adequate documentation to allow trace-
ability of the material.

.

-3-
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' Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR by indicating that all the pro-
cedures were approved and were adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code
requirements and that Reiter was to continue using the approved procedures
and practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition-

; of the SR. On March 25, 1981, Reiter provided a written sworn statement,
I a copy of which is included as Exhibit 49.
!

i
1

! Individual Investigative Efforts

|
~

j 1. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1661 and E-1662

Background Information,

On February 8,1979, Kaiser QC Inspector David Painter initiated NRs E-1661'

and E-1662 identifying nonconforming welds on pipe support hangers in the
drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NRs were dispositioned as " rework"
on May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NRs were voided by Floyd Oltz
with a comment that the nonconforming hangers would be reinspected after
design analysis.

Investigation

Interview of David Painter

On January 14 and June 4, 1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises
three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers ~
at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying
nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers that have been disposi-

| tioned as " Void-will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter
indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned
for all pipe support hangers. He said that plan was rescinded and hangers
are now being inspected according to an M-12 checklist that checks only for
configuration and location of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter
indicated the QA Manager said that any hangers previously accepted prior to
design changes and not affected by the design changes would not to be rein-
spected. Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justifi-
cation for voiding the NRs, and now inspectors were finding nonconformingt

| welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter
! stated Gittings was told about this, and he repeated that if a pipe support

hanger had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a
NR for reinspection findings.

Record Reviews

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:

NRs E-1661 and E-1662

Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34

| -4-
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Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (drywell,

pneumatic system, reactor containment)

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that-

NRs E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided because the justification (rein-.

} spection after design analysis) for the voiding was not fully Laplemented.
I 2. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

Background Information

During a routine inspection conducted December 27-28, 1979, and
December 17-18, 1980 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/79-37), the inspector
determined that the QC inspection program for safety-related hangers was
inadequate. As a result of the inspection findings, a management meeting
was held at the site on January 17, 1980, and a later meeting was held at
the RIII office on March 7, 1980. Correcti.ve actions committed to by the
licensee included a 100% reinspection of all installed hangers and restraints
by Kaiser QC Inspectors. This commitment is documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6.

On January 3,1980, Kaiser QC Inspectors inspected large bore pipe hangers
in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected welds on pipe
support hangers, concrete embedment bolts, and the configuration and location
of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming Kaiser and

i vendor welds on 5 hangers, and improperly embedded bolts. They identified
; a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and initiated NR E-2466

to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided with the
comment "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR."

|
Investigation

| Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was aware that the NR in question was voided and said
the reason for the. voiding was that all hangers were subject to reinspection
because of redesign and new seismic safety criteria. Baker said QA Managers
Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner directed that previously inspected
pipe support hangers that were not redesigned would not to be reinspected.
He said that, since all hangers were not replaced due to the redesign effort,
some of the nonconforming hanger welds identified on the subject NR would not
be reinspected. Baker stated that the voided NR was not redispositioned or
reopened. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done because of
an administrative oversight by the QA Manager.

[ Investigator's Note: The statement that pipe support hangers that had not
been redesigned were not being reinspected will be reviewed further to deter-
mine if it is contrary to a licensee commitment documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6. This is an unresolved item pending comple-
tion of that review (358/81-13-01).]

-5-
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Record Reviews

NRC personnel reviewed the NR Log to ascertain if the hangers identified on
NR E-2466 had been issued on separate NRs as stated. This review indicated
that of the 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers only 25 had been issued
on other NRs. Of those 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been voided, and the

*

disposition for the remaining 10 was still open. As of February 12, 1981,
! the other 99 hangers identified on NR E-2466 had not been reissued.
I

NR E-2466 was reviewed by NRC personnel and it was noted that there was a
comment on Page 2 of the NR stating that an asterisk identifies "what appears
to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe support hangers. While reviewing the
31-page NR, it was found that 15 of the 124 pipe hangers identified have an
asterisk identifying them as vendor-supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR
E-2466 were crossed out without engineering justification.

Inspection

On August 25-26, 1981, the Senior Resident Inspector, a CG&E QC inspector,
and a Kaiser QC inspector conducted a field inspection of twenty hangers
previously identified as nonconforming on NR-E-2466. Four of the hangers
inspected had been final inspected, and the inspection records had been
filed in the record vault. These four hangers IDG-041HG, IDG-120HR,
IDG-126HR and IDG-127HR were found to be nonconforming as follows:

IDG-041HG bolt spacing between adjacent hanger base plate
anchor bolt was only 3 inches instead of a required
33/4 inches. A skewed weld was utilized instead of
a fillet weld.

.

*1DG-120HR weld was undersized and undercut by more than 1/32 inch.
U-bolt nuts were loose and one nut was missing. Rust
covered portions of the weld, making visual inspection
impossible.

IDG-126HR A U-bolt nut was loose and bolt spacing between a
adjacent hanger base plate anchor bolt was only
2 1/8 inches instead of the required 3 3/4 inches.

IDG-127HR bolt spacing between adjacent anchor bolts was only
2 1/8 inches instead of the required 3 3/4 inches.

*An additional nonconformance report (E-2857) written against this hanger
was also found to be voided.

| Findings and Conclusions

|

| Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established
that NR E-2466 was improperly v'oided because the condition (reissuance on
other NRs) for the voiding was not fully implemented. It was also established
that vendor welds were omitted from the NR without engineering justification,

i

-6-
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| 3. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777

I Background Information
'

!
' On April 3,1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777 stating that weld

195A2 (Isometric Drawing RI-195) on a 3/4 inch pipe in the primary contain-i
! ment area had been performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed
] a post-weld inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip
| (also referred to weld rod slip, and KEI-2 form) was found to ensure that the
| proper filler metal had been used. The disposition of this NR was to " rework"
' and cut out the weld. This NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment

" rod slip located."

Investigation'

!

Interview of Vincent Ferretti

On June 4,1981, Vincent Ferretti, Level III Radiographer and QA Engineer,
Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , was interviewed by NRC. He stated he had
conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. As part of
this audit, he had reviewed NR E-1777 and the associated isometric drawings.
Ferretti stated that the drawing shows 4 shop and 6 field welds for each
hanger. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod issue slips show, as

'

stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip for Weld 195A2.
Ferretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the drawing should identify
particular filler metal used for each weld, but he was unable to ascertain
what filler metal was used. Ferretti stated the discrepancy identified
in the NR was correct, and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned.
Ferretti stated that in his opinion this NR was improperly voided.

Interview of Floyd Oltz
i

On June 4, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777, the weld data sheets (KEI-1),
and weld rod issue slips (KEI-2). He said that his review indicated that the'

NR had been improperly voided. Oltz stated that the disposition " rod slip
located" was improper, because the rod slip used to justify the voiding of

,

the NR does not specifically identify the weld in which the weld rod was used.I

Oltz said he found nothing in the records associated with this weld to justify
the voiding of the NR, and could not explain his voiding.

Record Reviews

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition of
this NR:

NR E-1777
Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 (Reactor Isolation System)
KEI-2 forms 111515,139801,126964,126963,126960,174535, and 174534

-7-
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Inspection

Inspection indicated that his was a socket weld on a small bore line.
Documentation was inadequate.

Findings and Conclusions

I Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
| there was no justification for the voiding of NR E-1777 because there was no

rod issue slip (KEI-2) in the weld data package for Weld 195A2.'

4. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-21914

| Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter to report
that the consumable insert in a weld in the Closed Cooling Water System was

i not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue
slip (KEI-2) for the consumable insert in weld WR-523 on Drawing PSK WR-9.
Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at
the original copy of the KEI-2 form. The initial disposition of this report
was " accept as is" with the reason given that all consumable inserts are
purchased as Class I (safety-related) traceable materials. The NR was closed
on November 8,1979, and was reopened after the Authorized Nuclear Inspector
(ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7, 1980.

On February 19, 1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was
redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. NR E-2191, Revision 1, was voided
on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, with a comment that the weld rod issue
slip had been found. Ti -- ? - ri o M: w 4-1 " _.-; M x~a aa

n a w w ..; ;= -- 2 : E q - ' ---: y

Investigation

Interview of Richard L. Reiter
|

| On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that on' November 2, 1981, he initiated NR
E-2191 after he observed that Kaiser weld data form (KEI-1) No. 23037 for
Weld WR-523 did not have a heat number for the consumable insert that was
used. Reiter stated he checked the weld rod issue form, Kaiser warehouse
files, and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms, and found no record
of the heat number. Reiter stated that if any entries were found on any of
the weld rod issue forms, these entries were false and were made after
November 2, 1979.

On March 25, 1981, Feiter provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 49.

8--
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Interview of Floyd Oltz

'

On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found no heat*

number for the consumable insert on Weld WR-523. The NR was disp:sitioned by
Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because all consumable
inserts are purcha:ed as Class I nuclear grade material. Oltz stated that the
ANI disapproved this d':pe-ition on January 7, 1980. This NR was voided on'

1 February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. Oltz
! stated that he voided NR E-2191, Revision 1, on February 22, 1980, with a
i comment that a weld rod issue slip,with a heat number for the consumable
' insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham had found the rod slip for

the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert.
i

Interview of Arch Lanham

On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the Construction Department-

; at Zimmer. Lanham stated that he frequently searches for lost documentation,
such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-
tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that, in the case
of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the
consumable insert for Weld WR-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191

| with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.
.

!
-

| Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however,
; on December 17, 1979, he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the

NR and he noted on his copy, "could there be .more than one ' rod slip for insert?"
Lanham stated there is also a notation that on January 22, 1980, the NR was
still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes, Lanham
stated that it appeared he reviewed the KEI-1 form and original rod slip
[KEI-2 form) and found that he had inspected weld WR-523 on October 17, 1977.
He stated there was no heat number for the consumable insert on the KEI-1 form;

|' however, he had reviewed weld rod issue slip No. 97957 and found a heat number
for the consumable insert.

I

Lanham indicated that the heat number for the consumable insert was marked
in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of form No. 97957) and was circled- in,

red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls that he made this entry on
the gold copy of the form in October 1977 while inspecting the weld. He said
there was no heat number on the weld rod issue form and he called the weld rod
shack to obtain a proper heat number for the consumable insert. Lanham said
he did not make the entry on the form during November 1979 through February
1980 while dispositioning this NR.

t

Record Reviews
;

Kaiser isometric Drawing PSK WR-9 for the Closed Cooling Water System was
,

t reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld WR-523. The Kaiser KEI-1 form shows
a notation that the heat number for the consumable insert is No. 6059491.,

Weld rod issue slip (KEI-2 form) No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that Heat No.'

6059441 is the only entry written in ink on carbon form. Two other copies
!

1

I

-9-
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Interview of Arch Lanham
8 9

OnOctoberpand8,1981,ArchLanhamwasre-interviewedbyNRC.On
9 A

October {,1981,hewasallowedtoreadthe wyrvruxMEXHXX previously

obtained statement of Richard L. Reiter, and asked to comment. Langam

indicated tha t he would not respond immediately, and requested a copy of

the statement so tin t he could respond in detail. A copy of the statement

with identification of Richard L. Reiter deleted was provided.

Response by Henry J. Kaiser Co.

On October 15, 1981, Mark Albettin, Project Manager for Kaiser, responded to

Reiter's statement regarding traceability of materials in weld WR-K-523,

indicating that a Kaiser investigation had found no evidence of falsification.

Their response letter is included as Exhibit 53.

|

|

|
|

1

|

_. _ .- .-



_

,

b
DRAFT 4 10/14/81.

.

.

of KEI-2 form No. 97957 (white copy and blue copy) do not have similar entries
for the heat number.

Inspection
.

Visual inspection of weld WR-K-523 indicated no rejectable defects. Docu-
'

mentation could not be found to establish traceability for the consumable,

insert utilized in the weld.

// M T 4t
i

Findings and Conclusions

i

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NR E-2191, Revision 1, was improperly E:;~it'M R__ : S: - g
1 j the Meirer Mrt :rirl Er-ir- ";;rd. Fa40<ffgp )7

5. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

Background

A gamma plug is a small threaded plug used to seal a hole utilized for
insertion of a radiography source. The plug is welded in place.

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR E-2233 documenting
nonconforming conditions for Weld WS62GP (gamma plug) in the Service Water
System. The weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification,
and material traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld
was made and the weld was accepted. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA
Engineer, dispositioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out.

~

On January 24, 1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected"
which was initialed by Floyd Oltz.

,

The KEI-1 form was initially annotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld
qualifications, heat numbers, and fitup would be verified by the QC inspector
during inprocess inspection of this weld. The form was annotated with a "NA"
superimposed over a mark previously made by a welding engineer.

NR E-2237, dated November 23, 1979, for the Closed Cooling Water System,
reports the same nonconforming condition (i.e., lack of weld traceability
and welder qualification) on another weld. The disposition for this report
was " rework;" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19, 1979,
with a comment " void rod slip found." This disposition was identical to that

.

of NR E-2233.
|

l Investigation
i

Record Reviews

NRC personnel reviewed NR E-2233 and related documentation. This NR was
voided after the weld data record (KEI-1) form was " corrected." The
correction was actually a deletion of previous stipulated hold points, and
there is no documentation included to support the engineering basis for
deleting the hold points.

- 10 -
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''The following records were reviewed while tracking the dispositions of.these
j NRs.
. .

.

| NRs E-2237and E-2233 V.

! KEI-1 forms 18391 and associated KEI-2 forms
. . , - - -

|
,

V
d KEI-1 forms 2554, 2552 and 2560 T

-,
.'

! [ Note: Floyd Oltz said he had deleted the be U points from the KEl-1 form;i however, during the review of records, no signaiure or date of deletion was
noted on the form.]

,,

Findings and Conclusions s

i
'

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NRu E-2233 and E-2237 were improperly voided because previously stipulated
hold points were deleted by a document reviewer who did not providie engineering
justification for such deletion. p-

6. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5'108
,

'

Background Information >p, -

On May 19, 1980, NR E-5108 was issued identifying a 4-in.-long pipe piece
" installed per DDC M-1108" (the NR is in error in that the relevant, wasi' 2

'

actually 476, Revision 1) in the residual hdat removal (RHR) systes,for
which material traceability could not be established. The NR also reports N

.

that Weld 80 located near this pipe piece was inside of a wall penetration ^-

(M-13), in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped " void" ~ '
on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer-Records, who added a note *

indicating it was voided because " acceptable documentation was found" that
established material traceability for the pipe piece.

Investigation
.

Record Reviews and Field Observations 3 s
s .

Region III personnel examined the 4 in. section; of pipe (pup piece) between
Welds RH-82 and RH-82a identified on NR E-5108 and on isometric drawing PSK

,

RH 15. No heat or identification number was found on the pipe piece. Weld
data sheets (KEI-1 forms) were reviewed forzWelds RH-82 and RH-82a that joined
the pipe piece to the RHR system. One form had a notation initialed and dated
"RI.R 6/19/80" identifying the heat number for, the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661.

| The other form had only the heat number 232661. [The initials "RLR" were deter-
i mined to be the initials of Richard L. Reitir.] The weld records indicated weld

dates of June 15, 1976, (Weld RH-82a) and October 14, 1976 (Weld RH-82) four
years prior to the heat number being noted. *

I
I

| \ \
'

\
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From the review of r.ystem documentation, it was noted that all spool pieces
'were from the same vendor (Kellog) and all utilized pipe of the same heat
number (232661). Discussion with licensee personnel indicated that several
spool pieces required additional pup pieces, and an additionalJ feet of
pipe had been procured from the vendor expressly for pup piecer production. <,

A Kellog packing list and site " material received" report indicate that
,. this pipe also was of heat number 232661. The pipe had been received on
~

s site, and portions of the pipe had been sent to the pipe fabrication shop
(on site) prior to the date of pup piece fit-up..,

While no single document absolutely established that the pup piece came from
the vendor pipe, it was specifically intended for such use, was onsite and
was sent to the pipe fabrication shop for pup piece manufacture.

Re-Interview of Richard Reiter A-

Richard Reiter was re-interviewed by NRC on October 6, 1981. He was shown
records relating to NR E-5108, including the KEI-1 form annotated with heat
number 232661, his initials, and the date June 19, 1980. He stated his
review had indicated that the heat number was correct, based on available
documentation and discussion with a warehouseman who was familiar with the
shipment of pipe intended for pup pieces. Reiter stated that he had not
been asked to note the particular heat number or been coerced in any way,
and he believed the notation to be correct.

\ Region Ill ' personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:

DDC-M-476
,DDC-M-1108
NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980
KEI- 1 fo rm No . 48 26 , "' ' .. _ ,, 2 ; , m ',
KEI-1 form No. 1852
Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System, Inspection Plan No. RH-15, dated June 16, 1976
Kellog spool sheet #1935-2561
Kellog packing list 98-W dated April 9, 1976,

daterial received report dated April 28, 1976.%

_

,
Insnection

Inspection of the pipe piece indicated that there was no identifying heat
,

number evident on the pipe. Regarding the second item of the report, the
. concern was that the weld was in a penetration, and thus unaccessable for

required inservice inspection. The weld is accessable for inservice
m inspection.

Findings and Conclusions

* Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that NR E-5108 was improperly voided. While investiga-
tico indicated some evidence that the heat number for the pup piece may

x .

- 12 -.

(<

. t. \
- .. . - - -



_ _. .

A

,- DRAFT 4 10/14/81,

.

be correct, the steps reached to make that conclusion should have been
documented and reviewed by the Material Review Board as provided by the
NR procedure.

|
7. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2836

Background Information

On June 22,1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Bakeg
after an audit by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., indicated there was ; % ._7 A
no final weld radiograph for Weld WS737 (service water system). There was a;

comment in the " Description of Nonconformance" section of the NR stating that
the only radiograph available was an "information shot of the root layer" of
the weld "now buried underground". The NR was dispositioned " accept as is",

'

on October 24, 1980, because the weld data form (KEI-1) reported that the
final weld had been radiographed and accepted by Kaiser personnel on April 5,
1976.

This form indicated review and approval of the final radiograph by the
Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is"
disposition of NR E-2836 was initially rejected by the ANI on November 7,
1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on
the KEI-1 form entry showing that a final review of the film was performed
by the ANI. The NR E-2836 was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment
"see Revision 1 for new disposition." There is a comment on the original
NR which says " Void stamp in error - Rev. I cancell.ed when ANI accepted
disposition on 11/11/80." NR E-2836, Revision 1, shows the same nonconform-
ing item with the disposition to " accept as is" and the NR is signed by the
appropriate members of the Material Review Board. Both the original NR and
Revision 1 were closed on November 13, 1980.

Welds WS737 and WS739 are welds on a thirty-inch service water line which
has been in use for several years. The line is Sargent & Lundy Class "C"
piping. The ASME Code requires nondestructive examination of such lines,
but the method of examination is at the option of the " owner". Either
liquid penetrant, magnetic particle, or radiographic testing would meet
Code requirements. Sargent & Lundy specification H-2256 requires radio-
graphy for all Class "C" welds on piping 4 inches and over in diameter.

Similarly, on March 19,1980, NR E-2596 was written by Floyd Oltz to docu-
ment that a final weld radiograph or reader sheet for weld '13739 could not
be located. The NR indicates that the KEI-I weld history form shows appro-
riate inspector stamps for radiography having been performed, and the ANI
has initiated the form to indicate radiograph review and acceptance. All
of the various parties in the Material Review Board and the ANI concurred
in the " accept-as-is" disposition, and the NR was closed on April 16, 1980.
(The accept-as-is" disposition means that the information on the KEI-I form
was accepted as objective evidence that the inspection had been performed
was was acceptable).

- 13 -
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Investigation

j Interview of Rex Baker

On June 4, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 afteri

j an audit found that there was no radiograph of completed Weld WS737. Baker
stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction Department,a

! who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on entries on the weld
| data form. (It should be noted that the proposed disposition require 1 MRB
j approval). The form indicates a final radiograph of this weld was performed

on April 5, 1976, and was accepted by both a Kaiser welding engineer and the,

ANI on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him and he told
Lanham the disposition of " accept as is" was contrary to ASME Code require-:

ments because there was no final radiograph of the weld. Baker said he
told Lanham that an entry in a KEI-1 form was insufficient evidence that
the weld had been radiographed.

Baker stated he is a qualified Level III Radiographer and that he had previously
reviewed the Kaiser radiographic report and the accompanying film dated
April 17, 1976. He said he told Lanham the film was an "information shot" of
the root layer pass and not a radiograph of the final weld. Baker said Lanham
indicated the disposition was correct because the radiograph review block on
the KEI-1 form was checked and if QA did not have the film he could care less.
Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to excavate the weld
and radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall would never let us
dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" yet
he knew there was no radiograph in the record for the final weld.

Baker stated that on November 7, 1980, Lowell Burton, the site ANI, rejected
the disposition on NR E-2836 but later rescinded the rejection and agreed with
the " accept as is" disposition based on the KEI-1 form (and his own log) entry
that the final review had been performed by the ANI. Baker said the NR was
finally dispositioned as " accept as is".

Interview of Lowell Burton

On June 5,1981, Lowell Burton, ANI for Hartford Steam Boiler and In::urance
Company, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that after reviewing NR E-2836
he erroneously accepted the disposition of the NR on November 11, 1980.

Burton said he had reviewed the record radiographs for Weld WS737 and found
there was no radiograph of the final weld. He stated he has directed CG&E to,

! reopen the NR. Burton stated he based his previous acceptance on a review
I of the weld data form and his personal notes showing that on April 15, 1976,

he reviewed the final weld radiograph and found it to be acceptable. Burton
indicated that during 1976 he reviewed up to 100 radiographs per day and
could have mistakenly entered in his notebook or on the KEI-1 form that he
had reviewed the final weld radiograph for Weld WS737.

i

! - 14 -
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Record Review,

i

i Region III personnel reviewed NR E-2596 and NR E-2836 and associa documenta-
i tion, including the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examinatio - accompanyfng
j radiograph. There was no final radiograph for Weld WS737syy ,4fg7 j(

! NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.
I

! KEI-1 forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976
t
!
; NDE request log for system WS-1
,

NR E-2596

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report, dated April 15, 1976
(and accompanying radiographic film packet)

KEI-1 forms for both welds WS-737 and WS-739 indicate (by inspector stamp
and date/ initials and date by the ANI) that a final radiograph of each weld
was performed, reviewed, and found acceptable. The Nondestructive Request
Log also indicates that an acceptable final radiograph had been performed
and reviewed in both cases.

Inspection

Visual inspection of weld WS-737, which is a ssable in a pipe chase area
(the pipe is below ground level but acces e in the pipe chase) did not
reveal any defects. t!EEaiD f - - & d WS-739 is not accessable. 4

*Findings and Conclusions

NR E-2836 may bave been incorrectly dispositioned. Weld WS-737 is a butt weld
on a 30 inch Class "C" piping system. S&L specification requires radiography
for all Class "C" welds on piping 4" and over in diameter. A final weld radio-
graph could not be located; however, there was some evidence a final radiograph
of the weld had been made. The ASME Code requires nondestructive examination
of such a line but the method of NDE is at the option of the owner. Visual
examination of the weld by NRC did not reveal any defects.

8. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2996

Background Information

On February 2,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Sopervisor, initiated
NR E-2996, Revision 1, reporting that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers
Serial Nos. 001, 003, 007, 0011, and 0012, were found to have a lack of
penetration at the backing ring (i.e., split backing ring). However, the
rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located
in the suppression pool main st'am relief system. The NR was dispositionede
on February 9,1981, as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction
Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing
ring does not affect the integrity of the weld.

- 15 -
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The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), took exception
to this disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically,

examined. On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically>

; examined and found acceptable with the exception of No. 007. S&L dispositioned
; the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007, indicating that additional

data was required to resolve No. 007 because it was not ultrasonically tested as
directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed with S&L's disposition
and grauted conditional approval of the disposition of the NR in March 1981.

4

! NR E-2996, Revision 1, was dispositioned as closed on March 17, 1981. This NR
~

was closed without any evidence that the required additional examination of
! T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed.

Investigation
i

Interview of Rex Baker

On June 3,1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.4

He stated that he wrote NR E-2996, Revision 1, on February 2,1981, and that
it was improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher'

No. 007 was not ultrasonically examined as directe by S&L. Baker said the.

, NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Do Control office on March 17,
' 1981. Baker related that he learned from NRC 996, Revision 1, was closed, se

after which he initiated NR E-3172 (which references E-2996 and addresses the ;

issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in NR '

E-2996).
|

|
Interview of Floyd Oltz

1

; On June 3, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Revision 1, was initiated by Baker on
February 2, 1981, for nonconforming welds on T-Quenchers. Oltz stated
that S&L directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish
their acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencher No. 007 could not
be ultrasonically examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable,
with the exception of T-Quencher No. 007.

,

Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, who read the initial
disposition of " accept as is" on the NR and did not read the exceptions placed
in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-engineer. Oltz said

'
Faubion mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the condition was " acceptc

as is" when in fact S&L had only granted partial acceptance. Oltz concluded
this NR was improperly closed due to a clerical error.

Interview of Kathy Faubion
|

On June 4, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller was interviewed by NRC.!

She stated she closed NR E-2996, Revision 1, on March 17, 1981, because the
top of the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is."
Faubion said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in
the " Disposition" column. Faubion stated that in May 1981 Rex Baker told her
she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR E-3172
documenting the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

,

- 16 -
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Record Review
i

Region III personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR,

; E-2996, Revision 1. The deficiency, (i.e., split backing ring) is permissible
i under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the condition was not nonconforming.

However, an ultrasonic examination was performed to verify the location of the
split to be in the backing ring and not in the weld. Records indicated that
on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrasonically examined3

(with the exception of Quencher No. 007) and found to be acceptable. It.,

! appeared that further ultrasonic testing (UT) or other nondestructive examina-
'

tion should have been conducted on T-Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,.

Revision 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981, without examining
T-Quencher No. 007.

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:

NRs E-3172, dated May 11, 1981, and E-2996, Revision 1

Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated
February 14, 1981

Sargent & Lundy Engineers, meno dated March 5, 1981

KEI-1 form for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011, and 012

Inspection

The weld on T-Quencher 007 was visually inspected by NRC personnel, and it
appears to be acceptable. The licensee has accepted this weld based on a
re-evaluation of the origional weld radiography. The equipment appears to
be acceptable.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and review of radiographs
by RIII personnel, it was established that this NR was improperly closed on
March 17, 1981, because the required ultrasonic testing of T-Quencher No. 007
was not performed.

9. Disposition of Report CN-5122

Background Information

| On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe wrote report CN-5122
following the initiation of Surveillance Report (SR) 2800 reporting that thei

'

flexible outer coating of conduit installed in the Containment Building was
splitting for an unknown reason. This report was not assigned a NR number,
yet it was voided on January 2, 1981, with the comment "see attached Sur-
veillance Report No. 2800." SR 2800 was the report used to generate the,

| report.
i

!
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Investination,
4

: Interview of Steven Burke>

i

f On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
j Burke stated that the nonconforming items listed in report CN-5122 " covering

splitting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building",

still existed. Burke indicated that he concurred with Priebe's report that
this problem was serious and warranted the issuance of an NR. Burke said

1 Priebe's report was not written in error, as he identified the same problem' at the same locations identified by Priebe.

Record Reviews

Kaiser QA SR 2800 dated June 11, 1981, indicates that on October 9, 1980,
the outer coating of flexible conduit used in the containment area was
splitting for unknown reasons. The corrective action statement in the SR
states the deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting
to the NRC. Also included in the corrective action section of the SR are
comments that reports CN-5122 and CN-5196 were voided in lieu of this SR.
The " corrective action verified" section of the SR is stamped " nonapplicable"
and dated October 14, 1980. An October 15, 1981, a memorandum attached to
the SR from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E) to the Kaiser QA Manager indicates that
in Ehas' opinion this matter did not warrant reporting to the NRC.

1
i Equipment Review

The conduit flexable covering deficiencies documented in the subject report,

were reviewed by RIII personnel. The flexable watertight covering (flex),

provides only a mech' nical barrier, or protection against inadvertant damage,t

a

for the conduit. The sole importance of the cracking covering is that it
should be assured that the coverings not fall off and clog pumps or drains
during an accident sequence.

It appears that the nonconformance report should not have been voided,
however, the issue has little significance. The licensee is presently

j evaluating taping of those areas where the flex covering has deteriorated.

i Findings and Conclusions

|

| Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
j it was established that reports CN-5122 & CN-5196 were improperly voided,
l The SR used to initiate the reports was apparently used later as justi-

fication to void the reports. These reports were never introduced into
the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. The Kaiser nonconformance
reporting procedure was not followed and this report was misfiled in the

| " Inspection Report" file. Apparently report CN-5196 was dispositioned
'

in the same manner. Hold points were deleted by a document reviewer who
did not provide engineering justification.

.
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10. Disposition of Report NRC-0001

i Background Information

| On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated a report (given
| identifer NRC-0001 for this investigation report) identifying nonconforming
" welds on drywell steel in the primary containment. Ruiz described the

nonconforming condition as an electrode weave exceeding 3/4 in. The report
was not assigned a CN or NR number. The report had a comment written in
the " Disposition" section stating it was "sent back with no reply." This
report was provided to NRC by Inspector Ruiz.

,

;

j Investigation

; Interview of James Ruiz

! On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.<

He stated that on February 11, 1981, he performed an inspection of a beam located
in the Primary Containment Building and noted a nonconforming condition on a'

weld. Ruiz stated he wrote a report on this condition and submitted it to his
supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to Rex Baker,
Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred.

Ruiz stated that the next day Baker informed his Phillip Gittings, the QA
' Manager had returned the report saying that inspectors were not to write a

report against a procedural violation. The report was then returned to him,
without assignment of a CN. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings'
decision prohibitfog inspectors from writing reports against procedural
violations. He said the welding procedures delineated the welding speci-
fications, parameters, dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging
whether a weld is acceptable.

On February 25, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement, a copy of which is
i included as Exhibit 43.
!

Interview of Phillip Norman

On June 3, 1981, Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed byt

| NRC. He stated that on this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the-

Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel Beam 81.
Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld on Beam 81
exceeded 3/4 in.

Record Reviews and Field Observations

Region III personnel visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell
| steel Beam 81 located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed

an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 in. The weld appears otherwise accept-
able.

.
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RIII personnel reviewed the NR Log and all Kaiser NRs initiated between
February 11 and February 20, 1981. The report written by Ruiz on February 11,'

1981, was not found in the Kaiser files and was apparently not entered into
the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

,

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations, iti

I was established that NRC-0001 was never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance
! reporting system. The questioned weld on Beam 81 in the Primary Containment
; drywell area was visually inspected by NRC personnel; the condition identi-'

fled by Ruiz was confirmed. The weld is not necessarily defective; however,
i it did exceed site specifications as stated by Ruiz in the report. The non-

conforming condition identified in the report had not been corrected.

11. Disposition of Report CN-4309

' Background Informatiep

On January 7, 19 QC Inspector Michael McCoy obtained NR CN-4309 to
identify a deficient weld fitup on a 1-3/4-in. cover plate to beam W32X260
located on the reactor pedestal support structure. McCoy stated in the
report that parts to be fillet welded were not as close as practical (as
required), but were separated by more than 3/16 in.

Investigation

Interview of Michael McCoy .

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
'

NRC. He stated that on January 7,1980, he initiated a report for welds on
the reactor pedestal support structure that did not meet code requirements.!

McCoy stated his supervisors concurred in his findings, and he received number
CN-4309 from the NR Controller. He said that after he wrote the report it was
returned to him without disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding
this report, NRs were frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed
this to the QA Manager's lack of support for either the inspectors or the QC
program at Zimmer.

( On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit 34.

Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-4309
was assigned to NR E-2417 which identified deficiencies in electrical conduit
bracing in the control room.I

During this review, it was note'd that there was evidence of " white-out in,

1 the Specification and Equipment Name o Pr cess col s of t logg@' Asmu z ewy- .
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| Inspection
s

,

! Inspection of the plates documented in report CN-4309 had been reheated and"

j pulled into proper alignment for welding. The installation appears to be
! acceptable.
;

Findings and Conclusions

'
:

; Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NR CN-4309 was never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system..

:
'

12. Disposition of Reports CN-4955 through 4959, CN-4930, and CN-4931

Background Information

On July 9 and 22, 1980, reports assigned CNs 4955 through 4959, 4930 and 4931
were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann. The reports identified
weld deficiencies on pipe supports in Diesel Generator (DG) Room A. The-7-
reports had been assigned CNs but no NR number.

Investigation

Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2,1981, Joseph Hills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified nonconforming welds
while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said he identified
these welds on reports that were assigned CNs 4955 to 4959. He said his
supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred the reports were valid. Mills stated that in
August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger inspection to structural
welding inspection, and a week after his reassignment the reports he wrote were
returned to his desk without being processed. Mills stated that other NRs
written by Inspector G. McCann were also returned to him.

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the
NR system and turned in the 7 unprocessed reports to the NRC Senior Resident
Inspector. He said the Senior Resident Inspector asked him to reexamine the
welds in DG Room A to see if the nonconforming welds he identified were still
uncorrected. Mills stated his reinspection indicated that in each case the
condition that he had previously identified had been repaired, and the welds
were now acceptable. Mills stated that apparently someone had used the in-
formation on the reports to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,
however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original
reports and all copies had been returned unprocessed.

On June 2,1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement, a copy of which *
is included as Exhibit 50.

.
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Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he reviewed the NR Log and found that reports , assigned
CNs 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 had been voided with the comment " Void-NR
not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain
a copy of the reports in the voided NR file because reports voided as "not
issued" are usually returned to the inspector.

Interview of Lynn Anderson

On June 9, 1981, Lynn Anderson, QC Engineer, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he is contracted to work as a QC
Engineer for CG&E. Anderson stated he is currently conducting an audit of
the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Anderson said that on June 4,
1981, he checked the disposition of reports assigned CN-4955 to CN-4959.
He stated he reviewed the NR Log and found that those CNs had been assigned
and the reports had been voided on September 30, 1980. Anderson said he
checked all of the Kaiser and CG&E NR files and could not locate those
reports. Anderson concluded that, although CNs had been issued, the reports
had never been entered into the active or voided NR files.

Record Reviews and Field Observations

When the NR Log was reviewed on June 10, 1981, it was found that CN-4955 to
CN-4959 had been entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined
through with the comment " Void-NR not issued" and dated September 30, 1980.
A review of the NR Log for entries CN-4930 and CN-4931 indicated that they
had also been entered into the NR system; however, the comment " Void-NR not
issued" and dated September 30, 1980, was entered in the log book page for
each entry.

On June 2, 1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A identified
on reports CN-5955 through CN-5959, CN-4930, and CN-4931. In 2 of the 7 cases,
it appeared that the welds had been reworked, but this could not be determined
for the other 5. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the
reports were not evident on the welds inspected.

Inspection

On August 27, 1981, the Senior Resident Inspector, a CG&E QC inspector, and
I
. a Kaiser QC inspector conducted a field inspection of the hangers as identi-
l fled on the subject reports. All hangers inspected were found to be accept-

able in accordance with current inspection criteria.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that these reports were voided but were not retained in

; Kaiser files; however, copies of the reports had apparently been returned
to the inspector.'

- 22 -
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13. Disposition of Reports CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479 .

|,
Background Information

On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz initiated three reports, numbered
CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479, reporting nonconforming conditions on drywell

i support steel in the Primary Containment Building. Ruiz stated that Welds 63,
58, and 3 were full-penetration groove welds requiring 100% coverage by non-; ,

destructive examination by either radiography, magnetic particle, or ultrasonic
testing but no tests had been documented. He also found that all 3 welds
lacked documentation for the backing strips, filler metal, welder qualifications,
or welding procedure. The NR Log shows that reports CN-5477 to CN-5479 were
voided with the notation " Void-NR not issued" on February 27, 1981. Copies
of these reports were not retained in the Kaiser SDC files.

Investigation

Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs and
he had no assurance that reports he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system or that the conditions he identified would be
corrected. Ruiz provided reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated
these had been initiated by him on February 23, 1981. He indicated he did
not think they would be processed properly by the nonconformance reporting
system.

Ruiz provided a written sworn statement, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit 43

s

Interview of Dennis Donovan

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that he had reviewed reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and con-
curred with them. Donovan stated that Ruiz erred in his identification of one
deficiency on these reports,-because a Design Document Change (DDO) had been
written by S&L that eliminated the nondestrucive examination (NDE) requirement
for welds on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement
and said it was contrary to S&L Specification H2174 that requires 100% non-
destructive examination of all Class 1 welds. Donovan stated he had reviewed
the DDC and found that S&L waived the nondestructive examination for " ease of
construction." He said that, in his opinion, this was not an adequate justi-
fication for the noted disposition. Donovan advised that the Kaiser Construc-
tion Department is repairing these and other cantilever beams in the Primary
Containment Building.

Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz identified

1
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nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the Primary Containment,

Building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated and he concurred in reports CN-5476,
j CN-5477, and CN-5479. Baker stated Ruf z documented nonconforming conditions

i such as lack of nondestructive examination of full penetration welds, material
I traceability and welder qualifications.,

,

Baker stated that on February 27, 1981, he voided these reports with the,

{ comment " Void NR not issued." He stated he voided these reports after a
meeting in February 1981 with Phillip Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, and*

! Robert Marshall during which the nonconforming conditions identified by
Ruiz were discussed. Baker said that during the meeting Marshall stated'

that the welds on these cantilever beams were to be cut out by Kaiser;
therefore, these nonconformance reports should be voided. Baker stated-

that he voided these reports on Gittings' instructions and gave Gittings
the original copies of all 4 reports.

Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Mechanical / Civil / Structural QA
Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, QC
Inspector James Ruiz initiated reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479.

f

Shinkle stated he reviewed these reports and found that Inspector Ruiz had
j erred in identifying one nonconforming condition. He stated that a DDC had

been issued by the licensee's architect-engineer that waived NDE requirements
for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.

| Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because
the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction" NDE is waived. Shinkle ,

said that the welds identified in the reports are Class I welds because they
are welded to the containment liner plate and both S&L specifications and

i ASME Code requirements require 100% NDE for Class I welds.

i Shinkle stated Ruiz did not err in identifying the remaining nonconforming
conditions, such as lack of material traceability and welder qualifications.
Shinkle advised that the cantilever beams in question hold up walkways,-

pipe support hangers, and heating and ventilation ducts in the primary
| containment building.
i

; Shinkle stated that he attended a meeting in February 1981 with Rex Baker,
| Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, regarding Ruiz's reports. Shinkle

stated that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis and
perform a visual inspection of the welds. Shinkle stated that Gittings
agreed with this approach and told him to work with the Construction

,

| Department to rework the welds using KEI-1 repair cards without processing
- the NRs Ruiz had written.

i Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the reports written by
Ruiz were never entered into th'e Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
He stated that this was especially significant in light of the fact that in
February 1981 there was an NRC investigation into irregularities in the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system.

i
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Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues
identified he conducted an inspection of cantilever beams located at the
572-ft elevation of the Primary Containment Building. Shinkle indicated
he found that there was no final QC inspection on any of the 27 beams and;

4 had no record of fitup inspection. Shinkle stated he identified the same
nonconforming conditions, lack of weld filler metal and backing strip trace-
ability, and lack of evidence of welder qualification for these welds. In

; addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a visual examination of the welds and
i in many cases the welds did not appear to meet Code requirements.

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated
he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-
tions had been made to the beams to add side plates and those plates would
have to be removed to conduct inspections of the affected welds. Shinkle
advised that the Construction Department is now in the process of removing
the questioned beams.

Interview of Thomas McKenna

On August 10, 1981, Thomas A. McKenna, Sargent & Lundy Structural Project
Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. McKenna stated that DDC-712 waived non-
destructive examination of full-penetration groove welds on cantilever beams
supporting walkways in the primary containment area. The DDC was written in
1975 to waive. the NDE examinations for " ease of construction." He said that
at that time the beams supported personnel walkways only and had no appendages
affixed.

McKenna said, in hindsight, that a better explantion of the engineering basis
for the waiver could have been written on the DDC (i.e., the beams supported
minimal loads). He said that the S&L waiver of NDE for these welds did not
consitute a waiver of other quality requirements, such as visual inspections
of the welds required by the AWS Code.

McKenna stated that since 1975 there has been extensive redesign of the
suppression pool area and the beams now support safety-related pipe supports,
air ducts, and electrical cable tray support hangers. He said that in
April 1981, an individual on site questioned the quality of these welds.
He said that during visual inspections the welds were found to be of poor
quality and documentation reviews indicated that the required documentation
of quality inspections could not be found. He said these nonconforming
conditions are currently being addressed and corrected, and the previous DDC
waiving nondestructive examinations of these welds was rescinded on May 18,
1981, by DDC-2635. He said the welds will be repaired and radiographed or
magnetic particle tested.

McKenna said he reviewed reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated
DDC-712 addressed Item 1 on those reports concerning a failure to nondes-
tructively examine these welds. He said, however, the DDC did not waive
other nonconforming conditions identified on the reports, such as trace-,

ability of weld filler metal, evidence of fitup inspection, and that the
welds did not meet AWS criteria. McKenna stated the voiding of this report
based only on the DDC was improper and he would not have approved its dis-

|
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position. He said S&L does not receive voided Nonconformance Reports from
Zimmer for engineering review and would not have reviewed this report if it

, had been voided by Kaiser.*

!

Record Reviews

On June 6, 1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and asked,

I to retrieve reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 from the Kaiser Site Document
-| Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,

and voided nonconformance report files and could not locate the nonconformance
reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR Log page
reflecting that on February 27, 1981, reports CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479
were voided with a comment " Void-NR not issued."

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel it was established
reports CN-5476, CN-5477 and CN-5479 were not entered into the Kaiser non-
conformance reporting system.

14. Disposition of Report CN-5412

Background Information

On February 3,1981, Dennis Donovan wrote NR E-3004, documenting a slightly
bent bolt on a suppression pool wall plate. A hold tag was placed on the
plate due to this NR.

On February 3,1981, Dumford initiated a report (assigned CN-5412) which
reported that a suppression pool plate bolt was being tensioned in violation|

of an applied " hold" tag. The report states " Hold tag was applied while
Wall Plate 10D was in process of being tensioned. Once hold tag was applied
tensioning was continued until tensioning was completed."

i On March 23, 1981, the origional NR (E-3004) was dispositioned " accept-as-is"
with use of a beveled washer to provide adequate bearing surface for the bolt
and nut.

Investigation

Interview of Walter Dumford

On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, he was inspecting suppression
pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not perpendicular to
the plate. He said construction personnel were preparing to tension the plate
and when he told them he was going to place a hold tag on it, they responded
"try and stop us."

Dumford said he left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,
Dennis Donovan, who told him to initiate an NR for the nonconforming bolt

|
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and to place a hold tag to preclude tensioning of the plate. He said he
returned to the suppression pool, placed a hold tag on the plate, and
construction personnel ceased tensioning. He said, however, as he left
the area, he heard the tensioning machine reactivate and observed that
the tensioning crew had ignored his hold tag.

Dumford stated he advised Donovan of the occurrence and Donovin told him to-

1 write an NR documenting continuation of tensioning after a hold tag had been
i ,ppplied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued CN-5412, and docu-
i mented the violation of the hold tag. He said that a few days later he was

called into the Kaiser QA Manager's office and was told by the QA Manager,
Phillip Gittings, that the report should not have been written since it was

: "a software (procedural) problem and not a hardware problem." He said
' Gittings then said, "I'm going to void this report because we do not need

this kind of paperwork floating around because this is the kind of stuff
that causes investigations." Dumford stated that Rex Baker and Dennis Donovan,
who were also present at the meeting, disagreed with Gittings conclusion and
advised Gittings that they felt it was a valid NR.

Dumford indicated that Dennis Donovan called the NR clerk a few days later
and was told CN-5412 had been reassigned to another report (the original
report had not been entered into the NR system). Dumford provided a copy
of the original report CN-5412.

Dumford said this incident was a typical example of Kaiser QA management not
supporting the QA program on site and being influenced by construction con-
siderations. Dumford stated that, in his opinion, the Kaiser QA Manager was
influenced by construction and QA was not independent at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written sworn statement, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit 51.

Interview of Dennis Donovan
.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 3, 1981, Walter C. Dumford contacted him
about a Surveillance Report written against tensioning of bolts on a suppres-
sion pool plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle,
the QA Engineer responsible for the suppression pool area, and advised him of
the incident. He said Shinkle told him to write an NR. Donovan stated he wrote
the NR and instructed Dumford to place a hold tag on the plate. Donavan rild,

Dumford later returned to the trailer and told him that he had placed a hold
tag on the plate, but craft personnel had ignored the tag and continued|

I tensioning the plate. Donovan said he told Dumford to write a second NR
| against the continuation of work after a hold tag had been applied. Donovan

stated he initialed the second report and called the NR clerk who assigned'

it CN 5412. The report was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor
Rex Baker for review.

Donovan said that on February 4,1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called
into Phillip Gittings' office and Baker gave the original copy of the NR to
Gittings. Donovan related that Gittings said, 'inis report is going to be
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voided because this is the kind of thing that starts investigations."
Donovan said that Gittings commented that inspectors should only write NRs,

,

against hardware problems and not against software problems, and ignoring |

a hold tag was a procedural (software) violation.'

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the
hold tag, to which Gittings replied, "If I was in their position I would have
done the same thing." Donovan said he responded that a hold tag was the

I strongest QA control mechanism on site and, if one was ignored, an NR should
be written. Donovan said he and Baker told Gittings they disagreed with him,

and the meeting ended.

Donovan said that a few days later he called the NR controller concerning the
disposition of CN-5412 and found that the number had been reissued to another
report. Donovan indicated that in his opinion, this was an example of Kaiser
QA management not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written sworn statement,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 3/. )
Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QA Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 2,1981 he received a telephone call from
Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression pool plate. Shinkle
stated he told Donovan this should be documented on an NR and a hold tag

| should be placed on the plate to prevent tensioning. Shinkle stated he
later that learned an NR was written and Walter C. Dumford had affixed a
hold tag to the plate. Construction personnel subsequently ignored the
tag. Shinkle said he also learned that a second report was written by
Dumford for violation of the hold tag which he had initialed and forwarded
to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor.

Shinkle stated he later learned that Phillip Gittings, after discussions with
Dumford, Donovan, and Baker, did not enter the report into the system. Shinkle
said the report had been assigned a CN and the inspectors' supervisor had
concurred it was a valid NR. Nevertheless, Gittings told Shinkle it was not
going to be processed because "The whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

Shinkle stated in his opinion that Kaiser management does not support the QC
; program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is

not independent of construction influence.

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle provided a written sworn statement,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 52.

Interview of Rex Baker
,

On March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in
Gittings' office with Dennis Donovan and Walter C. Dumford. He stated thatr

| during this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a
l

.
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suppression pool plate after he had placed a hold tag on it. Baker stated
he agreed Dumford was correct in writing the report for the hold tag violation.
He said Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right,

to continue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it.i

Baker stated he did not know the disposition of the report and that it was in
Gittings' possession the last time he saw it.

Record Reviews
!

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-5412.:
(E-2996, Revision 1) was written on February 2, 1981, for welds having lack
of penetration. This entry does not reflect that CN-5412 had been assigned
to another report written by inspector Dumford on February 3, 1981, for
violation of a hold tag. The Equipment Name or Process column in the NR Log
and the Specification column showed evidence that " white-out" was used to,

cover previous entries in the log.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
CN-5412 was not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.<

15. Disposition of Report CN-4389

Background Information

On January 3, 1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33 page
report that was assigned CN-4389. This report reported various nonconforming
conditions in electrical cable, trays, and hangers in the Auxillary Building.
The report was voided by Kyle Burgess on December 2, 1980, because the "NR
was initiated just prior to [the] inspector leaving the job. A lot of the
items listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed reinspection."
This report was recovered from the Site Document Control Vault on June 4,
1980, apparently having been misfiled with " Inspection Report" identifying
nonconforming material found during receipt inspections. Although the
report was " voided," it was stamped " Inspection Report" in the block
reserved for assi nnent of the NR number.E

{ Investigation
t

InterviewoffKyleBurges
-

On June 18, 1980, KyleBurgess,KaiserInspectionSuperviso]r,wasinterviewed
by NRC He stated hat he voided the report assigned CN-43B9 on December 2,
1980.hurgesjstatedthatInspectorD.J.Luttmannwasanelectricalinspector
who had reported various nonconforming conditions in the electrical area. He
indicated that he voided this report because Luttmann had left the site and
some of the items had been A und to be acceptable; however, some were valid

I nonconforming conditions. LBurge g could give no reason why the voided NR had
been placed in the Inspection Report file.

|

|
1
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Record Reviews

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition:

| of this NR.

Report CN-4389, dated January 23, 1980..

| Kaiser Procedure QACHI G-4, Revision 7, dated April 7,.1980.
! Inspection

Inspection of the equipment deficiencies documented in the subject report,

; indicated that the equipment was not safety-related.

Findings and Conclusions
,

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established thatt

there was insufficient documented justification for the voiding of report
CN-4389. However, the involved equipment is non-safety related. _ - -

:
.
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ATTACHMENT A

Control of Nonconformances Investigative Effort

| General Interviews
|

Interview of William Schwiers

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA&S
Manager, was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated that during an NRC site.

exit meeting held on December 16, 1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA
| Manager, and Phillip Gittings were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding

NRs. Schwiers said he directed Kaiser to audit all previously voided NRs and
present the results of the audit to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated
he also directed Gittings to cease improperly voiding NRs. He provided a copy
of a memo he wrote to Gittings dated January 14, 1981, in which he requested
Kaiser to respond to Field Audit Report No. 340 concerning the voiding of NRs.
A copy of the memorandum and audit report is included as Exhibit 48.

;
'

Intervi'ew of Lon Ludwig

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Quality Engineering Manager for Nuclear
Energy Services, Inc. , was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December
1980 and January 1981 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for
CG&E after NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig
said his audit showed there were approximately 500 voided NRs, and between

; one-third to one-half of these were superseded and written on other NRs. He
' said that some NRs identifying numerous nonconforming conditions had been

separated and reissued on individual NRs. One-third of the NRs reviewed were
voided as " written in error" without adequate explanation given to justify
that comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all voided NRs
and provide a better explanation as to why each was voided.

Ludwig stated that the voided NRs he reviewed covered all areas of plant
operation and construction and dated from 1974 to the present.

Interviews of Phillip Gittings

Janua ry 13, 1981, Interview
,

,

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided 7 NRs that were written by
QC Inspectors who were in training. He said he reinspected the welds
identified in the NRs and, in his opinion, the welds met American Welding
Society (AWS) Code requirements. He said that during an NRC inspection in
December 1980, the RIII inspector took exception to this practice and found
the licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements for improperly voiding NRs.

Gittings said that, following the NRC inspection, the welds identified on
the 7 NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. at the request of

|
i

!
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Kaiser. He said Gladstone concluded that 4 of the 7 NRs were properly voided
because the noted welds conformed with the AWS Code but that the other 3 NRs
reflectedminordiscrqancieswhichdidnotmeettheAWSCode.
Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at the
Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised and put
on other NRs, or were voided after it was found they duplicated a previously

, reported nonconforming condition. He stated that the only NRs he voided for
j having been " written in error" were those from October and November 1980 that
! were examined during the NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980.
! Gittings stated that during the past six months Kaiser had problems with some

of its QC Inspectors who were "over-inspecting". Gittings said many of the
inspectors were critical of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and
of the Kaiser weld inspection criteria for pipe support hangers and structural
steel. He said there were differences of opinion on various code interpre*.a-
tions, which he felt were common in any weld inspection program.

July 8, 1981, Interview

On July 8, 1981, Phillip Gittings was re-interviewed by NRC following the,

NRC investigation of the dispositions of a selected group of 24 reports.
Gittings stated that the voiding of NRs by clerks and by SDC Supervisor
Floyd 01tz was improper because neither the clerks nor Oltz were qualified
to make engineering judgments concerning deficiencies identified on NRs.
Gittings indicated that after a December 1980 NRC inspection he directed
the NR procedure be changed so that only he could void an NR.

Gittings stated that Kaiser procedures allowed any QC Inspector to initiate
a report and required it be assigned a control number (CN). When questioned
about his failure to further process reports with Control Numbers CN-5476,
CN-5477, and CN-5479 written by QC Inspector James Ruiz on February 23, 1981,
Gittings said he directed Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, to void those
reports. He said his action on those reports was contrary to the Kaiser
procedure that only permitted an NR to be voided if it was " written in error."
Gittings said those reports were not written in error.

j Gittings stated that he voided NRs at the request of Construction Department
personnel, but added that he made independent evaluations and decisions when
doing so and was not compelled by construction personnel to void NRs. When
questioned Gittings stated he did not know why Walter C. Dumford's report
(CN-4309) was not in the Kaiser nonconformance system and denied diverting
that report from the system.

When questioned about specific irregularities found during the NRC investiga-
tion, Gittings concurred that the practices of voiding NRs by stating they
"would be reinspected after redesign," by transferring the nonconformances
to " punch lists" (lists of items to be corrected by construction), and by
placing nonconformances on Surveillance Reports were not in accordance with
Kaiser procedures.

-2-
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; Gittings stated that Kaiser QC Inspectors were identifying problems at Zimmer.
He said CG&E and Kaiser did not have enough sufficiently qualified inspectors.;

' This was evident when Richard Reiter identified a significant material trace-
ability problem when reviewing isometric drawings on small bore pipe systems.
Gittings said Reiter had initiated a Surveillance Report correctly identifying;

: the problem and he (Gittings) had not adequately answered the report. He said
' this problem warranted reporting to NRC; however, Kaiser did not do so. He
' said that eventually Kaiser hired two QA Engineers to review the documenta-
| tion and they found that Reiter's analysis was correct. [During this inves-

tigation, the NRC inspectors reviewed the traceability problem and found*

j | Reiter's analysis to be correct.]
; ;

'

Interview of Kathy Faubion
;

j On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed
by NRC. She stated that Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for
a Control Number (CN) for a report. She is required to issue a CN to the,

inspector, make an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material (NR-
Log) describing the nonconforming item, and note the initials of the
inspector calling for the number. She stated she never " whited out" an
entry for a CN in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA Manager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"
stamp. When she receives a copy of the voided NR, she marks through the CN
entry in the log with red ink. She said inspectors had often called for
control numbers and did not subsequently send the NR. In these cases, Faubion
said she makes the same " void" entry in the NR Log.

She said that prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Enginger-Records,
had the authority to void NRs; however, William Schwiers, CG&E QA&S Manager,
directed that this authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. She-

said since that time Oltz has not voided any NRs.

Interview of Richard Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was;
'

interviewed by NRC. He stated he had been employed at Zimmer from November
1978 to November 1980, first as a draftsman, then as a document reviewer.i

He indicated his job had been to review isometric drawings and insure that
related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code requirements
and that the drawings were correct. He said he found discrepancies between,

! drawings and asse iated documentation and conditions in the plant. Reiter
l stated that heat numbers for some pipe sections and weld data records did not

match. He said he wrote NRs on traceability problems and was sufficiently
concerned about these problems that on October 28, 1980, he wrote Surveillance
Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor. He stated in SR
2819 that he questioned the procedure for material traceability on small-bore
piping and that when reviewing isometric drawings he felt he was making assump-
tions which compromised his integrity. He also asked for a written directive
telling him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate all small-
bore isometrics to insure that there was adequate documentation to allow trace-
ability of the material.

-3-
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Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR by indicating that all the pro-
cedures were approved and were adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code
requirements and that Reiter was to continue using the approved procedures
and practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition
of the SR. On March 25, 1981, Reiter provided a written sworn statement,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 49.,

,

; Individual Investigative Efforts
!

j 1. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1661 and E-1662
!
t

Background Information
i

On February 8, 1979, Kaiser QC Inspector David Painter initiated NRs E-1661
and E-1662 identifying nonconforming welds on pipe support hangers in the
drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NRs were dispositioned as " rework"
on May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NRs were voided by Floyd Oltz
with a comment that the nonconforming hangers would be reinspected after
design analysis.

Investigation

Interview of David Painter

On January 14 and June 4, 1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises
three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe rupport hangers
at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying
nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers that have been disposi-
tiened as " Void-will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter
indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned
for all pipe support hangers. He said that plan was rescinded and hangers
are now being inspected according to an M-12 checklist that checks only for
configuration and location of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter
indicated the QA Manager said that any hangers previously accepted prior to
design changes and not affected by the design changes would not to be rein-
spected. Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justifi-
cation for voiding the NRs, and now inspectors were' finding nonconforming
welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter
stated Gittings was told about this, and he repeated that if a pipe support
hanger had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a
NR for reinspection findings.

Record Reviews

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:

NRs E-1661 and E-1662

Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34

-4-
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Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (drywell
pneumatic system, reactor containment)'

1

Findinas and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that ,

NRs E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided because the justification (rein- !

g spection after design analysis) for the voiding was not fully implemented. '

2. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

Background Information

During a routine inspection conducted December 27-28, 1979, and
i December 17-18, 1980 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/79-37), the inspector
j determined that the QC inspection program for safety-related hangers was

inadequate. As a result of the inspection findings, a management meeting
was held at the site on January 17, 1980, and a later meeting was held at

'

the RIII office on March 7, 1980. Corrective actions committed to by the
licensee included a 100% reinspection of all installed hangers and restraints
by Kaiser QC Inspectors. This commitment is documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6.

On January 3, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspectors inspected large bore pipe hangers
in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected welds on pipe
support hangers, concrete embedment bolts, and the configuration and location
of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming Kaiser and
vendor welds on 5 hangers, and improperly embedded bolts. They identified
a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and initiated NR E-2466
to document this condi. tion. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided with the -

comment "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR."

Investigation

Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was aware that the NR in question was voided and said
the reason for the voiding was that all hangers were subject to reinspection
because of redesign and new seismic safety criteria. Baker said QA Managers
Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner directed that previously inspected
pipe support hangers that were not redesigned would not to be reinspected.

[ He said that, since all hangers were not replaced due to the redesign effort,
; some of the nonconforming hanger welds identified on the subject NR would not
| be reinspected. Baker stated that the voided NR was not redispositioned or

reopened. Baker indicated that,-in his opinion, this was not done because of'

an administrative oversight by the QA Manager.

[ Investigator's Note: The statement that pipe support hangers that had not
been redesigned were not being reinspected will be reviewed further to deter-i

! mine if it is contrary to a licensee commitment documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6. This is an unresolved item pending comple-
tion of that review (358/81-13-01).]

|
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Record Reviews,

' NRC personnel reviewed the NR Log to ascertain if the hangers identified on
NR E-2466 had been issued on separate NRs as stated. This review indicated
that of the 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers only 25 had been issued
on other NRs. Of those 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been voided, and the

i disposition for the remaining 10 was still open. As of February 12, 1981,
| the other 99 hangers identified on NR E-2466 had not been reissued.
t

NR E-2466 was reviewed by NRC personnel and it was noted that there was a
comment on Page 2 of the NR stating that an asterisk identifies "what appears,,

' to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe support hangers. While reviewing the
31 page NR, it was found that 15 of the 124 pipe hangers identified have an
asterisk identifying them as vendor-supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR,

1 E-2466 were crossed out without engineering justification.

Inspection

On August 25-26, 1981, the Senior Resident Inspector, a CG&E QC inspector,;

and a Kaiser QC inspector conducted a field inspection of twenty hangers
previously identified as nonconforming on NR-E-2466. Four of the hangers
inspected had been final inspected, and the inspection records had been
filed in the record vault. These four hangers IDG-041HG, IDG-120HR,
IDG-126HR and IDG-127HR were found to be nonconforming as followm:

IDG-041HG bolt spacing between adjacent hanger base plate
' anchor bolt was only 3 inches instead of a required

33/4 inches. A skewed weld was utilized instead of
a fillet weld.

.

*1DG-120HR weld was undersized and undercut by more than 1/32 inch.
,

U-bolt nuts were loose and one nut was missing. Rust
covered portions of the weld, making visual inspection
impossible.

1DG-126HR A U-bolt nut was loose and bolt spacing between a
adjacent hanger base plate anchor bolt was only
2 1/8 inches instead of the required 3 3/4 inches.,

IDG-127HR bolt spacing between adjacent anchor bolts was only
|
j 2 1/8 inches instead of the required 3 3/4 inches.
I

l *An additional nonconformance report (E-2857) written against this hanger
was also found to be voided.

Findings and Conclusions

| Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established
| that NR E-2466 was improperly voided because the condition (reissuance on

other NRs) for the voiding was not fully implemented. It was also established
that vendor welds were omitted from the NR without engineering justification.i

-6-
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3. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777

Background Information

On April 3, 1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777 stating that weld
195A2 (Isometric Drawing RI-195) on a 3/4 inch pipe in the primary contain-
ment area had been performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed
a post-weld inspection and found the weld acceptable; howev'r, no rod slipe
(also referred to weld rod slip, and KEI-2 form) was found to ensure that the

i proper filler metal had been used. The disposition of this NR was to " rework"
and cut out the weld. This NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment,

" rod slip located."

Investigation

Interview of Vincent Ferretti

*

On June 4, 1981, Vincent Ferretti, Level III Radiographer and QA Engineer,
Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., was interviewed by NRC. He stated he had
conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. As part of
this audit, he had reviewed NR E-1777 and the associated isometric drawings.
Ferretti stated that the drawing shows 4 shop and 6 field welds for each
hanger. The isometric drawing and attached weld rod issue slips show, as
stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip for Weld 195A2.
Ferretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the drawing should identify
particular filler metal used for each weld, but he was unable to ascertain
what filler metal was used. Ferretti stated the discrepancy identified
in the NR was correct, and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned.
Ferretti, stated that in his opinion this NR was improperly voided.

Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 4,1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777, the weld data sheets (KEI-1),
and weld rod issue slips (KEI-2). He said that his review indicated that the
NR had been improperly voided. Oltz stated that the disposition " rod slip
located" was improper, because the rod slip used to justify the voiding of
the NR does not specifically identify the weld in which the weld rod was used.

,

| Oltz said he found nothing in the records associated with this weld to justify
| the voiding of the NR, and could not explain his voiding.

Record Reviews

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition of
this NR:

NR E-1777
Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 (Reactor Isolation System)
KEI-2 forms 111515,139801,126964,126963,126960,174535, and 174534

-7-
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Inspection

Inspection indicated that his was a socket weld on a small bore line.
Documentation was inadequate.

i Findings and Conclusions

: Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
I there was no justification for the voiding of NR E-1777 because there was no

| rod issue slip (KEI-2) in the weld data package for Weld 195A2.
i
'

4. Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2191

Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter to report
that the consumable insert in a weld in the Closed Cooling Water System was
not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue
slip (KEI-2) for the consumable insert in weld WR-523 on Drawing PSK WR-9.
Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at
the original copy of the KEI-2 form. The initial disposition of this report
was " accept as is" with the reason given that all consumable inserts are
purchased as Class I (safety-related) traceable materials. The NR was closed
on November 8, 1979, and was reopened after the Authorized Nuclear Inspector
(ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7,1980.

On February 19, 1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was
redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. NR E-2191, Revision 1, was voided
on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, with a comment that the weld rod issue

- 0 ri; ;; Mete 3-! ";T;;; S:::d yeslip had been found. Ti_ : 4ra -^

-vam u t . .. :: :: thi firp--'* - . j

Investigation

Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated NR
E-2191 af ter ha observed that Kaiser weld data form (KEI-1) No. 23037 for
Weld WR-523 did not have a heat number for the consumable insert that was
used. Reiter stated he checked the weld rod issue form, Kaiser warehouse
files, and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms, and found no record
of the heat number. Reiter stated that if any entries were found on any of
the weld rod issue forms, these entries were false and were made after

|
November 2, 1979.

On March 25, 1981, Reiter provided a written statement, a copy of which is
included as Exhibit 49.

8--



. . .-

<

DRAFT 4; 10/14'/81
'- *

!--

,
.

Interview of Floyd Oltz k

On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QisEngineer-Records, w'ar interviewed
by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found no heat-

number for the consumable insert on Wela WR-523. The NR waa\dispositioned by %

Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because all' consumable '

inserts are purchased as Class 1 nuclear grade material. Oltz stated that the
ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7,1980. This NR was voided on
February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. Oltz'

' stated that he voided NR E-2191, Revision 1, f on February 22, 1980, with a
comment that a weld rod issue slip with'a heat number for, the consumable
insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham had found the rod slip for
the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert. . > s

\
Interview of Arch Lanham '\-

tt

On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kriser Sdnior Engineer, was interviewed by ,
NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the Construction Department
at Zimmer. Lanham stated that he frequently searches for lost documentation,
such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-
tion was cited as the nonconforming condition, He stated that, in the case,

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the
consumable insert for Weld WR-523. Lanham provided his copy 6f NR E-2191
with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR. s

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is'I; however,
on December 17, 1979, he noted that Floyd Oltz haict?ne original copy of the
NR and he noted on his copy, "could there be more,than one)tod slip for insert?"
Lanham stated there is also a notation that on January 22, 1980, the NR,was ~
still not back from the architect-engineer. - After t'eviewing his; notes, 'Lanham
stated that it appeared he reviewed the KEI-1 form and original rod slip
[KEI-2 form] and found that he had inspected weld WR-523,on October 17, 1977.
He stated there was no heat number for the consumable, insert on the KEI-1 form;
however, he had reviewed weld rod issue slip No. 97957 and~found a heat number
for the consumable insert.

Lanham indicated that the heat number for the consumable insert was marked
in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of form No. 97957) and was circled in
red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls that he arde this entry on

, the gold copy of the form in October 1977 while inspecting the weld. He said
'

there was no heat number on the weld rod issue form and he called the weld rod
shack to obtain a proper heat qunber for the consumable insert. Lanham said,

| he did not make the entry e ine form during November 1979 through February
1980 while dispositionic' t h , . Nii .

Record Reviews
t

Kaiser isometric Drawing PSK Wh-9 for the Closed Cooling Water System was
reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld WR-523. The Kaiser KEI-1 form shows
a notation that the heat number for the consumable insert is No. 6059491.
Weld rod issue slip (KEI-2 form) No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that Heat No.
6059491 is the only entry written in ink on carbon form. Two,other copies

,
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Interview of Arch Lanham |
'

8 9 i

On October p and 3,1981, Arch Lan' sm was re-interviewed by NRC. On
9 A i

| October {,1981, he was allowed to read the wyrwxuNMEXXXX previously

| obtained statement of Richard L. Reiter, and asked to comment. Langam
i

indicated that he would not respond immediately, and requested a copy of

the statement so tin t he could respond in detail. A copy of the statement

with identification of Richard L. Reiter deleted was provided.

Response by Henry J. Kaiser Co.

On October 15, 1981, Mark Albettin, Project Manager for Kaiser, responded to
_

Reiter's statement regarding traceability of materials in weld WR-K-523,

indicating that a Kaiser investigation had found no evidence of falsification.

Their response letter is included as Exhibit 53.

.
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volded because this is the kind of thing that starts investigations."
; Donovan said that Gittings commented that inspectors should only write NRs

against hardware problems and not against software problems, and ignoring
|

a hold tag was a procedural (software) violation.

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the
hold tag, to which Gittings replied, "If I was in their position I would have

: done the same thing." Donovan said he responded that a hold tag was the
strongest QA control mechanism on site and, if one was ignored, an NR should
be written. Donovan said he and Baker told Gittings they disagreed with him.

and the meeting ended.
,

Donovan said that a few days later he called the NR controller concerning the
disposition of CN-5412 and found that the number had been reissued to another
report. Donovan indicated that in his opinion, this was an example of Kaiser
QA management not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

On February 13, 1981 Dennis Donovan provided a written sworn statement,
acopyofwhichisincludedasExhibit3y. J.
Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QA Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 2,1981 he received a telephone call from
Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression pool plate. Shinkle
stated he told Donovan this should be documented on an NR and a hold tag
should be placed on the plate to prevent tensioning. Shinkle stated he
later that learned an NR was written and Walter C. Dumford had affixed a
hold tag to the plate. Construction personnel subsequently ignored the
tag. Shinkle said he also learned that a second report was written by
Dumford for violation of the hold tag which he had initialed and forwarded

" to Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor.

Shinkle stated he later learned that Phillip Gittings, after discussions withi
; Dumford, Donovan, and Baker, did not enter the report into the system. Shinkle
; said the report had been assigned a CN and the inspectors' supervisor had

concurred it was a valid NR. Nevertheless, Gittings told Shinkle it was not
going to be processed because "The whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

Shinkle stated in his opinion that Kaiser management does not support the QC
program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is
not independent of construction influence.

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle provided a written sworn statement,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 52.

Interview of Rex Baker
,

'

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in
Gittings' office with Dennis Donovan and Walter C. Dumford. He stated that
during this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a

1
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I Atlegation$S8$U
i

j "At least three sources contacted by Applegate confirmed that an esti-
I

{ mated 20% of the plants prefabricated welds are defective."
4

!
.

'

II Findings $U

i

This allegation was not substantiated. Neither interviews with pertinent

personnel nor reviews of acceptable records provided credence to the 20%

estimate or identified any defective prefabricated pipe weld.

One item of noncompliance was identified for improper radiographic

technique, for which the respective prefabricated pipe welds could not be

evaluateds The noncompliance (citation) does not imply that the respecti #

welds are unacceptable. The noncompliance implies that the radiographs

were not of sufficient quality for interpretation to determine if the

welds were acceptable or not. Improper radiographic technique was not

alleged by any source or interviewee.

Except as noted above, no items of noncompliance or safety concerns were

identified.

III Investigation $U
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BackgroundSSInformationSU
! A.

f
I
f None.j

PersonnelSSInterviewsSU
f

B. .

InterviewSSwith5SIndividualSS"A"SU

Individual "A" who was previously interviewed by
On April 24, 1981,

Individual "A" stated he
representatives of GAP was interviewed.

worked with employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm respon-
He said in

sible for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite.i

his opinion 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by

He said the basis for hisKellog are defective.

|

|

.
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j opinion was that PM personnel told him on four occasions while-

they examined Kaiser welds in the Residual Heat Removal (RHR)
yts

; System they observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe /bieces
i
!
; manufactured by Kellogg. He conjectured the defective welds were
l

not found by Kellogg because it was Kellogg's practice to radio-

graph 10% vice 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers,

Allen Sellars and David Binning reported this to CG&E who told

them not to examine the welds because they were vendor-supplied.

He stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in

August 1979whenPMwasaskedtoradiographweldsonsectiogsof
Main Steam Relief (MSR)(.,,s s,% g.u'0(eddns3rd :n AII's='''"7)

l

pepenggwhichhadfallenoffatruckupon
He said while examining the'p:, /.t.c'pper'khey

,

delivery to the site.

found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said CG&E over-
rufsd
++de PM's findings on this examination. He said they retained

I copies of their reports and could provide investigators with

further information regarding this matter.

He also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, in which he stated to Marshall 20%

of the prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall

agreed with the statement.

On April 22, 1981, Individual "A" provided a written statement

attesting to the aforementioned information; however, he requested

the statement not be attached to this report.

i

1
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; Interview with Individual "B"
,

On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" who was previously interviewed

; by representatives of GAP was interviewed. Individual "B" stated
i

.j that during a phone conversation he had with GAP representatives

he responded in the affirmative when asked by GAP if 20% of the
i prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective. He said he

heard from Individual "A" that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds

I were defective. Individual "B" said he had no specific information
4

- regarding this allegation because he was not involved in the fab-
.

rication of large bore pipes of the type manufactured by Kellogg and

was not in a position to provide information about defective welds

on these pipes. He said to quote him as generally confirming that

20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective is a mis-

statement. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds

in question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" provided a written statement

attesting to the aforementioned information; however, he requested

the statement not be attached to this report.

Interview with JamesTyn2
r

On April 16, 1981, ames Tyner, former Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-
J-

tendent as interviewed. He stated he was contacted by GAP

-8-

I

. _ - _ _ _ - _ . - __ - ._ . -



. .

,
representatives who asked him if he was aware that 20% of the

prefabricated pipe welds were defective and that Robert Marshall

had concurred in this statement. He said he responded to the GAP

representative that he could not support that statement and said.

j the prefabricated welds would have to be radiographed and the

fyneresults evaluated before he could make such a determination.

said the pipe welds in the plant are good and attributed this to

Kaiser's Welder Qualification Program which identified unqualified
,

welders and prohibited them from working on safety-related welds.
r- --

L yner,did recall that on one occasion PM radiographers examined aT

Kaiser field weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent

Kellogg weld. He said this piping was part of the closed cooling

water system and was not safety-related piping. He also said he

was not sure if the radiographers had applied safety-related

standards to a non-safety-related pipe and found defects in the

welds. Tyner stated this was not indicative of 20% of the pre-
l

fabricated pipe welds being defective.

Interview with Robert Marshall

i

|

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superin-
;

tendent, was interviewed and stated he never commented to Individual

"A" that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective.

He did recall a conversation in which he commented to Individual

"A" that the workers Individual "A" was supervising were having

|
L

-9-
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!

a high weld rejection rate on pipe support hangers on which they! .

were working. He said he never mentioned that a percentage of,

the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware of

j any defects in these pipes. He said, Tony Pallon, Kaiser Welding
j

j Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability

of Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written

on this subject.

l ./
iMarshall recall that in August 1979, PM radiographed some Kellogg

3 rtc yr.gs f}
prefabricated p4pe that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported

some of the welds were defective. The radiographs were reexamined

by Kaiser's Level III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and a NRC Inspector,

Kavin Ward. He said Baker and Ward determined the geometry from

which the radiographs of the welds were taken was such that it

distorted the view of the weld and rendered the initial examination

invalid due to the use of an improper technique.

Interview with David Hang

On February 24, 1981, and on April 23, 1981, David Hang, Former

Level II Radiographer, PM, was interviewed. He stated PM was
,

responsible for conducting radiographic examinations of welds

fo'r Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely radiograph welds on
CL

prefabricated pip pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He stated

20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.

10 --

i
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He said on occasion when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld. .

or if a Kaiser weld overlapped with a Kellogg weld, PM would

j examine and occasionally find defects in the Kellogg weld. He

; said in each instance these defects were reported to Kaiser on
i

| the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon
I

-: for corrective action.

i

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a
itgroup of MSR pr.mpe pieces which had fallen off of a truck upon

delivery to the site. The examination was to determine if any of

the welds had cracked during the fall. Hang said he disagreed

with Pallon on this and told him radiography was the wrong technique
3r:r6 Ast M

to use. He said the pe. pes /lwere schedule 844 pipe of 31/2 inch wall

thickness with welds 1 1/2 inch wide which would require ultrasonic

examination to determine if any welds were defective. When examining
st:tsPEtCt

thesepieejyiangsaidtheywouldbeshootingatananglethrought

laminations in the steel which would prevent them from seeing some
s k t !c E*1

defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the 9 pes4

for "information only" purposes and reported his findings to Pallon. f8S'7*

based ** %kf
Hangsaidhefoundfiveofthetwentyweldsunacceptably,however,

p% Act e '-
the p.ipse were later ultrasonically examined and found acceptable.

Hang related ultrasonic examination is the proper technique to
jms rk!'

examine the p2 pes and is the more valid examination.

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting

to the aforementioned information, a copy of which is attached as

! EXHIBIT .

- 11 -
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Interview with Steven Binning-

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, Level II Radiographer, PM,

was interviewed. He stated that while assigned to the Zimmer

| site he was responsible for performing radiographic examinations
i
! of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser welders onsite. He said he

GJ6did not routinely radiograph prefabricated p+pe pieces manufac-

tured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of

the welds on prefabricated p;6pe pieces were defective.j tt t
He did

$;a. fiil:1
recall one occasion where Davis Hang examined Kellogg pipe eeeesees

which had fallen of a truck. Hang initially found defective welds

but he later determined that the radiographs were taken at the wrong

geometry which distorted the view of the weld and the technique used

was unacceptable.
.

Interview with David Binning

On January 19, 1981, and on April 15, 1981, David Binning, Level

I Radiographer, PM, was interviewed. He stated PM did not routinely
SPM n

examine welds on prefabricated p4pe pieces manufactured by Kellogg.

He recalled that on one occasion David Hang examined some Kellogg

#hk$e pieces which had fallen off a truck upon delivery to the site.1

He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "information shots"

of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination;

- 12 -
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. however, after a further examination of the film he determined the

geometric configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the exam

was invalid. Binning said to the best of his knowledge he never

heard PM employees mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds:
1

; in the plant are defective.
t

!

Interview with Allen Sellars

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, Level II Radiographer, PM, was

interviewed. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the non-

destructive examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel
fs.id

onsite. He said on occasion he examined pipe, welds which junctured

with prefabricated pipe manufactured by Kellogg and observed defects

in the adjoining Kellogg welds. He said he noted this on the Report

of Radiographic Examination which was submitted to Anthony Pallon

who reviewed the film and insured the defects were corrected. He

indicated at this time he was aware when one examines one weld and

another juncturing weld, frequently the geometry of the juncturing

weld is incorrect and defects may appear on the film which actually

are a distortion of the weld due to the geometric configuration of

| the radiograph. He stated when he identified defects in Kellogg

.
welds he was frequently asked to reexamine them after the defects

|
'

he' identified previously had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars

stated he was not being over-ridden by Kaiser for his identifica-

tion of defects in either Kaiser construction welds or Kellogg welds.

i

(

- 13 -
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!

. He said the defects he identified in overlapping Kellogg welds were
,

so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the prefabricated
I
i welds in the plant are defective. Sellars said Kellogg examines all

Nu PG4&b'

| of the prefabricated > pipe- see&eens prior to their delivery to the
;

j site and that it is Kellogg's responsibility, not PM's, to examine
4

! these welds.

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon'

S AT L
asked David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg pipe pieces which had

fallen off the truck upon delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang
'

s f6cd
attempted to radiograph the;p@ apes in question but the film quality

was poor and the technique was wrong which resulted in the radiograph
,gw f. < t ;

exaggerat'p
-

flaws in the p4 mmr and they appeared as defects on the film.9

He said he and Hang initially told Pallon about this, yet Pallon re-
5,m f' c , >

quested they continue the examination. He stated the 9 9es were4

later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable. Sellars

stated ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use when

examining p4pe welds in this configuration because the ultrasonic

examination (UT) was a more accurate examination in this case.

Sellars said the UT exam did not detect any defects in the afore-
3put fcc5 5

mentioned p+ pes.

<c t
Interview with Wayne Drafen-

{
.

; raB
1 On February 19, 1981, Wayne Drafee, Level III Radiographer, PM,

was interviewed. He stated he was employed at the Zimmer site

i

- 14 -
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- from January to August 1980 and during this period supervised PM

radiographers onsite. Drafe(+n stated on occasion Kaiser requested
.

; PM examine Kellogg prefabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing

with the radiographers one incident which occurred prior to his-

. tim ArcG 3
arrival onsite when PM was asked to radiograph some Kellogg ytpes

t
'

which had fallen off a truck. The radiographers informed him that
'

when Kaiser requested the examination they knew radiography was

the wrong technique to use. He said they told him the geometric '

S ftcLconfiguration of the welds and prpe pieces were such that radio-

graphy would distort the view of the weld. He said he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded

the geometry was such that radiography distorted the view of the
sfus(klE5

welds. He stated the pipes in question were later ultrasonically

examined and found to be acceptable.

.

He also stated PM radiographer's said, while examing Kaiser field

welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld which

overlapped the Kaiser weld. He said the defects.were noted on the

exam report and forwarded to Kaiser; however, DrafenMr cautioned that

frequently when welds overlap or juncture one had to be careful
Ftkthe geometry did not distort the view of the weld. Drafen- said he

found no reason for any PM employee to state that 20% of the pre-

| fabricated welds onsite were defective.

C. 2m m :.m..--_ _
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C. RecordSSReviewsSU,

i
l

i

1. The RIII inspectors reviewed radiographs of the-following field
3

and shop welds in pipes (spool pieces) in the Residual Heat.

Removal System to identify unacceptable indications in the

welds or adjacent material (including other welds).
,

1

e

i

LiW
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h./,TheRIIIinspectorsreviewedradiographs t following field and shop

; t - Lf ' -i ;,,,t- ua a in wcw or e4s ced ms%:sI
S e;4 t-:. ;' ;_ Munacc blej e +--ie'. dj:__- - ' '-

,

$ncluding other welds)+'
._ \...., \s .. ,,Xs.. .\; 'S ,N' n

-

A; ,6 ivo.ur- -amtahla _ tes e enti e ,ad; ..gi., _;d. i , o v,*

v. ,.

| of rn imatalv - "a

| /
~

r:d ,;,. g;,, . . ; f : : . , -J,,7 ,, c L J , . . . , _

'
ps,

\ -

N

,
% eldSSWeldsSU
Fi

,

Line$SNo.SU WeldSSNo.SS Diameter $U Line$SNo.SU WeldSSNo.SU Dia.$Ui

1RH08BB10 RH174C 4" 1 1RH08BB10 RH176 4"

1RH08BB10 RH177 4" 1RH08BB10 RH178 4"
.

1RH08BB10 RH179 4" 1RH16C14 RH203 4"

1RH13BB4 RH224 4" 1RH13BB4 RH205 4"

1RH13BB4 RH226 4" 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4"

, 1RH3686 RH116 6" 1 RH2006 RH115 6"
|

1RH08 AA10 RH109 10" 1RH06BB10 RH137 10"

1RH078B10 RH140 10" 1RH078B10 RH141 10"

1RH078810 RH145 10" 1RH36A6 RH123 6"

1RH08BA10 RH105 10" 1RH08CA10 RH104 A 10"

1RHOSBA10 RH104 10" 1RH07BA10 RH76 10"
!

1RH0286 RH15 20" 1RH028200 RH158 20"

l 1RH02BC20 RH16 20" 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20"

1RH02BC20 RH16B 20" 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20"

/1

___ .- - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _

. . _ . _ _ _ . _____________
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Line$SNo.SU WeldSSNo.SU Diameter $U Line$$No.SU WeldSSNo.SU Dia.SU*

J

S

1RH02BC20 RH14 20" 1RH02BA20 RHS 16"

1RH02BA20 RH8 20" 1RH02BA20 RH6 20"

1RH02AA20 RH1 20" 1RH02AA20 RH2 20"

'i 1RH02AA20 RH3 20" 1RH02BA20 RH4 20"
f

1RH02BA20 RH9 20" 1RH02AC20 RH10 20"

1RH02 AC20 RH11 20" 1RHOAC20 RH11 A 20"

1RH02AC20 RH12 20" 1RH01 DA16 RH37 16"

1RH028A20 RH39 16" 1RH01 C18 RH44 18"
'

1RH01C18 RH43 18" 1RH01C18 RH41 18">

1RH02BC20 RH17 20" 1RH02AB20 RH18 20"

1RH02AB20 RH19 28" 1RH02 AB20 RH19A 2G"

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20" 1RH02BA20 RH40 16"*

1RH01C18 RH261 18" d 1RH01C18 RH262 18"' *

ShopSSWeldsSU

Line$SNo.SU WeldSSNo.SU Diameter $U Line$SNo.SU WeidSSNo.$U Dia.SU

1RH010B16-25 4 16" 1 RH01 DB16-24 3 16"

1RH02BA20-6 A 20" 1RH02BA20-3 A 20"

1 RH02 AC20-10 A 20" 1RH02AB20-17 A 20"

1RH01C18-31 A 18" 1RH01C18-31 A 18"
|

c

1 3
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| /
A The RIII ins ectors reviewed ra'd graphs of the fo g ield and

,
hope < welds t identify iny unacce able indicafions in th welds

! / /
ca <<and/or the ja(ent material (in luding other welds). /,

,
/ /

!

| %

! FieldSS lds /
/s . ,

/ / \
'

Line$S .SU WeldSSNo. Pipe $SDia 'ter$U \/
/

-
. ,

/ /
/

s

Shob W, dsSU

The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each

of the 67 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either

the weld or the adjacent material. No adjacent welds were identified

in any of the radiographs.

i
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2. The inspectors reviewed radiographs of the following prefabricated pipe (shop)

welds for acceptable radiographic (RT) technique, weld quality and reports.

!

| Weld Identification Weld Pipe Pipe Radio-
I I
? Seam Thick- Outside graph

f
No. ness Diameter Area of RT

Deft
(Inches) (Inches) Interest 1)C Resultsq

_ -
- _

_ ,

1 FC14CA851(2346) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 7/76 No Identified

Deficiencies,M 1 M*

4-1 N.I.D.".. " " "

" "2-3" " " "

" " " ""B" 1-2"

n n4_g.. .. n n

" "2-3.. n .. "

" " " ".'C" 1-2..

" "4-1.. .. " "

" "3-4.. n .. "

1FC14CA8118A(2410) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 * ;;;;;i'a N.J. O.
I

"2-3 No Penetrameter" " " "

Shim

it

|
n3_4.. n .. n

n n4_3.. .. n u

"B" 1-2" " " ""

" "2-3.. .. .. "
|

15 h
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| ..
i
I

.

" "3-4.. " " "

!

! " " " " " "4-1
l [2

1HG47A2f-25 "A" 2-1/2 4-1 No Penetra-

meter Shim
i
4

.. .. " 3-4 "

' " ""D" 1-2..

o. n .. n 4_3

1DG14AA8-57 "G" 0.280 6-5/8 4-1 10/76 No Penetra-

meter Shim
'

" ".. .. " " 3-4

"E" 1-4 ":::;;_bi; N.r: D," " '""
.

" "n .. " " 3-4

1FWO2AB23-85-55 "A" 1.756 23-7/8 1-2 7/75 .':::;; d '.: N.f.O

" "2-3n .. .. "

" ".. n .. " 6-1

" " " ""B" 1-2..

" "4-5.. .. .. "

l " "6-1.. .. " "

1FWO2C23-83-29 "B" 1.725 24 1-2 12/75 L 6 te N.L O-
" "2-3" " " "

j " "6-1.. .. .. "

l
,

.. " " " "
j ..D " 1-2

3-4 " ".. .. .. "

" "6-1.. .. .. "

!
' " " " ""C" 6-1..

1LP02 A127(1622) "B" 0.375 12-3/4 4-1 A: c ert 9 M M. C. D.

"2-3.. .. .. "

&

k
-

- - - - - - - - - - -
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,

. - .

.

".. n .. " 1-2

" "
'

""E" 4-1..

i
~

.. n .. " "3-4
4

4

".. .. .. " 1-2,

t
,

| 1LP02A127(1622) "F" 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 A-- - n L N.I D-
.. .. " " "3-4

.. .. .. n n4_$

1DG18AC823(3213) "B' ' O.322 8-1/8 1-2 "

.' " " " "3-2

n.. .. .. o 4_q

" " ""C" 4-1"

1-2 ".. .. .. "

".. .. .. " 3-4

.. " "..p.. 1-2..

"2-3.. .. .. "

|
r
'

.. .. .. .. "4-1

1FC01B128 "A" 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 A::::: '. : N.E. D.

".. .. .. " 2-3

u4_$.. .. .. n

" " ".'B" 1-2..

"3-4.. .. .. "

n4_q.. .. .. n

.. " " "
| "C" 1-2
| "2-3.. .. .. "
|
|

|
n4_$.. .. .. n

!
" " "

..D " 1-2..

.. .. .. " "
, 3-4
|

|T

. - - - -
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A

. - .
,

t

.

n
4_$.. .. n u

I 1DG18AA850 "A" 0.353 8-5/8 1-2 ".::::::S h M.S.D.
1

.. .. .. " "
i 3-4
4

. "4-1. .. .. .. "

'

" " ""B" 1-2..

n4.$.. .. .. n

"2-3- .. .. .. "

" " "
..C" 1-2..

"3-4.. n .. "

n4_q.. .. .. n

1FC01CB105 "M" 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 3/76 ^::::t ', : M.I.D.'
_

" "3-4.. .. .. "

n n4_3.. .. .. n

" " " "
"N" 1-2"

n n4_g.. .. .. ..

" "3-4.. .. .. "

.. n n n..p., 4_q..

" "1-2.. n .. ..

I

" "3-4.. .. .. "

.. " " "..g.. 1-2| ..

|
" "3-4' .. .. "

..

n n4_q.. .. .. ..

"
"T" 0.237 4-1/2 3-4 3/76"

n n4_q.. .. .. n

" "2-3.. .. .. ..
.

" " " "
"U" 1-2..

/8

. -. _
.. - _ - -. _ _ _
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.

"2-3 No Penetra-, " " " "

!
i meter Shim
a
4

; " "., .. .' " 3-4
{

! j . 3.. 1-2 Aeeepeeb4e # I O'.. " "..

i
!

,, .. .. " " "2-3

" ".. " " " 3-4
i

_- ::::Si: M E O''

1 FCO2AA812(F2305) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 ^

.. .. n n 4_3 n

"n .. .. " 2-3

" " ""B" 1-2..

".. .. .. " 2-3

n.. .. .. n 4_$

" " "
.0" 2-3..

".. .. .. " 3-4

o.. n .. n 43

" " ""C" 1-2..

n4_3.. .. .. n

"2-3.. .. .. "

|

1FCO2AB817(2310) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 b.:;;;bi: g h' r.O.
,

n n4_q> .. .. .. n

" "2-3.. n .. ..

" " " ".'B" 2-3..

n n43.. .. .. n

" "3-4.. .. .. "

" " " ""C" 2-3"

n n4_3.. .. .. n

/f

I

1
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" "3-4.. .. " "

f
a n "nrn $_2 No Penetra-n

meter Shim

" "n n .. " 3-4

n n
: o n .. n 4_g
'
.

1FC06B4128(2413) "B" 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 7/76 No Penetra-|

meter Shim

"' "2-3.. .. " "

n u4_3.. .. n n

1FC0684128(2413) "A" 0.237 4-1/2 1 -2 7/76 No Penetra-
o .,

meter Shim
4

" "2-3.. .. " "

n u4_q.. .. .. n

" " " ""C" 1-2..

'

o n43.. .. u n

" "2-3.. .. .. "

!

" " " ""D" 1-2..

" "4-1.. .. .. "

|

|
" "3-4.. .. " "

1FC298684(2380) "A" 0.280 6-5/8 1 -2. 3/76 No Penetra-

meter Shim

" "3-4.. .. .. "

a n43'. .. .. .. n

A ::t::' r MI A" " " '

"B" 1-2"

u n4_ji n .. .. n

i a n34.. .. .. ..

4..

- - .



5

.~

;.- .

.

.

- .

" " " ""C" 1-2..

n n.. n .. n 4_$

" ".. n .. " 2-3

" " " ""G" 1-2..

i n a.. .. n n 4_$
'
,

i " "
, .. .. " " 3-4
; ;yso14 t,Va. ILA(3WW)

1:;0"7f 2 '. /2i2AG44,i "A" 0.203 2-7/8 1-2 1/77 A e r -- o '. :- N.E D*'
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- _.

,Je*" ? N Y !! 2-30 "'' ''

7
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-
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,
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Radiographs for 206 welds were reviewed per ASME Section III 1971 Edition,

Winter 1972 Addenda and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and ES-416.
.

' No unacceptable RT technique deficiencies were identified in 517 of the radio-
I

f graphs and no unacceptable indications were identified in the respective welds.

183 of the radiographs were made without required shims under the penetra-

meters. Four of the radiogr.:phs were made with insufficient shims under the

penetrameter. ALL of the unacceptable radiographs were previously accepted by

! the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized Nuclear Inspector at the fabri-

cator (Hartford Steam Boiler), the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),
,

the Licensee, and the Authorized Nuclear Inspector at the site (Hartford Steam
i
' Boiler).

The essential hoic of the penetrameter is used to determine if the radiograph

has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications that are in nonconform-

ance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient shimming of the penetrameter
;
,

is necessary to assure that the total thickness under the penetrameter is the

same as the total weld thickness, thus establishing a valid reference for

identifying weld indications. Exposure of an insufficiently shimmed penetra-

meter wiLL give false assurance that the weld had received sufficient exposure

to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion of the weld that is

thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

ASME Section III-1971 Edition with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX, Paragraph
3

IX-3334.4 states, "The (him thickness shall be selected so that the total

thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same as the total

weld thickness ..."

,a .%
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M. W. Kellogg Co. (the manufacturer of the pipe and performing agency of the

above RT) Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414 dated 9/26/72, Paragraph 4.1.8,,

i
states "Wherever required, shims shaLL be used to produce a total thickne:s

under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus

the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shaLL be of a radiographically

, similar material to the weld metal."
|
i

| The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in regards to the radiographs of
i

the above welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, criterion XI and the
1 8

Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 11.2 as described in the Appendix A to the'

report transmittal letter. (358/81-13-13)

The above citation does not imply that the respective welds are unacceptable.
,

,

The citation implies that the radiographs were not of sufficient quality for

interpretation to determine if the welds were acceptable or not.

The RIII inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the respec-

tive radiographs by comparing a sketch (onionskin), made by the RIII inspectors,

of the welds depicted in the respective radiographs for the fotLowing welds:

Pipe $5Line$SNo.$U WeldSSNo.SU

1FC36CA621 B

1MS20B3169 A

1FCO2AB818 8



_ _ .

<

5
e.

.

I

1MS20B3169 0;

t'
1FC39CA621 C

1FCO2AB818 A

<

! Except as noted above, no items of noncompliance or safety concerns were

identified.

,

!

.

!

|

|

|

|
|

|

|

|

b
_
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| 5.8.1 Allegation

:
' "At least three sources contacted by Applegate confirmed that an estimated

! 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective."
a
j

|
! 5.8.2 Background Information

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various

vendors. These items can contain longitudinal, circumferential, and

connection welds. Vendors are required to perform nondestructive examina-

tion of these welds according to applicable codes and standards. Nuclear

standards require 100% nondestructive examination. Where radiography is

required, radiographs are provided to the utility purchasing the item for

review and permanent filing.
.

5.8.3 Investigation

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-

sentatives of GAP was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he worked3
,

with employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm responsible for radio-

graphic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that in his opinion 20%

of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellog are defective. He
_

said the basis for his opinion was that PM personnel told him on four

occasions that while they examined Kaiser welds in the residual heat

removal (RHR) system $Ithey observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe

1

- -
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i spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He conjectured that the defective
!

; welds were not found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's

practice to radiograph 10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radio-
1

graphersAllenSellarsandDavidBinningreportedthistoCG&Epersonne1[

who allegedly told them not to examine the welds because they were vendor-

supplied.

Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in

August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sect s of main steam
de

relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Allegation 7)Ahad fallen off a truck

on delivery to the site. He said that while examining the spool pieces
M

PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said CG&E
4

overruled PM's findings on this examination but PM retained copies of + hest h

reports and could provide investigators with further information regarding
.

this matter.
,

.
Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, in which he stated to Marshall that 20% of
|

the prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed
|

with the statement.
:

|

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not.be

attached to this report.
.

-2-
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5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B
,

}
e

; On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
i

{ representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated

that, during a telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives,
*

be responde in the affirmative when asked 1, ^;I if 20% of the prefabri-d

cated pipe welds in the plant were defective. He said he had heard from

Individual A that 20% of the prefsbricated pipe welds were defective.

Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation

because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the

type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information

about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generelly

confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective is

a misstatement. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds in

question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

5.8.3.3 Interview with ames Tyne
N

,

On April 16, 1981, James Tyner, former Kaiser Pipefitter Superintendent,

was interviewed by NRC. Hestatedhewascontactedby)GAPrepresentative[

who asked him if he was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds

were defective and that Robert Marshall had concurred in this statement.

-3-
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^

He said he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support
i
' that statement and said the prefabricated welds would have to be radio-

graphed and the results evaluated before he could make such a determination.

| f ~

%yner said the pipe welds in the plant are good and attributed this to
_.

Kaiser's Welder Qualification Program that identified unqualified welders

and prohibited them from working on safety-related welds.

f~i

Tyner recalled that on one occasion PM radiographers examined a Kaiser
%

field weld and foind a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld.

He said this piping was part of the closed cooling water system and was

notsafetyjelatedpiping. He indicated that the radiographers may have

applied safety-related standards to a nonsafety-related pipe and therefore

found rejectable defects in the welds. {{gne?)statedthiswasnotindicative

of 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds being defective.
.

5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall
;

:

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that
i

! 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall

a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers
|

Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe

support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned
,

| that a percentage of the prefabricated pip _ing was defective and he was not
,

aware of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Tony Pallon,

Kaiser Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability

of Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.
1

-4-
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,

i .

Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg pre-;

4

fabricated spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported

f some of the welds were defective. The radiographs were subsequently
1
; reexamined by Kaiser's Level III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector
!

Kavin Ward. He said Baker and Ward determined that the geometry of the
'

welds ;f -hich th: ::fi:;;;;h: rrr t:5- was such that it distorted the

view of the weld 3and rendered the initial examination invalid due to the

use of an improper technique.-

:
-

5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hang
.

W
On February 24M and est April 23, 1981, DavidHang,/ormerAevelIIL

Radiographer-f:: "M, was interviewed. He stated PM was responsible for

conducting radiographic examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer
'

and did not routinely radiograph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces

manufactured by Kellogg. He stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds

onsite were not defective. He said on occasion when Kaiser welders cut into

a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser weld overlapped us4h a Kellogg weld, PM would

examine and occasionally find defects in the Kellogg weld. In each instance,

these defects were reported to Kaiser on the radiographic examination report

| and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for corrective action.
i

| Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of
i
'

MSR spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck upon delivery to the site.

The examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the

impact of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and

told him radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the

-5-
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"

spool pieces were schedule 844 pipe (3-1/2-in0 wall thickness) with welds
,

1-1/2-inkwide[whichwouldrequireultrasonicexaminationtodetermine*

| if any welds were defective. When examining these spool pieces, they would

be radiographing at an angle through laminations in the steel [which would

prevent them from seeing some defects and would exaggerate others. Hang<

said he examined the spool pieces for "information only" purposes and
6 '2p

reported his findings to Pallon. Hang said he found fiwAof theAtwenty

welds.6 hee were unacceptable based on the radiographs; however, the spool

pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found acceptable. He indi-

cated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to examine the

spool pieces and is the valid examination.

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning

|
' On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Ievel II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible

for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser

welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radiograph prefabricated spool

pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of the welds on
,

1

prefabricated spool pieces were defective.

He did recall one occasion where David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces

which had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but

-6-
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"
''-he later determined that the radicgraphic technique distorted the view of - '

the weld and the technique used was, therefore unacceptable.
-

,

|
5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning-

.I
; '

t t

| - '
.

On January 19 4964 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radio-f

grapher, was interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine
,,

welds on prefabricated spool pieces manufactured-by Kellogg. He recalled '

that on one occasion David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that '

had fallen off a truck upon delivery to the site. He stated that Hang,

while apparently taking "information shots" of the welds, found defective '

welds in his initial examination. After a further examination of,the film,

Hang had determined the geometric configuration of the radiograph was wrong

and the examination was invalid. Binning said that, to the best of his

knowledge, he never heard PM employees mention that 207,of the prefabricated

pipe welds in the plant were defective.
3

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

i

.

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographeriw s interviewe(

| by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive

examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel casite. He said that

j he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated
~

'

pipe manufactured by Kellogg and observed , defects in the adjoining Kellogg

welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examinatic' ,n

which was submitted to Anthony Pallon who woula' review the film and assure ,

rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was zware when one ,

-7-
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examines one weld and another juncturing weld f--s-...tly the geometry ofr

the juncturing wel defects to appear on the fil which actual
.1

-
distortion $of the weld. He stated that when he identified defects in Kellogg!

i
q. welds he was frequently asked to reexamine them after the defects had been

f
' corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being overridden by Kaiser

for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field welds or Kellogg

welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping Kellogg welds were

so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the prefabricated welds in

the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined all of the prefab-,

ricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site and that it was
34

Kellogg's responsibility 4 not PM's :::p....itill;js to examine these welds.

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked

David'Eang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off the,

truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph

the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique

was wrongd which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiograph.:f th r..L
;irree, . Then Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about thisgfPallon

requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool

l pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.

He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use

when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic

- examination did not detect any defects in the spool pieces.

.

5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon

\

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
~

"viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at th; "- Zimmer ?L;I --

s
-8-
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h . St=ti:: from January to August 1980 and during this period supervised

PM radiographers onsite. Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested,

| PM to examine Kellogg prefabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with

the radiographers one incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when

PM vas asked to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a
'

truck. The radiographers informed him that when Kaiser requested the
t

examination they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said
,

they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-

graphy sould distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry

was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the

spool pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be

acceptable.
,

Draffon indicated PM radiographer's had told him that, while examining

Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld

that overlapped M Kaiser weld. He said the defects were noted on the

examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when

welds overlap or : _._ L - juncture one had to be careful the geometry of the.

situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of no

reason for any PM employee to state that 20% of the prefabricated welds

onsite were defective.

5.8.3.10 Record Reviews

3 h 9:1\os.eTW I
l h = e4 & Y"* ''~nh^% .:. 7 7 - R R . | = e

ARIII inspectors reviewed radiographs of th^o f-II: N field and shop welds C
- - - - yy u - :-- , " ' ' _'3:.' . -.

i gc-1 -f r:: i ''; -i d=:1 :.m mmal Z 7agto identify

unacceptable indications in the welds or adjacent material.(..a *M L h

-9-
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Table 3, Welds in the RHR System

*

|

!
i

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.),

I
,

!,

Field Welds

IRH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4
:
'

1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4

1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4

1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4

1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4

1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6

1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10

1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 10

1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6
'

1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10

IRH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10.

1RH02B6 RHIS 20 1RH02B2C0 RHISB 20

1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20

1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 IRH02BC20 RH16C 20
_

1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 16

1RH02BA20 RH8 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20

1RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 20

- 10 -
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Table 3 (continued)

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)
,

:

IRH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 20

1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20

1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20
~

IRH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16

1RH02BA20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 18

1RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 18

1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20

1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16

1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

Shop Welds,

1RH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 4 16i

1RH02BA20-6" A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20

1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20

1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18

|

,

- 11 -
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~ The RIII inspectos reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the

67 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds

or the adjacent material.

The inspectors reviewed radiographs (Table 4) of the following prefabricated

pipe (shop) welds for acceptable radiographic testing (RT) technique, weld

quality, and documentation. ! ,

ojNYTable 4. Review Pipe Weld Radiographs g .

L

Y. 6 f,A,
y$

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
.

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IFC14CA851(2346) A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 7/76 NID*

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3- NID
.

C 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

- 12 -
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Table 4 (continued)

.

i

l
| -1

Pipe

; Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

1FC14CA8118A(2410) A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 NID

2-3 NPS**

3-4 NPS

4' NPS

B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

iE047A21/2-25 A 2-1/2 4-1 NPS

3-4 NPS

D 1-2 NPS

4-1 NPS
i

1DG14AA8-57 G 0.280 6-5/8 4-1 10/76 NPS

,
3-4' NPS

- E 1-4 NID

3-4 NID

- 13 -
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Table 4 (continued)

.'

i

!

I

| Pipe
!

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
!

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

'

IFWO2AB23-85-55 A 1.756 23-7/8 1-2 7/75 NID

2-3 NID

6-1 NID

B 1-2 NID
.

4-5 NID

6-1 NID

IFWO2C23-83-29 B 1.725 24 1-2 12/75 NID

2-3 NID.

6-1 NID

I D 1-2 NID

I 3-4 NID

6-1 NID

C 6-1 NID

ILP02A127(1622) B 0.375 12,-3/4 4-l' NID

! 2-3 NID
L

| 1-2 NID

|

!

- 14 -

!
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Table 4 (continued)

.

!

!

!

-l
I

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph,

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT,

#

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

.

E 4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1-2 NID
,

ILP02A127(1622 F 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 NID

*

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

IDG18AC823(3213) B 0.322 8-1/8 1-2 NID

3-2 NID

4-1 NID

! C 4-1 NID

1-2 NID

3-4 NID

D 1-2 NID

,
2-3' NID

4-1 NID

- 15 -
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'

Table 4 (continued)

i
,

i

i
.j Pipe
~}
; Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

1FC01B128 A 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

C 1-2 NID
'

2-3 NID

4-1 NID
|
| D 1-2 NID

3-4 NID
9

'
4-1 NID

IDG18AA850 A 0.353 8-5/8 1-2 NID

3-4' NID
.

4-1 NID

- 16 -
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
,

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

s

B 1-2 NID
,

4-1 NID

2-3 NID
J

C 1-2 NID

; 3-4 NID

4-1 NID

1FC01CB105 M 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 3/76 NID
i

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

N 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

P 4-1 NID

,
1-2' NID

3-4 NID

- 17 -
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Table 4 (continued)

,

:

h

Pipe

j Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam- (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

d

Q 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

T 0.237 4-1/2 3-4 3/76 NID

4-1 NID'

2-3 NID*

U 1-2 NID

'

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

S 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

j 3-4 NID
I

! IFC02AA812(F2305) A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 NID

,
4-l' NID

f 2-3 NID

|

1

- 18 -

!
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Table 4 (continued)
,

i

,

:

t
,

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

i Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

D 2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID
.

C 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

1FC02AB817(2310) A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

B 2-3 NID

4-1 NID
.

3-4 NID

,

- 19 -
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Table 4 (continued)
i
.

|

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

; Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
t'

i Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
i

,

C 2-3 NID
i

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

F 1-2 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

j IFC06B4128(2413) B 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 7/76 NPS

2-3 NPS
l
'

4-1 NPS

1FC06B4128(2413) A 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 7/76 NPS
.

2-3 NPS

4-1 NPS

| C 1-2 NPS
!

!
,

4-1^ NPS

2-3 NPS,

i

|

, - 20 -
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Table 4 (continued)

!
!

!

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph
,

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
'

I

| Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
.

4

.

. D 1-2 NPS
!

4-1 NPS

3-4
,

NPS

IFC29B684(2380) A 0.280 6-5/8 1-2 3/76 NPS,

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID
!
'

C 1-2 NID
,

j 4-1 NID

| 2-3 NID
i
|

G 1-2 NID

. 4-1 NID

3-4 NID
I
I

|.

!
- 21 -
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Table 4 (continued)

i

,

.

| Pipe
1

: Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

1HG07A 2\12A(3444) A 0.203 2-7/8 1-2 1/77 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID
,

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

C 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

! F 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

J 1-2' NID
_

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

- 22 -
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Table 4 (continued)

!

|
l

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

i Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
i

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

H 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

11401A35(3529) D 0.216 3-1/2 4-1 2/77 NPS

1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

A 1-2 NID

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

2-3 NPS

B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

. 3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

- 23 -
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Table 4 (continued)

.

!

,

Pipe
I

Pipe Outside Radiograph
,

| Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
|<

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results.,

,

P

IFC39CA621(2314) 3 0.280 6-5/8 1-2 1/76 NID
.

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

| 3-4 NID
+

4-1 NID

G 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

; 3-4 NID

4-1 NID

E 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

. 3-4' NID

4-1 NID

- 24 -
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Table 4 (continued)

i

'

e

|
.; Pipe

i
| Pipe Outside Radiograph
!
' Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

' Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
i

A 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

F 1-2 NPS,

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NID

J 4-1 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID1

1-2 NID

IW01AA193016(960) A 1.411 20 1-2 2/75 NPS

. 2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

- 25 -
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Table 4 (continued)

,

Pipe

i Pipe Outside Radiograph
t

| Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
!

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

,

B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

'

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

1FW31AA193015(959) A 1.411 20 1-2 2/75 NID
i

! 2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-5 NID
'

5-1 NID

i
B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID
'

3-4 NID

IFCO2AB8-18(2311) A 0.322 8,-5/8 1-2' 3/76 NPS,

l

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID
,

- 26 -
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Table 4 (continued)

.

___

.

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID
,

4-1 NID

1FWO1B23835(949) A 6-1 2/75 NID

i 1-2 NID
|

| 2-3 NID
'

3-4 NID

4-5 NID<

5-6 NID

1FWO1B23834(948) A 1.725 24 1-2 9/75 NID

4-5 NID

6-1 NID

B 6-l' NID_

1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

- 27 -
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Table 4 (continued)

!

'

E

i

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph4

;

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results.

_

E 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-5 NID
.

5-6 NID

6-1 NID

F 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NID

f 1HP05131028 A 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 8/74 NID
i

3-4 NID

2-3 NID,

!

ILP05A1218(1634) A 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 7/75 NID

2-3 NID

| 3-4 NID

4-1 NID
;

- 28 -,
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Table 4 (continued)

.

i

|

.' Pipe,

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results,

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

D 4-1 NID
:

3-4 NID

2-3 NID

1-2 NID
..

|- ILP02B102(1616) A 0.593 10-3/4 1-2 8/75 NID

I 2-3 NID,

3-4 NID

t B 1-2 NID
f

I 2-3 NID

,
3-4' NID

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

; - 29 -
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Table 4 (continued)
,

t

,

l

1

j Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph
'

i Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
i

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results-

11.P02B104(1618) A 0.593 10-3/4 1-2 5/75 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

10G01AA122(368) A 0.687 12-3/4 1-2 4/76 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

B 4-1 NID

3-4 NID

10G01AA122(368) B 0.687 12-3/4 1-2 4/76 NID

H 1-2 NID

. 2-3 NID

3-4 NID

- 30 -
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Table 4 (continued)

*

)

*

!

I
j Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph
!

'
Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

|
'

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IRD28CA1010(3491) B 0.593 10-3/4 1-2 7/76 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

ICY 01AB16504(3129) A 0.375 16 4-1 4/76 NID

3-4 NID'

1-2 NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

C 4-1 NID

2-3 NID

3-4' NID
_

1-2 NID

l

- 31 -
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Table 4 (continued)

!

!
t

f

I

Pipe
!

: Pipe Outside Radiograph

i Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT4

i Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

D 4-1 NID

3-4 NID

2-3 NID

10G09AC221(2428) C 0.375 22 1-2 8/76 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-5 NID

D 5-6 NID

IDG09AC221(2428) D 0.275 22 2-3 8/76 NID

6-1 NID

1DG10AC2814 C 0.375 28 1-2 2/77 NID

5-6 NID

6-1 NID

1DG10AC2813 C 0.437 28. 1-2 2/77 NID

6-1 NID

4-5 NID

- 32 -
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Table 4 (continued)

,

|
r

;
t

Pipe

, Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

' ' Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IFC-09B828A A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 NID

4-1 NID
,

3-4 NID
,

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

E 1-2 NID

4-1 NID
4

2-3 NID

F 1-2 NID

2-1 NID
4 .

4-1 NID
,

- 33 -
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Table 4 (continued)

t

i

Pipe,

!

| Pipe Outside Radiograph

[ Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
i

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
1

IFC09CA838 A 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 4/76 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

C 1-2 NPS

C 3-4 NPS

2-3 NPS

4-1 NPS

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID-

1
'

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

! F 1-2 NID
,

4-1 NID
|

3-4 NID

- 34 -
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Table 4 (continued)
,

/

'

.

.

i

| Pipe
't
i Pipe Outside Radiograph.

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
'

i Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Ir.terest Date Results

.

G 1-2 MPS'

,

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS
,

~

4-1 NPS ..

'

/, . , .

E 1-2 * ', NID.

~

'e- 1 1 NID 4
,

(+ *. . - , , , ,
2-3 - NID

H ' l-2 . 1 NPS,

. . .
.

'" '2-3 NPS
3 i.

3-4 s' NPS
,

! . .

4-1
->

'
NPS-

,

i J 1-2 I NPS.
,

| 's ,

'2-3 NPS,t,
'

3-4' NPS <s ,f ' ' ~
.

3. .

4-1 NPS ,

,.'s..
*

,

. ss

\' fi 's i' s
\ ' 4,y

k * '?[\ *y
..

,
*

- 35 -
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; Table 4 (continued),

i
:

I
t

u
1

! Pipe
,

f

Pipe Outside Radiograph,

; Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
i
'

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results |

.

2

IFC12A8-29 C 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 6/76 NID

2-3 hID
s

3-4 NID

D 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

'

i, 3-4 NPSs

4-1 NPS
*

,

,

'
- E 1-2 NID

'

4-1 NID
,

_

2-3 NID
i
I, 's

K 1-2 NID'

p .;
'

4-1 NID
i

3-4 NID

i: F . 1-2' NID

( 4-1 NID
|' ,

~

( 3-4 NID'

--,

! s

.\'

|.. ,Y
,

-

-

-: < ,

. ..
,

'

# [ .
; :, . -

| ..u' '
- 36 -;,
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Table 4 (continued)

i

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph
:

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

G 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

H 1-2 NID,

'

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1HP01A204A(1727) A 0.375 20 6-1 11/75 NPS

5-6 NPS

4-5 NPS

3-4 NPS

2-3 NPS

1-2 NPS

1FC14AA866 B 0.353 8-5/8 1-2 5/76 NID
,

4-l' NID
.

2-3 NID

- 37 -
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Table 4 (continued)
.

I

Pipe
4

' Pipe Outside Radiograph
I

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
}
'

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

C 1-2 NPS

4-1 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS
.

E 1-2 NPS,

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS
.

4-1 NPS

A 1-2 NID,

i 4-1 NID
t
'

2-3 NID

F 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

. 2-3' NID

G 0.280 6-5/8 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

- 38 -
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Table 4 (continued)'

.

!
I

I

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT;

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

| D 0.353 8-5/8 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID
-

IMS08AA10310(3660) A 0.365 10.75 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

1FWO2GB1849(2992) A 1.375 18 4-1 10/75 NID

3-4 NID
f

2-3 NID

1-2 NID

G 1.000 12.75 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

. 3-4' NID

4-1 NID

- 39 -
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Table 4 (continued)

.

i

s

i

1
Pipe-

}
Pipe Outside Radiograph'

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
i

C 1.375 18 1-2 NPS

| 2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

* J 1.000 12.75 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

H 2-3 NPS

1-2 NPS

3-4 NPS

D 1.156 18 1-2 NPS

4-1 NPS

3-4- NPS
.

2-3 NPS

- 40 -
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Table 4 (continued)

,

:

I

,! Pipe
,

Pipe Outside Radiograph
*

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seas (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IMS09AB10320(3665) A 0.365 10.75 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

1FW54AB110057(979) A 0.840 11 1-2 1/75 NPS

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS
.

4-1 NPS

C 1-2 NID

_ 2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

- 41 -
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Table 4 (continued)

!

!

.,

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

! Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
;

| Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

1HP06B420(1738) A 0.437 4-1/2 1-2 3/76 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NPS

B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

D 1-2 NID

- 2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

.

- 42 -

.. . - - _ . _ . _ _ . - _______-_- - -



. .

ZIMMER/000 DRAFT /np
-

-

i
.

Table 4 (continued)
.

,

i

i

.|
!
s

j Pipe

| Pipe Outside Radiograph
,

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
|
'

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

!

IHP01A203(1725) A 0.375 20 2-3 1/76 NPS

1-2 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-6 NPS

6-1 NPS

L I-2 NID

2-3 NID

6-1 NID

1,
D 1-2 NID

| 2-3 NID
i

6-1 NID

E 6-1 NID

!

, 4-5 NID

1-2 NID

t

- 43 -
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Table 4 (continued)

i

i
i

!

-|
Pipe

*

Pipe Outside Radiograph
:

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT,

'

.

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

H 1-2 NID

5-6 NID

6-1 NID

J 6-1 NID

5-6 NID

3-4 NID

IMS08AC10307(3637) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID '

B 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1HP03A1415(1736) F 0.437 3-1/2 1-2 10/76 NID

,
2 .1 NID

3-4 NID

- 44 -
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Table 4 (continued)

I -

|
,

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

,

A 4-1 NID

2-3 NID
i

1-2 _ NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

| D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1HP06C421(1739) A 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 2/76 NPS

2-3 h7S

3-4 NID

4-1 NPS

- 45 -
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Table 4 (continued)

'

1
I

i
1

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
'

,

f
'

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

IMS01BB248(1020) A 0.875 24.25 1-2 1/75 NID

5-6 NID

6-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

6-1 NID
,

| 5-6 NID

IMS08AC10307(3637) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

l 4-1 NID
!

B 1 - 2' NID
_

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

- 46 -
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Table 4 (continued)
4

! .

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
i

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
|

,

IMS08AB10312(3638) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

IMS08AD10141 A 0.427 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

B 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

4-1 NID

i C 1-2 NID,

l

( 2-3 NID
'

4-1 NID
I
'

IMS20B3169(2999) D 0.437 3-1/2 1-2 5/76 NPS

,
2-3' NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS,

|

| 5-1 NPS

|
|

- 47 -
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Table 4 (continued),

,

'

i

i

Pipe

f Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

E 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS,

G 1-2 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

2-3 NPS
*'

C 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

. 4-5' NPS

5-1 NPS,

- 48 -
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Table 4 (continued)

!

!

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph,

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT.

;

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

A 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

IMS20B3169(2999) F 0.437 3-1/2 1-2 5/76 LTS -,

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS,

4-5 NPS

5-1 NPS

B 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-5' NPS
.

5-1 NPS

- 49 -
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Table 4 (continued)

i

i

; Pipe
't
! Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT,

i
Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

1MSO9AB10140 A 0.427 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID,

>

B 3-4 IS

* 5-7 IS

4-5 IS

i 2-3 IS

1-2 NID

C 1-2 NID

4-1 NID
!

3-4 NID
,

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4- NID

IMS10AA10145 E 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

4
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Table 4 (continued)

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph4

,

!

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

|

I

4 D 1-2 NID

! 4-1 NID

3-4 NID
,

E 1-3 NID

* 2-3 NID

4-1 NID
,

A 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

j 4-1 NID

C 1-2 NID

l 4-1 NID
-

| 3-4 NID

- - 51 -
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Table 4 (continued)

*

i
i

|

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph,

; Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
;

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IMS11A10335(3647) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NPS

2-3 NPS

3-4 NPS

4-1 NPS

IMS08AB10316(3642) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

3-4 NID

IMS08AC10112(1576) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID
*

B 1-3 NID
'

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

IMS01BA2411(1013) A 0.894 24-1/4 1-2' 2/75 NID

2-3 NID

6-1 NID

- 52 -
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Table 4 (continued)

.

.;
i

i

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results
.

.

D 1-2 NID

3-4 NID

6-1 NID

E 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

6-1 NID

IMS01BA2410 A 0.894 24-1/4 1-2 NID

i 6-1 NID
1

2-3 NID

IMS11A10134 A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID
|

B 4-1 NID

,
3-4' NID

1-2 NID

- 53 -
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Table 4 (continued)
(

.

I
i
t Pipe
!
! Pipe Outside Radiograph
i

! Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

IMS11A10338(3650) A 0.375 10-3/4 1-2 NID
>

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

IMSO9AA10321(3666) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID

2-3 NID

2-3 NID

1-2 NID
|

} 4-1 NID
|

IMS08AD10298(3628) A 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 NID

4-1 NID
,

2-3 NID

IMS10AB10127(1595) A 0.365 10-3/4 4-1 NID

,
3-4~ NID

| I-2 NID
|

|

- 54 -,
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Table 4 (continued)

.

,

'!
I Pipe *

I

Pipe Outside Radiograph'

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
-

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

C 4-1 NID

3-4 NID

1-2 NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

D 1-2 NID

4-1 NID
!

3-4 NIDt

IMS07AC10149A A 0.427 10-3/4 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

,
4-l' NID

2-3 NID

|

I

|
|

- 55 -
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Table 4 (continued)

.

4

Pipe

Pipe Outside Radiograph
i

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT,

Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

C 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

IMS07AB10158A A 0.427 10-3/4 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

4-1 NID,

l

IMS01BA2416(1028) A 0.894 24-1/2 1-2 1/75 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID

4-5 NID

5-6 NID
.

6-1 NID

|

| - 56 -
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Table 4 (continued)

I
i

Pipe

j Pipe Outside Radiograph

Weld Weld Thickness Diameter Area of RT
,

'I
Identification Seam (in.) (in.) Interest Date Results

B 1-2 NID

2-3 NID

3-4 NID
,

4-5 NID

5-6 NID

6-1 NID

.

Radiographs for 206 welds were reviewed per ASME Section III 1971 Edition,

Winter 1972 Addenda and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and3

ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic testing ) technique deficiencies

were identified in 517 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications

were identified in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs

were made without required shims under the penetrameters. Four of the

radiographs were made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter. All

- 57 -
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of the unacceptable radiographs were previously accepted by the fabricator

(M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (aEthe fabricator (Hartford]

.

Steam Boiler Insurance Companybe site radiographer (Nuclear Energy
'

Services),thelicensee,andtheAuthorizedNuclearInspector(atthesit{
#

(Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company)I
|
.

| A penetrameter is a metal plate with varying size holes. The essential

hole of the penetrameter is used to determine if the radiograph has been

sufficientlyexposedtoshowweldindicationsthatareinnonco[iformance

with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient shimming of the penetrameter

is necessary to assure that the total thickness under the penetrameter is>

the same as the total weld thickness, thus establishing a valid reference

for identifying weld indications. Tr^- r d kn insufficiently shimmed

penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received sufficient

exposure to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion of the weld

that is thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

5.8.3.11 Verification

R II inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the respective

radiographs by comparing a sketch (onionskin)[made by the RIII inspectors [

of the welds depicted in the respective radiographs for the following welds:

.

- 58 -
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.

Pipeline No. Weld No.
!

!
:

IFC36CA621 B,

IMS20B3169 A.

1FC02AB818 B.

IMS20B3169 D

IFCO2AB818 A

.

i

5.8.4 Findings

Neither interviews with pertinent personnel nor reviews of acceptable

records provided credence to the 20% estimate or identified any defective

prefabricated pipe weld.

Improper radiographic technique was one item of noncompliance identified

for which the respective prefabricated pipe welds could not be evaluated.
e

The noncompliance i i+-+ierl does not . r1, :t..g the respective welds arec
' TV w

unacceptable.4 Jhe radiographs were not of sufficient quality for inter-

pretation to determine if the welds were acceptable or not. Improper

radiographic technique was not alleged by any source or interviewee.
,

xcep'. s no1 we<Jb

Iide .fied.
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2

.

5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance
,

4

ASME Section III-1971 Edition with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX,

f Paragraph IX-3334.4 states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that
i

| the total thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same

f as the total weld thickness . . ."
;
9

i

M. W. Kellogg Co. (the manufacturer of the pipe and performing agency of
&

the 9e% % )- : "T) Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414 dated September 26, 1972,

Paragraph 4.1.8, states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce

a total thickness under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of

the base metal plus the height of the corwn or reinforcement. Shims shall

be of a radiographically similar material to the weld metal." g.
2.2

.

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the above

*@*$p#f
noted welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI,and the -

Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manucl, Section 11.2,-:: f:::.it;d in A;;; di A 6 the

a;p;;i + - -i*tel let:;;, (358/81-13-13)

!
!

|

:

|
.

i
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5.9.1 Allegation
.

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn af ter the fact to conform with

,

piping that already had been installed.",

i
t

] 5.9.2 Background Information

.

4

A similar allegation received during late June 1978, was reviewed during

August 1978 and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/78-18.

5.9.3 Investigation

1 5.9.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated

Kaiser construction personnel used " construction aids" rather than final

design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe support hangers on

site. He stated that if a pipe support hanger or pipe piece was moved,

the construction aid was changed in the field without an engineer's
1

concurrence. He said there was no assurance that the pipe was in the

proper location or was installed as designed. He characterized this as

designing pipe hanger and support systems "after the fact" because the

construction aids were used as the final drawing after installation.
l

.

I

r

|

|

.
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Individual A said the systems were not installed to follow drawings approved

by an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed by construc-,

tion and the engineer took the construction aid and made it into the final
4

drawing for the system. He said this occurred because Sargent and I, undy (S&K),
b<

;

the architect-engineer, did not have enough engineers assigned to the site

to draw and approve design changes en the pipe support system or to provide,

i

accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to use when

installing the systems.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

5.9.3.2 Interview with James Tyner

; On April 16,1981,QamesTyner]ormerKaiserPipefitterSuperintendent]

was interviewed by NRC. He stated his concern about Kaiser's practice of

installing pipe supports from " construction aids" or " field sketches" rather

than from approved design drawings. He said construction was far ahead of
I

schedule and the designers were behind in this area. He stated that pipe

! supports drawn to follow the construction aid occasionally did not fit in
i
'

the location they were designed for and were moved arbitrarily and noted

in red on the construction aid. This change was then transposed to the
i

final drawing without an engineer's evaluation of the change. Tyner

indicated that this resulted from a poor initial design on the construction
i

| aid itself.

|
|

l -2-
.

I
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, . . 3

[Tyn@alsosaidthat,inhisopinion,~the;licenseedidnothave" qualified *
,

.

1

; engineers or an engineering support staff on site to prcperly deav|the
. . +t

,

; construction aids to match actual conditions in-the plant. s

1

,

t ' ,

, 1 s s
' i 5.9.3.3 Interview with Individual B - ['i,

''

, .
. ; .

' '

y. \('

r

;, , ' , s
'

(;On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by , !,; ; , ., +c
i representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual'.B state'd ttEt

*

.

.

he was provided with a field construction drawing or construction plan
,

<i,

when installing systems in the plant. The system would be installed and -
.

the engineering staff would be'shown where construction personnel had made ,[

2 changes or alterations in the installation of the system. He characterized
_

'

this as construction designing the systems while they were being installed,_ r

rather than designing the system by engineers. Individual B indicated that

in 1977 Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors cor.tracted from Butler' Services,
.

'

Inc., saw this practice, and directed that it be stopped because it was

contrary to Quality Control Procedurer'
,

; ' ,

.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement attesting
,

to the preceding information; however, he requested the ' statement not be'

:

attached to this report.
, ,

! -
-

-

5.9.3.4 Record Reviews .~
|

_
-

The RIII inspector reviewed Kaiser Field Construction Procedure No. 2-24,

Revision 2, dated May 4, 1978, and Revision 3, date,d November 15, 1979,

| -3-

.
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f4 . t

fl;s - concerning 2-in. and under piping and hanger drawings. Essentially, these
~

,

s| ' ' '

,

i procedural revisions defined how isometric drawings (construction aids)'-

.},

j '

w re drawa at the site by Kaiser Engineers, Inc., based on S&L's design;
-

, ,
' d 1

| ' q; ) 'i criteria. S&L's design criteria were detailed in specifications, drawings,d, ,.
'

!;
. instructions, etc., in the form of general requirements for various classes,,

N,j types,'and configurations of piping and hanger systems. The procedure-

; indier.ted that the isometric drawings were drawn to translate the S&L
. - .-t

'

general design criteria into detailed specifications for individual pipingc
;

and hanger systems.
1

" ' *4

i *- Wheu iield changes to the designs on the original isometric drawings were,,

!

necessary due to interferences from other plant installations, the proce--i
,

'

dure provided controls by which changes to pipe and hanger configurations
-

and locations could be made in the field by marking the applicable isometric'

drawings. Thennaded Juenges cuald . iso includc odditione-1 ::tui-e1;-weldsr,, ,

and/or fittings y
j

_.
--- _ - _ .

he marked isometric drawings changes required review and approval by the j,

1GI Piping Enginaering Departmp hProcedure No. 2-24 also stipulated re

. quirements and interfaces (including QC procedures) to assure chat quality
i

| assurance inspections, relevant to the installation of the piping and hangers,
+

| vould be performed and documented.
t

The practice of installing and modifying small bore (2-in, and under) piping

and hangers, in accordance with adequately controlled design and quality

assurance requirements does not violate NRC requirements.

-4-
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NRC has previously identified other problems with the installation of pipe,

,

hangersandtherelatedqualityassuranceinspectionprogram.g
! /,

_

--

(Theseproblemsweredocumentedandnoticesofviolationwereissuedinj

Region III Inspection Reports No. 79-37, @ - % 6 # ~ * * r ***! 0 # ~ D *
.

: The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been and continue to

be closely monitored by Region III. The corrective measures involve addi-

tional redesign, drawing changes, and field modifications.,

;

5.9.4 Findings

J

,

A site procedure specified controls that permitted the design of small bore4

piping and associated hangers, which were documented on isometric drawings,

to be changed in the field by marking the changes on the isometric drawings.

The changes required engineering approvals and quality assurance verifications.

5.9.5 Items of Noncompliance

s'sa

No items of noncompliance were identified.

|
t ,

|
t

? -

.-
.

'4. .-.
y] < -

i
|
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INTERVIEW OFrJOHN R. BOOTH*

%.

John R. BOOTH, Level II Quality Control (Q/C) Inspector was interviewed

| n February and 20, 1981 by NRC Investigators Edward C. Gilbert and

Mr.f00TH related he has been employed as a Q/C inspector atPeter E. Baci.
the following Nuclear Power Stations: North Anna from November 1, 1980 to
the present; Zimmer from August 1 to October 31, 1980; and Summer from

approximately January 1978 to August 1980.

Mr. OTH emarked that while he was employed by the Butler Service Group, Inc.

at Zimmer, working conditions were entirely different than at the other nuclear
power stations. He explained that all echelons of Kaiser Engineering personnel
emphasized production and barely tolerated the Quality Assurance (Q/A) Program
and its inspectors. In this respect, he informed there was no cooperation
between craft personnel and the Q/C inspectors since the inspectors received
minimum respect and were constantly being challenged regarding their inspection

findings.

Mr.h00TH tated that- due to the influence of Kaiser Engineering over the Q/A
Program it was extremely difficult for him to initiate a non-conformance report
(NCR). He explained that prior to preparing an NCR, he was required to discuss

|

thesituationwithhisimmediatesupervisor,hayneBIEHLE)aKaiseremployee.
BIEHLE)oncurred with the necessity of preparing an

He continued that 1() gav[e him an NCR form and assigned a control number to the
Mr

Mr. BIEHLENCP., he

He added, however, that he submitted very few NCR's since Mr.(BIEHLE)
j

NCR.

hillip GITTINGS, the Q/A Manager) and other Kaiser personnel disagreed with many
of his findings. He advised that when his proposed NCR was disapproved, either

the deficiency was not corrected or it was handled informally, by "in-house"
documents with no accountability, identified as Hanger Inspection or Surveillance

Forms.

-
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Mr.f 00TH advised he voluntarily terminated his employment at Zimmer due to
the restrictions placed upon the Q/C inspectors and the apparent lack of>

confidence Kaiser personnel displayed in his professional competence. He

added that he subsequently heard a rumor that he would have been fired since,

Kaiser supervisory personnel were of the opinion his rejection rate unnecessar-

Mr.(,800TH')signedswornstatementisEnclosure(A).
' ily delayed construction.
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Investigation Summary: Investigation from January 12 through August 10, 1981
(Report No. 50-358/81-13)'

Areas Investigated: The NRC is investigating quality assurance and quality
control problems at the Zimmer nuclear facility as a result of (1) allegations'

received on November 18, 1980, from an ex quality control inspector working
at another construction site; (2) allegations received on January,1981, from
the Government Accountability Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on-

behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate; (3) allegations received from numerous plant
workers and ex plant workers during the course of the investigation; and
(4) concerns independently identified by NRC inspectors during the course of
theinvestigaqfon.

Results: This investigation has identified a number of quality related
problems at the Zimmer site. While some actual construction deficiencies
have been identified, the majority of the problems identified to date focus
on the effectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee and its con-
tractors for assuring the quality of work performed. In that regard, numerous
deficiencies have been found concerning: traceability of materials, control
of weld rod, handling of nonconformances, interface between construction and
quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing work.

.

i
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f

REASON FOR INVESTIGATION,

.j On November 18, 1980, a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector for the
i Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station contacted NRC Region III (RIII) andj provided allegations concerning the Zimmer quality assurance (QA) program.

The individual was interviewed and the investigation of the allegations1

received began in early 1981.
;
'

On January 5, 1981, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute'

for Policy Studies (a non-government agency), on behalf of Thomas Applegate,
requested that the Merit Systems Protection Board investigate the conduct
of an earlier investigation by RIII of allegations provided by Applegate.
A list of nineteen allegations was included in the GAP letter.

This investigation was initiated into the above matters. (The NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor was assigned the task of determining the quality
of the earlier investigation by RIII.)

SUMMARY OF. FACTS

Since January 12, 1981, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has
been investigating alleged quality assurance and quality control irregular-
ities at the Zimmer nuclear facility. This investigative effort is comprised
of four areas as follows: (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980,
from a former Quality Control Inspector working at another construction site;
(2) allegations received in January 1981 from the Government Accountability
Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Thomas Applegate;
(3) allegations received from numerous contractor workers and former plant
workers during the course of the investigation; and (4) other problems
independently identified by NRC inspectors during the course of the investiga-
tion. The investigative effort, which is still ongoing, has thus far resulted
in the interviews of over 90 individuals and the expenditure of approximately
182 staff days onsite by NRC inspectors and investigators. Although the
investigation is continuing, a report covering efforts to date is being issued
at this time in recognition of the significant public interest in this matter.

In a related matter, the Government Accountability Project, in a letter to
the Merit Systems Protection Board of the U.S. Office of Personnel Management,
dated December 10, 1980, charged that NRC had failed to perform a thorough
and complete investigation into allegations made in February 1980 by Applegate
and requested a separate investigation into that matter. An investigation has
been performed by the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor to review those
charges.

The current investigation has identified a number of quality-related problems
at the Zimmer site. Although some actual construction deficiencies have been
identified, the majority of the problems identified to date focus on the
ineffectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee and its contractors
for assuring the quality of work performed. In that regard, numerous
deficiencies have been found concerning: traceability of materials, control
of weld rod, handling of nonconformances, interface between construction
and quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing
work. The total impact of these quality assurance deficiencies on the actual
quality of construction has yet to be determined.

-6-
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.

'

In addition to the previously discussed quality deficiencies, numerous pro-
blems have been identifed with respect to the accuracy of quality-re ated

j records. This matter is being reviewed by the NRC Office of Inspec andj Auditor for possible criminal considerations.,

i
'

Based on these findings, consideration was given to the need to suspend,

i construction activities. However, recognizing the nature of the problems
; disclosed (largely programmatic), and the fact that ongoing work would not
) compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of completed work,

it was concluded that halting construction activities was not required.i
'

Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality
of ongoing and future work and to define a program to both confirm the quality
of completed work and correct any identified deficiencies.

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility implemented
several actions to correct identified quality assurance weaknesses and to
preclude their recurrence. These actions, which included augmented QA
staffing, upgraded procedures, improved training of QC Inspectors, rein-
spection (100%) by the licensee of contractor QC inspections, and other
QC and QA program improvements were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter
to the licensee on April 8, 1981.

By letter dated May 11, 1981, the Government Accountability Project requested
the Regional Director to recommend suspension of the construction permit
because of repeated noncompliances with NRC regulations and numerous allega-!

tions of inadequate construction practices. The information provided was -
carefully considered; however, it was concluded that there was no basis at
the present time to recommend such action.

A comprehensive program has been developed by the licensee and NRC to confirm
the adequacy of completed construction. This program must be completed and
identified problem areas resolved before an Operating License will be granted.
In addition to witnessing and reviewing portions of the Quality Confirmation
Program conducted by the licensee and its contractors, NRC will be conducting
a program of independent measurements to further evaluate the adequacy of con-
struction.

!

1

}
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DETAILS
,

,

' 1. Personnel Contacted

Cincinnatic Gas & Electric

*W. Schwiers, QA Manager
*J. R. Schott, Plant Manager . +}
*W. D. Waymire, Manager, General Engineer D4p.dMi

*B. K. Culver, Manager, Generation Construction pc.gMY
* *S. C. Swain, Site Construction Manager

*H. C. Brinkman, Principal - Mec6;c./ E4.ar-&e4-
*R. P. Ehas, QE v
*E. A. Borgmann, Senior VIP.e. PreAM
D. Kramer
W. Murray, Senior Engineer
B. Gott, Field Strtictural Engineer
L. Wood, QA & S Engineer
F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor

Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI)

J. P. Coyle, V. P. Power Division
*R. Marshall, Construction Superintendent
*C. H. Stanfield, Construction Manager
*E. V. Knox, Corporate QA Manager
*P. S. Gittings, Sit.e QA Manager
F. J. Oltz, Supervisor Doc' ment Controlu
S. Godsey, Lead Code Forms
T. Schmidgall, Field Verifier
T. Edwards, Field Verifier
W. Puckett, Welding Engineer

P. Norman,NKInspector _ElfC4"'#'/ Q C T hI'
Piping Lead QC Inspector

C. Cherry, MP[EC8D. Fox, Lead Mech. Piping Quality Engineer
A. Lanham, Senior Engineer
K. Shinkle, QC Engineer

. Burgess. Inspection Supervis
C.Burges2
B. Winters
T. Foster
B. Lake
J. Deerwester, QC Inspector
D. Painter, QC Inspector
C. Oldenski
C. Camaron
W. Hamm, Sr., General Foreman Pipefitter
D. Haff, Pipefitter Superintendent
J. Mills, QC Inspector
R. Baker, Inspection Supervisor

{Tyner,KaiserPipei'itterSuperintenden
*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

-8-
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L. Cummings (Nus),QSQ 3
'

vv orar
D. Par 1ier , Ass y Sn RepWsda|$4
G. Adams, Structural Superinten ent or Ironworker Superintendent
K. Faubion, NR Controller

,

R. L. Reiter (NW)**, Document Reviewer
J. H. Mulkey, QC Inspector
J. T. Sandlin, General Superintendent (Structural)
A. Pallon, Jr., QC Inspectora

! M. McCoy, QC Inspector
'

S. Heath (W), Inspection Supervisor
W. Racer (NW), Lead Elect. Quality Engineer
M. Kopp, QC Inspector & QC Engineer & Lead Insp. Elect.
D. Donovan, Lead Civil / Structural QA Inspector
W. C. ford, QC Inspector (Trainee)
J. Rui C Inspector gD. Tay or, QC Inspector
L. Q. Hendley, QC Inspector
S. Burke, QC Inspector
D. J. Luttman, QC Inspector
D. O'Keefe, QC Inspector
P. Brown, QCI Trainee
S. Barger, QCI Inspector
J.Moyatt,QCInspector
B. Hargrove, QC Inspector
T. Dakin, QC Inspector
J. Tanner, QC Inspector
J. Heimpold, QC Inspector
W. Kitchen, QC Inspector
W. M. Sharp, QC Inspector
P. S. Wimbish, QC Inspector
E. J. Kwalick, QC Inspector

i T. Smith, QC Inspector
W. Smith, QC Inspector
L. Ritchie, QC Inspector
S. Tult (W), QA Engineer
G. Jodrey (W), QC Inspector

| E. Schroeder (NW), QC Inspector
R. Turner (W), QC Manager

A.Pntien,sr,.[,QCInspector& A Engineer
M. Ward (NW)|

Butler Services, Inc.

l J. L. Ramsey (NW), QC Inspector
W. R. Jackson (NW), QC Inspector
R. B. Price (W), QC Inspector
B. E. Tyree (NW), QC Inspector
J. R. Booth (NW), QC Inspector
M. E. White, QC Inspector

**NW indicates no longer working for that company.

!
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Nuclear Energy Services, Inc..

a . 1:.x , ^C h.r _... E ,_... _
J. B. Sullivan, QC Inspector
V. Ferretti, QA Engineer!

L. Ludwig, QA Manager
L. Anderson, QC Engineer

Peabody Magnaflux, Inc.

1

E. A1 dredge, President
C. Wood (hN), PM Office Manager
A. Sellars (hN), PM Radiographer
S. Binning (hN), PM Radiographer
D. Hang (hN), PM Radiographer
D. Binni

W. Drn0g, PM Radiographeron(NW), yM RsQey gf Vk
Yoh Security

[Ca ',nger (NW), Sec. Guard Supervis E
J. Bi "gecurity Officer
W. Ro 1.,e_aqSecurityOfficer ,

D. SimpsoW 6ecurity Officer ,

J. Hyde D ecurity Officer N
R. Wright 7 Security Officer

W&W Protection Agency, Inc.

D. S}tpkle, Security Officeri
J)'YSEdinghaus/ISecurityGuardSupervisor '[NWN. C. Ward, Presi ent

Teks 6edim ha E

SecurEG GuJSargent & Lindy

R. Pruski, Engineer
T. McKenna, Engineer
D. Fox

U.S. Testing

J. Ruiz (hN), QC Inspector
C. Sheridan

General Electric Company

T. F. Van Natta, Site Control & Instrument Engineer
T. E. Bloom, Site Project M2rtager
Westinghouse, Inc.

Y. Reiter, Radiation Chem. Tech.

- 10 -
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Confidential Service

M. W. Cox, Director
T. Applegate (NW), Private Investigator, ,

; -

Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance Company

L. Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector,

i Individuals

J. Woliver, Attorney At Law
A. Dennison, Attorney At Law
L. Seiler, Attorney At Law

i.Dr. J. Frankhauser, Professor, University of Gild cin1nati
, ,

E. Hofstadter, Former Huskey employee
Individuals A through I

2.~
~

Scope

This investigation focuses on allegations and concerns provided by
Thomas Applegate, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies, and former and present QC Inspectors. The report also
documents those items independently observed by Region III personnel in the
course of the investigation. The report is not intended to be all-inclusive
since there are additional allegations that will be documented in subsequent
reports on this investigation.

,

|

3. Background

In late 1979, while involved in an investigation for a client which was
of a personnel nature, Private Investigator Thomas Applegate (Confidential
Service) found that one of the individuals was employed at the Zimmer con-
struction site and was involved in " timecard cheating." Applegate approached
his employer and Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company-(owner of Zimmer), with

| this information and was awarded a thirty-day contract to investigate onsite'

timecard cheating. Timecard cheaters were identified and documented within
two weeks, and then Applegate, on his own decision, began to pursue rumors
of improper site construction. CG&E, when told of the information gathered
by Applegate, indicated that they were aware of the situations described.
The thirty-day contract (December 10, 1979 through January 4, 1980) was not
extended despite objections by Applegate.

In February 1980 Applegate contacted the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor.
Subsequently, on February 28, 1980, he contacted the office of NRC Chairman
Ahearne and was referred to the Office of Inspection and Enforcement. Per-
sonnel from Region III contacted Applegate by telephone on February 28, 1980,
and he was interviewed in person on March 3,1980. He provided a number of,

; allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC
jurisdiction. A letter was sent to Applegate on March 11, 1980, detailing
three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation. The

|

!
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investigation of the three allegations took place during April 7-9 and 30,
May 1-2, 1980, and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/80-09
which was issued on July 7, 1980.

,

.i On November 18, 1980, a former QC Inspector at Zimmer approached the Resident
i

Inspector at another construction site. He indicated concerns relative to the

adequacy of the QC program at Zimmer and indicated that the Kaiser QA Manager.

'

was improperly handling nonconformance reports, transferring QC Inspectors,,

: allowing improper QC inspections, and not adequately supporting the QC staff.
This individual was contacted on December 9, 1980. Investigation of these,

allegations began on January 12, 1981.,

i

On January 5, 1981, GAP sent a letter to the Merit Systems Protection Board.
alleging that the RIII Investigator was negligent in the scope and manner of
his performance of the earlier investigation of the Applegate concerns, and
requesting an investigation of the conduct of the earlier investigation.
This letter contained a listing of nineteen allegations that Applegate/ GAP
felt should be investigated.

Onsite investigation of the Applegate/ GAP allegations was initiated on
January 27, 1981. During the investigation, Applegate and GAP personnel
communicated with the RIII office on several occasions. They also provided
affidavits from former contractor employees expressing concerns relative to
site construction. Some of these affidavits contained new information, and
others dealt with problems and issues already investigated. (Some are the
same affidavits as those presented at the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Hearings.)

During the investigation, several present QC Inspectors approached NRC
personnel onsite and expressed concerns relative to the functioning of the
QC program. Some of these concerns coincided with those expressed by the
former QC Inspector, as outlined above, and some concerns related to new
information.

:

Those allegations and concerns that appeared to be most significant and
most likely to produce substantive findings were given investigativei

{ priority. In the course of pursuing the items alleged, RIII inspectors
performed inspections of areas of construction alleged to be deficient.,

' In some cases, they observed conditions violating NRC requirements that had
not been provided as allegations or concerns. Those findings are therefore
considered as independently developed.

4. QC Allegations

On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who
identified himself as a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector at Zimmer.
The individual alleged that there were irregularities in the welding QC

! program at Zimmer. On December 9, 1980, the individual was contacted by
telephone by the NRC to obtain details of his allegations. During the
conversation, he made the following allegations:

I
l

- 12 -
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.

'
1. Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding

Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on his reinspection of the noncon-
forming items (pipe support hanger welds).

i

i 2. Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers were being made by
burning with a welding torch rather than by drilling as required, and
the inspection program did not insure that the burned bolt holes were,

{ inspected.
i

3. During system turnovers, QA Engineers Leonard Wood and David Fox were
'

identifying numerous discrepancies when reviewing ASME Code data pack-
ages and the discrepancies were being recorded on exception lists in-
stead of Nonconformance Reports. The individual said that the QA
Engineers were being criticized for identifying of data discrepancies
and questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies on
exception lists.

4. Phillip Gittings threatened to fire Individual I for refusing to accept
a weld and Individual I was also nearly fired for using a magnifying
glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a mirror to view
the far side of a pipe weld. The individual advised that Inspection
Supervisor Rex Baker would have more specific infoomation regarding this
matter.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger was re-interviewed by the NRC. He stated
that the Kaiser QA Manager did not support the QC inspectors at Zimmer. He
said this was evidenced by the voiding of Nonconformance Reports (NR) when
the NRs held up production, identified a nonconforming vendor weld, or if
the Construction Department objected. He said, in his opinion, the Kaiser
QA Manager was convinced by construction that the QC Inspectors were unquali-
fied and were wrong when writing many of these reports. He said this was
evidenced when Kaiser hired Gladstone Laboratories, an outside inspection
firm, to reinspect welds that were previously inspected and rejected by Kaiser
QC Inspectors. He said Gladstone personnel reinspected these welds, accepted
some of them, and commented in their report that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were
"over-inspecting" and " nit picking" during their inspections. He took excep-

; tion to Gladstone's findings and said they reinspected these particular welds
! according to AWS Code, an inspection criteria that is less stringent than

the site Special Process Procedures Manuals (SPPMS). According to the in-
| dividual interviewed, this led the QC Manager to question the ability of his
I inspectors and listen to the advice of construction personnel and outside
| consultants rather than his own inspectors. This resulted in a lack of

independence in the quality assurance program at Zimmer, a problem of which
CG&E was aware but had not corrected.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger provided a written, sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 1.

4.1 Nonconformance Report Voiding

4.1.1 Allegation

As stated in Section 4 of this report, on November 18, 1980, an NRC
inspector was contacted by an individual who alleged that Phillip Gittings,

.

- 13 -

_ __



DRAFT 8/15/81

Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding Nonconformance Reports,

j (NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of the nonconforming items (pipe
support hanger welds). Between January 13 and July 4, 1981, 31 current and

3 former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA Engineers were interviewed by NRC to obtain
information regarding the initial allegation. Sixteen of those individuals-

. provided information that resulted in expansion of the initial allegation'
into the following areas:

i

1. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in
error.

.

2. The QA Manager was diverting NRs by not entering them into the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system.

3. NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reports
(SRs).

4. NRs were being'impro'perly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members
of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned
them as " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per
Kaiser specifications and industry codes and standards.

5. NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redeaign"
or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The nonconforming
conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor written on separate
NRs.

6. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction
Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

7. During revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed
by the QA Manager.

[Several of the individuals interviewed provided copies of reports they
stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.]

4.1.2 General Background

4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control
of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods!

| Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Revision 9, provides the following procedure: The
QA Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when cembers identify
nonconforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from
specified requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the NR and
then contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes a

| entry in the NR Log and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The NR is then
| reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor or cognizant QA Engineer and forwarded
i to the SDC NR Controller who issues the NR an NR Number prefixed with either
| and "E" or "N". NRs written on essential systems / components are given the
! "E" prefix and nonessential systems / components are given the "N" prefix.
|

|
|

- 14 -
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The QA Manager can approve voiding of NRs "in instances where an NR has been
initiated in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,
duplications, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the

'

Construction Department after a verbal or written communication from the QA
Department..." In these cases, the NR is stamped " Void" with a brief statement'

*

indicating justification for the voiding. A copy of the voided NR is required
to be retained in the SDC and a copy returned to the initiator.

.

I The KEI Construction Engineer or his designee dispositions NRs as " accept
as is", " rework", " repair", or "rej ect". The " accept as is" and " repair"
dispositions require review by the Material Review Board, which consists of'

the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CG&E
sponsoring engineer, and the Sargent & Lundy Design Engineer (for essen-
tial material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section III Code
nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) must be included on
all " accept as is" dispositions. Records of all open and closed NRs are
retained by the (SDC) NR Controller.

4.1.2.2 Previous Related NRC Inspection Findings

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector
observed that of 20 NRs written to document American Welding Society (AWS)
welding deficiencies on hanger velds, eight had been voided with the
notation " based on re-inspection." It was also observed that NRs had been
voided by the issuance of Design Document Centeels (DDCs). The inspector Cha nge.
informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on
December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures and
NRC requirements.

The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued on
March 2, 1981 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee replied to
these items by letter dated March 26, 1981, indicating that a Stop Work
Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and that this order had
been subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls were in place.
The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the authority to void
an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of superseded NRs as " super-
seded" rather than " void".

! The licensee's reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete review
of voided NRs in response to a licensee audit finding. The review was expected
to be completed by April 30, 1981, and full compliance with NRC requirements
was to be achieved by May 5, 1981. Between December 15-19,1980, and on
January 5,1981, Lon Ludwig, of Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. , audited the
Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for CG&E.

! 4.1.2.3 Interviews

4.1.2.3.1 Interview of William Schwiers

| On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA
Manager, was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated that during an NRC site
exit meeting held on December 16, 1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA
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'

Manager, and Phillip Gittings were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding
NRs. Schwiers said he directed Kaiser to audit all previously voided NRs and
present the results of the audit to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated
he also directed Gittings to cease improperly voiding NRs. He provided a copy"
of a memo he wrote to Gittings dated January 14, 1981, in which he requested
Kaiser to respond to Field Audit Report No. 340 concerning the voiding of NRs.
A copy of the memorandum and audit report -is included as Exhibit 2..

'4.1.2.4 Interview of Lon Ludwig>

!

On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Quality Engineering Manager, for Nuclear
Energy Services, Inc. , was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in December
1980 and January 1981 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for
CG&E after NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig
said his audit .showed there were approximately 500 voided NRs, and between.

: one-third to one-half of these were superseded and written on other NRs. He
said that some NRs identifying numerous nonconforming conditions amme had been
separated and reissued on individual NRs. One-third of the NRs reviewed were.

voided as " written in error" without adequate explanation given to justify
that comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all voided NRs
and provide a better explanation as to why each was voided.;

i Ludwig stated that the voided NRs he reviewed covered all areas of plant
operation and construction and dated from 1974 to the present.

4.1.2.5 Interviews of Phillip Gittings

4 1.2.5.1 January 13, 1981, Interview

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided 7 NRs that were written by
QC Inspectors who were in training. He said he reinspected the welds
identified in the NRs and, in his opinion, the welds met American Welding
Society (AWS) Code requirements. He said that during an NRC inspection in
December 1980, the inspector took exception to this practice and found the
licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements for improperly voiding NRs.

:
'

Gittings said that, following the NRC inspection, the welds identified on
the 7 NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. at the request of
Kaiser. He said Gladstone concluded that 4 of the ? NRs were properly voided
because the noted welds conformed with the AWS Code but that the other 3 NRs
had minor discrepancies which did not meet the AWS Code.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at the
Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised and put
on other NRs, or were voided after it was found they duplicated a previously
reported nonconforming condition. He stated that the only NRs he voided for
having been " written in error" were those from October and November 1980 that
were examined during the NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980.

.
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Gittings stated that during the past six months Kaiser had problems with some
of its QC Inspectors who were over inspecting. Gittings said many of the
inspectors were critical of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and

; of the Kaiser weld inspection criteria for pipe support hangers and structural~

steel. He said there were differences of opinion on various code interpreta-
tions, which he felt were common in any weld inspection program..

} 4.1.2.5.2 July 8, 1981, Interview
'

On July 8,1981, Phillip Gittings was re-interviewed by NRC following the;
'

NRC investigation of the dispositions of a selected group of about 20 NRs.
Gittings stated that the voiding of NRs by clerks and by SDC Supervisor
Floyd Oltz was improper because neither the clerks nor Oltz were qualified'

to make engineering judgments concerning deficiencies identified on NRs.
Gittings indicated that after a December 1980 NRC inspection he directed
the NR procedure be changed so that only he could void an NR.

Gittings stated that Kaiser procedures allowed any QC Inspector to initiate
an NR and required it be entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
system. When questioned about his failure to issue NRs with Control Numbers
CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 written by QC Inspector James Ruiz on
February 23, 1981, Gittings said he directed Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor,
to void those NRs. He said his action on those NRs was contrary to the Kaiser
procedure that only permitted an NR to be voided if it was " written in error."
Gittings said those NRs were not written in error.

Gittings stated that he voided NRs at the request of Construction Department
personnel, but added that he made indepen' dent evaluations and decisions when
doing so and was not compelled by construction personnel to void NRs. When
questioned Gittings stated he did not know why Walter C. Dumford's NR (CN-4309)
was not in the Kaiser nonconformance system and denied diverting that NR from
the system.

When questioned about specific irregularities found during the NRC investiga-
tion, Gittings concurred that the practices of voiding NRs by stating they
"would be reinspected after redesign," by transferring the nonconformances
to " punch lists" (lists of items to be corrected by construction), and by
placing nonconformances on Surveillance Reports were not in accordance with
Kaiser procedures.

Gittings stated that Kaiser QC Inspectors were identifying problems at Zimmer.
He said CG&E and Kaiser did not have enough sufficiently qualified inspectors.
This was evident when Richard Reiter identified a significant material trace-I

ability problem when reviewing isometric drawings on small bore pipe systems.
Gittings said Reiter had initiated a Surveillance Report correctly identifying,

'

the problem and he (Gittings) had not adequately answered the report. He said
this problem warranted reporting to NRC; however, Kaiser did not do so. He
said that eventually Kaiser hired two QA Engineers to review the documenta-
tion and they found that Reiter's analysis was correct. [During this inves-
tigation, the NRC inspectors reviewed the traceability problem and found
Reiter's analysis to be correct.}
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4.1.2.6 Interview of Kathy Faubionr 4

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed
] by NRC. She stated that Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for

a Control Number (CN) for an NR. She is required to issue a CN to the'e

| . inspector, make an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material (NRj Log) describing the nonconforming ites, and note the initials of the,

j inspector calling for the number. She stated she never " whited out" an'

f entry for a CN in the log.
1

; Faubion indicated that the QA Manager stamps all voided NRs with a red '' void"
'

stamp. When she receives a copy of the voided NR, she marks through the CN
entry in the log with red ink. She said inspectors frequently call for
control numbers and do not subsequently send the NR. In these cases, Faubion
said she makes the same " void" entry in the NR Log.

l She said that prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records,
had the authority to void NRs; however, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager,
directed that this authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. She
said since that time Oltz has not voided any NRs.

4.1.3 Investigation

Concurrent with the conduct of the interviews, the NRC impounded all NRs that4

| had been voided for any reason to assure that all pertinent _NRs would be
'

available for this investigation. The approximatley 500 NRs impounded had
, been identified during an audit of the NR system by Nuclear Energy Services,

.

! Inc. (NES). NES had performed the audit for CG&E following NRC. inspection
findings described in Section 4.1.2.2 of this report.

.

Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all NRs '
,

provided by individuals interviewed and determined that about 100 of them
,

appeared to fit the alleged categories. Of those 100, about 20 NRs were'

. selected for intensive investigation into their disposition. The results of
'

the investigations of the selected NRs are presented as individual investi-
| gation efforts in Sections 4.1.4 through 4.1.19. Summary conclusions and

findings of the overall investigation in this area are then presented in
Section 4.1.20.

4.1.4 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-5412

4.1.4.1 Backgrcund Information

On December 29, 1980, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated Sur-
veillance Report (SR) 2886 to document that a suppression pool liner plate
was tensioned before a QC Inspector arrived to verify the initial tensioning. -

The corrective action to resolve that condition was for an inspector to be-
present during the seven and thirty day tension checks to verify that the
plate was being tensioned properly.

On February 3,1981, Dumford initiated an NR (assigned CN-5412) which also -

reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned in violation .

- IS -
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'

of an applied " hold" tag. The NR states " Hold tag was applied while Wall
Plate IOD was in process of being tensioned. Once hold tag was applied

'

I tensioning was continued until tensioning was completed."
, o
i 4.1.4.2 Investigation

'

\
4.1.4.2.1 Interview of Walter Dumford5

;

!

: On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
'

i by NRC. He stated that on February 3,1981, he was inspecting suppression
pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not perpendicular to
the plate. He said construction personnel were preparing to tension the plate
when he told ' hem he was going to place a hold tag on it, to which they
responded "try and stop us."

.'.

x s

Dumford said be left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,;

Dennis Donovan, who told him to initiate an NR for the nonconforming bolt
and to place a hold tag to preclude tensioning of the plate. He said he.

'

returned to the suppression pool, placed a hold tag onsthe plate, and
construction personnel ceased tensioning the plate. he said, however, as
he left the area, he heard the tensioning machine reactivate and observed
that the tensioning crew had ignored his hold tag.

,

%,'

Dumford stated he advised Donovan of the occurrence and Donovz%.
'

n told him to '

write an NR documenting continuation of tensioning after a hold tag had been
applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was. issued CN-5412, and docu-
mented the violation of the hold tag. He said that~a few days later he was
called into the Kaiser QA Manager's office and was told by the QA Manager, 3

Phillip Gittings, that the NR should not have been. written since it was "a
software (procedural) problem and not a hardware problem." He said Gittings,

then said, "I'm going to void this NR because we~do not need this kind of'

i paperwork floating around because this is the kind of stuff that causes ,

! investigations." Dumford stated that Rex Baker and Dennis Donovan, who vere
also present at the meeting, disagreed with Gittings conebsfon and advised
Gittings that they felt it was a valid NR.

(

Dumford indicated that Dennis Donovan called the NR clerk a few days later
and was told CN-5412 had been reassigned to another NR (the original report
had not been entered into the NR system). Dumford provided a copy of the
original NR CN-5412, which is included as Exhibit 3. yg

\

Dumford said this incident was a typical example of Kaiser QA management not \

supporting the QA program on site and being influenced by construction con- . '

siderations. Dumford stated that, in his opinion, the Kaiser QA Manager was'
influenced by construction and QA was not independent at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 4.

4.1.4.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

j On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 3,1981, Walter C. Dumford contacted him,

'
,

i
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%

i about a Surveillance Report written against tensioning of bolts on a suppres-
sion pool plate without QA coverage. Donovan said he called Ken Shinkle,
the QA Engineer responsible for the suppression pool area, and advised him of
the incident. He said Shinkle told him to write an NR. Donovan stated he wrote.

I the NR and instructed Dumford to place a hold tag on the plate. Donavan said
3 Dumford later returned to the trailer and told him that he had placed a hold
! tag on the plate, but craft personnel had ignored the tag and continued*

tensioning the plate. Donovan said he told Dumford to write a second NR
i against the continuation of work after a hold tag had been applied. Donovan
i stated he initialed the second report and called the NR clerk who assigned

it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker.

for review.

Donovan said that on February 4, 1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called
into Phillip Gittings' office and Baker gave the original copy of the NR to

'

Gittings. Donovan related that Gittings said, "This report is going to be
voided because this is the kind of thing that starts investigations."
Donovan said that Gittings commented that inspectors should only write NRs
against hardware problems and not against software problems, and ignoring
a hold tag was a procedural (software) violation.

'
Donouan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the
he to which Gittings replied, "If I was in their position I would have,

d-: , same thing." Donovan said he responded that a hold tag was the
strongest QA control mechanism on site and, if one was ignored, an NR should
be written. Donovan said he and Baker told Gittings they disagreed with him,

and the meeting ended.

Donovan said that a few days later he called the NR controller concerning the
disposition of CN-5412 and found that the number had been reissued to another
NR. Donovan indicated that in his opinion, this was an example of Kaiser QA
management not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written sworn statement
attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit 5.

4.1.4.2.3 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QA Engineer, was interviewed
| by NRC. He stated that on February 2,1981 he received a telephone call from
' Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression pool plate. Shinkle

stated he told Donovan this should be documented on an NR and a hold tag
should be placed on the plate to prevent tensioning. Shinkle stated he>

later that learned an NR was written and Walter C. Dumford had affixed a
hold tag to the plate. Construction personnel subsequently ignored the
tag. Shinkle said he also learned that a second NR was written by Dumford
for violation of the hold tag which he initialed and forwarded to Rex Baker,
Inspection Supervisor.

1
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.

Shinkle stated he later that learned Phillip Gittings, after discussions with
Dumford, Donovan, and Baker, did not enter the NR into the' system. Shinkle
said the report had been assigned a CN and the inspectors' supervisor had

'

concurred it was a valid NR. Nevertheless, Gittings told Shinkle it was not
going to be processed because "The whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

.

Shinkle stated in his opinion that Kaiser management does not support the QC
,

program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is
: not independent of construction influence.

I On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle provided a written sworn statement
attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit 6.

t

4.1.4.2.4 Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in
Gittings' office with Dennis Donovan and Walter C. Dumford. He stated that
during this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a
suppression pool plate after he had placed a hold tag on it. Baker stated
he agreed Dumford was correct in writing the NR for the hold tag violation.
He said Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right
to continue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it.
Baker stated he did not know the disposition of the NR and that it was in
Gittings' possession the last time he saw it.

4.1.4.2.5 Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-5412
(E-2996, Revision 1) was written on February 2,1981, for welds having lack
of penetration. This entry does not reflect that CN-5412 had been assigned
to another report written by inspector Dumford on February 3,1981, for
violation of a hold tag. The Equipment Name or Process Entry column in the
NR Log and the Specification column shoved evidence that " white-out" was
used to cover previous entries in the log. A copy of the NR Log page and
NR E-2996, Revision 1, is included as Exhibit 7.

4.1.4.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
CN-5412 was not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

4.1.5 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

4.1.5.1 Background Information T

E-510dwas,j
(iry b %ler Y 0lh/4 % gey

On May 19,1980, [*b4444 in the residual heat removal (RER) system forissued identifying a 4-in.-long pipe pieceh 4
installed per DDC
which material traceability could not be established. The NR also reports
that Weld 80 located near this pipe piece was inside of a wall penetration
(M-13), in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped " void"
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on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer-Records, who added a note
indicating it was voided because " acceptable documentation was found" that
established material traceability for the pipe piece. A copy of NR E-5108
is included as Exhibit 8.

I

ea/x= % mu$: Eydwp4.1.5.2 Investigation

r a4.1.5.2.1 Interview of Richard Reiter y

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was;

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November 1978
to November 1980. He indicated his job had been to review isometric drawings
and insure that related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code
requirements and that the drawings were correct. He said he found discrepancies
between drawings and associated documentation and conditions in the plant.
Reiter stated that numbers for pipe sections and weld data records did not
match. He said he wrote NRs on the traceability problem and was so concerned
about the dispositions of those NRs that on October 28, 1980, he wrote Sur-
veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor. He
stated in SR 2819 that he questioned the disposition of NRs dealing with lack
of material traceability and stated with reference to traceability of small-
bore piping that when reviewing isometric drawings he was making assumptions
which he felt compromised his integrity. He also asked for a written
directive telling him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate
all small-bore isometrics to insure that there was adequate documentation
to allow traceability of the material.

Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR by indicating that all the pro-
cedures were approved and were adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code
requirements and that Reiter was to continue using the approved procedures
and practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition
of the SR d chccti, i.h m :fter t; ; M tr> hir T P -t .;ith !:ic:r, Yc

because he felt he was being forced to comoromise_ his integrity. A copy
of SR 2819 is included as Exhibit 9. Z j a Reiter provided a
written sworn statement attesting to the preceding information, a copy of
which is also included as Exhibit 10.

4.1.5.2.2 Pecord Reviews and Field Observations

Region III personnel examined the 4 in. section of pipe between Welds 82 and
82a identified on NR E-5108 and on isometric drawing PSK RH 15. No heat or
identification number on the pipe piece was found. Weld data sheets (KEI-I
forms) were reviewed for Welds RH-82 and RH-82a that joined the pipe piece
to the RHR system. Both forms had notations initialed and dated "RLR 6/19/80"
identifying the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661. [The

| initials "RLR" were determiud to be the initials of Richard L. Reiter.] The
weld records indicated weld dates of June 15, 1976, (Weld RH-82a) and October 14,
1976 (Weld RH-82) four years prior to the heat number being noted.

| The inspector reviewed relevant weld records, material certificates and
'

drawings, and found no justification for utilizing Heat No. 232661 for the
pipe piece.

- 22 -
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Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:

NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980
KEI-1 form No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976
KEI-1 form No. 1852
Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

System, Inspection Plan No. RH-15, dated June 16, 1976

4.1.5.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that NR E-5108 was improperly voided since documentation
was not found to justify voiding the NR.

4.1.6 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-4309

4.1.6.1 Background Information

On January 7,1980, QC Inspector Michael McCoy obtained NR CN-4309 to
identify a deficient weld fitup on a 1-3/4-in. cover plate to beam W32X260
located on the reactor pedestal support structure. McCoy stated in the NR
that parts to be fillet welded were not as close as practical (as required),
but were separated by more than 3/16 in. A copy of NR CN-4309 is included
as Exhibit 11.

4.1.6.2 Investigation

4.1.6.2.1 Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that on January 7, 1980, he initiated an NR for welds on the
reactor pedestal support structure that did not meet code requirements. McCoy
stated his supervisors concurred in his findings, and he received number
CN-4309 from the NR Controller. He said that after he wrote the NR it was
returned to him without disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding
this NR, NRs were frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this
to the QA Manager's lack of support for either the inspectors or the QC program

,

| at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 12.

4.1.6.2.2 Record Reviews

j On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-4309
| was assigned to NR E-2417 which identified deficiencies in electrical conduit

bracing in the control room. A copy of this NR is included as Exhibit 13.

During this review, it was noted that there was evidence of " white-out" in
the Specification and Equipment Name or Process columns of the log. A
copyoftheNRLogpageisaht/includedasExhibit14.
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4.1.6.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established thatt

| NR CN-4309 was never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

4.1.7 Disposition of Nonconformance Reports CN-4955 through 4959,
CN-4930, and CN-4931

4.1.7.1 Background Information

I
On July 9 and 22, 1980, NRs assigned CNs 4955 through 4959, 4930 and 4931 -

,,

were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann. The NRs identified
weld dc '.ciencies on pipe supports in Diesel Generator (DG) Room A. The 7
NRs had been assigned CNs but no NR number. Copies of the 7 reports are
included as Exhibit 15.

4.1.7.2 Investigation

4.1.7.2.1 Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2,1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified nonconforming welds
while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said he identified
these welds on NRs that were assigned CNs 4955 to 4959. He said his
supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred the NRs were valid. Mills stated that in
August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger inspection to structural
welding inspection, and a week after his reassignment the NRs he wrote were
returned to his desk without being pro. cessed. Mills stated that other NRs
written by Inspector G. McCann were also returned to him.

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the
NR system and turned in the 7 unprocessed NRs to the NRC Senior Resident
Inspector. He said the Senior Resident Inspector asked him to reexamine the
welds in DG Room A to see if the nonconforming welds he identified were still
uncorrected. Mills stated his reinspection indicated that in each case the
condition that he had previously identified had been repaired, and the welds
were now acceptable. Mills stated that apparently someone had used the in-
formation on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,
however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original NRs
and all copies had been returned unprocessed.

On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 16.

4.1.7.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he reviewed the NR Log and found that NRs assigned
CNs 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 had been voided with the comment " Void-NR
not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retaint

a copy of the NR in the voided NR file because reports voided as "not issued"
are usually returned to the inspector.

i
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4.1.7.2.3 Interview of Lynn Anderson

'

On June 9,1981, Lynn Anderson, QC Engineer, Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he is contracted to work as a

.j QC Engineer for CG&E. Anderson stated he is currently conducting an audit
of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Anderson said that on June 4,
1981, he checked the disposition of NRs assigned CN-4955 to CN-4959. He

' stated he reviewed the NR Log and found that those CNs had been assigned and.

*

the reports had been voided on September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked
all of the Kaiser and CG&E NR files and could not locate those NRs. Anderson

! concluded that, although CNs had been issued, the reports had never been entered
'

into the active or voided NR files.

4.1.7.2.4 Record Reviews and Field Observations

When the NR Log was reviewed on June 10, 1981, it was found that CN-4955 to
CN-4959 had been entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined
through with the comment " Void-NR not issued" and dated September 30, 1980.
A review of the NR Log for entries CN-4930 and CN-4931 indicated that they
had also been entered into the NR system; however, the comment " Void-NR not
issued" and dated September 30, 1980, was entered in the log book page for
each entry. Copies of the pertinent NR Log pages are included as Exhibit 17.

On June 2, 1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Roep A identified
on NR CN-5955 through CN-5959, CN-4930, and CN-4931. In 2 of the 7 cases,
it appeared that the welds had been reworked, but this could not be determined
for the other 5. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the NRs ~

were not evident on the welds inspected.

4.1.7.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that these NRs were voided but were not retained in
Kaiser files; however, copies of the reports had apparently been returned
to the inspector.

4.1.8 D,isposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

4.1.8.1 Background Information

During a routine inspection conducted December 27-28, 1979, and
December 17-18, 1980 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/79-37), the inspector
determined that the QC inspection program for safety-related hangers was
inadequate. As a result of the inspection findings, a management meeting
was held at the site on January 17, 1980, and a later meeting was held at
the RIII office on March 7, 1980. Corrective actions committed to by the
licensee included a 100% reinspection of all installed hangers and restraints
by Kaiser QC Inspectors. This commitment is documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6.

On January 3,1980, Kaiser QC Inspectors inspected large bore pipe hangers
| in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, D, and C. They inspected welds on pipe
1
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support hangers, concrete embedment bolts, and the configuration and location
of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming Kaiser and
vendor welds on 5 hangers, and improperly embedded bolts. They identified
a total of 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers, and initiated NR E-2466
to document this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided with the

'

comment "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR." A copy of the
first 5 pages of this NR is included as Exhibit 18.

4.1.8.2 Investigation

4.1.8.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was aware that the NR in question was voided and said
the reason for the voiding was that all hangers were subject to reinspection
because of redesign and new seismic safety criteria. Baker said QA Managers
Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner directed that previously inspected
pipe support hangert that were not redesigned would notagF be reinspected.
He said that, since all hangers were not replaced due to the redesign effort,
some of the nonconforming hanger welds identified on the subject NR would not
be reinspected. Baker stated that the voided NR was not redispositioned or
reopened. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done because of
an administrative oversight by the QA Manager.

[ Investigator's Note: The statement that pipe support hangers that had not
been redesigned were not being reinspected will be reviewed further to deter-
mine if it is contrary to a licensee commitment documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6. This is an unresolved item pending comple-
tion of that review (358/81-13-01).]

4.1.8.2.2 Record Reviews

NRC personnel reviewed the NR Log to ascertain if the hangers identified on
NR E-2466 had been issued on separate NRs as stated. This review indicated
that of the 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers only 25 had been issued
on other NRs. Of those 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been voided, and the

I disposition for the remaining 10 was still open. As of February 12, 1981,
'

the other 99 hangers identified on NR E-2466 had not been reissued.

NR E-2466 was reviewed by NRC personnel and it was noted that there was a
comment on Page 2 of the NR stating that an asterisk identifies "what appears
to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe support hangers. While reviewing the
31 page NR, it was found that 15 of the 124 pipe hangers identified have an
asterisk identifying them as vendor-supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR
E-2466 were crossed out without engineering justification. A copy NR E-2466
is included as Exhibit 19.

4.1.8.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established
that NR E-2466 was improperly voided because the condition (reissuance on

- 26 -
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.

'

other NRs) for the voiding was not fully implemented. It was also established
' that vendor velds were omitted from the NR without engineering justification.
.i
..; 4.1.9 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2836

I

J 4.1.9.1 Background Information

I On June 22,1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker
after an audit by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., indicated there was no finale

| weld radiograph for Weld WS737 (service water system). There was a comment in
'

the " Description of Nonconformance" section of the NR stating that the only '^;

radiograph available was an "information shot of the root layer" of the weld
[now buried underground]. The NR was dispositioned " accept as is" on
October 24, 1980, because the weld data form (KEI-1) reported that the final
weld had been radiographed and accepted by Kaiser personnel on April 5, 1976.
This form indicated review and approval of the final radiograph by the

,

Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is"
disposition of NR E-2836 was initially rejected by the ANI on November 7,
1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on

; the KEI-1 form entry showing that a final review ef the film was performed
by the ANI. The NR E-2836 was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment
"see Revision 1 for new disposition." There is a comment on the originali

i NR which says " Void stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when ANI accepted
' disposition on 11/11/80." NR E-2836, Revision 1, shows the same nonconform-

ing item with the disposition to " accept as is" and the NR is signed by the
appropriate members of the Material Review Board. Both the original NR and
Revision 1 were closed on November 13, 1980. Copies of NR E-2836 and E-2836,
Revision 1, are included as Exhibit 20.,

4.1.9.2 Investigation

4.1.9.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 4,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after

. an audit found that there was no radiograph of completed held WS737. Baker
'

stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction Department,
who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on an entry on the weld
data form. The form indicates a final radiograph of this weld was performed
on April 5, 1976, and was accepted by both a Kaiser welding engineer and the
ANI on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to him and he told
Lanham the disposition of " accept as is" was contrary to ASME Code require-,

ments because there was no final radiograph of the weld. Baker said he
| told Lanham that an entry in a KEI-1 form was insufficient evidence that
( the weld had been radiographed.

! Baker stated he is a qualified Level III Radiographer and that he had previously
reviewed the Kaiser radiographic report and the accompanying film dated
April 17, 1976. He said he told Lenham the film was an "information shot" of
the root layer pass and not a radiograph of the final weld. Baker said Lanham
indicated the disposition was correct because the radiograph review block on
the KEI-1 form was checked and if QA did not have the film he could care less.

.

|
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Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to excavate the weld
; and radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall would never let us

dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" yet,

he knew there was no radiograph in the record for the final weld.

| Baker stated that on November 7, 1980, Lowell Burton, the site ANI, rejected
' the disposition on NR E-2836 but later rescinded the rejection and agreed with

the " accept as is" disposition based on the KEI-1 form entry that the final-

review had been performed by the ANI. Baker said the NR was dispositioned
as " accept as is" and he refused to concur in the disposition because it was'

; contrary to ASME Code requirements.

4.1.9.2.2 Interview of Lowell Burton

On June 5,1981, Lowell Burton, ANI for Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance
Company, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that after reviewing NR E-2836
he erroneously accepted the disposition of the NR on November II, 1980.

Burton said he had reviewed the record radiographs for Weld WS737 and found
there was no radiograph of the final weld. He stated he has directed CG&E to
reopen the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition. Burton stated he based
his previous acceptance on a review of the weld data form and his personal
notes showing that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the final weld radiograph and
found it to be acceptable. Burton indicated that during 1976 he reviewed up
to 100 radiographs per day and could have mistakenly entered in his notebook
or on the KEI-1 form that he had reviewed the final weld radiograph for Weld
WS737.

4.1.9.2.3 Record Review

Region III personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation, including
the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and accompanying radiograph.
There was no final radiograph for Weld WS737. The radiograph referenced as
accepted by the ANI on April 15, 1976, is actually a radiograph of a partially
completed weld. The radiograph of the incomplete weld dated March 31, 1976,
was reviewed by the ANI on April 15, 1976. Apparently, the radiograph of the
root pass was mistaken by the ANI to be a radiograph of the final weld.

The following records were reviewed by the RIII inspector:

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.

KEI-1 forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report, dated April 15, 1976
(and accompanying radiographic film packet)

4.1.9.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and examination of the
radiographic film for Weld WS737, it was established that NR E-2836 was im-
properly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed on November 13, 1980.
The proper disposition for this NR would have been " rework," which would
include radiographic examination of the final weld.

- 28 -
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4.1.10 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777

4.1.10.1 Background Information 7/y [wek

On April 3, 1979, Inspector Terry Dakin rote NR E-1777 stating that weld
195A2 (I~somet/ric Drawing RI-195) on a pipe 7;xt Ex;x in the primary T Z'
containment area had been performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed,

a post-weld inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip,

(also referred to weld rod slip, and KEI-2 form) was found to ensure that the,

{ proper filler metal had been used. The disposition of this NR was to " rework"
' and cut out the weld. This NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment

" rod slip located." A copy of NR E-1777 is included as Exhibit 21.

4.1.10.2 Investigation

4.1.10.2.1 Interview of Vincent Ferretti

On June 4, 1981, Vincent Ferretti, Level III Radiographer and QA Engineer,
Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., was interviewed by NRC. He stated he had
conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. As part of
this audit, he had reviewed NR E-1777 and the associated isometric drawings.

Derre ti stated that the drawing shows 4]ngui aiid 6 TMwelds for eacD-

Lhanger._fThe isometric orawing ano atuttred kelo roo issue slips show, as
stated in the NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip for Weld 195A2.
Ferretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the drawing should identify
particular filler metal used for each weld, but he was unable to ascertain
what filler metal was used. Ferretti stated the discrepancy identified
in the NR was correct, and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned.
Ferretti stated that in his opinion this NR was improperly voided.

4.1.10.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 4, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777, the weld data sheets (KEI-1),
and weld rod issue slips (KEI-2). He said that his review indicated that the
NR had been improperly voided. Oltz stated that the disposition " rod slip
iccated" was improper, because the rod slip used to justify the voiding of
the NR does noi. specifically identify the weld in which the weld rod was used.i

Oltz said he found nothing in the records associated with this weld to justify
the voiding of the NR.

4.1.10.2.3 Record Reviews

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition of
this NR:

t

| NR E-1777
Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 (Reactor Isolation System)'

KEI-2 forms 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963, 126960, 174535, and 174534
|
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| 4.1.10.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that.

' there was no justification for the voiding of NR E-1777 because there was no
;

rod issue slip (KEI-2) in the weld data package for Weld .jppy 195A2.

4.1.11 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-5122 '

-
,

4.1.11.1 Background Information

j On October 16, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspector Mark Priebe wrote NR CN-5122 follow-
ing the initiation of Surveillance Report (SR) 2800 reporting that the flexible
outer coating of conduit installed in the Containment Building was splitting
for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a NR number, yet it was voided
on January 2,1981, with the comment "see attached Surveillance Report No. 2800."
SR 2800 was the report used to issue the NR. A copy of NR CN-5122 is included
as Exhibit 22.

4.1.11.2 Investigation

4.1.11.2.1 Interview of Steven Burke

On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
Burke stated that the nonconforming items listed in NR CN-5122 " covering
splitting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"
still existed. Burke indicated that he concurred with Priebe's report that
this problem was serious and warranted the issuance of an NR. Burke said
Priebe's NR was not written in error, as he identified the same problem at
the same locations identified by Priebe. *

4.1.11.2.2 Record Reviews

Kaiser QA SR 2800 dated June 11, 1981, indicates that on October 9,1980,
the outer coating of flexible conduit used in the containment area was
splitting for unknown reasons. The corrective action statement in the SR
states the deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting
to the NRC. Also included in the corrective action section of the SR are
comments that NRs CN-5122 and CN-5196 were voided in lieu of this SR. The
" corrective action verified" section of the SR is stamped " nonapplicable" and

'
dated October 14, 1980. An October 15, 1981, a memorandum attached to the SR,

from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E) to the Kaiser QA Manager indicates that in Ehas'
opinion this matter did not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR 2800
and attachments is included as Exhibit 23.

4.1.11.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that NR CN-5122 was improperly voided. The SR used to
initiate the NRs was apparently used later as justdfication to void the NRs.
These NRs were never introduced into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
system. The Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure was not followed and
this report was misfiled in the " Inspection Report" file. Apparently NR
CN-5196 was dispositioned in the same manner.

1

l
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4.1.12 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2233

I 4.1.12.1 Background

. ) On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR E-2233 documenting
i nonconforming conditions for Weld WS62GP in the Service Water System. The -

weld lacked evidence of fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material ' ''

traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the4

q weld was accepted. On December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA Engineer, disposi-
| tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,
{ 1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" which was

initialed by Floyd Oltz.

The KEI-1 form was initially annotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld
qualifications, heat numbers, and fitup would be verified by the QC inspector
during inprocess inspection of this weld. The form was annotated with a "NA"

superimposed over g mark previously made by a welding engineer.g

NR E-2237, dated November 23, 1979, for the Closed Cooling Water System,
reports the same nonconforming condition (i.e., lack of weld traceability
and welder qualification) on another weld. The disposition for this report
was " rework;" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19, 1979,
with a comment " void rod slip found." This disposition was identical to that
of NR E-2233. Copies of NR E-2233 and E-2237 are included as Exhibit 24.

4.1.12.2 Investigation

4.1.12.2.1 Record Reviews
.

1GC personnel reviewed NR E-2233 and related documentation. This NR was
voided af ter the weld data record (KEI-1) form was " corrected." The
correction was actually a deletion of previous stipulated hold points, and
there is no documentation included to support the engineering basis for
deleting the hold points.

The following records were reviewed while tracking the dispositions of these
NRs:

NRs E-1237and E-2233

KEI-1 forms 18391 and associated KEI-2 forms

KEI-1 forms 2554, 2552 and 2560

[ Note: During the review of records, Floyd Oltz said he had deleted the hold
points from the KEI-1 form; however, no signature or date of deletion was noted
on the form.]

4.1.12.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NRs E-2233 and E-2237 were improperly voided because previously stipulated

i
'l

- 31 -

^

, -. . .. _ . - - - - - - - _ . . - _ - -. . .. -.



DRAFT 8/15/81

E

hold points were deleted by a document reviewer who did not provide engineering
justification.,

4.1.13 Disposition of Nonconformance Report NRC-00015

4.1.13.1 Background Information

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated aff NR (given identifer,

NRC-0001 for this investigation report) identifying nonconforming welds on
drywell steel in the primary containment. Ruiz described the nonconforming
condition as an electrode weave exceeding 3/4 in. The NR was not assigned
a CN or NR number. The NR had a comment written in the " Disposition" section
stating it was "sent back with no reply." This NR was provided to NRC by
Inspector Ruiz. A copy of NRC-0001 is included as Exhibit 25.

4.1.13.2 Investigation

4.1.13.2.1 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that on February 11, 1981, he performed an inspection of a beam located
in the Primary Containment Building and noted a nonconforming condition on a
weld. Ruiz stated he wrote an NR on this condition and submitted it to his
supervisor, Dennis Donovan, who concurred and forwarded it to Rex Baker,
Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred.

Ruiz stated that the next day Baker informed him Phillip Gittings, the QA
Manager had returned the report saying that inspectors were not to write a
report against a procedural violation. The NR was then returned to him,
without assignment of a CN. Ruiz stated he took exception to Gittings'
decision prohibiting inspectors from writing reports against procedural
violations. He said the welding procedures delineated the welding speci-
fications, parameters, dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging
whether a weld is acceptable.

Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding information, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit 26.

4.1.13.2.2 Interview of Phillip Norman

On June 3, 1981, Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that on this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the
Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel Beam 81.
Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld on Beam 81
exceeded 3/4 in.

4.1.13.2.3 Record Reviews and Field Observations

Region III personnel visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell
steel Beam 81 located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed
an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 in.

- 32 -
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RIII personnel reviewed the NR Log and all Kaiser NRs initiated between
February 11 and February 20, 1981. The NR written by Ruiz on February 11,
1981, was not found in the Kaiser files and was apparently not entered into
the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

!

4.1.13.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations, it
was established that NR NRC-0001 was never entered into the Kaiser noncon-
formance reporting system. The questioned weld on Beam 81 in the Primary
Containment drywell area was visually inspected by NRC personnel; the
deficiency identified by Ruiz and reported in the NR was confirmed. The
weld is not necessarily defective; however, it did exceed specifications
as stated by Ruiz in the NR. The nonconforming condition identified in the
NR had not been corrected.

4.1.14 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1661 and E-1662

4.1.14.1 Background Information

On February 8, 1979, Kaiser QC Inspector David Painter initiated NRs E-1661
and E-1662 identifying nonconforming welds on pipe support hangers in the -

drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NR were dispositioned as " rework" on
May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NRs were voided by Floyd Oltz with a
comment that the nonconforming hangers would be reinspected after design
analysis. Copies of NR E-1661 and E-1662 are included as Exhibit 27.

4.1.14.2 Investigation

4.1.14.2.1 Interview of David Painter

On January 14 and June 4,1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises
three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers
at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying
nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers that have been disposi-
tioned as " Void-will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter
indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned
for all pipe support hangers. He said that plan was rescinded and hangers
are now being inspected according to an M-12 checklist that checks only for
configuration and location of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter
indicated the QA Manager said that any hangers previously accepted prior to
design changes and not affected by the design changes would not to be rein-
spected. Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justifi-
cation for voiding the NRs, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming
welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter
stated Gittings was told about this, and he repeated that if a pipe qupport
hanger had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a NR
for reinspection findings.

[As noted in Section 4.1.8.2.1 of this report, the scope of the licensee's
program for pipe support hangers is an unresolved item OgFw358/81-13-QD.]

- 33 -



_

DRAFT 8/15/81

4.1.14.2.2 Record Reviews

RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:

NRs E-1661 and E-1662

' Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
6

Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (drywell
pneumatic system reactor containment)

4.1.14.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NRs E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided because the condition (rein-
spection after design analysis) for the voiding was not fully implemented.

4.1.15 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2996

4.1.15.1 Background Information

On February 2,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated
NR E-2996, Revision 1, reporting that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers
Serial Nos. 001, 003, 007, 0011, and 0012, were found to have a lack of
penetration at the backing ring (i.e., split backing ring).' However, the
rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located
in the suppression pool main steam relief system. The NR was dispositioned
on February 9,1981, as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction
Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing
ring does not affect the integrity of the weld.

The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), took exception
to this disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically
examined. On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically
examined and found acceptable with the exception of No. 007. S&L dispositioned
the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007, indicating that additional
data was required to resolve No. 007 because it was not ultrasonically tested as
directed. The Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) agreed with S&L's disposition
and granted conditional approval of the disposition of the NR in March 1981.

NR E-2996, Revision 1, was dispositioned as closed on March 17, 1981. This NR
was closed without any evidence that the required additional examination of
T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of NR E-2996, Revision 1,
is included as Exhibit 28.

4.1.15.2 Investigation

4.1.15.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 3,1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that he wrote NR E-2996, Revision 1, on February 2, 1981, and that
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it was improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher
No. C07 was not ultrasonically examined as directed by S&L. Baker said the
NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Document Control office on March 17,
1981. Baker related from NRC that he learned, E-2996, Revision 1, was closed,
after which he initiated NR E-3172 (which references E-2996 and addresses the
issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in NR
E-2996).

4.1.15.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 3,1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Revision 1, was initiated by Baker on
February 2, 1981, for nonconforming welds on T-Quenchers. Oltz stated
that S&L directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish
their acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencher No. 007 could not
be ultrasonically examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable,
with the exception of T-Quencher No. 007.

Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, who read the initial
disposition of " accept as is" on the NR and did not read the exceptions placed
in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-engineer. Oltz said
Faubion mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the condition was " accept
as is" when in fact S&L had only granted partial acceptance. Oltz concluded
this NR was improperly closed due to a clerical error.

4.1.15.2.3 Interview of Kathy Faubion -

On June 4, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller was interviewed by NRC.
She stated she closed NR E-2996, Revision 1, on March 17, 1981, because the
top of the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is."
Faubion said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in
the " Disposition" column. Faubion stated that in May 1981 Rex Baker told her
she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR E-3172
documenting the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

4.1.15.2.4 Record Review

Region III personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR
E-2996, Revision 1. The deficiency, (i.e., split backing ring) is permissible
under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the condition was not nonconforming.
However, an ultrasonic examinition was performed to verify the location of the
split to be in the backing ring and not in the weld. Records indicated that
on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrasonically examined
(with the exception of Quencher No. 007) and found to be acceptable. It
appeared that further ultrasonic testing (UT) or other nondestructive examina-
tion should have been conducted on T-Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,
Revision 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981, without examining
T-Quencher No. 007.

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:

|
'
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i

NRs E-3172, dated May 11, 1981, and E-2996, Revision 1

Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. Report of Ultressnac Examination, dated
Februa ry 14, 1981

,

Sargent & Lundy Engineers, memo dated March 5, 1981
;

KEI-1 form for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011, and 012

4.1.15.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and review of radiographs
by RIII personnel, it was established that this NR was improperly closed on
March 17, 1981, because the required ultrasonic testing of T-Quencher No. 007
was not performed.

4.1.16 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-4389
,

4.1.16.1 Background Information

On January 3,1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33 page
NR that was assigned CN-4389. This NR reported various nonconforming
conditions in electrical cable, trays, and hangers in the Auxillary Building.
The NR was voided by Kyle Burgess on December 2,1980, because the "NR was
initiated just prior to [the] inspector leaving the job. A lot of the items
listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed reinspection." This
NR was recovered from the Site Document Control Vault on June 4, 1980,
apparently having been misfiled with " Inspection Reports" identifying
nonconforming material found during receipt inspections. Although the NR
was " voided," it was stamped " Inspection Report" in the block reserved for
assignment of the NR number. A copy of the first 5 pages of NR CN-4389
is included es Exhibit 29.

4.1.16.2 Investigation

4.1.16.2.1 Interview of Kyle Burgess

On June 18, 1980, Kyle Burgess, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he voided the NR assigned CN-4389 on December 2, 1980.
Burgess stated that Inspector D. J. Luttmann was an electrical inspector who
had reported various nonconforming conditions in the electrical area. He
indicated that he voided this NR because Luttmann had left the site and some
of the items had been found to be acceptable; however, some were valid non-
conforming conditions. Burgess could give no reason why the voided NR had
been placed in the Inspection Report file.

4.1.16.2.2 Record Reviews

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR.

NR CN-4389, dated January 23, 1980.
Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-4, Revision 7, dated April 7, 1980.
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!
4.1.16.3 Findings and Conclusions

# Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
there was insufficient reason to justify the voiding of NR CN-43E9.

4.1.17 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2191

4.1.17.1 Background Information

On November 2, 1979, NR E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter to report
that the consumable insert in a weld in the Closed Cooling Water System was
not traceable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue
slip (KIE-2) for the consumable insert in weld WR-523 on Drawing PSK WR-9.
Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at
the original copy of the KEI-2 form. The initial disposition of this report
was " accept as.is" with the reason given that all consumable inserts are
purchased as Class I (safety-related) traceable materials. The NR was closed
on November 8, 1979, and was reopened after the Authorized Nuclear Inspector
(ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7,1980.

On February 19, 1980, NR E-2191 was voided with the comment that it was
redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. NR E-2191, Revision 1, was voided
on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz. with a comment that the weld rod issue
slip had been found. There were no engineering or Material Review Board
concurrences on this disposition. Copies of NR E-2191 and E-2191, Revision 1,
are included as Exhibit 30.

4.1.17.2 Investigation

4.1.17.2.1 Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated NR
E-2191 af ter he observed that Kaiser weld data form (KEI-1) No. 23037 for
Weld WR-523 did not have a heat number for the consumable insert that was
used. Reiter stated he checked the weld rod issue form, Kaiser warehouse
files, and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms, and found no record
of the heat number. Reiter stated that if any entries was found on any of
the weld rod issue forms, these entries were false and were made after
November 2, 1979.

Reiter provided a written statement attesting to the preceding information,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 10.

4.1.17.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found no heat
number for the consumable insert on Weld WR-523. The NR was dispositioned by
Louis Boetger with a disposition of " accept as is" because all consumable
inserts are purchased as Class 1 nuclear grade material. Oltz stated that the
ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7,1980. This NR was voided on
Februa ry 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. Oltz

.
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stated that he voided NR E-2191, Revision 1, on February 22, 1980, with a
' comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumable

insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham had found the rod slip for
the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert.,

| 4.1.17.2.3 Interview of Arch Lanham4

' l On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
i NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the Construction Department

at Zimmer. Lanham stated that he frequently searches for lost documentation,
such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-,

tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that, in the case-

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the
consumable insert for Weld WR-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191
with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however,
on December 17, 1979, he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the
NR and he noted on his copy, "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?"
Lanham stated there is also a notation that on January 22, 1980, the NR was
still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes, Lanham
stated that it appeared be reviewed the KEI-1 form and original rod slip
[KEI-2 form] and found that he had inspe:ced weld WR-523 on October 17, 1977.
He stated there was no heat number for the consumable insert on the KEI-I form;
however, he had reviewed weld rod issue slip No. 97957 and found a heat number
for the consumable insert.

Lanham indicated that the heat number for the consumable insert was marked
in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of form No. 97957) and was circled in
red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls that he made this entry on
the gold copy of the form in October 1977 while inspecting the weld. He said
there was no heat number on the weld rod issue form and he called the weld rod
shack to obtain a proper heat number for the consumable insert. Lanham said
he did not make the entry on the form during November 1979 through February
1980 while dispositioning this NR.

4.1.17.2.4 Record Reviews

Kaiser isometric Drawing PSK WR-9 for the Closed Cooling Water System was
reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld WR-523. The Kaiser KEI-1 form shows
a notation that the heat number for the consumable insert is No. 6059491.
Weld rod issue slip (KEI-2 form) No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that Heat No.
6059491 is the only entry written in ink on carbon form. Two other copies
of KEI-2 form No. 97957 (white copy and blue copy) do not have similar entries
for the heat number. Copies of the weld data sheet (KEI-1) and accompanying

i weld issue forms (KEI-2) are included as Exhibit 31.

4.1.17.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NR E-2191, Revision 1, was improperly dispositioned because there was no review
by the Kaiser Material Review Board and because information from a weld rod
issue form (KEI-2), which is a non-QA document, was used to disposition a QA
document (NR).

|
'
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! 4.1.18 Disposition of Nonconformance Reports CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479,

4.1.18.1 Backaround Information
*

1

i On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz initiated three NRs, numbered
CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479, reporting nonconforming conditions on drywell,

j support steel in the Primary Containment Building. Ruiz stated that Welds 63,
i 58, and 3 were full penetration groove welds requiring 100% coverage by non-

,

: 3 destructive examination by either radiography, magnetic particle, or ultrasonic
! testing but no tests had been documented. He also found that all 3 welds

'

1acked documentation for the backing strips, filler metal, welder qualifications,<

or welding procedure. The NR Log shows that NRs CN-5477 to CN-5479 were voided
with the notation " Void-NR not issued" on February 27, 1981. Copies of these

' NRs were not retained in the Kaiser SDC files. Copies of NRs CN-5476, CN-5477,
and CN-5479 are included as Exhibit 32.

! 4.1.18.2 Investigation

j 4.1.18.2.1 Interview of James Ruiz,

' On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC, He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs and*

he had no assurance that reports he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system or that the conditions he identified would be
corrected. Ruiz provided NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated these
had been initiated by him on February 23, 1981. He indicated he did not think
they would be processed properly by the nonconformance reporting system.

Ruiz provided a written sworn statement attesting to the preceding information,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 26.-

4.1.18.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan
,

f

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.'

He stated that he had reviewed NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and concurred
with them. Donovan stated that Ruiz erred in his identification of one defici-
ency on these Niis, because a Design Document Change (DDC) had been written by
S&L that eliminated the nondestrucive examination (NDE) requirement for welds

! on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement and said
it was contrary to S&L Specification H2174 that requires 100% nondestructive
examination of all Class I welds. Donovan stated he had reviewed the DDC and

' found that S&L waived the nondestructive examination for " ease of construction."
He said that, in his opinion, this was not an adequate justification for the
noted disposition. Donovan advised that the Kaiser Construction Department
is repairing these and other cantilever beams in the Primary Contair. ment

| Building.

4.1.18.2.3 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz identified ,

nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the Primary Containment
Building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated and he concurred in NRs CN-5476, CN-5477,
and CN-5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as

t

-
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,

lack of nondestructive examination of full penetration welds, material trace-
ability and welder qualifications.

| Baker stated that on February 27, 1981, he voided these NRs with the comment
! " Void NR not issued." He stated he voided these NRs after a meeting in
! February 1981 with Phillip Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, and Robert Marshall
' during which the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz were discussed.

Baker said that during the meeting Marshall stated that the welds on these,

{ cantilever beams were to be cut out by Kaiser; therefore, these nonconformance
reports should be voided. Baker stated that he voided these NRs on Gittings's

'
instructions and gave Gittings the original copies of all 4 NRs.

4.1.18.2.4 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Mechanical / Civil / Structural QA
Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, QC
Inspector James Ruiz initiated NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479.

Shinkle stated he reviewed these NRs and found that Inspector Ruiz had
erred in identifying one nonconforming condition. He stated that a DDC had
been issued by the licensee's architect-engineer that waived NDE requirements
for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz.

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because
the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction" NDE is waived. Shinkle
said that the welds identified in the NRs are Class I welds ~ because they
are welded to the containment liner plate and both S&L specifications and
ASME Code requirements require 100% NDE for Class I welds.

Shinkle stated Ruiz did not err in identifying the remaining nonconforming
conditiens, such as lack of material traceability and welder qualifications.
Shinkle advised that the cantilever beams in question hold up walkways,
pipe support hangers, and heating and ventilation ducts in the primary
containment building.

Shinkle stated that he attended a meeting in February 1981 with Rex Baker,
Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, regarding Ruiz's NRs. Shinkle stated
that Marshall wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis and perform
a visual inspection of the welds. Shinkle stated that Gittings agreed with
this approach and told him to work with the Construction Department to rework
the welds using KEI-1 repair cards without processing the NRs Ruiz had written.

| Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written
| by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
| He stated that this was especially significant in light of the fact that in

February 1981 there was an NRC investigation into irregularities in the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system.

i

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues
identified he conducted an inspection of cantilever beams located at the

,

| 572-ft elevation of the Primary Containment Building. Shinkle indicat:J
he found that there was no final QC inspection on any of the 27 beams and
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i 4 had no record of fitup inspection. Shinkle stated he identified the same
nonconforming conditions, lack of weld filler metal and backing strip trace-
ability, and lack of evidence of welder qualification for these welds. In,

j addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a visual examination of the welds and

in many cases the welds did not appear to meet Code requirements.i

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated
he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

|
tions had been made to the beams to add side plates and those plates would

: have to be removed to conduct inspections of the affected welds. Shinkle
i advised that the Construction Department is now in the process of removing
; the questioned beams.

! 4.1.18.2.5 Interview of Thomas McKenna

On August 10, 1981, Thomas A. McKe..na, Sargent & Lundy Structural Project
: Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. McKenna stated that DDC-712 waived non-

destructive examination of full-penetration groove welds on cantilever beams
supporting walkways in the primary containment area. The DDC was written in
1975 to waive the NDE examinations for " ease of construction." He said that
at that time the beams supported personnel walkways only and had no appendages

'

affixed.

McKenna said, in hindsight, that a better explantion of the engineering basis
.I for the waiver could have been written on the DDC (i.e., the beams supported

minimal loads). He said that the S&L waiver of NDE for these welds did not
consitute a waiver of other quality requirements, such as visual inspections
of the welds required by the AWS Code.

McKenna stated that since 1975 there has been extensive redesign of the
suppressien pool area and the beams now support safety-related pipe supports,
air ducts, and electrical cable tray support hangers. He said that in
April 1981, an individual on site questioned the quality of these welds.
He said that during visual inspections the welds were found to be of poor
quality and documentation reviews indicated that the required documentation4

of quality inspections could not be found. He said these nonconforming
conditions are currently being addressed and corrected, and the previous DDC

; waiving nondestructive examinations of these welds was rescinded on May 18,
1981, by DDC-2635. He said the welds will be repaired and radiographed or
magnetic particle tested.

|
McKenna said he reviewed NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated DDC-712'

addressed Item 1 on those NRs concerning a failure to nondestructively examine
these welds. He said, however, the DDC did not waive other nonconforming

| conditions identified on the NRs, such as traceability of weld filler metal,
| evidence of fitup inspection, and that the welds did not meet AWS criteria.

McKenna stated the voiding of this NR based only on the DDC was improper and'

he would not have approved its disposition. He said S&L does not receive
voided Nonconformance Reports from Zimmer for engineering review and would
not have reviewed this NR if it had been voided by Kaiser.

{
t
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4.1.18.2.6 Record Reviews

On June 6, 1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and asked
,

to retrieve NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 from the Kaiser Site Document
Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,
and voided nonconformance report files and could not locate the nonconformance
reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR Log pagea

' reflecting that on February 27, 1981, NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 were
'

voided with a comment " Void-NR not issued." A copy of the NR Log page is
' included as Exhibit 33.
i

4.1.18.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviewsand interviews of personnel it was established the NRs
CN-5476, CN-5477 and CN-5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance
reporting system.

4.1.19 Summary Findings and Conclusions

All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were found to be correct.
It was found there were widespread irregularities in the system. Kaiser
procedures permit voiding of a NR only if the NR was " written in error,
duplicated, or the nonconforming conditiong has been corrected. . .by con- 94
struction." A computerized listing provided in July 198,( indicated that J9d[f1,031 NRs were voided, between January I and March 31, 1981, including
those that were actually superseded rather than voided. Some were
voided by the QA Manager, some by the QA Engineer-Records, and some by a
clerk. A chronological breakdown of the number of voided NRs per month
is included as Exhibit 34. The dispositions of a selected group of about
20 reports, either voided or alleged not to be in the reporting system, were
reviewed and it was found that in 15 cases the NRs were either voided
improperly, improperly dispositioned, closed in error, or the disposition
was not fully implemented. In several cases, the justification used for
voiding the NR was erroneous (e.g., it was found the QA Manager was voiding
NRs which were not written in error). In some cases, the NRs had been

| reviewed by a Construction Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR
was later " voided." It was found that some of this activity occurred after
an NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser
QA Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements.
It was also established that, following the NRC inspection, the Kaiser QA
Manager had on three occasions not entered NRs (CN-4309, NRC-0001, CN-5412)
into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

This investigation also disclosed that an NR was improperly dispositioned
as " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriate. In one case (NR E-2836),
the " accept as is" disposition was contrary to ASME Code requirements.

NRs that identified multiple nonconforming conditions were voided improperly
with a comment that the NR was being " revised" or that "each deficiency would
be issued on a separate NR" or items would be " reinspected." It was determined
that nonconforming items were not reissued on separate NRs and were not re-
inspected as stated on the NR at the time of voiding. It was also found that
during " revisions" some nonconforming items were removed from NRs without
justification.

|
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The allegation that the Kaiser QA Manager voided NRs at the request of the
Construction Department was correct; however, the QA Manager stated that he

| had made an independent decision when doing so.
i

This investigation established that nonconforming conditions identified by;

Quality Control Inspectors were improperly dispositioned. It was also
established that the licensee failed to take effective corrective action
following the December 1980 NRC inspection.

This widespread problem of improper handling of NRs is addressed in the'

licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.1.20 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to process nonconforming
items in accordance with documented procedures).

4.2 Bolt Hole Preparation

4.2.1 Allegation

Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers are required to be made by
drilling rather than burning (flame cutting). Although some instances of
burned bolt holes have been identified, there is no inspection program to
assure the bolt holes are inspected.

4.2.2 Investigation

4.2.2.1 Review of Proced'ures

H. J. Kaiser Co. Instruction M-12, " Inspection Instructions for Pipe Hangers,
Support and Restraint Installation," Revisions 9, 10, and 11, states the
following in Paragraph 3.0:

"Any essential hanger base plate installed by HJK shall require the
removal of at least one (1) nut / washer in order that the HJK Quality
Inspector may verify the correct bolt hole size in the plate.

"During inspections, if the HJK Quality Inspectors observe the bolt
hole size to be incorrect (or eccentric), the inspector shall issue
a Nonconformance Report (NR)."

In Paragraph 4.4.9.d, it states:

"The tolerance for base plate bolt holes is as follows:

3/8" $ and 1/2" 9 - 1/8" larger than nominal bolt 9
5/8" 9 and larger - 3/16" larger than nominal bolt 9

[9 is symbol used for bolt hole diameter)

" Torch cut holes that have not been reamed are unacceptable.
(Use QACMI M-15 checklist to identify.)"
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The procedure requires inspection of the baseplate bolt hole location, bolt c=0
hole sizes, tolerances, eccentricity, and location of baseplate based on , F' .

a single sample per plate / The CG&E QA Manager indicated in a telephone TM M

( was being ,ogthat alg bolt holes were being inspected and that the procedure -

(conversati revi'Mc require inspection of all bolt holesf' lin;;g-i

y inge:tir p-^r +- -- mg n1; L.1;; croIGiistent with the
sample size used in IE Bulletin 79-02, " Pipe Support Base Plate Designs
Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts."

! Ne w I',e y, ,.A.
'

4.2.2.2 FSAR Requirements

The Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, commits to ANSI N45.2.5-1972 (Draft),
" Supplementary Quality Assurance Requirements for Installation, Inspection,
and Testing of Structural Concrete and Structural Steel During the Construc-
tion Phase of Nuclear Power Plants." Paragraph 5.3 of ANSI N45.2.5 states,
in part, that burning of bolt holes is not permitted.

u n a a:Il sr==~' 3 . # h de> M h 0 " ' "
"'"**" #*4.2.2.3 Licensee Position

& The the nwr preame
9 Daring a telephone conversation on July 23, 1981, the licensee stated

that the materials 'affected by Instruction M-12 were not structural steel
as defined by the American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Manual,
Seventh Edition. Therefore, the licensee's position was that the require-
ment not permitting burning of bolt holes does not apply.

l.s Aus=k
In a subsequent telephone conversation the CG&E QA Manager indicated that3
NRC appeared to be taking the no-burning requirement out of context. He
indicated the paragraph containing the no-burning requirement refers to

theconditionofcontactsurfacesoffrictiontypesofconnecgions, bolt
yohok thd- dG f's ned.r tan ce4s wfui.-m mkr.and the correction of fabrication errors. Ne^depre.um/ //a
hole alignment

This is an unresloved item and will be reviewed during a subsequent
inspection 9535358/81-13-63

4.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

The acceptability of torch cutting bolt holes (the applicability of ANSI
Standard N 45.2.5 prohibiting burning of bolt holes) is unresolved and will
be reviewed during a subsequent inspection. The licensee's past inspection
program for examining bolt holes was consistent with IE Bulletin 79.02,
" Pipe Support Base Plant Designs Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts."
The licensee is currently inspecting all bolt holes.

4.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

4.3 ASME Code Data Package Discrepancies

4.3.1 Allegation

It was alleged that during system turnover, Quality Assurance Engineers,
(QAEs) Wood and David Fox were reviewing documentation in ASME Code Data
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packages and identifying numerous discrepancies in these packages, which
were being recorded on exception lists instead of nonconformance reports.
The alleger questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies
on exceptfon Ifsts. He also said the QAEs were being criticized for identi-
fying too many discrepancies during their reviews.

4.3.2 Background Information
i

The licensee is required by the ASME Code to maintain certain recoruz d ich
'

are evidence that the Quality Assurance Department has inspected materials,
components, and processes (welding and nondestructive examination) to
ensure systems are constructed in accordance with accepted industry standards.
The documentation packages are filed and retained in the Kaiser Site Document
Control (SDC) Center and are turned over to the licensee when a system is
completely installed and ready for preoperational testing. Prior to system
turnover, these packages are reviewed for accuracy and completeness by QAEs
who verify that the packages arecomplete.

$ psct.7
4.3.3 Investigation i

4.3.3.1 Interview of David Fox

On January 14, 1981, David Fox, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from January to December 1980 he was employed by S&L
and subcontracted to CG&E to review ASME Code Data packages. Fox stated
he identified discrepancies in these packages and recorded them on exception
lists which were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, SDC. Oltz would attempt to rectify
the problem. If this was not possible, he would initiate a nonconformance
report for the deficiency. Fox stated that some common deficiencies he
identified during his reviews were a lack of mill certifications for steel
used in the various systems, missing valve data reports, and that QC in-

| spectors had not properly filled out the inspection reports in the packages.
Fox stated he heard rumors that Phillip Gittings, QA Manager, said he was'

being too ''ait picking" during his reviews of the Code Data packages. Fox
| stated that at one time he made up a list of the common problems he found
| during the reviews and forwarded them to Floyd Oltz and Phillip Gittings
! and suggested they give QC Iaspectors additional training in the area of
| inspection documentation. Fox stated he later discussed the matter with

Gene Knox, Kaiser Corporate Quality Assurance Manager, who advised him
that the requested classes would be given.

4.3.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On February 16, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed
| by NRC. He said two KEI QAEs are involved in the Kaiser review of ASME Code
i Data packages. Gittings identified these individuals as Individual H and
I Individual E.
|

4.3.3.3. Interview of Individual H

On February 20, 1981, Individual H, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
| NRC. He stated he had been employed at Zimmer since December 29, 1980.
'

Individual H stated he is responsible for reviewing ASME Code Data packages

i
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for the diesel generator, diesel oil, and main steam rooms. He said while
? reviewing the packages he ensures that the documentation in the package is
j complete, accurate, and that the inspection data on the isometric drawings
i and accompanying weld data forms have been properly filled out by Kaiser QC'

Inspectors. Individual H stated during these reviews he noted that heat
numbers certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel on weld data records do not, ,

match the heat numbers listed on the isometric drawings. Also, heat numbers
listed on the isometric drawings, when checked with certified material test

; reports, are not for the material that, according to the drawing, was sup-
posedly installed.

Individual H stated that some heat numbers on the isometric drawings had been
changed, crossed out, or " whited out" without justification for the changes.
Also, there was no evidence that these changes were verified by QC personnel
in the field, and he had no assurance that changed numbers on the records
actually represent what is installed in the plant. Individual H stated he;

has found similar unexplained changes in the records when reviewing weld
data and weld rod issue forms and other documentation in the packages.

On February 20, 1981, Individual H provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information a copy of which is included as Exhibit 35.

4.3.3.4 Interview of Individual E
i

On February 20, 1981, Individual E, Kaiser QC Engineer, was, interviewed by
NRC. He stated he has been employed at Zimmer since December 22, 1980.
Individual E stated he reviews ASME Code Data packages for the main steam,
diesel generator, residual heat removal and low pressure core spray system.
He stated he ensures that the data on isometric drawings, weld rod issue
forms, and other inprocess QC inspection documentation is properly recorded
in the packages. He has noted during his reviews that heat numbers on the
isometric drawings certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel do not match the
heat numbers for the same pipe listed on the weld data record. Individual
E stated the weld records are what the QC inspectors verified as being
installed during their field inspections, yet the isometric drawing reflects
other heat numbers for the same pipe. Individual E said he attempted to,

j resolve these contradictions and found when he reviewed certified material
test reports that the heat numbers for the pipe on the drawings were not for
the same type of material that was installed in the system. Individual E
attributed this to Kaiser's failure to follow proper procedures for the docu-
mentation of both in-process and final inspections. This has resulted in a
loss of material traceability from many areas of the plant.-

Individual E said he has reported specific problems on exception lists that
were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, Document Control Supervisor. Individual E stated
Floyd Oltz improperly changes heat numbers on records without field verifica-,

! tion or any engineering justification in order to disposition what he has
reported on the exception lists. Individual E cited an example where he
reported that, contrary to the ASME Code, Kaiser QC Inspectors had not veri-
fied the 1/16 in, fitup gap on small-bore stainless steel instrument lines
during most of their in process inspections. This gap ensures that the weld
does not crack when the pipe and weld cool. Individual E stated that there
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; are over 1,000 socket welds where this gap was unverified, yet Kaiser resolved i
this problem by testing a sample of 20 welds when ASME Code requires a 100% |

verification of socket weld fitup.

'i Individual E stated he has no faith in the accuracy of records at Zimmer and
would not approve any of the systems he has reviewed to date because the

! documentation does not meet industry codes and standards.

; On February 20, 1981, Individual E provided a written sworn statement atterting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 36.

|

4.3.3.5 Interview of Leonard Wood

on August 3, 1981, Leonard Wood, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from 1973 to 1981 he reviewed ASME Code Data packages
for vendor components supplied to Zimmer. Wood said he occasionally noted
that documentation was missing, material certifications were to the wrong
specification, or required documentation had not been included in the packages.
He said he contacted the vendors involved and was furnished the necessary
documentation. Wood said he was not criticized for identifying these problems,
and in most cases he resolved them on his own.

4.3.3.6 Record Reviews

A Region III inspector reviewed ASME Code Data packages for the diesel
generator, cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil piping systems. These
records indicated that a number of in-process QC inspections were not per-
formed for proper pipe fitup, proper weld procedure, proper weld filler
metal (traceability), and welder qualifications. These; inspection criteria
are required by ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Winter 1972 Addenda,

, Articles NA-f.130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451, NB-4230,
' and NB-3661.5(b). Also, Kaiser procedures outlined that these inspection

criteria are to be entered on the weld data form (KEI-1 form). The inspector
found the following:

1. Required inspections were not performed. This condition was documented
in QA Surveillance Reports (SRs) 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412, which identi-
fied 39 welds in the diesel generator subsystems in which the required
in process inspections were not performed.

In addition, the licensee had a partial listing of over 400 socket welds
(including welds other than the diesel generator system) where inspections
for proper pipe fitup (cleanliness, mismatch, and socket engagement) was
not performed. ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NE-3661.5(b)
states, ". . .a gap of approximately 1/16 inch shall be provided between
the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding."

i H. J. Kaiser Procedure Number SPPM 4.6 Rev. 8, paragraph 6.2.1 states:
"All welds shall be inspected at the following stages: ...At fitup for
cleanliness, mismatch, and minimum socket engagement. Socket welds

; shall have an approximate end-gap of 1/16 inch prior to welding for
all sizes."1

l
,

.
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I \ An SIS Report dated November 14, 1979, authored by the Authorized Nuclear |
' Inspector (ANI) (Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company)i 4. .

i . and the H. J. Kaiser response letter dated December 4,1979, which
t responded to the audit, said an agreement was made that 20 of the un-,

! verified socket welds would be selected at random to be radiographed
|| to verify proper fitup. One of the 39 welds identified on Surveillance

$ Report Nos. 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412 was chosen to be radiographed.,l
i No engineering justification was given to allow acceptance of all of
: the socket welds based on the sample of the 20 that were radiographed.
1,

L A second SIS Report from the ANI dated February 11, 1981 reported that
''

additional welds were made after December 4, 1979 without verification |
of fitup. The ANI indicated that all the welds, for which the fitup was-

not verified after December 4,1979, should be radiographed.
.

The Region III inspector found no engineering justification for acceptance
of the 400 questioned socket welds based on a radiographic examination of

; only 20 of theisocket welds. The licensee had not implemented in process
inspections to verify proper socket weld fitups during subsequent inspec-
tions. This reflects the licensee took inadequate corrective action.

; 2. Data packages fcr the diesel generator system indicated that there was
final visual inspection of all applicable welds.'

i.
3. A review of KEI-1 forms (weld data records) indicated that personnel

had transferred information written on KEI-2 forms (weld rod issue slips)
to KEI-l forms in order to justify weld rod traceability, date of welding,
and welder qualifications. The KEI-2 form is a construction document
used by the welders to obtain weld rods from the weld rod issue point.
There is no QC significance for the KEI-2 form, yet QC inspectors and 7

-

document reviewers were allowed to transfer weld rod heat numbers entered -

on the KEI-2 form by the storage personnel to the KEI-1 form (QC weld
record). This can only be done at the time and place of the weld activity..

Therefore, any information transferred from the KEI-2 form to any QC
document after the time of or away from the weld activity would not be
credi, table QC verification..

In addition, Region III inspectors noted a considerable number of dis-
crepancies between the weld data records (KEI-1 forms) and the weld rod

i issue forms (KEI-2 forms). The records showed discrepancies between
the heat numbers for the weld rod used, identification of the welder
performing the particular weld, and dates the welds were made. It was
found that document reviewers were resolving these discrepancies by
altering KE!-1 forms to match the KEI-2 forms. In effect, the QC records,
which suppsedly provide independent verification, were being changed to
conform s.th Construction Department records. Alterations appeared toi

be arbitrary in that some of the documentation for welds within a certain
line changed, but no changes were made for other welds of identical
circumstances. The following are examples of the altered records:
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i
1
8 a. Welder and Rod Heat Number (used for traceability) Channes
i

(1) Drawing M-479-3-DG-121 for line 1DGD9AB-1/2 contains weld
i records for Welds A-4 through A-21 which, according to QA

Inspector No. 81, were made by welder K0E using weld rod Heat
f No. 065118 during March 1978. Additional weld rod issue forms
{ (126508, 126509, 126510, 126511, 126884, 126885, and 126890)'

;.] exist indicating that welder IJC, using weld rod Heat No.
; 77402, may have worked on Welds A-4 through A-21. Because

'

! of these weld rod issue forms, the Document Records personnel
; changed the QA records to include welder IEC and rod Heat No.

77402 on Welds A-4 through A-13, A-18, A-20, and A-21. No
explanation was given why the records for Welds A-14 through,

|' A-17 and A-19 were not changed.

The RIII inspector verified that only the welder identi-
fication symbol,.K0E, appears near the welds in question.

(2) Drawing M-479-3-DG-119 for line IDG7AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 that,-according to QA3

Inspector No. 81, were made by welder UP during March1

j 1978. Weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) 123346 and 119061,
! enclosed with the drawing, showed that welder U P may
! have worked on Welds A-4 through A-6, A-8 through A-11,
'

and A-15 through A-17. Weld rod issue form 119066 indi-
| cates that welder K0E may have worked on Welds A-4 through
! A-21. As a result of these KEI-2 forms, the Document
i Records personnel changed the QA records on January 29,

1981, for Welds A-6, A-7, A-13, A-14, and A18 through A-21
| by crossing out the welder symbol UP and the date March 29,
| 1978, and replacing them with the welder symbol K0E and date
' March 22, 1978, respectively. No explanation was given why
'

the records for welds A-4, A-5, A-8 through A-12, and A-15
,

through A-17 were not changed.

The inspector verified that only welder identification
symbol UP appeared near all the welds.

(3) KEI-1 form for weld number 79DG on line IDG37AA2-1/2
showed the heat number of the consumable insert used was
6059491. On January 26, 1981, the number was crossed out
and changed to 6058921 to agree with KEI-2 form 123099.
The weld number written on the gold copy of the KEI-2 form
123099 was too faint to read. The inspector checked with
the Welding Department, but the original (white copy) of
KEI-2 form 123099 could not be located.

The licensee was previously cited in IE Inspection Report 50-358/ r
79-15 for transterring information from KEI QC inspector's notebooks
to KEI-I forms.

i No apparent actions were taken to assure that the proper weld pro-
cedure was used on any of the unverified in process weld activities.
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'
b. Weld Date Changes

; (1) The KEI-1 form, for Weld A-7 on line 1DG5AB-1/2, indicated
! the final weld inspection was performed by QA Inspector No.
! 81 on April 5, 1978. The date was crossed out and changed

to April 6,1978 on January 27, 1981 because weld rod issue
form 118920 indicates welder LJP may have worked on A-7 on

: April 6, 1978.

! (2) The KEI-1 form for W' eld A-20 on line IDGD2AB-1/2 indicated
that final weld inspection was performed by QA Inspector No.
81 on April 10, 1978. The date was crossed out and changed
to April 11, 1978 on January 27, 1981 because weld rod issue
form 123834 indicates welder LPJ may have worked on A-20 on
April 11, 1978.

Failure to take adequate corrective action when inspections for proper pipe
fitup were identified as not having been performed; and failure to take
adequate corrective action when information concerning weld filler metal
traceability, welder identification, and welding dates was found to be
missing from the weld data records or was questioned are contrary to 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
16.1 (e>358/81-13ff ) .

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.3.7 Observations

The only data package (diesel generator system ASME Code Data package) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance approval by Kaiser
Quality Assurance was reviewed by the inspector and many discrepancies were
found. As a result, the inspector performed detailed field observations of
the piping systems (i.e., cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for
Diesel Generators A and C. Numerous discrepancies were identified during
these observations as follows:

1. Piping--The traceability of some of the piping components was not main-
tained. Summaries of the discrepancies are as follows:

a. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings did not match
the heat numbers on the installed components. These piping components
are listed in Table 4.3-1 to this report.

Table 4.3-1 Discrepancies Between Installed Piping and Tracability Records

Heat or Part
Identification No.

Isometric Item in According Actually
Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

ISK M-428-6- IDG28ABI 90* ells M276 M267
DG-19 tee M315 M274

pipe HE6247 8464
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Table 4.3-1 (continued)
!

Heat or Part
1 Identification No.

| Isometric Item in According Actually
'

Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dvg. Installed
:

! ISK M-428-6- IDG28AB1 flange RVA CB8
DG-103'

'

ISK M-428-6- IDG27ABI pipe HE6247 16E4
DG-16 16D2

ISK M-428-8- IDG01AB1 pipe HE6247 3416
DG-68

ISK M-767-4- IDGF2AA1/2 90* ells M395 M252
DG-113

ISK M-428-6 IDG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402
DG-24

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AE1 flange RD2Y CB8
DG-105

ISK M-242-2- 1DGCSAA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922
DG-53 90* ell M262 M87

IDGF6AA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0170
IDGC5BA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922

90* ell M262 M87

1DGF6BA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0171
ISK M-428-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891

DG-26 415007
90* ell M287 M273

ISK M-423-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891
DG-27 415007

b. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings had been marked
or " whited out" and then an incorrect heat number recorded. For
example, ISK M-242-2-DG-53 was apparently changed to indicate heat
number HA-001 for the 3/4 in, and 1/2 in. installed piping. Based
on the records for accepted heat numbers, number HA-001 represented
1 1/4 in. piping.

c. Three heat numbers (HA-0170, TW 24402, anh 5?2891) found on
the installed piping de not appear on the ts,ords of acceptable
heat numbers.

d. Inmanyinstances,heatnumberscouldnotbefoundontheinstaIled
component. Therefore, a comparison could not be made to the number
recorded on the drawings.
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i

Failure to maintain heat number identification for the above piping, and weld
rod indicates a serious lack of control and is sontrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix

[$)f, Criterion VIII and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8. (deb 358/81-13-pf).
6 57>

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program. l

l

4.3.4 Findings and Conclusions
,

As a result of the investigation of this allegation, significant quality
j assurance deficiencies over and above those alleged have been identified.

It was determined that discrepancies in the documentation in ASME Code
Datih packages were being recorded on exception lists; however, this was
permitted by licensee procedure and is acceptable to NRC. There was no
evidence that criticism of Quality Assurance Engineers for identifying
discrepancies adversely impacted their work.

Major discrepancies were identified in Quality Assurance records and the
apparent improper modification of those records. This matter has been
referred to the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal
consideration. Potential problems were identified related to adequacy
of facility construction, such as material traceability and use of proper
materials, proper socket weld fitup, proper weld procedure, and welder
qualifications. These matters are being addressed in the licensee's C2ndedy

.

Confirmation Program to determine the adequacy of plant construction.

4.3.5 Items of Noncompliance -

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain heat number
traceability for piping and weld rod; and failure to take adequate corrective
action for identified deficiencies involving (i) not verifying proper pipe
fitup, and (ii) missing or questionable weld data record information regarding
weld filler metal traceability, welder identification, and dates velds were

made.)

4.4 Threatened Firing

4.4.1 Allegation

Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, directed Phillip Gittings,
Kaiser QA Manager, to fire Individual I (QC inspector) for using a magnifying
glass to inspect a weld.

4.4.2 Background Information

CG&E retained Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI), to construct the Zimmer plant.
Kaiser maintains a Quality Assurance (QA) Department headed by the QA Manager
and consisting of Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) and Quality Control (QC)
Inspectors. QC Inspectors perform field inspections of all safety-related

i components. Some QC Inspectors are employed by Kaiser and some by outside
l inspection firms that are retained to increase inspection manpower for a

limited time in particular areas. During 1979 and 1980, Kaiser retained
I a number of contract inspectors (supplied by Butler Services, Inc.) to

increase inspection manpower. In November 1980, all of the contract QC

1
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inspector positions were terminated and some contractor employees were
offered positions in the Kaiser QC organization.

4.4.3 Investigation

; 4.4.3.1 Interview of Rex Baker
i

On January 13 and March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in August or September 1980, the
Kaiser QA Manager (Phillip Gittings) directed him to fire Individual I after, ,

Gittings had been told by Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
that Individual. I had used a magnifying glass to inspect a weld. Baker said he
told Gittings that according to the American Welding Society (AWS) Code,
Individual I could use a magnifying glass during his inspections and therefore

i there were no grounds to fire him. Later that day, Gittings told Baker to
retain Individual I but to transfer him from pipe support hanger inspecticas
to structural steel welding inspections. Baker said that Individual I was
not threatened with firing for his failure to accept welds, but was reassigned
due to his poor productivity and lack of completed inspections.

On January 13, 1981, Baker provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 37.

4.4.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On January 13 and 15 and July 8,1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager,
was interviewed by NRC.s' He stated that Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction
Manager, had told him hd had seen Individual I inspecting a pipe support hanger
with a magnifying glass. Gittings said he told Rex Baker that if Indi'idual Iv
had been using a magnifying glass he wanted him off the site immediately.
Gittings indicated that Individual I later came to his office and told him he'

had not been using a magnifying glass to inspect welds, but had been using a
mirror. Based on that information, Gittings said he rescindea the termination
order.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on inspection activities of Individual I and his lack of

completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer him from pipe
support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection activities.

4.4.3.3 Interview of Robert Marshall

On January 15, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in the summer of 1980 QC inspectors
performed visual AWS weld inspections, rejected 95% of the welds on pipe
support hangers, and initiated more than fifty nonconformance reports
documenting nonconforming hanger welds. He said that he and Scott Swain,
CG&E Site Constraction Manager, were touring the plant discussing this
problem when they observed Individual I inspecting a weld with a mirrcr,
flashlight, and pick.

.
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Marshall indicated that later that day Swain told Gittings that an inspector
was using a magnifying glass to look at a weld. Gittings responded that he
would fire the inspector. Marshall stated emphatically that he did not,

direct Gittings to fire Individual I, and later they both concurred that!
' firing the inspector was too drastic an action to take.

4.4.3.4 Interview of Scott Swain;

1
;

On January 15, 1981, Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction Manager, was
inte rviewed. He stated that in November 1980, he and Robert Marshall were,

: touring the diesel generator rooms and observed Individual I inspecting a
pipe support hanger weld with a flashlight, pick, and another tool. Swain,

said Marshall identified this tool to him as a magnifying glass. During a
meeting concerning the high rejection rates on visual inspections of pipe
support hanger welds, Swain mentioned this to those present. Gittings
responded that he would fire the inspector involved if he found the inspec-
tor was using a magnifying glass to visually inspect a weld. Swain stated
he later learned the tool' was a mirror, and that Gittings was not going to
fire the inspector involved.

4.4.3.5 Interview of Individual I

On February 20, 1981, Individual I, former Butler Services, Inc. , QC Inspector,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from October 8,
1979 to December 1980. He stated that he was performing a pipe support hanger
weld inspection in the diesel generator room in November 1980 when he noticed
that Robert Marshall and Scott Swain were observing his inspections. At one
point, they looked at the tools he had with him. Shortly afterwards, Individual
I was called into Rex Baker's office and Baker said Phillip Gittings had been
told by Marshall and Swain that he was using a magnifying glass to inspect a

-

weld.

Individual I said Baker also related that Gittings had been asked by Marshall
to terminate the inspector. He indicated he later met with Gittings and was
again told that Marshall had seen him using a magnifying glass to inspect a
weld and wanted him off the site. Individual I stated he later met with Baker
and explained he did not have a magnifying glass with him when observed and
that the tool Marshall had seen was a mirror. He also added that, even if
he had been using a magnifying glass, both the AWS Code DI.1, Section 6.5.5,
and Kaiser Procedure SPPM 4.6 ,(Revision 8 recognized and approved the use
of a magnifying glass for weld inspection.

Individual I stated that he demanded Baker and Gittings document the reason
for his proposed termination and he advised Baker he would consult with his
attorney and fight the termination.

Individual I provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding informa-
tion, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 38.

4.4.3.7 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were being
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i harrassed and intimidated by Kaiser construction personnel. Ruiz said that
his brother, James Ruiz, had been threatened with the loss of his job for
allegedly using a magnifying glass to inspect a weld when he was actually
using a mirror, a common weld inspection tool.

[ On February 20, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
; ceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 39.

4.4.4 Findings and Conclusions

A QC Inspector was threatened with dismissal by the QA Manager after the,

Construction Superintendent advised him (incorrectly) that the QC Inspector
used a magnifying glass to visually inspect weld surfaces. The QC Inspector
protested the planned dismissal and was not dismissed; however, he was re-
assigned to another area of inspection.

4.4.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5. Applegate/ GAP Allegations

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project (GAP) requested an
investigation into the conduct of an earlier RIII investigation of concerns
provided by Thomas Applegate. In addition to this request, they provided a
list of nineteen allegations, some of which appeared to contain information
known to NRC, and some of which were new information. A commitment was made
to review the nineteen allegations even if they appeared to pertain to known
situations.

To clarify the allegations provided, a meeting was held between Applegate,
Thomas Devine (GAP representative), and RIII personnel on February 26, 1981.3

The meeting was recorded, and a transcript was produced.

Some of the allegations provided concern issues that do not fall under
the jurisdiction of the hTC, and have been brought to the attention of the
appropriate agencies for action as they consider appropriate. Other alle-
gations were provided during this meeting and in correspondence from GAP,
some of which are not addressed in this report but will be reviewed and
documented in subsequent reports. A review of outstanding allegations
indicates that their investigation woul amt change the ennelusions reached
in this report. ml,1 Li - 4 ;17_;f/C _

0 Y
In a letter dated July 22, 1981, GAP responded to an RIII request to identify
specific systems or equipment their sources believed to be deficient. Their
response included many plant systems and was not acceptably specific.

,

5.1 Unsuitable Piping Installation

5.1.1 Allegation

"KEI knowingly installed and ripped out unsuitable main steam relief piping,
at an estimated labor cost of $320,000."
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5.1.2 Background Information

; The Zimmer facility uses a General Electric boiling water reactor (BWR)
Mark II containment system design, which includes a pressure suppression
pool in the lower levels of the containment building. Based on actual,

Mark I operating experiences related to safety relief valve actuations
and large-scale testing of the more recently designed Mark III containment
design system, new suppression pool hydrodynamic loads associated with

.

postulated loss-of-coolant accidents (LOCA) were identified that had not
'

been explicitly considered in the original design of the Mark II containment
system. These newly identified loads result from the dynamic effects of
drywell air and steam being rapidly forced into the suppression pool during
a postulated LOCA or safety relief valve actuation. When this possible pro-
blem was first identified, General Electric and NRC and its consultants per-
formed an in-depth review of the General Electric Mark II containment system
design. Utilities owning facilities that would use the Mark II containment
system also formed an owners' group to share calculations, evaluations, and
acceptable modifications to the Mark II containments.

The NRC effort in reviewing the new dynamic loads was divided into two
programs: a short-term evaluation program for the lead plants (Zimmer,
La Salle, Shoreham), and a long-term program for final detailed evaluation
of the adequacy of modifications. The description of the NRC evaluation
is available in NUREG-0487, " Mark II Containment Lead Plant Program Load
Evaluation and Acceptance Criteria," published in November 1978.* This
document indicates that the lead plants, those first to use the Mark II
containment system, would be reviewed by NRC to determine the acceptability
of modifications made in their design to accommodate the identified loads.
NUREG-0474, "A Technical Up-Date on Pressure Suppression Type Containments
in Use in U.S. Light Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants," issued in July
1978,* details the ongoing NRC monitoring of the modification and analysis
program. NUREG-0371, " Task Action Plans for Generic Activities (Category A),",

issued in November 1978,* identifies review of the Mark II pressure suppression
containment as Generic Task A-8. NUREG-0510, " Identification of Unresolved
Safety Issues Relating to Nuclear Power Plants, Report to Congress," issued
in January 1979,* identifies two generic tasks as being related to the analysis
of suppression pool dynamic loads and safety relief valve loads / temperature
limits for BWR containments.

In the lead plant program load evsluation, NRC approved the design basis
used for modifications to the suppression pool system, including a device
known as a "T quencher" as part of the safety relief system, and additional
equipment, such as base and wall plates, to support these new installations.

NRC does not have regulatory jurisdiction over the construction costs of a
nuclear power plant.

*These documents are available for inspection at NRC public document rooms or
for purchase from the NRC/GPO sales program, Washington, DC 20555.
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5.1.3 Investination

5.1.3.1 Interview of Individual A
.

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
; representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated that

Kaiser had installed a large portion of the main steam relief (MSR) piping,, ,

knowing that sections of it would later have to be removed. He recalled
j that 2 years after its installation Kaiser removed large sections of the
'

piping at and below the 525-ft level of the reactor containment building
but left the pipe sections above that level in place.

'

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information; however, he requested that the statement not be
attached to this report.

i

5.1.3.2 Interview of Individuals B and C

On April 14 and 16, 1981, Individuals B and C, identified as having provided
[ information regarding this allegation to representatives of GAP, were inter-
'

viewed by NRC. They both stated that they had no information concerning this <

allegation.

j 5.1.3.3 Interview of H. C. Brinkman

During the period of February 9-13 and 23-27, 1981, discussions with
H. C. Brinkman, CG&E Principal Mechanical Engineer, indicated that experi-
mentation had revealed the need to redesign the relief system based on
newly identified discharge loads. Therefore, several utilities, including
CG&E, decided on a modification to replace the already installed " rams head"
safety relief valve (SRV) discharge devices with " quenchers."

,

In 1975, CG&E decided to start designing the quencher modification, knowing
that part of the piping to be installed would later have to be removed due
to the identification of new discharge loads. The basis for the decision
was that approximately 90 to 97% of the original quencher modification would
likely be acceptable and therefore only 3 to 10% would be subject to rework.
CG&E concluded that it would be less costly to proceed with installation,

! activities rather than delay the construction schedule until the quencher
modification design was complete. To date, the modification installation jgj!is not complete.

5.1.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observations
|

| The MSR modification has required (in part) the replacement of 10-in.
Schedule 40 pipe with other 10-in. Schedule 40 pipe of different geometric
configuration, 10-in. extra-strong pipe, and 12-in extra-strong pipe

j (thicker walled pipe).
:
1 During this investigation, the licensee provided cost figures for the modi-
I fication to date, which exceeded the alleged amount.4*NRC made no attempt

,

to corroborate the licensee's claim that it was cheaper to proceed with an f
installation known to require rework before installation actually took place. e

.
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The RIII inspector reviewed all revisions to the KEI isometric drawing PSE-1MS,
Sheets 21 and 21A, that were pertinent to the quencher modification of the main
steam relief piping. The revisions identified the following changes:

'

Rev. No. Implemented Change Date

Rev. O Redrawn--original configuration replaced 9/8/76.

Rev. 1 Hangers added 3/31/77
Rev. 2 Eight lugs added 1/10/78

'

Rev. 3 Hanger changed 5/5/78
Rev. 4 New spool pieces added, welds MS212 and MS195 4/3/79

voided per S&L
Rev. 5 Piping tee section added 6/18/79
Rev. 6 Weld MS160 and a 4-in. dimension added 10/1/79
Rev. 7 Field-marked (redline) updates added 1/9/80
Rev. 8 Welds K-461 and K-463 changed; weld K-592 8/27/80

changed to K-593 per NR-2499; hanger detail
section D-D added

Rev. 9 Weld K-592 changed to K-461; weld K-593 9/4/80
changed to K-594

The RIII inspector reviewed the QC documentation for the following main
steam relief piping field welds: 160, 160A, 267A, 267B, 267C, 267D, 268B,
268C, 459, 460, and 461. The records showed that the welds had been
accomplished in accordance with the appropriate code (ASME Section III
1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda).

The RIII inspector interpreted the radiographs for the following main steam
relief piping field welds: 160A, 459, 460, 461, 462, and 594. There were
approximately five to seven radiographs for each of these welds. Va rying
numbers of radiographs were necessary to cover the entire 360 degrees of each
pipe weld. The radiography was performed in accordance with the appropriate
code (ASME Section III 1971, with Summer 1973 Addenda). The RIII inspector
identified no unacceptable weld indications on the radiographs.

5.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

The quencher modification to the main steam relief system was being made with
the knowledge of NRC. CG&E personnel stated they made an economic decision
to install piping for the main steam relief system quencher modification with
the knowledge that approximately 3 to 10% would have to be removed due to con-
tinuing identification of changes in design loads. Because NRC does not have
regulatory jurisdiction over construction costs, no attempt was made to determine
the estimated labor cost for the portion of pipe that was installed and removed.
The safety importance of this allegation is limited to whether the main steam;

relief piping is installed properly.

RIII has concluded that the modification is being properly installed and
tested, except for the improper voiding of one NR as discussed in Section
4.1 of this report.

1
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5.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

; 5.2 Improper Fittings

5.2.1 Allegation
i
I "2000 pound fittings were installed in 1979 on residue head valves, although

d A5000 pound fittings are required."*

& .t.gbnp MR'GA, .C >Re p k. f,y*f
*

A
An interview with the indiyib al originating this alle ,gation revealed that
the " residue head valve "For " residue heat valves"#were not the components
of concern. The components involved in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were
the hydraulic actuators for *.he recirculation flow control valves.

Allegations 5.2 and 5.4 are bcth addressed in this section because the

investigation determined that both allegations were addressing the same
component.

5.2.2 Background Information

Hydraulic actuators are used to open and close some plant valves. Actuators
on the reactor recirculation system are provided with drain lines in case
hydraulic seagin the a,c,tyahogh,o,ulj leak. These drain lines are notg
pressurized (apar*to4 atmospheric pressure) and only serve to contain possible
leaking hydraulic fluid.

5.2.3 Investigation

5.2.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated that
Individual F had told him that 6000-lb pressure fittings were required on
the hydraulic lines in the residual heat removal system, but Individual F
was told by a supervisor to install 3000-lb fittings.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.2.3.2 Interview of Individual F

On March 20, 1981, Individual F was interviewed by telephone. Individual F
stated that he had heard about a valve that had been broken, but he did
not have any firsthand knowledge of the incident. Individual F said he
knew of cases in which " half-life" (3000-lb in place of 6000-lb) fittings
were used. Two specific cases recalled by Individual F will be fol?. owed
up in a subsequent inspection (E!*358/81-13-44).

Individual F repeatedly stated that it had been three years since he had
been at Zimmer and that he could not remember further specifics.
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|
'

; 5.2.3.3 Interview of Individual B'

,

On February 10, 1981, Individual B, who had been previously interviewed'

by representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated
that 3000-lb fittings were installed on two recirculation flow control

! valves when 6000-lb fittings were required. He identified the fittings as
; being socket welded to two small hydraulic lines on the valves in question.
| Individual B stated that, to the best of his knowledge, this deficiency had

not been corrected.

Individual B stated that in 1979 it was reported to him that a pipefitter
bumped into the valve and a small hydraulic fitting on the valve fell off.> -

He said the fitting was later identified as a nonconforming item by Kaiser, bp*3. ,i and a Design Socument 6hange (DDC) was issued directing the fitting be ''+-
repaired. He stated the valve in question was manufactured by General f/nc he
Electric, and General Electric later repaired the broken fitting oc the cpMig,valve.

-,

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement attesting
| to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

5.2.3.4 Interview of T. F. Van Natta
3

. On June 25, 1981, T. F. Van Natta, Site Control and Instrument Engineer for
'

General Electric, was interviewed by telephone. Van Natta stated that the
I adaptor connecting the drain line to the hydraulic actuator body on a
i recirculation flow control valve had been broken off. He said that he did

not know whether or not a pipefitter had broken the adaptor.

Van Natta indicated that the originally installed adaptor was adequate for the
designed service, but it was susceptible to mechanical damage from adjacent
construction activities that were being performed. Therefore, the decision
was made to replace the original adaptor design with the stronger flange design
defined in General Electric Field Deviation Disposition Request No. KN-1-299,
dated December 18, 1978.

1

Van Natta said that the actuator and three of the four hydraulic lines connect-
ing to the actuator had a design test pressure of 3000 psig. He said the fourth
line, which was addressed in Field Deviation Disposition Request (FDDR) No.
KN-1-299, was the drain line to the hydraulic system, which has a design test
pressure of 200 psig and norn;al operating pressure of 0 psig since the drain
line is open to ader atmosphere at the drain tank.

'

Van Natta stated that the actuator drain ports and lines were separated from
M the relatively high-pressure (3000 psig) side of the actuator by two seals

' (a main seal and a backup real), each of which have a design pressure of 3000
psig.

5.2.3.5 Interview of T. E. Bloom

On June 30, 1981, T. E. Bloom, a General Electric employee, was interviewed
by NRC. Bloom stated that the nipple (adaptor) on the hydraulic actuator to
the recirculation flow control valve for recirculation Loop A had been broken.
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I 5.2.3.6 Record Review

1. The RIII inspector reviewed General Electric FDDR No. KN-1-299 (designated,

j as nonconformance request) dated December 18, 1978, which addressed the
'

recirculation system flow control valve actuator. The FDDR indicated that
i the following had occurred:

i

i "The threaded adaptor which connects the drain port on the actuator body
j was broken off during installation of the 1/2" NPT [ National Pipe Thread)
: hydraulic piping. This adaptor is not suitable for this application where
j the connection is susceptible to damage and does not provide take down
| capability."
,

'

The final disposition of the FDDR was as follows:

i
" Replace the defective adaptor with short tube threaded to the actuator
and socket weld to a special flange attached to the actuator mount ledge.
A mating flange with a Viton "O" ring joint is also provided similar to
the other actuation piping connections."

The FDDR indicated that the flange modification was complete on July 13,
1979. The FDDR did not identify the specific actuator (Loop A or Loop B)
that had the defective adaptor.

2. The hydraulic actuators for the two recirculation flow control valves
and their respective piping, components, locations, and classifications
were identified on the following drawings (Table 5.2-1):

Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data
-

Sargent & Lundy
Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers

Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings

Recirculation Loop A

1. Actuator No. IB33F060A-- M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
Rucker drawing #81999-F-402 Eevision T
Revision M; Rucker Control

S/N SP19025

2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 1 of 2
(fittings), welds, class- Revision T
ifications, and locations

a. Line #1RR39AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-243 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-245
1RR41AD*)

* Low point drain lines are installed in the lowest points of each hydraulic
line to provide system maintenance. Low point drain lines are not the same as
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'

the hydraulic system drain lines (IRR39AC and IRR40AC), which are functional
parts of the hydraulic system.

Table 5.2-1. Hydraulic Actuator Data (continued),

i

Sargent & Lundy.

Piping and Instrumen- Kaiser Engineers.

j Components tation Drawings Isometric Drawings
!

!

b.**Line #1RR39AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-241,
hydraulic system drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-244 andi

line (and low point drain M-464-3-RR-247
line IRR41AC*)

i

c. Line #1RR39AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-242 and
(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-246
line IP341AB*)

d. Line #1RR39AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 1 of 2 M-464-3-RR-239 and'

(and low point drain Revision T M-464-3-RR-240
line IRR41AA*)

Recirculation Loop B

1. Actuator No. IB33F060B M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
Rucker Control S/N 19028 Revision P

he disposition to FDDR No. KN-1-299 was applied to both drain linesq

#1RR39AC and #1RR40AC. j

j 2. Piping (lines), components M-47 Sheet 2 of 2
| (fittings), welds, class- Revision P

ifications, and locations

i i
1 a. Line #1RR40AD 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-263 and

(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-259
line IRR43AD*)

b.**Line #1RR40AC 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-262 and
hydraulic system drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-257
line (and low point drain

I line IRR43AC*)
|

c. Line #1RR40AB 1/2" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-261 and
(and low point drain Revision P M-464-4-RR-258
line IRR43AB*)

d. Line #1RR40AA 3/4" M-47 Sheet 2 of 2 M-464-4-RR-260 and
(and low point drain line Revision P M-464-4-RR-256
1RR43AA*)

|
'
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The drawings indicated that the actuators and the portions of the
respective piping located inside the drywell were classified as
ASME Section III Class B. The portions of the respective piping

; located outside che drywell and past the the isolation valves were
classified as ASME Section III Class D (nonsafety related).

3. The RIII inspector reviewed an S&L Besign Socument 6hange that
specified a change in design pressure for three hydraulic lines,

: from 6000 psig to 3000 psig and for the drain line from 3000 psig
'

to 150 psig for the actuators for the two flow control valves.
The Kaiser isometric drawings reflected the design pressure changes
specified in the DDC. [ Note: Revision 5 to drawing M-464-4RR-257
reflectsanexampleofthespecifiedchange{}

! 4. The RIII inspector reviewed the S&L Mechanical Department Piping
Line List dated May 29, 1981, which specified the following con-
ditions for the hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-2):

Table 5.2-2 Hydraulic Line Conditions

Maximum Designgs Field
Operating Operating Test
Pressure Pressure Pressure-

Line No. (psig) (psig) (psig)

1RR39AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AB 2200 3000 3000
1RR39AC* 100 150 200
1RR39AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AC* 100 150 200
1RR40AD 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AA 2200 3000 3000
1RR40AB 2200 3000 3000

1

*These were the drain lines affected by FDDR No. KN-1-299.

The RIII inspector reviewed the material-takeoff record listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings indicating that

.
all the material and components (piping, fittings, and valves) met
or exceeded the design conditions identified on the S&L Mechanical'

Department Piping Line List.

The RIII inspector reviewed the KEI-1 weld data records listed on
each of the respective Kaiser isometric drawings. The records
indicated that welds had been made in accordance with the ASME
Code Section III-1971 Edition, with the following exceptions:

a. Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-239, Revision 3)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were
made for any of the welds.

'
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Line #1RR39AA (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-240, Revision 7)--
Recorded dates for welds A-1, A-2, A-3, C-2
and C-5 indicate the welds were dye penetrant

,

tested (PT) before they were made.
t
'

b. Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-244, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds were

{ made for any of the welds.
.

; Line #1RR39AC (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-241, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-6,
C-7, C-8, C-9, C-10, and C-11 were made.

c. Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-243, Revision 4)--
Records do not reflect dates for any of the
welds.

Line #1RR39AD (Drawing No. M-464-3-RR-245, Revision 5)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds C-5
(rework), C-6, C-7, C-8, and C-9 were made.

d. Line #1RR40AB (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-257, Revision 8)--
Record reflects QC verification of weld A-1
with written signoff instead of required QC
stamp; weld test (PT) records not available
for welds A-2, A-3, and B-2.-

e. Line #1RR40AC (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-262, Revision 7)--
Weld data records written to replace lost
weld records for welds E-2 and E-4, without
justification to assure in process inspections
were performed.

f. Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-259, Revision 6)--
Records do not reflect dates when welds B-2,
B-5, and B-6 were made; weld test (PT) record
was not available for weld B-2.

Line #1RR40AD (Drawing No. M-464-4-RR-263, Revision 7)--
Weld test record was not available for welds
A-1 and A-7.

The final quality assurance engineer's review of the preceding KEI-I
weld data records had not been performed as of June 29, 1981.
Therefore, the listed exceptions are unresolved pending the final
QA engineer's review and completion of appropriate dispositions
(4Ry358/81-13-#7).

5. The RIII inspector reviewed Kaiser Engineers, Inc., Quality Assurance
Construction Methods Instruction (QACMI) No. M-10, Revision 5 (dated
November 16, 1978), and Revision 7 (dated September 13, 1979). Both
revisions of QACMI M-10, entitled " Pressure Testing of Piping Systems,"
complied with ASME Code Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-6000.
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The RIII inspector reviewed the following hydrostatic test reports
for the respective hydraulic lines (Table 5.2-3):

Table 5.2-3 Hydrostatic Test Results 1 I*E
CenTW MWf m - s

(TestPressure(psig) J C * - N #
Actual--~~

Design Max. Actual 10-Min.,

Line No. Max. Allow. Initial Holding Report No.

IRR39AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-28
3/2/79
Retest 9/27/79

,

IRR39AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-27
3/1/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR39AC
(Drawings 200 225 215 150 RR-53
241, 244) 9/27/79

(Drawing 200 215 210 160 RR-26
247) 2/26/79

1RR39AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-25
3/5/79
Retest 9/27/79

1RR40AA 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-32
3/6/79

| Retest 10/4/79

1RR'40AB 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-31
3/14/79
Retest 10/4/79

1RL40AC 200 215 210 160 RR-30
3/2/79
Retest 10/4/79

1RR40AD 3000 3180 3010 3000 RR-29
3/5/79
Retest 10/4/79

! The preceding hydrostatic pressure tests were performed by using the system
power unit to pressurize the lines through the actuators, as described in
General Electric File No. 'v'PF 3300-111-1 (Rucker Control Technical Manual
No. TM 81999, paragraphs 5.7.3.1 through 5.7.3.9). Therefore, the actuators
as well as the lines (pipes, fittings, valves, etc.) were subjected to the
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test pressures. The hydrostatic test reports indicated that the tests had
been performed in accordance with QACMI No. M-10, Revision 6 and Revision 7,
according to the effective dates.

5.2.3.7 Field Observations

ersmEed
On June 29 and 30, 1981, the RIII inspector visually _ r ^ ' both of the
hydraulic actuators and all of the attached lines (from the actuatorn to
the penetrations leading out of the drywell). The inspector identified no
unacceptable weld indications in any of the welds connecting the actuator,
flange, or piping. The inspector noted that all of the welds were socket
welds. The general piping installation, routing, material identification,
and welds were as specified on the respective isometric drawings. The
hydraulic system drain lines connected to the actuators for both of the
recirculation flow control valves were installed in accordance with FDDR
No. KN-1-299 dated December 18, 1978.

5.2.4 Findings,and Conclusions

The inv,estigatiog revealed that the design pressure rating of three hydraulic
lines --- - ' '' i the recirculation flow control valve actuators had been' ' ' '

changed from 6 0
drain line%W(b,0g to 3000 psig, and the design pressure rating of theeen c anged from 3000 to 150 psig. These design changes are
considered acceptable byvNRC and the licensee.

"
tA< ene J %^-

An adaptor to a drain line on w hydraulic actuator to y recirculation flow
control valves (not the valve itself) was broken, and a site control document
was written that identified this condition. The cause of the broken adaptor
was not documented and could not be determined. The item was modified to
be less prone to damage.

The material used in the connections to the actuator was as specified on the
; installation drawings. The hydraulic systems were satisfactorily pressure
| tested.

The concern identified by the allegation, though not known previously by
the NRC, had been adequately addressed by the licensee.

5.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.3 Clogged Drains

5.3.1 Allegation

"A radioactive waste drain is clogged with concrete which carelessly was
poured into the drain."

5.3.2 Background Information

Plant procedures require drains to be flushed with water prior to plant
operation to confirm that the drains are clear of all restricting debris.
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The radwaste floor drains will not handle any radioactive liquid until such
material is generated following the start of plant operations.

The terms "radwaste drains" and " radioactive waste drains," as used by
'

interviewed individuals, are synonymous terms for ahtme floor drains 4 which,

normally drain small amounts of radioactive water that can leak from such
,; sources as valve packings. The drains are designed-to carry potentially

radioactively contaminated water to the waste treatment facility.

5.3.3 Investigation

5.3.3.1 Interview of Individual A

. On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
l representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated

that, while concrete finishing work was under way in the radioactive
waste disposal area, he suggested to Kaiser construction personnel that a
pipefitter be assigned to the concrete finishing crew to assure concrete
did not enter and clog the floor drains. However, they disagreed with
this suggestion and, instead, directed the floor drains be covered with
duct tape to prevent concrete from entering and clogging the drains.
Individual A stated that concrete did enter the lines and clog the radio-
active waste drains.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information; however, he requested that the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.3.3.2 Interview of Individual B .

Individual B stated that he worked as a pipefitter during 1976-1977, and
worked with the drain flushing crew for the radwaste system. Individual B
stated that during this period he observed floor drains in the system that
were clogged with concrete, which he and others unsuccessfully tried to
remove.

5.3.3.3 Interview of Test Coordinator and Startup Engineer

f Telephone interviews were conducted by the Senior Resident Inspector on
February 12, 1981 with the Test Coordinator, who was responsible for the
radwaste building drain flushing activities, and on February 13, 1981 with
the Startup Engineer, who was responsibic for drain system flushes. Both
individuals indicated that some drains were found to be plugged with
unspecified debris. In all of those cases, the drains were cleared and
flow was verified.

5.3.3.4 Record Review and Onsite Observation

The Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E Flushing Procedure No. DR,
Rev. O, for the drain system, approved on September 23, 1977. The purpcse
of this procedure was stated as follows: "This document details the pro-
cedure for cleaning the liquid radwaste floor drain and equipment drain
piping to the varicus plant sumps and drain tanks. The floor drain and
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equipment drain piping shall be flushed until they flow freely and all
large particulate matter is removed."

,

: Appendices to the Flushing Procedure indicated that 152 of a total of 169'

of the potentiaVyradioactive waste drains related te the radwaste building
floor drain tank, the floor drain sludge tank, the radwaste floor drain*

sump, the f}hlrified in accordance with the procedure.
oor drain collector tank, and the chemical waste tank had been

flushedandj The appendices indi-,

| cated that the verifications had been made in 1979. The licensee stated
that the flushing activities were continuing.*

The Senior Resident Inspector made visual inspections of all of the
accessible radwaste drain ports identified on Sargent & Lundy drawings A-533
Rev. F, A-534 Rev. F, and A-515 Rev. N. These drawings identified the drains
in the radwaste building (elevations 496 ft, 527 f t, 513 ft, and 511 ft) and
in the auxiliary building (elevations 567 ft 5 in. , and 547 ft). None of
the observed drain ports were visibly plugged. The following floor drains
were covered with tape at the time of the inspection and were therefore not
inspected:

1. Radwaste Building--elevation 527 ft

a. Drain Y-20
b. Drtin Y-17

2. Auxiliary Building--elevation 567 ft

a. Drain L-26
b. Drain G-26 (elevation 562 ft 5 1/4 in.)
c. Drain G-22
d. Drain G-20

| e. Drain G/H-20 (elevation 562 ft 6 3/4 in.)
f. Drain H-22 (elevation 562 ft 7 5/8 in.)
g. Drain H/J-24
h. Drain G/H-22

5.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

Neither the flushing records, the personnel interviews, nor the Resident
Inspector's observations confirmed or denied that drains had been clogged
with concrete. NRC interviews with site personnel indicated that some
drains had been clogged with unspecified debris. However, the investigation
confirmed that 152 out of a total of 169 of the potential radioactive waste
drains were cleared of all restricting debris. The 17 drains that remain to
be flushed are identified in the same controlled flushing procedure as the
152 that have already been flushed. RIII will determine the status of the
remaining 17 drains prior to authorizaar der plant operation (Ge>358/81-13-08).

Wb
Rt. |e,,eMe.d5.3.5 Items of Noncompliance , , , . ,

No items of noncompliance were identified.
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5.4 Weak Valve Materials

5.4.1 Allegation
< -

"A residue heat valve broke when a pipefitter bumped into it, raising new.

questions about the quality of metal used for valves." d 5 * h *N**
*

g aF slieysu .rE.I /*
An interview with the individual originating this allegation revealed that

' the " residue head valves"/or " residue heat valves"/were not the components
of concern. The components involved in both allegations 5.2 and 5.4 were

'

the hydraulic actuators for recirculation flow control valves.

Allegation 5.4 is addressed in allegation 5.2 because the investigation
determined that both allegations were addressing the same component.'

5.5 Weld Rod Control

5.5.1 Allegation

" Sensitive parts on welding rods are possibly damaged through storage at
improper temperatures and possibly lost through failure to follow proper
paperwork and labeling requirements."

This allegation addresses two weld rod concerns:

1. Weld rods were possibly absorbing moisture due to improperly controlled
rod temperatures prior to consumption, which resulted in unacceptable
welds.

2. Weld rods were not controlled because the paperwork and labeling
requirements were not being properly followed. Therefore, welds
may have been made with incorrect weld reds.

5.5.2 Background Information

For pressure boundary (pipe) welds, the ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition
Article NB-2440 st:tes, " Suitable storage and handling of electrodes, flux
and other welding materials shall be maintained. Precautions shall be taken
to minimize absorption of moisture by fluxes and cored, fabricated and coated
electrodes."

ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article NA-4460, states, " Measures shall
be established to provide work and examination instructions for handling,
storage, shipping and preservation of materials, parts, components, and
appurtenances to prevent damage or deterioration. When necessary for
particular products, special protective environments, such as inert gas

atmospheres, specific moisture content levelsfand temperatures, shall be
provided and their existence verified." y

For structural welds, the AWS DI.1-1972 Code, Section 4.9.2, states, "All
electrodes having low-hydrogen coverings conforming to AWS A5.1 shall be
purchased in hermetically-sealed containers or shall be dried at least one

I
.
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hour at temperatures between 700*F and 800*F before being used. Electrode?
shall be dried prior to use if the hermetically-sealed container shows
evidence of damage. Immediately after removal from hermetically-sealed
containers or from drying ovens, electrodes shall be stored in ovens

j held at a temperature of at least 250*F. E70XX electrodes that are not
i used within four hours, E80XX within two hours, E90XX within one hour,

and E100XX and E110XX within one-half hour after removal from hermetically-'
sealed containers or removal from a drying or storage oven shall be redried

'l before use. Electrodes which have been wet shall not be used."

The covering of low-hydrogen weld rods is hygroscopic (attracts moisture)
when not heated or otherwise protected from moisture-containing air. Water
contains hydrogen, so moisture absorption is undesirable.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod is allowed to cool below approximately 100 to
125'F and is not protected from normal atmosphere, it will begin to
attract moisture. The longer the rod is exposed, the more moisture will
be absorbed. If a significant amount of moisture is absorbed, the resulting

' weld will contain porosity (gas pockets or voids). Such porosity will be
evident in visual inspections of root or filler passes of weld metal, and,

will be visible in radiographs of the weld. In practice, an experienced
welder will recognize that a rod has absorbed significant moisture by the
way the weld is progressing, and will return or discard the affected rods.

If a low-hydrogen weld rod has absorbed very slight amounts of moisture,
it will not have a significant effect on the resulting weld, its strength,
or anticipated service life.

Kaiser Procedure SPPM No. 3.3, Revision 6, dated June 25, 1979 which was
effective during September and October 1979, states the following:

"6.4 The Weld Rod Clerk shall issue all filler material on a weight basis.
He shall record on the KEI Weld 2 form the weight of all bare rod and
covered electrodes issued.

| "He shall also, record on the KEI Weld 2 form the heat number and/or
1 lot number for bare rods, consumable inserts and backing rings, and

the heat number and lot number for covered electrodes prior to use.

"7.3 The Weld Rod Clerk shall weigh all bare rod and covered electrodes
returned to Central Storage and record the weight on the KEI Weld 2
form. A new KEI Weld 2 form will be made out for each new issue of
electrodes to and for each welder."

5.5.3 Investigation

5.5.3.1 Interview with , Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he had
observed unaccounted for weld rods (weld rods without accompanying KEI-2
weld red issue forms) and had seen weld rod warming ovens unplugged and
not being maintained at the proper temperature.

'
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4

Individual A also stated that during September and October 1979 a pipefitter
was not assigned to the weld rod issue point to account for weld rods during

'

the evening shift. He stated that weld rod and weld rod issue slips were
; left out unattended for anyone to pick up and use.
' On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting

.' to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not bei

attached to this report.

I
; 5.5.3.2 Interview with Individual B

'

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Kaiser
required weld rod ovens be maintained at the proper temperatures at all
times. He said he could not state that every welder maintained his oven
at the right temperature, but as a supervisor he assured his own men did.

; He stated that weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) were occasionally lost and, in
those cases, it was a common practice for welders to get a blank issue form,
falsify it, and present it to the Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors in order
for the weld to pass inspection. He said this was often done months after
the fact by Kaiser construction supervisors who falsified weld rod issue
forms to complete weld documentation packages. He indicated that, by doing
this, they did not have to cut out and rework welds. [ Note: Statements
alleging falsification have been forwarded to the NRC Office of Inspectort

!
and Auditor for investigation.]

<

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.5.3.3 Record Review and Inspection

The Resident Inspector reviewed the receipt documentation for E7018 (low
! hydrogen) weld rods purchased on orders No. 34356, 35720, 37587, 39075,

39382, 39556, 39971, and 40318. The receipt documentation indicated that
the E7018 rod had been received in sealed moisture-proof containers.

The Resident Inspector also verified that low-hydrogen electrodes (rods)
that had not been issued to the field were clearly identified and stored
in a clean, limited access, and dry area. In addition, in the field issue
rooms (rod shacks), the low-hydrogen rods were either in sealed containers
or in holding ovens at temperatures above 250*F.

|

| The licensee provides portable rod warmers to be used near the work
| activities to maintain the weld rods in a dry condition until used. KEI

Welding Filler Materials Control Procedure No. SPPM 3.3, Revision 7,
paragraphs 3.5.4.2 and 3.5.4.3, respectively, state:

"When covered electrodes are removed from a holding oven to be
issued to welders they shall be placed in a portable rod warmer.
Only one classification and heat or lot of electrodes shall be

!
|
| .

'
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stored in each individual portable rod warmer. Each portable
rod warmer shall be uniquely marked for identification purposes
and shall be checked on a monthly basis to assure that each rod

j warmer maintains a correct temperature between 175'F and 400*F.

"All covered electrodes exposed to ambient conditions for more,

than four hours without coming in direct contact with water shall
; be returned to central storage for rebaking. . ."

The Resident Inspector reviewed the December 1980 record for the aily<

yemperaturettheckofholdingovensW50,W27,W38,W25,W39,W19,Wil,
and W26. The record indicates that oven W50 was 5'F under the specified
250*F on 3 of the 22 days checked; oven W25 was 5"F under the specified
250'F 1 of the 22 days; oven W39 was 15'F under the specified 250*F on
I day out of 22; and oven W26 was 10'F under the specified 250'F on 1 day
out of 22. Although these instances violated the letter of the procedure,
the rods were still hot enough to ensure no moisture was absorbed. An
item of noncompliance was not issued because of the lack of significance
of this observation.

The Resident Inspector reviewed the record for the monthly check of
portable rod ovens (warmers). The record indicated that the temperatures
of 209 warmers were checked on January 3, 1981 and that all were within
the required range of 175* to 400'F.

The Resident Inspector also observed that unacceptable rod warmers in the
field issue rooms were properly tagged to preclude their use and were
segregated in a clearly marked area.

A review of reports of past NRC inspections disclosed instances when (1) weld
rod has been found lying outside containers or ovens, (2) portable ovens were
not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated at the
specified frequency, (4) holding ovens containing different type rods, and
(5) other control procedure requirements were not adhered to. These items
are documented in Inspection Reports No. 75-05, 76-07, 76-11, 77-02, 79-07,
79-15, 80-07, 80-14, and_80-19.

The portable rod warmers not being plugged in and holding ovens containing
j different types of rods were not violations of the ASME or AWF Codes.

5.5.3.4 Physical Control of Weld Rods

The paperwork used to account far weld rod is the weld rod issue form (KEI-2).
The weld rod issue form requires signatures from the welder, the welder's
foreman, and the weld rod issuer permitting the welder to obtain weld rods
for a specific weld from the rod shack (field storeroom).

d 4
The RIII inspectors reviewed KEI gaily ,71mecards (personnel time records)
for 21 different days, and some respective weld rod issue forms (KE-I-2
forms), to deternine if a weld rod clerk was assigned to the field and rod
shack during the second shift for September and October 1979. The timecard:;

.
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indicated that two individuals (K. Kern and G. Jones) had worked overtime
(after 4:00 p.m.) in the rod shack for 1 to 41/2 hr on 20 of the 21 days
(1 br for 10 days,1.3 hr for 2 days, 2 hr for 3 days, 2.5 hr for 2 days,
3.5 hr for 2 days, and 4.5 hr for 1 day).

[ "h eet s y c e r M k h e. .r r v e s a
-- d' N inconsistencies u l ~ " " :f between the timecards and the' -

weld rod issue forms)(fAnf pre. H VMw s/ .a
7

1 On September 5, 1979, only Kern was assigned to the rod shack for 1
during the second shift, but the signature mark on weld form 20037 did

t appear to resemble Kern's signature mark and there was no s' ature
ma for the rod clerk on weld form 200380.

2. On Sep mber 10, 1979, no one was assigned to the rod sh during the
second sh ft, but weld rod issue forms 200431 and 2004 Z had scribbled
marksind(i ting a rod clerk's signature.

3. On September 1 14, 18, and 28, 1979, Kern was Jhe only one assigned
to the rod shack or I hr during the second shift, but the signature
on forms 200465, 200485, 200486, 200458, 185618, 185617, 185732, 185745,
and 185733 appeared o be representatio f Jones' initials.

4. On September 17 and October 18, 1979, taly Jones was assigned to the
rod shack for I hr during he second' shift, but the scribbled signa-
ture on forms 200487, 18561 and"184744 appeared to be representations
of Kern's signature.

5.
OnSeptember19and26,197,only(gthesecondshift,butthesignature

ern was recorded as being assigned
to the rod shack for 3 ),/2 hr durin
on forms 185630, 1856 1, 185712, and 18 13 appeared to be representations
of Jones' initials.

6. On October 3 an 5, 1979, only Kern was recordqd as being assigned to
the rod shacVfor 2 hr during the second shift,4ut the signature on
forms 184696, 184662, 184661, and 184660 appeared h be a representa-
tion of J'ones' initials.

7. On tober 4, 1979, only Jones was recorded as being assign d to the
r shack for 1 hr 18 min during the second shift, but the s ibbled
signature on forms 184710, 184711, and 184712 appeared to be a epre-
sentation of Kern's signature.

The welders identified on the above weld rod issue forms were pipefitters
and boilermakers working on the second shift during September and October
1979. The RIII inspector noted that the alleger was one of the assigned
pipefitters and boilermakers.

The issuance of weld rod was to be performed by the weld rod clerk as
described in H. J. Kaiser Procedure SPPM #3.3, Revision 6. This procedure
also specified requirements to control weld rod temperature and traceability
at the rod shack.
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r,tt i; 5C{Er~~a.,
the CG&E QA Manager informed RIII by telephone on August 13, 1981, that the
licensee's review of all timecards for the dates in question showed the
appropriate weld rod clerks were working on the days in_guestion. He
indicated the NRC did not review all of the timecards.g,This is considered 15 S
to be an unresolved itegP W 8**7en'' ci;l b reviewp*t-ing . Wem,q_;;/ MNA:: tin I'n ; * -

<
'

(358/81-13-09). 4 % add .
g

In addition, RIII inspectors on numerous occasions have observed weld rods %{lying uncontrolled in the construction area.
g

red i[The concerns regarding the physical control of weld identified during g
%

the investigation of this allegation are addressed in he licensee's Quality ,,jConfirmation Program.
q s-

5.5.4 Findings and Conclusions k5u P
Based on the findings of this investigation, there have been instances when i [(1) weld rods have been stored at improper temperatures, (2) portable ovens
were not plugged in, (3) oven temperature indicators were not calibrated at
the specified frequency, (4) weld rod issuance has not been controlled, and

t(5) welds rods were observed lying uncontolled in the construction area. C

The concerns identified by this and other allegations and by previous 1.inspection findings collectively are viewed to be significant and have
$potential safety importance. These concerns are being addressed by the
ilicensee in the Quality Confirmation Program.
3

5.5.5 Items of Noncompliance s
,
3

No new items of noncompliance were identified.
3

.

5.6 Argon Gas Exposure 3
v

5.6.1 Allegation
,

o

" Argon gas valves for flushing oxygen from pipes routinely are left open w
by the day crew, causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, a problem jabout which CG&E Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest."

-

In an affidavit provided to GAP by a pipefitter (Individual A) formerly femployed at Zimmer, it was alleged that workers on the day shift routinely
crimped and wired argon gas hoses shut rather than closing the gas valves '

at the source upon leaving work. The pipefitter stated that this practice i
resulted in argon gas leaking from the hoses and caused the workers on 5
the night shift to suffer from dizziness. The pipefitter further stated |he advised former Kaiser Safety Director Larry Cummings of his concerns -

and that Cummings indicated he was not interested, because argon gas would
not hurt anyone,

g

On February 26, 1981 during a meeting between NRC Region III personnel, '

-

a GAP representative, and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that he re- j
ceived information from James Bedinghaus indicating that, in late fall or
early winter 1980, his son, John Bedinghaus, had been overcome by argon
gas while conducting fire watch rounds in the area of the containment vessel.

1
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5.6.2 Background Information

Argon gas is a " shielding gas" used to purge or displace the oxygen inside
' pipes in certain welding procedures, to prevent the metal from oxidizing

during welding. Argon gas is colorless and odorless. It is also heavier'

than oxygen and therefore settles in low areas, displacing oxygen. This
occurs in the same manner that water displaces air as it is poured into and

; fills a glass. MAPP (which actually refers to a trade name) refers to
'

combustible gas used in welding, typically for heating and cutting various
metals. It does not displace oxygen as argon gas does. It is colorless but
it has an odor which can be described as " noticeably foul." MAPP gas is
generally not toxic, although significant concentrations may be ignited and
become explosive.

NRC does not regulate the use of the subject gases. On February 6, 1981,
the NRC Region III office telephoned the Cincinnati, Ohio, office of the
U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA). During a conversation with OSHA representative John Phillips, it
was determined that the allegation involved a matter over which OSHA has
primary jurisdiction. An understanding was also reached that any action
necessary to resolve this matter would be taken by OSHA. A letter confirming
this understanding, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 40, was forwarded
by Region III to the Cincinnati OSHA office on February 19, 1981.

By letter dated May 15, 1981, the Cincinnati OSHA office advised the NRC
Region III office that an investigation of conditions in the containment
suppression pool area had been conducted by OSHA on February 4-5, 1981.
The letter stated OSHA addressed a previous complaint alleging leaks of
argon gas at Zimmer and concluded that an air contamination or oxygen
deficiency situation did not exist. A copy of this letter is included
as Exhibit 41.

5.6.3 Investigation
;

5.6.3.1 Interview with James Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he was a second shift security supervisor employed by W&W Security at
the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from February to November 1980. He stated
that while on duty, sometime in October 1980, an' incident occurred during
his shift in which Security Officer Gayle Spencer became ill due to inhala-
tion of gas. Spencer was assisted back to the guard house to recover from *{

[% N'
his illness and was later sent home. Bedinghaus learned from Spencer that
Spencer was making his rounds in the area of the reactor vessel when he

locakapparently became ill from inhalation of gas. Another worker in the area,

I (whose identity Bedinghaus does not know) advised Spencer there was an %c.,
I argon gas leak where he was located and that he should leave the area imme-

diately. Bedinghaus immediately reported this information to Kaiser Safety
Inspector Dan Parlier, who went to check the area where the incident had
occurred. Shortly afterwards (approximately 1/2 hour), Parlier contacted
Bedinghaus and advised him there was a MAPP gas leak, rather than an argon
gas leak, in the area where Spencer had been. Bedinghaus indicated he was
not aware of any argon gas incident involving his son John.
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.

On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting to the'

preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 42.

5.6.3.2 Interview with John Bedinghaus,

i

On March 12, 1981, John Bedinghaus was interviewd by telephone. He stated
i that he was a security officer employed by W&W Security at the Zimmer Nuclear

Power Station from October 1980 to January 1981. He advised that while.

employed at Zimmer he was never involved in any incident when he became ill
from or was overcome by argon or any other type of gas.

On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting to the
preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 43.

5.6.3.3 Interview with Daniel Parlier

On March 12, 1981, Daniel Parlier, Kaiser Assistant Safety Representative,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that to his knowledge there has never
been an incident where anyone was overcome by argon gas. He also stated he
did not believe such an incident occurred because being overcome by argon
gas would likely cause suffocation, an incident of which he would certainly
be aware.

Parlier acknowledged that he had discovered instances when craft workers
had crimped argon and MAPP gas hoses and had wired them closed rather than
shutting the gas off at the source. He indicated he considered this practice
a serious safety concern and whenever the practice was observed he immediately
brought it to the attention of the appropriate craft supervisor.

Parlier checked the Kaiser Safety Department's " Unusual Incident Reports"
for October 1980 to determine if a report of the incident involving Security
Officer Spencer had been prepared. He located a report describing the
incident in question and included the following information:

"On October 27, 1980, at 6:30 p.m. a Mapp gas leak located in the
reactor suppression pool area at elevation levels 503' and 518' was;

| investigated by Daniel Parlier. Parlier reported that Security
'

Officer Gayle Spencer was in the reactor suppression pool at the time
of a mild Mapp gas leak. A reading taken with a M.A.S. [ intended as
an abbreviation for the manufacturer "Mine Safety Appliances"] Explo-
simeter registered 0% on the upper and lower areas of the suppression
pool. Spencer complained of a headache and feeling tired. He was
advised by "First Aid" to see a physician if his condition worsened or
Security Supervisor James Bedinghaus was to send him to a doctor if he
became worse while still at work. Parlier took action to correct the
Mapp gas leak by turning off the gas manifolds in the reactor building
and disconnecting the gas hoses from the manifolds."

A copy of this " Unusual Incident Report" is included as Exhibit 44.

In addition to the " Unusual Incident Report" prepared by Parlier, he sent
a note dated October 27, 1980, to his supervisor, Mike Hoyman. In the note
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i (which was apparently a " cover note" for the incident report), Parlier
advised Hoyman of the incident and concluded that the incident was a result

[ of the craft workers "not disconnecting their gas hoses from the manifolds."
(Disconnecting the hoses from the manifold would have necessitated that the! ,

I gas be shut off at the manifold.) A copy of the " cover note" is included
! as Exhibit 45.

jj During a subsequent telephone conversation on April 24, 1981, Parlier was
' > questioned regarding how he perceived former Kaiser Safety Supervisor

Cummings' attitude toward gas leak incidents at Zimmer. He stated it was'

his opinion that Cummings was very conscientious regarding this problem and
i it appeared to him Cummings considered gas leaks to be a serious safety

Parlier also remarked he did not believe Cummings ever expressedi concern.
! disinterest in gas leak problems or said they were unimportant.
1

5.6.3.4 Interview with Larry Cummings
i

.
On April 27, 1981, Larry Cummings was interviewd by telephone. He stated that,

i he held the position of Kaiser Safety Supervisob at the Zimmer Nuclear Power
! Station for approximately two years until he left the site in May 1980. He
! verified that he was aware of instances in which workers at Zimmer crimped

and wired argon gas hoses closed rather than shutting the argon gas valves
; off at the source. Cummings remarked that these instances occurred "less
~

than frequently, but more often than they would like." He was unable to-
specify approximately how many cases of argon hose crimping the Safety

i Department had detected while he was at Zimmer.

I Cummings denied expressing disinterest in the argon hose crimping problem
and advised it was a topic of concern at many Safety Department meetings.
He stated that the crimping of argon hoses was a bad work practice; however,,

j it was one tbat was hard to pin down because it was extremely difficult to
' catch the individuals responsible.

Cummings said he felt Kaiser had an adequate safety system for preventing
j serious argon gas problems and incidents at the site. He explained that

it was Kaiser's practice and policy to place mine safety lamps wherever
workers were located in low-lying areas, particularly the suppression pool

, area. These lamps serve as warning devices in that they remain lit unless
! a gas buildup reaches the lamps' air inlet and puts out the flame. When-
' ever a safety lamp goes out, it is an indication of gas in the area and a

signal for the workers to immediately evacuate the area. Cummings stated
he knew of no instances when any workers were ever overcome by argon gas.

,

! 5.6.4 Findings and Conclusions

No evidence was obtained to show that the argon gas valves were routinely
left open, that persons on the night crew had been overcome by argon gas,
or that Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest in the argon gasj'
problem.

:

| Notwithstanding the above, it was determined that there had been instances
when craft workers had crimped argon gas boses and wired them closed rather
than shutting the gas off at the source.;

1

b
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This matter is under the jurisdication of the U.S. Department of Labor,
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). An OSHA insl.ection
did not confirm ==esenseneswauf air contamination or oxygen deficiency at '

the time of their inspection.

5.6.5 Items of Noncompliance
'

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.7 Damaged Prefabricated Piping-

5.7.1 Allegation

" Prefabricated piping received in 1977 has defective welds, but construc-
tion supervisors told crews rot to repair them because the welds were made
offsite."

During an interview with Applegate and GAP representativec, this allegation
was clarified to be piping received July 3, 1979, the subject of one of
Applegate's prior allegations.

5.7.2 Background Information

The following sur.um.rizes the initial investigation of this allegation as
documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09a.nd the. Vcewtoe s
rs p t += N. N A t- P- p wa re. Este) 4.hiA May 27,193o,

June 29, 19 8 , Fullman Power Producu iiilamsporr., rennsylvantaf--1 vi

also - as the M. W. Kellogg Company, shipped five pre ' pipe.

spool pieces y to the Zimmer site for inst in the main Jee,
~

tv-related-e em. The spool pieces.,were [HhaN|
steam relief (MSR) system, Mad.-hjo canreceived dn'~ July 3,.1979, T ' is ort E'-1911 was writt'e'n 'dit| c- -

July 5,1979, ' stating th'e aptroTs had 4 rolled of onto the ground.?
The nonconforman ort had the effect of placing the spool pieces zu o " -

{" hold" sta in the Kaiser warehouse. The welds on the five spool pieces
{ were r radiographed. The radiographs displayed apparent reiectable arm
Q_1cationsinweldsonthreeofthefivespoolpieces40nSeptember18

| through 28, 1979, despite the issuance of the nonconformance report, the ,
| spool pieces were released to construction and installed. As documented
' in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09, the licensee was found to be

in noncompliance with NRC requirements for the release of the spool p@iecgs "prior to establishing acceptability. DuringAprilandMay1980,the/81'dE
on the spool pieces were examined ultrasonically and by magnetic particle .

testing and found to be acceptable. AM accessin aselds (CMS 8#83 maewnM
,

,

icere.e4a.wkeA.
| On April 8,1980, the RIII inspector reviewed the radiograph:: on all five
i spool pieces (IMS08BB12-6B, IMSO9BA12-1AH, IMS08BA12-58H, IMS11B12-7BH,

and IMS10BA12-1CH) n -4b - C I- "" _ ;r:pd _. m .. . h ! ""
- -

mn ly" E m _ ,,,, :17m- wiegrp- t:dni alf .n n _ ,;,_
b :m vfC -dfigucnic ; : ' S i lc,;; .m . v. m quut r.

RIII personnel determined that radigryhgwgsgot the correct nondestructive
examination (NDE) technique for th& spoor pieces. The geometrical configura-3
tions and relatively large thicknesses of the spool pieces would prevent
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accurate displays of weld indications on the radiographs. A weld indication
shown on the radiograph could be caused by distortion. The ultrasonic and
magnetic particle tests ultimately performed on the installed spool pieces
were cocoset.. techniques.

greyroste
5.7.3 Investigation

5.7.3.1 Interview with Individual A

Oa April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-i

sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he had
provided information to GAP regarding this allegation, and he was referring
to five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kelloggthat fell
off a truck during their delivery to the site. He stated that Peabody
Magnaflux (PM) radiographers examined the pieces and found defective welds
on some of them. He said construction personnel installed the spool pieces
in the plant, disregarding PM's finding on the welds.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.7.3.2 Interview with David Hang

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was
inte rviewed. He stated that in August 1979 Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding
Engineer, asked him to radiograph MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the
truck on delivery to the Zimmer site. Hang said the examination was to
determine if any of the welds on the pieces had cracked from the impact of
the fall. Hang indicated that three of the five spool pieces he er.amined
had what appeared to be unacceptable radiographic indications. He said he
reported this in the Report of Radiographic Examination submitted to Pallon
and also told Pallon that radiography was the wrong technique to use to
examine welds of this configuration. Hang said he advised Pallon that an
ultrasonic examination should be performed in this case. Hang also stated
the spool pieces were ultrasonically examined in April 1980 and the welds
were found to be acceptable.

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, Hang provided written sworn statements
attesting to the preceding information, copies of which are included as
Exhibit 46.

5.7.3.3 Record Reviews

On February 24, 194 RIII Inspector Kavin Ward reviewed records that indi-
cated the five spool pieces were ultrasonically examined by Pullman Power
Products (Kellogg) in April and May 1980 and examined by magnetic particle
testing by Peabody Magnaflux in April 1980. The records showed that welds
on all five pieces were acceptable. The magnetic particle records indicated
that piece 1-MS-11B-12-7BH, weld No. V, had a linear indication approximately
1/4-in. long, which was ground, retested, and found acceptable.

i

!
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The RIII inspector determined that the ultrasonic and magnetic particle tests
were valid examinations for the spool piece welds.

5.7.3.4 Field Observations
,

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward made visual examinations
of all of the welcs on the five spool pieces and identified no unacceptable
indications. Thc spool pieces had been installed in the main steam relief
system prior to the time of the visual examinations.

5.7.4 Findings and Conclusions

The subject of this allegation was investigated by NRC in early 1980. At
that time radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld indications in
welds on three of five spool pieces. One item of noncompliance was cited
in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09 for releasing and installing
the spool pieces before determining their acceptability. Subsequently,'

the licensee and RIII independently determined that ultrasonic testing,
rather than radiography, was the correct nondestructive testing technique
for examining welds of that geometry and thickness. The welds were
examined by ultrasonic and magnetic particle testing and determined to
be acceptable.

5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new iters of ncncompliance were identified.

5.3 Prefabricated P;oe Welds
.

5.8.1 Allegation

"At least three sources contacted ty [ Thomas] Applegate confirmed that an
estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either
Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang
no specific source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and

James Tyn]er were named as having additional information. The name
teve Sellars is in error, as no such individual was employed at Zimmer.

It appears that this was a reference to Steve Binning.

5.8.2 Background Information

!

Radiography is similar to a medical X-ray procedure, with the exception that'

a small but intensely radioactive material (source) is utilized to produce the
i radiation. The radiographic film that is produced is like an X-ray and can be

a permanent record. Nuclear welding codes often specify radiographic testing
(RT) as a required examination. In many cases, the weld root pass (bottom
portion of the weld, or first welding pass) is radiographed for information,
and to determine if the root is acceptable. The completed weld is radiographed
for formal code acceptance. Nuclear welding codes contain detailed standards
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for radiography, including extent of exposure and clarity of the resulting,

radiographic film.

A radiograph is interpreted (read) by an interpreter. Radiographic interper-
ters are assigned levels of authority and responsibility based on examination

'

and length of experience, with a Level III radiographer being the highest level.

When a radiograph is read, a " reader sheet" is filled out. The reader sheet.

8 identifies the weld, date of radiography, radiographic technique, interpreter,
i areas of the weld included, and the conclusions of the interpreter. The reader

sheet is normally filed with the radiographs it represents.

Many types of defects or discontinuities can be detected through radiography,
including incomplete fusion, cracks, pososity, slag, oxidation, undercut, and
other defects. The welding Code applied indicates the requirements for weld
acceptability, and defects may be acceptable as provided in the relevant Code.
Many interpretations are highly subjective, and it is possible for interpreters
to disagree on the acceptability or rejectability of an observed defect. In
some cases, aduitional radiography may be performed to provide additional in-
formation. As long as the pipe is not inaccessible, subsequent radiography
is normally not difficult or too time-consuming.

In practice, the most common occurrence is that a section of a weld, rather
than the whole weld, will include rejectable defects. The section of the
weld containing the defects is then removed through grinding, re-welded, and
re-radiographed. If the repair radiograph is acceptable, the entire weld can
be accepted.

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors.
These items contain welds, and vendors are required to perform nondestructive
examination of these welds according to applicable codes and standards. ASME
Section III standards require 100% nondestructive examination for safety-related
welds. When radiography is required, radiographs are provided to the utility
purchasing the item for review and permanent filing.

5.8.3 Investigation

|

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A;

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa- (
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he was a pipefitter
assigned to assist employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm responsible
for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that in his opinion
20% of the prefabricate.1 pipe welds manufactured by Kellogg were defective.
He indicated that he based his opinion on a statement made by PM personnel that
they had observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured
by Kellogg on four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds in the residual
heat removal (RHR) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not
found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph
10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sellars and
David Binning reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not
to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.
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Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in
August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of main steam
relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in Allegation 5.7) that had fallen off
a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining the spool
pieces, PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said
CG&E overruled PM's findings on this examination, but PM retained copies of
their reports and could provide investigators with further information
regarding this matter.

'
Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of the
prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the
statement.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statcment attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a
telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, he responded in the
affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant
were defective. He said he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-
fabricated pipe welds were defective.

Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation
because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the
type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information
about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generally
confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was
a misquote. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds in
question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

,
5.8.3.3 Interviewwith[JamesTyneII

._ J, -

On April 16, 1981, mes Tyne Q rmer Kaiser Pipefitter Superintende h was
interviewed by NRC He state e was contacted by a GAP representative who
asked him if he was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds were
defective and that Robert Marshall had concurred with this statement. He said
he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that statement

evaluatedbeforehecouldmakesuchadetermination.[sgrahedandtheresults
and said the prefabricated welds would have to be radi

Tyner said the pipe welds
in the plant are good, and attributed this to Kaiser's Welder Qualification
Program which identified unqualified welders and prohibited them from workingI

on safety-related welds.

|

|
|
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e
Tyner recalled that on one occasion PM radiographers examined a Kaiser field
wel and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this
piping was part of the class D portion of the closed cooling water system and
was not safety-related piping. He indicated that the radiographers may have,

j applied safety-related standards to a nonsafety-related pipe and therefore
found rejectable defects in the welds. @nejlstated this was not indicative,

of 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds being defective.4

5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall
i
'

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that
20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall
a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers
Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe
support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned that
a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware
of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that Anthony Pallon, Kaiser
Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability of
Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.

Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg prefabricated
spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds
were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level
III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward. He said Baker and
Ward determined that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the
view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the
use of an improper technique.

5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hang

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated PM was responsible for conducting radio-
graphic examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely
radiograph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.
He stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.
He said on occasion, when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser

| weld overlapped a Kellogg weld, PM would examine and find defects in the
Kellogg weld. In each instance, these defects were reported to Kaiser on
the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for
corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR
spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The
examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact
of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him
radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces were
Schedule 844 pipe (3-1/2-in, wall thickness) with welds 1-1/2-in. wide, which ,3f'6
would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds were defective. pr
When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle
through laminations in the steel, which would prevent them from seeing some
defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the spool pieces
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for "information only" purposes and reported his findings to Pallon. Hang
said .. ___.. __ _ -.__ .___ - _ _ _ _ _ . , _ _ . . ._ ___.. I*f N'

_ _ ' - , '- _ __, the spool pieces were later ultra'sonically examined and MM
found acceptable. He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper

,

technique to examine the spool pieces _ ; .. .L.. . L .L _.. _._

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written sworn statement attesting
,

to the preceding information, a copy of which included as Exhibit 47.

5.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning.

on April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible
for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser
welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radf ograph prefabricated spool
pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg
prior to delivery. ".__:'': '- d . 1_ i t- . ?4. . ! i _!' (N.fsam
7_'_:~' __!;!:= _ L!u.-. StdameE

He did recall one occasion when David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that
had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective weldt but he later
determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and
the technique used was therefore unacceptable.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written sworn statement .ae*-mg
4.p the gccadin;; inRatic ; a copy of which is included as Exhibit 48.

5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-
cated spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,
David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on
delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-
mation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

| After a further examination of the film, Hang had determined the geometric
| configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.
| Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard FM employees

mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.'

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

| Oa April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
| by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive

examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that
he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated
pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg

| welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination
which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film'

and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware
I that, when one examines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the

geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which

1
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are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified
defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the
defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-
ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field

'

welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping
Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the pre-
fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined
all of the prefabricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site
and that it was Kellogg's responsibility, not that of PM, to examine these
welds.

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked.

David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off the
truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph
the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique
was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool
pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon4

requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool
pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.
He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use
when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic
examination did not detect'any defects in the spool pieces.

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 49.

,

5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from January to
August 1980 and during this period supervised PM radiographers onsite.
Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-
fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one
incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to
radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The
radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam-
ination, they knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said
they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-
graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry
1
'

was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the
spool pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable.,

|

Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining
Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld
that overlapped a Kaiser weld. He said one defects would be noted on the
examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when
welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of
the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of
no reason why any PM employee would state that 20% of the prefabricated welds
onsite were defective.

1

i
!
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5.8.3.10 Record Reviews

Region III inspectors reviewed radiographs of the following field and shop.

*cids in spool pieces in the residual heat removal (RHR) system (the system
identified by Individual A as containing defective welds) to determine if,

there were a..y unacceptable indications in the welds or adjacent material
(see Table 5.8-1).,

! Table 5.8-1 Welds in the RHR System
:

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter
No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

Field Welds

1RH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4
1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4
1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4
1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4
1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4
1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6
1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10
1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 10
1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6
1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10
1RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10
1RH02B6 RHIS 20 1RH02B2C0 RHISB 20
1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20
1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20
1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 16
1RH02BA20 RHS 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20
1RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 20
1RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 20
1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20
1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20
1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16
1RH02BA20 RH39 li IRH01C18 RH44 18
1RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 18
1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20
1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20
1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16
1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

Shop Welds

IRH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 16
1RH02BA20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20
1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20
1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18
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The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radioFraphs for each of the
62 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds
or the adjacent material.

WIn addition to the welds in Table 5.8-1, the 'p.SRCinspectors reviewed radiographs
of 206 prefabricated pipe (shop) welds ( r;jir, graphs) for acceptable
radiographic testing (RT) technique, weld quality, and documentation, woe ,

w- - 94 3
Radiographs of t welds were reviewed per ASME Section III, 1971 Edition,
with Winter 197' Addenda, and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415,
and ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic technique deficiencies were
identified in of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications were
identified in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs were
made without required shims under the penetrameters. An additional four
radiographs were made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter.

ASME Section III, 1971 Edition, with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX,
paragraph IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selected so that
the total thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same
as the total weld thickness...."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the radiography)
Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,
states, "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus
the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically
similar material to the weld metal."

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiographs of the noted welds
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA
Manual, Section 11.2 (8 6358/81-13-10).

All of the radiographs in which the penetrameters were insufficiently shimmed
were previously accepted by the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized
Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company) at thegabri-
ca g g sho , he, s,it,egndiographer (Nuclear Energy Services), andathe
licensee.at < 1. WE (O::ic_4eemestavettmae( The 200 welds f or which

{radiographswereexaminedg gExhibit50.)
A penetrameter is a device used to determine the image quality of a radio-
graph, usually a thin strip of metal of a thickness specified as some
percentage of thickness of the material being radiographed. Placed on
the part being radiographed, it is normally required that it be of material
radiographically similar to that of the item being inspected. Various
sized holes, multiples of the penetrameter thickness, are on the strip.
The ability of the radiograph to show some definate sized hole establishes
its quality. The essential hole of the penetramater is used to determine
if the radiograph has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications
that are in noncomformance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient
shimming of the penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thickness
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under the penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickrmss, thus estab-
lishing a valid reference for identifying weld indications. An insufficiently
shimmed penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received,

sufficient exposure to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion
of the weld that is thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

The licensee disagreed with the NRC interpretation of Paragraph IX-3334.4
of the ASME Code, Section III-1971, regarding the use of shims under thei

penetrameter. This matter was discussed in a meeting on April 30, 1981,
between representatives of RIII, RIV, the State of Ohio, the National
Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and the licensee and his
consultants. The meeting is documented in IE Inspection Report No.
50-358/81-16. The representatives from the State of Ohio and the National
Board concurred with the NRC's position.

Zusuf 86->
A program that may demonstrate the adequacy of the radiographs in question
is being implemented by CG&E and is included in the Quality Confirmation
Program. This program is described in Section )di Thors radiog r =f 3 thafk

e nn~ f hs de ~*~s + vn &ed le oc ndey == h ,n ,f. |2L
refe= fed.5.8.3.11 Verification *

Reg n III inspec rs also verified that he following Ids matched e
respe tive radiograp by comparing a sket (onionskin) de by the R I 3C4 tvuad
inspec rs, of the wel depicted in the resp ctive radiogra for the $}'3,y.J,/
following welds:

Pipeline No. Weld No.

IFC36CA621 B

IMS20B3169 A
IFC02AB818 B

IMS20B3169 D
IFC39CA621 C

1FC02AB818 A

5.8.4 Findings and Conclusions
'

| Interviews with the individuals identified by the alleger did not provide
specific information of any defective weld. Therefore, the RIII inspector
examined more than 700 radiographs to determine the acceptablility of the
welds. No unacceptable welds were identified; however, 187 radiographs could
not be interpreted because of an unacceptable radiographic technique. To

, provide further assurance that both prefabricated and field welds are satis-
| factory, the quality of the welds and the radiographic technique have been

addressed in the Quality Confirmation Program.
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5.8.5 Items of Noncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to assure that radiography
test requirement * for shimming the penetrameter had been satisfied).,

i

! 5.9 Design Control

! 5.9.1 Allegation

i

i " Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after the fact to conform with
| piping that already hid been installed."

5.9.2 Background Information

Problems associated with the design and installation of large-bore piping
and pipe suspension systems were identified by the RIII inspection program
beginning in May 1978. Similar problems were identified for small-bore
piping and pipe suspension systems beginning in February 1980. Seventeen
inspections have covered these large-bore and small-bore pipe and piping
suspension systems.

Problems related to installations not being in accordance with design
drawings were identified for large-bore piping and pipe suspension systems
in an August 1978 RIII inspection and for small-bore piping and pipe sus-
pension systems in a February 1980 inspection. The resolution of these
problems is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.3 Investigation
,

5.9.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated
Kaiser construction personnel used " construction aids" rather than final
design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe support hangers on
site. He stated that if a pipe support hanger or pipe piece was moved,,

the construction aid was changed in the field without an engineer's
concurrence. He said there was no assurance that the pipe was in the
proper location or was installed as designed. He characterized this as
designing pipe hanger and support systems "after the fact" because the
construction aids were used as the final drawing after installation.

Individual A said the systems were not installed to follow drawings approved
by an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed by construc-
tion and the engineer took the construction aid and made it into the final
drawing for the system. He said this occurred because Sargent & Lundy (S&L),

'

the architect-engineer, did not have enough engineers assigned to the site
to draw and approve design changes on the pipe support system or to provide
accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to use when
installing the systems.

,
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'

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting,

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
'

attached to this report.
,

mesTyne]i 5.9.3.2 Interview with

%
; On April 16, 1981, mes Tyner, former Kaiser Pipefitter Superintendent,

was interviewed by C. He stated his concern about Kaiser's practice ~o"1
installing pipe supports from " construction aids" or " field sketches" rather
than from approved design drawings. He said construction was far ahead of-

schedule and the designers were behind in this area. He stated that pipe
supports as drawn on the construction aid occasionally did not fit in the
location they were designed for and were moved arbitrarily and noted in
red on the construction aid. This change was then transpp ed to the final
drawing without an engineer's evaluation of the change. @e3 indicated
that this resulted from poor initial design on the construction aid itself.

hneyalso said that, in his opinion, the licensee did not have qualified
engineers or engineering support staff on site to properly draw the con-
struction aids to match actual conditions in the plant.

5.9.3.3 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that
he was provided with a field construction drawing or construction plan
when installing systems in the plant. The system would be installed and
the engineering staff would be shown where construction personnel had made
changes or alterations in the installation of the system. He characterized
this as construction designing the systems while they were being installed,.

rather than designing the system by engineers. Individual B indicated that
in 1977 Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors contracted from Butler Services,
Inc., saw this practice and directed that it be stopped because it was
contrary to Quality Control Procedures.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting
: to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
: attached to this report.

5.9.3.4 Review of Previous NRC Inspections

NRC has previously identified problems with the installation of pipe hangers
! and the related quality assurance inspection program. These problems were
'

documented and notices of violation were issued in Region III Inspection
Reports No. 78-10, 78-18, 78-22, 78-27, 78-32, 79-03, 79-10, 79-11, 79-22,
79-37, 80-05, 80-13, 80-16, 80-22, 80-25, 81-04, and 81-17.

1. RIII inspection of large bore piping and pipe suspension system design
and installation was initiated in May, 1978. By the latter part of
4978, RIII was aware that most of the existing installations were not
in accordance with the design, due to implementation of an inadequate
installation and QA/QC program. The situation was further compounded
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;

i by the updating of GE design criteria that invalidated the previous
engineering design and calculations. Since then, the licensee has

j determined that all installations are considered preliminary and that
j final calculations will be performed prior to system test and acceptance.
j Because of this, RIII has not inspected large bore piping suspension

system hardware since 1979. The findings relative to support installa-
tions not in accordance with design and inadequate design review remain

{ open.
!

| 2. RIII inspection of small bore process and instrumentation piping and
' pipe suspension system design and installation was initiated in February,

1980. Problems relative to field design changes being made without S&L
approval are documented in Inspection Report 80-05. At present, the
design of small bore systems is contracted to Nuclear Power Services, Inc..

(NPS). RIII review of the NPS program and its implementation will be a
part of future routine site inspections.

3. RIII inspections of small bore CRD piping and pipe suspension systems
design and installation were performed in December, 1980. The inspection

i identified inadequacies in design and the QA/QC programs and as a result
CG&E issued a Stop Work Order. RIII followup inspection in June,1981
(Report No. 81-17) resolved most of the findings; however, the present )(RCI design control provisions relative to procedures (verification and
approval remains open.

The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been~and continue to
be closely monitored by Region III.

5.9.4 Findings and Conclusions

There have been cases of both large Yand small-bore piping and pipe suspension
systems being installed without proper design control. Field installations
have been made that were not in accordance with approved design documents.
This problem was initially identified for large-bore piping systems during
a May 1978 RIII inspectio1. It was initially identified for small-bore e

piping systems during an RIII inspection in February 1980, which was con-
ducted as a result of an allegation concerning small-bore piping problems
at another RIII facility.

These problems have resulted in items of noncompliance, management meetings
with the licensee,and Ticensee stop work orders, one of which was confirmed
in an Immediate Action Letter. Resolution of these problems is not complete
and is being followed in the RIII inspection program.

5.9.5 Items of Ncncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.
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!
' 5.10 Cable Tray Hangers and Loading

j 5.10.1 Allegation

i " Shock-absorbing electrical tray hangers previously found unsatisfactory
'

are still unsafe due to faulty welds, and electrical cable trays remain
dangerously full."

#

5.10.2 Background Information
i
+ During an interview on February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate and a GAP

representative, Thomas Devine, indicated that Edwin Hofstadter was the.

source of this allegation.

Hofstadter was employed by Husky Products, the Zimmer cable tray vendor,
between February 8,1973 and August 4,1978. He wrote a letter of com-
plaint that he sent to various parties on August 18, 1978. RIII personnel
contacted him by telephone on September 9, 1978, and he was interviewed by
RIII personnel on September 29, 1978. His allegations, relating to materials
and welding on cable trays supplied to the Zimmer and Clinton sites, were
investigated in detail by RIII. and the findings related to Zimmer are
documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/78-21. The RIII investigation
resulted in one item of noncompliance (a deficiency), but cable tray materials
and welding were considered acceptable.

During the 1978 RIII investigation, Hofstadter sent a series of letters
to the NRC (dated September 30, October 9, 19, 20, 31, December 15, 1978,
and February 11, 1979) stating his concerns and expressing dissatisfaction
with RRC investigation findings. On February 2,1979, a public press con-

i ference was held in Cincinnati wherein RIII personnel met with Hofstadter,
'

a lawyer representing Ralph Nader, and representatives of Citizens Against
A Radioactive Environment (CARE), an intervenor group, to discuss the NRC
investigation.

At RIII's request, a vendor inspection of Husky Products was performed by
Region IV personnel during Februgryjl,2-15 19 99900356/79-01). ?f73e[ggf,Ryport No.liciencies (QA Manual lackedThe inspection #6=L==# identihr - ;- E -'4
description of duties or policy statement, weld procedure 107 lacked
welding parameters for metal under 1/4-in.).

On March 9, 1979, CARE sent a letter to varicus media representatives, taking.
issue with the RIII finding of cable tray acceptability. Subsequently, the
Mississippi Valley Power Project (MVPP), another ir tervenor group, introduced
the acceptability of cable trays and cable tray loading as contentions in the
Zimmer licensing hearings. These contentions were accepted for litigation,
and extensive testimony by NRC, Husky Products, CG&E, Hofstadter, and MVPP
personnel is documented in the hearing transcripts.

A review of the Atomic Safety Licensing Board hearing transcripts amesewoon
semomehen did not reveal any significant information not included in the
RIII investigation report. The conclusion of cable tray acceptability has
not been altered.
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i Hofstadter made no allegations concerning cable tray hangers, and these
were not supplied by Husky Products., ,

A report (50.55e) was submitted to NRC by the licensee ~concerning cable2

; tray hanger welding deficiencies on July 17, 1978. A followup report was
sent to the NRC on October 30, 1978. Review of the licensee's corrective

'

actions was performed during an inspection conducted Wesums March 21-23,,

1979. During that inspection, corrective action appeared to be acceptable, g,
' but had not been completed. m

ap,

: 5.10.3_ Investigation
!
'

5.10.3.1 Interview of Edwin Hofstadter

Edwin Hofstadter was contacted by telephone on July 31, 1981. He stated his
...: erns dealt with cable tray (fittings) welding, and he had no knowledge
of cable tray hangers. He expressed concern regarding cable tray loading at:

Zimmer. . -

5.10.3.2 Observations and Reviews Concerning Cable Tray Hanger Welds

The following finding address the present review of the allegation as
expressed by GAP in their letter of December 10, 1980, to the Merit Systems
Protection Board concerning cable tray hangers and cable tray loading.

I RIII inspectors made visual inspections of both vendor and field welds on
the following Superstrut cable tray hangers in the cable spreading room and
blue switchgear room, and at an elevation of 473-ft in the auxiliary building.

The following data was noted for the cable spreading room:

1. No. 14H11FEC145--no unacceptable weld discontinuities,

2. No. 14H11FEC147--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
,

3. No. 4H2FEC193--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing

4. No. 15H1FEC160--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing

5. No. 70HFEC165 (cross brace member No. 23HV5FEC294)--welds had irregular
profile, porosity, and undercut

6. No. 15H2FEC175 (second horizontal member from the top)--weld had undercut

7. No. 14H11FEC146 (cross member)--an apparent vendor weld had undercut
and slag

8. No. 16HIFEC156 (weld marked rejected)--weld had spatter and undercut

All of these welds were painted; therefore, the RIII inspector examined for
relatively large discontinuities only.

'
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The unacceptable welds identified on hangers 70HFEC165, 15H2FEC175,
14H11FEC146, and 16HIFEC156 were not controlled in any QA document. This
is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the Wm. H. Zimmer

; QA Manual, Section 15 (358/81-13-89).
Il

The RIII inspectors reviewed approximately 180 construction inspection
plans (CIPs) and inspection records for the hangers in the cable spreading
room (elevation 536 ft in the north section of the auxiliary building). The
licensee stated that inspections documented on the CIPs also included vendor
welds, even though the records only reflected field welds. The vendor welds
were inspected because of repairs necessary to close the 10 CFR 50 55(e)
report telephoned to NRC on July 17, 1978. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report
indicated that vendor welds on Superstrut cable tray hangers, which were
used only in the cable spreading room (PW Industries hangers are utilized ?
elsewhere and appear acceptable), did not meet the visual inspection
requirements of AWS DI.1-1972. The CIP records and the 10 CFR 50.55(e)
report indicate that all of the final field and vendor welds were reinspected
after repairs were made to welds on more than half of the 141 hangers. These'

were accepted by the licensee in December 1980 and January 1981.

No inspection records were available to indicate that in-process inspections
of either the field or vendor welds were made to verify proper filler metal,
weld procedure, welder's qualifications, surface conditions, etc., as
required by the AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 6. Certificates had been
supplied by the vendor stating that the material met the purchase specifi-
cation requirements. The RIII inspector requested the licensee to obtain
the in process and field weld inspection records for the hanger welds made
by the vendor (Superstrut). A letter dated May 1,1981, from Midland-Ross
Corporation to CG&E was provided to the RIII inspector on June 1,1981.
The letter indicated that Superstrut had been acquired by the Midland-Ross
Corporation in January 1978, and that no records could be located with
respect to in process inspection of hangers supplied to Zimmer.

Discussions with pertinent QC management and inspection personnel revealed
that the welds documented on the above CIPs had been inspected after having
been painted. The licensee stated that field visual examinations of tray
hanger welds were based on H. J. Kaiser Company Procedure No. SPPM 4.6,
Revision 8, dated August 29, 1980, paragraph 5.1.3, which states, " Surface
condition--joint surfaces to be examined shall be cleaned and free from slag,
rust, are burns, paint, dirt, or other contaminants that would interfere with
the examination." The licensee stated that paint (Galvanox) applied to the
hanger welds did not interfere with visual examination and, in some cases,
actually highlighted discontinuities.

AVS DI.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, states, ". . . Welded joints shall not be
painted until after the work has been completed and accepted...."

The apparent lack of in process and adequate final inspections of the
above field and vendor hanger welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion X, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1.2 (358/81-13- 5).

12.
The RIII inspector requested the design acceptance criteria that was used
by QC to evaluate the undercut on hanger 15H2FEC175. The licensee provided
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S&L Specification H-2713, Supplement 7, Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser
Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, Revision 8, paragraph 5.2.9, which allows up to
1/16-in. undercut on the cable tray hanger welds. The 1/16-in. criterion
does not comply with AWS D1.1-1972, Section 3.6.4, which states, "For-

buildings and tubular structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch,

deep when its direction is transverse to primary tensile stress in the part
that is undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."

Further review of Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, paragraph 5.2, revealed other
noted exceptions to the AUS D1.1-1972 code. These exceptions included
fillet weld size and weld convexity. On March 5, 1981, S&L provided a,

documented investigation program of fillet weld size for P-W Industries ',
cable pan hangers, purchase order No. 7070-25102. This program was
performed by Gladstone Laboratory of Cincinnati to substantiate the
design adequacy of the undersized fillet welds at the flare bevel joints
of the cable pan hangers. The study was based on a sample of 95 welds
cut from P-W cable tray hangers. The 95 welds were sectioned and etched
to determine actual weld size and relative weld quality. Only one weld
was identified as rejectable due to a lack of fusion. Although this study
may justify that the weld size was adequate where the weld penetration
was not measurable by normal visual techniques, no justification was pro-
vided to substantiate the exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 Code requirements
concerning weld convexity and undercut.

These deviations from the AWS Code are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion III, the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.3 (358/81-13-3T) .

73
The following data was noted for the blue switchgear room hangers (eleva-
tion 525 ft and drawing E-96):

1. No. 1H029--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. SH25--foot connection covered with fireproofing; no visible
unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. SH30 (2)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

4. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

5. No. 1H079--no unacceptable weld discontinuities .

6. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

7. 2 Nos. SH19--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

8. No. 109HV4 (east and wast sides)--had unacceptable weld discontinuities
that were controlled on construction inspection plans (records)

9. No. 1H28-2--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

10. No. 1H28-1--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

11. No. 1H29--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
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12. No. 5H30--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

13. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

14. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

15. No. 5H19 (4)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

16. No. 5H3(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

17. No. 5H2(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

18. No. 5H25 -no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection
covered with fireproofing.

The following data was noted for elevation 473 ft auxiliary building
hangers:

1. No. SH009 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

2. No. 4H3 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 2H1 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

4. No. SH010 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

5. No. SH012 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

6. No. 6H1 (2) (drawing E-14)--no. unacceptable weld discontinuities

7. No. 6H1 (1) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

Four to six welds were inspected on each of the preceding hangers.

Several of the tray hanger foot connections (where the hangers are attached
to the structural beams) were covered with fireproofing and could not be
inspected. Therefore, the RIII inspector requested QC inspection documen-
tation to assure that the welds covered by fireproofing were acceptable.
The licensee provided a copy of Surveillance Report (SR) No. 2893 dated,

| January 8, 1981, which stated that 94 of 179 (Superstrut) cable tray hangers
; in the cable spreading room have one or both foot connections covered with

fireproofing. The SR requested clarification as to what QC should do since
the foot connections had not been inspected. As of March 27, 1981, the SR
had no disposition.

This item is unresolved pending resolution of SR No. 2893 and action to
resolve other hanger connections throughout the plant that were covered
before they were inspected (358/81-13- W).

IT
The concerns identified above are addressed in the licensee's Quality
Confirmation Program.
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5.10.3.3 Observations, Reviews, and Interviews Concerning Cable Tray Loading,

I The RIII inspector made field observations, reviewed and discussed site
| control measures, and reviewed and discussed the design basis and verifica-
t tions regarding cable tray loading. Tray loading was considered in three

aspects: cable ampacity or thermal loading; physical weight loading; and
the commitments in the Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1.

! 1. The following cable tray routing points (nodes) were selected ior the
reviews and discussicns:'

'
1057A--yellow division / power trzy--selected because of the higha.
design index (DI) of 1.44 (see 5.10.3.3 paragraph 3 for explanation
of design inder).

b. 2025A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high DI
of 1.46.

c. 2023A--blue division / power tray--selected for veriffration of DI
accuracy (DI of 1.18).

d. 2038A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high
DI of 1.44.

2039A--blue division / power tray--silected during field observa-e.
tions because of the appearance of being highly filled,

f. 1073A--yellow division / power tray--selected for verification of
the number of cables installed.

' g. 2086B--blue division / control tray--selected during field observa-
tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.

h. 1104B--yellow division / control tray--selected because of the high
DI of 1.54.

1

i. 2027A--blue division / power tray--selected because of high DI of
1.46,

2. The RIII inspector and a licensee representative counted the cables in
the following tray nodes and compared the counts with the number of cables
listed in the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report, dated February 2, 1981:

Node Field Count Report Count

i a. 1057A 27 27
; b. 2025A 24 23 (see explanation below)

c. 2039A 39 39
d. 1073A 32 33 (see explanation below)

1
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The Cable Pan Loading Report is a computerized periodical that gives
the design status of cable tray loads. The report identifies individ-
ual cable numbers that have been specified to be routed through the
segmented tray points (nodes).

The RIII inspector reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report
dated February 5, 1981, and some cable pull (installation cards) to
verify that the cables specified for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, and
1073A in the Loading Report had actually been installed. For tray
node 2025A, cable No. LL145 was found to be two individual conductors
and, for tray node 1073A, the records indicated that cable No. VP210
had not yet been installed, which accounted for the discrepancies
between the preceding field and report counts. No other discrepancies
were identified in either the design or installatica reports and records
for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, 2039A, and 1073A. Thus, the design and
installation records appeared to match the numbers of cables actually
installed in the plant.

The RIII inspector also compared the number of cables specified in
the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report for tray nodes 2023A against the
H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report. The cables on the two reports
matched.

3. The RIII inspector inquired how the computerized design index program
correlated to Zimmer FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 (dealing with ampacity) and
Section 3.10.1.2.3.c (dealing with physical weight limitations).

FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 states the following:a.

8.3.3.1.1 In Trays

All power cables to be used in ZPS-1 are assigned
in accordance with Table 8.3-18. The tables for
power cable loading are based on IPCEA [ Insulated
Power Cable Engineers Association] Publication
No. P-46-426.

8.3.3.1.2 Not In Trays

The thermal ampacity of power and control cables
with no part of their length in solid-bottom tray
are in accordance with IPCEA P-46-426, with appro-
priate rating factors applied for ambient, shields,
and direct-current service.

8.3.3.1.3 Fill

l The summation of the cross-sectional areas of the
cables shall not exceed 50% of the tray usable
cross-sectional area or two layers of cables,
whichever is larger, but not to exceed 60% of the
cross-sectional area in any case.

|
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i Conduit is sized in accordance with Sargent & Lundy
Standard EDSB-10, Electrical Drafting Reference for
Determining Conduit and Pipe Sizes, which limits

. conduit fill to the percentages established by the
! National Electric Code.
;

j FSAR Section 3.10.1.2.3.c states, " Cable tray loading of 40 psf
| (pounds per square foot) is used throughcut."

| b. On March 17 and March 19, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of,

'

Electrical Engineering described the correlation between the
FSAR and the design index program as follows:

The power cable ampacity loading is based not on IPCEA P-46-426
(1962), but on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (by J. Stolpe) printed in
1970, IPCEA P-54-440 (1975), which was based on Stalpe's Paper,
and S&L Standard ESA-104a (revised November 1, 1972).

..

The Stolpe method bases ampacity on the depth-of-fill design of
cables in the tray rather than on the percentage fill. S&L uses
a 2-in. depth-of-fill as the basis for selecting a cable for a
particular ampere load.

(1) The 2-in. depth-of-fill design results in a major conservatism
because of the following:

(a) Load diversity--many cables carry current only intermit-
tently (e.g., valve operators, sump pumps, e,tc.).

(b) Cable size granularity--only a few cable types and
sizes are purchased, resulting in selection of over-
sized cables for most services. This means many cables
would be capable of carrying larger currents (rated)
than those actually carried.

(c) Design ampere margin--the design ampere loads used to
select cables before the final equipment design data
is known are necessarily conservative (high).

(2) Because of the above conservatisms, the S&L design practices
are as follows:

(a) Cables are routed into trays without limiting fill.

(b) The resulting fill is monitored as the design proceeds.

(c) When the Zill reaches a target level, the actual heat
load is calculated and, if the heat load exceeds the
allowable amount, sufficient cables are removed from
the affected trays.
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To accomplish steps (2)(b) and (2)(c), S&L uses the design index
program. The design index is a measure of tray fill and is expressed
mathematically as follows:

Design Index = The su:n of the (cable dian,eters)
Useable area of the tray,

where useable area (UA) equals tray width times design depth-of-fill3

(design depth-of-fill is based on square cables) and 50% of the tray
'

cross-sectional area.
.

For 24 in. x 4 in. power trays, the total area equals 96 sq in. and
useable area equals 24 in. x 2 in, equals 48 sq in.

2
DI = E(d )

UA

where

E = summation
d = cable diameter

This equation is consistent with the Stolpe method. " Percent Fill" is
not consistent with the Stolpe method because the depth of the tray is
used rather than the depth of the cables in the tray. Percent fill is
also based on the actual cable cross-sectional area rather than the
square cable that is assumed in the Stolpe method. Expressed mathe-
matically, -

Sum of cable cross-sectional areas x 100P F m = Total cress-sectional tray area

2where the sum of cable cross-sectional areas equals E(pi x r )
with r = radius of the cable and pi = 3.1416.

Thus,

2
Percent Fill = E (pi x r ) x 100 ,

Total area

The relation between design index and percent fill is therefore

2E(pi x r ) x 100
, Percent Fill , Total area
| Design Index E(d )

Useable area

since the total area (TA) equr s 2 times the useable area (UA)
and d = 2 x r.

1
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-



,

DRAFT 8/15/81

:

t

2
d pg

.) E[pi x 4 ] x 100 4 E (d ) x 1002

! PF _ 2(UA) _ 2
DI 2 2E(d ) E(d )

UA

'e

j =fx100=39.3%perDI
Thus, for a 4-in.-deep tray:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 2-in. design depth-of-
fill (square cables)

50% Actual Fill = 1.27 Design Index = 2.54-in. design depth-
of-fill (square cables)

60% Actual Fill = 1.52 Design Index = 3.04-in. design depth-
of-fill (square cables)

and for a 6-in.-deep tray:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 3-in. design depth-of
fill (square cables)

Based on the preceding relationships between design index and depth
of square cables, and the fact that S&L has used a 2-in. depth-of-fill
as the basis of selecting cables for particular ampere loads, the
cables in tray nodes with a DI over 1.0 would have to be re-evaluated
considering the increased depths. This item is unresolved pending
completion of the re-evaluations (358/81-13-15).

The above design basis for cable ampacity was a deviation from the
design (FSAR) that was not identified on any control document. This is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.6 (358/81-13-16).

On March 17, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of Electrical Engineering
stated that appropriate modifications to the FSAR would be submitted.
Also, specific consideration would be given to the differing types of
cable insulations, addressed in the previously discussed publications
(standards), when compared with the cable insulations used in Zimmer.

4. The RIII inspector reviewed S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0,
dated February 6,1978, paragraph 4.5, which states, "The Senior Elec-
trical Project Engineer shall assign an electrical engineer to run
thermal loading calculations for all power tray routing points with
a design index exceeding 1.25. He shall compare these loadings, in
watts per feet, with the watts per feet limits established for the
design indexes involved."
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q
f The RIII inspector requested the thermal calculations for tray nodes

2025A, 1057A, 2038A, and 2027A that had dis in excess of 1.25. S&L
.; provided calculations for nodes 2025A,1057A, and 2027A. These
4 calculations were performed in 1978 and 1979 and had not been reviewed
4 or approved. S&L described these as interim calculations, which would,

have to be redone after all of the final electrical loads in the plant,

-i were established and defined. Thermal calculations had not been per-
} formed for tray node 2038A.1

t'

1 S&L provided a controlled list dated February 24,1981 of 37 routing
points (nodes) with design indexes over 1.25. Thirty-four of these
tray points exceed the 50% tray fill requirement specified in the
FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1. Tray nodes 1104B and 2025B also exceed 60%
fill. The S&L Assistant Manager stated that thermal calculations
(both allowable and actual) will be performed in the near future for4

*

all power trays with a DI over 1.25. These calculations will be
provided to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved (358/81-13-17).

5. Neither S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0, nor any other
document established controls to verify the thermal loading power of
cable (penetration) sleeves and the physical (dead weight) loading
of trays (power, control, and instrument).

The Cable Pan Loading Report included the design indexes ofa.
sleeves. Sleeve #SL111 had a reported DI of 1.29 and sleeve
#SL105 had a reported DI of 1.26. A controlled list of power
sleeves with a DI over 1.25 was not maintained.

b. S&L stated that a design index of 1.25 would be used as the
factor to determine when calculations would be performed for
physical (dead weight) loading.

The lack of design control measures to verify the adequacy of the
thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of trays is,

contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Section 3.11.2 (358/81-13-18).

I

S&L revised Instruction PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 1, Sections 4.5, 4.6, and
4.7, on March 18, 1981 to include requirements to verify and control the
thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of all trays
(power, control, and instrument) that have a design index over 1.25.

S&L stated that calculations for the physical loads of all power,
control, and instrument trays, and for thermal loads of all power
sleeves with a design index over 1.25, will be performed in the g s , A' y
future. These calculations will be provided to NRC Region III p fff,Jp

|
| The RIII inspector requested the justification for using the design

index program for the determining factor for physical loads since the
design index program had absolutely no : elation to physical weight.
The RIII inspector also requested ju.tification for using the design
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index of 1.25 as the determining limit for performing design calcula-
tions. S&L stated that both of the justifications would be provided

4 to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved pending evaluation of the
4 justification for using a design index program (358/81-13-19).
1
| 6. The RIII inspector observed a note on the bottom of the thermal calcu-

lation sheet dated December 27, 1979 for cable tray #1057A. The note
j indicated that two cables "#VC016 and VC073 are overloaded." The noted
j overloaded cables were not identified on any control document that

;j would have required appropriate evaluation and disposition. S&L
| personnel stated that a control program did not exist for such design
: deviations. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III,
; and the Wm.11. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.6 (358/81-13-20).
I 7. The RIII inspector determined the physical weight of yellow division

control tray 1104B.

The total weight of the cables for tray 1104B was determined to be

3 06 2= 36.53 lb/ft

Therefore, tray 1104B (DI 1.54) is in complianc with FSAR
Section 3.10.1.2.3, which allows up to 40 lb/ft

Problems identified L _ . -.. ^i j p " ' " '' I- N are addressed
in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

,

5.10.4 Findings and Conclusions

This allegation raises concerns of potential safety importance that cannot '

be assessed without further inspections and evaluations by the licensee and. ~
NRC.

Cable tray hanger weld deficiencies in the cable spreading room had been
reported to the NRC in July 1978 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The

I licensee's corrective action of this matter was completed in January 1981.
| Although this matter was being carried as an open inspection item by hTC,
| the licensee's final corrective action was not reviewed prior to this
| investigation effort. This investigation effort disclosed that the hanger

welds throughout the plant had not been inspected before the welds were
| painted or coated with fireproofing.

s

| The acceptability of electrical tray hanger welds is unresolved pending
(1) additional inspections of hanger welds, which will be made after paint
and fireproofing have been removed, and (2) establishment of the quality
of those welds for which in process inspections were not performed and for
which inspection criteria deviated from AWS Code requizaments.

,

'

The acceptability of electrical cable trays fill and loading is unresolved
! pending the completion and review of tray-loading calculations for several
!

.
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i

tray-routing points; re-evaluations of cable selections; establishment of2

,

the actual design basis and verification measures for cable tray loading; /,

establishment of design measures to verify the thermal lording of power y
; sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and establishment of measures
j to control design deviations.

It should be noted that the time to determine compliance with ampacity
| requirements is at the completion'of the electrical design. According to
| the l hensee and A/E this was to be accomplished.
!
'

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

5.10.5 Items of Noncompliance

Six items of noncompliance were identified. (Failure to identify and control
unacceptable welds on four cable tray hangers; failure to execute the programs
for inprocess and final (before painting) inspections of cable tray hanger
welds; failure to assure that appropriate weld inspection criteria (1/32 inch
undercut) was specified in design documents; failure to control deviations
from the design basis for cable ampacity; failure to establish measures to
assure verification of the design adequacy of the thermal loading of power
sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and failure to establish measures
to assure that design deviations, identified by S&L engineer, were controlled).

These items have generic applicability to plants designed by S&L and are being
forwarded to NRC Region IV, Vendor Inspection Branch for generic followup.

5.11 Clogged Intake

5.11.1 Allegation

" Sand and mud choke the feedwater pumps and intake flues carrying makeup,
,

water to the cooling tower, because of a flaw in the plant's design.
Pump, used to rectify the flaw quickly burn out."

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative
(Thomas Devine), it was clarified that this allegation pertained to the
river intake. The river intake provides service water, not feedwater.

5.11.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.

.ya na c Rep % BC L( telephem e s. Tune 19,1974 sad i
The licensee reported silting conditions an CG&E letters QA-1148 dateda
June 20, 1979, and QA-1168 dated July 23, 1979; and service water pump
impeller wear conditions er letters QA-1196 dated September 6,1979,
QA-1239sdated December 3 , 1979, and QA-1371 dated December 17, 1980,
that were sent to NRC Reg on III pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR
50.55(e). Copies of these letters are included as Exhibit 51.

k4 teley one m A u. y .s t 1 0., I 9 7 T s ) L yy
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The silting and pump impeller wear conditions, along with the measures to
correct these conditions, are described in Appendix J of the Wm. H. Zimmer
FSAR, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (see as Exhibit 52 of this report).

5.11.3 Investigation

A review was made of the 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports and related documents.
Additional investigation was not performed by RIII because the matter was,

known and resolution was in progress.
I

The corrective measures to be taken, as described in licensee submittals,-

have been reviewed and accepted in Subsection 9.2.1 of NUREG-0528, " Safety
Evaluation Report (SER) Related to the Operation of Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station, Unit 1," Supplement 1, issued in June 1981 by the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

The sa;y'^ ^-tzt ::% c=~*Iders M" :+s k a n.Of~es ItanRe
----^-* "- - ~ :- - "- -- 1 J pending;. 1 :

- 4
completion of the corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR,
Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (SED 358/81-13-es).

El
5.11.4 Findings and Conclusions

The licensee reported the silting condition concerning the service water
intake structure to NRC Region III 1, i:1 r'^-- -- Jux: :, 1970 ::f i; in Muwa 197 9
! **:.. ^t. : '.S ;.. ?__ 2^, 1^7^ _..l 22 '::: uo m l ? 1; 22, ^;^ pursuant
to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The plant design and operating
procedures had to be modified to control the silting condition.

Accelerated service water pump impeller wear was reported by the licensee [**
August 'EQ 1979, ::i i; 1:tt::: '"-!!" 4:t e d Sep L . 9,y m..... m.

^70, QA :::7 :_- J Ec -_1:: 21, ??'", _ml Q'-!?'? f:t:f 2;;-.1-. ;7, J ^ 0 ,-
pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

i
| The silting and pump impeller wear concerns are open items pending completion

of corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (including a
sedimentation monitoring program and plant modifications) and review by RIII

| inspectors. The implementation of these corrective measures will be reviewed
during a subsequent inspection.

|

| 5.11.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.12 Overpressurization Incidentj

5.12.1 Allegation

"A design flaw in the heat e:tchanger control panel permitted an operator
mistakenly to force 1200 pounds of pressure through pipes only meant to
handle 300 pounds, ripping the pipe and soaking electricians with a hard

| spray of water that would have been radioactive had the plant been in
'

operation."
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5.12.2 Background Information

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found
during construction or operation of power reactors. These reports are
public documents, maintained in NRC files and Pub)ic Document Rooms.

The licensee reported the overpressurization incident in CG&E letter QA-1106
dated March 2, 1979 (see Exhibit 53) pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR
50.55(e). The report indicated that on January 19, 1979, during a construc-
tion test to demonstrate the flow rate through the high-pressure core spray'

(HPCS) system orifice, the steam jet air ejector was overpressurized and
failed. The report alludes'to two operator errors as the cause of the ?
overpressurization. The errors involved two administratively controlled *

valves, which were incorrectly documented as closed. " Administratively"
means that the valve positions (e.g., open, closed, etc.) are verified and
documented in accordance with site procedures. h

hAlthoughwaterintheHPCSsystemisnotpresentlyradioactive,itcanbe
contaminated during normal operation.,

be10CFR50.55(e)reportalsostatedthatthedesign,utilizingtwo
administratively controlled valves, was permitted by the ASME Section III
Code, and concluded that the overpressurization incident was not due to
a design deficiency, although a check valve would have cenpensated for the
two operator errors.

5.12.3 Ii.vestigation

5.12.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On April 22, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he recalled an
incident when the heat exchanger control panel was pressurized with 1200
pounds of pressurized water when it was only meant to handle 300 pounds. He
said he learned that high-pressure water entered the low-pressure system
and ruptured pipes in the low pressure system. He said two electricians in
the area were doused with water when the pipes ruptured. He related that
other plant employees said this incident occurred because an operator
apparently failed to turn off a valve allowing high pressure water to enter
the low-pressure system.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting
, to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
| attached to this report.
l

5.12.3.2 Interview with Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated he recalled an
incident when the " alpha air injector condenser" on the ground floor of the
turbine building was injected with high-pressure water instead of low pressure
water and the pipes in the condenser ruptured. He said other workers in the
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plant told him this occurred because an operator failed to close the high-i

pressure valve and the high-pressure water entered the low-pressure system
g ruptured the lines.
On April 24, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.12.3.3 Record Review
!

Region III inspectors b2ve previously reviewed the averpressurization concern
as documented in the following excerpts of IE Inspection Reports No. 79-06, M M
Section 8; No. 79-23, page 4; No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5; and No. 80-06, page 2.

Report No. 79-06, Section 8

"The inspector reviewed the event of January 19, 1979, during which high
pressure core spray (HPCS) water entered the condensate (CD) and low pressure
core spray (LPCS) systems because valves IE22-F003 and F031 had been left
open causing a rupture of the steam jet air ejector condenser IA. The review
consisted of interviews with testing and operating personnel and a review of
the licensee's final report on his investigation of the event. The review
showed that:

"a. Procedure OP.HP.01-4, Revision 0 was used to lineup, fill and vent '

the HPCS sy' tem.s

"b. At the completien of the fill and vent operation the operator never
completed Step 5.1.5 which required him to close valves 1E22-F003 and
F-31. With these two valves open the CD and HPCS systems became
crosstied thru the cycled condensate (CY) system. The operator claims
he informed the Shift Supervisor that he had left the two valves open
while the latter does not recall being told. This failure to follow
procedures is contrary to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V
and is considered to be an example of an item of noncompliance (358/79-
06-06B) of the infraction level.

"c. For some unknown reason, valve IE21-F025 which had been safety tagged
closed under Switching Order No. 781317, dated November 16, 1978, was
in the open position. This completed the cross connection of the LPCS
and HPCS systems. Violation of Switching Order No. 781317 is contrary
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and is considered an example of*

an item of noncompliance (358-79-06-06C) of the infraction level. The
switching order was cleared on January 24, 1979. The corrective action
which the licensee is currently taking regarding a previous noncompliance
with the safety tagging procedure (358-79-01-01) is also applicable to
this event, therefore the inspector stated no response to this item of
noncompliance is required.

"d. Paragraph 13.0 of Safety Tagging Procedure EC. SAD.02, Revision 00
allows for the operation of equipment for test purposes without the
removal of the safety tags. It is possible that valve IE21-F025 was
operated for test purposes thru tags and subsequently left open by
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The inspectors have objected to Paragraph 13.0 of the Safetyerror.
Tagging Procedure.

"On March 21, 1979,. the licensee issued operating memo 79-2, Revision 9,
which specifically requires that "Do Not Operate" tags must be removed
before energizing electrical equipment or opening valves. An exception
is made in the case of electrical testing conducted by EOTD in which case

e only the EOTD master tag will be left in place.
t

"e. On December 12, 1977, a General Electric system engineer recommended
'

that a check valve be installed on line 1HP18A3 downstream of valve
1E22-F013) because a similar overpressurization of a small section
of low pressure piping had occurred. The recommendation was rejected
because the licensee thought that two valves (IE22-F003 and F031) plus
administrative controls were sufficient to prevent recurrence. The
licensee stated the check valve will be installed. All other ECCS
systems have check valves in the line from the CY system.

"The inspector stated his concern regarding repeatable occurrences where
a lack of communication or understanding between parties have resulted
in damage to equipment. It is our intention to closely monitor the
licensee's performance during the preoperational test program to deter- a

mine the adequacy of plant staffing and training as fuel load date
approaches."

Report No. 79-06, page 2
.

"(Closed) Noncompliance (358/79-01-01). Failure to follow safety tagging
(switching order) procedure. The inspector found that the licensee is
conducting safety tagging refresher training for all operations personnel
and systems engineers as stated in their letter, Borgmann to Heishman,
dated February 28, 1979."

Report No. 79-23, page 4

"(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report: Overpressurization of the steam jet
air ejector heat exchanger (tube side). The inspector established that
a check valve has been installed as stated in the licensee's report datedi

March 1, 1979 (QA-1106). This item remains open pending further review by
NRC Operations Branch."

Report No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5

"(Closed) Overpressurization of the steam jet air ejector heat exchanger
i (tube side). NR number 7247R1, dated February 21, 1979, stated that over

pressure to 1200 psi of the LPCS piping system occurred in addition to
others. The A-E (Sargent and Lundy) analyzed the piping system and valves
with dispositions as follows:

"1. Carbon steel piping 3/4" up to 12" acceptable since stress was well
below yield point.
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"2. The one stainless steel 3/4" pipe is likewise o.k.-

.

"3. Six hundred pound valves are acceptable with the pressure experienced
only being a repeat hydro test.

.

"4. Three hundred pound and 150 pound valves the manufacturer should be
consulted.

,

"5. The relief valve causing the problem should be retested and reset.

"Further information available (Construction Engineering Report dated
April 14, 1979) stated that the valve manufacturers recommended a seat
leakage test be conducted on the valves and that this test was performed
without any leaks being detected and it further stated that the relief
valve had been removed, tested and reset of set points done. The NR was
signed as completed on October 25, 1979. The inspector indicated that he
had no further questions regarding this item."

Report No. 80-06, page 2

"(Closed) Noncompliance (50-358/79-06b). Failure to follow OP.HP.01-4
valve lineup. (Not closing valves IE22-F003 and IE22-F031.) The inspector
reviewed the licensee's action to prevent further non-adherence to proce-
dures and found them acceptable."

The licensee's General Engineering Department be report of April 24, 1979d

(excluding attachments and tables) that documents the final disposition of
NR-7247R1, is included in f.m --fi.. ". Es Eia4*%}f _ h'

- e

5.12.4 Findings and Conclusions

The overpressure event referred to in the allegation was reported to the
NRC in March 1979, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The event was caused
by operator errors, that incorrectly permitted two valves to remain open,
rather than inadequate system design.

The actions taken by the licensee to assure the quality of the affected
piping and components and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by the
NRC prior to the allegation and found satisfactory.

5.12.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

5.13 Lax Fuel Security

5.13.1 Allegation

"There have been periods when there were no security surveillance cameras|

1 during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-
sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

l

l
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On February 26, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials, Thomas Devine
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office, they

; advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers Jeffrey Hyde and
Konald Wright were aware of periods of time when the nuclear fuel was left'

; unattended. It was alleged these situations presented a threat to the public
health and safety and left the fuel susceptible to terrorism, theft, and/or
diversion.

In addition, it was alleged that the walls of the fuel storage area were
" blow-out" walls, designed to give way during tornadoes.

5.13.2 Background Information

On June 26, 1978, NRC Special Nuclear Material License No. SNM-IP23 was
issued to CG&E authorizing receipt, possession, inspection, and stcrage
(at the Wm. H. Zimm'er Nuclear Power Station) of 2,000 kilograms of
uranium-235 (U-235) reactor fuel at an enrichment not to exceed 2%. The
U-235 CG&E received was in the form of new (unirradiated) reactor fuel assem-
blies. These assemblies are stored on the 627-ft level (seventh floor)
of the reactor building in the spent fuel pool,ummer

Nuclear fuel enriched above natural levels but less than 10% in the U-235
isotope is defined under 10 CFR 73.2(y) as "special nuclear material of
low strategic significance." The physical protection requirements for
possession of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at
a fixed site are set forth in 10 CFR 73.67(f), which states the following:

"Each licensee who possesses or uses special nuclear material of
low strategic significance at fixed sites, except those who are
licensed to operate a nuclear power reactor pursuant to Part 50, '

shall:

"(1) Store or use the material only within a controlled access
area,

"(2) Monitor with an intrusion alarm or other device or procedures
the controlled access areas to detect unauthorized penetrations
or activities,

"(3) Assure that a watchman or offsite response force will respond
to all unauthorized penetrations or activities, and

"(4) Establish and maintain response procedures for dealing with
threats of thefts or thefts of such material."

The licensee is obligated to abide by the preceding requirements and any
special conditions set forth or committed to in Special Nuclear Material
License No. SNM-1823. A licensee (prior to being granted an operating
license) is not required to comply with other more stringent physical
security requirements of 10 CFR 73.- ' - ' t . .. m ..m... 1
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. During NRC safeguards inspections conducted on September 25,1979 (Report
No. 70-2838/79-01) and January 22-23, 1981 (Report No. 70-2838/81-01), it1

1 was determined that the licensee was complying with the requirements of
j 10 CFR 73.67(f) and License No. SNM-1823 with regards to protection and

storage of the nuclear fuel..

NRC License No. SNM-1823 requires that administrative controls be used-

to control access to the new fuel storage area. To implement the pro-
visions of the license and 10 CFR 73.67(f), the licensee wrote and,

! included in the Station Administrative Directives, Procedure No. SE. SAD.03'
; Rev. 1, which is entitled " Interim Access Control, New Fuel Storage Area."
; The primary purpose of this directive (as well as subsequent related pro-

cedural issuances and revisions) is to provide the administrative require-'

ments for access control to the 627-ft elevation of the reactor building
during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel, in accordance with
their NRC license. Procedure No. SE. SAD.03 Rev. 1, requires that a minimum
of one watchman be stationed at the location where normal entry and/or exit
to the 627-ft elevation is controlled. The watchman's purpose in being
stationed at this location is to control access and maintain surveillance
of the 627-ft elevation during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel.
" Watchman" as used in this context is defined by 10 CFR 73.2(d) as "an
individual, not necessarily uniformed or armed with a firearm, who provides
protection for a plant and the special nuclear material therein in.the course
of performing other duties."

In August 1979, when CG&E was preparing to receive the first shipment
of nuclear fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security, Inc., to provide ten
security officers (watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security
for the receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security
personnel were required to adhere to the policy and/or procedures pre-
pared by CG&E Security Supervisor, Frederick Lautenslager. CG&E did not

;

I exercise direct supervision over Yoh Security personnel, but provided the
precedural requirements through the Yoh Lead Security Officer.

CG&E is not required by NRC regulations to have armed security officers
for protection of new unirradiated nuclear fuel; however, the licensee
chose to arm Yoh Security personnel with .38 caliber Smith & Wesson
revolvers. There was no NRC requirement for such watchmen to be trained

| and/or to qualify with their assigned firearms. Subsequent to NRC ex-
| pressing concern that the armed officers did not have specific firearms
! training and qualification, CG&E (effective as of March 1980) took action

to assure that all security officers assigned to armed security respon-
sibilities were trained and had qualified with their assigned firearms
in accordance with procedures CG&E established. Prior to March 1980,
armed security officers were selected based cn previous firearms training
experience that they had acquired from former military and/or police service.

Deliveries of nuclear fuel to Zimmer took place during the period August 15
| through September 7, 1979. The shipping casks (containing two fuel assem-

blies each) in which the nuclear fuel was delivered measured approximately
15 ft in length by 21 in. in width and 11 in, in height. The fuel assemblies
themselves were contained within a metal shipping container that was, in
turn, enclosed within a wooden shipping container. A wooden and metal

.
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.

I
shippit,,, container together composed what is referred to as a single shipping
cask. A wooden shipping container by itself weighed approximately 760 lb,,

: a metal shipping container approximately 620 lb, and each fuel assembly
! approximately 685 lb. This made the approximate total weight of a single
: shipping cask (with two fuel assemblies enclosed) 2,750 lb. Subsequent to! receipt. of a shipping cask at the site, the metal shipping container was

uncrated from the wooden shipping container at the ground level. The metal
4 container (with fuel assemb bes enclosed) was then lifted by crane to the

627-ft level of the reactor building (refueling floor) and temporarily stored:
I

in the metal containers. After the fuel assemblies were removed from theI metal containers, they were inspected for possible damage, channelled, and
then lowered into fuel racks located inside the spent fuel pool for storage.
As a further assurance that the fuel has not been damaged while in storage,
it will be examined by the licensee prior to loading it into the reactor.

Unirradiated fuel, although radioactive, does not pose a significant health
and safety problem regarding radiation emissions. It is only subsequent to
being loaded into the reactor and becoming irradiated during plant operation
that the uranium becomes contaminated with the intensely radioactive products
of the fission reaction, causing it to be highly radioactive.

The nuclear fuel, in its current form, contains a low percentage of U-235
enrichment, has little or no potential for use in any type of nuclear weapon,
and thus has been defined as "special nuclear material of low strategic
significance."

Additional security-related background information is also contained in
Section 5.14.2.

5.13.3 Investigation

5.13.3.1 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. Hyde was also
interviewed by telephone on June 9, 1981. He stated he was employed as
a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed
at Zimmer and assigned the duty of protecting the nuclear fuel, Hyde
advised he became aware of approximately four occasions when the fuel was
left unattended. He related that these instances occurred while the fuel 7was at ground level (prior to the time it was moved to the 627-ft level) y
with each instance lasting approximately 4 to 5 minutes, except for one y,f ythat lasted approximately 10 minutes. Hyde explained that, subsequent to
receipt, the nuclear fuel was moved by maintenance workers with the help Ms/e.Nof a crane from the ground level to the 627-ft level where it is currently
stored. During this operation, there were usually two or three Yoh Security
Officers stationed on the 627-ft level as the fuel was raised by crane and
brought to rest on that floor. On various occasions, there were no security
officers at the ground level watching the fuel as it was being moved and
raised to the 627-ft level because officers were not required to watch the
fuel during times it was under the control and/or observation of maintenaate
workers. Hyde stated the problem arose when the maintenance workers ended
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their work shifts and left the area before he arrived at the ground level
to keep watch over fuel that had not yet been moved to the 627-ft level.
This resulted in the fuel being left unattended during those periods. (It,

i should be noted that the licensee's procedures did not require continuous
,' surveillance of the new fuel until it was in storage in the new fuel storage

areap
Hyde was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the fuel being

! left unattended while it was stored on the 627-ft level. He stated that
! he did not recall any instances when the fuel (while on the 627-ft level)

was lef t unattended, except during those instances when the area radiation [jmonitor (ARM) alarm was sounded. Hyde explained that, during occasions .

when the ARM alarm was sounded, security procedures required all persons pg
sus |3mm present on the 627-f t level to be evacuated to a lower elevation '

level (floor). He indicated that, once everyone was evacuated to a lower

f '- -elevation (e.g. , the 593-ft level), access to the 627-f t level could.

lstill be controlled without a loss of security integrity (individuals
going to the 627-ft level would have to pass through the 593-ft level). O

1 -
On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement attesting to the
preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 54.

5.13.3.2 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. Wright was also
interviewed by telephone on March 12, 1981. He stated that he was employed
as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station from October 1979 to October 1980. Wright was asked
what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the nuclear fuel being lef t un- _ _

attended. He responded that the only times he recalled leaving the fuel r

unattended was once when he evacuated the 627-ft level during an earthquake V
; and once during a tornado warning. He indicated that, although he left the #[M'

! 627-ft level on those occasions, he was still able to control access to the
627-f t level from a lower elevation of the reactor building (e.g. , the 593-ft fMy

'

level)withoutlo/singsecurityintegrity.

| Wright also noted that when instances arose during which no other security
! officers were available and he had to leave the 627-ft level for some

reason, he would call the control room and someone would relieve him at
his post until he returned.

He stated to the best of his knowledge there was always someone present
on the 627-ft level watching the fuel pool area where the fuel was stored, [except during the described instances.

%
On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 55.

5.13.3.3 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and

|
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1 has been assigned to the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station since August
1978. Lautenslager verified that no security surveillance cameras were used

3
during nuclear fuel deliveries in August-September 1979 and remarked that

; there is no requirement for surveillance cameras to be used during deliveries.
He noted that surveillance cameras were subsequently installed in December'

1980 (part of required security for an operational plant).
# With regard to the protection of the nuclear fuel during delivery, Lautenslager

remarked that, although there was no requirement for security for the nuclear,

fuel while it was being unloaded from the delivery trucks and uncrated, CG&E-

' provided armed security protection and surveillance over the fuel (beginning
at the time it arrived on CG&E property). They also maintained this security,

profile during unloading, uncrating, inspection and subsequent storage of the
fuel on the 627-ft level..

Lautenslager stated that, to the best of his knowledge, the nuclear fuel has
not lacked armed security protection at any time since it was received at
Zimmer. He also st'ated that once the fuel was placed in the spent fuel pool
for storage, as well as during fuel inspection, access to the storage area
has been under security control of the officers assigned to statica security.

The only time the access control security officer is permitted to leave the
627-ft elevation is during evacuations covered by written security proce-
dures. Lautenslager advised that, to his knowledge, there has been only
one incident in which the officer left the 627-ft elevation. This inci-
dent, which occurred during an earthquake, involved the security officer
moving to the 593-ft elevation where he was still able to control access
to the 627-ft level and prevent any loss of security integrity.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typwritten statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 56.

Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed by telephone on June 3, 1981, con-
cerning the allegation that " perimeter security consisted for an extended
period of time of only a four foot chickenwire fence." He stated that he
recalled a fence fitting that general description being used around the
plant site some time ago and described the fence as an " owner controlled

| fence," which marked the boundary line of CG&E's property. Lautenslager
| indicated that the fence would have been on areas ou* side the jurisdiction
! of the station security system, the primary concern of which was protection

of the nuclear fuel.

e5.13.3.4 Interview with James Caplinger
-

12,1981,hamesCaplingerwasinterviewedbyNRC.On Marc He stated that
he was employed as a lead securi y officer with Yoh Security and stationed

| attheWm.H.ZimmerNuclearPowerStationfromAugust1979toOctober198]
Withregardtoprotectionofthenuclearfuel,kaplingMadvisedthat,to
his knowledge, the fuel was never left unattendre~d except during required
evacuations. He explained that during an evacuation of the seventh floor
fuel storage area the security officers repositioned themselves on the sixth

- 114 -

..



DRAFT 8/15/81

floor and were still able to control access to the seventh floor without a
loss of security integrity.

12,1981,hplinge3providedawrittenstatementattestingtotheOn March
preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 57.

5.13.3.5 Interview with William Ross
,

! On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
1 employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the

Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.

sdefenfeRoss stated he personally felt that a minimal job had been done to protect
the nuclear fuel. He also stated that he did ot recall any times during
which he left the fuel unattended.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement attesting to the preceding
information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 58.

5.13.3.6 Interview with John Bedinghaus

On March 12, 1981, NRC staff interviewed John Bedinghaus by telephone. On
March 25, 1981, he was interviewed in Williamsburg, Ohio. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with W&W Security and assigned to nuclear
fuel protection duties at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from October
1980 to January 1981. Bedinghaus was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear
fuel security during the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that
the fuel storage area on the. seventh floor was well protected and the security
officers assigned to fuel protection were conscientious in performing their
duties. Bedinghaus also indicated that, to his knowledge, the fuel was never ] f ,,h
left unattended and no unauthorized persons were allowed entry into the fuel fj k ,
storage area. -

On March 25, 1981, John Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 59.

5.13.3.7 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to October 1980.
Simpson was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during _
the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He advised it was his opinion

! that CG&E's procedures for protection of the nuclear fuel were good and hp[/
the protection of the fuel itself was more than adequate. Simpson stated j A,

8/ ',WM,that he had no complaints or concerns regarding the adequacy of the pro- X
tection of the nuclear fuel at Zimmer.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement attesting to the
preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 60.
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5.13.3.8 Interview with James Bice
i

On April 20, 1981, NRC staff interviewed James Bice by telephone. He stated
he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to July 1980. Bice
was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during the time'

he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that, to his knowledge, there
were no instances when the fuel was left unattended except during evacuations
(covered by written procedures) following area radiation monitor (ARM) alarms.a

! On those occasions when the seventh floor was evacuated following an ARM alarm,
i the security officers would move to the sixth floor, secure the elevator, and

continue to control access to the seventh floor from the sixth floor. Bice
indicated there was no loss of security integrity during these instances.

5.13.3.9 Review of Unattended Fuel

Fuel was apparently left unattended for short periods of time (up to 10
minutes) while at ground level during receipt and transfer to the fuel pool
storage area (627-ft level). There is no evidence that the fuel was left
unattended, except during authorized evacuations, while in permanent storage.
In view of the protection afforded the fuel by the shipping container and the
fact that there was no evidence that the shipping containers had been opened,
this matter is not - _ - ' si oni ficant.

$Considwe[ % bBe
5.13.3.10 Review of Storage Area Wall Design

The Zimmer FSAR, Section 3.3.2, " Tornado-Loading," states that "all siding
and roof decking of any superstructure is designed and detailed to blow- off
when the design tornado approaches the station, and the bare frame is de-
signed to resist tornado wind forces". A design wind velocity of 90 mph
was utilized.

The design has been reviewed by NRC and judged acceptable. In this regard,

1. The blow-out design feature is to protect safety structures from collapse;
e

2. The spent fuel storage facility, which will store the spent fuel under
water once it becomes radioactive, is designed to preclude significant
loss of watertight integrity of the pool and to prevent missiles from
contacting fuel within the pool; ,7

I 5.13.4 Findings and Conclusions

| Security surveillance cameras were not installed during nuclear fuel deliveries
; to the site and NRC regulations did not require them to be in service at that

time. Interviews with former security guards confirmed the nuclear fuel while
i inside it's metal shipping container was left unattended for periods of time

up to 10 minutes on occasion. This practice was acceptable. Since the fuel
, has been onsite, there has been no known attempt to steal or damage the fuel.
'

The fuel has been inspected and will be visually examined again before it
is loaded into the reactor.

|

|

|
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The allegation that the perimeter security consisted of only a 4-ft chicken-
wire fence was confirmed by one individual; however, NRC regulations do not
prescribe site security requirements prior to issuance of the operating;

license..

.

The FSAR states "all siding and roof decking of any superstructure is designed
and detailed to blow off when the design tornado approaches the station."

| This is an acceptable design.

5.13.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.14 Alcohol and Drug Abuse

5.14.1 Allegation

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete
disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring
of temporary laborers prone to violence."

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting with NRC officials, Thomas Devine
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office,
they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,
Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people who were drank
on the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction
workers walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liquor, getting . -

j j f.,y,w sf'Mdrunk...."

, ,,j gfffh UM-s5.14.2 Background Information ,

geginal te(" sis * C"

A brief history and d cription of plant security is provided in the
following paragraphs. ' Portions of this information are based on state-
ments received during interviews with Frederick Lautenslager, CG&E Security
Supervisor, and Norborne C. Ward, President of W&W Protection Agency, Inc.,
the current security service contractor at Zimmer.

" Construction security" may be defined as the protection of property used
( in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those
! areas in which construction is taking place. hTC does not impose security

requirements on licensees during plant construction. Construction security
does not extend to the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building!

| (spent fuel pool area) where the nuclear fuel is stored, and does not extend
to those areas specifically released by the construction project manager and
signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department (EPD). The protection
of the above areas not related to construction and the protection of the

; nuclear fuel is defined as " station security." " Construction security" and
" station security" are two separate security operations.'

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the
H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was respon-,

1 sible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,
W&W took over from Kaiser and became th e4e , security contractor, using

_

ConJEracfian)
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the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security force.-

The primary responsibility for construction security is vested in the
construction project manager, although in essence W&W has been informally
delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.

In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nucle ar
fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers
(armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for the

i receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security per-
sonnel were required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by

'

CG&E Security Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not-

exercise direct supervision over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E
Security Supervisor coordinated the requirements of CG&E security pro-
cedures through the Yoh lead security officer, who had responsibility
for implementing those directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of the
CG&E Security Supervisor and Yoh Security Officers extended only to areas
that were included under the definition of " station security." Therefore,
from a security standpoint, the primary concern of the CG&E Security
Supervisor and Yoh Security was protecting the spent fuel pool area where
the nuclear fuel was stored and controlling access to that area on the
627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building.

At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, CG&E terminated
Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W, upon Yoh's
leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station security. The W&W
officers assigned to station security conducted security activities in
accordance with the same procedures and under the same supervisory structure
as those that had applied to Yoh. xnua .;I ::-"-#", r:1;;; d L .m . . 2-
ind --- i n i; 22;_ ---t:k..l ... C ..m ;..a.. 7

The allegation was reviewed to determine if it had any significance regarding
matters under NRC jurisdiction; specifically, the review attempted to deter- '

mine if the adequacy of construction of safety-related systems was compromised
by individuals who performed work in safety-related areas during times when
their ability to perform their job was impaired due to use of intoxicants.
To help make this determination, two basic questions were asked of persons
interviewed,p,who stated they observed workers who in their opinion were
intoxicated. det'essaaeen The following questions were asked:

1. Did you ever observe anyone who in your opinion was intoxicated to the
point where their ability to perform their job was impaired?

2. If so, where did you observe these individuals?

5.14.3 Investigation

5.14.3.1 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from October 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he observed
what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the
Zimmer site. At least once a week while on patrol at the site, Wright would
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find quantities of beer cans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch / break,

area that was then located in the demana generator room. He related that on
T"Ati.

fa,+.
many occasions (he could not recall a specific number) he discovered what /

1 appeared to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or two small rooms accessible A
I from the rooftop of the radwaste building. Wright stated that on one occasion d

he discovered four or five capsules of material (colored black and yellow or
black and orange) that appeared to be some type of drug. These capsules were
discovered between the two locker rooms on the second floor of the service<

building. Wright was unable to recall what disposition he made of these } y,p g,I suspected narcotic materials and was unaware whether any analysis was ever nA,
'

performed to identify the materials. -

Wright related that he was personally aware of two separate instances in gM M*a i
which construction workers, who in his opinion were intoxicated to the point
that they were unable to perform their duties, reported for duty at the E.k
seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storage pool. The two workers
involved in these incidents were refused access to the spent fuel pool area
on those occasions.

He also stated that, in his opinion, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer was
very intoxicated on at least two occasions when he reported for work and
(based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat intoxicated
on other occasions.

On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement attesting to this
information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 55.

5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he
observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the
empty beer cans and liquor bottles in various areas of the plant. Hyde was
able to recall only one instance when he observed a construction worker who,
in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability to
perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh floor
entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated that when the workers
condition was noted, he was prohibited entry to the fuel storage area, ifaY f*; b
removed from the floor, and suspended from work assignments on that floor. Mhh*WA.N
Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five but
less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement attesting to the above
information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 54.

5.14.3.3 Interview with David Simpson

on March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
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I

.

Zimmer from September 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he
observed what he believed to be indications of alcohol use by the workers'
at Zimmer. Simpson advised that on many occasions, particularly on the
main floor of the turbine building, he discovered quantities of empty beer

'

cans and liquor bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any
workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability
to perform their job was impaired, he believed it was reasonable to assume
some workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on the number
of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.-

.

.

Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug
use, although on one occasion while outside the reactor building, he Abb Jsed

,

detected the odor of what appeared to be burning marijuana. aufside f$a
plsomt.

Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Security
Officer being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former
lead officer never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

,
,

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement attesting to the
preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 60.

i 5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross
1

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was
employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at
the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.
While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to be indications of
alcohol and drug use by workers at Zimmer. Ross advised that, on a few
occasions, he had seen construction workers drinking beer during their
lunch hours, although he had never noticed whether this drinking had any
apparent affect on the workers' ability to perform their jobs. Ross '"

,

indicated Yoh security officers were instructed not to confront workers ff,f'r

who were observed drinking in nonstation security areas but rather to psobtain information such as the payroll number or name on their hard hats
: that could be used to identify the individuals. If identifying information ifs *'- was secured, it was referred to the construction project manager or W&W,

because they had jurisdiction over construction activities.
-~

Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,1

was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.,

'

Ross observed this werker at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel ""

pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access to the fuel 9 M.5S',

storage area by a fellow Yoh security officer. (Based on Ross' description .

of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same incident that
former security officers Hyde and Wright described.) .--

'

Ross also advised that on one occasion he found what appeared to be mari-'

juana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor and
turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine whether
workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their ability to
perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that regard.

.

!

.
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On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement attesting to this
information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 58.

,

|
5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinghaus

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he was empicyed as a second shift security supervisor with W&W Protection,

Agency, Inc., and was stationed at Zimmer from February 1980 to November
1980. While employed there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to be
evidence of alcohol use by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by workers he
encountered who smelled of alcohol and had the appearance of being intox-
icated. Bedinghaus specifically recalled approximately three occasions on
which he observed workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point
that their ability to perform their job was impaired. These workers were
observed attempting to enter the site through the main gate. Bedinghaus
indicated that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated were refused entrance to the site.

Bedinghaus also stated he was aware of an incident when a second shift
security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two
automobiles leaving the site via the main gate. During that encounter,
the security officer observed that the men in one automobile had open
beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained a ' case of
beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they
were coming from an onsite CG&E fire school; however, none of them had
identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion
that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification
or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant.

Bedinghaus also expressed his belief that security was lax in the areas
controlled by W&W, ar.d W&W security officers were present onsite more for
display purposes rather than for providing property protection.,

l

%'ith regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal
| knowledge of drug use at Zimmer, although he had observed individuals who,
j in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on something other
| than alcohol.

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting
to this information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 61. 1

5.14.3.6 InterviewwithkamesCaplingeG }/jfl

12,1981,hmesCaplinghwasinterviewedbyNRC.On March He stated that
hewas@ployedasaleadsecurityoffice with Yoh Security and was stationed

observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers ]
at Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. Whilestationedthere,daplinger

at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of mpty beer cans and what appeared
tobemarijuanacigarettebuttsdetectedbyCapling]onsite. Although he;

| detected evidence of alcohol and drug use, Ca lingytated he never personally
observed anyone drinking intoxicants or smoking marijuana. He indicated that,
if he had, he would have repcrted the individual to their superior and that
person probably would have been fired.
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Caplinger also remarked that, based on his 20 years experience in the
.S. A y as a senior noncommissioned officer and observation of alcohol

and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use
of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread.

12,1981,}[hplingej[]providedawrittenswornstatementattestingtoOn March
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 57.

i

| 5.14.3.7 Interview with James Bice

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was interviewed by telephone. He stated
that he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was
stationed at Zimmer from September 1979 to July 1980. While employed
there, Bice detected several instances of alcohol use by construction
workers at Zimmer. He related that on approximately four to six occasions
he personally observed workers consuming alcoholic beverages while onsite.
These instances of alcohol consumption usually occurred during lunch hours
in locations that included the electrical shop and a break area Iccated in
the turbine building. Beer and whiskey were among the alcoholic beverages
consumed onsite. Bice recalled two specific instances involving the
presence of alcohol: one during which he observed a worker pouring " Jack
Daniels" whiskey into a Coke soda can and the other during which he found
a bottle of what he believed to be " moonshine" liquor (based on its smell)
in the turbine building.

In addition to instances where the consumption and presence of alcoholic
beverages were observed, Bice also recalled removing quantities of beer
cans (approximately 300 while stationed at Zimmer) from inside a feu small
rooms that were accessible from the second level of the reactor building.
Based on his experience at Zimmer, Bice speculated that approximately 25%
of the workers there consumed alcoholic beverages, usually during their
lunch hours.

Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said
that on only one occasion did he observe a worker who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.
This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
pool storage area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it appears

. he may be referring to the same incident that former security officers Hyde,
! Wright, and Ross described.

! Regarding alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed to
be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the courseI

of his routine security rcunds each day, he would find approximately three
to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated that to his
knowledge there were no analyses made of the cigarette butts he detected,
although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds common to thet

marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from marijuana cigarettes.

Bice stated he prepared approximately 10 to 11 field incident reports
; regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed at
j Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor
1

,

1
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;

Fred Lautenslager. He remarked that Lautenslager advised him on one
occasion there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisora,
could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas

j under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents.
:t

Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and drug use he observed,

occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the
; incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.

i Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in
the reactor control room who were smoking what appeared to be marijuana.
He said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their suspected
conduct, and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about the
event.

5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W Protection Agency,
Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During that time, he was off
work for about six to seven months from January to July 1980. While
stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been assigned to main gate security.
Shinkle indicated that he has detected evidence of alcohol use by the
workers there. Shinkle specifically recalled one incident that took pla e
during the Fall of 1979. The incident involved four or five construction

workers who had apparently brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their
lunch hour. He related that a construction supervisor first observed the
workers with the alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany
him to corroborate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor
took immciiate action and the workers were fired. *

Shinkle was asked whether he had ever observed any workers who in his
opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform their
job was impaired. He replied that on several occasions (he was unable to
estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to enter the site
by the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated. Shinkle

| denicd entry to the site to any workers he observed at the main gate who
| appeared to be intoxicated.
l

! Shinkle indicated that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing
j alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers of

workers entering the site at approximately the same time. Although
security officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch containers
and coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically) search
the person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem applied
to searching the motor vehicles permitted onsite. Security officers could
conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a visual search of the
inside of the vehicle; however, they could not individually search each|

occupant.

With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed,
and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.

i
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5.14.3.9 Interview with Norborne Ward,

f

i On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
he is President of the W&W Protection Agency, Inc., and has held that.

i position since W&W became the construction security contractor at Zimmer'
in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was stationed

; on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereafter visited the site to oversee
; security operations usually twice a week.
i

i Ward indicated that he is well informed about security-related matters and
i incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W&W inherited Kaiser's security

procedures and basically has continued to conduct security activities in-

accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that, during the time W&W
has been security contractor there, he has become aware of instances of
alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern and certain
measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 1980, W&W began the
practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought onsite by
the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective in preventing
some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite. Also, a contributing
factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by certain individuals in the
parking lot outside the site. Ward stated that a " crackdown" on parking
lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when state law enforcement officials
were contacted. These officials subsequently came out to the site and, to
his knowledge, made at least one arrest for liquor sale violations.

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion,
were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was impaired.
He replied that instances of workers being intoxicated to that extent were
relatively rare and he estimated that, since W&W became a security contractor
in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were observed and denied access
to, or were ejected from, the site. The most common occurrence of this was
when intoxicated workers came to the site on payday to pick up their checks.
Ward remarked that the workettinvolved would take the day off and, after er
they had been drinking and were already intoxicated, would come to the
site at 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. just to pick up their paychecks. On those
occasions, when a worker entering the site was determined to be intoxicated,
Ward would deny the worker's entry to the site.

Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol on
site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to identify
(if possible), rather than confront, workers who are observed consuming
alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by trying to obtain
identifying information, such as a payroll number or a name from the
individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained, the matter
is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in general
is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles on site. He indicated
the large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the potential for
contraband being brought on and/or taken offsite without detection. Ward
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also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there has been little trouble
with regard to violent acts. He could recall only one incident when two
construction workers were involved in a fight.

i
'

Ward mentioned that, during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, there
were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.

I 5.14.3.10 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager
i

i On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed
! by NRC. He stated that he is oyed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and

has been assigned to the Zimme since August 1978.

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol use
by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of anyone
drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed anyone drinking
alcohol onsite.

Lautenslager was also questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug pgQ,,,, d rapuse (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no yNg -

personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of mari-
juana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one occasion 4"7 8N .
a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some cigarette
butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many of the craft
personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there was nothing to indicate
that the butts found by the security officer were in fact marijuana, no
further action was taken other than to notify W&W security personnel that
the hand-rolled cigarette butts were found.

.

Lautenslager also stated that be has never received a report of any indi-
viduals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 56.

5.14.3.11 Field Observations

While at Zimmer, the NRC resident inspector has observed evidence of alcohol
use by workers. During approximately 507,of the time he has spent touring
the plant while conducting inspection activities, he has observed empty beer
cans in various safety-related areas of the plant. On a less frequent basis,
he has also observed empty "hard liquor" bottles (e.g., whiskey bottles).
The areas where empty cans and bottles were observed included the cable
spreading room, the two residual heat removal rooms, the related residual
heat removal heat exchanger rooms, and the reactor building. Within these
areas, the locations he observed empty alcoholic beverage containers were
generally hidden and isolated.

The quantity of empty beer cans in these areas varied greatly from time to
time. On some occasions (generally in the winter months), as many as 10 to
12 empty beer cans could be found in any of the noted locations of the plant
(although some of the cans may have been there a month or more since the
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last time the area was cleaned). On other occasions (generally in the summer.

months), only a few cans would be present in those same locations..

The resident inspector has never personally observed anyone consuming alcoholic;

j beverages. He recalled observing instances in the diesel generator room and
'

reactor building when sorkers were drinking beverages from non-alcoholic
beverage containers (e.g. , thermos bottles) and, upon seeing him approach,
made an apparent effort to conceal the containers from which they were3

i drinking. These instances led him to suspect that workers concealed intox-
icants in and consumed intoxicants from non-alcoholic beverage containers.
Observations of beer can accumulations in different areas of the plant have
been documented in various NRC inspection reports and ehst on at least two
occasions the beer can litter situation has been brought to the attention
of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain.

The resident inspector has never observed anyone who, in his opinion, was
intoxicated to the point where their ability to perform their job was impaired.
In the inspectors opinion, the drinking of alcohol at Zimmer is not as bad as
he has seen at other construction sites.

The resident inspector has observed approximately ten marijuana cigarette
butts during his plant tours and he recently found two marijuana cigarettes.
The resident discussed this matter with the Kaiser Construction Project
Manager.

5.14.4 Findings and Conclusions

The NRC investigation identified evidence that there had been some. drinking
and drug use onsite. No attempt was made to examine the attitude of manage-
ment toward drinking, drug use, or violence; however, based on interviews-

with site personnel coupled with NRC site observations both prior to and
during the investigation, a widespread problem was not evident.

An adequately functioning quality assu,rge program would assure detection ,
and correction of any adverse effects 3[ rom 7 construction personnel tenm= heswf

::p : w ~.._x under the influence of alcohol or drugs.u _ . - _

Since we have questions regarding the qua}liclMfe6 Tahty Confirmation
it

other findings of this investigation, thb ;7 apsyranegrogram, based on
Q

Program t '; _ 0. _ _ be d s Z/jns'$itMf'emg/mg & & }.r,
. f : ' * : -E ' : - -- ''-*'fi'.

!^ ^ ,.[.- T6 I-

5.14.5 Item of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.15 Employee Dismissals

5.15.1 Allegation

" Employees fired for time [ card) cheating had been cheating with the
express approval of management, and only time eneaters fired were vocal
and knowledgeable critics of plant QA and safety."

.
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5.15.2 Background Information
4

Thomas Applegate's investigation into timecard cheating at Zimmer found
that five individuals (three construction workers and two guards) were

-i involved in " timecard cheating" (i.e., absent from work ensite but recorded
as'being at work). All those individuals involved were terminated by their
respective employers..

5.15.3 Investigation

'

5.15.3.1 Interview of Construction Worker
,

The NRC interviewed one of the construction workers who had been terminated
for timecard irregularities. The other terminated construction work,trs
could not be located. No attempt was made to interview the two gu" arts *
4ewwmeeeed because they were not directly involved in assuring adequacy of
plant construction. The construction workers were those who would have had
knowledge of " plant QA and safety" (construction problems).

5.15.3.2 Interview of Individual A

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by
representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated Kaiser
terminated his employment in January 1980, after Thomas Applegate uncovered
irregularities in his timecard. He said be was not fired for his criticism
of plant safety and it was not until after he was terminated that he
provided any information to GAP. Individual A said that although he had
serious concerns about construction work at the plant, he was not fired by
Kaiser for criticizing plant QA and safety.

On April 24, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting
to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report.

5.15.3.3 Interview of Individual B

i On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by repre-
sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that he
would not characterize himself as a " vocal critic" of plant safety. He
stated he had concerns about the QC program at Zimmer which he related to
the RIII Investigator. However, he said he was fired for irregularities

j in his timecard and not for his concerns about the QC program.

On April 22, 1981, Individul B provided a written sworn statement attesting
| to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
l attached to this report.
t

j 5.15.3.4 Interview of William Murray
|

| On April 14, 1981, William Murray, CG&E Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
j NRC. He stated that from December 10, 1980 to January 4, 1981 Confidential
| Service (CS) was hired by CG&E to investigate alleged timecard irregular-
i
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A
ities at Zimmer. He stated CS entered into contract with CGE after3
Applegate told them he had uncovered evi6ence of employee timecard cheating.
Murray stated the investigation was contracted for a 30-day period. During
that period, Applegate identified two gua.rds and three construction personnel.

who were involved in timecard cheating. Murray indicated that all five of
the individuals Applegate identified had been terminated. He denied that
the osly individuals terminated were those who were vocal and knowledgeable
critics of plant safety, and stated emphatically that the individuals fired
were fired solely for irregularities in their timecards.

i

Murray also stated that Major W. Cox, Director of CS, felt that the inves-4

tigation was compromised when Murray left Applegate's reports unattended in
his desk. Murray said that at that point the contract was ending and he
and Cox concurred timecard cheating was not widespread. Both agreed that,
because of the questions about the security of the operation, the contract
should be terminated. However, Murray said Applegate stated that he was
concerned about the QA problems he had identified and wanted to continue
investigating. Murray said the concerns Applegate raised had already been
identified by the CGE QA group and he saw no reason to continue the
investigation. He said Applegate was adamant in his insistence to continue
the investigation, so he referred him to William Schweirs, Quality Assurance
Manager. Schweirs agreed there was no need to investigate these matters
further and advised Applegate of his conclusion. Murray said the contract
was terminated with Cox's approval, but over Applegate's objections,

Murray provided a letter from CS regarding the :_ ^ ly'4 ila eyera+5*cesurs'
- .... _.__ , dated 7

January 4, 1980, and is included in Exhibit 62. *

In a s'ubsequent telephone conversation, Murray stated that Individual B was
not one of five identified by Applegate nor was he fired at CGE's direction
for timecard cheating, but that he may have been terminated by Kaiser for
another timecard matter.

5.15.3.5 Interview of Major W. Cox

On April 30, 1981, Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was interviewed by NRC.,

I Cox stated he employed Thomas Applegate as a private investigator for CS.
He indicated that in November 1979, when Applegate was investigating another
matter, Applegate came across evidence of employee timecard cheatirg at,

| Zimmer.
Cox stated he was reluctant to pursue the matter, bugo,48g* Coxn s veral

occasions Applegate approached both him, nd CGE about this Ee4 .

said Applegate continued to pursue the and CGE formally requested
CS to investigate the matter. Cox stated the investigation was contracted
to last 30 days during which Applegate would work undercover onsite with
the primary task of investigating employee timecard cheating. Cox said the
CS investigation began on December 10, 1979 and ended on January 6, 1980,
and identified several employees who were involved in timecard cheating.t

| Cox said the operation ran its course and was terminated at the end of the
original 30-day contract period.'

Cox stated that during the last weeks of the investigation, Applegate said he
found evidence of irregularities in pipe welds and in the plant QA program.

| Cox told William Murray about this and Murray said CGE was already aware of
|
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the problems Applegate had identified and did not need to pursue them further.
Cox recalled that Applegate had learned there was a disagreement between
Peabody Magnaflux (PM) employees and CGE over the interpretation of X-rays
taken of some pipes on site.,

Cox said there was no attempt by CGE to cover up any of Applegate's dis->

t closures. Cox said it appeared to him that CG&E was already aware of the
i problems Applegate identified and Applegate was not providing them with
| any new information. Cox stated that after the 30-day contract period,
; both he and CG&E decided to terminate the contract. Cox stated Applegate

disagreed with this decision and wanted the investigation to continue so,

he could pursue irregularities he had identified in the QA program. Cox
said CG&E denied Applegate's request.

Cox said that in his opinion Applegate held a grudge against CG&E for ending
the investigaticu over his objections. He indicated that since January 1980
he has had no further contact with Applegate regarding the Zimmer investi-
gation, and Applegate has taken custody of all of the tape recordings and
copies of reports he made during the investigation.

5.15.3.6 Record Reviews

The Confidential Service memorandum dated January 4, 1980 authored by
Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was reviewed by the investigator. The first
paragraph of the letter addresses Cox's concerns about the security of CS
confidential reports. The le er f

fa'M il/g the investigation and _g % gdhcategbgox o
'ected

M. e4Te#g secur ty breachesW .Tw N racadurin FF* 1 ANT $i lon.

Cox ete statelic S L a that basedonynformationhehad,hedid
not EPolfdd with CG&E's conclusion that,Applegates allegations regarding
questionable construction were without m .r W httir ,

j 5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions

The two former employees interviewed by GAP were contacted by NRC. They denied
they had been fired for any criticism of plant QA and safety, but rather hadI

| been fired for timecard cheating. There was no indication from the interviews
that management approved of timecard cheating.

5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.16 Radiographer Suppression

5.16.1 Allegation

"CG&E had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zimmer,
who were criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information
regarding the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of
January 9-10, 1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the
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; Peabody Magnaflux (PM) trailer onsite. He alleged that during this
burglary those individuals removed records of an instance where CG&E had
overridden PM's rejection of welds.

5.16.2 Background Information

CG&E did not have personnel with direct nondestructive examination responsi-
bilities, and as such, would not have been^ involved with " overriding" of,

PM radiograph interpretations. Additional background on radiography is in-
i cluded in Section 5.8.2.

On July 3,1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg
were received at the Zimmer site (see Section 5.7). Kaiser personnel wrote
Nonconformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of truck
onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1979, Kaiser directed that
the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed.

On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi-
fled rejectable defects in welds on three of the five spool pieces. PM for-
warded the findings to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The reports and
film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed in
the Kaiser Document Control Center,'Three radio raphs of welds with apparently
rejectable defects were filed with a nonconform 'Seport. On April 8, 1980,
these films were reviewed by NRC Inspector Kavin Ward who determined that the
welds had the wrong geometry for radiography and the films vere not acceptable.

On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultra-
sonic inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis
of these exarinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable.
On April 28 1980, Kellogg performed ultrasonic examinations of the same
spool piece.' and also found them to be acceptable.

The above information including details of processing of nonconformance report
E-1911 is included in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.,

5.16.3 Investigation

P

5.16.3.1 Interview of Individual A

On April 22, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated PM radiographers

i Allen Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two occasions, that they
| found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool pieces. He said they
j had discovered the defects when examining Kaiser field welds that joined the

spool pieces in the residual heat removal system. He said they also foundl

similar defects in five of twenty welds on the main steam relief (MSR) spool
pieces that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site.

g
|- Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CG&E overrode their rejec-

tion of welds on the MSR system and had retained a copy of the examinatioh
report and radiographic film in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM
when they examined prefcbricated spool pieces,'but they were not overridden

'

in their weld detereinations for Kaiser welds.

i
'
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Individual A also stated that in January 1979 CG&E hired undercover private
investigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this
examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview
Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met
Individual A onsite and told him his supervisors had advised him not to
discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later informed him there
had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports
for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.

i

On April 24, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
attached to this report. .

5.16.3.2 Interview of Thomas Applegate
.

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
he had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in
which Aldredge said weld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite.
Applegate said he subsequently learned that there was i break-in of the PM
trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were tcken
from the trailer. He indicated Security Officers Ronald Wright, N
James Bedinghaus, and David Simpson had told him Individuals D and E were
probably involved in the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer.

Applegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a dispute
about the acceptability of welds PM examined on the MSR system since its
records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had been examined
by PM and found defective they were later accepted bp CG&E. Applegate said
that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees not.to say anything
about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals against PM.

5.16.3.3 Interviews of Security Officers C'
s

Between February 1 and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were '
interviewed by NRC. They could not provide any information concerning

[ the break-in of the PM trailer in January' of 1980. All of these individuals
i are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all stated dhe> break-in

had not been reported to the Security Department. They stated that they were
unaware of the identity of any individuals who might have committed the break-in.

s

David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department '

Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department
James Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station
John Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station ;'

.
Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer (

| Nuclear Pcwer Station ' '
'

[ fames Caplinger, forme Security Officer, Zimmer|
' Nuclear Power Station

William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio
Welfare Department *

s

\
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5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge<

,

On April 10, 1980, Ernest A1 dredge, PM President, was interviewed by NRC.
A1 dredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographers at the *
Zimmer site were not --__ ' ''; overridden in their weld determinations.
He stated that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never

. reported this problem to him.
l

| A1 dredge also stated that from January through June 1980 there was an NRC
| investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by Thomas Applegate,

a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated
Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate

s that there were defective welds at the plant. Aldredge stated Applegate
subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personnel,

telling him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in-

their decisions to reject welds.
, ,

- -

Aldredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and newspapers

articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent. s

company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him that due to the sensi-
tive nature of nondestructive examination of nuclear power plants it would
be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement, since the statementT

could be misconstrued by the press. Aldredge stated he was therefore
advised to not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of
the media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the
best interest cf PM not to make any statements at that time.

: A1 dredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production
problems that had been attributed t'o frequent breakdowns of the film
processing machine onsite. He said information such as this could impact
the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was best not to
make a statement about why PM's contract was not renewed.

:

! Aldredge stated that there had been no attempt to silence the radiographers
at Zimmer regarding public statements about the investigation. Aldredge
provided a sworn statement on August 17, 1981, a copy of which is included
as Exhibit 63.

5.16.3.5 Interview of William Schwiers

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance Manager, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forward a letter to the investigator
outlining the reasons PM's contract was terminated at Zimmer. Subsequently,
Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining his reasons for termi-,

nating PM's contract in April 1980. A retyped copy of the provided memo is
included as Exhibit 64. Schweirs stated the contract was not terminated
because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected
by them."

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-
viewed by NRC. He stated that IEm!F"197T1 PM "*E# employed as the firm
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f responsible for nondestructive examination at ZimmerA He said PM has con-
ducted both ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations of
large-bore and small-bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's responsibility

'

was to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to Kaiser.
Kaiser personnel would examine radiographs and make the determination if a
weld was accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer,
was responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not W overriding *

i PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said Pallon supported
PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified, assured that the;

! weld was repaired.
.

Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980, and apparently
Applegate talked to a number of PM employees about their work onsite. Wood
said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as
" Thomas Jackson," a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood indicated that at
that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems
in meeting production goals.

Wood advised there wac discussion among PM employees about the contract D
renewal, and he learned PM employees had told Applegate that PM had iden-
tified defective welds in the plant. Wcod said it was PM's responsibility

gf12, gto identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser
would assign a status of either repairg;old, or rework to the defective j gt . -weld. Wood it.dicated a when u -- --- told Applegate that there
were " bad welds,* they *'(iser.refe'rYingtTdefectivg~ldstheyhadiden-g y& 8'
tified and reported"to Ka Wood stated E

, ;--- had answered
Applegate's questions in good faith, assuming'he knEn the meaning of the ,I g3I
term " bad welds" (that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser
Quality Control system).

Wood stated that on one occasion Applegat.e .alled him and asked him if
there were " bad welds in the plant" and he responded in the affirmative.
He said he assumed Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that
Applegate was questioning (as an auditor) PM's ability to identify weld
defects. Wood said Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted Wood
and other PM employees as saying "there are defective welds" in the plant.
Wood said that rejectable welds are identified by nondestructive examination
and are repaired under the quality control system.

Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper
articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,
Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrue

, anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss
| the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"

any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their|

findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he
advised PM employees to not make any further statements regarding the matter.

Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representa-
tives and a number of PM employees were disturbed about the calls. He felt
it was PM's responsibility as their employer to advise them not to discuss
Applegate's charges with media personnel.
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Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations,
and that its contract was not renewed by CG&E because PM had continued to

. reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because of problems
| in meeting production goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's

weld examinations.

Wood recalled that Allan Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had
t been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no
i equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that

any records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its
examination reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of a
weld and other copies of examination reports are the property of CG&E

rece,dp w u s tw = M b M,
and Kaiser and are retained by them.f(dood JWM 4 p.rael, ref*U evmM P)\t raMgind e, die,hates, CWE weeld ho*e taos sspies o
On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement __--_
; - _ .. .. L _ M , a copy of which is included as Exhibit 65.__

-

5.16.3.7 Interview of Allan Sellars

On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from April

elds. - - . ... $ f * 1 # d.
-___ .~._._, .

He indicated that when he identified defective Kaiser or K$11,ogg welds he ,

identified them on the examination report and forwarded the report to aAnthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. Sellars stated he was not overridden .7 ?
by Pallon when he identified defects in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds. {,
S liars did r all an incident i the Summer of 979 when Ph was asked
to examine weld. on some Kellogg R system spool ieces that apparently g it(y Tel off the truc on delivery to t e site.. He sat he and Da id Hang w '

adi rapged g ds p thy s g l
Ye indicaEe2 tYe gge m, pig gueggg theficoiffiguration oNhe fen (Vwasuafityg}$

q
was p r4 e,t rica
uch th t it would exa gerate . Ein e welds and p ject the. on the t
ilm at p angles, istorting the v1 w of the weld. Sellars said

*

4]Mhat ppih Jallonradiography th
xMinNil8/Minna}s.wrpng tegfniq e to use in thisFa

(case;"b W f$
on e - ? * @d ications (defec

mci"Epe liars s 'd Hang 94,, observed some nacceptable i ) on the resu tant ra *- Mo
b graphic film an noted this on he examination eports. Late durin an j ;

l NRC investigatio these spool p ces were ultra nically exami ed and the >*
welds were found t be acceptable. 3'f
Sellars also stated, that after the investigation there was considerable
publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management I:
not to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be 3,taken out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate w4
or silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion PM's contract was g2
not renewed due to production problems, which he a tribp~ted to breakdowns P 3
in the fi Sellars saidf'~ e@TtactTr"'in CG&E's 3

^

decision.,gnrocessingmachine.udo-auditjr that wef critical of PN's worn onsite> He indi-
, J

cated the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification ~

f+j!
of defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer had been broken
into; however, he was not aware of anything taken during the break-in.

D
!
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i On April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 49.,

5.16.3.8 Interview of David Hang
.i

i

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-
i viewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September ||}P 1976,
j to August 1979. Hang said he was resporsible for conducting radiographic

examinations of 2__o_ i;__ pipe welds.

Hang indicated that he was not overridden on his weld determinations by
Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Hang said welds
PM accepted were frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would
request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld
that PM had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said
Pallon, as a Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or
rejection of a weld.

Hang recalled that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to examine some pipe
spool pieces on the MSR system that had fallen off of a truck on delivery
to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated'the film,

,

and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to use when examining
the spool pieces.

Hang said he told Pallon that the geometric configuration of the spool
pieces was such that it distorted the view of the weld and might exaggerate
flaws that would appear ac defects on the film. Hang indicated Pallon
requested he examine the remainder of the welds by radiography and these
examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

Hang said he reported the results of his ex.xinations to Pallon and
retained the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the
PM trailer onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the
proper nondestructive testing technique to use to examine pipe welds in
this geometric configuration, and he later learned the spool pieces had
been ultrasonically examined and found acceptable.

Hang said he left Zimmer in August 1979 and, on his return in March 1980, ykjl N {) l
,

8
he was informed by Allan Sellars that there had been a break-in of the PM 989

{g Jg.trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Hang stated that in y
April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic examination reports for the MSR *

spool pieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center.
Hang verified that the reports and films were the originals from August
1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he
found unacceptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance
report.

| On April 23, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement emesseessemen
.- .. , .. _. '' , a copy of which is included as Exhibit 47.r y.

1
!
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5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981,. Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-,

i
viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19
to April 1980. Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser
field welds onsite. He said PM performed a radiograph of a weld and did a

: preliminary review to ascertain if the weld was rejectable. He indicated PMj did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that the KEI welding
engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-;

i ance. Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-
tions and that welds accepted by PM were frequently found unacceptable by Kaiser.

Draffon said he learned that radiographers occasionally observed defects in
Kellogg welds when they overlapped Kaiser welds. These cases were reported
and forwarded to Kaiser to determine if the Kellogg weld should be repaired.
Draffon stated that when welds junctured, the geometry of the juncturing welds
is frequently not the rame and therefore radiographic views of the weld may
be distorted. He indicated that inexperienced Level I or II Radiographers
would often examine juncturing welds and report rejectable defecta, not
recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more experienced
radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable. Draffon stated
that when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had 1pparently occurred
where PM radiographers examined MER spcol pieces that had fal!en off the truck
and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the view of tne weld waa distorted
due to configurstion problema. Draffen said the spcal pieces were later
ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable. Draffon commented that
this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E or Kaiser cid not often
override FM in their weld determinatioas.

Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer was broken into, but this
occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegate, a
private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been
broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found
no records or equipment missing.

Draffon also stated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the
customer's request. He said this occurred because the volume of work was
slowing, and PM had experienced production problems, which he attributed to
frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.

5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.
Binning said he received his Level II certification in October 1979 and
routinely radiographed large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser onsite.
Binning said PM radiographed welds, developed the film, did a preliminary
examination to determine if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and
then forwarded their report to Anthony Pallon, KEI welding engineer, who
made the final determination on the acceptability of the welds. He in-
dicated Pallon did not enEEDttescap override PM in their weld determination
and would sometimes reject welds that PM had initially found acceptable.
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He frequently directed them to re-shoot welds that Kaiser had repaired
after PM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool
'

pieces for the MSR system that were manufactured by Kellogg and had apparently
fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. I:; __ _l "_ if '!_.. _ _..._.._2 t'- p g y:; _1 y._ - --_2 J a .- '- ' ''--- "--- --j--+ ^' _..d _ __.-- in : 1_ _1ds4

i p - : .,, _ A +wo nmngnphe 1 r i x :--- Itr i ; ; y % e r , u ,, _ ;_ d . j----

,a- - '? ;:: 7 --r 1 u _ -, , _ ; : n - _7 -- n + 4 ~, , - > *t- r i f _ ,, m,,

a g/1*Q( g ;.gp -- _ .;; f '--*3 = Binning said Hang retained copies of his report
of this particular examination. ~~

Binning also stated that in January 1980 he received a telephone call from
an unidentified individual who told him the PM trailer had been broken into.
He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock had been
pried off and apparently the trailer had been entered. Binnicg said he
inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the files, and found the
% _ gingg)4 examination reports ==senny for the MSR
spool pieces that'Ead been examined by Hang earlieri He indicated he told,

Allan Sellars and Wayne Draffon about the burglary but did not discuss it
with anyone else.

Binning said PM managenant never told him to be silent about activities
that occurred at the site. He said PM's contract was not renewed because J

of production problems, which he attributed to their film processor fre-
quently breaking down. He also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation
safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of
some aspects of the PM operation. Binning said PM was not asked to leave
the site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees
were not harassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

.

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written statement,ri' r * ; -
im*''-'-- a copy of which is included as Exhibit 48.

5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's Assistant,
was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant,
he was not responsible for reading or interpreting film or making any weld
determinations. He said he worked with both David Hang and Allan Sellars
and did not recall them commenting that Anthony Pallon overrode them. He
stated that PM usually radiographed Kaiser field welds; however, on one
occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said he re-
called Hang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces
and identified rejectable indications in some welds. He indicated Hang
reported this to Pallon, but he was not aware of the final disposition of
the report.

Binning also said that in January 1980 there was a break-in of the PM trailer
and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.
He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con-
ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning
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PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the
investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and'

Applegate about it. Binning said he was never told by PM management to
" cover up" anything about their activities at the site. Binning volunteered
that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film
processor breaking down and holding up production.,

'

5.16.3.12 Interview of Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was
interviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on
weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that
he overrode PM on their weld findings. Marshall also stated that the PM
radiographers,with whom he spoke after Applegate made his disclosures to,

the press,did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in
their weld determinations.

He recalled one incident when PM was asked to exanine some MSR spool pieces
that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said that in April
1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces and he, Rex Baker,
KEI Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the films. All
concurred Cast the welds were of the wrong gecretry for radiographic examina-
tion. Marshall said that en come of the films the geometric configuration had
distorted the radiegraphie view of the welds. He added that this examination
was an exception to commen practice because PM normally radiographed Kaiser
field welds but not welds on Kellogg prefabricated pieces. Marshall advised
that the MSR spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be
acceptable. ~

5.16.3.13 Interview of Anthony Pallon,SF%
e

On August 13, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Sr., was interviewed by NRC. Pallon
stated he was employed at Zimmer as a Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer,
Welding / Nondestructive Examination from April 1, 1977 to July 8, 1980.
He stated his position involved the review of PM radiographic reports of
examination for pipe welds at the plant. ~ Pallon stated he did not consis-
tently override PM in their weld determinations at Zimmer and, on the
contrary, frequently rejected welds that PM found acceptable. He said, on
less than ten occasions PM radiographers identified nonconforming vendor

| welds while examining an adjacent Kaiser weld. He said in each instance
l he directed the nonconforming weld to be repaired or replaced. He stated
l he could not make a determination about 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds
l in the plant being defective, since PM did not radiograph them, he did not

review the radiographs, and he would not make an unqualified statement about
their acceptability.

Pallon said in April 1980 that PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed and
Nuclear Energy Services (NES), Inc. , took control of the radiography work
at Zimmer. He attributed this to poor management of the PM operation at
Zimmer, coupled with equipment problems that affected PM's ability to perform
the required amount of radiographic examinations. He said he privately told,

'

PM personnel about this months before the contract was terminated, but they

!
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2 took no action (i.e. , hiring of additional personnel and repair of the film
processing machine) to increase their production at the site.

5.16.3.14 Record Reviews

The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs of field welds
made between October 1979 and March 1980 to determine if CG&E or Kaiser'

personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by PM. The results of
; that review are given in Table 5.16-1.

Table 5.16-1 Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet
Weld No. Ident. No. Veld No. Ident. No.

-

_ - _ _

1. Rh-113 RH-31 26. RE -75A R?.- 1
2. RI-7 RI-11 27. K-288 WX-d
3. RH+53 RH-20 23. RH-86 RH-64
4. RH-55 RH-20 29. @A3 DO-2
5. K-73 RH-20 30. @C3 DG-25
6. RH-40 RM-26 31. HGK-250 HG-16
7. K-494 MS-37 32. RD-K4 RD-1
8. FW-454 MS-30A 33. IMS22AC2 MS-315
9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88

10. K-926 WR-26 '35. P.L.2H20803 LC-13
11. K-455 MS-26A 36. K-483 MS-43
12. MS22AA2 MS-311 37. K-499 MS-39
13. K-84 RH-38 38. 1RRBIAA-3/4 RR.122
14. P.L.2M20795 LC-19 39. K-288 RT-2

'

15. LP-9 LP-3 40. FC-5 FC-14
16. K-507 MS-44 41. K-33 FW-4
17. K-508 MS-45 42. FWK-31 FW-2
18. K-448 MS-27A 43. LP-13 LP-11
19. HP-19B HP-5 44. CYK-221 CY-49
20. FC-93 FC-29 45. WR41AA3 WR-44
21. K-414 MS-24A 46. FW58A FW-2
22. K-523 MS-27A 47. K-877 WR-2
23. RH-54 RH-20 48. HP-55 HP-4
24. RH-56 RH-20 49. K-475 MS-34
25. RH-46 RH-20

None of the reader sheets for the welds in Table 5.16-1 indicated that Kaiser
personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.

5.16.4 Findings and Conclusions

Seven current and former PM employees who were interviewed denied any
attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.
In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied
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that PM was consistently overridden in its weld determinations. A review
of PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of PM
being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.
Fermer PM emple ees indicahd

p7he PM trailet h5d been broken into.:: ''c __J_.. ; J ..__., : ::, :^; .
It was not established that this was done by Individuals D and E. Seven
security officers who Applegate indicated had information regarding the
break-in were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in
of the trailer or of any information regarding the involvement of Indivi-,

duals D and E in such a break-in. After the break-in, PM's copies of
examination rep gg of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool pieces
were foundIi5"p b' {{{m,iYling. Three of the eight reports on the spool pieceswere determine

YEalser Document Control Center filed with a nonconformancet

report, but five of the reports k' *1* - 'l missing. The'$Eeportsandfilms
were reviewed by the PM employee who did the initial examination of the
welds.nad hh8 verified the reports and films are the originals. He said
the reports filed with the nonconformance report are for the weld: thought
to be defective, and the missing five reports are of the radiographs of
the acceptable welds.

S.16.5 It_ ems of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.17 Industry Blacklisting

5.17.1 Allegation

" Union pipefitters and PM employees have been intimidated by fear of utility
and industry-wide reprisals should they complain about the QA practices."

.
5.17.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided.

5.17.3 Investigation

5.17.3.1 Interview of Individuals A and B

On April 22 and 24, 1981, Individuals A and B, both union pipefitters, were
interviewed by NRC. They stated they had not been intimidated or subjected
to reprisals for their criticism of QA practices at Zimmer. Individuals A
and B both stated that they were fired in January 1980 as a result of the

| findings of Thomas Applegate's investigation into their involvement in
| timecard cheating. They have since been re-employed by CG&E subcontractors
'

at Zimmer and other CG&E sites.

5.17.3.2 Interview of William Schwiers

, On January 16, 1981, William Schwiers, QA Manager (CG&E), was interviewed
by NRC. He was asked to provide the names and current place of employment

i

for Kaiser QC inspectors who had left the site since January 1,1979. A
|
.
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list was subsequently provided, indicating that a total of twenty-three QC
inspectors had left the site since that date. Fifteen were known to be

'

employed at other nuclear power plants under construction, two were employed
as QC inspectors in defense-related industries, and there was no known place;

j of employment for the remaining six inspectors. Schwiers said there has
been no attempt by CG&E to engage in any form of industry-wide reprisalsi

* against employees who left Zimmer.
}
.

; 5.17.3.3 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge
'"

On April 10, 1980, Ernest Aldredge, President of Peabody Magnaflux (PM),
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that neither PM nor its employees had
been subjected to any reprisals by CG&E or other utilities for their work
at Zimmer.

A1 dredge indicated that he was contacted by private investigator
Thomas Applegate who asked him about the termination of the PM contract at
Zimmer. He stated he told Applegate the situation at Zimmer could affect
PM's performance reccrd in the industry. A1 dredge said the contract was
terminated because of production problems that te attributed to a lack of
adequate staffing on PM's part, and fraquent breakdowns of their onsite
film processing machine.

Aldredge also said he was advised by Charles Wood, the PM Cincinneti Office
Manager, that NRC had audited PM's records onsite and had found deficiencies.
A1 dredge said he talked to Applegate about PM being reaeved from other con-
tractor's bid lists because of the work at Zimmer, but he was referring to
their poor performance record at Zimmer affecting other contracts. He indi-
cated that he was not referring to any systematic attempt by CG&E to engage
in any intimidation or reprisals against PM for its work onsite. Aldredge
stated that during the conversation with Ap,. legate he was concerned that the
professional and business reputation of PM not be tarnished. He indicated
he felt that Applegate misunderstood what he said and falsely accused CG&E
of engaging in " industry-wide" intimidation of PM.

5.17.3.4 Interviews of PM Employees

Between January 19 and April 15, 1981, seven current and former PM employees
were interviewed by NRC. They denied that they had been placed in fear of
utility or industry-wide reprisals should they complain about QA practices
at Zimmer. The results of these interviews are reported in Sections 5.7.3,
5.8.3, and 5.16.3.

5.17.4 Findings and Conclusions

Two fired union pipfitters and seven current and former employees of
Peabody Magnaflux, which included the individuals interviewed by GAP,
were contacted by NRC and they denied having been intimidated or sub-
jected to industry-wide reprisals for their critcism of Zimmer QA
practices.

.

|
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5.17.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.
G

5.18 Inspector's Journal

5.18.1 Allegation

"A KEI employee has kept a detailed journal of safety hazards and incidents:

at Zimmer."

On January 29, 1980, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated
that an individual named Yohan Reiter had told him he maintained a detailed
journal of safety defects while employed as a radiation waste chemistry
technician at Zimmer.

.

5.18.2 Background Information

It is common practice for inspectors performing certain tfpes of inspections
to utilize notebacks to record their observations. Such notes can later '

be used to generate surveillance reports, nonconformance reports, or other ;Jocuments as required.
i

5.18.3 Investigation
.

R5.18.3.1 Personnel Record Review
<

The NRC Senior Resident Inspector reviewed CG&E personcel records and found.

an individual named Yohan Reiter. Inquiry indicated that Reiter was eaployed
by Westinghouse, Inc., in Brazil. Personnel records confirmed that Reiter
had been employed at Zimmer at the time Tho.as Applegate was onsite.

5.18.3.2 Interview with Yohan Reiter

On February 5,1981, Yohan Reiter of Westinghouse, Inc. , was interviewed
by telephone. He stated he was formerly employed as a radiation chemistry
technician at Zimmer. He said he recalled meeting Thomas Applegate in the
radiation waste disposal area during a routine inspection. Reiter also
recalled commenting to Applegate that his field notebook was his " paper
brain" in which he recorded the results of his field inspections. He said
the notebook listed deficiencies identified during system walkdowns of the
radioactive waste disposal system. Reiter indicated that he used the note-
book to record deficiencies such as malfunctioning gauges or acid eating
through floor tiles, which were then recorded on an equipment service list
and corrected by the plant maintenance staff. He said that to his knowledge
all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the licensee.
He added that during meetings with his supervisor, Dean Erickson, and other
members of the Radiation Protection Department staff, the adequacy of the
resulting corrective action was discussed.,

I

l Reiter indicated that he was not keeping any detailed journal of safety
defects at the plant and, if he had any concerns regarding the safe opera-
tion of the plant, he would have contacted the NRC himself.

,

|
t

1
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5.18.4 Findings and Conclusions

The individual who was alleged to have kept a " journal of safety hazards and
incidents at Zimmer" stated that the " journal" was a field inspection notebook.
He stated he used this notebook to record deficiencies he identified during
system walkdowns of the radiation waste disposal system. He said that to his
knowledge all of the deficiencies he identified were properly corrected by the,

! licensee.
!

5.18.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5.19 Pipefitter Joke

5.19.1 Allegation

"A common ' joke' among pipefitters at Zimmer is that they will be hundreds
of miles away when the plant goes on line, due to their predictions of a
disastrous accident."

5.19.2 Background Information

No additional information was provided as to the source or significance of
the " joke" or statement.

5.19.2.1 Media Interview

During interviews conducted by Bettina Gregory of ABC News (broadcast on
May 19, 1981), Edwin Hofstadter made a similar comment. Hofstadter was
neither a pipefitter nor site employee, as *etailed in Section 5.10.2.

5.19.3 Investigation

5.19.3.1 Interviews

Sixteen pipefitters interviewed by RIII inspectors could not provide any
information concerning any specific equipment design or installation
deficiencies.

During one interview, a QC inspector indicated that this joke had been
heard in the plant.

5.19.4 Findings and Conclusions

It was determined that the alleged statement had been made. The NRC is
addressing the allegations and safety concerns identified during this
investigation.

The only other way that the NRC can deal with an allegation such as this
is to determine if the quality of the plant is adequate. The NRC inspection
program, the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program, and the preoperational
testing program will enable this dete_rmination to be made.
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5.19.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6.0 Allegations Received Through Site Interviews

During interviews conducted at the Zimmer site, the investigators and
inspectors received additional allegations. A number.of these allegations

' "

added detail to those in Section 4 and are included in
that Section of this report. The wet.iM Socirk of %g a45t ut elle stjen., sene. In vestryaf*Msi
ask ses heludal in p<gn orf, m ,y ,jjg ,f,;g $|, . }
6.1 Inspector Harassment c:... t L p'// 4,, j, y,,ff

,

,, 4
op e nJ= M art. .

6.1.1 Allegation

QC inspectors hase been harassed by construction personnel who have repeatedly
doused them with water. (C inspectorn have been transferred following con-
plaints from construction' personnel.

6.1.2 Background Infornation

Some friction betveen QC inspectors and construction personnel is expected
due to the nry nature cf tbc system. That friction can be increased when
constructior: pe:sonnel take the view that QC inspectors are "over inspecting"
or everly critical. It is nanagement'a responcihlity to take action to
assure tLat friction does not develop unhealthy attituoes that adversely
affect construction quality.

6.1.3 Investigation

6.1.3.1 Interview of Phillip Gittings

on January 13, 15, and July 8, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was
interviewd by hTC. He stated that Rex Baker told him of one incident in
September 1980 when a QC inspector was doused with water while performing
an inspection. Gittings stated Baker told him that the person who had
doused the inspector had been identified and fired by construction management.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on the inspection activities of Individual I, a QC inspector,
and his lack of completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer
Individual I from pipe support hanger inspection to structural welding
inspection activities. Gittings also indicated that in January 1980 he
directed Baker to reassign QC Inspectors Ruiz, Wimbish, and Hendley because
of problems with their inspection activities.

. Civi S+meks!6.1.3.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On March 10 and 11, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser Lead Civi tructural) QC
Inspector, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was aware that water
had been dumped on QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and Anthony Pallon, Jr., by
craft personnel during the course of their inspections.
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i Donovan stated that on February 16, 1981, James Ruiz was involuntarily,
'

reassigned from inspections in the drywell area to the fabrication ~ shop.j Donovan explained that he had been Ruiz's lead supervisor and was directed
1 by Rex Baker to make the reassignment. He stated that Baker offered no,

') explanation for the reassignment except that the Kaiser QA Manager had
, requested he reassign Ruiz.

; - i
; Donovan stated it was obvious to him that Baker disapproved of the reassign-
'

ment. He indicated the reassignment resulted from a personality conflict
i between Ruiz and Jerry Adams, Ironworker Superintendent, who felt that Ruiz
| was too strict and " nit picking" during his inspections. Donovan stated that

Adams had complained to him about Ruiz's inspections and had discussed this
, , matter with Baker. Baker indicated that Ruiz was a good inspector, was not

overly critical, and was justified in citing the various deficiencies he'

; discovered in Adams' area. Donovan speculated that Adams had complained.

about Ruiz to General Superintendent James Sandlin who then talked to*

Gittings, who decided tc remove Ruiz from the inspection area. Donovan
I added that concurrently he had heard unsubstantiated rumors tLat QC

Inspectors Hendley, Wimbish, and McCoy were also going to be reassigned '

i because of criticism of thet: inspection findings by Kaiser construction
!personnel..

4

On March 11, 1981, Doncvan provided a sworn stateeent _r.m..... iv som {y. -

;_ _.. 2 '-- -ti: , which is included es Exhibit 66.
,

|

6.1.3.3 Interview of Janice Hulkey
-

i'

On March 11 and 12, 1981, Janice H. Mulkey, Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-
| viewed by NRC. She stated that on three or four occasions between August
-

1979 to August 1980 water had been thrown on her from above by craft
personnel while she performed inspections. Mulkey said she never saw the
responsible individuals but on each occasion she rep ted the incident to

I her supervisors K. Shinkle, J. Setlock, or([I Heath . She recalled that
on one occasion Hea(E] threatened to remove all the QC inspectors from the
rite if water continued to be thrown. Mulkey said Robert Marshall was then
apprised of the incidents. Marshall then told the craft superintendents

i to assure that the water-throwing incidents stopped or he would terminate
'

eight craft personnel who were suspected of being responsible.

Mulkey said the water-throwing incidents adversely affected her performance
and caused her difficulties in concentrating on her inspection activities
because she had to be constantly vigilant for water being thrown on her.i

! Mulkey also stated that, when water was thrown from three stories above her,
: it struck her with such force that on one occasion it knocked the breath out
'

of her and on another caused her to bruise her knee. She indicated that
other QC inspectors had also been doused with water.

On March 12, 1981, Janice Mulkey provided a written statement attesting to
| the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 67.
4

6.1.3.4 Interview with Anthony Pallon, Jr.
i
' On February 10, 1981, Anthony Pallon, Jr. , Kaiser QC Inspector, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that since January 1981 he has performed visual
f
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i

'! weld inspections in the suppression pool area to ensure these welds met
I | AWS Code requirements. Pallon said the previous inspector in this area
i j had been lax, and he began rejecting about 50% of the welds he inspected., j Soon afterwards, he was being called to inspection points by craft personnel
2 1 who would douse him with water from above when he arrived. Pallon said

! this occurred about two or three times a week and he had been squirted with
'

i j a fire extinguisher while performing an inspection the night prior to this
1 interview.4

i 1

! h Pallon said he was also told that Douglas Haff, Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-
ii tendent, had told QC Inspector Joseph Mills that he would have Pallon fired.

Pallon said Haff on one occasion harrassed him when he returned from lunch,

by directing security personnel to search him and Joseph Mills for alcohol.
;

i On February 10, 1981, Pallon provided a sworn statement attesting to the'
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 68.

*;

; 6.1.3.5 Interview of Joseph Mills

!

On February 10, 1931, Joseph Hills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by,

i NRC. He stated that, while performing inspections in the suppressica pool
f area, both he and Anthony Pallon had been called to inspection points and

,

'

! doused with water. Mills felt it was significant that Pallon was doused in '

) excess of six times in one month. Craft personnel were apparently doing this ,

| because of Pallon's weld rejections. Mills indicated that Douglas Haff, the
i superintendent in this area, told him he would get Pallon fired because he '

| was " nit-picking" on his inspections. Mills said he ignored this comment
I because it was impossible for Haff to fire a QC inspector.

4

Mills indicated that later Haff attempted to harass him and Pallon by having
'

them searched by security guards for alcohol when they returned from lunch one
day. He stated these actions did not affect his inspection activity, although
he did feel that the QA program at Zimmer was understaffed, procedures were

j poorly written, and the existing program lacked support from Kaiser management.
1

| 6.1.3.6 Interview of Michael McCov
!
j On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
j by NRC. He stated that on one occasion during the spring of 1980 he and
| QC Inspector Charles Belcher were called to an inspection point by craft

personnel. McCoy said when they arrived at the inspection point an attempt
was made to douse them with water thrown at them from above.

.

On February 11, 1981, McCoy provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
; ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 69.

,

6.1.3.7 Interview of John Sullivan

j On February 19, 1981, John Sullivan, Nuclear Energy Services Inc., was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he personally has never been doused!

with water but that he was aware Kaiser QC Inspectors Anthony Pallon and
Rick Sizemore had been doused with water while performing inspections in

;

i

|
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Sullivan stated that when Sizemore was dousedthe suppresion pool area.
he was performing an inspection using a 220-volt magnetic particle testing
machine, and, if water had struck the machine, Sizemore might have been

He indicated that Construction Superintendents Edward Stanleyelectrocuted.
and Douglas Haff were standing in the area when this incident occurred.

Sullivan also related another incident when he and Pallon were searched byHe statedsecurity personnel when they were returning from lunch one day.
in his opinion, Haff and Stanley were attempting to harass Pallonthat,

because of Pallon's inspection activities in their area.
|

Sullivan provided a sworn statement attesting to theOn February 19, 1981,
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 70.

6.1.3.8 Interview of Billy Tyree

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Billy Tyree, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from

20, 1979, by Butler Services, Inc. Tyree statedSeptember 24 to November
that he was aware that buckets of water were thrown on QC inspectors by Kaiser

Tyree indicated that be never obserted such incidents,constructicn workers.
but he recal}ed that on four or six cccasions QC Inspector Janice Mulkey was
doused with water, and had reported these incidents to ner immediate superviser.

Tyree also stated that two or three other QC inspectors were also doused
with water, and he conjectured this was done to limit the thoroughness of

He was unaware of any inquiry or investigatieninspections by QC personnel.
to identify the individuals involved in the dousing incidents, but learned
that a construction worker named "Frenchie" was considered to be generally
responsible for some of the water-throwing incidents.

On February 20, 1981, Tyree provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 71.

6.1.3.9 Interview of Richard Price

On February 18 and March 7, 1981, Richard Price, former QC Inspector, was
He stated he was employed by Butler Services, Inc., frominterviewed by NRC.

28, 1980, and by Kaiser from December 1 to 14,September 1975 to November
Price stated he was aware that, on at least twelve occasions, construc-1980.

tion workers poured buckets of water on QC inspectors who were conductingHe stated his opinion that theinspections in the containment building.
water was thrown on the inspectors because they were conscientious and re-
fused to accept inferior or nonconforming work by craft personnel.

Price stated he heard rumors that two Kaiser construction workers nicknamed
"Frenchie" and " John Boy" were the individuals responsible for throwing water.

|
He indicated that Kaiser management was apprised of these incidents and !
construction personnel were unofficially told that they would be terminated
if there were any further incidents of water being thrown on QC inspectors.

- 147-

-

- - _ _ - _ _ _ .



__ __

DRAFT 8/15/81

'
'

On March 2, 1981, Price provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding
information, which is included as Exhibit 72.

:

6.1.3.10 Interview of Winston Jackson,

:

; On February 18 and 20, 1981, Winston Jackson, former QC Inspector, was
; interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer by Butler Services,

-1 Inc., from July 1979 to November 1980. Jackson stated he was aware of
f

several incidents when buckets of water were dumped on QC inspectors by craft
personnel while they were performing inspections in the containment building.

. He indicated that in his opinion these incidents represented harassment of' QC inspectors by construction personnel, and he added that these incidents
were reported to Kaiser management. He stated he was not aware of any action
Kaiser took concerning this matter.

!

On February 20, 1981, Jackson provided a sworn statement attesting to the
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 73.

6.1.3.11 Interview of James Ram:ey

On February 18 and 20,1981, James Ramsey, former Kaiser QC Ir;spector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he formerly worked at Zimmer for Batler
Services, Inc., and also for Kaiser Engineering between July 1979 and
December 14, 1980. Ramsey stated that QC Inspectors Janice Mulkey and
Michael DePuccio were douscJ with water by construction personnel while
performing inspections in the containment building. He indicated that, in
his opinion, these incidents amounted to harassment of the ins,ectors by
construction personnel. Ramsey said these incidents were reported to Kaiser
management and an investigation was conducted into the mattar, but he was

,

unaware of any outcome of the inquiry.

On February 20, 1981, Ramsey provided a sworn statement attesting to the
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 74.

6.1.3.12 Interview of Individual I

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Individual I, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that he was aware of incidents of QCi

inspectors being harassed by construction personnel. Individual I stated
that two inspectors in particular were subject to harassment in the form of
buckets of water dumped on them while they were performing their inspections.i

He said the above incidents were reported to Kaiser management but nothing
was ever done about the problem. Individual I indicated that he had heard
that General Foreman Walter Hamm was aware of the identity of the individuals
involved in the incidents but was protecting those individuals.

i

6.1.3.13 Interview of Dennis Taylor
|

i

j On February 19, 1981, Dennis Taylor, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in October or November 1980, while performing a
magnetic particle inspection of a weld in the reactor containment building,
he was hit with a stream of water from a fire extinguisher. Taylor also
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indicated that QC Inspector Anthony Pallon was frequently doused with water
while performing inspections in the suppression pool area. In Taylor's
opinion, Pallon was being harassed by craft personnel in this area because
he was rejecting welds made by the craf t personnel.

6.1.3.14 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He indicated that construction workers were pouring'
buckets of water on QC inspectors who were performing inspections. He said
that these incidents were brought to the attention of Robert Marshall, Kaiser
Construction Superintendent, who stated that anyone throwing water on a QC
inspector would be fired. However, no formal investigation or report was
made of these incidents.

6.1.3.15 Interview of Walter Hamm, Sr.

On March 26, 1981, Walter Harm, Sr. , Kaiser General Foreman, was interviewed
by ERC. He stated he was aware that water had been thrown on several QC
inspectcrs, including Janice Mulkey. Hamm indicated that the culpable indi-

' viduals were never identified and no disciplinary action was ever initiated.
He statec that according to rumors individuals nicknamed " Fat Frenchie,"
" Skinny Frenchic," and one pipefitter nicknamed " John Boy" were involved4

ia the incidents. Hamm identified these individuals but he was unable to
subs *.antiate their involvement. He perscnally warned all of these indi-
v1 duals that he would terminate them if he found they were throwing water '

on QC inspector:.
.

i

Hamm was critical of the QC inspection activities at Zimmer and stated that
QC inspectors often rejected work that, in his opinion, was acceptable. He
also mentioned that he frequently had difficulty in finding inspectors when
he needed them to respond to an inspection point in a timely manner. Hamm
stated that the QC inspectors delayed construction and increased construc-
tion expenses because of their critical inspections. He indicated that he
had frequently criticized the inspectors personally and had admonished them
for their inavailability to perform inspections.

On March 26, 1981, Hamm provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 75.

6.1.3.16 Interview of Rex Baker

On January 13 and March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. Baker stated that in January or February 1981,
Phillip Gittings suggested that QC Inspectors Ruiz, Hendley, and Wimbish
be reassigned because they were " nit picking" during their inspections and
writing too many nonconformance reports. Baker disagreed with this sugges-
tion and expressed his opinion that the inspectors were performing inspections
in accordance with Kaiser procedures and were writing valid nonconformance
reports. He stated that he did move Inspectors Ruiz and Hendley from weld
inspections in the reactor building to inspections in the fabrication shop.

|

!
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: Baker also stated that, when he first arrived on the site, he learned
from the previous Inspection Supervisor that the lead welding inspector,
Kenneth Shinkle, had also been reassigned.

| Baker also understood that QC inspector Janice Mulkey was doused with water
; while performing an inspection, but he was not exactly sure how or when the
t incident occurred.
!

6.1.5.17 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle

On February 18, 1980, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from November 1977 to February 1980 he was lead pipe
support hanger inspector at Zimmer. Shinkle stated that in February 1980
Kaiser was involved in a 100% reinspection of all pipe support hanger welds.
He said his inspectors were rejecting up to 95% of the hangers inspected and*

initiating nonconformance reports for deficient hanger welds.

Shinkle stated that he was called into a meeting with both CG&E and Kaiser
management, who criticized bis group's high rate of rejection, their inspec-
tion techniques, and the continuing idertification of deficiencies on welds
that were found acceptable during previous inspections. He said those Kaiser
officials present initially denied they had committed Kaiser to a 100%
reinspectian, but later in the meeting they admitted this was tha commitment
for reinspectioa of pipe support tangers. Shiukle stated that at the end of
the meeting a Kaiser of ficial asked him, "Do you understand who ytu 4ork for
now?" He took this comment 25 an attempt to intim3date him and to prassure
his inspectors to accept pipe support hangers undergoing inspection at the
time.

Shinkle stated that the next day he submitted nonconformance reports for
deficient welds on pipe support hangers, and Kaiser management removed him
from his job later that afternoon. He learned that William Schwiers, CG&E
QA Manager, had objected to Kaiser about Shinkle's reassignment but was

,

told Robert Marshall had said "it would be a cold day in hell before he'll
[Shinkle) touch another pipe hanger." Shinkle stated that he has never been

|
reassigned to pipe support hanger inspection activities.

l

On September 1,1980, Shinkle was promoted to Quality Assurance Engineer for
civil / structural activities, the job description for which states that he is,

responsible for pipe support hanger inspections. However, Phillip Gittings
told him that this was a typing error in the description and he would have
nothing to do with pipe support hanger inspection activities.

On February 18, 1981, Shinkle provided a sworn statement attesting to the
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 76.

6.1.3.18 Interview of Mack White

On March 11 and 25, 1981, Mack White, QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that on March 11, 1981, at about 10:30 p.m., he was conducting

,

| an inspection in the drywell area of the primary containment building at
; Level 524. White indicated that at this time an unknown individual dumped

|

|

!
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a few gallons of water on him from above. He looked up but was unable to
identify the individual as he ran away.

White stated he reported the incident to the NRC, QC management personnel,*

and to Construction Superintendent Adams. He said that Adams commenced an,

inquiry to attempt to determine who was responsible, but was unsuccessful.
White stated he had no idea who threw the water and he was unable to

j speculate on what prompted the incident.

On March 25, 1981, White provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 77.

6.1.3.19 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QA Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that on February 22, 1981 he was reassigned from inspections
in the primary containment building to inspecticas in the fabrication shcp.
Ruiz stated that Rex Baker had commented to him at the time of his transfer

i

that "you were doing too good a job and so they transferred you." Ruiz stated
'

that prior to his reassignment he had disagreed with Ironworker Superintendent
Jerry Adams, who accused him of " nit-picking" inspections.

Ruiz stated he was told by Lennis Donovan that Adams had gone to Ja.mes Sandlin,
Kaiser General Superintendent, and asked Sandlin to have the QA Manager remove
him from the ecntainment area. Ruiz stated that his reassignment was an
example of Gittinas' lack of support for QC inspectors and proved that.the
QA Department was not independent of construction influence at Zimmer.

>

On February 25, 1961 Ruiz pr"ovided a sworn statement atterting to the pre-g

ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 78.

6.1.3.20 Interview of James Sandlin

On March 13, 1981, James T. Sandlin, Kaiser General Superintendent (struc-
tural), was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that QC Inspector James Ruiz

i had been unable to establish or maintain a good working relationship with
construction personnel or his fellow inspectors. Sandlin stated that Ruiz
conducted inspections without listening to any advice and did not solicit
the cooperation of construction personnel or other QC inspectors.

Sandlin stated that Ruiz had been unnecessarily critical in his inspections
and had been accused of " nit picking." He indicated that this had caused
conflict between Ruiz and Gerald Adams, Structural Superintendent, and he
brought this matter to the attention of'the QA Manager asking him to resolve
the situation. Sandlin denied that he asked Gittings to reassign Ruiz from
the primary containment area.

On March 25, 1981, Sandlin provided a sworn statement that attested to the
preceding information, which is included as Exhibit 79.

6.1.3.21 Interview of Gerald Adams

| On March 13 and 25, 1981, Gerald Adams, Kaiser Structural Superintendent,
l was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he received numerous complaints from
!

'
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construction personnel regarding the inspections of QC Inspector James Ruiz.
He said that in his opinion Ruiz was too critical and " nit picking" on his
inspections, thereby delaying construction activities. Adams indicated that
Ruiz did not cooperate with craft personnel and, in his opinion, was inspecting
according to ASME Code requirements when he should be following the less
stringent AWS Code requirements.

Adams stated that he had accused Ruiz of holding up construction and being,

overcritical in his inspections. He also threatened to have him terminated
if he persisted in his unjustified delays of construction. However, Adams
denied threatening to have Ruiz terminated unless he accepted welds that did
not meet AWS criteria. Adams stated he had complained to Donovan, Baker,
Sandlin, and Gittings about Ruiz's inspections and specifically suggested to
Baker that it would be better for both him and Ruiz if Ruiz was reassigned to
another area. However, Adams denied any responsibility for initiating Ruiz's
reassignment.

On March 25, 1981, Adams provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding
information, which is included as Exhibit 80.

6.1.3.22 Int erview of L. Q. Hendley

On March 9,1981, L. Q. Hendley, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.,

He sta'ted th.t in February 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger
inspection duties to the fabrication shop. Hendley stated that his supervisor,
David Fain er, t:Id him he was "doing his job too well and that is the reason
for yout re as sigraent." Hendley stated that, after his reassignment, noncon-
f ormance reports he had. written were dispositioned es " Accept-As-Is" by the

"

QC Manager.
g

6.1.3.23 Interview of David Hang

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that prior to his employment by I'aiser he worked for Peabody
Magnaflux, the firm which had been responsible for nondestructive examination
of welds at Zimmer. He said that in March 1980, while inspecting welds in
the containment building, he was doused with a bucket of water from above.
Hang indicated this was not an unusual occurrence and that this had happened
to other QC inspectors before and after this event.

Hang also stated that during the summer of 1978 he was re-inspecting a weld he
had previously rejected when a pipefitter threatened him with bodily harm if
he did not pass the weld. Hang said he did not report the incident to anyone,
but was intimidated by this threat and did not enter that particular area for
some time.

On February 24, 1981, Hang provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, which is included as Exhibit 81.

6.1.4 Findings and Conclusions

Quality control inspectors were harassed by construction personnel who
dumped water on them from above. In one case, inspectors, when entering
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,

the site, were searched by security personnel who allegedly were instructed
; to perform the search by Construction Department supervisors.
<

There was no indication that any of these activities were condoned by Kaiser.

or CG&E management. There were indications that action was taken by Kaiser
to identify and disipline those harassing QC inspectors.

The Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager reassigned Quality Control inspectors
on four occasions after the Kaiser Construction Department criticized them.

In a related finding, NRC inspectors found that some of the nonconformance
reports generated by these inspectors prior to their reassignment were im-
properly voided or were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
system following their reassignments (see Section 4.1). QC inspection
supervisors interviewed stated that the Kaiser Quality Assurance Manager
reassigned inspectors because construction management complained about their
irspection activities.

6.1.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6.2 held Inspection Criteria Deleted

Anallegation*concerningthedeletionofrequiredweld)inspectioncriteria
was received by the NRC during the investi ation,(Irom a site en.olove23 TheE

employee showed the Region III inspector copies of KEI-1 forms (weld inspection
records) that supported the allegation.

6.2.1 Review of Weld Inspection Records

The Region III inspectors observed that weld inspection criteria utilized
to verify weld procedure, welder qualification, filler material, joint
cleanliness, bevels, and damage had been deleted or designated as not
applicable (N/A) on the following KEI-1 forms (weld inspection records):

Table 6.2-1 Weld Inspection Records

System or Isometric Beam or Other
Component Drawing # Mark # Information

i

(1) Drywell Support Steel S398B 29 Detail E of S-437

(2) Drywell Support Steel S398B 2 stiffeners Line No. MXC
1/2 x 6-3/4 17S493
x 25-1/8

(3) Drywell Support Steel S398A 125 Line No.,

; EL-535 191*

; (4) Drywell Support Steel S398B 67' Detail 13 of 493
Detail 2 of 447
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Table 6.2-1 (continued),

3 System or Isometric Beam or Other
Component Drawing # Mark # Information

-
<

(5) Drywell Support Steel S398A C-63 Bottom Plate
; (W8 x 10)
!

; (6) Drywell Support Steel S398A W8 x 17 Cum Lugs

(7) Service Water System PSK1WS32 SSH Line No.
1WS17A18

The records for the drywell support steel indicated that the deleted criteria
existed at least from July, 1980 to January, 1981. The record for the weld
in the service water systen indicated the criteria was designated as not
applicable in November 1979.

The inspection criteria to verify proper fitup and tack welds was also
designated N/A for the above veld activities on the service water system.

6.2.2 Code Requirements

The welding activities were governed by ASME Code Section III-1971 Edition
or by the AWS DI.1-1972 Code. The applicable requirements cf both codes
are as follows:

ASME Code, Secticn III 1971 Requirements

1. NA-4130- "As used in this Section of the Code, Quality Assurance
comprises all those planned and systematic actions necessary to
provide adequate confidence that all components, parts, or
appurtenances are manufactured and/or installed (as applicable)
in accordance with the rules of this Section."

2. NA-4420- "The manufacturer and/or Installer shall maintain a
written description of the procedures used by his organization
for control of quality and examinations, showing in detail the
implementation of the quality assurance requirements of this
Section of the Code."

3. NA-4510- "Inprocess and final examinations and tests shall be established
to assure conformance with documented instructions, procedures, and
drawings."

4. NA-4442.1- " Welding and brazing materials for all classes of construction
shall be controlled in accordance with NB-4122...."
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j
NB-4122- " Welding and brazing materials shall be identified and controlled
so that they can be traced to each component and/or installation of a,

piping system, or else a control procedure shall be employed which ensures,

, that the specified materials are used."

5. NA-4451- "... Measures shall be established to assure that processes in-
cluding welding and heat-treating are controlled in accordance with the,

' rules of this Section of the Code and are accomplished by qualified
i personnel using qualified procedures."
.

6. NB-4230--identifies specific requirements for fitting and aligning of
weld joints which must be verified.

,

AWS DI.1-1972 Code Requirements

1. Section 3.1.1- "All applicable paragraphs of this section shall be
i observed in the production and inspection of welded assemblies and

structures produced by any of the processes acceptable under this Code."

2. Section 3.2.1- " Surfaces and edges to be welded shall be smooth, uniform,
and free from fins, tents, cracks, or other defects which would adversely
affect the gaality of strength of the weld. Surfaces to be welded and

'

surfaces adjacent to a weld shall also be free from loose or thick scale,
slag, rust, moisture, greace, or other foreign material that will prevent
prcper welding . . . .''

.

3. Section 3 3.1- "The parts to be joined by fillet welds shall be brought
into as close contact as practicable. The gap between parts shall normally
not exceed 3/16 in.i ....

4. Section 3.3.7--addresses tack weld requirements which must be verified.

5. Section 6.1.1- "The inspector designated by the Engineer shall ascertain
that all fabrication by welding is performed in accordance with the
requirements of this Code.

6. Section 6.1.3- "He" (the inspector) "shall be notified, in advance, of
the start of any welding operations."

7. Section 6.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only materials
conforming to the requirements of this Code are used."

8. Section 6.4.1- "The inspector shall permit welding to be performed only
by welders, welding operators, and tackers who are qualified in accordance
with the requirements of 5.2."

9. Section 6.5.2- "The Inspector shall make certain that only welding
procedures that meet the provisions of 5.1 and 5.2 are employed.",

10. Section 6.5.3- "The Inspector shall make certain that electrodes are
used only in the positions and with the type of welding current and
polarity for which they are classified."
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11. Section 6.5.4- "The inspector shall, at suitable intervals, observe the
technique and performance of each welder, welding operator, and tacker
to make certain that the applicable requirements of Section 4 are met."

The weld inspection criteria were deleted or designated as not applicable
i on weld inspection forms used routinely to inspect welds. This appears to

be contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer
QA Manual, Sections 3.3 and 3.13.1 (358/81-13- X .

EL
This matter is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

*

,

6.2.3 Findings and Conclusions

Weld inspection criteria were deleted from weld inspection forms used to
document inspections of welds between July 1980 and January 1981 and were b
designated as not applicable far one weld made in November 1979. This . #*Y '

concern is addressed in the hcensee's Quality Confirmation Program. 1/6b P/W.
L -

6.2.4 Items of Ncncompliance

One item of noncompliance was identified (failure to delineats required
weld inspection criteria).

6.3 QA Surveillance Reports

An allegation concerning Surveillance Report procedure violations was
received by the NRC from a site employee during this investigation. The
allegation stated that Surveillance Reports were not being transferred to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 days as required by procedure.

6.3.1 Record Reviews

The Region III inspectors reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction
QACMI G-14, Revision 3, for initiating and documenting QA Surveillance
Reports (SR). Page 1, paragraph 2, of the procedure states that..."sur-
veillance reports will be used to identify...an in process nonconformance ,

which can be corrected without processing a Nonconformance Report (NR)."
Page 2, paragraph 5 of the procedure states "Except in extenuating circum-
stances, QA surveillance reports which identify in process nonconformances:

| will be transferred to a NR when the non-complying condition has not been
acceptably corrected within 30 calendar days."

The following QA Surveillance Reports identify in process nonconformances
(deficiencies):

No. 2899 dated December 18, 1980--bolt torque verification missed
|
'

No. 2903 dated January 14,1981--weld (fitup and preheat of 60*)
verifications missed'

|

No. F-2909 dated Janaury 16, 1981--bolts missing or loose

!
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|
No. 2914 dated Janaury 15, 1981--NDE weld hold points (MT and VT),

,

.

bypassed |

No. F-2941 dated January 28, 1981--broken flex, bolts fail to torque, i

j etc.

'

No. F-3070 dated March 24, 1981--bolt installation not verified

No. F-3071 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate
I

No. F-3072 dated March 24, 1981--elongated holes in baseplate

No. F-3073 dated March 24, 1981--bolts do not meet torque requirements

No. F-3074 dated March 24, 1981--bolts stripped -

No. F-3075 dated March 24, 1981--bolt holes elongated
P

No. F-3076 dated March 24, 1981--hanger needs shimming and spalling
repair

No. F-3082 dated March 25, 1981--cable is too short

No. F-3083 dated March 26, 1981--unacceptable welds

No. F-3099 dated March 27, 1981--bolt deficiencies

No. F-7000 dated March 30, 1981--weld deficiencies, missing braces,
etc.

No. F-7006 dated April 1, 1981--weld deficiencies

No. F-7019 dated April 6, 1981--weld deficiencies

The disposition of SR F-2899 indicated that based on a rejection rate of
less than 1% of the verified torque on other bolts, the bolts on approxi-

( mately 10% of the attachments (conduit straps, non-engineered hangers, etc.)
in various areas (Plan No. I of EI drawing 150-2, Revision D, for example)l

! were acceptable without required torque verifications (one bolt per attachment).
' The disposition, dated January 15, 1981, was made by a H. J. Kaiser Quality
| Assurance Engineer and not by design control measures commensurate with those
| applied to the original design.

The disposition dated January 14, 1981, on SR F-2903 indicated that welds
A3 and A4 on pipe line ISK RR-298 were acceptable-as-is based on normal
ambient temperature plus the sample verification by radiography of fitups
on 20 out of approximately 400 other welds. The disposition was made only
by the H. J. Kaiser QA Manager and not by design control measures commensurate
with those applied to the original design.

| The disposition dateJ January 25, 1981 on SR F-2914 indicated that the welds
' (DB 177 to DCS 80) were acceptable based on visual examination'(VT) of-weld

DB 177 and the magnetic particle testing (MT) of the root pass connecting
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t ,

i i DB 177 to DCS 80. Thus the final MT was waived. The disposition was made
only by a H. J. Kaiser Quality Assurance Engineer and not by design control.

'

measures commensurate with those applied to the original design.
4

-I If the items addressed on SNs F-2899,'F-2903, and F-2914 would have been docu-
mented on nonconformance reports (NRs), H. J. Kaiser Company Instruction

i QACMI G-4 would have required dispositions to have been made by the Material
: Review Board. The Material Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction

Engineer, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, CG&E Sponsor
Engineer, and the S&L Design Engineer.

)

| The nonconforming items accepted in SRs F-2899, F-2903, and F-2914 represent
changes to the original design. The 30 day period specified in Instructioni

QAMCI G-14, Revision 3, in essence, permitted nonconforming items to be dis-
I positioned without design control measures commensurate with those applied

to the original design if the SR was'dispositioned without being transferred
to an NR. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.9 (358/81-13.0F).

23
The inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2909, F-3070, F-3071,
F-3072, F-3073, F-3074, F-3075, F-3076, F-3083, and F-7019, were not dis- '

positioned or acceptably corrected as of August 12, 1981, and were not trans-
ferred to NRs within 30 calendar days. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix
B, Criterion V and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 5 (358/81-13sD9).

AY
The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-2941
and F-3099 indicated that some of the items had been acceptably corrected
and the others had been transferred to NRs.

The dispositions to the inprocess nonconformances identified on SRs F-3082,
F-7000, and F-7006 indicated that all of the items had been transferred to NRs.

| The concern of nonconforming items being docu:nented on Surveillance Reports
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Conformation Program.

6.3.2 Findings and Conclusions

Instruction QACMI G-14 which only required in process nonconformance to be
transferred from Surveillance Reports to Nonconformance Reports if not
acceptably corrected within 30 days, was inadequate. The30-dayperiodgid
not assure that all nonconformances which constituted design changes Ediuf '*
subjected to design control measures commensurate with the original design. t

These design contyg1 measures would have been required if the in process
nonconformances i&amE" documented on Nonconformance Reports. Some of the SRs
were not transferred to NRs as required by QACMI G-14. This concern is
addressed in the licensee's Quality Conformation Program.

6.3.3 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (inadequate procedures to assure
nonconformances are subjected to design control measures commensurate with
those applied to the original design, and failure to follow procedure to
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transfer in process nonconformances identified on Surveillance Reports to
Nonconformance Reports in 30 daysE as reguN by tka. W + % r u t p oc M j

'

'

s
i 7.0 Independent NRC Inspection Findings . - .

i -,, g
' During the course of the investigation, RIII inspectors performed independent' inspections of various plant areas during allegation reviews. In those areas -

| where deficient conditions were observed, further inspectio'n' unde:taken to
, determine the extent of the deficient conditions.
! (
i 7.1 Control of Structural Steel Beams and Beam Welds

During the investigation of the allegations addressed in Sections 4 and 5,
the RIII inspector identified a beam with an unacceptable weld and two beams

; that were only tack welded into place. Therefore, the RIII inspector decided
to make a more in-depth inspection and review the' controls of structural beams
and beam welds. The inspections and reviews included visual examinations of
approximately twenty-five structural steel beams in the blue switchgear and
cable spreading rooms, and reviews of related documenistion..

7.1.1 Beam Observed in Blue Switchgear Room i
y

The area observed in the blue switchgear room (ele'vstion 546 ft) was 8 ft 3 in,
west of workline G, 16 ft 6 in. east of workline H and between columns 22 and
54 of S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB.

,

The following six discrepancies were identified: ' 's

1. A W8 x 17 beam (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to' west and located-
1 f t 9 in. south of column 24 and 10 in. below elev'ation 546 f t, was
not specified on any pertinent design drawing. The beam appeared to be
permanently installed and traceability ofi tie beam heat-number 'was nott

maintained. After extensive and unsuccessful effcrts by QA personnel,
construction personnel were requested to identify any document.tdaE; . ,
would control the unspecified beam. Construction personne1'provided x

Design Document Change (DDC) No. S-2050, dated May 29, 1980c c'ontainir.%
only the signatures of two site construction engineers, yhd were \
identifying some of the additional W8 x 17 beams'in the area covered
by S&L drawing No. S-546. The DDC had no S&L ar-hitectural engineering
signatures of approval as of March 27, 1981. The DDC did not identify

'(yany specific beams. ~ 4

The licensee identified S&L drawing E-189, Sheet 3,Ilevision H, Note
No. 17, which allows W8 x 17 beams to be installed and then be submitted
on a DDC for S&L approval.

2. A W8 x 17 beam (6 ft 3 in. long), positioned north to south and located
13 ft 8 in. west of workline G and 1 in. below elevation 546 ft, was not
specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on any QC
record, and had unacceptable welds. '

s
,

.

I
,

,

\
* &

'
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3. A W8 x 17 beam (5 ft 5 in. long), positioned east to west and located,

8 f t 10 in. south of column 24 and 1 in. below elevation 546 ft, was
not specified on any pertinent design drawing, was not documented on; ; s

any QC record, and had unacceptable welds.-'

4. A W8 x 17 beam (2 ft 8 in. long), positioned north to south and locatedi

9 ft 6 in, west of workline G and attached to the beam addressed in6

j paragraph 7.1.1.3 and extending north, was not specified on any perti-
nent design drawing and was not documented on any QC record.

5. Two W8 x 17 beams (8 ft 3 in. long), positioned east to west, with one
located 5 ft 3 3/8 in. and the other located 9 ft 7 7/8 in, south of'

column 24, were only tack welded in place. They displayed no identi--

fication or heat numbers and were not documented on any QC record
which indicated in process weld inspections were not performed. The
beams wereiidentified on DDC-2087, which was incorporated into S&L
drawing No; S-546, Revision AB. DDCs and S&L drawings by themselves
do not assufeJQC verification.

6. Re-entrant corners on several W8 x 17 beams had notches instead of the
1/2 in.'minisum radius required by the American Institute of Steel Con-
struction (AISC), seventh edition (1969), page 4.113. The locations of
these unacceptable beam corners are shown in Figure 7.1 of this section
and are noted by (7) in Figure 7.1.

The location of the above discrepancies, additional unacceptable welds,
unacceptable re-e.ntrant corners, and nontraceable beams are shown in,

Figure 7.1 of this section.
i~

The welds identi led in the preceding paragraphs as unacceptable do not
comply with the requirements of the AWS D1.1-1972 Code for one or more of
the following reasons: slag was not removed; weld profiles had excessive
convexity or concavity, blowholes, porosity and/or undercut.

7.1.2 Beams Observed in Cable Spreading Rooms

The inspectors identified the following discrepancies in the cable spreading
rooms:

1. A W12 Xii beam No. F2500/8-66B4 had a weld that was incomplete. This
beam was directly above cable tray hanger No. 4HV8FEC231, which was
attached. The beam was located approximately 11 ft south of the north

| wall at the stairwell.
|

2. The traceability.of the heat numbers was not maintained for two W8 x 17
beams, located south of and parallel to beam No. F2500/8-66B4 (above).

l
The first beam was located immediately adjacent to beam F2500/8-66B4.i

I The second beam was the fourth beam south of beam F2500/8-66B4. The
| first beam was installed flush to the ceiling of the cable spreading

room. S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, specifies the first beam
to'be installed 1 in. below the ceiling.

.

.
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3. A weld on the 5 in, channel beam that was supporting HVAC hanger
No. 2071 had irregular weld profile, excessive undercut, porosity, and

; craters that were not filled. The channel beam was located 2 ft north
i and I ft west of the cable tray hanger No. 13H2FEC008. The Waldinger,
! Young and Bertke (W-Y and B) Inspection Report, dated February 19, 1980,
i indicated that the weld was acceptable.

[ 4. Two W8 x 17 beams, located in the northeast corner (north of WL-16
! and east of WL-X), were only tack-welded into place. The beams were

specified on DDC No. E-3834 dated October 20, 1978. DDC E-3834, which
affected eight drawings, was posted on, but had not been incorporated
into, S&L drawing No. S-546, Revision AB, dated October 22, 1980.

Heat No. 72161 (purchase order No. 31134) was marked on the southern
beam. The traceability of the heat number of the northern beam was
not maintained.

The beams were not identified on any QA inspection record, which would
have indicated their status. In process inspections were not performed
on the tack welds.

[ INSPECTOR NOTE: Some of the welds inspected by the RIII inspectors were
painted. Therefore, the inspections were for relatively large deficiencies.]

7.1.3 Installation Deficiencies

1. For the beams identified on DDCs and addressed in paragraphs 7.1.1,
items 1 and 5, and 7.1.2, item 4 above, no measures existed that would
identify to QA the installations and work that was done by construction
before the DDC was incorporated into the drawings. Thus, no measures
existed to assure that c11 of the required QA inspections related to

| DDCs (e.g., welder qualification, proper filler metal, traceability of
materi als , etc. ) would be performed. This condition was previouslyI

identified in IE Report Item No. 358/80-15-04. The corrective actions

( taken, which had not yet been reviewed by the NRC, with regard to
Item No. 358/80-15-04 did not include the DDCs written prior to the
implementation of those corrective actions and did not include the DDCs
that are and have been implemented prior to receiving the S&L approvals.
This item is unresolved pending the complete resolution of IE Item
No.358/80-15-04(358/81-13-p.

2. Failure to control unacceptable welds (addressed in Sections 7.1.1 and
7.1.2), the five beams with unacceptable re-entrant corners, and the
four beams that were installed and not identified as a requirement on
any design document is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV,
and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 15.2.2 (dod358/81-13-#5).

26
l 3. Failure to maintain the traceability of the nine structural beams,

addressed in Section 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appen-
| dix B, Criterion VIII, and the Wo. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8.2,

(Sird358/81-13.M) .
|
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| These problems and the adequacy of the structural steel are addressed in
the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

j 7.1.4 Unapproved Structural Beam Vendors

? Several thousand feet of W8 x 17 beam were purchased on the following order
numbers from vendors not on the approved vendor list, which means the'

3 respective vendor QA programs had not been evaluated for compliance with
; 10 CFR 50, Appendix B.
.

P.O. No. 10275, PBI Steel Exchange, 2400 ft
P.O. No. 12868, U.S. Steel Supply, 1500 ft
P.O. No. 16321, Frank Adams Co. ,1012 ft
P.O. No. 10009, Frank Adams Co., 1024 ft
P.O. No. 9761, Frank Adams Co. ,1472 ft
P.O. No. 9628, Frank Adams Co., 450 ft
P.O. No. 9872, U.S. Steel Supply, 300 ft

These beams were not controlled to prevent their use in safety-related systems.
The licensee stated that these beams had been made available for installation
in safety-related systems based on the mill certifications and without regard
to the vendors not being approved. Mill certifications were available for
these beams. The licensee stated that the credibility of the mill certifica-
tions would be established. Failure to assess the effectiveness of the controls
to assure the quality of the mill certifications and structural beams, supplied
by the above vendors, is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII, and
the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 7.3.1 (mp358/81-13,9&).

AB .

| , This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.5 Bristol Steel Erection Inspections

The RIII inspector reviewed the Bristol Quality Control Steel Erection Reporti

Inspection Report Q-7, dated July 14, 1975, for the inspection of the beams
installed on elevation 546 ft between column rows 15-22 and F-L. The RIII
inspector determined that the Bristol Steel and Iron Works, Inc. QC inspector,

failed to document details of his inspections, such as the welding materials
(rod type) used, the welder, the specific weld activities inspected, and/or
bolting or welding procedure number when applicable. This is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII and the W . H. Zimmer QA Manual,m

Section 17.1.1 (358/81-13-h").
21

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.1.6 Findings and Conclusions

In their examination of approximately 25 structural steel beams, the NRC
inspectors identified significant problems. Welds on nine structural beams
were unacceptable. Five beams had unacceptable (notched) re-entrant corners.
Four beams were installed which were not specified on any design document.
The *raceability of nine structural beams was not maintained. In addition,
meas tes had not been established to assure that required-QA in-procress

- 162-i

,_. . ._ _ _ - _. , . - .. .



DRAFT 8/15/81

inspections related to Design Document Changes would be performed; the li-
censee did not assess the effectiveness of the controls to assure the quality

'
of mill certifications and structural steel beams supplied by three vendors;

.i and details of steel erection inspections were not documented. These concerns
are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

:

7.1.7 Items of Noncompliance,
,

;

i Four items of noncompliance were identified (failure to control unacceptable
j welds, unacceptable re-entrant corners on beams, and unspecified beams;
i

failure to maintain. traceability of beams; failure to assess the effectiveness
of vendor quality assurance; and failure to maintain sufficient documentation
of steel erection inspections).

7.2 Cable Separation.

During the investigation of the allegation addressed in Section 5.10, the f
RIII inspectors identified two cable installations that did not comply with
the cable separation criteria defined in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR. During
checks for cable separation on routine plant tours, the inspectors identified
additional cable separation violations.

7.2.1 Cable Separation Requirements

The applicable cable separation requirements for the Zimmer facility are as
follows:

1. IEEE Std. 383-1974 defines Class IE as: "The safety classification of
the electric equipment and systems that are essential to emergency
reactor shutdown, containment isolation, reactor core cooling and
containment, and reactor heat removal or otherwise are essential in
preventing significant release of radioactive material to the environ-
ment."

2. The Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.1.12.2, states, " Class IE cable is assigned
to a division according to Table 8.3-19."

The divisions are comprised of the systems addressed in the Class 1E
definitions.

"A Class IE cable is routed only in its division tray conduit, etc."

"Each non-Class IE cable which has any part of its length in a division
tray, conduit, etc., or which connects to a Class IE power system is a
division-associated cable and is not routed in tray, conduit, etc. of
another division."

The terms " division-associated," " associated," "non-Class 1E," " balance-of-
plant," " nonessential," and "non-ESF (non-engineered safety features)" are
all used interchangeably.
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3. FSAR Section 8.3.1.13 states:

.2"... Balance-of plant cables not associated with reactor protection
or engineered safety features systems, when assigned to a tray section

,'

with a class 1E segregation code, are routed only in trays with that
segregation code."

.3". . . Cables will have either green, yellow, or blue identification
for ESF cable; orange for reactor protection system cable; white for
balance-of-plant cables; and white with another color for associated
cables."

4. FSAR Table 8.3-16 states, "A nonessential cable may be run in nonessential
or ESF tray, but shall not occupy more than one tray system."

5. FSAR Section 8.3.1.11.2.1.d. states, "In the cable spreading room, cable
tray risers (chutes) are used to route the cables into the bottom of
control panels located in the control room above. Here a 1-foot horizontal,
3 foot vertical separation is maintained."

6. FSAR Section 8.3.1.12.1.3, which addresses instrument cables states,
" Low-level signal cables are run in trays and/or conduits separate from
all power and control cables."

7.2.2 Observed Cable Separation Violations

During a brief tour of the cable spreading room while inspecting other/s
matters,, the RIII inspectors observed four violations of cable separation
criteria as follows:

1. On the east side of the cable spreading room, at approximately WL 26,
yellow / white (associated) cable No. RE053 extends from a 2-in. conduit
(which also contains blue / white cable No. RE058), passes approximately
4 in. vertically above the blue Class IE cables contained in tray No.
2072C, and enters blue / white sleeve No. 79.

1

Contrary to the above FSAR criteria, cables No. RE053 and RE058 were
routed in the same raceway and cable No. RE053 was not installed a
minimum of 3 ft above tray 2072C.

| 2. On the south side of the cable spreading room, green instrument tray
No. 3029K, which was 6 in wide and approximately 50 ft long, was
installed inside white control tray No. 4638B. The installation was
in accordance with S&L drawings E-223, Revision G, and E-224, Revision F.,

| Green cable No. WS714, green / white cable No. TI725, and other cables were
|. installed in the green tray. Blue / white and yellow / white cables were
| installed in the remaining white tray.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the green and green / white cables were
essentially installed in the white tray; the green, green / white,
blue / white and yellow / white cables were not separated by a minimum of'

I ft horizontally; and the green tray containing instrument cables
was not separate from the white tray containing control cables.

.
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3. Near the stairwell at the center of the cable spreading room, two blue
cables, No. RIl03 and CM111, were routed from blue tray No. 2077A into
green tray riser (chute) No. 3025A, which extended up to the control

; room. Green cables No. HP073 and HP096 were among the cables installed-
'! in riser 3025A.

Contrary to the FSAR criteria, the blue cables were routed in the green
,

division riser and were not horizontally separated from the green cables'

by at least I ft. .

<

The licensee documented blue cables No. RIl03 and CM111 on Nonconformance
Report No. 7549, dated March 18, 1981, as a res"it of the NRC finding. ,P g,f ft

,

No QC inspection requirements existed to verify separation criteria for
cablejs xtending up and out_of raceway located in the cable spreading
roomtto e rol roomwhed m

4. In other areas of the cable spreading room:

White tray No. 4080K contained many different division-associateda.

cables including blue / white cable No. TI192, yellow / white cable
No. RR781, and green / white cable No. TI816.

b. White tray riser No. RK4627 contained yellow / white cables No. TI942.

and No. TI943, and blue / white cables No. TI808 and TI760.

c. White tray riser No. 4139 contained many blue / white and yellow / white
, cables.

The routing of blue / white, yellow / white, and/or green / white cables
together in white trays appeared to be a widespread design practice.
This design is contrary to the FSAR Section 8.3.1.13.2 as previously
stated above.

The installed conditions identified in paragraphs 1, 2, and 4 of 7.2.2
apparently resulted from designs that deviate from the FSAR. These devi-
ations are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the
Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.1 and 3.6 (358/81-13-2T).

30
The installed condition identified in paragraph 3 of 7.3.2 apparently

( resulted from construction activities for which required QC inspection veri-

i fications had not been translated into an inspection procedure. The lack
of QC inspection for the installed condition in paragraph 3 is contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
10.1.2 (358/81-13-2f) .

( 31
The adequacy of cable separation is addressed in the licensee's Quality:

| Confirmation Program.
|

| 7.1 3 Misrouted Nonsafety Related Cable
|

In the instrument-relay room, yellow / white conduit No. RR199 extended from
,

white tray No. 4157A to yellow tray No. 1040B. The conduit and trays
|
t

I

!
'
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' contained yellow / white cable No. RR199 and white cable No. DC258 (also
mislabelled DC257). Following the cable installation (pull) card, cable
No. DC258 was designed to be routed through tray No. 4157A, but not tray
1040B. Since cable No. DC258 was a nonsafety-related cable there were no,

QC inspection requirements to verify the routing. The aisrouted cable
identified in paragraph 7.3.2.5 of the installed conditions apparently
resultedfromcodgructionactivitiesforwhichtheFSARdoesnotrequire
QC inspection verification. The misrouted cable does influence cable

: separation and tray loading and, therefore, will have to be appropriately
dispositioned. This item gill be reviewed during a subsequent inspection'

(358/81-13-J5). f.s c nriderel .Ien and32
7.1.4 Cable Tray Riser Chutes

With the exception of the green tray riser, identified in paragraph 3 of
7.2.2, the RIII inspector did not observe any other risers (chutes) installed
in the cable spreading room. The licensee stated that only eight chutes had
been designed and installed in the spreading room and that alternate methods
for achieving cable separation were being considered. S&L drawing No. E-98-FB,
Revision D, Note 4, required that the portions of cables in the cable spreading
room not enclosed or protected by (h' eel chutes be coated with a 1/8 in. (after
dry) application of fireproofing material. During a telephone conversation
on May 7, 1981, the licensee stated that the design identified on drawing
No. E-98-FB was being reconsidered for alterations. This item is unresolved
pending implementation of the final separation design requirements for cable
risers in the cable spreading room (358/81-13-45).

33
With regard to the installed conditions identified in paragraph 7.3.2, items
1, 2, and 4, and 7.3.3 the licensee stated that either the field installations
would be changed to comply with the FSAR or appropriate changes to the FSAR
with engineering justifications would be submitted to NRR.

7 . 2,5 Findings and Conclusions

Four locations were identified in which the cable separation requirements had
not been maintained as specified in the FSAR. The adequacy of cable separation
is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.2.6 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to establish measures to
assure that the design basis for c'able separation as set forth in the FSAR
was translated into drawings, and failure to establish a program to require
verification of cable separation in the cable spreading room).

7.3 CG&E Audits of Sargent & Lundy

During the investigation of allegation 5.10, the RIII inspector identified
that Sargent & Lundy did not have a program to control design deviations
(nonconforming designs) when identified by the S&L engineers. Therefore,
the RIII inspector requested for review all of the CG&E audits of S&L to
determine if CG&E had assessed the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance
program.

.
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7.3.1 CG&E Audits of S&L-

The Region III inspector reviewed the following CG&E audits of S&L.
I

Audit Dates Audit Number When Noted
'

2/15-16/72
8/8-9/74

: 8/7-8/75 - [ ~P ,

G/28-19/7 0, *

11/14-15/77 77/24-

9/6-7/78 78/07
10/16-17/78 78/09
11/27-30/78 78/10
1/30-31/79 79/01
12/18-19/79 79/07
3/5-6/80 80/01
10/21-22/80 80/04

The audits did not address in depth the effectiveness of the ncnconformance
; program. The RIII inspector observed only two items in all of the audits,

covering a 9-year period, that concerned the S&L nonconformance program.
Thesetwoitems,identifiedinoneaudit,weredesignatedasdeficiencies>).
M concerned distribution and logging of nonconformance reports. The
deficiencies appeared to have been identified during audit activities which
were not directed at the nonconformance program. (The deficiencies were
apparently resolved in Audit 77/24 which indicated that S&L Project Procedure
#PIZI-8.1, Revision 0, had been prepared to describe responsibilities and
instructions, and to require a log and a file of nonconformance reports).

The audits of the nonconformance program should have addressed such things as
implementation, design reviews, identification of acceptance or rejection,;

disposition control, and notification of affected organizations.

, Failure by CG&E to perform an audit to determine the effectiveness of the
( S&L nonconformance program during the past 9 years is contrary to 10 CFR 50,
' Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 18.1

(358/81-13-5 ).
3Y

This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

| 7.3.2 General Audit Context

The audits generally appeared to be reactive in nature in that specific
problems, which had been previously identified, were audited. The audits
did not appear to be directed toward identification of new and generic
problems. The audits appeared to identify adverse findings for which there
were no corrective actionrtaken or followup audits. This matter is unresolved
pending a re-review by CG&E of their past audits of Sargent & Lundy, General

| Electric, H. J. Kaiser and four CG&E internal departments (358/81-13-M).
'

X
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j 7.3.3 Recurrences of Problems with Design Calculations, Reviews, and
j Verifications
,

1 The CG&E audits of S&L were identifying a recurring problem concerning
! the performance of design calculation, reviews, and verifications by S&L.
; The specific problems identified in each audit are described in Table 7.3-1.

Table 7.3-1 CG&E Audit Findings

Audit.

Date or No. Problems T

8/8-9/74 (a) ITE Imperial drawings of essential
equipment had not been signed and
bore no evidence of a design review.

(b) There were inadequacies in documenting
design reviews.

(c) Structural design calculationswere not
in accordance with new procedures.

(d) No direct evidence was available of the
S&L review of vendor design calculations.

78/07 (a) S&L had not maintained a record of support
design calculations.

(b) DDC #2973 was approved without review by
EMD even though a major support location
change was clearly identified on the DDC.
(This item was identified in the details
of the audit report, but was not cited
and had no apparent followup on subsequent
audits.)

78/09 (a) Very little data was available to justify
the embedment criteria of 4.5 times the
normal diameter of concrete expansion
anchors.

(b) Calculations could not be located which
would verify that a structured review was
performed to show that no reinforcement

was needed for a 24 x 68 radial beam
which was cut at both flanges.

78/10 (a) Calculations were not available for all
walls to substantiate the statement that
block walls were " judged to be OK."
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i Table 7.3-1 (continued)

Audit
Date or No. Problems

.

(b) Calculations were not available to back
up design signatures which indicated

I
design verification for five design
changes approving core bores.

(c) No approval signatures were found on any
calculations for structural steel modifi-

7 Nk{pcations (including Beam #86) due to pool phydrodynamic loads. The modification had ci
*

.

been released for construction. I
#16

o

(d) Audit finding was closed based on calcula-
tions which were in progress but not yet
complete. The calculations were for beams
(embedded plates) in the primary contain-
ment to verify that the plates can support
additional loads.

80/04 (a) (1) The calculation required to evaluate
the clamp deflection on a pipe support
was not performed.

(2) Also, the weld calculation was not
gw---performed on the most critical weld.

sj b N
(b) Calculations performed by NPS were incomplete ?

ijpg'
in that the deflection due to torsional
rotation of the beam was not included.

(c) Calculations performed by NPS were not in
reasonable order, which made them difficult
to follow.

None of the audits which identified the above problems, or corrective actions
instituted, addressed the generic and programmatic cause of design calculations,
reviews, and verifications not being performed to preclude repetition. Failure
to determine the cause and to take corrective action to preclude repetition is
contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual,
Section 16.5 (358/81-13-J50

, 3G
l This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

! CG&E has not performed a comprehensive audit to determine the effectiveness
of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program. Past audits identified a

'

- 169-
|

i

. . .



DRAFT 8/15/81

i

i recurring problem involving design calculations, reviews, and verifications
for which the cause was not determined and corrective action was not taken

i to preclude repetition. CG&E will undertake a re-review of all past audits
of Sargent & Lundy, General Electric, Kaiser, and four internal departments
as a part of the Quality Confirmation Program.

7.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

I Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to perform a comprehen-
sive audit of the S&L nonconformance program, and failure to determine the
cause and preclude repetition of a recurring problem).

8. Unresolved Items
!

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompliance,
or deviations. Unresolved items are identified in paragraphs 4.1.8.2.1, '/./.M.f. /,
4. 2. 2. 3, 5 . 2 . : . 2, S . 2. 3. 6, 9 it-+, 5.5. 3. 44, 6 5.10. 3. 2, 5.10. 3. 3, @eimS403
M40'f,3,'.!!.2 ,... .2.;, 7.1.3," .2.2, 7.2.4, 7.3. . .Ife w gjjg,e[
gre. ene cnsMe b he Mrtselved bui" whick A Anb

,) f y ,p jyr Q,

9. ch. Open Items g
5

When this investigation was initiated, the NRC interviewed numerous quality i
control inspectors, construction craftsmen, and management personnel who 7g
provided information that deserved review by the NRC. The information pro- %:
vided was prioritized with the highest priority given to the initial four d;
allegations received from a former Zimmer contractor QC Inspector (Section 4), ,a

the 19 allegations received from GAP /Applegate (Section 5), and the most 46
significant statements and allegations received from contractor employees and 4~ ;
ex-employees (Section 6). Other allegations and statements were given lower qpriority. These concerns will be investigated and/or inspected and the gi
findings and conclusions will be documented in future reports until the in- ~

-

vestigation is complete. Ff
__ N 'e
As noted in Section 3, GAP provided a number of affidavits from various 'i
individuals. In those cases where an individual's concerns or allegations D5
havepreviouslybeenreviewedby@C,thoseindividualswillbecontacted ,Wl
to determine: -Cj%

1. If they have information not previously provided. ,D e
~ 3

2. If they have significant details to add to information previously W $*provided.
I IA ,|3. If they believe their concerns / allegations have been inadequately

addressed. 2g

(kN
If future inspection findings (either by the licensee or the NRC) reveal

|
-

,

significant construction deficiencies these will be addressed in revisions| =
g

to the g ality Conformation f'rogram y,' M .. . A _____ _
,

9mes(casasappropriate.q_ :

/h.v,M
.
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10. Exit Interview
I

| In addition to the management meetings and enforcement conferences held
as described in Section 11, the inspectors and investigators met withI

'

licensee representatives periodically during the investigation and on
March 26, 1981. Attendees at thgrch 26 meeting are designated in

i Section 1, Personnel Contactedg . .c " ' . . b o - - - * ' ; 2 .; a.nd.
j " Q 1 2 at the end of this section. At that meeting the NRC investi-

gation team described the reasons for the investigation; the findings
] regarding each completed allegation; and safety concerns identified during

the investigation, which are described below. The team leader indicated
that the investigation was not yet complete, that the findings would be
reviewed with NRC Regional and Headquarters Management, and that enforce-
ment action would be discussed in subsequent enforcement meetings. At

; the NRC's request, the licensee agreed to meet with Region III representa-
tives on April 10, 1981, in the Regional Office to discuss identified
concerns and proposed corrective actions.

The inspectors identified the following concerns:
,

S& eel
a. demanesmand beams with unacceptable welds and re-entrant corners with

notches.

b. Inadequacies in the QA program of the structural steel erector
(Bristol).

sfeeI
c. Lack of traceability of material in s h beams, small bore

piping, and weld rod.

d. Surveillance reports not being converted to nonconformance
reports in 30 days.

e. Structural welds inspected after painting.

f. Radiograph technique inadequate on 257,of the prefabricated
welds reviewed by NRC. (Penetrameters were not adequately
shimmed.)

g. Nonconformance reports being improperly voided.

h. A green cable tray was designed and installed inside a white tray.

i. Lack of inspection control to verify cable separation. (Three
examples of failure to maintain cable separation were identified.)

j. Lack of design controls by Sargent and Lundy to require verifica-
tion calculations for thermal loading of power sleeves and dead
weight loading of all trays, to document design deviations ident-
ified by engineers, and to document deviations from the FSAR.

'

k. Inadequate action taken by CG&E to obtain correction of repeti-
tive problems identified by CG&E in audits of Sargent & Lundy.
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1. Lack of audits of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program.'

m. Weld inspection criteria was deleted from the weld data sheet
(KEI-1 form) from approximately July 1980 to February 1981.;

Lack of socket weld fitup verification on numerous small bore pipes.n.
<

Installation of structural beams which were not required on anyj o.
design documents.4

4

'. p. Doubts about the accuracy of weld records. Information from the
weld rod issue slips was being transferred to the weld data sheets.

t q. Lack of control of design document changes.

r. Site procedures allowed more weld undercut than AWS D1.1-1972.

MRC Personnel Attending Exit Interview March 26, 1981

P. A. Barrett, Reactor Inspector
R. M. Burton, Investigator
F. T. Daniels, Senior Resident Inspector
E. C. Gilbert, Investigator, IE:HQ
T. P. Gwyn, Resident Inspector
F. A. Maura, Reactor Inspector
J. B. McCarten, Investigator
J. F. Schapker, Reactor Inspector
K. D. Ward, Reactor Inspector
R. F. Warnick, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2B

11. Management Meetings

In addition to the exit meeting held at the site on March 26, 1981, meetings
involving licensee and RIII senior and/or middle management were held on
March 31, April 10, April 30, June 2, June 3, and August 5, 1981. These,

I meetings are summarized below.

Following the exit meeting held at the Zimmer site on March 26, 1981,
Mr. E. A. Borgmann met with J. G. Keppler and R. F. Warnick on the afternoon
of March 31, 1981, in the Region III office to discuss the significance of
the NRC investigation findings and required corrective actions. As a result
of thJs qpetingsram/Kpril 8, 1981] Region III sent an Immediate Action Letter
(IALTgTI*tsk licensee documenting ten corrective measures that CG&E had

_

|

initiated or were planning to take concerning the problems identified by
the NRC investigation team. The ten measures were established to provide
assurance that similar problems do not recur during ongoing and future
construction activities. The IAL and the required corrective measures
are described in Section JT, NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments.

IE
An enforcement conference was held in the Region III office on April 10,
1981, between E. A. Borgmann and others of his staff and J. G. Keppler and
other NRC personnel to discuss CG&E's proposed corrective action program

| for deficiencies identified in the NRC investigation and the measures to be
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taken to assure acceptable quality of future activities. This enforcement
conference is documented in IE Inspection Report No. 50-358/81-14.

A followup meeting was held in the RIII office on April 30, 1981, between
W. D. Waymire and others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others of
the NRC staff, to discuss the status of measures being taken to assure
acceptable quality of ongoing activities at the Zimmer project and to dis-
cuss the latest draft of the licensee's proposed corrective action program
for deficiencies identified. Details of this meeting are documented in
IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-16.

A working level meeting was held on June 2, 1981, between W. D. Waymire and
others representing CG&E and R. F. Warnick and others from the NRC at the
Zimmer site to discuss the licensee's proposed quality confirmation p,rogram ?
and the additional measures required to identif and coirect construction
deficiencies, to establish confidence in quality records, and to verify the
quality of existing construction. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting
Report No. 50-358/81-20.

The Region III Director, Deputy Director, and the Section Chief met with 7
CG&E's President, Senior Vice President of Engineering Services and Electrical
Production, and the Manager of the General Engineering Department (Acting
Manager of Quality Assurance) on June 3, 1981, to discuss matters relating
to NRC's Zimmer investigation. Topics discussed included the originating
allegations; NRC findings relative to the allegations; problems identified
during the investigation; the NRC's Immediate Action Letter of April 8,
1981, establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoing and future
work; the program to confirm the quality of completed work; the licensee's
internal problem identification and resolution system; status of the NRC's
investigation; the role of NRC's Office of Inspector and Auditor in the
investigation; and public and congressional interest in the Zimmer project.
This meeting is documented in IE Meeting Report No. 50-358/81-20.

! An enforcement conference was held on August 5, 1981, in the Regional Office
between J. G. Keppler, RIII Regional Director, and others of his staff andj

I W. H. Dickhoner, CG&E President, and others of his staff. Topics discussed
included the NRC investigation, the findings of the investigation, items of
noncompliance resulting from the investigation, escalated enforcement action

I being considered, the status of the investigation, the release of the report
and a possible public meeting in Cincinnati, the status of the licensees
quality confirmation program, CG&E organization changes, and other corrective

| actions being taken by the licensee. This meeting is documented in IE Meeting
Report No. 50-358/81-11.

j 12. NRC Actions and Licensee Commitments

12.1 Concerning Ongoing and Future Work

Fstlowhop N & U *I!'Ithb N .9s.

n thr investigation finding 3 consideration was given to the need
| to suspend construction activities r.However, in recognition of the nature

-

-

I of the problems (largely programmatic), the status of the project (95%
complete), and the fact that ongoing work would not compromise the ability
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to accurately determine the quality of completed work, it was decidedethat
stopping construction work was not required ext tnat ti- 4 Rather, attention
was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality of ongoing and

i future work.
|
| Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility committed to
; implement ten specific actions to correct identified quality assurance weak-.

! nesses and to preclude their recurrence. These actionswere confirmed in an
*

] Immediate Action Letter (IAL) dated April 8, 1981. These actions were:
.

| 1. Concerning QA Staffing |

'

|

CG&E will increase the size and technical expertise of the CG&E QAt
*

organization by adding individuals qualified in the areas of radio-
'

graphy and nondestructive testing, piping supports and hangers,
j welding, structural design and fabrication, electrical design and

construction, and metallurgy. (CG&E will utilize temporary personnel
qualifiedintheseareatuntilg(pbanentstaffmembershavebeenhired.)

2. Concerning Independence and Separation Between Kaiser Construction
and Kaiser QA/QC

4

'

CG&E will take action by April 15, 1981, to assure independence and
separation of the QA/QC function performed by Kaiser from the con-
struction function.

.

3. Concerning QC Inspections
.

i Using the personnel described in item 1 above, CG&E will conduct 100%
reinspections of QC inspections conducted by Kaiser and other contractors

j after the date of the IAL. This will continue until the revised CG&E
i audit program as described in item 10, below, is implemented by these
'

qualified individuals and RIII releases this requirement.
1

4. Concerning QC Inspection Procedures

All QC inspection procedures will be reviewed and revised (where
appropriate) by qualified design engineers and QA personnel. These
reviews will be conducted by personnel independent of the construction
organization to confirm that the procedures include appropriate

| inspection requirements and applicable hold points. The construction
'

activities controlled by these QC inspection procedures will not be
performed after the date of the IAL until the applicable procedure has
been reviewed and approved.

5. Concerning Training
r

! QA/QC personnel at the Zimmer site will receive training on any new
I procedures and practices resulting from actions taken to fulfill provi-
| sions of the IAL prior to implementation of the procedures. In addition,
'

refresher training will be given prior to June 1,1981, on (1) the iden-
tification and documentation of nonconformances, deficiencies, and

|
J

| -
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problems, (b) the procedure for resolving nonconformances, deficiencies,
#

and problems, (c) the feedback mechanism for informing the identifying
. individual of the resolution of the nonconformance, deficiency, or problem,
I (d) the avenue of appeal should the identifying individual disagree with

the adequacy of the resolution.,

I

; 6. Concerning Deviations from Codes and FSAR Statements

Prior to May 1, 1981, the procedures governing the identification,
reporting, and resolution of deviations from Codes and FSAR' statements

i will be reviewed for adequacy and revised as appropriate. The proce-
dures will require CG&E to review and approve the resolution of any
such deviations.

7. Concerning the Voiding of Nonconformance Reports

The procedures governing nonconformance reporting will be reviewed for
adequacy. The' review will be accomplished not later than April 10,
1981. The disposition of each nonconformance report together with
appropriate justification will be documented.

8. Concerning QA/QC Records

The review and alteration of existing QA and QC records has been stopped.
These records will be controlled by CG&E until a program defining records
control, usage, and adequacy has been prepared by CG&E and agreed to by
RIII.

*9. Concerning Conditions Adverse to Quality

CG&E will perform a 100% review of all surveillance and nonconformance
reports written by contractor personnel after the date of this letter.
This program will continue until RIII releases this requirement.

10. Concerning the Audit Program

The exisiting CG&E audit program will be reviewed and revised by
| June 1, 1981, to include technical audits of construction work and
! more comprehensive and effective programmatic audits.
l

l

Follow up inspections by the Senior Resident Inspector and specialist
inspectors from the Region III office have confirmed implementation of
the requirements of the letter. Details of these follow up inspections ggyare documented in IE Inspection Reports No. 50-358/81-15, 50-358/81-18, ,

and 50-358/81-19.
1

12.2 Concerning Existing Construction Work

BecauseoftheproblemsidentifiedduringtheNRCinvestigation,RegionIII/m=E
h=*=n=kan the position that a comprehensive review and reinspection effort
by the licensee must bg.,accomglished to confirm the quality of the existing
construction work.7bIuYhty (anfirmation /Eogram addresses the problems
identified in the investigation and includes the following:

.
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| 1. Concerning Structural Steel

Problem: Some unacceptable welds have been identified..
.

Some beams have unacceptable re-entrant corners..

Some beams have been installed but did not show on.
.

design drawings.;

t

i

Several hundred feet of beams were received from an.

unapproved vendor and can not be accounted for as to
where installed or other disposition. (However, mill
certs are available).

Heat number traceability has not been maintained for.

some beams and steel plate.

Some structural welds were painted before they were.

inspected.

Cable tray. foot connections have not been inspected.

and they are covered with fire proofing.

Action: 1. Compare structural steel drawings against plant as-
built conditions.

2. Determine which welds were not inspected or were
| inspected after the weld was painted or coated.

3. For embedments, uncover one end of beam. If bolted,
and drawing shows welded, do not assume other end is
bolted. Uncover other end also. If welded and drawings
shows bolted, uncover the other end also.

4. Remove paint and other material from the welds that may
preclude proper weld inspection. If weld coating can not
be removed without affecting the surface of the weld,
quantify the number of such welds and propose an alterna-
tive program for confirming the quality of these welds.

'

The NRC/ Region III must approve the alternate program.

| 5. Conduct a 100% visual inspection of accessible struc-
tural steel field welds or justify less.

6. Conduct 100% visual inspection of accessible Bristol,

shop welds or justify less.'

|

7. Perform 100% inspection of field cut re-entrant corners
on beams which could affect safety related systems or
equipment or justify less.
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' 8. Determine the acceptability of welding procedures and
welder qualification used on the job, special require-,

' ments called out in these procedures, and types of
weld rod specified for field welding.

9. Determine the acceptability of all field procured steel
plate and structural shapes received onsite.

! 10. To ensure that the structural steel problems are not
generic within Zimmer, determine the acceptability of
other field procured essential material, i.e.: piping,
weld rod, fittings, cable, etc.

11. Write nonconformance reports on all unacceptable welds,
unacceptable re-entrant corners, unacceptable materials,
drawings errors or omissions, etc. Propose disposition
to NRC/ Region III for approval before starting corrective
action.

2. Concerning Weld Quality

Problem: In process inspections were not performed for some welds.

(cable tray hangers and beam welds).

Because of previous inspection findings indicating.

continuing problems with weld rod control (storage,
temperature, issuance, documentation), there are
questions as to whether or not field welds have
been made using improper or unacceptable weld rod.

Weld rod heat numbers have been transferred to the Weld.

Data Sheet from the Weld 2 Form by individuals other
than the QC inspector who inspected the weld.

Weld inspection criteria deleted from the Weld Data.

Sheets from approximately July 1980 - February 1981.

| Action: 1. Identify code welds for which traceability of a credible
weld rod heat number was required but not maintainedt

(failure to perform required inspection or failure to
maintain required documentation) or for which there
is questionable traceability. Justify less than 100%

| determination.

2. Identify all Weld Data Sheets that were altered by
transcribing information from Weld 2 Forms. If the
original entry on the Weld Data Sheet indicates an
adequate weld, the NRC will accept that weld provided
the welder's stamp on the material corresponds to the
Weld Data Sheet entry.

!
!
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3. For all AWS structural steel Weld Data Sheets from
7/80-2/81 for which criteria were deleted on Weld
Data Sheets for code welds made in the field, check

1 to ensure that no hold points were violated. Review
l all Weld Data Sheets for the time frame established
i (7/80-2/81) and identify those with deletions, omissions,

obvious errors, and applicable item:: marked "Not Applicable."

( 4. Verify proper weld procedure, welder's qualification,
fitup, and proper filler metal verification / control.
Determine if any hold points were violated. For those
code welds for which this information has not been
adequately maintained, demonstrate that those welds are
acceptable or provide justification for accepting the
welds. Such demonstration or justification must be
approved by RIII.

5. For all code welds which lack traceability and quality
documentation and for all code welds with questionable
traceability and quality documentation, identify on a
nonconformance report. Quantify the number of such
welds and propose a program to determine the accept-
ability of the welds and the acceptability of the

material in the welds. TheNRC/ Regio (mustapprovethe
program.

6. Review other in process inspection records for possible
alteration..

3. Concerning Traceability of Heat Numbers on Piping

Problem: Some heat numbers found on installed small bore piping.

do not appear on the records of accepted heat numbers.

Some heat numbers recorded on isometric drawings do not.

match the heat numbers on installed piping.

Heat numbers could not be found on some installed small.

bore piping.

Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings had.

been marked out and incorrect numbers recorded. (Heat
number for a different size pipe).

|
Action: 1. Conduct an inspection of 100% of the accessible field

installed small bore piping identified on attached
Enclosure I for traceability in accordance with ASME
Code requirements.

2. For systems on Enclosure 2, attached, compare existing
documentation against accessible field installed small

| bore piping for traceability in accordance with applic-
able code requirements. Conduct a sampling program'

178--

|



DRAFT 8/15/81

utilizing lot sizes sufficiently large to statistically
demonstrate a 95% confidence factor that 95% of the sample

'| is acceptable.
,

; 3. Provide justification for acceptability of inaccessible
small bore piping.

i
4. For large bore piping designated on Enclosures 1 and 2:'

a. Identify all field modifications.

b. Walkdown 100% of the large bore piping involved
in the field modifications. Compare documenta-
tion against the installed large bore piping for
traceability in accordance with ASME requirements.

c. Justify less than 100% identification and walkdown
of large bore piping involved in field modifications.

5. If heat number traceability on ASME work can only be
established by the Weld Data Sheet, then it will be
necessary to establish the credibility of the heat
number on the Weld Data Sheet.

6. Write nonconformance reports on all heat number defi-
ciencies found, propose disposition to NRC/ Region III
for approval, proceed with disposition after NRC con-
currence.

4. Concerning Socket Weld Fitups

Problem: Socket weld fitup to assure disengagement was not.

verified on some small bore piping.

Actions: 1. Identify all small bore piping socket welds for which
verification for disengagement does not exist as docu-
mented on QC inspection records.

2. In all ASME Class I, II, and III systems, radiograph
100% of accessible welds not having verification of
disengagement or justify less. Provide justification
for radiographing less than 100% of the inaccessible
socket welds for which verification of disengagement
does not exist.

3. Write Nonconformance Reports on all unacceptable socket
weld fitups, propose disposition to NRC/ Region III for
approval, proceed with disposition after NRC concurrence.
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5. Concerning Radiographs
,

Problem: Radiograph technique did not meet the ASHI code in that.
'

the penetrameters were not adequately shimmed in approxi-*
mately 180 out of 700 radiographs reviewed by the NRC.

here
Action: 1. Demonstrate that the existing radiographs of large piping3

. supplied by the CG&E piping fabricator are adequate to'
identify weld deficiencies by:

(a) Review the shop radiographs to identify those that
are either not shimmed or that are inadequately
shimmed to deternine, for each pipe size and thick-
ness, the films which contain the least sensitive
penetrameter image (essential hole or slit) where
the density of the penetrameter is greater than the
density of the area of interest.

.

(b) Reradiograph the welds identifed above, if
accessible, using as nearly as possible the
original technique plus the penetrameter shimmed
to at least the total weld thickness including
reinforcement on the same film, all in accordance
with the code.

(c) If the essential hole or slit in the penetrameter
is visible after shimming to at least the total
thickness of the weld including reinforcement, all
radiographs of that pipe size and thickness will
be determined to be acceptable.

2. This program must be acceptable to the National Board
of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors and the State
of Ohio.

6. Concerning Cable Separation

Problem: The NRC identified six examples of failure to meet.

cable separation criteria.

Note: The original FSAR criteria did not stipulate
separation requirements from an essential cable
tray to a non-ercential tray. The FSAR criteria
is to be clarified for separation of essential,
associated and non-essential cable in both cable
trays and conduits.

Action: 1. Conduct a 100% inspection for separation of essential
and associated cable (a) which are installed between
the cable spreading room and the control panels in the
main control room, and (b) at all penetrations (walls
or floor).

- 180-
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,

! 2. Perform a 100% computer assisted analysis of asso-
ciated cables to provide assurance that separation
criteria for Class IE circuits have been met.

a j
; 3. Using the clarified separation criteria, conduct an

| inspection of associated cables to arrive at a 95%

confidence level that 95% of associated cables are
properly separated in trays and conduits.i

; 4. The six examples are to corrected.
!

5. Any problems identified in the above inspections and
review are to be documented on nonconformance reports.
Proposed disposition to be reviewed and concurred in
by NRC/ Region III prior to initiating action to
accomplish the disposition.

sNoter If there are conflicts between these commitments
and new requirements imposed by NRR, the more
conservative requirements will be applicable.

7. Concerning Nonconformance

Problem: Nonconformances documented on surveillance reports..

Nonconformances documented on punchlists..

Nonconformances documented on exception lists..

Nonconformances not documented..

Nonconformances documented but not entered into the system..

Nonconformances voided rather than being dispositioned..

Action: 1. Review all surveillance reports and identify all that
should have been nonconformance reports.

2. Review QA pre-op turnover punchlists and exception
lists to identify any items that should have been
documented on nonconformance reports.

3. By letter to each past and present QC inspector,
solicit nonconformance reports that were not entered
into the system.

4. Write nonconformance reports for each such nonconform-
ance identified.

5. Review all previously voided nonconformance reports.
Proposed disposition to be reviewed and concurred in
by NRC/ Region III. Proceed with disposition after
NRC concurrence.

- 181-
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6. Review at least 300 previously dispositioned noncon--

formance reports to assure proper disposition. If
this review discloses any that have been improperly

j dispositioned, additional nonconformance reports (the
number to be agreed to by the NRC/ Region III) will be
reviewed.

8. Concerning Design Control and Verification
i

Problem: S&L had no formal procedure requiring verification.

of design calculations for thermal loading of power
sleeves and dead weight loading of all trays.

Three examples were identified in which S&L design.

i deviated from the FSAR:

(a) Cable Tray Loading: The actual design basis
differed from that stated in the FSAR.

(b) Cable Separation: (See Item 6, "Concerning Cable
Separation").

(c) Weld Acceptance Criteria: Site procedures take
exception to AWS D1.1-1972 inspection acceptance
criteria for undercut. The FSAR does not stipulate
the exception.

S&L had no formal procedure for documenting design *
.

deviations wht 4 identified by engineers.

Action: 1. Considering all disciplines, determine that procedures
exist requiring design calculations for those items
requiring a final verification after fabrication and/or
installation. Items to include such areas as piping,
pipe supports, electrical cable and cable trays, and
structures. Define the items that have not been com-
pleted relative to final design calculations, verifica-
tions, and reviews and establish measures to assure
their completion.

I 2. Review the adequacy of S&L's program for controlling
deviations from the FSAR.

3. Review the FSAR for correctness and consistency with
respect to the design by the responsible system
engineers.

4. For item c. above, meet AWS code or change FSAR com-
mitement to reflect the way the plant is built.

5. Designers shall review their files to identify all
design deviations. These deviations shall be docu-
mented and properly dispositioned.

.
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t

| 9. Concerning Design Document Changes

Problem: Some design document changes (DDCs) have not been'

.

; adequately controlled through distribution and
: inspection.

Action: 1. Establish an accurate and complete computer listing
of DDCs. The list when finalized shall contain the
status of every DDC including the status of construc-
tion.-

2. Review each essential DDC and applicable QC records to
determine if all in process and final inspections have
been performed. Justify less than 100%.

3. Document all deficiencies identified.

4. Take appropriate corrective action to resolve all
deficiencies.

10. Concerning Subcontractor QA Programs

Problem: The Bristol Project Superintendent was responsible.

for both the steel erection and the erection quality
control.

The Bristol field inspection program failed to document.

specific welds inspected and details of the inspection.

Action: 1. The quality of the Bristol work will be confirmed under
Item 1, "Concerning Structural Steel."

| 2. For all safety related activities performed by other
than Kaiser and GE, provide assurance that QA programs

i were acceptable or that work is acceptable.

11. Concerning Audits

Problem: Past audits by CG&E identified repetitive problems.

regarding design calculations and verifications not
being performed. Corrective action by S&L and followup
by CG&E was not adequate.

CG&E had not audited S&L to verify compliance with and.

| the effectiveness of the S&L nonconformance program.
1 ,

Action: 1. Past CG&E audits of HJK, S&L, GE, EPD, E0DT, GED, and
GCD are to be reviewed to determine the depth and
adequacy of these audits particularly with respect
to the 18 criteria of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50. Assure
appropriate closcout of audit findings.

|
1
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2. Identify deficiencies in the past audit program.
(Applicable Appendix B Criterion not audited.)

;

3. Justify acceptability of areas not audited and provide
j this justification to RIII.

t
The licensees quality confirmation program will be revised as necessary,

in the event additional adverse conditions are found. This program must
ij be completed and identified problem areas resolved before an Operating

| j License will be. granted.

12.3 Proposed Independent Measurements by NRC

j In addition to witnessing and reviewing portions of the confirmation program
; ; conducted by the licensee and its contractors, the NRC will be conducting a

sampling program of independent measurements to provide further confidence as+

to the adequacy of construction. This program will independently verify on
a sampling basis the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

ENCLOSURE 1

1. CY-01 Cycle Condensate System - Essential Portions
2. DG-01 Diesel Generators

'.

3. DO-01 Diesel Fuel Oil Systems
4. RD-02 Control Rod Drive Hydraulic System
5. RH-01 Residual Heat Removal System - Essential Portions
6. RI-01 Reactor Core Isolation Cooling System
7. SC-01 Stand-by Liquid Control System
8. Containment Isolation - Valves and Connecting Piping
9. HG-01 Primary Containment Combustible Gas Control System
10. HP-01 High Pressure Core Spray System
11. LP-01 Low Pressure Core Spray System
12. MS-01 Main Steam System to Second Isolation Valve
13. NB-02 Nuclear Boiler System - Automatic Depressurization
14. NB-04 Nuclear Boiler System - Reactor Pressure Vessel
15. VY-02 Core Stand-by Cooling - Equipment Cooling South
16. VY-03 Core Stand-by Cooling - Equipment Cooling North
17. WR-01 Reactor Building Closed Cooling Water System

! 18. WR-02 Reactor Water Closed Cooling Water System (Inside Containdent)
: 19. WS-01 Service Water System - Essential Portions

20. Stand-by Gas Treatment
21. Feedwater - Essential Portions
22. Piping that comes into contact with the primary coolant up to the

first containment isolation valve outside containment.

ENCLOSURE 2

1. CM-01 Containment Monitoring System (Possible Code Requirements)
2. FC-01 Fuel Pool Cooling and Clean-up System |

3. PR-04 Liquid Process Radiation Monitoring System t

4. PR-06 Off Gas Post Treatment Radwaste Monitoring System
5. RR-03 Reactor Recirculation Pumping System

- 184-
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; 6. RT-01 Reactor Water Clean-up System
^

7. IN-01 Dry Well Pneumatic System
8. LC-01 Leakage Control System
9. NB-01 Nuclear Boiler System - Jet Pump Instrumentation
10. OG-01 Off Gas Processing System,

11. VR-02 Reactor Building Ventilation System
12. Reactor Building Equipment Drain
13. Dry Well Floor Drain and Equipment Drains
14. Reactor Water Sample
15. Radwaste Collection, ,

i 16. Recirculation Pump Seals System
17. Fire Protection
18. VP - Primary Containment Ventilation
19. VC - Control Room Ventilation
20. VX - Svitchgear Rooms Ventilation

.

4

185--

_ 2. . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _



*

s

o-[ts'*Qv
*

'
. ,o,, UNITED STATES

! NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

$ ,g()r*s ,
g

' :. r REGION lli
o, r f 799 ROOSEVELT ROAD

"

.,
b

''g * ** o GLEN ELLYN. lLLINois 60137
*** *

-,, . ,,.

MEMORANDUM FOR: Dudley Thompson, Director, Enforcement and Investigation, IE

FROM: James G. Keppler, Director, Region III
4\
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%

NOTICE OF VIOLATION s

AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company Docket No. 50-358
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station Construction Permit No. CPPR-88~

EA No. 81-.

.

Asaresultoftheinvestigationconducte&atth Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power
Station in Moscow, Ohio, on January 12 - Mg*' , 1981, the violation
listed below with multiple examples was identified. The numerous examples
of the violation demonstrate a widespread deficiency in the implementation
of your quality assurance program and caused the NRC to require an exten-
sive quality confirmation program to provide confidence that safety-related
structures, systems, and components will perform satisfactorily in service.
Because of the safety significance of that quality assurance program
breakdown, in accordance with the Interim Enforcement Policy, 45 FR 66754
(October 7, 1980), the Nuclear Regulatory Commission proposes to impose a
civil penalty pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, ("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 2282, PL 96-295, and 10 CFR 2.205 in the amount
set forth for the violation listed below.

10 CFR 50, Ippendix B, Criterion II requires holders of construction. permits
for nuclear powerplant to document, by written policies, procedurer, or in-
structions, a quality assurance program which complies with the requirements
of Appendix B for all activities affecting the quality of safety-relsted
structures, systems, and components and to implement that program in accordance
with those documents.

Contrary to the above, Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company and its contractors
did not adequately document and implement a quality assurance program to comply , -

with the requirements of Appendix B as evidenced by numerous examples 'of that {noncompliance as follows: '

'r*

A. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII states, in part, " Sufficient
records shall be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting
quality." !

,
'

>

Contrary to the above, numerous examples of records were identified :

that did not furnig "h:rthey werEjiE*!*Ng. evidence of activities affecting quality in that .

,f S r : x i, .m.m .u uudec. Q r^ 9 ::d |.u m u s . c i. Examples of ir.... mmq records are as follows: .

Aueg<ese hbe. f
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Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-4, " Nonconforming Material Control," provides
detailed instructions for the review and disposition of reports (Non-
conformance Reports) of nonconforming items.

Contrary to the provisions of QACMI G-4, the sample of NRs reviewed
indicate significant deficiencies with the nonconformance reporting
system in the areas of voiding of reports, not entering reports into
the system, improper dispositioning of reports, and incomplete report
files. The deficiencies identified in the sample reviewed were as
follows:

.

Thr NRs related equipment ficienci were im opet g
o'ded that the jus ification (r the vot 'ng (the eport s

were to b separated to ack items % re easil and reis ued a
garateNRs was not full 'mplemente . (NR-E- Q NR-E M 62,

NR- N 466).
I
p. Four NRs related to documentation deficiencies had been improperly

voided in that there was no adequate justification for the voiding.
(NR-E-1777, NR-E-2191, NR-E-2233, NR-E-5108).

L c r d os 'R )
./

2 h One NR related to nondestructive examination of a T quencher weld
had been erroneously closed (not voided) by administrative error.

i (NR-E-2996).
f Qc cooab ') .3 .1

.
' " --- 9EGF had been voided by personnel other than the
QA !danager, m T.c. tun of sitc p;uc &rc'CW-5122,CM-547c,c.N-9t738k

k In one case during "devisions" some nonconforming items were removed
from a NR without adequate justificaticn. (NR-E-2466).

f ( h d h ,e.\ere3
2 :: u q reports scu c.;;J L.J .~. Lcca -uicicu uiu Lia. ..e s^

''''
.

::af =am . p;rtin;; : :tc; gad not been issued f NR numbep My;

% pies ofM. fmil u -N''- ~~ istained in the Site Document
Center: M 4 gQ

CN-4958
CN-4931 CN-495omggg ,

CN-4955 CN-5476' ;
CN-4956 CN-5477 '

CN-4957 CN-5479 '

(The copies of the NRs reviewed by the investigator were provided
by an alleger.

|



- \O Ci E 50. b.c 4 "E_C k c._ x v- .h%, w m ,.L.., "N\ .,,
\\ '

g -

-b3 6 -hbb h k e.A,| ._ A.:a ,, As c. ,--

,
h emM AA b d c.m , - 6 -% %&s. > _
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c, , -

b:h%.h ."
,

J.ti- % %. W . 2.W~ . @ N64,%L g g, n 4
~ ~ ,N HJK is responsibie for identifying and reporting

nonconformances in receiving inspection, construction, or
We3! *

testing activities which are delegated to HJK. A tagging
{

' e r: system is established in the HJK Quality Assurance Procedures '

. . . to assure that nonconfonning items are conspicuously marked
a

to prevent their inadvertent use or installation.
.. ..

-.

j'/ AWS Code D1.1-1972, Sections 3 and 8.1.5 define requirements for weld
quality and address slag, weld profiles, blowholes, porosity, and -. ,

undercut.
,. ._

. k~ AISC, Seventh Edition (1969), Page 4.113 requires 1/2 inch minimum
-

"l

. radius for re-entrant corners.
c.." ,__3,

%Q
. "di Orb % b ke Ahov<.: J

6.,

.

QiU7 ] p#' '.h J

h,, , k b/d 1. Based on an inspection of the 25^' hanger support beams described
-

i.

*4i '

in Item ^."%ah n,5 %u , \J?
. . Md-I- a. Several welds on 9 beams did not conform with AWS DI.1-1972 L

t

?T2 j l requirements in that they contained unacceptable slag, weldp -""" g 'j n j /; profiles, blowholes, porosity, and/or undercut.
'

"~l .::: :- %e ce .4 r.5 e.,~r .

ig ~)4'(' he'd., notches,did not conform with AISC requirements in thaththey
Five beams/~'a,,

y( /' ' ~ ~ - - -

potential stre,s,s risers) ..s .\. n cy b % ; r M 4 W.A- I i
for-re-ent-rant-corners-instesd-of redii; creating !..

,-
n. y a ra A . s . | ,,

C #/. Four beams, 2 of which had unacceptable welds as described !
"

in Item D .a above, did not conform with design documents in i-
'that they were not specified on any design document, -".Ihere-

-were- no-QA-records.. rela.ted-to- the-2 - L a.~ 41ctr appea red-to
^

-have ::::pt:ble ;* -e !

-

e

f%~..- s e.4;., e) .
'-

| w 4~ ~ -~y
s. & e..kn.k.h a \k6 k'% ''' ' - '

, ,

t
-- -r ) x -i '- - A c...e L,. a Jv. ,A, A A ws.

.

, ~ . < ~ ~ * '; ,_

7. m3 ,

1. m
. -

'@ 2. Based on an inspection of about 100 cable tray hangers in the

| , Cable Spreading Room, 4 did not conform with AWS D1.1-1972 require-, 6,N ments in that the welds contained unacceptable slag, weld profiles.
' ; ,;_,, e g_ .f blowholes, porosity, and/or undercut._,

. -



-.

/ I LG 2 fal 1.b C f S A h 3 /9 h.

al I*"

i Dr-2. l IG \ lDC- F(M \ /; ZIMM/IC DRAFT 10/8/81,

. i n C- c i t,n i

I D C- F 2. h M/2.
mG.c.5 m,4

-

I D C- i=(., 3 A g 2.

Appendix A --

.E k 'e Q k1. Isometric drawingsWecara=adigot furnish evidence of_ the actualy
piping components #installei in M gpip e linessif 'tifel dlEs~e l' 'ksn e ra t o r
cooling water, starting air and fuel oil systems,'in tnatTne heatD~

numbers recorded on the drawings did not match the heat numbers
marked on the respective components.~b to p'aphes e ee.*.

(
2. everal rep sAdocument~ng appareut gonconform % conditio (s

v e identifi ith Contr NumbersaB(notretainb for disp si-
the spa (ific justi r atio\ rep rgsAwere volded withoutngfor the di's ositl'on; some non nfo'rmancetio (some nonco ance etailing

portsAw(re closed or oidedwithkt ompletin theenti dispo-
'on;andysomenonconformdacereport Awere di(spMitionedsi out

adeq ate ,justMication.

[
be established to assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as...
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI states, in part, " Measures shall

deviations...and nonconformances are promptly identified and corrected.
In the case of significant conditions adverse to quality, the measures
shall assure that the cause of the condition is determined and corrective

_ action taken to preclude repetition."

The$m. IMmmer Q441anua1, Spg(on 15.2.g ahqepdrting nonconforbaqcp in. . . ons(respon-
states, ' isg j*

'ble T r iden fyl truc

ac Qitie which e delegated to HJ N,.)

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 16.5 states, in part, " Vendors,
t contractors, and subcontractors are required to determine cause and
( corrective action to prevent recurrence of errors which could result

in sign'ificant conditions adverse to quality."

fine (eq11i ement%ehAW ode DI.
Section g nd 8.g,,./ weld profiles, b(lowholds, p(orosidy, and*

lit d address s
undercut. N V

*

r -ent r,

|
ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b) states, in

"part, ...a gap of approximately 1/16 in. shall be provided between
the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding."

ASME Code, Section III-1971 Edition , Winter 1972 Addenda, Articles
NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451, NB-4230,
and NB-3661.5(b) require, in part, in process inspections for pipe
fitup, weld procedure, weld filler metal traceability, and welder

,

qualifications...

Contrary to the above, the NRC inspectors identified the following
nonconforming conditionsg-th:t 9'- H not ' ::: idcatifi d oud >

M 6 M wehheem c.o M
,

__
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.

M
rn- vy a lucau c q action had not been taken to preclude he'w-
repetition:

M Based on an inspection of the 25 hanger su port beams describel
V in It A.1 above,

y everal welds on 9 beams did not conform 'ith AWS D1.1-1972
requirements in that they contained unacce,ptable slag, weld
p~(oTiles, blowholes,po'rsity,and/orundercut.\

'ith AISC requirem\Five b&ams did not conform ents in that they.

had notches for Te-entrant corners instead of radii creating
potential' stress risers.

c. Our beams, which had unacceqtable welds as described
in tem B.I.a above, did not conform with design docilments in
that hey were not\ pecified on any\ esign document. 'hered T
were nb QA records related to the 2 b'eams which appeared tog

haveacce(tableweldsA \ k
(N)I 2'. The licensee identified that the socket engagementAfor more than

439 socket welds was not verified in accordance with ASE Code,
Section III-1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b) and the condition
was not corrected in that the corrective action was not commen-
surate with the ASE Code. The welds dated back to 1979.

27 The licensee was aware that the in process inspections for more
than 22 welds -in the Diesel Generator cooling water, starting
ai'r, and fuel oil piping systems were not performed by Kaiser in
accordance with ASE Code, Section III-1971 Edition, Article
NB-3661.5(b), et. al. , and the condition was not corrected in
that the corrective action was not commensurate with the ASE
Code.

3 (, Five licensee QA audits (audit performed 8/8-9/74 - no number,
and Audit Nos. 78/07, 78/09, 78/10, 80/04) of Sargent & Lundy
identified repetitive problems concerning S&L not performing
certain design calculations, reviews, and verifications and
action was not taken to preclude repetition.

Base % an inYpection o about 1 R eable t h hanger nin the
Cable Spreading R1 m, 4 di pot coni'bqn with Ab DI.1-19 requi -

nts in t t the w ds contah ed unacbegtjble s1 Q weld p ofiles, i-
bl holes, po ity, /or undep ut. i

3 [. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV states, in part, " Nonconforming
/ items shall be reviewed and accepted, rejected, repaired or reworked

in accordance with documented procedures."

. . - - .-.
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.

Eb,p'. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VIII states, in part, " Measures shall
be established for the identification and control of materials... These
measures shall assure that identification of the item is maintained..."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8.2 states, in part, "H. J. Kaiser
Company procedures provide that within the H. J. Kaiser Company juris-
diction the identification of items will be maintained by the method
specified on the drawings, such as heat number, part number, serial
number, or other appropriate means. This identification may be on the
item or on records traceable to the item. The identification is main-
tained throughout fabrication, erection, and installation. The identi-
fication is maintained and usable in the operation and maintenance
program." g*

Contrary to the above, based on an inspection of approximately 25
hanger support beams located in the Blue Switchgear Room and the Cable
Spreading Room, the identification of the material in 9 of those beams
was not maintained to enable verification of quality.

The above examples raise questions about the adequacy of the quality of
installed materials as well as the obvious paperwork deficiencies.

57 f. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III states, in part, " Measures shallj

be established to assure that applicable regulatory requirements and
the design basis. . .are translated into. . . drawings. . .".

The Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Section 8, provides the design basis for
electri, cal cable separation that includes the following:

Associated cables (Green / White, Blue / White, and Yellow / White)
from more than one Division cannot be routed in the same raceway.
(FSAR Paragraph 8.3.1.13.2)

| Vertical separation of three feet or more must be maintained
) between cables from different Divisions. (FSAR Paragraph
i 8.3.1.11.2.1.d)

Instrument (low-level signal) cables cannot be routed in the
same raceway with power and control cables. (FSAR Paragraph
8.3.1.23.1.3)

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.3.2. states, " Composite... drawings
| are prepared, translating the design concepts into layouts of structures,
| systems, and components necessary for the construction of the plant."
|

Contrary to the above, as of March 1981, the FSAR design basis for
electrical cable separation had not been translated into the drawings
which governed the following cable installation deficiencies in the
Cable Spreading Room:

.

__ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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1. Associated Cable (Yellow / White) No. RE053 for Division 1 was
routed in the same raceway (two-inch conduit and Class IE
Sleeve No. 79) as Associated Cable (Blue / White) No. RE058 for
Division 2. Also, Associated Cable No. RE053 was routed so that
in places there was only a vertical separation of four inches
between it and cables in Blue Tray No. 2072C for Division 2.

2. Instrument Cable (Green) No. WS714 and others for Division 3
were routed in the same raceway (Tray No. 4638B) as Associated
Control Cables (Yellow / White and Blue / White) for Divisions 1
and 2. This deficiency was due, in part, to a design which
specified the installation of a Green Instrument Tray (No. 3029K)
inside a White Control Tray (No. 4638B).

,

3. Many Associated Cables from all three Divisions were routed in the
same raceway (White Tray No. 4080K) including Cable (Blue / White)
No. TI192, Cable (Yellow / White) No. RR781, and Cable (Green / White)
No. TI816.

4. Associated Cables (Yellow / White) No. TI942 and No. TI943 for
Division I were routed in the same raceway (White Tray Riser
No. RK4627) as Associated Cables (Blue / White) No. TI808 and
No. TI760 for Division 2.

5. Many Associated Cables (Yellow / White)'for Division I were routed
in the same raceway (White Tray Riser No. 4139) as Associated
Cables (Blue / White) for Division 2.

The above installation deficiencies were noted during brief tours of
the Cable Spreading Room while pursuing other unrelated matters.

($b i'. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III states, in part, " Design controls
measures shall be applied to...the delineation of acceptance criteria
for inspections and tests."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.13.1 states, in part, " Design
control measures also apply to delineation of acceptable criteria for
inspections and tests."

Weld acceptance criteria are required by the ASME Code, Section III-1971
| Edition and AWS DI.1-1972 Code.

Contrary to the above:

1. The weld acceptance criteria used by H. J. Kaiser Company from
July 1980 to January 1981 were not applied to weld inspections
during that period in that the weld acceptance criteria for such
items as the drywell support steel were deleted. *

;

-. _m _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ . . . _ . . - ._
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2. The acceptance criteria for Weld 55H (isometric drawing PSK-1WS-32)
performed on Service Water System Line No. IWS71A18 by H. J. Kaiser
Company in November 1979 were not applied in that they were designated
as not applicable.

h. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI states, in part, " Test procedures
shall include provisions for assuring that all prerequisites for the
given test have been met... Test results shall be evaluated to assure
that test requirements have been satisfied."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manua1, Section 11.1 states, in part, " Test
programs to assure that essential components, systems, and structures
will perform satisfactorily in service are planned and performed in
accordance with written procedures and instructions at vendor shops
and at the construction site."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the pre-
fabricated pipe weld radiography in question) Radiographic Procedure
No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, Paragraph 4.1.8, states,
"Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base
metal plus the height of the crown or reinforcement."

ASME Section III-1971 Edition, Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX,
Paragraph IX-3334.4 states, in part, "The shim thick, ness shall be
selected so that the total thickness being radiographed under the
penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness..."

Contrary to the above, the NRC inspectors reviewed approximately 800
radiographs involving 206 welds and determined that 187 of the radio-
graphs did not comply with the ASME Code in that there was insufficient
shimming of the penetrameter. The radiographed welds were prefabricated
pipe welds in such systems as feedwater, diesel generator support systems,
and main steam,

b. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III states, in part, "These measures
[ design control] shall include provisions to assure that appropriate
quality standards are specified and included in design documents and
that deviations from such st a dards are controlled...The design control
measures shall provide for verifying or checking the adequacy of design."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.4 states, in part, " Design i

reviews are conducted to assure that the appropriate quality standards ;.

are specified and included in design documents."
|

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.6 states, " Measures are estab-
lished to assure that any deviations from the applicable standards are

,

controlled."
,

&
.

I

i

.- - , - -- - - . . , . -.:,
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Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.11.2 states, in part, "At S&L,
design verification reviews are performed....",

The Wm. H. Ziinmer FSAR states that cable ampacity is based on IPCEA
Publication No. P-46-426. Also regarding cable ampacity, the FSAR
states "the summation of the cross-sectional areas of the cables shall
not exceed 50% of the trg usable cross-sectional area or two layers
of cables, whichever is larget, but not to exceed 60% of the cross-
sectional area in any case."

AWS DI.1-1972 Code, Section 3.6.4, states, "For building and tubular
structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch deep when its
direction is transverse to primary tensile stress in the part that is
undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."

Contrary to the above:

1. As of March 1981, design control measures had not been established
to assure that deviations from design conditions (quality standards)
identified by Sargent & Lundy engineers were controlled. For example,
Sargent & Lundy noted on a calculation sheet dated December 27, 1979,
that the' design thermal loading for two power cables (VC016 and VC073)
in Yellow Tray No. 1057A would allow the cables to be thermally over-
loaded and no program existed to control thos,e design deviations.

2. As of March 1981, design control measures had not been established
by Sargent & Lundy to provide for verifying or checking the adequacy
of. the design for the thermal loading of power cable sleeves and
the physical weight loading of cable trays.

3. As of March 1981, the cable ampacity design by Sargent & Lundy was
not based on IPCEA P-46-426 (appropriate quality standard). The
cable ampacity was instead based on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (1970),
IPCEA P-54-440, and Sargent & Lundy Standard ESA-114a.

_

4. As of March 1981, the design allowable undercut on cable tray
hanger welds was not based on AWS D1.1-1972 Code (appropriate

| quality standard). The design undercut was instead based on
j Sargent & Lundy Specification H-2713, Supplement 7, Sargent & Lundy

Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser Procedure SPPM No. 4.6, " Visual
Examination," Revision 8, Paragraph 5.2.9, allowed up to 1/16 inch
undercut.

| $ /. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X states, in part, "A program for
; inspection of activities affecting quality shall be established and ,

. executed by or for the organization performing the activity to verify
!

!
conformance with the documented instructions, procedures, and drawings
for accomplishing the activity." .

|

l
,

,
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The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1.2 states, in part, "Inspec-
tions are performed in accordance with written procedures which include
requirements for check lists and other appropriate documentation of the
inspections and tests performed."

AWS DI.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, requires work to be completed and
accepted before painting.

Contrary to the above:

1. As of March 1981, a QC inspection program had not been established
to require verification of separation of electrical cables routed
from the Cable Spreading Room to the Control Room. An example of
a nonconforming condition that should have been identified by such
a program was Blue Cables RIl03 and CM111 that had been routed
into Tray Riser (Green) No. 3025A, which extended from Tray (Blue)
No. 2077A in the Cable Spreading Room to the Control Room.

2. The programs established for in process and final inspections of
welds on 180 cable tray hangers located in the Cable Spreading
Room were not executed as required in the AWS DI.1-1972 Code.
Specifically, the final weld inspections were made after the
welds were painted (Galvanox).

N-)f. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, in part, " Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures, or drawings, of a type appropriate to the circumstances
and shall be accomplished in accordance with these instructions,
procedu'res , or drawings."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 5.1 states, " Construction, fabri-
I cation, and manufacturing activities which affect the quality of the

facility are accomplished in accordance with written instructions,
procedures, and drawings which prescribe acceptable methods of carrying
out those activities."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.12 states, in part, " Design
changes... including field changes, are subject to design change control
measures commensurate with those applied to the original design."

Contrary to the above:
|

| 1. Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-14, " Surveillance Reports," was not ;

appropriate to the circumstances in that it allowed in process i

nonconformances which constitute field changes to be disposi-
| tioned within 30 days without being subjected to design control !

measures commensurate with those applied to the original design.
Examples of nonconformances so dispositioned were identified in
SRs F-2899, F-2903, and F-2914. p

|-
,

1

- . . . ._ . - _ - _ _ , - - __
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2. Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-14 was not followed in that SRs F-2909,
F-3070, F-3071, F-3072, F-3073, F-3074, F-3075, F-3076, F-3083,
and F-7019 were not dispositioned within 30 days and were not
transferred to Nonconformance Reports as required by Paragraph 5
of QACMI G-14.

b- )(. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII states, in part, "The effective-
ness of the control of quality by contractors and subcontractors shall
be assessed by the applicant or designee...."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 7.3.1 states, in part, "As part of
the vendor selection process, S&L makes an independent evaluation of the
bidders' QA programs as a part'of their total bid evaluation."

Contrary to the above, as of March 1981, neither the licensee nor
designee (Sargent & Lundy) had assessed the effectiveness of the con-
trol of quality by vendors who had supplied structural beams. Speci-
fically, evaluations of the vendor (U.S. Steel Supply, PBI Steel
Exchange, and Frank Adams Company) quality assurance programs for
control of mill certifications and structural beams were not performed.

DS )(. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII states, in part, " Sufficient
records shall be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting
quality. The records shall include... monitoring of work performance,
and. . . include closely-related data such as qualifications of personnel,
procedures, and equipment."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 17.1.4 states, in part, "Documen-
tation 'of all performance surveillance includes personnel identification
and qualification, procedure, type observation, date of performance,
person or organization monitored, results and corrective action if
required."

| Contrary to the above, the Bristol Steel and Iron Works Quality
| Control Steel Erection Report, which was a generic form for monitoring

in process steel erection, did not identify closely related data such(
'

as weld procedure numbers, types of welding material, welder identi-
fication, and specific welds inspected.

N sd'. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIII states, in part, "A compre-
hensive system of planned and periodic audits shall be carried out to
verify compliance with all aspects of the quality assurance program
and to determine the effectiveness of the program." ;

i

The W . H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 18.1 states, in part, "QA Division !
m,

j conducts a comprehensive system of planned and periodic audits of S&L,
| HJK...to verify compliance with all aspects of the quality assurance
| program."

,

,

|
i

-- ,
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Contrary to the above, during the past 9 years the licensee's QA Division
did not perform an audit of the Sargent & Lundy nonconformance program. .

This is a Severity Level II violation (Supplement II).

(Civil Penalty - $150,000)

Some of the examples of the violation continued during a period that spanned
both the old and new enforcement policies. Application of either policy or
a combination of both allows a large civil penalty. However, after weighing
this matter relative to other civil penalties that have been issued to
licensees of plants under construction and considering the financial impact

~

and the potential construction schedule impact of the Quality Confirmation
Program, we believe a civil penalty in the amount proposed to be appropriate.
We believe this exercise of discretion in determining the amount of the civil
penalty will result in assurance that the licensee fully appreciates the

g

significance of the violation andItesult/'in an adequate deterrent against
future similar violations by licensees of plants under construction.

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Cincinnati Gas and Electric
Company is hereby required to submit to this office within 30 days of the
date of this Notice a written statement or explanation, including for each
example of the alleged violation: (1) admission or denial; (2) the reasons
for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been
taken and the results achieved; (4) the corrective steps which will be taken
to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will be
achieved. Any statement or explanation may incorporate by specific reference
(e.g., giving page and paragraph numbers) the provisions of your Quality
Confirmation Program and your actions in response to our Immediate Action
Letter of April 8, 1981. Consideration may be given to extending the response

. time for good cause shown. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Act,'

42 U.S.C. 2232, this response shall be submitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under 10 CFR
_

2.201, Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company may pay the civil penalty in the
amount of One Hundred and Fifty Thousand Dollars or may protest imposition of
the civil penalty in whole or in part by a written answer. Should Cincinnati
Gas and Electric Company fail to answer within the time specified, this office
will issue an Order imposing the civil penalty in'the amount proposed above.-

! Should Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company elect to file an answer in accordance i

with 10 CFR 2.205 protesting the civil penalty, such answer may: (1) deny
i the violation listed in this Notice in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate
! extenuating circumstances; (3) show error in this Notice; or (4) show other

e

reasons why the penalty should not be imposed. In addition to protesting
~

,

| the civil penalty in whole or in part, such answer may request remission
or mitigation of the penalty. Any answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205

| should be set forth separately from the statement or explanation in reply +
'

pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may incorporate by specific reference (e.g. , [giving page and paragraph numbers) to avoid repetition. Cincinnati Gas and

,

'

$*
'

|

,

-
_ ._
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Electric Company's attention is directed to the other provisions of 10 CFR
2.205, regarding the procedure for imposing a civil penalty.

Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due, which has been subsequently
determined in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205,
this matter may-be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalty, unless
compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant
to Section 234c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.

The responses directed by this Notice are not subject to the clearance pro-
cedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511. .

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Victor Stello, Jr., Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this day of , 1981

.

e
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CROSS REFERENCES: NONCOMPLIANCE TO REPORT DETAILS

Noncomolic.nce Criterion Report Sectiont

# Z/ C * \ 'JIII- W 5.10 ''and 7.1. 2 >& F.q** "I l d
7.1.1

C . 2. AV . 2.,'

1. '. ''JI 7.i.i, 7.i.; me riea; '.1

.35.2'l XVI 4.3.3.6.1/

t < 3 7 2. XVI 4.3.3.6.3
3.//3 XVI 7.3.3<

0. Tf! 3.10.2.2-

? ,I
V.I. M_. .* I, N. -. ' . ..

| ".B. 2 XV 4.1.3
~E.3 XV 4.1.3
3. 4 XV 4.1.3
*E. 5 XV 4.1.3

k
.

E. 8 . gVII'C ' . 2. 2. 7 ae--T 1>1: ' 2 1-'

,.1.2, A ~1.1.2. t=6 f;g m 7.1
_

'T.1. 1
f: f.1 III 7.2.2.1
F r.2 III 7.2.2.2
F f.3 III 7.2.2.4
F R.4 III 7.2.2.4
F R.5 III 7.2.2.4

.

C- F.1 III 6.2.1
4G 7'. 2 III 6.2.1

HE XI 5.8.3.10

~I. K.1 III 5.10.3.3.6
1 R.2 III 5.10.3.3.5
I H.3 III 5.10.3.3.3.b

I x.4 III 5.10.3.2

4 Z.1 X 7.2.2.3
32.2 X 5.10.3.2

t

K. 4.1 V 6.3.1
K /. 2 V 6.3.1 !

t

i L. X VII 7.1.4 [
'

|
| Mg XVII 7.1.5

.

M >f XVIII 7.3.1 8

,
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Individual E said he has reported specific problems on exception lists that
were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, Document Contcol Supervisor. Individual E stated
Floyd Oltz improperly changes heat numbers on records without field verifica-
tion or any engineering justification in order to di: position what he has
reported on the exception lists. Individual E cited an example where he
reported that, contrary to the ASME Code, Kaiser QC Inspectors had not veri-
fied the 1/16 in fitup gap on small-bore stainless steel instrument lines
during most of their in process inspections. This gap ensures that the weld
does not crack when the pipe and weld cool. Individual E stated that there
are over 1,000 socket welds where this gap was unverified, yet Kaiser resolved
this problem by testing a sample of 20 welds when ASME Code requires a 100%
verification of socket weld fitup.

Individual E stated he has no faith in the accuracy of records at Zimmer and
would not approve any of the systems he has reviewed to date because the
documentation does not meet industry codes and rt.andards.

,

On February 20, 1981, Individual E provided a written sworn statement, a
copy of which is included as Exhibit )(.

4.3.3.5 Interview of I.eonard Wood

On August 3, 1981, Leonard Wood, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from 1973 to 1981 he reviewed ASME Code Data packages
for vendor components supplied to Zimmer. Wood said he occasionally noted
that documentation was missing, material certifications were to the wrong
specification, or required documentation had not been included in the packages.
He said he contacted the vendors involved and was furnished the necessary
documentation. Wood said he was not criticized for identifying these problems, .

and in most cases he resolved them on his own.

4.3.3.6 Record Reviews

A Region III inspector reviewed the only ASME Code Data package (diesel
generator cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil piping systems) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance by Kaiser QA.
These records indicated that a number of in process QC inspections were
not performed for proper pipe fitup, proper weld procedure, proper weld
filler metal (traceability), and welder qualifications. These inspection
criteria are required by ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Winter 1972
Addenda, Articles NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451,
NB-4230, and NB-3661.5(b). Also, Kaiser procedures outlined that these
inspection criteria are to be entered on the weld data form (KEI-I form). *

The inspector found the followine:
d

1. Required i: 7 r --- % 1nspections were not performed om.39 welds in [- ,the piping associated with the diesel generators as documented in QA j
Surveillance Reports (SRs) 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412. L

;

In addition, the licensee had a partial listing of over 400 socket selds }
(including welds other than the diesel generator system) where inspections I
for proper pipe fitup (cleanliness, mismatch, and socket engagement) was [

L
_

- 23 -
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not performed. ASME Code, Section III,1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b)
states, ". . .a gap of approximately 1/16 inch shall be provided between
the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding."

H. J. Kaiser Procedure Number SPPM 4.6 Rev. 8, paragraph 6.2.1 states:
"All welds shall be inspected at the following stages: ...At fitup for
cleanliness, mismatch, and minimum socket engagement. Socket welds,

shall have an approximate end gap of 1/16 inch prior to welding for
all sizes."

A report dated November 14, 1979, authored by the Authorized Nuclear
Inspector (ANI) (Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company)
and the H. J. Kaiser response letter-dated December 4, 1979, which
responded to that report, said an agreement was made that 20 of the un-
verified socket welds would.be selected at random to be radiographed
to verify proper fitup. One of the 39 welds identified on Surveillance
Report Nos. 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412 was chosen to be radiographed
as a part of the 20 welds radiographed.

,

A second report from the ANI dated February 11, 1981 reported tnat
additional welds were made after December 4,1979 without verification
of fitup. The ANI indicated that all the welds, for which the fitup was
not verified after December 4, 1979, should be radiographed.

The Region III inspector found no engineering justification for acceptance
of the 400 questioned socket welds based on a radiographic examination of
only 20 of the socket welds.

2. Data packages for the diesel generator system indicated that there was
final visual inspection of all applicable welds.

3. A review of KEI-1 forms (weld data records) indicated that personnel
had transferred information written on KEI-2 forms (weld rod issue slips)
to KEI-1 forms as verification of weld rod traceability, date of welding,
and welder qualifications. These verifications had not been performed
in the field as required. The only quality significance that the KEI-2
form had was the controlled issuance of weld rod at the distribution
point (the weld rod shacks). Weld rod traceability, date of welding,
weld procedure, and welder qualifications were required to be verified
at the time and place of the weld activity by an inspector independent
of the activity. Therefore, any information trancierred from the KEI-2
form to any QC document after the time of or away from the weld activity
would not be er AL''- QC verification.

cred:4/c /}3(''

,The records indicated that document reviewers were resolving discrepancies
between KEI-I and KEI-2 forms by altering KEI-1 forms to match the KEI-2

iforms. In effect, the QC records, which are intended to provide independent
verification, were being changed to conform with records that had not i
been verified by QC inspectors. Alterations appeared to be arbitrary : -

,

in that some of the documentation for welds within a certain pipe
line changed, but no changes were made for other welds of identical
circumstances. The following are examples of the altered records: '

,

t
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#(,2 ) Drawing M-479-3-DG-121 for line IDGD9AB-1/2 contains weld
- records for Welds A-4 through A-21 which, according to QA

Inspector No. 81, were made by welder K0E using weld rod Heat
No. 065118 during March 1978. Additional weld red issue forms
(126508, 126509, 126510, 126511, 126884, 126885, and 126890)

- exist indicating that welder IJC, using weld rod Heat No.
77402, may have worked on Welds A-4 through A-21. Because
of these weld rod issue forms, the Document Records personnel

6 weur chanced the QA records to include welder LFC and rod Heat No.
77402 Q elds A-4 through A-13, A-18, A-20, and A-20. No
explanation was given why the records for Welds A-14 through
A-17 and A-19 were not changed.

The RIII inspector verified that only the welder identi-
fication symbol, K0E, a'ppears near the welds in question.

Drawing M-479-3-DG-119 for line IDG7AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 that, according to QA
Inspector No. 81, were made by welder LJP during March
1978. Weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) 123346 and 119061,
enclosed with the drawing, showed that welder LJP may
have worked on Welds A-4 through A-6, A-8 through A-11,
and A-15 through A-17. Weld rod issue form 119066 indi-
cates that welder K0E may have worked on Welds A-4 through
A-21. As a result of these KEI-2 forms, the Document-

Q g6 Records personnel changed the QA records on January 29,
f 1981, To$ Welds A-6, A-7, A-13, A-14, and A18 through A-21)

- by crossitig out the welder symbol LJP and the date March 29,
1978, and replacing them with the welder symbol K0E and date
March 22, 1978, respectively. No explanation was given why

*

the records for welds A-4, A-5, A-8 through A-12, and A-15
through A-17 were not changed.

The inspector verified that only welder identification
symbol LJP appeared near all the welds.

c. w e. (We4
Ja'f KEI-1 form forAweld numberg79DG)on line IDG37AA2-1/2

showed the heat number of the consumable insert used was
6059491. On January 26, 1981, the number was crossed out
and changed to 6058921 to agree with KEI-2 form 123099.
The weld number written on the gold copy of the KEI-2 form
123099 was too faint to read. The inspector checked with
the Welding Department, but the original (white copy) of
KEI-2 form 123099 could not be located.

No apparent actions were taken to assure that the proper weld pro-
cedure was used on any of the unverified * rocess weld activities.

1ja b a % &nhAb Wh*
Failure to take adequate corrective action whei/ M ections or proper pipe
fitup e c: ! " +ifid r - "cin gbeen performe and failure to take

bl ed (SeeWA.U
%%oo seuek w usL -.% w

'
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g g L gentification, and welding datd.iQracgaglty ..

. . ~ ..:..:_ are contrary to 10um m.~ v.p ___..,.. . _m

CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion.XVI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
16.1 (358/81-13-05).

. . . - . . , . ,.

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
.

4.3.3.7 Observations

The only data package (diesel generator system ASME Code Data package) that
had passed all inspections and had received final acceptance approval by Kaiser
Quality Assurance was reviewed by the inspector and many discrepancies were
found. As a result, the RIII inspectors performed detailed field observations
of the piping systems (i.e., cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for
Diesel Generators A and C. Numerous discrepanciesv ere identified duringv
these observations as follows: . o..Lu,r.ty A c 4//# / 77'*y mfm fr7

I'ipi n g Thu craceability of some of the piping-cempunents was uut mazu-

tainad- Summaries nf the discrepancia a re as_-felhr

a. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings did not match
the heat numbers on the installed components. These piping components
are listed in Table 4.3-1.

Table 4.3-1 Discrepancies Between Installed Piping and Traceability Records

Heat or Part
Identification No.

Isometric Item in According Actually
.

Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

ISK M-428-6- 1DG28AB1 90' ells M276 M267
DG-19 tee M315 M274

*

pipe HE6247 8464
ISK M-428-6- IDG28ABI flange RVA CB8

DC-103 ,

ISK M-428-6- IDG27ABI pipe HE6247 16E4
DG-16 16D2

_

ISK M-428-8- IDG01AB1 pipe HE6247 3416
| DG-68 -

.

ISK M-767-4- IDGF2AA1/2 90' ells M395 M252
DG-113

ISK M-428-6 1DG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402
DG-24 :

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AE1 flange RD2Y CBS .

DG-105

t

- 26 -.
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These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

.

4.3.3.7 Observations

The only data package (diesel generator system ASME Code Data package) that
had passed all inspections ~and had received final acceptance approval by Kaiser
Quality Assurance was reviewed by the inspector and many discrepancies were
found. As a result, the RIII inspectors performed detailed field observations
of the piping systems (i.e., cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for
Diesel Generators A and C. Numerous discrepancies were identified during
these observations as follows: -

1. Piping--The traceability of some of the piping components was not main-
tained. Summaries of the discrepancies are as follows:

a. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings did not match
the heat numbers on the installed components. These piping components

' are listed in Table 4.3-1.

Table 4.3-1 Discrepancies Between Installed Piping and Traceability Records

Heat or Part .

Identification No.
*

Isometric Item in According Actually
Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

! ISK M-428-6- * IDG28AB'1 90* ells M276 M267

|
DG-19 tee M315 M274

pipe HE6247 8464
t

' ISK M-428-6- IDG28ABI flange RVA CB8

DG-103

ISK M-428-6- IDG27ABI pipe HE6247 16E4
DG-16 16D2

ISK M-428-8- IDG01AB1 pipe HE6247 3416 -

,
'

DG-68

ISK H-767-4- 1DGF2AA1/2 90' ells M395 M252

j DG-113 ,

|I
| ISK M-428-6 1DG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402 |

DG-24 :

ISK M-428-6- IDG28AE1 flange RD2Y CBS

DG-105

I

,
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|
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.

D. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VIII states, .in part, " Measures shall
be established for the identification and control of materials... These
measures shall assure that identification of the item is maintained..."

The W. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8.2 states, in part, "H. J. Kaiser
Company procedures provide that within the H. J. Kaiser Company juris-
diction the identification of items will be maintained by the method
specified on the drawings, such as heat number, part number, serial
number, or other appropriate means. This identification may be on the
item or on records traceable to the item. The identification is main-
tained throughout fabrication, erection, and installation. The identi-
fication is maintained and usable in the operation and maintenance
program."

. Contrary to the above, based on an inspection of approximately 25
hanger support beams located in the Blue Switchgear Room and the Cable
Spreading Room, the identification of the material in 9 of those beams
was not maintained to enable verification of quality.

The above examples raise questions about the adequacy of the quality of
installed materials as well as the obvious paperwork deficiencies.

E. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III states, in part, " Measures shall
be established to assure that applicable regulatory requirements and
the design basis...are translated into... drawings..."

The Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Section 8, provides the design basis for I
electrical cable separation that includes the follouing:

Associated cables (Green / White, Blue / White, and Yellow / White)
from more than one Division cannot be routed in the same raceway.
(FSAR Paragraph 8.3.1.13.2)

j

Vertical separation of three feet or more must be maintained
between cables from different Divisions. .(FSAR Paragraph
8.3.1.11.2.1.d)

Instrument (low-level signal) cab,les cannot.be routed in the
I

same raceway with power and control cables. (FSAR Paragraph
8.3.1 23!1.3)

-

f,
The W. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.3.2. states, " Composite. . . drawings
are prepared, translating the design concepts into layouts of structures, );

systems, and components necessary for the construction of the plant."
;

Contrary to the above, as of March 1981, the FSAR design basis for 1

electrical cable separation had not been translated into the drawings j

which governed the following cable installation deficiencies in the 1

Cable Spreading Room: i

'
1.

.
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1

2. The acceptance criteria for Weld 55H- (isometric-drawing PSK-1WS-32)
performed on Service Water System Line No. 1WfE1A18 by H. J. Kaiser

ICompany in November 1979 were not applied in th'at they were designated
as not applicable.

G. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI states, in part, " Test procedures
shall include provisions for assuring that all prerequisites for the
given test have been met... Test results shall be evaluated to assure
that test requirements have been satisfied."i

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 11.1 states, in part, " Test
i programs to assure that essential components, systems, and structures
! will perform satisfactorily in service are planned and performed in
i accordance with written procedures and instructions at vendor shops

and at the construction site."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe manufacturer and agency performing the pre-,

fabricated pipe weld radiography in question) Radiographic Procedure
No. ES-414, dated September 26, 1972, Paragraph 4.1.8, states,;

"Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a tota?. thickness
under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base
metal plus the height of the crown or reinforcement."

ASME Section III-1971 Edition, Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX,
| Paragraph IX-3334.4 states, in part, "The. shim thickness shall be *

i selected so that the total thickness being radiographed under the
penetrameter is the same as the total ' eld thickness..."w

Contrary to the above, the NRC inspectors reviewed approximately 800
radiographs involving 206 welds and determined that 187 of the radio-
graphs did not comply with the ASME Code in that there was insufficient
shimming of the penetrameter. The radiographed welds were prefabricated,

j pipe welds in such systems as feedwater, diesel generator support systems,
and main steam.

H. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III states, in part,'"These measures
[ design control] shall include provisions to assure that appropriate
quality standards are specified and included in design documents and I

that deviations from such standards are controlled...The design control
measures shall provide for verifying or checking the adequacy of design."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.4 states, in part, " Design
reviews are conducted to assure that the appropriate quality standards '

are specified and included in design documents."
s-

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.6 states, "Heasures are estab-
lished to assure that any deviations from the applicable standards are

| controlled."
.,

1
'

,

f

9
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. Exhibit
A 5

1 Statement of Individual dated January 27, 1981y

2 Statement of Individual H dated February 20, 1981

3 Statement of Individual E dated February 20, 1981

4 Statement of Rex Baker dated January 13, 1981

5 Statement of Individual I.ziansch

6 Statement of Jesse Ruiz dated February 20, 1981

7 Letter RIII-OSHA dated February 19, 1981

8 Letter OSHA-RIII dated May 15, 1981

9 Statement of James Bedinghaus dated March 25, 1981

10 Statement of John Bedinghaus dated March 25, 1981

11 Copy of " Unusual Incident" report

12 cover note to " Unusual Incident" report
.

,

13 Statements of David Hang dated Feb. 24, April 23,1981

14 Statement of David Hang dated April 24, 1981

15 Statement of Steven Binning dated April 15, 1981

16 Statement of Atlan Sellars dated April 15, 1981

17 Quality Confirmation Program

18 CGE-NRC letters dated 9/6/79, 12/17/80, 12/31/79

19 Zimmer FSAR Revision 60 dated December 1980

20 Letter to RIII dated March 2,1979

21 Statement of Jeffrey Hyde dated March 26, 1981

22 Statement of Ronald Wright dated March 10, 1981

23 Statement of Fredrick Lautenslager dated March 27, 1981 ,

'

24 Statement of mes Capting dated March 12, 1981

25 Statement of William Ross dated March 11, 1981
,

26 Statement of David Simpson dated March 11, 1981

8/
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R7 Letter dated January' 4,1980

28 Statement of Ernest Aldredge dated August 17, 1981

29 Retyped memo

30 Statement of Charles Wood dated April 15, 1981

31 Statement of Dennis Donovan dated flarch 11, 1981

32 Statement of Janice Mulkey dated flarch 12, 1981

33 Statement of Anthony Pallon dated February 10, 1981

34 Statement of flichael McCoy dated February 11, 1981

35 Statement of John Sullivan dated February 19, 1981

StatementofBillyTybsedatedFebruary 20, 1981 /36'

A

37 Statement of Richard Price dated March 2, /7 N '

38 Statement of Winston Jackson dated February /ff/ /[
39 Statement of James Ramsey dated February 2C /77/

f

40 Statement of Walter Hamm dated March 26, 1981

41 Statement of Kenneth Shinkle dated February 18, 1981

42 Statement of Mark White dated March 25, 1981

43 Statement of James Ruiz dated February 25, 1981

44 Statement of James Sandlin dated March 25, 1981

45 Statement of Gerald Adams dated March 25, 1981

46 "T- _-: e Yes. Ef20cM6+L Jht9/GQ SG4phS'
. . . g. . = amu

47 Immediate Action Letter dated April 8,1981

48 Memo and Audit Report
,

..

! 49 Statement of Richard L. Reiter dated March 25, 198) ; [

'50 Statement of Joseph Mills dated June 2,1981

51 Statement of Walter Dumford dated February 11, 1931

| 52 Statememt of Kenneth Shinkle dated February 18, 1981
A l'

.
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6.2.2 Code Requirements

The welding activities were governed by ASME Code Section III-1971 Edition
or by the AWS DI.1-1972 Code. The applicable requirements of both codes
are as follows:

ASME Code, Section III 1971 Requirements
.

1. NA-4130- "As used in this Section of the Code, Quality Assurance
comprises all those planned and systematic actions necessary to
provide adequate confidence that all components, parts, or
appurtenances are manufactured and/or installed (as applicable)
in accordance with the rules of this Section."

2. NA-4420- "The manufacturer and/or Installer shall maintain a
written description of the procedures used by his organization
for control of quality and examinations, showing in detail the
implementation of the quality assurance requirements of this
Section of the Code."

3. NA-4510- "Inprocess and final examinations and tests shall be established
to assure conformance with documented instructions, procedures, and
drawings."

4. NA-4442.1- " Welding and brazing materials for all classes of construction
shall be controlled in accordance with NB-4122...."
O
NB-4122- " Welding and brazing materials shall be identified and controlled
so that they can be traced to each component and/or installation of a
piping system, or else a control procedure shall be employed which ensures
that the specified materials are used."

*

5. NA-4451- "... Measures shall be established to assure that processes in-
cluding welding and heat-treating are controlled in accordance with the
rules of this Section of the Code and are accomplished by qualified
personnel using qualified procedures."
.WF

6. NB-4230--identifies specific requirements for fitting and aligning of
weld joints which must be verified.

AWS DI.1-1972 Code Requirements

1. Section 3.1.1- "All applicable paragraphs of this section shall be,

observed in the production and inspection of welded assemblies andi

i structures produced by any of the processes acceptable under this Code."

2. Section 3.2.1- " Surfaces and edges to be welded shall be smooth, uniform, \
and free from fins, tears, cracks, or other defects which would adversely ;
affect the quality of strength of the weld. Surfaces to be welded and
surfaces adjacent to a weld shall also be free from loose or thick scale,
slag, rust, moisture, grease, or other foreign material that will prevent
proper welding ...."

I

i

- 132 -
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5.14.1 Allegation

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete

disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiring

of temporary laborers prone to violence."

^

On February 24, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials and GAP

representatives at the Region III NRC office, Thomas Applegate and

Thomas Devine also advised that, among others, former security officers

Ronald Wright, Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people

uho were drunk on the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;"

and " construction workers walking around smoking dope, drinking moon-

shine liquor, getting drunk . "
..

5.14.2 Background Information

Since this allegation concerns the adequacy of security at Zimmer, a

brief history and description of plant security is provided in the

following paragraphs. (Portions of this information are based on state-

ments received during interviews with Frederick Lautenslager, CG&E Security

Supervisor, and Norborne C. Ward, President of W&W Protection Agency, Inc.,

the current security service contractor at Zimmer.)

" Construction security" may be defined as the protection of property used
i

in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those [

areas in which construction is conducted. The NRC does not impose con-
I
'

struction security requirements on licensees. Construction security does

,

---- - , - - - ,
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not extend to the 627-ft. level (seventh floor) of the reactor building

(spent fuel pool area) where the nuclear fuel is stored, and does not

extend to those areas specifically released by the construction project

manager and signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department (EPD).

The protection of the above areas not related to construction and the ~

protection of the nuclear fuel is defined as " station security." " Con-

struction security" and " station security" are two separate and unrelated

security operations. U

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the

H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was respon-

sible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,

W&W took over from Kaiser and became the sole security contractor, using
,

the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security force.

The primary respontibility for construction security is vested in the

constructionprojet% manager,althoughinessenceW&Whasbeeninformally

delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.

| In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nuclear

fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers

(armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for the

receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security per-

sonnel were required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by

CG&E Security Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not

exercise direct supervision over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E

Security Supervisor coordinated the requirements of CG&E security pro-

cedures through the Yoh lead security officer, who had responsibility

-2-

l
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for implementing those directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of

the CG&E Security Supervisor and Yoh Security Officers extended only to

areas that were included under the definition of " station security."

Therefore, from a security standpoint, the primary concern of the CG&E

Security Supervisor and Yoh Security was protecting the spent fuel pool

area where the nuclear fuel was stored and controlling access to that

area on the 627-ft. level (seventh-floor) of the reactor building.

At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, CG&E termi-

nated Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W,

upon Yoh's leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station

security. The W&W officers assigned to station security conducted

. security activities in accordance with the same procedures and under the

came supervisory structure as those that had applied to Yoh.

Additional security-related background infors:ation is also contained in

Section 5.13.2, " Background Information," Allegation 13.

5.14.3 Investigation

4.14.3.1 Interview with Ronald Wright

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed in Felicity, Ohio. He

stated that he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and

stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from October 1979

to October 1980. While stationed there, he observed what he believed to

be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the Zimmer site. At

i

-3-
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.

least once a week while on patrol at the site, Wright would find large

quantities of beer cans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch /

break area that was then located in the diesel generator room. He '

,

related that on many occasions (he could not recall a specific number)

he discovered what appeared to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or
s

two small rooms accessible from the rooftop of the radwaste building.
's,

Wright stated that on one occasion he discovered four or five capsules' s

of material (colored black and yellow or black and orange) which appeared '

to be some type of drug. These capsules were discovered between the two
'

'

locker rooms on the second floor of the service building. Wright was
, ,

unable to recall what disposition he made of these suspected narcotic
.

, s

materials and was unaware whether any analysis was eser performed to '

s

~

identify the materials. N
.'' ' '

i
*

, 4

'

,q
,

.

Wrightrelatedthathewaspersonallyawareoftwosepara$einstancesin

which construction workers, who in his opinion were intoxicated to the

point where they were unable to perform their duties, reported for duty
,

at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storage pool. The two *

workers involved in these incidents were refused access to the rpent .

% s "t ifuel pool area on those occasions. -
; i~,

s
%

(

He also stated that, in his opinon, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer

was very intoxicated during at least two occasions when he reported'for

work and (based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat i

intoxicated on other occasions. Wright provided a writtenic.tatement on

March 10, 1981 attesting to this information, a copy of Ebich is attached

as Exhibit '

's i.
s

,

-4- 1
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5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

,

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed in Cincinnati, Ohio. He

stated that he was em'loyed as a security officer with Yoh Security andp

stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to
i

October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he observed what he believed

to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the empty beer cans and

liquor bottles in various areas of the plant. Hyde was able to recall

only one instance when he observed a construction worker who, in his

opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability to

perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh

floor entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated the worker

'was initially admitted to the seventh floor; however, when his condition

was noted, the udrker was removed from the floor and suspended from work

assigrtments on that floor for an unknown period of time.
, .

t

.

Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five

but less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion,
,

was intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was

impaired. Hyde provided a written statement on March 26, 1981 attesting
,

to the above information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.14.3.3 Interview with David W. Simpson'

t

t

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed in Bethel, Ohio. He i

' stated he was employed as E' security officer with Yoh Security and1

stationed at the Wm. H. ?*~'er Nuclear Power Station from September 1979

.

' -5-
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to October 1980. While stationed there he observed what he believed to

be indications of alcohol use by the workers at Zimmer. Simpson advised

that on many occasions, particularly on the main floor of the Turbine

Building, he discovered large quantities of empty beer cans and liquor

bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any workers who,

in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform

their job was impaired, he belived it was reasonable to assume some

workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on the number

of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.

Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug

use, although on one occasion while outside the Reactor Building, he

detected the odor of what appeared to be burning marijuana.

Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Security

Officer being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former

lead officer never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

Simpson provided a written statement on March 11, 1981 attesting to the

preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed in Batavia, Ohio. He

stated he was employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and

stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to

February 1980. While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to

-6-
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be indications of alcohol and drug use by workers at Zimmer. Ross

advised that, on a few occasions, he has seen construction workers

drinking beer during their lunch hours, although he has never noticed

whether this drinking had any apparent affect on the workers' ability to

perform their jobs. Ross indicated Yoh security officers were instructed

not to confront workers who were observed drinking in nonstation security

areas but rather to obtain information such as the payroll number or

name on their hard hats that could be used to identify the individuals.

If identifying information was secured, it was referred to the con-

struction project manager or W&W, because they had jurisdiction over

construction activities.

Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,

was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was

intoxicated to the point where his ability to' perform his job was im-

paired. Ross observed this worker at the seventh floor entrance to the

spent fuel pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access

onto the floor by a fellow Yoh security officer. (Based on Ross' des-

cription of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same

incident that former security officers Hyde and Wright described).

Ross also advised that on one occasion he found what appeared to be

marijuana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor
'and turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine

whether workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their
6

ability to perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that

regard. Ross provided a written statement attesting to this informa- i

tion, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

e
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5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinghaus

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed in Williamsburg,

Ohio. He stated that he was employed as a second shift security super-
,

visor with W&W Protection Agency, Inc., and was stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station from February 1980 to November 1980. While employed

there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol use

by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by workers he encountered who smelled

of alcohol and had the appearance of being intoxicated. Bedinghaus

specifically recalled approximately three occasions on which he observed

workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point that their

ability to perform their job was impaired. These workers were observed

attempting to enter the site through the main gate. Bedinghaus indicated

that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in his opinion were

intoxicated were refused entrance to the site.

Bedinghaus also stated he was aware of an incident when a second shift

security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two

automobiles leaving the site via the main gate. During that encounter,

the security officer observed that the men in one automobile had open

beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained a case of

beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they

were coming from an onsite CG&E fire school; however, none of them had

identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion f
that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification

or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant. '

.

-8-
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Bedinghaus also expressed his belief that security was lax in the areas

controlled by W&W, and W&W security officers were present onsite more

for display purposes rather than for providing property protection.

With regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal

knowledge of drug use at Zimmer, although he had observed individuals

who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on something

other than alcohol. Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting

to this information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.14.3.6 Interview with ames capling

On March 12, 1981, James Capling was interviewed in Blanchester,

Ohio. He stated that e was employed as a lead security officer with

YohSecurithand'stationedattheWm.H.ZimmerNuclearPowerStation)
om August 1979 to October 198 h While stationed there, plinge

observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by

workers at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of empty beer cans

and what appeared to be marijuana cigarette butts detected by aplingeh

Althoughhedetectedevidenceofalcoholanddruguse,Qaplinge9| onsite.

|
stated he never personally observed anyone drinking intoxicants or

smoking marijuana. He indicated that, if he had, he would have reported

the individual to their superior and that person probably would have been
!
'

fired.
p

(Caplinge also remarked that, based on his 20 years experience in'the

U.S. Army as a senior noncommissioned officer and observation of alcohol

,

-9-
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and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use

of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread. aplinge provided a

written statement attesting to the preceding information, a copy of

which is attached as Exhibit .

5.14.3.7 Interview with James Bice

i
'

On April 20, 1981, James Bice was interviewed by telephone. He stated

that he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed

at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to July

1980. While employed there, Bice detected several instances of alcohol

use by construction workers at Zimmer. He related that on approximately

four to six occasions he personally observed workers consuming alcoholic

beverages while onsite. These instances of alcohol consumption usually

occurred during lunch hours in locations that included the electrical

shop and a break area located in the Turbine Building. Among the alco-

holic beverage: consumed onsite were beer and whiskey. Bice recalled -

two specific instances involving the presence of alcohol; one in which

he observed a worker pouring " Jack Daniels" whiskey into a Coke soda

can; and the other, in which he found a bottle of what he believed to be

" moonshine" liquor (based on its smell) in the turbine building.

In addition to instances where the consumption and presence of alcoholic

beverages were observed, Bice also recalled removing large quantities of '

i

beer cans (approximately 300 while stationed at Zimmer) from inside a '

few small rooms that were accessible from the second level of the reactor '

building. Based on his experience at Zimmer, Bice speculated that [
f
i
,

- 10 -
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approximately 25% of the workers there consumed alcoholic beverages,

usually during their lunch hours.

Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said

that on one occasion only he observed a worker who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel

pool storage area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it

appears he may be referring to the same incident that former security

officers Hyde, Wright, and Ross described.

Regarding alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed

to be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the

course of his routine security rounds each day, he would find approxi-

mately three to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated

that to his knowledge there were no analyses made of the cigarette butts

he detected, although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds

common to the marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from

marijuana cigaretts.

Bice stated he prepared approximately 10 to 11 field incident reports

regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed at

Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor

Fred Lautenslager. He remarked that Lautenslager advised him on one j

i

occasion there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisor
i

could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas
,

under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents. '

,

- 11 -
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Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and drug use he observed

occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the

incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.

Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in

the reactor control room, smoking what appeared to be marijuana. He

said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their suspected

conduct and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about

the event.

5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed in Moscow, Ohio. He

stated that he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W

Protection Agency, Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During

that time, he was off work for about six to seven months from January

1980 to July 1980. While stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been
i

assigned to main gate security. Shinkle indicated that he has detected'

i evidence of alcohol use by the workers there. Shinkle specifically

recalled one incident that took place during the fall of 1979. The

incident involved four or five construction workers who had apparently

brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their lunch hour. He related <

that a construction supervisor first observed the workers with the

alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany him to corro-

borate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor took *

.

'

immediate action and the workers were fired.
'

i

b
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Shinitle was asked whether he had ever observed any workers who in his

opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform

their job was impaired. He replied that on several occasions (he was

unable to estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to

enter the site by the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be

intoxicated. Shinkle denied entry to the site to any workers he ob-

served at the main gate who appeared to be intoxicated.

Shinkle implied that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing

alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers

of workers entering the site at approximately the same time. Although

security officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch con-

tainers and coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically)

search the person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem

applied to searching the motor vehicles permitted onsite. Security

officers could conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a

visual search of the inside of the vehicle; however, they could not

individually search each occupant.

With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed,

and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.

5.14.3.9 Interview with Norborne C. Ward

On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed in Moscow, Ohio. He

stated that he is President of the W&W Protection Agency, Inc., and has

held that position since W&W became the construction security contractor

- 13 -
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at Zimmer in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was

stationed on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereafter visited the

site to oversee security operations usually twice a week.

Ward indicated that he is well informed about security-related matters

and incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W&W inherited Kaiser's
,

'

security procedures and basically has continued to conduct security

activities in accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that,

during the time W&W has been security contractor there, he has become

aware of instances of alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern and certain

measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 198,0, W&W began

the practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought

onsite by the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective

in preventing some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite.

Also, a contributing factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by

certain individuals in the parking lot outside the site. Ward stated

that a " crackdown" on parking lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when

state law enforcement officials were contacted. These officials subse-

quently came out to the site and, to his knowledge, made at least one

arrest for liquor sale violations. ,

i

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion, ,

I

were intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was ;

impaired. He replied that instances of workers being intoxicated'to
'that extent were relatively rare and he estimated that, since W&W became
,

- 14 - '
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a security contractor in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were

observed and denied access to, or were ejected from, the site. The most

common occurrence of this was when intoxicated workers came to the site

on payday to pick up their checks. Ward remarked that the worker

involved would take the day off and, after they had been drinking and

were already intoxicated, would come to the site at 10:00 or 11:00 a.m.

just to pick up their paychecks. On those occasions when a worker

entering the site was determined to be intoxicated, Ward would refuse

him entrance to the site.

Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol

on site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to

identify (if possible), rather than confront, workers who are observed

consuming alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by trying

to obtain identifying information, such as a payroll number or name,

from the individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained,

| the matter is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

|

Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in

general is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles onsite.

He indicated the large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the

potential for contraband being brought on and/or taken offsite without
|

detection. Ward also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there

has been little trouble with regard to violent acts. He could recall

!
'

only one incident when two construction workers were involved in a

.

fight.

| '

|

- 15 -

_- _.



_

ZIMMER/000 DRAFT /np
. .

Ward mentioned that during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, there !

were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.

5.14.3.9 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was inter-

viewed in Moscow, Ohio. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E

Security Supervisor and has been assigned to the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear

Power Station since August 1978.

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol

use by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of

anyone drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed

anyone drinking alcohol onsite.

.

Lautenslager was also questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug

use (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no .

personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of

marijuana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one

occasion a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some

cigarette butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many

of the craft personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there vas

nothing to indicate that the butts found by the security officer were in;

l

fact marijuana, no further action was taken other than to notify W&W'

:

Security that the hand-rolled cigarette butts were found.

:

.
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Lautenslager also stated that he has never received a report of any

individuals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.

On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewritten statement attesting

to the preceding information, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit .

5.14.3.10 Interview with T. Pat Gwynn

On May 28, 1981, T. Pat Gwynn was interviewed by telephone. He is

currently employed as a NRC Resident Inspector at the Wm. H. Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station and has been stationed there since February 19,

1980. While at Zimmer, he has observed what he believed to be evidence,

of alcohol use by workers there. Gwynn advised that during approxi-

mately 50% of the time he has spent touring the plant while conducting
.

inspection activities, he has observed empty beer cans. in various safety-

related areas of the plant. On a less frequent basis,'he has also
,

|
| observed empty "hard liquor" bottles (e.g., whiskey bottles). Gwynn

stated the areas where empty cans and bottles were observed included the

cable spreading room, the two residual heat removal rooms, the related

residual heat removal heat exchanger rooms, and the reactor building.

| Within these areas, the locations he observed empty alcoholic beverage
i
; containers were generally hidden and isolated. '

E

Gwynn indicated that the quantity of empty beer cans in these areas
:

varied greatly from time to time. On some occasions (generally in the
,

winter months), as many as 10 to 12 empty beer cans could be found in ;
;

any of the noted locations of the plant (although some of the cans may ;

i

|

- 17 -
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have been there a month or more since the last time the area was cleaned).
!

On other occasions (generally in the summer months), only a few cans

would be present in those same locations. Gwynn expressed the opinion

that the varying number of empty beer cans present at different times

was attributable to different factors. He indicated his belief that

during the winter months there were a larger number of empty beer cans

found because workers wore heavy clothing under which they could conceal

alcoholic beverages when coming onsite. The security officers could not-

; search the person of each worker, which made detection of alcoholic

I beverages difficult. During the summer months when heavy clothing was

not worn, it was more difficult for workers to bring alcoholic beverages

onsite without visual detection by the security officers. Gwynn indi-

cated however, this did not preclude workers from bringing intoxicants'

onsite in containers such as thermos bottles, and thus avoiding detection

by security officers.

Gwynn stated that he never personally observed anyone consuming alco-

holic beverages. He recalled observing instances in the diesel generator

; room and reactor building when workers were drinking beverages from non-

alcoholic beverage containers (e.g., thermos bottles) and, upon seeing

him approach, made an apparent effort to conceal the containers from

which they were drinking. Gwynn indicated that these instancer, led him

to suspect that workers concealed intoxicants in and consumed intoxicants

from nonalcoholic beverage containers. Gwynn advised that observations of
:
'

beer can litter accumulations in different areas of the plant have been
4

documented in various NRC inspection reports and that on at least~ two

occasions the beer can litter situation has been brought to the attention
,

t
t

of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain. P

- 18 -
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Gwynn stated he has never observed anyone who in his opinion was intoxi-

cated to the point where their ability to perform their job was impaired.

He remarked that, if he had observed such individuals, he would have

immediately reported it to the appropriate supervisor and expected that

disciplinary action be taken.

Gwynn also stated he has no personal knowledge regarding alleged drug

use at Zimmer.
.

On June , 1981, Gwynn provided a typewritten statement attesting to

the preceding information, a copy of this is attached as Exhibit,

.

.

i

i

I

!

!

,
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I AtlegationSS85U

4

.

"At leastthreesourcescontactedbyApplegateconfirmedthatIanesti-

e mated 20% of the plants prefabricated welds are defective." -

,

!

II Findings $U

This allegation was not substantiated. Neither interviews with pertinent

i personnel nor reviews of acceptable records provided credence to the 20%

e:timate or identified any defective prefabricated pipe weld.

One item of noncompliance was identified for improper radiographic

technique, for which the respective prefabricated pipe welds could not be

evaluated. The noncompliance (citation) does not imply that the respective

welds are unacceptable. The noncompliance implies that the radiographs

were not of sufficient quality for interpretation to determine if the

welds were acceptable or not. Improper radiographic technique was not

alleged by any source or interviewee.

Except as noted above, no items of noncompliance or safety concerns were

identified.
t

t

III Investigation $U
_

F
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A. Background $SInformationSU

.

None. -

'

: .

. -

[B. PersonnetSSInterviewsSU

InterviewSSwithSSIndividualSS"A"SU

On April 24, 1981, Individual "A" who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP was interviewed. Individual "A" stated he

worked with employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm respon-

sible for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said in

his opinion 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by

Kellog are defective. He said the basis for his

+

i
-

.- ;
'

.

e

.
'

.
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opinion was that PM personnel told him on four occasions while

they examined Kaiser welds in the Residual Heat Removal (RHR)
o s

Systemtheyobserveddefectiveweldsonprefabricatedpipefbieces
a

. manufactured by Kellogg. He conjectured the defective helds were
- not found by Kellogg because it was Kellogg's practice 'to radio-

,

graph 10% vice 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers

Allen Sellars and David Binning reported this to CG&E who told

them not to examine the welds because they were vendor-supplied.

He stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in

August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of

Main Steam Relief (MSR)g s: .s p w:-(eMeused n Allegdon # )
'

7
pstreg?which had fallen off a truck upon

c, . r' , e c -
delivery to the site. He said while examining the pept's'khey

found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said CG&E over-
tulnd
++da PM's findings on this examination. He said they retained

copies of their reports and could provide investigators with

further information regarding this matter.

He also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, in which he stated to Marshall 20%

of the prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall
~

agreed with the statement.

On April 22, 1981, Individual "A" provided a written statement
.,

. attesting to the aforementioned information; however, he requested
,

the statement not be attached to this report.
. ,

.
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Interview with Individual "B"

On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" who was previously interviewed

. by representatives of GAP was interviewed. Individual l'B" stated
-

that during a phone conversation he had with GAP representatives

he responded in the affirmative when asked by GAP if 20% of the

prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective. He said he

heard from Individual "A" that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds

were defective. Individual "B" said he had no specific information

regarding this allegation because he was not involved in the fab-

rication of large bore pipes of the type manufactured by Kellogg and

was not in a position to provide information about defective welds

on these pipes. He said to quote him as generally confirming that

20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective is a mis-

statement. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds

in question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" provided a written statement

attesting to the aforementioned information; however, he requested

the statement not be attached to this report.

! F
t Interview with James Tyner
i L_

t 7 f"

On April 16, 1981,1 James Tyner, formei Kaiser Pipefitter Superin- p
,

I k k'
<

endent, was interviewed. He tated he was contacted by G .

, .

. i

.

's.

I
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representatives who asked him if he was aware that 20% of the
,

prefabricated pipe welds were defective and that Robert Marshall
'

had concurred in this statement. He said he responded to the GAP

. representativethathecouldnotsupportthatstatementfandsaid
- the prefabricated welds would have to be radiographed and the,

~

results evaluated before he could make such a determination. Tyn

said the pipe welds in the plant are good and attributed this to

Kaiser's Welder Qualification Program which identified unqualified

welders and prohibited them from working on safety-related welds.

Tyner did recall that on one occasion PM radiographers examined a

Kaiser field weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent

Kellogg weld. He said this piping was part of the closed cooling

water system and was not safety-related piping. He also said he

was not sure if the radiographers had applied safety-related

standards to a non-safety-related pipe and found defects in the

welds. Tyner stated this was not indicative of 20% of the pre-

fabricated pipe welds being defective.

Interview with Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superin-

tendent, was interviewed and stated he never commented to Individual

"A" that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective.'

,,
He did recall a conversation in which he commented to Individual !

"A" that the workers Individual "A" was supervising were having.
;

.

- [
t

,

t
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a high weld rejection rate on pipe support hangers on which they

were working. He said he never mentioned that a percentage of

the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware of

. any defects in these pipes. Hesaid,TonyPallon,KaishrWelding

, Engineer, had not reported any problems with the accept' ability
'

of Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written

on this subject.

el
I

Marshall recall that in August 1979, PM radiographed some Kellogg
srct sp6 6

prefabricated pipe that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported

some of the welds were defective. The radiographs were reexamined

by Kaiser's Level III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and a NRC Inspector,

Kavin Ward. He said Baker and Ward determined the geometry from

which the radiographs of the welds were taken was such that it

distorted the view of the weld and rendered the initial examination

invalid due to the use of an improper technique.

Interview with David Hang

On February 24, 1981, and on April 23, 1981, David Hang, Former

Level II Radiographer, PM, was interviewed. He stated PM was

responsible for conducting radiographic examinations of welds

for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely radiograph welds on
^

m ct
.

, prefabricated pipypieces manufactured by Kellogg. He stated !

20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective..

i
.

e

i

.
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He said on occasion when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld

or if a Kaiser weld overlapped with a Kellogg weld, PM would

examine and occasionally find defects in the Kellogg weld. He
. said in each instance these defects were reported to Kaiser on
-

the radiographic examination report and forwarded to An'thony Pallon
~

for corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a
3/Su

group of MSR pepe pieces which had fallen off of a truck upon

delivery to the site. The examination was to determine if any of

the welds had cracked during the fall. Hang said he disagreed

with Pallon on this and told him radiography was the wrong technique
>r.: f 6&

to use. He said the pspes/lwere schedule 844 pipe of 3 1/2 inch wall

thickness with welds 1 1/2 inch wide which would require ultrasonic

examination to determine if any welds were defective. When examining
st::s (W

thesepiMHryangsaidtheywouldbeshootingatananglethrough1

laminations in the steel which would prevent them from seeing some
.W.. (Et E 1

defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the papes

for "information only" purposes and reported his findings to Pallon. rad *7*
hased ** %

Hangsaidhefouadfiveofthetwentyweldsunacceptably,however,
pr. s P-n e i

the pipes were ?ater ultrasonically examined and found acceptable.
1

Hang related ultrasonic examination is the proper technique to
jw.s ded '

examine the pipes and is the more valid examination.

i

- On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting

totheaforementionedinformation,acopyofwhichisa(tachedas
EXHIBIT '.
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Interview with Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, Level II Radiographer, PM,
- was interviewed. He stated that while assigned to the Zimmer

, site he was responsible for performing radiographic examinations

of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser welders onsite. He said he
j fecu

did not routinely radiograph prefabricated pipe pieces manufac-

tured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of
sitathe welds on prefabricated pspe pieces were defective. He did

s,a. ti: :3
recall one occasion where Davis "ang examined Kellogg pipe eertsens

which had fallen of a truck. Hang initially found defective welds

but he later determined that the radiographs were taken at the wrong

geometry which distorted the view of the weld and the technique used

was unacceptable.

Interview with David Binning

On January 19, 1981, and on April 15, 1981, David Binning, Level

I Radiographer, PM, was interviewed. He stated PM did not routinely
S /~e: s

examine welds on prefabricated p6pe pieces manufactured by Kellogg.

He recalled that on one occasion David Hang examined some Kellogg

#hihepieceswhichhadfallenoffatruckupondeliverytothesite.

-. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "information shots" i
t

of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination;
.

. ,

e

|

|
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however, af ter a further examination of the film he determined the

geometric configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the exam

was invalid. Binning said to the best of his knowledge he never
,

-

heard PM employees mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds

in the plant are defective.
.

,

Interview with Allen Sellars

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, Level II Radiographer, PM, was

inte rviewed. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the non-

destructive examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel
/s.IJ

onsite. He said on occasion he examined pipe, welds which junctured

with prefabricated pipe manufactured by Kellogg and observed defects

in the adjoining Kellogg welds. He said he noted this on the Report

of Radiographic Examinatibn which was submitted to Anthony Pallon

who reviewed the film and insured the defects were corrected. He

indicated at this time he was aware when one examines one weld and

another juncturing weld, frequently the geometry of the juncturing

weld is incorrect and defects may appear on the film which actually

are a distortion of the weld due to the geometric configuration of

the radiograph. He stated when he identified defects in Kellogg
|

| welds he was frequently asked to reexamine them after the defects

he identified previously had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars

stated he was not being over-ridden by Kaiser for his identifica- i,

|

.

- tion of defects in either Kaiser construction welds or Kellogg welds.
! .

?
-

!
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,

He said the defects he identified in overlapping Kellogg welds were

so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the prefabricated

welds in the plant are defective. Sellars said Kellogg-examines all
No PGL&b _

. of the prefabricated >pvre :::t.;;s prior to their delivery to the

site and that it is Kellogg's responsibility, not PM's,'to examine,

-

these welds.

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon

asked David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg d1Lpipe pieces which had

fallen off the truck upon delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang
J Ah 06Cl$

attempted to radiograph the pipes in question but the film quality

was poor and the technique was wrong which resulted in the radiograph
g:. fx!'

exa ggerat'4 flaws in the phpurand they appeared as defects on the film.

He said he and Hang initially told Pallon about this, yet Pallon re-
y > s .A q ,

quested they continue the examination. He stated the ge9es were

later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable. Sellars

stated ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use when

examining p4pe welds in this configuration because the ultrasonic

examination (UT) was a more accurate examination in this case.

Sellars said the UT exam did not detect any defects in the afore-
g h c f.cc 3 5

mentioned p&pos.

retInterview with Wayne Drafer

' .-
, ej.'

- On February 19, 1981, Wayne Drafee, Level III Radiographer, PM,
- !

was interviewed. He stated he was employed at the Zimme,r site

.

'

- 14 -
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from January to August 1980 and during this period supervised PM
A ..

radiographers onsite. Drafen stated on occasion Kaiser requested

PM examine Kellogg prefabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing

. with the radiographers one incident which occurred prioh to his
.

3,:ts Arc S
-

arrival onsite when PM was asked to radiograph some Kellogg prps

which had fallen off a truck. The radiographers informed him that

when Kaiser requested the examination they knew radiography was

the wrong technique to use. He said they told him the geometric
SCCLconfiguration of the welds and prpe pieces were such that radio-

graphy would distort the view of the weld. He said he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded

the geometry was such that radiography distorted the view of the
>(:ts t kiU

welds. He stated the pipes in question were later ultrasonically

examined and found to be acceptable.

He also stated PM radiographer's said, while examing Kaiser field

welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld which

overlapped the Kaiser weld. He said the defects.were noted on the
cYexam report and forwarded to Kaiser; however, Draf(eer cautioned that

frequently when welds overlap or juncture one had to be careful
i nr

the geometry did not distort the view of the weld. Drafee said he

| found no reason for any PM employee to state that 20% of the pre-
|

fabricated welds onsite were defective.

| i,.

* a wwvsu 4 i aw-- -
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C. RecordSSReviewsSU

.

.

- 1. The RIII inspectors reviewed radiographs of the foLL wing field

and shop welds in pipes (spool pieces) in the Residual Heat.

,

Removat System to identify unacceptable indications in the

welds or adjacent material (including other welds).

|

;

i

I

i i
I i
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h,/,TheRIIIinspectorsreviewedradiographs t following field and: shop

._!_f:f'-;Munacea wcW' er *4 cud mb '* I\ : +_ ,,J ' u. s o',.

fe e d ene. __ . blej-P r--: L rdj:__ ; - ', d ;-

bne tu' ding other welds) + ' . .._\ ... . . X... . vX. . ...\.: '''. TR.A:....vu.une a r t = h ' a . tes e enu e . J: ..d. " i ; s. v ,
--

'

.og... . ia

o f- . dv ma t a t v *"e _, , - .

-
: _ . 4 y.m ys. ,. .. ..--w cm. .,,,.m -._.

.

.

-

,

N
,FieldSSWelds5
%

Line$SNo. SU WeldSSNo.SS Diameter $U Line$SNo.5U WeldSSNo.SU Dia.5U

1RH08BB10 RH174C 4" L 1RH08BB10 9H176 4"
1

1 RH08BB10 RH177 4" 1RH08BB10 RH178 4"

1 RH08BB10 RH179 4" 1RH16C14 RH203 4"

1 RH13BB4 RH224 4" 1RH13BB4 RH205 4"

1 RH13BB4 RH226 4" 1RH08BB10 RH174 A 4 ",
'

'

'

1RH36B6 RH116 6" 1RH20B6 RH115 6"

1RH08 AA10 RH109 10" 1 RH06BB10 RH137 10''
'

1RH07BD10 RH140 10" 1RH078B10 'RH141 -10"
s

1RH078810 RH145 10" 1RH36A6 NH123 6"|''
'

,

< -

v:
1RH08BAl0 RH105 10" 1RH08CA10 RH104 A h 10"

t 3
1RH08BA10 RH104 'T j 1RH07BA10 RH76

'

10"
'

i.
,

1 RHO'2B6 RH15 20" 1RH02B2C0 f!H158 20".

1RH02BC20 RH16 20" 1RH02BC20 RH16A . 20"

1RH02BC20 RH16B 20" 1 RH02BC20 RH16C ~ 20" i
.

,

,

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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,, ,

w' \.

'

.

1

Line$SNo;$U ~ Wel dSSNo. $U 4 Diameter $U Line$SNo.SU WeldSSNo.SU Dia.$U
'

<

I
1RH02BC20 RH14 20" 1RH02BA20 RHS - 16"

'

1RH02BA20 RHB 20" 1RH02BA20 RH6 20"
,

1 RH02 AA20 RH1 20" 1RH02 AA20 RH2
'

20"
% .*

'

1RH02AA20 RH3 20" 1RH02BA20 RH4 20"

'g 1RH02BA20 RH9 20" 1RH02AC20 RH10 20"

1RH02ACIO RH11 20" 1RHOAC20 RH11 A 20" .

_

-1RH02AC20 RH12 20" 1 RH01 DA16 RH37 16",

1RH02BA20 RH39 16" 1 RH01 C18 RH44 18"

1RH01 C18 RH43 18" 1RH01 C18 RH41 18"

;1RH02BC20 RH17 20" 1RH02AB20 RH18 20"

1RH02AB20 RH19 28" 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20"

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20" '

1RH02BA20 RH40 16"
,

1RH01C18 RH261 18" i 1RH01C18 RH262 18"
,

,s -

s

ShopSSWeldsSU

Line$SNo. 5U WeldSSNo.$U Diameter $U Line$SNo.SU WeldSSNo.SU Dia.SU

1 RH01 DB16-25 4 16" 1 RH01DB16-24 3 16"
s

1 RH02BA20-6 A 20" 1 RH02BA20-3 A 20"

1RH02AC20-10 A 20" 1RH02 AB20-17 A 20"

1RH01C18-31 A 18" 1RH01C18-31 A 18" :
I

-
,.

= '

.

!

,

1
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A The RIII ins ectors reviewed radi graphs of the foLL ield andg\'

hope < welds t identify any unacceptable indications in thq welds
\ca <<and/or the ijace t material (in:Luding other welds). -

\
': '\,\,

,

/-\." sFieldSS LdsSt) N '

-% ', ,

,

,i .

Line$SNo. SU WeldSSNo. Pipe $SDia ter$U
, -

/ *

'
' **

./ , .

,

,- \/
'

,/ .' _' \,
/, -

/ g
'

-
\

,

i
.'/

,-

,/ ,

_/'

Sho W dsSU

The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each

of the 67 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either

the weld or the adjacent material. No adjacent welds were identified

in any of the radiographs.
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N
2, The inspectors reviewed radiographs of the following pref abricated pipe (shop)

welds for acceptable radiographic (RT) technioue, weld quality and reports.
.

'

- .

' W~ eld Identification Weld Pipe Pipe Radio-
'

I f
Seam Thick- Outside graph

f
No. ness Diameter Area of RT

f
Daft

y 4 (Inches) (Inches) Interest K Results

1FC14C A851 (2346) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 7/76 No Identified

Deficiencies,N.1 U*

4-1 N.I.D."n .. " "

2-3 " ".. .. .. "

"B" 1-2" " " ""

" ".. .' " " 4-1

" "2-3n .. .. "

" " " ""C" 1-2"

n n4_q.. .. n n

" "3-4n .. n ..

1FC14CA8118A(2410) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 ^;;;;; d'.r N I O.
"2-3 No Penetrameter" " " "

Shim

""3-4.' " " "

n n43.. .. nn,

" " " "
. . - "s" 1-2

f'
"2-3.. n .. "

is W

- . - . . -__



. .

.. .. .' " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. n 4_3 ~

n n

(k.
"A" 2-1/2 4-1 hoPenetra-1HG47A2f-25

, ^ meter Shim
_

n .. " 3-4 "

..D " 1-2.. " "

.. .. n 43 n

1DG14AA8-57 "G" 0.280 6-5/8 4-1 10/76 No Penetra-

meter Shim

.. n .. " 3-4 " "

"E" 1-4 a ;;;;;b;; N.T. D." " " ""

.. .' " " 3-4 " "

1FWO2AB23-85-55 "A" 1.756 23-7/8 1-2 7/75 a:::;;:bi: N. f-Q

.. n .' " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " " "6-1

.. .'B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 4-5 " "

" ".. .. .. " 6-1

1FWO2C23-83-29 "B" 1.725 24 1-2 12/75 An w wL'e N.L D.'

l
" ".. .. .. " 2-3

;

" ".. .. " " 6-1

..D " 1-2" " " "..

l.. .. .. .. " "

[

'
3-4

i

| " " '6-1.. .. .. ..

'

" " " ""C" 6-1"
,

1LP02 A127(1622) "B" 0.375 12-3/4 4-1 ^::et 9 M M.f. D. j

$"2-3.. n .. "

4 i

Y



.. . . .
. .

.. . . .. . . .. .. .. . ..
.--

. .

.. .. .. " 1-2 "

" " "" "E" 4-1

.. .. .. .. 3-4 '>

. i-
a .. .. " '1-2 .'.

ti.P02A127(1622) "F" 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 A--- nL m N.D.
n .. .. " 3-4 "

.. .. .. n 4_g n

1DG18AC823(3213) "B" 0.322 8-1/8 1-2 "

.. .. " " 3-2 "

.. .. .. .. 43 n

" "C" 4-1" " "

.. .. .' " 1-2 "

.. .. .. " 3-4 "

..D" 1-2" " "..

i
.. .. .. .. 2-3 "

.

.. .. .. n 43 n

1FC018128 "A" 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 A::;t 9 t: #.E. D.

2-3 ".. .. .. "

o.. .. .. .. 4_3

t .. " " ""B" 1-2
t

"3-4.. .. " "

l n.. .. .. .. 4_3

" " "
..C " 1-2 |

..

i
'

.'. "2-3 t-
.. .. "

. t

n4_$ j.. .. .. ..

,f''..D" 1-2" "..

".. .. " " 3-4
.

11

. - . .- . - . . -. _ .- .



i

.

. .

1

..- .. .. .. 4_3 n

1DG18 AA850 "A" 0.353 8-5/8 1-2 -2::::::b'a M.I.D.
.. .. .. .'. 3-4 Y'

n .. .. n
-

4_g n
,

.

.7 . .g., 1-2.. .. "

.. .. .. n 43 n

.. .. .. " 2-3- "

" "C" 1-2" " "

.. .. .. .. 3-4 "

.. .. .. n 4_q n

1 FC01CB105 "M" 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 3/76 '.:: =t e',: M.I.D.

.. .. .' " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. .. 4_3 n n

.. "N" 1-2" " " ",

.. .. .. n 4_g n n

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. . . p .. 4_$.. n n n

.. .. .. " 1 -2 " "

'
.. .. .. " " "3-4

.. ..g .. 1 -2.. " " "

.. .. .. "
| 3-4 " "

.. .. .. .. a n4_$
,

'
'?- "T" 0.237 4-1/2 3-4 3/76 "

,

. . - .. .. .. n n -

4_$
.

.. .. .. " 2-3 I'"

.. " " " " '

. 'U " 1-2,

i
.

d

|

|

|

j

. . _-- . . . . . _. ._ . .



..

.

.. " " " 2-3 No Penetra-"
t

.

- meter Shim
.

3 3-4.. .. .. " ~*

{', "S" 1-2 1;;;;;;t' N'I O'" " "

.~. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .' " 3-4 " "

_ :::::bi: M E O'1 FCO2 AA812(F2305) "A" 0.322 6-5/8 1-2 ^

.. .. .. n
4_$ n

.
.. .. .. " 2-3 "

n ..B" 1-2" " "

.. .. .' " 2-3 "

.. .. .. n 43 n

" "D" 2-3" " "
.

.. n n .' 3-4 "

.. .. .. n 43 n

.. .'C" 1-2" " "

.. .. .. n 4_$ n

.. .. .. .. 2-3 "

1 FCO2AB817(2310) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 ^ ::; :bi: gy.r.O.
i .. .. .. .. 4_3 .. ..

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. ..B" 2-3" " " "

|
.. .. .. "
, 4-1 t" "

.c .. .. " 3-4 " "

.

.. .'C" 2-3 ."" " "

.. .. .. .. 4_$ n a

l
,

,

!
_ - _ , _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ - - _ - - _ . - - _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ __ _. . _ _ _ -. _ -



. .

.. .. .. .. 3-4 " "

.. "F" 1-2 -No Penetra-" " "

\
-

heterShim
v. .. .. " " '"3-4
_

!. .. .. .. 4-1 " "

1FC06B4128(2413) "B" 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 7/76 No Penetra-

meter Shim

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. .. 4_3 n n

f ., 1FC06B4128(2413) "A" 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 7/76 No Penetra-
t,i

_ e meter Shim

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. .. 43 n n

" "C" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. .. 43 n n

.. .. .. .. 2-3 " "

.. ..D " 1-2" " " "
i

.. .. .. .. 43 n n

.. .. .. .. 3-4 " "

1FC298684(2380) "A" 0.280 6-5/8 1-2 3/76 No Penetra-
|

| meter Shim
{

.. .. .. .. " "3-4
!

.. .. .. .. o n .
. 4_3

.

"B" 1-2 A . ::t ri'-- N I 0-.' " " "

.

n n.. .. .. .. 43 ,

e

3-4 i:" ".. .. .. "

f

,

I

e

p..

. . - - . . - . _.



___

. .

|
i

|

.. ..C" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. n 4_$ n ,.

_

i'n .. .. " 2-3 "

_

. ..G" 1-2" " " "
.,
.

.. .. .. n 4_$ n n

.. .. .. n 3_4 n n

ING01A L V' '''A l## W
11:007'2 '. /Z iia G ,,4 "A" 0.203 2-7/8 1-2 1/77 A ~ - ~ 9 '. : N f D'
.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. " " 3-4 " "

.. .. n n 4_$ n n

.. ..B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. n 43 .. n

.

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

~
" "C" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. .. 4_$ n n

i n .. p . . 1-2.. " " "

!
.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. .. 4-1 " "

"
"J" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .' " 2-3 " "
,.

.. .. .. .. 3-4 " "

L
.t
. g.. 1-2.. " " "

I-
. . ' " " I.. .. " 2-3

- :

.

; n .. .. .. n n4_$
<

{'

t-
;

.

. _ -- . - - - .



_

-.

11401A35(3529) "D" 0.216 3-1/2 4-1 2/77 No Penetra-

-meter Shim
-:.

n .. .. "
l1-2 "

. .'
. . , .. .. " 2-3 " "

_

n .. " " 3-4 " "

"A" 1-2 ' ..--- *.w- N J O-" " " "
..

" " " " 3-4 No Penetra-"

meter Shim

.. .. n .. 4_3 o n

., .. .' " 2-3 " "

.. "B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

*

.. .. .. n 4_3 n n

1FC39CA621 (2314) "D" 0.28G 6-5/8 1-2 1/76 4:r-+=h'* N.J.D.
.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. n 3_4 n n

" " " "" "B" 1-2

" ".. .. .. .' 2-3

.. .. .. .. 3-4 " "

n n.. .. .. n 4_3

" " " "..G" 1-2..

,

2-3 i
" "., .. .. "

\-

3-4 !" ".. n n ..

n s. ;.. .. .. n 4_q

L
"E" 1-2 {.

" " " ""

,

!
c

|

- - - _ . . . _.



_ . _ . .

,

..

.

.

4

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. n .. 3-4 " J'

.

3 4_3.. .. .. n ,.

.

! .

. "A" 1-2" " " "
.

T. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

n .. .. " 4-1 " "

" " " ""F" 1-2 No Penetra-

meter Shim

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

m...-
.____ y,y, g.. .. n n 43 n m____. u,.

n . .j . . 43.. n n n

.. .. n .. 2-3 " "

n .. .' " 3-4 " "

! .. .. .. .. 1-2 " "

1FWO1AA193016(960) "A" 1.411 20 1-2 2/75 No Penetra-

meter Shim

n .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " " "3-4
!

4-5 " ".. .. .. "

t

5_3 n n.. .. .. ..

i

I-9 ..B" 1-2" " " "
t
i

.i .. .. .. 2-3 " "

-

;

i

3-4 ."".. .. .. "

.

" "4-5 !
.. .. .. "

!
" ".. .. .. .. 5-1

t
f

)

- -. - - - . _ _ _ -- -



_

. .

e

1 FWO1 AA193015(959) "A" 1.411 20 1-2 2/75 ^:::;ut'm N.I..D.

.. .. .. " 2-3 ',""

2..n .. .. n 34 .
n

.. .. .. " " ",. 4-5
_

.. .. .. .. 5-1 " "

" "B" 1 -2
" " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. n .. " 3-4 " "

1 FCO2AB8-18(2311) "A" 0.322 8-S/8 1-2 3/76 No Penetra-

meter Shim
n .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. .' 3-4 " "

.. n .. n 4.$ n n

"B" 1-2 * e--t:b'a N I*E" " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. n .. " 4-1 " "

1 FWO1823835(949) "A" 6-1 2/75 "

/ .. .' 1-2 " "

Y
" "

]
2-3 " ",'

,0 .. " 3-4 " "

" " I.. " 4-5

I
e' " 5-6 " "

*
1

1FWO1B23834(948) "A" 1.725 24 1-2 9/75 ,"
.. .. .. .. 4-5 " ''

F
a .. .. .. 6-1 " "

e

!

Af

. - - -- . .. . . ____. _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . - - - _ _-



. .

.

.. ..g . , 6-1 _"
.. .. "

h'
.. .. " " 1-2 "
:

.

.. .. .. ". 2-3 " *'

-

.. .. n 3_4 n a

" "E" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .' " 2-3 " "

.. n .. n 3_4 n n

" " " " 4-5 " "

.. .. .. " 5-6 " "

.. " " " 6-1 " "
,

" "F" 1-2 No Penetra-
" " "

meter Shim
.. .. " " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. .. 3-4 " * "

u _. . u , , N.7.D.n n n n
4_3 n

|
t

i 1HP05131028 "A" 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 8/74 "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. .. .' " ~

2-3 " " -

--

1LP05 A1218(1634) "A" 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 7/75 ^2:::::S '_ : bl.y.D.
.. .. .. .. 2-3 " "

.. n .' " 3-4 " "

3
4

in n a n 43 o n
.- t

h.
. . , ..B" 1-2" " " "

<
.. .. .. " 2-3 !.

" "

i
*

.. .. .. " " " !'3-4

,

i
.

- _ _ - .- -



. -

.. .. .. n 43 n n

.. ..p.. 4_3 ,

.. .. n ..

..
. c
u .. .' " 3-4 " "

. -

n. .. .' " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 1-2 " "

1LP028102(1616) "A" 0.593 10-3/4 1-2 8/75 2 - - - n * " '. : N I 0-
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Radiographs for 206 welds were reviewed per ASME Section III 1971 Edition,

Winter 1972 Addenda and M. W. KelLogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and ES-416.
.

No unacceptable RT technique deficiencies were identified in 517 of fthe radio-

graphs and no unacceptable indications were identified in the respective welds.

183 of the radiographs were made without required shims under the penetra-

meters. Four of the radiographs were made with insuff4cient shims under the

penetrameter. ALL of the unacceptable radiographs were previously accepted by

the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized Nuclear Inspector at the fabri-

cator (Hartford Steam Boiler), the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),

the licensee, and the Authorized Nuclear Inspector at the site (Hartford Steam

Boiler).

The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine if the radiograph

has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications that are in nonconform-

ance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient shimming of the penetrameter

is necessary to assure that the total thickness under the penetrameter is the

same as the total weld thickness, thus establishing a valid reference for

identifying weld indications. Exposure of an insufficiently shimmed penetra-

meter wilL give false assurance that the weld had received sufficient exposure

i to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion of the weld that is

thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

ASME Section III-1971 Edition with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX, Paragraph
* t

3 iIX-3334.4 states, "The (him thickness shall be selected so that the total
i.

thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same as the total ,

weld thickness ..."

^- #^'"4ar =:---" ^4 +ha
-...w. nc6tvsg co. u nu ....-_ ::t :- ' ''- "4r+ '^d'
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M. W. Kellogg Co. (the manufacturer of the pipe and performing agency of the

above RT) Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414 dated 9/26/72, Paragraph 4.1.8,
.

_ .-
~

states"Whereverrequired,shimsshallbeusedtoproduceatotalthickness4

undFr the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus

the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shaLL be of a radiographically

similar material to the weld metal."
,

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in regards to the radiographs of

the above welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI and the

Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 11.2 as described in the Appendix A to the

report transmittal letter. (358181-13-13)

The above citation does not imply that the respective welds are unacceptable.
.

The citation implies that the radiographs were not of sufficient quality for

interpretation to determine if the welds were acceptable or not.

The RIII inspectors also verified that the fotLowing welds matched the respec-

tive radiographs by comparing a sketch (onionskin), made by the RIII inspectors,

of the welds depicted in the respective radiographs for the folLowing welds:

PipeSSLineSSNo.SU WeldSSNo.SU

.-

1FC36CA621 8
.

1MS20B3169 A -

.

1FCO2AB818 8

.

w.--, . +- - --



e A 0 S.

.

.

. .

.
1MS2003169 D

,

4
, 1FC39CA621 C -I

_

1FCO2AB818 A --

. ..
.

,

Except as noted above, no items of noncompliance or safety concerns were

identified.

.
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I AllegationSS85U

-

.

. "At least three sources contacted by Applegate confirmed that -an esti-
~

. .

, . mated 20% of the plants prefabricated welds are defective."

0-u E Y pn -f .

II Findings $U JA g Qtu

&MI

This allegation was not substantiated. Neither interviews with pertinent

personnel nor reviews of acceptable records provided credence to the 20%

estimate or identified any defective prefabricated pipe weld.

One item of noncompliance was identified for improper radiographic

technique, for which the respective prefabricated pipe welds could not be
e, - '

-n enemevaluated. The nonccmpliance (citation) does not sneer that the respective
dess w,e m

welds are unacceptable. The noncompliance imp 4ees that the radiographs

were not of suf *icient quality for interpretation to determine if the

welds were acceptable or not. Improper radiographic technique was not

alleged by any source or interviewee.

Except as noted above, no items of noncompliance or safety concerns were

identified.

III. Investigation $U j
i
5

.
-

~

(
i
,

4
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A. Background $SInformationSU

.

.

None. -;.
. .

. -

'

- B. PersonnelsSInterviews5U

InterviewSSwith5SIndividualSS"A"SU

On April 24, 1981, Individual "A" who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP was interviewed. Individual "A" stated he

worked with employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm respon-

sible for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said in

his opinion 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by

Kellog are defective. He said the basis for his

,

e' -

.

6

*
f

e
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.

opinion was that PM personnel told him on four occasions while

they examined Kaiser welds in the Residual Heat Removal (RHR)
ppt s |

System they observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe 7 pieces
]

, manufactured by Kellogg. He conjectured the defective ' elds werew
'

not found by Kellogg because it was Kellogg's practice to radio-,

graph 10% vice 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers

Allen Sellars and David Binning reported this to CG&E who told

them not to examine the welds because they were vendor-supplied.

He stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in

August 1979whenPMwasaskedtoradiographweldsonsectiopsof
Main Steam Relief (MSR)p ' .. (w:-(eddrased

.*n Allspetun 7)'

perrng|:which had fallen off a truck upon
.

a . / -' t ? '
delivery to the site. He said while examining the prpt d hey

found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said CG&E over-
talsd
++4e PM's findings on this examination. He said they retained

copies of their reports and could provide investigators with

further information regarding this matter.

He also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, in which he stated to Marshall 20%

of the prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall

agreed with the statement.

On April 22, 1981, Individual "A" provided a e-itten statement,,

attesting to the aforementioned information; however, he requested -

the statement not be attached to this report.
,

,

-7-
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Interview with Individual "B"

' On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" who was previously interviewed

_ by representatives of GAP,was interviewed. Individual '.'B" stated

[, that during a phone conversation he had with GAP representatives
.

he responded in the affirmative when asked by GAP if 20% of the

; prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective. He said he

heard from Individual "A" that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds

were defective. Individual "B" said he had no specific information

regarding this allegation because he was not involved in the fab-

rication of large bore pipes of the type manufactured by Kellogg and

was not in a position to provide information about defective welds

on these pipes. He said to quote him as generally confirming that

20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective is a mis-
.

statement. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds-

in question were defective.

4

On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" provided a written statement

attesting to the aforementioned information; however, he requested

the statement not be attached to this report.

Interview with James Tyner
!

On April 16, 1981, James Tyner, former Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-
,

tendent, was interviewed. He stated he was contacted by GAP
. .

e

:
$

-8-

Y
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representatives who asked him if he was aware that 20% of the

prefabricated pipe welds were defective and that Robert Marshall

had concurred in this statement. He said he responded to the GAP

_ representative that he could not support that statement and said
'

}, the prefabricated welds would have to be radiographed and the
.

results evaluated before he could make such a determination. Tyner

said the pipe welds in the plant are good and attributed this to

Kaiser's Welder Qualification Program which identified unqualified

welders and prohibited them from working on safety-related welds.

Tyner did recall that on one occasion PM radiographers examined a
,

Kaiser field weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent

Kellogg weld. He said this piping was part of the closed cooling

water system and was not safety-related piping. He also said he

was not sure if the radiographers had applied safety-related

standards to a non-safety-related pipe and found defects in the

welds.(Tyner}statedthiswasnotindicativeof20%ofthepre-
~

fabricated pipe welds being defective.

Interview with Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superin-

tendent, was interviewed and stated he never commented to Individual

"A" that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective.
i'

He did recall a conversation in which he commented to Individual -

,.

'"A" that the workers Individual "A" was supervising were having-

1 -

,

a

b

.t

-9-
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a high weld rejection rate on pipe support hangers on which they

were working. He said he never mentioned that a percentage of

the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not apare of
-c

any defects in these pipes. He said, Tony Pallon, Kaiser Welding,

', Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability:
of Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written

on this subject.

el
I

Marshall recall that in August 1979, PM radiographed some Kellogg
3(Tt y,;gg g)

prefabricated p+pe that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported

some of the welds were defective. The radiographs were reexamined

by Kaiser's Level III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and a NRC Inspector,

Kavin Ward. He said Baker and Ward determined the geometry from

which the radiographs of the welds were taken was such that it

distorted the view of the weld and rendered the initial examination

invalid due to the use of an improper technique.

Interview with David Hang

On February 24, 1981, and on April 23, 1981, David Hang, Former

Level II Radiographer, PM, was interviewed. He stated PM was

responsible for conducting radiographic examinations of welds

| for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely radiograph welds on
CL

prefabr2cated pip pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He stated,. ,

20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.
.

I

- 10 -
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|

He said on occasion when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld

or if a Kaiser weld overlapped with a Kellogg weld, PM would

examine and occasionally find defects in the Kellogg weld. He !

,
said in each instance these defects were reported to Ka ser on

~ i

the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon
*

I
,

~

for corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a
3 f(

group of MSR pe.upe pieces which had fallen off of a truck upon

delivery to the site. The examination was to determine if any of

the welds had cracked during the fall. Hang said be disagreed

with Pallon on this and told him radiography was the wrong technique
s r.~. s f,is ')

to use. He said the p4 pes'lwere schedule 844 pipe of 31/2 inch wall

thickness with welds 1 1/2 inch wide which would require ultrasonic

examination to determine if any we.1ds were defective. When examining
it:s fuci

thesepieeyangsaidtheywouldbeshootingatananglethrought

laminations in the steel which would prevent them from seeing some
s . t . {'!c E 1

defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the p& pes
'*for "information only" purposes and reported his findings to Pallon. /*

bestol *e Mje
Hangsaidhefoundfiveofthetwentyweldsunacceptably,however,
the,ct,.80epapes were later ultrasonically examined and found acceptable.

Hang related ultrasonic examination is the proper technique to
y .rtri''

examine the pipes and is the more valid examination.
!

j.-

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting

| totheaforementionedinformation,acopyofwhichisaftachedas
EXHIBIT .

'

- 11 -
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Interview with Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, Level II Radiographer, PM,

.
Hestatedthatwhileassignedtothehimmerwas interviewed.

,
site he was responsible for performing radiographic examinations

of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser welders onsite. He said he
fewdid not routinely radiograph prefabricated) pipe pieces manufac-

tured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of
sit:Lthe welds on prefabricated p6pe pieces were defective. He did

sia. 6:::i
recall one occasion where Davis Hang examined Kellogg p4pe emmi.;n;

which had fallen of a truck. Hang initially found defective welds

but he later determined that the radiographs were taken at the wrong

geometry which distorted the view of the weld and the technique used

was unacceptable. .

Interview with David Binning

On January 19, 1981, and on April 15, 1981, David Binning, Level

I Radiographer, PM, was interviewed. He stated PM did not routinely
SICS

examine welds on prefabricated p4pe pieces manufactured by Kellogg.

He recalled that on one occasion David Hang examined some Kellogg

#h he pieces which had fallen off a truck upon delivery to the site.

'

He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "information shots"
!

. of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination- !

ii

1 .

.

I e
t'

-'

-
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.

however, after a further examination of the film he determined the

geometric configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the exam

was invalid. Binningsaidtothebestofhisknowledge}henever
, heard PM employees mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds

in the plant are defective.
,

Interview with Allen Sellars

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, Level II Radiographer, PM, was

interviewed. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the non-

destructive examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel
/ssid

onsite. He said on occasion he examined pipe, welds which junctured

with prefabricated pipe manufactured by Kellogg and observed defects
j

in the adjoining Kellogg welds. He said he noted this on the Report

of Radiographic Examination which was submitted to Anthony Pallon

who reviewed the film and insured the defects were corrected. He

indicated at this time he was aware when one examines one weld and

another juncturing weld, frequently the geometry of the juncturing
! weld is incorrect and defects may appear on the film which actually

are a distortion of the weld due to the geometric configuration of

the radiograph. He stated when he identified defects in Kellogg

welds he was frequently asked to reexamine them after the defects
.

he identified previously had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars *

stated he was not being over-ridden by Kaiser for his identifica- ;.-,
r

tion of defects in either Kaiser construction welds or Kellogg welds. f
-

.

-
.

f

- ,

ih

- 13 -

I

. - - - . - . - -. ._ __. - .- _ .- . . .. - . . . - --- --



-
.

He said the defects he identified in overlapping Kellogg welds were

so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the prefabricated

welds in the plant are defective. Sellars said Kellogg'. examines all
sNs P.GL&b i-

- of the prefabricated htpe- seekens prior to their delivery to the

site and that it is Kellogg's responsibility, not PM's, to examine,.

these welds.

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon
2. tt i

asked David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg pipe pieces which had

fallen off the truck upon delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang
j ?.t s i'Et C \

attempted to radiograph the p4 pes in question but the film quality

was poor and the technique was wrong which resulted in the radiograph
m:- ( D

exaggerat',vflaws in the pyrer and they appeared as defects on the film.

He said he and Hang initially told Pallon about this, yet Pallon re-
/ '*ss,s s

quested they continue the examination. He stated the p+9es were

later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable. Sellars

stated ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use waen

examining p4pe welds in this configur.stion because the ultrasonic

examination (UT) was a more accurate examination in this case.

Sellars said the UT exam did not detect any defects in the afore-
srv t (4:: \

mentioned p+ pes.

et tInterview with Wayne Drafen-
i

-

i
N.'

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Drafen, Level III Radiographer, PM,
_

was interviewed. He stated he was employed at the Zimmer site
t
i
t

f

- 14 - |
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from January to August 1980 and during this period supervised PM
A.. Iradiographers onsite. Drafen stated on occasion Kaiser requested

|

PM examine Kellogg prefabricated pipe welds. He recallgd discussing

, with the radiographers one incident which occurred prio'r to his
- jnu /!rs 7 b~

arrival onsite when PM was asked to radiograph some Kellogg FTpes,

.

which had fallen off a truck. The radiographers informed him that

when Kaiser requested the examination they knew radiography was

the wrong technique to use. He said they told him the geometric

configuration of the welds and pr.kCLpe pieces were such that radio-St

graphy would distort the view of the weld. He said he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded

the geometry was such that radiography distorted the view of the
afasi.tsE'

welds. He stated the pipes in question were later ultrasonically

examined and found to be acceptable.

He also stated PM radiographer's said, while examing Kaiser field

welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld which

overlapped the Kaiser weld. He said the defects.were noted on the

exam report and forwarded to Kaiser; however, Drafew#rr
cautioned that

frequently when welds overlap or juncture one had to be careful
sinthe geometry did not distort the view of the weld. Drafee said he

found no reason for any PM employee to state that 20% of the pre-

fabricated welds onsite were defective.

-' ;

! '

t. nm . . ;m..
_. ~
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C. RecordSSReviewsSU
.

: ,

3

1. The RIII inspectors reviewed radiographs of the following field
~

and shop welds in pipes (spool pieces) in the Residual Heat

Removat System to identify unacceptable indications in the

welds or adjacent material (including other welds).

|

:
!

!

!

l
''

'

t-
1. ,

!
'

.

i,
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. C b(a .*=# 6G b E" 5 G b + e7 Eb 3E-E d

/ The RIII inspecto s reviewed rad'ographs of the fol owing field and ' shop
t -to . d e .f; **1 * *!;" f"= ' '''' M ' "'' * r * ' ' '9a 'b ''* I3,

idn.v..Munaccept%Lej?----:Lrdj:ss :M :: t'; .deweldi S' r

\ \
^

bncludin other welds) M x h... .cnd. P . !.' '. .' ' s . a '
~

.2 m

. . .
\ .

.# acea
,

u s-- ~*=h '";;..iwi. . ces se enu e av.- , G rie v. -. .-a;

. "\ ,,

:- -cL. c.o D aaa. yn * ( y y rE. -s. = c . ., . E.._-

N

% eldSSWelds$
Fi

Line$SNo.$U WeldSSNo.SS Diameter $U Line$SNo.$U WeldSSNo.$U Dia.$U

1RH08BB10 RH176 4"1 RH08BB10 RH174 C 4" i

1 RH08BB10 RH177 4" 1RH08BB10 RH178 4"

1RH08BB10 RH179 4" 1RH16C14 RH203 4"

! 1RH13BB4 RH224 4" 1RH13BB4 RH205 4"
!

| 1 RH13BB4 RH226 4" 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4"
i
' 1RH3686 RH116 6" 1 RH20B6 RH115 6"
I

1RH08 AA10 RH109 10" 1RH06BB10 RH137 10"

1RH07BD10 RH140 10" 1RH07BB10 RH141 10"

1RH078B10 RH145 10" 1RH36A6 RH123 6"

1RH08BA10 RH105 10" 1 RH08C A10 RH104 A 10"

1RH08BA10 RH104 10" 1RH07BA10 RH76 10"

1 RH0'286 RH15 20" 1RH02B2C0 RH158 20"
,

|

1RH02BC20 RH16 20" 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20"|
-

,

20"1RH02BC20 RH16B 20" 1 RH02BC20 RH16C -

-



*.

Line$SNo.SU WeldSSNo.$U Diameter $U Line$SNo. SU WeldSSNo.SU Dia.$U
,

j

1RH02BC20 RH14 20" 1RH02BA20 RHS
- 16"
,

.''1RH02BA20 RH8 20" 1 RH02BA20 RH6 . 20"

1RH02AA20 RH1 20" 1RH02 AA20 RH2 20"

1RH02 AA20 RH3 20" 1RH02BA20 RH4 20"

1RH02BA20 RH9 20" 1RH02AC20 RH10 20"

1RH02AC20 RH11 20" 1RHOAC20 RH11 A 20"

1RH02AC20 RH12 20" 1RH01DA16 RH37 16"

1RH028A20 RH39 16" 1RH01C18 RH44 18"

1 RH01 C18 RH43 18" 1RH01 C18 RH41 18"

1RH02BC20 RH17 20" 1RH02AB20 RH18 20"

1RH02AB20 RH19 28" 1RH02 AB20 RH19A 20"

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20" 1RH02BA20 RH40 16"'

1RH01C18 RH261 18" d 1RH01C18 RH262 18"

ShopSSWeldsSU

Line$SNo. SU WeldSSNo.$U Diameter $U Line$SNo.$U WeldSSNo.SU Dia.SU

1RH01 DB16-25 4 16" 1RH01DB16-24 3 16"

1 RH02BA20-6 A 20" 1 RH02BA20-3 A 20"

1RH02 AC20-10 A 20" 1RH02 AB20-17 A 20"
t

1RH01C18-31 A 18" 1RH01C18-31 A 18"
.

e
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A The RIII ins ectors reviewed radi graphs of the fo'L g tfield and

/ \hope < welds t identify any unacce able indicafions in th welds
,- /*

ca <<and/or the jatent material (in Luding other welds).
.

-

,-
y

. ,?
, - y

' '
.% - \

-

7.- FieldSS Lds50
\., . '

'
,.~ '

/,.

,', .-
,'' ',

LineSSNe($U WeldSSNo. Pipe $SDia 't e r$U ,-
,- / y',

,
'

, 'i ,/,
'

'

j /,
,

/
s'

/
/

Sh W dsSU

.

The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each

of the 67 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either

the weld or the adjacent material. No adjacent welds were identified

in any of the radiographs.
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$t'
#2.e The inspectors reviewed radiographs of the following prefabricated pipe (shop)

welds for acceptable radiographic (RT) technique, weld quality and reports.
J

_ .

. .

Weld Identification Weld Pipe Pipe Radio-

Seam Thick- Outside graph

No. ness Diameter Area of RT
Deft.

y (Inches) (Inches) Interest 1)C Results
_ _ _ _ - - -

1FC14C A851 (2346) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 7/76 No Identified

Deficiencies,M.I.M-
.. .. .. " 4-1 N.I.D.

"

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

" "B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. n 43 o n

.. .. .. .. 2-3 '' "

..

..C " 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. n 4_3 n n

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

1FC14CA8118 A(2410) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 /, ::p: d tr N.f. 4

" " " " 2-3 No Penetrameter"

Shim

" ".. .. .. " 3-4 '

j..- .. .. .. A _, .. ..

'
.. "B" 1 -2 .

" " " ''

" ^ !n .. .. " 2-3
,

4



..

.. n .. " 3-4 " "

n -u.. .. .. n 4_g
F- -

3

1HG47A2f-25
'

"A" 2-1/2 4-1 No Penetra-

meter Shim,-

.. .. " 3-4 "

" "D" 1-2" "

.. .. n 43 n

1DG14AA8-57 "G" 0.280 6-5/8 4-1 10/76 No Penetra-

meter Shim
&

.. n .. " 3-4 " "

"E" 1-4 ",;;;;;;t ' ; N.T. D." " '""

.. .. .. " " "3-4

1FWO2AB23-85-55 "A" 1.756 23-7/8 1-2 7/75 i:::;::t '.: NfO

.. " " " 2-3 " "

" ".. .' " " 6-1
|

" " " ""B" 1-2"

" "4-5.. .. .. "

" ".. .. .' " 6-1

1 FWO2 C23-83-29 "B" 1.725 24 1-2 12/75 "c w . L'a N.I.D.
" "2-3.. .. .. "

" "6-1.. .. .. "

" " " ""D" 1-2"

f.i .. .. n n n3_4
,

-

6-1 ,"".. .. .. "

|
,

" " " ''"C" 6-1"

1LP02A127(1622) "B" 0.375 12-3/4 4-1 1::ert *' e M. f. D. .

2-3 ".. .. .. "

!
;

/tf
c M* *pp

. . - . . . . .. . . .. .- .. . _ .
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-.

j .. .. .. .. 1-2 "

" "E" 4-1
,

" " "

3-4 ).'
.. .. .. "

. .

.. .. .. .. 1-2 "

'~

1LP02A127(1622) "F" 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 A----n a N Z D-
n n .. " 3-4 "

.. .. .' " 4-1 "

1DG18ACS23(3213) "B" 0.322 8-1/8 1-2 "

.. n .. " 3-2 "

.. .. .. n 43 n

" "C" 4-1" " "

.. .. .. " 1-2 "

.. .. .. " 3-4 "

.

.. ..D" 1-2" " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 "

.. .. .. n 41 n

1FC01B128 "A" 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 ^ :::;t ri '. : N.E. D..

.. .. .. " 2-3 "

.. .. .. n 41 o

" "B" 1-2" " "

" " " " 3-4 "
-.

.. n .. n 4_q n
,

,
..

.. C " 1-2 :" " "

.- ,

}
n. .. .. " 2-3 i

"

i
.. !4_1.. .. .. ..

8.

; ..p.. 1-2.. .. .. "
j

i
.
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M. W. Kellogg Co. (the manufacturer of the pipe and performing agency of the
~

above RT) Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414 dated 9/26/72, Paragraph 4.1.8,
. 5

states "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
, . -

|| unde ~r the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus

the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shall be of a radiographically

similar material to the weld metal."

| <

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in regards to the radiographs of

the above welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI and the

Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 11.2 as described in the Appendix A to the

| report transmittal letter. (358/81-13-13)

vne
The above citation does not imp 4y that the respective welds are unacceptable.

d. < < rne* s
The citation +me+44s that the radiographs were not of sufficient quality for

interpretation to determine if the welds were acceptable or not.

|
'

The RIII inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the respec-

tive radiographs by comparing a sketch (onionskin), made by the RIII inspectors,

of the welds depicted in the respective radiographs for the folLowing welds:

Pipe $5Line$SNo.SU WeldSSNo.SU

.

1FC36CA621 B
.

1MS20B3169 A -
,

|

1FCO2AB818 8
~

_



...,

e

Radiographs for 206 welds were reviewed per ASME Section III 1971 Edition,

Winter 1972 Addenda and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and ES-416.l
No unacceptable RT technique deficiencies were identified in 517 of the radio-

graphs and no unacceptable indications were identified in the respective welds.
,

| 183 of the radiographs were made without required shims under the penetra-
^

i

meters. Four of the radiographs were made with insufficient shims under the

penetrameter. ALL of the unacceptable radiographs were previously accepted by

the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized Nuclear Inspector at the fabri-

cator (Hartford Steam Boiler), the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),

the Licensee, and the Authorized Nuclear Inspector at the site (Hartford Steam

Boiler).

The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine if the radiograph

has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications that are in nonconform-

ance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient shimming of the cenetrameter

is necessary to assure that the total thickness under the penetrameter is the

I
same as the total weld thickness, thus establishing a valid reference for

j identifying weld indications. Exposure of an insufficiently shimmed penetra-

meter wiLL give false assurance that the weld had received sufficient exposure

to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion of the weld that is

I
thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

I

ASME Section III-1971 Edition with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX, Paragraph
1 3

IX-3334.4 states, "The (him thickness shall be selected so that the total
,

| .

thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same as,the total

weld thickness ..."

|
|

|

.. _ u n :- ' ''- -- ' d '---4
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1MS20B3169 D
.

.

1 FC39CA621 C -

. <

. 1FCO2AB818 A -

1

T
,

Except as noted above, no items of noncompliance or safety concerns were

identified.

l

i
|

l

|

|
.

W

.
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5.15 Employee Dismissals

5.15.1 Allegation

" Employees fired for time [ card] cheating had been cheating with the

express approval of management, and only time chesters fired were vocal

and knowledgeable critics of plant QA and safety."

,,r"I.
.

,
/ J', [ ;g .5.15.2 Baekground Information

. p Q' pr'}I, g ,

a

' ' ' '

8'' It ./r , ' . ''
<, ,,

Ievestigat-ion' by-Thomas Applegade' revealed that several individualsw '

M.Lt -

wereinvolvedin"timecardcheating"by-beinggabsentfromshework/ -
''

but recorded a at ork : ose individuals involved were terminated '" '

r? ,
. 3 5.' r^t*. * | . '- Of

'-

5.15.3 Investigation

u

1i. \
'\"
. .

l
5.15.3.1 h N ' Vie w $ of 0 >4 h & U TY N " M} '., A ' ' .e

( '

,> -

. ,.

The NRC interviewedhf-4he4.hre(e construction worker # who had been
Q ?,Orc.' i ? II -

,

,_,
4t

| terminated for timecard irregularities. The| terminated ttrtTd construction

worker!could not be located. No attempt was made to interview the two

The cons % wm
w+- dieseHy ).s velved ifp,%;if ,co 5. .c

syA w e e n u.r s , raa k .z
guards also terminated.) truction workers were those who would

I, < 1

have knowledge of " plant QA and safety" (construction problems).

!

I5.13.3.2 Interview of Individual A #

On February 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated Kaiser
i

a

_, s.._ ..
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terminated his employment in January 1980, after Thomas Applegate uncovered

irregularities in his timecard. He said he was not fired for his criticism

of plant safety and it was not until after he was terminated that he

provided any information to GAP. Individual A said that.although he had

serious concerns about construction work at the plant, he was not fired by

Kaiser for criticizing plant QA and safety.

On April 24, 1983, Individual A provided a written statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be
*e

attached to this report.

5.15.3.3 Interview of Individual B

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by repre-

sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC.* Individual B stated that he

would not characterize himself as a " vocal critic" of plant safety. He

stated he had concerns about the QC program at Zimmer which he related to
.

the RIII Investigator. However, he said he was fired for irregularities - ; '
.

in his timecard and not for his concerns about the QC program. I-
,

g a * '" ,On April 22, 1981, Individul B provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be ,

attached to this report.
,

5.15.3.4 Interview of William Murray !.e

!
,

| [
On April 14, 1981, William Murray, CG&E Senior Engineer, was interviewed by i

NRC. He stated that from December 10, 1980 to January 4, 1981 Confidential >

'
| -2-
l

- _ _ _ . . . . _ - .- _ . - .
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_

ji'

j,'/ ' 7,, ,. . ,
-

'i s ' . . t.
'

,

Service (CS) was hired by CG&E to investigate alleged tiirecard irregulaY ,o, #) >
y t <

; r
,

ities at Zimmer. He stated CS entered inte contract with CG&E afteh , ' ' O
,

' , ' y | .8t, . .,

Applegate told them he had uncovered evidence of empicyee timecard cheating. ~~
<, i

'

F v <~
s <

,

Murray stated the investigation was contracted for a 30-day _per'iod. DSrfag / i
\that period, Applegate identified two guards and three constructicn }ersonnel

, .

s

who were involved in timecard cheating. 11urray indicated that allifive 'of ' ~ -
' -<s ,

,

the individuals Applegate identified had been termitiated. He denied that<

the only individuals terminated were those who were vo, cal sad knowle.dgeable
,

,

criticsofplantsafety,andstatedemphaticallythatihe.individdals' fired
,,

were fired solely for irregularities in their timecards.

'

>

Murray also stated that Major W. Cox, Director,of CS, felt!that the inves-
8 ,

tigation was compromised when Murray left Applegate''s reports unatt'enddd in
; |

' '

,.
,

his desk. Murray said that at that point the contract was e:: dings and he

and Cox concurred timecard cheating was dot widespread. Both agr'eed that,

becauseofthequestionsaboutthesecurityoftheoperation,dhecontract

should be terminated. However, Murray said Applegate stated that he was
,

concerned about the QA problems he had identified and wanted to continue t ,

i1
"investigating. Murray said the concerns Applegate raised had alreacy been

identified by the CG&E QA group and he saw no reason to continue the
.

investigation. He said Applegate was adamant in his insistence,to continue-

the investigation, so he referred him to William Schweirs, Quality Assur cce ;

i
,

Manager. Schweirs agreed there was no need to investigate these n;atters

further and advised Applegate of his conclusion. Murray said the contract! [
'was terminated with Cox's approval, but over Applegate's cbjections.,

_ j
.

t

'
- .

...

'

-3- . |

,

-

- - - - - ,, - - , - - - , - , . , , ----e ., w-p --
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,,

s ,

*

i

Murray probded,a letter from CS regarding the contract termination, dated''

is AlL4 ) J~ 'X Me
/ Jar.uary 4,1980, and is ett.c.'. d t; thh nyva as t,xhibit ). *p,

NuvfJy'.r/i& faf.bidtW|" $ "' fne,17.k (Agiep eq wb r.s d' couvorrs
*

' '

ptJhtk< Rf[' ! |. * ,.xer.t . urmthe 4 A, :-
. , , ' ,

| 5.15.3.5 Int.crview of Haior W. Cox I
'

' l N 7' ' 7. . rM i . N '

. . -. . .

pg >i n. k- ri .
,

7. pq

On J.pril 30, 1981, Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was interviewed by NRC.'
1

Cox stated he employed Thomas Applegate as a private investigator for CS.
'

He indicated that in November 1979, when Applegate was investigating another

matter,'Applegate came across evidence of employee timecard cheating at

Zjwner Cox stated he was reluctant to pursue the matter, but on several

occasions' Applegate approached both him and CG&E about this matter. Cox

said Applegate, continued to pursue the matter and CG&E formally requested
; 4 . -

CS to investigate the matter. Cox stated the investigation was contracted

te last. 3D' days.during which Applegate would work undercover onsite with

the primary task of investigating employee timecard cheating. Cox said the

CS~investigatien began on December 10, 1979 and ended on January 6, 1980,.

ML
anr identified several employees who were involved in timecard cheating. -[#

H~ 'j,.

Coi seid the operation ran its course and was terminated at the end of the - 2',;'//
; '. 7' t

arf gina) 30-day contract period. 3 .7 , . ',

, r.''.._/., . . ,

'

I-
Cox stated that during the last weeks of the investigation, Applegate had

said he foand evidence of irregularities in pipe welds and in the plat. '

program. Cox told William Murray about this and Murray said CG&E was
s

already aware of the problems Applegate had identified and did not need h-

~ .

>

to parsue them furthe:. Cox recalled that Applegate had learned there was

a disagreeme:nt. between Peabody Magnaflux (PM) employees and CG&E over the -

. t'-icterpretatica of X-rays taken of some pipes on site.
4

.. 4-,

~

t

. _ , - - _ _ - -
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Cox said there was no attempt by CG&E to cover up any of Applegate's dis-

clos.ures. Cox said it appeared to him that CG&E was already aware of the

problems Applegate identified and Applegate was not providing them with

any new information. Cox stated that after the 30-day contract period,

both he and CG&E decided to terminate the contract. Cox stated Applegate
~

disagreed with this decision and wanted the investigation to continue so

he could pursue irregularities he had identified in the QA program. Cox

said CG&E denied Applegate's request.

Cox said that in his opinion Applegate held a grudge against CG&E for ending

the investigation over his objections. He indicated that since January 1980

he has had no further contact with Applegate regarding the Zimmer investi-

gation, and Applegate has taken custody of all of the tape recordings and

copies of reports he made during the investigation.

5.15.3.6 Record Reviews

The Confidential Service memorandum dated January 4, 1980 authored by

Major W. Cox, Director of CS, was reviewed by the investigator. The first

paragraph of the letter addresses Cox's concerns about the security of CS
p' '. g p s 'I' L -.

confidential reports.' The letter doe,s-not indicate that Cox objected to .'/' ''
m.''rh.ESQ V ?{ g, 3. ,. p * . ia ~p y 1.f.,cig *

y . ,.
,.

< terminating the investigation. /~ " C '- M
,

4,in CGfr'm-e /a' ""'

/, /~ L /;r :' , f'',' ,r
'

, - c ,, .- i-

: ' ;' i~'* 17 E NU > 5 '. sz. 3 , . . .
* -

., ,c.1,s , 5:-~; ; ;,=. f. s* %

' ] y!,t# frk.Y; c -ic? W, . ;,:rico s\.',/ I~b i s' I /"5'?! ']
- r - . - ik. < . p.

--- ,' ' ' ''~

' g. [n .,

s' 5.15.4 Findings and Conclusions ;

1( 7/i |

a. ''4
rVr.'v

'
..

.

f

96seemeM y ___ __ __1__'____..u.-.
i

'

i
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.- ;

;Jwo former employees interviewed by GAP were contacted by NRC. They denied.,

they had been fired for any criticism of plant QA and safety, but rather had

been fired for timecard cheating.
- -

-i9 3 'cr, , . ' , .:. ''u~
, e, q,

There was no indication from the interviews that/ timecard cheatin'g,hW
|

,

management approval, f-- . _.

' - - - - * '-

. --
__ ___ _ _ _ _ ---....,:1.,_,

5.15.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

' le s Heruf>S' W 3J Tu*O* S* AtStr'MI*rs su|tei

*r~ % m fik
we got'h/wt cvihe'., , .h wk, we-e.c v4 c h iden Nh d u'heoc

m.P mL ne ec i,,v .ch) fa'4 d de/emi?ad t>V-As -pn,n u,m ,,, a a.p;, a , p ,,,,,,,:ai. /, -
a

ue< : ,
wken ,4wp s: n. ,.ap c a -.a. ,- ,- -waek<mie

yu M . p/ , ,o advexe/, A/4Mzu
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-

:

,

*
.

s
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5.16 Radiographer Suppression

5.16.1 Allegation

"CG&E had warned PM management to silence the radiographers at Zimmer,

who were criticizing CG&E's consistent approval of welds rejected by PM."

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate provided further information

regarding the allegation. He stated he learned that on the weekend of
e '

January 9-10, 1981, Individuals D and E had probably broken into the

Peabody Magnaflux (PM) trailer onsite. He alleged that during this

burglary those individuals removed records of an instance where CG&E had

overridden PM's rejection of welds.

5.16.2 Background Information

CG&E did not have personnel with direct nondestructive examination responsi-

bilities, and as such, would not have been involved with " overriding" of

PM radiograph interpretations. Additional background on radiography is in-

cluded in Section 5.8.2.

On July 3, 1979, five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg

were received at the Zimmer site (see Section 5.7). Kaiser personnel wrote

Nonconformance Report E1911 stating that the " spools were rolled off of truck

onto ground and striking other spools." On July 6, 1979, Kaiser directed that
,

the welds on the spool pieces be radiographed.

i
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On July 21, 1979, David Hang of PM radiographed the spool pieces and identi-

fled rejectable defects in welds on three of the five spool pieces. PM for-

warded the findings to Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. The. reports and

film identifying the examined welds were then reviewed by Pallon and filed in

the Kaiser Document Control Center, three radiographs of welds with apparently
M*it 1

rejectable defects were filed with + nonconforming report. On April 8, 1980,

these films were reviewed by NRC Inspector Kavin Ward who determined that the

welds had the wrong geometry for radiography and the films were not acceptable.

On April 25-28, 1980, PM personnel performed magnetic particle and ultra-

sonic inspections of the questioned spool pieces and concluded on the basis,

of these examinations that the welds on the spool pieces were acceptable.

On April 28, 1980, Kellogg performed ultrasonic examinations of the same

spool pieces and also found them to be acceptable.

The above information including details of processing of nonconformance report ,

E-1911 is included in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

5.16.3 Investigation

,
'

|

5.16.3.1 Interview of Individual A

t

On April 22, 1981, Individualgwhowaspreviouslyinterviewedbyrepresenta-;

>tives of GAP was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated PM radiographers

Allp Sellars and David Binning had told him, on two occasions, that they -

found defective welds in Kellogg prefabricated spool pieces. He said they

:

9

-2-
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had discovered the defects when examining Kaiser field welds that joined the

spool pieces in the residual heat removal system. He said they also found

:imilar defects in five of twenty welds on the main steam relief (MSR) spool

pieces that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site.

Individual A stated that PM personnel told him CG&E overrode their rejec-

tion of welds on the MSR system and had retained a copy of the examination

report and radiographic film in their files. He said CG&E overrode PM

when they examined prefabricated spool pieces, but they were not overridden

in their weld determinations for Kaiser welds.

Individual A also stated that in January 1979 CG&E hired undercover Frivatej

jInvestigator Thomas Applegate who had questioned PM employees about this

examination. He said Applegate and Allan Sellars had met at the Riverview

Inn to discuss the matter. A few days after this meeting, Sellars met

Individual A onsite and told him his supervisors had advised him not to

discuss the matter with anyone. He said Sellars later informed him there

had been a burglary of the PM trailer, and the film and examination reports

for the MSR spool pieces which PM had retained were missing.
,

-

On April 24, 1981, Individual A provided a written statement attesting to

the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.
i

)

. . . ,

'
,,

f.

I
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5.16.3.2 Interview of Thomas Applegate

On February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate was interviewed by NRC. He stated

be had a telephone conversation with Ernest A1 dredge, President of PM, in

which A1 dredge said weld records were missing from the PM trailer onsite.

Applegate said he subsequently learned that there was a break-in of the PM

trailer on the weekend of January 9-10, 1980, and that records were taken
Sec.we3 y'

from the trailer. He indicated felice Officers Ronald Wright, James Bedinghausp jr

and David Simpson had told him Individuals D and E were probably involved in

the break-in and had stolen records from the trailer.

Applegate said PM is now unable to " defend itself" against CG&E in a dispute

about the acceptability of welds FM examined on the MSR system since its

records were stolen. He stated that although these welds had been examined

by PM and found defective they were later accepted by CG&E. Applegate said

that since the burglary PM has instructed its employees not to say anything

about this matter for fear of industry-wide reprisals against PM.

: . v.+N3

5.16.3.3 Interviews of Law Enforcement Officers
__

Between February 1 and March 15, 1981, the individuals listed below were
:

| interviewed by NRC. They could not provide any information concerning
i

the break-in of the PM trailer in January of 1980. All of these individuals

are former Security Officers at the Zimmer site and all stated the break-in
,

r

had not been reported to the Security Department. They stated that they were

unaware of the identity of any individuals who might have committed the break-in.

h

4-

l
l

-
- - - . .. - - ,- ,
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David Simpson, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department

Ronald Wright, Felicity, Ohio, Police Department

James Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station

John Bedinghaus, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station

Jeffrey Hyde, former Security Officer, Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station
e

James Caplinger, former Security Officer, Zimmer
L

Nuclear Power Stat g
William Ross, Investigator, Clairmont County, Ohio

Welfare Department

-

5.16.3.4 Interview of Ernest A1 dredge

On April 10, 1980, Ernest A1 dredge, PM President, was interviewed by NRC.

A1 dredge stated that to the best of his knowledge PM radiographers at the

Zimmer site were not consistently overridden in their weld determinations.43

He stated that Charles Wood, PM's Cincinnati Office Manager, had never

reported this problem to him.

4r o 7 q +kro41.
A1dredgealsostatedthat-inthefit.Lu.lfj(1980therewasanNRC

investigation at Zimmer as a result of complaints made by Thomas Applegate,

a private investigator, who had been hired by CG&E. He indicated
,

Charles Wood informed him that PM employees had apparently told Applegate
- -

._

that there were defective welds at the plant. A1 dredge stated Applegate .

-5-
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subsequently contacted both the NRC and the local press about PM personneli

telliog him about defective welds, charging that PM had been overridden in

their decisions to reject welds.

A1 dredge said that, as the result of the NRC investigation and ne'wspaper

articles about it, he contacted the Public Relations Officer of his parent

company, Magnaflux Quality Services. They advised him that due to the sensi-

tive nature of nondestructive examination of nuclear power plants it would

be bad publicity for PM to make any public statement, since the statement

could be misconstrued by the press. A1 dredge stated he was therefore
to

advised not make any statement to TV reporters or any other members of thej,

media. He indicated he also advised Charles Wood it would be in the best

interest of PM not to make any statements at that time.

. A1 dredge said PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed due to production

problems that had been attributed to frequent breakdowns of the film

processing machine onsite. He said information such as this could impact

the company's professional reputation, so he felt it was best not to /

nake a statement about why PM's contract was not renewed.

Aldredge stated that there had been no attempt to silence the radiographers
rey ordt.

at Zimmer publif statements about the investigation. M Ar ea9 p f o/M (g
3

p. < ~ % ~ D 4g- P(3e j /f ts 4. t *f~g *E &'&a- n
s ach b dc5 %

5.16.3.5 Interview of William Schwiers
i

.. .: |

On April 23, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E Quality Assurance Manager, was
!

interviewed by NRC. He stated he would forward a letter to the investigator !

:

| -6-
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outlining the reasons PM's contract was terminated at Zimmer. Subsequently,

Schweirs provided an unofficial memorandum outlining his reasons for termi-

nating PM's contract in April 1980.
inc.l A cA % C&h l% yped copy of the provided memo is

A wt
\

app::d:d te ihie .gcet .., E;iitit . Schweirs stated the contract was /

't terminated because of PM's criticism of "CG&E's consistent approval of

welds rejected by the
s 7
.

5.16.3.6 Interview of Charles Wood
;

On April 15, 1981, Charles Wood, PM Cincinnati Office Manager, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that since 1972, PM has been employed as the firm

responsible for nondestructive examination at Zimmer. He said PM has con-

ducted both ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, and radiographic examinations of

large-bore and small-bore pipe welds onsite. Wood said PM's responsibility [A 6
.

was to examine welds and present their preliminary findings to Kaiser.
,

Kaiser personnel would examine radiographs and make the determination if a
,

weld was accepted or rejected. He stated Anthony Pallon, EEI Welding Engineer,
4

was responsible for reviewing PM's work and was not " consistently overriding"

PM on their decisions to accept or reject a weld. He said Pallon supported

PM's work onsite and, when a defective weld was identified, assured that the

weld was repaired.
1

1

Wood stated that CG&E hired Thomas Applegate in January 1980, and apparently

Applegate talked to a number of PM employees about their work onsite. .

Wood said Applegate called him in January 1980 and identified himself as -

- ~ -
\ .:,

_I" Thomas Jackso ';, a CG&E Cost Accounting Engineer. Wood indicated that at py i

:

>

-7-
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that time there was a question about PM being retained onsite due to problems

in meeting production goals.

Wood advised there was discussion among PM employees about the contract
a

renewal, and he learned PM employees had told Applegate that PM h'ad iden-

tified defective welds in the plant. Wood said it was PM's responsibility

to identify defective welds and report their findings to Kaiser. Kaiser

would assign a status of either repair, hold, or rework to the defective

weld. Wood indicated that when his employees told Applegate that there

were " bad welds," they were referring to defective welds they had iden-,

t

45

tified and reported to Kaiser. Wood stated his employees had answered

Applegate's questions in good faith, assuming he knew the meaning of the

term " bad welds" (that were identified as needing repairs by the Kaiser

Quality Control system).

Wood stated that on one occasion Applegate called him and asked him if

there were " bad welds in the plant" and he responded in the affirmative.

He said he assumed Applegate knew what a defective weld was and that

Applegate was questioning (as an auditor) PM's ability to identify weld

defects. Wood said Applegate later went to the newspapers and quoted Wood

and other PM employees as saying "there are defective welds" in the plant.

Wood said that rejectable welds are identified by nondestructive examination

and are repaired under the quality control system. '

-

Wood said that later there was a series of very controversial newspaper I

articles about Zimmer construction. He consulted with PM's attorney,
.

t

8--

.
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Charles Russ, who advised him that media representatives could misconstrue

anything he said and cautioned him to instruct his employees not to discuss

the matter with the media. Wood said there was no attempt to " cover up"

any of PM's activities onsite, and their records accurately report their

findings. Wood indicated that after the discussion with their attorney he
^

advised PM employees to not make any further statements regarding the matter.

Wood said PM employees were receiving phone calls from media representa-

tives and a number of PM employees were disturbed about the calls. He felt

it was PM's responsibility as their employer to advise them not to discuss

Applegate's charges with media personnel.

Wood said Applegate charged PM was " overridden" in their weld evaluations,
'

and that its contract was not renewed by CG&E because PM had continued to

reject welds. Wood stated the contract was not renewed because'of problems

in meeting production goals onsite and not for any disagreements over PM's

weld examinations.

Wood recalled that Allfn Sellars told him in January 1980 that there had )
been a break-in of the PM trailer. Sellars reported to Wood that no

i equipment was missing, but he was unsure if Sellars had told him that

any records were taken. Wood said PM retains the blue copy of all its

examination reports for billing purposes; however, the X-ray film of a

weld and other copies of examination reports are the property of CG&E |

and. Kaiser and are retained by them. 2

f
t

!

- t
-9- r
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On April 15, 1981, Wood provided a written statement attestin to the
'me.6ltd b de''

preceding information, a copy of which is ett " -A ' "

=r Exhibi'V .

4.lG |5 9
Interview of Allan Sellars

A
.

On February 19 and April 15, 1981, Allan Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at Zimmer from April

1976 to April 1980, and performed radiographic examinations of Kaiser field

welds and occasionally examined welds on spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg.

He indicated that when he identified defective Kaiser or Kellogg welds he

identified them on the examination report and forwarded the report to

Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. Sellars stated he was not overridden

by Pallon when he identified defects in either Kaiser or Kellogg welds.

Sellars did recall an incident in the Summer of 1979 when PM w's askeda

to examine welds on some Kellogg MSR system spool pieces that apparently

fell off the truck on delivery to the site. He said he and David Hang

radiographed welds on the spool pieces in question, but the film quality

was poor. He indicated the geometrical configuration of the welds was

such that it would exaggerate flaws in the welds and project them on the

film at varying angles, distorting the view of the weld. Sellars said

that he had told Pallon radiography was the wrong technique to use in this

case, but Pallon said to conduct the examination anyway. Sellars said Hang

observed some unacceptable indications (defects) on the resultant radio- h
!

graphic film and noted this on the examination reports. Later, during an

NRC investigation, these spool pieces were ultrasonically examined and the

welds were found to be acceptable.

- 10 -
i
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Sellars also stated that after the investigation there was considerable

publicity regarding PM's work onsite, and he was told by PM management

not to comment to members of the press because anything he said could be

taken out of context. Sellars said this was not an attempt to intimidate

or silence him about PM's work onsite. In his opinion PM's contract was

not renewed due to production problems, which he attributed to breakdowns

in the film processing machine. Sellars said another factor in CG&E's

decision was audits that were critical of PM's work onsite. He indi-

cated the contract was not terminated for problems in their identification

of defective welds. Sellars also stated the PM trailer had been broken

into; however, he was not aware of anything taken during the break-in.
;

b
On April 15,1981, Allp6 Sellars provided a writtengstatement attesting to

inck A>A* tl.- d ~,){ j ,
the preceding information, a copy of which is attachad == Fvhibi - .

> \_s'

5.16.3.8 Interview of David Hang

On March 27, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from September 19, 1976,

to August 1979. Hang said he was responsible for conducting radiographic

examinations of large bore pipe welds.

1
,

Hang indicated that he was not overridden on his weld determinations by

| Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding Engineer. To the contrary, Hang said welds }
| t
-

IPM accepted were frequently found unacceptable by Pallon and Pallon would
_

request PM to reexamine the welds. When Pallon found a defect in a weld '

i...

I I
'

l
,

11 - !-

_
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that PM had not detected, he would order the weld repaired. Hang said

Pallon, as a Level III radiographer, had the final say in acceptance or

rejection of a weld.

Hang recalled that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to examine some pipe

spool pieces on the MSR system that had fallen off of a truck on delivery

to the site. Hang said he took one radiographic " shot," evaluated the film,

and concluded that radiography was the wrong technique to use when examining

the spool pieces.

Hang said he told Pallon that the geometric configuration of the spool

pieces was such that it distorted the view of the weld and might exaggerate

flaws that would appear as defects on the film. Hang indicated Pallon

requested he examine the remainder of the welds by radiography and these

examinations revealed apparent rejectable defects on three spool pieces.

Hang said he reported the results of his examinations to Pallon and
l
' retained the PM copy of the reports and film in a special folder in the

PM trailer onsite. He added that ultrasonic examination would be the
,

proper nondestructive testing technique to use to examine pipe welds in

this geometric configuration, and he later learned the spool pieces had

been ultrasonically examined and found acceptable. -

Hang said he left Zimmer in August 1979 and, on his return in March 1980,
I'

he was informed by Allan Sellars that there had been a break-in of,the PM i
,

!
trailer and the file on the MSR pieces was missing. Hang stated that in

:

i

- 12 -
f
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' ,}> .April 1981 he reviewed the radiographic examination reports for the MSR
..

spool pieces that were recovered from the Kaiser Document Control Center. ' ;_. '

.

Hang verified that the reports and films were the originals from August

1979. He indicated these examination reports were for the three welds he

found unacceptable, and apparently were filed by Kaiser with a nonconformance

report.

On April 23, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting to
inC L d>A O L'X h.

the preceding information, a copy of which is att= chad == Fvhibit >

U..,

5.16.3.9 Interview of Wayne Draffon

On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-

viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed by PM at Zimmer from January 19
A

to April 1980. Draffon said it was PM's responsibility to radiograph Kaiser
~

field welds onsite. He said PM performed a radiograph of a weld and did a

preliminary review to ascertain if the weld was rejectable. He indicated PM

did not have authority for final acceptance of a weld but that the KEI welding

engineer who reviewed the radiographic film was responsible for final accept-

Draffon stated PM was not frequently overridden in its weld determina-
_

. _ r-ance.

tions and that welds accepted by PM were frequently found unacceptable by Kaiser.
.

|
.

Draffon said he learned that radiographers occasionally observed defects in ,

Kellogg welds when they overlapped Kaiser welds. These cases were reported ;

i

and. forwarded to Kaiser to determine if the Kellogg weld should be repaired.
'

._- !

Draffon stated that when welds junctured, the geometry of the juncturing welds

I
!

- 13 -
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is frequently not the same and therefore radiographic views of the weld may

be distorted. He indicated that inexperienced Level I or II Radiographers

would often examine juncturing welds and report rejectable defects, not
_

recognizing that the view was distorted. Draffon said a more experienced

radiographer can discern this and find the weld acceptable. Draffon stated

th'at when he arrived on site a problem similar to this had apparently occurred

where PM radiographers examined MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the truck

and found the welds unacceptable. In fact, the view of the weld was distorted

due to configuration problems. Draffon said the spool pieces were later

ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable. Draffon commented that

this appeared to be an isolated instance, and CG&E or Kaiser did not often

override PM in their weld determinations.

Draffon stated he had heard that the PM trailer was broken into, but this

occurred prior to his arrival onsite. He learned that Thomas Applegate, a

private investigator, had called the trailer and told employees it had been

broken into. He said, however, employees searched the trailer and found

no records or equipment missing.

Draffon also stated that PM's contract was terminated in April 1980 at the

customer's request. He said this occurred because the volume of work was;

;

slowing, and PM had experienced production problems, which he attributed to
~

frequent breakdowns in the film processing machine onsite.

r

*" .:

!-

:
1
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5.16.3.10 Interview of Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from April 1978 until April 1980.

Binning said he received his Level II certification in October 1979 and

routinely radiographed large bore pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser onsite.

Binning said PM radiographed welds, developed the film, did a preliminary

examination to determine if the welds were acceptable or rejectable, and

then forwarded their report to Anthony Pallon, KEI welding engineer, who

made the final determination on the acceptability of the welds. He in-

dicated Pallon did not consistently override PM in their weld determination

and would sometimes reject welds that PM had initially found acceptable.

He frequently directed them to re-shoot welds that Kaiser had repaired

after PM had identified rejectable defects in the welds.

Binning recalled one occasion where PM examined some prefabricated spool
!

pieces for the MSR system that were manufactured by Kellogg and had apparently

| fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said David Hang examined the
i

spool pieces and determined there were rejectable indications in some welds.

Binning said the radiographs were later evaluated by Kaiser, it was found

the weld geometry precluded correct interpretatioggand the welds on the spool /[
pieces were not defective. Binning said Hang retained copies of his report

of this particular examination.
;

.- .-

- 15 -
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'Binning also stated that in January 1980 he received a telephone call from

an unidentified individual who told him the PM trailer had been broken into.

He said he immediately checked the back door and found the lock had been

pried off and apparently the trailer had been entered. Binning said he

inventoried the equipment in the trailer, checked the file and found the X

only items missing were the examination reports and films for the MSR

spool pieces that had been examined by Hang earlier. He indicated he told

AlfnSellarsandWayneDraffonabouttheburglarybutdidnotdiscussit g
with anyone else. '

,

Binning said PM management never told him to be silent about activities
,

'

that occurred at the site. He said PM's contract was not renewed because
:

j of production problems, which he attributed to their film processor fre-

quently breaking down also stated that NRC had audited PM's radiation
''

safety operations and technical work and these audits were critical of

m4
some aspects of the PM operation Binning said PM was not asked to leaveg;

the site for their identification of defective welds, and PM employees

were not harassed or intimidated by Kaiser or CG&E.

hem
On April 15, 1981, Somsd Binning provided a written statement attesting to

inhelt) 5 - *- |1W (SoU{the preceding information, a copy of which is Mt9-d == Fvhibit

5.16.3.11 Interview of David Binning

i
On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Radiographer's, Assistant, {

was interviewed by NRC. He indicated that, as a Radiographer's Assistant, ;

l F

;i
4

P

- 16 -
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he was not responsible for reading or interpreting film or making any weld
S.

determinations. He said be worked with both David Hang and Allp6 Sellars

and did not recall them commenting that Anthony Pallon overrode them. He

stated that PM usually radiographed Kaiser field welds; however, on one

occasion they radiographed Kellogg prefabricated pieces. He said he re-

called Hang took some "information only" shots of some prefabricated pieces

and identified rejectable indications in some welds. He indicated Hang

reported this to Pallon, but he was not aware of the final disposition of

the report.

Binning also said that in January 1980 there was a break-in of the PM trailer

and records were taken; however, he did not recall what records were missing.

He said at about the same time the burglary occurred, Thomas Applegate con-
,

ducted an investigation and later notified NRC and the local press concerning

PM's work. He said he was told by Sellars not to say anything about the

investigation because he (Sellars) was getting harassed by the press and

Applegate about it. Binning said he was never told by PM management to

" cover up" anything about their activities at the site. Binning volunteered

that PM had production problems onsite, which he attributed to the film

processor breaking down and holding up production.

| 5.16.3.12 Interview of Robert Marshall
.

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, KEI Construction Superintendent, was -

:

| int,erviewed by NRC. Marshall stated PM was not overridden by Pallon on
,

l
I weld determinations at Zimmer. He said Pallon did not report to him that
|

|

.
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[sInterviewofAnthonyPallon
1

]v'-)on August 13, 1981, Anthony Pallon, was interviewed by NRC. Pallon
W -

stated he was employed at Zimmer as a Quality Assurance Engineer Welding /g y

Nondestructive Examination (f rom April 1, 1977 to July 8, 1980. He

stated his position involved the review of PM radiographic reports of

examination for pipe welds at the plant. Pallon stated he did not consis-
r' IW c.

tently ove ridePMfbftheirwelddeterminationfatZimmer/andonthej
contrary, frequently rejected welds that PM found acceptable. He said, on

less than ten occasions PM radiographers identified nonconforming vendor

welds while examining an adjacent Kaiser weld. He said in each instance

he directed the nonconforming weld to be repaired or replaced. He stated
pl)t3 2 O'lo

he could not make a determination thu -iwenii geiwenifftheprefabricated
pipe welds in the plant (%bYasa. defective, since PM did not radiograph them,

Wa wpJLCxd th;--#^ O e did not review the radiograph f;,, i6 ; ; Ldand cetrW--
3D- Nty9t.IRSpy

not make , tatement about their acceptability.

WYp1L !
Pallon sai PM's contract at Zimmer was not renewed '- 4-il "'?[and Nucteer

Energy Services (NES) pwrgtook control of the radiography work at Zimmer,c' tt t-

M He attributed this to poor management of the PM operation at Zimmeg'

coupled with equipment problems affected PM's ability to perform the

required amount of radiographic examinations. He said he privately told PM

personnel about this months before the contract was terminated but they took jj
,

no' action (i.e.p ring of additional personnel and repair of the film pro-hi
| cessing machine) to increas /1614-

T
production at the site.

,

:

i

! -
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he overrode PM on their weld findings. Marshall also stated that tb PM
, .

-

radiographers with whom he spoke af ter Applegate made his disclosures to

the press did not support the claim that Pallon was overriding them in

T''~their weld determinations. .

W# -

.

.

. ' '

He recalled one incident when PM was asked to examine some MSR spool pieces

that had fallen off a truck on delivery to the site. He said that in April

1980 he reviewed the radiographs taken of these spool pieces ard he, Rex Baker,

KEI Welding Engineer, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward examined the films. All

concurred that the welds were of the wrong geometry for radiographic examina-
-

_

tion. . Marshall said'that on some of the films the geometric configuration had
:my

distorted the radiographic view of the welds. He added that this examination

was an exception to common practice because PMfradiographedfnormally) Kaiser

field welds but not welds on Kellogg prefabricated pieces. Marshall advised

that the MSR spool p,ieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be

acceptable.

rr< %
cy - r

.? | 5.16.3.
I

Record Reviews/ X

TheRIIIinspectorsreviewedreadersheetsforradiographjmadebetween

f field wel2)in the fc11~9;; t:ble to determineOctober 1979 and March 198

if CG&E or Kaiser personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by P.t
$ re..s wl&s- & M r e.e dw a.r e CU c.w L ~[~O

5 .1 (p - I .
i
I

i

..

:
! .

; ,

I
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Tablefp Radiographic Reader Sheet Data

I

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet

Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

1. RH-113 RH-31 26. RE-75A RE-1
s

2. R1-7 R1-11 27. K-288 WX-8

3. RH-53 RH-20 28. RH-86 RH-64

4. RH-55 RH-20 29. @A3 DO-2

5. K-73 RH-20 30. @C3 DG-25

6. RH-40 RH-26 31. HGK-250 HG-16

7. K-494 MS-37 32. RD-K4 RD-1

8. FW-454 MS-30A 33. IMS22AC2 MS-315

9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88

10. K-926 WR-26 35. P.L.2M20803 LC-13

11. K-455 PE-26A 36. K-483 MS-43

12. MS22AA2 MS-311 37. K-499 MS-39

13. K-84 RH-38 38. IRRBIAA-3/4 RR-122

14. P.L.2M20795 LC-19 39. K-288 RT-2

15. LP-9 LP-3 40. FC-5 FC-14

16. K-507 MS-44 41. K-33 FW-4
,

}}i-2 :17.. K-508 MS-45 42. FWK-31
.

L18. K-448 MS-27A 43. LP-13 LP-11 1

i
i

- 19 -
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Table A (continued)

Reader Sheet Reader Sheet

Weld No. Ident. No. Weld No. Ident. No.

.

19. HP-19B HP-5 44. CYK-221 CY-49

20. FC-93 FC-29 45. WR41AA3 WR-44

21. K-414 MS-24A 46. FW58A FW-2

22. K-523 MS-27A 47. K-877 WR-2

23. RH-54 RH-20 48. HP-55 HP-4

24. RH-56 RH-20 49. K-475 MS-34

25. RH-46 RH-20

1

4,\4'
NoneofthereadersheetsfortheweldsinTablefgindicatedthatKaiser
personnel had accepted radiographs that had previously been rejected by PM.

5.16.4 Findings ud Cev,c /a;4 b 5

Seven current and former PM employees who were interviewed denied any

attempts by PM management to silence them for their weld determinations.

In addition, the radiographers, CG&E, and PM management personnel denied
i

that PM was consistently overridden in its weld determinations. A review '

of ,PM radiographic examination reports did not reveal a pattern of PM i

being overridden by Kaiser in their weld determinations.
,

t
.

- 20 -
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The PM trailer had been broken into on the weekend of January 9-10, 1981.

Itwasnote.stablishedthatthiswasdoneby[ndividualsDandE. ^Seven
-~ g. t wJ ;, +

police officers who Applegate indicated had information regarding theW
break-in were interviewed and said they had no knowledge of any break-in

ofthetrailerorofanyinformationregardingtheinvolvementofj(ndivi- X

duals D and E in such a break-in. After the break-in, PM's examination

reports of Kellogg prefabricated main steam relief spool pieces were
,

determined to be missing. Three of the eight reports on the spool pieces

were found in the Kaiser Document Control Center filed with a nonconformance
,

reporggbutfiveofthereportsarestillmissing. The reports and films X'

were reviewed by the PM employee who did the initial examination of the,

welds and2$ verified the reports and films are the originals. He said 7'

the reports filed with the nonconformance report are for the welds thought

to be defective, and the missing five reports are of the radiographs of

the acceptable welds.

5.16.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

:
I

. '.-

,

- 21 -
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Tovestigntion Summary: Investigation from January 12 through August 10, 1981
'' ilReport No. 50-358/81-13)'

Areas Investigated: .The NRC is investigating quality assurance and quality
. . 'p ~ control problems at the Zimmer nuclear facility as a result of (1) allegations

received on November 18, 1980, from an ex quality control inspector working'

at an9ther construction site; (2) allegations received on January,1981, from
, -the Government Accountability Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on

behalf.of Mr. Thomas Applegate; (3) allegations received from numerous plant
workers.and ex plant workers during the course of the investigation; and
(4) ccacerns. independently identified by NRC inspectors during the course of
thr investigaiton.'

' Results: This investigation has identified a number of quality related
problems at the Zimmer site. While some actual construction deficiencies
have been identified, the majority of the problems identified to date focus
un the effectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee and its con-

;

' - tractors for assuring the quality of work performed. In that regard, numerous
deficiencies have been found concerning: traceability of materials, control~

of weld rcd, handling of nonconformances, interface between construction and
quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing work. &[f

)

.

f

(
i

I

l

*

.

.
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REASON FOR INVESTIGATION'

On November 18, 1980, a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector for the
,

i Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station contacted NRC Region III (RIII) and
provided allegations concerning the Zimmer quality assurance (QA) program.'

I The individual was interviewed and the investigation of the allegations

. received began in early 1981.'

On January 5,1981, the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
j for Policy Studies (a non government agency), on behalf of Thomas Applegate,
' requested that the Merit Systems Protection Board investigate the conduct
! of an earlier investigation by RIII of allegations provided by Applegate.
! A list of nineteen allegations was included in the GAP letter.

This investigation was initiated into the above matters. (The NRC's Office
of Inspector and Auditor was assigned the task of determining the quality

_3 of the earlier investigation by RIII.)

SUMMARY OF FACTS

Since January 12, 1981, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has
been investigating alleged quality assurance and quality control irregular-
ities at the Zimmer nuclear facility. This investigative effort is comprised
of four areas as follows: (1) allegations received on November 18, 1980,
from a former Quality Control Inspector working at another construction site;
(2) allegations received in January 1981 from the Government Accountability
Project of the Institute for Policy Studies on behalf of Thomas Applegate;
(3) allegations received from numerous contractor workers and former plant
workers during the course of the investigation; and (4) other problems
independently identified by NRC inspectors during the course of the investiga-
tion. The investigative effort, which is still ongoing, has thus far resulted
in the interviews of over 90 individuals and the expenditure of approximately
182 staff days onsite by NRC inspectors and investigators. Although the
inv'estigation is continuing, a report covering efforts to date is being issued
at this time in recognition of the significant public interest in this matter.

In a related matter, the Government Accountability Project, in a letter to
.

.
the Merit Systems Protection Board of the U.S. Office of Personnel Management,

i dated December 10, 1980, charged that NRC had failed to perform a thorough
and complete investigation into allegations made in February 1980 by Applegate
and requested a separate investigation into that matter. An investigation has
been performed by the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor to review those
charges.

The current investigation has identified a number of quality-related problems
at the Zimmer site. Although some actual construction deficiencies have been

1

!. identified, the majority of the problems identified to date focus on the
ineffectiveness of controls implemented by the licensee and its contractors
for assuring the quality of work performed. In that regard, numerous
deficiencies have been found concerning: traceability of materials, control
of weld rod, handling of nonconformances, interface between construction
and quality control, quality records, and the licensee's overview of ongoing
work. The total impact of these quality assurance deficiencies on the actual
quality of construction has yet to be determined.

1
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| In addition to the previously discussed quality deficiencies, numerous pro-

|
blems have been identifed with respect to the accuracy of quality-related ,

1
records. This matter is being reviewed by the NRC Office of Inspection and

! Auditor for possible criminal considerations.

Based on these findings, consideration was given to the need to suspend
!

!
construction activities. However, recognizing the nature of the problems
disclosed (largely programmatic), and the fact that ongoing work would not;

compromise the ability to accurately determine the quality of completed work,I

it was concluded that halting construction activities was not required.
Rather, attention was placed on establishing controls to assure the quality
of ongoing and future work and to define a program to both confirm the quality
of completed work and correct any identified deficiencies.

,

.

Following a meeting with NRC on March 31, 1981, the utility implemented
several actions to correct identified quality assurance weaknesses and to
preclude their recurrence. These actions, which included augmented QA
staffing, upgraded procedures, improved training of QC Inspectors, rein-
spection (100%) by the licensee of contractor QC inspections, and other
QC and QA program improvements were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter
to the licensee on April 8, 1981.

By letter dated May 11, 1981, the Government Accountability Project requested
the Regional Director to recommend suspension of the construction permit
because of repeated noncompliances with NRC regulations and numerous allega-
tions of inadequate construction practices. The information provided was
carefully considered; however, it was concluded that there was no basis at
the present time to recommend such action.

A comprehensive program has been developed by the licensee and NRC to confirm
the adequacy of completed construction. This program must be completed and
identified problem areas resolved before an Operating License will be granted.
In addition to witnessing and reviewing portions of the Quality Confirmation
Program conducted by the licensee and its contractors, NRC will be conducting
a program of independent measurements to further evaluate the adequacy of con-
struction.

.
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! DETAILS

-i
i 1. Personnel Contacted

.

Cincinnatic Gas & Electric>

|

*W. Schwiers, QA Manager
*J. R. Schott, Plant Manager.

I *W. D. Waymire, Manager, General Engineer
*B. K. Culver, Manager, Generation Construction
*S. C. Swain, Site Construction Manager,

! *H. C. Brinkman, Principal ME - Nuclear
| *R. P. Ehas, QE

*E. A. Borgmann, Senior V.P.
D. Kramer
W. Murray, Senior Engineer
B. Gott, Field Structural Engineer,

L. Wood, QA & S Engineer
F. Lautenslager, Security Supervisor

Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI)

J. P. Coyle, V. P. Power Division
*R. Marshall, Construction Superintendent
*C. H. Stanfield, Construction Manager
*E. V. Knox, Corporate QA Manager
*P. S. Gittings, Site QA Manage r
F. J. Oltz, Supervisor Document Control
S. Godsey, Lead Code Forms
T. Schmidgall, Field Verifier
T. Edwards, Field Verifier
W. Puckett, Welding Engineer
P. Norman, Piping Lead QC Inspector
C. Cherry, QA Inspector
D. Fox, Lead Mech. Piping Quality Engineer

i A. Lanham, Senior Engineer
i K. Shinkle, QC Engineer

fK. Burgess 7(Inspection Supervisor)
L . BurgessC|

B. Winters"
T. Foster
B. Lake
J. Deerwester, QC Inspector
D. Painter, QC Inspector .

| C. Oldenski
C. Camaron
W. Hamm, Sr., General Foreman Pipefitter
D. Haff, Pipefitter Superintendent
J. Mills, QC Inspector
R. Baker, Inspection Supervisor

{Tyner,]aiserPipefitterSuperintendent]
*Present at exit interview on March 26, 1981.

-8-
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L. Cummings
j D. Parlier

' G. Adams, Structural Superintendent or Ironworker Superintendent
,

1 K. Faubion, NR Controller
R. L. Reiter (NW)**, Document Reviewer'

J. H. Mulkey, QC Inspector
j J. T. Sandlin, General Superintendent (Structural)
: A. Pallon, Jr., QC Inspector

! M. McCoy, QC Inspector
j . Heath (NW), Inspection Supervisor

, Racer (NW), Lead Elect. Quality ineer
,

M. Kopp, QC Inspector & QC Engineer & Lead Insp. Elect.
D. Donovan, Lead Civil / Structural QA Inspector
W. C. Dumford, QC Inspector (Trainee)
J Ruiz, QC Inspector
D. Taylor, QC Inspector
L. Q. Hendley, QC Inspector
S. Burke, QC Inspector *

D. J. Luttman, QC Inspector
D. O'Keefe, QC Inspector
P. Brown, QCI Trainee
S. Barger, QCI Inspector
J. Movatt, QC Inspector
B. Hargrove, QC Inspector
T. Dakin, QC Inspector
J. Tanner, QC Inspector
J. Heimpold, QC Inspector
W. Kitchen, QC Inspector
W. M. Sharp, QC Inspector
P. S. Wimbish, QC Inspector
E. J. Kwalick, QC Inspector
T. Smith, QC Inspector
W. Smith, QC Inspector
L. Ritchie, QC Inspector
S. Tult (NW), QA Engineer
G. Jodrey (NW), QC Inspector .

E. Schroeder (NW), QC Inspector
R. Turner (NW) ,QC Manager
M. Ward (NW), 4QC Inspector

Butler Services, Inc.

J. L. Ramsey (NW), QC Inspector
W. R. Jackson (NW), QC Inspector
R. B. Price (NW), QC Inspector
B. E. Tyree (NW), QC Inspector
J. R. Booth (NW), QC Inspector
M. E. White, QC Inspector

**NW indicates no longer working for that company.

-9-
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Nuclear Energy Services, Inc.
.

R. Baker, QC Inspector Supervisor
J. B. Sullivan, QC Inspector
V. Ferretti, QC Engineer
L. Ludwig, QA Manager
L. Anderson, QC Engineer

Peabody Magnaflux, Inc.;

E. A1 dredge, President
C. Wood (NW), PM Office Manager
A. Sellars (NW), PM Radiographer
S. Binning (NW), PM Radiographer
D. Hang (NW), PM Radiographer
D. Binning, PM Radiographer

Yoh Security
'

J.Caplinger(NW),Sec.GuardSuperviso[}
. Bice, Security Officer

W. Ross, Lead Security Officer
D. Simpson, Security Officer
J. Hyde, Security Officer
R. Wright, Security Officer

W&W Protection Agency, Inc.

D. Shinkle, Security Officer ,

J. Bedinghause, Security Guard Supervisor
N. C. Ward, President

Sargent & Lundy

R. Pruski, Engineer
T. McKenna, Engineer
D. Fox

U.S. Testing

J. Ruiz (NW), QC Inspector
C. Sheridan

General Electric Company

T. F. Van Natta, Site Control & Instrument Engineer
T. E. Bloom

Westinghouse, Inc.

Y. Reiter, Radiation Chem. Tech.

- 10 -
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Confidential Service
4

| M. W. Cox, Director
| T. Applegate (NW), Private Investigator
i

j Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance Company
i

j L. Burton, Authorized Nuclear Inspector

| Individuals

J. Woliver, Attorney At Law
A. Dennison, Attorney At Law

.

L. Seiler, Attorney At Law
Dr. J. Frankhauser, Professor, University of
E. Hofstadter, Former Huskey employee
Individuals A through I

2. Scope

This investigation focuses on allegations and concerns provided by
Thomas Applegate, the Government Accountability Project of the InstituteThe report alsofor Policy Studies, and former and present QC Inspectors.
documents those items independently observed by Region III personnel in the

The report is not intended to be all-inclusivecourse of the investigation.
since there are additional allegations that will be documented in subsequent
reports on this investigation.

-

3. Background

In late 1979, while involved in an investigation for a client which was
d'\ of a personnel nature, Private Investigator Thomas Applegate (Confidential

Service) found that one of the individuals was employed at the Zimmer con-3) struction site and was involved in " timecard cheating." Applegate approached'

his employer and Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company (owner of Zimmer), withGI this information and was awarded a thirty-day contract to investigate onsite,

Timecard cheaters were identified and documented withintimecard cheating.
I two weeks, and then Applegate, on his own decision, began to pursue rumors

of improper site construction. CG&E, when told of the information gathered
'

\ -

U'

by Applegate, indicated that they were aware of the situations described.
,}7 The thirty-day contract (December 10, 1979 through January 4,1980) was not'

.

extended despite objections by Applegate.

In February 1980 Applegate contacted the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor.
28, 1980, he contacted the office of NRC ChairmanSubsequently, on February Per-Ahearne and was referred to the Office of Inspection and Enforcement.28, 1980,

sonnel from Region III contacted Applegate by telephone on February
and he was interviewed in person on March 3, 1980. He provided a number of
allegations, several of which did not relate to activities within NRC

A letter was sent to Applegate on March 11, 1980, detailing
jurisdiction. The
three allegations that were considered appropriate for investigation.

- 11 -
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i investigation of the three allegations took place during April 7-9 and 30,
I May 1-2, 1980, and is documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/80-09
j which was issued on July 7, 1980.

On November 18, 1980, a former QC Inspector at Zimmer approached the Resident,

Inspector at another construction site. He indicated concerns relative to the
; adequacy of the QC program at Zimmer and indicated that the Kaiser QA Manager

was improperly handling nonconformance reports, transferring QC Inspectors,
allowing improper QC inspections, and not adequately supporting the QC staff.
This individual was contacted on December 9, 1980. Investigation of these

; allegations began on January 12, 1981.
!

On January 5, 1981, GAP sent a letter to the Merit Systems Protection Board
alleging that the RIII Investigator was negligent in the scope and manner of
his performance of the earlier investigation of the Applegate concerns, and
requesting an investigation of the conduct of the earlier investigation.
This letter contained a listing of nineteen allegations that Applegate/ GAP
felt should be investigated.

Onsite investigation of the Applegate/ GAP allegations was initiated on
January 27, 1981. During the investiration, Applegate and GAP personnel
communicated with the RIII office on reveral occasions. They also provided
affidavits from former contractor employees expressing concerns relative to
site construction. Steac of these affidavits contained new information, and
others dealt with problems and issues already investigated. (Some are the
same affidavits as those presented at the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Hearings.)

.

During the investigation, several present QC Inspectors approached NRC
personnel onsite and expressed concerns relative to the functioning of the
QC program. Some of these concerns coincided with those expressed by the

|
former QC Inspector, as outlined above, and some concerns related to new

' info rmation.

| Those allegations and concerns that appeared to be most significant and
most likely to produce substantive findings were given investigative'

priority. In the course of pursuing the items alleged, RIII inspectors
performed inspections of areas of construction alleged to be deficitit.
In some cases, they observed conditions violating NRC requirements that had
not been provided as allegations or concerns. Those findings are therefore
considered as independently developed.

4. QC Allegations

On November 18, 1980, an NRC inspector was contacted by an individual who
identified himself as a former Quality Control (QC) Inspector at Zimmer.
The individual alleged that there were irregularities in the welding QC
program at Zimmer. On December 9, 1980, the individual was contacted by
telephone by the NRC to obtain details of his allegations. During the
conversation, he made the following allegations:

- 12 -
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!
1. Phillip Gittings, Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding

! Nonconformance Reports (NRs) based on his reinspection of the noncon-
forming items (pipe support hanger welds)..

i
2. Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers were being made by-

burning with a welding torch rather than by drilling as required, and1

] the inspection program did not insure that the burned bolt holes were
i inspected.'

3. During system turnovers, QA Engineers Leonard Wood and David Fox were
identifying numerous discrepancies when reviewing ASME Code data pack-
ages and the discrepancies were being recorded on exception lists in-I

' i stead of Nonconformance Reports. The individual said that the QA
; Engineers were being criticized for identifying of data discrepancies

and questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies on-

exception lists.

4. Phillip Gittings threatened to fire Individual I for refusing to accept
a weld and Individual I was also nearly fired for using a magnifying
glass when examining welds when, in fact, he was using a mirror to view
the far side of a pipe weld. The individual advised that Inspection
Supervisor Rex Baker would have more specific information regarding this
matter.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger was re-interviewed by the NRC. He stated
that the Kaiser QA Manager did not support the QC inspectors at Zimmer. He
said this was evidenced by the voiding of Nonconformance Reports (NR) when
the NRs held up production, identified a nonconforming vendor weld, or if
the Construction Department objected. He said, in his opinion, the Kaiser
QA Manager was convinced by construction that the QC Inspectors were unquali-

,

fied and were wrong when writing many of these reports. He said this was'

evidenced when Kaiser hired Gladstone Laboratories, an outside inspection
firm, to reinspect welds that were previously inspected and rejected by Kaiser
QC Inspectors. He said Gladstone personnel reinspected these welds, accepted
some of them, and commented in their report that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were
"over-inspecting" and " nit picking" during their inspections. He took excep-
tion to Gladstone's findings and said they reinspected these particular welds
according to AWS Code, an inspection criteria that is less stringent than
the site Special Process Procedures Manuals (SPPMS). According to the in-
dividual interviewed, this led the QC Manager to question the ability of his
inspectors and listen to the advice of construction personnel and outside
consultants rather than his own inspectors. This resulted in a lack cf
independence in the quality assurance program at Zimmer, a problem of which <

CG&E was aware but had not corrected.

On January 27, 1981, the alleger provided a written, sworn statement attesting
to. the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 1.

4.1 Nonconformance Report Voiding

4.1.1 Allegation

As stated in Section 4 of this report, on November 18, 1980, an NRC
inspector was contacted by an individual who alleged that Phillip Gittings,

!
| =
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. I Kaiser Quality Assurance (QA) Manager, was voiding Nonconformance Reports
'

! (NRs) based on Gittings' reinspection of the nonconforming items (pipe
j support hanger welds). Between January 13 and July 4, 1981, 31 current and

former Kaiser QC Inspectors and QA Engineers were interviewed by NRC to obtain4

information regarding the initial allegation. Sixteen of those individuals;

; provided information that resulted in expansion of the initial allegation
into the following areas:a,

1. The QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs that were not written in
error.

2. The QA Manager was diverting NRs by not entering them into the Kaiser
! nonconformance reporting system.

3. NRs were being voided and their items transferred to Surveillance Reports
(SRs).

| 4. NRs were being improperly dispositioned by the QA Manager and members
'

of the Kaiser Material Review Board (MRB) who frequently dispositioned
them as " accept as is" when " repair" or " rework" was appropriate per

! Kaiser specifications and industry codes and standards.

5. NRs were voided with the justification "to be reinspected after redesign"
or " deficiencies would be rewritten on separate NRs." The nonconforming
conditions were neither reinspected after redesign nor written on separate.

NRs.

6. NRs were voided by the QA Manager at the request of the Construction
Department to avoid rework and schedule delays.

7. During revisions of an NR, nonconforming items were arbitrarily removed
by the QA Manager.,

[Several of the individuals interviewed provided copies of reports they
stated they had retained because of their distrust of the system.]

4.1.2 General Background

4.1.2.1 Nonconformance Reporting System

The Kaiser nonconformance reporting system was established to provide control
of nonconforming material. Kaiser Quality Assurance-Construction Methods',

Instruction (QACMI) G-4, Revision 9, provides the following procedure: The
QA Department or Field Engineering may initiate an NR when members identify
nonconforming material, equipment, construction work, or a deviation from
specified requirements. The Inspector or QA Engineer initiates the NR and
then contacts the Site Document Control (SDC) NR Controller who makes a
entry in the NR Log and assigns a KEI Control Number (CN). The NR is then
reviewed by the Inspector's supervisor or cognizant QA Engineer and forwarded
to the SDC NR Controller who issues the NR an NR Number prefixed with either
and "E" or "N". NRs written on essential systems / components are given the
"E" prefix and nonessential systems / components are given the "N" prefix.

.

4
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The QA Manager can approve voiding of NRs "in instances where an NR has been
initiated in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,

j duplications, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the
; Construction Department af ter a verbal or written communication from the QA
'

Department..." In these cases, the NR is stamped " Void" with a brief statement
indicating-justification for the voiding. A copy of the voided NR is required

! to be retained in the SDC and a copy returned to the initiator.
.1

| The KEI Construction Engineer or his designee dispositions NRs as " accept
{ as is", " rework", " repair", or " reject". The " accept as is" and " repair"
! dispositions require review by the Material Review Board, which consists of

the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA Engineer, Kaiser QA Engineer, CG&E
sponsoring engineer. and the Sargent & Lundy Design Engineer (for essen-
tial material or equipment only). In the case of an ASME Section III Code
nonconformance, the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) must be included on
all " accept as is" dispositions. Records of all open and closed NRs are
retained by the (SDC) NR Controller.

,

4.1.2.2 Previous Related NRC Inspection Findings

During an NRC inspection conducted December 2-3, 1980, the RIII inspector
observed that of 20 NRs written to document American Welding Society (AWS)
welding deficiencies on hanger welds, eight had been voided with the
notation " based on re-inspection." It was also observed that NRs had been
voided by the issuance of Design Document Controls (DDCs). The inspector
informed site personnel and CG&E management during the exit interview on
December 16, 1980, that these practices were contrary to site procedures and
NRC requirements.

The inspection report containing these items of noncompliance was issued on
March 2, 1981 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/80-25). The licensee replied to
these items by letter dated March 26, 1981, indicating that a Stop Work

, Order had been issued prohibiting voiding of NRs, and that this order had
! been subsequently rescinded when improved procedural controls were in place.

The improved procedural controls consisted of limiting the authority to void
an NR to the Kaiser QA Manager, and the marking of superseded NRs as " super-,

seded" rather than " void".
! The licensee's reply also indicated that Kaiser was performing a complete review

of voided NRs in response to a licensee audit finding. The review was expected
to be completed by April 30, 1981,jnd full compliance with,NRC requirements
was to be achieved by May S u198JS1retween December 15-19, gyse, an-d oiry

$ anuaryN , 1981,NLon Ludwig, of Nuclear \ nergy Services, Inc., audited-the5 E
ij. M 'v Kaiser n6nconformance reporting \ system for CG&E.p s s -

4.1.2.3 Interviews

4.1.2.3.1 Interview of William Schwiers

On January 16, February 14, and March 22, 1981, William Schwiers, CG&E QA
Manager, was interviewed by NRC. Schwiers stated that during an NRC site
exit meeting held on December 16, 1980, Eugene Knox, Kaiser Corporate QA

15 --
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Manager, and Phillip Gittings were informed that Kaiser was improperly voiding
' NRs. Schwiers said he directed Kaiser to audit all previously voided NRs and

present the results of the audit to CG&E by February 16, 1981. Schwiers stated-

i he also directed Gittings to cease improperly voiding NRs. He provided a copy
of a memo he wrote to Gittings dated January 14, 1981, in which he requested
Kaiser to respond to Field Audit Report No. 340 concerning the voiding of NRs.'

j A copy of the memorandum and audit report is included as Exhibit 2.

j 4.1.2.4 Interview of Lon Ludwig
-i

; On January 14, 1981, Lon Ludwig, Quality Engineering Manager, for Nuclear
; Energy Services, Inc., was interviewed-by NRC. He stated that in December

1980 and January 1981 he audited the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system for'

.

CG&E after NRC had identified that NRs were being improperly voided. Ludwig; .

said his audit showed there were approximately 500 voided NRs, and between
one-third to one-half of these were superseded and written on cther NRs. He
said that some NRs identifying numerous nonconforming conditions wfs( had been -

separated and reissued on individual NRs. One-third of the NRs r6 viewed were <

voided as " written in error" without adequate explanation given to justify
that comment. Ludwig stated that he recommended Kaiser audit all voided NRs
and provide a better explanation as to why each was voided.

Ludwig stated that the voided NRs he reviewed covered all areas of plant
operation and construction and dated from 1974 to the present.

'

4.1.2.5 Interviews of Phillip Gittings

4.1.2.5.1 January 13, 1981, Interview

On January 13, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that in October 1980 he voided 7 NRs that were written by
QC Inspectors who were in training. He said he reinspected the welds
identified in the NRs and, in his opinion, the welds met American Welding
Society (AWS) Codeg equirements. He said that during an NRC inspection in
December 1980, the inspector took exception to this practice and found thej
licensee in noncompliance with NRC requirements for improperly voiding NRs.

Gittings said that, following the NRC inspection, the welds identified on
the 7 NRs were reinspected by Gladstone Laboratories, Inc. at the request of

,

Kaiser. He said Gladstone concluded that 4 of the 7 NRs were properly voided|
' because the noted welds conformed with the AWS Code but that the other 3 NRs

had minor discrepancies which did not meet the AWS Code.

Gittings stated that approximately 500 NRs had been voided by Kaiser at the
Zimmer project. A number of these NRs were voided and then revised and put
on other NRs, or were voided after it was found they duplicated a previously
reported nonconforming condition. He stated that the only NRs he voided for
having been " written in error" were those from October and November 1980 that
were examined during the NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980.

~
.

.
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Gittings stated that during the past six months Kaiser had problems with some
; of its QC Inspectors who were over inspecting. Gittings said many of the
f inspectors were critical of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system and
) of the Kaiser weld inspection criteria for pipe support hangers and structural
: steel. He said there were differences of opinion on various code interpreta-
! tions, which he felt were common in any weld inspection program.
i

| 4.1.2.5.2 July 8,1981, Interview
!

l On July 8,1981, Phillip Gittings was re-interviewed by NRC following the
NRC investigation of the dispositions of a selected group of about 20 NRs.
Gittings stated that the voiding of NRs by clerks and by SDC Supervisor

| Floyd Oltz was improper because neither the clerks nor Oltz were qualified-

to make engineering judgments concerning deficiencies identified on NRs.-

Gittings indicated that after a December 1980 NRC inspection he directed
the NR procedure be changed so that only he could void an NR.

Gittings stated that Kaiser procedures allowed any QC Inspector to initiate
an NR and required it be entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
system. When questioned about his failure to issue NRs with Control Numbers
CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 written by QC Inspector James Ruiz on
February 23, 1981, Gittings said he directed Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor,
to void those NRs. He said his action on those NRs was contrary to the Kaiser
procedure that only permitted an NR to be voided if it was " written in error."
Gittings said those NRs were not written in error.

Gittings stated that he voided NRs at the request of Construction Department
personnel, but added that he made independent evaluations and decisions when
doing so and was not compelled by construction personnel to void NRs. When
questioned Gittings stated he did not know why Walter C. Dumford's NR (CN-4309)
was not in the Kaiser nonconformance system and denied diverting that NR from
the system.

When questioned about specific irregularities found during the NRC investiga-
| tion, Gittings concurred that the practices of voiding NRs by stating they
| "would be reinspected after redesign," by transferring the nonconformances
l to " punch lists" (lists of items to be corrected by construction), and by

placing nonconformances on Surveillance Reports were not in accordance with
Kaiser procedures.

I

| Gittings stated that Kaiser QC Inspectors were identifying problems at Zimmer.
| He said CG&E and Kaiser did not have enough sufficiently qualified inspectors.
| This was evident when Richard Reiter identified a significant material trace-
| ability problem when reviewing isometric drawings on small bore pipe systems.

Gittings said Reiter had initiated a Surveillance Report correctly identifying
the problem and he (Gittings) had not adequately answered the report. He said
this problem warranted reporting to NRC; however, Kaiser did not do so. He
said that eventually Kaiser hired two QA Engineers to review the documenta-
tion and they found that Reiter's analysis was correct. [During this inves-
tigation, the NRC inspectors reviewed the traceability problem and found
Reiter's analysis to be correct.)

- 17 -
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4.1.2.6 Interview of Kathy Faubion

.

On February 13, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller, was interviewed
by NRC. She stated that Kaiser procedures permit an inspector to call for

' a Control Number (CN) for an NR. She is required to issue a CN to the
inspector, make an entry in the Kaiser Log of Nonconforming Material (NR
Log) describing the nonconforming item, and note the initials of the*

inspector calling for the number. She stated she never " whited out" an
entry for a CN in the log.

Faubion indicated that the QA Manager stamps all voided NRs with a red " void"
stamp. When she receives a copy of the voided NR, she marks through the CN
entry in the log with red ink. She said inspectors frequently call for
control numbers and do not subsequently send the NR. In these cases, Faubion
said she makes the same " void" entry in the NR Log.

She said that prior to December 1980, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records,
had the authority to void NRs; however, William Schwiers, CG&E QA Manager,
directed that this authority be vested solely in the Kaiser QA Manager. She'

said since that time Oltz has not voided any NRs.

4.1.3 Investigation

Concurrent with the conduct of the interviews, the NRC impounded all NRs that
had been voided for any reason to assure that all ertinent NRs would be
available for this investigation. The approxima 500 NRs impounded had -

been identified during an audit of the NR system Nuclear Energy Services,
Inc. (NES). NES had performed the audit for CG&E following NRC inspection
findings described in Section 4.1.2.2 of this report.

Region III personnel reviewed all impounded NRs identified by NES and all NRs
provided by individuals interviewed and determined that about 100 of them
appeared to fit the alleged categories. Of those 100, about 20 NRc were
selected for intensive investigation into their disposition. The results of
the investigations of the selected NRs are presented as individual investi-
gation efforts in Sections 4.1.4 through 4.1.19. Summary conclusions and
findings of the overall investigation in this area are then presented in
Section 4.1.20.

4.1.4 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-5412

4.1.4.1 Background Information
[

l On December 29, 1980, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated Sur-
veillance Report (SR) 2886 to document that a suppression pool liner plate'

; was tensioned before a QC Inspector arrived to verify the initial tensioning.
The corrective action to resolve that condition was for an inspector to be'

. present during the seven and thirty day tension checks to verify that the
{ plate was being tensioned properly.

f On February 3,1981, Dumford initiated an NR (assigned CN-5412) which also
reported that a suppression pool liner plate was being tensioned in violation

,

,

|

,
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of an applied " hold" tag. The NR states " Hold tag was appliediwhile Wall,!

Plate 10D was in process of being tensioned. Once hold tag was applied
i tensioning was continued until tensioning was completed."j

4.1.4.2 Investigation

; 4.1.4.2.1 Interview of Walter Dumford
!

On February 11, 1981, Walter C. Dumford, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 3,1981, he was inspecting suppression
pool wall plates and noticed that a bolt on a plate was not perpendicular to
the plate. He said construction personnel were preparing to tension the plate
when he told them he was going to place a hold tag on it, to which they
responded "try and stop us."

Dumford said he left the area to discuss the matter with his supervisor,
Dennis Donovan, who told him to initiate an NR for the nonconforming bolt
and to place a hold tag to preclude tensioning of the plate. He said he
returned to the suppression pool, placed a hold tag on the plate, and
construction personnel ceased tensioning the plate. He said, however, as
he left the area, he heard the tensioning machine reactivate and observed
that the tensioning crew had ignored his hold tag.

Dumford stated he advised Donovan of the occurrence and Donovin told him to
write an NR documenting continuation of tensioning after a hold tag had been
applied. Dumford called the NR Controller, was issued CN-5412, and docu-
mented the violation of the hold tag. He said that a few days later he was
called into the Kaiser QA Manager's office and was told by the QA Manager,
Phillip Gittings, that the NR should not have been written since it was "a
software (procedural) problem and not a hardware problem." He said Gittings;

then said, "I'm going to void this NR because we do not need this kind of;

paperwork floating around because this is the kind of stuff that causes
investigations." Dumford stated that Rex Baker and Dennis Donovan, who were
also present at the meeting, disagreed with Gittings conclusion and advised
Gittings that they felt it was a valid NR.

Dumford indicated that Dennis Donovan called the NR clerk a few days later
and was told CN-5412 had been reassigned to another NR (the original report
had not been entered into the NR system). Dumford provided a copy of the
original NR CN-5412, which is included as Exhibit 3.

Dumford said this incident was a typical example of Kaiser QA management not
supporting the QA program on site and being influenced by construction con-
siderations. Dumford stated that, in his opinion, the Kaiser QA Manager was

; influenced by construction and QA was not independent at Zimmer. .

On February 11, 1981, Dumford provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 4.

4.1.4.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 3,1981, Walter C. Dumford contacted him

- 19 --
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about a Surveillance Report written against tensioning of bolts on a suppres-,

; I sion pool plate without QA coverage. Doncvan said he called Ken Shinkle,
the QA Engineer responsible for the suppression pool area, and advised him of

| the incident. He said Shinkle told him to write an NR. Donovan stated he wrote
[ the NR and instructed Dumford to place a hold tag on the plate. Donavan said

Dumford later returned to the trailer and told him that he had placed a hold,

tag on the plate, but craft personnel had ignored the tag and continued
tensioning the plate. Donovan said he told Dumford to write a second NR
against the continuation of work after a hold tag had been applied. Donovan

, , stated he initialed the second report and called the NR clerk who assigned
; i it CN 5412. The NR was forwarded directly to Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker

for review.
,

' '

Donovan said that on February 4,1981, he, Baker, and Dumford were called
into Phillip Gittings' office and Baker gave the original copy of the NR to
Gittings. Donovan related that Gittings said, "This report is going to be
voided because this is the kind of thing that starts investigations."
Donovan said that Gittings commented that inspectors should only write NRs

, against hardware problems and not against software problems, and ignoring
! a hold tag was a procedural (software) violation.

Donovan said he and Dumford explained that construction had ignored the
'

hold tag, to which Gittings replied, "If I was in their position I would have
done the same thing." Donovan said he responded that a hold tag was the
strongest QA control mechanism on site and, if one was ignored, an NR should
be written. Donovan said he and Baker told Gittings they disagreed with him

j and the meeting ended.

Donovan said that a few days later he called the NR controller concerning the
! disposition of CN-5412 and found that the number had been reissued to another

NR. Donovan indicated that in his opinion, this was an example of Kaiser QA
management not supporting the inspection program at Zimmer.

On February 13, 1981, Dennis Donovan provided a written sworn statement
attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as,

Exhibit 5.'

_

4.1.4.2.3 Interview of Kenneth Shinkle
)
i On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser QA Engineer, was interviewed
i by NRC. He stated that on February 2,1981 he received a telephone call from

Dennis Donovan regarding a bent bolt on a suppression pool plate. Shinkle
stated he told Donovan this should be documented on an NR and a hold tag,

j' should be placed on the plate to prevent tensioning. Shinkle stated he
later that learned an NR was written and Walter C. Dumford had affixed a
hold tag to the plate. Construction personnel subsequently ignored the,

1 tag. Shinkle said he also learned that a second NR was written by Dumford
for violation of the hold tag which he initialed and forwarded to Rex Baker,
Inspection Supervisor.

.
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4*<j Shinkle stated he later that learnedfPhillip Gittings, after discussions with !

! Dumford, Donovan, and Baker, did not enter the NR into the system. Shinkle
i said the report had been assigned a CN and the inspectors' supervisor had
| concurred it was a valid NR. Nevertheless, Gittings told Shinkle it was not

.

,

going to be processed because "The whole thing has been blown out of proportion."

Shinkle stated in his opinion that Kaiser management does not support the QC
program at Zimmer, construction dominates activity at the site, and QA is
not independent of construction influence.i

On February 18, 1981, Kenneth Shickle provided a written sworn statement
attesting to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as
Exhibit 6.

i

4.1.4.2.4 Interview of Rex Baker
.

1

i On March 3,1981, Rex Bak,er, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that in early February 1981 he attended a meeting in
Gittings' office with Dennis Donovan and Walter C. Dumford. He stated that
during this meeting Dumford said construction had continued to tension a
suppression pool plate after he had placed a hold tag on it. Baker stated
he agreed Dumford was correct in writing the NR for the hold tag violation.
He said Gittings disagreed and stated in his opinion construction was right
to continue tensioning the plate after a hold tag had been affixed to it.
Baker stated he did not know the disposition of the NR and that it was in
Gittings' possession the last time he saw it.

4.1.4.2.5 Record Reviews

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-5412
(E-2996, Revision 1) was written on February 2,1981, for welds having lack
of penetration. This entry does not reflect that CN-5412 had been assigned
to another report written by inspector Dumford on February 3,1981, for
violation of a hold tag. The Equipment Name or Process Entry column in the
NR Log and the Specification column showed evidence that " white-out" was

| used to cover previous entries in the log. A copy of the NR Log page and
'

NR E-2996, Revision 1, is included as Exhibit 7.

4.1.4.3 Findings and Conclusions

i Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
CN-5412 was not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

4.1.5 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-5108

4.1.5.1 Background Information

On May 19, 1980, NR E-5108 was issued identifying a 4-in.-long pipe piece
installed per DDC M-1108 in the residual heat removal (RHR) system for
which material traceability could not be established. The NR also reports
that Weld 80 located near this pipe piece was inside of a wall penetration
(M-13), in violation of licensee specifications. The NR was stamped " void"

s

e
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on June 20, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, QA Engineer-Records, who added a note
1 indicating it was voided because " acceptable documentation was found" that
i established material traceability for the pipe piece. A copy of NR E-5108
J is included as Exhibit 8.

4.1.5.2 Investination.

4.1.5.2.1 Interview of Richard Reiter'

i

l On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from November 1978

' to November 1980. He indicated his job had been to review isometric drawings
and insure that related documentation, such as weld data records, met ASME Code
requirements and that the drawings were correct. He said he found discrepancies
between drawings and associated documentation and conditions in the plant.
Reiter stated that numbers for pipe sections and weld data records did not
match. He said he wrote NRs on the traceability problem and was so concerned
about the dispositions of those NRs that on October 28, 1980, he wrote Sur-
veillance Report (SR) 2819 to Floyd Oltz, his immediate supervisor. He
stated in SR 2819 that he questioned the disposition of NRs dealing with lack

; of material traceability and stated with reference to traceability of small-
'

bore piping that when reviewing isometric drawings he was making assumptions
which he felt compromised his integrity. He also asked for a written
directive telling him to make these assumptions, or for Kaiser to reevaluate
all small-bore isometrics to insure that there was adequate documentation
to allow traceability of the material. *

Reiter stated that Oltz responded to the SR by indicating that all the pro-
'

cedures were approved and were adequate to meet regulatory and ASME Code
requirements and that Reiter was to continue using the approved procedures
and practices in effect. Reiter stated he disagreed with the disposition
of the SR and shortly thereafter terminated his employment with Kaiser,,

because he felt he was being forced to compromise his integrity. A copy'

i of SR 2819 is included as Exhibit 9. On 1981, Reiter provided a
written sworn statement attesting to the preceding information, a copy of
which is also included as Exhibit 10.

I 4.1.5.2.2 Record Reviews and Field Observations

Region III personnel examined the 4 in. section of pipe between Welds 82 and
82a identified on NR E-5108 and on isometric drawing PSK RH 15. No heat or
identification number on the pipe piece was found. Weld _ data sheets (KEI-1
forms) were reviewed for Welds RH-82 and RH-82a that joined the pipe piece
to the RHR system. Both forms had notations initialed and dated "RLR 6/19/80"
identifying the heat number for the pipe piece as Heat No. 232661. [The
initials "RLR" were determined to be the initials of Richard L. Reiter.] The
weld records indicated weld dates of June 15, 1976, (Weld RH-82a) and October 14,
1976 (Weld RH-82) four years prior to the heat number being noted.

The inspector reviewed relevant weld records, material certificates and
drawings, and found no justification for utilizing Heat No. 232661 for the

,

' pipe piece.
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Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:

,

!
j NR E-5108, dated May 19, 1980
! KEI-1 form No. 4826, dated January 21, 1976
i KEI-1 form No. 1852
j Construction Piping Inspection Plan for Residual Heat Removal

.; System, Inspection Plan No. RH-15, dated June 16, 1976
4

{
4.1.5.3 Findinas and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that NR E-5108 was improperly voided since documentation

,

was not found to justify voiding the NR.

4.1.6 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-4309

4.1.6.1 Background Information

On January 7,1980, QC Inspector Michael McCoy obtained NR CN-4309 to-

identify a deficient weld fitup on a 1-3/4-in. cover plate to beam W32X260
located on the reactor pedestal support structure. McCoy stated in the NR
that parts to be fillet welded were not as close as practical (as required),
but were separated by more than 3/16 in. A copy of NR CN-4309 is included
as Exhibit 11.

4.1.6.2 Investigation

4.1.6.2.1 Interview of Michael McCoy

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that on January 7, 1980, he initiated an NR for welds on the
reactor pedestal support structure that did not meet code requirements. McCoy

,

stated his supervisors concurred in his findings, and he received number
CN-4309 from the NR Controller. He said that after he wrote the NR it was
returned to him without disposition. McCoy stated that in addition to voiding ,

! this NR, NRs were frequently inadequately dispositioned. He attributed this
'

to the QA Manager's lack of support for either the inspectors or the QC program
at Zimmer.

On February 11, 1981, Michael McCoy provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 12.

4.1.6.2.2 Record Reviews-

On February 11, 1981, the NR Log was reviewed. The log indicated CN-4309
was assigned to NR E-2417 which identified deficiencies in electrical conduit
bracing in the control room. A copy of this NR is included as Exhibit 13.

During this review, it was noted that there was evidence of " white-out" in
the Specification and Equipment Name or Process columns of the log. A
copyoftheNRLogpageisakqs)includedasExhibit14. e- --
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4.1.6.3 Findings and Conclusions

i

j Based on record reviews and interviews of pergpnnel, it was established that
NR CN-4309 was never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

4

4.1.7 Disposition of Nonconformance' Reports CN-4955 through 4959,'

CN-4930, and CN-4931

4.1.7.1 Background Information,

.

On July 9 and 22, 1980, NRs assigned CNs 4955 through 4959, 4930 and 4931
were written by inspectors Joseph Mills and G. McCann. The NRs identified
weld deficiencies on pipe supports in Diesel Generator (DG) Room A. The 7
NRs had been assigned CNs but no NR number. Copies of the 7 reports are
included as Exhibit 15.

.

4.1.7.2 Investigation

4.1.7.2.1 Interview of Joseph Mills

On June 2,1981, Joseph Mills, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that in July and August of 1980 he identified nonconforming welds
while inspecting pipe support hangers in DG Room A. He said he identified
these welds on NRs that were assigned CNs 4955 to 4959. He said his
supervisor, Rex Baker, concurred the NRs were valid. Mills stated that in
August 1980 he was reassigned from pipe support hanger inspection to structural
welding inspection, and a week after his reassignment the NRs he wrote were

'returned to his desk without being processed. Mills stated that other NRs
written by Inspector G. McCann were also returned to him.

Mills stated that in March 1981 he learned of an NRC investigation into the'

{ NR system and turned in the 7 unprocessed NRs to the NRC Senior Resident
Inspector. He said the Senior Resident Inspector asked him to reexamine the
welds in DG Room A to see if the nonconforming welds he identified were still

,

uncorrected. Mills stated his reinspection indicated that in each case the'

condition that he had previously identified had been repaired, and the welds
were now acceptable. Mills stated that apparently someone had used the in-
formation on the NRs to correct the nonconforming conditions. He said,
however, this was not done via the Kaiser NR system since the original NRs
and all copies had been returned unprocessed.

| On June 2, 1981, Joseph Mills provided a written statement attesting to
the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 16.'

4.1.7.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

On June 19, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that he reviewed the NR Log and found that NRs assigned
CNs 4955 to 4959 and 4930 and 4931 had been voided with the comment " Void-NR

i not issued." Oltz stated that in these instances Kaiser did not retain
a copy of the NR in the voided NR file because reports voided as "not issued"
are usually returned to the inspector.

-
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4.1.7.2.3 Interview of Lynn Anderson

On June 9,1981, Lynn Anderson, QC Engineer, Npelear Energy Services, Inc.,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that.be is contracted to work as a
QC Engineer for CG&E. Anderson stated he is currently conducting an audit
of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. Anderson said that on June 4,
1981, he checked the disposition of NRs assigned CN-4955 to CN-4959. He'

I stated he reviewed the NR Log and found that those CNs had been assigned and
| the reports had been voided on September 30, 1980. Anderson said he checked

all of the Kaiser and CG&E NR files and could not locate those NRs. Anderson,

concluded that, although CNs had been issued, the reports had never been entered
; into the active or voided NR files.

4.1.7.2.4 Record Reviews and Field Observations

When the NR Log was reviewed on June 10, 1981, it was found that CN-4955 to
CN-4959 had been entered into the NR system; however, the entry had been lined
through with the comment " Void-NR not issued" and dated September 30, 1980.

,

[ A review of the NR Log for entries CN-4930 and CN-4931 indicated that they
had also been entered into the NR system; however, the comment " Void-NR noti

| issued" and dated September 30, 1980, was entered in the log book page for
j each entry. Copies of the pertinent NR Log pages are included as Exhibit 17.
I

On June 2, 1981, NRC personnel inspected the areas in DG Room A identified
on NR CN-5955 through CN-5959, CN-4930, and CN-4931. In 2 of the 7 cases,

it appeared that the welds had been reworked, but this could not be determined
| for t.: other 5. However, the nonconforming conditions identified on the NRs

were not evident on the welds inspected.

4.1.7.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that thase NRs were voided but were not retained in
Kaiser files; however, copias of the reports had apparently been returned
to the inspector. -1Aus ,/. J ef age" A D **' *~ & y e.*< d h ~s as

gas. /,J ,, p. A%,

4.1.8 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2466

4.1.8.1 Background Information

During a routine inspection conducted December 27-28, 1979, and
December 17-18, 1980 (IE Inspection Report 50-358/79-37), the inspector
determined that the QC inspection program for safety-related hangers was
inadequate. As a result of the inspection findings, a management meeting
was held at the site on January 17, 1980, and a later meeting was held at
the RIII office on March 7, 1980. Corrective actions committed td by the
licensee included a 100% reinspection of all installed hangers and restraints
by Kaiser QC Inspectors. This commitment is documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6.

On January 3, 1980, Kaiser QC Inspectors inspected large bore pipe hangers
in Diesel Generator (DG) Rooms A, B, and C. They inspected welds on pipe

-

.
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support hangers, concrete embedment bolts, and the configuration and location
,

of pipe support hangers. The inspectors identified nonconforming Kaiser and
,)3 vendor welds on 5 hangers, and improperly embed,ded bolts. They identified'

'j a total of 124 nonconforming pipe suppork hangers, and initiated NR E-2466
'j to doctment this condition. On June 30, 1980, NR E-2466 was voided with the

comment "each hanger listed will be issued on a separate NR." A copy of the,

first 5 pages of this NR is included as Exhibit 18.

4.1.8.2 Investigation

, , 4.1.8.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

!
'!

On March 3,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated he was aware that the NR in question was voided and said'

, ,

the reason for the voiding was that all hangers were subject to reinspection
because of redesign and new seismic safety criteria. Baker said QA Managers

: Phillip Gittings and Kenneth Bumgartner directed that previously inspected
pipe support hangers that were not redesigned would not to be reinspected.
He said that, since all hangers were not replaced due to the redesign effort,
some of the nonconforming hanger welds identified on the subject NR would not
be reinspected. Baker stated that the voided NR was not redispositioned or
reopened. Baker indicated that, in his opinion, this was not done because of
an administrative oversight by the QA Manager.

[ Investigator's Note: The statement that pipe support hangers that had not;

been redesigned were not being reinspected will be reviewed further to deter-
|

mine if it is contrary to a licensee commitment documented in IE Inspection
Report 50-358/80-05, Paragraph 6. This is an unresolved item pending comple-
tion of that review (358/81-13- ).]

|

| 4.1.8.2.2 Record Reviews

NRC personnel reviewed the NR Log to ascertain if the hangers identified on
NR E-2466 had been issued on separate NRs as stated. This review indicated
that of the 124 nonconforming pipe support hangers only 25 had been issued
on other NRs. Of those 25, 8 had been reworked, 7 had been voided, and the
disposition for the remaining 10 was still open. As of February 12, 1981,
the other 99 hengers identified on NR E-2466 had not been reissued.

NR E-2466 was reviewed by NRC personnel and it wra noted that there was a
comment on Page 2 of the NR stating that an asterisk identifies "what appears
to be vendor supplied welds" on pipe support hangers. While reviewing the
31-page NR, it was found that 15 of the 124 pipe hangers identified have an
acterisk identifying them as vendor-supplied hangers. These 15 entries on NR
E-2466 were crossed out without engineering justification. A copy NR E-2466
is included as Exhibit 19.

I 4.1.8.3 Findings and Conclusions

|

| Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established
that NR E-2466 was improperly voided because the condition (reissuance on

*
.
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I
; other NRs) for the voiding was not fully implemented. It was also established
i that vendor velds were omitted from the NR without engineering justification.
:

#

| 4.1.9 Disposition of Nonconformance jReport E-2836
't

4.1.9.1 Background Information'

On June 22,1980, NR E-2836 was written by Inspection Supervisor Rex Baker
,

| after an audit by Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., indicated there was no final
', weld radiograph for Weld WS737 (service water system). There was a comment in
! the " Description of Nonconforwance" section of the NR stating that the only

radiograph available was an "information shot of the root layer" of the weld
:

[now buried underground]. The NR was dispositioned " accept as is" on
October 24, 1980, because the weld data form (KEI-1) reportei that the final

,

weld had been radiographed and accepted by Kaiser personnel :n April 5,1976.
This form indicated review and approval of the final radioguph by the
Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) on April 15, 1976. The " accept as is"
disposition of NR E-2836 was initially rejected by the ANI e: November 7,
1980; however, he approved the disposition on November 11, 1980, based on
the XII-1 form entry showing that a final review of the film was performed
by the ANI. The NR E-2836 was voided on November 10, 1980, with a comment
"see Revision 1 for new disposition." There is a comment on the original
NR which says " Void stamp in error - Rev. I cancelled when ANI accepted
disposition on 11/11/80." NR E-2836, Revision 1, shows the same nonconform-
ing item with the disposition to " accept as is" and the NR is signed by the
appropriate members of the Material Review Board. Both the original NR and
Revision I were closed on November 13, 1980. Copies of NR I-2836 and E-2836,
Revision 1, are included as Exhibit 20.

4.1.9.2 Investigation

4.1.9.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 4,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on October 22, 1980, he initiated NR E-2836 after
an audit found that there was no radiograph of completed Weld WS737. Baker

,

| stated he forwarded the NR to Arch Lanham, Kaiser Construction Department,
| who dispositioned the NR as " accept as is" based on an entry on the weld
l data form. The form indicates a final radiograph of this weld was performed

on April 5,1976, and was accepted by both a Kaiser welding engineer and the
ANI on April 15, 1976. Baker said the NR was returned to his and he told
Lanham the disposition of " accept as is" was contrary to ASEE Code require-
ments because there was no final radiograph of the weld. Baker said he
told Lanham that an entry in a KEI-1 form was insufficient evidence that
the weld had been radiographed.

Baker stated he is a qualified Level III Radiographer and that he had previously
reviewed the Kaiser radiographic report and the accompanying film dated
April 17,.1976. He said he told Lanham the film was an "information shot" of
the root layer pass and not a radiograph of the final weld. Baker said Lanham
indicated the disposition was correct because the radiograph review block on
the KEI-1 form was checked and if QA did not have the film he could care less.

'
.
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s Baker stated he told Lanham that construction would have to excavate the veld ss

I and radiograph it, to which Lanham replied, " Bob Marshall would never let us
} dig it up." Baker stated Lanham dispositioned the'NR as " accept as is" yet '

|
he knew there was no radiograph in the record for- the final weld.

.

I

j Baker stated that on November 7, 1980, Lowell Burton, the site ANI, rejected

j the disposition on NR E-2836 but later rescinded the rejection and agreed with"
the " accept as is" disposition based on the KEI-1 form entry that the finali s

review had been performed by the ANI. Baker said the NR was dispositioned
'

as " accept as is" and he refused to concur in 'the disposition because it was
contrary to ASME Code requirements.r

'

4.1.9.2.2 Interview of Lowell Burton,

t
' On June 5,1981, Lowell Burton, ANI for Hartford Steam Boiler and Insurance

Company, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that after reviewing NR E-2836
he erroneously accepted the disposition of the NR on November 11, 1980.

Burton said he had reviewed the record radiographs for Weld WS737 and found ,

there was no radiograph of the final weld. He stated he has directed CG&E to
reopen the NR to reflect this nonconforming condition. Burton stated he based
his previous acceptance on a review of the weld data form and his personal
notes showing that on April 15, 1976, he reviewed the final weld radiograph and
found it to be acceptable. Burton indicated that during 1976 he reviewed up
to 100 radiographs per day and could have mistakenly entered in his notebook
or on the KEI-1 form that he had reviewed the final weld radiograph for Veld
WS737.

4.1.9.2.3 Record Review

Region III personnel reviewed NR E-2836 and associated documentation, including
the Kaiser Report of Radiographic Examination and accompanying radiograph.
There was no final radiograph for Weld WS737. The radiograph referenced as
accepted by the ANI on April 15, 1976, is actually a radiograpd of a partially
completed weld. The radiograph of the incomplete weld ' dated March 31, 1976,
was reviewed by the ANI on April 15, 1976. Apparently, the radiograph of the a

root pass was mistaken by the ANI to be a radiograph of the final weld.
,s>

(

The following records were reviewed by the RIII inspector: -

NRs E-2836 and E-2836, Revision 1.

KEI-1 forms for weld WS737, dated April 10, 1976

Kaiser Engineers Radiographic Examination Report, dated April 15, 1976t

(and accompanying radiographic film packet)

4.1.9.3 Findings and Conclusions

,
' Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and examination of the

radiographic film for Weld WS737, it was established that NR E-2836 was im-
properly dispositioned as " accept as is" and closed"on November 13,_1980.
The proper disposition for this NR would have been " rework," which would

'

include radiographie examination of the final weld.
. ~

' 6.

'
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4.1.10 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1777
,

'

4.1.10.1 Background Information

On April 3, 1979, Inspector Terry Dakin wrote NR E-1777 stating that weld
195A2 (isometeric Drawing RI-195) on a pipe support hanger in the primaryi

containment area had been performed without QA documentation. Dakin performed..
'

a post-weld inspection and found the weld acceptable; however, no rod slip*

| (also referred to weld rod slip, and KEI-2 form) was found to ensure that the
proper filler metal had been used. The disposition of this NR was to " rework"

' and cut out the weld. This NR was voided on April 30, 1979, with the comment
" rod slip located." A copy of NR E-1777 is included as Exhibit 21.'

s

4.1.10.2 Investigation,

4.1.10.2.1 Interview of Vincent Ferretti

On June 4, 1981, Vincent Ferretti, Level III Radiographer and QA Engineer,
Nuclear Energy Services, Inc., was interviewed by NRC. He stated he had
conducted an audit of the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system. As part of
this audit. he had reviewed NR E-1777 and the asgociated isometric drawings.
Ferretts that the drawing shows 4.hangETs Ynd 6 field welds for each
hanger. .,4ometric drawing and attached weld rod issue slips show, as
stated in che NR, that there is no weld rod issue slip for Weld 195A2.
Ferretti stated the weld rod slips attached to the drawing should identify
particular filler metal used for each weld, but he was unable to ascertain

, what filler metal was used. Ferretti stated the discrepancy identified
in the NR was correct, and he directed the NR be reopened and redispositioned.
Ferretti stated that in his opinion this NR was improperly voided.

4.1.10.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz
,

On June 4, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed by
'

NRC. He stated that he had reviewed NR E-1777, the weld data sheets (KEI-1),
and veld rod issue slips (KEI-2). He said that his review indicated that the'

NR had been improperly voided. Oltz stated that the disposition " rod slip
located" was improper, because the rod slip used to justify the voiding of
the NR does not specifically identify the weld in which the weld rod was used.

'

Oltz said he found nothing in the records associated with this weld to justify
the_yoiding of the NR.

4.1 10.'2.3 Record Reviews
;

- RIII' personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition of
this NR:

NR E-1777
Isometric Drawing No. N4713 RI-195 (Reactor Isolation System)

,q' ,
' KEI-2 forms 111515, 139801, 126964, 126963, 126960, 174535, and 174534

,

n
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; 4.1.10.3 Findings and Conclusions ',

'
| a

| Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
i

i there was no justification for the voiding of NR E-1777:htcar.e.e th'ere was no
'

rod issue slip (KEI-2)' in the, veld data package for Weld:no.195A2.
.

. ', i'

; 4.1.11 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-5122 ; ,;-'

i
_

j 4.1.11.1 Backaround Information '

, '
.

,
.

,
*

On October 16,1980, ' Kaiser QC Inspector, Mark Priebe, wrote -NE'CN-51f 2 follow-
d

ing the initiation of Surveillance Report (SR) 2300' reporting 1tha*. :he flexible .
outer coating of conduit installed in the Containment Building sas splitting
for an unknown reason. This NR was not assigned a.NR'aumber, yet it was voided
on January 2, 1981, with the comment "see attached Surveillance Report No. 2800."-
SR 2800 was the report used to issue the NR. Jk' copy of NR CN-5122 isiincluded . =
as Exhibit 22. '

4.1.11.2 Investigation ' ' "
-

s:
~

~4.1.11.2.1 Interview of Steven Burke'
'

_

; On June 11, 1981, Steven Burke, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed'by NRC.
~

Burke stated that the nonconforming items listed in NR CN-5122 " covering,
splitting and separating from electrical cables in the containment building"
still existed. Burke indicated that he concurred with Priebe's repo:t tha.t

_

, ,

this problem was serious and warranted the issuance of an NR. Furke said
Priebe's NR was not written in error, as he identified the same p'roblem et

_ _ ~sthe same locations identified by Priebe. .-

i

4.1.11.2.2 Record Reviews

Kaiser QA SR 2800 dated June 11, 1981, indicates that on October 9, 1980,
the outer coating of flexible conduit used in the containment ares was
splitting for unknown reasons. The corrective action' statement in the SR, '

{ states the deficiency could be serious enough to warrant formal reporting '

to the NRC. Also f acluded in the corrective action section of the SR are
comments that NRs CN-5122 and CN-5196 were voided in lieu of this SR. 'The
" corrective action verified" section of the SR is stamped " nonapplicable" and -
dated October 14, 1980. An October 15, 1981, a memorandum attached to the SR
from Robert P. Ehas (CG&E) to the Kaiser QA Manager indicates that in Ehas'
opinion this matter did not warrant reporting to the NRC. A copy of SR 2800

; and attachments is included as Exhibit 23.

4.1.11.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations,
it was established that NR CN-5122 was improperly voided. The SR used to
initiate the NRs was apparently used later as justification to void the NRs.I

These NRs were never introduced into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting
system. The Kaiser nonconformance reporting procedure was not followed and
this report was misfiled in the " Inspection Report" file. Apparently NR
CN-5196 was dispositioned in the same manner.

- 30 -
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4.1.12 Disposition of'Nonconformance Report E-2233j,

.

4.1.12.'1 Bacharound

On November 21, 1979, QC Inspector L. Wood initiated NR E-2233 documenting
nonconforming conditions for Weld WS62GP in the Service Water System. The
wcld la'cked evidence of'fitup inspection, welder qualification, and material| ,

' il traceability; however, a final visual inspection of the weld was made and the
' weld was accepted. On. December 21, 1979, M. Feltner, QA Engineer, disposi-4

: ! tioned the NR and directed it to be " reworked" and cut out. On January 24,
' ;- 1980, the NR was voided with the comment "KE1 form corrected" which was
! initialed by Floyd Oltz.

,

E s7 The KEI-I form was initially annotated to reflect that weld procedure, weld
. qualifications, heat numbers, and fitup would be verified by the QC inspector

- daring inprocess inspection of this weld. The form was annotated with a "NA"
superisposed over an mark previously made by a welding engineer.-

,

NR E-2237, dated November 23, 1979, for the Closed Cooling Water System,
reports the same nonconforming condition (i.e. , lack of weld traceability

'

., and. welder qualification) on another weld. The disposition for this report
' was " rework;" however, it was also voided by Floyd Oltz on December 19, 1979,

with a comment " void rod slip found." This disposition was identical to that, ,

of NR,E-2233. Copies of NR E-2233 and E-2237 are included as Exhibit 24.

4.1.'12.2 Investigation '

- 1 -

4.1.12.2.1 Record Reviews"

NRC personnel reviewed NR E-2233 and related documentation. This NR was
. voided after the weld data record (KEI-1) form was " corrected." The

correction was actually a deletion of previous stipulated hold points, and
~

there is no documentation included to support the engineering basis for
deleting the hold points.

The iollowing records were reviewed while tracking the dispositions of these
NRs:

NRs E-2237and E-2233,
,

KEI-1 forms 18391 and associated KEI-2 forms

~

KEI-1 forms 2554, 2552 and 2560

[ Note: During the review of retords, Floyd Oltz said he had deleted the hold
points from the KEI-1 form; however, no signature or date of deletiBn was noted
on the form. ]

4.1.12.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NRs E-2233 and E-2237 were improperly voided because previously stipulated

'
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. hold points were deleted by a document reviewer who did not provide engineering
| justification.
4

4.1.13 Disposition of Nonconformance Report NRC-0001
I

4.1.13.1 Background Information.

On February 11, 1981, QC Inspector James Ruiz initiated an NR (given identifer
'

NRC-0001 for this investigation report) identifying nonconforming welds on.

drywell steel in the primary containment. Ruiz described the nonconforming
condition as an electrode weave exceeding 3/4 in. The NR was not assigned
a CN or NR number. The NR had a comment written in the " Disposition" section
stating it was "sent back with no reply." This NR was provided to NRC by
Inspector Ruiz. A copy of NRC-0001 is included as Exhibit 25.

4.1.13.2 Investigation

"

4.1.13.2.1 Interview of James Ruiz

On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that on February 11, 1981, he performed an inspection of a beam located
in the Primary Containment Building and noted a nonconforming condition on a
weld. Ruiz stated he wrote an NR on this condition and submitted it to his
supervisor, Dennis Doaovan, who concurred and forwarded it to Rex Baker,
Inspection Supervisor, who also concurred.

.

Ruiz stated that the next day Baker informed him Phillip Gittings, the QA
Manager had returned the report saying that inspectors were not to write a
report against a procedural violation. The NR was then returned to him,
without assignment of a CN. Ruiz stated he took exception to'Gittings'
decision prohibiting inspectors from writing reports against procedural
violations. He said the welding procedures delineated the welding speci-
fications, parameters, dimensions, and other inspection criteria for judging
whether a weld is acceptable.

Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding information, a copy
of which is included as Exhibit 26.

4.1.13.2.2 Interview of Phillip Norman

On June 3,1981, Phillip Norman, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that on this date he accompanied the NRC Inspector to the
Primary Containment Building during his inspection of drywell steel Beam 81.,

'

Norman stated he concurred that the electrode weave on a weld on Beam 81
exceeded 3/4 in.

4.1.13.2.3 Record Reviews and Field Observations *

Region III personnel visually examined the weld inspected by Ruiz on drywell
steel Beam 81 located in the Primary Containment Building. The weld displayed
an electrode weave in excess of 3/4 in.

l
.
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; RIII personnel reviewed the NR Log and all Kaiser NRs initiated between
;

February 11 and February 20, 1981. The NR written by Ruiz on February 11,,

i 1981, was not found in the Kaiser files and was apparently not entered into
the Kaiser nonconformance reporting sys, tem., ": ; ,

-

t

4.1.13.3 Findings and Conclusions
;

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and field observations, it
,

was established that NR NRC-0001 was never entered into the Kaiser noncon-'

4

formance reporting system. The questioned weld on Beam 31 in the Primary1 i ,

Containment drywell area was visually inspected by NRC personnel; the.

deficiern r identified by Ruiz and reported in the NR was confirmed. The
weld is r.ot necessarily defective; however, it did exceed specifications
as stated by Ruiz in the NR. The nonconforming condition identified in the

,
' NR had not been corrected. ,

4.1.14 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-1661 and E-1662

4.1.14.1 Background Information

On February 8,1979, Kaiser QC Inspector David Painter initiated NRs E-1661
| and E-1662 identifying nonconforming welds on pipe support hangers in the
; drywell pneumatic system. Both of the NR were dispositioned as " rework" on
j May 2, 1979. On November 11, 1980, the NRs were voided by Floyd Oltz with a

comment that the nonconforming hangers would be reinspected after design
analysis. Copies of NR E-1661 and E-1662 are included as Exhibit 27.

4.1.14.2 Investigation

4.1.14.2.1 Interview of David Painter;

On January 14 and June 4,1981, David Painter, Kaiser QC Inspector, was
interviewed by NRC. He stated that as a lead inspector he supervises
three other inspectors involved in the inspection of pipe support hangers
at Zimmer. Painter stated that inspectors wrote a group of NRs identifying
nonconforming conditions in pipe support hangers that have been disposi-
tioned as " Void-will be reinspected after design analysis." Painter
indicated that when this comment was made, a 100% reinspection was planned,

for all pipe support hangers. He said that plan was rescinded and hangers
are now being inspected according to an M-12 checklist that checks only for
configuration and location of the hanger after it is redesigned. Painter
indicated the QA Manager said that any hangers previously accepted prior to
design changes and not affected by the design changes would not to be rein-
spected. Painter said this negated the earlier commitment used as justifi-
cation for voiding the NRs, and now inspectors were finding nonconforming
welds on hangers that had previously been inspected and accepted. Painter
stated Gittings was told about this, and he repeated that if a pipe support
hanger had been previously inspected and accepted he was not initiating a NR
for reinspection findings.

[As noted in Section 4.1.8.2.1 of this report, the scope of the licensee's
program for pipe support haugers is an unresolved item (50-358/81-13- ).]

.

* e
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4.1.14.2.2 Record Reviews
s .

! RIII personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR: **

, ,

NRs E-1661 and E-1662

Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. RYIB2BA34
,

! Kaiser isometric drawing for Line No. IIN61AC34 (drywell
! pneumatic system reactor containment)

) 4.1.14.3 Findings and Cone:usions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NRs E-1661 and E-1662 were improperly voided because the condition '(rein-
spection after design analysis) for the voiding was not fully implemented.

i

n '

4.1.15 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2996

4.1.15.1 Background Information

On February 2,1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, initiated
NR E-2996, Revision 1, reporting that full penetration welds on T-Quenchers
Serial Nos. 001, 003, 007, 0011, and 0012, were found to have a lack of
penetration at the backing ring (i.e., split backing ring). However, the
rest of the weld was acceptable. The nonconforming T-Quenchers are located

. in the suppression pool main steam relief system. The NR was dispositioned
'

on February 9,1981, as " accept as is" by Arch Lanham, KEI Construction
Department. Lanham's justification for acceptance was that a split backing
ring does not affect the integrity of the weld.

The licensee's architect-engineer, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), took exception
to this disposition and directed that the T-Quencher welds be ultrasonically
examined. On February 24, 1981, all the T-Quenchers were ultrasonically
examined and found acceptable with the exception of No. 007. S&L dispositioned
the NR as acceptable, with the exception of No. 007, indicating that additional
data was required to resolve No. 007 because it was not ultrasonically tested as
directed. The Kaiser Material Keview Board (MRB) agreed with S&L's disposition
and granted conditional approval of the disposition of the NR in March 1981.

NR E-2996, Revision 1, was dispositioned as closed on March 17, 1981. This NR
was closed without any evidence that the required additional examination of
T-Quencher No. 007 had been completed. A copy of NR E-2996, Revision 1,
is included as Exhibit 28.;

! 4.1.15.2 Investigation
i

' 4.1.15.2.1 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 3,1981, Rex Baker, Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed by NRC.
| He stated that he wrote NR E-2996, Revision 1, on February 2,1981, and that

:

. .
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I it was improperly closed on March 17, 1981. Baker stated that T-Quencher
| No. 007 was not ultrasonically examined as directed by S&L. Baker said the
| NR was improperly closed by a clerk in the Document Control office on March 17,
1 1981. Baker related NRC that he learned, E-2996, Revision 1, was closed, ----

l after which he initiated NR E-3172 (which references E*2996 and addresses the
issue that T-Quencher No. 007 was not adequately tested as directed in NR

| E-2996).

4.1.15.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz

;

On June 3,1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed i
'

i by NRC. He stated that NR E-2996, Revision 1, was initiated by Baker on -

February 2, 1981, for nonconforming welds on T-Quenchers. Oltz stated
that S&L directed the T-Quenchers be ultrasonically examined to establish

'

their acceptability. He said that apparently T-Quencher No. 007 could not
be ultrasonically examined so S&L dispositioned the report as acceptable,
with the exception of T-Quencher No. 007.

Oltz stated he gave the NR to Kathy Faubion, NR Controller, who read the initial
disposition of " accept as is" on the.NR and did not read the exceptions placed
in the rest of the disposition column by the architect-engineer. Oltz said
Faubion mistakenly closed the NR because she assumed the condition was " accept
as is" when in fact S&L had only granted partial acceptance. Oltz concluded
this NR was improperly closed due to a clerical error.

4.1.15.2.3 Interview of Kathy Faubion
'

On June 4, 1981, Kathy Faubion, Kaiser NR Controller was interviewed by.NRC.
She stated she closed NR E-2996, Revision 1, on March 17, 1981, because the
top of the disposition block on the NR had the comment " accept as is."
Faubion said she closed the NR but did not read the additional comments in
the " Disposition" column. Faubion stated that in May 1981 Rex Baker told her
she had improperly closed this NR. She said Baker then initiated NR E-3172
documenting the nonconforming condition for T-Quencher No. 007.

4.1.15.2.4 Record Review

Region III personnel reviewed documentation and radiographs associated with NR
E-2996, Revision 1. The deficiency, (i.e., split backing ring) is permissible
under ASME Codes for Class C welds and the condition was not nonconforming.
However, an ultrasonic examination was performed to verify the location of the
split to be in the backing ring and not in the weld. Records indicated that
on February 24, 1981, the questioned T-Quenchers were ultrasonically examined
(with the exception of Quencher No. 007) and found to be acceptable. It
appeared that further ultrasonic testing (UT) or other nondestructive examina-
tion should have been conducted on T-Quencher No. 007; however, NR E-2997,
Revision 1, was mistakenly closed on March 17, 1981, without examining
T-Quencher No. 007.

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR:
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j NRs E-3172, dated May 11, 1981, and E-2996, Revision 1
:

Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. Report of Ultrasonic Examination, dated3

| February 14, 1981
4

! Sargent & Lundy Engineers, meno dated March 5, 1981
i

j KEI-1 form for T-Quenchers 011, 003, 007, 009, 011, and 012
|

|
4.1.15.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews, interviews of personnel, and review of radiographs.

by RIII personnel, it was established that this NR was improperly closed on;

i March 17, 1981, because che required ultrasonic testing of T-Quencher No. 007
; was not performed.

4.1.16 Disposition of Nonconformance Report CN-4389

4.1.16.1 Background Information

On January 3,1980, D. J. Luttmann, Kaiser QC Inspector, initiated a 33 page
NR that was assigned CN-4389. This NR reported various nonconforming
conditions in electr 1 cable, rays, and hangers in the Auxillary Building.
The NR was voided by le Burges on December 2, 1980, because the "NR was
initiated just prior to [the] inspector leaving the job. A lot of the items
listed were acceptable in this area. Some items needed reinspection." This
NR was recovered from the Site Document Control Vault on June 4, 1980,
apparently having been misfiled with " Inspection Reports" identifying *

nonconforming material found during receipt inspections. Although the NR.

was " voided," it was stamped " Inspection Report" in the block reserved for
assignment of the NR number. A copy of the first 5 pages of NR CN-4389
is included as Exhibit 29.

4.1.16.2 Investigation

InterviewofhleBurges4.1.16.2.1

On June 18, 1980, Kyle Burges Kaiser Inspection Supervisor [was interviewed
A NRC He state that he vorded the NR assigned CN-4389 o6 lecember 2,1980.
Ourgesk)EtatedthatInspectorD.J.Luttmannwasanelectricalinspectorwho

had reported various nonconforming conditions in the electrical area. He
indicated that he voided this NR because Luttmann had left the site and some
of the items had been found to be acceptable; however, some were valid non-
conforming conditions. urge ould give no reason why the voided NR had;

been placed in the Inspection Report file.'

|

4.1.16.2.2 Record Reviews

Region III personnel reviewed the following records related to the disposition
of this NR.

NR CN-4389, dated January 23, 1980.
Kaiser Procedure QACMI G-4, Revision 7, dated April 7, 1980.

.
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| 4.1.16.3 Findings and Conclusions

! Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
{ there was insufficient reason to justify the voiding of NR CN-4389.

4.1.17 Disposition of Nonconformance Report E-2191.

1
] 4.1.17.1 Background Information

'

;

! On November 2, 1979, NR E-2191 was initiated by Richard L. Reiter to report
that the consumable insert in a weld in the Closed Cooling Water System was

i not tra eable. Reiter said there was no heat number on the weld rod issue
slip ( 2) for the consumable insert in weld WR-523 on Drawing PSK WR-9. "~~~~~-

; Reiter commented in the text of the NR that he confirmed this by looking at
the original copy of the KEI-2 form. The initial disposition of this report
was " accept as is" with the reason given that all consumable inserts are
purchased as Class I (safety-related) traceable materials. The NR was closed
on November 8,1979', and was reopened after the Authorized Nuclear Inspector
(ANI) rejected this disposition on January 7,1980.

On February 19, 1980, NR E-2191 w.is voided with the comment that it was
redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revnsion 1. NR E-2191, Revision 1, was voided
on February 22, 1980, by Floyd Oltz, with a comment that the weld rod issue
slip had been found. There were no engineering or Material Review Board
concurrences on this disposition. Copies of NR E-2191 and E-2191, Revision 1,
are included as Exhibit 30.

4.1.17.2 Investigation

4.1.17.2.1 Interview of Richard L. Reiter

On March 25, 1981, Richard L. Reiter, former Kaiser Document Reviewer, wasj

-\
interviewed by NRC. He stated that on November 2, 1981, he initiated NR
E-2191 after he observed that Kaiser weld data form (KEI-1) No. 23037 for
Weld WR-523 did not have a heat number for the consumable insert that was
used. Reiter stated he checked the weld rod issue form, Kaiser warehouse

files, and identical copies of the weld rod issue forms, 4'Tound on any of
and found no record

of the heat number. Reiter stated that if any entries _Ma --

the weld rod issue forms, these entries were false and were made after
November 2, 1979.

Reiter provided a written statement attesting to the preceding information,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 10.

4.1.17.2.2 Interview of Floyd Oltz
.

On February 25, 1981, Floyd Oltz, Kaiser QA Engineer-Records, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that NR E-2191 was written by Reiter when he found no heat
number for the consumable insert on Weld WR-523. The NR was dispositioned by
Louis Boetger with a disposition of "eccept as is" because all consumable
inserts are purchased as Class I nuclear grade caterial. Oltz stated that the
ANI disapproved this disposition on January 7, 1980. This NR was voided on
February 19, 1980, and was redispositioned on NR E-2191, Revision 1. Oltz
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f stated that he voided NR E-2191, Revision 1, on February 22, 1980, with a
| comment that a weld rod issue slip with a heat number for the consumable

j insert was found. Oltz stated that Arch Lanham had found the rod slip for
j the weld with a heat number for the consumable insert.
2

i 4.1.17.2.3 Interview of Arch Lanham
!

I On March 25, 1981, Arch Lanham, Kaiser Senior Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that he dispositions NRs for the Construction Department
at Zimmer. Lanham stated that he frequently searches for lost documentation,

,

such as rod slips, when resolving NRs in which a lack of adequate documenta-e

tion was cited as the nonconforming condition. He stated that, in the case,

of NR E-2191, the nonconforming condition was lack of a heat number for the
' consumable insert for Weld WR-523. Lanham provided his copy of NR E-2191

with field notes he wrote when dispositioning the NR.

'

Lanham stated the original disposition of the NR was " accept as is"; however,
on December 17, 1979, he noted that Floyd Oltz had the original copy of the
NR and he noted on his copy, "could there be more than one rod slip for insert?"!

Lanham stated tnere is also a notation that on Januar) 22, 1980, the NR was
still not back from the architect-engineer. After reviewing his notes, Lanham
stated that it appeared he reviewed the KEI-I form and original rod slip
[KEI-2 form] and found that he had inspected wcld WR-523 on October 17, 1977.
He stated there was no heat number for the consumable insert on the KEI-1 form;
however, he had reviewed weld rod issue slip No. 97957 and found a heat number

i for the consumable insert.

Lanham indicated that the heat number for the consumable insert was marked
in ink on the carbon form (gold copy of form No. 97957) and was circled in
red with his initials. Lanham stated he recalls that he made this entry on
the gold copy of the form in October 1977 while inspecting the weld. He said
there was no heat number on the weld rod issue form and he called the weld rod
shack to obtain a proper heat number for the consumable insert. Lanham said
he did not make the entry on the form during November 1979 through February

,

1980 while dispositioning this NR.
I

4.1.17.2.4 Recod Reviews

Kaiser isometric Drawing PSK WR-9 for the Closed Cooling Water System was
reviewed for line No. 1WR17AB 2-1/2, weld WR-523. The Kaiser KEI-1 form shows
a notation that the heat number for the consumable insert is No. 6059491.
Weld rod issue slip (KEI-2 form) No. 97957 (gold copy) shows that Heat No.
6059491 is the only entry written in ink on carbon form. Two other copies
of KEI-2 form No. 97957 (white copy and blue copy) do not have similar entries
for the heat number. Copies of the weld data sheet (KEI-1) and accompanying
weld issue forms (KEI-2) are included as Exhibit 31.

~

4.1.17.3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on record reviews and interviews of personnel, it was established that
NR E-2191, Revision 1, was improperly dispositioned because there was no review
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4.1.18 Disposition of Nonconformance Reports CN-5476, CN-5477, CN-5479

'I; 4.1.18.1 Backaround Information
1

,

:

l On February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz initiated three NRs, nuebered |
'

CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479, reporting nonconforging conditions on drywell '

t

} support steel in the Primary Containment Building. Ruiz stated that Welds 63, - --

' 58, and 3 were tull penetration groove welds requiring 100% coverage by non-
destructive examination by either radiography, magnetic particle, or ultrasonic
testing but no tests had been documented. He also found that all 3 welds
lacked documentation for the backing strips, filler metal, welder qualifications,

t or welding procedure. The NR Log shows that NRs CN-5477 to CN-5479 were voided
,

j with the notation " Void-NR not issued" on February 27, 1981. Copies of these
i NRs were not retained in the Kaiser SDC files. Copies of NRs CN-5476, CN-5477,
4 and CN-5479 are included as Exhibit 32.

4.1.18.2 Investigation
.

4.1.18.2.1 Interview of James Ruiz

) On February 25, 1981, James Ruiz, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that the Kaiser QA Manager was arbitrarily voiding NRs and
he had no assurance that reports he initiated would be entered into the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system or that the conditions he identified would be
corrected. Ruiz provided NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated these
had been initiated by him on February 23, 1981. He indicated he did not think
they would be processed properly by the nonconformance reporting system.

Ruiz provided a written sworn statement attesting to the preceding information,
a copy of which is included as Exhibit 26.

4.1.18.2.2 Interview of Dennis Donovan

On June 10, 1981, Dennis Donovan, Kaiser QC Inspector, was interviewed by NRC.
He stated that he had reviewed NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and concurred
with them. Donovan stated that Ruiz erred in his identification of one defici-
ency on these NRs, because a Design Document Change (DDC) had been written by
S&L that eliminated the nondestrucive examination (NDE) requirement for welds
on these beams. Donovan questioned S&L's waiver of this requirement and said
it was contrary to S&L Specification H2174 that requires 100% nondestructive
examination of all Class I welds. Donovan stated he had reviewed the DDC and
found that S&L waived the nondestructive examination for " ease of construction."
He said that, in his opinien, this was not an adequate justification for the
noted disposition. Donovan advised that the Kaiser Construction Department
is repairing these and other cantilever beams in the Primary Containment
Building.

4.1.18.2.3 Interview of Rex Baker

On June 10, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, Inspector James Ruiz identified
nonconforming welds on some cantilever beams located in the Primary Containment
Building. Baker stated Ruiz initiated and he concurred in NRs CN-5476, CN-5477,
and CN-5479. Baker stated Ruiz documented nonconforming conditions such as

.
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lack of nondestructive examination of full penetration welds, material trace-
,
' ability and welder qualifications.

Baker stated that on February 27, 1981, he voided these NRs with the comment
" Void NR not issued." He stated he voided these NRs after a meeting in

February 1981 with Phillip Gittings, Kenneth Shinkle, and Robert Marshall.

i during which the nonconforming conditions identified by Ruiz were discussed.2

Baker said that during the meeting Marshall stated that the welds on these4

| cantilever beams were to be cut out by Kaiser; therefore, these nonconformance
! reports should be voided. Baker stated that he voided these NRs on Gittings'

instructions and gave Gittings the original copies of all 4 NRs.
'

f 4.1.18.2.4 Interview of Kenneth Shinklei

; ; On June 11, 1981, Kenneth Shinkle, Kaiser Mechanical / Civil / Structural QA
Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. He stated that on February 23, 1981, QC
Inspector James Ruiz initiated NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479.

Shinkle stated he reviewed these NRs and found that Inspector Ruiz had
erred in identifying one nonconforming condition. He stated that a DDC had
been issued by the licensee's architect-engineer that waived NDE requirements
for the nonconforming beams identified by Ruiz. '

Shinkle stated that he questioned the justification for this DDC because
the text of the DDC said "for ease of construction" NDE is waived. Shinkle
said that the welds identified in the NRs are Class I welds because they
are welded to the containment liner plate and both S&I specifications and
ASME Code requirements require 100% NDE for Class 1 welds.

I Shinkle stated Ruiz did not err in identifying the remaining nonconforming
i conditions, such as lack of material traceability and welder qualifications.

Shinkle advised that the cantilever beams in question hold up walkways,
pipe support hangers, and heating and ventilation ducts in the primary

| containment building.

Shinkle stated that he attended a meeting in February 1981 with Rex Baker,
Phillip Gittings, and Robert Marshall, regarding Ruiz's NRs. Shinkle stated
that Marsha1/ wanted to repair the beams on a case-by-case basis and perform
a visual ins;ection of the welds. Shinkle stated that Gittings agreed with
this approach and told him to work with the Construction Department te rework

,

the welds using KEI-1 repair cards without processing the NRs Ruiz ha3 written.

Shinkle stated that to the best of his knowledge the nonconformances written
by Ruiz were never entered into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.
He stated that this was especially significant in light of the fact that in
February 1981 there was an NRC investigation into irregularities in the Kaiser
nonconformance reporting system.

Shinkle stated that after Gittings directed him to resolve the issues
identified he conducted an inspection of cantilever beams located at the
572-ft elevation of the Primary Containment Building. Shinkle indicated
he found that there was no final QC inspection on any of the 27 beams and
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4 had no record of fitup inspection. Shinkle stated he identified the same
nonconforming conditions, lack of weld filler metal and backing strip trace-'

ability, and lack of evidence of welder qualification for these welds. In

; addition, Shinkle stated he conducted a visual examination of the welds and
in many cases the welds did not appear to meet Code requirements.

Shinkle stated he advised Robert Marshall of the above and Marshall stated
; he did not want to repair the nonconforming conditions because modifica-

|
tions had been made to the beams to add side plates and those plates would
have to be removed to conduct inspections of the affected welds. Shinkle-

advised that the Construction Department is now in the process of removing
the questioned beams.

4.1.18.2.5 Interview of Thomas McKennaj

On August 10, 1981, Thomas A. McKenna, Sargent & Lundy Structural Project
Engineer, was interviewed by NRC. McKenna stated that DDC-712 waived non-
destructive examination of full penetration groove welds on cantilever beams
supporting walkways in the primary containment area. The DDC was written in
1975 to waive the NDE examinations for " ease of construction." He said that
at that time the beams supported personnel walkways only and had no appendages
affixed.

!

! McKenna said, in hindsight, that a better explantion of the engineering basis
for the waiver could have been written on the DDC (i.e., the beams supported
minimal loads). He said that the S&L waiver of NDE for these welds did not
consitute a waiver of other quality requirements, such as visual inspections
of the welds required by the AWS Code.

| McKenna stated that since 1975 there has been extensive redesign of the
suppression pool area and the beams now support safety-related pipe supports,

| air ducts, and electrical cable tray support hangers. He said that in
April 1981, an individual on site questioned the quality of these welds.

, He said that during visual inspections the welds were found to be of poor'

quality and documentation reviews indicated that the required documentation
of quality inspections could not be found. He said these nonconforming
conditions are currently being addressed and corrected, and the previous DDC
waiving nondestructive examinations of these welds was rescinded on May 18,
1981, by DDC-2635. He said the welds will be repaired and radiographed or
magnetic particle tested.

McKenna said he reviewed NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 and stated DDC-712
addressed Item 1 on those NRs concerning a failure to nondestructively examine
these welds. He said, however, the DDC did not waive other nonconforming

; conditions identified on the NRs, such as traceability of weld filler metal,
evidence of fitup inspection, and that the welds did not meet AWS criteria.
McKenna stated the voiding of this NR based only on the DDC was improper and
he would not have approved its disposition. He said S&L does not receive
voided Nonconformance Reports from Zimmer for engineering review and would
not have reviewed this NR if it had been voided by Kaiser.
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3 4.1.18.2.6 Record Reviews ;

}'
; On June 6,1981, Regina Rudd, Kaiser NR Controller, was contacted and asked
i to retrieve NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 from the Kaiser Site Document
| Control Center. Rudd stated that she conducted a search of the open, closed,

'

and voided nonconformance report files and could not locate the nonconformancei

j reports assigned these numbers. Rudd provided a copy of the NR Iog page
I reflecting that on February 27, 1981, NRs CN-5476, CN-5477, and CN-5479 were
| voided with a comment " Void-NR not issued." A copy of the NR Log page is

]
included as Exhibit 33.

4.1.18.3 Findings and Conclusions

j Based on record reviews nd interviews of personnel it was established the NRs
CN-5476, CN-5477 and CN-5479 were not entered into the Kaiser nonconformance_ ,

, - reporting system.

''
4.1.19 Summary Findings and Conclusions

All of the allegations made by the QC inspectors were found to be correct.
It was found there were widespread irregularities in the system. Kaiser
procedures permit voiding of a NR only if the NR was " written in error,
duplicated, or the nonconforming conditions has been corrected...by con-
struction." AcomputerizedlistingprovidedinJuly19/indicatedthat'

1,031 NRs were voided, between January 1 and March 31, 1981, including
those that were actually superseded rather than voided. Some were
voided by the QA Manager, some by the QA Engineer-Records, and some by a
clerk. A chronological breakdown of the' number of voided NRs per month

,
' is included as Exhibit 34. The dispositions of a selected group of about

20 reports, either voided or alleged not to be in the reporting system, were
reviewed and it was found that in 15 cases the NRs were either voided
improperly, improperly dispositioned, closed in error, or the disposition
was not fully implemented. In several cases, the justification used for
voiding the NR was erroneous (e.g. , it was found the QA Manager was voiding1

'

NRs which were not written in error). In some cases, the NRs had been
reviewed by a Construction Engineer and " rework" was ordered, yet the NR
was later " voided." It was found that some of this activity occurred after
an NRC inspection on December 2-3, 1980, in which the licensee and the Kaiser
QA Manager were told that this activity was contrary to NRC requirements.
It was also established that, following the NRC inspection, the Kaiser QA
Manager had on three occasions not entered NRs (CN-4309, NRC-0001, CN-5412)
into the Kaiser nonconformance reporting system.

This investigation also disclosed that an NR was improperly dispositioned
as " accept as is" when " rework" was appropriate. In one case (NR E-2836),
the " accept as is" disposition was contrary to ASME Code requirements.

NRs that identified multiple nonconforming conditions were voided improperly
with a comment that the NR was being " revised" or that "each deficiency would
be issued on a separate NR" or items would be " reinspected." It was determined
that nonconforming items were not reissued on separate NRs and were not re-
inspected as stated on the NR at the time of voiding. It was also found that
during " revisions" some nonconforming items were removed from NRs without
justification.
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The allegation that the Kaiser QA Manager voided NRs at the request of the
Construction Department was correct; however, the QA Manager stated that he

,

! had made an independent decision when doing so.
!

I This investigation established that nonconforming conditions identified by
; Quality Control Inspectors were improperly dispositioned. It was also

established that the licensee failed to take effective corrective action
I following the December 1980 NRC inspection.

This widespread problem of improper handling of NRs is addressed in the;

licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.
'

d*5"H).rw A. f,.,.,,g,tfyp/4.1.20 Items of Noncompliance /. ey**p
9 s f aa.h ev.4~ * * *

y.
5,Da6 item of noncompliance was identified (failure to process nonconforming

items in accordance with documented procedures).

4.2 Bolt Hole Preparation

4.2.1 Allegation

Bolt holes for large bore pipe support hangers are required to be made by
drilling rather than burning (flame cutting). Although some instances of
burned bolt holes have been identified, there is no inspection program to
assure the bolt holes are inspected.

4.2.2 Investigation

4.2.2.1 Review of Procedures

H. J. Kaiser Co. Instruction M-12, " Inspection Instructions for Pipe Hangers,
Support and Restraint Installation," Revisions 9, 10, and 11, states the
following in Paragraph 3.0:

"Any essential hanger base plate installed by HJK shall require the
removal of at least one (1) nut / washer in order that the HJK Quality
Inspector may verify the correct bolt hole size in the plate.

"During inspections, if the HJK Quality Inspectors observe the bolt
hole size to be incorrect (or eccentric), the inspector shall issueI

a Nonconformance Report (NR)."

In Paragraph 4.4.9.d, it states.

"The tolerance for base plate bolt holes is as follows:
.

3/8" 9 and 1/2" 9 - 1/8" larger than nominal bolt 9
5/8" 9 and larger - 3/16" larger than nominal bolt 9

[9 is symbol used for bolt hole diameter]

" Torch cut holes that have not been reamed are unacceptable.
(Use QACMI M-15 checklist to identify.)"

|
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i
j The procedure requires in ectio of the baseplate bolt hole location, bolt

hole sizes, tolerances, ecyThe CG&E QA Manager indicated in a telephonentrgity,andlocationofbaseplatebasedon! a single sample per plate.,

.| conversation that all bolt holes were being inspected and that the procedure
i was being revised to require inspection of all bolt holes. The licensee's
. past inspection program for examining bolt holes was consistent with the
!

3 sample size uset in IE Bulletin 79-02, " Pipe Support Base Plate Designs :

f6 ' Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts.".f 3

'h 4.2.2.2 FSAR Requirements4

b'lb The Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, commits to ANSI N45.2.5-1972 (Draft),
I " Supplementary Quality Assurance Requirements for Installation, Inspection,

and Testing of Structural Concrete and Structural Steel During the Construc-
tion Phase of Nuclear Power Plants." Paragraph 5.3 of ANSI N45.2.5 states,
in part, that burning of bolt holes is not permitted.

4.2.2.3 Licensee Position

i During a telephone conversation on July 23, 1981, the licensee stated
that the materials affected by Instruction M-12 were not structural steel
as defined by the American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Manual,

i Seventh Edition. Therefore, the licensee's position was that the require-
j ment not permitting burning of bolt holes does not apply.

{Sof)n.J
In a subsequent telephone conversation the.CG&E QA Manager, indicated that
NRC appeared to be taking the no-burning requirement out of context. He

,

indicated the paragraph containing the no-burning requirement refers to
the condition of contact surfaces of friction types of connections, bolt'

! hole alignment, and the correction of fabrication errors.
'

,

')
'

Thisisanunreskgveditemandwillbereviewedduringasubsequent'

6inspection (3J 358/81-13- ).
4.2.4 Findings and Conclusions

3 ,

,

The acceptability of torch cutting bolt holes (the applicability of ANSI
Standard N 45.2.5 prohibiting burning of bolt holes) is unresolved and will
be reviewed during a subsequent inspection. The licensee's past inspection
program for examining bolt holes was consistent with IE Bulletin 79 2

t" Pipe Support Base Plant Desig s Using Concrete Expansion Anchor B lts."
The licensee is currently inspecting all bolt holes.

4.2.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

4.3 ASME Code Data Package Discrepancies

4.3.1 Allegation

It was alleged that during system turnover, Quality Assurance Engineers,
(QAEs) Wood and David Fox were reviewing documentation in ASME Code Data

'
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packages and identifying numerous discrepancies in these packages, which
j were being recorded on exception lists instead of nonconformance reports.

The alleger questioned whether it was acceptable to document discrepancies
on exception lists. He also said the QAEs were being criticized for identi-

; fying too many discrepancies during their reviews.

i 4.3.2 Background Information

] The licensee is required by the ASME Code to maintain certain records which
; are evidence that the Quality Assurance Department has inspected materials,
' components, and processes (welding and nondestructive examination) to

ensure systems are constructed in accordance with accepted industry standards.
The documentation packages are filed and retained in the Kaiser Site Document
Control (SDC) Center and are turned over to the licensee when a system is
completely installed and ready for preoperational testing. Prior to system
turnover, these packages are reviewed for accuracy and completeness by QAEs
whoverifythatthepackagesap(omplete.
4.3.3 Investigation

4.3.3.1 Interview of David Fox

On January 14, 1981, David Fox, Sargent & Lundy (S&L), was interviewed by
NRC. He stated that from January to December 1980 he was employed by S&L
and subcontracted to CG&E to review ASME Code Data packages. Fox stated
he identified discrepancies in these packages and recorded them on exception
lists which were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, SDC. Oltz would attempt to rectify
the problem. If this was not possible, he would initiate a nonconformance
report for the deficiency. Fox stated that some common deficiencies he
identified durina his reviews were a lack of mill certifications for steel
used in the varicas systems, missing valve data reports, and that QC in-

i spectors had not properly filled out the inspection reports in the packages.
! Fox stated ' e heard rumors that Phillip Gittings, QA Manager, said he wasa

being too " nit picking" during his reviews of the Code Data packages. Fox
stated that at one time he made up a list of the common problems he found
during the reviews and forwarded them to Floyd Oltz and Phillip Gittings
and suggested they give QC Inspectors additional training in the area of
inspection documentation. Fox stated he later discussed the matter with
Gene Knox, Kaiser Corporate Quality Assurance Manager, who advised him
that the requested classes would be given.

i

| 4.3.3.2 Interview of Phillip Gittings

On February 16, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager, was interviewed
by NRC. He said two KEI QAEs are involved in the Kaiser review of ASME Code
Data packages. Gittings identified these individuals as Individual H and
Individual E.

4.3.3.3. Interview of Individual H

On February 20, 1981, Individual H, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he had been employed at Zimmer since December 29, 1980.
Individual H stated he is responsible for reviewing ASME Code Data packages
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for the diesel generator, diesel oil, and main steam rooms. He said while

; reviewing the packages he ensures that the documentation in the package is
complete, accurate, and that the inspection data on the isometric drawings
and accompanying weld data forms have been properly filled out by Kaiser QC
Inspectors. Individual H stated during these reviews he noted that heat

; numbers certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel on weld data records do not
i match the heat numbers listed on the isometric drawings. Also, heat numbers

1 listed on the isometric drawings, when checked with certified material test
reports, are not for the material that, according to the drawing, was sup-
posedly installed.

Individual H stated that some heat numbers on the isometric drawings had been
changed, crossed out, or " whited out" without justification for the changes.
Also, there was no evidence that these changes were verified by QC personnel
in the field, and he had no assurance that changed numbers on the records
actually represent what is installed in the plant. Individual H stated he
has found similar unexplained changes in the records when reviewing weld
data and weld rod issue forms and other documentation in the packages.

On February 20, 1981, Individual H provided a written sworn statement attesting
to the preceding information a copy of which is included as Exhibit 35.

4.3.3.4 Interview of Individual E
;

On February 20, 1981, Individual E, Kaiser QC Engineer, was interviewed by
NRC. He stated he has been employed at Zimmer since December 22, 1980.
Individual E stated he reviews ASME Code Data packages for the main steam,
diesel generator, residual heat removal and low pressure core spray system.
He stated he ensures that the data on isometric drawings, weld rod issue
forms, and other inprocess QC inspection documentation is properly recorded
in the packages. He has noted during his reviews that heat numbers on the
isometric drawings certifying pipes as nuclear grade steel do not match the
heat numbers for the same pipe listed on the weld data record. Individual
E stated the weld records are what the QC inspectors verified as being
installed during their field inspections, yet the isometric drawing reflects
other heat numbers for the same pipe. Individual E said he attempted to
resolve these contradictions and found when he reviewed certified material
test reports that the heat numbers for the pipe on the drawings were not for
the same type of material that was installed in the system. Individual E
attributed this to Kaiser's failure to follow proper procedures for the docu-
mentation of both in process and final inspections. This has resulted in a
loss of material traceability from many areas of the plant.

Individual E said he has reported specific problems on exception lists that
were forwarded to Floyd Oltz, Document Control' Supervisor. Individual E stated
Floyd Oltz improperly changes heat numbers on records without field verifica- I

tion or any engineering justification in order to disposition what he has
reported on the exception lists. Individual E cited an example where he
reported that, contrary to the ASME Code, Kaiser QC Inspectors had not veri-
fied the 1/16 in. fitup gap on small-bore stainless steel instrument lines
during most of their in-process inspections. This gap ensures that the weld
does not crack when the pipe and weld cool. Individual E stated that there

.
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are over 1,000 socket welds where this gap was unverified, yet Kaiser resolved
this problem by testing a sample of 20 welds when ASME Code requires a 100%
verification of socket weld fitup.,

I

Individual E stated he has no faith in the accuracy of records at Zimmer and,

would not approve any of the systems he has reviewed to date because the,

documentation does not meet industry codes and standards.

On February 20, 1981, Individual E provided a written sworn statement attesting-

to the preceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 36.
4

4.3.3.5 Interview of Leonard Wood
,

On August 3, 1981, Leonard Wood, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, was interviewed
by NRC. He stated that from 1973 to 1981 he reviewed ASME Code Data packages
for vendor components supplied to Zimmer. Wood said he occasionally noted
that documentation was missing, material certifications were to the wrong
specification, or required documentation had not been included in the packages.
He said he contacted the vendors involved and was furnished the necessary
documentation. Wood said he was not criticized for identifying these problems,
and in most cases he resolved them on his own.

4.3.3.6 Record Reviews g .yA f 4 * * /''' '
fl.a of1 a M * * Y',

A Region III inspector reviewed ASE Code Data packages"-for the[fieself -'# "',"1,'g
generatorg cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil piping systems)/.These /,", ^*'Y.

records indicated that a number of in process QC inspections were not per- W'"' ' "M,/
formed for proper pipe fitup, proper weld procedure, proper weld filler p. 5 n-

metal (traceability), and welder qualifications. These inspection criteria
are required by ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Winter 1972 Addenda,
Articles NA-4130(a), NA-4420, NA-4510, NA-4442.1, NB-4122, NA-4451, NB-4230,
and NB-3661.5(b). Also, Kaiser procedures outlined that these inspection
criteria are to be entered on the weld data form (KEI-1 form). The ector

g,7 ,., 9J .ty **s4|<*-sfound th f,o1 y g:
3

1. Required,inspectionswerenotperformed/ randie4n g documentede

in QA Surveillance Reports (SRs) 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412, rhich idcal-
fiad "*? :12 la che axesci scues.Lv. .ubsysic== iu .;hich + " na"4 ~d -
in-Sm "== i n mar * 1 =: m oui yenumcu.

In addition, the licensee had a partial listing of over 400 socket welds
(including welds other than the diesel generator system) where inspections
for proper pipe fitup (cleanliness, mismatch, and socket engagement) was
not performed. ASME Code, Section III, 1971 Edition, Article NB-3661.5(b)
states, "...a gap of approximately 1/16 inch shall be provided between
the end of the pipe and the bottom of the socket before welding."

H. J. Kaiser Procedure Number SPPM 4.6 Rev. 8, paragraph 6.2.1 states:
"All welds shall be inspected at the following stages: . . . At fitup for
cleanliness, mismatch, and minimum socket engagement. Socket welds
shall have an approximate end gap of 1/16 inch prior to welding for
all sizes."
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An SIS Report. dated November 14, 1979, authored by the Authorized Nuclear
Inspector (ANI) (Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company)
and the H. J. Kaiser response letter dated December 4, 1979, which

* responded to thep L., said an agreement was made that 20 of the un-
[f " verified socket welds would be selected at random to be radiographed

to verify proper fitup. One of the 39 welds identified on Surveillance
Report Nos. 2367, 2370, 2380, and 2412 was chosen to be radiographed.

! --Na aginaavinejustification was given-to--allow-acceptance-of-all of-
the racket welds ~ based-on the~samp1Gf'the- 20 -that-were-radiographed.

A second SIS Report from the ANI dated February 11, 1981 reported that
additional welds were made after December 4,1979 without verification
of fitup. The ANI indicated that all the welds, for which the fitup was
not verified after December 4, 1979, should be radiographed.

The Region III inspector found no engineering justification for acceptance
of the 400 questioned socket yelds based on a radiographic examination of

only 20 of the socket, weld g h:"erifygpr; .r--Occhet - clyitg.ggicacatcd in procen
'icer::: h:d, Aincpe"H = to ___- n; __'__ ernt in g^- G"

v r' " = Th eN1 - -
| f

_

-- _ _--g - - %u,,a c ;;;;;; i;c e_ 2g&y,~' -f +rnr . Thi c
. -

"
f $ V "''

| 2. Data packages for the diesel generator,systemjindicated that there war-
final visual inspectionsof all applicable welds.

3. A review of KEI-I forms (weld data records) indicated that personnel
| had transferred information writte on KEI-2 forms (weld rod issue slips) y,
i [i *; ,,,ta_KEI-1 forms 4in ^~':r--tastify, eld rod _ traceability, data of welding, p(p

.

s
and welder quilifications. The, KEI-2 fbrm is a construction document 4

g,s [ p -

/ffiereisnoQCsignificancefo/eldrodIfromtheweldrodissue_ point,,
(Gsed Ty the'seldeis' ~to obtain ,

r the KEI-2 form, yet QC inspectors and, . [,,,,
/ document reviewers were allow'ed to transfer weld' rod heat numbers ' entered [ N

t

' [ ,,-

4' j on the KEI-2 form by~the storage personnel to the KEI-I form (QC weld %F > record);_".TJrisIca~n~-onlyie.-do' e at- th'e1.ime and place of the weld activity.' "_ n
,}Th'eTeTore,anyinformationtransferredfromtheKEI-2formtoanyQC

document after the time of or away from the weld activity would not be,

/ creditable QC verification.
p p '

'h-edditteny- Region III inspectors noted a considerable ' number of dis-
crepancies between the weld data records (KEI-1 forms) and the weld rod
issue forms (KEI-2 forms'). The records showed discrepancies between
the heat' numbers for the weld ' rod used,fidentification of the' welder

'

performing,the part.icular veld, and dates the wells were ma'de. .,T-t ua s'/4 '" "j'-
;,,),r Je lloun'd that document reviewers were re' solving th discrepancies.fy *<4*"' T2c

altering KEI-1 forms to match the KEI-2 forms. In effect, the QC records, * / u-
which supposedly provide independent verification, were being changed to /< mt

conform with GeestruitTon-Department recordstAlterations appeared to /' .., ,
/ be arbitrary in that some of the documentation for welds within a certain

p'., line changed, but no changes were made for other welds of identical
f circumstances. The following are examples of the altered records: , ;. g/

u
W

(7L c. f., a ~, ,4 S. * *p a e.r m hu-t + .n.t, w -
. ./

, u.*i

u!Y .4 8 A.c- 4R / N'' * Cg,,, f..,f/ | a.s n e, e t.''. p

. _ -
- - - -

$ t,.|c!t/ vod fr - s n hY | g g}, ,f , g,/c, . ,, ( < c W.a. _,t ss

,a,nr e q~ d n n 4 m. . w.f.y./ e.r r u ? a a.J ~ A > s' %?vfd wta !7 37 .,s,se L . Moys-d r.- J m a.f.v.t .y
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a. Welder and Rod Heat Number (used for traceability) Changes
?

; (1) Drawing M-479-3-DG-121 for line IDGD9AB-1/2 contains weld
i records for Welds A-4 through A-21 which, according to QA

Inspector No. 81, were made by welder K0E using weld rod Heat
' No. 065118 during March 1978. Additional weld rod issue forms

(126508, 126509, 126510, 126511, 126884, 126885, and 126890)
; exist indicating that welder LFC, using weld rod Heat No.

77402, may have worked on Welds A-4 through A-21. Because
of these weld rod issue forms, the Document Records personnel
changed the QA records to include der LFC and rod Heat No.

j 3 jtA 77402 on Welds 6 through A-11 -1 j and No
explanation was given why the reco or Welds A- through
A-17 and A-19 were not changed.

The RIII inspector verified that only the welder identi-
fication symbol, K0E, appears near the welds in question.

-.

(2) Drawing M-479-3-DG-119 for line IDG7AB-1/2 contains weld
records for Welds A-4 through A-21 that, according to QA
Inspector No. 81, were made by welder LJP during March
1978. Weld rod issue forms (KEI-2) 123346 and 119061,
enclosed with the drawing, showed that welder LJP may
have worked on Welds A-4 through A-6, A-8 through A-11,
and A-15 through A-17. Weld rod issue form 119066 indi-
cates that welder K0E may have worked on Welds A-4 through
A-21. As a result of these KEI-2 forms, the Document
Records personnel a t rds on .Tanuary 29.

O 6" d'#' 1981, for Welds A-6 A-7 A-13 /and(A18throughA-21'l
by crossing out e we der sym and the caLe March 29,
1978, and replacing them with the welder symbol K0E and date
March 22, 1978, respectively. No explanation was given why
the records for welds A-4, A-5, A-8 through A-12, and A-15
through A-17 were not changed.

The inspector verified that only welder identification
symbol LJP appeared near all the welds.

/ r . 'l (3) KEI-1 form for weld numbe 79DS on line IDG37AA2-1/2
showed the heat number of e consumable insert used was
6059491. On January 26, 1981, the number was crossed out

| and changed to 6058921sto agree with KEI-2 form 123099.
| The weld number written on the gold copy of the KEI-2 form

123099 was too faint to read. The inspector checked with
the Welding Department, but the original (white copy) of
KEI-2 form 123099 could not be located. .

NThe licensee as evious cited in Inspection Repott 50-358/
79-1 for tra ferr'ng info ation fr KEI QC Inspector \s notebooks
to KE -1 forms) Ns

| No apparent actions were taken to assure that the proper weld pro-
cedure was used on any of the unverified in process weld activities.

- 49 -

,

. . _ . -



, ...

DRAFT 8/15/81,

i

i b. Weld Date Changes

j ( (1) The KEI-1 form, for on line IDGSAB-1/2, indicated
; the final weld inspection was performed by QA Inspector No.-

81 on April 5, 1978. The date was crossed out and changed>

to April 6, 1978 on January 27, 1981 because weld rod issue
form 118920 indicates welder LJP may have worked on A-7 on

I
April 6, 1978. CA/gif-

/s (2) The KEI-1 form for W d A-2 on line indicate
_ that final weld inspe on was performed by QA Inspector No.~

81 on April 10, 1978. The date was crossed out and changed
to April 11, 1978 on January 27, 1981 because weld rod issue

2 [Y I' y, / form 123834 indicates welder LPJ may have worked on A-20 on
April 11, 1978.

Failure to take adequate corrective action when inspections for proper pipe
fitup were identified as not having been performed; and failure to take
adequate corrective action when information concerning weld filler metal
traceability, welder identification, and welding dates was found to be
missing from the veld data records or was questioned are contrary to 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section
16.1 (50-358/81-13- ).

These concerns are addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.3.7 Observations

Th: caly deu p::h:;;: (di:::1 r uu .Lur system Adnr coae uata package) that
| h d p*==ed all insnectinna =ad h d rccc acd fluol usepwance approvai uy K.iser

Qy 14ty Acenesere e- v.v4,u A hy n o w pecte ;;d ;;;7 di;;;;panc c,, ;;ca

%% 2 --en1% the,inspectoriperformed detailed field observations of
the piping systems (i.e., cooling water, starting air, and fuel oil ) for
Diesel Generators A and C. Numerous discrepancies were identified during

| these observations as follows:j

Piping--The traceab'ility of some of the piping components was not main-
tained. Summaries of the discrepancies are as follows:

i

| a. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings did not match
the heat numbers on the installed components. These piping components
are listed in Table 4.3-1 to this report. f

_/c "

Table 4.3-1 Discrepancies Between Installed Piping and Trac 4bility Records

Heat or Part
Identification No.

Isometric Item in According Actually
Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed

n

(IlISKM-428-6- @G28ABI 90' ells M276 M267
DG-19 tee M315 M274

pipe HE6247 8464

s s-t s e. Ii o | '7M- , y rec d b3ercf rd.cr :o/W/:h| A #/)3
jeu /y~& .rph~ #~ /}o?"7'?/

1
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j Trble 4.3-1 (continued)

Heat or Part
'

Identification No.
Isometric Item in According Actually'

Drawing No. Line No. Question to Dwg. Installed
.

I ,5) ($ ISK M-428-6- IDG28AB1 flange RVA CB8
j DG-103

(2) ISK M-428-6- IDG27ABI pipe HE6247 16E4I

DG-16 16D2

(7) ISK M-428-8- IDG01AB1 pipe HE6247 3416
DG-68

(v) ISK M-767-4- IDGF2AA1/2 90' ells M395 M252
i)G-113 /JdF 04%.

( CG ? pit
(9' ISK M-428-6 IDG28AE1 pipe HD7123 TW24402 -

DG-24

(ys (<I ISK M-428-6- IDG28AE1 flange RD2Y CB8
DG-105

(d ISK M-242-2- IDGCSAA3/4 pipe HA001 JE9922
DG-53 90' ell M262 M87

1DGF6AA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0170 -p) -
IDGCSBA3/4 pipe HA001 .JE9922g)-

90* ell M262 M87

(9) - IDGF6BA1/2 pipe HA001 HA0171
g,,$1 ISK M-428-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891

DG-26 415007
90' ell M287 M273

i@ ISK M-428-6- IDG25AC2 pipe 516405 502891t

DG-27 415007

b. Some heat numbers recorded on the isometric drawings had been marked
or " whited out" and then an incorrect heat number recorded. For
example, ISK M-242-2-DG-53 was apparently changed to indicate heat
number HA-001 for the 3/4 in. and 1/2 in. installed piping. Eased

g(, f on ecords for accepted heat numbers, number HA-001 represented
/ 1/4 piping.

c. Three heat numbers (HA-0170, TW 24402, and 502891) found on
the installed piping do not appear on the records of acceptable
heat numbers.

d. In many instances, heat numbers could not be found on the installed
component. Therefore, a comparison could not be made to the number
recorded en the drawings.
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;

{ Failure to maintain heat number identification for the above piping, and weld
rod indicates a serious lack of control and is contrary to 10 CFR 50 Appendix,

; A, Criterion VIII and the Wh. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 8. (50-358/81-13-07).
Ii

j This concern is addressed in the licensee's Quality Confirmation Program.

4.3.4 Findings and Conclusions

! As a result of the investigation of this allegation, significant quality: ; assurance deficiencies over and above those alleged have been identified.
It was determined that discrepancies in the documentation in ASME Code+

,,Datkpackageswerebeingrecordedonexceptionlists;however,thiswas --- -
,

f permitted by licensee procedure and is acceptable to NRC. There was no
evidence that criticism of Quality Assurance Engineers for identifying
discrepancies adversely impacted their work.

i
: Major discrepancies were identified in Quality Assurance records and the
I apparent improper modification of those records. This matter has been
| referred to the NRC Office of Inspector and Auditor for possible criminal
I consideration. Potential problems were identified related to adequacy

of facility construction, such as material traceability and use of proper
materials, proper socket weld fitup, proper weld procedure, and welder
qualifications. These matters are being addressed in the licensee's (../.fpr
Confirmation Program to determine the adequacy of plant construction.

4.3.5 Items of Noncompliance

Two items of noncompliance were identified (failure to maintain heat number
traceability for piping and weld rod; and failure to take adequate corrective
action for identified deficiencies involving (i) not verifying proper pipe
fitup, and (ii) missing or questionable weld data record information regarding
weld filler metal traceability, welder identification, and dates welds were
made.)

4.4 Threatened Firing

4.4.1 Allegation

Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, directed Phillip Gittings,
Kaiser QA Manager, to fire Individual I (QC inspector) for using a magnifying

; glass to inspect a weld.
! 4.4.2 Background Information

CG&E retained Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI), to construct the Zimmer plant.
Kaiser maintains a Quality Assurance (QA) Department headed by the QA Manager
and consisting of Quality Assurance Engineers (QAE) and Quality Control (QC)
Inspectors. QC Inspectors perform field inspections of all safety-related
components. Some QC Inspectors are employed by Kaiser and some by outside
inspection firms that are retained to increase inspection manpower for a
limited time in particular areas. During 1979 and 1980, Kaiser retained
a number of contract inspectors (supplied by Butler Services, Inc.) to
increase inspection aanpcwer. In November 1980, all of the contract QC
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, t

t inspector positions were terminated and some contractor employees were;

' . offered positions in the Kaiser QC organization.
i

' '
4.4.3 Investigation

4.4.3.1 Interview of Rex Baker
i

j On January 13 and March 3, 1981, Rex Baker, Kaiser Inspection Supervisor,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in August or September 1980, the
Kaiser QA Manager (Phillip Gittings) directed him to fire Individual I after
Gittings had been told by Robert Marshall, Kaiser Censtruction Superintendent,
that Individual I had used a magnifying glass to inspect a weld. Baker said he
told Gittings that according to the American Welding Society (AWS) Code,
Individual I could use a magnifying glass during his inspections and therefore
there were no grounds to fire him. Later that day, Gittings told Baker to
retain Individual I but to transfer him from pipe support hanger inspections
to structural steel welding inspections. Baker said that Individual I was

"
' - ",q not threatened with firing for his failure to accept welds, but was reassigned

|j due to his poor productivity and lack of completed inspections.
| . e.V'# y

' s

4 On January 13, 1981, Baker provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
/g '} ceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 37.
y yI 4.4.3.2 Interview of Phillip GittingsC'

r,a
I, v

'

') On January 13 and 15 and July 8, 1981, Phillip Gittings, Kaiser QA Manager,
i was interviewed by NRC. He stated that Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction

Manager, had told him he had seen Individual I inspecting a pipe support hanger
with a magnifying glass. Gittings said he told Rex Baker that if Individual I
had been using a magnifying glass he wanted him off the site immediately.
Gittings indicated that Individual I later fame to his office and told him he
had not been using a magnifying glass to inspect welds, but had been using a
mirror. Based on that information, Gittings said he rescinded the termination
order.

Gittings stated that Swain and other construction personnel had given him
" bad reports" on inspection activities of Individual I and his lack of
completed inspections. He then directed Baker to transfer him from pipe
support hanger inspection to structural welding inspection activities.,

4.4.3.3 Interview of Robert Marshall

On January 15, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent,
was interviewed by NRC. He stated that in the summer of 1980 QC inspectors
performed visual AWS weld inspections, rejected 95% of the welds on pipe
support hangers, and initiated more than fifty nonconformance reports
documenting nonconforming hanger welds. He said that he and Scott Swain,
CG&E Site Construction Manager, were touring the plant discussing this
problem when they observed Individual I inspecting a weld with a mirror,
flashlight, and pick.
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I Marshall indicated that later that day Swain told Gittings that an inspector
! was using a magnifying glass to look at a weld. Git. tings responded that he

would fire the inspector. Marshall stated emphatically that he did not
direct Gittings to fire Individual I, and later they both concurred that

( firing the inspector was too drastic an action to take.,

:

4.4.3.4 Interview of Scott Swain

On January 15, 1981, Scott Swain, CG&E Site Construction Manager, was
interviewed. He stated that in November 1980, he and Robert Marshall were
touring the diesel generator rooms and observed Individual I inspecting a

' pipe support hanger weld with a flashlight, pick, and another tool. Swain
said Marshall identified this tool to him as a magnifying glass. During a.

meeting concerning the high rejection rates on visual inspections of pipe
support hanger welds, Swain mentioned this to those present. Gittings3

responded that he would fire the inspector involved if he found the inspec-
h tor was using a magnifying glass to visually inspect a weld. Swain stated
\ he later learned the tool was a mirror, and that Gittings was not going to
/ fire the inspector involved.

X 4.4.3.5 Interview of Individual I '
Y

<Y On February 20, 1981, Individual I, former Butler Services, Inc., QC Inspector,
-{Q was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was employed at Zimmer from October 8,,
y 1979 to December 1980. He stated that he was performing a pipe support hanger

Y
4 weld inspection in the diesel generator room in November 1980 when he noticed

y [Y p that Robert Marshall and Scott Swain were observing his inspections. At one
.$ point, they looked at the tools he had with him. Shortly afterwards, Individual

kV 4 I was called into Rex Baker's office and Baker said Phillip Gittings had been
'/e[Y told by Marshall and Swain that he was using a magnifying glass to inspect a

weld.
,

4
i

5 Individual I said Baker also related that Gittings had been asked by Marshall/f to terminate the inspector. He indicated he later met with Gittings and wasi
again told that Marshall had seen him using a magnifying glass to inspect a
weld and wanted him off the site. Individual I stated he later met with Baker
and explained he did not have a magnifying glass with him when observed and
that the tool Marshall had seen was a mirror. He also added that, even if
he had been using a magnifying glass, both the AWS Code DI.1, Section 6.5.5,
and Kaiser Procedure SPPM 4.6 ,(Revision 8 recognized and approved the use
of a magnifying glass for weld inspection.

Individual I stated that he demanded Baker and Gittings document the reason
for his proposed termination and he advised Baker he would consult with his
attorney and fight the termination.

Individual I provided a sworn statement attesting to the preceding informa-
tion, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 38.

4.4.3.7 Interview of Jesse Ruiz

On February 18 and 20, 1981, Jesse Ruiz, former Kaiser QC Inspector, was
! interviewed by NRC. He stated that QC Inspectors at Zimmer were being
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s

harrassed and intimidated by Kaiser construction personnel. Ruiz said that'
,

his brother, James Ruiz, had been threatened with the loss of his job for
allegedly using a magnifying glass to inspect a weld when he was actually
using a mirror, a common weld inspection tool.,

'

On February 20, 1981, Ruiz provided a sworn statement attesting to the pre-
ceding information, a copy of which is included as Exhibit 39.

4.4.4 Findings and conclusions
,

A QC Inspector was threatened with dismissal by the QA Manager after the
Construction Superintendent advised him (incorrectly) that the QC Inspector
used a magnifying glass to visually inspect weld surfaces. The QC Inspector
protested the planned dismissal and was not dismissed; however, he was re-
assigned to another area of inspection.

4.4.5 Items of Noncompliance
s

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5. Applegate/ GAP Allegations

On January 5,1981, the Gcvernment Accountability Project (GAP) requested an
investigation into the conduct of an earlier RIII investigation of concerns
provided by Thomas Applegate. In addition to this request, they provided a,

'

list of nineteen allegations, some of which appeared to contain information
known to NRC, and some of which were new information. A commitment was made
to review the nineteen allegations even if they appeared to pertain to known
situations.

To clarify the allegations provided, a meeting was held between Applegate,
Thomas Devine (GAP representative), and RIII personnel on February 26, 1981.
The meeting was recorded, and a transcript was produced.

_

Some of the allegations provided concern issues that do not fall under
the jurisdiction of the NRC, and have been brought to the attention of the
appropriate agencies for action as they consider appropriate. Other alle-
gations were provided during this meeting and in correspondence from GAP,
some of which are not addressed in this report but will be reviewed and
documented in subsequent reports. A review of outstanding allegations
indicates that their investigation would not change the conclusions reached
in this report.

In a letter dated July 22, 1981, GAP responded to an RIII request to identify
specific systems or equipment their sources believed to be deficient. Their
response included many plant systems and was not acceptably specific.

5.1 Unsuitable Piping Installation

5.1.1 Allegation

"KEI knowingly installed and ripped out unsuitable main steam relief piping,
at an estimated labor cost of $320,000."

*
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COMMENTS ON OIA REPORT ON THE ADEQUACY OF IE INVESTIGATIONSUEJECT:
REPORT NO. 50-358/80-09) AT THE WILLIAM H. ZIMd.ER NUCLEAR
POWER STATION

The overall thrust of the CIA investigation and the basis for its major
criticism is their unstated premise regarding the primary purpose of an

This premise is that investigations of allegationsIE investigation.
are conducted to determine the literal validity of allegations, i.e. toIt appears that DIA is
confirm or discredit an alleger's statements.
of the view that the primary objective is to make an accounting to the

While this is a secondary consideration and a consideration
that has grown in importance in recent years, it is not the primary
alleger.

I did not view our investigation as an ',

purpose of an investigation. effort intended to either vindicate or discredit Mr. Applegate.
. .

The primary objectives of IE are to determine whether licensee's ac-
tivities are in compliance with NRC requirements and whether their ac- 'j
tivities constitute a hazard to the public health and safety and toOne useful tool in pursuing
take enforcement action when appropriate.
those objectives is the investigation of licensee, activities based onSuch individuals
information provided by allegers and complainants.
sometimes provide information not likely to be obtained through the

,

normal inspection process and problems are identified which might other-
For. that reason the NRC, specifically IE, hasI

vise go undetected.
encouraged contacts from allegers.

As a matter of courtesy and in recognition of the alleger's interest
in the matters he brings to our attention, we have followed the prac-Not very
tice of informing the alleger of our investigation findings.
many years ago, this was accomplished only orally, either personally or

'

It has only been in the last 5 or 6 years that we have *

*by telephone.
routinely aent a copy of our report to the alleger.

The investigation conducted on the basis of information brought to us by
.

+

Mr. Applegate was conducted to determine whether the licensee's actions
in the specific matters raised by him were in compliance with our re-

The fact that our report characterizes an allegation as
"not substantiated" or " partially substantiated" is perhaps unfortunatequirenents.

i

but it was not intended to convey an evaluation of the alleger or hisTo state that an
allegations but merely to provide a brief bottom line. It

allegation was not substantiated is not to say that it is not true.
'

i
y

|
f
<
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I' may very, vell be true but the investigation was not able to confirm it. J
The NRC cannot hold a licensee in noncompliance without providing a; w

'

sound objective basis for doing so.
.

Regarding the allegation that defective welds, specifically identified,
,

i had been accepted was approached from the standpoint of determining the
- status'of these welds as of the time of our investigation. This was

( viewed as the point of interest to the NRC. Had the welds passed the I
,' point of further review or evaluation and were they defective? The his-'

;

tory of the welds was not viewed as significant. There was no attempt*
,

; to determine whether these welds had at some time in the past been^

'

.
accepted. We normally withhold making a finding regarding a weld until

' no further action regarding it is planned by the licensee. I believex

! N that aith all of the information now available including that contained

i in the OIA report, no noncompliance regarding these welds has been identi-
# fied. The findings as set forth in our report remain unchanged.
- .

Since I an aware that the OIA conclusions and criticisms are being address-4
<

E ed in a memorandum from you to Mr. Stello, I will not comment further
j herc regarding then. I am also aware that Mr. Toster has prepared a

memorandum to you containing an evaluation of the investigation conducted
by OIA. For that reason I am not addressing that subject in this memo-
randum.

i
'

The following are comments concerning statements in.the OIA report which
relate to information attributed to me which I consider inaccurate, in- .

,_

complete or misleading. These comments are keyed to the marked up pages
| of the report which are attached.

,

,

1. (Page 4) - The main question I posed during' this meeting was whether

( this investigation was intended to determine whether I had violated
the law as charged by GAP.

N.

2. (Page 5) - I indicated I had destroyed my field notes af ter holding
them for several months after the report was issued and that even-
tually destroying them was consistent with my normal practice.'

. 3. (Page 5) - On August 4,1981 I advised OIA that this statement was
in error. I pointed out that, when Wm. Ward briefed me on his ;

telephone conversati_on with Applegate, he informed me Applegate
had made comments which implied some inspectors' conduct might be .

| *

I included in the al'.egations. Wardc(nseledmeagainstinvolvingany
inspectors in the :ase until it was determined through an interview .-

with Applegate */ 4ther allegations were being made about NRC per- |
sonnel. We agreed that two people should interview Applegate and ;

Ward offered the services of Williamson for this purpose. j.

| 4. (Page 6 ) - This was not my observation; Applegate told me this. [
:

5. (Page 6) - I did not characterize anything as " divorce" or " divorce-type". f
|
.

b

4

GG

|
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6. (Page 6) - Applegate's statement alluded to all of the information he g
discussed not just CG&E's failure to take action against Marshall.

7. (Page 7) - More accurately, I said that Applegate told me that either
CG&E or Kaiser had instructed PM to examine some pipe that had been
unloaded by dumping it on the ground. He said PM had gone further
and had radiographed the welds. The radiograpns had showed that the
welds were bad. CG&E and/or Kaiser ignored the results of the radiog-

raphy because the velds had been checked and certified by the supplier
and therefore radiographing the welds after the pipe was received at
the site was not required.

(NOTE: It was subsequently determined that it was true that further
NDE was not required. Because of their being mishandled when they

,

were unloaded, however, the welds were re-examined to assure no
damage had resulted. PM was instructed to radiograph them "For Infor-
mation Only" because it was known that radiography was not appropriate
and could not be an acceptable basis for determining whether welds
of thar kind were acceptable. Since radiographs of welds on three
of the pipes showed " indications" they were placed on hold in thel

warehouse.)

8. (Page 7) - I stated the receipt inspection generally consists of a
visual inspection to assure ne damage was incurred in transit and:- a check is made to assure required documentation pertaining to the

!N_ items has been received. . -

s

9. (Page 8) - I informed OIA on August 4, 1981 that this statement is
incorrect. Applegate did not tell me or suggest that Murray would
cooperate with NRC. ,

,

10. (Page 9) - Applegate did not say the threats, etc. were the result
of his attempting to bring the information to the NRC.

11. (Page 9) - The statement about tapes indicating collusion is not
appropriate in this context. During his initial telephone conver-

|
sations with Ward and with me he implied he had tapes of this kind.
I don't recall that he so characterized the tapes during our inter-
view.

'

.

12. (Page 10) - It would be more accurate to say I asked for clarification
-

asto[[Yner[2 whereabouts.
~

*
-

'
.

|
13. (Page 10) - Regarding communications with Norelius, I told them that

I had briefed Norelius on the main points of my interview uith [
IApplegate and gave him the reports Applegate had provided me.I'mthen prepared a letter to Applegate and Norelius concurred.

sure that among other things I informed Norelius of what position .

I had taken with Applegate regarding matters not under NRC juris- , ,

.r
| diction.
k .

e
S
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I informed OIA on August 4, 1981 that I had never said I relied on my
vast experience. I did say that Norelius usually allowed me to work
without a lot of supervision - possibly because I had been around a
long t* .

-

14. (Page 11) - I also said that I was reasennbly sure that Keppler was
made aware of the fact that Applegate had made allegations which
would be investigated.

i 15. (Page 11) - I said I did not recall the specific details of our
meeting with Schwiers but that I was sure we did not give him the
specific allegations.

16. (Page 11) - The description of my interview with Applegate does not
bring out the fact that one of his assertions was that Sellers
had a list of welds which were rejected by PM but which Kaiser /CG&E
had said were acceptable and had overruled the PM findings.

' When Sellers denied having any such list or any practical means of
identifying such instances, we decided on the spot to select a safety
related system and to review the reader sheets for all welds in that
system to check for instances of overruling by Kaiser.

17. (Page12)-Regarding[Tyne3andflushint;_ problems,IinformedOIAthatr
Ward and I had a lengthy interview with _Tyne]whomadecomplaintsabout

;s the Zimmer site but did not provide any specific information. He,
was repeatedly asked to provide specific information and his wife,
who was present, even commented two or three times that he was not
giving us anything specific that we could pursue.

18. (Page 12) - This statement is not accurate. I informed OIA, and it's
also in our investigation report, that on the day following the hne'i-l
interview, I asked T. Daniels, the Resident Inspector, about the
hydro test. Daniels informed me everyone (the licensee and the NRC)
was well aware the test was invalid and would have to be redone. I

didn't say anything about an inspection. I did say that'Daniels
informed me the future hydro test would probably be witnessed by an
NRC inspector.

'

19. (Page 12) - The paragraph regarding the spool pieces is neither accur- .

ate nor complete. While this is not crucial, it makes me wonder whe-
*

ther CIA understood the matter or bothered to read our report which
I believe describes the matter. The following are specifi,e inaccura--

cies.

iWhen we arrived on site on April 7, 1980 the spool pieces were not in
a " Hold Status". They had been installed and were not tagged. This .

was the basis for the noncompliance. There was, however, an open NR !

regarding three of the five spool pieces (see page 13 of our report).

. .

se e
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While it is true Kaiser, not PM, could accept or reject, that point
is not pertinent in the context in which it appears here. The result,

of radiography performed for information purposes is not a basis for
acceptance or rejection. Also, because of the nature rf th: ~~'ds,
good radiographs are not possible and the quality of the film accord-
ing to Ward was such that little, if anything, could be learned from
them. The film therefore was not used or intended to be used as the
basis for accepting or rejecting the welds and the last of a series
of NR's which was first initiated before radiography was performed
remained open, that is unresolved.

Io state an NR was subsequently issued is incorrect. An NR was
initially written on July 5, 1979 and because of it the information
only radiography was performed, the results of which were reported by
Surveillance Report dated July 23, 1979. This NR was voided, being
superseded by a series of NRs.

1

It is incorrect to state "... ultimately an NR was improperly written..."
It was improperly altered in that a notation referring to another
succeeding NR was lined through.

To discuss the matter of Schwiers instructing someone to line through
in this context is misleading. It appears to the reader that this
was addressed during my first visit. The alteration of the NR

, , -

which permitted the pipe to be released from the warehouse was one of
;s_ the reasons for my secon'd visit to the site.s

It is also inaccurate to state Schwiers apparently told someone to line
through. An employee told me this during my second visit to the' site.
Schwiers denied it. I did not conclude that he did or did not issue
this instruction.

20. (Page 13) - Foster informed me that Applegate wanted me to call him
so I did. I had no reason of my own to contact Applegate,

i

| 21. (Page 13) - Regarding identification keys, it was intended that one
should be prepared if there is a need for one. Not every investiga-
tion file needs one. I saw no need for one in this case.

I

22. (Page 13) - Regarding Johan, I advf. sed OIA this statement is inaccur-
~

ate in that Daniels contacted the site switchboard and was advised that
*no one with that name was ecployed at the site.

.

23. (Page 13) - While I regard contacts with the press is irre!evant to y

the purpose of the investigation, the information la misleading, .

incomplete and inaccurate. Channel 9 and others contacted me after
Applegate went public. Channel 9 continued to contact me every few
days and in that way they knew when my investigation at the site
was concluded. They requested an interview either on'the site or
outside the fence. I agreed to an interview but indicated that their,

,

A.

'

..
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access to the site would have to be arranged with CG&E. Immediately

prior to our exit meeting with CG&E, Schwiers said Altamuhle was on
the telephone and wished to discuss the subject of my interview with
the press. Schwiers said CG&E would agree to allow Channel 9 t6
interview me in Daniels trailer. I then spoke with Altamuhle who
asked whether I would be willing to be interviewed by other news,

'

media people if he set up a press conference in downtown Cincinnati.
|

Since I had already made a commitment for an interview with Channel 9
|

I felt I had no choice but to agree to meet with others. I told
Altamuhle I would "make myself available" to the news media.'

24. (Page 14) - Although I informed OIA, their report omits the fact that
Applegate stated he was calling at this time from the offices of the
Chicago Sun Times. Since he was in Chicago we arranged to meet him

| in the FBI's Chicago office. We did not ask him to come to Chicago.
! Since the matter of Applegate's transportation is not relevant to

the purpose of the OIA investigation, I can only conclude that this
information was included as a means of implying that Applegate was
ill-treated by us. The implication is made that we requested Apple-
gate to come to Chicago from Cincinnati and then refused to provide

I If OIA could
f

him transportation to the airport after our meeting.
recall and saw fit to report that we refused to give Applegate a ride,
it is difficult to understand why they did.not recall and report that
Applegate made his contact with us from a Chicago newspaper office.
I regard this selective reporting as reprehensible.

(Page 14) - It is my impression that OIA interviewed Buckley but their25.
report does not provide any information regarding the interview or
state that it was conducted. 'It does not state that a copy of our
report was sent t,o the FBI.

(Page 14) - The report does not state that I attempted to interview26.
A11 dredge during the next few days but was informed that he was out
of the country and would not return until about May 20, 1980.

Further, the report does not state that I contacted two other PM
personnel in Cincinnati by telephone or that we transcribed the tape

It also does not state we made the tape and draft
App, legate gave me.
transcript available to OIA or that it was available for review by
Region III supervisors.

27. (Page 15) - This sentence should at least read: Region III was
,.

already aware of problems relating to welding through numerous :

NRC inspections which hal Treviously been conducted before we heard,

|
.

|
from Applegate.

;

Any people Applegate mentioned with the exception of Sellers were se-
curity guards or pipefitters, most er all of whom had been fired for ,

time card cheating.

i

..
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James C. Keppler ?-
.

26. (Page 16) - I don't recall how I characterized the manual to OIA
but in fact it is the manual for the fundamentals of Inspection course.
Its contents are a written discussion of various topics which are
orally presented to grs;;: f !r :rsonnel periodically. The oral
presentation is not a recitation of the written material. To por-
tray the manual as an instruction which must be followed is incorrect.
The paragraph quoted was written to convey the idea that telephone
complaints, concerns or allegations are documented by a memo to file
if an investigation is not considered necessary. Normally, if such a
contact results in an investigation, a personal interview is arranged
with the caller to obtain more detailed information. The telephone
contact in those instances is not usually written up because of the
ensuing interview includes that information.

29. (Page 16) - Ward selected the Core Spray System. We proceeded to the
va$ and asked for all radiography film packets on that system.
Until we asked for them no one could have known we would look at them.
We stood there while they were pulled from the file and handed to us.

i 30. (Page 35) - Regarding there being no cover up, the report should state
that another NR remained open. I think our report more clearly states
why the lining out occurred.

: ,,- 31. (Page 35) - Regarding ultrasonic tests. OIA neglects to state that I
informed them, and it is stated in our report, that the reports on

;'s the magnetic particle and ultrasonic inspections performed by PM
were reviewed by Vandel and that we interviewed the PM personnel who
performed these inspections. Both they and Pullman-Kellogg, who
also performed ultrasonic inspections, concluded the welds were ,

acceptable. .

. .
,

.

G. A. Phillip
,

| Investigator
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investigation (April-May 1980). The CAP petition listing the allegations
(pages 13 and 14) which were presented as not being appropriately investigated
is included, with enclosures, as Attachment A

Meeting with Recion III Personnel
.

On January 13, 1981, David H. Gamble, John R. Sinclair, and Arthur A.
Schnebelen, Office of Inspector and Auditor, met with the following
enployees of II, Region III, at the regional office, Glen Ellyn, Illinois:

I James C. Keppler, Director, Region III

A. Bert Davis, Deputy Director

Charles E. Norelius, Assistant to the Director

Gerald A. Phillip, Senior Investigator

Caston Fiore111, Chief, Rar.ctor Construction
and Engineering Support Branch

Kavin D. Ward, Reactor Inspc.ctor Engineering Support
Section #2, Reactor Construction and Engineering
Support Branch

-

1

.

The meeting was held at 'he request of CIA Io inform these Region III
personnel of the purpose of the CIA investigation being initiated.
These employees were informed that the investigation was directed by the
Chairman in response to Thomas Applegate's allegations as described in,

the GAP petition to the Special Counsel of the Merit Systems Protection
*-

Board. ' They wer'e inf ormed that OIA was investigating the NRC's handling
of Applegate's original allegations, to include why certain allegations
allegedly were not addressed by'NRC and whether Region III's investigation

I adequately dealt with the allegations that were addressed.,

this point Mr. Phillip inquired whether the investigation .vas not IAt
actually an investigation of his conduct. He displayed a copy of ag/ draf t of CAP's p_etition which he said made numerous allegations arainst ,

him by name.fMr. Keppler then inquired as to whether he should be
obtaining lawyers to represent each of his employees. CIA confirmed |

that Phillip's name was similarly used in the " final version" of GAP's ;

petition. DIA indicated to all employeas present that they had an |

absolute rigt.t to have a lawyer present when they were interviewed but i

that DIA could not advise them whether lawyers were necessary. . OIA did
i

briefly recount that CAP had verbally advised CIA that they considered
i
$

f
,%

.

e9
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their allegations to be more against the NRC than individual employees.
DIA repeated that, similarly, the CIA investigation would concentrate on

,

how the agency handled the matter.
.

In response to a question about 01A's ability to investigate a matter
which also alleges that the Director of OIA did. not act quickly enough ',
on the earlier allegations, the group was advised that the Chairman was
aware of that aspect of the case.

The employees present raised no additional substantive questions. CIA
asked each to locate any documentation of their activities such as notes

| vhich they might have so they could be reviewed during their interviews.
.gf Phillip pointed out that he had destroyed his notes prior to having,

8-* heard of CAP's petition.

.

Interview of Gerald A. Phillip ,.

Mr. Gerald A. Phillip, Senior Investigator, Region III, IE, NRC, was
interviewed on January 14 and 15, 1981, by David Camble, John Sinclair,
and Arthur Schnebelen, CIA, at the NRC Regional Office, Glen Ellyn,
Illinois.

.

Mr. Phillip began the interview by explaining that his first knowledge
of the Thomas Applegate allegations occurred approximately February 28,'- ~

1980. Phillip recalled that he was contacted by Bill Ward, Executive
Office for Operation Support (200S), II, during which Ward related that
he had received information from one of the Commissioner's of fices which
had been contacted by Applegate. According to Ward the information
related to the Zimmer Nuclear Plant site and the initial determination
was that there may be some significance to the information. Ward also
related that Applegate alleged that there was a possible conspiracy
between the site contractor and utility to cover up' defective velding.
Ward also stated that apparently Applegate had made previous contacts
with the NRC and felt that he was "getting the run-around" because he
did not see NRC taking any acticu.

Phillip stated that he contacted Applegate the same day and obtained
some of the general information concerning Applegate's claims. Phillip
also stated that arrangements were made to meet and interview Appletate
for more details. r Phillip recalled that after talking initially to^

%pplegate, he (Phillip) believed that there uns information which appeared .

"gf$ to be casting a shadow on NRC inspectors. Phillip contacted Ward at NRC
Headquarters in Bethesda and notified him of this fact.[ Ward then
inf orced Phillip that no inspectors should be brought in on the initial
P ase of the inquiry and if additional personnel were required then Wardh
would make someone available from Headquarters. Phillip then stated
that within the next few days arrangements were made to have another~

investigator from Headquarters meet Phillip in Cincinnati to assist on
the interview of Applegate. Ward advised Phillip that he would haves

.

*
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I.en Winiamsen meet Phinip in Cincinnati to help with the interview. -

Phillip explained that the initial, plans to interview Applegate were,

complicated by the fact that Applegate was very cautious in his instruc-
tions and guidelines for the meeting. As he recalled Applegate would not
provide his address or the address of a neutral meeting place. Applegate ,

had advised Phinip that when he or the NRC investigators arrived in .

Cincinnati they should call a specific telephone number for additional
instructions. Phinip stated that on March 3 af ter arriving in* Cincinnati,
he contacted Applegate at which time Applegate instructed the NRC investigators
to meet him at an address, which turned out to be a church parking lot.
Phinip explained that he and Winiamson arrived early and eventuany

,

were approached by an individual who identified himself as Applegate.
! Af ter the initial meeting the three of them went to a rooming house that

Applegate advised Phinipwas located approximately one-half block away.''

and Williamson t, hat he had received threats as had the landlady at the~

r/// rooming house. JFrom Phillip's observations ic acpearadithat Applegate
rented a room in a house which was owned by a policeman and his wife.

Shortly af ter arriving at the house Ipplegate took off his jacket revealing
that he was wearing a firearm. Applegate began by providing some information
pertaining to his background. Applegate told Phinin that he had been
employed by a security firmfuhich did work in divorce investigationsh

gg "nitially he (Applegate) had been assigned an investigation involving aI
pipefitter" at the Zimmer site who had been sustected of " playing'

,e around" by his wife. Af ter the jdivorce-type investigationlhad been
started, Applegate began to discover information of " time card padding"

. . . _ , _

A

by individuals employed at the Zimmer sita. Applegate informed Phillip-
that his supervisor, Major Cox, contacted the utility company, Cincinnati
Gas and Electric (CG&E), to advise them of the discovery. Subsequent to
the contact the utility contracted with the security firm for the
services of Applegate, provided him with a f alse identity, and instructed
him to look further into the time card padding. Af ter Applegate began
the assignment he began to provide the utility with weekly reports which
confirmed the time card padding and disclosed a degree of collusion
between certain pipefitters and security personnel at the site. Applegate
explained to Phinip and provided Phinip the opportunity to review

,

security reports which described security guards' per=itting pipefitters
to leave the site during working hours without " clocking out." Applegate
also explained that during the same time frame (December 1979-January i1980) information began to be developed identifying the inegal sale of
firearms at the site. Phinip also indicated that Applegate had surfaced
information disclosing that the site supervisor, Mr. Marshan, utilized

*

* site materials and personnel to perform work on his private residgnce.
According to Phinip, Applegate stated that Marshan's acts were dishonest, ;

'

however, when he (Applegate) brought the information to the attention of
CC&E the company refused to take action against Marshall. JAccording to
Applegate the condoning of these. type of acts was going to have a major

gd. impact on CG&E and, in effect, put them out of business.

! !.
i -

i
.

t

..

g-vg . . = , ----,,,,.---,y ,,---.-,,_,.---m --.,w,. ,.,,,,,,,.7-, -,,,.,,,,-,---,-,-.-,..,-.,.-_--.,ww-.-- - - , , , , . , ,- - ,-.,-,-.--,,,,-,,.,.m,,3we, n.----,,-y-- , - -v,wr--,-.-,y-,. , , , , --%-,,



. .

.-
.

.- .

*

' . .
.

.

.

7
.

q

Applegate continued by explaining some of his concerps to Phillip aboutpotentially f aulty velding. Phillip explained that Applegate stated that
,

4

Applegate did not
PM was radiographing velds which were questionable. CCLE or .

appear to know who was resoonsible for their instructiens:TEowever, someone had directed FM to go back and "re-examine!
,

1pplegate informed Phillip that either CG&E or Kaiser ignoredKaiser.

PM's radiographs of the welds because such examinations normally only
welds."p

This according to
constituted a visual inspection and not a radiograph.ggf

57
Applegate was done at the direction -of Mr. Marshall who instructed PM to

!

radiocraph. | Phillip stated that he believed Applegate" examine" but notwas referring to a specific shipment of pipe that had been delivered to,

the site in the f all of 1979 and improperly unloaded (dropped off the
a quality control inspection. Applegate informed Philliptruck) without

that this incident took place around the time of an NRC hearing on
Zi=mer. Applegate said that much controversy van generated at the hearingin fact it was
regarding fuel rode that were allegedly dropped; but

-

these pipes - not fuel rods - that were dropped.

As background, Phillip then provided a brief description of the supplier.
J

Phillip stated that Pullman-KelloggPull =an-Kellogg and the delivery. lity
was the supplier (vendor) and therefore was responsible for the Qua|

Assurance (QA) and Quality Control (QC) vork related to the veld and the;

structure of the pine. J As a normal procedure QC inspections are not
'

i t or the velds. Phillip
6'' done at the site for adequacy of the equ pmenthe equipment is inspected only for damage in transit--

further stated that' ,g 8 and inventory purposes during a " receipt inspection" which does not
include either visual or radiography examinations of welds.

Phillip said Applegate provided him with three specific examples ofApplegate claimed'

.

welds rejected by PM but then approved by -Kaiser.that one was buried in concrete and he felt the utility was not going to
do anything to correct it.
Another area related by Phillip pertained to Applegate's disclosure thatApparently,

there were " problems" with a pipe flushing operations.someone had informed Applegate that as a result of banging pipes dur ngi
d

the flushing procedure deleterious substances cane out of the pipes anThe individual who observed this problem
the " flushing" failed the test.
attempted to resolve it by raising the issue with his supervisor.
Applegate claimed that the individual subsequently quit because thereAs the discussion continued Applegate also statedbookwas no action.taken.to Phillip that another individual at the site had been keeping a note [Applegate did not identify the .

|
or log on his observations at the site. individual and could not furnish specific information, such as thePhillip also
content of the log or why the individual was keeping it.
recalled that Applegate mentioned having been trapped by a fire down in
one area of the plant. F,

t

f
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Applegate then identified. an individual bv the name of Murrav who was
_

Murray /
| gPgp ' .emoloved bv CC&E. ]Phillip stated that according to Applegate.
,

[vas "all rirbt" meaning that he would cocoerate with KRC. lApplegate then
proceeded to tell Phillip that he (Applegate) had provided Murray andSchwiers, QA Supervisor, information about the alleged defective velding

A
,

Phillip believed
and the specific locations of the welds in question.,

Applegate said that Schwiers had one weld tested, found it to be defective,
and then related that the veld would be fixed.
Phillip then stated that Applegate continued the interview by claiming
that information was developed pertaining to the time card padding.
Phillip further stated that Applegate informed him that CG&E notifiedd

the Kaiser Corporation Headquarters in California of the time carSubsequent to this notification representatives from Kaiser
came to the Zimmer site and were informed that evidence was obtained
cheating.

Applegate also advised Phillip .

that confirmed the time ' card padding.they had an individual working undercover.
that CG&E told Kaiser that shortly after this meeting the undercover
Applegate then stated that (1) Kaiser was now
operation was ter=1nated because of evo factors:someone was undercover for CG&E; and (2) the wife of the
subject of the original divorce investigation had made visits to the -d by her, she might
aware that

if he were observe -

site and Applegate feared that,
reveal his true identity.

Applegate related to Phillip that he had been trying to bring the inf orma-
,

'

tion to the attention of NRC because although the time card problem wasApplegate

being addressed no action was being taken about the QC issues. told Phillip that he originally contacted U.S. Senator John Glenn s
'

'

Glenn's
office to apprise him of the inf ormation and obtain assistance. SenatorC
office provided him with the name of James Cummings, Director, CIA, NR . ,

Phillip then explained that Applegate claimed he contacted Cummings byh
telephone and related the information concerning the problems at t e

Applegate also related to Phillip that he (Applegate)
-

became frustrated with Cunnings as a result of several telephone conversa-Zimmer site.
h

tions with Cummings which culminated with Cummings' requesting t at
Applegate provide "something in writing" compiling the allegations.over a weekend
Phillip stated that Applegate thought about the requestAccording to Phillip. Applegate stated that he.wasonal
upset about the request because he (Applegate) had been incurring pers
and became angry.

he

expenditures to bring the information to someone's attention and nowApplegate said he then called Chairman Ahearne's
was requested to do more. ,

office who apparently referred the matter to IE.
|

1

Phillip stated that Applegate stated that he provided the same information *

i (TBI).
to the Cincinnati office of the Federal Bureau of Investigat on
Phillip explained to Applegate that the type of allegations brought tof NRC
the attention of the FBI were items not within the jurisdiction oPhillip also
and would not be addressed during an NRC investigation.
advised Applegate that allegations of criminal activity at the site

7

,

e

e .
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Phillip said he
would have to be handled by the appropriate agency.
explained that the cost of construction (i.e., cost overruns) also was
not a matter within NRC jurisdiction. Phillip explained that Applegate
was not happy with his (Phillip's) explanation regarding the NRC's ,

position but Applegate did not challenge the response.

Phillip stated that the only *her remarks made by Applegate related to
a variety of problems which allegedly indicated that there was mis-
managenent and collusion between pipefitters and security personnel.
Applegate stated this demonstrated t.iat there was not a proper cot:mitynt

'

of 'Applegate also stated that Es a result
,to building a nuclear plant.his attenpring to , bring inf ormation to officials of CG&E as well as

;

gg others (NRC. TBI) J he had been threattned, run off the road and hisApplegate
landlady had been harrassed and threatened over the telephone.

provided additional information to Phil?ip in the form of excerpts fromAccording to Applegate the information on the tapes indicated
$ audiotapes. Applegate played, /jf collusion between high level managers of the project.I

portions of tapes for Phillip which he (Applegate) believed corroborated
Phillip said Applegate controlled the recorder andhis allegations.

only played selected segments for Phillip - describing the context in-Phillip ' explained that Applegate would notwhich each one occurred. Phillip
release the tapes because he considered them to be " insurance."i

| said that many of the tapes were difficult to understand; in thosePhillip stated
instances, Applegate interpreted what was being said.
that, based on what he heard on the tapes he did not hear any information .,

which indicated there was some type of collusion or cover up going on at
the Zimmer site. Phillip said that, after Applegate had skipped around
on the tapes, Applegate confirmed that he had played all the important

However, Phillip did state there was some information on the
tapes that identified three specific welds which uss detailed enough to
parts.

Phillip stated that in his opinioncheck into during an investigation.
comments like 20 to 30 percent of the welds at the plant are defective d
were too general and needed.nore support before they could be investigate .

Additional information which Applegate furnished to Phillip, related to
the manuf,acture and sale of belt buckles by personnel at the site.
Phillip stated that he advised Applegate that, although some of the
material used in the manufacturing of belt buckles may be required for
construction purposes, it was a problem which should be addressed by
CG&E, the licensee, and was not within NRC's jurisdictional responsibilities. i

Applegate also provided information about people being fired for timeAs Phillip recalled, however, Applegate didi
,

card padding or cheating.
not state that any of the individuals fired as a result of his investiga-
tion into time card cheating were in fact the same individuals who had

,

Phillip advised that the only docu-attempted to raise safety issues.
mentation furnished by Applegate during the initial interview were !

reports submitted by the security firm (Confidential Service) who employed i
Phillip said Williamson left I

Applegate and were under contract to CC&E.the interview to photocopy these reports at the Federal Building in-

.

.
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' Cincinnati. He said Williamson spoke with an FBI agent and obtained a
copy of a Pebruary 14, 1980, TBI letterhead memorandum which confirmed
that Applegate had spoken with the FBI. The letterhead memorandum also
reflected that an Assistant United States Attorney had declined prosecution
on the matter.

, .

Phillip recalled that he had a subsequent telephone conversation with -

Appletate on March 4,1980, during which they discussed two points: (1)
f what would be the best approach in trying to contact the individual who |

pp/ ~ ,, , 2) to confir= details about an(ouit over the flushing operation /and,
individual Applegate mentioned previously by the name of Sellers (phonetic).
Apparently Sellers was still employed at the site and had been keeping a
list'of defective welds rejected by PM but approved by Kaiser. Phillip
said that he asked Applegate whether Sellers ever shared this list with
him as Sellers said he would; Applegate responded negatively. Phillip
said he also confirmed which of the Sellers brothers at PM was the one
Applegate was referring to.

Phillip then stat,ed that, af ter returning to the Region III office and
reviewing} some ofj the material furnished by Applegate, he (Phillip) had _
a dzscussion with Chuck Norelius, his supervisor, regarding the allega- /
tions. Phillip explained that the meeting was held to establish what I

f issues were going to be investicated bv NRC. I Phillip also explained
that he had already made an initial assessment of the information and

_ had informed Applegate, in general terms," of which allegations were
within NRC's jurisdiction. I Phillip then stated that he relied on his
vast experience with the Commission and his professional experience in'

j judging what issues were going to be investiented i ynillip continuec by
g$ f f "statzng that there were additional discussions with region personnel5

f after they determined that the welding allegations were going to be
investigated. Phillip stated that Kavin Ward, an inspector, had been
assigned to assist him in the. investigation. -

,

Phillip said that Bill Ward, II Headquarters, contacted Phillip on
* March 13 to apprise him that Applegate had contacted IE Headquarters and

informed them that the PM trailer had been broken into and some records
were allegedly stolen. Phillip then called Applegate on the same day to
obtain specific information regarding the incident. Phillip recalled
that Applegate could not provide any inf ormation related to specific
documentation which may have been taken from the PM trailer.

The interview continued with Phillip's explaining that the issues vers |
"scoped" but initially they were probably somewhat general in nature and )
not very specific./ Yn1111p also stated that the early briefing of

fNorelius was general, however, he (Phillip) recalled providing all *

'available documents furnished by Applegate for review by Nore11us.
Phillip then stated there were subsequent telephone conversations with
Applegate after Region III sent the letter describing the allegations*

(issues) and scope of the upcoming Region III investigation. Applegate
never indicated during thesa conversations that he was not satisfied or
that NRC was. " limiting" or "too narrowly investigating" the allegations.
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Pertaining to questions about regional procedures and discussion of the
initial allegations, Phillip responded by stating there were several
discussions with different regional personnel. ' Phillip stated he had
conversations with Messrs. Nore11us, Kavin Ward, Vandel (Project Inspector),As
Danielson (Kavin thrd's supervisor), and perhaps, Fiore111 and Knop.
Phillip recalled the discussions were general in nature and not too

Phillip stated that he did not recall discussing the matterd etailed. Phillip did state that1

%fwithJamesReppler,theRegionalDirector.Len Williamson's (assigned from II'Readquarters) involvement was veryf| $ jp/
| limited and as a result he was not requested to write or document any

inf ornation obtained during the initial Applegate Interview.
,

Phillip explained that he did not believe tnat there was e.ny ' advanced
notification nede to the ZLamer site and was about 95 percent certain
that it was a "special unannounced investigation." Phillip stated there
was no fixed policy on announcing investigations, however. probably most ,

\are unannounced. [Phillip indicated that he did not believe that ainven-i 1
licensee could alter "pocr performance" ranidiv enouch to aff ect
gations.1 Phillip continued by stating that he and Kavin Ward initially

1
;

+k. .

*

went to the Zimmer site and had an entrance interview with schv4.r= _surehowspecificallytheyidentified[
site CA Manager. IPh1111p was not ]

*" the allegations to Schweirs; they probably identified them as' OA/0C
specifving the area of welding.I Af ter meeting with; , g , ,, problems without

Schwiers they interviewed Alan Sellers, QC Supervisor for PM who stated
w

that he was unaware of any list illustrating welds rejected by PM which, , , As a result Phillip and Ward
were subsequently accepted by Kaiser.
decided to inspect a representative " system of welds" in order to determinePhillip recalled that_ _I

whether or not there was a problem with welds.
Ward was f amiliar with welding at th'e Zimmer site and thereforefasked/FM \

I '

.

diograph
to pull radiograpns and "rescer sheets" to determine how many FM raKaiser and subsequentiv approved.] Phillip

.gz/dC " rejects" were overruled by
stated approximately 99 weld radiographs were checked and only two were

Phillip explained that in both cases Kavin Ward concurredoverruled.
with Kaiser's interpretation of'the radiograph.

Concerning the three specific welds alleged to be defective, Phillip
stated the radiographs were reviewed by Ward who discovered that problems
with the radiographs and/or documentation existed but had been identified

;

in a comprehensive review of PM radiographs conducted by another firm,
Phillip advised that Ward could better answer specific questions i

NES. !
regarding the welds.

f
Phillip then stated that he did not check into the " break in" of the FM * !

:

did not know if the trailer was broken into or if I
trailer and, in fact, Phillip noted that the licensee is responsible
documents' were taken.
for maintaining the reco'rd copies of all documents, so PM's copies were j

,

not the official ones. l'
l

. < - c
jk_ i-s
;

9
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Phillip stated that at that time he also attempted to address the allega-d
tion involving alleged problems in the " pipe flushing" proce ures.
Phillip advised that the allegation arose from the initial allegations _had
made by Applegate; however, af ter contactine the individual who

. " Jknowledge of the problem (Tyner)1 he I(Phillip) was unable to obtain any]
,
*

specific inf ormation.f The individual did inf orm Phillip, however, that
,

f h test thus. g
/7

the " hydro test" was run and the system was modified a ter t eresulted in an inspection which,

'

invalidating the *est. fThis statement
disclosed that the circumstances, as described by the individual, were

.

Phility then stated that the " hydro test" was going to bey
/t factual.

rerun with an inspector present.

Whillip explained that the next allegation which was addressed had to doAccording to Phillip,
f with the handling of five " spool pieces" (pipe).the time that he_and Ward irrived on site these pieces of pipe wereThe spools

}in a " hold status ,"]however, they were not " tagged" as such..n t
" at the

were shipped by the vendor, Pullman-Kellogg, and were "unloadedPhillip stated
site by " dropping them off the truck .onto the ground." half-inch in
the pipe was approximately 12 inches in diameter and over aRegarding the radiographing of the pipe, Phillip explained" and notvall thickness.
that the pipe was radiographed by PM for "information purposes
as part of a regulatory requirement or appropriate test procedure.

.

@hillip stated that CGE and/or Kaiser were therefore committing to
radiographs and documentation as it related to the condition of the pipe _
when a visual inspection would have been suf ficient. | Phillip noted thatl the
FM found " rejectable indications;" they did not.actually reieeter reieetl] Subsequently, an NR
pipe because oniv Kaiser could seeeptwas issued and ultimately an NR was improper.ly written which resulted

..s in
d

.

lled.

:seme of the nine beine released from the warehouse and insta
,

yJ ih
.However, one ranaining NR was written which still kept the problems w t *Therefore, Phillip did not
the pipe as an open item of nonconformance.
believe there was any type of cover-up; he said that Kaiser, by installingh later

the pipe at this, point, was assuming the risk that the pipe mig tPhillip then stated that none of the
be found to be unacceptable. individuals interviewed believed that there was a " hardware problem "

.

l

only a " paperwork problem."f Phillip continued by stating that apparent yh" and void the a
the .0A Supervisor, Schwiers told someone to "line througf

b'R. I Phillip stated he interviewed Schwiers regarding the alleged instructionh h

at which time Schwiers denied giving anyone instructions to line t rougPhillip concluded this portion of the interview
i

by stating that he did not take any sworn statements or write reports ofitems identified on an NR.
-

|
- interviews and did not believe it was necessary. ,

j
even af ter he left the Zimmer site

.

Phillip continued by e plaining that,he thought that maybe all the work had not been done - although he had
t

After returning to
told CCE that there was one ites of noncompliance.

Region III Phillip discussed the results of the investigation withNorelius and also told Norelius that he had some concerns and believed,

f

/*

.-
h

|

W.
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that more work was going to have to be done. Phillip then stated that

. he returned to the site several weeks later with another NRC_ inspector _
Tom Vandel, to make further inquiries regarding the spools. I raillip

tha pipe was checked and they concentrated on the " paperworkstated that
problem."

~ '

Phillip recalled that he received a call during the first day or so of I'

the investigation from another investigator in Region III, Jim Foster.
who advised that Applegate had called the Region and explained that he *

(Applegate) was contemplating going to the PM people and possibly the
, newspapers. This occurred about April 7.1980. _according to Phillip.

(Phillip then stated that he contacted Apo'legatd and told him that he wasf ree to go to the press, however, it eliminated any chance of Applegate's, /| #gp
maintaining his confidentiality. Phillip believed that Applegste did
then go to the presa, probably the Chicago Sun Times. .

In response to a question regarding procedures for identifying individua_Isthecontacted and reverted in IE investigations,[Fhillip stated that
procedures do call f or making an identification key. /Phillip then,

there uns no identification key for his investigation.yj stated that

Phillip said that he made one attempt to contact an individual namedseoe tvoe of iournal. f Phillip]
, "Johan" who Anolerate claimed was keeping I

said Resident Inspector Daniels unsuccessfully tried to locate Johan
through the Zinmer switchboard. I Phillip said he did not pursue the(

, _ .

r.atter further because Applegate did not supply any specifics of what
the journal contained. ,

--

Phillip continued by explaining that shortly after Applegate "wentcontacted him to obtain
public" a reporter from Channel 9, Cincinnati,The reporter asked if he couldinformation about the investigation. )

-interview Phillip on the site or at the este. l Fh1111p had a discussion -

with Schwiers, QA Manager, CGEE, who stated that they would permit
.

Inspector,
Channel 9 to come on the Zimmar site for an interview in ResidentSometime later, Mr. Altemuehle, CG&E public relations: Daniels' office. ;! JL J' officer, asked Phillip if he would attend a press conf erence downtown.'"

This apparently was done to provide the other representatives of the
media an opportunity to learn about the results of the investigation at
the site and not just provide a story for one station (Channel 9)..

Phillip then explained he went to the Resident Inspector's trailer andLater the same day he (Phillip) went towas interviewed by Channel 9.
downtown Cincinnati to attend the press conference. Approximately 20-23
reporters were in attendance and the two main points of interest were,

the velds on the pipe spool pieces which he stated were "OK" and that
,

i

the licensee ses going to be cited for an item of noncompliance relating |As Phillip recalled, oneto records and violating " hold" procedures. !

reporter asked about drugs and alcohol on the site and the fact that
,

workara were coming to work drunk or intoxicated. Phillip replied to

i
.

.

1

- ..
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the question by explaining he did not know of the allegation, as stated.
.

t

When asked whether NRC was concerned about this, Phillip replied that it
'

was the employer's concern because, even if a drunk welder made a bad
weld, the licensee's QC inspection program was designed to catch faulty|

Phillip stated that Mr. Borgmann, V.P. of Engineering,I

workmanship.
CC&E, and Mr. Altamuchle were also present* in the press conference.

Phillip explained that on May 7,1980, he had several different telephone
conversations with Applegate, Bill Ward (IE Headquarters), and Rita Giordano
(reporter for the Cincinnati Inquirar). Apparently Applegate had new
infornation (capes) which he claimed indicated that CG&E had lied to NRC

.

* and that there was a criminal conspiracy. According to Phillip he contacted
>

Applegate who explained that he had evidence in the form of taped conversations
with individuals which showed there was a conspiracy on the part of the
licensee and Kaiser to prevent PM from disclosing defective welding at

Phillip stated that he decided that if Applegate, in fact,the plant.
had I:his type of infernatio41t would be better to interview Applegate

This apparently was concurred in by Bill Ward andat an FBI office.Phillip explained that he then talked with Jim Donah'ua,Norelius.
Region III's Chief of Safeguards and requested that he make arrangementsDonahue then contacted Special Agent Robert Buckley,k
for an interview date. Phillie stated that theAtemic Enertv Desk. Chicago Field Office. TBI.

;g4 interview took olace in the Dircksen Federal Buildine in downtewn Chiencol
at which tine Applegate presented the " tapes" and made his allegations../

-

Af ter list?ning to the tapes Buckley advised Applegate that he did not '

hear anything which constituted a violation of the Federal criminal; ;f-

The taped conversations were ma(p by Applegate of telephone
conversations he had with representatives of PM, including the president
statutes.

.

of the cenpany, Mr. A1 dredge.

Phillip then stated that Applegate was not satisfied with the results of
the interview and the fact that the FBI did not accept his (Applegate's)
claim that the taces were evidence of criminalitv. J Fh1111p also stated, '

i

,

that Applegate was complaining of not having any money or transportat oni

to the airport for his return flight to Cincinnati and requested FBI orPhillip stated Acolerate's recuest was denied.l~A5~
'

'

NRC transportation.
che close of the interview Buckley advised Applegate that the NRC would
provide him with any additional information obtained and a copy of thePhillip also told

-

$NRC report when the NRC investigation was concluded.,Applegate that he would further review the taped conversations (which! .g*., f*
| Applegate provided) and interview A1 dredge.'

Later the same day Phillip explained he was called by a reporter, [
,

Rita Ciordano, wanting to know what happened at the meeting with the '

Phillip stated he provided Giordano basically the same informationTBI. Phillip went on to explain that he then made attemptsdescribed above. 20, 1980. The
to contact A1 dredge and eventually interrieved him on May

pext contact with Applegate came on June 7,1980, at which time ApplegatePhillip
stated to Phillip that he (Applegate) was "not sitting still."

,

"16-

' .

4*

e.

--, ,%. , ...-...,.,..-w.,, ..m.,_._--,,_-y. , , . . - _ _ - , - , _ , .- . __-,.,.--_m -,_-e-_ ._ _ _ ____.__. _._ __ - _- _ _ _-



. . ..

. _ . .,_ .

. .

*.-
.

.*. .

-
.

15-

! I
. .

advised Applegate that a report would be coming out and NRC would provide
his a copy.

In response to questions about velding problems at the Ztamer site which *

were described in Applegate's " Confidential Report" compiled during his *

contract assignment at the site Phillip provided the following responses.

Phillip explained there were individuals named in Applegate's reports
who may have had knowledge of the velding problems; however, Phillip did ,

' j/ ,7 not believe that it would have been fruitful to " track people down to
obtain veld information" because Region III was already aware of welding

a

difficulties and numerous NRC inspections had been conducted.1 Phillip< added that the specific welds in question could be checked by reviewingI

radiographs. Phillip also noted that individual fwelders] would not be in
a- a position to know what subsequent actions were or were not taken to

correct deficient velds. ,

Phillip was then provided an opportunity to review the l'ist of allegations
described in the petition to the Special Counsel. Upon reviewing the
allegations Phillip provided a response to each allegation identifying
allegat. ions which had been previously addressed during either his investi-,

gation or other Region III efforts and those which appeared to be new
allegations.'

Phillip said there was no explicit IE policy on how to write the " details"
.

i

| -- Be said the investigator uses his
section of investigative reports.
discretion to prepare the report in the usy which best presents the

(

'

Phillip said that although sometimes theinformation to the reader.
report is a series of interviews, Jun often feels it is better to organize,

' He said that, when this is done, therethe report by subject matter.
are no documents which comprehensively summarize what each vitness

-

stated: the report presents what each witness said (identifying them
only by title) on each issue. Phillip further stated that he believed(1)that investigations of allegations are best reported as follows:
state the allegation; (2) list details provided by the alleger; (3)
state the findings; and (4) list details supporting the findings.

i;

HePhillip said he did not take any written statements in this case.
said it is up to each investigator's discretion to decide when to have a

Phillip recalled only one occasionwitness or alleger sign a statement.
when he asked an alleger to sign a statement containing his allegations.
Phillip doubted that this approach would help pin down the allegationsPhillip said that he generallyor help the allegers be more accurate.
does not obtain statements from any witnesses unless he feels he vill be
receiving conflicting significant information. Phillip said the only;

; time the thought even entered his mind was in connection with the circumstances
of the notation being crossed off the nonconformance report which allowed
the five spool pieces to be installed. Phillip noted however that the

thisconsensus, which he believed also included Norelius' view, was that,

crossing off uns not that significant because the problem was still ,

identifiedlin the syste51 therefore [it turned out that -statements wer_e/' s,,

[notneeded-
_

_

e W.
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Phillip said that having IE investigators administer oaths to witnessesoaths are a useful tool, howeverj
is a relatively new idea. He said that Phillip said oaths ,

they are not appropriate for use in every situation.Phillip noted that II investigators do
1-

have been used only sparingly.
not have general authority to administer oatha. Re said that investigators

*

must receive a written delegation of authority to administer oaths in
,

each case from the Regional Director and the delegation must receive the
,

advance concurrence of the Office of the Executive legal Director in
Phillip believed this was a rather cumbersome approval

'

Phillip alsoRead quarters.

process if it is really intended that they use oaths.noted the practical problem that an. investigator does not know what the
situation is until he gets into the field, yet the authority to ad=irister

.

oaths must be requested in advance.
.

Phillip said that the NUE Inspectors Manual is a training tool | for newPhillip said he wrote Chapter 8 which addresses investigations.' ' jjf
personnel .Phillip's attention was directed to paragraph 1 on page 6 which states:

Ivery complaint or allegation received, regardless of the source or
the avenue of communication involved, must be evaluated and docu-

There are instances wherein the complaint or allegation
obviously has no substance and it comes from an individual suff eringmented.

Even in those cases, at least a memo to
f rom a mental disorder. the general

' the files should be prepared documenting the contact,
content of any communications and the basis for the conclusion that
the matter need not be pursued ,further. .

i

Phillip responded that this passage means that investigators cannot
'

,-

dismiss entire contacts without appropriately documenting it; however,!

it does not require itemization of specific allegations and how each one
would be handled. '

Phillip said that people outside the nuclear field generally do not
.

realize the number of checks and balances that exist at nuclear powerHe said that as an example it would require a lot of collusionNR.
to get all the required signatures on a false document such as an
plants.

Phillip stated that, although review of documentation is necessary, it"

He said it was more than cemmon for inspectors to look at the hardwarei's not true that IE inspectors limit their inspections to " paper reviews.
that, .under the IE modular inspection ,'

iitself. He also pointed cut
program, the licensees notify IE of when certain tests and activitiesd ;

are to be performed and IE inspectors then vitness them. Phillip saih Phillip

that in thi's investigation Kavin Ward reviewed radiographs, whicPhillip said that IE does not have
* considered to be "hard evidence." independent capability to perform its own radiographic testing to double-

j
;

Phillip did not c_onsider this to be a
[check the licensee's radiographs.

problem because the licensee would not have (had timej to substituteradiographs after Ward and he had randomly selected the system theyy7 *

i,

intended te review. h

* Changes incorporated pursuant to reinterview on 8/4/81,
.

4

W.
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I- welds would be reviewed. Phillip noted that, inasmuch as Applegate
claimed he brought these welds to Schweirs' attention, the licensee may [
have expected that someone would be reviewing this veld sometime.

Investiracers' Note - Af ter a lunch break the interview was continued
with Phillip only.

.

Phillip said he knew from his first visit to Zimmer that the notation on
NRBE-1911, Rev. 2 - which was holding up installation of the spoolj .

I
pieces - had been lined out; however, he did not establish who lined it

Phillip said he also realized on his return to the Regional Officeout.
af ter the first visit that Applegate's allegation was that the spool
pieces were bad at the factory - not that they were da= aged when unloaded

Phillip said that he discussed the matter with Noreliusfrom the truck.
and, for these and other reasons, they decided that Phillip should do
further investigation at Zimmer. Phillip said that the Zimmer personnel
knew he was returning because he so informed Schweirs a couple days
ahead of time.

,

Phillip said he established that Mr. Oltz, with Kaiser's Document Control
Unit, was the one who lined out the NR notation. Phillip could not

( recall Oltz' excuse, but 01st did agree that his method of closing the
Phillip said the warehouse man who,

NR by lining it out was incorrect.'

released the spool pieces based on the altered NR inf ormed him that he
the notation.was present when Schweirs directed Oltz to line out

Phillip said he did not pursue the matter af ter Schweirs denied itas evidenced
0 because the " bottom line" was that there was no cover-up,

,

'

by /ene otnerJ NR that remained open on the matter.JPhillip suspected that
' this lining out only. occurred b_ecause the Zi=mer personnel considered it a

in fact, the spooly, to be only a " paper problem." / Phillip said that,,

N
pieces passed ultrasonic tests FM and Pull 22n-Kellogg* performed between

|
' V
;p/jfpf jtheir two vd=4-=_

Investigators' Note - Toward the end of the interview, Ward returned tothe threeadvise OIA that he had just learned from Len Wood of CG&E that
welds are all safety-related. He said K4916 is a class 3 veld and both
K-262 and CY-606 are class 2 velds.

* Changes incorporated pursuant to reinterview on 8/4/81.

Interview of Everett L. Williamson, Jr.
s

Everett L. Williamson, Jr. , Investigator', Region II, IE, was interviewed
at the Washington National Airport, Washington, D.C. , on March 5,1981,

Williamson saidby Investigators David Camble and John Sinclair, CIA.
he participated in an interview of Thomas Applegate which occurred |

>

Williamson said that about a week beforssometime around March 3,1980. |that date his supervisor William Ward, instructed him to meet Region III
Investigator Gerald Phillip in Cincinnati, Ohio, to assist Phillip in 'an

Williamson said that Ward informed him that Applegateinvestigation.
had called NRC; he believed the Headquarters Duty Officer had received

,

'

Ward saidand recorded Applegate's call and Ward called Applegate back.
.

'4 .

.
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5.14 Alcohol and Drug Abuse,

,

,

i
I

5.14.1 Allegation,

!

I
'

"A lax attitude toward employee behavior was evidenced by complete

disregard of drinking and drug use on the site, and routine hiringi

of temporary laborers prone to violence."

wEh
On February 24, 1981, during a meeting tetr::: NRC officials, Thomas Devine [
(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office,

they advised that, among others, former security officers Ronald Wright,

Jeffrey Hyde, and David Simpson had knowledge of " people who were drunk on

the job;" " people who were frequently intoxicated;" and " construction workers

walking around smoking dope, drinking moonshine liquor, getting drunk.. . ."

.

5.14.2 Background Information

A brief history and description of plant security is provided in the

following paragraphs. Portions of this information are based on state-

ments received during interviews with Frederick Lautenslager, CGEE Security

Supervisor, and Norborne C. Ward, President of W&W Protection Agency, Inc. ,

the current security service contractor at Zimmer.

" Construction security" may be defined as the protection of property used

in and for construction activities at Zimmer, and the protection of those

areas in which construction is taking place. NRC does not impose security
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requirements on licensees during plant construction. Construction security

{ does not extend to the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building

1
(spent fuel pool area) where the nuclear fuel is stored, and does not

; extend to those areas specifically released by the constructDn project

manager and signed for by the CG&E Electric Production Department-(EPD).
i
; The protection of the above areas not related to construction and the
1

protection of the nuclear fuel is defined as " station security." " Con-

eS,struction security" and " station security" are two separate tudsumeesseeF'" w,
i y

security operations.
.

From the start of plant construction until September 1976, the

H. J. Kaiser Company maintained its own security force that was respon-

sible for construction security matters at Zimmer. In September 1976,

W&W took over from Kaiser and became the sole security contractor, using

the same security procedures that had applied to Kaiser's security force.

The primary responsibility for construction security is vested in the

construction project manager, although in essence W&W has been informally

delegated the authority to conduct security activities on his behalf.

In August 1979, while preparing to receive the first shipment of nuclear

fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security to provide ten security officers

(armed watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security for the

receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security per-

sonnel were required to adhere to policies and procedures prepared by

CG&E Security Supervisor Frederick Lautenslager; however, CG&E did not
. ,

exercise direct supervision over the Yoh Security Officers. The CG&E

.

-2-
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' y Security Supervisor coordinated the requirements of CG&E security pro-
i

<1 cedures through the Yoh lead security officer, who had responsibility
!

for implementing those directives. Specifically, the jurisdiction of

the CG&E Security Supervisor and Yoh Security Officers extended only-to

! areas that were included under the definition of " station security."
l
j Therefore, from a security standpoint, the primary concern of the CG&E
!

Security Supervisor and Yoh Security was protecting the spent fuel pool

i area where the nuclear fuel was stored and controlling access to that

area on the 627-ft level (seventh floor) of the reactor building.

!

At the request of Yoh Security officials in October 1980, CG&E termi-

nated Yoh's contract to provide officers for station security. W&W,

upon Yoh's leaving, assigned some officers exclusively for station

security. The W&W officers assigned to station security conducted

security activities in accordance with the same procedures and under the

same supervisory structure as those that had applied to Yoh. %s

,
- . - .-- -- - - - - _

_.

d

f

s Additional security-related background information is also contained in

N "TSection 5.13.2 nacxgrouuu t ai v uu. m.. . i
j

The allegation was reviewed to determine if it had any significance regarding

l matters under NRC jurisdiction; specifically, the review attempted to deter-
!

mine if the adequacy of construction of safety-related systems was compromised A'
4

by individuals who performed work in safety-related areas during times when
l

their ability to perform their job was impaired due to use of intoxicants.

To help make this determination, two basic questions were asked of persons

|

| -3-
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. interviewed, who stated they observed workers who in their opinion were
f~ -Follow''T! intoxicated. In essence, the questions asked were: ^

j

; A-(1 Did you ever observe anyone who in your opinion was intoxicated to the >

j point where their ability to perform their job was impaired [ # >

!

d2hIfso,wheredidyouobservetheseindividuals? <

|

|

5.14.3 Investigation

5.14.3.1 Interview with Rena_1d Wright

|

On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. He stated that he
i

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

Zimmer from October 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he observed

what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers at the

Zimmer site. At least once a week while on patrol at the site, Wright would;

find quantities of beer cans on the auxiliary building roof and in a lunch / break

area that was then located in the diesel generator room. He related that on

j many occasions (he could not recall a specific number) he discovered what

appeared to be marijuana cigarette butts in one or two small rooms accessible

from the rooftop of the radwaste building. Wright stated that on one occasion

he discovered four or five capsules of material (colored black and yellow or

black and orange) that appeared to be some type of drug. These capsules were

discovered between the two locker rooms on the second floor of the: service

building. Wright was unable to recall what disposition he made of these

-4-

---



.

ZIMMER/000/0 FINAL /np
.

.

suspected narcotic materials and was unaware whether any analysis was ever
>.,

; performed to identify the materials.

:
'

Wright related that he was personally aware of two separate instances in
i

.

which construction workers, who in his opinion were intoxicated to the point~

,

I that they were unable to perform their duties, reported for duty at the

seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel storage pool. The two workers

j involved in these incidents were refused access to the spent fuel pool area
i

on those occasions.

I

He also stated that, in his opinion, a former Yoh Lead Security Officer was

[ very intoxicated on at least two occasions when he reported for work and

(based on the smell of his breath and his conduct) was somewhat intoxicated

on other occasions.

On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement attesting to this
inc lu Aa E c,. A3N Mie 6 ginformation, a copy of which is * trach A--2: Exhibi -

U ^

j 5.14.3.2 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

.

l
i

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. He stated tuat he

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed at

Zimmer from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed at the plant, he

observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol use indicated by the

empty beer cans and liquor bottles in various areas of the plant... Hyde was

able to recall only one instance when he observed a construction worker who,

-5-
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in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated to the point that his ability
.

to perform his job was impaired. He observed this worker at the seventh

floor entrance to the spent fuel pool area. Hyde indicated that when the ~
i we

workers condition was noted, he prohibited entry to the fuel storage area,3

removed from the floor, and suspended from work assignments on th'at floor.
? e

Hyde also stated that he observed on several occasions (more than five but

less than ten) a former Yoh lead security officer who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement attesti to the above
in eju.c{e 8_. 4 e-- */ kinformation, a copy of which is ett ched :: Exhibi^ .

_

5.14.3.3 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was,

;

employed as a security officer with Yob Security and was stationed at

Zimmer from September 1979 to October 1980. While stationed there, he

observed what he believed to be indications of alcohol use by the workers

at Zimmer. Simpson advised that on many occasions, particularly on the

main floor of the urbine Iding, he discovered quantities of empty beer 4,

'

cans and liquor bottles. He remarked that, although he never observed any

. workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the point their ability
!
'

to perform their job was impaired, he believed it was reasonable to assume

some workers' ability to perform was at times impaired, based on .the number

of empty beer cans and liquor bottles found.

6'--

.
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. Simpson stated he had no personal knowledge regarding the extent of drug
i

use, although on one occasion while outside the reactor building, he
.

detected the odor of what appeared to be burning marijuana.
'

,

Simpson indicated he had no knowledge of any former Yoh Lead Secu'rity'

Officer being intoxicated while on duty and, in his opinion, the former

lead officer never appeared to be intoxicated while on duty.

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written stateme t attesting to the

preceding information, a copy of which is 6thibitf (eS clv ' - 4 Aix bc'

V.--

5.14.3.4 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was

employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed

at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.

While stationed there, Ross observed what he believed to be indications of

alcohol and drug use by workers at Zimmer. Ross advised that, on a few

occasions, he had seen construction workers drinking beer during their lunch

1;ours, although he had never noticed whether this drinking had any apparent

affect on the workers' ability to perform their jobs. Ross indicated Yoh

security officers were instructed not to confront workers who were observed

drinking in nonstation security areas but rather to obtain information such
f

as the payroll number or name or their hard hats that could be used to ide M-

(ify.theindividuals. If identifying information was secured, it was referred

to the construction project manager or W&W, because they had jurisdiction over !

construction activities.

-7-
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Ross recalled one occasion when he observed a worker who, in his opinion,
.

,

was intoxicated, although he could not determine whether the worker was
:

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired.

Ross observed this worker at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel

pool storage area shortly after the worker was refused access to 'he fuelt.

I storage area by a fellow Yoh security officer. (Based on Ross' description

of this incident, it appears he may be referring to the same incident that
.

former security officers Hyde and Wright described.)

c,

Ross also advised that on one occasion he found what appeared to be mari-

juana cigarette butts on a rooftop area located between the reactor and

turbine buildings. Ross related he was not able to determine whether

workers were using drugs to the extent that it impaired their ability to

perform their jobs and had not formed an opinion in that regard.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement attesting to this
In M W 5information, a copy of which is attached es Exhibi'p % Wiy. 3 CD.v.

5.14.3.5 Interview with James Bedinghaus

.

On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus was interviewed by NRC. He stated that

he was employed as a second shift security supervisor with W&W Protection

Agency, Inc., and was stationed at Zimmer from February 1980 to November

1980. While employed there, Bedinghaus noticed what he believed to be

evidence of alcohol use by workers at Zimmer, as indicated by workers he

encountered who smelled of alcohol and had the appearance of being intox-

-8-
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icated. Bedinghaus specifically recalled approximately three occasions on

. which he observed workers who, in his opinion, were intoxicated to the
|
'

point that their cbility to perform their job was impaired. These workers
,

were observed attempting to enter the site through the main gate. Bedinghaus

indicated that, while he was assigned to the gate, workers who in'his
i
'

opinion were intoxicated were refused entrance to the site.

.

Bedinghaus also stated he was aware of an incident when a second shift

security officer encountered a group of men with beer who were in two

automobiles leaving the site via the main gate. During that encounter,

the security officer observed that the men in one automobile had open

beer inside their vehicle and the other automobile contained a case of

beer inside the trunk. The occupants of both vehicles indicated they

were coming from an onsite CG&E fire school; however, none of them had

identification cards or visitor passes. Bedinghaus expressed the opinion

that the first shift security officers had not checked the identification

or issued passes to these individuals at the time they entered the plant.

Bedinghaus also expressed his belief that security was lax in the areas

controlled by W&W, and W&W security officers were present onsite more for

display purposes rather than for providing property protection.

i

With regard to alleged drug use, Bedinghaus stated he had no personal

knowledge of drug use at Zimmer, although he had observed individuals who,

in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated or " stoned" on somethin_g other

than alcohol.

o

-9-
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On March 25, 1981, James Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting
j NM in Q -diY do

to this information, a copy of which is attachd .. Exhibi -,
.

s

5.14.3.6 Interview with mes Caplinge

i -

12,1981,hamesCaplinger was interviewed by NRC. He stated thatOn March
r-.

he was employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and was stationed
. L--.

at Zimmer from August 1979 to October 198 M While stationed there, kaplinge

observed what he believed to be evidence of alcohol and drug use by workers
-.

at Zimmer. This evidence was in the form of empty beer cans and what appeared

to be marijuana cigarette butts detected by linge)onsite. Although he

detectedevidenceofalcoholanddruguse,hpling stated he never personally

observed anyone drinking intoxicants or smoking marijuana. He indicated that,

if he had, he would have reported the individual to their superior and that

person probably would have been fired.

fCapling 1so remarked that, based on his 20 years experience in the

U.S. Army as a senior noncommissioned officer and observation of alcohol

and drug abuse among that population, he would not characterize the use

of alcohol and drugs at Zimmer as widespread.

On March 12, 1981, plinghprovided a written sworn statement attesting to
WO_ _ 4 D a8 r /3 3the preceding information, a copy of which is metachad -- Tvhik4+

..
.

- 10 -
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Despite his observations regarding the extent of alcohol use, Bice said

I that on only one occasion did he observe a worker who, in his opinion, was
!

intoxicated to the point that his ability to perform his job was impaired..,

| This worker was observed at the seventh floor entrance to the spent fuel
,

! pool storage area. Based on Bice's description of the incident, it appears'
,

i he may be referring to the same incident that former security officers Hyde,

Wright, and Ross described.

i

Regarding alleged drug use, Bice stated he did observe what he believed to

be evidence of drug use at Zimmer. Bice related that, during the course

of his routine security rounds each day, he would find approximately three

to four apparent marijuana cigarette butts. He indicated that to his

knowledge there were no analvses made of the cigarette butts he detected,

although based on their appearance (the presence of seeds common to the

marijuana plant) he was convinced the butts were from marijuana cigarettes.
.

Bice stated he prepared approximately 10.to 11 field _ incident reports ,

regarding suspected alcohol and marijuana use while he was stationed at

Zimmer and these reports were forwarded to CG&E Security Supervisor

Fred Lautenslager. He remarked that Lautenslager advised him on one

occ.ision there was nothing Yoh Security and the CG&E Security Supervisor

could do about these instances (since they apparently occurred in areas

under W&W Security's jurisdiction) and not to worry about such incidents.

Bice verified that all the instances of alcohol and drug use he observed

occurred in areas under W&W Security's jurisdiction, except for the

incident on the seventh floor involving an apparently intoxicated worker.

12 --

|
1

i
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.

Bice also advised that on one occasion he observed two CG&E employees in.

b-
] the reactor control room who were smoking what appeared to be marijuana.
t

4 He said, however, he did not confront the workers regarding their. suspected

conduct, and he does not recall preparing a field incident report about the
'

,

i event. ~

i

.

5.14.3.8 Interview with Dennis Shinkle

On March 26, 1981, Dennis Shinkle was interviewed by NRC. He stated that

he has been employed as a security officer with the W&W Protection Agency,

Inc., from approximately 1976 to the present. During that time, he was off

work for about six to seven months from January to July 1980. While

stationed at Zimmer, he has primarily been assigned to main gate security.

Shinkle indicated that he has detected evidence of alcohol use by the

workers there. Shinkle specifically recalled one incident that took place

during the Fall of 1979. The incident involved four or five construction

workers who had apparently brought alcoholic beverages onsite during their

lunch hour. He related that a construction supervisor first observed the

workers with the alcoholic beverages and requested that Shinkle accompany

him to corroborate this observation. When Shinkle did so, the supervisor

j took immediate action and the workers were fired.

I Shinkle was asked whether he had ever observed any workers who in his

i,
opinion were intoxicated to the point that their ability to perform their

'

job,wae impaired. He replied that on several occasions (he was unable to

estimate how many) he had observed workers attempting to enter the site

i

!

; - 13 -
;

!
1
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by the main gate who, in his opinion, appeared to be intoxicated. Shinkle
:
4 denied entry to the site to any workers he observed at the main gate who
I

appeared to be intoxicated.
t

.

Shinkle indicated that it was difficult to prevent workers from bringing
i

alcoholic beverages onsite, particularly when there were large numbers of'

workers entering the site at approximately the same time. Although security

officers would often conduct a cursory search of lunch containers and

coolers for alcohol, they could not (lawfully or practically) search the

person of each worker who entered the site. The same problem applied to

searching the motor vehicles permitted onsite. Security officers could
'

conduct a cursory search of the vehicle trunks and a visual search of the

inside of the vehicle; however, they could not individually-search each

occupant.

.

4

With regard to alleged drug use, Shinkle stated that he never observed,
I and was not personally aware of, any drug use by workers at Zimmer.

; 5.14.3.9 Interv'iew with Norborne Ward .

!

On March 27, 1981, Norborne C. Ward was interviewed by NRC. He stated that

he is President of the W&W Protection Agency, Inc., and has held that

position since W&W became the construction security contractor at Zimmer:

| in September 1976. From September 1976 to October 1980, he was stationed

on a full-time basis at Zimmer and thereafter visited the site to oversee

security operations usually twice a week.
,

i
: - 14 -
|

|
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Ward indicated that ne is well informed about security-related matters and
'! incidents at Zimmer. He explained that W5W inherited Kaiser's security

procedures and basically has continued to conduct security activities in

accordance with those guidelines. Ward related that, during the time W&Wi

has been security contractor there, he has become aware of instances of
i

| alcohol use by construction workers at Zimmer.

Ward indicated that alcohol use onsite became a real concern and certain

measures were initiated to reduce the problem. In July 1980, W&W began the

practice of searching the coolers and lunch containers brought onsite by

the construction workers. This action was somewhat effective in preventing

some workers from bringing alcoholic beverages onsite. Also, a contributing

factor to the problem was the sale of liquor by certain individuals in the

parking lot outside the site. Ward stated that a " crackdown" on parking

lot liquor sales was initiated in 1977 when state law enforcement officials

were contacted. These officials subsequently came out to the site and, to

his knowledge, made at least one arrest for liquor sale violations.

Ward was asked whether he had ever observed workers who, in his opinion,

intoxicated to the point their ability to perform their job was impaired.were

He replied that instances of workers being intoxicated to that extent were

relatively rare and he estimated that, since W&W became a security contractor

; in 1976, approximately 25 intoxicated workers were observed and denied access
1

to, or were ejected from, the site. The most common occurrence of this was

when intoxicated workers came to the site on payday to pick up their checks.

Ward remarked that the worker involved would take the day off and, after
,

- 15 -
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they had been drinking and were already intoxicated, would come to the
..

site at 10:00 or 1.1:00 a.m. just to pick up their paychecks. On those;

t

i occasions, when a worker entering the site was determined to be intoxicated,
i

Ward would deny the worker's entry to the site.
1 -

f

i

.) Ward indicated it is difficult to enforce rules regarding use of alcohol

on site. He explained W&W security officers have been instructed to,

identify (if possible), rather than confront, workers who are observed

consuming alcoholic beverages on site. This is usually done by t ing to
-. p.

obtain identifying information, such as a payroll number or name from the [g

individual's hard hat. If identifying information is obtained, the matter

is then referred to the individual's supervisor for action.

Ward expressed the opinion the biggest problem affecting security in general

is that Kaiser and CG&E allow too many motor vehicles on site. He indicated

the large number of vehicles permitted onsite increases the potential for

contraband being brought on and/or taken offsite without detection. Ward

also stated that, since he has been at Zimmer, there has been little trouble'

with regard to violent acts. He could recall only one incident when two

| construction workers were. involved in a fight.
l

Ward mentioned that, during the time Thomas Applegate was onsite, there

were six or seven security officers on duty during each shift.

|
-

.

1
,

l

|

|

| - 16 -
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5.14.3.10 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager,

. .

I

| On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was inter-.

viewed by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Super-
: .

visor and has been assigned to the Zimmer since August 1978.;

f

Lautenslager was questioned regarding his knowledge of alleged alcohol use

by workers at Zimmer. He stated he has no personal knowledge of anyone

drinking alcoholic beverages onsite and he has never observed anyone drinking

alcohol onsite.

Lautenslager was also q'uestioned regarding his knowledge of alleged drug

use (particularly marijuana) by workers onsite. He indicated he has no
'

personal knowledge of any drug use and is aware of no incidence of mari-

juana use by anyone at Zimmer. Lautenslager related that on one occasion

a Yoh Security Officer discovered and turned over to him some cigarette

butts which appeared to be hand-rolled. He stated since many of the craft
i

personnel roll their own cigarettes and since there was nothing to indicate

that the butts found by the security officer were in fact marijuana, no

further action was taken other than to notify W&W fecurit t hand- g

rolled cigarette butts were found.

Lautenslager also stated that he has never received a report of any indi-

viduals drinking alcoholic beverages or smoking marijuana onsite.
..

.

. On March 27, 1981, Lautenslager provided a typewrf tten statemeqt attesting
nd_ h e A w &,

j to the preceding information, a copy of which is :tt: hd :: Rhiti -

I

- 17 -
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icants in and consumed intoxicants from non-alcoholic beverage containers.
.

Observations of beer can accumulations in different areas of the plant have
*

been documented in various NRC inspection reports and that on at least two

occasions the beer can litter situation has been brought to the attention

of the Construction Project Manager, Scott Swain.
~

The resident inspector has never observed anyone who, in his opinion, was

intoxicated to the point where taeir abilit,%y to perform their job was impaire.d. Ty1s y L .e&-rim ms i: mi p j,.J y &the ,ngechrs c |n An L clnn La.y
.st m zh ehe e m tr u a N. ~ jih.r ,,$ ,h .2.s,y.,j' .._

hrJ!,nf '5.14.4 Findings nd Conclusions
'

Y d

The NRC investigation identified evidence that there had been some drinking

and drug use o ite. D u m a - a i ___ Wheeld4e-se. cog.:.
,

mise 44.h st- s6be et ivitie M o %ccur- at -const ruc tion- s it e s - No attempt was

made to examine the attitude of management toward drinking, drug use, or
.e(P.g(k'd.Wir .

*

violence; however, based epoginterviews with site personnel coupled with rd,,'>'g#'t.>fp
DM. site observations both prior to and during the investigation, a widOpread

v

problem was not evident.

An adequately functioning quality assurance program would assure detection

and correction of any adverse effects from construction personnel whose

abilities have been impaired while under the influence of alcohol or drugs.

Since we have questions regarding the quality assurance program based on

other findings of this investigation, the licensee Quality Confirmation

Program and the NRC+T-independentverification Trogram will assure. con-

struction defects have been identified.
I
t

19 --

1



. . .

ZI@fER/000/0 FINAL /np'

i
' 5.14.5 Items of Noncompliance

i
4

No items of noncompliance were identified.

i .

i

(

'

-

o -e
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. 5.13 Lax _ Fuel Security [

!
' 5.13.1 Allegation

.

"There have been periods when there were no security surveillance cameras

during nuclear fuel deliveries to the site, and perimeter security con-

sisted for an extended period of only a four foot chickenwire fence."

On February 26, 1981, during a meeting between NRC officials, Thomas Devine

(GAP representative) and Thomas Applegate at the Region III NRC office, they

advised that, among others, former Yoh Security Officers Jeffrey Hyde and

Ronald Wright were aware of periods of time when the nuclear fuel was left

unattended. It was alleged these situations presented a threat to the public

health and safety and left the fuel susceptible to terrorism, theft, and/or
i

diversion.
.

In addition, it was alleged that the walls of the fuel storage area were

" blow-out" walls, designed to give way during tornadoes.

5.13.2 Background Information

t

On June 26, 1978, NRC Special Nuclear Material License No. SNM-1823 was

issued to CG&E authorizing receipt, possession, inspection, and storage

(at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station) of 2,000 kilograms of

uraliium-235 (U-235) reactor fuel at an enrichment not to exceed 2%~.' The

~% 4
x5 %

g
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'
,

U-235 CG&E received was in the form of new (unirradiated) reactor fuel assem-,

!
. blies. These assemblies are stored on the 627-ft level (seventh floor)

-!

of the reactor building in the spent fuel pool area.

Nuclear fuel enriched above natural levels but less than 10% in the U-235'

isotope is defined under 10 CFR 73.2(y) as "special nuclear material of

low strategic significance." The physical protection requirements for

possession of special nuclear material of low strategic significance at

a fixed site are set forth in 10 CFR 73.67(f), which states the following:

"Each licensee who possesses or uses special nuclear material of

low strategic significance at fixed sites, except those who are

licensed to operate a nuclear power reactor pursuant to Part 50,

shall:

"(1) Store or rse the material only within a controlled access

area,

"(2) Monitor with an intrusion alarm or other device or procedures

the controlled access areas to detect unauthorized penetrations

or activities,

i

"(3) Assure that a watchman or offsite response force will respond

to all unauthorized penetrations or activities, and

.:

"(4) Establish and maintain response procedures for dealing with

threats of thefts or thefts of such material."

-2-
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-|, The licensee is obligated to abide by the preceding requirements and any

special conditions set forth or committed to in Special Nuclear Material

, License No. SNM-1823. A licensee (prior to being granted an operating

license) is not required to comply with other more stringent physical
.

security requirements of 10 CFR 73 and related Appendix B.
-i

During NRC safeguards inspections conducted on September 25, 1979 (Report

No. 70-2838/79-01) and January 22-23, 1981 (Report No. 70-2838/81-01), it

was determined that the licensee was complying with the requirements of

10 CFR 73.67(f) and License No. SNM-1823 with regards to protection and

storage of the nuclear fuel.

NRC License No. SNM-1823 requires that administrative controls be used

to control access to the new fuel storage area. To implement the pro-
.

visions of the license and 10 CFR 73.67(f), the licensee wrote and

included in the Station Administrative Directives, Procedure No. SE. SAD.03

Rev. 1, which is entitled " Interim Access Control, New Fuel Storage Area."

The primary purpose of this directive (as well as subsequent related pro-

cedural issuances and revisions) is to provide the administrative require-

ments for access control to the 627-ft elevation of the reactor building

during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel, in accordance with

their NRC license. Procedure No. SE. SAD.03 Rev. 1, requires that a minimum

of one watchman be stationed at the location where normal entry and/or exit

to the 627-ft elevation is controlled. The watchman's purpose in being

stationed at this location is to control access and maintain surveillance
,

of the 627-ft elevation during receipt, inspection, and storage of new fuel.

,

-3-
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i

|, " Watchman" as used in this context is defined by 10 CFR 73.2(d) as "an
i

.

'

'

| individual, not necessarily uniformed or armed with a firearm, who provides
i
j protection for a plant and the special nuclear material therein in the course

'
, of performing other duties."
1

.

f In August 1979, when CG&E was preparing to receive the first shipment

of nuclear fuel, CG&E contracted with Yoh Security, Inc. , to provide ten
'

security officers (watchmen) for the sole purpose of providing security

for the receipt and subsequent storage of the nuclear fuel. Yoh Security

personnel were required to adhere to the policy and/or procedures pre-

pared by CG&E Security Supervisor, Frederick Lautenslager. CG&E did not

exercise direct supervision over Yoh Security personnel, but provided the

procedural requirements through the Yoh Lead Security Officer.

"

CG&E is not required by NRC regulations to have armed security officers
! .

; for protection of new unirradiated nuclear fuel; however, the licensee

chose to arm Yoh Security personnel with .38 caliber Smith & Wesson

revolvers. There was no NRC requirement for such watchmen'to be trained
|

{ and/or to qualify with their assigned firearms. Subsequent to NRC ex-

pressing concern that the armed officers did not have specific firearms

training and qualification, CG&E (effective as of March 1980) took action

to assure that all security officers assigned to armed security respon-

sibilities were trained and had qualified with their assigned firearms

in accordance with procedures CG&E established. Prior to March 1980,

armed security officers were selected based on previous firearms training

experience that they had acquired from former military and/or police service.

-4-
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: Deliveries of nuclear fuel to Zimmer took place during the period August 15
l*
-| through September 7, 1979. The shipping casks (containing two fuel assem-
i

blies each) in which the nuclear fuel was delivered measured approximately
'

15 ft in length by 21'in. in width and 11 in. in height. The fuel assemblies

themselves were contained within a metal shipping container that was, in
!' turn, enclosed within a wooden shipping container. A wooden and metal
'

shipping container together composed what is referred to as a single shipping

cask. A wooden shipping container by itself weighed approximately 760 lb,
,

a metal shipping container approximately 620 lb, and each fuel assembly

approximately 685 lb. This made the approximate total weight of a single

shipping cask (with two fuel assemblies enclosed) 2,750 lb. Subsequent to

receipt of a shipping cask at the site, the metal shipping container was

uncrated from the wooden shipping container at the ground level. The metal

container (with fuel assemblies enclosed) was then lifted by crane to the

f n h4i627-ft, levej of the reactor building (refueling floor) and temporarily stored
hey:nl CovsTaI*serSo
After the fuel assemblies were removed from the metal containers, they were

inspected for possible damage, channelled, and then lowered into fuel racks 7
f.r.s &Ju w ~ %

Mblocated inside the spent fuel pool for storage. E V~i

m+ W dmay2wkols in .r.k-sp., it w;U La. wu M by L
it'c*+wes- Pdw h loudAf e'f eh+o fka- yeachY.

| Unirradiated fuel, although radioactive, does not pose a significant health

and safety problem regarding radiation emissions. It is only subsequent to

being loaded into the reactor and becoming irradiated during plant operation

that the uranium becomes contaminated with the intensely radioactive products

| of the fission reaction, causing it to be highly radioactive.

- -
._

|

-5-
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The nuclear fuel, in its current form, contains a low percentage of U-235

enrichnent, has little or no potential for use in any type of nuclear weapon,

and thus has been defined as "special nuclear material of low strategic

significanc

.

t

Additional security-related background information is also contained,

Section 5.14. 6c fe_that-fusPt2 be ded to not ,-.--5 %
g|w'25/ / Y* $ 2'

ama e ,it ill am' he
~ ee immediatel "or to I ,

i

$ [8f2o _.spggg v-.

5.13.3 Investigation

5.13.3.1 Interview with Jeffrey Hyde

On March 26, 1981, Jeffrey Hyde was interviewed by NRC. Hyde was also

interviewed by telephone on June 9, 1981. He stated he was employed as

a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wm. H. Zimmer

Nuclear Power Stetion from August 1979 to October 1980. While stationed

at Zimmer and assigned the duty of protecting the nuclear fuel, Hyde
i

l advised he became aware of approximately four occasions when the fuel was

left unattended. He related that these instances occurred while the fuel

was at ground level (prior to the time it was moved to the 627-ft evel)
1

[ with each instance lasting approximately 4 to 5 minutes, except for one

that lasted approximately 10 minutes. Hyde explained that, subsequent to
i

I

receipt, the nuclear fuel was moved by maintenance workers with the help

of a crane from the ground level to the 627-ft level where it is currently

-6-
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;

stored. During this operation, there were usually two or three Yoh Security, ,

Officers stationed on the 627-ft level as the fuel was raised by crane and,

brought to rest on that floor. On various occasions, there were no security

officers at the ground level watching the fuel as it was being moved and

raised to the 627-ft level because officers were not required to watch the:
,

,

fuel during times it was under the control and/or observation of maintenance

workers. Hyde stated the problem arose when the maintenance workers ended

their work shifts and left the area before he arrived at the ground level

to keep watch over fuel that had not yet been moved to the 627-ft level.

This resulted in the fuel being left unattended during those periods. @ M|

-u.E .L L tL:. .Lw-~ . u. p e.i- 1. <Cs
-l np[#.=E

e. ~ t ~ . - L' G
.t h _ j ... E ~ d 6 m 29 4 JA- 9 ~ _)

"

Hyde was asked what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the fuel being

left unattended while it was stored on the 627-ft level. He stated that

he did not recall any instances when the fuel (while on the 627-ft level)

was left unattended, except during those instances when the area radiation

monitor (ARM) alarm was sounded. Hyde explained that, during occasions

when the ARM alarm was sounded, security procedures required all persons

to be present on the 627-ftflevel to be evacuated to a lower elevation 7(

| level (floor). He indicated that, once everyone was evacuated to a lower

elevation (e.g.,the593-ftflevel),accesstothe627-ftlevelcould A

still be controlled without a loss of security integrity (individuals

ft level). [going to the 627-ft level would have to pass through the 5 -

| ?
On March 26, 1981, Hyde provided a written statement attestin to the

,n M J in A N k.)*
!

preeeding information, a copy of which is a tachcd a Exhib u
j .

|

|

-7-
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;, 5.13.3.2 Interview with Ronald Wright
i

'

'
! On March 10, 1981, Ronald Wright was interviewed by NRC. Wright was also

interviewed by telephone on March 12, 1981. He stated that he was employed,

I as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the Wh. '. ZimmerH

Nuclear Power Station from October 1979 to October 1980. Wright was asked

what, if any, personal knowledge he had of the nuclear fuel being left un-,

attended. He responded that the only times he recalled leaving the fuel

unattended was once when he evacuated the 627-ft level during an earthquake;

and once during a tornado warning. He indicated that, although he left the
1

627-ft level on those occasions, he was still able to control access to the

627-ft level from a lower elevation of the reactor building (e.g., the 593-ft
i
'

level) without loosing security integrity.
.

Wright also noted that when instances arose during which no other security

officers were available and he had to leave the 627-ft level for some

| reason, he would call the control room and someone would relieve him at

his post until be returned.
t

!
i He stated to the best of his knowledge there was always someone present
|
'

on the 627-ft level watching the fuel pool area where the fuel was stored,

except during the described instances.

I On March 10, 1981, Wright provided a written statement attesting to the pre-
key n-_ A ~+ .K f )j ceding information, a copy of which is -ett :hed s Exhib i d.-.

|
,

-8-
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|, 5.13.3.3 Interview with Frederick Lautenslager

f
'

4

j On February 24-25 and March 13, 1981, Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed

j by NRC. He stated that he is employed as the CG&E Security Supervisor and

| has been assigned to the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station since August

| 1978. Lautenslager verified that no security surveillance cameras were used

during nuclear fuel deliveries in August-September 1979 and remarked that.

there is no requirement for surveillance cameras to be used during deliveries.'

He noted that surveillance cameras were subsequently installed in December

1980 (part of required security for an operational plant).

With regard to the protection of the nuclear fuel during delivery, Lautenslager

remarked that, although there was no requirement for security for the nuclear

fuel while it was being unloaded from the delivery trucks and uncrated, CG&E

provided armed security protection and surveillance over the fuel (beginning

at the time it arrived on CG&E property). They also maintained this security

profile during unloading, uncrating, inspection and subsequent storage of the

fuel on the 627-ft level.

Lautenslager stated that, to the best of his knowledge, the nuclear fuel has

not lacked armed security protection at any time since it was received at

Zimmer. He also stated that once the fuel was placed in the spent fuel pool

for storage, as well as during fuel inspection, access to the storage areai

!

has been under security control of the officers assigned to station security.
' - .:

9-
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,

.

The only time the access control security officer is permitted to leave the-

627-ft elevation is during evacuations covered by written security proce-

dures. Lautenslager advised that, to his knowledge, there has been only

one incident in which the officer left the 627-ft elevation. This inci- >$

dent, which occurred during an earthquake, involved the security officer
~

moving to the 593-ft elevation where he was still able to control access

to the 627-ft level and prevent any loss of security integrity.

On March 27, 1981, LautenslagerprovidedatypwrittenstatementattestingEinchSA EN k 093 u --- - ~
- to the preceding information, a copy of which is attache @as_Exhihte

Frederick Lautenslager was interviewed by telephone on June 3, 1981, con-

cerning the allegation that " perimeter security consisted for an extended
.

period of time of only a four foot chickenwire fence." He stated that he

recalled a fence fitting that general description beitig used around the

plant site some time ago and described the fence as an " owner controlled

fence," which marked the boundary line of CG&E's property. Lautenslager

indicated that the fence would have been on areas outside the jurisdiction

of the station security system, the primary concern of which was protection

of the nuclear fuel.

5.13.3.4 Interview with bmes Caplinger
A

On March 12, 1981, mes Capling was interviewed by NRC. He stated that
-

he was employed as a lead security officer with Yoh Security and s_tationed

at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from August 1979 to October 1986.

|

( - 10 -

!
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Withregardtoprotectionofthenuclearfuel,hpling advised that, to-

his knowledge, the fuel was never left unattended except during required

evacuations. He explained that during an evacuation of the seventh floor

fuel storage area the security officers repositioned themselves on the sixth
1 -

j floor and were still able to control access to the seventh floor without a

loss of security integrity.

On March 12, 1981, linge rovided a written statement atte ting to the
s epa. 2r A. L LW 8e

preceding information, a copy of which is .Liock d ze M ibi* W _

5.13.3.5 Interview with William Ross

On March 11, 1981, William Ross was interviewed by NRC. He stated he was

employed ar a lead security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the

Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from March 1979 to February 1980.

. . i
tMlHiwtsi

Ross stated he personally felt that a __. job had been done Y[-_---__m__

to protect the nuclear fuel. He also stated that he did not recall any times

during which he left the fuel unattended.

On March 11, 1981, Ross provided a written statement attesting to the preceding
ineM N *X 8*

3information, a copy of which is attached 2: Exhibit
L/

5.13.3.6 Interview with John Bedinghaus

. . . -

On March 12, 1981, NRC staff interviewed John Bedinghaus by telephone. On ,

March 25, 1981, he was interviewed in Williamsburg, Ohio. He stated that he
w

-[h
f- II -
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i
;

was employed as a security officer with W&W Security and assigned to nuclear-

fuel protection duties at the Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from October

1980 to January 1981. Bedinghaus was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear

fuel security during the time he had been stationed at Zi:nmer. He stated that

the fuel storage area on the seventh floor was well protected and'the security
:

officers assigned to fuel protection were conscientious in performing their

duties. Bedinghaus also indicated that, to' his knowledge, the fuel was never

left unattended and no unauthorized person's were allowed entry into the fuel

storage area.
-.

On March 25, 1981, John Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting o
bc W I 'X k.~

,
the preceding information, a copy of which is atreched 1ss-Exhib .

5.13.3.7 Interview with David Simpson

On March 11, 1981, David Simpson was interviewed by NRC. He stated he

was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the

Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to October 1980.

Simpson was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during

the time he had been stationed at Zimmer. He advised it was his opinion

that CG&E's procedures for protection of the nuclear fuel were good and

the protection of the fuel itself was more than adequate. Simpson stated

that he had no complaints or concerns regarding the adequacy of the pro-

tection of the nuclear fuel at Zimmer.
. .. , _ .

On March 11, 1981, Simpson provided a written statement attesting to the
NcLM L W'Y

preceding information, a copy of which is.attachcd ss E nibit .

- 12 -
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!
< 5.13.3.8 Interview with James Bice

!
;

{ On April 20, 1981, NRC staff interviewed James Bice by telephone. He stated

; he was employed as a security officer with Yoh Security and stationed at the
^

; Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from September 1979 to July 1980. Bice

was questioned about the adequacy of nuclear fuel security during the time

he had been stationed at Zimmer. He stated that, to his knowledge, there

were no instances when the fuel was left unattended except during evacuations

(covered by written procedures) following area radiation nonitor (ARM) alarms.

On those occasions when the seventh floor was evacuated following an ARM alarm,

the security officers would move to the sixth floor, secure the elevator, 2nd

continue to control access to the seventh floor from the sixth floor. Bice

indicated there was no loss of security integrity during these instances.

Y.85.9 e A i# A
&A5.13.3.6 0 Review of Storage Area Wall Design Vh

ER .S
The Zi FSAR, Section 3.3.2," tornado loadings", oudemmeno that "all

_

4_~- u . -j q
siding and roof dec in m ' - -~_ c ._ a w ~

esigned and detailed
.

(~my suYkr|ruefu
to blow off when the design tornado a pro 1IEhes the station, and the bare

'N
! frame is designed to res' ornado wind fo'rces" A design wind velocity

; of 90 mph "" utHized.
'

_

s

N

l Thisdesignhasbeepevie~wedbyNRCand)ge& acceptable.
We.. .

/ as^
..

.

|
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5.9 Design Control

!.c ,

i 5.9.1 Allegation

" Engineering " designs" routinely are drawn after the fact to conform with

i piping that already had been installed."

5.9.2 Background Information

L*

EtG I M.PW
.

.

similar 3 egation r eived duri lite J 1978 wa eview du g

Augu (1978 and document in IE In stigation eport 5 58/78 8.

5.9.3 Investigation

5.9.3.1 Interview with Individual A .

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated

Kaiser construction personnel used " construction aids" rather than final

design drawings when fabricating and installing pipe support hangers on

site. He stated that if a pipe support hanger or pipe piece was moved,

the construction aid was changed in the field without an engineer's

concurrence. He said there was no assurance that the pipe was in the

proper location or was installed as designed. He characterized this as

des,igning pipe hanger and support systerns "after the fact" because the
,

construction aids were used as the final drawing after installation.

!
'
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.

Individual A said the systems were not installed to follow drawings approved
"

by an engineer, but rather the pipe support system was installed by construc-

_

tion and the engineer took the construction aid and made it into the final

drawing for the system. He said this occurred because Sargent med Lundy (S&L),
,

,

the architect-engineer, did not have enough engineers assigned to-the site
;

to draw and approve design changes on the pipe support system or to provide

accurate and updated design drawings for the craft personnel to use when

installing the systems.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

-

5.9.3.2 Interview with James Tyner

%
.

e
On April 16, 1981, James Tyner, former Kaiser Pipefitter Superintendent,

e

was interviewed by NRC. He stated his concern about Kaiser's practice of

inst.11ing pipe supports from " construction aids" or " field sketches" rather

than from approved design drawings. He said construction was far ahead of

schedule and the designers were behind in this area. He stated that pipe
e

rawn A W Aw % nthe construction aid occasionally did not fit insupport

the location they were designed for and were moved arbitrarily and noted

in red on the construction aid. This change was then transposed to the
i

|
'

final drawing without an engineer's evaluation of the change. [yner]

indicated that this resulted from poor initial design on the construction

aid itself.

-2-
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Tynefalsosaidthat, in his opinion. the licensee did not have qualified.

engineers or ,3W engineering support staff on site to properly draw the f#

construction aids to match actual conditions in the plant.

t

!
5.9.3.3 Interview with Individual B -

.

I
I

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by.

representatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that

he was provided with a field construction drawing or construction plan

when installing systems in the plant. The system would be installed and

the engineering staff would be shown where construction personnel had made

changes or alterations in the installation of the system. He characterized

this as construction designing the systems while they were being installed,

rather than designing the system by engineers. Individual B indicated that

in 1977 Kaiser Quality Control Inspectors contracted from Butler Services,,

Inc., saw this practice and directed that it be stopped because it was

contrary to Quality Control Procedures.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

5.9.3.4 Review of Previous NRC Inspections

NRC.has previously identified problems with the installation of pipe hangers

and the related quality assurance inspection program. These problems were

-3-
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.

e

documented and notices of violation were issued in Region III Inspection
1 8-10, 78 21.) 79 o1,19103 79-// 80-13,80-Ib

Reports No.478-18, 78-27, 78-32, 79-22, 79-37,, 80-05,380-22, 80-25, must 81-04, Aad T/-/7,
.

'

s

.!
a

1. RIII inspection of large bore piping and pipe suspension system design
e

! and installation was initiated in May, 1978. By the latter part of
!
,

1978, RIII was aware that most of the existing installations were not

in accordance with the design, due to implementation of an inadequate

installation and QA/QC program. The situation was further compounded

bytheupdatingofGEdesigncriteriaIU$hinvalidatedtheprevious

engineering design and calculations. Since then, the licensee has

determined that all installations are considered preliminary and that

final calculations will be performed prior to system test and acceptance.

Because of this, RIII has not inspected large bore piping suspension

system hardware since 1979. The findings relative to support installa-

tions not in accordance with design and inadequate design review remain

open. ?- Ly en mFE a -' & e'c

2. RIII inspection of small bore process and instrumentation piping and

pipe suspension system design and installation was initiated in February,

1980. Problems relative to field design changes being made without S&L
.hspec W S p f

approval are documented in 80-05. At present, the design of small bore
4

systems is contracted to Nuclear Power Services, Inc. (NPS). RIII review

of the NPS program and its implementation will be a part of future

routine site inspections.

~
:
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3. RIII inspections of small bore CRD piping and pipe suspension systems;

' m.

design and installation h performed in December, 1980. The inspection /

' ,I identified inadequacies in design and the QA/QC programs and as a result
'

CG&E issued a Stop Work Order. RIII followup inspection in June, 1981
i

(Report No. 81-17) resolved most of the findings,' however, the present '

! RCI design control provisions relative to procedures, verification and
t

approval remains open.

.

The corrective measures to resolve these problems have been and continue to

be closely monitored by Region III.
,

5.9.4 Findings and Conclusions
.

E f_C. ! VL _

; Installat' n of piping pipe suspension sy ens were determined o not

alway be in confo nce with design. Th' is a recognized, tential

/ .

pr lem at many acilities and is extensively reviewed e RIII in-

spection pr ram. Although some the specific concerns stated d ing

this in stigation were not t addressed in the spection pr ram,

ide ical concerns in ot r systems had alrea been addre ed. All

i

| atters will be reso ed prior to plant eration.
1

5.9.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

!
| *- .:

| 5--
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5.10 Cable Tray Hangers and Loading;--
,

!

i

|
5.10.1 Allegation

.I

.' " Shock-absorbing electrical tray hangers previously found unsatisfactory
i

i are still unsafe due to faulty welds, and electrical cable trays remain
i

dangerously full."

5.10.2 Background Information

During an interview on February 26, 1981, Thomas Applegate and a GAP

1 representative, Thomas Devine, indicated that Edwin Hofstadter was the

source of this allegation.

Hofstadter was employed by Husky Products, the Zimmer cable tray vendor,

between February 8, 1973 and August 4, 1978. He wrote a letter of com-

plaint that he sent to various parties on August 18, 1978. RIII personnel

contacted him by telephone on September 9,1978, and he was interviewed by
' * RIII personnel on September 29, 1978. His allegations, relating to materials
i

and welding on cable trays supplied to the Zimmer and Clinton sites, were

investigated in detail by RIII, and the findings related to Zimmer are

documented in IE Investigation Report 50-358/78-21. The RIII investigation

resulted in one item of noncompliance (a deficiency), but cable tray materials

and welding were considered acceptable.

..
:

During the 1978 RIII investigation, Hofstadter sent a series of letters

to the NRC (dated September 30, October 9, 19, 20, 31, December 15, 1978,

|

-- -

. - - -- -

-
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and February 11, 1979) stating his concerns and expressing dissatisfaction
,

( with NRC investigation findings. On February 2, 1979, a public press con-,

i

ference was held in Cincinna[i wherein RIII personnel met with Hofstadter,

a lawyer representing Ralph Nader, and representatives of Citizens Against,

!

{ A Radioactive Environment (CARE), an intervenor group, to discuss the NRC
I

| investigation.

At RIII's request, a vendor inspection of Husky Products was performed by
*

Region IV personnel during February 12-15, 1979 (Report No. 99900356/79-01).

The inspection did not identify significant deficiencies (QA Manual lacked
,

description of duties or policy statement, weld procedure 107 lacked

welding parameters for metal under 1/4-in.).

_

On March 9, 1979, CARE sent a letter to various media representatives, taking

issue with the RIII finding of cable tray acceptability. Subsequently, the

Mississippi Valley Power Project (MVPP), another intervenor group, introduced

the acceptability of cable trays and cable tray loading as contentions in the

Zimmer licensing hearings. These contentions were accepted for litigation,

| and extensive testimony by NRC, Husky Products, CG&E, Hofstadter, and MVPP

personnel is documented in the hearing transcripts.

A review of the Atomic Safety Licensing Board hearing transcripts indicated
l
'

that they did not reveal any significant information not included in the

RIII investigation report. The conclusion of cable tray acceptability has

not,been altered.
,

,

-2-
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.

Hofstadter dde no allegations concerning cable tray hangers, and these,

were not supplied by Husky Products.
i
,

A report (50.55e) was submitted to NRC by the licensee concerning cable

.| tray hanger welding deficiencies on July 17, 1978. A followup report *

t i the
| was sent to4NRC on October 30,1978,lQCEli%My Review of the licensee's

| corrective actions was performed during an inspection conducted during

March 21-23, 1979. During that inspection, corrective action appeared

to be acceptable, but had not been completed.

,

,

5.10.3 Investigation

+ .

5.10.3.1 Interview of Edwin Hofstadter
,

.

; Edwin Hofstadter was contacted by telephone on July 31, 1981. He stated his

concerns dealt with cable tray (fittings) welding, and he had no knowledge

of cable tray hangers. He expressed concern regarding cable tray loading at

Zimmer.

|
.

5.10.3.2 Observations and Reviews Concerning Cable Tray Hanger Welds

A
The following findings address the present review of allegation as expressed

fe ik Al<3,iFsp k a.1,.tu/;. ~ 6.;r.d10
by GAP in their letter of December)#',1980,3concerning cable tray hangers

and cable tray loading.

- .:

RIII inspectors made visual inspections of both vendor and field welds on

the following Superstrut cable tray hangers in the cable spreading room and

blue switchgear room, and at an elevation of 473-ft in the auxiliary building.

-3-
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The following data was noted for the cable spreading room:

1

?
'

3. No. 14H11FEC145--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

.

2. No. 14H11FEC147--no unacceptable weld discontinuities -

:

3. No. 4H2FEC193--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection

covered with fireproofing

4. No. 15HIFEC160--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection

covered with fireproofing

5. No. 70HFEC165 (cross brace member No. 23HV5FEC294)--welds had irregular

profile, porosity, and undercut

i

6. No. 15H2FEC175 (second horizontal member from the top)--weld had undercut

7. No.14H11FEC146 (cross member)--an apparent vendor weld had undercut

and slag

8. No. 16H1FEC156 (weld marked rejected)--weld had spatter and undercut

eLtw,'snr2
All of these welds were painted; therefore, the RIII inspector imspectWt

| for relatively large discontinuities only.

.. .:

1
.

-4-
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; The unacceptable welds identified on hangers 70HFEC165, 15H2FEC175,
t

i 14H11FEC146, and 16HIFEC156 were not controlled in any QA document. This

,; is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XV, and the En. H. Zimmer

QA Manual, Section 15(358/81-13h).
'

-

!

! The RIII inspectors reviewed approximately 180 construction inspection plans

(CIPs) and inspection records for the hangers in the cable spreading room

(elevation 536 ft in the north section of the auxiliary building). The

licensee stated that inspections documented on the CIPs also included vendor

welds, even though the records only reflected field welds. The vendor welds

were inspected because of repairs necessary to close the 10 CFR 50.55(e)

report.f s95J telephoned to NRC on July 17, 1978. The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report

indicated that vendor welds on Superstrut cable tray hangers, which were used

only in the cable spreading room (PW Industries hangers are utilized elsewhere

and appear acceptable), did not, meet the visual inspection requirements of

AWS DI.1-1972. The CIP records and the 10 CFR 50.55(e) report indicate that

all of the final field and vendor welds were reinspected after repairs were
T%< b il-l a e .~ymade to welds on more than half of the 141 hangers.4nd were accepted 1n4

December 1980 and January 1981.

No inspection records were available to indicate that in-process inspections

of either the field or vendor welds were made to verify proper filler metal,

weld procedure, welder's qualifications, surface conditions, etc., as

required by the AWS DI.1-1972 Code, Section 6. Certificates had been

supplied by the vendor stating that the material met the purchase specifi-
i

._

| cation requirements. The RIII inspector requested the licensee to obtain
I

the in process and field weld inspection records for the hanger welds made
t

|

| -5-
|

k
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!

by the vendor (Superstrut). A letter dated May 1, 1981, from Midland-Ross,

Corporation to CG&E was provided to the RIII inspector on June 1, 1981.
!

j The letter indicated that Superstrut had been acquired by the Midland-Ross
;

! Corporation in January 1978, and that no records could be located with
'.

respect to in-process inspection of hangers supplied to Zimmer. -

!
i

Discussions with pertinent QC management and inspection personnel revealed
*

that the welds documented on the above CIPs had been inspected after having
'

been painted. The licensee stated that field visual examinations of tray
I

hanger welds were based on H. J. Kaiser Company Procedure No. SPPM 4.6,

Revision 8, dated August 29, 1980, paragraph 5.1.3, which states, " Surface

condition--joint surfaces to be examined shall be cleaned and free from slag,

rust, arc burns, paint, dirt, or other contaminants that would interfere with

the examination." The licensee stated that paint (Galvanox) applied to the

hanger welds did not interfere wi,th visual examination and, in some cases,

actually highlighted discontinuities.

AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Section 3.10.1, states, ". . . Welded joints shall not be

painted until after the work has been completed and accepted...."

'thl
The apparent lack of in process and adequate iurtaX1 inspections of the above

field and vendor hanger welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X,

and the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 10.1.2(358/81-13-h.

The,RIII inspector requested the de:;ign acceptance criteria that was used

by QC to evaluate the undercut on hanger 15H2FEC175. The licensee provided

S&L Specification H-2713, Supplement 7, Standard EB-117, and H. J. Kaiser

-6-
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Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, Revision 8, paragraph 5.2.9, which allows up to

1/16-in. undercut on the cable tray hanger welds. The 1/16-in. criterion'

. does not comply with AWS DI.1-1972, Section 3.6.4, which states, "For

buildings and tubular structures, undercut shall be no more than 0.01 inch

j deep when its direction is transverse to primary tensile stress in the part

that is undercut, nor more than 1/32 inch for all other situations."

Further review of Procedure No. SPPM 4.6, paragraph 5.2, revealed other

noted exceptions to the AWS DI.1-1972 code. These exceptions included

fillet weld size and weld convexity. On March 5, 1981, S&L provided a

documented investigation program of fillet weld size for P-W Industries

cable pan hangers, purchase order No. 7070-25102. This program was

performed by Gladstone Laboratory of Cincinnati to substantiate the

design adequacy of the undersized fillet welds at the flare bevel joints

of the cable pan hangers. The study was based on a sample of 95 welds

cut from P-W cable tray hangers. The 95 welds were sectioned and etched

to determine actual weld size and relative weld quality. Only one weld

was identified as rejectable due to a lack of fusion. Although this study

may justify that the weld size was adequate where the weld penetration

was not measurable by normal visual techniques, no justification was pro-

vided to substantiate the exceptions to the AWS D1.1-1972 Code requirements

concerning weld convexity and undercut.

These deviations from the AWS Code are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,

Cri,terion III, the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR, Table 3.8.2, and the Wm. H. Zimmer

QA Manual, Section 3.3 (358/81-13(1D.

-7-
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The following data was noted for the blue switchgear room hangers (eleva-

tion 525 ft and drawing E-96):i

;

1

i

1. No. 1H029--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

| -

| 2. No. 5H25--foot connection covered with fireproofing; no visible

unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 5H30 (2)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

4. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

5. No. 1H079--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
_

6. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

7. 2 Nos. 5H19--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

8. No. 109HV4 (east and west sides)--had unacceptable weld discontinuities
;

that were controlled on construction inspection plans (records)

{
i

,

9. No. 1H28-2--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
(

10 .. No. 1H28-1--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

''
.:

11. No. 1H29--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

-8-
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12. No. 5H30--no unacceptable weld discontinuities,

i

j 13. No. 1H077--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
i

!
i 14. No. 1H133--no unacceptable weld discontinuities -

t

I

15. No. SH19 (4)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

16. No. SH3(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

17. No. 5H2(12)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

18. No. 5H25--no unacceptable weld discontinuities; foot connection

covered with fireproofing.

.

The following data was noted for elevation 473 ft auxiliary building

hangers:

.

1. No. SH009 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
|

|

2. No. 4H3 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

3. No. 2H1 (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
|

4. No. 5H010 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities
.:

5. No. 5H012 (drawing E-91)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

I -9-
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6. No. 6H1 (2) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

|

{ 7. No. 6H1 (1) (drawing E-14)--no unacceptable weld discontinuities

!

I Four to six welds were inspected on each of the preceding hangers,
i
!
,

Several of the tray hanger foot connections (where the hangers are attached
,

to the structural beams) were covered with fireproofing and could not be

inspected. Therefore, the RIII inspector requested QC inspection documen-
-,

tation to assure that the welds covered by fireproofing were acceptable.

The licensee provided a copy of Surveillance Report (SR) No. 2893 dated

January 8, 1981, which stated that 94 of 179 (Superstrut) cable tray hangers

in the cable spreading room have one or both foot connections covered with

fireproofing. The SR requested clarification as to what QC should do since

the foot connections had not been inspected. As of March 27, 1981, the SR

had no disposition.

|

, This item is unresolved pending,*tse resolution of th4Aangei:kulesti.ified'
| zero.n k .-e..- m

,hb SR No. 2893 and duarother hanger connections throughout the plant that

were covered before they.were inspected (358/81-13-12). ?"''r - --- 4>7 4
|

. p i. .. e ^^- - ~ . < < -y .n ' M
I --

|
' . ' ,

-

. a -,. . . . , n n- x
' '

' L ~ .: . s, . aw r , A q n.. m.n w M 5~- J1 =. a ., .,
.

- -

5.10.3.3 Observations, Reviews, and Interviews Concerning Cable Tray Loading

|

The RIII inspector made field observations, reviewed and discussed site

control measures, and reviewed and discussed the design basis and verifica-
*

.:

| tions regarding cable tray loading. Tray loading was considered in three

10 --

.



INV001/C FINAL /np*
.

't,

.

'
aspects: cable ampacity or thermal loading; physical weight loading; and

[ the commitments in the Zimmer FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1.
I

!
,

'

1. The following cable tray routing points (nodes) were selected for the
i
'' reviews and discussions: -
,

1

1

i

1057A--yellow division / power tray--selected because of the higha.
;

i design index (DI) of 1.44 (see 5.10.3.3 paragraph 3 for explanation

of design index).
,

b. 2025A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high DI

of 1.46.

c. 2023A--blue division / power tray--selected for verification of DI

accuracy (DI of 1.18).

d. 2038A--blue division / power tray--selected because of the high

DI of 1.44.

2039A--blue division / power tray--selected during field observa-e.

tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.

|

! f. 1073A- yellow division / power tray--selected for verification of

the number of cables installed.

--
.:

i g. 2086B--blue division / control tray--selected during field observa-

tions because of the appearance of being highly filled.

- 11 -
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! h. 1104B--yellow division / control tray--selected because of the high
i

*

DI of 1.54.

I i. 2027A ~~-!n e b.w pna L - "I'd*0 b**"'' *f E'b
VI Of 5 Y$

y
; 2. The RIII inspector and a licensee representative counted the cables in

the following tray nodes and compared the counts with the number of cables-

t

listed in the S&L Cable Pan Loading Report, dated February 2, 1981:

| Node Field Count Report Count

a. 1057A 27 27

b. 2025A 24 23 (see explanation below)

c. 2039A 39 39-.

d. 1073A 32 33 (see explanation below)

The Cable Pan Loading Report is a computerized periodical that gives

the design status of cable tray leeds. The report identifies individ-

ual cable numbers that have been specified to be routed through the

segmented tray points (nodes).

The RIII inspector reviewed the H. J. Kaiser Cable Monitoring Report

dated February 5, 1981, and some cable pull (installation cards) to

verify that the cables specified for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, and

1073A in the Loading Report had actually been installed. For tray

node 2025A, cable No. LL145 was found to be two individual conductors

and, for tray node 1073A, the records indicated that cable No. VP210
,.

had not yet been installed, which accounted for the discrepancies

between the preceding field and report counts. No other discrepancies

' " Y"'
f ~~ h , A'Q , s sp- e Yu $f'_ [|**/'"'{

**## '

Spc<b2 h TJe .S 4L c gs A kadykyo.N /w / not$ef

M nf.9 g D,r , w @10 2 34 *a y / 72 e t]. 7. k .u - C.4(a yt,,.q,

@ 4e 7xc <~sks or n.c y%o ap% A ,,,4 .
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I were identified in either the design or installation reports and records
i

.i { for tray nodes 1057A, 2025A, EGGGA, 2039A, and 1073A. Thus, the design
!

and installation records appeared to match the numbers of cables actually

installed in the plant.
,

j hS #
y v tv *'* * ' f *) *~ -ss

3 .' The RIII inspector inquired how the computerized design index program

correlated to Zimmer FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 (dealing with ampacity) and

Section 3.10.1.2.3.c (dealing with physical weight limitations).

FSAR Section 8.3.3.1 states the following:a.

8.3.3.1.1 In Trays

All power cables to be used in ZPS-1 are assigned

in accordance with Table 8.3-18. The tables for

power cable loading are based on IPCEA [ Insulated *

| Power Cable Engineers Association] Publication
,

No. P-46-426.

|

i 8.3.3.1.2 Not In Trays

|

The thermal ampacity of power and control cables

with no part of their length in solid-bottom tray

are in accordance with IPCEA P-46-426, with appro-

priate rating factors applied for ambient, shields,
'-

.:

and direct-current service. -

- 13 -
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8.3.3.1.3 Fill

.I
*

The summation of the cross-sectional areas of the
|
'

cables shall not exceed 50% of the tray usable

cross-sectional area or two layers of cables,
.

;

f whichever is larger, but not to exceed 60% of the

cross-sectional area in any case.
.

Conduit is sized in accordance with Sargent & Lundy

Standard EDSB-10, Electrical Drafting Reference for

Determining Conduit and Pipe Sizes, which limits

conduit fill to the percentages established by the

National Electric Code.
_

FSAR Section 3.10.1.2.3.c states, " Cable tray loading of 40 psf

(pounds per square foot) is used throughout."
.

b. On March 17 and March 19, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of

Electrical Engineering described the correlation between the

FSAR and the design index program as follows:

The power cable ampacity loading is based not on IPCEA P-46-426

(1962), but on IEEE Paper 70TP557-PWR (by J. Stolpe) printed in

1970, IPCEA P-54-440 (1975), which was based on Stolpe's Paper,

and S&L Standard ESA-104a (revised November 1,1972).
*- . . -

- 14 -
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The Stolpe method bases ampacity on the depth-of-fill design of
!

'
-

.
, _

cables in the tray rather than on the percentage fill. S&L uses,

,

i a 2-in. depth-of-fill as the basis for selecting a cable for a
!
. particular ampere load.
t

| *

i
' (1) The 2-in. depth-of-fill design results in a major conservatism

because of the following:

(a) Load diversity--many cables carry current only intermit-

tently (e.g., valve operators, sump pumps, etc.).

(b) Cable size granularity--only a few cable types and

sizes are purchased, resulting in selection of over-

sized cables for most services. This means many cables

would be capable of carrying larger currents (rated) -

than those actually carried.

(c) Design ampere margin--the design ampere loads used to

select cables before the final equipment design data

is known are necessarily conservative (high).,

(2) Because of the above conservatisms, the S&L design practices

are as follows:

(a) Cables are routed into trays without limiting fill.,.

'

(b) The resulting fill is monitored as the design proceeds.

- 15 -
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| i
I (c) When the fill reaches a target level, the actual heat

I

load is calculated and, if the heat load exceeds the-

allowable amount, sufficient cables are removed from
_

the affected trays.

'

:

To accomplish steps (2)(b) and (2)(c), S&L uses the design indexi

program. The design index is a measure of tray fill and is expressed

mathematically an follows:

Design Index = The sum of the (cable diameters)
Useable area of the tray

where useable area (UA) equals tray width times design depth-of-fill

(design depth-of-fill is based on square cables) and 50% of the tray

cross-sectional area.

For 24 in. x 4 in. power trays, the total area equals 96 sq in, and -

useable area equals 24 in. x 2 in. equals 48 sq in.

2(d )
DI =

UA

where

E = summation

d = cable diameter

This equation is consistent with the Stolpe method. " Percent Fill" is

, not consistent with the Stolpe method because the depth of the tray is

used rather than the depth of the cables in the tray. Percent fill is

also based on the actual cable cross-sectional area rather than the

- 16 -
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', square cable that is assumed in the Stolpe method. Expressed mathe-
'

. matica11y,
I
,

Sua f cable cross-sectional areas x 100
P Fill = Total cross-sectional tray area

.1
,

2where the sum of cable cross'-sectional areas equals E(pi x r )

with r = radius of the cable and pi = 3.1416.

Thus,

g7,,[
"

Percent Fill =

The relation between design index and percent fill is therefore

E(pi x r ) x 100

Percent Fill , Total area
Design Index E(d )

Useable area

since the total area (TA) equals 2 times the useable area (UA)
,

''

d. , ' d' .j '2' ,
and d = 2 x r. 2 '

''

W - /-

if ,/ j 32'
#

2

E[pi x 7]x100 E (d ) x 1002

PF 2(UA) 2,

2 2E(d ) E(d )
UA

=fx100=39.3%perDI,
,,

,

- 17 -
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Thus, for a 4-in.-deep tray:

i

i
; 39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 2-in, design depth-of-

e

fill (square cables)

.

50% Actual Fill = 1.27 Design Index = 2.54-in. design depth-

of-fill (square cables)

60% Actual Fill = 1.52 Design Index = 3.04-in. design depth-

of-fill (square cables)

and for a 6-in.-deep tray:

39.3% Actual Fill = 1.0 Design Index = 3-in. design depth-of

fill (square cables).

Based on the preceding relationships between design index and depth

of square cables, and the fact that S&L has used a 2-in. depth-of-fill
i

I
as the basis of selecting cables for particular ampere loads, the

cables in tray nodes with a DI over 1.0 would have to be re-evaluated

considering the increased depths. This item is unresolved pending

I completion of the re~ evaluations (358/81-13-15). N 0 -- - . * # -- O
. , . a et, e,,s 3 S/'

',...a " ,

- .~..,a . -i......d,,1. u.,.
-. ,

,
.- ._ .

,

| The above design basis for cable ampacity was a deviation from the
:

design (FSAR) that was not identified on any control document. This is
,.

contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the Wm. H. Zimmer

QA |fanual, Section 3.6 (358/81-13 ).

- 18 -
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j. On March 17, 1981, the S&L Assistant Manager of Electrical Engineering
.

| stated that appropriate modifications to the FSAR would be submitted.
,
' Also, specific consideration would be given to the differing types of

cable insulations, addressed in the previously discussed publications
,

(standards), when compared with the cable insulations used in Zimmer.

4. The RIII inspector reviewed S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0,

dated February 6, 1978, paragraph 4.5, which states, "The Senior Elec-

trical Project Engineer shall assign an electrical ' engineer to run

thermal loading calculations for all power tray routing points with

a design index exceeding 1.25. He shall compare these loadings, in

watts per feet, with the watts per feet limits established for the

design indexes involved."

The RIII inspector requested the thermal calculations for tray nodes
i:

;}r '2025A, 1057A, 2038A, and 2027A that had dis in excess of 1.25. S&L

provided calculations for nodes 2025A, 1057A, and 2027A. These

calculations were performed in 1978 and 1979 and had not been reviewed

or approved. S&L described these as interim calculations, which would

have to be redone after all of the final electrical loads in the plant

were established and defined. Thermal calculations had not been per-

formed for tray node 2038A.

S&L provided a controlled list dated February 24, 1981 of 37 routing

. points (nodes) with design indexes over 1.25. Thirty-four of,these

tray points exceed the 50% tray fill requirement specified in the

FSAR, Section 8.3.3.1. Tray nodes 1104B and 2025B also exceed 60%

- 19 -
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.

fill. The S&L Assistant Manager stated that thermal calculations
4

(both allowable and actual) will be performed in the near future for

all power trays with a DI over 1.25. These calculations will be-

provided to NRC Region III. Thisitemisunresolved(358/81-13-fh.

5. Neither S&L Instruction No. PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 0, nor any other
^

document established controls to verify the thermal loading power of

cable (penetration) sleeves and the physical (dead seight) loading

of trays (power, control, and instrument).

The Cable Pan Loading Report included the design indexes ofa.

sleeves. Sleeve #SL111 had a reported DI of 1.29 and sleeve

#SL105 had a reported DI of 1.26. A controlled 1ist of power
,

sleeves with a DI over 1.25 was not maintained.

b. S&L stated that a design index of 1.25 would be used as the

factor to determine when calculations would be pe~ formed forr

physical (dead weight) loading.

The lack of design control measures to verify the adequacy of the

thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of trays is

contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, and the W . H. Zimmeri m
l

QA Manual, Section 3.11.2(358/81-13Hkh).

- S&L revised Instruction PI-ZI-10.1, Revision 1, Sections 4.5, 4.6, and

4.7, on March 18, 1981 to include requirements to verify and control the

thermal loading of power sleeves and the physical loading of all trays

.
(power, control, and instrument) that have a design index over 1.25.

!

! - 20 -
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.

S&L stated that calculations for the physical loads of all power,
'

,

: control, and instrument trays, and for thermal loads of all power1

'

sleeves with a design index over 1.25, will be performed in the near
i future. These calculations will be provided to NRC Region III.

,

.

- .$ , ,

. The RIII inspector requested the justification for using the design '

Index program for the determining factor for physical loads since the

design index program had absolutely no relation to physical weight.

The RIII inspector also requested justification for using the design

index of 1.25 as the determining limit for performing design calcula-
'

tions. S&L stated that both of the justifications would be provided
-

to NRC Region III. This item is unresolved pending evaluation of the

. justification for using a design index program (35E/81-13 hh).1

~

6. The RIII inspector observed a note on the bottom of the thermal calcu-

lation sheet' dated December 27, 1979 for cable tray #1057A. The note

indicated that two cables "#VC016 and VC073 are overloaded." The noted

overloaded cables were not identified on any control document that

would have required appropriate evaluation and disposition. S&L

personnel st.ited that a control program did not exist for such design

deviations. This is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III,

sud the Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.6(358/81-13-fh).

7. The RIII inspector determined the physical weight of yellow division
'

'' control tray 1104B (Exhibi ). #

- 21 -
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"

i.cr tray 1104B was determined to be
._

i

/|c IV '|' "! , ,

i

'

'

e rd" ' '',

i

is in compliance with TSAR
2 } .&.../:up to 40 lb/ft . kto W #hpo% .t. thir alleg s % are.

' _ ,
' ' ,,

sIi+g Castu>m ahk / rey-
_

''

pa by A ' -'y ** ' ". g.s'-
.

p.b,,*.. f',/;., e**IU''
ential safety importance that cannot ; *

i end evaluations by the licensee and
_ f, g7 4 *, #C ')' '' ,,/, .. a u d>j,.

~

sp
.

,. ;,., /;,., a ~ ;| y .a 's -'f

the c ble spreading room had been

crdraci.. with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The c.3f;. /./M /""#'' * '

tter was completed in January 1981.
.

* j, cs-+ c | !^ * '' )in en open inspection item by NRC, r.+, t,, ,[ c. * ,f
e r 7"-

its not reviewed prior tc this,

J

f.|,,f%,/:A' ~)' Nin effort disclosed that the hanger '

f 'y > ' ' '',
'

/y?

in:preted before the welds were
'

c'

' '

t c/a s.V

~z d'*' ' ' ' '. , , , a. .s.... ,- w

\

'

pr walds is unresolved pending *"'#'

is, which will be made after paint

12) establishme$t of the quality
.-

ctions were not performed and for

WS Code requirements.
,

\'

i
4 e i,

k

- . - . _ . _
- - . _t. - .



..

*

INV001/C FINAL /np,
,,

.

|g The acceptability of electrical cable trays fill and loading is unresolved

pending the completion and review of tray-loading calculations for several,

!

tray-routing points; re-evaluations of cable selections; establishment of

the actual design basis and verification measures for cable tray loading;4

,,.

establishment of design measures to verify the thermal loading of power,

'

'

s : sleeves and the physical loading of trays; and establishment of measures
Ag r

to control design deviations.
.

It' should 'be noted that the time to determine compliance with ampacity

requirements is at the completion of the electrical design. According to

the licensee and A/E this was to be accomplished.

5.10.5 Items of Noncompliance

'

Six items of noncompliance were identified. 8ca ia d
'

,

;t m lxing
ai: | A! n ;g: V e & S '' ' d "

These items have generic applicability to plants designed by S&L,j NRC

Region IV, Vendor Inspection Branch,,i Sas.,~

,

S - n E

- 23 -
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) 5.11 Clogged Intake

:

] 5.11.1 Allegation
*,

" Sand and mud choke the feedwater pumps and intake flues carrying ^ makeup'

.
water to the cooling tower, because of a flaw in the plant's design.

I

Pumps used to rectify the flaw quickly burn out."

DuringaninterviewwithThomasApplegateandaGAPrepresentative/

(Thomas Devine), it was clarified that this allegation pertained to the

river intake. The river intake provides service water, not feedwater.

5.11.2 Backgroar.d Information
,

,

10 CFR 50.55(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found

during construction or cperation of power reactors. These reports are

'public documents, maintained in NRC files and Public Document Rooms.

The licensee reported silting conditions in CG&E letters QA-1148 dated

June 20, 1979, and QA-1168 dated July 23, 1979, and service water pump

impeller wear conditions in letters QA-1196 dated September 6,1979,

QA-1239 dated December 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated December 17, 1980,

that were sent to NRC Region III' pursuant to the requirements o 10
'nch h" E L

50.55(e). Copies of these letters are attsched es E.dit A

t - .:

.__ --. - . . ._ __. _ ___. -- . _ - .
_
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,' , The silting and pump impeller wear conditions, along with the measures to

! correct these conditions, are described in Appendix J of the W. H. Zimmer
i [ St *- A dIA6 % qYh

FSAR, Revision 69, dated December 1980 g ;.. a d ..g f'

1.xhiui .

! 5.11.3 Investigation gg.

A rev *iv t<>2s vnnia- J L @ M4 9A "A " ""
a

Additional investigation was not formed by RIII atter was known

and resolution was in progress.

The corrective measures to be taken, as described in licensee submittals,
N LLQ.Gd ~ 0 5 2.<py

have been reviewed and accepted in Subsection 9.2.1 of ee." Safety Evaluation

Report (SER) Related to the Operation of Wm. H. Zi:nmer Nuclear Power Station,

Unit 1," Supplement gisaued in June 1981 by the Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulaton Ccrzission.

The inplementation of these corrective ocasures is unreselved pending

completion of the corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer FSAR,

Appendix J, Revision 69, dated December 1980 (50-358/81-13 ') .

5.11.4 Findings and Conclusions

The licensee reported the silting condition concerning the service water

intake structure to NRC Region III by telephone on June 18,1979 and by

letters QA-1148 on June 20, 1979 and QA-1168 dated July 23, 1979 pursuant

to.the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

>

-2-
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The plant design and operating procedures had to be modified to control the
,

; /-

. silting condition.
:

d

Accelerated service water pump impeller wear was reported by the licensee'

.
by telephone on August 10, 1979, and by letters QA-1196 dated September 6,'

i
i 1979, QA-1239 dated December 31, 1979, and QA-1371 dated December 17, 1980,

pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

6

f
The silting and pump impeller wear concerns are open pending completion of /.

corrective measures described in the Wm. H. Zimmer Final Safety Analysic

Report (FSAR),AppendixJ, Revision 69pdatedDecember1980(includinga
sedimentation monitoring program and plant n.odifications) and review by

,

RIII inspectors. The implementation of these corrective measures will

be reviewed during a subsequent inspection.

B

5.11.5 Items of Noncompliance

No items of noncompliance were identified.

|

'- .:

(

l
,

-3-

-- . - _ . . _ . - .



* '

RFh)INV002/B FINAL /jp.

: 1)d .t
9M6

-| 5.12 Overpressurization Incident
,

!

i
: 5.12.1 Allegation

*
i

}
"A design flaw in the heat exchanger control panel permitted an operator

! mistakenly to force 1200 pounds of pressure through pipes only meant to

handle 300 pounds, ripping the pipe and soaking electricians with a hard

spray of water that would have been radioactive had the plant been in
.

operation."

5.12.2 Background Inforrcation

10 CFR $0.5S(e) requires licensees to report to NRC major defects found

during constructica or operation of power reactors. These reports are

public documents, maintained in NRC files and Fublic Doctutent Rooms. YThe
G

licenseereportedtheoverpressurizaticaiacidentinC&EletterN QA-1706

dated March 2,1979(sed L.u e. kre}~ k 8)
^

. ( pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR

50.55(e). The report indicated that on January 19, 1979, during a construc-

tion test to demonstrate the flow rate through the high pressure core spray

(HPCS) system orifice, the steam jet air ejector was overpressurized and

failed. The report alludes to two operator errors as the cause of the

I overpressurization. The errors involved two administrative 1y controlled
|
| valves, which were incorrectly documented as closed. " Administratively"

means that the valve positions (e.g open, closed, etc.) are verified and 'pJC

doctunented in accordance with site procedures. -

i

t
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Although water in the HPCS system is not inghty radioactive, it can be con- y-$h.-,

taminated during normal operation.
<

The 10 CFR 50.55(e) report also stated that the design, utilizing two'

administrative 1y controlled valves, was permitted by the ASME Section III
. f-%g

Code, and concluded that the overpressurization incident was not due to

a design deficiency, although a check valve would have compensated for the

two operator errors.

5.12.3 Investigation

. .

5.12.3.1 Interview with Individual An
''\ s

On April 22, 1981, Individual A, who was previour.ly intervietred by repres(nta-

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he recalled at

incident when the heat exchanger control panel was pressurized eith 1290n

pounds of pressurized water when it was only meant to handle 000 potads. He

said he learned that high-pressure water entered the low pressure system

and ruptured pipes in the low-pressure system. He said two electricians in

the area were doused with water when the pipes ruptured. He related that

other plant employees said this incident occurred because an operator

apparently failed to turn off a valve allowing high-pressure water to enter

the low pressure system.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement' attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

-2-
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5.12.3.2 Interview with Individual B
.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-

tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated he recalled an
.

incident when the " alpha air injector condenser" on the ground floor of the

turbine building was injected with high-pressure water instead of low pressure

water and the pipes in the condenser ruptured. He said other workers in the

plant told him this occurred because an operator failed to close the high-

pressure valve and the high pressure water entered the low-pressure system [b

that ruptured the lines. 1

On April 24, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting
<

tc the preceding information; however, be requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

.

5.12.3.3 Record Review

Region III inspectors have previously reviewed the overpressurization concern

as documented in the following excerpts of IE Inspection Reports No. 79-06,

Section 8; No. 79-23, page 4; No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5; and No. 80-06, page 2.

!

Report No. 79-06, Section 8

"The inspector reviewed the event of January 19, 1979, during which high

pressure core spray (HPCS) water entered the condensate (CD) and. low pressure
!

core spray (LPCS) systems because valves 1E22-F003 and F031 had been left'

-3-
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open causing a rupture of the steam jet air ejector condenser IA. The review
.

j consisted of interviews with testing and operating personnel and a review of
;

j the licensee's final report on his investigation of the event. The review

'

showed that:

tt 1, _ .

Procedure OP.HP.01-4, Revision 0 was used to lineup, fill and vent

the HPCS system.

4 b.
f At the completion of the fill and vent operation the operator never

.

completed Step 5.1.5 which required hin, to close valves IE22-F003 and

F-31. With these two valves open the CD and HPCS systems became

crosstied thru the cycled condensate (CY) system. The operator claims

he informed the Shift Superviser that he had left the two valves open
'

while the latter does not recall being told. 'ihls f ailure to follow

procedires is contrary to 10 UR Part 50, Apper. dix B, Criterion V

and is considered to be an example of an item of noncompliance (358/79-

06-06B) of the infraction level.

h c.
10 For some unknown reason, valve IE21-F025 which had been safety tagged

closed under Switching Order No. 781317, dated November 16, 1978, was

in the open position. This completed the cross connection of the LPCS

and HPCS systems. Violaticin of Switching Order No. 781317 is contrary

to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and is considered an example of

an item of noncompliance (358-79-06-06C) of the infraction level. The

switching order was cleared on January 24, 1979. The corrective action

which the licensee is currently taking regarding a previous noncompliance

-4-
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with the safety tagging procedure (358-79-01-01) is also applicable to

this event, therefore the inspector stated no response to this item of

noncompliance is required.a

u .
'

Paragraph 13.0 of Safety Tagging Procedure EC. SAD.02, Revision 00

allows for the operation of equipment for test purposes without the

removal of the safety tags. It is possible that valve IE21-F025 was

operated for test purposes thru tags and subsequently left open by

error. The inspectors have objected to Paragraph 13.0 of the Safety

Tagging Procedure.

u On March 21, 1979, the licensee issued operaticg cemo 79-2, Revision 9,

which specifically requires that "Do Not Operate" tais mut:t be removed

before enargizing electrical equipment or opening valves. An exception

is made in the case of electrical testing conducted by EOTD in which case

only the E0TD master tag will be left in place.

" e,
jgG On December 12, 1977, a General Electric system engineer recommended

that a check valve be installed on line 1HP18A3 downstream of valve

IE22-F013) because a similar overpressurization of a small section

of low pressure piping had occurred. The recommendation was rejected

because the licensee thought that two valves (1E22-F003 and F031) plus

administrative controls were sufficient to prevent recurrence. The

licensee stated the check valve will be installed. All other ECCS

systems have check valves in the line from the CY system. .e

-5-
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* The inspector stated his concern regarding repeatable occurrences where {,

a lack of communication or understanding between parties have resulted
I

i in damage to equipment. It is our intention to closely monitor the

licensee's performance during the preoperational test program to deter-
'

mine the adequacy of plant staffing and training as fuel load date

! approaches."

Report No. 79-06, page 2

..

"(Closed) Noncompliance (358/79-C1-01). Failure to follow safety tagging
'(switching order) procedure. The inspector found that the licensee is

conducting safety tagging refrether training for all operations personnel

and systems engineers as stated in their letter, Borgmann to Heishnan,
,

dated February 28, 1979."
.

Report No. 79-23, page 4

"(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report: Overpressurization of tha steam jet

air ejector heat exchanger (tube side). The inspector established that

a check valve has been installed as stated in the licensee's report dated

March 1, 1979 (QA-1106). This item remains open pending further review by

NRC Operations Branch."

Report No. 79-29, pages 4 and 5

.. .

'

"(Closed) Overpressurization of the steam jet air ejector heat exchanger

(tube side). NR number 7247R1, dated February 21, 1979, stated that over

-6-
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pressure to 1200 psi of the LPCS piping system occurred in addition to,

others. The A-E (Sargent and Lundy) analyzed the piping system and valves

with dispositions as follows:
.

1 Carbon steel piping 3/4'* up to 12" acceptable since stress was well

below yield point.

2 The one stainless steel 3/4" pipe is likewise o.k.

* Six hundred pound valves are acceptable with the pressure experienced

only being a repeat hydro test.
,

'

u4' .4Three hundred pound and 150 pound valves the moufacturer should be t'
f 4,

consulted.

5 The relief valve causing the problem should be retested and reset.Y

* Further information available (Construction Engineering Report dated

April 14, 1979) stated that the valve manufacturers recommended a seat

leakage test be conducted on the valves and that this test was performed

without any leaks being detected and it further stated that the relief

valve had been removed, tested and reset of set points done. The NR was

signed as completed on October 25, 1979. The inspector indicated that he

had no further questions regarding this item."

- .:

-7-
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Report No. 80-06, page 2,.

|

| "(Closed) Noncompliance (50-358/79-06b). Failure to follow OP.HP.01-4
e

i valve lineup. (Not closing valves IE22-F003 and IE22-F031.) The inspector
! -

j reviewed the licensee's action to prevent further non-adherence to proce-
' dures and found them acceptable."
,

,

' The licensee's General Engineering Department's report of April 24, 1979

(excluding attachments and tables) documents the final disposition of

' ne. L d e.J AQ lX $,i

NR-7247R1, is eucrdsed as W ulti .-

3.12.4 Findings and Conclusions

.

The overpressure event referred to in the allegation was reported to the

NRC in March 1979, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). The event was caused

by operator errorsythat incorrectly permitted two valves to remain open ratherj

than inadequate system design.

The actions taken by the licensee to assure the quality of the affected

piping and components and to prevent recurrence had been reviewed by the

NRC prior to the allegation and found satisfactory.

5.12.5 Items of Noncompliance

No itew items of noncompliance were identified. e

,

-8-
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!

CAILY REP 00T RI!!

! DATE 1/15/81

FACILITY / LICENSEE NOTIFICATION ITEM OR EVENT REGIONAL ACTION

DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
a

ZIMMER TELEPHONE-1/lA/R1 A FORMER ELECTRICAL GA INSPECTOR STATED HE WAS AN INVESTISATION INTO
. DISCOURAGED FROM FINDING NONCO" FORMING ITEMS SIMILAR ALLEGATIONS IS

ann THAT SOME HE HA3 WRITTEN WECE INVALIDATED UNDERWAY THIS WEEN AT,

I RY HIS SUPERVISOR. HE CLAIMED t% WAS EVFNT= ZIMMER. THE INVESITOATOR WASe .
UALLY FIRED RECAUSE OF HIS FINDINGS. INFORMED OF THE NEW' ALLEGATIONS,

AND THESE MATTERS WILL BE
ADDRESSED IN THE CURRENT
INVESTIGATION.
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e 5.6 Argon Gas Exposure

i

j 5.6.1 Allegation ~

" Argon gas valves for flushing oxygen from pipes routinely are left open
>

by the day crew, causing the night crew to be overcome by gas, a problem

about which CG&E Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest."

In an affidavit provided to GAP by a pipefitter (Individual A) formerly

employed at Zimmer, it was alleged tha: workers on the day shift routinely

crimped and wired argon gas hoses shut rather than closing the gas valves

at the source upon leaving work. The pipefitter stated that this practice

resulted in argon gas leaking from the hoses and caused the workers on

the night shift to suffer from dizziness. The pipefitter further stated

he advised former Kaiser Safety Director Larry Cummings of his concerns

and that Cummings indicated he was not interested, because argon gas would

not hurt anyone.

On February 26, 1981 during a meeting between NRC Region III personnel,

a GAP representative, and Thomas Applegate, Applegate alleged that he re-
!

ceived information from James Bedinghaus indicating that, in late fall or

early winter 1980, his son, John Bedinghaus, had been overcome by argon

gas while conducting fire watch rounds in the area of the containment vessel.

'-
.:

O
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i
i, 5.6.2 Background Information

!
!

!
Argon gas is a " shielding gas" used to purge or displace the oxygen inside

pipes in certain welding pr cedures, to prevent the metal from oxidizing /(.

during welding. ArEon gas is colorless and odorless. It is also heavier
'

than oxygen and therefore settles in low areas, displacing oxygen. This

' occurs in the same manner that water displaces air as it is poured into and

fills a glass. MAPP (which actually refers to a trade name) refers to

combustible gas used in welding, typically for heating and cutting various

retals. It does not displace oxygen as argon gas does. It is colorless but

it has an odor which can be described as " noticeably foul." MAPP gas is

generally not toxic, although significant concentrations may be ignited and

become explosive.

NRC does not regulate the use of the subject gases. On February 6, 1981,

the NRC Regien III office telephoned the Cincinnati, Ohio, office of the
i

U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration
I

| (OSHA) . During a conversation with OSHA representative John Phillips, it

was determined that the allegation involved a matter over which OSHA has

primary jurisdiction. An understanding was also reached that any action

necessary to resolve this matter would be taken by OSHA. A letter confirming

this understanding, a copy of which is a; ,rtsch:d :; Exhi' wI
ca . x. p ;~ nse

j i was forwarded,

'

by Region III to the Cincinnati OSHA office on February 19, 1981.
i

By letter dated May 15, 1981, the Cincinnati OSHA office advised the NRC
|

Region III office that an investigation of conditions in the containment

|

-2-
i
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(1 ,

; suppression pool area had been conducted by OSHA on February 4-5 ,' - 19 81'.' ' '
* '

.,,

i The letter stated OSHA addressed a previous complaint alleging leaks of
,

j
!

'

| argon gas at Zimmer and concluded that an air contamination or oxyge;

deficiency situation did not exist. A copy of this letter is )ett::h.d ::o ol. Add.tLd[.i
, A

hit ' ' N. . . .

~% k *s

! ' ,y ( '

,,
, ,

fi &'.5.6.3 Investigation Q-

\ l .

q ''v ,
s

.
-

s

5.6.3.1 Interview with James Bedinghaus *

g.< .

,

,

On March 12, 1981, JamesBedinghauswasirNerviewe'dbytelephone. He stated

that he was a second shift security supervisor employed by W&W Security at *

the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station from February to November 1980. Fs stated'

that while on duty, sometime in October 1980, an incident occurred d'uring , 3

his shift in which Security Officer Gayle Spencer became ill due to inhala-

tion of gas. Spencer was assisted back to the gu'ard house to recover from
,

his illness and was later sent home. Bedinghaus learned from Spencer that ,

,+
Spencer was making his rounds in the area of the reactor vessel wh'en'he

g
. 1

apparently became ill from inhalation of gas. Anothkr worke'r in the area

(whose identity Bedinghaus does not know) advised Spencer there was an ;
_

'

argon gas leak where he was located and that he should leave the area imme '

diately. Bedinghaus immediately reported this' information to Kai| sir Safety

Inspector Dan Parlier, who went to check the area where the incident had

occurred. Shortly afterwards (approximately ::: lE hour), Parlier con- )(" ,

tacted Bedinghaus and advised him there was a MAPP gas leak, rather than an
gas ,

argon 1eak, in the area where Spencer had been. Bedinghaus indicated he was, X4

not aware of any argon gas incident involving his son John. ' '

I
i

.
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On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting to the
'' i n c)+_ l =_ b k k p & )( Bbpreceding information, a copy of which is ett:chcd .. Zahibit .v

:
'

I

h 5.6.3.2 Interview with John Bedinghaus
-

.

On March 12, 1981, John Bedinghaus was interviewd by telephone. He stated

that he was a security officer employed by W&W Security at the Zimmer Nuclear

Power Station from October 1980 to January 1981. He advised that while

employed at Zimmer h4 was never involved in any incident when he became ill

from or was overcome by argon or any other type of gas.

s

On March 25, 1981, Bedinghaus provided a written statement attesting to the
incM O 0% M dix b@preceding information, a copy of which is -ett::hcd es Exhibit v. v

_

5.6.3.3 Interview with Daniel Parlier

On March 12, 1981, Daniel Parlier, Kaiser Assistant Safety Representative,

was interviewed by NRC. He stated that to his knowledge there has never

been an incident where anyone was overcome by argon gas. He also stated he'

,

did not believe such an incident occurred because being overcome by argon

gas would likely cause suffocation, an incident of which he would certainly

be aware.

Parlier acknowledged that he had discovered instances when craft workers

had. crimped argon and MAPP gas hoses and had wired them closed rather than

shutting the gas off at the source. He indicated he considered this practice

-4-
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a serious safety concern and whenever the practice was observed he immediately,

o

brought it to the attention of the appropriate craft supervisor.,

i

!.
! Parlier checked the Kaiser Safety Department's " Unusual Incident Reports"
I
'

for October 1980 to determine if a report of the incident involving Security

Officer Spencer had been prepared. He located a report describ he g
incident in question and included the following information:

"On October 27, 1980, at 6:30 p.m. a Mapp gas leak located in the

reactor suppression pool area at elevation levels 503' and 518' was

investigated by Daniel Parlier. Parlier reported that Security

Officer Gayle Spencer was in the reactor suppression pool at the time

of a mild Mapp gas leak. A reading taken with a M.A.S. fintendedas ye

anabbreviationforthemanufacturer"MineSafetyAppliances")Explo- (
simeter registered 0% on the upper and lower areas of the suppression,

pool. Spencer complained of a headache and feeling tired. He was

advised by "First Aid" to see a physician if his condition worsened or

Security Supervisor James Bedinghaus was to send him to a doctor if he

became worse while still at work. Parlier took action to correct the

Mapp gas leak by turning off the gas manifolds in the reactor building

and disconnecting the gas hoses from the manifolds."

;,.n. n. D 6 dY O
Acopyofthis"UnusualIncidentReport"ispttsche_:: Exhibit k

In addition to the " Unusual Incident Report" prepared by Parlier, he sent

a note dated October 27, 1980, to his supervisor, Mike Hoyman. In the note

-5-
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(which was apparently a " cover note" for the incident report), Parlier

advised Hoyman of the incident and concluded 4 ' 4-diert4-dIthat the incident5,

| was a result of the craft workers "not disconnecting their gas hoses from the

manifolds." (Disconnecting the hoses from the manifold would have necessitated;

that the gas be shut off at the manifold.) A copy of the " cover "ote" isn
;n RNQn0AY DS*'- ' ' - ' included se per. of Exhibii .

,

During a subsequent telephone conversation on April 24, 1981, Parlier was

questioned regarding how he perceived former Kaiser Safety Supervisor
-.

Cummings' attitude toward gas leak incidents at Zimmer. He stated it was

his opinion that Cummings was very conscientious regarding this problem and

it appeared to him Cummings considered gas leaks to be a serious safety

cencern. Parlier also remarked he did not believe Cummings ever expressed

disinterest in gas leak problems or said they were unimportant.

.

5.6.3.4 Interview with Larry Cummings

On April 27, 1981, Larry Cummings was interviewd by telephone. He stated that

j he held the position of Kaiser Safety Supervisor at the Zimmer Nuclear Power

Station for approximately two years until he left the site in May 1980. He

verified that he was aware of instances in which workers at Zimmer crimped

and wired argon gas hoses closed rather than shutting the argon gas valves

off at the source. Cummings remarked that these instances occurred "less

than frequently, but more often than they would like." He was unable to

specify approximately how many cases of argon hose crimping the Safety

| Department had detected while he was at Zimmer.
|

|

-6-
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! Cummings denied expressing disinterest in the argon hose crimping problem

f and advised it was a topic of concern at many Safety Department meetings..i

He stated that the crimping of argon hoses was a bad work practice; however,

it was one that was hard to pin down because it was extremely difficult to;

, -,

| catch the individuals responsible.

i
i

.

Cummings said he felt Kaiser had an adequate safety system for preventing

serious argon gas problems and incidents at the site. He explained that

it was Kaiser's practice and policy to place mine safety lamps wherever

workers were located in low-lying areas, particularly the suppression pool

These lamps serve as warning devices in that they remain lit unlessarea.

a gas buildup reaches the lamps' air inlet and puts out the flame. When-

ever a safety lamp goes out, it is an indication of gas in the area and a

signal for the workers to immediately evacuate the area. Cummings stated

he knew of no instances when any workers were ever overcome by argoc gas.

5.6.4 Findings and Conclusions

i

No evidence was obtained to show that the argon gas valves were routinely

left open, that persons on the night crew had been overcome by argon gas,

or that Safety Director Cummings expressed disinterest in the argon gas

problem.
.

Notwithstanding the above, it was determined that there had been instances
LJAA*-

+4eebe-craft workers had crimped argon gas hoses and wired them closed rather gf

than shutting the gas offat the source.

0
-

-7-
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This matter is under the jurisdication of the U.S. Department of Labor,.-

.

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). An1 OSHA inspection did
] s|hnb eF- g

| notconfirma[aircontaminationo'ioxygendeficiencyg4*"=*4^r. -

.

! .

1
' 5.6.5 Items of Noncompliance
i
;

'

!
' No items of noncompliance were identified.
!

i

I

i

o . , . ~

-8-
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5.7 Damaged Prefabricated Piping,

.

E

t
6

'

5.7.1 Allegation

i

} " Prefabricated piping received in 1977 has defective welds, but construc-
'!

I tion supervisors told crews not to repair them because the welds were made
;
'

offsite."

.

During an interview with Applegate and GAP representatives, this allegation

was clarified to be piping received July 3, 1979, the subject of one of

Applegate's prior allegations.

,

5.7.2 Background Information

The following summarizes the initial investigation of this allegation as

documented in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09.

On June 29, 1979, Pullman Power Products of Williamsport, Pennsylvania,

also known as the M. W. Kellogg Company, shipped five prefabricated pipe

spool pieces by truck to the Zimmer site for installation in the main

steam relief (MSR) system, a safety-related system. The spool pieces were

received on July 3, 1979, and nonconformance report E-1911 was written on

July 5, 1979, stating the spools had " rolled off the truck onto the ground."

The nonconformance report had the effect of placing the spool pieces in a

hold status in the Kaiser warehouse. The welds on the five spool pieces
,

were later radiographed. The radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld

indications in welds on three of the five spool pieces. On September 18

through 28, 1979, despite the issuance of the nonconformance report, the

spool pieces were released to construction and installed. As documented in

_ . _ _ _ _
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IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09, the licensee was found to be in
.

j noncompliance with NRC requirements for the release of the spool pieces
,

prior to establishing acceptability. During April and May 1980, the welds

' on the spool pieces were examined ultrasonically and by magnetic particle

testing and found to be acceptable. sy J - - .;. - ; - - -

On April 8, 1980, the RIII inspector reviewed the radiographs on all five

spool pieces (IMS08BB12-6B, IMSO9BA12-1AH, IMS08BA12-58H, IMS11B12-7BH,

and IMS10BA12-ICH). The films (radiographs) were marked "For Information

Only" because an acceptable radiographic technique could not be established

because of the configurations and thicknesses of the spool pieces.

$hG CCfrK T
RIII personnel determined that radiography was not M 5bla nondestructive I

gec wtnbs|
'

examination (NDE) technique for the spool pieces. Thd configurations and3

relatively large thicknesses of the spool pieces J!st*,ms&strea:$ ara-gammetapy

c$'jt1(fgap would prevent 4!pglsyppadtAr.-aecurate displays

of weld indications on the radiographs. @ weld indication shown on the

radiograph could be caused bygef[stispdistortion. The ultrasonic and

magnetic parti,cle tests ultimately performed on the installed spool pieces
corterT

were p,g?p,p,tykff techniques.

| 5.7.3 Investigation
i

i
|

5.7.3.1 Interview with Individual A

i ..
,

_

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by repre-

sentatives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he had

-2-
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provided information to GAP regarding this allegation, and he was referring
.

to five prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellog that fell

off a truck during their delivery to the site. He stated that Peabody
;

Magnaflux (PM) radiographers examined the pieces and found defective welds

oa some of them. He said construction personnel installed the spool pieces

i in the plant, disregarding PM's finding on the welds.

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

5.7.3.2 Interview with David Hang

|
-

On February 24, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographer, was

inte rviewed. He stated that in August 1979 Anthony Pallon, KEI Welding

Engineer, asked him to radiograph MSR spool pieces that had fallen off the

t
truck on delivery to the Zimmer site. Hang said the examination was to

l

determine if any of the welds on the pieces had cracked from the impact of

the fall. Hang indicated that three of the five spool pieces he examined

had what appeared to be unacceptable radiographic indications. He said he

f reported this in the Report of Radiographic Examination submitted to Pallon
|

| and also told Pallon that radiography was the wrong technique to use to

examine welds of this configuration. Hang said he advised Pallon that an

| ultrasonic examination should be performed in this esse. Hang also stated

the. spool pieces were ultrasonically examined in April 1980 and the welds

were found to be acceptable.

-3-
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On February 24 and April 23, 1981, Hang provided written sworn statements
|cAn 2 ad i

attesting to the preceding information, copies of which are est::h:d d-

in & F
| Exhibi__ and
i J

| -

1
5.7.3.3 Record Reviews

I

;

On February 24, 1980, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward reviewed records that indi-

cated the five spool pieces were ultrasonically examined by Pullman Power
-

Products (Kellogg) in April and May 1980 and examined by magnetic particle 1

testing by Peabody Magnaflux in April 1980. The records showed that welds

on all five pieces were acceptable. The magnetic particle records indicated

piece 1-MS-11B-12-7BH, weld No. V, had a linear indication approximately /
1/4-in. long, which was ground, retested, and found acceptable.

The RIII inspector determined that the ultrasonic and magnetic particle tests

were valid examinations for the spool piece welds.

5.7.3.4 Field Observations

On February 24, 1981, RIII Inspector Kavin Ward made visual examinations

of all of the welds on the five spool pieces and identified no unacceptable
h ad heen.

indications. The spool pieces wese3 installed in the main steam relief
y e,er +v

*

system m the time of the visual examinations.a

.. .:

.4-
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5.7.4 Findings and Conclusions
,

.

i

[ The subject of this allegation was investigated by e NRC in early 1980. >(

i
; At that time radiographs displayed apparent rejectable weld indications
!

in welds on three of five spool pieces. One ites of noncompliance was

; cited in IE Investigation Report No. 50-358/80-09 for releasing and in- -

t
? stalling the spool pieces before determining their acceptability. Sub-

sequently, the licensee and RIII independently determined that ultrasonic
*testing, rather than radiography, was the correct nondestructive testing

-.

technique for examining welds of that geometry and thickness. The welds
, x .; wy mas ,. p a, b. /- (were examined by ultrasonic 4 esting and determined to be acceptable.t

5.7.5 Items of Noncompliance

No new items of noncompliance were identified.

TE.

k

i

I

''
.:
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-m e5.8 Prefabricated Pipe Welds

!
j 5.8.1 Allegation

j 1

"At least three sources contacted by [ Thomas] Applegate confirmed that an

estimated 20% of the plant prefabricated welds are defective.",

During an interview with Thomas Applegate and a GAP representative

(Thomas Devine), Applegate stated that this information came from either

Individual A, Individual B, Allen Sellars, Steve Sellars, or David Hang

(no specific source was named). Also, Steve Binning, David Binning and
e
James Tyner were named as having additional information. The name

.n
,

Steve Sellars is in error, g no such individual was employed at Zimmer. A

It appears that this was a reference to Steve Binning.

5.8.2 Background Information

Radiography is similar to a medical x-ray procedure, with the exception that MS
a small but intensely radioactive material (source) is utilized to produce the

#[x-rays. The radiographic film that is produced is like an ray and can be's,

a permanent record. Nuclear welding codes often specify radiographic testing

(RT) as a required examination. In many cases, the weld root pass (bottom

portion of the weld, or first welding pass) is radiographed for information,

and to determine if the root is acceptable. The completed weld is radiographed

for, formal code acceptance. Nuclesr welding codes contain detailed standards

for radiogriphy, including extent of exposure and clarity of the resulting

radiographic film.

.

6

__ _
, . _ , _ , _ - . , -

_
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i

A radiograph is interpreted (read) by an interpreter. Radiographic interper-
'

ters are assigned levels of authority and responsibility based on examination

and length of experience, with a Level III radiographer being the highest level.
t,

!

When a radiograph is read, a " reader sheet" is filled out. The reader sheet,

i identifies the weld, date of radiography, radiographic technique, interpreter,

areas of the weld included, and the conclusions of the interpreter. The reader

sheet is normally filed wit diographs it represents. /
A

Many types of defects or discontinuities can be detected through radiography,

including incomplete fusion, cracks, pososity, slag, oxidation, undercut, and

other defects. The welding Code applied indicates the requirements for veld

acceptability, and defects may be acceptable as provided in the relevant Code.

Many interpretations are highly subjective, and it is possible for interpreters

to disagree on the acceptability,or rejectability of an observed defect. In

some cases, additional radiography may be performed to provide additional in-

formation. As long as the pipe is not inaccess ble, subsequent radiography /
etatwily too J
is not ifficult or time-consuming. -p

,

In practice, the most common occurr cce is that a section of a weld, rather I

than the whole weld, will include rejectable defects. The section of the

weld containing the defects is then removed through grinding, re-welded, and

re-radiographed. If the repair radiograph is acceptable, the entire weld can

be accepted.

-

.

-2-
.



IVN003/A FINAL /jp,

..

Pipe, spool pieces, and piping formations are purchased from various vendors.

t These items contain welds and vendors are required to perform nondestructive [

| examination of these welds according to applicable codes and standards. ASME
;

Section III standards require 100% nondestructive examination for safety-related

welds. adiography is required, radiographs are provided to the utility

purchasing the item for review and permanent filing.

5.8.3 Investigation

5.8.3.1 Interview with Individual A

On April 24, 1981, Individual A, who was previously interviewed by representa-
142 2 Stives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual A stated he is a pipefitter

assigned to assist employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm responsible

for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said that in his opinion

20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by Kellogg were defective.

He indicated that he based his opinion on a statement made by PM personnel that

they had observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured

by Kellogg on four occasions when they examined Kaiser welds in the residual

heat removal (RHR) system. He conjectured that the defective welds were not

found by Kellogg because he understood it was Kellogg's practice to radiograph

10% versus 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers Allen Sellars and

David Binning reported this to CG&E personnel, who allegedly told them not

to examine the welds because they were vendor supplied.

.. , _ .

-3-
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; Individual A stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in
r .-

! August 1979 when PM was asked to radiograph welds on sections of main steam
O

! relief (MSR) spool pieces (addressed in C.- I;; 5.7) that had fallen off

;

| a truck on delivery to the site. He said that, while examining the spool
.

i pieces, PM personnel found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said
i

|-
CG&E overruled PM's findings on this examination, but PM retained copies of

their reports and could provide investigators with further information
,

regarding this matter.

Individual A also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, during which he told Marshall that 20% of the

prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall agreed with the

statement.
,

On April 22, 1981, Individual A provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

5.8.3.2 Interview with Individual B

|
!

On April 14, 1981, Individual B, who was previously interviewed by representa-
|

j
tives of GAP, was interviewed by NRC. Individual B stated that, during a

I

|
telephone conversation he had with GAP representatives, he responded in the

affirmative when asked if 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant

werp defective. He said he had heard from Individual A that 20% of the pre-
,

, .:
'

! fabricated pipe welds were defective.

,

| -4-
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Individual B said he had no specific information regarding this allegation

because he was not involved in the fabrication of large bore pipes of the

type manufactured by Kellogg, and was not in a position to provide information

about defective welds on these pipes. He said that to quote him as generally
,

confirming that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective was

a aisquote. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds in,

question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual B provided a written sworn statement attesting

to the preceding information; however, he requested the statement not be

attached to this report.

5.8.3.3 Interviewwith5mesTyne
W

On April 16,1981,5mesTyner,formerKaiserPipefitterSuperintenden was

interviewed by NRC. He stated he was contacted by a GAP representative who

asked him if he was aware that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds were
Jih

defective and that Robert Marshall had concurred itf this statement. He said I
he responded to the GAP representative that he could not support that statement

and said the prefabricated welds would have to be radiographed and the results

evaluated before he could make such a determination. ne said the pipe welds )
|in the plant are good, and attributed this to Kaiser's Welder Qualification

Program which identified unqualified welders and prohibited them from working

on safety-related welds.

-

. _ -
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byne recalled that on one occasion PM radiographers examined a Kaiser field

weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent Kellogg weld. He said this g,

f CItisD pevhkso$1%. R
piping was part of theAclosed cooling water system and was not safety-relate.d "

piping. He indicated that the radiographers may have applied safety-related
;

' standards to a no.1 safety-related pipe and therefore found. rejectable defects
I %

in the welds. gynerstatedthiswasnotindicativeof20%oftheprefabricated.

pipe welds being defective.

5.8.3.4 Interview with Robert Marshall
. -

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superintendent, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated that he never commented to Individual A that

20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective. He did recall

a conversation in which he commented to Individual A that the workers

Individual A was supervising were having a high weld rejection rate on pipe

support hangers on which they were working. He said he never mentioned that

a percentage of the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware

of any defects in these pipes. Marshall stated that a on, Kaiser

! Welding Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability of

Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written on this subject.

Marshall recalled that in August 1979 PM radiographed some Kellogg prefabricated

spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported some of the welds

were defective. The radiographs were subsequently reexamined by Kaiser's Level .

IIL Radiographer, Rex Baker, and NRC Inspector Kavin Ward. He said Baker and

j Ward determined that the geometry of the welds was such that it distorted the

i

(

l

-6-
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view of the weld and rendered the radiographic examination invalid due to the
.

use of an improper technique.4

i
!

5.8.3.5 Interview with David Hana
.

On February 24 and April 23, 1981, David Hang, former PM Level II Radiographe ><
b3 MO ./was interviewed He stated PM was responsible for conducting radiographic /p

examinations of field welds for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely radio-

graph welds on prefabricated pipe spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He

stated 20% of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective. He

said on occasion, when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld or if a Kaiser

weld overlapped a Kellogg weld, PM would examine and find defects in the

Kellogg weld. In each instance, these defects were reported to Kaiser on

the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon for

corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a group of MSR

spool pieces that had fallen off of a truck on delivery to the site. The

examination was to determine if any of the welds had cracked from the impact

of the fall. Hang indicated he disagreed with Pallon on this and told him

radiography was the wrong examination technique. He said the spool pieces were

Schedule 844 pipe (3-1/2-in. wall thickness) with welds 1-1/2-in. wide, which

would require ultrasonic examination to determine if any welds were defective.
l When examining these spool pieces, they would be radiographing at an angle

; through laminations in the steel, which would prevent them from seeing some
i
l defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the spool pieces

|
|

l -7-
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for "information only" purposes and reported his findings to Pallon. Hang.

'

; said he found five of the twenty welds were unacceptable based on the radio-

graphs; however, the spool pieces were later ultrasonically examined and
I found acceptable. He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper

j technique to examine the spool pieces and is the valid examination.

e

On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written sworn statement attesting*

's Lh. - - bik bgto the preceding information, a copy of which is a& e. A.+teched a:: Exhibit IT'

5.8.3.6 Interview with Steven Binning

On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated that, while assigned to the Zimmer site, he was responsible

for performing radiographic examinations of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser'

welders onsite. He said he did not routinely radiograph prefabricated spool

pieces manufactured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 207, of the welds on

prefabricated spool pieces were defective.

He did recall one occasion whef David Hang examined Kellogg spool pieces that d
had fallen off a truck. Hang initially found defective welds but he later

i
| determined that the radiographic technique distorted the view of the weld and

the technique used was therefore unacceptable.

| On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning provided a written sworn statement attesting'

'uw LK ' @ (2.to the preceding information, a copy of which is e+ t2c.'.d .. Exaiott. v v .

!

|

l
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5.8.3.7 Interview with David Binning
.

f

On January 19 and April 15, 1981, David Binning, PM Level I Radiographer, was

interviewed by NRC. He stated PM did not routinely examine welds on prefabri-

j cated spool pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He recalled that, on one occasion,
'

David Hang examined some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck on
i r

delivery to the site. He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "infor-

mation shots" of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination.

After a further examination of the film, Hang had determined the geometric

configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the examination was invalid.

Binning said that, to the best of his knowledge, he never heard PM employees

mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective.

,

5.8.3.8 Interview with Allen Sellars

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, PM Level II Radiographer, was interviewed

by NRC. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the nondestructive

examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel onsite. He said that
I

he occasionally examined pipe field welds that junctured with prefabricated

pipe manufactured by Kellogg and had observed defects in the adjoining Kellogg

welds. He said he noted this on the Report of Radiographic Examination

which would then be submitted to Anthony Pallon, who would review the film

and assure rejectable defects were corrected. Sellars indicated he was aware

j that, when one examines one weld and another juncturing weld, frequently the

geometry of the juncturing weld causes defects to appear on the film, which

-9-
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are actually distortions of the weld. He stated that when he identified
R

defects in Kellogg welds he would be asked to reexamine them after the 2f,.

.,
I

| defects had been corrected by Kaiser. Sellars stated he was not being over-
w

3

ridden by Kaiser for his identification of defects in either Kaiser field#

welds or Kellogg welds. He said the defects he identified in overlapping+

I Kellogg welds were so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the pre-
i fabricated welds in the plant were defective. Sellars said Kellogg examined

all of the prefabricated spool pieces prior to their delivery to the site
.kT8% /

and that it was Kellogg's responsibility,t *tgPMno to examine these welds. /

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon asked

David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off the

truck on delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang attempted to radiograph
|

-

the spool pieces in question, but the film quality was poor and the technique

was wrong, which caused exaggerated flaws in the radiographs of the spool

( pieces. When Sellars and Hang initially told Pallon about this, Pallon

requested they continue the examination anyway. Sellars stated the spool

pieces were later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable.

! He indicated that ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use

I when examining welds in this configuration. Sellars said the ultrasonic

examination did not detect any defects in the spool pieces.

|
1 On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars provided a written sworn statement attesting'

LAMA E A OO
to the preceding information, a copy of which is *~had er E kibi,. W '~

g

. . ,

O

h

,

| - 10 -
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|

|
|
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5.8.3.9 Interview with Wayne Draffon
.

j On February 19, 1981, Wayne Draffon, PM Level III Radiographer, was inter-

f'i

j viewed by NRC. He stated that he was employed at ggp Zimmer from January
,

f to August 1980 and during this period supervised PM radiographers ~onsite.

Draffon stated that on occasion Kaiser requested PM to examine Kellogg pre-

fabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing with the radiographers one

incident that occurred prior to his arrival onsite when PM was asked to

'

radiograph some Kellogg spool pieces that had fallen off a truck. The

radiographers informed him that, when Kaiser personnel requested the exam-

ination, thev knew radiography was the wrong technique to use. He said

they told him the geometric configuration of the welds was such that radio-

graphy would distort the view of the weld. Draffon indicated that he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded the geometry

was such that radiography distorted the view of the welds. He stated the

spool pieces in question were later ultrasonically examined and found to be

acceptable.

Draffon indicated the PM radiographers had told him that, while examining

Kaiser field welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld

that overlapped a Kaiser weld. He said the defects would be noted on the

examination report and forwarded to Kaiser. Draffon cautioned that when

welds overlap or come to a juncture one had to be careful the geometry of

the situation did not distort the view of a weld. Draffon said he knew of
WOMWh3

no reason 444- any PM employee aw> state that 20% of the prefabricated welds q-,_

onsite were defective.

- 11 -
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5.8.3.10 Record Reviews
.

#-

| pectors reviewed radiographs of the following field and shop welds >
!

in spool pieces in the residual heat removal (RHR) system (the system

{ identified by Individual A as containing defective welds) to determine if-

i

there were any unacceptable indications in the welds or adjacent material'

I f .S-l /
(seeTable)).,

6.T ~ !.

Table sv9- Welds in the RHR System
e

Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter.

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)

.

Field Welds

IRH08BB10 RH174C 4 1RH08BB10 RH176 4

1RH08BB10 RH177 4 1RH08BB10 RH178 4

| 1RH08BB10 RH179 4 1RH16C14 RH203 4

1RH13BB4 RH224 4 1RH13BB4 RH205 4

1RH13BB4 RH226 4 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4

1RH36B6 RH116 6 1RH20B6 RH115 6

1RH08AA10 RH109 10 1RH06BB10 RH137 10

1RH07BB10 RH140 10 1RH07BB10 RH141 ,. 10

1RH07BB10 RH145 10 1RH36A6 RH123 6

- 12 -
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g.5 -\
Table 5<f'(continued),

! Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter
~

No. No. (in.) No. No. (in.)
1

I

1RH08BA10 RH105 10 1RH08CA10 RH104A 10

1RH08BA10 RH104 10 1RH07BA10 RH76 10

1RH02B6 RH15 20 1RH02B2C0 RHISB 20

1RH02BC20 RH16 20 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20

1RH02BC20 RH16B 20 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20

1RH02BC20 RH14 20 1RH02BA20 RHS 16

1RH02BA20 RHS 20 1RH02BA20 RH6 20

1RH02AA20 RH1 20 1RH02AA20 RH2 '20 *

1RH02AA20 RH3 20 1RH02BA20 RH4 20

1RH02BA20 RH9 20 1RH02AC20 RH10 20

1RH02AC20 RH11 20 1RH0AC20 RH11A 20

1RH02AC20 RH12 20 1RH01DA16 RH37 16

1RH02BA20 RH39 16 1RH01C18 RH44 18

1RH01C18 RH43 18 1RH01C18 RH41 18

1RH02BC20 RH17 20 1RH02AB20 RH18 20

1RH02AB20 RH19 28 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20 1RH02BA20 RH40 16

1RH01C18 RH261 18 1RH01C18 RH262 18

- 13 -
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s 9#\'

Table (continued)'

u
/-

|
~i

I Line Weld Diameter Line Weld Diameter

No. No. (in.) No. No.
- (in.):

!,

Shop Welds

1RH01DB16-25 4 16 1RH01DB16-24 3 16

1RH02BA20-6 A 20 1RH02BA20-3 A 20

1RH02AC20-10 A 20 1RH02AB20-17 A 20

1RH01C18-31 A 18 1RH01C18-31 A 18

The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each of the

62 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either the welds

or the adjacent material,

s.5-S
In addition to the welds in Table y the inspectors reviewe/ cadiographs y

of 206 prefabricated pipe (shop) welds (700 radiographs) for acceptable

radiographic testing (RT) technique, weld quality, and documentation

rse

|

Radiographs of the welds were reviewed per ASME Section IIIp1971 Editionf f
with Winter 1972 Addenda, and M. W. Kellogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415,

|
and ES-416. No unacceptable radiographic technique deficiencies were

1

- 14 -
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I[emsofNolcompliance5.8.5

w)ih M|u h al p a |r f { b 5 Y Pek; ,

dentii 9 ,e M/j One item f noncompli; eA
i wa .pn t.o.

gbg r3/ /d7/2phs'
-

y
Section III 1971 Edition with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX

paragr h IX-3334.4, states, "The shim thickness shall be selec d so that

! the total t kness being radiographed under the penetramete is the same

as the total weld ickness...."

M. W. Kellogg Co. (pipe man acturer and agency performing the radiography)

Radiographic Procedure No. ES-4 dated Se t ber 26, 1972, paragraph 4.1.8,

states, "Wherever required, shims sh e used to produce a total thickness

I under the penetrameter equal to t e nomin thickness of the base metal plus

the height of the crown or r i'nforcement. es shall be of a radiographically

similar material to the eld metal."

; The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in radiograp of the noted welds

; is contr y to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, and the Wm. Zimmer QA

Manud,Section11.2 8/81-13 3).lQ1

i

'- .:

- 18 -
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.

identified in 517 of the radiographs and no unacceptable indications were,

identified in the respective welds. However, 183 of the radiographs were

i made without required shims under the penetrameters. Four of the radio- {
graphs were made with insufficient shims under the penetrameter.

I

of the radiographs in which the penetrameters were insufficiently ~ shimmed

were previously accepted by the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized

Nuclear Inspector (Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance Company) at the fabri-
o.~A

cator's shop, the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),gthe licensee

pad .t.dhcrizcd Neeleer In pect:r (!!eafud "tces. "cilcz I;;ucence Npmy) 9

he site. dpecial identification of the 206 welds for which radio-
I j,.v. l u d e A & Q^=NA}graphs were examined is ca-'i-M in ExL it c)

A penetrameter is a device used to determine the image quality of a radio-

grap/,usuallyathinstripofmetalofathi ess specified as some:

percentage of thickness of the material being radiographed. Placed on

the part being radiographed, it is normally required that it be of material

radiographically similar to that of the item being inspected. Various

sized holes, multiples of the penetrameter thickness, are on the strip.

The ability of the radiograph to show some definate sized hole establishes

its quality. The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine

if the radiograph has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications

that are in noncomformance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient

shimming of the penetrameter is necessary to assure that the total thickness

under the penetrameter is the same as the total weld thickness, thus estab-

lishing a valid reference for identifying weld indications.. An insufficiently
_

shimmed penetrameter will give false assurance that the weld had received
I

!

15 '-
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sufficient exposure to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion

of the weld that is thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.

i
1 1
j ThelicenseedisagreedwiththeNRCinterpretationofParagraphfX-3334.4

of the ASME Code, Section III-1971, regarding the use of shims under the

penetrameter. This matter was discussed in a meeting on April 30, 1981,-

between representatives of RIII, RIV, the State of Ohio, the National

Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, and the licensee and his

consultants. The meeting is documented in IE Inspection Report No.

50-358/81-16. The representatives from the State of Ohio and the National

Board concurred with the NRC's position.

A program that may demonstrate the adequacy of the radiographs in question

is being implemented by CGEE and is included in the quality confirmation

program. This program is described in Section 11.

5.8.3.11' Verification'

d

-RII!-inspectors also verified that the following welds matched the respective

radiographs by comparing a sketch (onionskin) made by the RIII inspectors,

of the welds depicted in the respective radiographs for the following welds:

1

!
l

;

*-
,-

'
,

e

|

! 16 --
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- s ,
.

,

.

. .

i
<.

'
i

. .

f Pipeline No. Weld Noc '
t -

'

\
.1

"
- e

; .- , '

l IFC36CA621 B s
s

IMS20B3169 A ',.

IFC02AB818 B,
- s

'

IMS20B3169 D .

s ,,

IFC39CA621 C

IFC02AB818 A

.T
,

i

%

'-

5.8.4 Findings and Conclusions

-

+

Interviews with the individuals identified by the alleger did not provide '

specific information of any defective weld. Therefore, the RIII inspector

examined more than 700 radiographs to determine the acceptablility of the

welds. No unacceptable welds were identified; however, 187 radiographs could

| not be interpreted because of an unacceptable radiographic technique. To

provide further assurance that both prefabricated and field welds are satis- - ''

factory, the quality of the welds and the radiographic technique have been

addressed in the Quality Confirmation Program.

$ 8 5 Jfe.g of ||o-eeoysks<cc ,
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.
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,.A,l'../Je '\s essrnn ht<c?aan.tspJcn, b

y7 j* rG~*1rb g 9 14 p -c b- ~ w
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5.3 Ayse:chly and Erection. Assembly end errerinn opctatio'is shall be
inspceted to verify compliance with installation procedures.. Alignment
operations shall be carried out early enough and an of ten as-is necessary ,

as erection progrenses to insure that specified require $cnts are met.
*

. -

Particular attention shall be given to verification of the condition

of contact surfaces of friction type connections'and bolt hela alignment.
Correction of fabricat1on errors shall be e,losely controlled to prevent
correction of misaligned holes by reaning in 32 cess of AISC tolerances.
Burning of bolt holes is not permittad. ALL equ'ipment used in cuimectius
operations shall be inspected to verify confera6ance with specification
requirements. For example, air cor.presse c mu'at' be of'aufficient capacity
to maintain the required operating pressure for irgact tools.

.

.

5.4 High strennth Boltina Bolt tightening shell be in accordaned with the ' " '

specified cathod, i.e. automatic cut-off impact drench or turn-of-nut method. sI ~

If the turn-of-nut method is utiliced, inspections shall be made to verify ;

that the bolting crews understand the sect.ing of "suug tight" condition '

4

before the nut is turned through the required angle. If an automatic cut- *

off impact wrench is used, it shall be calibrated at least twice daily. ,
Installation of bolta shall be done in accordance with " Specifications for *

Structural Joints Using ASTM A-325 or A-490 Boles".-

Tnepeerion of holting shall include. Sisual inspectinns of bolting
operations and torque wrench inspection of ' completed connections. All
e.am.att.o rotae. .hsti k. vt=ually in.r*etad for tha followins items: -

,

N(1) Bolts are the correct length as indicated by at least two '*

threada extending beyond the' nut.-

(2) Correct type bolt is used as indicated by the manufacturer's b*
markima . eh, b.ad. .

(3) Torque has bonn applied as indicated by the burnishing or,

:._, 1 paening of the. corners of the nut.
'

'I
b' bfI (4) Turning elements are on the correct face washers arn used'

{i
.
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4 Reference' Criteria, Dw@v.i h'' Support D'etai"1 Dug. No//4,0e[Rev 0 Sle O "
,

. .. .,
,

,

5PrYared| e.

M Dati_ .2 g-/d (6) Reviewed by ( gar E k Date/1 5:
,

, . [) . ;. , . .A Lead Inspector Jr> !.
. ., . . * *

*

. . , . . .,
.

1.0 Pre reouisites
.

<
1.1

Inspection and reference criteria reviewed for availability, Stace.

correct aceroval and review status.1.2
Review of coen NE's af fectine verk ooeratiens pp..,

i g
B) i
2.0 Inseection Activities ACCIPT.

Reference Tes No Remarks
-

2.1 Loca tion /Identif tentien i4.4.1/4.4.2.1 A//# .
'

2.2 Structural Dinension I4.4.3a,b j d * 1" Seist.ic "A"
,

.

.

l + 2" Seismic "B"2.3 Rod Lent h i4.4.3 e 1 82.4 Angle /Oreientation | 4.4.3 d,e
I i 15" l,

+ 12" (Gravitv oniv) i
2.5 Plate Thickness t4.4.3 F 1 !May be Thicker2.6 Conoonent Size 114.4.3 e i- 2.7

Base ~olate Bolt Hole Location i4.4.3 h 1Mav be Heavier 8

! !Per Drawine2.6 Swing Angle of Restraint t 4.4.3 j | l'30
t

R.9 Grou: Thickness i4.4.3 k I t h" Min . 2" Ma x . I

i -

2.10 Contact Surface
- 4.4.5 a

'1/32" over a max. of 40% .

of total' linear length
2.11 Support clearance . at bolt lines.j 4.4.5 b

| l'/16" Min. Res:rainec Dir.
11

I
.

b" Pa. restrained Direct.i2.12 Threaded Fasteners 4.4.6 |Per Drawing, Fully Adjust. l
and Contact k'ith Bearing.

i
2.13 Springs Surface. I4.4!7 Per Dwg. - Max. Offset 5'

_ Strut / Snubber Travel Stops Installed.
2.14 Pin to Pin Dicension 4.4.4 a May be Shorter i

{2.15 Cold Position Settine i4.4.4 b tPer Drawine !2.16 Physical Condition 4.4.4 c d.e, Cleanliness /cil/ damage j

'

'

-
_ f,n.h.i.$2.17 Wedte Anchor Reoort clastic covers I i

'

iOACMI - 15 I l' I i
~1.18 Wald Insoection tSPPM 4.6 i t/g5 i
|

'

2.19 Cap Batveen "U" Solt & Pipe 4.4.5 c ' _

(NI) h 1/32 *1"* ** 1/6 ****
2.20 Code letters on NX Sup- .

-.

. ports when sleeve used as [
,

*''
anchors 2.3 Inspectors4.4.10 Record

-

- 2.21 Seisnic Clearance 4.4.9 b |h" Vert. tamp
Accept-

.

. *
,

'
'

II" Noriz .,

2.22 Verifv Snubber Serial # |4.4.4 1 ( 17
fp j

fverifv l4IM 't.24
R.* r-a rks (Use reverse side if necessarv)~ IVd5 { I

.*

* ' * *
'

-

; y p z7s.;_e)' ' {2.0j.)? - ,' Q' . e, y|;h. .h b . '|~;; * '' $ 4 '''$-?
/ . - ?

,,. * ~~ ' *
- o t. - .,7..,~.-

. . , . , "; ; .7 ~ ,.,Q{.pq,$,..x
,4.,,g App.A- INN - .R 1;g;p ,' ',p ,y, roved for filing - Q.E. -

-
.

. ' f 1,4;.;, .- . .- . -- ---

,

-. - .,- . _. - - - _ - . - - - ' . - - . .-.

.



.
. . , , .

. - --

-.

|
~ -

~ .' .\.
.

, *:- .7
. .

. , ..
.,

.
. .

.

...-

,. . , , .

< -
. , . . ,.

. . .

2 . .

.. . , . . . . .. .

. . . . ,...
.

. n ...,. . . .

. ~ . w -
.

. . ..
.

. .
.

. ..

.. . ..... .

t'. s .s..

. .

.
. .

:
, ,. . . . . . . .. .. .

.

,i.
. .- .

: , .u..
t .

'
,

.- . .. ,. .
,

9;y,y gehggg |p gkm */ (sdef/taid sleuf) /sceMa/; .,

;/ pg gi,p / . ./e&""dW hind ***** C. . . . . .
.

.

.
. . .... .

.

.
.. . , ..s ~ . . . .

.. .,.. . . . ... .

....e
-

..
.

.,. . .. ..

. .
.

. .

.1
.. .

. .

. . .

,

.

. .
. .

*
| .

-

1 - _ .

.
.

1

.

.

,

. . , . i_ .
,
.

,
. . .. .

. . .
. .

.

. ..
.

. .

_..3.-
.

4. . . . _ ..
.

,

%.
..- . . . .

..

.
. .. . .... ..

...
.. ...

. .. . .
.

.

n. . . . ~ . . .... .
. .. .. . <.

.* * * .

Is ,

.... . ..
. _..*'.',';.

#

s (' . . 4'
t * .. . p *..*4*.

.

.p
. .

3" ;. , .. - . * s --

..-*; 'h., * ,

'y '..***.**='.ve._.
s..

.. , . . . , . . .e'... \ , " , -.'
,,r..

-=~ . ..- - . , * ] *-a.- ' . , * .* --,

.
.s w.

.
. . .

...-3,..s.
.

' - .
* ., ~ , * t..,,,.,.

*< .* . - ...
,- '* * e, . ., g - e, . -

.

. - + - . ,;,
-

. . .- .
. . - . . . . .

.
. .p. 4.

. - - ...w,--- - .r. . --- -- . . --- - - -r- - - - - - - - ,e --------e r



e
*

t %.
.

ek ;
. . .

.

o - N t .

k*N t .

k E
M: -
se

C C N.

i *
!R'

% |= <
I. CT C K .

.
).

1 Q %w \ ** *
f% !* c N D,! g . s, . x.

*

e = '

1 < , il
>

. - .
sN e'

a \-

.v .c - k ** 4 8 ig 4. .%d .k ~ nu

k g
*N$ = * *8= .

. "
%J g- |

*

hT O N % % N N '

U h $ b b'
*

S': u| g & S & & *-,; g: .

> 1= = A A 4 A A o N '.
.-

Ee: ee e
' a -== Z '" = . O 2 ds , , .

'

) ? ). -

m .'. . .

L =, ===
. ss; =

|i:: > L

93 9
EP'*

. * *
. - - - - =J - 3 g6L U *. *. es as e es c es as e cJ M

- -
= r.' sJe p = = = C= = =aC -8 C- U8 to en en en ||"|% en en en 4.62 >

===
.,; en Me. =. - == . ca . .
== cJ E'' > '> 'na > . T.* > *|> > C M|=

- .-- est c ."

2. _5
'"*

_-

T |I.O Q
eJ C ==

!== ' GJ G .

r9 :::*s 6C I
J.i* {

C.9 a. . .= 4w=. ' *:0
-$

=J NZ e **'% ""*
s.= C '< .T

.C. en

** mh C " L 0
*

C2- 7. U =J C C *::: 9
-||= 8 .:* == > * C 6, |

-
.: 2 e .~ =J_ e e, %> c) =a J

45 cc > D-. M w w O *C ""2 .= C 6 Mb c1,4. '
CJ ' = I C CJ CJ 2. U C .O,

5' L.|* ! e"g"
$r.*

. - *=. r4 C . gO t.= - L. G C CJ
..- I L: w a > ===

s.
*"

C. Ca * .; . tI w-
* .*" 8 = ~- uJ r:: a C. g c w .e t;n 5,.O

C.:
. ' " " C 4

i .

L.g .C. .C "':O Q -

m ~~- c == g <D e8 "'| C L Q w rs M
I

[ >
,-

*""* . t ". **
. - CJ > ||*C tJ L U * v4 C % * U

== M* r0 C (i h .= b .C
*

b c== C* * UA - C &
i ci | * "|: C5- en :|= m = d.J c c 6

-

tt) in .||: C rs %e :" =* b .- LN m C* . .|= Q ra t,J J.s . - -N b (*.

.7. . e*===

O, "||: e't C = 6 .J . .3 *
r C-= C. 0. C r3 4 b c *Q c b

=-==

C. *** a* b O 6 6 cl= *;.: * *e e1 C r*. 73 t .Jk/ . C == t.:. L C". *= .*C as6 r. "
. *J CJ se an ,= m u E

.
* = 0 = % M d' sn L U U =r' t'|7. g|| m m - CJ ** *c .c L *J U M |||: e L.~b b U Ci= .T = ta r= & F. -

==
| M ".1 CJ |a C: et" +3 sn *C C % G C
i t.h J === ro C. - % *

b "= C) c.' f =<=J ;;* a 0 *O CJ **
- ==

." c || m c E m
) yy in L U r3 3 *= e1 - ===C= iC,= c ==C .O O C C C C *G '. 9

,,,, i
.

p 5 g a r- w 3 > , . dg M C U d te C4 "||", Q == C3 C i:J s.2 h QO t.6J *- CJ #O
--

- - C.
.C .C y *C I' 4

- % C' c1 c. .J > U r> E* d t. Vi J w'
C ,r: o N ,.a *J u cJ o e * ,

~

.D r* a* C' *- sa w M m y g .a** a. (1 .|||: .= c b -
'"*

* m C en .*d ==* ** C C .= C =8 m 3 *:3 U 4, s

-

C M 2b. % % 3 =* m U GJ ==='*EJ *>g 'A ||||. ::: =- *-
s. == ts tJ w s .i 1*- g 3. 6 bi *'-'

- *
% .,,g C ;< % : w a - w * * *i C --e = ==. CJ u 6 U .- -- .= *|: -* -= Q ** 6 l. eJ U C 0 =J C != C" b btJ LL L O c'3 .O .::" .i. = =.J U C C? Qu E ||:. > .5 's u J u <s q.r: ||:n. 6 La *:n.

.

C:. C
MGM I f I,

.=*
.4 . . . . . . a. .

*
L,;J g a c-,

.

na .o .i.

.



.

A ll. #2.
. .

Revision 1
12-8-78
Page 1 of 3

APPROVED CG&E VENDOR LIST _

.

VENDOR DATE SPEC. NO.
A. W. Chesterton Co.(Valve Packing only) 9-21-78 ---

American Air Filter Company 2-6-73 H-2288
American Insulated Wire Corp. 3-26-73 ---

American Warming and Ventilating 3-22-77 H-2874
AMP Special Industries 5-20-76 ---

Anaconda Wire & Cable 7-16-76 H-2160B
Anchor / Darling Valve Co. 3-27-74 ---

.

Anderson, Greenwood & Co. 10-28-75 H-2194 .
.

Anderson, Greenwood & Co. 10-2-74 H-2804
Automation Industries 6-23-75 H-2834

Bahnson Company 3-11-75 H-2816
.fBergen-PatersonPipeSupport 6-27-75(original) H-2259
.

12-22-76 (Rev.1)<~-

Bingham-Wilamette 6- -76 H-2233
Bishopric Products Co. 4-29-74 H-2805
Bristol Steal & Iron Works 8-13-73 H-2174.

Buffalo For;e Co. 2-18-75(Pre-Award) H-2233
~

1C-23-75(Resubmittal)
Burndy Corp. 7-23-77 ---

'

CVI' Corp. 5-2C-75(Griginal) H-2817
2-25-76(Rev. 1 )

Cerro Wire & Cable 7-22-74 H-2162
Chemelex 1-13-77 H-2870 -

Chicago Bridge & Iron Co. 4-4-73 H-2174, Sect. 5-1
Chicago Bridge & Iron Co. 4-24-74 H-2174, Sect.13-2
Chicago Tube & Iron Co. 7-5-77 H-2167
Conax Corp. 4-16-73 H-2167
Copes-Vulcan, Inc. 7-22-74 H-2266
Crane Deming Pumps 2-3-76 H-2849-

Crane Packing Co. (P:9%g cr.ly'g 10-17-78 - ---

Daniel Industries 4,g.77 4-12-78 . H-2256
Daniels Manufacturing Corp. 9-21 -77 ---

Delphi Industries 7-16-75 H-2188
Dragon Valves 10-31-75 H-2198
Dresser Industries 3-4-75 H-2804-

Dresser Industries 2-8-77 H-2826 '

Jos. Dyson & Sons 4-24-78 H-2174 i
.

E-Systems 11-10-77 H-2897- i-

EDS Nuclear 8-1-75 |
---

Elma Engineering 1-26-77 ---
. .

Fisher Controls Co. 9-10-74 H-2266
Fisher Controls Co. 8-8-77 ,H-2177

>.
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4; . BERGEN-PA TERSON %%AWU*

PIPESUPPORT CORPORATION
34 Moulton St. Laconia. N. H. Tel. (603) 5241990

m- is. -t.v as
}$y . Ler: 1TICa':8 0': LO111:LlanC2 g

-- -. v

~

M- ') Crawford Manufacturing Co. Date June 23, 1981

| 3220 W. 31st Street Page 1 of .5 . |.7
s
6 Chicago, IL 60623 g>

9 Attention: 0.A. Decartment 3-~4
Subject Plant: Wm. H. Zirirner Nuclear Plant

Purchase Order No.. 2152"'

.hr' BPPC Job Number: 4270 -
-

f FMPWOW9wSF9tE PW6Mf.YW6tM ry
E./d HANGER MARK NO. REVISION NO. I'''d
3,M

:qW SEE ATTACHED HANGER LISTING. ;
.

.

| 4*: m .?

b
.T

,

.>
t $.

.

~
.

.
.. .

w / sic-fl. 8 x.6 Gentlemen: t

So.

y0'y BERGEN.PATERSON hereby certifies that all fabricat d manufactured hanger material furnshed on the subject ) ,,1,d\j contract is in accordance with the design, material. fabncation and testing requirements, of the applicable code or '

'
'.''l codes and job specifications.

]f

51 ANSI B31.7 (1969)
-

7 Reference: Codes

J Specification: H-2259 Rev.No. N/A .

-

I
*

$ ed Shipment of June 24. 1981 Bit L-7230 via Willeys c/o Helms
k> a Consigned to<.

BERGEN.PATERSON PIPESUPPORT CORP.
.

..

h k '

, ,

* ,9 Duafity Concot Mahager

Form No. BIP-OA-71N)$
~ n

3 y , -.- .-.

se _

_ .._A AJm.i. .u_i < % sm -

- -
-



__

.

3 NO. 4?70 B/L 10. t .mn Sm 2T5

.

EANdER MAPI P2V. EANGER MAer wrt. HANGIR MA?2 RE7.*

1WS160SR 2
.

1WS485HR 1 .

*

1WS1775R 3

1RI533HV 1

'

IM5693SR 1

1M56945R 1 -

1M56955R 1 i
-

1MS696SR 1

1M56975R 1
*

.

1MS6985R 1

1M56995R 1

IMS700SR 1
'

!

IPS701SR 1

IMS702SR 1 !.

IMS7055R 1
, . .

i

INB032SR 1
...

INB033SR 1

.

INB0355R 1

1RE0495R 1

1RE050SR 1

1RH840SR 1

1RI360SR 1

1RI360SR 1

|
1RH7285R 1

1RIl08HV 4 4

1 .

. __- _r :r_: __ _ . ^^ T ~^''._-
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Pega 1. OkS'SEET* -.3 0F .5 For= 53031-Rsv.2
-

.

.
.. .. u.D.R. I L .y 4:- -

*-

DEVIATION DISPOSITICN RICUT*T
.

I DATE: J -i 7-8/..

str.czN.PyI?. SON FIPtst:7POK7 CORP. C * ed:c.:=ss..

(OPERATION LOCATICN) *g.:.s- Sa': gen: 5 L.= dy E.gi eers-

G 48 Wd- d squas Ave.. Lacenia, NE 03216
O Rou:= 24, Wes: Moul:c: Alabama. 356sc >dd:ess 53 E. Mc:::ce 5::ee:
O3220 Wes: 31s': 5::. Chicage,IL 60627 Citv/ State Chicago. Illinois Zim 60603

|~ust. P.O.7-Rev. 3PPC Job No. Ps:. Na=e twg. Nc. 3PPC ENGR. CPC
r. .. -

2152 4270 Pricti= Weld 5::a: -72249 R/0~ Ch.i=ago

est. Spec t .brv. Syste=-Hg: Kr .%. La:n-Cev.z::.::c, 53.% rar x. er.- m w= .ce
2259 See A: ached List 2/03/81 72249 . Chicago

Lis: a:-s*--:s, =s:=e c=.ac: persc, tele--- -- e:s , a -"- er, e::.

Sa:Ze=: $ L=dy (Steve Carlson), Chicago, M* .cis (312) 269-6543, Project ari--er .

;

CG33 (Dave Fredericks), Wsc=w, Chio (513) 533-2081, UH14:y Rep. ('f*m site)
' '

,

Teran= 0:.sc:_pccc:(a: ac c:=w::gs, pts :p.,hs er: as ecessa:y).
Deviatics recuest f:: the substi=:icn cf Frictic: Wedd Replace =en: 5::.:: Pa:: 72249 R/0'

ft dat e.J.ch has been speed ~4ed en he hanger dwg. (i.e. par # 2000, 2100 4 2200).
li2=gers 1-c'">-d as par: cf this req:.es: are as cc-'''ad en the a: ached, Aich
refere:. es this DDR.

1 ..
.=

.

P::pesed Dispcsi- cn s=d Egineeri:g Basis: E A,,. te as P :pesed C. h as is|
Tec==ical Jus-d= =a:ica ..ORevisian/Rew:x agc g,yg3

|
. . ,

_
.

.

} gggSee A: * + e : (Page 2) - -

. ,
,

.

j SAMEG e mmy
-

|MA::= RcOr.-

~C::.s--- Ac " Dispcsiti=: O Ay,. ve Rejec ed O Res * ': O Cwg '~~r nSoec. C:g id

J# #3 ca:ica cf re -3 <4 * /'. -

w
,

. ,
.

_

.

..

1 .

1 . .

'
VE!C?ICCICN SIGNATdRES

1 ' . , , . ..

| :PP : Cus m : este .

QATEI

Egineeri g 4.1 ./ / $ . ~ Z , , I-4-si 1,1,

G:/b / Y tiA)b n .b .< J /e af. &' & . 5-th ?/ '
.

s

%A.s5 % 91W \ 'u+) %
.

_

'1 l* |:.c. c ac:.:F,c; ;.# & _, W t z.a-ai r*
Dis =iW-d e: .

O. . i ;

3 Cus =er g3PPC-qC OSPPC-qA gBPPC hg. S 3PPC C m .. A:is.
O Te+'. cal

|
. .
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\
i
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^ 'BERGEN,FATERSON pag 22 Deviatien Dispcsitien Reques:*

.
.

N _dF 5 |
'

" F " ' " "*" .

SHEET:
. .

.

. . .
.

*
.

-
-P:cpesed Dispcsi d_cn and F.ngineering Easis: ,

Te 8- 4 cal Justification - -
. . . .

s - .
: .* *

..
-

. .. . . .

c=1-'1=:ims shcw that direc: subs i:=: ice ::ay be mF_e wMa.t any effec: en-

de abd'':7 cf de :splacenent par: a p;cvide f==._ccal ca: abilities eg.:a1'

c c gre.z.er than de par whid it is to replace, w3.6 the felicwing . .

'

ex=.p:icns *
.

A) Pa: # 72249-7I requires a 3-3--' code weld of 1/4" between the at = 'em
' bracke (#1000) a=d he bi ild'"! steel. (F'-* weld fc the pa:: i: .

replaces is 3/16".) , ,,
,

'

3) Part # 72249-38K shall net be used in. an off-a=is angle greater than 34"
wMce recalcula d.=g the st e'- e weld.

.
.

C) Par: l'72249-50K shall not be'used in an off-axis a=gle greats; than 25*
w-M.::= re-=1- ' ati=g de at *5--- - weld. .

D) Een the drawing does not call fer an all-arcu=d field (4 sided) weld
between the a: e'---- . a=d the. 5=t4134 g steel, recal=latica of de #311e:
weld is required.

. . . ..
.

*Where any of the above coalitions (A -J:u D) exist, a statsetent in the ca=nents ..

' sectic of the 'ha=ger =ar' listi=g w"' be p nvided adjacect to each hanger .

"
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PIPEFITTER QUESTIONS

1) How long have you been an employee, at Wm. H. Zimmer Station?

2) Are you aware of any valve in the Residual Heat Removal System that was
" Bumped" by a pipefitter and broken? Thus, raising questions about the
quality of the metal for valves. If so, can you identify the broken valve
and what were the questions?
(Applegate Allegation #4)

3) Have you seen anyone who appeared to be drinking, drunk, or using drugs,on
the site? Also, do you know of any cases in which laborers were hired who
were prone to violence? If so, describe the acts of violence.
(Applegate Allegation #14)

4) Have you ever been intimidated by fear of the utility (CGCE) and/or industry
wide reprisals for complaining ab'out QA practices?
(Applegate Allegation #17)

5) Have you ever been intimidated for critizing or complaining about QA prac-
tices? If so, by whom? What were the specifics about the concern and the
intimidation?
(Applegate Allegation #17)

6) Do you have any knowledge and/or concerns about the quality or nuclear safety
of the Zimmer station?
(Applegate Allegation #19)
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PRIORITY 1 APPLEGATE

! PRIORITY 2 SIGNIFICANT (TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
REQUIRED ON SITE)

*
!

i

PRIORITY 3 MCCARTEN

' PRIORITY 4 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE NOT REQUIRED
i ON SITE
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PRIORITY 2

1. KEI-1 Forms

) a. (1) Inspection criteria required by ASME and AWS deleted

j (2) Inspection, criteria on the form ambiguous (Mark #)

h (3) Information to mak'e weld is being determined by the
construction foreman rather than the wqld engineer

, (Daile*~pidts y tve , f* /s,ess.o., to cla*Je frun -- ku=/)
(4) Record does not identify specific weld inspected - 5# 7' " ~J,

(5) Record does not identify drawing revision or DDC used
(Ssn et.un si,ows v-e .~ s)

b. Weld rod numbers do not match on drawings

j c. Heat numbers on equipment missing on records. (Heat numbers
put on without field verification)

4. a. Weld Procedure to Unlimited Thickness

b. Supplement dated 1/19/81 work already implemented 1/2/81-

h 5. a. Field Inspecticn Procedure does not reflect AWS inspection
criteria

QA inspector told to inspect without welding procedures andc.
to not write NRs against procedural violations>

! |

SJ -/;s pp c.n,w pos /)
6. Carbon Steel to Stainless Steel (A

i C <1u.e bsor y/ n-s f;r p / to:r.

8. Leak Chase Channel Welds -- Jc // M /p I,

///2, ,4<.-1s v.3ers i., /m f5fi .
!

!

- ._
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),uff b d*noi aria13. Welders qualified using chill ring ''/* /ed

1LB- |Te|d' (AW5)c4;t( ny in

14. Weld tack-ups not ground and feathered
3/g'' pas.1tb/c .rk; i.,c/u.r.w.w

)16. NRs voided; returned unevaluated in control systema.
(See T y - 1 NR identified 124 hangers with
problems"0Yded; only 25 of the 124 rewritten on
separate individual NRs

I ) b. As of 2/11/81, GA inspectors cannot get control#
L / numbers of NRs

.y

|\ c. Surveillance reports are not documented as nonconformance
reports in 30 days as required by site procedure

d. . Electrical specification revised to void NRs to allow cable
to be pulled into incomplete raceways

e. NR control Nos. 4930, 4931, 4955, 4956, 4957, 4958, and
4959

f. Bob Marshall pressures Giddings to void NRs

9 Vendor welds deleted from NRs by QC Manager

h. NR voided on 13 foot crack in containment wall

|

J 18. .

a. (1) eiping in os Room - No verification of 1/16 inch
j socket gap
!

) (2) 1/16 inch fit-up gap on ASME socket welds. Only
* 20 inspected out of 2000

|

d b. Piping turnover packages postdated up to a year later i

;c. A.I. signoff dates (1977) scratched out and changed
j
t

*
!,

4

f

_ _ . _ _ _ _ . , .~, _ _-
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4
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19. P. Giddings Letter to disregard 10 CFR 50, Appendix B-

4

25. a. In process inspection documentation poor
i

'

b. Mitt certifications missing
i

i

28. elding engineers bought off on 5/8 inch root pass
(Ken Shinkle

. <

B

i

_

$

i

f'
i
I
,

k
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PRIORITY 4

2. Daily Inspection Report discontinued (weld record)

3. NRR 2721 - Preheat f/150 to 700 (Nff~' 7# 3##

4 Done with 4.a.b

Sb. AWS Code not given to QC until 2 years ago

7. Hangers with doubled nuts

) 9. Weld turnoWer packages tbought off w/ irrelevant records

10. Suppression T-Quench'er Welds E-308 rod to weld 316 S.S.
j

11. Possible waterhammer in condensate polishing system [h'#a cjr/K)
,

12. Flood control piping downgraded to not essential [pW6: 5-97 b*

15a. Large number of DDC in instrument piping

b. DDCs not available to field personnel (latest drawing revision

not used by production)

17. Embed plates Changers) have not received QC inspection

20. Construction pulls inspectors off the job to question them about NRs

21. Construction signs off on QA procedures

22. No classroom training for QA inspectors -- just a reading list .

f

23. Bob Friderick, QC Manager, asked to leave by Schwiers due to his

complaints about lack of QC staff. (Also not enough QC staf f on

site.--This allegation was made by four people). Mulkey does 60

inspections per day.
|
.

I24. No followup on source (vendor) audit findings (deficiencies)
,

26. Hold tags removed and ignored. (Service Water System) [
l27. Bob Ehas instructed personnel not to communicate with NRC when [
i

they are on cite. f

!

28. Suppression pool water level indicator was purchased as non safety :
i

related and is stiLL classified as non-safety related.
,

. _ _ -
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1. What is the allegation?

2. From where or whom did we get the allegation? (Including additional

information).

3. When did we get the allegation?

4. How do we know that we are addressing the allegation?

Ex. A. The specific alleged broken valve?

B. Do we have the right pipe?

5. Identify the manner in which the allegation was reviewed. List

the documents and revisions reviewed, the individuals and dates

with whom discussions were held, and direct observations made.

For facts determined by conversations with individuals, document

the areas discussed and the information obtained.

6. State the acceptance / rejection criteria used to base all conclusions.

Identify the code, standard, etc., plus any applicable addenda. -

7. Clearly state the conclusion. If the allegation is determined to

be non safety related -- still substantiate if the allegation

is true or not.

8. Whether safety related or not, make sure that both the specific

and generic (safety related) concerns have been addressed for

each allegation.

9. Identify the status (controlled, accepted, or rejected) that the

licensee's QA program indicates for the allegation, where possible. !

10. Address aLL previous NRC inspections and investigations that are ,

|

relevant to the allegations. t
'

i

f

i

| '
t

__
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11. Obtain and address any information that shows if another government

agency (OSHA, etc.) and/or the Licensee has dealt with the allegation.

12. Sworn statements will be obtained from those allegers who presented

information to Mr. Applegate Statements obtained from other(. es

persons such as QA/QC inspectors will not be sworn statements

unless the investigator believes this is appropriate.

13. Since independent te.sts or radiographs are not intended, please

assure that a determination is made that test results and radiographs

are not fraudulent and report the basis for this determination.

14. Since it has been stated that management statements may not be

accurate because they have a vested interest in the site, verify

at least a percentage of management statements by such means as
,

i

records or direct observation to assure their accuracy.

.

!

$

I

r

,

|

|

!
'

L
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' q_w , wgg y DATE OF ISSUE

1 - -qQh NONCOMPORMANCE
DISPOSITION REQUEST

,

EFmmrf. _ wce.E*M
C DESIGN CMANGl" r g }g]3FIELD DEVIATION REQUEST.

j DISPOSITION REQUEST *

PROJECT Zimmer'

| UNIT I FDDR NO. KN-1-299
EQUIPMENT IMPL OR DESCRIPTION OR BOTM) B33-D003 sNEET 1 OF 3

! Reeire. Svstem Flow Control Valve Actuator DATE ORIGINATED 12/18/78
i DOCUMENT NO. 8 SMNO.* REV ' TITLE

.! VPF 33000-111, 1 Actuator Assembiv 819 9 9-F-I. 0 2
,

, .

j DEVIATION DESCRIPTION FDDR ORIGINATOR
' The threaded adaptor which connects the drain port P"'"T J.B. English

on the actuator body was broken off during ''""I8 # ' * '-

installation of the " NPT hydraulic piping. This FIEJD'CONeum ENCE 5YT . E . Bl o on

g'.'...
78 /2. -/v-7 !'adaptor is not suitable for this application where

the connection is susceptable to damage and does not
.

AP*ROVALS DATE
provide take down capability.' '* j Z MM f p///,

PON5'48LE ENGR
'

. E h 2. //4|7%
@fpfMAGIAGER Q '

'
WE, A,o :-z 5.%SITE IMPACT: Required to complete testing. LiAD systdM EwR

Af/ K,

'

SUGGESTED DISPCSITION MATL APPL' ENGR

Replace defective adaptor with short stub tube
threaded to the actuator and socket velded to a
special flange attached to the actuator mount ledge. A

{ PRDJECT M ANAGER
A mating flange with a viton 'o' ring joint is S .1 Ph b .
also provided similar to the other actuation piping N E'D "A""M" ''

connections. See Fig. 1.
.

,x,,8,.7,S,k o $ay,L 12/1dI58
,,

ny a

OtSAPPROV ED DATE
,

OTHER PLANTS SU* PLIER ACTION
AFFECTED

REQUIRED [NOQ YES NO O YES
COST ACCOUNTING: To G.E. Account. SUPPLEMENTAL 8NST RECD PER

FDI NO.

* 1k A L Dt 5rossisON f,,p,,,,, ,,y,,,y.,,g ,(g,,,,,,y,,r,,, ,,,,,.,,,f.,,,j,, ogsgan en,ugg penegsg,un
FOR POLLOw.UP ACTIONgg /j,' ,,, ;
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a, g

"') jp a.e sorynce rh |ch si yt***'e> e mehry N*J 15 b* PneORniva-
OEMERGENCY AGENT C RCUTINE<

als *s sul, a[/r*Cd '8O
.9 o.. . ,~ . d y g, CCB CHAIRMAN

affer as/yes s#ffd/ -

ECA/ECN

STATEMENT (SAFETY. RELIASILITY, AND DESIGN V EntFICATIONI
DISTRIBUTION COCE

JssE**f
*f "| 7 K 9NoeN C A*
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.5. (o viT et L7
te-|/E Nf'! e 6.7.6'Koh Af

FIELD WORK ORCER NO.

DISPCSITION COMPLETE DATE
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NE.mn l.
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3.r. .. 5.s u-/<-7e a i. mua em ma == .-

^*'A v'" C^'' UNIT 1

' ) y, $c3 / p/// T3t ttttistall Ist : 111tillt t* Shit;en not p".
- 888&s385 8 383Ilfl3 881% IIIIIIII U E

Q /3. L J //4/rs ist s&rtis tests a usat ::aneran,cNsisLE ENGR

SARGENT & LUNDY'

esG%=AwAGER 4
Tkdh,M 1-25 ''' ENGINEERS
ano systru EeR *

I* E
incer, e., e..... co te.cne c== ==ecessAf / E 'a'''''**'**''''""**''''***"''-

u An. Ant < ENGR
-

co.ereactos esa reocios gasen oss assasse me.g
.. . ri o e .. ..e..v.

esvist as = cts o ama ettuewet.g " " ' ' ' ' " * * * *g
sesime .em .: m,re re . .e. w w esensse

1 e d g e ., ene ears mer agurst costoactos esse s.s deierJewes umste fue
N

P1tDJECT M AN AGERg A . 'I Pam b . ammaar. =aue=e seame ==e ami.==.
D S G ,4 Ti me.

'IELO aAANAGER $ pgg gemCTegg, #

.s ip in g D3* DOC 3,

EQuiruovt sie.
E xPEgiTEgPgv Ai. g gg -3o

er CARL A.NORDSTROM out_
8

DATE g4pg
OISAPPROV EQ

QTHkR PLANT 3 $UPPLIER ACTir,;,N

AFFECTED REQUIRED

C YES NO C YES YNO
SUPPLEMENTAL INST RECO PER

FQt No. _

f.y gje.
CESIGN CHANGE PROCESSING j f /A
SCR FOLLCW4P ACT1CN /V //f

C PRoo C RECCM-
#8 ANDATCRY iMPR MENCEO

44.,, CATEGCRY y
W CC w it

,

f MN Priority ,

CEMERGENCY RGENT CROUTINE

.g Q*
,

CCS CMAimeAAM .

|

ECA/ECN

CisTMisuTION CCCE
INTER N Al. EXTERNAL

I, ?.KueW .

.5".<ov/T e L7
G.T.6kOD4
seeLo wcRx CRcER No.

OtSPOSITICN COMPLETE QATE

;
-

O .. . ,s
*

~ - i. 4- . . . . .....

___ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _. , . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ , _ . _ , . _ . _ . . _ _ ,_ __ __ _ _ _ _ __



_ .

-

.

5. - - -- --

.

*# ^'" - ' - N
. ...

I diblis.. $/ Gei.ii'W,)
FIELD DEVIAil0!! DISPOSITl03 REQUEST

"
t. rera

m __ -- a-

[1IM.NUCt. EAR ENETIGY DIVISIONS .

:
1

*
_ f f WP ) __

$2 D/A. ~|pp
_ /o %r y y, * 4 Ho ws.

-
i
2 7'A P Ur-/6 uwe-p | - ~~~

_

rm << n d,' -

*

4 %) %) o %.)) %uj
C =s

t hj; fh .

* -

-

f \. kstA o B &_'* T A B,,
v s J ow

nN
6h j 7 -

V k 1 cm % ,m, d, yn, 6>~ '

~ a ~ ,, ~,-y g, . Y 'T n

ip \(,,)'/
t

I \
/--'

,Y_
,~Y ~*

tjpact 94 6 - 2 ese

uoveriao FLs-2 naso. CEC 7~ CC
,,g 4 ,,

/3, |t= ~

| .9.2 d o/A. GL 5IA
~

I \ \ \ _t
'

Yh W / /)I,, -

a
,. oe

I' / / 4
1

y

\\ %%. \ \ _ .r,,3,_,

.

f/* CT' A A gggy , g4 ,

b
?) * | d _,

md - _ __ _ _L _ ' . _ . (,,
,

dLT **
s e; / ' [ %, "|t-- ~

a-

./

A D A P 7"oit' I'~uff . A4 L .MA 75,eff f,
e sm . we rn sn.

V ?Cd4 J',4 2$c
M' raw,

'
.

~

-

- , - , . - ,- + - _ _ . _ _ ,,,nn,., . . , _ _ , . , - - - - . - - - _ _ , , , , , , , - - . . , - , - - - , _ .-.



|
|
'

.
. .

. .
. -

....
-

THE CINCINNATI. GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY DESIGN DOCUMENT CHANGE'

DDC No. S ' ,4 7b
'

age / of /WM. R. ZIMMER NUCLEAR POWER STATION
u, . e. , m. imimzon uo. . sysm, pooc m m En .v mE,

: f (11433 Se. 3 G ' f?IlR C7./-| Cox 3 -30-7(.i
~

|
'

L NAMI, DWG/3,eep.155t;ED .Y. DWG/treev-REGISTER NO, DDC REGISTER,NO,,;;

m.,n z_ $ 4L .3657I '||: : #42g79
REASON FOR CHANGE,

j //3 & / , c - o,v,,o o r dr,4,s =- he+ ur M'2a*
38 087 " '"5 05h Aa is,us rom. e a a r- 4

d 'ff"" * h E * S ''O ;~, "/C
; .

c c sica c e 28. ,307,' A
/4= s%.e ezan- a s 55s.oao.'e

~%s< om,ecu as em a raw on rw cury.,.,& o e_>c .,
c o= f>ecue treA-Troa .

DL5GalFTIO,'l CT CMANCE

/11 c o,w., SpoeE. ITNO7 B A !6 -54- Fa c ascr-F-zsci
as pau.cas :

si

C u r C r e'; ~ ~ ~ Aco w
~

-
.

M |
- sQ 2 sVe~ = ~

;
-

. a
, c: cscs

| LB HO7BA/O-54 ._

4'i-

:

/ hlSEVEL TYP. '

BOTH ENDS #

PER SK"7-

a
gj_

.

RH

9'2 7c"
e'^: :

e i % ,,,,o, se ou cu- o ~ c# .= ecar.

ccer.r EuEu. b | s .
'

-

_ oc. l w s w b ,o. e r T<m r mo
.

REPLY REQ' JESTED. BY f-#-74
-'

, AFFROVAL OF CHANGEn

{ ."

I

s&L JGishEAlt.G CAIA CG4E EhGIhEEAlsG ME CG4E QUAL 1!Y ASSL'ilAhCE CATE

__ . . - . , . _ , _ ._ _ _ -.._ . ._. _ . _ _ _ _ - . . _ _ _ _ __ _



-
.

# ~#
' K . .'.- - .:4 '

'

. .

'
' '

AUDIT WORKSHEET.' - ~~

.. .

. ., b Nh-- -
.

. FIELD AUDIT No, . . . . . .. . . ,

. , , _ g . .y - ; .- ..:.......
_

, . . .
. . . ..

# DATED - ''
.

. . . . . . - ... .x .n ...:.. . . . ..a. ... .
. ..,

'
. m- . >n .. .::.;: P .'. w . y ; et;.' S .. x ; . c.) : :+ ...m m g :. .. . . ,w:.. w... . . . . ..

. - PIPING MECH ELECT C/S
~

Doc
: .

. .

. s. :. - .
''

.

;
. .~.;,,,"'- . : . . ~1 ' i :1:' ' . . . ..

.
'

; .

t :- n . .. .. . . . - - . ... . . .

EXPLAIN REASON | REASON FOR VOIDING
'

-

. . . . + . . . . .

. - ~ . . .. .
. . . .: .:. , p: ..,- .. . , . . . ..~ . . .

. . . . . . .... .. . . . -.. .
. :.n :? - _ . _ _ -

. -
.

. . ..;.. c. . . - , . . . .
. ..

- -:..

SUPERCEDED.
^'-

. gua: . q=- %- c.w gy;yag.?.= . ". - -~ ..,

. _ . _ . . , ,._

~ ,,, [ NbMENTS F0d D.

--- m;m mm..gg rD,..
. . . .

vutu o ....... ._
.a

. . . . . er -

. . . . .
.

"-
_

~ *_
' REQ'MTS CHANGED

ECR/DDC #

REINSPECT LATER

OTHER

-

n

& b m b _/.G* d Ev'c). {/h
~

vD a + n h A A L ,,nz/ * W~
& ML 6.Ak 6 : 4 f. i s L
w %. L & LLi r.k aa h, 'l"

_.

n L C,A/ u| _ y~~
-- -

, .

-

-

-

,

.

- -

1
,

. . . .. . -- ..---

CL0.cED RY-
'

.O ,f| _ _ . . . . . - . _ . . _ _ _ .

r'

_

M*.

' s



. _-. - .-. ..

~.

~ . ,- : =-. .. . :. - - - ~ , = = . :v.- ; . :.n.ea. .-s .x _y. . .. . . , ., ,, _,,_,.
- -

. ..

. , '

f f .,
|, *-

- =: = .:. =

H EN RY J. KAISE R, CD. NONCONFORMANCE REPORT*

NO. b 08 PAGE 1 0F 1WM. H. ZtMME R POWER STATION'

,

| 1.tWG/ INSTALLATION NO. 2. OWG/ INSTALLATION NAME: 3. PD/CONTR ACT N O. 4. SUPPLIER / CONTRACTOR NAME:

1 .u.-51 Sh:.1 Residual Beat Removal 7070 EJK
7. D ATE: 8. SPECIFICATION NO. ASME ;gg, iE. INSPECTO R:1.!NSPECTICN PLAN NO : *

3 i .

j PSK 75-15 i R.L. Reite:/F.J. Olt:: ' 15/19/80 E-2256 YESE N00 ',

10. 01SPOSITl0N 11. 0!SPOSITION INSTRUITIONS! JUSTIFICATION j
] E.0E.SCRIPTION OF NONCONFORMANCE A%- .

SYST12w.: Residual Heat Removal (73) | | ,Y N_._ |-

| | // 4.w i
1. v .

10 CATION: Reae:or'31d's 555' | | 8 ' g^- !,. _
,

," )I | / ~'*- \ ;'.
.

?IOMS::~: All =sterials on | | ff j[? g'

%. . mn . .a ..-

esse::ial syste=s be ::aceable. I 1 /:r N' S_ }. :) ,,p
il | ,'? N;> ,*~f N i

2:307.I?A"CT : '"here is a !." lone pu-/ | ! r*Y (b- s ''M /# '

.1/ Mg @k#1
s. -

y i y ..

installed per I."JO M-1108 between i
*.A

valds S: & S2A. iso cate-ial tracea- | .M b d@ .

pi . raw. '~ yv
bili:7 is available for this piece. | p ,' | / .c.A l. A. , p./ ,n ;i

| II ((I' N', y 'M /' C |t

Alse, veld 80 is located l'-C" insidal //# hi [A d,('[4[/ !*

cf pe=e::atice M-13, i= violation of | [ k .k.*[k k I !

See:ie: 910.1 of 3-2256. ce - he,~d'U e k- V t'hI4(8'
,. ,

'm- \* 'rA | OY''~7
W s

. f. ya h e ,@c.,#. d*

\.? V'. | :.. //'

c y +gW.-n- n_ .-

/. | h| ,h /
.

0 SIT 10NS) tid .
1:. REVIEW ECARC (REQUIRED ON ALL ACCEPT /REPAIPql{NC' ' '

2 ,
KEl CONSTRUCTION ENGR. DATE

5
'3-C3&E/ d.A.&S. DATE KEl QAE DATE. . . 'S&L DATE CG&E SPONSOR ENGR DATE

15. R EPAIR/R EWO R K COMPLETE AND ACCEPTABLE %,

|

! 5 INSPECTOR /ENGIN EER DATE
1

14. CAUSE , 15. CORRECTIVE ACTION
.

.

w*-ceo . . , . ,, . o ~ e. c . .n
.- -_ -. . . - _ _ _ _ . - . _ - . - . _ _ ., . _



|

. . . _ _ . . . , . _ . . . . _ . . . . . _ . . . _ _ . _ _ . . _ . . _ . . _ _ . . . _ _ . . _ _ . . . . . . _ . . . ..

.- - -

..
y _- .

. ._ _.

, a e c u..2 .. , m -=. ,, emas ::= emmy, c=;m:, t,
-

s k
i 4._ in. s. === m n=m E q. g_ :== x.. p_t si_r7 - r w _ a a a ._ g

.

* =rm. g= ror ., _ tams-
.

p RI.4 R. " - N f j 4- *'s !

- *. #
I \ ['a 4 5.3 s- 3 [6

~

5. mm m & ~-|= as . wi
| re ~- ^'

. . jm, .
h ' 3 e K.s- ,

i
'

,
- .

| 3G571 ! 4240 /.. !
' " * ' -'

!
--__ ._

! s t.= =.* a g _ r s = = % ,e ., % w c:. a s t . P s r. m u .
_

' -

! ! 5*r- o As w = r, $_s'' L ~. . w..rss s., s 4 chre - cx: E n frI
g

i ,
,

.'

|
< * -e ===c L- -w. w.- s ,s % 5 t."- L~ M N :n mqq ;

i M -eCJ Eu,-tu s _ iww u sg %. !,
,

, ,

.-

4,', .

.

!-

,
v.,, . e.

: I
. - - _ - _ .- c. , . . _

.- - - ..

.,_ ,

|
.

.

t
f

i
? ) ca,- i ?

.

,
. .

t L-.

,s:~g
. ;6

| -

g. -- ,

- ~~ meni51=svs 7 I
suo7 e aic- n lt. se

, n. rn . . . . . . g
[ 471 8

|'. #
_ 5,-

. . . . _ . -
. ( -

- .. P,____
.)T__s_ i-.

.

i @ .

t . ?

u .1 t.
4
; / r U;- -

' a.
* .2 *- ca . .. _

- - - -

I
a c.e e t sue 54 4 g

'
.

- .
.

I

,

-

a.r uq n - see4s e .w ,

t e m s.=,- . % c ,s A 2_ n s e - r_= % so 4ce- i.

j a w.c5 m v.v2 :4 w . - : s-7 w i
.'d N a J 'L'" J"!C. 7".* L JQ4'aisS44a..:.$ C;,1 wa;;;4 .%in;; >|u^JC.

i : n i='a .w a, tu s.w r =m .au m t
, s.

4
5>.

,....

t,
...

. :
t.

7 , es, amu ~: an et - in -v. |
-

(- ,4.r;, r -
s.

*
. . -

{ .:!* 6s. N'' . .-4 . . _ L'_ ..} ''' f ~/ h .nr /f J'g } } ,, .

_

- -
. _._.... . . . _ . - _. . . . . . . . . .. - ._

.. . .. _

-_ _ . - .



_ - . - ~ . - - - . e u .... - . ~ . - ~ , , . -
_ .-

.

.<e,
' ,. , .

l . f, - , -
-

-

., c 9 ' , Ing cTw ruuATI CAS & ELIC"JLIC CONFJGP' e DESIGN Docarirr CHABGEa . -

. 141. H. ZDeG1 NUC12&R POWER STATION DDC No. M - 5 I"7 Page I of 1*

.- -

-

. . . = ====, o , -,
, - .. .

! . (n . 4 3 3 s,. 3 G RHR * * * *- @ 4-'4 %
--. tssam ni marmen n a n a ie a nasm au.TR.S . R =*v D == = s 4 g_ gg 7 g

,
-

! asAscu a ce s
____

-

! s L u sv s M is w a.m w a,m,=,< *xere e.f c e,4 i . pan, vgain... n.q ,,' 3ss- o As sanug s'.s" 1. 3. u 43 s n. s 1 Mwt: - 4a,5,-54 3
6,'=e. St.asvs L-wgik g_is As % wg f.'- (.* L *"1 Tu us ga mSQ
F.<td weCe? ?.a - So ,m i n s,; e, u g g h,,,, .a

.

.

Luckn1m or cmungx

|

.c ~
-

=
. .

-
i .

.

| 31*
5 -.. **

. %

M1~6 TLEEVE j t st.14 07 6 A10- s's

<
_ Cr

._| .) _ ) -ai-
.

- _

; 4% I :/
f L-

- - ,,, , . . . ._ w _

-

.

. . . . .

f 8R40"!BAtO 54 it.H
3 so S4
:
:
!. '

* .
-j.
.: M ta s,t MQ W Ae.u b pspit 8hEvsttu i *A a t. A t uG
I' cut & Poot : R14 o ; E A,so - 5 % nf.** 9' tom w Gn.d Rg So k ENO 1>1tapp

d t.o*L8 Pirn. TAM %MGGT F- 253*) #su /
0) wkt.o s.s'' Pc.

z n .yr .ar sagosasso-s4 cu suazo naen as:so
i 70 wa z- w uur was e n s *
y .

.
4.

".

''
! Re9et Rse u c Tso GT 4 - 4-W'

.

Attwus or cxura.t
,

-|. " d *N Y

.

em

- - - - - - - - _-- -__--__r __,___a _ -----,-,-,,-,,-w ,y , - , , - - , , - w n -
-



~ ~s s- . _,

, ,, l ' "T1!! CISCIN!*aTI CAS & ELECTRIC CClGMiT DESIGN DOCUlE'iT CRMiGE

Mt. R. ZI.'0'E3 SUCI. EAR POWER STATION DDC No. )/- [[OD Psga'

of-
.

:scisttC. N.: ALV. ITC41*.MICM WQ. & ST37EM: DDC FPJ.7AaID 3Y: " DATE8.' '

h.\ c v4 e,,3gg (C Q . OJL' f L.lu 7 0 lE - IC - 76,4
g El. 4_ < ,4-. c._. v:

,

.
. - . _ . _ _

;.Gd Lit:. !'Mia WC/ SPEC. 1$51.D BY: CWG/3?EC. ArtGISTIA MO: CDC E.ICISTC A a.o. :

usa 5-Y("ANCh| $$i 500L,.E | Y
*

G;

2.ts,2 MCA/ LCCA T/o^ '

I .

t
.

ALA,20m TQ4 CMAACE. -*

i

j DELETE S L E:EV&s MR 194 6 AN.D MK (M-G
~~~

1 AS THEY 4R::5 h/c 7' REC)u tz =D FOff SP'/.f~t Dir!C,
'

SAAA P LE LNES 'oF 1TF4a AE5 3/4 We iTF4a.AA-4
'

F:=_R C.C=.k E . R AD\ NT \ oQ Res T %\cT|o 4 AR.Em
'

. ~ mcs.' l a . .i - 5 ., P/ A w @ 4 7 5 '- 5 ') V o L U NA C . "6" .
AgsA zoa.u tsua.o As cuss zt; koesW

T o 4 C N o v R.S EX Po t::o R.E CE% W:E(f 5AAdF4/M 6,
tee 5CaIT!! .N.CT CW,AhCC

|

DE::LE.TE REQWRM=MT6 i C% SL; EMES
kA g \o 4.'5 A M D M K. W 4.(.o <

.

L r . .

I

!

"

-t |
w

c$\V ge#
'+s A

N'

1 cL
D

. , yt>

|
-

1
|

|

0 .-.

A."; A.P.'A u . . %L .

.

. . * * s . O .. . A.

.-

. . . . . - .



,
-

,c i | Wfst'j}i , 1
*

|
. . -,

' , e ~.- , &. u .(* 2 ' ' O.a .,,, %.

-

O f i= 1

!L. E !!
gQ ~ ~

.

94. |
~-

. :: i, . . -

e[e - ,i
.

8
'''ft

* ~' i h. .
!>* * * * ol t # 8 ,-, Ih*

*| r 7
a .

Q ab ,E ." E
-2g a <- w.

'..,I,
P

L' s ,.. wz c-

no L. . o ;3, ,, s

i t C.3 9
*

s

''

'

;~ wi a 3
: ,,

e. <:.
.

, ,

o ! 252 c ;-N 4 > ,

62- .2 M '

:Q. g a -

4 ..

i
-mm s~ s

b 'b ^ %| g ! ,

$ '
^

S
" ' g~3z c c*..' ,f uI E g i '

S4 y E
a

"
*

3 44 I IU C *n . $ "o a i h'J 2 h. hE

7"" .

'\ * -.tf
!Ng( ! O if U *

.g g% D .

e * '
*

N '{ $ y!,
'- ,-s *-

n%% 1 v- 3y *,2/

g~g'
p '-

m~~ e, m . . > >~

y $js '

f2) ,1 '
f- E. F5

..

T- ' 'E 2jg. i a z :c . -

, H, x % ,, a zi
!s

!dg 4 s$ 3.,s
s

57
~\ h~N

qp%1; / 'S/ .'
s

f;

4) hsiin i:
as

-

!!j0b k d
._

' .
.1.. . . 1-

h hfk '- g,

,
-

c.h
t

-. u%- o .

( ,;
4 's ' 4 dzgG

, .m
r. ' ::A:

~
.

g%,.re.3R
15 1 SiXp 4 a.

.m -,

s

-
g\^ik'N M s\ . ." i $ (s '

e % p- W ::: , -

M .~ , / / /N iG[ 5 i; .. - i
\

,

. T", y,T 4 $: 4 '- *
; -

- 's i t w=? ,e 4
ig * '. & ./;;,

,

. ' i ; \/li!' / */ 7'#

% { .

s 4~ q$,t' *.
Cg .,

dd -
..

kx.-
. n -
'

.*

,, j' .'

. . . '. / ;f.u;;,.q { } . -
-

<
'

\ j j $?/
,

-

it % ? ,f, * % ,o. o
: \ i -e i

s[ 8/ e n'E$' 1
' i,

3g/ iw ' 4
<i . .

?af.f* , T' , *$ !". i

%s %n'Y ./ ,pj' l't/ Y b
5O, .

g=
,

D '

h '6h,,|
3

i,

_ o
,!g .. |.'

|
t ., . 3. .

.

.'| s .
=

- .,
- -\ ,, , *'

*

*.o s

_ _ _ _ _



.

.

.
,'

i
I . 'r 11/y.

''y.,.f'v.;,Q'DJh:?t's. 4

u 3.,a < w . ,
D ' sbY! 'o'

f, |j N* ,??d' S'd.} i,*I.'$$
.

b.. , |*,//jy ..I'4 '.|;. ''$|( !i? $ @v. 5 .<-
$1 af ( < ,% 84

'

,,, !P; t * p[' ;
'

J 4.ri,r . . - *,y*
.ig .u-

d ) e..e j ? {.4-..

3 i .N, .y})|I/~%,'g],.j
.ryby ? j (,l.J; *l

.
-|.

I|l
, . . .

.
. .

. i;ji.1,'( NU,'r,0;j,$.N.D)I
il

'\ ,,t
,

'

P q:.ciW! fo's

1.Y . f:i.lM -i,!f@Ni;T,j'ffMf b h(if I
l

l'%;- [t h)ir.."f5'jdU$j'rpd
y

kp 9 II jf.

' ;)i >3 0:p'i %;C), i t i;.,,.L,.. i (Vf.f-), '|df y ; g p))
e x t.

I ';i"':.
;

vn ji. ea-
.

J. ,. - ;y

h b',se(4yf|ig'hf|f$Ih iq y!,j:Ag.q
t
?>

'hkh['/'f t.bhg',t'i l nh,';/o, rl@/t d! ]',
f .

g,10'';jD
id

-- .ijlf'fd%gigdb y,
3

g.E3

n'ar.M%)Y[f.kh$dh.c.spp4.x.j.
j,3 'M

i

.i
r}'k0?$ {\.

Id:(2t
!.).'

}f,to m/.u.. 4.aNi

' . I*% . ., . . ,o:
-

'h;kh.h [ EhhI* '
..i.i t,

'

~

D$i 1

}%.V. l'M R'd,W .??4p-t%sfhQ ;Q?[,i .
9.4 -) $v 'f.i

T ti
. t St.r..ei. .dM,

i

hA:{,j
, 3tdji,NA,[W:.Ay,i.p;ju , '

l

? Tf,f 'hyr5 Mi
y

,

'

Qb
%q:,&; upt#|fT5p.f)bh1)3 .

- .\' hn; 4 yK,?
.)h,.

n.

I'Nn$aQ Ir.

-|: A.. R. iu...>C'
'; t t

.
n ]|

.\4
., ..

. ." l i ' . . .
,

4c.TM}:?id -}gjI s'y)(gn ;,.g
e 7: -

Q 3
K s.

> w< - f
ua ;

< g+ sa |c e s e 1'

DEp&;th, O= 's,<. SS.1+g t

:na Q(kg&w.h,.Wy.ia
mh F-

y. ct .s e-
'

'

>

c. o :ss -,

;

5 . M. :,'".b.
l'

,.. n..t.3.!,) .3 ..- -

- . ./ . . 1.y.
o

. , ,r ;..'.' , . . , ? M. j, * >.ae--.. .*

(.- 't <
v',,.

, t.[. ,' * ,'/*..
'* se o*
. .

+, si - .* I

%v4J y g;
..,

~
'

a
-

.t m.g
.

.

i



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ ._. _

.

*

s

.

IllE N.W.EELLcGs to. - rozza raries - vediaascoer, ra. I S $~6 [
t .

l smtti ro.~

&
- \

--
8 _ fit'.0.L

'.
_

-,
.

I.
- ___

^

~ Ehl0 [NO
'" ./

\ 7 [s/D /
l' GORE ) J r

LOCATsON C H. T IK
<

LOCATION C'DORE gl, , y 1K LOCATION C'DORE. ),
7- y

A 7.00,

h!

.

-C \- *

... . !) \/
APPROVED 'O

'

.,

' ' {!f
C G & E QA

leJJW.ll.2 U 1
.

BY$f9?/fN ^- ' '

,o -
- ''/

DATE 9,& q/ dig"- O' '
' ' ENG Ep ' ... . c po B";.

_ s

Tif.b.
^LOCATION C'BOHE WALL v/AL.L

~
.T* H K LOCATION C.DORE TitK. T ## K. LOCATION C'DORE 111K. THK.

wett wAtLs

-

_- ,
___ _ ._

s.
-- - - - *

).) f' ,f 73
}}--

C
'

<
.

l
. IJ :

.i
DRAWS CHr*0. n[f.DUC!. -

;,,

sssun <773 g r ggp ,..

itv; em er n[sciiro u una o j.wn7 e nta s-. c y
_

. ., , ,1 3_ .
|

.,o. ..



.
. ._.

|
|

.,.

? . ..
! THE E.W. KELLDGG COMPANY..

'
quatify asspeasct etPa afute t,

s

FINAL INSPECTION CHECKLIST

.

j JOB h0. . F-SHEET No. MARK No.(tr APPLICAsLE) DATE INITi&TED,

M3c 2scr' /vn o ,L;w'c- sw 9 /r x
f /

.

i
*

QC DATE
h FINAL INSPECTION QPERATIONS YES NO NA REMARKS INIT. (IF OTMan

'
.

IALS Tuaer aeovt)

#1. HAVE ALL PREVIOUS OPERATIONS BEEN PERFORMED f ,

| AS INDICATED (N THE PROCESS SHEET) {.
f

|
~

2. HA%I THE SPECIFIED MATERIALS BEEN lN+,

,

STALLED IN THE ITEM 7

3. DOES STAMalNG CORRESPOND WITH INFORM- ]
{ATICri ON F SHEET ?

4. HAS FINAL DIMENSIONAL EXAH. BEEN PER. /
*g

FORMED AN") RECORDED ON F SHEET 7 ,

I

S. MAS CLEAh!NG BEEN PERFORMED ACCORDING ,th -}
70 GOVERNING REQUIREMENTS 7 {, g

'

6. MAVE w!LD SW90LS AND RT PolNT LOCAT-
/

(/ ,, .[}
,

ICWS BEEN ACCURATELY APPLIED To ITEM 7
j

*

7. DOES CONTOUR. FINISH AND HEIGHT OF WELD r,

crown COAPLY WITH REQUIREMENTS 7 ./ |
. ,

8. DO ALL AC"ESSIBLE INSIDE WELD BEADS HAVE -

yf -)CO'PLETE JOINT PENETRATION 7 [ #

9. ARE ALL A "E!$1BLE INSIDE WELD BEACS / i")'

| FREE FRO # UNOERCUTTING7 /g

10. ARE Fl[LD WELD-ENDS MACHINED AS PER-

j',

| APPLICABLE MACHINING SKETCH 7 f,
f

*

II. 15 THE ITEM FREE FOOD DAMAGE , EXCESSIVE

PITTING AND UNACCEPTABLE SURFACE DEFECTS 7 / ,[

12. HAS THE ITEM BEEN INSPECTED AND APPROVED g

BY THE AU"HORIZED INSPECTOR 7 g/ '-
Annn m,- F .|
n r r ax we y c Lp o

,hp'
13. MA$ THE ApPROPRI ATE CODE SWBOL lCG&E %STApp BEEN AP' LIED 7 '

g .4 7 , , , ,

BY) /~0&t* #.'/#'Q)^U -

#''' I -"''t ,14. *AS T-E ITfV BEEN PROPERLY PACKAGED ,

AND MARKEC FOR SHIPMENT 7 #
-

'

| 1< >

f /'?.~ ,,

'.Nn //b8 7-/4 9 friNAL ACCE,TANCE .y> - oA1E
.- . .... m. . . .... -.... ..,=.

'/
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THE M.W. K E LLO GG COMPANY7 -

'

;,
* MAGNETIC PARTICLE INSPECTION RECORD

.$$*

'| JOB NO. DATE - /*

N~- "F"NO. M/PIECE NO.

| MATERIAL. ,

'f/68 _[7 7*EXAMINATION PROCEDURE
. .,

!- d7 r" O*

ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA

b A 64'A N('X
. EQUIPMENT MANUFACTURER

ECUIPM.ENT MODEL NO.
" M 2d

A /#PARTICLE COLOR3

AMPERAGE

*

PROD. SP AC ING

RECORD OF EXAMINATION RESULTS

C */ / 6$ '*

.

.

APPROVED
C G & E QA -

j [[7
,

W.H.Z. UfflT,,(
'BY # # W MIM A NAME OF INSPECTOR

'

'

DATE Ch4/dN //,~f SNT.TC-1A LEVEL -

RECORD OF RE-EXAMINATION

.

NAME OF INSPECTOR

$NT.TC.1A LEVEL

, ,_ _ . . . . _ . . . _ _ . - . - .
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hkIS- The RIII inspectors reviewed reader sheets for radiographs, made between
!

October,1979 and March,1980, of the following field welds to determine if CG(E se'

H. J. Kaiser Co. personnel had accepted welds previously rejected by Peabody

,' Magnaflux, PM:

Reader $SSheet

WeldSSNo.SU Identification $SNo.$U

1. RH-113 RH-31

2. R1-7 R1 -11

3. RH-53 RH-20

4. RH-55 RH-20

5. K-73 RH-20

6. RH-40 RH-26

7. K-494 MS-37

8. FW-454 MS-30A

9. HG47A2-1/2 NR-E-2252
i'

10. K-926 WR-26

11. K-455 MS-26A

12. MS22AA2 MS-311

13. K-84 RH-38

14. P.L.2M20795 LC-19

15. LP-9 LP-3

16. K-507 MS-44
,

17. K-508 MS-45

18. K-448 MS-27.1

. - _ . - -
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] 19. HP-198 HP-5

20. FC-93 FC-29
,

*

21. K-414 MS-24A

22. K-523 MS-27A

23. RH-54 RH-20

24. RH-56 RH-20

25. RH-46 RH-20

26. RE-75A RE-1

; 27. K-288 WX-8

28. RH-86 RH-64

29. SA3 00-2

30. Sc3 DG-25

31. HGK-230 HG-16

32. RD-K4 RD-1

33. 1MS22AC2 MS-315. '
|

; 34. DG03AA-3/4 DG-88

35. P.L.2M20803 LC-13

36. K-483 MS-43

37. K-499 MS-39

| 38. 1RRB1AA-3/4 RR-122

39. K-288 RT-2

40. FC-5 FC-14

41. K-33 FW-4

42. FWK-31 FW-2

43. LP-13 LP-11

44. CYK-221 CY-49

h

__-- ._. _ _ -_ --.. . - _ _ - . _
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45. WR41AA3 WR-44

46. FW58A FW-2

47. K-877 WR-2
\

48. HP-55 HP-4

49. K-475 hS-34

Reader sheets are the documents that accompany radiographs and identify such

items as the radiograph interpreters, dates, acceptance, rejection, etc.

None of the above reader sheets indicated that Kaiser personnel had accepted

radiographs that had previously been rejected by Peabody Magnaflux. CGSE

did not have personnel with direct QC and/or NDE responsibilities.

,.

L

1
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i (P AllegationSS85U
l
(
!

"At least three sources contacted by Applegate confirmed that an esti-

. mated 20% of the plants prefabricated welds are defective."
,

.

($ FindingsSU

|

This allegation was not substantiated. Neither interviews with pertinent

personnel nor reviews of acceptable records provided credence to the 20%

estimate or identified any defective prefabricated pipe weld.

One item of noncompliance was identified for improper radiographic

technique, for which the respective prefabricated pipe welds could not be
i

evaluated. The noncompliance (citation) does not imply that the respective

welds are unacceptable. The noncompliance implies that the radiographs

were not of suf ficient quality for interpretation to determine if the
1welds were acceptable or not. Improper radiographic technique was not

alleged by any source or interviewee.

Except as noted above, no items of noncompliance or safety concerns were

identified.

III Investigation $U

- .
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B. PersonnelSSInterviewsSU

InterviewSSwithSSIndividuaL5S"A"$U

On April 24, 1981, Individual "A" who was previously interviewed by

representatives of GAP was interviewed. Individual "A" stated he

worked with employees of Peabody Magnaflux (PM), the firm respon-

sible for radiographic examination of pipe welds onsite. He said in

his opinion 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds manufactured by
.

Kellog are defective. He said the basis for his

.
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(
opinion was that PM personnel told him on four occasions while

!

they examined Kaiser welds in the Residual Heat Removal (RKR)
{ gre s
j System they observed defective welds on prefabricated pipe /bieces

; manufactured by Kellogg. He conjectured the defective welds were
!

not found by Kellogg because it was Kellogg's practice to radio-,

graph 10% vice 100% of their welds. He said PM radiographers

Allen Sellars and David Binning reported thir to CG&E who told

them not to examine the welds because they were vendor-supplied.

He stated an incident involving prefabricated piping occurred in

August 1979whenPMwasaskedtoradiographweldsonsectiopsof
.s t wo(eddrused :n Allspd'*=e 7)Main Steam Relief (MSR)p c '**pereng,7which had fallen off a truck upon

.

9 :, t'. ;t t '
delivery to the site. He said while examining the'prper#khey

found 5 of 20 welds examined to be defective. He said CG&E over-
tulsd
++4e PM's findings on this examination. He said they retained

copies of their reports and could provide investigators with

further information regarding this matter.

; He also stated he had a discussion with Robert Marshall, Kaiser

Construction Superintendent, in which he stated to Marshall 20%

| of the prefabricated welds in the plant were bad. He said Marshall

agreed with the statement.

On April 22, 1981, Individual "A" provided a written statement

attesting to the aforementioned information; however, he requestedi

1

the statement not be attached to this report.

-7-

|
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Interview with Individual "B"
,

.

,

On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" who was previously interviewed

. by representatives of GAP was interviewed. Individual "B" stated
!

that during a phone conversation he had with GAP representatives-

he responded in the affirmative when asked by GAP if 20% of the

prefabricated pipe welds in the plant were defective. He said he,

heard from Individual "A" that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds

were defective. Individual "B" said he had no specific information

regarding this allegation because he was not involved in the fab-

rication of large bore pipes of the type manufactured by Kellogg and

was not in a position to provide information about defective welds

on these pipes. He said to quote him as generally confirming that

20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant are defective it a mis-
.

statement. He said he merely confirmed a rumor that the pipe welds

in question were defective.

On April 14, 1981, Individual "B" provided a written statement

attesting to the aforementioned information; however, he requested
'

the statement not be attached to this report.
{

l

| 9Interview with James Tynert
1

L &

C
On April 16, 1981,L - , James Tyner, former Kaiser Pipefitter Superin-,_ y
tendent, was interviewed. He stated he was contacted by GAP

|

-8-
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representatives who asked him if he was aware that 20% of the

prefabricated pipe welds were defective and that Robert Marshall

had concurred in this statement. He said he responded to the GAP,

representative that he could not support that statement and said
:

the prefabricated welds would have to be radiographed and the,

!
"

results evaluated before he could make such a determination. Tyner
J

said the pipe welds in the plant are good and attributed this to

Kaiser's Welder Qualification Program which identified unqualified

welders and prohibited them from working on safety-related welds.

fynef)didrecallthatononeoccasionPMradiographersexamineda

Kaiser field weld and found a defect (porosity) in the adjacent

Kellogg weld. He said this piping was part of the closed cooling

water system and was not safety-related piping. He also said he

was not sure if the radiographers had applied safety-related

standards to a non-safety-related pipe and found defects in the,

.7.~

welds. Tyner stated this was not indicative of 20% of the pre-
- __

fabricated pipe welds being defective.

Interview with Robert Marshall

On April 16, 1981, Robert Marshall, Kaiser Construction Superin-,

tendent, was interviewed and stated he never commented to Individual,

|

"A" that 20% of the prefabricated welds in the plant were defective.

| He did recall a conversation in which he commented to Individual

"A" that the workers Individual "A" was supervising were having

|

l

-9-
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a high weld rejection rate on pipe support hangers on which they

were working. He said he never mentioned that a percentage of
I the prefabricated piping was defective and he was not aware of

any defects in these pipes. He said, Tony Pallon, Kaiser Welding
I
j Engineer, had not reported any problems with the acceptability
|

of Kellogg welds and a nonconformance report was never written

on this subject.

el
l

Marshall recall that in August 1979, PM radiographed some Kellogg
sitt s .9 Ekp

prefabricated p4pe that had fallen off a truck. He said PM reported

some of the welds were defective. The radiographs were reexamined

by Kaiser's Level III Radiographer, Rex Baker, and a NRC Inspector,

Kavin Ward. He said Baker and Ward determined' the geometry from

which the radiographs of the welds were taken was such that it

distorted the view of the weld and rendered the initial examination

invalid due to the use of an improper technique.

Interview with David Hang

On February 24, 1981, and on April 23, 1981, David Hang, Former

Level II Radiographer, PM, was interviewed. He stated PM was

responsible for conducting radiographic examinations of welds

for Kaiser at Zimmer and did not routinely radiograph welds on
' cl

prefabricated pip pieces manufactured by Kellogg. He stated

20* of the prefabricated Kellogg welds onsite were not defective.

- 10 -
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He said on occasion when Kaiser welders cut into a Kellogg weld<

or if a Kaiser weld overlapped with a Kellogg weld, PM would

! examine and occasionally find defects in the Kellogg weld. He

said in each instance these defects were reported to Kaiser on,

1

|
the radiographic examination report and forwarded to Anthony Pallon-

.

.

for corrective action.

Hang stated that in August 1979 Pallon asked him to radiograph a

group of MSR p/.mepe pieces which had fallen off of a truck upon3

delivery to the site. The examination was to determine if any of

the welds had cracked during the fall. Hang said he disagreed

with Pallon on this and told him radiography was the wrong technique
r... f a @

He said the p>spes'lwere schedule 844 pipe of 31/2 inch wallto use.

thickness with welds 1 1/2 inch wide which would require ultrasonic

examination to determine if any welds were defective. When examining

these'c.':s f u r'pi eee/ fang said they would be shooting at an angle throught

laminations in the steel which would prevent them from seeing some
,.v.. h a i

defects and would exaggerate others. Hang said he examined the p4 pes

for "information only" purposes and reported his findings to Pallon, rem *7s., a .. m ,
Hangsaidhefoundfiveofthetwentyweldsunacceptably,however,

<:% t'id
the'p4 pes were later ultrasonically examined and found acceptable.

Hang related ultrasonic examination is the proper technique to
y s n i''

examine the pipes and is the more valid examination.

I

l
I On April 24, 1981, David Hang provided a written statement attesting

to the aforementioned information, a copy of which is attached as

EXHIBIT .

- 11 -
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Interview with Steven Binning

1

|
j On April 15, 1981, Steven Binning, Level II Radiographer, PM,

was interviewed. He stated that while assigned to.the Zimmeri

site he was responsible for performing radiographic examinations-

i of pipe welds fabricated by Kaiser welders onsite. He said he
ph

did not routinely radiograph prefabricated pipe pieces manufac-

tured by Kellogg since these were previously examined by Kellogg

prior to delivery. He said he had no basis to judge if 20% of
/f: (the welds on prefabricated ;p+pe pieces were defective. He did

sia. I'k.'. .'
recall one occasion where Davis Hang examined Kellogg 9 pe eeettees4

which had fallen of a truck. Hang initially found defective welds

but he later determined that the radiographs were taken at the wrong

geometry which distorted the view of the weld and the technique used

was unacceptable.

Interview with David Binning

On January 19, 1981, and on April 15, 1981, David Binning, Level

I Radiographer, PM, was interviewed. He stated PM did not routinely
Sre: s

examine welds on prefabricated p6pe pieces manufactured by Kellogg.

He recalled that on one occasion David Hang examined some Kellogg

$[he pieces which had fallen off a truck upon delivery to the site.

He stated that Hang, while apparently taking "information shots"

of the welds, found defective welds in his initial examination;

!
- 12 -
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however, after a further examination of the film he determined the
j geometric configuration of the radiograph was wrong and the exam

was invalid. Binning said to the best of his knowledge he never

heard PM employees mention that 20% of the prefabricated pipe welds,

| in the plant are defective.
,

!
4

!

Interview with Allen Sellars

,

On April 15, 1981, Allen Sellars, Level II Radiographer, PM, was

interviewed. He stated PM was primarily responsible for the non-

destructive examination of welds fabricated by Kaiser personnel
/s.id

onsite. He said on occasion he examined pipe, welds which junctured
,

with prefabricated pipe manufactured by Kellogg and observed defects

in the adjoining Kellogg welds. He said he noted this on the Report

of Radiographic Examination which was submitted to Anthony Pallon

who reviewed the film and insured the defects were corrected. He

indicated at this time he was aware when one examines one weld and

another juncturing weld, frequently the geometry of the juncturing
!
t weld is incorrect and defects may appear on the film which actually

are a distortion of the weld due to the geometric configuration of

the radiograph. He stated when he identified defects in Kellogg

welds he was frequently asked to reexamine them after the defects

he identified previously had been corrected by Kaiser. ' Sellars

stated he was not being over-ridden by Kaiser for his identifica-

! tion of defects in either Kaiser construction welds or Kellogg welds.

|
.

(

- 13 -
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He said the defects he identified in overlapping Kellogg welds were.

I

so few that it would be incorrect to say 20% of the prefabricated

welds in the plant are defective. Sellars said Kellogg examines all
shes t*GL G >

of the prefabricated ,p4pe se+6eens prior to their delivery to the

{ site and that it is Kellogg's responsibility, not PM's, to examine
,;

! these welds.
i

Sellars recalled an incident in August 1979 when Anthony Pallon

asked David Hang to radiograph some Kellogg ..h tpipe pieces which had

fallen off the truck upon delivery to the site. Sellars said Hang
9P.ts 16(f 5,

attempted to radiograph the;p4 pes in question but the film quality

was poor and the technique was wrong which resulted in the radiograph
:p:. f d 'p.

exaggerati flaws in the p& pes- and they appeared as defects on the film.

He said he and Hang initially told Pallon about this, yet Pallon re-
,,m Pro

quested they continue the examination. He stated the ++ pes were

later ultrasonically examined and found to be acceptable. Sellars

stated ultrasonic examination was the proper technique to use when

examining pspe welds in this configuration because the ultrasonic

examination (UT) was a more accurate examination in this case.

Sellars said the UT exam did not detect any defects in the afore-
en z. f :3 ;

| mentioned'pspos.

Interview with Wavne Draf

i On February 19, 1981, Wayne Drafk Level III Radiographer, PM,

, was interviewed. He stated he was employed at the Zimmer site
!

l

! - 14 -
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from January to August 1980 and during this period supervised PM
A..

.. radiographers onsite. Drafen stated on occasion Kaiser requested
I

i PM examine Kellogg prefabricated pipe welds. He recalled discussing
.

| with the radiographers one incident which occurred prior to his
|

arrival onsite when PM was asked to radiograph some Kellogg.p'is l'rs 7 5g pepes.

'

which had fallen off a truck. The radiographers informed him that

when Kaiser requested the examination they knew radiography was

the wrong technique to use. He said they told him the geometric

configuration of the welds and pr.'ictpe pieces were such that radio-fr

graphy would distort the view of the weld. He said he later

reviewed these films during an NRC investigation and concluded

the geometry was such that radiography distorted the view of the
2,?asissE'

welds. He stated the pipes in question were later ultrasonically

examined and found to be acceptable.

He also stated PM radiographer's said, while examing Kaiser field

welds, they occasionally noticed a defect in a Kellogg weld which

overlapped the Kaiser weld. He said the defects.were noted on the

exam report and forwarded to Kaiser; however, Draf'er#r
cautioned that

frequently when welds overlap or juncture one had to be careful
10%the geometry did not distort the view of the weld. Drafer said he

found no reason for any PM employee to state that 20% of the pre-

fabricated welds onsite were defective.

C. 3 w. - - ;w.. -- -
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j C. RecordSSReviewsSU
'

;
i

1. The RIII inspectors reviewed radiographs of the following field
,

and shop welds in pipes (spool pieces) in the Residual Heat

Removat System to identify unacceptable indications in the'

! welds or adjacent material (including other welds).>

.

{

!

l
,

t

i
.

|

|

|

|

|
t

\>-
.. . .. .. . _ _ . - _ _ - - _ - - _ - . -- - . _ -. .- . . _ . -- . - - _
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T RIII inspectors reviewed radiogr phs of the fo lowing field and hop

.t, ge,,f: eq ,,J: fu.s in /k s weWs or e4*c f ms%.** I
S _ 46 :& :f _ Munacceptabl

-. r+ '..', rdj- - -
''- ' '-wel

\bncLOingot rwelds)t
. T ~.\

m.

. \s .,\. mX. --. .\\. ~ i' uno n\
7

. 1.u m a= ahta ~9 ;. s vn= i ses e enta e -

iague v.- c. . ; m# .2 eg-.1

\ ,,

owe j-atafv ,"-n;.;,.. . ~m. . ;, - . -m .wuo ,mv.m .__4

N
'. Field $SWelds$
1%

Line$SNo.$U WeldSSNo.SS Diameter $U Line$SNo.$U WeldSSNo.SU Dia.SU

1RH08BB10 RH174C 4" 1RH08BB10 RH176 4"

1RH08BB10 RH177 4" 1RH08BB10 RH178 4"

1RH08BB10 RH179 4" 1RH16C14 RH203 4"

1 RH13BB4 RH224 4" 1 RH13BB4 RH205 4"

1RH13BB4 RH226 4" 1RH08BB10 RH174A 4"

1RH36B6 RH116 6" 1RH2006 RH115 6"

l 1RH08 AA10 RH109 10" 1RH06BB10 RH137 10"

1RH078010 RH140 10" 1RH078B10 RH141 10"

1RH078810 RH145 10" 1RH36A6 RH123 6"

1RH08B Al0 RH105 10" 1RH08CA10 RH104 A 10"

1RH08BA10 RH104 10" 1RH07BA10 RH76 10"

1RH0286 RH15 20" 1RH02B2C0 RH15B 20"

| 1RH02BC20 RH16 20" 1RH02BC20 RH16A 20"
|

| 1RH02BC20 RH16B 20" 1RH02BC20 RH16C 20"
|

|
r

-
- - - - - - - -
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Line$SNo. SU WeldSSNo.SU Diameter $U Line$SNo.SU Weld $$No. SU Dia.5U
d

| {
j 1RH02BC20 RH14 20" 1RH028A20 RHS 16"

1 1RH028A20 RH8 20" 1RH02BA20 RH6 20"
1

1RH02AA20 RH1 20" 1 RH02AA20 RH2 20"

1RH02AA20 RH3 20" 1RH02BA20 RH4 20"

1RH02BA20 RH9 20" 1RH02 AC20 RH10 20"

1 RH02 AC20 RH11 20" 1RH0AC20 RH11 A 20"

1RH02 AC20 RH12 20" 1RH01DA16 RH37 16"

1RH02BA20 RH39 16" 1RH01C18 RH44 18"

1RH01 C18 RH43 18" 1RH01C18 RH41 18"

1RH02BC20 RH17 20" 1RH02AB20 RH18 20"

1RH02AB20 RH19 28" 1RH02AB20 RH19A 20"

1RH02BB20 RH2O 20" 1RH028A20 RH40 16"
'

1RH01 C18 RH261 18" d 1RH01C18 RH262 18"

ShopSSWelds5U

Line$SNo.SU WeldSSNo. SU Diameter $U Line$SNo.$U WeldSSNo.SU Dia.SU

1RH010816-25 4 16" 1RH01DB16-24 3 16"

1 RH028A20-6 A 20" 1RH02BA20-3 A 20"

1RH02AC20-10 A 20" 1RH02 AB20-17 A 20"

1RH01 C18-31 A 18" 1 RH01 C18-31 A 18"
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A 1he RIII ins ectors reviewed ra'di graphs of the fo g ield and

hope < welds't identify a' y unacce able indications in th weldsn
; -

.

j ca <<cnd/or the ja/ent material (in Luding other welds).
f-

-| /
/ \

eldSSh lds 'N / '.

f ',
,

,/ \
' '

,-
/.

-
.

LineSSNo.SU WeldSSNo. PipeSSDia 'ter$U ,-
'.

.-

|,; f , .7
'

,. 7' q
' ',.- \

,

,/ / -

/
-

,

,
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!
,' ,

'
,

' '

.-

,/
,,

!

Sho W dsSU

.

The RIII inspector reviewed approximately five radiographs for each

of the 67 welds. No unacceptable indications were identified in either

the weld or the adjacent material. No adjacent welds were identified

in any of the radiographs.:

i
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h
2. The inspectors reviewed radiographs of the fotLowing prefabricated p!pe (shop)

'
welds for accep able radiographic (RT) technique, weld quality and reports.

t

:

Weld Identification Weld Pipe Pipe Radio-

Seam Thick ' Outside graph.

-

No. ness- Diameter Area of RT
_ Deft

Q (Inches) (Inches) Interest 1)C Results
t
'\

t' \

1 FC14CA851 (2346) "A" 0.322 8-5/8- 1-2 7/76 fio Identified-

De icienc.ies,N 1 E-d,.

' '
n n .. " 4-1 N.I.D.

"
.

.

.. n n " 2-3 " "

.. "B" 1-2" " "- " ' '--

'

.. .. n .. 4g n n ,
_

*n .. n .. n .. tp.3,

" " '' "~ '" "C" 1-2 .' as . 3
,

n .. .. n 4_3 n,n
,

.. .. .. n 34 ;
n o

,

1/76\ p ;;; .d'a N.J. O.1FC14CA8118AC2410) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2

" " " " E-3
,s. !.

No Penetrareter \'
~

.
"

'.
r i

i Shimi i

' L'tr ' , - ,

.. .. .. .. - 3_4 .

,

. . " \
, , .'4_ g n] ' n

'
.. .. ..

\ \
$s

.. . . . . n .. .. ..
,.

\ '

.. .. .. ..
t, i 2-3 " ' "

N \ '
,

\*
,t' ,

1

,s
i ,.~.%

%

%

N \ *
_

y

'
x 5

-

.
' ' ' - - w - +v$ ,-- . b w g-- , W
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a.

t .
.. .. .. " " ".; 3-4

4:

q 4_$
.. .. n n n n

1HG4752f-25 "A" 2-1/2 4-1 No Penetra-

meter Shim+
,

r t n .. " 3-4 "

" " "
,

__ "D" 1-2
; ..
! \ ,, .. .. n 4_3. 3 n

,\ '\*

.i
| | 10G14AA8-57 "G" 0.280 6-5/8 4-1 10/76 No Penetra-

'

t .

|t j t

meter Shim, x,

5
,

.

,L%
.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

#:' i \, t_ 'g "E" 1-4 _ " . . - - " . . ' ' . - N.f D.
\

.. " " ""
,1 . ., .

t r

.. g. 3-4.. .. " " "

>, i

I 1FWC2AB23-85-55 "A" 1.756 23-7/8 1-2 7/75 a:::; d ': N.f O.

.:
.. .. " " " "g- 2-3

., q ,

\

, .. .. .. " 6-1 " "

x
,

y ..

.

" ".'B" 1-2 " "

!N 1
w.,

,

. .. .. .. " 4-5 " "
i,

s ,

., . .. .. .. " " "j 6-1
<s x, .3

. .s . S,
'

s 1FJ02C23-83-29 "B" 1.725 24 1-2 12/75 Anm mL'a N LIA', ! , 3

, N , { 1, ' . - , , , ' . .
s

2-3 " ". n .. "

t t
,

.. . .. ,. " " ", ,. , 6-1,

1 ., , '
t, i

,

t

..D " 1-2" " " ".._ ,
,

> [ -
p 3-4n s. .. .. " " "

''
'

y >< . . . .. .. " 6-1 " "

| E
+

/* r D "C" 6-1" " " "n

1LP02A1270622i "B" 0.375 12-3/4 4-1 4: c er! 9 M M. C. D-,

t,

.. .. .. " 2-3 "
. 5

Ii

>i
'

,

.'
, s'

~
gr

| )
.

c A""j ,, @/
1,

., _ , _ . , _ . _ - . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . . . , . - , . . ,-
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.

j .. .. .. .. 1-2 "
a

.. "E" 4-1" " "

{ .. .. .. " 3-4 "
t

.. .. .. " 1-2 "

li.P02A127(1622) "F" 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 A-- r:L N I D-
.. .. .. .. 3-4 "

'
.. .. .. .. 4_3 o

1DG18AC823(32i3) "B" 0.322 8-1/8 1-2 "

.. - .. " " 3-2 "

; .. .. .. .. 4_3 n

j '
..

..C" 4-1" " "

.. .. .. " 1-2 "

.. .. .. .' 3-4 "

" "D" 1-2" " "

.

.. .. " " 2-3 "

.. .. .. .. 4_g n

1FC01B128 "A" 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 ?.:::;t e 1: N.I. D.
.. .. .. .. 2-3 "

!

.. .. .. .. 4_g n

.. .'8" 1-2" " "

.. .. .. .. 3-4 "

.. .. .. " 4-1 "

| ..C " 1-2
n " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 "

.. .. .. .. 4-1 "

" "D" 1-2 .

" " ''

.. .. .. n 34 n

/
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.. .. n n 43 n

1DG18AA850 "A" 0.353 8-5/8 1-2 ".: : :;; 2 's M.I.D.

; .. .. .. " 3-4 "
1
1, .. .. n n

4_3 n
1 -

t
-

.. "B" 1-2" " "

.. .. .. n
4_$ n

.. .. .. " 2-3 "

.. "C" 1-2" " "

" " " " 3-4 "

.. .. .. n 4_q n

1FC01CB105 "M" 0.365 10-3/4 1-2 3/76 4::r-t ': A/.r. D.,

.. .. " " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. n 4_3 o o

" "N" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. n 4_g n n

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. . .p . , 4_q.. n n n

.. .. .. .. 1-2 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. . . g .. 1-2.. " " "

.. .. .. .. 3-4 " "

.. .. .. .. 4_g n n

" "T" 0.237 4-1/2 3-4 3/76 "

.. .. .. n 4_3 n n

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

..
. 'U " 1-2" " " "

|

!
l

I

Le

/



.
'

.

*
.

.

t

" " " " 2-3 No Penetra-"

meter Shim
.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

" "S" 1-2 2:::;::t'a N.I. O-" " "

I

n .. .. " 2-3 " ",

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

1 FCO2AA812(F2305) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 H:;;;b '.: M.f.0.
n .. .. n 43 n

.. .. .. " 2-3 "

" "B" 1-2" " "

n n .. " 2-3 "

.. .. .. n 4_$ n

..
.' D " 2-3" " "

.. .. .' " 3-4 "

.. .. .. " 4-1 "

" "C" 1-2" " "

.. .. .. n 4_$ n

j .. .. .. " 2-3 "

|
'

1 FCO2AB817(2310) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 1/76 a.:::;;;t'.: gy.r.O.
n .. .. n 4_3 n n

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. ..B" 2-3" " " "

.. .. .. .. 43 o n

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. "C" 2-3" " " "

.. .. n n 4_3 o n

- - -- _ ._
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e
.

.

'
., .. .. .. 3-4 " "

i

I " " ".. "F" 1-2 No Penetra-

meter Shim
.

] .. .. .. " 3-4 " "

!
-

.. n .. n 43 n n

1FC06B4128(2413) "B" 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 7/76 No Penetra-

meter Shim

n n .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. n 43 n n

fN 1FC06B4128(2413) "A" 0.237 4-1/2 1-2 7/76 No Penetra-.,p

meter Shim

2-3 " ".. .. .. "

n n.. .. .. n 4_3

" " " ""C" 1-2"

n n.. .. .. n 4_g

" "2-3.. .. .. "

" " " ""D" 1-2..

o n.. .. .. n 4_3

n n34.. .. n n

! 1FC298684 (2380) "A" 0.280 6-5/8 1-2 3/76 No Penetra-

meter Shim

" "3-4n .. .. "

" "4-1.. .. .. "

A . ::* : b '. c N I 0-" " ""B" 1-2"

n n4_3.. .. .. n

" "3-4.. .. .. "

.- - - _
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)

T

.' "C" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. .. 4_q n n

n .. .. " 2-3 " "

s
.. "G" 1-2" " " "

,

.. .. n n 4_q n n

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

ING*1A LY' ''Al##W
10:00''*2 "/2i2a G *.wi "A" 0.203 2-7/8 1-2 1/77 A e e e ? Q ', y hd. M*

,

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. n 4_q n n

" "B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. n n 4_$ n n
|
!

.. .. .. " 2-3 ' "

" "C" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. .. n n 4_q n n

.. .. p . . 1-2" " " "

.. .. .' " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. n 4_3 n n

.. . .g . . 1-2.. " " "

.. .. .. .. 2-3 " "

.. .. .. .. 3-4 " "

" H" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 4-1 " "

/
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11401A35(3529) "D" 0.216 3-1/2 4-1 2/77 No Penetra-

4. meter Shim
12

.. .. .. " 1-2 " "

. . , 2-3n .. " " "

'
n n .. " 3-4 " "

i

.. ngu 1-2 ....- .. .-. M .f. O.n n n -

" " " " 3-4 No Penetra-"

meter Shim
i

.. .. n n 4_3 n n

.. n .. " 2-3 " "

.. "B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. " " " 3-4 " "

n .. n n 43 o n

1 FC39CA621 (2314) "D" 0.280 6-5/8 1-2 1/76 M - - ~ * ' - N . J. D.
.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

,

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

" "B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

| " " " " 3-4 " "

|
.. .. n n 4_g n n

" "G" 1-2" " " "

i .. .. .. .. 2-3 " "

.. .. " " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. n 4_3 n n

.. . . g .. 1-2.. " " "

i
1

_ . - - - - . _ .
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.

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.t

) 3-4.. " " " " "

.. .. n n 43 o n

, 4

I ". "A" 1-2" " " "

l.
.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

u n .. " 3-4 " "

.. n .. n 43 o n

" "F" 1-2 No Penetra-" " "

meter Shim
n .. .. " 2-3 " "

: .. .. " " 3-4 " "

4_j a_._.__.__u,_ g,y, gn .. n n n
- , ___

.. ..J " 4-1" " " "
.

.. .. " " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. .. 3-4 " "

.. .. .' " 1-2 " ",

!

1FWO1AA193016(960) "A" 1.411 20 1-2 2/75 No Penetra-

meter Shim
.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. " 4-5 " "

.. .. .. .. 5-1 " "

.. "B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. " " 2-3 " "

,

.. .. .. .. 3-4 " "

.. .. .. " 4-5 " "

.. .. .. .. 5-1 " "

O
I

J/
_ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _
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A

} 1FWO1AA193015(959) "A" 1.411 20 1-2 2/75 ^ :::;;;L ;m N.I. .D -

!
.

) .. .. .. " 2-3 " "

'

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

. . . .. " " 4-5 " "
,

n .. .. " 5-1 " "

" "B" 1-2" " " ",

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .' " " 3-4 " "

1FCO2AB8-18(2311) "A" 0.322 8-5/8 1-2 3/76 No Penetra-

meter Shim
.. .. .. .. 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. " 4-1 " "

". "B" 1-2 Ar~-t:ti: N * E"" " "

.. .. .' " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. o 4_3 n n

1 FWO1823835(949) "A" 6-1 2/75 "

i / " " 1-2 " "

Y
,k .. " 2-3 " "

':ffgj'

.. .. 3-4 " ",

.. .. 4-5 " "

.. .. 5-6 " "

1FWO1823834(948) "A" 1.725 24 1-2 9/75 "
,

.. .. .. " 4-5 " "

.. .. .. " 6-1 " "

- . - _. - - - _ - . -
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'A*%

..

.

1 *

;

i'

i
..

..B " 6-1
" " " "

'

n n .. .. 1-2 " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

. . - " " " 3-4 " "

,

..
.'E " 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

'
n n .. " 3-4 " "

i " " " " 4-5 " "

!
.. .. .. " 5-6 " "

.. .. .. " 6-1 " "

" "F" 1-2 No Penetra-
" " "

; meter Shim
.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

n .. .. " 3-4 " ",

:

b---"k % M I 8*I " " " " 4-1 "
I

1HPO5131028 "A" 0.396 10-3/4 1-2 8/74 "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. .. 2-3 " "

1LP05A1218(1634) "A" 0.375 12-3/4 1-2 7/75 A:::n:M: N.J #*
.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. n .. " 3-4 " "

.. .. .. n 43 n n

" "B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

!

. _ ._ - ._ - - _ - __ _-
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' ;

a u .. n 4_3 o n

I
q ..D" 4-1

u " " a "

" " " "i 3-4 " "

", 2-3" " " " "
,

.. .. " " 1-2 " "

; 1LP02B102(1616) "A" 0.593 10-3/4 1-2 8/75 ^----+ '': N.r.o._

6

'ii n .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. n .' 3-4 " "

'

.. "B" 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. .. 2-3 " "

n .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. ..C " 1-2" " " "

.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.

.. .. .. .. 43 n n

1LP02B104(1618) "A" 0.593 10-3/4 1-2 5/75 t ---+ +'e N.2. P .
.. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

.. .'B" 1-2" " " "

|
< n .. .. " 2-3 " "

!

i

! .. .. .. " 4-1 " "
|

10G01 AA122(368) "A" 0.687 12-3/4 1-2 4/76 A u ;t eir M.f O.
(

.. .. " " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. n 4_3 n n

| .. " " " ""B" 4-1

.. .. .. " 3-4 " "

;

,,,,w --- ---- g- , ,
-
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10G01AA122(368) "6" 0.687 12-3/4 1-2 4/76 " ;;; d',: N Z D-
:
4

; "H" 1-2.. " " " "

,

j 2-3.. .- .. " " "

!. .. .. .. " 3-4 " "

El| -

i 1RD28CA1010(3491) "B" 0.593 10-3/4 1-2 7/76 No Penetra-
i

'

meter Shim

| | .. .. .. " 2-3 " "

.. .. .. " " "3-4
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Radiograpns for 206 welds were reviewed per ASME Section III 1971 Edition,
,

Winter 1972 Addenda and M. W. KelLogg Co. Procedures ES-414, ES-415, and ES-416.

No unac2eptable RT technique deficiencies were identified in 517 of the radio-

f- graphs and no unacceptable indications were identified in the respective welds.

h 183 of the radiographs were made without required shims under the penetra-

meters. Four of the radiographs were made with insufficient shims under the

penetrameter. ALL of the unacceptable radiographs were previously accepted by

the fabricator (M. W. Kellogg), the Authorized Nuclear Inspector at the fabri-,

cator (dartford Steam Boiler), the site radiographer (Nuclear Energy Services),

the licensee, and the Authorized Nuclear Inspector at the site (Hartford Steam

s _ Boiler).

~ '
The essential hole of the penetrameter is used to determine if the radiograph

has been sufficiently exposed to show weld indications that are in nonconform-

ance with the ASME Section III Code. Sufficient shimming of the penetrameter

'

is necessary to assure that the total thickness under the penetrameter is the

same as the total weld thickness, thus establishing a valid reference for

_ identifying weld indications. Exposure of an insufficiently shimmed penetra-

| meter Vill give~ false assurance that the weld had received sufficient exposure
o .

l. to reveal any unacceptable indications in the portion of the weld that is

i'
|. thicker than the metal under the penetrameter.
|

|

l
!

ASME Section III-1971 Edition with Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX, Paragraph
if
,

, .

,

IX-3334.4 states, "The (him thickness shaLL be selected so that the total

thickness being radiographed under the penetrameter is the same as the total
|

'

weld thickness ..."i

,

- -- 4 a. aes.vag 60. n ..c .. _'::t- :- ^# *'" #-= 'd ~^ #^- # # ''a'T=-#'
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| M. W. KelLogg Co. (the manuf acturer of the pipe and performing agency of the
i

! above RT) Radiographic Procedure No. ES-414 dated 9/26/72, Paragraph 4.1.8,

states "Wherever required, shims shall be used to produce a total thickness
.
'

under the penetrameter equal to the nominal thickness of the base metal plus
|
j the height of the crown or reinforcement. Shims shaLL be of a radiographically

similar material to the weld metal."
,

,

The insufficient shimming of the penetrameter in regards to the radiographs of

the above welds is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, criterion XI and the

Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Section 11.2 as described in the Appendix A to the

report transmittal Letter. (358/81-13-13)

The above citation does not imply that the respective welds are unacceptable.

The citation implies that the radiographs were not of sufficient quality for

interpretation to determine if the welds were acceptable or not.

The RIII inspectors also verified that the folLowing welds matched the respec-

tive radiographs by comparing a sketch (onionskin), made by the RIII inspectors,

of the welds depicted in the respective radiographs for the fotLowing welds:

)
o

Pipe $SLine$SNo.SU WeldSSNo.SU

1FC36CA621 B

1MS2003169 A

1FCO2AB818 8

-



*a. .

*
,

'.3

1MS20B3169 o
!
'

1 FC390A621 C

:
'

1 FCO2AB818 A
!, .

Except as noted above, no items of noncompliance or safety concerns were

identified.
.

f
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PENETRANT INSPECTION REPORT '. '

; PeatHfyTeem]
.

.

MAGNAFLif>( WILLIAM H. ZIMMER POWER PLANT
,
*

;
.

PENETR ANT PROCEDURE ?! UMBER ACCEPTANCE CLASS ASME III
TECHNIQUE R ECORD*

g gf[ SPECIFICATION SPPM 4. 2, R /,

CLIENT _ /6dd [A/d-e_. /A/C
DESCRIPTION b 6//3&<AL. MMI*

MATE [ RIAL /5 '
'

SURFACE CONDITION $ A044 A/ D'

WELD PIPE PLATE VALVE FITTING OTHER
~

PR E. CLEAN:
'

MATERIAL - SKC-NF . METHOD .SPRA Y k WIPE DRYING TIME-5 MIN.
'P ENETR ANT:

MATERIAL - SKL-HF APPLICATION - BRUSH DWELL TIME-10 MIN.
PENETRANT REMOVAL:
MATERIAL - SKC-NF METHOD - WIPE, DR YING TIM E- 5 MIN. (MAX. )
DEV ELOPER:
MATERIAL - SKD-NF APPLICATION - SPRAY DEVELOPING TIME-7 MIN.
POST CLEANING:

. .

MATERIAL - SKC-NF METHOD - SPRAY & WIPE
. . - _ . - .

It em View /G rid Not |
*

'd ent i h cat ion Numbe r Accept Acc ent R ema rks
/ h k h (- $SkkY kAJA >'

.

I I i
.._

l I I

| 1 I

I I I I

I-

'AbDected av _/ ~ Date /d 2d 74;
* /,

s



Wm. H. ZIMMER NUCLEAR POWER STATION - UNIT #1
-

gAfggg
ENGINEER 5 *-

RADIOGRAPHIC REPORT
,

N ,[ M4EF: KE.1No. WELO NO.

WR0 No.
- REPAIR NO. -:ff , h'

i

I ::ESCRIFT10ti: FC/DU A/- M I LINE NO. |kN M7 bA ld
b.NON W.T[ ACCEPTANCE CLASS: A $ N[I$PECIFICATION:

[O WALL THICKNESS: skyb PIPE SIZE: _

3 /.4/7 MIG

' MATERIAL:

' WELO PROCESS: StaA GTAW

' JOINT DESIG? : BACKING RING INSERT OPEN

k/ KVP/MA: PHYSICAL SIZE: . k- /
'

[N CURIES:~ SOURCE: ISOT

EXPOSURE TECHNIQUE: SINGLE WALL DOUBLE WALL EllPTICAL

EXPO 3URE Tl!4E:2 /4W-[GNc- SFO: N * FILt." OBJECT INCHES: C.OMb[
54 MM

PENETRAMETER: TYPE / SIZE [f f.'ATERIAL etACEuEnT

OO . MARKER /NO BELTSHIT.lS: M AT'E RI AL: $ THICKNESS

NO LOAD N WL.[OM TYPE SIZEFILM: BRAND

SCREENS: FRONT . O/O _ DACK O /D BACKING

VIEWING SitiGLE V DOUBLE DENSITY 3 7 - 3. * U
P'" /Y~ 7[>

REMARKS: (SEE REVERSE. SIDE) RT.DATE

***Y** * * **
Jn"a , $/ +c*"" ' ++ /_,

.R h' &&% b-7 4
''

.IRH c7Bnto 74If /

| pKIRH W >@|f / \ d
| M-ws!J ' -s

u-o J J / ,
;
C

.b

S'
I. -

cc
i
i

>
! Il! l

. <s

%"*

Qte . KEl Acorovai Date
-

* ' *3 A pp*m / g,.
*

[A [ i
. 1. e

' ' g ~

. / A f .|' .v. . Y ' (?/~ f ' 7C. . & // /i- ?j
'
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_

bC.8_ /D_M EXPOSUll E TECllNIQU ES (shooting sketches),

MAGNAFl.UX Applicable Exposure No; Is On The Radiographic lleport Under Technique No

SKETCII #1 DOUBLE WALL SKETCII # 2 SINGLE WALL (1) #Delt will be of 1" increments for
joints 10" and under-

N I, .

i (2)#Delt will be of 2" increments for
gg joints 12" and above,'

'

(3) For cliptical techniques Pb aj .I j g .

f' location \ ' ' markers will be set in quadrants.' source
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PENETRANT INSPECTION REPORT
'

PeatTxfyTe&g _

-

MAGNAFlUX WILLIAM H. ZIMMER POWER PLANT '

PENETR ANT PROCEDURE NUMBER ACCEPTANCE CLASS ASME III
TECHNIQUE RECORD g gg 7 SPECIFICATION SPPM 4. 2,R [

*

,

t i

; CLIENT | A l.6 8 /2_ [A fc /A__ JAJ G
DESCRIPT10N f$1nu A L' kfAl T
MATERIAL k6 SURFACE CONDITION dBoux/B,

WELD PIPE PLATE VALVE FITTING ~ OTHER
,

PR E- CLEAN: -

MATERIAL - SKC-NF . METHOD - SPRAY L- WIPE DRYING TIME-5 MIN.
P ENETR ANT: -

MATERIAL - SKL-HF APPLICATION - BRUSH DWELL TIME-10 MIN.
PENETRANT R EMOVAL:
MATERIAL - SKC-NF METHOD - WIPE, ' DRYING TINiE-5 MIN.(MAX )

~

DEV ELOPER:
MATERIAL - SKD-NF APPLICATION - SPRAY DEVELOPING TIME-7 MIN.
POST CLEANING:
MAT ERIAL - SKC-NF METHOD - SPRAY & WIPE

_.-

l'. e m View / Grid Not
identification Numb e r Accent Acc e ct R ema rks

/ EM/f Ga ten d Awna
l

| I i

|

I

| | | |
1 |
|
|

|

| | I I I

!

.

IMPected oy h Date /d 2 8 ~7 6''

, ,

.

|

l. __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _.___ _ _ _____ _ _ _____ ___
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KA/SER mn. H. ZIMMER NUCLEAR POWER STATION - UNIT #1
~

RADIOGRAPHIC REPORT
,

1EF: KE INo. N81 WELD NO. bM
1 "

WRD No. REPAIR NO.
-

j

| 3ESCRIPTION: I fI'hd N LINE NO. /d M d M/) / b
j IPECIFICATION: 8 IO N /, N l ACCEPTANCE CLASS: (/17M N

/d WALL THICKNESS: e _SY9f MATERIAL: 8 PIPE SIZE:

| # ELD PROCESS: St.iA V GTAW 7 , [r k MIG
- ' ~"

! 'T
! JOINT DESIGN: BACKING RING INSERT X OPEN

SOURCE: ISOTOPE: I fhO CURIES: [Y C. KVP/MA: PHYSICAL SIZE: , / / , /

EXPOSURE TECHNIQUE: SINGLE WALL DOUBLE WALL /) EllPTICAL

EXPOSURE TIME 7''s o 7#'I<C. SFD: //. OI' FILM /0BJECT INCHES: M >1 (

PENETR AMETE R: TYPE! SIZE /2 e U-M MATERIAL [[ $ PLACEMENT N. '/m
'jO MARKER /NO BELT YSHIMS: MATERIAL: f/3 THICKNESS r

/Il SIZE d 4 /o LOAD C t _. (_b/* - /4 TYPEFILM: BRAND<

SCREENS: FRONT *C/M BACK *r/O BACKING
_

DOUBLE DENSITY I 3 - 3 .s"VIEWING SINGLE / -

REMARKS: ISEE REVERSE SIDE) RT. DATE /C '/ Y - 7 6
..

/ s//// ./cp

* '"^ *,M # $ / + +o* +' *" *

J(MPA o-7 d # e'*i /

1 'tR 46?cn/O M5,V- /! .

.\.

- -

i /W /f' I,l5h ,V / uN
:,t-> d' "

:

y-o j' / |
'

c
I ::

=
I. =

j .c
,

CI |
'

c, ,

I I!lIII I $
i I !!!I F'

~

|| ||\ \ \ \
'

i !l i : ! ,i| | | | | i !I
_

'

-

wi n./G 7,, i./ ''. % p - .-
u.. . v. m . .,, , , u,, ,~. on y ., , / '

\ikL4/ g/S A !w '/'Ts::.) a ,/ /. / - 6/ ~'l f;/g . ,_e_ .

.- - . - _ _ - . _ _ - - . .- -. . _ - - - - _.
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fga%MN
EXPOSUll E TECilNJOU ES (shooting sketches).

MAGNAFLUX AppHeable Exposure No Is On The Radiographic Report Und. r Te. hnion. Nr>

SKETCil ll! DOU BLEJA T T - SKETCil #2 SINGLE WALL (1) # Belt will be of 1" increments for-

4 ,n joints 10" and undero

H d I
(2)# Belt will be of 2" increments for

j g g\ joints 12" and above.

location N
(3)For eliptical techniques Pb //-

cource markers will be set in quadrants.
ma rke rs film u (4) A "O" will be stamped or etched

,

i on the opposite side of the weld.co-
f inciding with the fl belt.source,

\ penetrameter l @( . (5) All repair shots will be taken'

I using the same technique as the
original radiograph.

-O
,

. penetrameter **

V

SKETCll ll3 ELIPTICAL 1 SKETCil #4 SINGLE WALL SKETCII // 5 WPQ COUPONS
A B C

AWS PLATE ASM E PLATE2" pipe 63/4" 20" 11/8' -

l2
3" pipe 77/8" 30" 1 1/4' 90 film set film set

^
cource T 4 g -u 3

7: 7////f///////// ?///////f///f//},C 1

| @ g c:::3 8 C3 D|

g g;l *
. lI, .

.
. ,

|j ', q g e-s ou rc e,

!#'/y, , |< sfd 20" or 21"M *.

penetrameter * o I Pb ma rker ,

[ g;gID ;. g , g,g So

L penetrameters.>
- % penet rameters **-

source : -"
s

** 3 uniformly spaced penetrameter n
D g;g

120 apa rt, where access to I. D.of pipe
L * 3" and under, penetrameters will is' impractical a film side penet.rameter < *** Source to film distance.be placed perpendicular to the weld, will be used,

, _ . - . .



I,-
3 ;. .

**Nso.nosen6Ls KAISER ENGINEERS, INC.
Moscow, Ohio 0 3

/

'[[
*

M~R* N O' 45034/J/
- MATERIAL RECEIVED REPORT T -

/ //THIS ORDER IS: < pg g,,

COMPLETE .

AT COMPLETE Eg P. O. NO.: - @M N 7/

' HEC. DAMAGED Cl REO. NO.:

DAMAGE REPORT NO. /M OATE RECEIVEO: /8' 7 C Anaita
% 2 T)i , [xP.4 r

ORDERED FROM: //p. h/. Er //o < < O>. ' ' ' ' " " ' ' ' " *- .co3S
' ''

anMasssitt*

& /.//,.c/m P oe h WA. wcr* M MO.

PARCEL Post O ATE

SHIPPED BY: 8Am4~ m eng,aso 'f aur, ,

e.g S81976,

COLLECT AuT. 6

A All LlN E

SHIPPED TO: @M 3.O PACKING SUP NO.: L/3I- 4#. * 98'")
X C AR NO.

VIA: T>a ,4, Ern-ess % c- F.O.B. POINT: ooct No.

[440, QUANTITY UNIT OESCRIPTION LOCATION ACCOUNT NO.
U

96s.c 7Z 4 -a<cN/a P,swa

&3 .% ?,se Assw Le
. FLela i.ay

'~ a :.s it.w,,

Vaxoon kAs k h.ko o.v

P//. /31 -tJ (< Ton M%)
-

,

e_ m. F.4 A - s- |
m

,

| Q tz 7s bsD
/h kbn s op M><oon h

_ _ _ _ .

I 'P i L. % - a) l'ihn 3S')2

i
._ _

-

. _ _ _

|C
_..

.

I

oc.c. nO. INSPECTED TO 6d ,-6_ 4. /d d ~
,

Mii6iA). 2.lZ_l.. & I ' " " " " *'

B M NO- DAT5?E.?.1_b'ESTAMP 5 M
m issr..,-u.sver.

REO. ORIGINATOR .

c uT,Assu. ~ct,~s.tC1c, . -c o s, s e,..g 3,3,,,, .

. . . - . .
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REMIT TO:
PULLMAN KELLOGG

Dnnsron of Pullman incorporated PULLMAN KELL 0GG
p|p|hG F asalCattom . wl LL I Ana s.,o n T P L a8s t P.O. BOX 1007

P uoin t 187 323 9991 * =ILL I A"SPolit; PA. 11708 WILLIAMSPORT, PA. 17701
,,,,,. ,

OUR OROER No. CUSTO OROER NO. INVOICE NO. PAGE 1 0F ,[_''

7936 2171 DATE OF INVOICE
F.O.B.

i

TERMS

SOLD PACKING LIST NO.
TO DATE SHIPPED 9"7

SHIPPED BY Pullman'Kellogg

SHIPPED FROM Williamsport, PA 17701

CONSIGNED AS 14 pCs Pipe Assembly
* Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company Q 1gths of Pipe]

- Columbus and Southern Ohio Electric Company
The Dayton Power and Light. Company

SHIPPED
Amt M. E. A. Bor,gmannTO
Zimmer Power Station CHARGES PREPAID

L acute 52, near rioscow, OH 45153 WEIGHT

w/Z3-7935ks#131-h
ROUTE Daily Express CAR NUMBER

ITEM PCS. MARK NO.OR FOOTAGE DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE TOTAL PR

SYSTEM #26
,1 1 1-nF-28AA3-3 F-347 3"

SYSTEM #28
.2 1 1-TF-31AA2 -132/(,901 F-283 2"
.3 1 1-PS-25B3-137f0M / F-288 3"
.4 1 1-hT-OlA4-253117 7 7 F-303 4"

.5 1 1-bT-43AB3-145/ F-389 3"
.G 1- 1-hT-21D25-152/870 F-396 2"
.7 1 1-hT-42A4-162/97fD F-406 4"

.0 1 1-TF-19ACG-2622/4/ F-433 6"

.9 1 1-TF-19B10-267g F-436 10"
I SYSTE:t #53

.10 1 1-511-02C4-75 /6 /f / F-1574 4"

.11 1 1-S!!-02C4-79/6 / 7/ F-1578 4"

.12 1 1-SH-02D3-91; /7/f8 F-1588 3"

1-S!!-02D3-96A/9f[81
.13 1 F-1593 3"
.14 1 1-S!!-02E2 -97j9[, F-1594 2"

haco: 11' Lengths of Pip D /7
.Y j 3" S/160 S:1LS Pipe (Stock PO 74-7, It D, 3'!fMM N.6 1 c.

) Ht #129994) (F-1525, It 6) (SA106-B) '

S ,,X 2 /7 @)
-

.7 1 ) 2'0" j ( 4" S/80 SMLS Pipe (Stock PO 74-28, It H, (
D I N He #LO2643) (F-1525, It 4) (SA106-B)

kk k 6" S/40 SMLS Pipe (Stock PO 75-14, It D,3' 1 4'0"

q Ht #N141G6) (SA106-B)
1hg.9 8'0" g 8" S/40 S:!LS Pipe (Stock PO 73-44A, It G,

1 k (g Q Ht #21758) (SA106-B)3
.10 4'0" 6" S/80 S:!LS Pipo (Stock PO 74-26,It 2,p

Q ? He #L84439) (F-1525, It 3) (SA106-B)
,11 1 a N 2'0" 8" S/80 GM.LS Pipe (Stock PO 73-44A, It H,N A-

M W o4)fr-1525, It 2)frA-106-B)- u*

12 1 % 20'C" N 10" S/80 S'!LS Pipe (Stock PO 73-44, l' /7Uf
_

'E DI ilt #232661) (F-1525, It 1) (SA-106-B)ItL,(' '

h b% 6'0" \13 1 12" S/120 S::Ls P:.pe Wob M35, Po 1A, It 10!,NN Ht #64032) (SA333-6)
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l. 0 PURPOSE

This Nonconforming Material Control Procedure is to provide instructions for
the detailed implementation of Quality Assurance Procedure No.16, Ncnconfor.ing
Material Control. IIt describes the system for processing the Nonconforma: ice
Report from the point of its inception until it is finally dispositio:a:d. It
further describes the system of reporting which provides project status of
Nonconformance Reports.(NR's). -

. _ . . . .. . . . . . . . .

-

2.0 RESPCMSIBILITY '

.

The Quality' Assurance Department or Field Engineering may initiate NR'u. hualit.
Assurance is responsible for the initiation of periodic status reports, which
provido all parties concerned with information pertaining to the distmition,

status of NR's. .

s.

,The Engineer associated with each discipline. shall be respo :sible fpr providing
the technical disposition of Nonconformance reports. This will include a
disposition of accept as is, rpwork, repair, or reject, along with the neces-
sary instructions to implement the disposition. The Engineer providints t.he-

j technical disposition shall not be the 1%ia' tor .of._the..NR _The Picld Imjincer
,

2
j associated with each discipline is responsible oTifdeiWg*theachttse-e St

' corrective action statements on NonconforI:iance[ W' pores].] { |j Ile g '

;|
1

^ * ~~[^ %/ }]OL ON Lg/
-

- 3.O PROCEDURE ! }H w.?ur M
~3.1 Initiation of the NR.

NOT TO DE f! SED FOR
-

...
A Nonconformance Report will be i,nitiated in the following instances:.

i PHYSICAL CONSIMTmN3.1.1 Whenever a plant material, piece of equipment" or por' tion or * con- ,
i.

struction work deviates from the specified tEhnical-II:aiw na '

.

drawing, specification, S&L standard or an approved Inspection Plan..*

3.1.2 Whenever certified test results deviate from specified requirements. ;

3.1.3 In the absence of a clearly specified Accept /Roject Standard, when- I
ever an observed condition on a plant material, piccc of equi; ment |,t
or portion of construction work is a substantial deviation rem what |,,

is considered the industry standard for acceptance. .

.. ,

3.1.4 When a picco of equipment or installed material has been damaged.
.

.

.
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.

3.1.5 In cases where required docu= cats are not available and a . _
_- Document Deficiency has f ailed, the supplier QAE will initiate

's.n NR. .

,
.

. .
-

3.1. 6 CCLE Test Croup =2y initiate an NR whc= test results deviate from
.

specified requirements. These NR's vill be di= positioned Rework
.. by CGLE Test . Engineering and signed by Sponsor Engineer prior to

trans=ittal to 12I.S.D.C. for processing. NR's requiring *Mitierial~"
.

'
Review. Board action (Accept-As-Is/ Repair Disposition) vill be-

'

trans=itted to S.D.C. for processing prior to transmittal to S&L
via CGGE.

. .

3.2 The 'iaitiator fills out blocks one through nine in accordance with instruc-
tions set forth in Appendix 1.

.
.

3.3. The inspector or QAE, upon initiation of the Nonconformance Report, vd.11
notify the QA S.D.C. NR Controller who vill log in the NR and assign a
III Control Eu=ber. The Inspector vill initiate a yellow " Hold" Tag /-.

orange " Deficiency" Tag or white "Seis=ic Violation" Jag noting the Control
Uu=ber and a brief description cf the nonconfor=ance in the rc= arks section
of the tag. If the nonconfor=ing,itc= or condition requires that the iten
be segregated or further use/installatic: be ter=inated, the Inspector vill
apply a yellow " Hold" Tag. If the nonconfor=ing ite= or condition does not.

require segregation or that the use/ installation be . terminated, then the
Inspector shall apply an orange " Deficiency" Tag. If the nonconfor=ance
is a Seis ic Violation-between syste=s or ce=ponents in. Seis=ic Category 1
Buildings as defined in the specifications, the ite=s in violation will be-

identified with a white "Seistic Violation" Tag. ' The tag is "R',' sta= ped
and then affixed to the =aterial, equipnent or work in a conspicuous area.
All ' inspection documents are to ref erence the NR Uu=ber and "R" Stamp. The
Inspector notifies the Cognicant Superint endent for the purpose of quaran-
tining =aterial as necessary.

.

NOTE:
-

A description of the tags authoriced for use by the III
Inspection Depart =ent can be found in Quality Assurance
Procedure (QAP) 15. These tags are to be applied or
rc=oved only by 12I QA.,

'

3.4 Except as provided in 3.1.6, the initiator brings the signed NR to the
Incpection Supervisor or Cognicant QAE for his review. . The Inspectinn ; Super--

visor and Cognicant QAE will initial in block six, indicatin his concurrence,
and forwards the NR to the S.D.C. NR Controller.

3.5 The S.D.C. NR Controller' issues NR Control Number. The NR is then entered
on conputer status report. .Preli=inary distribution of NR is made and green

'

copy retained f or ref erence.

3.5.1 Material at R'eceivin Inspection will' not be issued a NR Number until
af ter Construction Engineering Disposition. Material at Receiving
Inspection dispositioned "Rej ect" will move on the III Control Nu=ber
and NR Tor = vill be stamped " Inspection Report".

.

.

e

7 - -,,
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-

. .
~~ . .q.' . .

3.5.2 1m's written on ' Essential Syste=s/Co=ponent's shall be given an "E"
5:cf.ix nu=ber. .

.

_ h. .
-

.
*

. . , .
,

3.5.3 NR's.vritten on Eon-Essential Syste=s/Co=ponents shall be given an,
"N" prefix ~nu=ber.

,
.

3. 5. 4, NR's whitten reporting a seis=ic violation between syste=s or
'co'=ponEnts shall be given a 6000 series nu=ber.--

;. , . - p
. .

3.5.5 hT.'s .viitten on a sys:c=/Subsyste=/ Area that has been turned
s .

over for , pre-operational tes;ing sb-' be given a 5000 series nu=ber.,

..%
-- .

3.6 Tnere =ay be instances where a Honcenfo=ance Repo'rt has been initiated ,
.

in error, due to interpretation or judge =ent cf borderline conditions, '
duplicatien, - or where a nonconfo=ing condition has been corrected by the
Construe: ion Depart =en: cf ter a verbal or v-itte= co==unication f ro= the
Quality Assurance Depart =ent. In these instan:es, cancellation of the NR c:ust
be approved ~oy-the EJK Site Qurlity Assurance Mcnage and the CG&E QA
Manager.''Af ter this approval, "the 12 shall be sta= ped, " Cancelled". A
sta: c=ent indicating the justification for being. cancelled shall be recorded
on an attachment for= (attached), signed and dated by the QA Managers. A

'

corresponding' entry will be =ade nex: to the control nu=berin the Site
Docu= cat . g. A copy of the cancelled la and the justification for= v!J1
be retained in the Site Docu='ent Center, a copy re:urned to tha d * iator for -

his info =ation and records, and a copy sen: to CG&E QA.

When an NR i[ :o be ' 'evised, because o'f' change in disp'osition, caAs'e 5r3.7 r

corrective action, the im vill be sta= ped " Superseded by Rev. No.", and
signed and dated by the cogni:. ant EJK Discipline Quality Engineer. Tne -

superseding NR shall retain the original 12 nu=ber and shall indicate the
nex; revision..nu=crical nu=ber.

4.0 _ DISP 0SITION 07 NR _

--

4.1 Tne original NR is trans=itted to Construction Engineer or his designee
f for disposition. Tne Construction Engineer vill assign Field Engineer -

! associated with each discipline to octe=ine the proposed disposition of
the NR and,the cause and corrective action.. The Qi2 vill provide all
pertinent info mation available that vill aid in the disposition. The

*
.

disposition of each nonconfor=ance shall fall under one of the following
categorics: ;

4.1.1 Accent-As-Is - A Material Review Board disposition indicating that
a Nonconfo=anc.e does not substatially affect saf ety, interchange- i
ability service lif e, or perf ernance; and that the caterial can be
used for, its intended purpose. '

r

| 4.1.2 Revork - A construciton Engineering disponition that a noncon-
for=ance can, through subsequen part replacccent, reprocessing
or co=pletion of the recuired operations, be brought into <

confomance with drawing and specificaiton requirenents.
(Docuncate: ion rework vill be used for docu=entation deficiencies.)

_. . _ . _ _ _ _.

_ _ . _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ - - .
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. .

4.1.3 Renair - A Material Review Board disposition, which per=its the-

"

reprocessing, or co=pletion of =aterial to bring it into an
, acceptable condition, although it still departs fro: criginal..

design requirements. .
-

4 .1. '4 Rej ect - noncenforcing materail disposition that provides that
the ite= is unsuitable for its intended purpose and econe=ien11y

. . . - * or f easibly incapable of being reworked or repaired.. . . . . . .

4.2 The Construction Engineer vill review and approve the disposition plus the
cause and corrective ac' tion statements and sign the NE' in disposition
block (11) .*

4.3 Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions recuire Review Scard action. 'The
Review Board is conprised of the HJE Construction Engineer, CG&E QA.
Engineer, EJE QA Engineer, the CG6E Sponsor Engineer, and the S&L' Design

i Engineer, (for Essential Mater 1al or Equipnent Only). In case di the ASME
.

Sectibn III Nuclear Code Nonconfor=ances an Authori=ed Inspector must be
included on all Accept As "Es and Repair dispositions. Rework and Red cet

' dispositions do not require S&L or COLI Sponsor Engineer signature. Final
disposition of the MR3 vill be by unanimous dec,ision.

.-
...

4.4 Cause and Corrective Action - Field Engineer associated with each
discipline shall be responsible for providing cause and corrective action
statements on hT s. The corrective action statement may be noted as,

"Not Required" in the case of def ective supplier furnished equipment or;

! in the case of non-repetitive type deficiencies.
,

.

4.5 When Review Board Action is required, the Construction Engineer shall
transmit the original NR to CGLE's QA, who vill be responsible for
obtaining the signatures of CG&E's .and S&L's Review member. '

4 .,6 SLL approval ca) be authorized by one of the following methods:
i

4.6.1 Signature of the person or organization orig nally reviewing the
document.

, ,

*
*

. -

4.6.2 Fac, simile reproduction with signature of the person or organization,

! originally reviewing the document. This facsdrile reproduction
-

may be used to accomplish the work.
p

4.6.3 Verbal approval by telephone of the person or organication I

originally reviewing the document. Upon receiving verbal approvci, i,

! the . Cognizant Engineer notes the date of telecon and the name of the
person approving. This docunent may be used te=porarily to
acco=plish the work; however, original signatures must be obtained

tthrough the nor=al channels for for=al approval. '

,

.

.
.

D
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5.0 PhdORK AND REPAIR

5.1 When a rework o'r repair disposition has been recommended and approved, the
NR Controller will make the appropriate distribution of approved copies and
update Computer Status Report.

5.2 The Lead Inspector will instruct the Inspector to pl' ace a " Rework / Repair"
tag next to the " Hold Tag", " Deficiency Tag", or " Seismic Violation Tag".

5.3 The Construction Manager will arrange for the work to.be done by Construction
,

5.4 Upon receipt of the wor 2' author 4zation, the cognizant superintendent
schedules the work and notifies inspection.

5.5 After verification of acceptable rework or repair the Inspector signs off
Block 13 of the original NR copy at the Site Document Center and removes
tags that apply to that NR.

Note: The disposition instructions may requir,e more than one organication to
* perform or witness a Test / Inspection on an item. In this case, a

signature verifying acceptance by each, organization is required in *

Block 13.

6.0 CLOSE OUT OF NR'S

6.1 NR's dispositioned " Accept-As-Is" will be closed by S.D.C. NR Controller
after required r,eview board signatures are obtained., NR's,dispositioned
"Rcwork" or " Repair" will be closed after HJK Inspector or QE signs Block
13 on NR ver.ifying work complete.

t

6.2 The S.D.C. NR Controller clears the original NR Form by placing a " Closed"
stamp on the NR and entering the date on the NR and in the index. The
comput'er status report is then updated showing the NR closed out. The NR
Controller will make the appropriate distribution of the closed NR.

7.0 DISPOSITION DISAGREEMENTS
. *

In the event the inspector disagrees with the approprieton,ess of the disposition, i
,

the channel for resolution shall be as follows: I

.

a.) The inspector submits an inter-office memo to the inspection manager stating freasons for the disagreement.

|
| b.) The Inspection Manager will review and provide resolution to the inspector. R.ll
1 '

| c.) If the inspector is not satisfied with resolution provided by the inspcetion j
| manager, he may r,cqucst reconsideration by submitting an inter-office memo *

to the HJK Sito QA Manager requesting reconsideration together with the
;

reason for the request.
,'

d.) The UJK Site QA Manager shall provide final re' solution of die answer to the
inspector. Copics will be forwarded to tlio CGsE QA Manager, KEI Director

iof Quality Assurance Programs, and KEI VP-Power Division.
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8.0 !!R STATUS REPORT
,

4

8.1 Records of NR status are retained by the SOC NR Controller and a tabulation
published and distributed weekly and monthly. The NR Report will include the

,

following information.
. 'j

I
8.1.1 Master NR Report. - 1;umerical listing of all NR's. May be sorted by

system. - " R.1:
, i

8.1.2 Open NR Report - !!umerical listing of all open NR's. May be sorted
by system or disposition code.

, ,
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- APPENDIX I .-

_ . . . .

INSTRUCTIONS FOR FH.EING OUT T'd2 UR FORM

Block 1 Drawing / Installation No.; Initiator enters the identifying nu=ber
of the nonconfor=ing ite=. This may be the Equipment Number, Serial
Number, Lif: Nu=b er , etc. .

Block 2 Drawing Installation Name: Self explanatory
;

Block 3 To be co:pleted on all purchased materials or subcontracted work.
Not applicable on RJK Site Work.

Block 4 Supplier Contractor Name: Self Explanatory .

Block 5 Inspection Plan No.i As applicable..
,

Bloch 6 inspector Name: Self explanatory

Block 7 Date: Self explanatory

Block 8 Specification Nu=ber : Enter the applicable job specification.
Desiraate ASME Material. Tes No

Bloch 9 De- sn of Nonconfor=ance: The description of the nonconfor=ance
is tne most i=portant aspect of the NR. The following guidelines shall
apply:

1. The deceription of the Nencenfor ance 'shall begin
-

with the location - building and elevation.

'

; 2. The Syste: Identification (ID) normally a two letter
ID - ES ,RE,WS ,1G , etc.

3. Requirement: In describing the requirement, the
Inspector shall ref erence the specification number,

| paragraph and requirement or Drawing Nu=ber, dimen-
| sion and tolerance.
I
!

l 4. The description of the discrepancy shall follow the
ref erenced requirement. The inspector shall write
legibly using good technical style in describing
the def ect. When necessary for clarity, a photograph

or free hand sketch should be referenced on an attach-
ment to the NR.

See attached example of NR form.
1

"

| Block 10 Disposition: The Engineer associated with the discipline enters the
j words Accept-As-Is, Repair, Rework or Rej ect.

Dispositkon' is.structions : The Engineer associcated with the discipline [Block 11j
! enters instruction.,

!
t

Exaenle A Rework - Cc poncnt to be for' arded to Cincinnati Milneron| .
s

sy's Inc. , for ' drilling per CE letter of instruction dated 3/22/72.
,

[- Exacnic B Repair - Chip out all honeycombed concrete and grout pers

[,- att:ched M?2 approved procedure.
|\
t, *

_
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Exa= ele C Accept-As-Is - 71ushing eparations 01.'1 provide1
cdequate cleanlidess. i

i -*
, . x. r,

,

%Block 12 P.aterial Review Board: ~Per Section 4.0: '
,

;'
-

Block 13 Repair and Revo,rk' Complete and At:cptable: ;This insphetion'is -

,

r.ade aftc: Recorh or F. epi.1 an set forth in the,es:c=ples 11 a and
,

b above is inspected a : . f oun t' acc eptable. ' If - a new nenconf or=ance-
,

is detected n: the rice 'ef thi reinspo tion. the inspe :or enterc
.

'

the nev !!R 1;u=ber in this. bleT.: and "R" sta=pr. above the signature
-

-

lin e. -

. .

.
-

.
* -

s <

. o
Eleck 14 Cause: Ynis is a desesip: on o'r the cIuse of 't.he ,nosconfer=ance

as de:cr=ined by the' Cons:ru::ic Engin eer. Ref erring to the def ect
,

s

exa=ples set forh 1: Ilock 9, typical cuase ntate:en:t t:ay / .,be as follove:* 1*
'

.
. - .

.
.-

a. Supplier oversight '

b. Insufficies: vib:cting
's. .

n .
~,

Block 15 Corre :1ve Action: rne C ::ee:ive Action Ett.te=ent is,t d escriptiv e
,

action whieb should be taker. to prevent recurrence of,..the discrepancy.
It is no: : be confuset with the dis ;osition s:ste=en- in filock :11.
7)pict.1 corrective 'attie f er the above ~cause ray be ^. "This proble= . cGas observed rich the. centre e pour fcrc:an. Ile has cada shift--- ,

'
-4

reassignments to br. lance the nu=ber of expeiicntef c$n: frere vorf.crs ,"
'

on off-shif:s." N p
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.0 PURPOSE

This Nonconforming Mc a ial Control Procedure is to provide instructions for the
detailed implementatioa of Quality Assurance Procedurc No. 16, Nonconfoming Material
Control. It describes the system fur processing the Nonconformance Report from the
point of its inecption until it is finally'dispositioned. . It further describes the
system of reporting which provides project status of Nonconformance Reports (NR's).

.

.0 RCSPONSIBILITY

The Quality Assurance Department or Field Engineering may initiate NR's. Quality
Assurance is responsible for the initiation of periodic status reports, which provide
all parties concerned with infomation pertaining to the disposition status of NR's.

The Engineer associated with each discipline shall be responsible for providing the
technical disposition of Nonconformance reports. This will include a disposition of -

accept as is, rework, repair, or reject, along with the necessary instructions to in-
plcnent the disposition. The Engincer providing the technical disposition shall not be
the initiator of the NR. Tne Field Engineer associated with each discipline is re-
sponsible for providing the cause and corrective action statements on Nonconformance
Reports.

,

;.0 PROCEDURE *

3.1 Inftiation of the NR.

A Nonconformance Report will be initiated in the following instances:

3.1.1 Whenever a plant material, piece of equipment or portion of construction
work deviates from the specified technical limits of a drawing, specification,
S&L standard or an approved Inspection Plan.

, .

3.1.2 Whenever certified test results deviate from specified requirements.
|

| 3.1.3 In the absence of a clearly specified Accept / Reject Standard, whenever an'

observed condition on a plant material, piece of equipment or portion of
construction work is a substantial deviation from what is considered the

i industry standard for acceptance.
7 \ _ - -

When a picec of equipment or installcc ma[cM1 $%ce,*gge3.1.4 l

MORMiGON ON3
NOT To BE USED FOR.

| PHYSICAL CONSTRUCTION.

__

L
_ _ ___ -_ __
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3.1.5 In cases where required documents are not available and a Docu=ent
Deficiency has failed, the supplier QAE will initiate an NR.

3.1.6 C.G.LE Quality Assurance and/or Engineering Personnel may direct the'

initiation of a Non-conformance Report by identifying the Non-confor=-
ance to a HJK Q.A. Inspector. The EJK Inspector will initiate the NR gras indicated in appendix I. Under description he will start with'"as ---

noted by (give na=c), of C.G.6E" and then continue with the Non-confer-
Q::-=ance description. The NR will be processed as per this procedure with..

the exception that the C.C.&E originator will be placed on distribution
by the HJK QE Perfor=ing the Review.

3.1.7 C.C.&E Test Group :iay initiate an NR when test results deviate fro =
*

specified require =ents. These NR's will be dispositioned Rework by
C.C.6E Test Engineering and signed by Sponsor Engineer prior to
trans=ittal to HJE S.D.C. for processing. KR's requiring Material ,

Review Board action (Accept-AS-IS/ Repair Disposition) will ba trans=itt-
ed to S.D.C. for processing prior to trans=ittal to S&L via C.G.6E.

3.2 The initiator fills out blocks one through nine in accordance with instructions
set forth in Appendix 1.

3.3 The Inspector or QAE, upon initiation of the No' cenformance Report, willn
notify the QA S.D.C. NR Controller who will log in the NR and assign a RJK
Control Number. The Inspector will initiate a yellow " Hold Tag / orange
" Deficiency" Tag or white "Seis=ic Violation" Tag noting the Control Nu=ber

.

and a brief description of the nonconfor=ance in the re= arks section of the
tag. If the nonconfor=ing ite= or condition reouires that the ite= be

' segregated <or further use/ installation be ter=inated, the Inspector will apply
a yellow " Hold" Tag. If the nonconforming ite= or condition does not require
segregation or that the use/ installation be ter=inated, then the Inspector
shall apply an orange " Deficiency" Tag. If the nonconformance is a Seis=ic
Violation between systems or components in Seis=ic Category 1 Buildings as
defined in the specifications, the items in violation will be identified with
a white "Scismic Violation" Tag. The tag is "R" stamped and then affixed to
the material, equipment or work in a conspicuous area. All inspection docu-
ments are to reference the NR Number and "R" Sta=p. The Inspector notifies the
Cognizant Superintendent for the purpose of quarantining material as necessary..

NOTE: A description of the tags authori:ed for use by the HJK Inspec-
tion Department can be found in Quality Assurance Procedure
(QAP) 15. These tags are to be applied or removed eniv by HJK QA.

,

3.4 Except as provided in 3.1.7, the initiator brings the signed NR to the Inspec-
tion Supervisor and Cogni= ant QAE for his review. The Inspection Supervisor
and Cognizant QE will initial in block six, indicating his concurrence,'and
forwards the NR to the S.D.C. NR Controller.

!

3.5 The S.D.C. NR Controller issues NR Control Nu=ber. The NR is then entered on j
computer status report. Preliminary distribution of NR is made and green
copy retained for reference.

3.5.1 Material at Receiving Inspection will not be issued a NR Nu=ber until
af ter Construction Engineerine Disposition. Material at Receiving
Inspection dispositiones." Reject'will move on the HJK Control Nu=ber and,

NR Form will be stamped " Inspection Report",
___

.
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3.5.2 n's vri::c:

~I:se :a1 sys: s/Compone::'s sha.*1 be given ar. "I"

.

c:*

pref'. iuuber.'-

. -

., ,L:. .- - .
.

,
-

3.5.3 .
.

E's . ri::en on No:-Isse :hi Sys:e=s/Cc=poneats shal.1 be given an
.

,
,

"N" pref 1: cu=ber.
-

3.5.4. ,N?.'s g i :e= repor.:i=g a sei::1 ..
.

vielz: ion be veen sys:c :c
o.mponents shall be gives a 6000 series .c=ber. . -

or
....t s. -

. -,,
., . .

3.5.5 h?.'s.d e:e= o: .

a sys:e:/subsys:e:/>. ez : hat has bec tu=ed .over fer , pre-operatic t"..,

:esting sha.11 be given a 500C series ==ber.. . .;-..
! 3.f

nere =ay be !=szances where t Ko::: f:= ::e Report has bec f.=1:1sted
--

1: e.:'::: , due :: in: :pretz:bs .c: judgeet-
cupiitz:O:, er vhere z. ::::::f =in; ceniitic:cf borderline cc:di:1= s,

'.

has bee: cor e: ed by theCens:ncti:n Lept;; en: af e: a verbt; ::
--1: c co _ ica:10: fro: theQuii:7 J.ssu::: e Dept.:::ent.

~: these i=stz::es, cancel.latic: =f the n =ustbe approved- ey .:he I.~.7. Site Qur ".ity J.ssu==:e P.znage:,Pa.sa g e . T : c: and Obe OGEI QAthis app;cval, the E sha.11 be sta: ped, "0ance* *.cd".4

s: steres: indict:1=g the justifict:6: A
S: bei g cancelled shti.; be re rdedj

ch a= a::a:h=e - for: (t:: ached), s';:ed a. d ca ed by the QA P.aragers.cer espendi=* e:::y vi'.1 be :.ad e me.:: J-
'

:: the cc :rol su=beri: the Site'
.-

meu: es: Leg.
A copy of the etche. lief E a.:d the justi. fica:ics fe:n v1.1

'

be re: Lined i the Site Docu=en:
his 1:.for a: ion and ree :ds, and a : py se.itCente:, a copy re:urned to the i:.i:12:::

,

f or ...
to OO&E QA.. '

' 3.- Vne: a:
E 's to be revised, because of change is disposition, cause orcorre::ive at ic .,'

sigand a:d da:ed by the cognut. -the E vill be s:c= ped " Superseded by Rev.No.", and
*,

supersedi:; N7. shtil re zin the erig::.t;I..K Oisciplice Quality Ingh eer. '"h e -

nex. revisie:..===erieti . u=, er. E :=ber and sha.i.*. indierte the;

b
..

I. . C '-S.*.e....".. m r..,.
,

.--s
, o.

.
. !

| 4.1 Le origi=tl FI is ::ansni::ed :: l.Cc=s::u::ic: Ingineer c: his designee! fe; disposition.
L e Cens: :::ie: Ingines: vill assig: yield I ginee:

associa:ed vi h each discipline te de.e=ine the proposed disposition of |y
'

-

the NK and the cause and corre::ive a:: ion. [per:inen: '6fo=ation available tha: . I'he QAI v'' provide al.1 8'
'

.

vill aid in the disposition.
disposition of each none==fer:ance shril fall under one of the following f;"' e, =
catercries: ;!. .~

{. , '| 4.1.1 p.eces:-As-Is
A P.a:erizi Reviev Board disposition i= dica i=g that| Honconf er - c.e coes . substa:hily aff e : lit

safe:7, i=:erchange-
.

f

abili:y service lif e,; '

c: perf orzatec; and tha: the sa:erial can be j

.

|
, used f or.1:.s intend ed puro. ose.

..
t .'!

| 4.1.2 ~; .r. M: - A cens : : cit: 10; . ecri:g di.spo:itic: that a noncon-|

.

,

.t
1

f o===ce can, th:: ugh su:secuc=. pt : :
c: ce=pletic: repla c e= en t , reproc es si=g ji

l of the rc:;u:.:cd eper:: ions. be brough: i=toconfomance with dravin; and spe:ificaiton reccire e::s. ]'

.(Docu=en.stic rev::k ed.'. be used for dace =entatie- d a'' ' -# ~
#

'' '4.

|

|
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4.1.3 3_._._ _ v. .e <.s.. . <. sev4c so--# d d_s p o . '. ..' a. , s-'.d .'.. p e~. _.' . ,, _n e
.
-

. - . .. .

._.t s _.. _. . e. 4 . .... e. m .,..a.3e _ o ,. e . , , w 4.. _
, . c .,4 .-. .4...,. . . , a... , . . . . - . .

. acceptable cend':icn, althsts: it s:1.'.1 depar:s fr== orig - Od

d e e. .' .e,u'.r_ ..s. .. e .

4.1.L =..ese.. - 1...-~.~e..'.- ~. ~. e ...' '. ' ' p o s ' ._* e- _ ~'.m-~. e. e v.' A e.. ' . . - .--. . . _ - _

the i:c= is u sui able f or its inte=ded Yurpos e and ecen==i-- ' ' y.

* c f easibl-:..f..-.,,.. incapable of be :g reverked or repa. ired...
_

..
.

4 . .>. . b e Cc .. .. a - . '.o _ T _ ' n e <... -_' .' . _ . '_ <_. -- ' a . e v e .h e d 's po s _' . .' c_ .'a s .%..e
_. ,_

.
-

ca.. ., e ., > c c _. _. _. _ < .. e a . . < ._.._ s . a e= c: _ ., m, ;. s_ _ .he . . a. -_s p,, ,. s < c .a, v ><... - ___. .._ . . . ...

*bloch (11).

4.3 Accer.,:-As-Is and Re: air diso. siti :s rec.ui e Revie - I.sard actics. *n e.
.ge.._ c.. o m. a. 4 ,. . . . . _. s ,. e : . .w. ,. -- r . .. _.. . a . v , _ .; _, , ,, _ - - ;. n, u.

. . s . . . . .. .. , c. ,. .. .. .

~
-

.; _ _ _ ,

r ,.,.e2e. , v .. . . @ _- ' _- a_ _ . , .h.e * c_? a .- s-. _.3'.neer, .. d ..,a. 5 a- * >~ _-:. -,_ .v , _ . ._

-.,.< .e_, ( .se _. _ g g e _. . a_ a _v .. . _. . e_. _ s _- .. ...<._,.. c_.,y). .r _, .ege c.:w <. -. - -. . n c. ev...n. . . , . _, .-

S e. ._ _< x _ ,_ y u. . _3 , . . oce .e. ... : _.,.., . - _ g. . _ w, _ < . e- v,s.>...._ _... oe
___. . . _ _ _ _ . _ . . . . . .

4 ., ' d - * '
.

u ed. a. .''. A ef. :.s _s m-
> t..-,_<- 4 ' s po s '_ .' ~.s . R. es .r. cn 2 e- < ..e. . . . __ .. a .dispositiets d: no- rec.ti e S.&L c: 00&I 5.:::se: i.ncineer signature.. 71=alo*

f 4 .e. py e. a _4 .. c .c .% e tr-1 . . < ' * -o s ox,.
*

. ._. a ,ous c c ,. 4 .e.4.c..._ . ._. ._ . . .
,

......j .
.-

.

.

4.4 Cause and Corre::ive A::ie - Tie *.d Ingineer associated s-ith each
. d _,s c ,o. ;. ,m e s.na _ o c r eso. : s:.. ..::e :c: ::ev:.,.:.ng caus e anc. corr ecta.ve a.c ie:

.. . .
_ .

. .

.
'

.

s a:e=e::s on TR's. he c: ;e::ive a::':: sta: cmc =: cay be no:ei as
nyn.. .e ._.a_ e._ su .a. y.e ase c:. ce:.._a_ye s.a.,,ae_ a a,.ye. ...a.~-

-

. . ..
;

.
. .

r_ . _L __.. .

,: :ce cas e o:. net-r epe .,.::.ve :yp e c.e:_, ienc:..es.
. .

4.5 ,:-ne_. eya e som a. yc.a . < s ec._. _a_ ,;n - .. . . . . . . ..,
- e

-. n e .,,. _ s _ _. u. _aon =,_ _a .. s ..-
-

.

. _ . , . < . .ne c_.4 ,, -. .. .wa.-..s C,., .. ., t.. _3 ,_ oe espo,s_ e, .= e _.
<. -. . . - . . _ . . . . . ...

ob :.i .ing the signatures of C0&I's and S&L's Review me=ioer. -

4 .,6 SL; approve 1 =cy be au:h: ized by ne cf the f ollowi=;; methods,:

4 . 6 . '. ( _' a .t.. e c ' .n e p e so c . c a_ ' ..a . '.o o . ig _. .._' ' T. ev' ev' 4,_ - .b. a., . _ , _ _
.

Cocume3*..
-

.

.

4.6.2 Tacsi=ile reprodue: ion vi h signature of the person or org--<--:io:
c _. < a n ~ 3 .,. _ ey < c. .< ., .y e c o n e . . gt.s .ac < -< e _e _ogu.-a-. .

. _ . . _ .- .. . . ._ _.
.

=ay be used to acce=plish the work.

4.6.3 Ve-bal appreval by telephone of the persen or organizatic:
crigina'ly revieving the doc.:sent. Upon receiv1.ng verbal :pprov:.1,
th e . Co r:1:2:: Ingineer not e.s the date of telecon and the name of the
person approv:.ng. ~~ .is d o cum c=: =.2 7 be used te=perarily te
acce=plish the v k; however, ori;inal signatures =ust be ob=.cined
.". ou,5. .5. e n . ._ '. .'.......s 3.c. . ' - . ' . . ' app.ov-'.e .

.
.

. .
, . .

.
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5.0 * * * '.. r. . ' n". . S. .e o. n' ?. .
*

5.1
Wnen a rework er re.= air dis.cesi ion has been ree::= ended and aceroved, the
NR Cont.i oller will make the a.t.:rc.eriate distribution of a.c.croved cocies and

..

update Cc=puter . Status Reper:. .

5.2 The lead Inspector will instrue: the Inspector to . lace a " Rework /Re. air"
tag next to the " Hold Tag", " Deficiency Tag", or "Seisni Violation Tag".

The Cons'truction Manager ..aill arrange for the work to. be done by Construction
5.3

. -
.
,.' .

5. 4
Upon receipt of the work autherica:icn, the cognizan- superintendent

.! tchedules the work and notifies nspe: .icn.?
e
*

5.5
Af ter verification of acce.::able rework or repair the Inspe :=r sie.ns off.

I
Ricek 13 cf the original UK : py a the Site Do: =en:4

~ Center and removesta>s that a.c.tiv. to that h-t.
,

liete:

The dis.eosition instructiens na.v re uir.e more tha.. one orcanization to
..

| *

perform or witness a Test /Inspe : ion on a . iter..
.

In :nis case, aj signature verifyihg a=:epta.ce by each organi=ation is recuired in -5. -. 3-o .t.oc -a. -

6.0 C_ *~"'c? m. . *. * e ". 2. . * *.
. . . _

6.1
XR's dispositioned "Accep:-As-Is" will be closed by' S.D.O. 52 Ocntroller '

~

after recuired review board signatures are obtained. NR's dispositioned
"2ework" or " Repair" will be c.losed af ter EJK Inspe :Or or GI signs Block13 on NR ver.ifying work c =plete.

.

6.2
The S.D.C. NR Controller clears the cric.inal NR eorm bv. .clacin a " Closed"stamp on the NR and entering . e date on the NR and in the index.v

Thecomputer status report is then updated showing the NR elosed out. *he NRCo .::clier will make the appropr:. ate tiistribution of the elesed NR.
7. 0 .

Dis?ce-~. '.N m ".>m- .e.e.wev.as- . -- . .

.

In the event the ins.oector disa rees with the a.c.ero.oriateness of the disposition
.

the channel for resolution shall be as '!ollows:
.

' ,

i-

a.)
The inspe::er submits an inter-ofdice memo to the inspection manager stating .

reasons for the disagreement.
'
,

b.)
The inspection Manager will review and provide resolution to the inspe::Or. R.L' ;

c.)
If the incpector is not satisfied with resolution provided by the inspe:: ionma .sger, he may

r.ec.ue s re: nsideration bv. su:mittin: an inter-office seco
.

.

to -he HJK Site QA Mans:er requesting recensideration t0getner with tne
.

reason for the request.

d.)
,

The HJK Site QA Manager shall prbvide final resolution of the answer to theinspect:r.
00 pies will be forearded to t.5ie CO,&E,QA Manager, KEI Director

of Q,.:ality Assurance Prcgrams, and KE! VP-power Division.

.
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8.0 ...R.'~.,',~._c o. .v'.> m o.~.
- ~ - - .

'*
. .

!

8.1 Records of NR status are retained by the 500 NR Controller and a tabulation '

published and distributed weekly and monthly. The NR Report win include the
following information.

.
-

.j.

8.1.1 Master NP. Report - Numerical listing of all NR's. May be sorted by ;

sys:cm. l.
I

8.1.2 Open NR Report - Numerical listing of all open NR's. May be sorted l
by syste= or disposition ' ede. - |c
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. ..S e., . . m. e v. ., _ _. ... ,., C. . . ; h.: e. v . .u.- .. . .. m. . - . . . . . . .
v

.

Elock '. D: vi=g/ ins alla:ic: N=.; Ini:ia:c: ente s the iden:ifying 't=:be.-of the no::c fe =ing 1:c=. T.is ay be Ohe Iquip=c:: N*,:=b e , Se='
Uu=b e: , * Lf - Eu b e: , e.:.

.

Elock 2 dravi=g 1:s:alla:i== Na=e: Sel' exp'--a:= y
'

Ilock 3 ':o be ce=pleted c: all purchased =a:er'$'s c: subce:::ac ed work.
Not applicable on Z ,K Sh e *.;c:h.

31ock 4 Supplie: Cc==:ac c: Na:e: S elf Ixp' - a:ery
s

lloch 5 1: spec:10: ?la: No.: J.s applicable..

.

21oci. i !=see ::: Eame: Self e=:9 - ::-.e.
.

11och 7 La:e: Self c: planat: y
-n- e . y, 5 g e . < a .a . .- . .a . -n. yezy e.- . . = - . . _ . . b. , ,. , a e - , j n.. gy..<as -..<o_.p. mm.

.. . - -

De < . e a. ev. u .e.4.- , e,
. .-.--

... .. .. . . .a.-. v.n.
.

11ock e Lescription of Nen:crie =:. .:e: Tne description ef :he ::::::f or-- e
.. is the ==s: imp =: .a=: aspe: of the N?.. Tae follevi g guidelices s*-- ~ ~'

ar. l. :o

1. One descrip:ie: ef he Nonce fer=ance shall begi:.

with the locatic: building and elevarict.-,

~

2. Toe Sys:e= Ide::' fica:ict (ID) :or=all r a :vo le::e:
v.3 v c . r.r. , ,,.e . v.:. , .... . ....

3. Requir ement : in describing he require =e::, the
. :sp e. . - . . s . . -- .g.a,-...... - - - 5 , , p e. < a .s. . . . a . .. .. y..,....

.- . . . . ~ ..

paragraph and req::.rene:: o r Dravi g Nu b er , dimen.
sior. and ::.a e.ran c e.

.

4 7ne des :1ptics of the discrecan:v shall fc~lov -he
. .

ref erenced requhe e: . Tne inspector shall write '

legibly using g. cod :ech.ical s:yle in des::ibi=g
the defe :. k~nen necessary for clarity, a photograph

;

or free hand ske:ch should be referenced c: an attach- -

me:: to :.ne r. . .

t'
i

See attached exa: pie of h*R for=. 1

i

31ock 10 Dispo:i:ic:: The E gineer associated with the discipline e: e:s the i
verds A::ep:-As-Is , Repair, Ecwork c: Re.i c : . >

'

31cch 11 Oh positie: ins: ne:1:ns: Tae Ingineer associented v :h the discipline
e ...s .....,c.4 .... .. ... .

Ex:::le A Revork - Cc=ponc:: t o b e f o : .::d ed :o Cinc inna t i .''.11a cro:
, . . .:o c. m ,g pe. -- ~...e c.:

-

a n s ..:. a......on c .e. . . .. / .s n / < .~. .
. ., .. - . v- .... . - .

.

--m e-
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y.i.eC A . - a. . - As .s . .' .. '. 4 .- o p a . o- . d . s s-d ' ' - o.ede. . - - f.
aceque:e clez=lisess.

.

11och 12 M::erial .leviev 3eard: Per Sectie: 4.0

, . o . ). $ 3 g,_pe'. an d S..e.re .1. "- '. a_. e ..,. ' A- a.p .- k.,' e - m. e s d...pe *-.. 4-- . . . - . - . . ..
.

e.ade af c; ?.e.ork c: ?.epair as se: f orth '.r. the av- ples 11 a and
- -c zooy, e.s _ ,.pe..e.a . o . . . a . . e. . . .. .r , ,a: - : n e. . -,. - . .: c ~. - ., c e.-

. .. m. f.. . .. . . . . . -

is de:e :ed a: he ti e =f the re .spe::ic , the inspector enters
the new K?. Nu=ber 1: th s bioch and "?." s:t=ps above the signature-

lin e. . .

.
_

31och 14 Cause: l'ais is a descrip: ion of the cause of the note tfor=ance
as ge.e _. a.,e2 o; as .. s..a .<, , a,... ,s

.1-. e. . s...s. . . .h. e c e: e .. .. . . ,

:- :.ca- ...
.. . ..

. . . . .. . -
.

. ::as e stat eme :s =ayex.=pzes sa: :o:: :.: s ces :r .-
.

.. .oe as :o..sovs:.
-

.

a. S u e r ' '. *.. cv e. .c ' ..
'

. .

. 2., s t. : s. a . < ,_ . s.< a ._ a_s.o . . . - - _ . - . . 3
.

_ o r. 5 <. ..e..a.- ye ..<. . . . . ,. _.__._.a- ,..

..- ... . - . ;. v,. ..< - ...c:se . <, <. es-.a. -p av,.
.

. .. . ..
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t HEN RY J. KAISE R. CO. NONCONFORMANCE REPORT
WPA. H. Zlf.lf.iER POWER STATION N O. #0000 PAGE 1 0F 1

*
-

1. 0WG/l!JSTAL LAT10fJ fJ 0. 2. DWGlif1STALLATl0!J NA!4E: 3. P0/C0f4 TRACT !J 0. 4. SUPPLIER /C0f1 TRACTOR fJAf.:E:
! E-149-1 Rev. AL Electrical Installation 7070 Foothill Electric Company,

! 5. If2SPECT10fJ PLAfd NO.: G. IfJSFECTO R: 7. DATE: 8.SPECIFICATl0fd fJ0. AS!.1EN/A Will Comply 4/16/81 SPPM 4.6, R. 9
i YESO NO CD

9.0ESCRIPT10fl 0F fl0fJC0fJFORfAAllCE 10. DISPOSITION 11. DISPOSITION INSTRUCTIO!JS/JUSTIFICATIOff
,

i |
'

Location: Elev. 570' Reactor Bldg. - Location: Be as accurate and precise i

14' North of Column R-3 and 11' West as possible.... utilizing columns and
,

'

of Column R-3, 0 591' Elevation.
| wall lines, elevations, building (Reac-

;

,

-,

tor, Auxillary, Primary Containment, etc.'

System: Engineered Hanger
|

'

.

Identification #5H001 System: Identify the system, pipe, |;

equipment, etc. (WR: Reactor Building |
! Requirements: AWS DI.1-72, page #20 Closed Cooling Water) with available |

,

paragraph 3.6.5... undercut shall not identification knoim. |;

be more than 1/32" deep.'

C .W*d j
j

. -) Recuirements: Quote this requirement ;,
--

_

| Co.n, trary. to_ the_ A'.aove : South Vertical I61,_.I verbatim from your drawing, specifica- |

{lcr..Banc_Roldb=oveomriveundercut Q tion standard that your inspection cri-

reasuring 3/32" dcep :: 3/8" long on ; =s teria is based upon.
'

'J rMVertical Member Weldment. (
--

i
*

Describe the non-conformance (deviatien); ,

from the above requirement with a accur-l
ate and detailed informative deceriptien'

I of actual field condition that exists.( 1

12.REVIEWBOARD (REQUIRED ON ALL ACCEPT / REPAIR DISPOSITIONS)
'

'

KEl CONSTRUCTION ENGR. DATE
i

S T.l DATE CGKE SPONSOR ENGR DATE CGSE 0.A.&S. DATE KEl DAE DATE f
13. R E PAIR /R EWOR K C0f.1PLETE AND ACCEPTABLE i

:. <

f
INSPECTOR / ENGINEER DATE

14. CAUSE
15. CORRECTIVE ACTION

,
-

i . P

D
% .s

W ' '. y$ ~
'

\

Q)
'

>
% .

t

..-_ - -_, __ _

um e nu.u m.cust m.t.at m. a.i m. o^ rius soton.: C/N #0000 "#C ' O''" Na c^ "
su.. w n

!

. _ . . _ _ _ _. _ _ _ _ _ ____. _ _ - . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ __ ___ -,- __ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ ,
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. . .'.. .li . 7.1:'.*.F.F. *.*.4 L E AR hy P. ST AT 10:* MLTiHQS 12:STi.UCTION (QAC :1)
; t N'# ._Y
.

U.c.'.2 ' fio . r,;e
tiONCONrOR'4It;G iTATURI/sL CONTROL G-4, R9 1 of 8

..
~

: tins e t Lyg Ltirett%e Date**.

T.J. Oltc/J . P. Fialoney yy14 g

'CER. @ I * * , E#*#'. ' w f
,

'/ TEC Gen. Supt. ./- /9.{'/p.
!' *

.TT. Constr. Gen. Supt. o
.

/
1.0 PunPOSE -

This Nonconforming flaterial Control Procedure is to provide instructions for the
detailed impolmentation of Quality Assurance Procedure No. 16, Nonconfoming
Material Control. It describes the system for processing the Nonconformance
Report from the point of its inception * until it is finally dispositioned. It
further describes the system of reporting, which provides project status of
Nonconformance Reports (NR's). *

.

2.0 RESPONSIBLITY
~

-

. -

*

The Quality Assurance Department or Field Engineering may initiate NR's. Quality
Assurance is responsible for the initiation of periodic status reports, which
provido all parties concerned with information pertainin'g'to the disposition
status of UR's.

.

-

. .

The Engineer associated with each discipline shall be. responsible for providing
the technical disposition of Nonconformance Reports. This will include a dis-
position of accept as is, rework, repair, or reject, along with the necessary
instructions to implement the disposition. :The. Engineer providing the technical
dicoosition shall not be the initiator of the'~tIhhn-F4 eld Engineer associated
with cach discipline is responsible for providing 7th*epause)and.gorrpetive ~65tTonstatements on Nonconformance Reports. f"''" *' w h 0 FOR '

1;QWgg g y-

u PROCronRc

3.1 Initiation of the NR.
[g g BE USED FOR

.

ANonconformanceReportwillbeinitiatdjhgtg lo ,i. t :

3.1.1 Whenever a plant material, pieceT7c[iIirment-orPrii.cn_of construction
work deviates from the specified technical limits of a drawing,
' specification, S&L Standard of an approved Inspection Plan..

3.1.2 Whenever certified test results deviate from specified requirements .
"

3.1.3 In the absence of a clearly specified Accept / Reject Standard, whenever
an observed condition on a plant, material, picco of equipment or
portion.of construction work is a substantial deviation from what is ;

considered the _ industry standard for accontance.

3.1.4 Uhen a picco of equipment or installed material has been damaged.

.

.

.
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',; ' . ' 3.1.5 Ir. cases where required docu=ents are not available and a
Document Deficiency has failed, the supplier QAE will initiate. .

an UR.
.

3.1.6 CCLE Test Group may initiate an NR when test results deviate from.
specified requirements. These NR's will be dispositioned Rework
by CGLE Test Engineering and signed by Sponsor Engineer prior to
transmittal to EE! 5.D.C. for processing. NR's requiring 13:erial
Review Board action (Accept-As-Is/ Repair Disposition) will be
transmitted to,S.D.C. for processing prior to transmittal to S&L
via COLE.

3.2 The initiator fills out blocks one through nine in accordance with instruc-
tions set forth in Appendix 1.

. .

3.3 The Inspector or QAE, upon initiation of the Nonconformance Report, will
notify the QA S.D.C. NR Controller whc will log in the NR and assign a
KEI Control Nu=ber. The Inspector will initiate a yellow " Hold" Tag /
orange " Deficiency" Tag or white "Scismic Violation" Tag noting the Control
Number and a brief description of the nonconformance in the re= arks section
of the tag. If the nonconforning ites or condition requires that the item
be segregated or further use/ installation be terminated, the Inspector will
apply a yellow " Hold" Tag. If the nonconfor=ing item or condition does not
require segregation or that the use/ installation be terminated, then the

*

Inspector shall apply an orange " Deficiency" Tag. If the nonconformance .
is a a Seismic Violation between syste=s or components in Seismic Category I
Buildings as defined in the specifications, the ite=s in violaticn will be
identified with a white " Seismic Violation" Tag. The tag is "R" stamped
and then affixed to the caterial, equip =ent or work in a conspicuous area.
All inspection documents are to reference the NR Number and "R" Stamp. The
Inspector notifies the Cognizant Superintendent for the purpose of quaren-
tining caterial as necessary.

. ,

NOTE: A description of the tags authorized for use by the KEI
Inspection Department can be found in Quality Assurance.

Procedure (QAP) 15. These tags are to be applied or*

removed only by KEI QA.

3.4 Except as provided in 3.1.6, the initiator brings the signed NR to the*

Inspection Supervisor or Cognizant QAE for his review. The Inspection Super-
visor and Cognizant QAE will initial in block six, indicating his concurrence,

| and forwards the NR to the S.D.C. NR Controller.t

3.5 The S.D.C. NR Controller issues NR Control Number. The NR is then entered
on computer status report. Preliminary distribution of NR is made and green ,
copy retained for reference.

3.5.1 lbterial at Receiving Inspection will not be issued a NR Nu=ber until
after Construction Engineering Disposition. }bterial at Receiving
Inspection dispositioned " Reject" will move on the KEI Control Number ,

and NR Form will be stamped " Inspection Report". ;

i3.5.2 NR's written on Essential Systems / Components shall be given an "E"
prefix number.

3.5.3 NR's written on Non-Essential Systems / Components shall be given an
"N" prefin nun $cr.

.
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3.5.4 NR's written reporting a scismic violation between systems or
components shall be given a 6000 series number.

3.5.5 UR's written on a System / Subsystem /Arca that has baer. turned
over for pre-operational testing shall be given a 5000 series number.

3.6 There may be instances where a Nonconformance Report has been initiated
in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,
duplication, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected by the
Construction Department after a, verbal or written communication from the
Quality Assurance Department. In these instances, voiding the NR must
be approved by the Site Quality Assurance Manager. After this approval, the
NR shall be stamped, " Void". A brief statement indicating the justification
for being voided shall be recorded on the NR, and shall be signed and dated by
the QA Manager. A corresponding entry will be made next to the control number
in the Site Document Log. A copy of the voided NR will be retained in the
Site Document Center, a copy returned to the initiator for his information and
records, and a copy sent to CG&E QA Department.

3.7 When an NR is to be revised, because of change in disposition, cause or
corrective action, the NR will be stamped " Superseded by Rev. No.", and
signed and dated by the cognicant HJK Discipline Quality Engineer. The
superseding NR shall retain the original NR nu=bor and shall indicate the
next revision numerical number.

.

Note: Type page numbers on each sheet, 1 of 8 thru 8 of 8.

*0 DISPOSITICN OF NR.

.

4.1 The original NR is transmitted to Construction Engineer or his designee
for disposition. The Construction Engineer will assign Field Engineer
associated with earr. discipline to determine the proposed disposition 'of~

Th*c NR and the cau"e and corrective action. The QAE will provide all
pertinent information available that will aid in the disposition. The
disposition of each nonconformance shall fall under one of the following
categories:

4.1.1 Accept-As-Is - A Material Review Board disposition indicating that
A Nonconformance does substatially affect safety, interchangeabi-
lity service life, or performance; and that the material can be
used for its inteded purpose.

,

.

4.1.2 Rework - A construction Engineering disposition that a nonconformance
can, through subsequent part replacement, reprocessing or completion
of the required operations, be brought into conformance with drawing
and specification requirements. (Documentation rework will be used
for documentation deficiencies.) j

4.1.3 Repair - A Material Review Board disposition, which permits the
reproccasing, or completion of material to bring it into an I

acceptable condition, although it still departs from original design ;
requirements.

Page 3 of 8
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4.1.4 &cject - A nonconforming material dicposition that pro.vides that the. .
, ,

item is unsuitable for its intended purposa and economically or-

foacibly incapable of being reworked or repaired.

4.2 The Construction Engineer will review and approve the disposition plus the
cause and corrective action statements and sign the NR in disposition block (11) .

4.3 Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions require Review Board action. The Review
Doard is comprised of the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&C QA and Standards
Enginecr, KEI QA Engineer, the CG&E Sponsor Engineer, and the S&L Design
Engincer, (for Essential Material or Equipment Only) . In case of the ASME
Section III Nuclear Code Nonconformances and Authorized Inspector must be
included on all Accept As Is and Repair dispositions. Final disposition

'

of the MRB will be by unanimous decision.

4.4 Cause and Corrective Action - Field Engineer associated with each discipline
shall be re-ponsible for providing cause and corrective action statements on
NR's. The corrective action statement may be noted as "Not Required" in the
case of defcetive supplier furnisheQ equipment or in the case of repetitive
type deficiencies so as to prevent recurrence.

4.5 When Review Board Action is required, the Construction Engineer shall trans '
mit the original NR to CG&E's QA&S Department, who will be responsible for
obtaining the signatures of CG&E's and S&L's Review members.

4.6 S&L approval may be authorized by one of the following methods:

4.6.1 Signature of the person or organization originally reviewing the
document.

4.6.2 Facsimile reporduction with signature of the person or organization
originally reviewing the docu=ent. This facsimile reproduction may
be used to accomplish the work.

.

4.6.3 '

Verbal approval by telephone of the person or organization originally
reviewing the document. Upon receiving verbal approval, the Cognizant,

Engineer notes the date of telecon and the name of the person approv-
ing. This document may be used temporarily to accomplish the work; how-
ever, original signitures must be obtained through the normal channels
for formal approval.

5. 0 Rework and Repair

5.1 When a rework or repair disposition has been recommended and approved, i
:

the NR Controller will make the appropriate distribution of a' proved copiesI

p I
!

and updato Computer . Status Report. *

5.2 The Lead Inspector will instruct the Inspector to place a "Rcwork/ Repair"|

Tag next to the " Hold Tag", " Deficiency Tag" or "Scismic Violation Tag".
,

,

5.3 The Construction Manager will arrange for the work to be done by Construction.
5.4 Upon receipt of the work authorization, the cognizant superintendent schedules

the work and notifics inspection.

Page 4 of 8
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s . ,. t 'S .,'S After verification of acceptable rework or repair the Inspector signs off
Block 13 of the original !!R copy at the Site Document Center and removes

,
' ,

any tags that apply to that NR.

Note: The disposition instructions may require more than one organi-
zation to perform or witness a Test / Inspection on an item. In
this case, a signature verifying acceptance by each organiza-
tion is required in Block 13.

' 6.0 Close Out of NR's

6.1 NR's dispositioned " Accept-As-Is" will be closed by S.D.C. NR Controller
after,all seven Review Board Signatures are obtained. NR's disposi-
tiened " Rework" or ". Repair" will be closed af ter HJK Inspecotr or
QAE signs Block 13 on NR verifying work complete.

6.2 The S.D.C. NR Controller clears the originall NR Form by placing a
;. " Closed" stamp on the NR and entering the date on the NR and in the
' index. The Computer Status Report.is then updated showing the NR

closed out. Tne NR Controller will make the appropriate distribution
of the closed NR.

7.0 NR Status Recort

7.1 Records of NR status are retained by the SDC NR Controller and a
tabulation published and distributed weekly and monthly. Tne NR '

Report will include the following information.,

.

7.1.1 Master NR Report - Numerical listing of all NR's. May be sorted
by system.

*

7.1.2 Open NR Report - Numberical listing of all open'NR's. May be
sorted by system or disposition code.

.

!

'

.

s

1
,
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i

.
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1NSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING OUT Tl!E NR FORM
-

Block 1 Drawing / Installation No. : Initiator enters the identifying nu=ber-

of the nonconfor=ing item. This may be the Equipment Number, Serial
Nu=ber, Lif t Nurber, etc.

Eleck 2 Drawing Installation Name: 5 elf explanatory.

Block 3 To be ce=pleted on all purchased materials or subcontracted work.
Not applicable on EJK Site Work.

Elock 4 Supplier Contractor Na=e: Self explanatory.

Block 5 Inspection Plan No.: As applicable.
,

Eloch 6 Inspector Name: Self explanatory.
.

Eleck 7 Date: Self Explanatory

Block 8 Specification Nu=ber: Enter the applicable job specification.
: Designate ASMI Material. Yes No

31ock 9 Description of Nonconfor=ance: The description of the nonconfor ance
is the most i=portant aspect of the NR. The following guidelines shall
apply: *

1. The description of the Nonconformance shall begin
with the location - building and elevation.

2. The System Identification (ID) normally a two letter
ID - ES,RH,WS,MS, etc. *

,

*

3. Requirement: In describing the requirement, the
inspector shall reference the specification nutber,
paragraph and requirement or Drawing Number, dimen-
sion and tolerance.

4. The description of the discrepancy shall follow the
referenced requirement. The Inspector shall write
legibly using good technical style in describing
the defect. When necessary for clarit.y, a photograph
or free hand sketch should be referenced o'n an attach-
ment to the NR.

,

See attached example of NR Form.,

Block.10 Disposition: The Engineer associated with the discipline enters the |words Accept-As-Is, Repair, Rework or Reject.

Block 11 Disposition Instructions: The Engineer associated with the discipline
enters instructions.

,

;} Examolo A Rework - Component to be forwarded to Cincinnati Milacron
Inc., for drilling per GE let:er of instruction dated 3/22/72. !

Exacele B Repair - Chip out all honeyco= bed concrete and greut per
attached MR3 approved procedure.

.

g, 4 '^^ M S9magh r, ., - yet weg me e e, e ,, . - _ m, mg ,,,,% .%y, .,w m,4w%%%6 m ,

.
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Exanole C
.

Accept-As-Is - Flushing operations vill provide
adequate cleanliness.

Block 12 P.a:erial Review Board: Per Section 4.0.
'

Llock 13 Repair and Revork Complete and Acceptable: This inspection is
made after Rework or Repair as set forth in the examples 11 a and
b above is inspected and found acceptable. If a new nonconfor=ance
is detected at the time of the reinspection, the Inspector enters
the new NR Uu=ber in this block and "R" stamps above the signature
line.

Eleck 14 Cause: This is a description of the cause of the nonconformance
as de:crained by the Construction Engineer. . Referring to the
defect exanples set forth in Block 9, typical cause statements maybe as follows: .

Supplier oversighta..

i b. Insufficient vibrating
)

Block 15 Corrective Action: The Corrective Action State =ent is a descriptive
action which should be taken to erevent recurrence of the discrepancy.It is not to be confused with the disposition statement in Block 11.
Typical corrective action for the above cause may be "This problem
was observed with the concrete pour foreman. He has made shift,

reassignments to balance the nu=ber of experienced concre:e verkers
on off-shifts."

,
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1.0 P_URPOSC .. . . . . . . . . _ . . . . . . , . . . _ . ._. . . . . _ , , , , , _
, ,

This Nonconforming Material Control Procedure is to provide instructions for
the detailed inplementation of Quality Assurance Procedure No. 16, Nonconforming
Material Control. It describes the syste1 for processing the Nonconfermance
Report from the point of.its in.coption.until it is finally dispositioned. It.

further describes the system of reporting, which provides project status of
Nonconformanco Reports (NR's).

.

2.0 _ RESPONSIBILITY

The Quality Assurance Department or Field Engineering may initiate NR's. Quality
Assurance is responsible for the initiation of periodic st'atus reports, which
provide all parties concerned with infor ntion pertaining to the disposition

,

f.
status of NR's,

,

.

The Engineer associated with each discipline shall be responsible for providing hthe technical disposition of Noncenform.t.ce keports. This will include a dis-
position of accept as is, reworr., repair, or reject, along.with the necessary
instructions to implement the disposition. The Engineer providing the technical
disposition shall not be the initiator of the NR. T1.e Field Engineer associated
with each disciplino is reponsible for providing the causa and corrective action

~' ~~ statements on'Nonconfordan'ce Reports~

THis COPY ISSUED FOR.3. 0 ynOCroURc

3.1 Initiation of the NR -
. -

* A Monconformance Report will be init d gthe-fogognygtances:
3.1.1 Whencycr a plant material , pineg guipcnty-'orgeno construction

work.doviates from the sp :cifie ennied IllMrt 6h a''dra..,in3,
specification, S&L Standa h n-epproved h g c m n rAan. '

3.1.2 Whenever certified test results deviate from specified requirements.

3.1.3 In the absence of a clearly specified Accept /Roject Standard, whencver !
an observed condition on a plant, material, picco of equipment or i|

l port. ion of censtruction work is a substantial deviation from what is
!considered the industry standard for accentance.
I
,

3.1.4 When a picec of equipment or installed material has been damaged. i

| I

:

~ ~ - -
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** 3.1.5 In casas where r4 quired documents are not cvailable and a
Document Deficiency has failed, the supplier QAE will initiate
an NR.

3.1.6 CCLE Test Group may initiate an NR when test results deviate from
specified requirements. These NR's will be disposittened Rework
by CC&E Test Engineering and signed by Sponsor Engineer prior to
transmittal to KEI S.D.C. for processing. UR's requiring Material
Review Board action (Accept-As-Is/ Repair Disposition) will be
transmitted to S.D.C. for processing prior to transmittal to S&L
via CGLE.

3.2 The initiator fills out blocks one through nine in accordance with instruc-
tions set forth in Appendix I.

3.3 The Inspector or QAE, upon initiation of the Nonconformance Report, will
notify the QA S.D.C. NR Controller who'will log in the NR and assign a
REI Control Number. The Inspector will initiate a yellow " Hold" Tag /
orange " Deficiency" Tag or white " Seismic Violation" Tag noting the Control
Number and a brief description of the nonconformance in the re= arks section
of the tag. If the nonconforming item or condition requires that the item
be segregated or further use/ installation be terminated, the Inspector will
apply a yellow " Hold" Tag. If the nonconforming item or condition does not
require segregation or that the use/ installation be terminated, then the
Inspector shall apply an orange " Deficiency" Tag. If the nonconformance
is a a Scismic Violation between systems or components in Seismic Category I
Buildings as defined in the specifications, the items in violation will La
identified with a white "Scismic Violation" Tag. The tag is "R" stamped
and then affixed to the material, equipment or work in a conspicuous area.
All inspection documents are to reference the NR Number and "R" Stamp. The
Inspector notifies the Cognizant Superintendent for the purpose of quaran-
tining material as necessary.

,
.

.

NOTE: A description of the tags authorized for use by the KEI
Inspection Department can be found in Quality Assurance
Procedure (QAP) 15. These tags are to be applied or
removed only by KEI QA.

3.4 Execpt as provided in 3.1.6 the initiator brings the signed NR to the
Inspection Supervisor or Cognizant QAE for his review. The Inspection Super-
visor and Cognizant QAE will initial in block six, indicating his concurrence,
and forwards the NR to the S.D.C. NR Controller.

.

3.5 The S.D.C. NR Controller issues NR Control Number. The NR is then entered
on computer status report. Preli=inary distribution of NR is made and green

; copy retained for reference.

3.5.1 tbterial at Receiving Inspection will not be issued a NR Number until I

af ter Construction Engineering Disposition. Material at Receiving fInspection dispositioned " Reject" will move on the KEI Control Number
and NR Form will be stamped " Inspection Report".

,

3.5.2 NR's written on Essential Systems / Components shall be given an "E"
prefix number.

f

3.5.3 NR's written on Non-Essential Systems / Components shall be given an I

| "S" prefix number.
!

-
'
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3.5.4 UR's written r: porting a scismic violation b3 tween syst ms or
components shall be given a 6000 series number.

3.5.5 UR's written on a System / Subsystem / Area that has been turned
over for pre-operational testing shall be given a 5000 series
number.

3.6 There may be instances where a Nonconformance Report has been initiated
in error, due to interpretation or judgement of borderline conditions,
duplication, or where a nonconforming condition has been corrected
by the Construction Department after a verbal or written communication agfrom the Quality Assurance Department, In these instances voiding l*\
the NR must be approved by the Site Quality Assurance Manager.
After this approval, the NR shall be stamped, " Void". A brief state-
ment indicating the justification for being voided shall be recorded
on the NR, and shall be signed and dated by the QA Manager. A corres-
ponding entry will be made next to the, control number in the Site
Document Log. A copy of the voided NR will be retained in the Site
Document Center, a copy returned to the initiator for his informa-

' tion and rccords, and a copy sent to CG&E QA.

3.7 When an NR is to be revised, because of change in disposition, cause or
corrective action, the NR will be stamped " Superseded by Rev. No.", and
signed and dated by the cognicant HJK Discipline Quality Engineer. '

The superseding NR shall retain the original NR number and shall
indicate the next revision numerical number. *

Note: Type page numbers on each sheet, 1 of 8 thru 8 of 8.

4 .'O DISPOSITION OF NR

4.1 The original NR is transmitted to Construction Engineer or his designee
for disposition. The Construction Engineer will assign Field Engineer
associated with each discipline to deterndne the proposed disposition of
the NR and the cause and corrective action. The QAE will provide all
pertinent information available that will aid in the disposition. The
disposition of each nonconformance shall fall under one of the following
categories:

4.1.1 Accept-As-Is - A Material Review Board disposition indicating that
the nonconformance does substantially affect safety, interchange-
ability, service life, or performance; and that the material can
be used for its intended purpose. .

;

4.1.2 Rework - A Construction Engineering disposition that a noncon-
! formance can, through subsequent part replacement, reprocessing
I ,

or completion of the required operations, be brought into con-
formance with drawing and specification requirements. (Documen-
tation rework will be used for documentation deficiencies.) :

!
4.1.3 Repair - A Material Review board disposition, which permits the '

reprocessing, or completion of material to bring it into an -

acceptable condition, although it still departs from original de- ;sign requirements.

Page 3 Of 8
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4.1.4 Reiect - A nonconforming material disposition that provides that* * '*-

the item is unsuitabic for its intended purpose and economically. .

*

or feasibly incapable of being reworked or repaired.
'

4.2 The Construction Engineer will review and approve the disposition plus
the cause and corrective action statements and sign the NR in disposition
block (11). -

4.3 Accept-As-Is and repair dispositions require Review Board action. The'

Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA and
Standards Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, the CG&E Sponsor Engineer, and the
S&L Design Engineer, (for Essential Material or Equipment only) . In casi
of the ASME Section III Nuclear Code Monconformances and Authorized
Inspector must be included on all Accept As Is and ' Repair dispositions.
Final disposition of the MRB will be by unanimous decision.

4.4 Cause and Corrective Action - Field Engineer associated with each dis-
cipline shall be responsible for providing cause and corrective action>

statements on NR's. The corrective action statement may be noted as
"Not Required" in the case of defective supplier furnished equipment or
in the case of isolated instances of construction deficiencies. Corree-
tive is required on repetitive type deficiencies so as to prevent
recurrence.

4.5 When noview Board Action is required, the Construction Engineer shall
transmit the original NR and two copies to CG&E's QA&S Department, who
will be responsible for obtaining the signatures of CG&E's and S&L's
Review members.

.

4.6 S&L approval may be authorl:ed by one of the following methods:

4.6.1 Signature of the person or organization originally reviewing*

the document.
.

4.6.2 Facsimile reproduction with signature of the person or organ-
iration originally reviewing the document. This facsimile,

reproduction may be used to acccmplish the work.
i

4.6.3 Verbal approval by telephone of the person or organization
originally reviewing the document. Upon receiving verbal approval,
the Cognizant Engineer notes the date of telecon and the name of

.the person approving. This document may.beinsed temporarily, . . _ .

to accomplish the work; however, original signitures must be
obtained through the normal channels for formal approval.

5.0 Rework and Repair
, *

'

5.1 When a Rowork or Repair Disposition has been recommended and approved,
the NR Controller will make the appropriate distribution of approved
copics and update Computer Status Report. Ii

'

5.2 .

The Lead Inspector will instruct the Inspector to place a "Howork/
Repair" Tag next to the " Hold Tag", "Daficiency Tag" or " Seismic

-

Violation Tag".
'

5.3 The Construction Manager will arrange for the work to be done by Construction. '

5.4 Upon receipt of the work authorization, the cognizant superintendent
schedules the work and notifien Inspection.

Pago 4 of 8 *
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,5. 5 After verification of acceptable rework or repair the Inspector signs off

*
**, Block 13 of the original NR copy at the Site Document Center and removes

any tags that apply to that NR.

Note: The disposition instructions may require more than one organi-
zation to perform or witness a Test / Inspection on an item. In
this case, a signature verifying acceptance by each organica-,

tion is required in Block 13,

6.0 Close Out of HR's

'6.1 NR's dispositioned " Accept-As-Is" will be closed by S.D.C. NR Controller
; after all seven Review Board Signatures are obtained. NR's disposi-

tioned "Rcwork" or " Repair" will be closed after HJK Inspecotr or
QAE signs Block 13 on NR verifying work complete.

6.2 The S.D.C. NR Controller clears the originall NR Form by placing a.
" Closed" stamp on the NR and entering the date on the NR and in the
index. The Computer Status Report is then updated showing the NR
closed out. The NR Controller will make the appropriate distribution
of the closed NR.

7.0 NR Status Reoort

7.1 Records of HR status are retained by the SDC NR Controller and a
tabulation published and distributed weekly and monthly. The NR,

! Report will include the following information.

7.1.1 Master NR Report - Numerical listing of all NR's. May be sorted
,

'

by system. '

'

7.1.2 Cpon NR Report - Numberical listing of all open NR's. May besorted by system or disposition code.
.
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INSTRUCTIO?!S FOR FILLI?:G OUT THE NR FORM

,

Block 1 Drawing / Installation No.: Initiator enters the identifying nu=ber

of the nonconforming ite . This =ay be the Equipment Number, Serial
~ '

Number, Lif t Number, etc. .

Block 2 Drawing Installation Na=e: Self explanatory.

Block 3 To be completed on all purchased materials or subcontracted work.
Not applicable on HJK Site Work.

.

Block 4 Supplier Contractor Name: Self explanatory.

Block 5 Inspection Plan No.: As applicable.
i

Block 6 Inspector Name: Self explanatory.
. >

'

Block 7 Date: Self Explanatory *

'

Block 8 Specification Number: Enter the applicable job specification.
Designate ASME Material. Yes No ('

Block 9 Description of Noncenformance: The description of the nonconformance ,

is the most i=portant aspect of the NR. The following guidelines shall
,

apply:
.

1. The descripticn of the Nonconformance shall begin
I with the location - building and elevation.

2. The System Identification (ID) normally a two letter
ID - ES,RH,WS,MS, etc.

3. Rcquirement: In describing the requirement, the*

s
Inspector shall.ref erence the specification nurber, ,

paragraph and requirement or Drawing Number, di=en- '''-

sion and tolerance.
\

4. The description of the discrepancy shall follow the '
referenced requirement. The Inspector shall write
legibly .using good technical style in describing
the defect. When necessary for clarity, a photograph
or free hand sketch should be referenced on an attach-

'

ment to the NR.

See attached example of NR Form.

Block 10 Disposition: The Engineer associated with the discipline enters the ,

words Accept-As-Is, Repair, Rework or Reject.

Block 11 Disposition Instructions: The Engineer associated with the discipline
enters instructions.

Examnle A Rework - Comoonent to be forwarded to Cincinnati Milacron) Inc., for drilling per CE lettar of instruction dated 3/22/72.

Exacole B Repair - Chip out all honeyconbcd concrete and grout per
attached MR3 approved procedure.

. . . . .. . ;; . ._. _ --- y g - ~ ~ . ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ . * - :aa r , ,,
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T " Example C Accept-As-Is - Flushing operations will provide.
'

. ' adequate cleanliness.'

Block 12 Material Review Board: Per Section 4.0.-

,bepcirandReworkCompleteandAcceptabic:Block 13 This inspection is,,

'made af ter Rework or Repair as set forth in the examples 11 a and' '
b above is inspected add found acceptable. If a new nonconformance
is' detected at the 1ce of the reinspection, the Inspector enters

i

the new NR Number in this block and "R" stamps above the signature
line. %.-

Block 14 Cause: This is a description of the cause of the nonconformance
as determined by the Construction Engineer. Referring to the
defect examples set-forth in Block 9, typical cause statements mays

be,as follows: *

\

'
? a. Supplier oversight

, b. Insufficient vibrating
'

Block 15 Corrective Action: The Corrective Action Statement is a descriptive
' action which should be taken to prevent recurrence of the discrepancy.
'It is not to be confused with the disposition statement in Bicek 11.
Typical corrective action for the above cause may be "This problem.

s

'was observed with the concrete pour foreman. He has made shift'

reassignments to balance the number of experienced concrete workers
- on off-shifts."

.
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FEC. Gen. S0, wv -

sM/ 'W .

JK Constr. Gen. Supt. > -

1.0 PURPOSE ~~ ~

This Nonconforming Material Control Procedure is to provide instructions for

the detailed implementation of Quality Assurance Procedure No. 16, Nonconforming
Material Control. It describe's the systen tor processin;, che L. wit h .ance
Report from the point of its inception hnti1TMSiMn'iilEagp3ssmed. It
further describes the system of reporring, which provides project status of
Nonconformance Reports (NR's). IF

N n{ ,
,

g $
*

f y
. i i J J. s |2.0 RESPONSIBILITY '

. NOT TO BE US.ED FOR
~~

The Quality Acsurance Department has respensibility for the initiaJion of' ionthe
Nonconformancc Reports. Quality Assura'nce p'd jnConsibitr foq thepinitia tof periodic status reports, which provi!de al'I paYENs N'n'c,;''r' nee!N1'Nnfo'rmationc t

'pertaining to the disposition status of NR's. *

The Engineer associated with each discipline shall be responsible for providing
the technical disposition of NR's. This will include a disposition of Accept-
As-Is, Rework, Repair, or Reject, along with the necescary instructions to
implement the disposition. The Field Engineer associated with each discipline is
responsible for providing the cause and corrective action statements on NR's.

The owner shall be responsible for concurring with all Accept-As-Is and Repair
.

dispositions. Additionally, the owner will participate in coordination with
suppliers when owner purchased material is involved.

3.0 PROCEDURE
. .

3.1 Initiation of the NR

'

A Nonconformante Report will be initiated in the following instances:
'

3.1.1 Whenever a plant material, piece of equipment or portion of
construction work deviates from the specified technical limits
of a drawing, specification, S&L Standard of an approved
Inspection Plan.

;

3.1.2 Whenever certified test results deviate from specified requirements. !

3.1.3 In the absence of a clearly specified Accept / Reject Standard, when-
ever an observed condition on a plant, material, piccc of equipncnt

| or portion of construction work is a substantial deviation from
what is considered the industry standard for accentance. '

3.1.4 When a picec of equipment or installed material has been damaged.

|

,

L
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* 3.1.5 In cases where required documents are not available and n*

Document Deficiency has failed, the supplier QAE will initiate'e an NR.

3.1;6
CCLE Test Gro6p =ay initiate an NR when test results deviate from
specified requirements. These NR's will be dispositioned Rework
by CCLE Test Engineering and signed by Sponsor Engineer prior to
transmittal to KEI S.D.C. for processing. NR's requiring Material
Review Board action (Accept-As-Is/ Repair Disposition) will be
transmitted to S.D.C. for processing prior to transmittal to S&L
via CGLE.

.

3.2 The initiator fills out blocks one through nine in accordance with instruc-tions set forth in Appendix I.

3.3 Ihe Inspector or QAE, upon initiation of the Nonconfor=ance Report, will
notify the QA S.D.C. NR Controller who will log in the NR and assign a
REI Control Number. The Inspector will initiate a yellcw " Hold" Tag /
orange " Deficiency" Tag or white "Seis=ic Violation" Tag noting the Control
Number and a brief description of the nonconformance in the re= arks section
of the tag. If the nonconforming item or condition requires that the item

'bc sesregated or further use/ installation be terminated, the Inspector will
apply a yellow " Hold" Tag. If the nonconforming item or condition dees not
require segregation or that the use/ installation be terminated, then the
Inspector shall apply an orange " Deficiency" Tag. If the nonconfor=ance
is a a Seismic Violation between syste=s or co=ponents in Seismic Category 1
Buildings as defined in the specifications, the items in violation will be

. identified with a white " Seismic Violation" Tag. The tag is "R" sta= ped
and then affixed to the material, equipment or work in,a conspicuous Erss.
All inspection docu=ents are to reference the NR Number and "R" Sta=p. TheInspector notifies the Cognizant Superintendent

_
tining material as necessary. for the purpose of quaran-

.

NOTE: A description of the tags authorized for use by the KEI
.

Inspection Department can be found in Quality Assurance
.

Procedure (QAP) 15. These tags are to be applied or'

removed only by KEI QA.

3.4 Except as provided in 3.1.6, the initiator brings the signed NR to the
.Inspection Supcrvisor or Cognizant QAE for his review. The Inspectir: Sc:er-

visor and Cogni:2nt QAE will initial in block six, indicating his c:::=rrance,
,

and forwards the NR to the S.D.C. NR Controller.
1,

3.5
The S.D.C. NR Controller issues NR Control Number. The NR is then e=:ered
on conputer status report. Preliminary distribution of NR is cade and green
copy retained for reference.

i3.5.1 Material at Receiving Inspection will not be issued e NR Nuther un:11
after Construction Engineering Disposition. Material at Receiving '

;

Inspection dispositioned " Reject" will move on the KEI Centrol Nu=her
and NR Form will be sta= ped " Inspection Report".

|) 3.5.2 NR's written on :ssential Syste=s/ Components shall be given an "E".''

prefix number.

3.5.3 SR's written on Non-Ensential Syste=s/ Components shall be given an"N" prefix number.

.
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3.5.4 NR's written reporting a seismic violation between systems or
components shall be given a 6000 series number.

'

3.5.5 NR's written on a System / subsystem / Area that has been turned
over for pre-operational testing shall be given a 5000 series
number.

3.6 There may be instances where a Nonconformance Report has been initiated in
error, duplicated, or the nonconforming condition has been corrected by the
Construction Department af ter a verbal or written communication from the QADepartment,

in which case the NR may be marked " Void" with a corresponding
entry next to the Control Number (CN) in the S.D.C. Log. A brief statement
shall be made on the NR indicating the reason for voiding. This entry will
include the name of the person voiding the NR and the date.

A copy of the voided NR dill be retained in the S.D.C. and a copy returned
to the initiating inspector for his information and records.

4.0 DISPOSITION OF NR

4.1 The original NR is transmitted to Construction Engineer or his designee fordisposition. The Construction Engineer will assign Field Engineer associated
with each discipline to determine the proposed disposition of the NR and the
cause and corrective action. The QAE will provide all pertinent informationavailable that will aid in the disposition. The disposition of each noncon-
formance shall fall under one of the following categories:
4.1.1 Accept-As-Is A Material Review Board disposition indicating that-

the nonconformance does not substantially affect safety, interchange-
ability, service life, or perfor=ance; and that the material can be
used for its intended purpose.-

4.1.2 Rework A Construction Encineering disposition that a nonconformance-

can, through subsequent part replacement, reprocessing, or co=pletion
of the required operations, be brought into conformance with drawingand specification requirements. (Documentation rework will be used
for documentation deficiencies.)

4.1.3 Repair A Material Review Board disposition, which permits the
_-

reprocessing, or completion of material to bring it into an acceptable -
condition, although it still departs from original design requirements.

,,

4.1.4 Reject A nonconforming material disposition that provides that the-

item is unsuitable for its intended purpose and economically or feasibly
incapabic of being reworked or repaired. ,

4.2 The Construction Eng'incer will review and approve the disposition plus the
!cause and corrective action statements and sign the NR in disposition block (11).
;

4.3 Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions require Review Board action. .

The Review
Board is comprised of the KEI Construction Engineer, CG&E QA and Standards
Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, the CCLE Sponsor Engineer, and the SSL Design !Engineer (for Essential Material or Equipment only). In case of the ASME '

Section III Nucicar Code Nonconformances the Authorized Inspector must be '

included on all Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions. Final disposition ofthe MRB will be by unanimous decision.

.
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4.4
Cause and Corrective Action - Field Engineer associated with each discipline
shall be responsible for providing Cause and Corrective Action statements onUR's.

The Corrective Action Statement may be noted as "Not Required" in the
case of defective supplier furnished equipment or in the case of isolated
instances of construction deficiencies.
repetitive type deficiencies so as to prevent recurrence. Corrective Action is required on

4.5
When Review Board action is required, the Construction Engineer shall
transmit the original NR and two copies to CG&E's QA&S Department, who will
be responsible for obtaining the signatures of CG6E's and S&L's Reviewmembers. ~

4.6
S&L cpproval may be authorized by one of the following methods: '

4.6.1
Signature of the person o.r organization originally reviewing thedocument. -

4.6.2
Facsimile reproduction with signature of the person or organizationoriginally receiving the document.
be used to accomplish the work. This facsimile reproduction may

4.6.3
Verbal approval by telephone of the person or organization originallyreviewing the document.

Upen receiving verbal approval, the Cognizant
Engineer notes the date of telecon and the name of the person approving.
This document may be used temporarily to accomplish the work; however,

,

;

original signatures must be obtained through the normal channels forformal approval.

5.0 REWORK AND REPAIR
.

5.1
When a Rework or Repair Disposition has been recommended and approved,
the NR Controller will make the appropriate distribution of approved copiesand update Computer Status Report.

5.2
The Lead Inspector will instruct the Inspector to place a " Rework / Repair"
Tag next to the " Hold" Tag, " Deficiency" Tag or " Seismic Violation" Tag.

5.3
The Construction Manager will arrange for the work to be done by Construction.

5.4
Upon receipt of the work authorization, the cognizant superintendent
schedules the work and notifies Inspection. -

5.5
After verification of acceptable rework or repair the Inspector signs off
Block 13 of the original NR copy at the Site Document Center and removes anytags that apply to that NR.

NOTE: The disposition instructions may require more than ~

one organization to perform or witness a Test / Inspectionon an item. In this case, a signature verifying acceptance
by each organization is required in Block 13.

6.0 CLOSE OUT OF NR'S :

6.1
NR's dispositioned " Accept-As-Is" will be closed by S.D.C. NR Controller
af ter all seven Review Board Signatures are obtained. ;NR's dispositioned ;
" Rework" or " Repair" will be closed af ter HJK Inspector or QAE signs
Block 13 on NR verifying work complete. A

f.
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6.2 The S.D.C. NR Controller clears the origincl NR Form by placing a
" Closed" stamp on the UR and entering the date on the NR and in theindex. The Computer Status Report is then updated showing the NRclosed out. The NR Controller will make the appropriate distributionof the closed NR.

7.0 NR STATUS REPORT

7.1 Records of NR status are retained by the J.D.C. NR Controller and a
tabulation published and distributed weekly and monthly. The NR Reportvill include the following information:

7.1.1 Master NR Report - Numerical listing of all NR's. Hby be sortedby system.

7.1.2 Open NR Report Numberical listing of all open NR's. May be
-

sorted by system or disposition code.
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APPENDIX I,

". *-. .

< * *
INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING OUT THE NR FORM

,

,

'

Dlock 1 Drawing / Installation No.: Initiator enters the identifying numberof the nonconforming item.
Number, Lif t Number, etc. This may be the Equipment Number, Serial

-

Block 2 Drawing Installation Name: Self explanatory.
' Block 3

To be completed on all purchased materials or subcontracted work.
Not applicable on HJK Site Work.

i

Block 4 Supplier Contractor Name: Self explanatory.
Block 5 Inspection Plan No.: As applicable.

.

Block 6 Inspector Name: Self explanatory.
,

,

Block 7 Date: Self Explanatory.

Block 8 Specification Number: Enter the applicable job specification.
Designate ASME Material. Yes No

Block 9 Description of Nonconformance: The descriptiori of the nonconformance
is the most important aspect of the KR. The following guidelines shallapply:

.

1. The description of the Nonconformance shall begin
with the location - building and elevation.

2. The System Identification (ID) normally a two letter
ID - ES,RH,WS,MS, etc.,

3. Requirement: In describing the requirement, the
*

Inspector shall reference the specification nunber,
-

paragraph and requirement or Drawing Number, dimen- ,

sion and tolerance.
'

e! .4. The description of the discrepancy shall follow the
i; ., referenced requirement. The Inspector shall write

!

|
legibly using good technical style in describing

i
,

the defect. When necessary for clarity, a photograph
or free hand sketch should be referenced on an attach-

;

| ment to the NR. '

See attached exampic of NR Form.

| Block 10
Disposition: The Engineer associated with the discipline enters the

|

P

( words Accept-As-Is, Repair, Rework or Reject.
!

Block 11 !.Disposition Instructions: The Engineer associated with the discipline !

.

enters instructions.
1, -

,

tExampic A Rework - Component to be forwarded to Cincinnati Milacron'

I
Inc., for drilling per GE letter of instruction dated 3/22/72.

i Exampic H .

Repair - Chip out all honeycombed concrete and grout per
attached MRB approved procedure,

r
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!Examole C Accept-As-Is - Flushing operations will provide *

adequate cleanliness. '
;

Block 12 Material Review Board: Per Section 4.0.

Block 13 Repair and Rework Complete and Acceptable: This inspection is
made after Rework or Repair as set forth in the examples 11 a and
b above is inspected and found acceptable, if a new nonconformance
is detected at the time of the reinspection, the Inspector enters
the new NR Nudber in thic block and "R" stamps above the signature
line.

iBlock 14 Cause: This is a description of the cause of the nonconformance ;
as determined by the Construction Engineer. Referring to the
defect examples set forth in Block 9, typical cause statements may' be as follows: .

a. Supplier oversight
b. Insufficient vibrating

Block 15 Corrective Action: The Corrective Action Statement is a descriptive
'

;

action which should be taken to prevent recurrence of the discrepancy. |It is not to be confused with the disposition statement in Block 11.
|Typical corrective action for the above cause may be "This problem jwas observed with the concrete pour forcman. He has made shift
!

reassignments to balance the nudber of experienced concrete workers j
on off-shifts."

|
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NOT TO BE USED FOR
1.1 Purpose

PHYSICAL CONSTRUCTION
Lis Nonconforming Material Control Procedure-14.-t'provido 4 tstm-4 *.s M
the detailed implementation of Quality Assurance Procedure No.16, Nonconfc 'ng-

Material Control. It describes the system for processing the Nonconformance
Report from the point of its inception until it is finally dispositioned. It
further describes the system of reporting, which provides project status with
respect to outstanding Nonconformance Reports (UR's).

1.5 Responsibility

Tne Quality Assurance Department has responsibility for the initiation of the
Nonconformance Reports. Quality Assurance is responsible for the initiation
of periodic status reports, uhich provide all parties concerned with information
pertaining to the disposition status of NR's.

The Engineer associated with each discipline shall be responsible for providin;:
the tachnical dispcsition of NR's. This will include a disposition cf Accept-
As-Is, Rework, Repair, or Reject, along with the necessary instructions to imple- K6
ment the disposition. The field engineer associated with each discipline is
responsibic for providing the cause and corrective action statements on NR s. - - -8

.

De owner shall be responsible for concurring with all Accept-as-is and Repair
dispositions. Additionally, the owner will participate in coordination with
suppliers when owner purchased material is involved.

1.0 Procedure

1.1 Initiation of the NR
-

.

.

A Nonconformance Report will be initiated in the following instances:

l'.l.1 Uhencver a plant material, piece of equipment or portion of '

construction work deviates f rom the specified technical limits
of a drawing, specification, S&L Standard of an approved
Inspection Plan.

.
;

!t1.1.2 Whenever certified test results deviate from specified requirements. ''

l.1.3 In the absence of a clearly specified accept / reject standard, when- '

ever an observed condition on a plant, material, piece of equip...ent
or portion of construction work is in the opinion of the inspector a
subatantial deviation f rom what is considered the industry s tandard
for acceptance.

.
- . . .. .. . . . . .. . .- - -
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1.1.4
When a piccc of aquipmrnt or installed material has br n damaged.

1.2
The initiator fills out blocks one through nine in accordance with instruc-tions set forth in Appendix 1.

1.3
The Inspector or QAE, upon initiation of the Nonconformance Report, will
notify the QA S.D.C. NR controller who will log in the NR and ascign a KEIControl Number. (Material at Receiving Inspection will not be issued a NR
Number until af ter Construction Engineering Disposition. Material at
Receiving Inspection dispositioned " Reject" will move on the KEI Control
Number and NR Form will be stamped " Inspection Report".) The inspector will
initiate a yellow " Hold" or orange " Deficiency" Tag noting the CN Number and
a brief description of the nonconformance in the remarks section of the tag.
If the nonconforming item or condition requires that the ite= be segregated
or further use/installatic.' be terminated, the inspector will apply a yellow" Hold" Tag.

If the nonconforuf ng item or condition does not require segre-
gation or that the use/ installation be terminated, then the inspector should
apply an orange " Deficiency" Tah. If the nonconformance is a Seisnic Viola-
tion between systems or components in Seismic Category I Buildings as defined
in the specifications, the NR will be assigned an NR Number in the 6000 Series
and the items in violation will be identified with a white "Seis=ic Violation"Tag. The tag is "R" stamped and thtn affixed to the material, equipment orwork in a conspicuous area.

All insLection documents are to reference theNR Number and "R" Stamp. The inspector notifies the cognizant superintendent
for the purpose of quarantining material as necessary.

NOTE: A discription of the tags authorized for use by the KEI
Inspection Department can be found in Quality Assurance
Procedure (QAP) 15. These tags are to be applied or

. removed only by REI QA.

l. 4 Except as provided in 1.6, the initiator brings the signed NR to the
Inspection Supervisor or Cognizant QAE for his review. The Inspection Super-
visor or' Cognizant QAE will initial in block six, indicating his concurrence,

,

*and forwards the NR to the S.D.C. NR Controllcr. There may be instances
where a Nonconformance Report has been initiated in error, duplicated or the
nonconforming condition has been corrected by the Construction Department
af ter a verbal or written communication from the QA Department, in which casethe NR may be marked " Void" with a corresponding entry next to the Control R6Number (CN) in the S.D.C. Log. A brief statement shall be made on the NR
indicating the reason for voiding. This entry will include the name of the
person voiding the NR and the date.

'

A copy of the voided NR will be retained in the S.D.C. and a copy returned I

to the initiating inspector for his information and records, i

1.5
In cases where required documents are not availab3c and af ter a Document
Deficiency has failed, the supplier QAE will initiate an NR, which will be [
processed in accordance with 1.3. Notation is made on Receiving Inspection
Instructions to the Inspector to quarantine the material. g

'

I1.6
CC&E Test Group may initiate an NR when test results deviate from specifiedrequiremen ts.

These NR's will be dispositioned Rework by CCEE Test Engineering
and signed by Sponsor Engineer prior to transmittal to REI S.D.C. for processing. ,

NR's requiring ibterial Review Board action (Accept-As-Is/ Repair Disposition) L
will be transmitted to S.D.C. for processing prior to transmittal to SSL
via CC&C.

|-

|
.
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1.7 The S.D.C. HR controller issues NR control number. The NR is then
entered on computer status report. Preliminary distribution of NR Ro.

is made and green. copy retained for reference.

2.0 Disposition of NR

2.1 The original NR is transmitted to construction engineer or his designee
for disposition. The conatruction engineer will assign field engineer
associated with each discipline to determine the proposed disposition of
the UR and the cause and corrective action. The QAE will provide all R6
pertinent information available that will aid in 'the disposition. The
disposition of each nonconformance shall f all under one of the following,

categories:

2.1.1 Accept-As-Is - A Material Review Board disposition indicating
that the nonc6nformance does not substantially affect safety,
interchangeability, service life, or performance; and that the
material can be used for its intended purpose.

2.1.2 Rework - A Construction Engineering disposition that a noncon-
formance can, through subsequent part replacement, reprocessing,
or completion of the required operations, be brought into con-
formance with drawing and specification requirements. (Docusan-
tation rework will be used for documentation deficiencies.)

2.1.3 Repair - A Material Review Board disposition, which permits the
reprocessing, or completion of material to bring it into an
acceptable condition, although it still departs from original
design requirements.

'

2.1.4 Reject - A nonconforming material disposition that provides that
the -item is unsuitable for its intended purpose and economically.

or feasibly incapable of being reworked or repaired..

2.2 The Construction Engineer will review and approve the disposition plus,

| the cause and corrective action statements and sign the NR in disposition R6

block (11).

2.3 Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions require Review Board action. The
Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction Engineer, CC&E QA and
Standards Engineer, KEI QA Engineer, the CG&E Sponsor Engineer, and the R6

S&L Design Engineer (for Essential Ibterial or Equipment only) . In case
|-of the ASME Section III Nuclear Code Nonconformances the Authorized '

Inspector must be included on all Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions.
Final disposition of the MRB will be by unanimous decision.

2.4 Cause and Corrective Action - field engineer associated with each disci-
pline shall be responsible for providing Cause and Corrective Action
statements on NR's. The corrective action statement may be noted as
"Not Required" in the case of defective supplier furnished equipment or
in the case of isolated instances of construction deficiencies. Corrective
Action is required on repetitive type deficiencies so as to prevent [recurrence.,

|
| 2.5 tihen Review Board action is required, the Construction Engineer shall
j transmit the original NR and two copics to CCSE's QA&S Dept., who will
i be responsible for obtaining the signatures of CC&E's and S&L's Review R6

mcche rs .
,

.

| ~
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~- ,- , ,- -



, l'.i;;e *
.

'* .=

2.6 SLL cpproval may be authoriz d by one of the following methods:

2.6.1 Signature of the person or organization originally reviewing the
document. -

2.6.2 Facsimile reproduction with signature of the person or organization
originally receiving the document. This facsimile reproduction mayused to accomplish the work.

'

2.6.3 Verbal approval by telephone of the person or organization originally
reviewing the document. Upon receiving verbal approval, the cognizant
engineer notes the date of telecon and the name of the perso~n approving.
This document may be used te=porarily to accomplish the work; however,
original signatures must be obtained through the normal channels for
formal approval.

.

3.0 R'ework and Renair
~

-

3.1 When a Rework or Repair Disposition has been recommended and approved,
the S.D.C. will make the appropriate distribution of approved copies.,

3.2 The Lead Inspector will instruct the inspector to place a " Rework /
Repair" Tag next to the " Hold" or " Deficiency" Tag.

3.3 The Construction Manager will arrange for the work to be done by
Construction.

3.4 Upon receipt of the work authorization, the cognizant superintendent
schedules the work, completes it and notifies Inspection.

.

3.5 Af ter ve'rification of acceptable rework or repair the inspector signs
off Block 13 of the original NR , Copy at the Si,te Document Center and
removes any tags that apply to that NR.

NOTE: The disposition instructions may require more than
one organization to perform or witness a Test / ~

,

Inspection on an item. In this case, a signature
verifying acceptance by each organization is
required in Block 13.

4.0 Close out of NR's

4.1 NR's dispositioned " Accept-As-Is" will be closed by S.D.C. NR i

controller af ter all approval signatures are obtained. NR's
dispositioned " Rework" or " Repair" will be closed after HJK
Inspector or QAE signs Block 13 on NR verifying work complete.

4.2 The S.D.C. NR Controller clears the original NR Form by placing a i

" Closed" stamp on the NR and entering the date on the NR and in the R6 ;
index. The computer status report is then updated showing the NR '

closed out. The NR Controller will make the appropriate distribution
of the closed NR. i ''

!|

|'
I
i
i
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5.0 Records of outstanding NR's are retained by the Quality Assurance Site Document
Center Centroller and a tabulation published and distributed weekly and monthly.
The monthly NR Report will include the following information:

5.1 Outstanding NR's awaiting disposition along with a notation as to their
status, i.e. awaiting CG&E approval, S&L approval, or Construction
Engineering Disposition,

l

5.2 A listing of NR's that have been dispositioned and approved for rework
or repair but are awaiting completion of the work.

APPENDIX I -

INSTRUCTIONS'FOR FILLING OUT THE NR FORM

Block 1 Drawing / Installation No.: Initiator enters the identifying nudber
of the nonconforming item. This may be the Equipment Number, Serial
Number, Lif t Number, etc.

Block 2 Drawing Installation Name: Self explanatory.
.

Block 3 To be completed on all purchased materials or subcontracted work.
No: applicable on Kaiser Site Work.

Block 4 Supplier Contractor Name: Self explanatory.

Block 5 Inspection Plan No.: As applicable. ..

Block 6 Inspector Name: Self Explanatory.
.

Block 7 Date: Self Explanatory

Block 8 Specification Number: Enter the applicable job specification.
Designate ASME Material. Yes No.

,

Description of Nonconformance: The description of the nonconformanceBlock 9
I is the most important aspect of the NR. The following guidelines shall '

I apply:

'l. The description of the Nonconformance shall begin'

with the location - building and elevation.
.

2. The System Identification (ID) normally a two ;

letter ID - ES, RH, WS, FG, etc. ,

)

3. Requirement: in describing the requirement, the |
inspsutor shall reference the specification number, !

paragraph and requirement or Drawing Number, dimen-'

sion and tolerance.

4. The description of the discrepancy shall follow the
referenced requirement. The inspector shall write
legibly using good technical style in describing
the defect. When necessary for clarity, a photograph
or free hand sketch should be referenced on an
attachment to the NR.

See attachod evnnplo of NR Form. *

._
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Elock 10 Disposition: The Engineer associated with the discipline enters the
words Accept-As-Is, repair, rework or reject. 6

'

Elock 11 Disposition Instructions: The Engineer associated with the discipline
enters instructions. R6

Example A Rework - Component to be forwarded to Cincinnati Milacron Inc.
f or drilling per CE letter of instruction dated 3/22/72.

Example B Repair - Chip out all honeycombed concrete and grout per
attached MRB approved procedure.

Exannie C Accept-As-Is - Flushing operations uill provide adequate
cicanliness.

Block 12 Material Review Board: 'Per Section 2.0.

Block 13 Repair and Rework Complete and Acceptable: This inspection is made after
rework or repair as set forth in the examples 11 a and b above is inspected
and found acceptable. If a new nonconformance 1s detected at the ti=e of
the reinspection, the inspector enters the new NR Number in this block and
"R: stamps above the signature line.

Elock 14 Cause: This is a description of the cause of the nonconformance as
determined by the Construction Engineer. Referring to the defect exa=ples
set forth in Block 9 above, typical cause statements may be as follows:

. a. Supplier oversight
b. Insufficient vibrating

h)ock'15 Corrective Action: The Corrective Action Statement is a descriptive
action which should be taken to prevent recurrence of the discrepancy.
It is not to be confused with the disposition statement in Block 11. R6.

Typical corrective action for the above cause may be - "This problem
was observed with the concrete pour foreman. He has made shif t reassignments
to balance the number of experienced concrete workers on off-shif ts".

:

+

t
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NOTTOBEdSEDkOR
~

1.1 Purpose

This Nonconforming Material Control Procedure is to pr vid i s rac i .
.

for the detailed implementation of Quality Assurance Procecure ..v. 10,Nonconforming Material Control. It describes the system for processing
the Nonconformance Report from the point of its inception until it is
finally dispositioned. It f urther describes the system of reporting, which
provides project status with respect to cutstanding Nonconfor=ance Reports
(MR's) .

1.2 Responsibility

The Quality Assurance Department has responsibility for the initiation of
the Nonconformance Reports. Quality Assurance is responsible for the
initiation of periodic status reports, which provide all parties concerned
with information portaining to the disposition status of NR's.

Construction Engineering is responsible for providing the technical dis-
position of NR's. This vill include a disposition of Accept-As-Is, Rework,
Repair, or Reject, along with the necessary instructions to impiccent the
disposition. Construction Engineering is also responsible for obtaining
cause and corrective action statements on NR's.

The owner shall be responsible for concurring with all dispostions. Addi-
tionally, the owner will participate in coordination with suppliers when I
owner purchased material is involved.

1.0 _ Procedure

1.1 Initiation of the NR
,

A Nonconformance Report will be initiated in the following instances:
1.1.1 Whenever a plant material, piece of equipment or portion of

construction work deviates from the specified technical limits
of a drawing, specification, SSL Standard of an approved
Inspection Plan. ;

'

,

1.1.2
L'henever certified test results deviate f rom specified requirements.

1.1.3
In the absence of a clearly specified accept / reject standard, when-
ever an observed condition on a plant, material, picec of equipment
or portion of construction work is in the opinion of the inspector a ,

r.ubnant.ial deviatica f rom what is considered the industre standardfor acceptance.
,

\ f -
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1.1.4 When a pisca of equipment er installed material has been damaged.

1.2 The initiator fills out blocks one through nine in accordance with instruc-
tions set forth in Appendix I.

1.3 The Inspector of QAE, upon initiation of the Nonconformance Report, will notify
the QA S.D.C. NR controller who will log in the NR and assign a KEI Control"
Humber. (Naterial at Receiving Inspection will not be issued a NR Number until
after Construction Engineering Disposition. Material at Receiving Inspection
dispositioned " Reject" will move on the KEI Control Number and NR Form will be
stamped " Inspection Report".) The inspector will initiate a yellow " Hold" or
orange " Deficiency" Tag noting the CX Number and a brief description of the
nonconformance in the remarks section of the tag. If the nonconforming item
or condition requires that the item be segregated or further use/ installation
be terminated, the inspector will apply a yellow " Hold" Tag. If the noncon-
forming item or condition does not require segregation or that the use/installa-
tion be terminated, then the i'nspector should apply an orange " Deficiency" Tag.
If the nonconformance is a Seismic Violation between systems or components in
Seismic Category I Buildings as defined in the specifications, the NR will be
assigned an NR Number in the 6000 Series and the items in violation will be
identified with a white " Seismic Violation" Tag. The tag is "R" stamped and
then affixed to the material, equipment or work in a conspicuous area. All
inspection documents are to reference the NR Number and "R" Stamp. The
inspector notifies the cognizant superintendent for the purpose of quarantining
material as necessary.

.

NOTE: A discription of the tags authorized for use by the KEI
Inspection Department can be found in Quality Assurance
Procedure (QAP) 15. These tages are to be applied or
removed only by KEI QA.

1.4 Execpt as provided in 1.5 and 1.6, the initiator brings the signed NR to the
Inspection Supervisor or Cognizant QAE for his review. The Inspection Super-
visor or Cognizant QAE will initial in block six, indicating his concurrence,
and forwards the NR to the S.D.C. NR Controller who retains one copy for his
records. The original NR is transmitted to Construction Manager or his designee
for disposition. There may be instances where a Nonconformance Report has been
initiated in error, duplicated or the nonconforming condition has been corrected
by the Construction Department after a verbal or written communication from the
QA Department, in which case the NR may be marked " Void" with a corresponding
entry next to the Control Number (CN) in the S.D.C. Log. A brief statement
shall be made on the NR indicating the reason for voiding. This entry will
include the name of the person voiding the NR and the date.

,

.

A copy of the voided NR will be retained in the S.D.C. and a copy returned to
the initiating inspector for his information and records.

1.5 In cases where required documents are not availabic and after a Document
{Deficiency has failed, the supplier QAE will initiato an NR, which will be
!processed in accordance with 1.3. Notation is made on Rccciving Inspection iInstructions to the Inspector to quarantine the material. *

I
1.6 CC&E Test Group may initiate an NR when test results deviate from specified

requirements. These NR's will be dispositioned Rework by CCSE Test Engineering -

,.

and signed by Sponsor Engineer prior to transmittal to KEI S.D.C. for processing.
iNR's requiring !btcrial Review Board action (Accept-As-Is/ Repair Disposition)

will be transmitted to S.D.C. for processing prior to transmittal to S&L via CGLE. j

!

,

.~;,.- _ , . _ . - . _ _ . . . . . . . _ . . . . _ . _ . . . . _ _ m ., . _,,_
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2.0 Disposition of NR

2.1 The Construction Engineer or his designec will determine the proposed disposition
of the NR and the cause and corrective action. The QAE will provide all perti-
nent information available that' vill aid in the disposition. The disposition of
cach nonconformance shall fall under one of the following categories:

2.1.1 Accept-As-Is - A Material Review Board disposition indicating that the
nonconformance does not substantially affect safety, interchangeability,
service life, or performance; and that the material can be used for its
intended purpose.

2.1.2 Reuork .A Construction Engineerine disposition that a nonconformance
can, through subsequent part replacement, reprocessing, or completion
of the required operations, be brought into conformance with drawing and
specification requirements. (Documentation rework will be used for docu-
mentation deficiencies.) *

2.1.3 Repair - A Material Review Board disposition, which permits the reprocess-
ing, or completion of material to bring it into an acceptable condition,
although it still departs from original design requirements.

2.1.4 Reiect - A nonconforming material disposition that provides that the item
is unsuitable for its intended purpose and economically or feasibly incap-
able of being reworked or repaired.,

,

2.2 The Construction Engineer will then sign the NR and obtain CG&E construction [
concurrence prior to the implementation of any disposition. 5

2.3 As stated in 2.1.1 and 2.1.3, Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions require Review
Board action. The Review Board is comprised of-the KEI Construction Engineer,
CCLE QA and Standards Engineer,'KEI QA Engineer, the CG&E Sponsor Engineer, and
the S&L Design' Engineer (for Essential Material or Equipment only). In case of
the ASME Section III Nuclear Code Nonconformances the Authorized Inspector must
be included on all Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions. Final disposition of
the MRB will be by unanimous decision.

2.4 Cause and Corrective Action - Construction Engineer shall be responsible for
obtaining Cause and Corrective Action statements on NR's. The corrective action
statement may be noted as "not Required" in the case of defective supplier
furnished equipment or in the case of isolated instances of construction deficien-
cies. Corrective action is required on repetitive type deficiencies so as to

,
prevent recurrence. *

2.5 Uhen Review Board action is required, the Construction Engineer shall transmit l'
<

the original MR and two copies to CCLE's Gen. Eng. Dept., who will be responsible i
for obtaining the signatures of CG&E's and S&L's Review members,

j

2.6 S&L approval may be authorized by one of the following methods:

2.6.1 Signature of the person or organization originally reviewing the document.
,

-
t.2.6.2 Facsimile reproduction with signature of the person or organization I

originally receiving the document. This facsimile reproduction may be
used to accomplish the work.

-

.

%

a

N mme e ** *

.
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2.6.3 Verbal approval by telephone of the person or organization originally
reviewing the document. Upon receiving verbal approval, the cogni= ant g

engineer notes the date of telecon and the name of the person approving. !
This document may be used temporarily to accomplish the work; however,
original signatures must be obtained through the normal channels for
formal approval.

3.0 Rewerk and Repair

3.1 When a Rework or Repair Disposition has been recommended and approved,
the S.D.C. will make the appropriate distribution of approved copies.

3.2 The Lead Inspector will instruct the inspector'to place a "Revork/
Repair" Tag next to the " Hold" or " Deficiency" Tag.

3.3 The Construction Manager will arrange for the work to be done by
Construction.

3.4 Upon receipt of the work authorization, the cognizant superintendent
schedules the work, completes it and notifies Inspection.

3.5 Af ter verificatica of acceptable rework or repair the inspector signs .Eoff Block 13 of the original NR Ccpy at the Site Document Center and gremoves any tags that apply to that NR.

NOTE: The disposition instructions may require more than
one organization to perform or witness a Test /
Inspection on an item. In this case, a signature
verifying acceptance by each organization is
required in Block 13.

4.0 Close out of NR's - - -

4.1 NR's dispecitioned " Accept-As-Is" will be closed by S.D.C. NR
['controller after all approval cignatures are obtained. NR's

disposilloned " Rework" or " Repair" will be closed af ter HJK Inspector g
-

or QAE signs Block 13 on NR verifying work complete.

4.2 The S.D.C. NR Controller clears the original NR Form by placing a
" Closed" stamp on the NR and entering the date on the NP ano in the
index. The status report is then updated showing the NR closed out.
The NR Controller will make the appropriate distribution of the closed
NR.

,

5.0 Records of outstanding NR's are retained by the Quality Assurance Site Document f
Center Controller and a tabulation published and distributed weekly and monthly. gThe monthly NR Report will include the following information:

5.1 Outstanding NR's awaiting disposition along with a notation as to their !:
status, i.e. nwaiting CC&E approval, S&L approval, or Construction
Engineering Disposition.

|

5.2 A listing of NR's that have been dispositioned and approved for rework for repair but are awaiting completion of the work.
|
.

*
9
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING OUT THE NR FORM

lock 1 Drawing / Installation No.: Initia tor en te rs the identifying number
of the nonconforming item. This may be the Equipment Number,
Serial Number, Lift Number, etc.

Block 2 Drawing Installation Name: Self explanatory.,

*

Block 3 To be completed on all purchased materials or subccatracted work.
Not applicable on Kaiser Site Work.

Block 4 Supplier Con tractor Name: Self explanatory.
.

Block 5 Inspection Plan No.: As applicable.

Block 6 Inspector Name: Self explanatory.

Block 7 Date: Self explanat ry.
'

*

Block 8 Specification Number: Enter the applicable job specification.
Designate ASME Material. Yes No.

Block 9 Description of Nonconformance: The description of the nonconfor-
mance is the most important aspect of the NR. The following
guidelines shall apply:

.

1. The description of the Nonconformance shall begin
with the location - building and elevation.

' 2. The System Identification (ID) normally a two-

letter ID - ES, RH, WS, MS, etc.
- ,r
3. . Requirement: in describing the requirement, the

inspector shall reference the specification number,
,paragraph and requirement or Drawing Number, dimen- ,

sion and tolerance. *
. 4

4. The description of the discrepancy shall follow the
referenced requirement. The inspector shall write ' '

legibly using good technical style in describing -

the defect. When necessary for clarity, a pho to-
graph or free hand sketch should be referenced on an
attachment to the NR. * '

f
-

ISee attached example of NR Form. ~

,

Block 10 Disposition: Construction Engineer enters the words Ac c e p t-As-Is , ;
t

I

repair, rework or reject.
[
fBlock 11 Disposition Instructions: Construction Engineer enters instruc- i

tions
i

Examnio A Rework - Component to be forwarded to Cincinnat'
Milacron Inc. for drilling per GE letter of instruction
dated 3/22/72. [

- ,

'

.w_ - _ . ~ ~ .
. ~. ~ e

_ _ _ . . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ , . _ _ . . . . _ . __
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) Examole B Repair - Chip out all honeycombed concrete and grout p-~
attached MRB approved procedure.

Example C Accept-As-Is Flushing operations will provide adequate-

cleanliness.

Block 12 Material Review Board: Per Section 2.0.

Block 13 Repair and Rework Complete and Acceptable: .This inspection is made
after rework or repair as set forth in the examples 11 a and b above
is inspected and found acceptable. If a new nonconformance is de-
tected at the time of the reinspection, the inspector-enters the
new NR Number in this block and "R" stamps'above the signature line.

| Block 14 Cause: This is a description of the cause of the nonconformance
'

as determined by the Construction Engineer. Referring to the
defect examples set forth in Block 9 above, typical cause state-
ments may be as follows:

a. Supplier oversight
b. Insufficient vibrating

Block 15 Corrective Action: The Corrective Action S'tatement is a descrip-
tion by the Construction Engineer of the management action taken
to prevent recurrence of the discrepancy. It is not to be con-.) fused with the disposition statement in Block 11. Typical cor-
rective action for the above cause may be - This problem was" '

observed with the concrete pour foreman. He has made shift
reassignments to balance the number of experienced concrete
workers ,on off-shifts". .. - . -

.

.

I

s

J

|
,

t

!

i
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;
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1.1 Purpose NOT TO BE USED FOR

This Nonconforming Material C o n t r o 1%r,*c]$,d,(r @ M,3(gTM. Eld e gnstruc-tions for the d e t a'il e d implementhtion of Quality Assim nca hocedure
No. 16, Nonconforming Mattrial Control. It describes the system
for processing the Nonconformance Report from the point of its
inception until it is finally dispositioned. It further describes
the system of reporting, which provides project status with respect
to outstanding Nonconformance Reportn (NR's).

1.2 Responsibility

The Quality Assurance Department has responsibility for the initiation
of the tio n con f o rma n c e Reports. Qu-lity Assurance is responsible for
the initiation of periodic status reports, which provide all parties
concerned with information pertaining to the disposition status of
UR't.

Constructica Engineering is responsible for providing the technical
disposition of NR's. This will, include a disposition of Accept-
As-Is, Rewo rk., Repair, or Reject, along with the necessary instruc-
tions to impicment the disposition. Construction Engineering is
also responsible f o r ob taining cause and corrective action statements
on NR's.

The Owner shall be responsible for concurring with all dispositions
on Owner purchased material and equipment. Additionally, the Owner
will participate in coordination with supplie rs when Owner pur-
chased material is involved.

S6L concurrence is required on Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions
of components or material classified Essential. ' )

'

1.0 Procedure

1.1 Initiation of the NR !

;

A Nonconformance Report will be' initiated in the following instances:
[

1.1.1 Whenever a plant material, piece of equipment or portion of
construction work deviates from the specified technical limits
of a drawing, specification, S&L Standard of an approved R

,

Inspection Plan.

O
%)

.
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1.1.2 Whenever certified test results deviate from specified require-
acnts.

1.1.3 In the absence of a clearly specified accept / reject standard,
whenever an obs:c rve d condition on a plant, material, piece
of equipment or portion of construction work is in the opinion
of the inspector a substantial deviation from what is con-
sidered the industry standard for acceptance.

1.114 In cases when required documents are not received and equip-
ment and/or material is needed immediately for installation.

1.1.5 When a piece of equipment or installed material has been damaged. R

1.2 The initiator fills out blocks one through nine in accordance with
instructions set forth in Appendix I.

.

1.3 The Inspector or QAE, upon' initiation of the Nonconformance Report,
will notify the QA S.D.C. NR controller who will log in the NR and
assign a KEI Control Number. (Material at Receiving Inspection will
not be issued a NR Number until after Construction Engineering Dis-
position. Material at Receiving Inspection dispositioned " Reject"
will move on the KEI Control Number and NE Form will be stamped
"Inspsetion Report".) The inspector will initiate a yellow " Hold"
or orange " Deficiency" Tag noting the CN Number and a brief descrip-
tion of the nonconformance in the remarks section of the tag. If
the nonconforming item or condition requires that the item be segre-
gated or further use/ installation be terminated,the inspector will
apply a yellow " Hold" Tag. If the nonconforming item or condition
does not require segregation or that the use/ installation be termin-
ated, then the inspector should apply an orange " Deficiency" Tag.
If the Nonconformance is a Seismic Violation between systems or
components in, Seismic Category I buildings as defined in the spec-
ifications, the NR will be assigned an NR Number in the 6000 Series R
and the items in violation will be identified with a white " Seismic
Violation" Tag. The tag is "R" stamped and then affixed to the
material, equipment or work in a conspicuous area. All inspection
documents arc to reference the NR Number and "R" Stamp. The
inspector notifies the cognizant superintendent for the purpose of,

quarantining material as necessary,
t

NOTE: A discription of the tags authorized for use by
the KEI Inspection Department can be found in
Quality Assurance Procedure (QAP) 15. These

itags are to be applied or removed oniv by KEI QA.
,

1.4 Except as provided in 1.5 and 1.6, the initiator brings the signed NR |to the Inspection Superviso'r or Cognizant QAE for his review. The
i ;Inspection Supervisor or Cognizent QAE will initial in block six,

indicating his concurrence, and forwards the NR to the S.D.C. NR }

,

Controller who retains one copy f or his records. The original NR is t

transmitted to Construction Manager or his desir,nce for dispos-
ition. There may be instances where a Nonconformance Report has
been initiated in error, duplicated or the nonconforming condition

!
i

I
|

. .m-., .~
_ _ _ ,
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has been corrected by the Construction Department after a verbal or
written communication from the QA Department, in which case the NR
may be marked " Void" with a corresponding entry next to the Control
Nunber (CN) in the S.D.C Log. A brief statement shall be made onthe NR indicating the reason for voiding. This entry will include
the name of the person voiding the NR and the date.

A copy of the voided NR will be retained in the S.D.C. and a copyreturned to the initiating inspector for his information and records.
1.5 In cases where required documents are not available and after a Document

Deficiency has failed, the supplier QAE will initiate an NR, which willbe processed in accordance with 1.3. Notation is made on ReceivingInspection Instructions to the Inspector to quarantine the material.
1.6 CGLE Test Group may initiate an NR when test results deviate from

specified requirements. These NR's will be dispositioned Rework byCGLE Test Engineering and signed by Sponsor Engineer prior to trans-
mittal to KEl S.D.C. for processing. NR's requiring Material Review
Board action (Accept-As-Is/ Repair Disposition) will be transmitted
to S.D.C. for processing prior to transmittal to S&L via CG&E.

2.0 Dispecition of NR
,

2.1 The Construction Engineer or his designee will determine the proposed
. -

disposition of the NR and the cause and corrective action. The QAEwill provide all pertinent information available that ~ will aid in the Rdisposition. The disposition of each nonconformance shall fall underone of the following categories:
2.1.1 Accept-As-Is - A Material Review Board disposition indicating

that the nonconformance does not substantially affect safety,
interchangeability, service life,'or performance; and that*

the material can be used for its intended purpose.
2.1.2 Rework - A Construction Engineering disposition that a noncon- >

formance can, through subsequent part replacement, reprocessing.
or completion of the required operations, be brought into ,

conformance with drawing and specification requirements. I,
i

(Documentation rework will be used for documentation deficiencies.)
i

2.1.3 Repair - A Material Review Board disposition, which permits the
reprocessing of material to bring it into an acceptable condition,
although it still departs from original design requirements.

2.1.4 Reicet - A nonconforming material disposition that provides that
the item is unsuitable for its intended purpose and economically
or feasibly incapable of being reworked or repaired. i

2.2 The Construction Engineer will then sign the NR and obtain CC&E con- I

currence for material and equipment purchased by the owner. .

.

L
i

4
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2.3 As stated in 2.1.1 and 2.1.3, Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions
require Review Board action. The review Board is comprised of the
KE1 Construction Engineer, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer, KEI QA
Engineer, the CGGE Sponsor Engineer, and the S&L Design Engineer. R
in case of the ASME Section III Nuclear Code Nonconformances the
Authorized Inspector must be included on all Accept-As-Is and Repairdispositions. Final disposition of the MRB will be by unanimous
dicision.

2.4 Cause and Corrective Action Construction Engineer shall be-

responsible for ob taining Cause and Corrective Action statements
on NR's. The corrective action statement may be noted as "not
Required" in the case of defective supplier furnished equipment or
in the case of isolated instances of construction deficiencies.Corrective action is required on repetitive type deficiencies so as
to prevent recurrence. ,

'

2.5 When review action is required, the Construction Engineer shall
transmit the original NR and two copies to CG&E'S Gen. Eng. Dept., Rwho will be responsible for obtaining the signatures of CG&E'S
and S&L'S Review members.

2.6 SLL approval may be authorized by one of the following methods:
2.6.1 Signature of the person or organization originally reviewingthe document.

.

2.6.2 Facsimile reproduction with signature of the person or
organization originally receiving the document. This Rfacsimile reproduction may be used to accomplish the work.

2.6.3 Verbal approval by telephone of the person or organizationoriginally reviewing the document. Upon receiving verbal
approvdl, the cognizant engineer notes the date of telecon,

and the name of the person approving. This document may be
used temporarily to accomplish the work; however, the
original document must be sent through the normal channels
for formal approval.

_
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3. 0 Rework and Repair

3.1 When a Rework or Repair Oisposition has been recommended and
approved,the S.L.C. will make the appropriate distribution of
approved copies. '

'

3.2 The Lead inspector will instruct the inspector to place a " Rework /
Repair" Tag next to the " Hold" or Deficiency" Tag.

3.3 The Construction Manager will arrange for the work to be done' byConstruction.

3.4 Upon receipt of the work authorization, the cognizant superinten-
dent schedules the work, completes it and notifies Inspection.

3.5 After verification of acceptable rework or repair the inspector. R

signs off Block 13 of the original NR Copy at the Site Document
Center and removes any tags that apply to that NR. The S.D.C.NR Controller clears the original NR Form by placing a " Closed"
Stamp on the NR and entering the date in the Index. The mon thlyStatus Report is then updated showing the NR closed out. The 101Controller will make the appropriate distribution of the closed NR.

NOTE: The disposition instructions may require more
than one organization to perform or witness a c

Test / Inspection on an item. .In this case, a
signa ture verifying accep tance by each organ-
ization is required in Block 13.

4.0 Records of outstanding NR's are retained by the Quality Assurance
Site Docunent Center Controller and are published monthly. Theweekly NR Report will include the following information:
4.1 Outstanding NR's awaiting disposition along with a notation as

to their status, i.e. awaiting CG&E approval, S&L approval, orConstruction Engineering Disposition.
4.2 A listing of NR's that have been dispositioned and approved for

rework or repair but are awaiting completion of the work.
.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING OUT THE NR FORM
!~

Block 1 Drawing / Installation No.: Initiator enters the identifying number j
of the nonconforming item. This may be the Equipment Number, |
Scritl Number, Lift Number, etc.

{
Block 2 Drawing Installation Name: Self explanatory. f

!
Block 3 To be completed on all purebaced materials or subcontracted. work. ;

Not applicable on Katser Site Work. !
'

.

Block 4 Supplier Contractor Name: Self explanatory.

Block 5 Inspection Plan No.: As applicable. -

1

Block 6 Inspector Name: Self e,xplanatory. ,

Block 7 Date: Self explanatory. ;

31ock 8 Specification Number: Enter the applicable job specification. -

Designate ASME Material. Yes No. *

Block 9 Description of Nonconformance: The description of the nonconfor-
mance is the most important aspect of the NR. The following
guidelines chal;l apply:

.

1. The description of the Nonconformance shall begin
with the location - building and elevation.

2. The System Identification (ID) normally a two
letter ID - ES, RH, WS, MS, etc.,

R
3. Requirement: in describing the requirement, the

inspector shall reference the specification number,-
,

paragraph and requirement or Drawing Number, dimen-
sion and tolerance.

4. The description of the discrepancy shall follow the
referenced requirement. The inspector shall write
legibly using good technical style in describing,

'

the defect. When necessary for clarity, a photo-
graph or free hand sketch should be referenced on an
attachment to the NR. -

See attached example of NR Form. '

Slech 10 Disposition: Construction Engineer enters the words accept,
,

repair, rework or reject. !
:

Slack 11 Disposition Instructions: Construction Engineer enters instruc- |
tions '

:
,

!

[.xampic A Rework - Component to be forwarded to Cincinnati
Milacron Inc. for drilling per GE letter of instruction ;

dated 3/22/72. .

i
|
*

.

|
!
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IExample B Repair - Chip out all honeycombed concrete and grout per

attached MRB approved procedure. '

Example C Accept-As-Is Flushing operations will provide adequate-

cleanliness.

Block 12 Material Review Board: Per Section 2.0. R

Block 13 Repair and Rework Complete and Acceptable: This inspection is made
after rework or repair as set forth in the examples.ll a and b above
is inspected and found acceptable. If a new nonconformance is de-
tected at the time of the reinspection, the inspector enters the
new NR Number in this block and "R" stamps above the signature line.

~

description.of' theBlock 14 .Cause: This is a cause of the nonconformance
as determined by the Construction Engineer. Referring to the
defect examples set forth in Block 9 above, typical cause state-
ments may be as follows:

a. Supplier oversight
b. Insufficient vibrating

Blech 15 Corrective Action: The Corrective Action Statement is a descrip-
tion by the Construction Engineer of the management action taken
to prevent recurrence of the discrepancy. It is not to be con-
fused with the disposition statement in Block 11. Typical cor-
rective action for the above cause may be " This problen was-

observed uith the concrete pour foreman. He has made shift
reassignments to balance the number of experienced concrete
workers on off-shifts".

.
. . . ..
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1. General

1.1 Purpose

This f!onconforming Material Control Procedure is to provide instructions for
the detailed imple:rentation of Quality Assuranct Procedure tio.16, tioncon-
fonning Material Control . It describes the system for processing the
tionconformance Report from the point of its inception until it is finally

,
R

dispositioned. It further describes the system of reporting which provides
project status with respect to outstanding f!cnconformance Reports (f;R's).

.

1.2 Responsibility '

The Quality Assurance Depar D has onsibility for the initiation of '
the lionconformance Reports | Qu7a|1,',f,t;y responsible for the

'

initiation of periodic status reports 4hi'dhjphoyidg a ar-ties concerned
with information pertainin'g]toRhe,-di,s ositio'n''sfdtusT9,f> f1R's.

W |0! Tinnt t|
*

Construction Engineering s responsib or, p
position of f4R's. .This ,ill figltdg-p (ispos,r,0yiding''|t.hef echnical dis-itionldf jA.cc,ept-As-Is, Rework,
Repair or Reject, along with the'necessary instruct,, ions to implement the
disposition. Construct on fricjineer.ipg is aYsoTespon'sibi for obtaining

stat'eindnts Cog'gcause and corrective ac io
,

The Owner shall be responsible for concurri g-w + all dispositions on
Owner purchased material and equipment. Additionally, h'e Owner will
participate in coordination with suppliers when Owner purchased material
is involved.

.

S&L concurrence is required on Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions of
components or material cla:.sified Essential.

Procedure

1.0 Initiation of the f1R
'
,

1.1 A flonconfonnance Report will be initiated in the following instances:
| 1.1.1 Whenever a plant material, piece of equipment or portion of

iconstruction work deviates from the specified technical limits
,

!

of a drawing or specification.
}

1.1.2 Whenever certified test results deviate from specified requirements.
'

|
'

|

|

_
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1.1.3 In the absence of a clearly specified accept / reject standard,
whenever an observed condition on a plant, material, piece of
equipment or portion of construction work is in the opinion of
the inspector a substantial deviation from what is considered
the industry standard for acceptance.

1.1.4 In cases when required documents are not received and cquipment
and/or material is needed immediately for installation.

'1.2 The initiator fills out blocks one through nine in accordance with
instructions set forth in the Appendix.

1.3 The inspectcr or QAE, upon initiation of the lionconformance Report, will
notify the QA S.D.C. flR controller who will log in the f4R and assign a
KEI control number. (Material a.t Receiving Inspection will not be issued
a flR number until after Construction Engineering disposition. Material at
Receiving Inspection dispositioned " Reject" will move on the KEI control
number and flR form will be stamped " Inspection Report".) The inspector
will initiate a yellow " Hold" tag noting the fir number and a brief descrip-
tion of the nonconformance in the remarks section of the tag. The tag is
"R" stamped and then affixed to the material, equipment or work in a
ct.nspicuous area. All inspection documents are to reference the flR number
and "R" stamp. The inspector notifies the cognizant superintendent for
the purpose of quarantining material as necessary.

1.4 Except as provided in 1.5 and 1.6, the initiator brings the signed flR to the
Inspection Supervisor or cognizant QAE for his review. The Inspection
Supervisor or cognizant QAE will initial in block six and forward the NR-

to the S.D.C. flR controller who retains one copy for his records. Original
flR is transmitted to Construction Manager or his designee for disposition.

'

1.5 In cases where required documents are not available and after a Document
Deficiency has failed, the supplier QAE will initiate an flR which will be
processed in accordance with 1.3. Ilotation is made on Receiving Inspection
Instructions to the Inspector to quarantine the material.

1.6 CG&E Test Group may initiate an fir when test results deviate from specified
requirements. These flR's will be dispositioned Rework by CG&E Test R ,

Engineering and signed by Sponsor Engineer prior to transmittal to KEI S.D.C.
for processing. flR's requiring material review board action (Accept As Is/
Repair disposition) will be transmitted to S.D.C. for processing prior to
transmittal to S&L via CG&E.

2.0 Disposition of flR

,

2.1 The Construction Engineer or his designee will in coordination with CG&E
;determine the proposed disposition of the flR and the cause and corrective t

action. The QAE will provide all pertinent information available that |
will aid in the disposition. The disposition of each nonconformance shall ,

fall under one of the following categories:
i

2.1.1 Accept-As-Is - A Material Review Board disposition indicating that I
,

the nonconformance does not substantially affect safety, inter- g

changeability, service life, or performance; and that the material '

can be used for its intended purpose. ;I

!
:

1
i
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2.1.2 Rework - A Construction Engineering disposition that a noncon-
formance can,. through subsequent part replacement, reprocessing,
or completion of tne required operations, be brought into con-
formance with drawing and specification requirements. (Documenta-
tion rework will be used for documentation deficier.cies.)

2.1.3 Repair - A Material Review Board disposition which permits the
reprocessing of material to bring it into an acceptable condition,
althougn it still departs from original design requirements.

2.1.4 Reject - A nonconforming material disposition that provides that
the item is unsuitable for its intended purpose and economically
or feasibly incapable of being reworked or repaired.

2.2 The Construction Enginee'r will then sign the NR and obtain CG&E concurrence
for material and equipment purchased by the owner.

2.3 As stated in 2.1.1 and 2.1.3, Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions require
Review Board action. The Review Board is comprised of the KEI Construction
Engineer, CG&E QA and Standards Engineer (Class I only), KEI QA Engineer,
the CG&E Sponsor Engineer and the S&L Design Engineer. In the case of the
ASME Section III Nuclear Code Nonconformances the Authorized Inspector must
be included on all Accept-As-Is and Repair dispositions.

2.4 Cause and Corrective Action - Construction Engineer shall be responsible .

for obtaining Cause and Corrective Action statements on itR's. The cor-
rective action statement may be noted as "not Required" in the case of
defective supplier furnished equipment or in the case of isolated in-
stances of construction deficiencies. Corrective action is required on
repetitive type deficiencies so as to prevent recurrence.

2.5 When review action is required, the Construction Engineer shall transmit
the original NR and two copies to CG&E's Senior Field Engineer who will
be responsible for obtaining the signatures of CG&E'S and S&L's Review
members.

2.6 S&L approval may be authorized by one of the following methods:
R

,

2.6.1 Signature of the person or organization originally reviewing
the document.

2.6.2 Facsimile reproduction with signature of the person or organization
originally receiving the document. This facsimile reproduction

i may be used temporarily to accomplish the work. However, the R
original document must be sent through normal channels for formal .

I approval.

2.6.3 Verbal approval by telephone of the person or organization
originally reviewing the document. Upon receiving verbal

i approval, the cognizant engineer notes the date of telecon and the
name of the person approving. This document may be used temporarily
to accomplish the work; however, the original document must be sent i

i through the normal channels for formal approval. !

2.7 NR is reviewed and signed by QAE. R i

,

.

-
. .. . ... ..._ . . _ . . . . _ . . . . . . . . . _ _ -
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3.0 Rework and Repair *

3.1- When a rework and repair disposition has been made on the NR, the
Construction Manager arranges for the work to be done by construction.

3.2 Upon receipt of the work authorization, the cognizant superintendent
schedules the work, completes it and notifies inspection.

3.3 The inspector signs ~off block 13 of the original NR copy at the Site
Document Center. The S.D.C. NR controller clears the original NR form by R
placing his Closed stamp on NR and entering date in Index. He then up-
dates his weekly status report showing the NR closed out and makes
distribution of closed copies.

'

4.0 Records of outstanding NR's are retained by the Quality Assurance Site Documer.t
Center NR controller and are published weekly. The weekly NR report will
include the following information:

4.1 Outstanding NR's awaiting disposition along with a notation as to their
status, i.e. awaiting CG&E approval, S&L approval, or Construction
Engineering disposition.

4.2 A listing of HR's that have been dispositioned and approved for rework
or repair but are awaiting completion of the work.

.
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i .. APPENDIX

INSTRUCTXONS FOR FILLING OUT THE NR FORM

Block 1 Drawing / Installation No.: Initiator enters the identifying number of
the nonconforming item. This may be the Equipment Number, Serial
Number, lif t nu=ber, etc.

01ock 2 Drawing Installation Name: Self explanatory.

Block 3 To be completed on all purchased materials or subcontracted work.
Not applicable on Kaiser Site work.

Block 4 Supplier Contractor Name: Self explanatory.

Block 5 Inspection Plan No.: As applicable.
~

Block 6 Inspector Name: Self explanatory.
'

Block 7 Date: Self explanatory.

Block 8 Specification Number: Enter the applicable job specification. .Designate ASME material. _ Yes _ No '

Block 9 Description of Nonconformance: The description of the nonconformance
is the most important aspect of the NR. The following guidelines
shall apply:

1. The description of the nonconformance shall begin with the
determination of the specified requirement end follow with the
description of the defect.

.

2. In describing the requirement, the inspector shall reference
the specification nucher, paragraph and requirement or drawing
number, dimension and tolerance..-

3. The description of the discrepancy shall follow the referenced
requirement. The inspector shall write legibly using good
technical style in describing the defect. When necessary for
clarity, a photograph or free hand sketch should be referenced
on an attachment to the NR.

4. Following are exa=ples of the methods to be used in describing
defects:

a. Description of a dimensional defect:

i
j Ref: Supplier drawing CE 922D252 RPV Bearing Plate; see i
: Detail C 6250 dia. holes 4 places.

,

: Actual: The 4 holes for P22 dowels are omitted.
,

i b. Description of a concrete placement defect:
! *

.

: Ref: Job specification 11-2174, paragraph 3-2.2.5 limits
;

{ boneycorr.bing to 30" square arca and 2" depth. -

5 of 7 .
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Actual:
Arca approximately 5' X 3' (see attached sketch)at 2600 location, on inside primary containment
wall at elevation 482 is honeycoched to an undet-ermined depth.

Description of a visual defect on cleanliness:c.

Ref:
Specification H-2219, closed Feedwater Heaters,
Standard Specification 80-H, Paragraph 15 requires.

interior surfaces to be shot blasted and cleaned..

_Ac tual : Interior surfaces have rust, mill scale, etc.
which indicates shot blasting was not performed.
Metal shavings including a spent electrode were
noted inside vessel.

Block 10 Disposition:
Rework or Reject. Construction Engineer enters the words Accept, Repair,

Block 11 Disposition Instructions:
Construction Engineer enters instructions asfollows:

(Refer to the sample defects described under Block 9)

Exannic A Reuork - Component to be forwarded to Cincinnati Milacron
Inc. for drilling per GE letter of instruction dated 3/22/72.-
Examole B

Repair - Chip out all honeyco= bed concrete and grout perattached MRB approved procedure.

Examnic C
Accept-As-Is - Flushing operations will provide adequatecican11 ness.

Block 12
Material Review Board: Self explanatory.' ''

Block 13
Repair and Rowork Complete and Acceptable: This inspection is made
af ter rework or repair as set forth in the examples 11 a and b aboveis inspected and found acceptable.

If a new nonconformance is dctectedat the time of the reinspection, the inspector enters the new NK number
'

in this block and "R" stamps above the signature line.
Block 14 Cause:

This is a description of the cause of the nonconformance as
determined by the Construction Engineer. Referring to the defect
exampics set forth in Block 9 above, typical cause statements may beas follows : '

.

Supplier oversighta.
b. ,

Insufficient vibrating
nlock 15 Corrective Action:

the Construction Engineer of the management action taken to preventThe corrective action statement is a description by
!
'

"

disposition statement in Block 11.It is not to be confused with the hirecurrence of the discrepancy.
eiTypical corrective action for the
Eabove cause may bc

"This probica was observed with the concrete pourforeman.
IIc has nade shif t reassignrents to balance the number of y{-

f, ,
experienced concrete workers on off-shif ts".

i<
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I, do heraby make the following voluntsry statement to

Mr. J. B. McCarten, who had identified himself to me as an ' Investigator with

the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. I make this statement freely with no

threats or promises of reward having been made to me.
.,

From August, 1973 until November, 1976 I was employed by Kaisqr Inc. as a

Lead Electrical Quality Engineer and after November, 1976 as Assistant Quality

Manager at the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station currently under construction in Ohio.

While employed at the Zimmer site, I worked for Bill Friedrich the Quality Control

Manager for Kaiser Engrs. Inc. Bill was replaced in November of 1976 at the re-

quest of Killiam Schwiers of CGEE due to a disagreement he had with Schwiers

over the operation of the Quality Control Program at Zimmer. Bill Friedrich

keptnosecretsonthereasonsforfhisreplacement. Friedrich wanted to hire

more inspectors, and wanted to conduct the Zimmer QA program according to Nuclear

Standards. Friedrich had extensive experience in the Nuclear industry and was

atteepting to implenent the KEI QA Program and industry standards on this site.

Bill Schwiers was the CGCE QA and Stds. Engineer (i.e. Quality Mgr.) on site and

did not want to hire the Inspectors Bill requested. Schwiers did r.ot have any

previous nuclear experience and had an Accounting background, was cost conscious

cnd not committed to implementing KEI's QA Program at the Zimmer site. Schwier's

did not back Friedrich's request for more inspectors on the site when work at the

site was underway at a faster pace and more inspectors were needed to get the job
done. Schwier's did not want to spend the money on inspectors, refused Friedrich's

raquests and eventually replaced Friedrich, or had Kaiser replace him on the site.

Friedrich's replacement, Bob Tur'ner, ran into the same, problem with Schwiers, again *

Turner wanted to hire more inspectors and Schwiers refused Turner approval to hire
,

them. The inspection program at Zimmer was less than adequate duc -to the sheer lack

of Inspection manpower on the site. For example, Zimmer had only approximately '
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25 in-process line inspectors at the site, whereas other sites have 300-350 QC

in-process line inspectors. Zimmer had approximately 8-9 Quality Engrs. Perry

has forty. Other sites have approximately 30-50 Quality Engineers.,

In my opinion the Management of CGCE was net committed to a Nuclear Quality

Assurance program. This was evidenced by the following conditions:

I. Receipt inspecticn was less than adequate.

2. In-process inspection was less than adequate, and documentatien of in-

process inspection was poor.

3. Source inspection was less than adequate.

4. Vender audits were'less than adequate.

As built drawings were not available to craft personnel due to frequent5.

revision to the drawings. Many as built installaticns were not docu-

mented.

6. Revisions were made to the electrical specifications which resulted

in the voiding of confomances that had been identified by QC inspectors.
7. Vendor supplied items had poor quality welds on them.

At one time Schwier s objected to my proposal to put an inspector with every

safety related cable pulling crew. He felt 100*4 inspection of safety related

cable pulls was unnecessary, although this was standard for the nuclear industry.
_-After I left the site I heard things got worse. A revision was made to a speci-

t

fication which allowed for the pulling of cables in raceways where the hangers
I ,

and supports had not been completely installed, also cables were pulled and im-

properly trained. A nonconfomance report was written on it, and subsequently
'

the specification was revised to allow for the improper training of cables in !

cable runs.

Also after I left I heard that Bob Marshall, construction Superintendent

walked into the Quality Control Office one day and shouted to everyone present, f

.

.

a,
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tnat, "I will see that all of you QC people never will work at a Kaiser site
again". I also heard that nonconformance reports issued by the inspectors

identifying discrepencies in the plant were being voided without reason.

I have given Mr. Mecarten more specific information regarding my cencerns over

the Quality Program at Zimmer, this statement is a brierf summary of'my con-

cerns in general.

I have read the above statement, made the necessary corrections, initialed

mistakes and it is true and correct.

Subscribed to before me er. this 29th day of January at Perry, Ohio.
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