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ATTACHMENT
RESPONSE TO DR, M, MYERS' REQUESTS OF OCTOBER 17, 1990

Reguest 11

(Provide) information requested per Seabrook wWelds XXxX1V, an August 15, 1990
memorandum to you from me,

Resgonse:

It is our understanding that the information requested has already been provided
by NRC Headquarters.



Attachment 2

Request 2:

(Provide) a listing by weld number of Seabrock welds tha*t the ASME Code required
to be examined by radiographic testing.

Resgonse:

A complete listing of the welds, by weld number, that were required to be examined
by radiographic testing (RT) in accordance with the ASME Code, does not currently
exist either in the possession of the NRC or in any readily retrievable format
within the licensee's QA records or files.

The ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section 111 (1977 edition with winter

'77 addenda) represents the construction code of record for the design, fabrica-
tion, examination and testing of the ASME components installed by welding at
Seabrook Station, Components which include welds (e.g., tanks, heat exchangers,
etc.) that were ordered prior to 1977 and supplied by various vendors in accordance
with the ASME Code were fabricated to other editions of the Code (e.g., 1974
edition with various addenda). For components other than piping erected by

welding at the Seabrook site, the particular code edition of record in the pro-
curement documents, along with the specific weld joint category and nominal

sizing, would govern the method of examination required for the welds. Thus,

for the nonpiping ASME welds, no generally broad statements cover all cases

where radiography was required. However, with regard to the ASME piping installed
by welding at Seabrook to the 1977 code edition with winter '77 addenda, it can

be generally stated that the ciass | and 2 welds, depending upon weld configuration,
were radiographed.

Therefore, although a listing of ASME welds, fabricated at Seabrook and required
to be radiographically examined, cannot be provided, as requested, a generic
description of the Seabrook fabricated welds which were radiographec in
accordance with the Code can be stated, as follows:

A1l circumferential weld joints connecting pipe spools to each other, to
vaiveS, to pumps, to heat exchangers, and to other pressure vessels
(e.g., steam generators, pressurizer, reactor vessel) that were field
fabricateoc and designated as ASME Code class 1 and 2 components at
Seabrook Station were required to be field radiographed. Additionally,
certain base metal repairs to ASME Code class 1 and 2 components effected
in the field were also required to be field radiographed,



Attachment 3

Request 3

(Provide) docume.cs that specify conditions required to be met prior to placement
of a YAEC signature on a Radiographic Inspection Report (RIR) and/or documents
that descride precisely what was being approved when the YAEC official affixed
his signati -« to the RIR,

Response:

No specific procedure or documented requirement delineates the meaning or con-
ditions attached to the placement of a YAEC signature on a RIR, However, the
YAEC Quality Engineering Group (QEG) NDE Review Group Procedure No. 5 documents
the following condition imposed upon the YAEC radiography review process,

"Methods and criteria used to review radiographs shall be the same as the
originators."”

Even though this procedure was not formally issued until May 1984, the YAEC
signatures on the RIRs, both before and after procedural issuance, were intended
to signify a YAEC review to the same criteria "as the originators" (i.e.,
Pullman-Higgins), This position was confirmed in discussions with YAEC personne]
who had been involved in the film review process, Additionally, the NRC
Independent Review Team evaluated the YAEC film review process and documented

in NUREG-1425, Appendix 8, the observation that:

“Discussions with YAEC personne! involved in the review of film indicated
that their reviews of final film always included a review for weld defects
and film quality. The team's film review (see Section 8 of this report)
supported this statement."

This conclusion is also logically corroborated by the fact that the Y/ .C reviewer's
signature or initials, along with the date reviewed, appear at the bottom of

the RIR form, near the signatures of the Pullman-Higgins reviewers (Level I!

and Level 111) and that of the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) for ASME welds.

A YAEC official affixing his signature/initials to an RIR meant that he had
reviewed both the RIR and the applicable radiographs to the same code criteria

as the Pullman-Higgins personnel whose signatures were already documented.

This position is also substantiated by the evidence indicating that YAEC reviewers
would not sign the RIRs if they identified problems during their review. This
evidence not only is documented in numerous deficiency reports (DRs), several

of which were issued prior to May 1984 when the YAEC QEG NDE Procedure No. 5 was
formalized, but also was provided to Dr. Myers in response to a previous request
(XXXI1) of August 6, 1990, At that time, the NRC was requested to explain what
it meant for a specific number of welds to be lister on DRs issued after the
RIRs had been signed by YAEC reviewers. NRC inspection, review and response

for all of the examples cited by Dr, Myers revealed that "in each case, the
corrective action was completed prior to YAEC acceptance of the radiographic
package and sign-off of the RIR."



Attachment 4

(Request 3 Continued)

Therefore, although no documents clearly delineate either the conditions or

what was being approved by the YAEC reviewer when he signed the RIR, the available
evidence suggests that he was acc'nting the RIR as a quality document and accepting
the disposition of the RIR as to t acceptability of the radiographic weld
quality. As noted above, this position was confirmed by the NRC [ndependent

Review Team, by NRC inspection follow-up of issues raised by the Congressiona!l
staff, and by discussions with licensee personnel directly involved in the YAEC
radiograph review process.



Attachment L)

Pequest 4:

(Provide) evidence of the purported 100% YAEC review; e.g. documents that enumerate
by weld number the welds that were reviewed, the results of any such review,
etc.

Note: Contrary to the statement that appears in NUREG-1425, Appendix 8,
page 8, "practically all" surveillance reports did not identify the film
being reviewed by weld number, Moreover, the surveTllance reports provided
in response to Seabrook Welds XXXVI do not provide evidence of a 100%
radiograph review; instead, the surveillance reports increase confidence

in our conclusion that the preponderance of evidence indicates that prior
to late 1983, YAEC did not conduct & review 100% of radiographs following
approval by Pullman-Higgins.

Resgonse:

As has been documented several times in previous responses to Congressiona)
staff requests, the documented evidence of the YAEC performance of a 100% review
of the Pullman-Higgins radiographs for safety-related welds is provided by the
YAEC re,iewer signature/initials on the RIRs applicable to each radiographed
weld. NRC inspection, to include follow-up of specific cases identified by the
Congressional staff, has not identified any welds for which YAEC radiographic
review was not conducted.

For radiographic weld quality, the objective evidence is available in the radio-
graphs themselves; and documentation of the licensee's QA program review of the
acceptability of those radiographs is provided in the Radiographic Inspection
Reports (RIRs). The YAEC practice to sign/initial and date each RIR to signify
review and acceptance of the Radiographic Inspection Report and the radiographs
which it covered was both a convenient and consistent way of providing objective
evidence that YAEC reviewers were performing their review function.

The Congressiona)l staff indicates in the above request that the surveiliance
reports do not provide evidence of a 100% radiographic review., We agree with

this assessmert, but would add that it was never the intentiun of YAEC to document
on surveillance reports each and every radiographic film package reviewed, The
use of surveillarce reports as such would have been redundant to the YAEC practice
of signing each RIR, a practice which commenced in 1979 when the first set of
radiographic film packages were turned over by Pullman-Higgins,

Furthermore, the Congressional staff statement in the above request that "prior

to late 1983, YAEC did not conduct a review 100% of radiographs following approval
by Pullman-Higgins" confused the understanding of what actually did occur. It

may be true that YAEC did not conduct a review of radiographs immediately following
approval by Pullman-Higgins. As has been stated previously in response to
Congressional staff requests, YAEC reviewed the film after Pullman-Higgins turned
it over for review. Whenever that turnover occurred, relative to when Pullman-
Higgins completed their review, was dependent upon Pullman-Higgins initiative

to provide the accepted radiographs to YAEC for their review,
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(Pzquest 4 Continued)

YAEC film reviewer involvement in the transmittal process of Pullman-Higgins
ra“iographs to the Records Vault and acceptance of the film for owner storage
encompassed a technical review furction, rather than an accountability
exercise, This is why YAEC instituted in 1985 a re-inventory and indexing
program for all film already stored in the Records Vault to confirm that the
radiographs had been correctly accounted for, stored and labeled. During
their re-inventory, YAEC reviewers checked that receipt of the film transmittal
packages had resulted in evidence of proper review and indexing, Where

deemed necessary, individual radiographs and the applicable RIRs were
examined, It was during their reinventory and indexing program that the
problems identified in Deficiency Notice (DN) 090 were identified, as is noted
in the discussion provided in Congressional staff Request 5.

Furthermore, when the YAEC QEG NDE Review Group Procedure No., 5 was issued in
1984 "to perform review of all safety-related vendor and site generated radio-
graphs," this requirement imposed a 100% review activity independent of time,
Since the radiographs already accepted by YAEC prior to May 1984 were
available in the Records Vault, YAEC would have been required to initiate a
retrofit effort to review all stored film if they had not been doing so as a
routine activity during the turnover process. As confirmed in discussions
with YAEC personnel, such a major retrofit activity was unnecessary because
the 100 percent film review was considered a normal surveillance activity,
routinely conducted over time. Issuance of this procedure also meant that any
film that had not been previously reviewed and accepted by YAEC (regardless of
when the radiographs were shot or when they were accepted by Pullman-Higgins or
whether they were backlogged film or even whether they might have mistakenly
made it to the vault and were subsequently discovered during the re-inventory
in 1985) w»s now procedurally required to te reviewed. During the conduct of
the NRC Coustruction Appraisal Team (CAT) inspection in 1984, when over 3,400
pieces of radiographic film from the Record Vault were reviewed, no problems
were identified with the radiographs from the 160 Pullman-Higgins pipe welds
which were examined. This is most likely because the Pullman-Higgins film
stored in the vault had been sub?ect to the YAEC review program and as docu-
mented in CAT inspection report (i.e., 50-443/84-07), "no deficiencies were
identified with the radiographs that had received the applicant's review."

In summary, YAEC imposed upon themselves a procedural requirement to perform a
100% review of all safety-related, Pullman-Higgins radiographs. This require-
ment was not time dependent relative to its applicability. Therefore, all
RIRs, including those dating back to 1979, were procedurally required, with
the implementation of the YAEC QEG NDE Review Group Procedure No, 5, to show
evidence of YAEC review for acceptability. This evidence is provided by the
YAEC reviewer signature/initials on the RIR. Finally, as has been previously
stated, NRC inspection, including that of the Independent Review Team, has not
identified any weld for which the YAEC required 100% radiographic review was
not conducted.

Note: See discussion in response to Request No. 8 regarding identification of
weld numbers on surveillance reports.



Attechment 7

Request S:
The following 15 requested (excerpted):

A recorciliation of NUREG-1425 findings with apparent data inconsistencies and
evidence of faulty and belated YAEC reviews:

<« The inconsistency is in that the wWeld Repair Order log shows some 250 repairs
on CS system welds while only 4 of the 61 (S welds identified ‘n the SR
reports had, prior tc the surveillance, been the subject of weld repairs,

-= There is an inconsistency between on the one hand finding zero discrepancies
in the 61 CS packages during the period prior to October 1983 and, on the
other hand, the subsequent findings or deficiencies in CS welds per NCR's
7300, 7307, 7308, 7318, 7320, 7876 and 8453,

Resgonse:

A listing of the YAEC surveillance reports reviewed by the NRC Independent Review
Team is provided in NUREG-142%, Appendix 8, A discussion and analysis of these
surveillance reports as they related to radiography are also documented in detai!
in Appendix 8.

As has been described in previous responses to Congressional letters and requests,
YAEC surveillance activi‘ies were considered QA program Level 2 overviews of
contractor work. With the exception of the YAEC review of radiographs, which was
a program of 100% review of all safety-rclated welid film, surveillances were
considered sample activities and not intended to cover each and every piece of
work performed by the contractor. On the other hand, the Pullman-Higgins Repair
Order Contro) Log was a contractor work control document that was not considered

a QA record.

Any attempt to broadly compare the number of repair orders generated against

any particular system (e.g., CS) with the surveillance findings against that

system is a meaningless exercise unless it is done on a weld-for-weld basis to
determine the history of each required repair activity. The problems with reaching
an% meaningful conclusions based upon a brnader nunericz] comparison are enumerated
below:

(1) The vast majority of the Repair Order Control Log entries relate to the
identification of problems by Pullman-Higgins itself, without any YAEC
involvement, This is both normal and expected since Pullman-Higgins quality
control and NDE personne! performed the QA program Level 1 function with a
larger scope and at a point in time normally before the YAEC surveillance
(Leve! 2) activities were performed.

(2) The Repair Order Control Log lists all types of required repairs, not just
those resulting from a problem identified with radiography. Arc strike
repairs, base metal (as opposed to weld) repairs, and repairs relating to
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(Request 5 Continued)

visual, liquid penetrant and magnetic particle examinations are all listed
in addition to any radiographic rejects in the Repair Order Control Log.
Thus, the number of CS welds requiring repair as a result of radiographic
rejects is some significantly smaller number than the total of 250 repairs
mentioned in the above request.

The surveillance reports beginning with SR 1796 and ending with SR 5611,
which represent the subject of the above request, are listed in NUREG-
1425, Appendix 8. They cover a variety of subjects, including in-process
welding, RT review, NDE, welding repair, field process sheets, and others,
1t is quite possible that a YAEC surveillance of in-process welding activi-
ties prior to completion of the weld might identify no discrepancies for a
€S weld which Pullman-Higgins themselves would subsequently reject based
upon their review of the radiograph of the completed weld.

1t is important to point out that the types of discrepancies that the YAEC sur-
veillances (as a QA program Level 2 activity) hoped to uncover were ones missed
by the Pullman-Higgins quality control (i,e., the QA Level 1) program. There-
fore, an active Pullman-Higgins quality control program which identified
defects and initiated repair orders (e.q., the 250 CS repairs stated in the
above request) would be the type of Level 1 program that would result in the
YAEC Level 2 surveillance program identifying few discrepancies. We do not
know if this was, in fact, the case with respect to the CS svstem, However,
our position is that without a detailed weld-by-weld review of each CS weld
repair, the reason for the repair, and its relation to previous YAEC sur-
veillance activities one should not draw general conclusions as to supposed
inconsistencies in the data.

Furthermore, with respect to the NCRs listed in the above request, NUREG-1425
documents each one in Appendix 10 as a nonconformance report reviewed by the
NRC Independent Review Team. The following note is included in the NUREG
comment relative to each of these seven NCRs:

"Note: VYAEC had not reviewed these films",

What this means is that the radiographic problems identified in these NCRs were
found by Pullman-Higgins prior to YAEC review of the film. Contrary to the
inference implied by the second point in the above request, no inconsistency in
data can be logically deduced. (How can the YAES surveillance program be
faulted for missing radiographic discrepancies in film they had not yet
reviewed?) The YAEC review, in fact, occurred after Pullman-Higgins had per-
formed its secondary Level 111 review of film to which the licensee had com-
mitted in 1982, as partial corrective action to an NRC violation identified in
inspection report 50-443/82-06, It is quite likely that the re-review of
radiographs resulting in the seven questioned NCRs was actually the secondary
review required of Pullman-Higgins to ‘omply with the licensee's commitment to
the NRC in 1982. Thus, the lapse in time between the original Pullman-Higgins
acceptance of the weld and the subsequent radiograph rejection resulting in

the issuance of the NCRs is explainable in light of the existence of the
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Pequest 5 Continued

bacilog of radiographic film awaiting final Pullman-Miggins review prior to
turnover to YAEC. This backlog 1s discussed and analyzed in detail in Sectior
& of NUREG-1425.

In summery, nO apparent data inconsistencies or evidenre of faulty and belated
YAEC reviews, which have not already been discussed ir detai)l in NUREG.142°%
€.g., the history and handling of Deviation Notice 090), appear to exist in

the genera) examples ang discussion provided by the Congressional staff in this
request. As has already been staied previously in response to Congressional
requests, a case-by-case re-iew of each questioned weld package and radiographic
inspection report is required to answer specific questions regarding how each

weld repair was handled. One cannot generally compare and correlate Repeir

Order Contro) Log date with surveillance report results or infer inadequacies

in the YAEC surveillance program from NCRs documenting contractor findings,

where the Congressiona) staff has in the past requested data and explanations
“¢<ovding specific weld histories, the NRC staff has provided what was requested
with evidence of the acceptability of both the process and the final weld,
NUREG-)425 provides the results of the NRC Independent Review Team's assessment
of welding/NDE at Seabrook Station,




Attachment 10

Rogucst 6:

(Provice an explanation of which items in Master Check List: ASME Section V,
Revision O indicate that radiographs were reviewed for the purpose of identi.
fying weld deficicncies, [For example, what is the basis for believing the
Master Check List was to be used to determine whether proper procedures ha:
been followed, a5 opposed to being used to determine whether the raciogreph
reviews had actually fdentified .efects as required by the Code?’]

Resgonse:

The Master Checklist in question (1.e,, ASME Section v, Revision 0) was used by
the YAEC QA program personne! in the surveillance of radiography to check that
the specific standards and criteria ({.,e., the referenced -numbers) delineated
in Article 2, Radiographic Examiration, of the ASME Boiler and Pressure vesse)
Code, Section V, were being implemented by Pullman-Higgins NDE personne),

while ASME Section V, Article 2, does not prescribe criteria for the actual
evaluation of defects, it does cover two areas (T-233.2, Quality of Radiographs
and T-290, Evaluation of Radiographs) where radiographic interpretation is
discussed. The Master Checklist in sections 1.6 and 1.7 drtail evaluation
points which reference the noted ASME Section V interpretation criteria,
7.233.2, Y+29]1 and T-292.

When the YAE. film reviewers were conducting RY surveillance activities,

their use of Master Checklists in examining final film also involved a radio-
graphic interpretation of that film. As an example related to the use of
Macter Checklist section 1,7, where the film area of interest was viewed for
marks which would interfere with a proper radiographic interpretation, a YAEC
review of the film for weld defects was impiicit in the viewing of that film
for any marks which m‘,nt mask those defects, Also, the Master Checklist
section 1.6 asks 1in effect whether an RIR evaluation of weld quality accompanies
the radiographs being reviewed. Implicit in the YAEC film review personnel's
answer to this checklist question is their assessment of the correctness of
that RIR evaluation. Thus, the YAEC film reviewers were indeed reviewing and
interpreting the radiographs in line with evaluating the procedural and other
Section V, Article 2, criteria listed. 1f YAEC QA personnel, other than

the f11m reviewers, conducted RT surveillance activities, their com-

pletion of the Master Checklisi would not fulfi1) the requirements of the

YAEC 100 percent radiograph review function, In that case, an additiona) YAEC
film review was required to sign off the RIRs,

Discussions with YAEC personne)l involved in the radiographic review process
confirmed the position that when final £11m was being examined by the film
reviewers during a YAEC surveillance activity, weld quality as well as film
quality was reviewed, This point is also discussed in NUREG-1425 on page 8 of
Appendix 8,

Furthermore, Master Checklists, other than "ASME Section V, Revision 0", were
utilized in the YAEC CA program surveillances of the radiographic review
process. For example, another Master Checklist (1.e., "RT-1, R«0") specifies
in section 1.2 sign-off criteria to "yerify radiographic film review" and
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dictates in section 1.3 the examination of the ares of ‘nterest to include the
question, “were a1 relevant indications addressed on RIR?" An additiona’
Master Checklist (1.e,, "288-5") used by YAEC personne! has within fts surveil-
Yance criteria inspection items that also suggest a review of radiographs for
gefects is inherent 1n the conduct of the rediography surveillance activity,

Therefore, the NRC believes that the Master Chacklists utilized in the YAEC
surveillance of radiography activities were used both to verify procedural ad-
herence, 85 well as to conduct an additional radiographic review of the film to
confirm Code compliance, The basis for this position, as is questioned in the
above request, 15 the NRC review of the various Master Checklists, discussions
with some of the YAEC personne)l involved with their yse in the conduct of sur-
veillances, and the fact that several of the surveillance reports themselves
(1.,e., the QA record to which the Master Checklists are attached) clearly iden-
tify that YAEC reviews of radiographs for weld quality were conducted,
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Request 7

(Provide) precise statements by past or present YAEC employees concerning the
scope, time frame, findings and documentation of the YAEC radfograph reviews,

F’.OSEOHSC:

The NRC staff does not possess any "precise statements" of the nature requested,
The only transcribed interview conducted by the NRC relative to the we1ding/NDE
fssues at Seabrook Station was that of Mr. Wampler, as is documented in Appendix
4 of NUREG-1425,

Additionally, the NRC Independent Review Team conducted five interviews with

past ang present workers at Seabrook Station, including YAEC employees, that

were documented in inspection field notes. In response to 2 Congressional letter
to the NRC, dated August 9, 1990, the NRC staff provided, as requested by Question
V1 of an attachment to that letter, 2 copy of the inspection field notes regarding
those five interviews,

Other discussions with licensee employees relative to the YAEC radfographic
review program were conducted as part of routine NRC inspection activities and
documented in various NRC inspection reports (e.9., 50-443/85-31, paragraph 7b -
previously provided to the Congressional staff), More recent discussions with
licensee personnel have been conducted to gain information and provide some of
the basis for the response to several sets of Congressional staff questions on
the subject of the YAEC radiographic review process., Also, certain persons
Yisted in NUREG-142% were contacted for the availability of specific information,
relating to the YAEC film review program, NUREG-1425 s based in part upon the
discussions with these contacts with the pertinent information documented
throughout the NUREG.

Therefore, while “precise statements", as are requested, do not exist in documented
form, 1t is important to note that the discussion points and verbal statements

made by YAEC employees have formed part of the basis upon which the responses

to Congressional requests and NUREG-1425 have documented the NRC findings and
conclusions,

Note: On November 2, 1990, licensee personne] discovered in their files and
provided to the NRC a copy of a memo written by the Pu11man-Higg1ns RT Leve)

111 reviewer in May 1983, This memo and a flowchart, entitled *STRUCTURE" which
was attached, are enclosed with this response. The apparent purpose of the
memo was to discuss the Pullman-Higgins investigation of the “Padovano" case,

as had been documented on NCR-4480, a copy of which was previously provided to
the Congross1on|1 staff. Of particular interest in the body of this memo and

on the flowchart is the recognition that the YAEC review of film was a routine
activity for "customer acceptance" of the radiographs for final storage. This
recognition (in May 1983, which was one full year before the procedural require-
ment for the YAEC film review was formalized) provides additional evidence, 2s
questioned in Request 4, that a YAEC 100% review of radiographs was ongoing and
was standard practice at Seabrook Station.
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Request 8:

(Provide) the staff's position on the correctness of the following statement
which appears in NUREG-142%5, Appendix B, page 8:

Although documentation for the early surveillance reports did not alwavs
indicate whether P-H or YAEC i1dentified the discrepancies )isted or whether
the films revicwed were in process or final, practically all surveillance
reports fdentified the film being reviewed by weld number,

Response:

It is the NRC staff's position that the statement quoted above s correct when
yviewed in the contert of the entir discussion documented on page 8 of NUREG-142%,
Appendix B,

In paragraphs both leading up to and following the quoted statement, severa!
references are made to "early surveillances" and "early surveillance reports,”

and this last phrase is also quoted in the above statement itself., NRC use of

the term "early surveillances" is also documented on the same page by the following
statement:

“The description was typical of the way surveillance reports were written
before 1982."

Therefore, the intent of the statement quoted in the above request was to de-
scribe the Independent Review Team's observation relative to the surveillance
reports they had reviewed which were issued prior to 1382, A re-review of 49

of the pre-1982 YAEC surveillance reports involved with pipe welding and radio-
graphy revealed that 46 of these reports identified the welds under surveillance,

Thus, in response to the above request and also in clarification of the
Congressional staff's disagreement with the quoted statement as noted in Request

4, 1t is the NRC staff's position that practically all of the early (pre-1982)
surveillance reports identified the film being reviewed by weld number. A com-
plete reading of the section entitled "Radiography" beginning on page 7 of Appendix
8 up to and past the quoted statement On page & ‘ndicates that the "early phase
(before 1982?” surveillances were the subject of this NUREG discussion,
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Request 9:

(Provide) the staff's position concerning specific failings of the licensee,
YAEC, and/or P-H to comply with Appendix B, particularly regard to compliance
with Criteria 11, Vv, VI, IX, XV, XVI, XvIl, and XVIII,

Response:

As has been discussed in the NRC response, dated September 21, 1990, to the
July 30, 1990 letter from Congrcssmc" Dingell and Kostmayer regarding welding
issues at Seabrook Station, 28 notices of violations related to piping, welding
and NDE activities at Seabrook Station were issued by the NRC during the con-
struction period from 1978 to 1986, Twenty-three of these violations were
cited during the period 1980 to 1983, resulting in significant corrective
action on the part of the licensee and resulting in improved performance, as
reflected by both the declining number of enforcement actions and improved
Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) ratings in this area,

With regard to the NRC Independent Review Team inspection of the adequacy of
the welding and NDE programs at Seabrook Station, the fo\Eouing major findings
and conclusions are summarized in the Executive Summary of NUREG-1425:

e« PeH failed to identify and correct film and weld deficiencies until long
after they occurred, violating NRC requirements and permitting the same
mistakes to keep occurring, However, through the YAEC film overview
program, the licensee did eventually resolve these problems by ensuring
that the fina) welds and associated film met applicable code requirements.

-« 1n some instances, records and procecural adherence-type problems of
lesser safety significance may have violated NRC requirements during the
construction period. hese problems were investigated to the depth
necessary to reach a conclusion regarding their safety significance,

One of the noted procedura) adherence-type problems was reviewed by NRC Region
| inspectors with the finaing that certain construction procedures had not been
followed. This issue was documented in Inspection Report 50-443/90-12 and
classified as a severity level V, non-cited violation in accordance with the
NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, Section V.A). The team also
identified one weld that had a previously unidentified linear indication
1/8-inch greater than code allowable. The licensee's engineering organization
evaluated the indication and determined that the weld was acceptable for its
intended service, The team agreed.

Furthermore, with regard to the unspecified failures to comply with eight of
the eighteen criteria of Appendix B, referenced in the above request, a further
explanation of the intent of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, is warranted., The
Introduction to Appendix B includes the following cogent points relative to its
applicability:
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“Every applicant for a construction permit is required by the provisions
of section 50.34 to include in 1ts preliminary safety analysis report a
description of the quality assurance program to be applied to the design,
fabrication, construction, and testing of the structures systems, and com-
ponents of the facility,"

and

"As used in this appendix, quality assurance comprises all those planned
and systematic actions necessary to provide adequate confidence that a
structure, system, or component will perform satisfactorily in service.,"

As discussed in the NRC response, dated September 21, 1990, to an August 9,
1990 letter from five members of Congress regarding welding and NDE 1ssues at
Seabrook Station, the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) provides a
discussion, as required by 10 CFR 50,34, of how the appiicable requirements of
10 CFR 50, Appendix B are satisfied. The YAEC program for quality assurance
involved three control levels. As the QA program related to Pullman-Higgins
pipe welding and NDE, Pullman-Higgins quality control personnel provided Level
1 QA functions, while YAEC provided the Level 2 (surveillance) and Level 3
(audit) overviews,

As rnoted in the Introduction to Appendix B, these multiple level of controls
and quality overviews comprise the total Quality Assurance procram, YAEC QA
personnel in their survei)lances and audits identified problems in the Puliman-
Higgins radiographic review program and required corrective measures (e.q.,
ldd1ng an additiona) review by & RT Level 111 film reviLwer) to be initiated.
They further continued a licensee film review effort at a scope in excess of
what would have been normally expected of a Leve) 2 surveillance activity,
Such corrective action and licensee management attention is viewed as a QA
program that is working as intended. Of course, if Pullman-Higgins QA Level 1
controls had been more effective, the YAEC QA Level 2 and 3 controls would not
have needed to become so0 involved in the radiographic review effort, However,
the fact that YAEC QA personne) did programmatically become involved is not
evidence of general noncompliance with Appendix B, but rather is evidence of
compliance with Appendix B,

Furthermore, NRC efforts 1ike the Construction Appraisal Team (CAT) and NDE Van
inspections. along with SALP evaluations, assessed the effectiveness of the
YAEC QA projram activities and the corrective action progress in the welding
and NDE areas. As was noted earlier, significant improvements in project per-
formance were noted in these areas from 1984 forward.



Attachment 16

Request 10:

(Provide) documentatinn to support the staff's apparent conclusion that the
Seabrook licensee took annropriate corrective actions (including determination
of root causes and gener . ‘upact) with regard to heat treatment and weld
material control deficiencies,

R!SBOHSQ:

The heat treatment and weld material control deficiencies to which the above
request refers were themselves identified within the Seabrook QA program system
of controls., Such deficiencies were documented on nonconformance reports
(NCRs), deficiency reports, surveillance reports and other corrective action
documents, as appropriate. Indeed, it can logically be assumed from the very
statement of the above request, that Congrassional staff learned of such
deficiencies from a review of such types o’ documents provided to them by the
NRC. The use of such documents (e.g., NCR:) at Seabrook Station provided the
format for the identification of the correitive action proposals and the
documentation of the acceptability of the orrective measure implementation.
In the case of significant deficiencies, tnese measures are required to assure
that the cause of the condition is determined and repetition of the problem is
precluded.

The NRC staff, over the course of construction activities at Seabrook Station,
evaluated the effectiveness of the licensee's corrective action progroms, In
the areas of piping, welding and NDE, over 70 separzte inspections, to include
several checks of weld rod materia) and welding heat treatment controls, were
performed to evaluate not only the adequacy of ongoing activities, but alsy the
effectiveness of licensee corrective actions, where required., As an example
relating to NRC involvement in weld rod material control issues, ar enclosure
to this response provides excerpts from NRC inspection reports from 1982
through 1985 detailing NRC overview inspection of this area and the licensee's
handling of identified problems,

Additionally with respect to post weld heat treatment (PWHT) issues, the NRC
Independent Review Team evaluated the base metal repairs to the reactor vesse)
and steam generator, considering PWHT requirements., Tte results of that in-
spection are documented in NUREG-1425, Section 10. In response to concerns
raised by Mr. Wampler and the Congressional staff, the ‘nspection of weld
repairs, as documented in Sections 12 and 13 of NUREG-1405, considered the PWHT
requirements, where appropriate, to evaluate the weld repeir program. Also, the
Independent Review Team conducted a general review of Pullman-Higgins NCRs
relating to welding/NDE issues (reference: NUREG-1425, section 1 ) and
concluded that NCRs were generally written and issued in & timely manner aru
that the NCR dispositions were generally appropriate ard in compliance with the
governing codes. These inspection findings confirmed the NRC routine
inspection results relative to the overall effectiveness of the licensee's
corrective action program during the constr..tion period.



ENCLOSURE TO RESPONSE TC REQUEST 7
(Two tages including afached Flowehart, ertitied ‘TR\!(‘N(F)

INVESTIIATICN BASES ON NCR 6a®0

Reseatsh of lsotope Utilizatieon LIRS, tourse Survey Cards ,snd Dosisete:r Records
shov that J. Padovanc vas rveives, a8 pati of & gTOVP effort, in the radice

grapning o e7) leints.

{n 37- cises he fansticones a8 a tadicgrasner’s assiscant with other assisiants
as part of @ toree 10 five man crew under the dirsctien of @ Lev.i 13 ot

tevel 117 Lead Radiographer.

1s the remainiag 99 cases he funcuiones as a Level 11 Radiographer accoupanied
(T.¢eral Salety Reguiredents) by other Radicgraghe s and assistants.

1n aLlL cases his WOUR was assigned by the JDE Superviser, the gctual tasdiograghy
vAS vitnessed or directed by ocher Radicgrapners /Assiscancs, the fils vas
uhioaded and processes ny the dasigoated fils processer, interpreted and
evasuated for acceptance by the file laterpreter, teviewed bv the Site Level 113,
reviewed by the ANI (ASME Fiim), and fiaally reviewed by the YALC fila reviever

for custoner acceptance,

He was not isnvolved with the processing or 1nt0tprct5tion/cvaluat1on of any
radiogranhs, elizinating the possidility of nenetramatear enhancement., The
attached chart shows the overall strycture of the radiography progras & why

J. Padovano's participation would not have a negative effect.

Again, as with his MI & PT inspections, the majority of his work was in the

Turoine I ares is under R.31.1 Code Classification.
|
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ENcLosuaE TO RESPONSE TO REQUEST 10

Excergls {rom NRE Taspastiea Refwt; (fﬂ) weth dotes of rtl\xtemba aePad

4. TR S0-443[82-06, secton 4.3.3 (Tures Jul, 1962

The inspector reviewed recorcs of actions taken L, YAEC to
correct the P=M management and programmasic ceficiencies
‘gentifieg curing YAEC survet)lance and avgits. The followi
records were examined

YAEC quarterly Quality Assurance Eve'uation Reports to the
licensee. The February 1982 report Ciscussed the lach of
p=M Corporate support and stated that & meeling hac Deen

cheEuled with P=M Vice President of Quality Assurante to
outline actions reguired to resolve this matter. The
April, 1982 report ofstussed the results of the P-H Core
porate avadit,

YAEC weekly reports to managemant. The reports of

January B, 1982, January 21, 1982, Murch 12, 1982 anc

May 28, 1982 discussed the above-menticnec meeting
(Janvary 6, 1982), P=H menagement actions, &nc a meeting
with the P+H site managemant concerning lack of timely and
positive correctiva action,

Management Quarterly QA Review Meetings. The P=H program
weakness was o1scussed during the January Jé&, ISBZ meating.

Site meeting with P=W, June 24, 1682, The Tack of adequate
and timely corractive actions was discussed. Major concerns
identified were weld monitoring anc material fcentifica~
tien., P-M s3ateg that QA oparations would be sirengtherned
by assignment of two corporate persornnal, YAEC Fieldg QA
group was directed to perform daily surveiilance of weld
menitoring.

The inspector discussec the P-H geficiencies ang YAEC efforts

te obtain thair correction with YAEC management The predlems
had been identified by YAEC sfte QA and aucit personnal as we))
as by P=H interna) auditors during mig=1981 anc on numerous
occasions thereafter. YAEC management was aware of the probiems
and had attemptec to obtain corrective action by F=H at Teast
since Janvary, 1882,

As of June 28, 1982, the major conterns, weld monitoring and
materia) identification, were still unresolved and were still
attributed to lack of acdequate supervision. Failure to resolve
these Odeficiencies despite the attention of both YAEC ang P=N
shows @ lack of effective YAEC management anc 1s a significant
weakness in the QA program.




-

TR SC-443[83°22 sechinTa (Omnhr 1983~ Januery MQ:

(Closec)Significant weakness (443/52-08+X4): Lack of effective YAEL
management concerning PeN contrs’ of welg monitoring anc weld matertd’
sdentification. The inspector reviewed YAEC 2ucit redorts cateo

July 1§82 through December 1883, YALC surveillance findings summery,
Supervisory Support Groud (S54) corresponcence, YAEC Mini.SALEF report
and trend andlysis reporte,

petion $0 establish more effective controls have recentiy teer Implemented
by Peb 8¢ 2 resy’t of the S50 and Mini<SALP analysis enc recommenzations.

1t appears that the welg monftoring concern expressec n the Construstion Te
inspection (82-06) 18 under controi. HMowever, material fgentification
remair . 3 concern. kecent f»nd*ris appear to indicate that recurring

wela materia) igent fication probiems are on the cownt=end. DIspesition

of 2ach finding 1s timely.

Nowsver, Since the most effective corrective actions have only resently
been established, this item 15 unresolved pending further review of

the licensee/contractors’ performance in welo materiel 1D aress(443/83.02-00
In the past, licensee corrective measvres have not 2lways been effective

in igentifying al) probiem areds and Covses. Thus, the effectiveness

of the new controls must be monitored against evigence ¢f continued
improvement or future findings.

IR SO '4-4'3/04'0'7, section VIZ.R.2.6(2) (g,,.\ - Ma, 19€

The NRC CAT ingpectors founs that repedtec n-proless weld
materia) control ceficiencies were 10entified, A review of
YAEC Surveillance Reports (SRs) reletive 10 F-¥ 2ctivities
revedled thet 85 welo material contrcl cefifiencies hac been
recorded since January 7, 1982, 1nclueing 45 such ceficiencies
reported from Januery 1883 through March 1984,

Most of these deficiencies involvec failure of welgers 10
return unused welg roc end/or Stubs 8% reQuired, anct sueh
meterial was 1eft in the plant work areas. The WRC CAY

inspectors also founo similar deficiencies 88 ocescribed 1n
Section V) of this report.

The large number of repeatec ceficiencies requires more
positive corrective dction, (1 18 notes thit this metter

has been ioentified by NRC Region | (unreso'ved item 82-21-01)
end 15 st111 under review,
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4. IR SO’“3/84'13,3¢A‘\'06 3¢ (hugu"'O«.’ohr |Q3Q>

(Closec' Unresclved Item (643/83-22-01): Trene andlysis fndicates weabnest
ir maintaining weld meteria) control. The inspectior reviewed five VAED
Field Quality Assurance Growp surveillence reports. The survedillences

nee teken place between 7/05/B4 anc 10/3/84, Quring this period twe
cefiziencies ware identified concerning weld rod hole ovens: (1) two
ciffarent types of olloy roc 305L an¢ 31EL in the seme Oven and (2) @
pertable ro¢ oven Z28°F {ONEP then setting. .tem (1) was closed stating
that 1t was & viclation ¢f governing procedures anc that 1t was verified
re weld materie) was tssued from the oven. Jtem (2) was corrected on
the 3p0t. The temperature range wes not compromised.

Tower recyrrence of

Paced upon thy centinued licensee trenging, the
this unresclvec

ceficiencies, And the approprigte corrective pctien,
stem 1s consigevec to be closed.

5. IR 50+ 443/85"5} seetion 7.2 (J“n; | ] B‘)

The inspecter reviewed the UERC program fer fi11er red) conird) ang
conguciee &n ‘nspection of two filler metal 1ssue stations ang the
warehouse siorage area for filler metals. Portable eleztirode cvens
are properly employed for hygroscopic electrodes. Keview of FGGP-)7
snEseated that UESC recent)y sranged the requirement for ciscerding
electroce stubs 10 permit 1Lm tp be €iscarcec in mcre convenient’y
Teceted recepticles than at the filler metd) gistribution gentrrs
The snspector found a Yew elecirooe siubs on the floor agjecen. to
the pressyrizer reltef tanh.  This 13 consigered to be an fs0latec
case &% the ‘mspectors found ho oiher mproperly giscarced siubs
guring the two week period of this inspection,

Inspection of the filler meta’ gisiribution (1ssve) stations ing'~
cated that the f4)ler metals were properiy identitied (with AwS/ASHE
cgesignations), f11%er mets) heat numbers were mainwatned, sicrdge
evens weré 4% DrOper temperature, thermomerers were properly cali=
brates ang the T4)ler meta! "ssve DAL personne’ were fully knowlecge-
able of their functions. The wirehouse storage area inspected ingi~
cated the filler metals to be preperly storec 2oe iosntified, Howe
ever, one filler meta) (usilized for balanre of plant weleing) was
icentified by f4ts commercial cCesigraticr rather than by Aw'S/ASHE
gesignation. Review ef the appiicable WFE showeg theat both gesigha~
1i0ns were ingiceted thus minimizi , the acverse effect of using the

commercie) cesignatien.

The f1))er meta) control sysiem met licensee que)ity requirements anc
el O exceeded minimum coces &nd S1aNTRTEs reguirements



