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% UNITED STATES
! T % NUCLEAR REGULAYORY COMMISSION
5 ;!!ii!! WASHINGTON, D €. 20868
%, JJ, December 19, 1990
Fraat
CHATRMAN

The Honorable Peter M, Kostmayer
United States House of Representatives
Weshington, D.C, 20515

Deer Congressman Kostmayer:

The Commission has received your letter of October 1, 1990,
releting to the cuality of welds at the Seabrook Nuc‘ear Power
Station., We regret that you continue to express dissetiefection
with the Commissfon's response on these issues. | esked the staff
to review the assertions and conclusions in your letter, focusing
on the generet) 1ssue of compliance of the licentee's review of
Pullmen-kioging work with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, and the
evidencs to support the conclusion that @ 100 percent review of
weld recdiographs occurred. The staff's comments (enclosed) are
censietent with previous responses, the fnformation provided in
NUREG-1428, and the informetion provided during the meeting at
Seabrook or hugust ZE and 29, 1990, between members of the
Congressione? staff and the Nuclesr Regulatory Commission Inde-
pendent Review Team,

The Commission has expended considerable time and resources in
respending to the many requests for information from your staff,
We rer in cetisfied that weld quality at the Seabrook Nuclear
Power stetion fs adecuate to ensure the public health and safety,
We note that the Inspector Semeral has been reviewing our handling
of this matter, and we wil) consider any new information his study
mey provide,

Commissioner Remick ¢fd not participate in the preparation of this
responsc.,

Sincerely,

Kenneth M, Carr

Enclosure:
Staff Comments
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20666

December 15, 1990

raat
CHAIRMAN

The Honorable Nicholas Mavroules
Unfted States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C, 2051§%

Dear Congressman Mavroules:

The Commission has recefved your letter of October 1, 1990,
relating to the quality of welds at the Seabrook Nuc‘clr Power
Station, We regret that you continut to express dissatisfaction
with the Commission's response on these 1ssues. I asked the staff
te review the assertions and conclusious 1n your letter, focusing
on the gerera] issue of compliance of the licensee's review of
PulimensHiggins work with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, and the
evidence to sugport the conclusion that a 100 percent review of
welc radiographs occurred, The staff's comments (enclosed) are
cersistent with previous responses, the information provided 1in
NUREG-1425, and the information provided curing the meeting at
Seebrook on August 28 end 29, 1990, between members of the
Congressional staff and the Nuclear Reguletory Commission Inde-
pendent Review Team,

The Commiscion has expended considerable time and resources in
respercing to the meny requests for information from your staff,
We renain satisfied that weld quality at the Seabrook Nuclear
Power [tation 1¢ adequate to ensure the public health and safety.
We note hat the Incpector Genera) has been reviewing cur handling
of thic maticr and we will consider any new information his study
may provide,

Comrissioner Remick did not participete in the preparation of this
response,

Sincerely,

Lmh

Kenneth M, Ccfr

Enclosure:
Staff Comments



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20666

December 19, 1990

CHATRMAN

The Honorable Edward J. Markey
United States Mouse of Representatives
washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Markey:

The Conmission has received your letter of October 1, 1900,
relating to the quality of welds at the Seabrook Nucfecr Power
Statfon, We regret that you continue to express dissetisfaction
with the Commission's response on these issues, | asked the staff
to review the assertifons and conclusions in your letter, focusing
on the general fesue of complience of the Yicensee's review of
Pullmar-Higgins work with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, ard the
evidence to support the conclusfon that a 100 percent review of
weld radiographs occurred, The staff's comments (enclosed) are
censistent with previous responses, the information provided in
NUREG-1425, erd the information provided during the meeting at
Scabrook or August 26 and 29, 1990, between members of the
Congressional staff and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Inde-
pendert Review Teamn,

The Commission has expended considerable time and resources in
respording to the nany requests for information from your staff,
We romein satisfied that weld quality at the Seabrook MNuclear
Pewer Station 1s adequate to ensure the public health and safety.
We note thet the Inspector General has been reviewing our handling
0f this matter, and we will consider any new information his study
may provide,

Commicsioner Remick did not participate in the preparation of thie
response,

Sincerely,

Kenneth M, Cl}r

Enclosure:
Staff Comments



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20668

December 19, 1990

The Honorable John F. Kerry
United States Senate
Washington, D.C, 20510

Uear Senator Kerry:

The Commission has recefved your letter of October 1, 1990,
reiating to the quality of welds at the Seabrook Nucioar Power
ftatfon. We regret that you continue to express dissatisfaction
with the Commission's response or these fssues, | asked the staff
to review the assertions and conclusions in your letter, focusing
on the general f1ssue of compliance of the Yicensee's review of
Pullmen-Higgins work with 10 CFR Part S0, Appendix E, and the
evidence to support the cenclusion that a 100 percent review of
weld radiographs occurred. The steff's comments (enclosed) are
consistent with previous responses, the information provided in
NUREG-1425, and the informatior provided during the meeting at
Seabrook on August 26 and 29, 1990, between members of the
Congreesional staff and the Nuclear Regulatory Commissien Inde
pendent Review Team,

The Commiss‘er has expended considerable time and resources in
responding to the many requests for information from your staff,
e remain satisfied that weld quality at the Seabrook Nuclear
Power Station 1s adequaie to ensure the public health and safety.
We note that the lrspector General has been rov1cw1ng our handling
of this matter, ard we wil) consider any new information his study
may provide.

Commissioner Remick did not participete in the preparation of this
respense,

Sincerely,

VAT

Kenneth M, Cl;r

Enclosure:
Staff Comments
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. ‘\ UNITED STATES
{'w NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
% ' WASHINGTON D C 2OS6E
' ‘%» a#’ December 19. 1990
Faaet
CHAIRMAN

The Hororable Edward M, Kennedy
United States Senate
¥eshington, U.C, 20610

Dear Senstor Kennedy:

The Commission has recefved your letter of October 1, 1990,
relating to the quality of welds at the Seabrook Nucionr Power
Statfon, We regret thot you continue to express dissatisfaction
with the Cormission's respinse on these issues. | esked the staff
to review the assertions and conclusfons in your letter, focusing
on the genera) issue of com811|ncc of the licensce's review of
Pulimen-Higgins work with 10 CFR Part 50, Aggondix B, and the
evidence to support the conclusion that o 1 percent review of
weld radiographs occurred, The staff's comments (enclosed) are
consictent with previous responses, the information provided in
NUREG-1428, ond the information provided during the meeting st
Seabrook on August 28 and 29, 1650, between members of the
Congressfonal staft and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Inde-
pendent Review Team.

The Commissfon has experded considerable time and resources in
respondging to the many requests for information frowm your staff,
We remain satisfied that weld quality at the Sestrook Nuclesr
Power Station {1s adequate to ensure the publiic health and safety.
We nute that the Inespector General has been rov1ou1ng our handling
of this matter, and we will consider ény new information his study
may provide,

Commissicner Remick did not participate in the preparation of this

respense,
Sincerely,
Kenneth M, Carr
Enclosure:

Staff Comments



ENCLOSURE

NRC Staff Comments on October 1, 1990 Letter
from Pepresentatives Kostmayer, Markey, and Mavroules,
end Senctors Yennedy and Kerry

Introduction

Three points related to the Sesbrook weld program need to be reliterated before

responding directly to the guestions raised ir the letter from the five Members
of Congress, deted October 1, 1990, in order to clarify the NRC staff position

gnd increase Lon?rcssiona1 understanding of the 100% radiograph review function
ot Seabrook Station:

I. "Review' as it Relates to the Yankee Atomic flectric Company (YAEC) Review
“of PulTar-Higatrs (P-¥] WeTd Kadiographs

The term “review," as 1t related to the YAEC review of the final P«H weld
reciographs, wus & YAEC surveillance of P<H weld film and was accomplished os
¢ pert of the Ticensee's Level 2 QA surveillerce program as described in the
Seebrook Final Slflt{ Arelysis Report (FSAR), This review was conducted in
eccordance with 10 CFR &C, Appendix B requirements. Details of this
surveillance program were presented formally fn written responses to
Congressional letters and informally ir meetings with Congressiona) staff
members, Attachment 1 contains excerpts from previous correspondence that
expleins the review/surveillance activity,

11, Scepe of the YAEC Review of P-H Weld Radiographs

Surveillance programs are normally performed on a sampling basis with a scope
of much less than 100%, The NKC does not mandate the scope of a surveillance
activity; however, 1t expects the scope to be at a depth end frequency that
ensures the quality of the activity being reviewed, Based on the results of
surveillence activities, the Yicensee may decide to incresse the frequency of
the review up to end 1nc1uding ¢ 100% review and may even require & 100%
re-review of all ectivitier which have alresdy occurred. This was, in part,
the cese with the Yicensee's review of final P-H weld radiographs at Seabrook.
Following the YALC {dentificetion of repeated problems in late 1963 and early
1884 with the adequacy of P<H's review of radiographic fiim, the licensee made
¢ determination to proceduralize the requirement to perform a 100% review of
the final P<H weld film., It was not necessary, in this case, to re-review all
previous P«H weld film because the Yicensee had already been performing a 100%
review. In fact, it was the results of this 100% review that pronpted the
Ticensee to initiate the procedura) requirement,

Attachment 2 contains excerpts from previous correspondence that discusses the
scope of the YAEC review in greater detai),
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111, Importance of the YAEC 100% Review In Relation tu Overall Assurance
of VeTd Uuogigl ot the icdbrool Station

The YAEC 100 percent reviews were one source of NRC assurance of weld quality
at the time of the issuance of the Seabrook full power operating license. The ASME
Code-required reviews by the piping contractor of fn-process and completed
welding activities were additional contributors to the assurance of weld
quality. A®Ne Code-required hydrostatic testing of the systems to pre.sures
greater than design provided further evidence of weld quality as did the
preservice inspection (PS1) results for specific ASME welds. NRC independent
radiographic inspection of welds, review of process and radiograph records,
review of radiogreph film, and observation of in-process welding also offered
the opportunity to determine whether licensee weld quality controls were
working effectively.

Deteiled explenations of the findings of NRC inspection activities before and
after the license issusnce are documented in the September £1, 1990 response
to Congressman Kostmayer's letter deted July 30, 1950, and in the

September 21, 1990 response to the August 9, 1990 letter from the five Members
of Congress, These documents are cortained ir Attachment 3 to this Enclosure.




Respunses to Specific Questions

Question ]

The Commission states that the performance of a 100% review of radiographs was
an activity affecting quality; 1.e., 1t was necessary to assure the quality of
the Seabrook welds. This being the case, we would expect that the Commission
would have required this review to be conducted in accord with the
requirements of Appendix B, In the very next breath, however, the Commission
statec that the 1002 review was not specified by a regulatory code

requirement, but was voluntarily implemented, and that these activities were
in excess of Appendix B requirements, We cannot reconcile these two
approaches. How can an activity be essential to the quality of the plant and
at the same time be cutside the scope of Appendix B?

Response

As d*scussed in the introduction, the review/surveillance of radiographs by the
Ticersee's QA organization was an activity affecting quality, which was con-
ducted in accordance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B under the auspices of the
licensee's Level 2 QA Surveillance program as described in the Seabrook FSAR,
The NRC expects the licensee to adjust the “~ope of surveillance activities as
necessary to ensure quality, The licensee «id this and determined that enough
problems existed to justify continued implementation of 100% overview, At this
point, the YAEC 100% review of final PN weld film was proceduralized by the
licensee based on their understanding of the problems with P-H review of weld
film, A re-review of the P-H weld fi1m that was final at the time the YAEC
100% review was proceduralized 'ias not considered necessary since the 100%
review had been initiated at t ¢ start of the welding program, In fact, it was
this 100% review which identiried the P-H film review problems. As can be seen
from these facts, the problem identification resulted from implementation of
Arpendix B and the corrective action that resulted was consistent with Appendix
B, Details concerning the YAEC 1007 review have been discussed in previous
correspondrnce and are contained in Attachments ) and 2 of this enclosure,

Question 2

Why 1s the Commission unable to produce a straightforward answer? If the
contemporgneous documentary record is insufficient to support the conclusion
that a 1002 review was conducted, then the Commission should so state. If the
contemporanecus record is sufficient to support the conclusion that a 100%
review occurred, what accounts for the persistence of these qualified and
ambiguous descriptions of the process?

Response

This issue has been explained in previous correspondence and in meetings with
Congressiona) staff members. The NRC staff believes the licensee's position
that the YAEC review of final P-H weld film was 100% from the beginning. This
belief 1s based on extensive inspection effort as documented in inspection
reports and NUREG-142E, To this point, no evidence has been identified which
alters the licensee's position snd the Commi.sion's belief that the review was
100%. The response to Question £ 2lto addresses this issue,




Question 3

On the one hand, the Commicsion's response statet, “the NRC staff initially
considered the corduct of the YAEC radiograph review program at a "] eve)
to be a conservative licen.ee measure to comprehensively address problems
fdentified in the QA Leve! 1 contractor programs, not a specific program
requirement," Are we to understand from this statement that the NRC staff was
aware of the purported 100% review prior to December 19837 If so, why was the
creation of this program not addressed in NRC inspection reports; why was this
program not required to be conducted in strict compliance with the
requiremerts of Appendix B; why did the licensee not file & report, pursuant
to the requirements of 10 fFR 50.55(e), on the Pullman-Higgins (the Seabraok
weld contractor) program breakdown involving hardware defects; and, why did
the NRC not take enforcement action in response to the licensee's enilure to
file such a report? The reporting fedlures followed by the NPC not taking
enforcement action of course deprived the Seabrook intervenors of important
infermation to which they were entitled,

On the other hend, the NRC 80:1t1on to date has been that the NRC can trace
back its ewareness of the 100% review only to December 1983. 1f this is true,
what then is the basis for the Commission's confidence that "NRC inspections
would have evaluated the effectiveness of any roduced leve) O overview!"

Row couTd NRU Trepections have evaluated the effectiveness oF an overview
process the very existence of which was unknown to the NRC at the time?

Response

The YAEC review program was conducted in accordance with 10 CFR &0, Appendix b
as discucsed in the response to Question 1.

As explained in the response tu Dr. Myers' request dated July 19, 1990, and in
NUREG-1428, Sections 2, 14 and 17, the Tndependent Review Team (IRT) evaluated
“he licensee's program for 10 CFR 50.55(e) reportability, The IRT concluded
that no si?nif‘cant breakcown of the licensee's QA program occurred relative to
the P-H welding fssue and, therefore, the issue was not reportable under 10 CFR
50.£5(e), Consequently, since Lhe staff concluded that the licensee did not
violate the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e), enforcement action was not
appropriate,

As discussed in the introduction and in the previous response to Congressiona)
requests, some of which are contaired in Attackment 1, the NRC was continually
evaluating the effectiveness of the licensee's QA programs, 1nc1ud1ng the
welding QA program. Based on the results and conclusions of inspections, such
ac the 1984 Construction Appraisa’ Team (CAT) intpection, the NRC was aware of
the importance of the licensee's overview and was monitoring the licensee's
ability to assure weld quality.

Furthermore, 2s has been previously explained in responses to Congressiona)
staff questions, evidence of NRC awareness that YAEC was rev1owing Pullman«
Higgins radiographs dates back to mid-1982, as documented in the Region I CAT
inspection report, 50-443,/82-06. The December 1983 date relates to a
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Congressional question of documented evidence of NRC awareness that the review
was a 100% scope activity, Even this documented evidence (1.e.. the January
1984 Region | memorandum) indicates that “YAEC NDE personnel had been and stil)
do conduct 100% review of conrtractor accepted radiographs" (emphasis added).
Whet s meant by the underlined statement quoted in Question 3 above 1s that
NRC inspections are intended to evaluate the effectiveness of licensee QA
program activities, at whatever level of overview they ace conducted, If
something less than a 100% review by YALC was found to be effective, such a
sample program would have been accepteble to the NRC,

guostion 4

In arriving at fts conclusions concerning the 100% review, the Commission has
inferred thut the YAEC roviewer's signature on a specific Padicgraphic
Inspestion Feport (RIR) constitutes proof that the named YAFC inspector
reviewes radiographs of the associated weld, What evidence has the Commission
relied upon to support this judgement?

ROSPOHSQ

The response to Dr. Myers' request dated October 17, 1990, contains detailed
explanations regarding the above questfon (Attachment 4 to this Enclosure).
The following conclusions are excerpts from the response to Dr. Myers:

"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 sugocests that he was
accepting the RIR as a quality document and accepting the
disposition of the RIR as to the acceptubility of the radiographic
weld auality. As noted above, this position was confirmed by the
NRC Independent Review Team, by NRC inspection follow-up of

issues raised by the Congressional staff, and by discussions with
licensee personnel directly involved in the YAEC radiograph review
process."”

“Therefore, the NRC believes that the Master Checklists utilized

in the YAEC surveillance of radiography activities were used both

to verify procedura) edherence, as well &s 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, is the
NRC review of the various Master Checklists, discussions with some of the
YAEC personnel involved and their use in the conduct of surveillances,
and the fact that several of the surveillance reports themselves (i.e.,
the QA record to which the Master Checklist are attached) clearly
identify tbat YAEC reviews of radiographs for weld quality were
conducted.



Question §

In fact, the Conmissfon's conclusion that the Yankee Atomic [lectric Company
(YAEC) conducted & 100% review of weld radiographs beginning in 1979, and that
this review continued "throughout the E1g1ng installation," is not supported
by the preponderance of evidence. Yo the contrary, our staffs have concluded
that the preponderance of evidence is clearly 1nsu*f1c1ent to support the
conclusion that, prior tu lote 1983, YAEC conducted a 100% review of
radiographs, We have been informed that:

a. No procedures have been identified that, prior to 1984,
reouired a 100% review,

b. No document describing the nreconditions for a YAIC
certification signature on Radiographic Inspection
Reports hat been identified.

¢. Radiographs associated with Radiograph Inspection Reports
containing a YAEC signature were rejected after the date
of the YAEC signature of approval, indicating the fina)
YAEC safety net had holes in it,

¢. During the recent NRC inspection, the YAEC construction
Quality Assurance manzoer informed NRC staff that initial
rediograph reviews sterted late in 1983; interview notes
rrepared by NRC staff shew no mention by this manscer of
a 100% rediograph review,

e, Surveillarce raports, which the licensee suggests provide
evidence of the 100% reviews, actually substantiate that
YAEC reviewed only a smal) fraction of radiographs, The
cocumentatior of YAEC radiograph reviews, even those conducted
during the post-1983 time frame, is sparse. Moreover, during
the period these surveiilances were being conducted, the backlog
of film packeges grew to about 2000 before it wae discovered by
the 1icensee sometime in 1983, This backlog could hardly have
accumulated and escaped notice until the 1983 timeframe i1f YAEC
was indeed conductin? a 100% review of radiographs. [An |
alternative and equally disturbing explanation of the backlog |
s that these radiograph packages had been returned by YAEC
to the weldinge contractor without the required documentation,)

Pesponse

The NRC's conclusion that the Yankee Atomic Electric Company (YAEC) conducted
a 1002 review of radiographs beginning in 1979, and that this review continued
throughout the piping installation, was based on the best evidence available.
The points you reaise here do not disprove that YAEC conducted a 100% review.
With respect to your specific points:

&, This statement is true., The basis for the staff's understanding that the
100% review had occurred prior to the procedural requirement in 1984 ig
set forth in the response to Question 2 of this Enclosure and is discussed
further below,
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This statement 15 also true. This fssue 1s eddressed in detai) in the
response to Question 4 (see also Attachment 4 to this Enclosure).

The fact that such situations have arisen was noted and discussed in
previouvt responses to Congressional staff questions. As an example, in an
August €, 1990 request from Dr. Myers, this question was raised with a
1isting cf several RIRs as examples. The staff's response to this request
is contained in Attachment 4 to this enclosure. The conclusion of this
response is as follows:

“In summary, four of the welds raised as examples in this

question represent cases where the RIRs were indeed signed

off by YAEC prior to the issuance of DR 527, In esch case,

the corrective action was completed prior to YAEC acceptance

of the radiographic package and sign-off of the RIR, The
tebulation and consideration of these particular deficiencies
(even though they had already been corrected) in the DR 527
discrepancy categories was accepteble because, as stated

sbove, generic corrective action was expected of Pullman-Higgins."

Although the inspection field notes provided as Attachment 2 in the
response to the August 9, 1990 letter from the five Members of Congress
indicate that Mr, McDonald believed the 100% review of P-H weld f1m
began in Tate 1983, leter conversations between the IRT members and

Mr. McDonald reveaied that he did in fact recal) the review to be 100%
from the begﬂnn1ng. Also, during the meeting at Seebrook on August 28
and 29, 1990, between the IRT members, Congressional staff members, and
members of the licensee's staff, Mr, McDonald wes asked directly when

the 100% review began, and he replied that the review was 100% from the
beginning.

The YAEC initials on the many RIRs reviewed by the NRC offer assurance
that 100% of the radiographs were reviewed, As discussed in the NRC
staff response to Dr, Myers' October 17 request, ", . . 1t was never the
intention of YAEC to document on surveillance reports each *nd every
rediographic film package reviewed. The use of surveillance reports
;:“sucb would have been redundant to the YAEC practice of signing each

The fact thet there wes @ backlog of radiographs to be reviewed does not
relate in any way to the performance of a 100% review by YAEC. It simply
meant that the radiographs had not yet been turned over to YAEC for
review, The alternative suggested that the final radiograph packages had
been returned by YAEC to the welding contractor without the required
documentation is not a plausible explanation. As evidenced by the
Pullman-Higgins flowchart, attached to a May 1983 memo, which was also
provided to Dr. Myers YAfC review of radiographs was routinely accom-
plished after the Pullman-Higgins Leve) 111 review, Since a substantia)
portion of the backloy was caused by the fact that no Pullman-Higgins
Level 111 hed¢ yet reviewed the film, the sugoestion that YAEC would
conduct an informal ‘inal acceptance review 15 not consistent with the
chronology of the signatures on the RIRs.
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Question 8

Mgnovorg the gomm1:s1:a's g;aim th:t thc‘pggpgggcg 1021 re;:ou "was in excess
of the ASME Code, the AKSI l.% o 'ﬂ an 0, ggen 2 B con!raliCEs
the Tact, admitted by the WRC, tha ¢ review wes essential to ‘s;»rc we'ld
quality. Failure to reconcile these conflicting points papers over the YAEC

fotlure vo comply with Appendix B in the conduct of the purported 1008 review,
to the extent any such review wes conducted.

Response
This question raises the same fssue addressed in the response to Question 1,

Question 9

Further, the Commission 1s not convincing in its claim that NRC inspections

“nducted during the course of Seabrook construction provide a basis for
confidence in weld quality, For example, the documentation deficiencies and
weld defects identified by the recent NRC inspection, which had not been
identified in previous NRC inspections, raise questions as to the effectiveness
of such previous inspections, Moreover, confidence in the NRC inspection
process s urdermined by the fact thet for the period prior to December 1983
there is no documentary evidence of NRC staff awareness of the purported 100%
rediograph review,

Response

The details associated with the NRC inspection of the Seabrook Station during
the construction period are di.cussed in the SQEQ.Mbcr 21, 1990 responte to
Congressian Kostmayer's July 30, 1990 letter, which is contained in Attachment
3 of this Enclosure, Addit1on9f informetion involving the NRC's inspection
activities at the Seabrook Station 1s discussed in the September 21, 1990
response to the August letter from the five Members of Congress, uh‘ch is
contained in Attachment 3.

Cuestion 10

The Commission was asked to provide a coherent and comprehensive description of
the YAEL review's purpose and duration, documents subject to this review

review procedures, record keeping roqu‘rcm.nts. and procedures for hnndl‘ng
deficiencies. Neither the September 21 response nor NUREG-1425 provides such

a description,

RO%EO"SO

The verious inspection reports, NUREG-1425, and correspondence both written

and ora) between the NRC and the five Members of Congress end their staffs have
provided a coherent and comprehensive description of the above listed items,
Succinctly summarized descriptions follow:



The YAEC review's purpose was to assure weld quality,
The duration of the review was for the entire length of the project.

Documents subject to the 100% review included radiographs and assnciated
RIRS. These and other applicable welding records were subject to reviews
by licensee audit and surveillance plans,

Review procedurys were contained in the audit and surveillance
plans 2nd for ASME Code related audits, closely followed the
requirements of the Code imposed on the contractor, Typica)
checklists have been sent to Dr. Myers in response to

his May 29, 1980 request for information,

The recordkeeping requirements for the sudits and surveillances
were consistent with the standerds committed to in the FSAR,

Different forms and associnted implementing procedures were used to
document ¢eficiencies at the site. These deficiency forms and procedures
were a function of the organization involived. 1t can be plainly stated
thet each of thete deficiency procedures required that the deficiency be
1oon§1f1ed. trecked, corrective action identified, and corrective acticon
comploted,



ATTACHMENT

S[P}(MBER 1, 1990 RESPONSE TO THE AUGUST 9, 1990 LETTER FROM THE FIVE CONGRESSMEN
(4 Sheets)

Question I:

Is 1t the Commission's position that the YAEC 1003 review was an activity
affecting ouelity? 1f so, under 10 CFP 50, Appendix B of the Commission's
regulations, what documentatior of this review is required to be maintained?

Response:

The Yerkee Atomic Electric Company (YAEC) 1003 radiograph review was an
activity affecting quality. The required documentztion 1s that which 15 needec
to show weld quality, These matters are further discussed below,

1.4 Cuelity Aspects

The folloving quality cssurance (QA) progranm excerpt relates to the design
and construction of Seabrook Station and 1s from the Fina! Safety Analysis
Repory 'FSAP), which is reouired in accordance with 10 CFR 5C. 34 to incluce
8 discussies of how the applicable requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
are setistied.

The YAEC program for quality assurance normally fnvolves three contro)
levels:

Level 1 - Quality control by vendurs, constructors and United
fngineers and Constructors (UEBC, on the activities they perform,
[and] by YAEC on startup activities. This incluces reviews,
irspections and tests.

Level 2 - Surveillance of de;ign, fabrication and construction
activities, including Level 1 Cuality Control, Contractors pro-
vide this 1eve1 for the design and procurement phases. UELC and
YAEC Nuclear Services Division (YNSD) provide additional syr-
veillence on site constructior activities.

Level 3 - Audits by YAEC QA Department of activities performed
by Céve) 1 and 2 organizations,

Assurance by YAEC that contractor programs are properly implemented
is sccomplished, in part, by surveillance and audits at the construc-
tion site by YAEC QA representatives,

The YAEC program for the review of radiographs supplied by Pul\non-uigg1ns
(P«H) and other contractors and vendors was a surveillance activity which,
as discussed above, was a Level 2 QA program activity effecting quelity.
Concurrent with the start of radiographic examinations of piping in 1879,
YAEC began an overview of 21) P-h pipe weld film with the intent to reduce
the 1003 overview when confidence in P-H's ability to properly identify
end correct ceficiencies had been obtained. The overview continued
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throughout the pwpin? insteilation and from 1) ircicetions appeared to
heve resuited in YAEC performing o 1008 overview on a1l P«ii fina) pipe
wele radiogrephs. The 100% scope ano appliicatior of this program was not
specifiec by & reguletory or code requirement but was voluntarily imple-
merted by YAEC to provide confidence thet equipment, structure:, ond
systems w1l perform satisfectorily in service. It 15 in this context
that the NRC Independent Review Team (IRT) documented the following:

These 100«percent insgaction pctivities were 1n excess of the ASME
Code, the ANS! B31.1 Code, and 10 CFR Part S0, Appendix b requirements
norrie 11y employed ot & construction site,

As poirted out in the cover letter transmitting these Congressfonal ques
tione to the NRC, the IRY alisc cencluded that:

These sdditiore) overviews needed to be performed in order to icentify
cgeficiencies missed by the piping contractor,

A similar NRC conclusion was reached in JOEL based on the nondestructive
exarinetion (NDE) assessmert results fdentified during the NRC Constructior
Appreisal Tear (CAT) inspection, In & March 15, 1850 letter to

Congrecsman Kostiayer in response to his questions regarding the CAT
inspection report (IR 50-883/84.07), the NRC staff noted that:

In documenting the difference between the radiograph.« film which had
been reviewed by the applicant anc thet which hed not, e CAT ine
spectors specificelly highlighted the fact that the rodicg¢zph1c re-
view process would have represerted 8 regulatory concern had 1t not
been for the applicant's review process., HMence, this ares of inspec
tion was not Yisted as one where either potertial enforcement actions
ur sigrificant weaknesses were fdentified,

The NRC staff considerec the YAEC radiogrnph review program to be an ac-
tivity affecting quelity commencing with its implementation as ¢ QA program
Leve! 2 activity. Further, since surveillances are normelly planned as
sampling activities, the NRC staff 1n1ti|11{ considered the conduct of thre
YAEC rediograph review ﬁrogrcm at & "100%" level to be & conservative 1ic-
ensee measure to comprehensively address problems identified in the QX
Level 1 contractor programs, not a specific grogram requirement, HMed the
Ticensee chosen to implement less than & 100% review, no NRC regulation or
code requirement would necessarily have been viclated. However, ongoing
NRC construction inspections, 1ike the CAT inspections and Regfon ] NDE

van inspections, would have evelunted the effectiveness of any reduced
level of overview and any quality inadequacies 1dentified would have been
considered for enforcement action. The licensee, in this case, voluntarily
sdopted & program of radiograph review for 1003 of the film after it was
turned over by Fu\\nan-kiggtns. In May 1984, YAEC procedurslized the

scope and performance of the filr review activities 1t had been conducting
8s surveillances.
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Thus, the documents provided to Congress evidencing NRC cognizance in
December 1983 of @ 100% review of contractor rediographs were consistent
with both earlier inspection records (e.q., IR 60-443/82-06) and subsegquent
inspection reports (e.g., the CAT inspection in 1984) in scknowledging and
|ssossini the effectiveness of the licensee's radiograph reviews, Whether
the NRC Ynspection records prior to and after December 1903 document the
YAEC f1im review progrem #s & 100% effort or not frdicates neither a con-
fiict nor inadequate 1icensee performence. In support of this position is
the after«the-fact IRT assessment which concluded in NUREG-1425 that:

The 100«percent overview performed by the Yicensee's o?ont. YAEC, was
on effective program for radiographic film interpretation, in that it
successfully found and required the contractor to correct the missed
deficiencies,

__‘S__UMH!.’. ioh Aspects

10 CFR S0, Appendi: B, Criterfon XVII requires that sufficient records
she)) be mpinteined to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality.

At Seabrook, the essentia) sufficiency of the weld records was found during
constructior and by after«the<fact NRC review. Many documents, includirg
surveillence reports, deficiercy reports, deviation nctices, management
ection request:, fmmediete action requests, cortrolled speed letters, none
conformence reports, end audit reports rele.ed to the YAEC radiograph review
prograr, were classified as QA records. However, in accordance with the
procedural reouirements of the YAEC “QEG NDE Review Group™ procedure issued
in May 196¢, Radiographic Review Requests (YPT-1s) and Radiographic Review
Summaries (YRT-2s) should have been controlled and retained as QA records,
but were not, This omission wes caused by the licensee decision to treat
the YRT form usege o5 on adminfstrative control rather than a QA record
sctivity, The 1icensee determined thut, since evidence of the YAEC 100%
review of P«H radiographs was provided by YAEC reviewer signature or in.
ftials on the Radiogrephic Inspection Reports (RIRs), retention of the YRY
forms was redundant and unnecessary. The NRC staff agrood thet the
ennoteted RIRs would meet the requirement for documenting weld quality,
However, since the procedural requirement to retein the YRT forrs as QA
records was never revised, & procedural violation was fdentified. The NRC
steff evaluated this violation in accordance with the NRC Enforcement
Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, Section V.A) and documented this
inspection finding in Region ] IR 50.443/80.12.

The Code of Federa) Rc,ulatious. in particular 10 CFR S0, Appendix B, coes
not mandate the specific records which must be maintained on safety-
related pipe welding or repair welding, A commitment in this regard s
documented in the Seabrook Station Fina) Safety Analysis Report (FSAR),
which indicates genera) consistency with USNRC Regulatory Guide 1.88,
Revision 2, Regulatory Guide 1.88, titled *Collection, torcgo. and
Maintensnce of Nuclear Power Plant Cuality Assurance Records,” endorses
American NKetiona) Stendards Institute (ANSI) Star ‘>rd ANS] N45.2,.9.1874
for quality assurance records associeted with nuc .ar power plants,



Aocitionally, the safety-releted ¢ ping ot Seabrock Stalion was geners)'y
instelled in accordence with the Americar Society of Mechanice) Engineers
ASML) Botler and Pressure Vessel Code, 1977 editior through the wWinter

1977 adoends. The ASME Code (Section 111, Subsection NA) fdentifies penersa’
requirements for quality eassurance records.

For welding end weld repair activities on the sefety-related piping in.
stallec ot Seabrook Station, the quality records must include the fTinal
results of the code-required nondestructive examinatior (Including fina)
rediographs, where RT 15 recuired). The results of such rediographic
examinations were docymented on the RIRs, As noted above and in resporses

to Congressional staff nonbers on this subject, the evidence of the YAEC
review of radiographs is orovided by the YAEC reviewer signature or
Initiels on the KIRs, This wes demonstrated during the reviews of fina)
FIRS by the IRY, in that each RIK contistently included the YAEC
ewer s signature or initials, The Raciographic Inspection Reports,
foare retrieveble for each weld requiring rediography, represent not
complete evidence of the f1Im review but 8lso record the scceptable
$ 0Ff these reviews in accordance with 10 CFR &( Appendix B,

%

vV,
‘on XVII, These RIRs, supported by the actua) rec¢iographs, were
ned s QA records and provide sufficient documertary evidence of

radiogrephic quality of the welds and the completeness of the
rview ;'{;'GP,




ATTACHMENT 1

NUREG- 1425 PP 2.2 & 2-3
11 sheet)

Agditionally, in conformance with 10 CFR Part 50, Appent ix l,'tkiterion 11, the
licensee must establish a quality assurance (QA) prograr requiring that activ-
ities effecting quality be accomplished consistent wit! their importance to
safety, and also in compliance with the specified requ' rement, that is, the
radiographic procedure. The criterion also required t'iat the 1icensee regularly
review the status and adequacy of the QA program. The review can consist of
audits, surveillances, sample inspections, 100-percert overviews, or a combina~
tion of these--whatever has been deemed necessary to ensure that the required
quality s achieved.

To ensure achievement of quality, the licensee's agent for the administration
of the QA program at Seabrook Station, that is, YAEC, determined that it was
necessary to perform an overview inspection of v+H pipe weld radiographs. YAEC
performed the review within the framework of its QA surveillance program by
requiring experienced film reviewers to inspect and interpret all P-H pipe weld
radiographs of the finfshed weld, as well as to review samples of in-process
pipe weld radiographs. Before Apri) 1984, the review was performed against the
P<M procedure using a detailed checklist per YAEC Procedure 3. After Apri) 1984,
this procedure was changed to YAEC Procedure 7, and YAEC Procedure 5 was issued
to provide more forma) details for the film review. This overview effort was
added to routine, periodic YAEC QA audits and surveillances of the welding

and NDE processes. The team's review of YAEC audit and surveillance reports is
discussed in Section 3 and Appendix 8 to this report.

From the start of the piping fabrication and NDE processes to about mig-1982,
P-H pipe weld film packages found unacceptable during YAEC review of film for
acceptance were informaliy returned to P+H for correction. The unacceptable
conditions were documented on the QA surveillance report, a1th0ugh one defi-
ciency report (DR-037) documenting unacceptable film, issued in January 1980,
was located in the licensee's records. After mid-1982, P-H pipe weld film pack~
ages, found unacceptable during YAEC review for acceptance, were returned to P-M
for correction, and a DR or deviation notice (DON) was routinely issued in most
cases. The exceptions to this included some administrative-type ro{octs that
were easily correctable under the P-M program and did include some instances

in which a controlled speed letter (CSL) was used, as provided in Field Quality
Assurance (FQA) Marual, Procedure 9 (see Section 3 for further details).

Regardless o' the mechanisms used, after any film discrepancies were identified
by YAEC, the '{ims were then returned to P-M for disposition and were re-reviewed
by YAEC follow.ng corrective action by P=H. Under the P-H program, any films
rejected by the YAEC overview were required to be evaluated and dispositioned in

sccordance with P-H's QA program requirements, and these actions were subject

to YAEC's review and acceptance. If weld quality was defective, a nonconformance
report (NCR) had to be issued per P-H Procedure XV-2., The team observed numerous
instances throughout the piping fabrication pariod where P-H or UEAC issued

NCRs to document and disposition nonconforming welds found by or resulting from
the YAEC overview program. NCRs were also issued for simiiar conditions found

by P*H reviews.

Thus, concurrent with the start of radiographic examinations of piping in 1978,
YAEC began an overview of al)l P<H pipe weld film with the intent to reduce the
100-percent overview when confidence in P-H's ability to properly identify and
correct deficiencies had been obtained. The overview continued throughout the
piping installation and appeared to have resulted in YAEC performing a 100-
percent overview of all P-H final pipe weld radiographs.



ATTACHMENT

RESPONSE TO DR, M, M. cnS' REQUESTS OF MAY 29 AND JUNE 6, 1950
T? sheets)

Reguest ) (May 26, 1990):

Please provide prior to COB, Fridey, June 1 the procedures that, prior to im-
plemertation of Procedure #5 in May 1984, governed the YAEC 100% raciograph
review., This request encompasses procedures that mandated the review, It also
encomprsses procedures that sroc1f1od and controlled the methodology of the
review, the manner in which t'e review of specific filim puckaqcs would be re-
corded and reported, and the manner in which deficiencies would be handled,

I"EOﬂl!i

Prior to May 1984, no proc:dura) requirement mandated YAEC 100% review of
sefety-related rooioiraph!. Such reviews were conducted as surveillances
governed by & YAEC Field survei)lance Procedure, Surveillances are not nor-
melly intended to be 1004 review or inspection efforts. However, with respect
to Puliman-Higgins field weld fiIm pccka?os. the surveiilance effort encom-
passed a 100% radiograph review s the film wes turned over for YAEC record
vault storage. Although the surveillance reports documenting such film review
activities were not required to 14st each weld, evidence of the YAEC review of
Puliman-Higgins, code-required radiographs has l1~|{s been provided by YAEC
reviewer signature or inftials on the Radiographic Inspection Reports (RIRs).
That begen when the first f11m packages were turned over by Pullman-Klggins to
YAEC 4n 1879, Therefore, while the requirement for a 100% YAEC radiograph re-
view was not proceduralized unti) May 1984, the final RIR record for each weld
should provide evidence of the review b{ YAEC. NRC inspection has not identi-
fied any welds for which YAEC radiogrephic review was not conducted.,

Prior to the {mplementation of the YAEC "QEG NDE Review Group® Procedure No. §
in May 1984, YAEC rad1o§roph1c review activities were governed by YAEC Field
Surveillance Procedure No, 3. A cxfg of Revision 7 to this procedure (the re-
viston in effect at the time the YAEC Field QA Manual was updated in Apri) 1984,
when the QEG NDE Review Group Procedure No. 5 was written) was express-mailed
to the NRC EDO office for delivery to Dr, rs. Included with the procedure
were some YAEC Field QA Group Surveillence Reports, intended to serve as examples
of the wey the radiography review was conducted and documented. With regerd to
the above question concorninq the methodology and manner of review, it should
be noted that & Master Checklist, provided with each surve!liance report,
established the criteria used by the YAEC QA persorne) performing the surveil-
lance. The goronthcticu\ references (e.g9. T-270, SE-94) documented with the
Master Checklist criteria refer to the applicable paragraphs or sections of the
ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section V, as they relate to radiographic
requirements and standar<s,

YAEC Field Surveillance Procedure No. 3 governed surve!llance activities of the
YAEC Field QA Group during Seabrook construction. That procedure specified
general programmatic and documentation requirements, while the appropricte




vaster Check1ist provided the specific technica) inspection details. With re-
gerd to the gquestion of how deficiencies were handled, Procedure No. 3 indi-
cates in paragreph 3.7.4.5 that deficiencies could be either corrected immedi-
stely, or transferred to the contractor’s QA/QC progrcm (e.g.y & CONtractor
nonconformance report could be written), or documented on 8 YAEC Deficiency
Report (the handling and disposition of which are also ciscussed in Procedure

No. 3).

Attached to this response 15 an inspection report (1R) excerpt documenting the
conduct of an NRC surved)lance program inspection in the September-Octodber 1583
time frame. Procedure No. 3 was included in the KRC review of surveillance
program requirements, as were samples of survedllance and deficiency reports.

An additiona) procedure (No, 4) referenced in this NRC inspection report excerpt,
pertatning to the Fleld OA Checklists ysed in the conduct of surveillances, wes
also sent to the NRC EDO office for delivery to Dr. Myers.




Pequest

Provide) evidence of the purported 100% YAEC review; e.9. 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, "practicelly all" surveillance reports did not fdentify the film
being reviewed by weld number. Moreover, the surveillance reports provided
in response to Seabrook Welds XXXV] do not provide evidence of a 100%
racgrogreph review;, instead, the surveillance reports increase confidence
nour conclusion that the preponderance of evidence indicates that prior
to lote 1983, YAEC did not conduct @ review 100% of radiographs following
approve) by Puliman-Higains,

nas ¢

been cocumented several times in previous responses to Congressiona)

requests, the documented evidence of the YAEC performancz of a 100% review

the Puliman-Higgins radiographs for safety-related welds ¢ provided by the
reviewer signature/initials on the RIRs applicable to each radicgraphed

g. NRC inspection, to include follow-up of specific cases 1dentified by the

Congressional staff, has not fdentified any welds for which YAE( radiographic
review was not conducted.

4

For radiographic weld quality, the objective evidence 1s available in the radio-
graphs themselves; and documentation of the licensee's QA program review of the
pcceptabiiity of those radiographs 1s provided in the Radiographic Inspecticn
Reports (RIRs), The YAEC practice to sign/initia) and date each RIR to signify
review and acceptance of the Radiographic Inspection Report and the radiographs
which 1t 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 survei)lance
ris do not provide evidence of @ 100% radiographic review. MWe agree with

this assessment, but would add that it was never the intention of YAEC to document
on surveillance reports e2ch and every radiographic film package reviewed, The
use of surveillance reports as such would have bien redundant to the YAEC practice
of signing each RIR, a practice which commenced in 1979 when the first set of
radiogrephic f1lm packages were turned over by Pullman-Higains.

repc

Furthermore, the Cougressional staff statement in the above request that “prior
to Tate 1983, YAEC did not conduct a review 100% of radiographs following approva!l
by Pullman~Higgins" confused the understanding of what actually did occur, It

may be true that YAEC did not conduct a review of radiographs fmmediately following
approval by Pullman-Higgins, As has been stated previously in response to
Congressional staff requests, YAEC reviewed the film after Pullman-Higgins turned
1l over for review. Whenever that turnover occurred, reiative to when Pullman-
Higgins completed their review, was dependent upon Pullman-Higgins initiative

t0 provide the accepted radiographs to YAEC for their review.




'Request 4 Continued)

YAEC fiIm reviewer involvement in the transmitta) process of Pullman-Higgins
rediographs to the Reccrds Vault and acceptance of the film for owner storage
encompassed & technica) review function, rather than an accountebility
exercise, This 1s why YAEC instituted in 1985 a re-inventory and 1ndoxﬁng
program for a1) film slready stored in the Records Veult to confirm that the
rediographs had been correctly accounted for, stored and labeled, During
their re-inventory, YAEC reviewers checked that receipt of the film transmitte)
packages had resulted in evidence of proper review and 1ndcx1ng. Where

deemed necessary, individua) radiographs and the applicable RIRs were
examined. It was during their reinventory and indexing program that the
problems identified in 8011c1oncy Notice (DN) 090 were identified, as 15 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 al) safety-related vendor and site generated radio-
graphs,” this requirement imposed & 100% review activity independent of time.
Since the rediographs already accepted by YAEC prior to May 1984 were
availeble in the Records Vault, YAEC would have been required to initiate @
retrofit effort to review 21 stored film 1f they had not been doing so as @
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 norma) 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
wher the radiographs were shot or when they were accepted by Pu11non-ﬂiggtns or
whether they were backlogged film or even whether they might have mistakenly
made 1t to the vau't and were subsequently discovered during the re-inventory
in 1985) was now procedurally required to be reviewed, During the conduct of
the NRC Construction Appraisal Team (CAT) inspection in 1984, when over 3,400
pieces of radiographic fiilm from the Record Vault were reviewed, no probiems
were fdentified with the radiographs from the 180 Pullman-Kiggins pipe welds
which were examined, This s most 1ikely because the Pullman-Higgins film
stored in the vault had been subioct 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 procedura) requirement to perform &
100% review of a1l safety-related, Pullman-Higgins radiographs, This require-
ment was not time dependent relative to 1ts applicability. Therefore, 2l
RIRs, including those dating back to 1979, were procedurally required, with
the implementation of the YAEC QEG NPT Review Group Procedure No. 5, to show
evidence of YAEC review for accoptab111t{. This evidence is provided by the
YAEC reviewer signature/initizls on the RIR., Finally, as has been previously
stated, NRC inspection, including that of the Independent Review Team, has not
igentified any weld for which the YAEC required 100% radiographic review was
not tonducted.

Note: See discussion in response to Request No. 8 regarding identification of
weld numbers on surveillance reports,
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MEMORAND™ FOR - v £ Murley, Regiona) Adeinfstrater, Repien )

FROm k¥ Stavostecht, Divector, Diviston of Project ang
Resident Progreamy

SUBJECY NRC FOLLOWSUP « SEABRODK NOE FALSIFICATION

On May ¢, 1983 Regior 1 was notified, by Publte Service Company of Neu Hampshire .
In accordarce with 10 CFR 50.55(e), of the Questionable performence of materi )
0 weld surface RORCESLrUCtive examinations (NDE) by one cortractor technician
Prior to any Getermingtion of falsification, the Heensee's tnterng) Ihvestigas
Lion revenles that KD Procedures had beer vielated. This Inforration was
suffictent to couse the to ¢ the sublect technicten ang

Place or holg oM ¢, %% hondestructive examinations parformed By the ingividua,
VALY recaraminatior are Claposition covld be performed Jt 4 hoted that
$1thougt only 33% of he suspect NDE work was performed on sefetyrelated

weils, the Yicersee Ceciged to evaluate o)) 2,399 coses. Ay g FesVit of thiy
Incicgert tn May, | personally contacted the Executive Vige Prasigent of PSNK

Wr. Davig Merri)), ang EMLPALTI00 to him the need Tor & thorouph and complete
Fedssessment of 2)) word Gone by the falstfter. PSNN achrow!ed 0 thet they mae
10y taler Leps Th ARy matter Aggi.tona) Meetings were also hels with

Both PSNM ang YAEL to ¢f CUss Lhe performance in peneral of tLhe subject
cortractor

As part of our effort we have beer Feviewing & number of 1censee~1nitiates
FePOTLE a5 wel) g Concueting Yndependent Iaspections. Upon completion of the
I effort we were e to congude that there was no Reragement complictty

Mowever T sttt CEETRSHOL (hatr frterest By telephone ane my staff has beg
ther 1u10) tnformed ans bO0vised

By rews cated Oecember 2), 1083 1f reguestec
Seedbroon WIS folsification fypue Qur
Anticipates the It concern

However, 1t 1 disheary

LOPIC were not sufficient N resources

Oecumentation severa) months dfter we have conducted PeRiings with the Yicensee
N0 eh=site fnspections on the topie. In an environment where resoy

exiremely strained ane where the subse
publie Hoc'ﬁr?‘ I question the motivet

Prepare more "paper' {n Tight of the fact thet the Information 13 diready

avatladle ang documented. More Fecent inspection effort wil) be Cocumented
bhortly :

Review, by resigent ng reglona) inspectors, indepandently, of the eudit
Program, in exfstence at the time of th Incident fngdicated that the program
wWas DRing congucted 1n dccorgance with NRC FeQuirements ¢ng FSAR commitments.
The contractor NDE staff erganizationsly FEPOFLE Lo the contractor Finle Q4
Manager Contracter Qb suditors, located cassite, and Vicensen (thry their
98Nt = Yarkee Atomic Electrie Company, YAEC) avditors conduct perfodic avdits




Meme to T B Murley JAl 0« W84

of the contractor NDE program. A key operation tn providing assurance of X
fielg activities 13 ghe YAEC survedilance program Specifically, YARL NOE
personne. hag Deed and atil) g0 conduct 100 rexigwof gONLrACLOY Accepied |
vagdiographs. Alsp, YAEL OA fnspectors €onouel both rangnm and schedyled surs
yeillances of fiald WOE work, Ar qrample of this sctivity §3 appended to the
subsect frvestigation eeport, 1n that @ YAEL surve!)lance report documents 4
eariter tgentified violation of the conduct of & Yiguid penetrant examination
by the offenging NOF technician In this case, the work was nonsafety-related
and corrective sction consisted of reconduct of the examination and verifica~
ti1on that the technicyan was knowledgeable of the procedura) requirements 1t
should alse be noted that the origing) NOE falsification problem wis fgentifivd
by the contractor wheh another NDE technician tdentified & concern with the
offensing techniciar's acceptance of & weld. Followup ©f that concern through
the contractor's program led to the 10 CFR 50.55(e) report.

The re-exanination of previously accepted work 13 not considered to be requvired
for an effective auc't program, Y2t in this cave, which fnvolved rangom and
periogic falsification, 1t eppears that o re~examination program may have bewn
the or'ly auantitative method to estab)fsh the ex‘stence of & prodlem, As onre of
the correstive acsions, the Ticensee N frstituted & sample NOE re-emamination
program Although this acrion 13 beyond ety repuiatory requirement and beyond
the nerm of NOE activities gbserved in the nucledar constryction Ingdystry tLhe
“icansee gi¢ tnstitute this effort and we strongly encouraged the initiative
at senfor management levels.

Subseavent to the fdeatification of the NDE falsification, tha Vigcenses committec
1o the following scutons relative to eversight of NDE activities These commitments
ere documented 1n Inspection Report §0-443, 484/83-06, and were distussed
during & June 7, 1982 meeting

ee A sanple re-tnspection of other contracior NDE technician work with
resuits confirming vhat the prablem was restricted 1o the ore individual

Tacrapsed CONLTICLOr BUpETryisOTy {1e1d checks and independent auditing

Increased Yicenses surveillance of NDE activities on al)
shifts.

Estad)ishmant of & Yicensee program for “information only" NDE to De
performed by an indapentent contractor to verify that ongoing NDE wo k has
been and 13 betnn satisfactorily performed and correctly evalvated

while the current NDE sudit program miy be more prescriptive ant better
girected to the tdentification of NOE problems, we ¢o consider the former
NDE avait program tu have been consistert with existing QA guidance and to
have bDegn effectivaly tmolemented Dy the 1icensee,




Request 2 (questions 1, 2 & 3 of June 19, 1990):

1.

(paraphrased) In my May 29 memorandum 1 requested that | be provided the
procecures that, prior to implementatio” of Procedure #5 in May 1884,
governed the YAEC 100% radiograph review. The May 29 request encompassed
procedures that mendated the review.

Whether or not @ specitic procedure governed the YAEC 100% review prior to
May 1984, 1 2ssume the ongoing NRC inspection will provide information:
(Several questions tollow)

Response

Response to questions la through 1f and 2 have been provided separately,

Questions lg & 3

1g. A statement as to the approximate date on which the NKC learned of
the YAEC 100% review and a discussion 85 to whether and guring what
time period the NRC assessed the adequacy of this review.

As of this date, I am unable to locate an NRC document, issued prior
to IR 90-8U on February 7, 1990, which refers to a YAEC 100% review.
it the NRC staff knows of «ny such reference, please provide it to me

-

prior to COB, Friday, June 22.
Response

NRC Region I wes awave in December 1983 of the licensee's intent to review
100% ot the radiographe transmitted to the document control vault as qual-
ity records. This dete is based upon documentatica in a January 4, 1984
Region | memorandum (,reviously provided) documenting NRC awareness of the
YAEC 100% radiographic review and upon reference in the resident inspector
SALP office files to Deficiency Report (DK) $27 1ssued on December 7, 1983
with the supporting “"YAEC RT INTERPRETATION" 1isting, It 1s possible
that the NRC knew betore December 1983 that YAEC was reviewing a1l fiim as

1t was received. However, we have not found any record of NRC cognizance
of tne 100% review prior to December 1983,

An NRC assessment of the adequacy of the YAEC review program was performed
auring the Systematic Assessment of Licensea Performance (SALP) conducted
Tor piping systems and supports on February 14, 1984. This is documented
in the final SALP report issued on May 17, 1984 as & YAEC “customer re-
view" of ASME final code accepted radiographic fiim. Furthermore, the NRC
Lonstruction Appraisai Team (CAT) inspection conducted over the period




April 23 - May 25, 1984 reviewed severa) radiographic fiim packages. |he
%A}linspect1on report, 50-443/84-07, issued on July 18, 1984 documents the
ollowing:

*No significant problems were fdentified involving film that wes re-
viewed by the applicant's NDE organization, However, severs) irregu-
larities were igentified involving f1lm that had not [yet] been re-
vieved by the applicant.”

1f the t1lm in which the frregularities were identitied by the CAT inspec-
tors had been accepted tina) radiographs, entorcement actions would have
peen pursued, Instead, the CAT recognized that the 1icensee’'s program
required the noted YAEC review of e1) cefety-related vendo~ and site gene-
rated radiographs. In documenting the ditterence between the radiographic
£11m which had been reviewed by the applicant and that which had not, the
CAT inspectors specifically highlignted the fact that the radiographic
review process would have represen ed & regulatory concern had 1t not heen
for the applicent's review process. Hence, this area of ingpection was
not listed as one where either potential entorcement actions or signifi-
cant weshnesses were identitied, Such inspection logic and the resulting
rindings and conclusions represent an additiona] NRC assessment ot the
scequacy of the YAEC 100% radiographic review program.

paditiona) documentation of an NRC assessment of the YACC radiographic
review process can be found in other NRC inspection reports (IRs). As an
example, IR 50-443/83-19 for inspection conducted from November 28 =~
December 1, 1983 included a review of the reactor pressure vessel (RPY)
safe end radiographs. The NRC inspector reviewed radiographs that had
been rejected by YAEC despite 2 ¢iffering position tendered by westinghouse
as the RPV supplier, and the NRC concurred with the YAEC findings. Other
component radiographs were also reviewed, resulting in adaitional assess~
ment of the quality ot the YAEC review. An example is IR 50-443/85-31 tor
an inspection conducted from October - December 1985, Documented in this
IR 1s the statement that:

*1o0 date, the licensee has performed an overview of virtually all
vendor supplied radiographic film, Where :roblcms were found, such
2s geometric unsharpness failing to meet the ASME code, radioﬂraphy
was re-performed on site and repairs were made, it necessary.

The inspector reviewed 2 sample of film during this inspection, which also
provided a measure of the NRC assessment of the YAEC radiographic review
program,

Other NKC inspections (e.g., IR 50-443/85-19 conducted in July 1985) used
.ne NRC NDE Van to independently radiograph weids. Such inspections veri-
ried the adequacy of the ticenctee's radfograpnic program and compared site
£ile 11!m to NRC radiographs in &n assessment of the licensee's overall
NDE quality control program.



hiother assessment of licensee pertormance in this area was conducted
during the SALV appreisa) on February 19, 1985, In the SALP report, 1ssued
on May 28, 1985, the folleing evaluation was documented:

"It 1s noted, however, that with regard to completed and finally in-
spected hardware, very few problems were identitied. In fact, in the
welding and NOL areas, independent examinations by NRC inspectors
revealed generally high quality work and effective licensee overivew
of the final radiographic f1lm packages,*

In assessing the overall performance in the area of piping during this
Januery 1 - December 31, 1984 SALV perfod, 1t was ..ted that significant
improvement had been achieved and that the licensee had demonstrated “ade-
quate control over their self-identified construction problems.* One of
the areas evidencing such licensee control was the YAEC 100% radiographic
review process.

Further, in the previously mentioned Region 1 internal memorandum of
Jvanuary &, 1984, 1t was noted that:

"A key operation in provia1ng assurance of QC field activities 1s the
YAEC surveillance program. Specifically, YAEC NDE personne)l had been
and still do conduct 100% review of contractor sccepted radiographs.”

Inis memorandum not only provides the requested reference to an NRC docu-
ment acknowledging the YAEC 100% radiograph1c review effort, but also
assesses this program 1n the context of NRC followup of the previously
reported NDE falsification problem, (i.e., the “Padovano" case). It should
be noted that the above quote discusses the 100% review in reference to
the “"YAEC surveiliance program." As has been discussed in previous re-
sponses to Dr. Myers' requests, prior to the implementation of the YAEC
NOE Review Group procedure No. 5§ in May 1984, the YAEC radiographic review
process was controlled as a surveillance activity. Thus, even though sur-
veillances were not normally 100% inspaction efforts, the above NRC quota~
tion illustrates the YAEC intent to conduct such film reviews on a 100%
basis some time before the existence of the procedural requirement to do
0,

The inspection reports identitied in the response to this request have
been provided previously,



ATTACHMENT 3

EXCERPT FROM THE SEPTEMBER 21, 1990 RESPONSE TO THE AUGUST 9, 1990 LETTER FROM
THE FIVE CONGRESSMEN (2 sheets)

Question 111:

With respect to the 100% film review performed hy the Seebrook licersee's agent,
the Yankee Atomic Electric Company (YAEC), the NRC staff has provided inconsis-

tent descriptions of the rev.ew's duration, nature and regulatory significance,

Attached to this letter 1s a listing of characterizations of this review,

Since the NRC has reliec upon the existence of the 100% YALC review for assurance
of weld cuality, plesse n=ovide 2 coherent and comprehensive description of the
YALC review's purpose and duration, documents subject to this review, review
procedures, record keeping recuirements, and procedures for handling deficiencies,

Response:
111.A Assurance of Weld Quality

The NRC staff dic not rely solely upon the 100% YAEC review of radic-
graphs for 2¢surance of weld quality, Other processes were 21so used
to control and ensure weld quality. For example, 10 CFR 50.552 pre-
scribes compliance with the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vesse! Code,
Section 111, for nuclear power plant componert (including pipe weld)
design, febrication, construction, testing, and inspection, A
speeific example of the associated design margins and construction
conservatism applied to the erectior of ASME piping systems is that
the installed piping 1s subjected to a system hydrostatic test of not
less then 125% of the design pressure. This testing recuirement 1s
eppliec to a1l of ASME piping, including Class 3 systems, the we'ding
0¥ which does not even recuire radiography.

kdditionally, 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterior 1X, requires that
meesures be esteblished to ensure that welding, heet treating, and
nondestructive testing are controlled and ac~omplished by quai1f1ec
personne?l using qualified procedures in accordance with applicable
codes, specifications, and criteria. This generic requirement
applies to a series of welding procedures and controls for
qualifing each welding procedure, testing each welder, controlling
the welding waterial and welding process variables; specifying the
sequence of welding, heat treating, and NDE operations; and
implementing a system of in-process checks, weld inspections, and
non?estructivc examinations that are designed to confirm overall weld
quality.

NRC inspections and assessments were conducted as independent checks

of the effectiveness of the licensee's program of piping fnstallation
controls. NRC involvement in the inspection of pipe welding and NDE

activities at Seabrook Station is decumented in publicly available



Nkl inspection reports dating back to 1978, Certain of these
inepactions resulted in MRC enforcement actions, and licensee
corrective ections in response to several of the violatfons involved
significent programmatic changes. An example was the response to NRC
Irmediate Action Letter JAL BO-55 Yssued in December 1980 relative to
NRC-identified pipe repair welding problems. A dual repair process
sheet system, providing more control of the repair welding process
dlong with the establishment of additionz) verification hold points,
was instituted after a temporary "stop-work" action was taken by the
Ticensee for pipe repair welding., Another example was the corrective
action on the NDE violations issued in 1982 in conjunction with
Inspection Report 50-443/82-06. In this case, the contractor
initizted a secondary review of radiogrephs prior to turnover to the
YAEC (Yankee Atomic Electric Company). These examples reflect
licensece program changes to currect NRC-identified problems arc
directly impacted the welding records, repair welding, and NDE
activities which heve been the specific subject of Congressiona)
questions.

In the ereas of piping, weldirc, and NDE, the NRC Zonducted over 70
separate inspections prior to the issuance of & fuel leoad licerse,
Several of these were tonducted by resident inspectors monitoring
fielc activities over an extended pericd and were supported by
specialist inspections, as necessary. The NRC Mobile NDE Van was
used on three separate inspections 2t Seabrook Station to cecnduct in-
cependent measurements and examirations of piping materiel,
corpunents, and welds, Independent rediography wes an integral part
of the Van inspections. A fourth inspection, by NRC technicians
using NDE Van ecuipment, was performed to verify the adequacy of a
licensee weld surface re-examiration program, Over 200 completed
welds were independently inspected by NRC gersonnc1 vtilizing NDE Van
equipment, One of these was & reactor coolant system weld
specifically highlighted as @ concern of Congress in an April 2, 1950
letter to the NRC from six Members, including all of the Members who
signed the August 9, 1990 letter to the NRC. This weld was the
subject of independent MRC radiography and inspection evaluation with
no adverse findings, Additionally, severa) hundred other piping
welds were the object of NRC examination of in-process or completed
welding or NDE activities during routine resident and region-based
inspections at Seabrook Station,

In addition to NDE Van and routine inspections, NRC inspections have
included independent review of licensee radiographs to verify weld
(uality, During one such inspection by an NRC Construction Appraisal
Team (CAT), over 3,400 pieces of radiographic film were reviewed. 1In
total, these NRC radiograph review inspections, |1ong with the NRC
routire welding examination and independent NDE Yan {inspection
efforts which were conducted prior to the issuance of the fuel load
1icense in 1986, established NRC confidence in the quality of
Seabrook welds and overall adequacy of pipe erection. Therefore,
while the YAEC radiographic review program was an important part of
the integrated system which provided assurance of pipe weld quality,
it was clearly not the only aspect relied upon by the NRC to assure

weld adequacy.



SEPTEMBER 21, 1990 RESPONSE TO THE JULY 30, 1990 KOSTMAYER LETTER

_goa ol Shoets) ATTACHMENT 3
P 4 5 UNITED STATES
& s & % NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIESION
: J } WASHINGTON, D C. 20888
e
J
‘b.::;‘ September 21, 1990

CHAIRMAN

The Honcrable Feter H, Kostmayer

Cheirmen, Subcommittee on General
Oversight and Investigations

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs

United States House of Representatives

keshington, D.C. 20516

Dear Mr, Chairman:

] am responding to the letter of July 30, 1990, in which you and
Chairmen Diree)) raised several concerns rogardin? weld fssues

at the Seabrook Nuclear Power Station., Specifically, you
fdentified three matters concerning the staff's independent
asscesment which yuu believe merit special attention and several
facts which you believe cast doubt as to the licensee's ability to
merage the project and the adequacy of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's (NRC's) oversight of it.

On August 16, 1990, the NRC Independent Review Team Report,
"Velding and Nondestructive Examination Issves at Seabrook Nuclear
Station," was published as NUREG-1425. A copy of that report is
enclosed. As discussed in the Executive Summary of NUREG-1425,
the team's corclusfon as to weld quality at Seabrook was basecd on
(1) interviews and discussions with former Pu11man-H1ggins (PeH)
evployees, 1nc1ud1n2 Mr. Wampler, end current Yankee Atomic
Electric Company (YAEC) and New Hampshire Yankee (NHY) employees
who were “nvolved with, or knowledgeable of, the P-H pipe weldirg
and Non-Destructive Examination (NDE) proces.es as well as the
?ua11ty assurance efforts which were apﬁlied to these activities;
2) evaluation of records and radiographs associated with the
fabrication and NDE of 145 gipe welds from different plant
systems, pipe sizes, and fabrication codes and periods;
(3) evaluation of records fnvolving identification, evaluation
snd disposition (including reporting to NRC) of about 300
nonconforming conditions which had occurred during fabrication and
NDE of pipe welds; (4) evaluation of the training, qualification
and certification records of 24 NDE personne) who had veviewed and
accepted final gipe weld radiographs; (5) evaluation of procedures
used for P-H welding and NDE activities and for the quality
assurance efforts which were applied to these activities;
(6) evaluation of records associated with about 200 quality
assurance surveillences and audits of P«H pipe welding and NDE
activities; (7) eveluetion of records associated with employee

.dentical 1tr co Rep. John D. Dingell
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concerns program investigations of 34 concerns about P«H pipe
welcing and KDE activities; and (8) visval inspection of pipe
welds when deered appropriate, On the besis of this broadly based
review, the team concluded thet the pipe welding and NDE programs
were gener2lly consistent with agp11cnble codes and NRC
requirements and resulted in technically acceptable pipe welds at
Seabrook. This concluston confirmed the NRC staff conclusion
prior to licensing that Seabrook welds were adequate,

With respect to the criterfa uvsed for the selection of the 145
welds and the tean's review of them, we believe that sufticient
detai) is provided in Sections 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 end 13 and in
kppendices 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 of the team's repori. The welds
selected provided a range of differences in such variables as code
clesses, carbon and steinless stee! material, pipe diemeters and
thicknesses, construction time perfods, varfous level 11 and 111
£i1m interpreters, an¢ potential problem welcs le.g., dissimilar
meta) welds and welds from systems denoted by Mr, Wampler 2s
problem areas during his interview with the teem). The sample was
selectec through review of the Pullman-Higgins Weld Repair Log,
Mr., wampler's logbook, Congressional corresponcence, Region I
inspection reports, piping fsometric drawings, and various
documents that icertified nonconforming conditions.

Radiogreph authenticity was addressed during NRC construction
inspections, ircluding Non-Destructive Examination Van inspections
which specifically rompared licensee radiographs with independent
NRC radiography, and no problems were fdentified. Weld radiograph
authenticity was also determined by the NRC Independent Review
Team, this matter was discussed during meetings with Congressional
Committee staff, and is documented in Appendix 5 of the team's
report.

Regarc1ng your concern ebout discrepancies in information provided
to the IRT, we have not found sign1f1cant differences between the
information provided by Mr. Wampler and the information obta2ined
by the NRC Independent Review Team during various iaterviews and
discussions with former Pullmen-Higgins employees, current Yankee
Atomic Electric Company employees, and current New Hampshire
Yenkee employees. The tean followed normal NRC fnterview
practice on such inspections and did not transcribe interviews
vith the exception of Mr, Wampler's., Transcribing the interview
with Mr, Wampler was his condition for meeting with the NRC.
Notwithstanding the difference in fnterview documentation, the
Independent Review Team asked appropriate questions during fts
interviews and discussions with a1l individuals contacted. The
pertinent information {s cocumented throughout the team's report



fer 211 the fndividuals dnvolved, inciuding Mr. Wampler, Also, s
described 1n Section 1 of the teeam's report, the team's findings
were not basec solely on interviews, but rather on a composite of
various technigques to determine whether an issue had been
acequetely resolved,

In summary, the results of both the Independent Review Teem
inspection activities and the NRC staff reviews in response to
Congressional staff questions have been confirmatory in nature.
These efforts velidated previous NiC sssessments which were part
of the besis for the l1icensing of Seabrook Station,

With recpect to the NRC oversight end licensee management of

the Seabrook welding project, the information provided in
Enclosure 1 provides & summery of the NRC inspection and
evaluetion efforts ot Seabrook and the licersee’s response to
these efforts., The NRC expended @ sfgnificant amount of resources
for inspection of the licensee's p1gc welding and nondestructive
examiration (NDE) programs before the issuence of the fuel loading
license in October 1986. This inspection effort began in 1878 arnd
included in-prozess reviews, independent reviews of l1icensee
radiocraphs, and independent NDE of certain licensee welds by the
NRC NDE ven., From 19BC to 1983, severa) violations ¢f NRC
recuirements were identified and revisions to the licensee's
welding and NDE process were initiated. While not timely, these
corrective actiors were thorough and eventually resulted in an
improved program that established NRC con'idence in the quality of
welcde and overa)l adequacy of pipe fabrication., The adequacy of
the licensee's program was further confirmed by the NRC
Incependent Review Team evaluation made after the cperating
license was issued.

The Commission appreciates the opportunity your letter afforded to
reviev and respond to your concerns in the context of the IRT
indeperoent assessment. 1 hope the information we have provided
will be helpful to you and the members of your respective
subcommittees, Commissioner Remick did not participate in the
preparation of this response.

Sincerely,

kKenneth C, Rogers

Acting Chairman

Enclosures:
1. NRC Inspectior and
Evaluation at Seabrook



NRC INSPECTION AND EVALUATICN AT SEABRCOK

Prior to the Yssuance of & fullepower operating license for Seabrook
Statfior on March 15, 1950, the NKRC expended sapproximately 3%,000
fnspection-hours in the areas of design, construction, testing and
low-power operation of Unit 1. This effort wes predominantly figelc
inspection to ensure conformance to the design and compliance with
committed stendards and regulatory requirements,

NRC involvement in the inspection of pipe welding and NDE activities
et Seabrook Station began in 1978 and is documented 1in publicly
svaileble NRC 1inspection reports, Prior to dissuance of the fuel
loeding license in October 1986, the NRC conducted over 70 inspections
of the piping, welcing, and non-destructive examination (NDE) process
at the Seabrook Station., These inspections included four independent
eveluations of 200 welds wusing NRC NDE equipment, @& Construction
Appraisal Team (CAT) Inspection in which 3,400 licensee .adiographs
were indepencently reviewed, end continuiny TEviews of the
construction process (incluCing welding and NDE) by NRC resident and
kegion-besed irspectors.

A review of the {nspection results dindicates that the MNPC staff
{fdertified problems during the construction process and initiated
actions to increase licensee attention to the deficient areas.
These actions 1rcluded issuance of 28 notices of violaticens over
the eight year period, with 23 issued during the period from 1980 to
1983, In response to these violations, the licensee revised f{ts
program for assurirg welding and NDE quality, An example was thre
licensee's response to Immediate Action Letter (I1AL) BO-55, issued on
Lecember 22, 1980, with respect to NRC-identified pipe repair ue\ding
problems., A dual repair process sheet system providing more control
of the repair welding process, along with the cstablishment of
additional verification hold points and dincreased VYankee Atomic
Electric Comgany (YAEC) surveillance of welding activities, wes
instituted after 2 temporary “stop work" eaction was imposed for
inadequate pipe repair welding. Another example was the secondary
review of radfographs prior to turnover to the YAEC that was initiated
by the licensee's contractor 1in response to the NDE violation
fdentified in Inspection Report 50-443/82-06. These examples reflect
licensee program changes to correct NRC-identified problems and to
improve the quality of welding records, repair welding, and NDE
activities at the site.

Also, from 1980 to 1987, the NRC conducted efght separate Systematic
Assessments of Licensee Performance (SALPs) which evaluated con-
struction sctivities, including one SALP in 1983 devoted entirely to
pipirg systems and supports. Puring the period from 1980 to 18983,

ENCLOSURE 1



the NBC fssue¢ @& “"Below Average®™ and three SALP Category 3 ratings
for the piping systems and support area, At the time, o Category 3
SALP rating wes defined 2c “Both NRC and licensee attention should be
incressed. Licensee management attention or fnvolvement is acceptable
and considers ruclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee
rescurces appear strafned or not effectively used so that minimally
satisfectory performance with respect to operational safety or
construction 4s being achieved®. This evaluation is the Jlowest
category giver to a plant but does not declare the area unsatis-
factory, which would indicate a complete programmetic breakdown in
the control of quality. This dincreased inspection, enforcement
action, and SALP attention to the area of piping, welding, and NDE
resulted in continued YAEC Quality Assurance (QA) oversight of the
contractor,

Concurrent with the stert of radiographic exeminations of piping in
1579, YAEC began a Surveillance Program review of all contractor
weld film with the intent to recduce the scope of the review when
confidence in the contractor's ability to d{dentify and correct
deficiencies was obteired, The 10C percent review was never reduced
becevse of deficiencies identified by YAEC and the NRC, This 100
percent review process was highlighted 1n ar ARC internz) memorandum
durirg the latter part of 1983, when a significant number of film
problems were being {dentified by YAEC QA onr deficiency reports.
Wwhile the NRC 2grees that the contractor's respornse to these
ceficiercies cou'd have been more timely, no significent breakdown in
the QA program for welding and NDE occurred because the YAEL
Surveillunce Programs had ddentified the deficifencies and had
iritiated corrective actions,

The licensee's performance 1improved and wads noted 1in subsequent
inspection results and SALPF evaluations. Inspection reports noted
a steacy fimprovenent in performance with only two violations {issued
in ten inspections during 1984, twc violations imn 11 {inspections in
1965, and no violations in five inspections during 1986, In
assessing the overel) performarce in the area of piping ing the
1984 SALP period, 1t was noted that significant imprev ont had
been achieved and that the licensee had demonstrated adequate
control over 9{ts self-identified construction problems. The SALP
evaluation @lso concluded “that with regard to completed and
finally finspected hardware, very few problems were fidentified. In
fact, in the welding and NDE area2s, independent examinations by NKC
fnepectors revesled generull{ high qualit{ work and effective
licensee overview of the final radfographic film packages." In the
SALP perfods Jjust prior to and during the {ssuance of the fuel
loading license, the functiona) are2 {incorporating the welding anc
NDE1 sctivities was evaluated as SALP Category 1, the highest
rating.



With respect to Mr, .empler, his initial contact with the NRC in early
1984 ¢i¢ not involve concernrs about weld and NDE quality, but rather
1ssues relate¢ to his termination for raising occupational radiation
safety allegations that were referred to and sddressed by the State of
New Hampshire (Agreement State) and the U.S. Department of Labor
(DOL). Mr. Wampler also stated that he hed approximetely 16
nonconformance reports to write on welds at the time of his
ternination and d¢id not know how these deficiencies would be handled.
In 2 followup telephone conversstion on February 3, 1884, the NRC
senior Resident Inspector dndicated to Mr, Wampler that the
radiographic film problems were being tracked by deficiency reports
ard asked him if he had any knowledge of problems or wrongdoing by the
licensee in this regard. Mr, wempler said, "No.“ Portions of the DOL
hearing transcript which highlighted testimony by Mr. Wampler on the
weld and radicgraphic reject problems were also reviewed by the Senior
Residert Inspector in January 1986, This review did not identify any
ellegrtions related to construction quaiity or any new technical
information which warranted further followeup. As documented fn
Inspection Report 60-433/83-22, the NRC reviewed the aveilable
in-process records and the coordination being effected to transfer Mr,
wampler's function, records, and open ftems after his departure. The
KRC inspector concluded that concerns raised by Mr. Wampler would be
édequately e2ddressed. This conclusion was later affirme¢d by NRC
inspections in 1980 in response to congressional inquires.

After issuance of the Seabrook Station Full Power Operating License,
the NRC assigned an Independent Review Team (IRT) to make an
after-the-fact assessment of Seabrook welds 1in order to address
congressional concerns, The IRT focused on the quality of the
finished hardware and associoted records as well as the adequacy of
the overal)l quality assurance program as applied to the fabrication
and NDE programs for pipe welds. WMithin the broad scope of the IRT's
review, 1t was noted that four wunacceptable hardware conditions
(weld defects) had been identified by the licersee later than vouid
normally have been expected. This is discussed in Section 17 of
the IRT report. These had been missed by the various 1licensee
inspection programs. The deficiencies were found via other
mechanisms, were identified by the licensee as nonconforming
conditions (NCRs), and were evaluated and corrected. The IRT 2lso
fdentified another wunacceptable hardware condition (weld defect)
during its review of pipe weld radio%raphs. as discussed in Section
8 of the IRT's report, that likewise had been missed. In this case,
the code-rejectable linear 4dndication was faint and only 1/8 inch
longer than the code acceptance criteria (1/4 inch) for the specific
weld thickness, This made the indicatfon easy to overlook. Sub-
sequently, the 1licensee determined that the weld {n {ts present
condition was acceptable for {fts design service conditions, end the
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IRT oegreec. On the basis of the team's evaluation, the code-
rejectable-type indications were mincr and would not have impaired the
sefety of the plant, The IRT concluded that the pipe welding and NDE
programs were generdlly cons.stent with applicable codes and KKC
requirenents and resulted in technically 2acceptable pipe welds ot
Seabrook Station., The results of the IRT were published on August 6,
1990, in NUREG 1425, "wWelding and Nondestructive Examination Issues at
Seabrook Nuclear Station.”®



ATTACHMENT 4

EXCERPT FROM THE SEPTEMBER 21, 1990 RESPONSE TO THE AUGUST 9, 1990 LETTER
FROM THE FIVE CONGRESSMEN (2 Sheets)

111.8B Censistency of NRC Statements

Question 111 and its reference to attached NRC quotations question
the consistency of NRC statements on the YAEC film review process,
Several requests from Congrcssiona‘ staff members on these matters
have involved questions of how the Puliman-Kiggins radiographs were
handled.

As we have previously described to the Congressional staff, the YAEC
radiograph review program also encompassed the examination of film
supplied by vendors and site contractors other than 2ullmen-Higgins,
The radiogrephs for vendor-supplied component welds (e.g., Dravo pipe
shop welds, manufacturer seam welds for equipment, etc.) were
received or site in conifunction with the component delivery to the
site. These radiographs were placed in vault storage for control and
preservation prior to review by YAEC filr reviewers, This nrocess
was different from the one for hendling Pullman-Higgins (P=H)
racdiographs in that P-H filr was reviewed as it wes turned over to
YAEC and placed in the vault only if accepted by the YAEC review,

The NRC CAT ingpection (50-443/84-C7) in 1984 appraised the entire
welding and NDE program being mplemented for the construction of
Seabrook Station, not Just that of Pullman-Higgins, Thus, the
selected quotations from the CAT inspection report which were
highlighted in the Congression2) letter attachment reflect the
difference between the film already reviewed by YAEC (e.g.,
Pullman-Higoins) and the film not yet sc reviewed (¢.g., vendor
film), and do not contradict other NRC documentation and information
provided to Congressicna) staff members.

A March 15, 195C letter from NRC Chairmer Carr provided an NRC staff
response to & question in this regard raised by Congressman Kostmayer
on March 7, 199C. The following 1s an excerpt from that response:

1f the film in which the irregularities were identified by the
CAT inspectors had been fin:] accepted radi. arhs, enforcement
cctions would have been pursued. Instead, the CAT iispectors
recognized that the licensee's program required the noted YAEC
review of all safety related vendor and site generated
radiographs.

A similar explanstion applies to item 12 of the Attachment to the
Congressional letter of August 9, 1990. What is highlighted in this
ftem 1s 2 previous NRC staff response to Congressional staff
questions on this matter which discusses "the licensee's intent to
review 100% of the radiographs transmitted to the document contro)
vault as quality records.” The term "intent” was used in the NRC
staff response because, as of December 1982, notwithstanding the fact
that a YAEC 100% review of contractor radiographs was being
conducted, there existed no regulatory, code, or procedural
requirement for this 1007 review to continue. As discussed in the
response to Question !, the licensee could have reduced the leve) of




their review below 100% anytime prior to May 1984, wher the 100%
scope of this surveillance activity was incorporated in a procedure,
Had thet occurred, KRC inspection would heve evaluated the
effectiveness of such 2 decision. In fact, the KRC CAT inspectiorn
in April and May 1984 observed the need for and value of continued
application of a rigorous 1icensee film review proqran. It was in
this context that the inspection findings and conclusions of the NRC
CAT inspuction were documented in IR 50-443/84-07 and were discussed
and explained in the March 15, 1980 NRC response to Congressmen
Kostinayer's questions,

It is noteworthy that the 1984 NRC CAT documented the fact that “no
deficiencies were identified with the rodiographs that had received
the applicant’s review.," No deficiencies were identified by the CAT
fn radiographs supplied by Pullman-Kiggins because ¢11 of the
PuIIman-Hig?ins radiographs stored in the vault had already been
appropriately reviewed and accepted by YAEC reviewers,

The NRC staff dces not believe there are contradictions in the NRC
statements quoted in the Attachment to the Congressional letter of
Rugust 9, 1980, forwarding this current set of questions. Concerns
expressed in this regard appear to relate more to phrase
interpretations 2rd the evolution of NRC inspection documentation
than tc substantive conflicts in the NRC understanding of what
transpired in that historice) time frame, As a case in point,
although it was not oucted in the current set of Congressional
questions, 2 response to & Congressional staff member's request of
May 29, 1930, regarding the YAEC 100% radiograph program is provided
as an attachment (Attachment 1). This document illustrates
consistency in the NRC understanding, responses, and NUREG-1425
documentation of this {rsue.

The NRC staff believes that & coherent and comprehensive descviption
of the YAEC radiograph review program is documented in NUREG-1425,
That report is consistent with the responses provided by the NRC
staff to over 30 sets of questions on this subject from Congressional
staff members and documents the findings of an inspection by the NRC
Independent Review Tean. That team inspection focused on the guality
of the finished hardware and associated records as well as on the
adequacy of the overall quality assurance program applied to the
febrication and NDE programs for pipe welds.
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it mean when welds for which YAEC acceptances are indicated by signe-
the RIR's are subscquently 1isted on @ YAEC Deficiency Report? In
YAEC DR 527), the same person signecd both the DR and RIR,

that the individual discrepancy associeted with any particular weld

diograph or Radiographic Inspectior Report (RIR) was corrected by Pullman-
ains and evaluateu and accepted by YAEC prior to the issuance of the defi-

~r
»

ncy report (DR), Such wes the case for the specific examples noted by
Myers in his question with respect to DR 527, Dr. Myers' memorandum of
face to the question noted above, documents an NRC staff

6. 1950, n 2 ¢
L b of his "Seabrook Welds x111)" memorandum of May 29,

r )

’ . ] »

response to Request 3a
1690, as follows

4

v

vAe i¢ discussed in the resporse t¢ Request 1, the final acceptability of

L |
a radiograph and of the weld i1t represents was verified by YAEC reviewe!
ignature or initials on the Radicgraphic Inspection Report RIR) for
safety-related welds. Thus the deficiencies identified in the subject
deficiency reports 2¢) did not have to be correlated (%n the DRs them-
selves) with the wel to which they applied, because an ynacceptable
radioaraph would not have had 1ts associated RI1R signed off by YAEC."

-

he remainder of the above paraaraph follows.

“Interviews with YAEC QA personnel involved 1in the NDE Review Group acti-
vities revealed that a decision was made not 1O correlate each deficiency
with the affected weld so that YAEC could elicit generic corrective action
from Pullman-Higgins rather than provide 2 detailed list of items to be
corrected.”

While these particular responses were written prior to the discovery by the NRC
staff of the existence of a YAEC RT INTERPRETATION listing enumerating the weld
discrepancies associated with DR 527, they remain valid, Interviews with C0g-
nizant YAEC QA personnel further revealed that the discrepancies categorized
and tabulated on DR £27 had been identified over 2 period of time, Even though
some of these discrepancies had already been corrected by Pullman-Higgins before
DR 527 was issued, the general nature of such discrepancies was still charac-
terized by the different categories of deficiencies on the DR. This was done,
as was documented above, “so that YALC could elicit generic corrective action
from Pullman-Higgins."

As documented in the NRC staff response 10O previous requests from Dr, Myers and
further discussed in NUREG-1425 (e.g., P. 3.4), controlled speedletters (CSLs)
were sometimes used to direct PulIman-Higgins to take corrective action on
radiographic deficiencies, particularly film defects. Paperwork and editorial
discrepancies associated with the RIRs provided additional examples of the types




of problems handled without the issuance of & DR or deviation notice (DN},
Regardless of the means utilized by YAEC to initiate the required corrective
action by Pullman-Higgins, the fina) acceptability of a radiograph and of its
associated Radiographic Inspection Report was verified by the YAEC reviewer
signature or initials on the RIR,

Thus, the YAEC sig. off dotes for the welds listed by Dr. Myers in the trcface
to the above question represent the dates when the corrective action taken by
puliman=Higgins was accepted by YAEC review, An examination of the RIRs for

four of these five welds reveals the discrepancy noted on the YAEC RT
INTERPRETATION list for each weld was, in fact, corrected prior to YAEC re-
viewer signatory acceptance. In the case of the fifth weld (1.,e., RC-12, F0102),
no discrepancy was noted on the YAEC RT INTERPRETATION 1isting. It appears

thet the Congressicnal staff may have confused an informational radiograph

taken on & shop weld on the RC-12-01 pipe line with field weld RC-12, FO102,
which the YAEC RT INTERPRETATION 18t indicetes wes sccepted by YAEC without
need for correction by Pullman-Higgins.

In summary, four of the welds raised as examples in this question represent

cases where the RIRs were indeec signed off by YAEC prior to the issuance of DR
§27, In each case, the corrective action was completed prior to YAEC acceptance
of the radiographic package and sign-off of the RIR, The tabulation and con-
sideration of these particular deficiencies (even though they hao already been
corrected) in the DR 527 discrepancy categories wos acceptable because, 23S stated
above, generic corrective action was expected of Pullman-Higgins,



ATTACHMENT 4

documents that specify conditions required to be met prior to placement
8 YAEC sigrature on a Radiographic Inspection Report (RIR) and/or documents
t describe precisely what was being approved when the YAEC official affixed
signature to the RIR,

Response:

No specific procedure or documented requirement delineates the meaning or con-

c¢itions 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 rediography review process.

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

e
3 . » '
originators,

Even
signatures on the RIRs, both before and after procedura) issuance, were 1ni>nded
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 B, the observation that:

though this procedure was not formally issued unti) May 1984, the YAEC

1
4
.
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“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 B of this report)
supported this statement.,"

This conclusion is also logically corroborated by the fact that .he YAEC reviewer's
signature or initials, along with the date reviewed, appear at t\ie bottom of

the RIR form, near the signatures of the Pullman-Higgins reviewe's (Leve) 11
and Level 111) and that of the Authorized Nuclear Inspector (AN1 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 personne! 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), severa)

of which were issued prior to May 1984 when the YAFC QEG NDE Procedure No. 5 was
formalized, but also was provided to Dr. Myers in response to a previous request
(XXXI11) of August 6, 1990, At that time, the NRC was requested to explain what
it meant for 2 specific number of welds to be 1isted on DRs issued after the
RIRs had been signed by YAEC reviewers. NRC inspection, review and response

for a1l 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."




(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 accepting the RIR as 2 quality document and accepting
the disposition of the hIR as to the acceptability of the radiographic weld
quality, As noted above, this position was confirmed by the NRC Independent

Review Team, by NRC inspection follow-up of issues raised by the Con ressiona
staff, and by discussions with licensee personne) directly involved in the YAEC
rediograph review process.



ATTACHMENT 4

EXCERPT FROM THE RESPONSE TO DR. MYERS' OCTOBER 17, 1990 REQUEST (2 sheets)

Request 6:

(Provide) an explanation of which items in Master Check List: ASME Section V,
Revision 0 indicate that radiographs were reviewed for the purpose of identi.
fying weld deficiencies. [For example, whot is the basis for believing the
Master Check List was to be used to ..termine whether proper procedures had
been followed, as opposed to being used to determine whether the radiograph
reviews had actually identified defects as required by the Code?)

Resgongg:

The Master Checklist in question (1i.e., ASME Section V, Revision 0) was used by
the YAEC QA program perscnnel in the surveillance of rcdiography to check that
the specific standards and criteria (1.,e,, the referenced T-numbers) celineated
in Article 2, Radiographic Examination, of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vesse)
Code, Section V, were being implemented by Puliman-Higgins NDE personnel,

While ASME Section V, Article 2, does not prescripe criteria for the actua)
evaluation of defects, it does cover two areas (T7-233,2, Quality of Raediographs
and T-290, Evaluetion of Radiographs) where radiographic interpretation is
discussed, The Master Checklist in sections 1.6 and 1.7 detail evaluation
points which reference the noted ASME Section V interpretation criteria,
T-233.2, T-291 and T-292,

When the YAEC film reviewers were conducting RT 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
Master 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 1implicit in the viewing of that film
for any marks which might mask those defects. Also, the Master Checklist
section 1.6 asks in 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 ussessment of the correctness of
that RIR evaluation, Thus, the YAEC film reviewers were indeed reviewing and
interpreting the radiographs in 1ine with evalueting the procedural and other
Section V, Article 2, criteria listed. 1f YAEC QA personnel, other than

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

pletion of the Master Checklist would not fulfill the requirements of the

YAEC 100 percent radiograph review function. 1In that case, an additional YAEC
film review was required to sign off the RIRs.

Discussions with YAEC personnel involved in the radiographic review process
confirmed the position that when final film 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 B,

Furthermore, Master Chechklists, other than “ASME Section V, Revision 0", were
utilized in the YAEC QA program surveiliances of the radiographic review
process. For example, another Master Checklist ({.e., "RT-1, R.l") specifies
in section 1.2 sigr-off criteria to "verify radiographic film review" and



(Request € Continued)

dictates in section 1.3 the examination of the ares of interest to Anciude the
question, "were a1l relevant indicatiors addressed on RIR?" An additional
Master Checklist (1.e., "248-5") used ty YAEC personnel hes within {ts surveil-
lance criteria inspection items that a'so suggest a review of radiographs for
defects is inherent in the conduct of the radiography surveillance activity.

Therefore, the NRC believes that the Master Checklists utilized in the YAEC
surveillance of radiography activities were used both to verify procedural ad-
herence, as 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, 1s the NRC review of the various Master Checklists, discussions
with some of the YAEC personnel involved with their use in the conduct of sur-
veillances, and the fact that several of the surveillance reports themselves
(i.e., the QA record to which the Master Checklists are attached) clearly iden-
tify that YAEC reviews of radiographs for weld quality were conducted,



