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Coant

OFFICE OF THE
INSPECTOR GENERAL

Mr. Ted Feigenbaunm

Chief Executive Officer

New Hampshire Yankee

P.O. Box 300

Seabrook, New Hampshire 03874

November 6, 1990

Dear Mr. Feigenbaum:

As you know, the Office of "¢ Inspector General is conducting an
investigation which invelves welding issues at Seabrook Nuclear
Power Station, On November 1, 1990, Special Agent Frank Forgione
of this cffice spoke with Mr. Neal Pillsbury, New Hampshire
Yankee (NHY), Director of Quality Programs. Mr. Forgione has
indicated that this conversation concerned the NRC Independent
Review Team report NUREG~1425 and the need for additional
information from NHY by the Office of the Inspector General
(QIG).

In order to more c¢learly understand the Yankee Atomic Electric
Company's (YAEC) 100% review of Pullman Higgins weld radiographs,

. additional documentation is needed. The table compiled by NHY in
NUREG=1425 page 14~-2, indicates for the year 1982, 537 film
packages were reviewed and two film-quality rejects/discrepancies
and three administrative~type rejects/discrepancies were
identified. The table provided no reject data for the perisd
from 1979 through 1981 when the table lists 636 film packages
were reviewed,

It is requested that NHY provide controlled speed letters
(CSL's), YAEC audit reports, YAEC surveillance reports or other
documentation which identifics film-quality, weld~-quality and
administrative-type rejects identified by YAEC during the 100%
review for the period from January 1979 through November 1983.

If any questions result from this request, please have a member
of your staff contact Frank Forgione at 301-492-4397. Your
continued cooperation in this matter is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Lo J A

Lec J. Norton, Assistant Inspector
. General for Investigations

¢c: N. Pillsbury
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Reference 2 (2 pgs)
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S8 1 & 2 May 1974
Amendment 13

He shall be responsible for quality surveillance at the site and shall
provide a second level of assurance over the quality control level provided
at the site by subpontractors and the Construction Manager (UELC) for
safety related activities, Personnel working under his direct supervision
will be qualified Lo perform duties assigned, The activities of this
staff, as well as the safety r2lated activities performed by others at

the site will be audited by Quality Control and Audit Engingers from YAEC
Corporate Office, The Fleld QCA staff shall have discussions on a
day-=to-day basis directly with each quality assurance group at the site,
The YAEC Project Manager, QCA Manager and the Site Manager shall be
informed of all matters of quality assurance by the Field QCA Manager who 1
shall formalize these discussions {n writing,

The YAEC Construction S$ite Manager, who reports to the Construction

Manager, 1s responsible for the coordination of all site wctivities and

shall direct the activiries ¢f the YAEC site construction staff, He is
responsible for surveillance of all construction activities to assure
compliance with good construction practices and procedures, He works

closely with the UE&GC Construction Superintendent in discharging his
responsibilities and is familiar wirh site construction policies, planning,
schedules and procedures, He holds the authority to reject or discontinue

any site construction activicy affecting the quality of site work. |

YAEC personnel performing quality assurance duties are qualified by virtue
of their experience or they will receive instruction or other training

as required to ensure adeguate knowledge and understanding for the
performance of their duties. In preparation for the initial assignments %
to review or audit without direct supervision, personnel are instructad

in the governing procedures and they perform reviaws or audits under

qualified supervision. Personnel are given in~house training and attend

courses as necessary to qualify them for assignments or to upgrade their
qualifications in such areas as nondestructive testing, welding, code

roquirements and design control and audit procedures. The qualifications j
and performance of personnel are valuated annually.

Consustants retoined by YAEC as necessary to supploment the work of the
YAEC quality assurance organization are required to comply with this
Program. Their work will be reviewed on a continuing basis by the YAEC
individual responsible for their scope of work.

Flidivd Quality Assurance Program

Conslstent with its objective of assuring the highest practical degree

of integrity for safety related equipment, and with the criteria coniained
in Appendix B of I0CFRS50, YAEC includes in this program those planned and
systamatic actions necessary to provide adequate confidence that structures,
systems or components will perform satisfactorily in service.

17.1=5
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C‘,gmp.ny;.- of New Mampuehire SEABRAOK STATION
: ¢ ¥ ce
P Bos TIX
Seabronk M M OOB74
VLW ®* % -
uneé <V, | ‘ !
P 2036
File: 8B 5.6
\J
Mr. J.F., Vought
Resident Construction Manager
United Enpineers & Constructors, Inc.
P.O, Box 700
Seabrook, N.H, 03874
Subject Seabrook Station
Pipe Welding Quality
Dear Joe:
The quality of pipe welding which we have been getting at Seabrook Station
Ils cause for serious concern., The refection rate for radiographed safety class
welds performed by Pullmean~Higgins wae 38% as of 6/10/80. The rejection rate
for weld ropairs was 50% for the same period, From the period 5/1/80 to 6/10/80
the rejectiou rate for both new welds and repairs was 60%. In addition YAEC FQA
bhag evaluated some radiographs which were taken at random of non safety related
pipe welds., Both stainless and carbon steel were included with a size range of
3" to 12", The results of this invertigation are included in a memo dated
5/13/80 [rom W,J. Cagnon to J.W, Singleton with a Copy to you. Recognizing "

the fact that the acceptunce criterifa for non safety related pipe are visuu) and
hydrostatic examination, the radiographs reveal in all cases that we have problems
with technique and/or control.

The above examples show an unacceptable situation wherein the quallty of
welding is poor and seems to be worseniny., We recegnize that the end product will
be top quality, This is our acceptance standard for quality assurance and nothing
less will be tolerated, However with the arount of rework required to achieve
accoptable quality based on the welding performance we have experienced to date,
we are really facing a maor cost fastor which is forcing the welding costs to
increase, Furthermore with the limited manpower situation, particularly welders,
this will also have a negative impact on schedule performance.

We request that UESC invesiigate this problem and respond to us, in writing,
by 7/9/80 with a plan to rectify thiy situation and a date when the plan will be
implemeted, UE&C has very capable expertize in the welding and construction
arcas, both on site and off site, which in your role as Construction Manager could
be used to assist and ensure that the contractor, Pullrman-Higgins, improve the
weiding quality to an acceptable level.
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The following areas, basced or it servations may have an impact on the
quality of welding, We offer these as Suhbentinne hyt do not want to imply
tiiat the problems are limited to tl. urcas
Ay Training of site welders to {mprove thelr technique and ability., This
area has beon addressed on sevoral « casions. Nothing has been
iccomplished to date.
B, In-process assistance. Tlerhans more coaching ar advising during the
welding process would help improve the technique and therby reduce
the rejection rate. Pullman-Higgins' organization chart shows the
welding enpineers in the 0A department, We question whether this
arrangement 15 conducive to the type of coaching that may improve
teclmique and therby quality because o. the dusl role of coach and
inspector that would be reouired., |
C. Increased survelllance and non-des*ructive examination, particularly
in ¢che NNS piping systems may be usclul to spot trends and generic
problems which warrant additional attention.
D. Perhaps the welding processes and procedures being used are difficult
to use effectively.
If we can be of assistunce, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Very truly vours,
" ‘/ 4 “/
\; ' >4 /
It’. “ o e
(k- ad
T —— A A—
y.H. Herrin
/Site Manager {

JHHi!PBB:imat

B.B. Beckley 2
J. De Vinrentis
R.P. Pizzut' ?
l«W. Single. 1
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New Hampshire Yankee
January 11, 1991

REFERENCE §

SALP REPORT

12/28/82

(Available for review at Seabrook Station or upon request)



New Huampshire Yankee
January 11, 1991

REFERENCE 6

SALP REPORT

08/17/83

A

(Aailable for review at Seabrook Station or upon request)



New Hampshire Yankee
January 11, 1991

REFERENCE 7

SALP REPORT

04/25/84

Available for review at Seabrook Station or upon request)



New re Yankee
v 11, 1991

REFERENCE 8

SALP REPORT

(Available for review at Seabrook Station or upon request)
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FORM 3500 Reference/
MEMORANDUM PIGEEE )
® LY wited engineers . een
Joa No. 9763.01! OFFICE: Seabrook Station
DepT. %‘ldlng DarTE. August l. 198:
To W. J. Taylor Corigs: E. M. Haves
C. T. Pirtman
E. R. Degan
S« R

Magwm
« sayne
)\

From: R. A, Kountz W*

SusJsecT: Public Service Company of New Hampshire, et al,
Seabrook Station = Units 1 and 2
Radiographic Reject Rates

attached you will find three (3) separate re:orts in regards to
Pullman-Higgins reject rates.

Part I 1. the accumulative totals for radiographed weld joints.
Please note that with the entry of the July 1983 figures, the raject
rates for new welds and total welds (new and repair) is at the lowest
rate since the project began. The previous low rates were established on
Septerber 30, 1981, It is anticipated that these rates will continue t3

. be lowered.

Part II is a monthly summary and yearly recap of radiographic reject
rates. Of particular significance in this part of the report is the
downward trend established during the first seven (7) months of the cal-
andar vear 1983. A similar downward trend occurred in 1981 and lasted six
(6) menths, however, approximately three (3) times more welds were radio-
graphed during the 1983 period as compared to the 1981 period. ( 1030
welds versus 386 welds). The reject rate during the 1981 six (6) month
period was 18.9 percent, while the saven month 1983 reject rate is 156.3
percent.

Part [II 4s a report on reject rates obtained in the various areas
of the plant. Each area is participating in lowering the reject rate.

It might be thought that these improved reject rates are the result
of the recent Award Fee Goal Programs established to lower reject rates.
However, the real goal was established in late December of 1982 with the
Award Fee being PRIDE. At that time Jack Corcoran and myself had a meet-
ing to discuss the, then, upward trend of the reject rates. We both agreed
that the trend was unsatisfactory and must be reversed. We mutually set
a goal of eighteen (l8) percent for the calendar year 1983. Jack had
subsequent meetings with his welding and piping staff to inform them of
tha goal.



Radiographic Reject Rates August 1, 1983
W~1032

Jack's staff made a commitzent to meet the goal and further com-
mitted to reducing the accumulative site reject rate below twenty (20)
percent. His staff has been working towards this goal and is evidenced
by the 1983 figures in Part II. Since that meeting, the reject rate has
been 16.] percent and the accumulative reject rate has been reduced from
29.3 percent to 25.8 percent. The Award Fee Cost Goal Programs have
added incentive to the PRIDE goal established in December 1982.

Pullman-Higgins Welding and Piping Supervision should be commended
for their efforts in obtaining the drastically reduced reject rates
during the first seven (7) months of 1983, The weldors and pipefitters
involved in these efforts should be equally commended, for without their
high level of quality workmar-hip, these goals would be unobtainable.

Pullman~Higgins personnel (management, supervision and craft) should
be proud of their accomplishments and endeavors to obtain this high level
of quality welding.

We are looking forward to equally impressive results during the
balance of 1983 and the remainder of the project.

RAK/sam

Attachments



New Hampshire Yankee
January 11, 1991

REFERENCE 10

SEABROOK PROJECT MANAGEMENT PRUDENCE AUDIT
(PLG-0447) BY PICKARD, LOWE AND GARRICK, INC
DATED JULY 1986

(Available for review at Seabrook Station or upon request)



New Hampshire Yankee
January 11, 1991

REFERENCE 11

STUDY OF THE SEABROOK PROJECT, CONDUCTED BY
CHALLENGE CONSULTANT, INC,
DATED NOVEMBER 1986

(Available for review at Seabrook Station or upon request)



New Hampshire Yankee

. January 11, 1991

REFERENCE 12

RETROSPECTIVE AUDIT OF THE SEABROOK NUCLEAR PROJECT FOR
THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL
‘ DATED SEPTEMBER 1987

(Available for review at Seabrook Station or upon request)
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MEMORANDUM '

Distribution Deceahrer 10, 1084

o

COMPANY OR LOCATION OATE
FROM ~, b Aroam B Y 9 FILE &) % kR
COMPANT CR LOCATION X SR L)
SUBJECT P=H OA & CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES
E

) M= '\%12

Cram Mem dated 11/21/84

23
{Wen: /‘7&7 O

Cuwners Construction Management Organization relative to P-H QA af & ‘2?
onstruction procedures. Ttems closed at the 11/29/84 status updat 427
eting have heen removed from the list.

The attached Action Item Matrix has been updated teo reflec
status of recormendations cade by the IRT, Pullren-Higgins,

¢
ne
A status meeting has been scheduled for % a.m., in
the Owners Censtruction Office conference roorm.,
attend are indicated by an "*" {n the following

RCXNN!SSTAMQ

Thursday,
Those requested
distrihution.,

Dot

c:CGV(’ LA

t
gt\
I Diréct
CC‘*&CSVZ-H__ %__
-a A MOR,

CH 8 £.31 O

Casdir

12/13/84,

to

\

AN
r. p

R. Grsa
of Cons? tion

Distribution:

- e ~3 D ON

Wi P. Johnson - - 12 48 J. DeVincentis - 08 £2
W. R. Derrickson = - 11 01 D. J. Peeples - 06 10
*Co M, Wiley - - 05 45 D. G. Mclain - 09 8
A. R. Valker - - 08 62 *M, P. McRenna « 08 80
R. W. Jule - 0 =12 23 J. J. Corcoran « 07 3
*C. A. Scannel - 07 3¢ *P. R. Donald - Q7 36 *P, A. Clarsiracusa - 08 ¢
*D. Cu Tur quist = 08 97 *C. F., McDonald = 10 07 ©D. E. McCarrigan = 10 C
*R., A, Cummings = 12 23 *M, Chlarney = 11 01 *L. F. Bennett - 11 0
*R. R: Cliche - 1101 R, C. Sevonty - (8 62 *T. R, Frolo - 04 21
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wt RIPTION REFURENCE RESPONSIRTY 1’ ACTION/DESCRIPTION RE()'D

24 Quenching of SS welds to reduce | Item 3 TRF/P-11 Need response to RFI 73/7153A. ECA 19/101420A. 11 /30784
foterpass temp.

25 Pipe supports spanning civil Item 4 P-ii/ENC Evaluate and implement (revise ECA 25/11289a; 11/29/8s
expansion joinrs. P-H cannot effectively implement ).

26 TP-10 resulting in many ECA's Item S MPM Evaluate P-W/UEAC programs and make recommeandation.
and NCR's. RFI 73/7058A.

27 TP-8 resulting in excessive Item 6 MPM Revise procedures (new program issued 11/01/84
paperwork. to reduce paper).

29 Need well-defined minus tol. Itg‘ Ba GFM/ENG Generic tolerance not possible. Fvaluate full revied
for pipe support gaps. CFM to issue memo to clarify completion.

31 Need greater tol. for anchor- Item 8¢ P-1I/ENG Evalvate and implement change. 12/07 /84
type supports.

33 Longer HYlti bolts must be used | Item 10 P-11/Eng. Review HNiltl spec, evaluate problem, implement. 12/07/8%
vs. larger dia. only. ("Prilco™ demo 12/13/84)

34 Hilei spec. should allow 1/87 Item 11 P-H/Eng. Review Hiltl spec, evaluate problem, implement.
dla. increments for replacement .

36 ECA's now req'd to delete. Irem 13 P-W/Eng. Evaluate and implement (show on as-built in lfeu 11 /3078
Return welds. of FCA).

38 Ceneric authorization to weld Ttem 15 Eng. Eng. review requested Memo M-3535 to JDV (ref. ECA 11/28/8
misplaced baseplate holes. S&/7203C).

40 Site training requirements are Trem 17 GFM Evaluate and implement change. 11721 /8
overconservat fve.

41 1007 lLevel 111 film review Item 18 CFM/P-1l 1007 review to continue. GCFM wiil review specific 11/21/8-
redundant . problems. P

42 YAFEC puldelines on peometric Ttem 19 CFH Evaluate and implement change. 11/21/8
unsoarpness beyond code req. N

43 Pally valtdation of rod tickets | Item 20 DEM Implement change. (Administrative not QA require- 11/21/8

and rod return after 3 davss

ment o)
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MEMORANDUM

ro C.F. McDonald 10/07 June 27, 198%
COMPANY OR | OCA TiOM DATE
R.P. Crippardi 10/07 L j
FROM PP 0 FILE Q 1.1.4/YFQA-48)

COMPANY OR LOCATION

SUBJECT UNACCEPTABLE RADIOGRAPHY STATUS

W

I, Existing NCR's requiring repairs and/or re~radiography as a result
of YAEC QA review of vendsar and contractor film.

a, Vendor film =~ All vendor film for Unit I equipment/components
received on site has been reviewed, Repairs and re-radiography
have been identiffed and are currently being tracked for closure,

Note: There is no total list of purchase orders which
requirs submittal of RT film to the site, thercfore, the
possibility exists for additional film being received on
site which would have to be reviewed,

b, Production film from eite contractors has been reviewed
with problems identified and tracked for closure., There
ie currently no known review backlog., Review of new pro=
duction film is an ongoing process and should not be a

problem.,

J v s 4

II. Equipment/components which have been retagged and moved from Unit
IT to Unit I,

J

a. A complete review of the retag log has been completed.
Radiographs for equipment/components moved from Unit II
to Unit I have been reviewed and found satisfactory, A
periodic review of the retag logs will be made to sssure
that radiographs for equipment/components moved in the
future are properly reviewed,

ITI, Existing contractor NCR's requiring repaire and/or re~radiography.

&, Those NCR's are tracked by the individual centractor's
program., Each contractor has the necessary controls
in their programe to assure closure of such NCR's prior
to the signoff of "IT" packages,

IV, Current Status

a. There were originally 21 NCR's identified which required
re-radiography and/or repairs, As of 6/26/85, re-radiography
ond/or repaire has been completed on 14 of the NCR's,

b, There were 100 welds identified by YAEC QA which required :
re~radiography., As of 6/26/85, 44 have been reshot and are ~
considered closed.

-

33)




Fage 2 of g
YPQA-48)

€. Attached 1s & status report as of 6/26/85, This report
is updated oo & weekly basis by YAEC QA, The report
indicates the current status of the radiography and
elso scheduled dates for the remaining radiography,
Dates are not indicated for radiography associated
vith DN #090, These dates are established by Startup
based on the availability of the systems, A daily
interface has been established with Startup for
determination of systes avallability, This infor-
mation 1s prioritized and then transmitted to Pullcan
for scheduling of the radiography.

In conclusion, we fcel we have identified the scope of the problem and
have established the necessary interfaces betwecn Startup. Engineering,
YAEC OA and Pullman NDE to assure completion of the radiography and
any required repaires io a timely manner,

“
+P. Gripphf€dl
Assistant QA Manager

RPG/pad
Attachments




New Hampshire Yankee

. Jaonuary 11, 1991

ENCLOSURE 2 TO NYN-91002

YAEC MEMORANDUM DATED JUNE 21, 1983,
SUBJECT: CONTROLLED SPEED LETTERS

. YAEC CONTROLLED SPEEDLETTER #089 DATED NOVEMBER 30, 1983. NQTE: NO
OTHER CSL DEALING WITH YAEC 100% REVIEW OF RADIOGRAPHIC FILM
PREDATES CSL 089.



MEMORANDUM

All YAEC CFQAC ~ Seabrook

DR — - s e COMPANY OR LOCA TION

o
70.

- Seabdr

COMPAXY OR LOCATION

SUBJECT

NeRERITTT

tive
e use ¢
ap=A~w

rrentl




Speed Letter, vAzc controLLED sPeed LETTER #089

Yo __R. Davis, J. Wampler, E. Bowles

e+ .., RADIOGRAPHY
W VL A ¢

e e ——

e e

. A - No ( &
MESSAGE na1e NOvember 30 ‘e 8}

L 2]

(D Request P=H to reshc RC=7-01, FO10 B Reviow by Mr, H, Kerch NRC Region #1

vhiat STA 5«6 has ! n base material which

3 cannot be fully evaluated with existing
¢ that u ) processing is marginal to poor, Radiog;aphg
for review, have streaks, water marks in the area of interest,
P-H is requested to address this condition, and the
;ﬁ;tgc{ive actio viate

NOTE: Response

Stationy 5-6 has been

cver to YAEC.

agreed that past film quality is wmargin oor; it is acceptable

yeav

v
D
.

. 3 \ . . 1
resent \ 4 improved since the ina : )t ) S ollers,

! entrance room and proper maintance and cleaning of the processor.

H13n Jones Company
A -

e .
L T I




New Hampshire Yankee
January 11, 1991

ENCLOSURE 3 TO NYN-91002

COVER PAGES
TO
YAEC SURVEILLANCE REPORTS
RELATED TO RADIOGRAPHY

(See also NUREG 1425, Appendix 8, page 7)



NOTES TO ENCLOSURE 3

16/90 telecon agreement reached between NHY and
radicgraphy related surveillance reports for 1979 thre

remaining pages of each report c st of th

{ 1€ survelliance che
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Review)

reviewed with

the following

results,

"I

=01 (FO101) Unacceptable film proces ing (overdevelopment
ings), o0 6%/) (renheX \~g-80

1909 N4

06%1)

unacceptable tech

ha8 a three
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iilm

1aad
LOAad
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as above,
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Originator Code: ALGER
Record Type!
ms Indexi_

Dato:“g’a“‘

RN 4 Page 1 of S

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Examination NDE (RT)

Specifics: 1-CBS~120801, 120802, Field Welds F0104, FG202
Ref. Master Check List No,: 248-51

Comments: Surveillance conducted in RHR Vault in accordance with PPP,

I[X~RT~1=W77,
o ﬁ
e R &
Performed By: R. C. Julian WAl Lo g 'a ‘\LL_\‘ it Date: 6/18/80 })L/-
' 7 &
ontractor/Contacts: PPP S
it Interviow: Yes No X

v

orm 3.3 Revised 7+«25-79

File Location: Q 2.6, 14,445 ¥

"y




Oripinator Code: 04«

- File Location: ¥ £4.0,.i4%,%03
Rocord Type: 20-R-UL-§F |13

IMS Index: -2 e P2 Oy 3 Page 1 of &
Date: /. ~.. By: 7 . ‘

/

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA CROUP
SURVEILLANCL REPORT

Activity: Exsminction NDE (Radiography)

Specifics: Review of PPP Radiograph 1-CBS=-1226~01, FO102

Ref, Master Check List No.: 24B8-5)

With immediate corrective action. Review of radiographs indicated that repair
radiograph of 1-CBS-1226-01, FO102 station marker 3-0 and 0-1 repair at "0" does

not meet criteria of ASME Section V, Article 2, Para T=237, in as much as complete
coverage of repairradlograph and does.not correspond to the original station markers
are differently ifdentified, and subject coverage of repair radiograph is less than
the original. Station markers for repair radiograph are to be the same as the

original, to verify complete or satisfactury removal of discontinuity and demonstrate
complete coverage.

Follow=up YAEC QA on reshoot of radiograph to be performed.
IMmeDIATE cor@ecTive Merion TA.. 3R, REF Ner “2i7, RADIC GAAPH REEHOOT

REVIEWED AND AceEPTE D,

Performed By:  R. C. Julian yl ISBEIDISEEE%!! Q Date: ENS/BONA
v
Contractor/Contacts: M. McCrae/PPP

Exit Intorviow: Yes X No

Form 3.3 Roviscd 7-25-79 '
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.
Ovindnator Code: _ YARNL
Record Type: 20-u-#i- 188 FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,562
IMS Indox: Qe@i=pli-$2 )
IMG Lowduxi _E=@l=l3-fl »r & @/ 7 T R Page 1 of 3
‘ot

.s.{:_.l;.'- - <F SRS

it i

[ANKEE ATOMIC LLECTRIC COMPANY
“=*" QA GROUP

SURVETLLANCE RLEPORT

Activity: Examination NDE (Radiography)=~P/H

Spoeifics: 6' Carbon/Steel (Heavy Will) Pipe Weld Test

Ref. Master Choek List No.: 248-51, Rev, O

Comment: Observed radiographic examinaticn of welder test qualification, on
Heavy/Wall 6" carbon steel test pilece, all parameters of examination
were compieted satisfactorily.

Performed By: R, C. Julian \{ ~ ‘\.}\fﬂ ﬁQ!. ot Date: _ 10-17-80
{
' o e
Contrnctwr/Cunt“rrh:_ P/H M. McCraev

1 Wt ! ‘U N \
It Toterviow:  Yes _Ne  x

Form 13,9 Revised 7-25«79
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Originstor Code: Yo
Record Type: 20-K-Pb-|¢y

FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,580
IMS Index: %62-81-02
IMS Index: G- ‘_5.T Page | of &
Date: /2/ ”u’)

| |@=9<—
5 .

YANKEE ATOMIC ELF .TRIC COMPANY
FIELD CA GnilP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Examination NDE (Radiography) P/H

Specifics: Radiographic Review P/H

Ref. Master Clieck List No,:; Section V, Rev. 0

Observation:

Review of radiographs ¢n 1-«CBS-~1201-05 Rev. O, FOS503; station markers
l-2 indicate a linear indication, or which is interpreted as ircomplete
fusion,

Please re-evaluate your interpretation and respe~’ {n writing to
YAEC,

Perforned By; R G Jultan O () L) Z 0 T 10/30/80

Contractor/Contacts: Hi TRGEAS & D, Oainas
it Interviev: Yes . No
Form 3,3

Revised 7-25-79




Originator Codo:  YPR4

Record Type: 2M-R-$4-188 PN FILF LOCATION: _ Q 2.6.14.616
IMS Tndex: Q-02-01-92 )’l
IMS ‘l\dc‘f."ﬂ!z.lzon| s‘:' -Ol-x R ’ﬁ‘. 1 of &

te! 2/ /v

4 - :,'/ ‘

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA CROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Examination NDE (Radiography)P~H

Specifics: (See Below)

Kef. Master Cheek List No,: 248-51, Rev, 0

Comment !

Reviewed rad!ographs dark room facilities and storage for compliance of codes and
soecifications, Review o radiographs and facilities were acceptable.

1-C8-369-01, FO106
1=CS~369-02, F0201
1-C8-369-10, F1001
1-C8-369~10, F1005

1-CBS~1214~00, FO601
1-CBS=1201-02, FO208
1-CBS~1202-023, FO301

Performed By: R. C, Julian VQ ‘Eé‘ |‘2| . Date: 11/28/80

Contractor/Contacts: P=H/M. McRae

¢dt Interviow: Yes No X

Form 3.3 Reviscd 7-25-79




Originator Coda: ¥
Record Type: zoﬂ%ﬁ' FILE WOCATION: @ 2.6.14.670
INS Index: Q-92-0l-92 5 Pusdvic
INS Index: Co§2-97-3], G-240i=31, C-05-01-3]

e m— - a—

Page ) of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Examination NDE (Radiography) 7~

Specifice: (See Comments)

Ref. Master Check Lis” No.: Section V, Rev, O

Comment :

Condv ed surveillance «f radiography by P/H personnel 1/21/81 (Second Shift), to

verify techunique, personnel safety, handling of radio active material during

radiographic examination. All para meters were performed and conducted to a
satisfactory marner.

Performed ®y: R, C. Julian g 2 C! i 2 g:; S: Date: 1/21-23/81
Contractor/Contacts: P/H = M. McRae

Ixit Intervisw: Yes No X

Porm 1. lavised 7-25-79




-

FILE LOCATION: 0 2. 6. 14 812

wBledl, GePl=Pi=3l, G-Pi=fl-31, Page )1 of &
HefPh=P2-31]

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity!: NDE=RT (Reviewv - P/M)

Specifice: OSee Comments

Mastey Check List No.: Section V, Rev., 0

Ref,

Comment !

Review of Pullman/Higgine radiographs on CBS, CS, RH, RC, CO sys.ems,

Surveillance reveived radiographs, for legibility, correct and complete
{dentification, dunsity, penetrameter, and radiograph reader sheets for
completeness, correctness, legibility of information.

Bl Pertorned byy R € Julten O 2 () o %:Z Sasas 31100

Contractor/Contacte: P/H = M. licRae

- et

et Interview: Yes No X

omm 3.3 Revised 7-25-79



Originstor Code:

Record Type: FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,100)
IxS hdu:_ﬂ

Fage ! of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDP (Radlography) P-H

Specifice: 1-RC~10-01, Field Weld FO101, FO102
Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Section V, Rev. 0

Comments!

Sucvelllance pet formed third shift (0500 hour started)
radiography on 1<RC~10-01 field weld FO10l and FO102
layers. P<H Frocedure 1XRT«1-W77 Rev.

for reviev of "{nformation"
root pase and the first (ive
J with all results acceptable.

///.'_’
criormed By: 5.8, Sadoaky ...42&1‘ el -%n-*-s Date: __2/08/8)

cntvector/Contacts: P-H/R. Davia

Interiew: Yeas No X

e J.) Revised 7-25.7%




Originstor Code: Y
loe:rd Type: 2 - FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14.1002

INS lodex: ~§l-

INS Index: C-$l-p3-1) Page 1 of «
Bate:
- Iﬁégjﬂ, e

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE (Radiography), P<H

Specifice: 1=RC=10~01, F/W FUL101, FOL102

Ref. Master Check List No.: Sect. V, Rev. 0

Comuents !

Survelllant performed third shift surveillance (5:00 a.m. start) for reviewv of
"information" raciography on 1-RC~10-01, F/W FO101, & FCLl0? to P-H Procedure

1=XRT=1«W77 Rev. 3, with all results acceptable. Radiography performed using IR-192

’
185 curries, with a f{ln to source d’stance of 17" and a 2:15 exposure time,

Torformed By: R.C \( (< = Date: 7/09/81

tractor/Contacts:_ F<H/F. Ramsey

Interviev: Yes No X

# 3.3 Revised 7-25-79




Record Typs:
INS Index:
IS Index:

Uriginstor Code:

i e BIAARLE A K i s M

Performed By: $.B. Sadosky i

Contractor/Contacts:__ P~H/R. Davis

e seem—

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE (Radiography) /PN

Specifice: 1«RC~10<01, Fleld Weld FO1«101 and FO-102

Ref, Master Check List No.: ASME Section V, Rev, 0

Jbservation:

Surveillance performed third shift (0500 hour started)
"Information" ‘adiography on 1=RC-10-01 field wveld FO'01 and rO102

root paes and 14" weld out. It wvas determined F0102 at the 0 to 1
position has &« rejectable indication (lack of fusion), Pullman-Higgine
has generated the weld repair order and the Process sheet, the indica~

tion will be ground out and & visual and 1iquid Penetrant inspection
will be performed. .

for reviev of

Date:__7/10/81

————_ e

FILE LOCATION: _ 0 2.5.4.0008

FPage 1 of )
Date: ,’,/’”Fz e
" B L

t Yen X No

r




A\

I o i, v epioss ot + Tl

riginstor Code 4 :
:'::" Type: ﬁ}?ﬁ! FILE LOCATION: @ 7.6.14.1020
INS Index: Q-$1-0)-
BINS Index: Page | of 3
Date! ;ZZ“L ey

by Al M2 O Ml

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA CnOUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE (Radiography)/P M

Specifice: 1=RC=10-01, Fleld Weid P0<101 and FO+«102

Ref, ) osgter Check List No.: ASME Section V

Commente !

Surveillance performed third shift (0500 hour started) for reviev of “"information"
radiography on l«hC«10-01 field weld FOL0! and F0102 veld material thickners 18 2",
It was deternined FO-102 at the Q to 1 position and 1 to 2 position haw rejectable
indications, this is veld repair number two. Also FO<101 has rejectable indications
&t the O to 2 position, Pullmen Higgine has generated the weld repair order and

the process sheet, the indication will be ground out and & visual and liquid
penetrant inspection will be performed. .

an l.rformc! Ey‘bé;s/!dglk

' o T ¢ ' 7/13«14/8)

kotractor/Contacts: P=~H/R. Davis

iterviev: Yes X No

N R

® 3.3 Revised 7-25-79




5 i p,

,ﬁ%~ ‘ﬁﬁ il“—' ' - : : e ’ e VT— -
Hoiginmor Coder ¥

foterd Typa:  20-R-Ph- FILE YOCATION: Q 2.6.14.1024
INS ludex: Q-92-41- A

INS Index: G-§l-§3-1]

Bate: | /7T
by

Page | of

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
' FIELD QA CROUP
! SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE (Radiography)/P-H

Specifices: 1=RC=10<01, Fleld Weld FO-101 and F0-102

Ref,

Manter Check List No.: ASME Section vV, 2:C

Comments !

Survelllance performed third shift (0500 hour started) for review of "
radiography on .«RC«10-01 field weld '0-101 and FO-102
for the repairs of 70«101 and FO-
Reviewed process sheet for the re
iteme from this reviewv.

information"

v 4leo reviewed radiographs
102 all rejectable indications are removed.

paire to F-102 R«) and F=-102 R=2, nc outstanding

cforned by: S0 Sudosky AP : L Datei_/18/8)

P«H/R, Davis

vitractor/Contaces:

o
Interview: Yes No __ X

n )

Revised 7-25-79




FILE LOCATION: @ 2.6.14,1001

Fage ) of 3

YANKEE ATONIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA Group
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activitw:

Welding & NDE/P-H

Specifics: L=RC~10-01, p/v F=0101, P-0102

Ref. Master Check List N¢,: WS«1, Rev. 0

Comment s

Observed and reviewed radiographs on F-0102/r¢pa1r r2
Rejectable indicavion at Station marker (4=5), in pro
Tepair process sheet. Process fheet released

v third shife (0500 stare),

Ca8d repeir, Reviowed
for repair &ctiviey,

2 B

formed By: R.C, Julian M—C %|Q--_. Date: »FARITT
tractor/Contacta: P-H/N, MeCrae,

B, Donald

t Interview: Yes No X

i T R R A




Origiostor Coder_ Y ;
Record Type: :g%u-é-iﬁ FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14.1038
INS Index: Q-§2-§)-

IMS Index: Q]-_Q!-u-“ . Fage 1 of 3

Date: /11 e

M) LR

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity! NDE (KRadiography)/P«H

Specifice: 1-RC~10-01 Field Weld F-0102

Ref, Master Check List No.: ASME Section Vv, Rev., 0

Comments:

Surveillance performed third shift (0500 hour started) for review of "information"
radiography on 1~RC«~10-01 field weld FOL02 which has rejcctable indications between

station marker Mo, 4 and 5, and between No. 6 and 7. This {s the third repair
of this weld.

/ - S
Ferformed By: 5.3, Sadoaky 42:¢»Q R it Date: __ 2/20/81

batrector/Contacts:_p-g/R. Davis /

«t Interview: Yes Ne x

orm 3.3  Revised 7-25-7%




Originstor Co

dat YA PR
..C.i‘ Ty”l 2 Refie n. '!u LOCAT!O.'C: Q 2 6.14 10‘7
Ins Index: 0-03-9)-07

i ———

x%m-.h” Page ] of 3

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELLD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT
Aetivity: NDE (Radiography)/P-H ‘

Specitice: 1-RC-4=0l Fleld Weld F0102 & F0101

Ref, Master Check List No.: ASME Section V, Rev, 0

or reviev of ‘Information" radiography

00t pase plus (5) five
additional. oOn 7/23/81 review vadiography for F0102 deposit to T/2 lavel which
is acceptable,

srformed Ry, S.B. Sedosky é@ Date:_ 7/22-23/81

botractor/Contacte: P=U/R. Davie

letview! Yes No X

Revised 7-25-79




TE.

Originator Code: ¥

Record Type: 20-R-Bé- a8 FILE LOCATION: O 2.6.14.106)
INS index: Q-92-0)-92

INS Index: . g1.81.) Fape 1 of g
date:_ ) /7lr0

» —

o ——

YANKEE ATOMIC EILECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE [(Radiography)/P<M

Specifice: 1-RC-4=0]l Field Welds FO101 & FO102
1«RC=10=«01 Figld wWeld FOL02

Ref, Master Check List No,: ASME Section V, Rev. 0

Comments:

Surveillance performed (0500 hour started) for review of radiograph for field
weld FO101 and Y0102 Line #l«RC=4«01 and repair of field weld F0O102 1line f1-RC~10-01,
p/ On 7/29/81 1t vam notived & rejectable indication for field weld PO10! Line ¢

l=RC=4=0]1 thie indication &ppeared on the radiograph slot on 7/22/8)1, at that time
it should have heen removed, it was removed on ?/31/b1.

erformed By §.B. Sadosky ~——J—Z‘A/ - Date:___7/27-31/8)

satractor/Contacts: P-H/R. Davis

Interview: VYes No X

ore 3.3  Revised 7-25.79




- "“"'.
FILE LOCATION: U 2.6.14.,1090
), C-§1-§3-31 Page 1 of &

YANKEE ATONIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Welding & NDE/P-M

Specifice: See Comments

Ref. Master Check Liet No.: WS«1l, Rev, 0

Comments:

Review of radiographs and welding operations GN RC Loope A, B, D in containment
fl, early morning surveillance (5:00 am start), as follows:

Loop ' ", 1«RC~1-01, POL01 steam generator

80481 ~ weld out to kT

B-C5«81 « STA 2«3 repaire excavated

8+06~81 ~ STA 2«3 repairs excavated

8-07«81 ~ repair /I excdvated, RT required
1=RC~1-01, FO102 reactor pressure vessel

8-06-81 ~ STA 4=5, repair 01, ok

8«07-81 « started weld out to 7/8T

Loop "B", 1«RC~4~01, FO101 steam generator
8-03-81 ~ OTA 0-1, 3«4, 4~5, excavations ok, requires R/T to repairs.,
Loop "D", 1<RC~10=01 PO101 reactor pressure vessel

8-07+81 =~ weld out complets, back ring to be removed for final R/T
1«RC~10-01 FOL02 steam generator

8-03-81 = STA 6«7, 7-0 repair required

07«81 « STA 6-7, /=0 excavation ok

8«07«81 « STA 6+7, 7<0 partial weld out of repair ok
8-07-81 « STA 6-7, 7-0 weld out of repairs to 3/4T ok

Performed By: _ R.C. Julian ‘;‘Z. |SK§ :G'Q' aa Data: 8/03-07 /81
Contractor/Contactet P~H/N. MeCrae

it Interview: Yes No X »

Form 3.3  Reviswd 72579

Ay —



sl -

B e — - ——

fostor Code:

rd Type: FILE LOCATION: 0 2.6.14.109%
Index:
Index: v Page 1 of 3
7 »
2.0 LVid.

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA CRroOuP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT
3 Activity! NDE (Radiography) /P~y ‘

Specifice: 1=RC~10-01 Field Weld FO102 and 1-RC-1-01 Field Weld FO101

Ref. Master Chock List No.: ASME Section V, Rev. 0

Comments:

Survelllance parformed third shift for review of radiography on field weld PO10"
repair, line No, 1-R(~10~01 and field weld FO101 line No. I=RC~1~1. Rejectable
indication between station marker 7«0 for field weld FO102 1=RC-10~1 and, rejectable
indication between station marker 2«3 for field weld FO101 1«RC«1-01, these
indications will be removed from tlie inside of the weld,

jerformed By: 5. B. Sadnsky Za‘ -~ Date: 8/11/81

putractor/Contacts: P-H/R. Davis

r.‘nurvto\n Tes No X

pre 3.3 Revised 7-25-79
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; netor Code: vgg
w:‘r‘ Type:  20-R-Pi- 188 FILE LOCATION: Q 2.8.1¢,1108
NS lndex: Q-92-61-92
. ln‘.l' ; - 3’11 ’.'. l of J
te! v 4 ’

ranL. 2

YANKEE ATONMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY T
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

. Activity: NDE (Radiography)/p-H

SP'ctfic.: L=RC=10<«0) Field Weld FO102
i1=RC~1-01 Fileld Weld F0101
1=RC=7=01 Pittup

Ref, Master Check List No.: ASME Section V, Rev, 0

.
Comments:

Performed surveillance of third shift radicgra
#1-RC~10<01 and field weld FOl0l Line #1-RC~1-01 and base line of 1-RC=~7~01
weld preps. Reviewved radiographs for )

“RC~1-01 field weld FO101 wvhere defect
W&s removed between sation markers 2=3, this area is satisfactory,

phy of field welds F0102 line

rformed By: S.B, Sadosky w%@m Date: 8/13-14/81
FmtuetorlConucu: P=H/R. Davis ‘ e LS
ﬁ‘tonth Yas No X

™ 3.3 ' Revised 12579




or Oodet . " - — »
e Type: LOCATION: g 2. 6400l
X8 Ledex: Q-§1-

M lodex: Page 1 of &'

YANKEF. ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

3 Activity: NDE (Radlography)/P«M

Specifice: see Comments

Raf. Master Check Lisz No.:!: ASME Sectlon V, Rev, 0

Commente:

Observed welding and reviewed radiographs on RC Loops of Unit 1, (early shifte,
0500 start) as indicated balow,

8-«10-81 ~ Loop "A" 1-RC~1-01, FO102, radiographed 360° to 7/87T-0k

8-10-81 « Loop "D" 1-RC=10-01, FO102, radiographed 360° to 3/4T«0k
-
8~11-81 - Loop "A"1-RC-1-01, PO101, tadiographed STA 2«3, repair #2, repair weld-out
indication to be repaired from I1.D.
8«11-81 ~

Loop "D" « 1=RC~10-10, FO102 radiographed 3600 to 3/4T - 0k

: 8/10«11/81
formed By: 1 ' Date:

tractor/Contaces: P-H/M, McCrae

Jaterview: Yes No X

™ 3.3 ' Revieed | .25-79




Sinstor Code: _ YPS4

Index:
JITH

D R

rd Typa: 28-W-8L- 58 FILE LOCATION: Q@ 2.6.14.1116
Iodex: Q-82-¢1-07

Page 1 of 3

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROVP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity! NDE (Radiography)/P«H

Specifice: 1-RC-7-01 Field Welds FOIO0l and F0102

Ref, Master Check List No.: ASME Secticu V. Pev. 0

¥y KECV,

Deficiency:

0960 Non Destructive Examination

The following ty,e of discontinuitle lw unécceplable, incomplete fusion. Fleld weld
FO101 radiograph exhibit incomplete fusion between station marker 2-3, this is not

documented on the reviev sheet, Discussed this item with Mr. D. Geske and he agrees
that this shall be documented, the Proper corrective action was implemented and this
Alew in closed.

Comments:

Reviewed radiography on line 1<RC«7=01 vield weld FO102 for the root pase plus (5)
five additional, no relevant indications.

rlorwed By: ¢ » Sadoaky _W Date: ALI8/81

batractor/Contaces: P-H/D. Geske
interviev: Yes X No

pre 3. ) Revised 7-25.79




ginator Code:
rd Type:
% lodex:

FILE 1OCATION: ¢ 2:6.14.1117

S Index:

Date: 4/1““
:-_."lljl“ 4/

Page 1 of 3

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE (Rediography)/P-H

Specifica: 1-RC-7-01 Field Weld FOiOl «ud FO102 3/4T

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Section V, Rev. 0

Comments:

Performed surve!llance of radiography activities by Pullman Higgins personnel.

(0500 hours) Reviewed radiography on line 1-RC=7«01 field weld POIN) and field

weld ¥0l02 3/4T shots. Fileld weld FO102 is satisfactory with no relevant indication,
field weld PO101 exhibit incomplete fusoion between the followinp station markers

6«7, 7-0, 0~1, The process sheet has been gernerated and the coitrol number is
287 R/1 for thia repair.

tractor/Contacts: '-H/R. Davis

g 5 Interview: Yes No X

pre 3,3 Revised 7-25-7¢%
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riglaster G, st
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FILE WnCATION: ¢ #06.04.012)

Page 1 of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE RIPORT

T
e

f hans
e e

’ Non=Destructive Examinaticn (RT)/P-M

Specifice: See Comments
Ref, Master Check List No.:! Section V, Rev, 0

Commente:

Ruviewed rediogiaphs of reactor coolant piping (loops) as indicated below.
(third shift coverage)

8/17/8) = 1=RC~1=0C1 "W FO10L « 360° @ 3/47 repair 2+3,

=
3
A
"
.,
'

8/19/81 « 1-RC=1~01 FPW FO101 ~ STA. 1-2, 2«3 @ 3/4T RT. Ok.
8/19/81 = 1-RC=7-01 FW FO102 « T/2 O-1 thru 7-0 RT. Ok.
8/21/81 =~ 1-RC~12-01, FW FOLO1 = 360° RT of baseline.

8/21/8 = 1=RC=12-01, FW PO102 ~ 360° RT of baseline,

R.C, Julian 8/17-21/61
rformed By: Date:

tractor/Contaccs: P-H/M. McCrae

Yes No X

Ravised 7-25-79




riginstor Code:

verd Type: |  FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,1133
S Index: Sgi .
NS Index) “P3=1]1, G-!,-O3~31

/

Page 1 of
‘.I ~ LB
' Zh "l‘uAI:

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRI . COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity:! NDE (Radiography)/P«K

Specificet RC<7-01 Fileld welds FOl01l and F0102

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Section V, Rev. 0

Comment e :

Performed surviillance of NDE activities for

loop welding (hot leg loop C).
Fleld wald FOLUL the indicati

ons between station 6-7, 70, 0«1 all but 7"
of the lack of fusion have been mmoved, Pullman Higgine will remove the 7"

of lack of fusion and repair by welding. l
The film for fleld weld FO102 was over procegsed and could not be irterpreted,
Pullman Higgins need to re=shoot this field Wwld
»
rlormed by: 5. ». Sedonky .. e Date: 824183
prtractor/Contecen:! P=d/R.. . Davis Bl T

[nterview: Yag St WY AR

ore 3. ) Revived 7-28.7%
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- — - e R, B S s oo s A -
sinster Code:__ Y ' ,
rd Type: 2 u-i’g FILE LocATION: 9 2.6.14.1154
Indax: Q- i-9

Index; =11, G=§T=§3-3)

Fage 1 of

YANYEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMTANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE (Radiography) /P=il

Specifica: RC-6~1 Baseline Pump Side Cold Leg

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Section V, Rev., 0

Comments:

Perrormed surveillance of NDE activities for baseline of weld preps,
cold leg line RC~6~1 no relevant indications.

| ” 4
parformed By: S.B. Sadosky ;//4__/_@4/// Date: 8/26/81
’ ”~

aetor/Contacts: P-H/R. Davis

s oterviev: Yes No X

bre 5.3 Revised 7-25-79



$instor Code:

Y
rd Tyf:éggfgsffzfgfii-

- U=l i-3]

SURVEILLANC
A:ttvlty: NDE (Radiograph)
Specifics; RC~7

Ref, Master Check List Neo.:

Comments:

Performed Survelllance of p-y NDE
Reviewed radiographic of 3/471 for
no relevant indication,
#132 (resctus ccolant
no changes which

Reviewed
loop Piping
would effect qual

“1 Fleld Weld FOlI01 Mot

FILE LOCATION:

o=y

Q 2.6.14,118%

Page 1 of

YANXEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC coMpany
FIELD QA CRrOUP

E REPORT

/P«H

Leg

AEME V, Rev. 0

activities (started 0500 ¥sur).

fleld weld F0101

iine RCe7+«1,

char Jes to fileld instruction

installation &nd {nsvectio

ity.

n),

rformed By: 5.8, Sadosky Bk 8/31/8)
Btractor/Contacte:  P<H/R. Davis

{ erviev: Yes No X

™ ..

Revised 1-28<7%




FILE LocATroN; 0 2.6.14,1186

Page | of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC Compapy
FIELD QA Groupr
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

' Activity: Radiography (RT),peH

Specifice: RC Loop Rediographs
Ref, Master Check List No.: Section V, Rev. 0

Comments:

Reviewed roactor coolant loovp vadiographs (third shife surveillsance)
&0 noted below,

Loop "A"
9/25/81 1<RC~1-0), F0101 360 full weld out rejected station 70
.

8/27/81 1«RC=1+01, FO101 - J60°* ¢

Wil weld out station 740 rejected
g inclusion wtill present.

Loop "B"

8/25/8. 1=RC=4~01, PO101 3/4(t) = rejected Sta. 0-1,

8/27/81 i=RC~4=01, PO101 3/4(t) = rejected SLI-‘O-I.

8/27/81 I~RC=6~01, P0102 360° baseline radiograph ok,

Loop "¢

8/25/81 1=RC~7-01, PO101 vepair excav, 6«7, 1=0, 0-1 inclusions rewoved.

8/37/81 1=RC~7«01, PO10} RT of excav, 0-],

Srformed "'W Date:__8/25-20/8)
Matractor/Contacts:

P=H/N MoCrae

loterview: Yeer No X
3 Revised 1=25-7%
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FILE LocATION; O 2:6.14.1164

Page 1 'of )

I
YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY |
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

? Activity: wpp (lladiograph) /P-H

Specifice: RC~6-0. Line Field Weld FO102
RC=1=01 Line Fleld Weld F0101

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Section V, Rev. 0

Comments:

Performed surveillance of P~H NDE activities for
radiograph of RC loop welding. Revieved film of
field veld FO102 line RC-6~01 cold leg which has
rejectable indication between station markers 6«7
and 7-0, the repair process sheet has been genor=-
ated. Reviewed film of repair field weld FO101
line RC~1-01 no relevant indicatibns.

i- 4
rforeed By: S.B. Sadosky Jﬂ! ' <‘,,w”// Date: 9/01/81

tractor/Contacts: P=H/R. Davis

Interviev: Yes No X

™ 3.3  Ravised 7-25.79
o




Originator Cc'dc L

e

Record T)-‘ ) ').' Ke (\/.___9; FILE L()" \TION g 2.6.14.1166
INS._Tndex! (‘—"‘ "l T e =,
1 ndext :":wall."gi?1~¢3-31 Pige 1" &1 ~3

b J g il

wi_ PRI

YANKLE ATOMIC FLECTRIC COMI'ANY

HXL‘ QA GROUP

VETLLANCE “;",17
i Activity! NDE (Radiograph)/P=H
Spocifiesn: RC«6~0] Line, Field Weld FO102
V’\f. Mastaor Cheek List No.: AQHE [’i(.tl‘\"h \’ ".!\M

Commants !

Performed surveillance of P~H NDE asctivities for radiography of RC Joop
velding., Revieved fillm (3/4T) of field weld FO102 line RU~6-01 colid
leg loop B which has rejectable indication between station markers 1«2
(5/8"LOF) the repair process sheet has been generated,

Performed Ny: $.0. Sadosky ?‘J‘M ______ Datet 9.03/8]
‘Actor/Contocu B/R. _Davis

Bxit Intorview: Yes No X

- — — &

Fors 3.3 levined 7-25-79



|

Originator Code: __ YPRA | &
Record Type: 20-K:#4- T88 FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,1178

Tndex: Q-U1-Fi-gi :
‘ Index: C~§l-93-11, C-4)-¥3-3] Pape 1 of &
" i

by! | R——

C—

YANRKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
F1ELD CA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity! NDE (Radiography) P/H

Specilicu: Inprocess Nepair FPileld Weld FO101 Line RC~4~] and Field WVeld
FO102 Line RC-6-+]

Ref. Master Check List No.!  ASME V., Rev. O

Deficiency: 530 Conformance to procedures, inatructions and drawings

The R pair Process Sheet was signed off hy NDE personnel for field weld
FOI01 line RC=é4=1, The diagnostic arca of interest of the radiographic film
was uninterpretadle for the repair. The Automstic Film Processer needs
repair.

Discussed this with Pullman-Higgine manajement and corrective action was
taken, Pullman-Higgine reshot the areas of interest.

This item is closed.

Performed Dy S, B. Sadosky ?AM@/’ Dato:____9/8/8)

‘trnctor/ContncLs:. P/E ~ D, Geske

Bxit Inturvicw: VYen 1 No

r—— — ——— s ——

Form 3,1} Ruviaed 7-25-79




IMS Index: Q-(2-01-92

INS Tndex; Ge@le@d-1], G-§1-93.31 Pape | of &
Dato: il
dy! , . -

D

Originator Code: L.
llcgrd Type: 20-R-B4- 18p FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14.1177

YANKLE ATCMIC 1 LECTRIC COMPANY
T1ELD QA GROUP
SURVETLILANCE REFORT

Activity: NDER (Rediography) ¥/M

fpecifico: PO102 Fleld Weld Line RC«6~] and POI0L1 Line RC=4~1
Repaired Ares

Rel. Master Cherk List No. i ASME V, Rev. 0

Comment :

Reviewsd radiography of field weld FU02 Line RC=6<]1 and £
Line RC«4~1, this surveillance was performed at 0500 hr,
should be recorded as-far-as the Field In
J/4T miniaus on RT records.

leld weld F0101 repair,
Thickness messurements
struction Requirements 7/2 minimum and

Performed By: S. B. Sadosky M Date: 9/9/81

Yorm 1.3

‘ntrnctor/Comncu:___ P/H - D. Geske

~it Interview: VYea No

—— - —

Rovined 7-25%.79




ROV Snamids: ¥ bt SRV S LRAL I IR

Originator Code! YA A | ’
e R PILE LOCATION:
IMS Index: Q-(\)-08]1-92

"8 "‘d‘-""..’"-':,ﬂ:l}:u‘.&:_tl-ﬂ-.il Page 1 of &

Jate!d
Byt

Q 2.6,14,119%0

YANKEE ATOMTC FELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVELLLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE (Radiograph)/P=H

Specifice! Field Weld FOlOl Line RC~é4«0)

Ref. Mastev Gl ASME Sect. V, Rav, 0

W

Commentr !

Reviev film of incomplete fusion betveen station marker 4«5,
the indication is not removed &t this time (field weld FO101
Line RC~4~0l steam generator side). Surveillance performed

at 0500 hours.

Performod By!: .8, Sadosky 44&¢f/7 Dato: __9/16/8)

Contrnctor/Contacts: [~H/R. Davie

Bxit Tnterviow: Yees No X

— e — e

" Porm 3.3  Movincd 7-25-79




Code! Y&RA ‘
2;::::.;:: I SRR TY FILE LOCA.TON: Q 2.6.14.1193
8 Indext _.gl-_(‘_i_?_:ﬂ‘_-‘"_’_'__
‘ Index! G-@l-§3~)1. G-Fl~@3-3] Page 1 of &
(el _
By '

o - m— e

. —— . e

YANKEE ATOMIC VLECTRIC CCMPANY
FIELD QA CROVI
SURVEILLANCE REVORT

Activity: NDE (Radiograph) P/H

Specifico: Fileld Wled FO101 Line RC-9-01

Ref. Master () ‘ ist No.! ASME Saction V, Rev. 0O

Comments !

Ferformed surveillance of NDE activities for field weld FO101 line RC~9«01,
veld completed but backing ring is not removed st this time,

No open item
from this surveillance

Performed Dy: S. B, Sadosky Date: 9/15/81

wtiactor/Contactso: P/H - R. Davis

Exit Interviow: Yos No X

Yorm ). Rovierod 7-25-79




Oripinntor ('Jii', .. . FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14.1198
Record Type: Aply b g : . S0

1 f 4

A DALY TRIC COMPANY
! !

T . rrOn

SURVETLLAKCLE RCI'OR

Activity! NDE (Radiogiuph) P/H

Flield Weld F0102 Line RC~9-01

ASME Sectiun Vv, Rev, 0

Lomment !

Performed survelillance of NDE activities on resctor coolant Pipe welds, cold
leg line RC-9-01 field weld FOl102. Relevant indications appear between

station markers 5«6 and 6«7 (incomplete fuirion), Pullman<Higgins has
generated &« repair process fheet .,

Performed Dy: . B, Sadosky ‘/é/“&

ntractor/Contacts:__ P/H = R, Davis

Exit Interview: Yen iy No

arm ),) Kovined 72579




Originator Code! Y :
# lm::.‘l;pc: 26-R-g4- 158 FILE LOCATION: Q@ 2.6.14.1216
m™ms xndm‘g‘;in?h‘_ , :
% Index =12, C~§1-43-3]) Page © of &
e/ "

I
| W) 7 E—

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NOB (FRadiography) P/H

Specifices: See Comments

~

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Section V, Rev, U

Commante:

Performed surveillance of radiography activities by Pullman Higgins personnel.
Reviewed radiographe on line RC-4~1 Field Weld (PW) FO101 repair, line RC-9-]

FW FO101, Line RC-9-1 FW F0102, Line RC-3-1 FW PO101, and line RC=S5-1 FW FO104,
The film density for line RC-4~1 FW F-101 repair 18<1.)3 density tolerance, this
is not acceptable. Per discussion with Pullman Higgins this film is only
information to assure indication is removed, in this case the indication
(L.O.F,) was not removed and radiography will be repeated.

Perforwed By: . B. Sadosky “‘W Date: 9/21/81

vqntuctor/(:onnctu P/H = R. Davis _ M. MacCrae

it Interview: Yes 2 No

Form ).} Revised 7-25-79




Ovipinator Code:__ YO&4

-

Record Tyno! Bekedi=1 88 FTLE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,1217
MS lnd(‘l'."\\'_f'\‘i;_»;u‘_-:'\'““_’_. g
6 Indoy: C=91-9@3-11, C-§)-93-31 nge
. T
Iton
Byt

YANKEE ATOMIC FLECTRIC COMPANY
F1ELD QA CGROUD
SURVETLLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE (Radiography) P/H

Specifics! Line RC=5~1 NT Field Weld FO104

Ref, Master Chicek List No.: ASME Section V, Rev, 0

Comments:

Performed surveillance of Puliman Higgine radiography activities of reactor
coolant system loop piping. Reviewed film of Line RC«5-1' Field Weld F0104

4T, dindication (L.O.F.) between station markers 2-3, repair sheet has been
generated., Also reviewed information radiogranha of line R(C-9«] gtation markers
5=8

field weld F0102, indication have not been completely removed at this time.

Also reviewed radiographs of cavity line RC-4~]1 field weld FO101 repair,
indication is not removed at this ti .

& ”
Performed Dy:_ S. B. Sadosky E/.‘Z,.M w2 Date: 9L23/8)

ontractor/Contacta:_ P/H ~ R, Davie, M, MacCrae

Exit Intervicow: Yon £ No

Form 3.3 Reviaed 7-25<79




Originator Code:__ YPO4

Record Type:_ 2§-R-Pi~ 188 FILL LocaTION: Q 2.6.14,1270
INS Index: Q-02-81-67

INS Index; C-41-§3-11, C-d1-43-11
pate: i/
vi__

Pape 1 of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT
Activity: NDE (Radiography) = P/M

Specifics: MT RC~i+01 Field Weld FO104

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Sec. V, Rev, 0

Comment :

Performea survoillance of Pullman~Higgins NDE activities. Revieved MT
radiographs for field weld FO104 line RC=2-01, station markers J-4 has lack

of fusion. Pullman-Higgine has issued repair process shest for this
ludication,

4
Performed By: - Al Z e 10/6/81

ptractor/Contacts: P-H/R. Davie

it Interview: Yes No X

Form 3.3 Revised 7-25-79




Originator Code: __ YPM4

Record Typox__20~K:i::TEi— FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,1272
INS Index: Q-92-§1-92
THR Tndew: CJ!J\.IL e AL B IS B

-
pte! 2 T

" 2

Pape 1 af &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELKECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA CGROUP
SURVEILLANCE KEPORT

Activity: NDE (RT) P/H

Specificu: RC-11-01 Field Weld FO10]

SVAV L

Rel. Maamter Chock Liat No.: ASME Sec. V, Rev.

Comments:

Performed surveillance of Pullman-Higgins NDE activities. Reviewed radiographs

of field weld PO101 Line RC-11-01, incomplete fusion betwveen station markers
71=0, Pullman~Higgine has generated the Repair Process Sheet,

Performed B, S. B. Sadoeky M——-——‘“ Date: 10/7/81

'ractor/Conuctl: P/H - R, Davie

. Interview: Yos No X

e B e

Form 3.3  Revised 71=25«7%




FILE LocATION: O 2+6.14,1320
L§3-31, G-$4-f1=31, G-$2-85-31 Page 1 of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Examination, NDE (Radiogrephy)

Specifice: P~H Radiographic Review (CBS, RH, RC, CS System)

Ref, Master Check List No.: Section V, Rev, 0

Comments!:

NONE

)

s Parformed By;_R.C. Julise ) 7 Q: W7 10/27/81
vo
T P-H/M., ¥KeCrae

Contractor/Contacts:

# x ¢ Intearview: Yes No .

olorm 3.3 Revieed 7-25-79
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otwed By 8. B. Sadosky L 11/4/81;
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A
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lnterview: ' Yas No X’

3
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Page 1| of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA CROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE (Radiography)

Specifice: Line RC~12-0) Field Weld P0101
Line RC-9-01 Field Wedl F0102

Kef. Master Check List No.: Sectic” V ASME, Rev. 0

Comment !

Performed surveillance of Pul)lman~Higgins NDE Activities for RC~12-01 Pield Weld
PO101 Pinal and RC-9-01 Fieid Weld FO102 Finul before ISI preparation,
No relevant indications appear on these films.
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A o a

PILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,1364 = 1'%

. vy
Page 1 of & o
2
YANKEE ATOMIC FLECTRIC COMPANY '
FIELD QA GROUP i
SURVELLLANCE RCPORT &
Ac‘ivity: NDE (Mdiogr‘phy),’?-!‘. :
Specifics: Line RC-11-01 Field Weld FO101 o
Ref. Master Clieck Lisl No.: AShi Sec.ion V, Rev, 0
Commente: 2
Surveillance performed of NDE activities on Line RC=11-01 Field
Weld FO101, incomplete fusion between station marker 70, The
repair procees sheet has been generated,
!

B
Performed By: .8, Sadogky M Date; 11/13/81 -

‘v;‘.'!

3{!‘0:(0!‘/Contactl: P-H/R. Davis K

;’ Interview: Yen No X _ﬁ“:"

* Y A ey

B iTorm 3.3 Rovieed 7-25-79 R
r‘-.lll::.. 9 »
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Origiostor Code: Y

Record Type: 26-R-Pi- FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,1427
INS Index: -8l

INS Iodex: C.pl-p3-1l1, C-pl-p3-3l Page 1 of &
jAte: 22"‘ /xi?_
! QAN LI,

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEIV.LANCE REPORT

A’tivity: NDFE (Rnd‘ng‘rﬂp“\y)/P-H

Spgcific'; 1-RC~11-01 Fileld Weld FOl101
1-RC~2-01 Field Weld FO104

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASHE Section V, Kev, 0

Comments:

Performed surveillance of NDE activities by Pullman Higgins for the
Reactor Covlant Sysilew. Reviewed information radiographs on line
1-RC-11-01 field weld FO101 3/4 T which has incomplete fusion between
station marker 6-7, it appears in the safe end buttering, Pullman
diggins has generated NCR 1671 which has been dispositioned by

Westinghouse. P-H to grind and repair by welding this {s the third
cycle,

Reviewed information radiographs for linec 1 RC-2-01 FOLO4 incomplcte
fusion between station markers 3-4, NCR has been generatey, These
items will be followed by YAEC QA.

A e

Performed By: . st i Date: 12/07/81
‘tuctor/Cor:ucn: P-H/R, Davis
t Interview: Yes No X

Form 3.3  Ravised 7-25-79

.:‘
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Originator Code: Y&da
Q 2.6.14,1543

e T e & St § o

Record Type! 20-R-Ph= | B8 PILF LOCATION:

“ Index: Q-92-81-92
index: C=92-95-31, G~ S.@1=31, C=04~01=31, H=@4&-§2-31 Page | of 4
@

! /19 /82,
I G e uding

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA CROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Radlography Review/P=-H

Specifics: Weckly Rt. Review

Ref. Master Check List No.: Sect. V, Rev, O

Performed By! R. C, Julian 1/18=22/82

hontractor/Contacts! P-H/M, McCrae

Exit Interview: Yes No X

Porwm 3,1 Ravised 7-25-79




Originator Code: Y34 “
Record Type: 28-R-$4- 108 PILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,1590

IMS lodex: Q-$2-§1-§2

IMS Index: C-0P5-DPl-3l, C«P2-P2-31, C«P2-05-31, H-P4~pl1.31, Page 1 of
Quu 20905 = Coflapliall, Cpi-pl-il
I S W AW N

YANLYE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SUR"EILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Radlographic Review/P-H

Specifics: See Comment
Ref. Master Check Lini No.t 248-51, Rev, 15
Comment 8!

Performed RT review on folliowing systems submitted by P-H, 34 film packages submitted,
(C§, 81, CBS, SB, CO, FwW, MS, RC, RH).

Performed By: R.C. Julian \p! dlgbgé S 5 ‘~tz‘¥ : qu se. _ Date: 2/01-04/82

Contractor/Concacts: __ P-H/M, Mc./AQ s

Exit Interview: Yes No X

Ferm 3.) Revised 7-25-79




Ol’l[lnltor Code! v”“
Record Type: "l- Bh~ 188 FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,1796

IMS Index: %-Oz—ox-T
s Index: T ~p1-31, C-pa-pl-Jl Page 1 of 5
Sebuson .y - e = oD

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

-

Activity: Radiography Review/P-H

Specifice: Weekly P-H RT Review, See Attached Sheet Page 5

Comment s Ref. baster Check List No.: syME Vv, Rev O

None

Performed By: R,C. Julian @*&&% Date: 3/22-4/02/82

ontractor/Contacts: P=H

Exit Interview: VYeg No X

Form 3.3 Revised 7-25-79




R S P T W e

“tiginator Code: _ YOJ4 1
tecord Type: 20-K-84- 184 FILE LOCATION:

INS Index: Q- ’ Fl 92 ~Q.2.6.14.1903. ..
IMS Index: G- .-’n TP2-05-31, CP2402-31, CuPb-fl.31, Page 1 of 4
Date:_ 74 /M2 h"" Hef5-01-3]

)} D AA L

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Radicgraphy Review/P-H

Specificy: See Below

Ref., Master Check List No,: Section V, Rev., 0

\ '{ Comments:
Reviewed radiographs on foliowing systems CS, FW, MS, SI, CBS, COP, RH, CBS 111

film packages, approx, 550 film reviewed, Review was conducted in accordance
with requirements of ASME Sec.ion V,

Performed By: R.C, gul_i_a‘g.__._v_ [...w,.h..k.&m._-.ﬂm-“-..__._.-_ Date: 4/12.23/82

it Tarterviow: Yes No X

e .

i Form 3.3- Revised 7-25-79




Originator Code: Y

Record Trpe: 26}
IM8 Index:

C-Pb-p1.3]

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity; Radiography Review/P-H
Specifice: See Comment g
Ref. Master Check List No,: 2:8-51, Rey, 15

Comments

Review radiography filn on the fo
RH, Co, CC, Ms, RC, peneciration:
packages (approx., 240 film) r.
w77, I[X=RT=3.W77.

, and end pPrep RT
"{ew for conformance to ASME v

Performed By: R.C. Julian @s‘ina& £ %&

llowing systems performed by P-H,

FILE LOCATION:  Q 2.6.14.1918
IMS Index: G'lZ'ﬁi'll- u-gs-al-ax. C-¢2-02-3l. Page ) of 4
Rate: ‘mgug HeB4-p2.31 C-fl-p3.31
'__D L,\.LF"

SB, sw, v, sr,
(repair verification),

and P.H Procedure, IX«Rlwla

~ Date: 4/28/82
“ﬂncnc:or/Conucu:&H

Interview: Yes No _X
Form 3.3

Reviged T=25«79

———




Originator Code: Yg ‘
Record Type: 29-R 1 FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14.195)

s guu
%:: i::::: ~PIP5=0T, "H=Pa~02-31, C-P1-03-31, C~P4-p1-31,

C-§2-02-31, v G-pd-p5-31
‘;:" - C-85-01-31

Pare 1 of 4

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity! Document Review/P-H

Specificet Turnover of P-H Rad{ographs to IMS/Dr0
Raf., Master Check List %o.: 248<51, Rev, 15

Comments:

Reviewed P-H radiographe for acceptance to turnover to YAEC IMS/DCC,
systems were found to be acceptable for content
sequential check list #9549,

The following
v completeness and legibility, of

CBS-12 packages
CC~13 puckages
CO=34 packages
COP-1 packages
C8~35 packages
FW-18 packages
MD-1 packages
MS«1l packages
RC=4 packages
RE-11 packages
§B=3 packages
SLX=1 packages
SI-7 packages
SW=1 packages

Q 2 Q Q 0 $/03/82
Parformed By: p r  1.14an Pt Date:
ontractor/Contacts: N

P.i

Bxit Interview: Yes No

Form 3.3  Revised 7-25-79




Orlginator Code: _ YBU4

———

Record Type: ZO-R-06~ 04~ 188 FILE LOCATION: 0 2,6.14,2067
IMS Index: 0-@2-01-02 g

MS Wex. g g% g; =31, C=§2-02-31, C-P2-P5-31, GC-Ph=pl-31, Page 1 of 4

ate: U=p'-p3-31

8y: Ziz l! e g L E 2L

YANKE® ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Radiography Review/P-H

Specifics: See Below
Ref. Master Check List No.: Sect., V, Rev, 0

Comments:

The following radiographs were reviewed in accordance with criteria ASME Sect, V,
no discrepancies noted,

1-C8~355-06, F0601
1-CS-523-01, FO101
1-81-251-06, FO603,
1-81-251-08, FO802
1-5§1-251-08, FO801
1-81-272-02, F0202
1-CBS~1214-03, F0303
l-RH-162-01, FO103
1-RH-163-02, F0204
1l-RH-159-02, F0203
1-RH-158=-03, FO304
1-RH-157-01, FO113
1-CBS-1201-05, F0507
1-CBS-1208-03, FO301
1-CBS-1210-01, FO108
F1-188-01, FOl04
FI-188-01, FOll9

SECOND SHIFT

Performed By: R,C, ~R:C: Juld M_% Date: 5/19/82

mtracetor/Contacts:

Exit Interview: VYes No X

Form 3.3 Revised 7-2%-7¢




Criginator Code: YPd4

Record Type:  20-R-94- TBE FILE LOCATION: _Q 2.6.14,2106
IMS Index: Q-02-9.-92

BMS Index; Page 1 of ¢
te:_

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA CROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: NDE/RT/P=H

Specifics: 1-RC-~11-01 Fileld Weld ro1ol Loop D
Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Section V RT, Rev, 0

Comments:

Reviewed radiographs for the repair of the buttering steam generator Loop "D" pump
side nozzle (field weld FOLOl P-H),

Observation:

Thes.= radiographs did not contain penetrawcier so therefore they are not qualified
radiographs. Pullman agree to retake the radiograph over 5/19/82,

'y / ,/' .
Parformod By;._S;.B:-§,_‘_‘,’.9EEZ_“---..-,._,<£€(&£_ . Date:_5/18/82

ntrac:or/Conzact»:_‘f?fH/R' Lavis

Exit Interview: Yes X No

Form 3.3 Revised 7-2%-79
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Originator Code:  YPO4L

Record Type: 2@-R-@i- 168 FILE LOCATION: o »

MS Index: 0-02-81-92 Rebafulb, 2298
' Index: Gopl $1.3)1, G-P2-@5-31, C=P5-Ple3l, G-02-92-31 Page 1 of
0 120 _Hepé-p1-31

By: FOUIN AN KL

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT
Activity: Radiography Review/P-H

Specifica: See Comments
Ref. Master Check List No.: 248-51, Rev, 15

Comments:

Performed RT review of P-H radiographs on following systems, per P«H IX«RT=1=W77,
ASME Sect. III & V. Reviewed reader sheets for completeness, clarity, & correctness,
and view film in accordance with Sect. V of ASME Code, for densities, correct or
acceptable penetrameter, identification, and interruptation's of filw artifacts.
Review completed, found to be satisfactrry.

. RH system - 41 film
CBS system ~ 12 film
C/8 system - 31 film
SI system -~ 28 film

FW system ~ 81 film

4
Performed By: R.C. Julian ’/f;zijﬁﬂn‘/ Dave: _6/15-17/82
. /"4 7
‘w:u::or/Conucu: P~H

Exit laterview: VYes No

Form 3.3 Revised 7-25-79




Originator Code: _ YPP4
Record Type: 20-R-62- L4s FILE LOCAYION: o 2 ¢ 14 2339
M$ Index: Q-92-0l-§2 e

1S lndeﬁz O o Gef5~f1-31 Page 1 of &

Jete! "fifbx -
Dy: B , ’ !,‘ ¢

Y ANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT
Activity: Radiography Review/P-H

Specifice: See Comments

Ref. Master Check List No.! ASME Sect, V., Rev, 0

Couament s :

Reviewed following radiographs for compliance to P-H IX«RT=1<W77 rev, 5, and ASME
Sect. V. Review was completed with no discrepancies noted.
No, of Film

CBS~1214-11, F1101, F1102 8

ChS=-1216+03, FO301

1=08-155-09, FO905

1=C4«360-02,

1=C8-360-07,

1=C5=369=08,

1=C8=378«01,

l-C5=378~02,

1-F1=160-01, FO101, FO103, FO106,

Performed By: R.C. Julian ‘ Date: ©/26/82

Contractor/Contacts: ' -H

Exit Interview: Yes No

Form 1.3 Ravised /~25-79
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Criginator Code:_ _YPP4

Record Type: 23-R—0-:l83: FILE LOCATION:
IMS Index: Q=02-93)-@2

‘ Index: C-92-85-31, G-9i-93=31 Page | ot &
e: ]

Q. 2.6,16,2642

-

By:

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
"LELD QA GKROLP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Radiography Review/P-H

/

Specifics: See Below

Ref, Master Check List No,:! Sect. V, Rev., O
Deficiency: (0530 - 09%¢l)

The following observation(s) & deficiencles were noted as not in compliance with P-H
Procedure IX-RT=1=W77 Rev. 5, & ASME Sect. V.

Item /1 ~ 1-CBS~1202-04, FO401. (A) Review of reader sheet indicates that STA 1-2, 2-3, 3-0
are in & rejected status. 4 STA's were to be reshoot 360°, with only STA. "0=1" accomplished.
No acceptable film submitted for STA 1-2, 2-3, 3-0.

(B) Reader sheet (R-1) does not indicate spezification.

Item #2 - 1-CBS-1213-01, FOlOl, Reader sheet does not reflect repair cycle R=l as indicated
on film,

Item #3 - 1-CBS~1213-01, FO30l; reader sheet does not reflect necessity to view ST. 0=l by
single & composite viewing.

[tem #4 (A) 1-CBS~12-2-04, FO403, reader sheet does not reflect the necessity to view STA 12

A

in composite set.

‘B) Original reader sheet (10-21-8l) is annotated in the interpretation section "Film Indent"
as 1-CBS~1202-02, FO0403.

Item #5 (A) Reader sheet does not identify specification as ASME III, 1, 2, 3, B3l.1, or other.
(B) Reader sheet is ldentified as MSFW in Unit # block.

Item #6 ~ 1-F1~160-01, FOl14 -~ Reader sheet does not address artifacts on film as being
evaluated,

[tem #7 ~ F1-160~01, FOl10 - penetrameter sensitivity is marginal, density not with in limits
-15% = +30%,

[tem 8 - Observation - P=H {s consistantly using undersized penetrameters for specified
thickness, which ASME Sect. V permits, but this practice is resulting in marginal sensitivity
of penetrameters designated hole, Pullman-Higgins is requested to address each item with

written response and specify what corrective action to be taken to prevent future
re~occurance.

AEL
Y21 we.rren

Performed By: R, C. Julien \Q'!Qsagz - % Q Date:  1/12-16/82
P/H - R

ntractor/Contacts: + Davis

Exit Interview: VYes X No

Form 3.1) Revised 7-25-79
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Dadt 1 _ x Dait 2 Vait &
VILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,2832

Page 1 of &

YANKEE ATONIC ELECTRIC CORErPANY .
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVELLLANCE REPOET

Activity: Rediography Review/P-H

Specificer C8-432-02, PO203

Ref. Master Check List No.: Section V, Rev, 0

v Deficiency: (0961)

Radiography review by YARC on l-C8-432-02, F=203 was performed on 7/26/82 and rejected
for unacceptable penstraseters on original, and workmanship sample radiographa, subse-
queatly returnad to Pl for ve-veviev and correction. 7/15/82 radiograph's were re-
submitted and found to be unacceptable for same reasons, Original was not corrected

to veflect rejected status, and workasanship radiographe oenecrameter were unacceptable,
Plesse provide corrective action to preclude further occurances,

"; .

D.R. 024] written,

b
.
Y

~

Item open,

&a.

% .w!’t“
i

This report closed by $8CA -~ 11/02/82 - RGJ.

Yire

)"}' .

,m-mm Yoo X wo_

3,\-- bavised 7-2879
A
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Originator Code:  YPP/

Record Type: 20-R-Pu- 88

1:8 Index: ___2:_9_2_—_“_1_'_6_{ el

IM5 Index: (=02-@5-31, C-@1-@3=%, G-@4=01-31,

Date: _t[u/®8 ..
By b LY 4

~92-92

3

RN . S SIP TR 2§ & = SE——

cLivityY ! Radiography Rev

CSnac ¢ ~ )
Specifics see Belouw
ANOTS Al

ow=up surveillance to

Ref. Master Check List No,! ASME Se

Reviewed f systems, for ¢ lian to ASME Sect. V, a
Procedure ‘ i\ itilance and revicw was completed,
satisfactory.

item Cclused,

SYSTEM/LIN

LA

APPROX,

, Richard ¢ -l . ~ ,, 1/15-23/82
Performed By: e hany O \ / e~ Date: 11/13-23/82
- - P

Contractor/Contacts:

Exit Interview:

Revisad
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Originator Code: YPPs = Uit 1
Record Type: 20-R-Ps- 5§

IMS Indexi U=vi=pl=§2 FILE LOCATION: 0 .6,/

I Index: Haf1ail) 1)

Bt

Date:_(lia/1% Page 1 of 4
v . "\ .\

S i PN T (T

Unit 2 __ Unit A X

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FLIELD QA CROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Ka

diograp! Review/Peil

Specifics: sov Communts
5
! Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Sect., V. Rev. O

comrnents
100 £ {1 . R wale ’ " e
Reviewed radiocraphs on main steam piping, approximately 100 film, on 25 weld joints
} Dol ' Fel =77 h no dige TTiry
KeVview was 1n accordance with Sect., V criteria, and P-H IX=-RT=1=W77, with no discrupancics
Oted

N ’\

" 1o / / . '\ 12/07-06/82

Performed By: R,C, Julian \JQ*A£;£¥3£;>( ~3)ob£;ga~. Date: 12/07-09/82
i |
-

Contra::orlﬁon:acts:_ P=i

it Interview: VYes No A

itm 3,2 Revised 10-04-82




Uait 1 X Dait 2 Unit &

FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14.3867

Page 1 of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVELLLANCE REPORY
Activity: Radiography Review/P-H

Specitics: See Below

Ref. Masier Check List No.: ASME Sect. V, Rev. 0

Comments:

Performed in-process review of radiographs on following R.C. Loop Piping repairs,
and information radiographs of excavations for repair orientation & location.
Radiographs were found to be acceptable with no discrepancies noted.

RC=3-01, FO101
RC-6-01, FO102
RC=9=01, FC101
RC-10-01, FO101
RC=10-01, FO102

2

r

Beerforned By: R.C. Julian \Qé:le 0 Dete: 1/21/83

tractor/Contacts: _ p.j/p Bowles. R, Bowles
h - - - -~
t lotarview: Yes No_ x

thora 3.2 Raviged 10-04-82

~
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BT Y e ~ . - -

Orindnstor Codei Y0fs . tnit | X lait 2 . Unie A
Record lype: et =yu=188 |
1M lndr!‘: N IETIETS AL b 0 L4 SNAD

S

Index: C=01=03-11
‘II',: A ;‘[!!"_!l"" ] Page | ot &

& —— —tm

YANREE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUT
SURVELLLANCE REPORT

ACtiIvitY ! Radiography Review/Ps=l

Specifics: Sc¢¢ Comments

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Sect. V, Rev. 0

Lommet.*

Reviewed radiographs on RC Loop piping repairs and In=-process. Repair excavation of
RC~10-01, FOIO0l was revicwed for elimination of defects, radiographs were found to be
satisfactory. Keview of RC=9-01, FO101 radiographs of excavation was found to be
satisfactory with weld defects eliminated.

Note: That radigraphs are o ipalr excavation therefore areas of interest were
determined by composite and single viewing of excavation areas.

ltem closed.

Performed By: R, C. Julian Rf%&“l\ Date: 2/3/83

ntractor/Cont..ts; P<H/R. Bowles

v Interview: Yes No X

Form J.2 Revised 10-04-82
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VIid O,
repalr to hye
| tocat ion,

Performed By: C,

Contractor/Contacts:

t Interview: VYes

Form 3.2 Revised




Uriginator Code:_ PP«
Record Type: 20=t-tluslf
IMS Index: U=f.=dl-.
IMS lncﬁx: H=di~d1-31
Date: ‘//723

By: 7 1)

KEE l
|

.

- \

] ®

Ref, Master

Revicewed the fn".‘.‘\‘h'.'l}", radfographs In
vorification of densities, location md
on reader sheet Review was comploted
Joint No. No. ol
FW 4600= 14 o FO2 b L4
4600=02, FO20E b
260003, FOJOI ‘
460003, F0305
4600=03 J() €
4600=05, FO501 A
4600-05, FOS525 4
4600-08, FO8O0L A
,600=09. F0904 {
4600-09, FO908 :
Gt «09., FO912 (3
4t 09, FO91B )
4600-10, FOl06 9
Performed By: R.C. Jullan \p)

, S
[ \
1 AN
Ny

ELECTRIC

‘nit 1
"

i

Page |

COMPANY

EPORT

\MT < ’ ) .
» DS t Ve Rev,
{ ) ¢

iccord wil b TAL A AP

\ v r i el
!"-rf‘v . | RN S48 Y 1

it ) ¥ ’ ' 1
Wik Ui ¢ 108
Film

b §
P~

,-'L -

N S T2
LUGAN 10N

y f
ol 4
Keview

Contractor/Contacts: '~H
Exit Ilnterview: Yes No_ X

Form J.2 Revised 10-04-82



Criginator code: ot ini: | X gt ! Vi
Mmeord Tape B -\'-_'°|'--’n8mr
b I1ndd : o P M | . AT i) 9 :.6,15.;‘}2

Lndes =du-A1-31 _

Ve A ' 0 TCIRLR
\ A \ \
i 84 aw'n
y b\ r
Wi Rad lography Roeview/P=H
speciltics e Comment
e stur heck Li&t NOL ASME Sect. V, Rev, C

Comment s

Roeviewed =il radiographs for compliance to ASME Scct. V, P=H Proccdurc IN=RT=1=W77., Review
f

f Information, completeness of reader sneet, and ¢ requirements of film identification,
markers systems, and densities were found to be satisfactory with no discrepancics
notod,
System No. Wold No. No. of Film
FW 4600~10 F1003 8
. FW 4600=11 F1104 12
FW 4601=01 FO106 8
e FW 4601-02 FO204 10
FW 4601-03 FO301 10
f‘h -o'\(v\'l"\"w F‘:\'uv‘\}-' :.‘
FW 4601=05 FO303 10
FW 4603=05 FO502 12
FWw 4603=06 FORO1 12
FW 4603-04 FO402 12
FW 4604-01 FO103 14

" P /1 ) ) o A

Perf{ormed Bv: R.C. Julian \‘WQM’ Date: 2/28=3/01/83
)

‘crac:cr’@cnu;u: P=H

«..ot lnterview: Yes NO X

Form 3.2 Kevised 10«04«82




: ._; CREOEN ¢

Vait 1| _x Unfe 2 Unit A
FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14.4134

Fage | of 4

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROLP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Radiography Review/P-H

Specifics: See Couments

Raf. Masier Check List No.: AsME Sect. V, Rev, 0

Comments!

Ruviewed the following P-H radiographs, for compliance to ASME Sect. V, and P«H Procedure
IX=RT=1-W77. Review was found to be satisfactory with no discrepancies noted.

System Field Weld No. No. of Film

Fl-160-01 FO116
Fl=160-01 FOl42
FI-188-01 FOl41
PI-188-01 FO149
Fl1-188-01 FO152
FI~188~C1 FO153
F1-188-01 FO155

Item closed,

Bartorned oy, NG Jultan o 2.0 :% 0 Date: 3/01-02/83
gotcactor/Contacta:_ P-H

It loterview: Yes No_X

o P ‘).2 Revised 10-04.82
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Originator Code: ‘ Unit 1 __ _x Unit 2

Record Type: 20V e 1 op ‘ ‘ ' 9
IS Index: G-Pi-dl-9; Fl
INS lodex: H-gi=gl-«1)

Date: Slulas ) age 1 ot 4

IPNUS R -

" «--m-....ﬂ..wﬁ‘..-.. —

,_
pus
>

‘.

-

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
i _ FIELD QA CROL?
‘ SURVEILLANCE REPORT

ACtivity Radi mrapt Roeview/Pe)
Specifics: Sce nment s
% ! 4 N T
Ref. Master Check List No. \EMI gt Ve Rew
mments
rerftormed 1 ORI review of tt tollowing for mpliance t SME V, and
r r IXeRTe) o R 1\ @ n 1 § ) |
YUuUTry LASKI® =W ' eV CVIEW Was completed wit NO discrepancies
System Fiel weld NO, ([ Filn
«MSE« L000«05% ey e
Le«MS«4000=0 " 'y e !
leMC. ) ) o | . ?
\ “ S f
«MES«4L 000« | : ’
«MS5«40006 N8 } \,“ [
- D e F ]
L*My=4000=]2 Fl2 A
| «MS =i 4 » FORDO
V_\u,' - g } NG N
«MS«iN02«1) Fl \ )
«MS=L0(12«]] ¥l W

Pertormed [y: it Jullan  Nadard g -

Date:  1/01-09/81

R e —

v N

TEewn e

Unit A

Contractor/Cont ety '+l

Xit Interview e N

Form J).. Kovi s




Originecor Code: _._‘{% .
Record Type: Q-M L
1M lM."- li_.:_-,_._- FILE LOCATION: O 2. 6.12 49

IMNS lndex: H \ |-|| SRSV TR ——

‘“"h-,.‘il.u!,.u_‘--_---‘-.-.”.. Page ! »f
LA . W T

Unit 1 _X Unft , Unit A

WWKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
L

FIELS A CROLUP
SURVELLLANCE REPOKRT
Af[-»l'.- 4 nr Vivw
¢ ’
opecifics A W
|
Ref. Master heck List No. et .
commuent s
tforn ' flogr y | ow ’ mnl | Wwe t 3 <l ' .
I X | =RT=W » v W \ L l toril wit! i y 1\ t
{
stuem N W . f "
«MSail) i ¥
«MSei4l) - f f
MK e ) -~
“MBek e I
' | «MS§=400 105 .
ol | «M5» ) > Fiis M
. laMB . . M
v | «MS o
."' ; N >
MG, ) \
. -
VM .
\

.
-




Originator Code: Y*?g .
Record Type: 2P~R-Ph- ) upn
IMS Index.  Q-P2-9l-92

L A

FASKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC
FIELD QA GROLP
?»;P,nf:‘x‘u."\t-)} Pt‘ WT

Lomments:

Performed

ASME Sect., V, and IX«RT=1+«W77 Reviow was ¢

ted.,

«~CBS~120
1=CBS=1208+0)
i=CBS~1208-0)
1=CBS=1210~01
1=CBF=1211+02
1=CBS=1211-02
1=CBS=1211+02
1=CBS«1212+0]
1=CBS~1212-01
l=CBS«1212+02
l«CBS=1212-02
1=CBS=1212-02
1=CBS=1212+02

FO303

FO304

Item closed.

COMPANY

\diography review on ¢ tollowing radiogranohs

mpleted

AT S -

bnje 1 X

R

FILE LOCATION: G 2.6.14,4345

Unit A

Unit 2

Page 1 of

for mpl Lance to

I with no discrepancies

Date: 1/21=25/82

Performed By: -W&LMW A

Contractor/Contacts: p.y

’!Xt incerview: VYos_

orm ),2 Revised
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Originator Code: '.'w e
Record Type: 2P-R-PA.
I8 Index: Q-Pi-#l-$2

NS Index:

'ANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC CO°

FIELD QA CRCUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Uit 1 _ X Unie 2 Unjt A

FILE LOCATION: 0 2. 6. 0. 4648
Page 1 of &

Activity: Control of Special Processes/P-H

Specifice: Radiography Review

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Sect.

Location: YAEC CFQA Office

Comments!

Rev. O

Ferformed radiography review on following radiographe fer compliance to ASME

Sect. V & P=~H Procedure IX«RT=1«W77,
Joiat #

\=«M§=4002+09 FOS04
1«M8«4003«01 FO101
1=M8§«4003-07 FO701
1=M5«4003~07 FO703
1=M8=~4003-08 FO803
1=M§«4003=08 FO801
1-M8§«40023-08 F0892
1=M8§~4003-08 FOBO4
1=M3=4003~10 F1002
1- M§=4003+10 F1004

No deficiencies or observatione.

v /)
Performed By: R.C. Julian ‘é;l;g..fa¢_gc_ .

Weld ¢ No. of Film

antractor/Contacts:_P-H

t Interview: Yea_  No X

Form 3.2 Revised 10-04-82

Date:  5/02/83




Oviginater Codu: Unit L X Usit 2 Unit A \d
Index: 1«31, H-gb-gl-1l

Pl 1 » I Page | of &

byt A——

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT
Activity; Control of Special Processes/F-H

Specifice: Kadiography Reviev

Ref. Master Check Lint No,i1 ASME Sect. V, Rev, 0
Location: YAEC CFQA Office
Comment !

Completed review of P«H radiographs for compliance to ABME Sect. V

b P=M Procedure IX«RT=1«W77. Reviev was completed with no discrepancies
noted.
Joint |/ O No. of Mlm
C8~365~01 PO104 3
CS«365-01 FOL08 3
C8«365+04 FO4O7? 3
CS=365«04 FO402 3
C8=365-04 FO408 3
C8~365-04 FO4LO09 3
C§«357+03 FO302 $
C§=357-03 FO308 o
C§-360~02 r202 5
C§~360~02 Fu.'04 9
' C8~360~05 FO503 5
C8+328-02 FO211 5
C5-328-02 FO210 5
C§-302~03 FO308 5
FW 4609-01 F0107 b
W 4609-02 F0201 A
PW 4608-03 PO301 4
W 4606-16 F1603 &
FW 461601 F0102 5
FW 4615«01 FO102 5
No deficiencies or ohssrvations,

Performed By: R.C. Julian _Date:__ 5/06=06/83

NG
ractor/Contactey P-H

Exit Interview: Yes__  No_ X

Porm .2 Ravised 10-04-82
A




Uit 1 T Unit 2 Unit A

FILE LOCGATION: 0 2.6.14.474]
331, B-P4-92-3]
Page 1 of &

YANEEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Control of Special Processes/P-U

Specifice: Radiography Review

Ref. Master Check List No,: ASME Sect. V, Rev, 0
Location: YAEC FQA Office

Commente:

Performed radiography revievw on the following, for compliance to ASME

Sect. V and P=H IX=RT<1=W77. Reviev was completed with no discrepancies
noted,

System L Ne. of Film

1-C8-302-03 FO308
1-«C§~302~03 FO307
1=CO=4053~26 F2603
1=C0=4079~01 FO103
1=C0=4053~11 F1101
1=00=4053+30 F3007
1=CO0=4053+30 Flg06
1=RC~13~06 PO606
1=RC=13-06 FO604

5
5
4
&
7
A
4
4
4

No observations or deficiencies noted.

SParformed By R.C. Julian » $/16=20/83

BRntractor/Contacts:_P-H

trlntorvtova Yes N X

Ravised 10-04-82
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Oripinstor Code: Unit ! X Unit 2 Unit A
Record Type: 2P~

I Index: _.a\;e*;u o 5

. FILE LOCATION. Q 2,6,16.4964
M5 Index: W-d3=g\<31, GJl-92-11
LI TV T T RE—— Page 1 of &

___.&.MD‘_..--..__.,.

ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVETLLANCE REPCKRIT

Activity: Control of Special Proce ses/PeH

Specifics: Radiography Review

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Sasct, V, Rev, O
location: YAEC FQA Office

Comments!

Performed customer review of P=H radiographe for compliance to ASME Sect., V,

and P=~H procedure IX-RT~l«W77, Review was completed and found satisfactory
with no discrepancies noted,

Line ¢ Field Weld ¢ e Of Film

1=M5~4007«01 FO105
L=M§«4009=01 FO108
1=M8«4010=05 FO503
l=M§«4014~01] FO101
1=H8=4014=01 FO102
1=M5«4015-02 FO202
l=51=204=04 FO401
1=§1+203~02 FO204

No ohservations or deficiencies noted,

Performed By: .0, Julian _Miﬁ?«a& Date: §/22-23/83

Contractor/Contacts:

t Interview: Yes No__X

Form J.2 Revised 10-04-82
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.,”.  teit ! _y Oeit 37 TORRGEN
FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6,14,5088

E ﬁx_&um-u. C~g1-93=31
Page | of 4

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FLELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Control of Special Processes/P=H

Specifice: Radiography Review

Ref. Master Check List No.: AsMe Sect. V, Rev, 0
Location: YAEC FQA Office

Comments:

- Performed radiograph: review of the following radiographs for compliance
to ASME Sect. V, and P=H Procedure IX«RT=1«W77, Reviev was completed
. satisfactorily, with no discrepancies noted,

~ Line No, No. of Film

) 1=M§«4000~08 , FOBO2

- i=M8=4001+09, F090)

» L=M8«4000«04, FO4LOS
1=M§-4001<05, FOS02

. 1=M§«4001-05, FOS501
1=M§«4003=06, FO604

S 1=M8=4002-07, F070)

1+M8~4002~09, RO90L

1=M§«4003«06, FO605

P 1=M8=4003=07, FO704

g 1=§1«203«01, FO103

.y 1«RC~58«05, FOS03
1=RC=97«03, FO0305§

b 1«RC=59«02, F0203
1=RC«15«01, FO106
l«RC=59«01, FO103
1=RC=59=02, F0201
1=RC=59«02, F0202
l=RC=13«06, FO602

TETETETETET R I SRV A S S RPNV I o o

b No deficiencies or observations noted.

Pertormed By: R.C., Julilan ),_2“‘2 | g ) é\é > Q: Date: 7/11-15/8)
Contractor/Contacts:

P=H

EBxit Interview: Yes No X

PO
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¢ Code:

Dait 1 _x Unic 2 Vit 4
: Typa: 2 — —
A u“' e z- nu w’xqu 20‘01‘0”"
" W Lodex: - T@5«3), G=§2-g2-31
te: o & T Page 1 of 4
. Byi vy in
X YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY

FIELD QA CROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Control of Special Processes/P-M

Specifics:! Radlography Review

At
(-
. Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Sect. V, Rev, 0 _
Locationt YAEC FQA Office
4 3 Comment s !
"
‘N Per{ormed radiography review on the following radiographe for compliance
e to ASME V, and P«~H Procedure IX=RT=1«W77, Reviev completed with
' satisfactory results,
(W "
b ¥ o Line No. No. of Film
¥ 1=«RH«180~03, SW"F" 4
¥ - 1=RH=154~01, FO107 5
; 1=RH=154«01, FO108 5
- l=RH~154<01, FO109 5
i =1 l=RH=164~02, FO212 5
! oS l=RH=164=02, F0201 b
/ ‘EES 1=RH=~163=03, F0301 4
¥ 1-(B$1208-03, F0302 7
5 4 - 1«81=201=02, F2207 5
L 1=8B=1310=y5, FO506 2
8y - ) 1«SB=1310=05, FO507 3
ﬁr\ -

\ . No deficiencies or observations noted.

L
& Performed By: R.C, Julian f) Date: 7/16/8)
4&

v Contractor/Contacts; F=M

-

Exit Intevview: VYes No X

B

? ™ 3.2 Revised 10-04-82

) -




Oviginstor Code: Y Gagt 1 X Dute 2 X Unic A
i3 ;‘du: 'Eﬁ-ﬁg’; FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6,14,532)
IS lodex!  Cg2-g8=1l, GellS~91-)]

Dete! I3 IS/RS e Page 1 of
.,3 QLQ G‘h

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
FIELD QA GROVP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Control of Sperial Processes /P=H

Specifices: Radiography Review

Ref. Master Check List No.: ASME Beuis V, Rev. 0O
Locationt YAEC CFQA Otlice

Comments!

Performed radiopraphy review on the following, for compliance to ASME Sect. V &
P=H Procedure IX«RT=1«W77, Review was completed with no discrepancies noted,

Line ¢ L No. of Film
1«CB8~1205-01 FO101 “
1=~CBS~1205«02 F0203 “
2=CBS«2«1214 FO14 “
2=CBS=2+~1214 FOl) “
1=C6=302«02 FO201 b
1=C8«302~02 FO202 “
1=C8«303=02 FO204 “
1=08=303=02 FO208 “
1=C8=30302 FO209 “
1=C8«303=03 FO305 “
1«C8«303«04 FO4LOB -
|=CE=318=04 FO405 3
1=C8-328=-01 FO104 5
1=C8=355+~12 F1201 b
1=C8=355«12 F1203 5
1=C8=357=05 19501 +
1=C8=360+«10 F1001 3
1=C8«3560«10 F1003 3

No vficiencies or observations.

: Performed By: R.C. Julian W, Date: 8/15-17/83

Contractor/Contacts: F-H

Exit Intervio: Yes No X

Porm 3.2 Revieed 10 0482
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Originator Code!
vt = 1

vate 1 _ %X Unit 2 Unit A

Index: O-$2-§1-§? FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,5364
Index:  G-g5-§l-31, B-§é-01-3]
' 1o/isils . Page 1 of &
o, A L’)LARI\A
YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPAXY
FIELD QA GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT
Activity: Control of Special Processes/P~H
Specifice: Radiography Review
Ref. Master Check List No.! ASME Sect. V, Rav., O
Locationt YAEC FQA Office
C mmente!

Performed radiography review of
Sect., V, & IX«RT=1-W77,

the following radiographys for compliance to ASME

Survelillance vas cowpleted satisfactorily with no discrepancies

noted.

Line # F.W. # No. ¢f Pilm
1=C8-365-01 FO107 ;
1«CH«365-01 FO109 3
|=C8~365-01 FO110 3
|=C8=365-04 FO4LO3 3
1=C8-365-04 FO406 3
|«C8~369=07 FO704 6
|=C8~374~02 FO208 5
|=C8~374~02 FO209 5
1«C8~374-02 F0210 5
1=C8+378-02 F0203 4
|=08-523-02 PFO204 S
1=C8«523-02 FO205 [
1«C8-523-02 F0 06 3
l=PW=4606-01 FO109 4
= PW=4606~14 F1402 4
|«FPW=4L606~16 F1604 4
1«FW=45607-04 F04L05 9
l«PW«4607-15 1503 4
l«PW=4607~16 F1604 “
l«FW=4608=17 F1703 4
|«FW=4608~17 F1704 4
|=PW-4608-17 F1705 4
l-PW=4609=01 FO1i3 A
l=-FPu=-4609~18 F1803 8

Performed By: _R. C. Julian M_c_%gﬂm‘ Date:__ 8/20/83
sntractor/Contacte:  P-H
ixit Interview: Yes No_X

Ravised

Pore 3.2

10-04-82




Originator Code: !"5 . Ubnit 1 X  Unit 2 Unit A
hacord Type: 20| - . _
IMS Lodex: Q-pi-0l-$2 FILE LOCATION: Q 2,6,16,551%

R

inde

. Page 1 of &

VANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
CTION FIZLD OUALITY ASSURANCE GROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPURT

Attivity Control of Special Processes/P-

Specifice Radiography Review

Ref. Master Chack List Nt ASME Sect. V, Rev,
Location:t YAEC CFQA Office
Comments!
Performed radiography reviev of the following radiographs for compliance to
ASME Sect., V, and 1X«RT«1«W77, HKeview was completed with no discrepancies

noted,

Line No, FW No, of Film

1=M§~4001-03 FO306 “
1=M8=4002~06 FO606

1=M§«4001=12 '1228 4
1«M§~4001=13 F1328 “
l=M§=4001=15 F1528 “
1=M§=4002=05 FO502 Y

No observations or deficiencies noted.

Performed By: R.C. Jultan \D. (. 0 g\% Q bate: 9/07=09/83

ontractor/Contactes: P-H

xit Interviev: Yes No X

——— e v—

Fore 1.2 Ravised 9/06/83
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FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,5607° 4"

1-93-31, C94-91-31, CQ2-45-31,
G-~§5-g1=31 Page 1 of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
CONSTRUCTION FILLD QUALITY ASSURANCE GROUP

SURVEILLANCE REPORT
Activity: Control of Special Processes/P-H

Specifice: Radiography Review

Ref. Masier Check List No.: Sect. V, Rev, 0
Location: YAEC CFQA Office

Commente!

Performed radiography review on the following radiographe for compliance to ASME
Sect., V, and P=H IX«RT«1-W77, Review completed with no discrepancies noted.

Line Numbar FWi No, of Film Line Number Fwé No., of Film

1=M8«4002«05 FO502 11 1=SB«1301~05 FO504
1=M8=4002+~13 F1328 1=CBS=1206~02 FO201
1=M8=4002«16 F1628 1=CBS~1206+02 FO202
LoMB=4UU 3=1 J rl348 1=CBS~1212-02 FO208
1«M8«4003«16 F1428 1~CBS~1219+01 0102
1-M8=«4005«03 FO304 1=CBS=12246=02 FO202
1=M§«4007=01 T0102 1=CC=712-04 FO4L04
1=M§=4009=01 FO104 1=CO=4042-01 FO103
1=M§-4011=01 FO102 1=C0=4049=05 0506
1=M8=4013=02 FO203
1=M8«4014=01 FO106
l=M8«4014~02 P0202
LeM§«4014+02 P0203
1=M8_4014~05 FOS01
1=M8=4016-02 FO201
1=M8«4003=05 FO50%
1=M8«4005=06 FO604
1=M§=4005-06 FO612
1=M§=4002-08 PO802
1«M8«4003~06 F0602
L=M8=4002-08 FOB03
1=M§«4005=06 FO613
1=M8<4005~11 F1104
1-M§-4005+~21 F2102
1=RC~21=04 FO401
1=RE-155-02 PO206
‘Ptlforn.d By: R.C. Julian

w

S RwL e Ww

—

No observations or deficiencies noted,

‘*\OQ&*\)‘“O\OQD'O&“HOOOU\OC\O-J‘\I’rb

Date: 9/17-23/83

F:.

Muutor/mn:uuz p-H

¢ Interview: Yes Mo X

! !bri 3 1  Revised 9/06/83
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Originator Code: !‘!g o Unit | X Unit 2 Unit A
Racord Type: 2§ -

I Index: Q-p2-9i-02 FILE LOCATION: Q 2.6.14,5610

S lndex: -2-1)
te: QiEE'E% Page ! of &

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
CONSTRUCTION FLILD QUALITY ASSURANCE CROUP
SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Control of Special Processes/P=H

Specifics: Radiography Review

Ref. Master Chec!. List No.: Sect..V, Rev, 0
locatico 't YAEC CFQA Office

Comments:

Performed radiography review on the following radiographs for compliance to

ASME Sect. V, and P=H IX«RT=1=W77, Review completed with no discrepancies
noted.

Line Number Fwé No. of Film

1=C0=~4065=02 F0201
1=CO=4059=02 FO601
1=CO0=4053«15 F1501
1«CO=£053+«06 FO605
1«CO=4053-08 FO310
1=C0=4053-09 FO901
1=C0=4053~10 F1002
1=C0=4053~10 F1009
1=CO=4053~15 F1503
1=CO0=4053=15 F1504
1=CO=4053~24 F2401
1=C0=4053-25 F2503
1=C0=4053=26 F2601
1=CO=4053+26 F2602
1=C0=4053~28 F2802
1=C0=4053=30 F3002
1=CO=4055-01 FO102
1+C0=4055+01 FO103
1=C0=4057=01 FO104
1=C0=4058~01 F0103
1=C0«4058-01 FO104
1=C0=4079-01 FO104
1-C0~4059-08 F080) 13

No observations or deficiencies noted.
Performed By: R.C, Julian

—
LV

PRV RT . SR R I S P S, N RS P

Date:  9/24/83

fontractor/Contacte: P=H

xit Interviev: VYes Ne X
%
Pora 3.2  Ravieed 9/06/8)
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I Lndex: 0 57 FILE LOGATION:__ Q 2.6.14.5611
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YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
CONSTRUCTION FLELD QUALITY ASSURANCE GROUP

SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Activity: Control of Special Processes/P-K

Specifice: Radiography Review

Ref. Master Check List No.: Sect. V: Rev. 0
Location: YARC CPQA Office

Comments!

Performed radiography reviev on the following radiographs for compliance to ASME
Sect. V and P«H IX«RT«1-W77. Reviev completed with no discrepancies noted.

Line Number e No. of Fllm Line Number e No, of Film

1=00=4059-09 FO903 L«PW«(609=18 F1801
1=C0=4059-09 ¥0904 LePW=6631-02 P020)
1=C0=4059~11 F1101 1=PW«4631<02 FO205
1=C0=4059~-11 F1102 l=PWedb3l=]d FL404
1=C0~4059~12 F1208 1 <M8«4000«04 FO403
1=C0~4060-01 FO101 1=ME=4010«04 POLO4
1=CO~4060+02 P0202 l=M8«4001-05 ro503
1=C0=4061-03 P0303 L=ME«4002+0) PO506
1=CO=4059«12 F1203 L=ME«4005-04 FO4LO2
1=C0-4061-03 PO30S L=ME«4005+12 11204
|=C8~351-0) FO301 L =M8~4005+20 FL004
1=C8~351-013 FO302 L=M8«~4010~16 Fle0l
1=C8~366~04 PO4OI L=MB«4010~16 F1603
1-C8«366~05 P0502 1«ME«40]1 1«02 PO203
1=C8+369-07 F705 1=ME~4012«02 P0202
1«C8-377-02 FO204 L=MB=~4014=08 FO502
1=C8~432-013 FO301 1=MB«4014+07 F0702
1=C8«524+01 FO103 1=ME«6015«02 FO20!
1=C8~524+01 FO104 L=ME=4017=02 F0202
1=C8-524-01 FO105 L=RH«]54=0] FO113
«C8~524-C) FO106 l«RH«]54=0] FOl14
i=FW=4600-0] 103
1=FW=4600-02 P0201
i:;:j::g;:gg :g;g? No deficiencies or observations noted,

Performed ayi__ R C. Ju“-“w Date:__ 9/25/83

Contractor/Contacts: P-H

‘latowuw Yes No X

Porw 3.2 Ravised 9/06/8)3
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SUMMARIES OF YAEC AUDIT REPORTS
‘ DEALING WITH PULLMAN-HIGGINS RADIOGRAPHY

(See also NUREG 1425, Appendix 8, page 2)




New Mampshire Yankeg
JUnary '

ENCLOSURE 4 TO NYN-01002

SUMMARIES OF YAEC AUDIT REPORTS
DEALING WITH PULLMAN-HIGGINS RADIOGRAPHY

(See also NUREG 1425, Appendix &, page 2)
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YAEC SEABROOK AUDIT REPORT
NO. SAJ63CS095

PULLMAN=HIGCINS, SEABROOK STATION, SEABROOK, NEW HAMPSHIRE

JUNE 3-6, 1980

PURPOSE: AUDIT OF SPECTAL PROCESS AND INSPECTION PORTIONS OF QA PROGRAM

AUDITORS: YAEC

— e

*PHILIP A, OIKLE, QUALITY ASSURANCE ENGINEER (ATL)
*RICHARD C. JULIAN, FIELD QUALITY ASSURANCE ENCINEER,
(AUDITOR IN TRAINING)
VESC
JOKN WARNER, NDE LEVEL 111 (PRESENT TO REVIEW P~H RADIOCRAPHS)

THOSE CONTACTED: PULLMAN=HIGGINS

*J. R. TOWNSEND, RESIDENT CONSTRUCTION MANAGCER
*J. J. CORCORAN, ASSISTANT RESIDENT CONSTRUCTION MANAGER
*RICHARD G. DAVIS, FIELD QUALITY ASSURANCE MANAGER
DAVID L. WALKER, QUALITY ASSURANCE SUPERVISOR
RAYMOND R. DONALD, QUALITY CONTROL SUPERVISOR
*BRUCE WILLARD, TRAINING OFPICER
CHARLES GASKELL, QUALITY ASSURANCE ENGINEER, WELDING
JOSEPH CODLESKI, QUALITY ASSURANCE ENCINEER, RECORDS
JAMES SUMNER, WELD INSPECTOR
WENDELL RYALS, WELD INSPECTOR
GLEN SIMMONS, GENERAL FOREMAN
WALTER KENNEY, AREA FOREMAN
KENNETH ACOX, WELD SPECIALIST -~ PROCESS SPECIALIST
*J. E. GODFREY, QUALITY ASSURANCE SPECIALIST

*ATTENDED EXIT INTERVIEW
SUM&‘EX:

This audit was the second in a series of mini~audits to be performed

on Pullman-Higgins' QA Program implementation during 1980, and covered
the areas of Special Processes and Inspection.

In general, Pullman~Higgins was found to be in compliance with the
portions of their program sudited. However, six deficiencies were
{dentified during the course of this audit in the areas of NDE and

Inspection and Test personnel certifications, welding procedure and
qualification records and out~of~-specification radiographs.




YAEC SEABROOK AUDIT REPORT
NO. SAISICSH0SS
PAGE 2

DISCUSSION:

A, The sudit vas performed using check lists generated from Pullman
Pover Products' Quality Assurance Manual and fmplementing
procedures. The suditors' questione, however, vere not limited
to the contents of the check liats.

Mr. John Warner, NDE level 111 for UVE4C, was present during part
of the audit for the purpose of randoaly reviewing conpleted
radiographs taken of piping field welds.

A formal exit intecview was conducted by the suditors concerning
the deficlencies revealed with the P=H personnel noted on page
1 of this report. The audit deficiencies were presented and
scknowledged by those present. FP~H QA Manager indicated that

corrective action had already begun on several of the cited
deficiencies.

Details of the audit deficiencies are covered in the sttachment
gection of this report.

AP R . )
OUTSTANDING 1TEMS:

———

A. Items closed out by this report!
None

New iteme requiring QA follow:

S§SCA No. 0305, Timely review of Welder Qualification Status
Log not performed.

(09=708<2)

S$SCA No. 030 Personnel certification documentation for B,
Willard not correct.
(09«705+2)

Welding personnel not aware of nearest location
of weld procedures.
(09«705+-2)

NDE certificeation files for R. Wise not
complete.

Pullman=Higgine certification procedure does
not eddress certification of personnel
performing holiday testing.

(10=705+1)




YAEC SEABROGKX AUDIT REPORT
NO, SAJ6ICS09S
PAGE 3

§SCA No. 0210, Radiographs reviewed vere deficlent for
following:!

File from field weld (FWOL03) on line 1-§1-250-01,

Revislen O, has density less than 2.0,
File from FWO10l on line CBS~1202-C. had code rejectable

indications.,
(09=7085-3)

: : ” / d
M/r

Quality Assurance Engineer

PAO/ pt

Attachment

ce. WIMiller/WPJohnson
BBBeckley

JDeVincentis
JWSingletor

The contents of this report have been reviewed for items which could require
reporting by 10CFR2]1 and 10CFR50.55(e):. The report did /did not

contain reportable items.

Qo E Uil for 7150

Quality Assurance Managef ¥ Date




SSCA No. 011G

Report No. _SAY61CS09%
Audit Date: p/jee/uo
Avditor(e): p, A, Olkle

REQUIREMENT ;

RT Procedure [X=RT«l-W?7

a) Radiographs taken vith an isotope shall be minimum of 2.0 density.

b) Paragraph 15.2 references acceptance criteris,

DEFICIENCY:

———

a) Contrary to the sbove, film taken on weld 1-§1-250-01, Revision

0, FWPL03, had & density <€2.0 {n the ares of interest.

b) Film viewed from CES~1202-01, Revision 1, View 0=1, FWO101
(O=1), has Code rejectable indications.

RECOMMENDATION:

Reshoot or repair as necessary to meet Code and procedure reguiresents.

PULLMAN-HIGGINS REPLY:

For Item a) of the audit report, Paragraph 8,1 of IX-RT-1-W77,
Revision 3, states that composite viewing may be used for areas in
whicih the transmitted film density is less than 2.9, The R.T,
reader shecet was so marked for composite viewing for the areas
that were less than 2.0, and according to our procedure, s
acceptable,

For 1tem b) of the audit report, the indication mentioncd was
intarpreted as internal root concavity and considered acceptable,
Following the YAEC audit, the indication was ultrasonically examined
and was found to be within the weld, makina the weld rejectable, A
Weld Repair Order for FOI01, R-1 has been initiated as of this date.




ATTACHMENY
6 OF 6

SSCA No. _ 0310

Report No, §i§(§?§?5§.m‘
Audit Date: _6/3-6/80
Auditor(s): P, A, 0

—————————————————————————

REQUIREMENT

RT Procedure IX-RT=l~W77

¢) Radiographs taken with an {sotope shall be minimum of 2.0 density,
b) Paragraph 15.2 veferences scceptance criteria.

R e80)
DEFICIENCY: (SB=9939, dated 7/15/80)  (SB=10020 dated July 25, 199

a) Contrary to the above, film taken on wveld 1=81«250«01, Revision
0, PWOL103, had & density <2.0 {n the area of interest.

b) Film viewed from CBS~1202-01, Revision 1, View 0«1, PWO101
(0=«1), has Code rejectable indications.

RECOMMENDATION:

Reshoot or repair as necesssry to meet Code and procedure requirements.

PULLMAN-HIGGINS REPLY!:

For Item a) of the audit report, Paragraph 8.1 of IX-RT~1<W77, Revision
3, states that composite viewing may bte used for areas in which the
tratenitted film density 1s less than 2.0, The R.T. reader sheet wasp
80 marked for composite vieving for the areas that were less than 2.0,
and according to our procedure, is acceptable.

For Item b) of the audit report, the indication mentioned was
interpreted as internal root concavity and considered acceptable.
Following the YAEC audit, the indication vas ultrasonically exsmined
and vas found to be within the veld, making the weld rejectable. A
Weld Repair Order for POLOL, R=1 has been initiated as of this date.

EVALUATION AND VERIFICATION:

Response i¢ acceptabdle.

The auditor verified that: (a) the reader sheet was revised to require
composite viewing in the areas where filn density was less than 2.0,

and (b) repair process sheet for line CBS~1202-01, Weld FOL01, R-l,
had been prepared.

This {tem {s considered closed.
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PULIMAN-HICGGINS, SEABROOK STATION, SEALROOER, NEW BAMPSHIRER
NOVEMBER 30 -~ DECEMBER 10, 1981

AUDIT OF SELECTED PORTIONS OF PULLMAN-EIGGINS' QUALITY ASSURANCE
PROGRAM AND IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURES

AUDITORS : YAEC
PHILIP A. OIKLE, SENIOR QUALITY ASSURANCE ENCINEER (ATL)
DONALD E. GROVES, SENIOR QUALITY ASSURANCE ENGINEER (ATM)
FREDERICY. A. BEAXE, SENIOR QUALITY ASSURANCE ENGINEER (ALY)
PSNH
CARY UPHAM, MAINTENANCE FOREMAN (OBSERVER)

THOSE CONTACTED:

PULLMAN~HICGINS

R. G. DAVIS, QA MANAGER

R. R. DONALD, QA SUPERVISOR

R. WISE, ACTING QC SUPERVISOR

C. A+ SCANNEL, CHIEF PIELD ENGINEER

M. NEWTON, QA TECENICIAN

M. MACCRAE, NDE SUPERV1SOR

B. SANTLER, LEAD DRAPTING ENGINEER

§. HARRINGCTON, OFFICE ENGINEER

D. HUNT, QA ENGINEER, RECORDS

K. MARTIN, QC INSPECTOR, NDE

E. BOVLES, QC INSPECTOR, NDE

J. M. PELLERIN, QC INSPECTOR, VISUAL

B. CRAHAM, QC INSPECTOR, PNEUMATIC/KYDRO
§. GLAZIER, QA SPECIALIST, WELDING/PROCESS
N. COLLINS, QA SPECIALIST, WELDING/PROCESS
W. LEMIEUX, QA SPECIALIST, WELDING/PROCESS
J. NILLS, QA SPECIALIST, WELDING/PROCESS
P. HOULE, QA SPECIALIST, WELDING/PROCESS
P. GEMMEL, QA SPECIALIST, WELDING

R. JOHNSON, QA ENGINEER

B UMMARY

The s:bject audit vas perforeved on selected portions of Pullman~Higgine'
Quality Assurance Program and Implementing Procedures. [lourteen (l4)
audit deficliencies vere {dentified. The sudit team concluded that the
sajority of the deficiencies identified were the result of personnel
working to verbal instructions contrary to the requirenents of approved
procedures and/or personnel not adequately familiar with procedurasl
requirements 1o their ares of responsibility,




TAEC SEABROOE AUDIT REPORT
M. BAS65CS184
PACE 2

The suditors recommended & more comprehensive indoctrination, training,

and assessment program be established and that procedures. whers

eppropriate, be revised to reflect actual practice within the guidelines

of project requirements.

RESULTS

A. 1. The sudit vas performed using the checklints fenezated from: P-H
spproved procedures and applicable project documente. Aress
focused on during the audit included, but wete not limited to,
special processes, inspection, test control, handling, storage,
shipping, QA records, and avdits.

Although deficiencies vere revealed {n wost of the aress sudited
(oee attachments), the major concern of the auditors was in the
sreas of pondestructive examination and wvelding. Typics)l examples
included radiographe not fully wmeeting code requirements, ligquid
penetrant examination not conducted in full compliance with
approved procedures, veld rod controle not in compliance with
epproved procedures, and velding not in sccordance wvith draving
specifications.

During the sudit portion, & veviev vae made of the results of the
last three svdite of the Pullmsn Power site QA group by their Quality
Evgineering Departesnt (Willismsport, PA), snd it was noted that
these sudits resulted successively in 19, 28 and 36 deficiencies.

The cover letier for the report of the sudit conducted the veek of
May &, 19081 (28 deficiencies) contained & recommendation that an
internal sudit program be established at the si‘te.

In reviewing the proposed implementing procedure (JS~XVIII-3 "Quality
Elte Requirement”™) and in discussions with cognizant PPP personnel
the folloving concerns vere noted!

1. The procedure establishes & surveillance program ve. the
recommended sudit program.

o The individual sseigned to perform this sctivity reporte to the
FPP site QA Manager.

+ There is no requirement that reports of the activity be forvarded
td PPP home office for their fnformation.

+ The procedure has not been submitted to VELC for review/approval
thus further delaying implemsentation.

In sddition, 1t vas revealed that the above noted PPP Corporate
Office audit deficiencies are closed out based solely on written
responses from the field, There 1s no sctual verification of
corrective action implemeniation until the folloving yearly site
sudit, thus not providing & timely verification end close=out.

Based on the overall rssulte of the sudit, the suditors feel that
more Corporate support to the fileld {s necessary, among other things,
to effect more timely verification of corrective action, faster
turn~around time on procedure revisions and providing & system of
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foterim changes to fleld procedires to minimize the effect on work at
the site.

It 1o strongly recommended that P-M take appropriste messures to

better sosene the effectivencsss of foltinl training end subsequent
recertification of personnel.

De Ab exit interviev vas held with P=H personnel ot vhich time the
results of ti» audit and suditors' concerns vere discussed.

117, OUTSTANDING ITEMS SUMMARY:

A:. Items closed out by this report.
1. None
. Nev 1tems requiring QA follow=up!

1. S5CA No. 0483, latest dravwing revision not on grind process sheets.
(09-705+~2)

No. O4B4, Required holes in penetrameter not visible.
(09=705+1)

Ro. O4ES, Tmproper film interpretation.
(09=705-2)

No. Q4B86, Liquid Penetrant Procedure not folloved.
(09=705-2)

« 0487, Other contractors velding returned to P-H ASME
ovens.

(09=705~2)

Holding oven temperature not checked per procedure.
(09=705~2)

Storage temperature specified for portsble ovens
does not meet ANS requirements.
(09=705~1)

« 0490, Procedure requirment not clear.
(09-705~1)

No. 0491, Tostructions for Hold Points not sdequately defined.
(06=705~1)

Ne. 0492, Procedure does not reflect sctual practice on
viggliong sccessories.
(13-705+2)

No. 0493, Pre~test Reviev Form not signed prior to test.
(11-705-2)

No. 0494, Lead letter B not stteched to film cassette.
(09~705-2)
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13. S5CA No. 0495, We<ld on pipe hanger undersized.
(09~705-2)

14, SSCA No. 0496, Veld reinforcement exceeded Code.,
(09-705-2)

% fM/?/ﬂ//P/

ikle Dete”
Senior Quelity Assurance Engineer

et o g, st
onald E. Croves Date

Senfor Quality Assurance Engineer

/2/3// 8

rederick A. Beake Date

‘ Senfor Quality Assursnce Engineer
PAO/fof

Attachmente

cc! « F. McDonald
+ M. Shepard/W. P. Johnson
+ DeVincentis
+ W Singleton
+ 3. Backley
+ Upham, PSNH
« Cauldvwell/R. G. Davia

The contents of this report have been revieved for iteams which could require

reporting by 10CFR21 and 10CFRS0.55(e). The report did /did not L//}:on-
tain potentially reportabls items, r
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SSCA No. 0LBé
Report No.  SAS65CS184
Audit Date! “Nov, 30 =

EC. RS i“{
Auditor(e)! m" Oikle

R!QUIIEH!NT:

p«H Procedure 1X=RT=1=W77, Par. 3.1.7, states in part, "The essential hole
in the penetrameter(s) shall be delineated in the radiography as required
in Appendix E."

DEFICIENCY!
Contrary to the above requirement, P~H approved repair radiograph
designated 5C-355-05, FO501, R=1 (0° shot), did not delineste the

essential ho.e in the penetrameter &% required and, therefore, does not
meet P=H procedure and ASME Code Section 111 requiresents.

RECOMMENDATION:

Reshoot above radiograph to meet required penetrameter sensitivity.
Assure affected NDE personnel are fully avare of P=H procedure and code
requirements.

PULLMAN=HIGGINS REPLY!

The radiograph in question was reshot. However, the file interpreter
continues to maintain that the required sensitivity had been met per code
requirements. Section V, Article 2 of ASME Code, Para. T=201 says,
“Radiography shall be performed vith a technique of sufficient sensitivity
to display the penetrameter fmage and the specified b- « +" Relative
to this shot, sufficient sensitivity displayed both

YAEC EVALUATION:

Response is acceptable. Deficiency wvill resain open pending verification
of corrective action implementation.

YAEC VERIFICATION: F. Beake, 2/12/82

The radiograph that was reshot was revieved and faund acceptable. Item
closed.
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A, QUALITY ASSURANCE SUPERVISOR
v LEAD SITE ADITOR
SEXTON, TWAINING OFFICER
R, DONALD, ASSISTANT QUALITY ASSURANCE MANAGER
BOWLES, NDE SUPERVISOR
NEWTON, QUALITY ASSURANCE SUPERVISOR
HUNT, QAE RECORDS
DEYOUNG, DCC SUPERVISOR
CRASEWICZ, LEAD ENGINEER
“ATERS, ALUDITOR
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SIZEMORE, QUALITY ASSURANCE SPECIALIST
SMITH, QUALITY ASSURANCE SPECIALIST
ARNEIL, QUALITY ASSURANCE SPECIALIST
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{T INTERVIEW

cudbject audit was performed o verify personnel compliance to

system afequacy nf the Quality Assurance Program and

ienenting procedures, and to evaluate the effectiveness of
plementat ! by responsible ;ersonnel.
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Ust serious

ntrcl Area

ar T8y ECAS werg
cond {tes represents a
nse within 5 davs.,
rescive these

trol are procedurally
nec
ek ine
ECAS
considered

owever, they appaar to bde

Control and the logging
ive {gplenentation s
nation and training,

The Seakroax Station Quality Ass , Procedure 9.1, and
supplenmental che: {ste from app cedures f(rom the
Piilman=Higgins % rogram and con . procedures wvere
utilized {n perfcraming the verific e of the audit,

o

The audit process consisted of sample analysis and verificstion of
i

objective evidence to assure adequacy ©

and compliance to the
ollowing procedures:

Ay

P=H Procedure 11-2, Revision &, NDE Qualificaiion and
Certi_f{cation

PN ®-ocedure 11=-4, Revision 5, Ingpection and Testing
Pe nel Qualification and Crreification

, Revision ot Control

[«5, Revision ¢ ol of Process Sheets
uisftion

chased Mater

“3nual, Section \ “ontro Purchased Material

Processes

A Manual, Sectic ¢ 3] © inecial Processes
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v2y HEltl Inspection

nual, Sectlion inspection, Test, and
ng Status

1, Corrective Action

P=H Procedure XVI=2, Revision b, Corrective Action
The exlt {nterview was conducted on June 28, 198), at which time
the deficiencles and observations were discussed {n detail. The
eudit team requested inmediate

interin corrective action in the two
dreas of significant concern,

RESULTS

e

A, The audit verification activities fdentified a total of eleven (11)
deficiencies and twvo (2) observations. None of the deficiencles
noted represent a serious breakdown (n the Qual‘:ry Assurance

Progras, The folloving s a breskdovn &s applicable to sach of the
Six areas that wvere sudited,

Four (4) deficiencies were identified {n the area of Document
Control of which two (2) are serious deficiencies; three (3)
deficiencies are in the area of QA Program; two (2) deficiencies
and one (1) observation are (n the area of Corrective Action; and
twvo (2) deficiencies and one (1) observation are in the area of
Special Processes,

OUTSTANDING ITEMS:

¢losed out bv this report

Hanger signed to correct fevision but hanper

"na N

is
oull

t to thi revision,
Th«70%«)
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YAEC
NO.
PACE
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REP
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ocedu

67093

.orrective action not responded ¢t

frase allotted,

¥ithin tige

| = y
‘i .

nsatisfactory response on CAR not referred to

next higher level of managesent.

16=705=2)

NRC Radiation Safety Examination n part of
the RT specific examination,.

027052

Eve examination J=1 block not completed., (ltenm

correcied and closed out during audit,)
' AN
)3=705=2)

No evidernce that examination (s closed book
with 2~hour time limit,
(02+=705~2)

Radiographic fi{lm views {ncorrectly
{dentified, (ltem corrected and closed out
durins auditc,)

(09=705=2)

"

QJT records do not contain the date or title of
signer,
(09=705=2)

Rod Roowm daily log does not {ndicate status of
process sheets turned in,

" ., -y
J6=705-2)

Radlography has two different penetrameters,

09-705-4)
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‘ PACE

4o not have date initiated

zi.j..f Lqﬁw Yifes
Frederick A ake Date
»eﬂlor Eng!r

ml(ructi.'M d.i!v Assurance

- //
/7 @)(’M
James J. WcArfle , g

P v
Quality Assurance Engineer

///@#

lalr Walter
Wuall:v Assurance Efigineer

FAR pf
Attachments

The contents of this report have been revieved for items which could require
reporting by 10CFR21 and 10Cr.50,55(e), The report did 'did not _/

contain potentially reportable itenms.
)
Aoy Fgard /it

Quality Assurance ‘ Date
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§SCA No.
Report No;‘
Audit Date!
Auditor(s):

ORSERVATION

Radiographic test report for 1-:%5-12?1-37, Weld #F0702, indicates that
tvo 010 penetrameters vere uted, Reviev of RT film shows one ¢10
penetrameter Of the base metal and one #12 penetrameter on a gshis, Bot?
penetrapeters are within density limits and cover all areas of the weld
and base smatecial., Thi (s an isolated case.

p=-H REPLY!
e -

*" 510 ope
we o fl penctrametet

rs
were used, Reader sheels

straeters,
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S8CA No, 0854
Report No, A738C
Audit Date: /20=2
Auditor{s): :

OBSERVATICN:

Radiographic test report for 1-CBS-1201~07, Weld #P0702, indicates that
two #10 penetrameters vere used, Review of RT file shows one /10
penetrameter on the base metal and one /12 penetrameter on a shim, Both

penetrameters are within density limits and cover all areas of the veld
and base material, This is an isolated case.

P-H REPLY!

1~CBS~1201<07, FO702, RT Test Report shows two /10 perietranetears were

used, Filwm shows that #10 and f12 penetrameters vere used, Reader
sheets have bean changed to reflect the right penstrameters,

EVALUAT ION:

Response is acceptable, Deficlency will remain open pending verification
of corrective action implementation.

VERIFICATION: (JJM, 8/25/83)

Reader sheet for subject film corrected 7/18/83 by F. R, Bowles, Correct
penetrameter ID placed on reader sheet.

This {tem is closed,
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TBA DATA REQUEST
FOR
SEABROOK PRUDENCE AUDIT

HISTORY OF WELD REJECT DATES



THE UNITED ILLUMINATING COMPANY
SEABROOK PRUDENCE AUDIT
DOCKET NO. 86-01-08

TBA DATA REQUEST NO. 235
PAGE 1 OF 1

Request:

Please provide history of weld reject rates on the project.
Pipe and cadweld,

Respense:

A history of piping weld rejection rates, as a result of
radiographic testing, is attached. Documentation indicating
cadweld rejection rates, including the daily cadweld inspection
. reports, are available for inspection at the Seabrook site.

January 6, 1987



Pare 11
R.T. REJECT RATES Page |

Monthly Rates and Yearlv Reraps

NEW WELDS REPAIRS TOTALS

18/ 7 = 38,9% 5/ 1 » 20,0% 23/ 0 = 34.8%

1980
l=1=80 to 1=31=80 15/ 6 = 40,0% 5/ 3 = 60.0% 230/ 9 = 45,0%
2=1-80 to 2-28-80 11/ 2 = 18.2% o/ 1 = 50.0% 13/ 3 » 23.1%
3=1-80 to 3-31-80 13/ 9 = 69.2% 6/ 3 = 50.0% 19/12 = 63,2%
4=1=80 to 4=30«80 17/ & = 11.8% ¢/ 2= 100% 19/ 4 » 21,1%
=180 to 5=31-80 14/10 » 71,4% 6/ 3 = 50,0% 20/13 = 65.0%
_ 6=1=80 to é=30~80 8/ 1 » 12.5% 13/ 5 = 38.5% 2l/ 6 = 2B,6%
7=1=80 to 7=31-80 20/ 6 = 30,0% 10/ 3 « 30.0% 30/ 9 = 30.0%
8-1-80 to 8-31-80 23/ 1= 4,3%X 1/ 0= 0% 24/ 1 » 4, 2%
9-1-80 to 9-30-80 15/ 6 = 40,0% 6/ 2 w 33.3% 21/ 8 » 38,1%
10=1=80 to 10-31-80 20/ 4 = 20,0% 11/ 2 » 18.2% 31/ 6 » 19.4%
11=1-80 to 11~30-80 25/ 9 = 36,0% 8/ 5 = 62.5% 33/14 & 42, 4%
12=1-80 to 12-31-80 12/ 3 =» 25,0% 3/ 2 = 66.7% 15/ 5 = 33,3%
1980 Recap 193/39 = 30,6% 73731 = 42.5% 266/90 = 33,8%
l=1=81 to 1=31=81 32/ 7 = 21,9% 1/ 0= 0,0% 33/ 7 = 21.2%
2=le8] tc 2=28-81 22/11 = 50,0% 3/ 1 = 33.3% 25/12 » 48,0%
3=1=8] to 3=21-8] %3/13 = 33,3% 11/ 3 = 27,38 56/18 = 32,1%
4=1«81 to «=30-8! 6%/11 » 15,9% 16/ 6 » 37,5% 85/17 = 20.0%
S=1=8] to S=31=§] 34/ 3= B BN 23/ 8 = 22,7% 36/ 8 = 14,3%
6=1-8l to 6~30=E1 17/ 1 = 5 .0% 10/ 4 = 40,0% 27/ 5 = 18,5%
7=1=81 to 7-31-8! 48/ 9 = 18,8% 13/ 2 » 15.4% 61/11 = 18,0%
S=l=81 to E-31-E] 63/12 » "5,0% 20/ 3 = 15,0% 83/13 = |8,1%
9=1=81 to 9-30-8] $8/13 = 22,40 16/ 4 = 25,0% T4/17 - 23.0%
10=~1=81 to [0-31=«8] T4/23 » 3].1% 2/ 71 = %1.9% 96/30 » 3]1,3%
Il=1=Bl to 11=30-8l 36/14 = 25 0% 12/'1» 8.3% 68/15 = 22.1%
12=1=8l to |2-31=8] 68/27 = 39,7% /3w 42,95 75/30 = 40,0%
1981 Recap 586/146 = 24,9% 153/39 » 25.5% 739/185 = 25.0%
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R.T. REJECT RATES

Monthly Rates and Yearly Recaps

NEWw WELDS
62/25 = 40.3%

84/21
78/17
125/27
111/42
145/37
145/33
107/30
170/63
108/32
131/28
25/ 8

1291/365

110/18
97/20
£9/21
68/ 4

138/21
111/1

L3/ 8

129/20
79/11

148/16
120/18
86/ 9

1300/178

25.0%
21.8%
21.6%
37.8%
25.5%
22.8%
28.0%
38.2%
29.6%
21.4%
32.0%

28.3%

REPAIRS
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R. T, REJECT RATES

Monthly Rates and Yearly Recaps

1984
NEW WELDS REPAIRS TOTALS
l1=1=84 to 1-31=-84 73/10 = 13,7% 21/ 5 = 23,8% 94/153 = 16.0%

IS T A R 1 1'!.\-"(..’ ’,/( ' q‘?. 2-3/& 2 $ 17. .\3/,9: e "7.
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January 11, 1991

ENCLOSURE 6 TO NYN-91002

EXTRACT FROM MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
FOR
WOLF CREEK GENERATING STATION



NOTES TO ENCLOSURE 6

This eoclosure is provided for comparison only. Note that at Wolf Creek, weld rejection
rates for large welds requiring radiography ranged from a high of 50% to a low of 20%.



i MANAGEMENf:-LJm
PERFCREMANCE
EVALUATION

WOLF CREEK GENERATING STATION

KANSAS GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
KN =AS ELECTRIC POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
MAY 1984




VI. CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

® The weld reject rate for pipe welds requiring radiography was unacceptable in

t independent, offsite groups to study the

drogram in 1980 in order to improve performance. Management

anges were made in the Daniel welding group in early 1981. Exhibit V1-49
pnificant improvement in the weld reject rate that occurred from
1981 through the end of the project. Exhibit VI-37 indicates that w elding

productivity for Wolf Creek was better than the average for comparable nuclear

EXHIBIT VIi-49
LARGE WELD REJECTION RATE
S0 1
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ENCLOSURE 7 TO NYN-91002

SEABROOK PROJECT MANAGEMENT PRUDENCE AUDIT
BY PICKARD, LOWE & GARRICK, JULY 1986

‘ BACKUP DOCUMENT, SEC. 3.6



NOTES TO ENCLOSURE 7

These documents attest to early executive mana

gement awareness and action regarding
P-H welding and weld rejection rates,



SEABROOK PROJECT
} VIANAGEMENT PRUDENCE AUDIT

Backup Documents
Section 3.6

Pickard, Lowe and Garrick,Inc.
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PSNH|Pue-c service
‘ Companyof New Hma;';n

SI&IROOKSTAHON
Englineering Onice:
Turnpike Road
Westborough, MA 01881
July 11, 1980
SB=9920
Q2.1.4

Mr. W C, Tallzman, Prasident

Public Service Company of New Hampshire
1000 Elx Streat

Manchester, NH 03105

Dear Mr. Tallman:

Quarterly Seahrook Project Quality Ass oce Evaluation Rezors

Puring the second quarter of 1980, design, procurezent, fabrication, and con-
struction activities continued subject to the controls of the Seabrook Project
Quality Assurance Program. A summary of my review of these activities and ay

evalyation of the Program effectiveness is presented in this Quarterly Evalua-
ticn Repors.

Tr

It is my judgement that the Seabrook Project Quality Assurance Program is
effective and is continuing to provide assurance that the plant equipment and
systems will operate satisfactorily ia service. My judgement is based on the
results of Yaokee Atomic Electric Company (YAEC) reviews of Project Contrac-
tors (United Engineers and Coustructors and Westinghouse) engizeering, procure=
ment, construction, and quality assurance documents, the results of YASEC audircs

and surveillance of suppliers and site coustructors, and the resulss of Nuclear
Regulatory Commission site inspections.

The procedures in use by YAEC and the Project Contractors are well established
and are providing the controls uecessary for safety-related work, Although
some procedural and hardware deficlencies are being identified during indepen=-
dent reviews, surveillance and audits, these actione have been effective in
dentifyicg problem areas and in initiating remedial action. Where corrective
action has not been as prompt as desired, supplemantary interim controls have
been provided. The extensive UESC design verification audit initiated {a 1979
continued throughout the past quarter, and corrective action taken for defi-
cient areas has been satisfactory. Where vendors and one site constructor
perforsance has been inadequate, thelir Programs have been supplemented by UESC
and YAEC direct participation. For these cases wve are emphasizing the need
for more appropriate corrective acticn, Thase cases are addressed below.

It is anticipated that during the curreat quarter vendor survei{llance and

auditing of vendors and constructors will be maintained at approximately tneir
present levels,

In evaluating the Quality Assurance Program effectiveness, the following ace
considered to be significant:



Mr. W. C. Tallman SB=%930
Page 2 July 11, 1980

1.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of Inspection and Enforcement (1&E)

During the second quarter of 1980, NRC I4E performed *hree inspections at the
construction site. One of these (80-05) was limited . environmental matters.
Two of the nonconformances identified during that inspection are being re-
solved. These involved local conditions of improper disposal, erosion, and
effluent turbidity. A third nonconformance, involving permanent settling
basin discharge turbidity in excess of that permitted, is presenting a pro~
blom and has yet to be resolved.

An inspection (80-04), made by two inspector specialists and the Project Re-
actor Inspector prior to his assumption of duties as the Seabrook Project
Resident Inspector, identified one noncompliance involving the omission of

an examination from field weld repair process sheets. Actions have been

taken to resolve this item and the two unresolved items also reported. During
this inspection, the Reactor Inspector reopened items involving questionahle
Cadvelding operations and inspactions reported by I1&E in the past. He will
review the measures being taken and their effectiveness to assure the ade-
quacy of current corrective action., This is discussed in 4, below.

Since assuming his duties as the Seabrook NRC I&E Resident Inspector, Mr. A.
Cerne has worked closely with Mr. J. Singleton, YAEC Field Quality Assurance
Manager. Weekly meerings are held to review his open items and a monthly
interview {s planned to summarize the information he intends to include in

his Monthly Inspection Report. In the interview on June 27, for his forth=-
coming Report (80-06), he identified one noncompliance involving a lack of
acceptance criteria for inspection of eye and anchur bolt grouting, The cri-
teria has since been establisked and the grouting involved has been reinspected
and found acceptable. Mr. Cerne identified several areas he intends to inves-
tigate further (unresolved items) and closed several items reported previously.

Yankee Atomic Electric Company Audit Program

In the past quarter YAEC participated in audits and surveillances essentially
as scheduled and at pre-selected in-process witness points. These included:

a. YAEC internal audits (three)

b. An audit at each of the Project Contractors' home offices

¢, Audlits of selected vendors (five)

d. Audits of plant construction site organizations (twelve)

€. Survelllances at vendor witness points (nineteen)

f. Surveillances of site activites (approximately one hundred and fifty)
YAEC also reviewed UESC audit and surveillance reports for both vendors and

constructors, including nonconformance reports and vendor notification re-
ports for deficiencies.
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i

These activities have provided the information needed to judge the ade~
quacy of the controls established, the degree of compliance, and the

quality of plant equipment (nd systems. They are discussed in 3. and 4.
below,

3. Egquipment Supplier Quality Assurance

From the results of the activities mentioned above, which include the re-
sults of inspections of equipment and documentation received at the con=
struction site, it is evident that most suppliers are in satisfactory com=
pliance with Project requirements. Where shop surveillance or site in-
spections have indicated a need for supplier corrective actions, appropri=-
ate actions have, in most cases, been taken hy the supplier. Where this
has not been the case, UELC surveillance has augmented the vendor inspec-

tion program. The adverse conditions noted have been or are being cor-
rected, These include:

a. Dravo Pipe Fabricators - Hardware and documentation deficiencies con=
tinued to be identified by UE&C personnel at what we feel is an
abnormally high rate. These have recently included violations of
minimum pipe wall thickness requirements and lack of fusion for

. radiographed joints which had been accepted by Dravo inspectors.

Questionable conditions of piping received at the construction
site have recently been reported by the plant piping installer
(Pullman-Higgins). These are being evaluated to assure proper

interpretation by Pullman-Higgins and appropriate corrective ac-
tion.

Dravo overall performance is being reviewed by UESC.

b. PX Engineering - Several unsatisfactory conditions have been identified,
requiring rework and document upgrading. Items being produced by

this supplier have required essentially one hundred percent re-
inspection,

¢. Velan Valve = The bonnet wall thickness was found to violate minimunm

wall requirements for several valves. Two other valves failed to
pass leak tests,

d. Buffalo Forge - Cooling equipment testing procedures and personnel
qualification procedures require upgrading. Some performance test
results have not been acceptable for this reason.

e. Corner and Lada - Because of the large amount of detail to be dealt

with in fabricating and documenting, a UE&C resident inspector

‘ has been assigned to this shop., The documentation and hardware
(component supports) dimensional deficiencies he has identified

are of the type and number that are reasonable for this point in
production,
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ized cabdble jacket repairs had been made and encs
had been incorrect
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ly sealed.

Goull, 3rown-3overi - Several deficiencies identified in 1977 remain
en because the corrective action was not taken, as schedulaed,

w2g recent switchgear modification,
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Aestinghouse = Tampa - Arc strikes noced on stean generators ave o e
removed and the areas are to be reinspected.

Westinghouse - Pensacola - Izplementacion of procedures should »

proved. Thirteen procedural deficiencies were noced 4
Jodne=ytilicy audic.

Plant Construcsion Activities

Perini Power Constructors (PPC)

farly in the quarter, in-depth redundant inspections by YAEC and LVELC
FQA personnel of work performed by Perini revealed :hat sose inspec~
tions performed by Perini personnel accepted conditions which were not
in compliance with specification and ASME Code requirements., Because
the actions by Perini to preclude repecition of deficient condicions
were not effective, Management actions were initiated by VELC and YAEC.
The actions takean at the executive level are ongoing and have resulzad
in agreemencs to make organizational changes within Perini as well as
other commitments in the areas of staffing, training, and disciplinary
accions. Perini has not fulfilled all of these commitmenss so dara.
VESC and YAEC ave established a Suparvisory Suppors Group (§53) o9
work with Perini QA Inspection Supervisors at the site. The 550 cone
sists of two YAEC and two UESC QA engineers whose prime objessive is

Lo assisc Perinl supervisors in: avoiding comstruction and inspection
errors, improving the effectiveness of Perini's QA Program and person-
nel, and taking positive steps to preclude repetitive problens. The
55C is continuing to function at the site. PPC has become dependent
upon the SSG and has been less than expeditious in inplementing changes
requescted by the SSG.

-
e
-
<
-

(AEC and UESC executive management personnel have mes with PPC ©
ate Management personnel on two different occasiocns and have di:
that positive actions must be taken immediately o achieve the ¢
quired results.

UEGC Field QA personnel are continuing 1002 redundant inspections of
wotrk performed by PPC to assure the quality of work in process.

Pulean-Hngins (P~¥)

Although P-H has performed welding operations on relatively few iainss
requiring radiographic examination (less than 200), they have experienczed
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a rejection rate of 38% which required repair and, in some cases, 3wd
€2 three repair cperations per joinec to achieve tadiographisc qualisy
elds his high rejection rate {s atcributed %o the inexperience of

weiders and an ineffective training prograa. YAZC, UtiC,
{f personnel are evaluating the options available t3
ity lavel., The option chosen will be expedited.
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YAZC audits of P-H during this reporting pericd also idenzifies Zafi-
cient conditions in the documentation substantiacing the qualifizasizn
of nondestructive examination procedures and personnel. Minor errorvs
in welding procedure qualification documentatisn were also nocsd., Saa
documentacicon probleas identified have been or are in the precess of
being corrected.

Fischbach-Boulos-Manzi-NH (FBM-VH)

YALC and FBM QA and Coastruction zanagezent level personnel held a
neeting to re-emphasize the QA requirementcs of the projece. All per-
sonnel in attendance agreed that the syscems and procedures approved

by the Construction Manager will comtinue to be followed uncil inprave~
zents and/or refinements to the procedures are submitced and approved
by the Construction Manager. Some wvelding problems relaced to filles
veld size of cable tray supports were identified by YAEC surveillance
and audit activities and have since been corrected,

ittsburgh Des Moines (PDM) and Pitssburgh Testing Laborazaries (271
ontinued to perform their scope of work responsidilicies sacisfaccor:

{AZC and UVE4LC Field QA personnel are eontinying

td parfotn
level surveillacce activicies effeactively.

their

VESC surveillance activities have become more hariware-orienced during
this quarter and as a result a greater number of defizient conditisns

have been idenvified and corrected during in-process work rather taan
afcer the face.

Very truly yours,
YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
W

Wendell P, Johason
Vice President

ul.tibbl‘
CEVandenburgh
DiMerrill
BB3eckley



These stancard procesures are descrided in QA-4 of the UEAC/PSNH Prosec:
Quality Assurance Procedures Manual (Ref, 3.6-12), PLG reviewed UE4C
standard specifications and the fnspection procedures Of Fischbach-Boylose
Manzi and Perini Power Constructors, Inc, (Refs. 3,8-19 and 3,6.20), 1t
determined tnat these procecures used accepted industry inspection methods
and contained detailed inspection criteria, Hold points were identified
that required verification and signoff by quality contro)l before resumption
of work, Implementation of these inspection procedures was the object of
continued surveillance by UEAC and YAEC, PLG consicers the inspection
program Jeveloped for the Seadrook project to be complete, detailed and
comprehensive,

Of equal importance in the evaluation of inspection programs is the training
and qualification of inspectors and their supervisors. Contractor training
requirements are established in the UEAC/PSNH Project Quality Assurance
Procedures Manual, Procedure QA-2-2 (Ref, 3,6-12), These procedures outline
responsidilities and training methods and include site contractar
superviston as shown in Field General Construction Procedure FGCP-13,

Rev., 0 (Ref, 3.6-21), [t 1s significant that training requirements were
imposed on supervisory personnel decause this does not represent cade or
regulatory requirements, but rather stil) higher self-imposed quality
assurance standards,

In addition, training and indoctrination programs for all site
personnel--management to craft--were initiated on the project as early as
1374 (see, e.3., QA-2-2, Rev. 1, dated 1974 (Ref, 3.6-12) and YAEC memoranda
documenting management indoctrination such as Ref, 3,6-22), At that time,
1t was not common within the industry to carry out such comprehensive
tndectrination and training programs, PLG considers the training and
ingectrination program an example of the strong management initiative that
contributed to the good quality results at Seadbrook,

A particular aspect of fnspection that was the suhject of frequent attention
was the interpretation of the American Welding Society code, Mr, McDonald
advised PLG that the project had been stringent in the interpretation of

3.6-28
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American we'ding Society weld inspection requirements, | This was prudent

»

veCaLse 1t was not until 1985 that tne tndustry could get the NRC o a
t0 a more relaxed interpretation of tre code,

ree ~

\A)

Quality Surveillance Program Implamentation

PLG reviewed a sample of project qualfty surveillance programs, PLG's
review of the YAEC and UELC procedures and an evaluation of surveillancs
reports ingicates that surveillance activity was thoroughly preplanned ang
extenstvely implemented, Master check)ists (@.8., Ref, 3.6-23) wers
prepared, covering industry codes and standards, regulatory guides ¢ne
bulletins and the quality control and quality assurance procedures o - ta
contractors, From these master check!ists, individual surveillane
checklists were prepared for current site activities, These surve 1':n.
checklists appear especially well prepared and documented,

(AEC quality assurance performed some 9,000 surveillances of 27 4ifferent
contractors, as well as surveillances of UEAC and PSNM and
self-surveillances, ius&c performed some 80,000 surveillances and

o)

‘ Y

fnspections of electrical, instrumentation and contrel, and civil/mechanical
construction activities, It has als0 conducted some 5,000 surveillances of
L vendors and material suppliers. ,.hvs extensive surveillance program nas

Provided the project with an excellent evaluation of the contractars'
performances,

8ased on PLG's experience, the numder and the quality of the surveillances
per r “he Seabrook project were greater than the usual industry

sta + concludes from reviewing the master checklists and completed
sy’ ©o-s FERONTS that both surveillance tools were wel! planned ang

gt ' that they represent 3 positive contribution toward the

excellent project quality results,

3.6-29
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weekly quality assurance managers meetings were hels dnd chatred by YaAL:
uality assurance personnel, Thig meeting fncluded all quality assurancs
managers of site contractors and UEAC quality assurance personnel, This
meeting s wnere various quality assurance maragers fnterface directly ¢

s0lve pradlems ana to monitar corrective actions,

-
-

The vast majority of quality assurance prodlems, nowever, were resol./ad an 3
Gdy-to-day dasis by means of inspection and audit reports, surveillance
Feports, ang other corrective actions taken Oy the various qualisy assuranza
°rgantzations, YAEC and UEAC prepared monthly resorts that summarize scen
items and provide a means to identify problems and %o verify that prodlems
are deing resolved.

The following are 1llustrations of management actions taken as a result of
quality assurance prodlems,

¢ 0On June 20, 1980, J. Vought, the UEAC resident constryction manager, was
informed %y J, Herrin, the PSNH site manager, that "the quality of pige
welding which we have been getting at Seabrook Station 18 cause for
serious concern," The rejection raete for radiographed safaty.grade
welds performed Dy Pullman-Higgins was 18% in June 1980, The rejection
Fate far weld repairs was 50% for the iame period. Herrin 311a statad
(Ref, 3.6-26):

4e recognize that the end product will be top quality,
This 15 our acceptance standard far qu.iity assurance ang
notning less will be tolerated, However with the amount
of rework required to achieve acceptanle quality based on
the welding performance we have experienced to date, we
are really facing a major cast factor which is forting
the welding costs to increase.

© On July 8, L3R0, UESC responded in a letter (Ref, /.6-27):

Jnited Engineers has been analyzing the weld radiograph
rejection rate trends during the past five (5) months.
we have interfaced with Pullman-Higgine on several
occasiens discussing the problems stemming from weld
rejecticns their causes and probable solutions,

3.6-36
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A
Afeer many mours of discussions oetween Pullman.Wigsing and UZEC, i Wi
A%

J 2Graed upon that “he following correcsive actions would be

mutya
- cstadlish an evaluation and surveillance program to determine who
the surerior welders were.

- vograce the offsite welders school by providing an additional
Instructor and by the exchange of information on welding problems,

B Mire additional welding supervisors to train, evaluate and assis:
weicars in the field to improve techniques and ability,

B Implement the use of automatic welding systems.

—

When the program began in 1380, the reject rate was nearly 38%. [ In
1981, this rate dropped to less than 25%, which is approximately the

industry average, | However, through the continued emphasis on welder
performance and weld quality, this rejection rate was lowered to 13% in
1983 and to 12% in 1984, as stated in discussions between PLG and

R, Kountz, the UEAC welding superintendent.| T. Poliquin indicated that
the increased usage of automatic welding of piping 6" and larger

ultimately lowered the machine weld rejection rate to adout 1%. | PLG

found aggressive management actions by PSNM, YAEC and UEAC to accemp)ish
these improvements. For example, UEAC contacted most unions east of the
Mississippi and local u1fons in the state of Washington to attract
qualified welders to the Seabrook project. These activities were
properly coordinated with the New Hampshire area local union
jurtsaiction as well as the union's national representatives in
Washington, 0. C. In other action, UEAC authorized Pullman-Higgins to
visit the United Association/National Contractors Association sponsored
welding schools in Terre Haute, [ndiana and Cleveland, Ohio to ensure
that students were receiving proper training in xe-ray welding and site
procedures (Ref, 3,6-28)., The independent evaluation of project
engineering and construction activities conducted in the fall of 1982

3.6-37
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N assessing management's implementation of the Quality assurance program,
PLG concluces that the quality and quantity of the surveillance and aud:t
dctivities of YAEC ang VEAC were ifmportant to the overal) management success
of the quality assurance program, The full support ang involvament of PSNN
vpRer management 1n the quality assurance PrOGram was also 4 significant
contridutor o 18 success,

PLG has cetermined that implementation of the Seadrook quality assurance
PFOgram was effective and thorough, PLG conc)udes that the quality
assurance activities of PSNM, YAEC and UESC were time .y, we!| considered ang
3000 practice and therefore reasonadle and prudent.

3.6.5 EXTERNAL AUDI'TS AND INSPECTION RESULTS

Evalyr ,fon Sriteria

The results of independent external audits and inspections during the course
of a project also can, when appropriate, provide an impartant acdditiona)
consideration in the evaluation of quality assurance manage.ent, PLG
reviewes those audits and fnspections of quality assurance regularly
°nducted Dy external organizations o0 Seabrook and other nuclear power
projects, This review covered NRC resident and regional inspections, NRC
Ticensee apprafsals and Institute of Nuclear Power Operations evaluations,
See Section 3,1.8 for a summary of audits 2ad reviews conducted of the
Seadbrook project,

NRC Inspecticng

NRC inspections of quality assurance programs are an important measure of
their efficacy, These inspections begin edrly in the project, usually soon
after construction has begun, The NRC effort for the Seadbrook project began
with 1nspections conducted by 1nspectars from the NRC Regfonal Qffice

3.6-4]
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Region 1, King of Prussia, Peansylvania), The tnspectors are we!! trataed,
JSudlly 1n the engineering giscipling 1n which they have the most exgert se,

A projects 'ncrease in activity, resident or fulletime ingpectars are
8557gned t0 them, The Sedbrook project has had & fulletime resident
Tnspector assigned ang at the site since early 1980, Currently, there are
three resident inspectors 1°:1uding the senfor inspector,

The function of the NRC inspectar is to Inspect the work, examine the
Fecords ang observe installation of matertals and equ pment to assure %t
the licensee s meeting fts commitments and 11censing requirements, These
NRC fnspections are an important element in the process of granting an
cperating license to the utility, The results of these inspections myse
demonstrate that the safety of the public is being prot - 2ted, If this
Ca7not be cemonstrated, the project may be shut down by the NRC or the
project may de cancelad because the utility fafled to meet design and

quality requirements, NRC fnspections represent an important assurance that

desfgn and quality requirements are met.

The systematic assessment of licensee performance is a yearly assessment oy

the NRC of the performance of a projact's quality assurance program and
1icensing activity, Section 3.5 and Figure 3.5+7 discuss such assessments
and should bde reviewed at this point for dackground information, These
assessments cover all aspects of project performance, not solely quality

assurance, although most aspects relate to the quality of the final product.

Therefore, SALP report conclusions are fritcative ~* quality assurance
performance.

PLG's analysis of the NRC SALP reports (see Section 3.5) indicates that the

NRC conducto 117 inspections of the Seabrook project, These consisted of
approximately 12,038 man-hours of actual onsite inspections by resigent

nspectors, regional frzpectors and teams of experts, | These inspections
resulted in 81 noncompliances, or | for every 149 man-hours of faspection,

i 1

-

[2n impressively low value (see Figure 3,646), | These noncompliances do not
necessartly reflect cefects, Violations are classified in accordance with

306"2



YO PLG ang, mere importantly, to the NRC, In th1s section, the resylss
$Chieved at Seadrook are compared 1n g 'imitesd wWay L0 Other experience 1n
the nuclesr fndustry,

Evaluaticn Criterion

Because of the limited nature of the Comparisons that can be made, the
Criterion selected for such an effore s very simple; 1.e,, now 4o the
Seadraok quality results compare with other expertence in the nuclear
industry?

Compariscns with the Experience of Other Nuclear Power Projects

PLG made 1ts comparisons in two aifferent ways, The first 18 with respect
to quality assurance problems that have emerged on some other projects, The
Second 1s with respect to the need for ang existence of NRC enforcement
actions,

Some nuclear projects such as Merdle Hi11, Midland and Zimmer have
experienced quality assurance prodlems that contriduted to their yitimately
being abandoned, A 1385 Salomon Brothers report (Ref, 3,6-39) states that
Consumers Power nas dpparently adandoned fts Mig)and project with 3 sunk
Cost to the utility of $3,400,000,000, The Zimmer project, as reported in
Fordes magazine (Ref, 3,6+40), could not be licensed because its safety ang
quality could not be established; the nuclear 1s)and s teing abandoned with
¢ sunk cost of §1,779,000,000 (Ref, 3.6-39), Other projects, such as
Comanche Peak, Diablo Canyon and South Texas, have suffered long delays
because of the need for quality verification, The Seabrook project has
experiencea none of these particular quality assurance prodlems. In PLG'S
Judgme t, this 1s because of the attitude toward quality at Seadrook and the
effectiveness of project quality assurance and implementation,

For nuclear projects on which the performance of Quality assurance functions

'S not satisfactory, the NRC 1ssues Stop work orders and assesses ¢ivil
monetary penalties, Such actions are not uncommon within the nuclear

3.6"7
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PLG foung that PSNK nas monitared the Sedadbrook project quality assyurance
Tanagement activities subsequent o Apri) 1384 via 155 oversignt functian
4N role as the applicant, PLG notes that the results of the NNY quality
85surance management activities have apparently deen satisfactory to date,
Therefore, PLG concludes that the actions of PSNM during this period were

reasoradle ang prucent,
3.6,8 SUMMARY

This section nas evaluated the more Important aspects of quality assurancs
management for the Seadbrook project. In each aspect examined, PLG founs
that the decisions and actions by PSNM, YAEC and UEAC management were
timely, well considered and good practice., PLG'S overall conclusion is that
quality assurance management was therefore reasonadble and prudent,

PLG has the following observations regarding quality assurance management:

¢ The end result of the Seabdbrook project-<the quality of the product--1s
excellent by all indfcators availadble to PLG and, more importantly, ta
the NRC.

o YAEC played an important role, organizing and implementing an effective
overall project quality assurance program, 1t carried out wel!
concelved and extensive survelllances and audits, and achieved
irpressively high-quality results--one of the major hignlignts of
overall project performance,

¢ There 1s clear evidence of the PSNH top management's commitment Lo, and
sersonal fnvolvement in, the quality assurance program from the start of
the project and in the results, This involvement shows up in the
program's results and was an important factor fn the successfu! quality
assurance program at Seabrook,

3.,6-586
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sometimes 1FIC T t0 use, meets regulatory requirements. Changes
hrtiates fn late 1983 should improve the system by making it easier %o

45..

¢ More than 30% of the ratings recefved by the project in the NRC SALP
reports reflect either high leve! or satisfactory performance by
management in the achievement of desired resylts.

¢ The NRC has not fssued any stop work orders or assessed dny civi]
monetary penalties for leadbrook, PLG ascridbes this to the project

participants’ diligence in assuring quality,

Quality assurance management was a very strong element of the Seabraok
project,

3.6-56
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the inspection scandal to examine records and weld x reys, tound that fully percent

‘\k L

suriface

NOTES TO ENCLOSURE &8

Wampler's name was first brought to the NHY's Employee Allegation Response (EAR)

§ attention by this letter from Stephen B, Comley Page 2 of the attachment states
and 1983, a piping weld inspector falsified 2400 inspections. After he was arrested
t the welds were re-inspected, but nearly half of them were never physically

ined; many were inaccessible by then A Level 111 weld inspector, who was hired

3

elds he inspected had failed. He was | red, he believes, because he found so many

ulting EAR Program investigation revealed the following a) there had been no
[ any welds examined t

y the individual referred to b) the Level I11 inspector
ampler) was not hired because of the "scandal The individual involved had falsified
¢Xamination records; Wampler was performing a Level IIl review of radingraphic

completely different examinations, ¢) a 20% radiographic weld reject rate for a

the size ol Seabrook was not unusual or unexpected (see pg. 3.6-37 of PLG Report
Enclosure 7 Fbe Seabrook Project reject rates have been plotted since 1979. Anvone
ated with welding and radiography on the Seabrook Project, from the crafl person (4
nighest level f  execulive management, had some idea what the project
ng/radiographic reject rate was, and d) Joseon Wampler was fired for Unsatisfactory

tormance and for no other reason. Srz S. abrook press release Eaclosure 1




We The People ™<= g

of the United States, Inc. . ‘
Stop Chernobvi Here

e

May 8, 1989

Mr. Samuel Chilk

Secretary

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1 White Flint North

lé6th Floor

1155 Rockville Pike
Rockville, Maryland 20882

Dear Mr. Chilk,

) Station Nuclear Power
(docket $50-443/444) ., The enclosed
trates that Seabrook st

defective components.
not required Seubrook Station's owners to find
the counterfeit components; instead the agency
the engineering safety standards.

and replace
has lowerea

We The People OPPOsSes NRC decision $89-7 as of May 3, 1989,

Lo grant Seabrook Station an Cperating license. Such a
decision compromises public safety, violating the NRC
Congressional mandate to Protect the publiec.

Furthermore, a decision to allow o
confidence in the Licensing Seabrook Station
18 the most recent incident of ill-advised decisions on the

NRC's part. PFor example, last January the agency allowed the
Pilgrim Nuclear Plant in p » Massachusetts, to restart,

ublic and by the state.
tch full power.

Peration undermines public

emergency or another.
months

The NRC's reputation now may be damaged beyond repair in the
Public's eyes., a MAajority now agree with Massachusetts
Attorrey General Shannon's opinion that "the NRC should
change its name to the Nuclear Advocacy Commission."

Box 277. Rowley, MA 01969, (508) 948-79%9 A SRR, Wi (MBR AU uon
50 Count St., Plymouth, MA 02361, (508) 746-9 300
National Press Bidg., Suite 994, 14 & F. S, N.W., Washingion. D.C. 20045, (202) 628661 |




The agency is trampling the rights of the American people and
in the process is cracking the democratic foundation on which
the United States is built. The enclosed information proves
that Seabrook Station will endanger the public 1f the NRC
insists on allowing it to operate. If you ignore this
information and Persist in licensing the plant, you will

prove, beyond a shadow of a doubt, that the NRC i8 a disgrace
to this country,

Sincerely,

Stephen B. Comley
Executive Director




We The People
of the United States, Inc.

Stop Chermobvi Here

A catastrophic nuclear pover plant accident in the U.8., vorse
than Three Mile lsland or even Chernobyl, is isminent. Such an
accident vill most likely be caused by mechanical failure due to
the tens of thousands of Substandard parts and materials, falsely
certified aw safe, recently discovered to be installed in »
majority of U.8. nuclear plants (1),

Matariale have been counterfeited (n two vays: chegp imports
vere falsely marked or certifiasd Lo say they vere nmade in the 0.5,
&nd meet required safety wstandards, and VEed parts vere refurbished
Lo appear nev then falsely labelled and certified as having passed
Eafety tests. These substandard Rateriales currently fall inte
three broad categories: PLPING materials, fasteners, and electrical
components. Hovever, the Posmibility that other categories of
Daterials are involved cannot be disminsed, The counterfeit parts
frequently do not meet the Standards engineers require to ensure

nuclesr plant safety, Seabrook Station hawe received nacerials in
all three categorias.

In 1988 Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) testimony put the
likelihood of » devastating nuclear plant accident at ¢5 percent
every 2C years, Probability (n i(teelf unacceptable. The
probability has now multiplied substantially. It wvae not until
1988 that extensive installation of counterfeit nateriale in
nuclear plants vas uncovered. The NRC is vell avare of the seriocus
danger to public safety POSed by these substandard materisles. But
the agency has caved in under nuclear industry pressure. Insteasd
of regquiring detection and replaczement of substandard counterfeit
Parts, the NRC has lovered nuclsar Plants safety standards, so the
counterfeit parte nov meet the revieed standards.

To protect public safety, it iw of particular importance to
prevent operstion of Seabrook Station in New Hampshire.
Substandard parts built into that plant, (n combination with faults

in the plant'e construction, create a high probability of & serious
accident if (t is activated.

During an NRC-ovdered inspection, ‘Seabféok Station's owner,
reported that at gqnggxlgy BURpect piping fixtures had been found
At the plant: as of:August 25;°71980%(2), but said the fixtures met
required safety standards. Hovever, a chesicsl analyein of
Seabrook Station fixtures in October, 1988, by an independent

Box 277, Rowley, MA 01968, (508) 948.79%9
50 Coun St Plymouth, MA 02361, (508) 7464 300
National Press Bidg., Suite 994, 14 & F. Su, N.W., Wathingion. D .C, 20045, (202) 6280611



laboratory, revealed that SORE Raturiale tests had failed to meet
JSafety requirement. ~Sovorll?tlunqo;\xn the service vater system
Yequire replacement (3).,

Draveo, a piping supplier, and Pullman-Higgins, the plant's
centractor which installed the Piping (until the company vnl,tir.d_
in 1984),, vere both ligted as Facipients of counterfeit piping in
NRC documents (4¢).

Seabrook Station vas Plagued Ith piping safety problems long
before the revelations of counterfeit piping became a concern in
1988, In 1982 and 1983, a PipPing veld inspector falsified 2‘00\
‘nepegtitine, After he vas arrested some of the velds vere
re-inspactad, butinearly half of them:vere never. ph all

Lexamined; many wsre inaccessible by than': (8 :

TEDe vy ~’u"‘. , h . 3 -
¢ go‘r 3 ". ./.)...‘\ 3 e e O oL *Lh d
heainspected had failed (6 i aas 7Irad, Ne balleves, because
found s - N lde, o -8 & wSeabrook sStation.velder
informed the NRC that velds in Drave Piping vere flaved, but the
NRC concluded they vere not a safety concern (7).

B

3 JAn 1988, can_ins ad the test to qualify as an

Y \\.Authorxzod Nuclear Inaspector. | but performed inspections for

g Seabrook's insurance company. The AN! (& a role critical to
Seabrook Station's legally insured status. The insurance company
dropped an investigation undertaken of this violation, and the NRC
accepts Seabrook Station's contention there wvas no vrongdeing (8).

The NRC consistently exhibits a lax attitude towvard egafety by
alloving these and other safety violations to stand, vith only a
token glance at evidance provided by the utility, on the aesumption
that backup systems and other inspections would cover for any
breakdowns.

These past problems ere gignificant because the NRC decided
that installed counterfeit materials vhich had passed veld
ingpections should be left in place, hoping that veld inspection
prograss would have uncovered any =ubstandard counterfeit piping
installed (9). But those programs vere riddled with problems, and
throughout construction, inspectors vere unavare of tha counterfeit
materiale,




Rt

supplied by an inois rm oni??ld.in‘coun;oifottinq acceording to
an April, 190§, NRC notice (10). Two menths later, during a raid
of California electrical BUpply companies engaged in
counterfeiting, one of the companies owners told a U.S. Marshal
that substandard circuit breakers had been xold to nuclear plants
throughout the U.S. (11) for the last ten years (12). General
Electric and Westinghouse labels vere among the false labels
affixed to these electrical components (13), & type used in nuclear
plant safety eyatems (14). When the Diadlo Canyon nuclear plant
checked circuit breakers bought from the California companies,
every circult breaker tamted by the plunt failed (18).

Seabrook Station ;.i!ivod safety-relatad electrical components

According to Thomas Murley, NRC Director of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, the sgency knew of substandard fasteners sold to
nuclear plants for tvo years befors the NRC ordered any action
teken (16). A Maryland nuclear plant had used commercial grade
fastenere in safety systems; wvhen the fastenacrs vere tested, 339 of
1539 fatled (17). The NRC ordered a very limited testing programt
plants had to test 10 safety and 10 non-ssfety fasteners in their
varehouses (18). Seabrook Station construction was completed tvo
years ago, and the problem has been public knovwledge for a2 least
that long, gﬁgtt }ljphllk.lr'fllv’dgf.ltln.tl vould be found in the.
‘;:ronpgqu‘pqrg‘%13q}y}§ﬁ?7fhi?ﬁ'lxro.dy beesn built into the plant.,

Assumptions of nuclear plant safety are based on several
factors: redundancy, meaning backup systems vill compensate for
failures (n main systems; and extensive .inspection program that
guarantee quality construction. Yet Seabrook Station's flaved
inspection nrogram S the substandard counterfeit ssaterials built
‘inte the plant, ané‘a series of NRC documents and statements belie
the conclusion the nuclear plant is safe.

A failure of & non-safety system could "challenge safety
Eystems,” meaning it could trigger a safety system failure, the NRC
noted in an Auoultﬂ 1968, memo (19). . The process for upq:adgnQ
non-safety componente for use in safety systems, a common practice,
is flaved 6Fding "to another NRC document (20). Materials
inspections by the NRC {tself do not work, admitted the NRC's own
Thomas Murley (21). He also said that cnce a percentage of
components with a specific model number had been tested, there wvas
no requirement for testing further orders of that model number



June, 1988 (23). Qggggg&33!~$nqt"tho“pueloar plants are built
safsly.are based on vendor certifications.

The NRC refuses to take a position protecting public health
and safety. The NRC's Sttitude vas demonstrated By the agency's
initial effort to pase on responeibility for dealing vith the
counterfeit electrical components to the industry (24) and
manufacturers (25). Additionally, after Eeverz] months of fuabling
for a solution to the Sounterfeit piping problem, the NRC, under
industry pressure, cancelled ite order that the counterfeit,

et vl

fubstandard material® ba found and eplaced (26).

The NRC also delayed for long periods of tinme before notifying
nuclear plants of the vVarious types of counterfeit materialws
distributed to tham. In the case of the fasteners, the agency
delayed for several years (27). The NRC knaw about the Californias
counterfeit circuit breakers for thres monthe before the agency
notified pomsible recipients of the probles (28), and vaited & full
eight months before Fe&QuUiring any inspections for flaved circuit
breakere (29). In the case of the counterfeit Piping materials,
the NRC vas avare of the of the problem as early ae Januasry, 1988
(30). But the Sgency actually knev about it earlier and did nor
notify nuclear plants until May 6 (31). By the fall, the NRC had
dropped any requirement for further investigation by nuclear plants
of piping problems (32),

In &ll cases, the acticns the NRC tequired are (nadeguate.
The agency lovered Eafety standards for nuclear plants (33) to
Accommodate the unsafe conditions. Corrupt NRC policies have Eet
the stage for a major disaster. Since the agency will not avart
this disaster, it is UP to the people of this country and the
elected officials wheo represent them to intervens, both to prevent
activation of Seabrook Station, and to fully investigate the NRC.
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14
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22

46 ‘
C Do you recall whether or not you included this as an ;

exhibit in the copy of your complaint to the Labor Board?
A I don't remember if I submitted that.

MR. WOICCAK: If I may, your Honor, I have a
copy of the complaint that Mr. Wampler submitted and it
refers to Attachment No. 4, Site Level III Duties and
Responsibilities, September 27, 1983. Although Mr. Wampler
might not remember it, I believe it is already a part of the
record and I would ask ycu at some point to refer to that.

JUBGE DI NARDI: VYes. That document is already
in evidence as Attachment No. 4 to ALJ Exhibit No. 5. The
document is dated September 27, 198372

MR. WOICCAK: That's the one.

JUDGE DI NARDI: The document is already in
evidence.

Q Could you tell us what a Site Level III does? What does
that mean?

A Well, technically, I oversee all Non-Destructive
Inspection on Seabrook performed by Pullman-Higgins. There
are different areas in Non-Destructive Inspection starting at
a Level I, who is an individual just starting out in a
business. There are a certain amount of hours and months
that they are required to have training and formal education.
Then from there you move to a Level II.

A level II is required to have more train.i~ »




L |
|

|
' | and education, mors on the JOb training. Basically a Level I

. ? ;: performs the functions af dictated by a Level III. He can
K calibrate, he can perform the job.
“ The Level 1Il which takes anywhere between
L] tive and fourteen years to become, he reviews all procedures,

6 writes technigues, dictates the inspection medium to be used,

? how it is to be used, any safety requirements that go with
8 that, He also oversees all of these functions,
o At Seabrookh I had no direct supervision.

10 However, I had the final authority or technical responsibil-

1" ity for all of the NDE, I would interface with Yankee with

12 radiographic interpretation,

' 12 0 Excuse me, Mr. Wampler., For the record, when you refer
14 to Yankee, what d¢ you mean?
T A Yankee Automic. They are basically the Owner's
16 Representative for Seabrook Station.
17 | Q@ Okay?
18 A Part of my job was to Level III review of all radiographs
19 by Pullman-Higgins, which was one hundred per cent review.
20 1 had to review every radiograph that went through the
21 || Department for completeness, paperwork, if in fact the
22 defects had been called out, if there were any for complete-

23 ness prior to ¢oing up to Yankee for their approval.

24 ] wrote a lot of letters to the State of

2% New Hampshire, dealt very heavily with the Manager of

I g TRt SR G e R M TR e e S RO T
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"

12

13

15

10

17

18

20

Pl

22

23

24

25

Q Pirectly above him I helleve vou Said was Mr, Duvis’

A Yes, sir.

Q Did you work with these pecple on a daily basis with
regard to your functions and their functions?

A Yes, sir.

Q They were all located at Seabrook, correct?

A Uh hum,

Q At some time after your arrival at feabrook, were you
assigned certain tasks with regard of reading of the x-ray
reports or the x-rays themselves, excuse rs?

A Yes, The first two jobs were to complete an NRC findin,
on ultrasonics that they had done and to review film,

Q With regard to the reviewing of the film, what were you
given and what were you told about it?

A Well, as it started, it was caich up on production film

T —
and then start on the backlog film, Everyone showed me about

three file cabinets and said, here, you are going to have a

good time, all this filin is backlog film.

So, I started very slowly going through that

trying to get into Yankee.

Q Tell us about this backleg film? What was it and why
do you refer to it as backlog film?

A It was film that was s, ot either months before I was
there or when they were witnout a Level IIl on site, they

would bring in Curporate but they weren't keeping up with

fBay State c/\’e/:om‘ng Co.
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12

14

goginatior of excessive is anythingiover fiVe“Fes cent, |

They !oto rejecting up to nineteen Lo twenty per cent on my
Q

=

Vid you proceed to do iL?

A Yes, sir, I did. 1 started reviewing film on a non=stop

tasis. 1 sierted finding excessiveirejects.s My own

own review., I went to my boss and informed him of that.

¢ When you say boss, by name who are you referring to?
A Mr. Cavis.

@ What if anything did you tell Mr. Davis abour your
findings?

A I told him that we were going to be in trouble L.o-svse

if my reject rate was at nineteen to twenty per cent, Yankoo'r

is going to a lot higher. He said, we will worry about it

when it gets here.

Q What did you do after that?

A 1 went back to reviewing film and logging it in my book.
Any of the packages that required Non-Conformance Reports
were put into a separate compartment because I wanted to get

the bulk of the film completed and into Yankee Automic's

hands. That's what I was told to do, that's what I was going|

to do. 8o, the discrepant film packages that I found, if I

could handle it as a paperwork error, I handle it as a paper-
work error, initialed the paperwork and sent it on its way, i
Anything tha. was more than a puaperwork error, if it was

re=x or if there was an indication in the weld that I didn'ti




13

14

16

17

18

19

'ot‘them wcrc tor re-x's which we' wcro doinq whon I 1oftﬁ

live, L put 1L cff to the side and then reviewed it acain.

LE it was a rejectable i-ndlcatsun.“' then as soon as the bulk,

R W ————

©Ff the film was _iqio" !zn}up‘ Atomic's !i‘;;haﬁdli“*th'cpf'l'f\!puld "l

nformance ‘t«f‘ﬁdﬁ“h‘rlfﬂﬁﬁuﬁpvié

Yankee wA_t_omig;wri cienc orts

poxntme-wu'fnia'c I wolld rather find

it than have Yankee 'Atomic y;fsgmggybq?iglgncy Reports.

r—

Q Could you summarize for us the types of findings that
you have nade with regard to these x-rays?
A There were nunerous paperwork erros, there were some
lack of fusion rejects, there were some forocities, there
was some grogﬁq £ilm which is unaccoptlélc for a Code. The
film was required to be atchivai>quality and if it was
Efégn it was not archival quality, you cannot read the weld.
There were some Qiows of a weld that we couldn't even read

the weld. It was so blown out that you couldn t really read

e

the weld, Thoso wuro put into plequl for later on. SOma

-

V'rﬁ .

"‘-s«

I had put a couple on the lxst and said, okay, I want you to
g0 cut and re-shoot this weld because I couldn't read the
film, and it wasn't just me. I had Michael Drew and

Ecdie Bolls, every once in a while we'd all three sit down
and put our heads together and try to figure out what we
were going to do with some of the film. Sometimes we didn't

agree. Like Il told them, if they'll convince me that I anm




il "g

b Fhe biggust hang-up that we had was if we were in @ turnover |

!

. 2 | where we wanted to turn a complete system over, we wanted
3 to make sure that the radiographs were complete., Some of
4 them were in that area but some again weren't,

§ Q I would like to direct your attention to early December
6 of 1983. Do you recall any specific conversations with

7 Mr. Davis with regard to the X-rays?

8 A Yes. I spoke to him abeut the excessive reintt rate and

NPEC 9 | the fact ihaﬂvu m—@ mmmﬂl‘!
1 ! », ' 'ﬂ!ormo &Qi‘?‘ﬁllnh '

-

" tiat this was going to reflect on me, that I wasn't cemplet~

2 | ing my J8Bsince s Wis's TeVeT™YTTEIra thactic VAT RE

. 13 rnéé}u"ilbnity‘md- that 1tWatloct rather noqativcly
14 | __on myself.

Q What response if any did you make to that statement?

18

16 A I asked him how it could reflect on me. 1 wasn't even
17 here when I shot the welds. He said, it's your job. But I
18 said, I wasn't here. All I am trying to do now is cover

19 the Compsny and try and perform what I can to get things

done according to Code.

20
21 | 9 Now, if these situations with the welds were not co:rectef,
22 | What effect if any would that have on the project?
23 | A Well, it could have a detrimental effect or. the project
. $i if you haed a line come apart’_. Some of them weren't that :
2 || GFOSs. It wap definitely not to Code and what the final !
|
|

o bl Il e e R b R TR )
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"

12

16

17

18

19

20

Fa

a2

20

24

» A delay, a backloaw in reviawing Lhose films, that is
not & violation of anything, is it?
M Not that 1 know of. There is about 2,000 other packages

of film that were returned to them from Yankee and what I

was trying to do is stop it from going to Yankee to come

Ak b i e

bauk.,

Q My question to you, sir, was whether a delay or backlog
in films to be reviewed is a violation of any regulation

or procedure that you are aware of?

A No.

Q NOo cne told you to go and lcok at those films and passed
films that you thought were improper, did they?

A No, I was just told to get them done.

¢ You were just told to get them done?

A Yes.,

Q Your job was to get them done?

A Yes.

Q They required Site Level III review?

A Yes.

Q There had been four or five months prior to your employ-
ment where there had been no one there to review them?

A Ves.

Q Is it fair to say that with ongoing Radiographic Testing
being performed a backlog was going to develop?

A It shouldn't éevelop.
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12

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

e

23

24

25

A NO, nOt nocessarily on thosa items, on techniques
employed, on fuct of diladensity, on the fact of arttifacts,
on the fact of film interpretation, I wis the final word for
those and I informed him that diladensity wasn't allowed, |
I informed him that we had to watch our techniques. I

informed him that we had to \vatch artifacts. There was a

lot of things that were technically going on because I was

catching it from Yankee Atomic.

$¢, I would give it Dack to the Supervisors

©f that particular area. It just so happened that lLarry's

area, Radiography, wae catehing hell from Yankee Aromic.

could modify his operation to take the ieat off ¢he Coapany

Therefore, I am in the middle. It is my job
to try and stop that. That's exactly what I was trying to
de is to stop Yankee Atomic from coming after Pullman because
I was still a Company Emploree.

Q Is it fair to say you saw that 2s your job as &0 inter-

pose yourself or to instruct Jarry Steele as to ways that he

as far as Yankee was concerned?

A Sure. To provide a Code accpetable Radingraph, that's
all anybody asked for.

Q You saw that as your obligation to instruct Mr. S eele
on those?

A As Technical Authority, yes. That was my ndligation. I

was technically responsible for the NDE's, thercfore, yes.
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s ——— Accounts ol;
Wampler’s firing and ap- l

L ]
Seabrook station case | peai had moeived heay
| lay in the state’s media_ |
® ! Kul Wolccak and|
® .2 4 ? Puliman-Higgins!
ired satety otficial withdraws appeal  ©iiiu
: i Edward Shoemaker,
: : said in their foint state-
By NEILJ COTE Hearings on the matter cessfully requested a pany had a difference of Irylng to enforce safety | ment thsl facts were
Staff Writer gol underway Monday continuance FEdward regar the eduies that were of repeatingly distorted
Lawyers for a former morning before Ad Wolccak, attorney for proper interpreta of little concern to "Mr. Wampler and the
Seabrook Station safety ministralive Law J Wampler, told DiNardi safety rules concerning Pullman Higgins company regret that
official and the company David W DiNardl, and that the parties would nondvestmdlve testing, Wampler had said that many of the nmuuntsof:
that fired him apparenf- were scheduled to con continue discusstons which like many a- the company maintalned this case in the media |
ly reached a private set- tUnue yesterday at a Holt- privatel tions, can be re In a careless attitude were inaccurate and that
Jemem yesterday day Inn conference In a joint slalement, more than one way,” the toward the ex sure Mr. Wampler and his at-
foom the lawyers announced ,olm statement read. Iridium 392 3 dghly lorney were misquoted
The satety official, that Jampler had “Mr. Wampler and the hazardous radicactive regarding !mportant
Joseph Wo.mpler, was Byt justead lawyers withdrawn lis appeal of company have resolved substance that techni aspects of this case,” the
9!’9“3""‘29'-’5 Depart- tor Wampler and the Labor Department thelr differences in this clans repeatingly were slatement said. “The
meat of Labor ruling Puliman Higgine spent ruling. but offered lttle case ™ in contact with, and that ‘safety questions have '
that his dismissal from mest of the con- explanation on how the The statement, lligE,Ins-Punman was been reviewed by ap-
Pullman Higgins, a Pen- ferring privately and decision came about ever, seemed Hke a lax in its safety tests and :rwr late state and
nsylvania firm that's a ghumng other partles. : watered dowsn version of record-keeping Ac- Hederal
major Seabrook Station Finally at 11 a m, both ““According (o Mr. the prior day’s cording to Wampler’'s
contractor, was soley stdes returned to the con- \Vnm';r.mecase arese testimony, as Wn:ark.-r Monday testimory, found

Higgins maintained that
Wampler was fired
because he was insubwor
dinate and unwill to
malntain a sat'sfaclory
working relationship
with other management
employees The lawyers
also accused him ;?br

Ing willing to keep mum |

about any safety mattlers
i return for a cash set
tlement

due 1o Job performance. ference room and suc. after and the com- had sald he was fired for perhaps 20 percent of News stories ahout the |
- weldstheton?wnywas meblvle!::‘m‘
rﬂonslble or were ampler -
fauity cak tola DiNardi Mon-
Woiccak also had toid d-g thal they didn't
DiNardi Monday that It the media’s atten '
Pullman Higgins was Htlon. Wampler, whe was
most remiss its en- ‘Quoted in a Herald story
f ) fercment of safety y.. ugeht never
LA ol 1 A evia1n: « ) oiE 1 precautions, and that his e to writer
V‘” l ’”\““'h H()[“’d,w(d”/‘ddl IM{H‘ ' \ 21,1 "l client's superior was 2 wight Adams, bul
L% s ! . / construction crew that -Ad.ms C’.'m’ olher-
cared far more about - =
completing the oject ams says Wampeer
"than bow safe It ?:as or called The Herald on
wasn't March 13, and that the
Lawyers for Pullman fired safety officie]
Y to bim on two

‘other occasions. Ac-

his home Mag % 14, and
asked him te spoax with
Wolccak

- A reporter at anot,»r
newspaper says ae
received an anor ..ous
cali last weei, a1 that

the calier mﬁeestel he
conlact Wolce
Wampler, however,

refused to speak with
reporters (estwdav.
merely nodding or shak.
Ing bis head when ques
thons were asked
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Ex-Seabreok werker claims violations .

| X ByDWIGHT ADAY
- I Staflf Writer
SEABRO -
My propic who have jost their
. felt wronged when he w as
1anded thie piok stip. s [
L be says,  onty
use he was dolng his Job cor-
<. He vowed (o do ever ythang he
w1d 10 get his job back
The Lunent sounds {amiliar, but
ampler’'s story has more ses ieuy
ephcations. partly because he has
irsued it us (ar 3k the U S, Depart-
nwent of Jaber's dourstep and alsg
“Cause of the nalure of his work
Un Momilay, March 19" Wampler

— Joe Wampler, like -

" will be Gble to speak his plece before

an administrative jaw judge in a
peblic hearing at 19 2. at the ioli-

doy Inn, Poutsmoully’ Here is _ms N
" slde of the story.

Woampler wae 3 cerlified, site-
leved 111, vou vestructive inspector
at Scabrook Station's nuclear power .
piant before he was flred on Jan. 3.
That  was four nonths alier he
slarted work for Pullman Higgins of

- Wiliamsport, Pa., o major contrac-

Lot ot the site.

His Job, as be describes i, made
hiie responsible for radlathen s:  {y
In his work arca, which meant in-
spectiog the welds on et ! plpes

and supperls used in construction of
the plat, as well as supsr “ing the
techuicians who x ‘rayed those welds
to chieck for defects

Wampler uoticed © an cmployee
fepcatedly  violating safety stan-

. dards by entering the restricted X-.

3y mea and as his superior,
ordered hitn to stop. - When the
employee refused Lo do so, Wampler

romptly reported the Incidents to

i% superiors. -

However, Instead of being com-
plimeated. Wampler was fired soon
after for causing ““dissension” bet-
ween mun:gcnnml and v .. Lers, ac-
cording to Wamgpler.

Wampler. 34, has Spemt at least 12
yoars dowy, non-destructive Inspec-
tion, “hick is also used in the Mtline
and defense industrics (s a techng-
Yue cmploved whenever a weld has
o be checked thotougl:ly, without
damaging it in the process.

Theweidis actuaily phatographed
with gamma rays and then in-
specled for apy <racks. Te do that
the camera wuses Iy W92, a
tadivactive subsiance which is ex-

Ky €

b & TIPS
lorney, Eduad R Wotecak
Thursday ““ihe SOUICC Can e

by kil somcone if be's been exp

o # too long

While the rod of Iridinnn 92 i< 5
ed nside the Camera, 1w ¢ b
Can escape Lo the oulssde, W,
-

However, once i's cianked £
the camera angd cxposed lo lilm
photog: aph a2 weld, the techug
and helper uced to carclely cout

posed for varying fengths of thne  the fadiation which is refeased '
weeded Lo photograph the weld Posures can take anyvwhicse fteun
That's where the donger lies.

" "It's ralloactive and s Sefety 10 che £~
dangerous.”  said Wampler's at-

cconds to as long as five
trpending on the thickness

veld

i he most conymon wav, a
is for techni
rect a radiation barrier,
encircling the
estricted x-ray area and keeping

o Wolccak,
ope  with  signs

vervone else out

Cefore s tling up a barrier techni- i
ians lirst calculate how far the bar-
ST must be from the sSource, depen- |
N3 on the amount of iridijum used |

nd the length of ey

155 periodically

:hation levels.

W hile X-raying of a weld is occurr-
€. no one else js allowed to enter
€ restricted area, Woiceak Said. it-
. that unprotected person could be
fectiv exposed ro radiation.

When Wampler one day noticed a
'PEIVISOT repeatedly entering the
stricted ar»a. withowt the techni-
periorming the weld even
vere of the viclation, he

€ Supervisor to stop.

- They
monitor the sur. :
Mnding area with meters to check |

bours, The supervisor,
of the asun, refused to
ders Wampler
ccording
cians to
usually a the

~ coolinued
siricted area. -

e correct.;

do his job.™
ordered, e : )

Same time — but the super-

Thing on bis shif to sign
nt confirming that his

1l but one technictan voluntarily
ned the petition,
4 shortly after, tive of those seyen
nwere fired. Wampler was fired
next working day after that

‘We feel it was one of the feasons
Wwas [ired.”” Woiccak salg. “They
" oe was fired because he causad
SLeSi0n Detween manazement
! the workers and Y€l seven of
M techmicians sup orteg him Joe
» management ard he wag fired

comment

to vﬂolalq the

Wolccak saig

sa!islanory
heanng s

inent of

- - el

New Hampshire. the majorig Y owner

of the Seabrook pPlant rele,
louon ing Statement on Frld:;.e sy

sed by jeoay con
that the lfep s

T are agy;
of the ¢ ontracy

ampler yag hred for un.

for no eiyer fFe€ason. The upcom
Mr. Wampier's appeal of
the Fep 7 fuling b pant
Ythe US. Depart-
Labor ** o

Wampier questions the ob)'edivn.y =

on, Since he savs ho - |
With the . }

€T talkeg
-abor representatve

«c% Corcoran, - residential con-

:(hon manager for Pu;l‘l‘ma&

5% at the Seabrook site offered

o wher asked .bou:

moler's charges, because i
Ze now m‘ =

lt;:r.re?ﬂ. John 1% Cavaga;f:z

1

—— e AV o C i

has beeny

Inthe n-xt round. a pubiic hearing
cheduied for Alondiv at 19
a.m. in front of David W DiNargy,
B0 admimstrative law judge f(rom
Boston, who wil}

hear arguments -

and the evidence of lhe case. before _

Woiccak
pPerformance and " |

€SS his appea] -

'.Vmcfak said

he wants to belve

thal Wampler was wrongfully fired |
and then try ta Bel him reinstated ag : ’

. bisformer po- Uon with back pay.
I Wampler is stijt unsuccess iyl ’
3dded that a lawsuil {ijed - j
agansy Puumm.-mg; os could be f
"adxslimlpossnbully.“ o 4 i



New Hampshire Yankee

' 4
nuary 11, 1991

ENCLOSURE 11 TO NYN-21002

PULLMAN POWER PRODUCTS
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NOTES TO ENCLOSURE 11

LA

ument, developed by P-H, was used to
(VE&C),

0 report the uoadjusted reject rate to United
Seabrook Station's Construction Managers. These extensive reports are
and UE&C, as

ding at Seabrook Station Page
contribution Mr Wampler made to Seabrook
struction (unadjusted) reject rate. This P-H %

rate (19.88%) is

any construction code or standard. They were used bv P-H
explains, to manage radiographic pipe wel
losure most likely is the last

1
|

accumulative from
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X=RAY WELDER RLIDCT EATES AND TOTALS.

! || ‘ { |
| | | il | TOT. Fror. A |
J78. |PEY. 11/ 1/ 1/4 _(REJ. [WD, IBES ' £y, |
. lo\e |48 T1T& T a3 T )5 [ /1 TNee] e | 29 L%
JE R S e PR S |
CARRYOVERS (COMB.) ! i | ‘ l i
| | ' ' , l .
TOTALS L. i ] i ' e -
A0 zi) 3830 ae o€ iag 1310 Jad .q/{t% -3 |3
! - ik
DIMETRIC JOINTS® i = f 3¢ | ik |lia ! E !__,5
- =) §Z’ o o - ; )
*Welders not known 'or accept
reject cannot be accurately attributed.
WELDER REJECT RAT /9. o
Total R.T. Welds to Date -
(Not including Repairs) Q('// 3 P e L]
Total R.T, Welds in a c Li
#paLr CVEIB v csvevaasne ~d
. 2R o R R o e o ol o o e o o o e e e
Total inches R.T.'d to Do L €
T Y ey R e . '/;/,@17“'
Total inches Rejected o, -
0 DRES: iiavinvinis ¥ s g“;q_
Reject Rate in inches 7 /
of Weld..... P e, Bl
|



New Hampshire Yankee
January 11, 1991

ENCLOSURE 12 TO NYN-91002

MEMORANDUM RE: RADIOGRAPHED WELD ACCEPTANCE
January 11, 1991 10, 1984



MEMORANDUM

0 J. Ji. Corcoran Pullsan-Higgins Januarv 10, 1984

COMPANY OR LOCATION OATE
.aom W. J. Taylor UESC FiLg _W=1080 'PPP 139!
COMPANY OR LOCATION
Radicgraphed Weld Acceptance

No Response Required

Pullzan-Biggins weldors and welding staff are commended for their
excepticnally fine performance on radiographed welds during the 1983
calendar year. A total of 1670 welds were radiographed during the
year with only 252 being rejected. This resulted in a 15.1 percent
reject rate for the year. This represents a 51.3 percent improvement
over the yearly average of 31.0 perceat kept since 1979 &ad a 39.6
percent improvement over the best yearly reject rate of 25.0 percent
established in 1981, This achieved approximately a 50 percent reduction
in the number of welds requiring repair welding.

Please exteand UE4C's acknowledgement of this accemplishment and
our appreciation to your staff, weldors, and pipefitters for their fine
efforts in obtaining this high level of weld quality. Jointly, we
(management, supervision and craft) should be and are proud of this achieve-
ment. We recognize the excepiionally fine skills of our weldors and are
. proud to have the finest weldors available exployed here at Seabrook
Scation.

We, again, extend our congratulatiors and gratitude for a job well
done. We are looking forward to equally impressive results ia 1984.

“WQTq

Wards iaylcr

WJIT/RAK/sam

. M. Ebuer

. M. Hayes

. Kountz
. Pittman

A

« R, Degan
B
J

CRo:

Bohan

. DiStefano

Wy O 0 M B
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R. T. REJECT RATES

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING REJECT RATES



NOTES TO ENCLOSURE

griteria was

¢ Engineering explained to the EA

Examples

Enclosure |

UE&C Construction We
by UE&C only to determine Seabrook Static
rate (unadjusted) was 19.88% as reported on

1ager, repored a
P
¢

n overall

reisct
; UE&C, as construction mana
the result of the adjustment delineated in the crite




December 29, 1982

R.T. REJECT RATES

1. Criteria for Determining Reject Rates

A. Only the results on welds in the final welded condition shall
be utilized in determining reject rates.

1.

Grind repairs which are rejected shall not be counted
against the new, repair or weldor reject rates.

Crind repairs of surface conditions which werc not
defects but resulted in unacceptable indication on

the original film and are acceptable on the subse-
quent radtzgraph(s) shall have the reject deducted from
the applicable reject rates. (Weldor, new or repair
rates). This grind repair shall not be utilized in
determining the reject rate for repairs.

In-process information shots (accepted or rejected)
shall not be counted against the new or repair weld

reject rate. Rejects shall be counted egrinst the weldor.

Information shots on excavations (accepted or rejected)
shall not be counted towards the reject rates.

Welds which have been repaired to the final welded
condition which contain the original or new defacts
shall be counted against the repair wald reject rate.
Rejects for original defects shall not be charged
against the weldor.

Welds rejected because of base materials defects enly,
shall not be charged against any of the reject rates.

B. Joints shall be only counted in the reject rates when all radio-
graphy is complete including reshots. This will prevent joints
from being counted twice.

C. Repairs to base materis’s shall be counted as repairs and not
new welds. The repairs (accepted and rejected) will be counted
towards the repair reject rates,
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ENCLOSURE 14 TO NYN-91002

EXTRACTS FROM DEPARTMENT OF LABOR PROCEEDING
RICHARD CRAM VS. PULLMAN HIGGINS

(UNDERLINED MATERIAL BY JOSEPH D. WAMPLER)



NOTES TO ENCLOSURE 14

|

@ Wilness in a separate Department

transcript, Mr. Wampler provid
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267
i JVUDCE EMATZ: Tech. DOps. 7
& A Tecn Cperations, yes
S Q Can you %tell me gererally what the workload was for the
B racdiograzhers, oT are you aware, first of all, of what the
° L workload was for the radiographers on the third shift while
& you were employed at Pullman-Miggins?
7 A Their daily workload, they had a small backlog they were
8 sasically trying to keep up with. I was adding to it on a
b daily basis that did not show up ==
{10 Q Whnat do you mesn uwhen you say you were adding to it?

¥R. BROTH Let him finish that answer.

P
P

.-
#)
1

well, T was adding == as 1 was reviewing prior packages

i

w

of film prier to my arrival at Seabrook, I would find

la 'problems Cith the filmn, and I would just, rather than == the

19 backlog vas production oriented, my film was to sell off the

lé weldes: 1 had the final authority over the welds, and if 1

17 didn’t live i%, wha* I would do is, I would put the film

18 package back in and have it reshot. There wes quite a few of
19 those DUt 1t never showed up on the backlog. My reject rate

=0 and Yantee Atcmic, uho represent the owner of Seabrook, they

el jwere coing the same thing: they would return film to me, 1

€2 would revies 1%, if 1 agreed with them, then we would have

L)

Jtho technicians go back cut and reshoot the weld, %0 we had

rJ

Py
L 38

quite @ few welds in the backlog

————

P
o

YJOCE EMeTZ: So that wes in addition to the
y i

I'U, . BOX 207, SABBADY POINT ROAD
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aNgoing work that was being done?

THE WITNEES: Yes, it uwas

~

. Med thet sitvation changed et all around the time at

which Mr, Cram vas terminated?

e

A A 1 see it it uas getting worse. It was getting worse
in & uay that the production backlog ==
MR. BROTH Cbyjection, there’s no question pending
THE WITNSES: She asked if it was worse.

MR  DBROTH: He answered that question.

YUDGE EMATI. He said it was worse
a ALl righ%, Uy do you say that it was worse == or as you
see it?
A Well, Yankee Atomic uwas reviewing the film at an

ol

accelerated rate, and 1 was reviewing it at an accelerated

rate vhich wasn’'t keeping up with theirs, but we started to

:an TOTE ==

JUDCE EMATZ: To be reshot?

THE HWITNSZ

'.
m

8: To be reshot, yes, sir.
YJDCE BH4TZ. Nows, when you had to have these
things resho®, as you call it, do you fill out @ formal work
order?
THE WITNEES: No. sir, I would Just hand them the -=-
JUOCE SH4TZ: The film, and say, this has got to be

done over

-3

L

1
—
-3
>
m
mn
m

What we would do is we would uwrite

RRP O BOX 207, SABBADY POINT quo
NORTH WINDMAM MAINE 040

POWNMIMG ome) PUTUMS llll'ﬂllﬂll' RESORORIS
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BESTCO REPORT #58023

APRIL 10, 1985



April 10, 1985

Mr. Wendell P. Johnson

Vice President

New Hampshire Yankee Division
P.0. Box 700

Seabrook, NH. 03874

brand examination
& testing co.

8580x D/aze, p.o0 box 818
es80x, connecticu! 06428
(203) 767.2113

services

Enclosed, please find a copy of BESTCO Report #58023 whiehk
contains the results of my evaluation of tle vadliographic review
Program at Seabrook Power Station

[ appreciate the opportunity to be of service to New Hamp~
saire Yankee,

Very truly yours,
/"' /’ "
7 4y A //
Y / p LI D0 .
{ - N\ ot L P
L/\ Y a1 et g A\ W P A oAy

; Y /
LA ({(d,--‘évn -
e

Haellier
Ml (P
l&nt

.-

¢ 4
L ".d!'lf‘r -..' '

Vice Pre




brand examination services & testing co.

BESTCO Report
#58023
for
New Hampshire
Yankee

0/ )/ /,

Prepared by Ll L

Charles J,
Level III(Cenéi

E1-683



brand examination services & lesting co.

Introduction

An extensive review and evaluation of the New Hampshire Yankee
Radiographic Review Program has been completed pursuant to the direc-
tion of the New Hampshire Yankee Vice President Mr. W.P. Johnson at
the Seabrook Nuclear Station.

Questionable items were presented to the utility Level III for
clarification were ultimately resolved.

The utility card index System was utilized to provide easy ac-
cess and retrieval of the vendor and site radiographs which were stor-
ed in the QA records vaule.

The purpose of the review was to confirm the existance of a con-
trolled radiographic system and to evaluate the effectiveness of the

review system,

Evaluation

A series of radiographs were selected from the card index file
to determine traceability to the vault location, All sets were lo-
cated with relative ease and the radiographs from each set were eval-
uated, Two views disclosed indications on a weld area that had been
repaired. There were no notations on the reader sheets that addressed
these conditions.

Subsequent evaluation of the surfaces of these welds were made
by New Hampshire Yankee QA personnel and the indicationg were in fact

confirmed to be surface and so documented,



brand examination services & testing co.

All other radiographs in the sets were acceptable.

In addition, a series of vendor radiographs that were in ques-
tion were evaluated.

In general the writer agreed with the findings of the New Hamp~
shire Yankee review, The recommended action to dispose of these ques~-

tionable radicgraphs was logical and technically justifiable.

Conclusion

Based on interviews, evaluation of the stored vendor and produc=
tion radiographs and the disposition of the questionable vendor radio-
graphs, 4t is the opinion of the writer that the radiographic review
program is technically effective and efficient. The programs impla-
mentation is slightly, but necessarily on the conservative side.
Upon completion of the plant, a meaningful system of accountability

and traceability should continue to be in place,

Recommendations

The one area of concern that occurred during this evaluation,
was the lack of documentation for the two weld areas that had been
repaired and still revealed indications. The indizarions were con-
firmed to be surface. It is recommended that a representative samp=-
le of repaired areas be evaluated to assure this condition is not

prevalent.

No further recommendations are deemed necessary at this time,
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ENCLOSURE 16 TO NYN-91002

CEAC HANDWRITTEN REPORT ON REVIEW OF RADIOGRAPHS



NOTES TO ENCLOSURE 16

In response to the UE&C Site Construction Manager, UUE&C Corporate Home Office pleced
tvo Nondestructive (NDE) Level I individuals at Seabrock to review P H couplsted
radiograohs. This handwritten report summarized thet the interpretations of rauiographs for
acceptance/rsjection by Pullman-Higgins personne! wesz satisfactory and in compliance witk
Code and specifications, with a few exceptions.

The cxceptions listed were deemed items that, if corrected would increase productivity and
decrease unnecessary expenditures. UE&C Corporate Level I1 determiued the radiographic
film interpretation to exceed the requirements of the applicable Codes.
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ENCLOSURE 17 TO NYN:91002

W. HINZ MEMO AND DRAFT

These documents were found in November of 1990 by the EAR Program. They were
developed by Pullman-Higgins ASNT Level 11l (radiography) to support his investigation of
the Padavano NCR. This P-H Level [il terminated his employment in early June of 1983
(Wampler was hired by P-H in August of 1983)



INVESTICATION BASED ON NCR 4490

Research of lsotope Utdilization Logs, fource Survey Cards,and Dosimeter Records
sho. that J. Padovanoe was involved, as part of a group effore, in the radioe
graphing of 4«73 joints.

In 274 cases he functioned as a radiographer's assistant with othor assistants
as part of a three to five man crew under the direction of a Level 11 or

Level 111 Lead Radiographer.

In the remaining 99 cases he functioned as a Level .1 Radiographer accompandied
(Federal Safety Requirements) by other Radiographers ..ad assistants.

In all cases his work was assigned by the NDE Supervisor, the actual radiograph
was witnessed or directaed by other Radiographers/Assistants, the film weas
unloaded and processed by the designated f£ila processcor, interpreted and

. evaluasted for acceptance by the film interpreter, reviewed by the Site Level 111,
reviewed by the ANI (ASME Film), and finally reviewed bv the YAEC film raviewer

for customer acceptance.

He was not involved with the processing or interpretation/evaluation of any
radiographs, eliminating the possibility of penetrameter enhancement. The
attached chart shows the overall structure of the radiography program & why

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

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

/ ééy /io/as
/

Turbine 1 area is under B.3l1.1 Code Classification.

W. Hinz

b R A ey
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ENCLOSURE 18 TO NYN-91002

MEMORANDUM DATED JULY 14, 1981
W, GAGNON TO R. E. GUILLETTE

AND

MEMORANDUM DATED AUGUST 7, 1981

J. NAY, JR. TO R. E. GUILLETTE

i
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Mechanical group @ssignments and tasks listed, 1s & breskdown of what is typically
addressed during a calendar month,

Surveillance

N Scheduled Safety Related Surveillance -~ 62

. Unscheduled Safety Related Surveillences - 10

. NSRS Scheduled Surveillance =~ 12

’ NSRS Unscheduled Surveillance - 20

’ Second and Third Shift Surveillence - 12

« Automatic Welding Coverage

. Fome Office Audit Assistance

g Additional surveillance activities are do to commence in the immediate future
for Crinnell Fire Protection and Johnson Controls.

1
2
3
4
5
6
?
8

Technical Functions and Responsibilities

-

-

-

1. RT Film Review for P/H, PDM and other suppliers o~
2. Daily NRC Inspection Sheet Review
3. Contractor Procedure Review
4, P/H Repair Process Sheet Review A
+ Contractor NCR Reporting Review(srsevar's)
¢ NCR Disposition Review
Engineering Document Review s gor em)
Check List Ceneration and Maintenance
; NRB Actions
N§SS and Westinghouse Interface Ac:ions.
11. Documentation Review prior to IMS turn-over.
2+ Interfacing with Start-Up on BIP Packages
13, Welding information support for other disciplines.
14, Resolution of NRC questions and assistance during 1 & E inspection activities.
15, Assigtance to American Nuclear Insurers Inspectors.

Ceneral Administration Activities

CA Update and Review
heduling Activity
Session Attendance

1. Weekly S8
2. Weekly Sc
3. Training
4
5

Formal Meeting Attendance
; Follow=up to NRC Blue Sheets
d. Procedure, Instruction and Drawing Maintenance
8

Indoctrination, Orientation and Training of new personnel
Ceneral clerical and reporting functions,
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ENCLOSURE 19 TO NYN-91002

CONSTRUCTION APPRAISAL TEAM

INSPECTION NO 50-443/84.07

DATED AUGUST 29, 1984

COVER PAGE AND P A}
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Docket No. 50-e43 AUG2 9 gy

Publie Service Company of New Mampshirg S Kt 48 1 T PO : :

ATTN:  Mr. Robers . Harrison #1110 '{d'?ﬂ-”\*
President ang Chief Executive Officer i - d{: ‘

P.0. Box 330 o hor

Manchester, New Hampshire 03108 TR ohg

Gentlemen: SLAZRIOK pRE ey

Subject: Construction Appratsa) Team Inspiét1on°i3:‘33/ll-07

This refers to the; Praisa) T,gm'(CAT) Tnspection conducted ~

by the Office nm&’- GY; on April 22 - May 4. 1984 and

May* 14578, 1984 At7the Seabrook Statfon ip Seabrook, New Hampshire, The inspecs

tion covered construction activities authorized by NRC Construction Parmit CPPR~138,

The CAT Inspaction Report Ne. $0-443/84+07 was SNt 0 you as an enclosure to a
Tetter from the Director of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement dated
July 18, 1984, 14 that letter Mr, SeYoung stated the need for your utmost attens
tion to corrent the deficiencies whnich have resulted fram an fneffective management
of interfaces. we not only eencur with that position, but 4730 point oyl thas
our most recent Systematic Assessments of Licensee Performance (SALP) for Seabrook
Station (reference: Region I letters to PINN dated Decembor 7, 1083 and

. May 17, 188.) reinforced the need for beth the effactive management of interfaces
and the comprehansiyve implomentation of & Corrective action program,

Appendix A to the TE etter fdentified Program weaknesses, and is sed, 1n
Part, with this letter, Appendix B to the IE lettar documerts po. 4l enforce~
ment ftems. Based on these CAT inspection results, it aDpears that _ertain of
YOUr activities were not conducted 1n fyl) compliance with NRC reqQuirements, as
set forth in the enclosed Appendix A, Notice of Violation, These vielationg

have been cate orized by severity leve! in dccordance with the revised NRC
Enforcement Po ey (17 CFR 2, Appendix C) published in the Federal Register
Notice (49 FR 8583) dated Mareh 8, 1984, You are required to respong to this
Tetter and in preparing your response, you should follow the fnstructions in
Appendix A,

Item 4 of the Appendix B to the It Tetter i3 considered unresoived pending the
presentation of evidence that the materia) listed fn Section VI.B.1.6 of the
T repors is both correct and traceable.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), & copy of this letter ang the enclosyres

Wil be placed fn the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,

by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit writsen

application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of the

Cate of this letter, Such application MUst be consistent with the requirements

of 2.790(b)(1). The telephone notification of your intent to reauest withholding,

or 4y request for an extenston of the 10 day perfod which you believe necessary,

. should be made to the Supervisor, Files, Mai) and Records, USNRC Region I, at

(218) 337-5223. _ .
EEpoONse to the NRC is required by September 28, 1984. G.F. McDorald s provide draft
Tesponse to A. Legendre by September 25, 19 B V2  DOVincentis, w,p, Joh.—;son,’ e
C.F. MoDonald, A.M. Shepard R.J, Deloach, + G.R, Gram, G.8. Thomas, J. Stacsey,
T.M. Cizeuskas, G. Tsouderos, W.N. Fadden, T.F. B4.2.7, Projects, nre Chrono, W. Kall,
G. Kingston, R, Sweeney, W ¢ VELC (8B~18326) info.
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- Bolted structural stee! connections in the containment annylus steel were
found t0 De below minimum torgue values, Structural Stee] member size, cone
figuration, connections and bo!t qualification tesTing were found accestadle.
1t was Tcentified that the design of certain P1Ppe whip restraints hag mot
properly considered the design oeding from other supports attached to the
restraint structure.

A problem previcusly identified by the applicant, relating to concrete expane
sion anchor bolts for piping and electrical Supports, was identified., This
problem involved torque values below the specified QA check torque., The
previous corrective actions were not successful in mafntaining the proper
amount of bolt torque. ]

b’ewﬁng and Ngnnﬂm;’.w: Ex!mm“ion

Welding and nondestructive examination dctivities weare jenerally found %o ne
cehouctes 1n accordance with applicable codes and specifications. Few cefie
ciencies were identified by the NRC CAT inspecters fn this area. However, 3
number of examples were identified where completed vendor structural welas gid
net meet tne accentance criteria specified by the Architect«Enginesr, The
applicant has performed an engineering evaluation congerning this problem ang
concluced that the welds are ddequate for the intended toplication,

In the area of nondestructive examination, the NRC CAT {nspectors reviewed
samples of radiograpnic f11m in final storage in the vault, As the applicant's
FUOGran does not provice for 3 review of reciographs by the applicant's NOE
arsanization prior to their storage in +he vauit, samoles of f1m were selectac
TR8T hag Deen reviewed by the applicant's crganizaticn, as well as 71 m thae
hac not been reviewed prior to veult Storage. Ko ceficiencies were fcentifise
wIIh the radiographs that had received the applicant's review; howevar. gefi-
ciencies were icentified Oy the NRC CAT inspectors with the radiographs which
had not been reviewed by the applicant.

Material t[lillb“’iy and gga;;gig

In general, the project material traceadility and cont=ols program was found to
be acceptable. Problems were {dentified regarding traceatility of anchor
dolt/nut assemblies, equipment mounting bolts ang nuts, flange fasteners,

and the use of ingeterminate fastening materials in seismic delting applicae
tions.

Cesign Chance Cantmals and Corrective Actian Systems

The design change control activity was ?enor|11y found to be in conformance
with applicable requirements., The prodiems igentified were determined to be
scecific cases 2nd not an indication of a feflure of the design change contre)
system to function as intended. The specific prodlems icentified incluged ane
ANST piping installation with incorrect dimensions, one ECA not followed by a
Fevision after engineering rejection and the fssuance of an £CA without
inclyding the affected drawings,

A3
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ENCLOSURE 20 TO NYN-91002

ATTACHMENT 2 TO CHAIRMAN CARR'S
DECEMBER 19, 1990 RESPONSE

TO KOSTMAYER ET AL
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glrectied to the ftEentificasion of WOE probiems, we €0 consider \he former
NOE avgit progrem 10 Rave Bean consiatent with entating GA guidarce ane to
hove been affectively tmplementied by the Tieenser.
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EXCER ROM RESPONSE TO DR, MYERS' REQUEST OF JUNE 15, 1990 (3 sheets

Fecuest 2 (cuestions 1, 2 8 3 of June 19, 1990):
Lo (pareprrased) In my May 29 memorandum ! reguested that | be provided the

procecures trat, prior to implementation of Procedure 45 1n May 1984,
governec the YAEC 1003 radiograph review, The May 29 request encompassed
procecures that manceted the review,

Khether or not & specitic procedurs governed the YAEC 1008 review arior to

May 1984, 1 assume the ongo1ng NRC 1nspection will provide Information:
(Several gquestions to)low

QI!EOHSO
Response t0 questions Ja through 1f and 2 have been provides separetely.

V 1ong |

19, A statement a8 tO the approximate date on which the NXC learned of
the YARC 1008 review and & ciscussion as to whether ang curing what
time period the NRC assessed the adequacy of this review,

3.,  As of this cate, | am ynable to Tocate an NRC document, ssued prior
t0 IR §0-8U on fobrucry 7, 1850, which refere to @ VAlé 100% review,
i1 the NRC staff knows 37 lng such reference, please provide 1t to me
prier to COB, Fridey, June 2¢.

R.sggr!!

NRC Region | was aware 1n December 1983 of the 1fcensee's intent to review
10C% oF the rediographs transmitted to the documsnt contro) vault as quals
{ty records, This date 1s based upon documentation 1n & January &, 1584
Region | memorandum (previously provided) documenting NRC awareness of the
YAEC 100% ragiographic raview ang upon refarence n the resident ingpecteor
SALP office f1las to Deficien R:Bort (DK) 527 issued on December 7, 1983
with the sugport1ng *YAEC RT INTERPRETATION® 1Msting., It 1s po:s1b!0
that the KRG knew Datore Decembor 1583 that YAEC weas reviewing al) f1im as
ft wis received, Mowever, we have rot found any recora of NRC cognizance
of the 1008 review prior to December 1983,

Ar NRS assessment of the adegquacy of the YAEC review program uso performed
cur1n? the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) conducted
ter piping systems and supports on Fedruary 14, 1984, This s documented
in the Tina) SALP report 1ssued on May 17, 1584 as & YAEC “custoser re.
view" of ASME fina) code acce tng radiographic f1im. Furthermore, the KRC
vonstruction Appratsal Team (CAT) fnspection conducted over the period



L

SOvl el 3, » -

April 23 « May 28, 1504 reviewed severs! rnc1oercghic film packages, M

s:'](‘;a’$;c“°p report, S0«443/8407, 1osued on July 18, 1984 documents the
1 Ow H .

*No significant problems were tgentified involving f41m that was re-
viewed by the applicant's NOE organization, However, savers! {rregu~
Terities ware foentified tnvolving f4im that hae not lset] been re-
viewed by the appiicant.”

1f the t11m in which the frreguierities were fdentitied by the CAT inspec-
tors had been acceptec Tinal reclographs, entorcement actions would have
bear pursved. (nsteag, the CAT recognized that the licensee's program
reguired the noted YAEE review of @) safety-related vendor and site geres
rated radfographs, In documenting the gitrerence between the radfographic
£1m which had been reviewed by the applicant and that which had not, the
CAT {nspectors specifically highlignted the fact shat the ragio raphic
review process would heve represenied & regulatory concern nac gt not been
for the applicant'v review process, Hence, this ares of inspection was
not 11sted 05 one where either potential entorcement sctions or signifi-
cant wesknesses were identiried, Such inspection logic and the resulting
ringings and conclysions represent an pogditiona) NRC assessment ot the
aceguecy of the YAEC 100% radiographic review program,

heditiona) documentation of an NRC assessment of the YAEC radiographic
review process can de found {n other KRC {nspection reports (IRg), As an
example, IR 50-443/83+19 for ingpection conducted from November 28 -«
Decemper 1, 1983 included & review of the reactor prassure vessel (RPY)
safe eng ragiographs, The NRC 1nspactor reviewcd rectographs that had
been rejezted by YAEC despite & giffering position tandered by nastinghouse
as the RPY suppiter, and the NRC coneurred with tha YAEC finaings. Other
cemponent rac1oqruphs were 8180 reviewed, resulting in agoftional assess-
ment of the quality of the YAEC review, An example 8 IR 50-443/85.3) tor
an inspection conducied from Uctober « December lYEb. Documented in this
(R 15 the statament that

"Yo date, the licensee has performed an overview of virtyally a1}
vencor supplied racfographic film, where problems were found, such
08 geometric unsharpness fadling to meet the ASNE code, ro¢1o'ropny
wis re-performed on site and repairs ware made, it necesmry.

The {nspector reviewsd ¢ sample of film dur1ng this {nspection, which alsd
proviced ¢ medsure of the NRC assessment of the YAEC radiographic review
program,

Other NRGC inspections (e.g., IR 50-443/05-19 conducted in July 1988) used
the NRC NOE Yan to {ndepencently rediograph weids, Such {nspections verie
ried the adequacy of the (icenses's re fographic program and compared site
f11a t1(m to NRC rediographs 1h an assessmant of the licenses's overal)
NDE quality contrel progrem,
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Another assessment of licersce errormence in this ares was corducted
Quring the SALY appraisal on February 19, 1985, In the SALP report, {ssued
on May 28, 138%, the following evaluation was documented:

"It 13 noted, however, that with regard to completed ane finally ine
spected hardware, very few problems ware fdentitied. In fact, in the
welding and NO& aress, 1ndo?0ndont examinations by NRC {nspectors

revealed generally high quality work and effective 11censee overivew
of the fina) radiographic f1lm packages."

in ass.ssing the overall parformance in the ares of p1p1:g during this
January | « Decemper 31, 1984 SALY eriod, ft was noted that significant
improvement had bean achieved and that the Vicenses had demonstrated “ede.
quate contro) over thefr self-identifies construction problems.* One of
the aress evidencing such 11censee control wes the YAEC 1008 radiographic
Feview process.,

Further, 1n the previously mentioned Regfon | interna] memorandum of
venury 4, 1584, 1t wes noted that:

"A key operation in prev1a1ng assurance of QC f1eld activities s the
YAEC survetllance program. Spacifically, YAEC NDE personne) had been
ang s2111 o conduct 1003 review of contractor sccepted rediographs.”

IN{s memorandum not only ?rev1d|a the requested reference to an NRC docy«
ment acknowledging the YAED 1008 radiographic review effort, but alse
bssesses this prowram \n the context ¢f NRC followup of the previously
reported NDE falsffication problem, (4.e., the *Padovanc® case), It shoule
be noted that the above quote discusses the 1003 review in refarence to

the "YAEC surveiliance program.’ As has been a1scussed in previous ree
sgcnsos to Or. Nyers' requests, prior to the implementation of the YAES

NOE Review Greup procedure No. § 1n May 1984, the YAEC radiographic review
process was controlled as 4 surve!llance lct{v1ty. Thus, even though sure«
veillances were not normally 1008 fnspection efforts, the adbove NRC quotae
tion f1lustrates the YAEC fntent to conduct such film reviews on & 1008
basfs some time before the existence of the procedura) requirement to 4o
50,

The fnspection reports fdentitied {n the response to this request have
been provided previously,



