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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION  COufETED

B84 My -3 ppp '45

In the Matter of

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC CO. Docket No. 50-275 OL

(Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power
Plant, Unit 1)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206, on behalf of the San Luis Obispo,
California, Mothers for Peace ("Mothers")the Government Accounta-
bility Project ("GAP")petitions the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
tc defer any decisions on whether to permit the Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant ("Diablo Canyon" or "DCP") to begin ascension
beyond 5% power until successful completion of the following
relief, to be ordered by the Commission on or before May 11, 1984 --

(1) appointment and implementation by an independent third
party of corrective action required in the Commission's Order
to Modify Facility Operating License No. DPR-76 (Docket No. 50-275,
April 18, 1984) ("April 18 Order"), with

(2) additional modification of item 6 in the April 18 Order
to require comprehensive review of all "Pipe Support Design
Tolerance Clarification" ("PSDTC") program and "Diablo Problem"
("DP") system activities; and to identify any deviations from
federal regulations or licensing commitments, including but not
limited to design, design control and either design or construction
guality assurance ("QA") regquirements;

(3) a full program of public participation for the selection
and oversight of independent organizations described in #1-2 above,
including NRC review and approval of independent organizations from
nominations submitted by either PG&E cr any interested member of
the public, and creation of a public oversight committee consisting
of equal representation by state and local representatives and the
intervenors with the authority to obtain all requested information
and to conduct legislative-style public oversight hearings;

(4) publication of a report from a Construction Assessment
Tean ("CAT"), whose members would not include any personnel from
Region V or any other personnel previously assigned to Diablo
Canyon ==



(a) to determine through visual, destructive and non-
destructive examination the scope and nature of deficiencies
in the condition of Diablo Canyon resulting from alleged
violations of requlatory or program guality assurance
violations; and

(b) to determine the need for a comprehensive, third
party reinspection program of all safety-related construction
in Units 1 and 2, with full authority by the independent organiza-
tion to identify and impose corrective action on any noncon-
forming condition that deviates from 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
the Final Safety Analysis Report ("FSAR") or plant specifica-
tions, through implementation of corrective action;

(5) development of a full factual record on Pacific Gas and
Electric's ("PG&E") character and competence to operate the
Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant, including

(a) a management audit by an independent organization,.
and

(b) publication of a report by the NRC Office of
Investigations ("OI") after completion of its investigation to
determine the causes of construction and design QA violations
at Diablo Canyon, including issues such as harassment and
retaliation, subordination of quality assurance to cost and
scheduling concerns, destruction of records and false state-
ments, and deliberate violations of the Atomic Energy Act, and

(¢) review of the record compiled in any pending
administrative hearings before the Department of Labor for

alleged retaliatory personnel actions in violation of 42 USC
5851 at Diablo Canyon;

(6) Board Notification of transcripts of whistleblower

interviews that began on April 3, 1984, until completion of all
such interviews; 1/

(7) investigation by the Office of Inspector and Auditor
("OIA") to determine ==

(a) whether there have been misleading or material
false statements by the NRC staff to the Commission during
the March 19, 26, 27 or April 13 briefings, or in Supplemental
Safety Evaluation Reports SSER-21 (December 1983) or SSER-22
(March 1984), and

(b) the causes of the QA breakdown within the NRC staff
responsible for Diablo Canyon

Y/ In order to facilitate manageable review of the voluminous
transcripts, counsel will work with relevant witnesses to prepare
summaries of issues raised and supported during the interviews.



The basis for this petition is evidence that tie effects of
a comprehensive design and construction quality assurance break-
down may not be corrected before Diablo Canyon begins ascension
to full-power operations. Although Mr. Yin obtained a consencus
for significant corrective action for design control and QA, there
is no basis for confidence in the objectivity of the program.

All corrective action is controlled by the licensee Pacific Gas
and Electric, which has an inherent conflict-of-interest due to
financial pressures for immediate operation. PG&E has exhibited
its bias and lack of necessary character and competence to run the
current reform program, through prejudging the results of pros-
pective corrective action and through recent misleading or
material false statements.

With respect to construction quality assurance violations,
there has been no significant corrective action. Indeed, the
staff has proposed to simply turn over hundreds of documented
charges to PG4E for response, without first seriously reviewing the
issues itself. (See, e.g., April 13, 1984 Commission transcript, p. 48).

During the limited efforts already completed, the current
staff totally lost the confidence of nearly all participating
witnesses. The credibility gap is so severe that retention of
the current staff team threatens to dry up the flow of information

to the NRC. 2/

2/ To preclude any confusion, this assessment does not apply to
the NRC's Office of Investigations. OI personnel have represented
the agency in a professional, responsible manner to date.



The Mothers adopt and incorporate by reference all 519
allegations and documentation in earlier February 2, March 1,
March 23 and April 12, 1984 petitions to the Commission. Those
disclosure are relevant bases for this petition and have not yet
been seriously reviewed, let alone resolved. This petition is
further supported by NRC inspector Isa Yin's draft reports on
Diablo Canyon. See Diablo Canyon Board Notification No. 84-071
(April 3, 1984). Third, this petition is supported by the trans-
cripts of witness interviews since April 3 which the Commission
has not yet released. Those transcripts include hundreds of
specific, new allegations.

Finally, this petition is supported by the evidence
summarized below. Since the Commission's April 13 decision to
permit low-power testing, counsel has received six additional
affidavits, including two from GAP investigation Richard Parks

and other affidavits from four current and former employees

at the plant. 3/

I. DESIGN QUALITY ASSURANCE BREAKDOWN

Although QA deficiencies for large- and small-bore piping are
common in the nuclear industry, Diablo Canyon suffered a compre-
hensive QA breakdown in these areas. At the April 6, 1984,
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards ("ACRS") meeting,
Inspector Yin put the violations in perspective. "What makes it
uncommon with Diablo Canyon is that, first, all areas consist of

deficiencies. . . " (Transcript of April 6, 1984 ACRS meeting, p.

27 Two witnesses submitted affidavits on condition that that con-
fidentiality would be protected through deletion of any identify-
ing characteristics. In those cases uncensored versions of their
statements will be provided to the NRC staff or the Office of
Investigations.



338) ("ACRS transcript"). Even worse, these massive violations
took place during the last major remedial design verification
program, which was supposed to represent the final word on
Diablo Canyon.

In his March 26, 1984, prepared statement to the Commission-
ers, Mr. Yin analyzed the cause of the QA breakdown: "At the
time of the December 15, 1983 meeting, none of the issues was
considered to be a problem by the D[iablo] Clanyon] P[roject].
However, during follow-up inspections, all of the above items
had resulted in staff assessment of violation items. The event
reflected DCP's lack of concern for establishment and implementa-
tion of a sound design control QA program." (Written Statement
of NRC Inspector Tsa Yin, presented at March 26, 1984, Commission
Briefing on Diablo Canyon, p. 2) ("March 26 Yin statement").
(emphasis added).

The Mothers submit that under these circumstances, PG&E has for-
feited any opportunity to serve as the judge and jury of its
own wWork.

PG&E further disqualified itself through public statements
immediately after the April 13 licensing vote, when chief executive
officer Frederick W, Mielke Jr. predicted the plant would be ready
for full power operation within four to six weeks. It is
inherently uncredible to assume in advance that a design QA break-
down that affected "all areas" for large- and small-bore piping
could be corrected in six weeks., It would take much longer merely

to identify the deficiencies, let alone fix them.



To illustrate the scope of the problems, one of whistleblower
Charles Stokes' allegations which Mr. Yin "fully substantiated"
involved "thousands (more than thirty 2%" bindersfull)" of
unreliable "Quick Fix" design changes. (Board Notification 84-
0.. March 29, 1984 Yin draft, pp. 49,55). In light of the
uncontrolled nature of the program, a sampling review by PG&E
is unacceptable. Every "Quick Fix" must be examined by an
objective reviewer. Every Quick Fix that is skipped or glossed
over will represent a potentially dangerous question mark during
commerical operations.

Finally, PG&E disqualified itself through misleading or
material false statements to the Commission a week and a half
prior to the April 13 licensing vote, on the same issues that
were holding up the license. An April 30, 1984, affidavit from
whistleblower Charles Stokes, enclosed as Exhibit 1, alleges
17 misleading or material false statements by licensee representa-
tives at an April 2, 1984, public meeting on Mr. Yin's findings.
Mr. Stokes' charges should be carefully considered due to his
strong credibility to date on factual issues. As Mr. Yin pointed
out on March 26, "Almost all of the Stokes allegations assigned
to me for follow-up had been substantiated."” (March 26 Yin

statement, p. 1).



Clearly, an independent party free from conflicts-of-
interest is a precondition for legitimate corrective action.
The current program promises to turn into a public relations
effort by the same organizations responsible for the plant's
current quality indeterminate state. Unfortunately, a public
relations effort will not solve the threats to public safety

that remain dormant at Diablo Canyon.

II. CONSTRUCTION QUALITY ASSURANCE BREAKDOWN

A. Causes

The definition of the guality assurance program at Diablo
Canyon reveals both the scope and causes of the gquality
assurance breakdown. An April 19, 1984, affidavit from a
confidential witness, enclosed as Exhibit 2, reveals a decisive
omission in the "PPP Employee Self-Study Book #2" issued by
Pullman Power Products, one of the primary contractors at
Diablo Canyon. 1In the Self-Study Book Pullman rewrote 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion I, the cornerstone of the NRC's quality
assurance regulations. Pullman's version eliminated the portion
of the law that guarantees necessary "authority and organizational
freedom,}including sufficient independence from cost and schedule
when opposed to safety considerations" fcr QA personnel. Pullman's
version also deletes the requirement for QA access to project
management, and dilutes the requirement to separate craft and
QA requirements. (Exhibit 2, pp. 6-8).

The whistleblower, who still works at the plant, explained
the significance: "Had Pullman complied with the legal version

of 10 CFR 50, App. B, the proper respect for safety-related



work could have been maintained throughout the company. However,
the Pullman version pervaded the attitude of the supervisors
involved." (1d., p. 8).

B. Case studies

Individual case studies highlight the results
of the QA breakdown =-- ineffective corrective action and
dormant hardware deficiencies that haven't been fixed.
1. Bolting
Three witnesses provided affidavits describing alleged
QA violations for safety-related bolting throughout Diablo
Canyon. An April 18, 1984, affidavit from a confidential
witness, enclosed as Exhibit 3, charges the following violations
of American Institute of Steel Construction ("AISC") requirements =--
(a) design drawings not specifying elongated holes;
(b) hole sizes outside of Code specifications;
(c) torgquing method;
(d) bolt reuse; [and]

(e) examples of 'packing' violating foreign material
specifications.

(Exhibit 3, p. 10).
To illustrate the effects of the QA violations, the former
inspector reported his discovery of a Unit I pipe rack "where
six of the eight mounting/bolt holes were elongated to the point
where the washers could not cover the holes . . . In some
instances I found the crafts had stuffed the holes with short
sections of soft tie-wire to serve as packing." (Id., pp. 2-3).
The causes of the QA violations again were deficient
procedures and management's attitude. The installation pro-

cedures, Engineering Specification -~ Diablo ("ESD"), that set the



standards for quality control ("QC") inspections "were supposed

to conform to the AISC/ASTM [American Society of Testing Materials]
codes, when in actuality they often conflicted with them."

(Id., p. 2). When the whistleblower repeatedly identified the
problem, he repeatedly received the same response: "[W]e had
always done it this way, PGSE is aware of it and had accepted

it as is." (Id., p. 3).

Under these conditions, corrective action was ineffective.
In a November 19, 1980, Nonconformance Report ("NCR"), DC2-80-RM-
002, PG&E identified and pledged to correct the bolting problem.
Unfortunately, the NCR itself was deficient by failing to
identify that procedures improperly deviated from the relevant
contract commitment to honor the AISC Manual. Not surprisingly,
"the resolution of the bolting problem was resolved by
instructions to deviate from the requirements of the AISC Manual,"
according to an April 26, 1984, affidavit by former Pullman QC
inspector Steven Lockert, enclosed as Exhibit 4. For A-325 and
A-490 bolts on rupture restraints, the corrective action permitted
the bolts to be tensioned to 55% and 25% of the minimum tensile
strength, respectively, compared with the AISC requirement for at
least 70% minimum tensile strength. (Exhibit 4, pp. 4,5,8).

In other instances, the corrective action commitments
appeared to reflect, rather than neutralize, cost and scheduling
pressures. For example, a current inspector explained that
the same PG&E NCR "provided explicit instructions for the
handling of accessable [sic] and fairly easily resolved problems
and provided a built-in escape clause for problems that were

inaccessable [sic] or required extensive rework." (Exhibit 2,



p. 6).
The result is that in late 1983, three years after NCR DC2-

RM-002, significant procedure deficiencies remained. Mr. Lockert
reports the following violations:

[1.] The tables provided for the description
of acceptable washers had not been updated per
the requirements of AISC, Sec. 5, Page 191,
Para. 2(a).

[2.] Acceptance criteria for High Strength bolts
was not defined in ESD 243. Field Inspectors did
not know, nor were they legally able to reject
bolts that were defective per ASTM A-490, ASTM-
325, and ANSI B18.2 requirements.

[3.] Bolt Torque Tables in ESD 243 were still out
of compliance with AISC Manual requirements as late
as December '83. Discussions with Pullman Field
Engineers Dale Warren and Larry Werner indicated
that although the tables .ad been recently updated,
they still do not meet AISC Manual requirements.

(Exhibit 4, p. 6). Similarly, training remained deficient. (I1d., p. 7).
The bottom line is that literally at the nuts and bolts level,

hardware remains deficient. Betweén July and December 1983, when

he has terminated, Mr. Lockert identified the following recurring

violations:

1. Unauthorized modifications to fillet welds
that encroached on bolt or washer land areas.

2. Oversize holes already QC accepted outside
the tolerances of ESD 243 and AISC Manual.

3. Oversize holes in base plates packed with
steel rods and wires without the benefit of an
approved Pullman procedure. (This work was
performed to a memo from Mr. Torstrom in violation
of 10 CFR 50 App B, Criteria V and VI.)

4. Oversize welds beyond that allowed by AWS D1.1
and beyond that allowed by Pullman's ESD 243,

5. Defects in A-490 bolts had been found after the
bolts had been "dedicated" by Pullman's QA Receiving
Department and sent to the field for installation.

(Exhibit 4, p. 5).
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2. Reactor Coolant System welds and piping

On an April 11, 1984, plant tour, a whistleblower confirmed
problems with welding and minimum wall thickness on reactor
coolant system piping. More specifically, the alleged deficiency
exists adjacent to weld No. WIB-RC-2-16 on the safety injection
accumulator (or core flood tank) line.

On the April 11, 1984, plant tour the witness confirmed to
NRC inspector Kirsch and GAP investigator Richard Parks that the
problems with weld RC-2-16 were still uncorrected. See Mr. Parks'
April 17, 1984 affidavit, at pp. 1-3, enclosed as Exhibit 5,
guoting inspector Kirsch's "Problem Desc:iption." The conditions
confirmed by Mr. Kirsch's Problem Description obviously violate
ASME Section III and are symptomatic of minimum wall thickness
viocolations on the piping.

The significance of the issue is self-evident from a review
of the public record. The licensee's five month delay from
December 1982-May 1.83 in reporting similar violations on a neigh-
boring weld led to a citation, due to the necessity for "remedial
action or corrective measures to prevent the existence or develop
ment of an unsafe condition." Indeed, the condition was so
significant that it had to be reported in 24 hours. See Board
Notification 50-275/83-83 (June 24, 1983). As pointed out in
IE Report 83-20, at p. 5, the minimum wall thickness violations
"if left uncorrected could have resulted in degradation or loss
of integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary." Quite
possibly, they still could.

Regardless of legalities, the ilsuu is highly significant.

As Mr. Parks, a startup engineer, explained in an April 30, 1984,



affidavit, enclosed as Exhibit 6,
This weld connects the "Safety Injection
Accumulators” (core flood tanks) to one of the
Reactor Coolant Cold leg(s). This tank is
required to be available during a "loss of
coolant accident" to inject borated water into
the core to ensure it is and remains in a safe,
shutdown condition during an accident. This is
because the borated water prevents the fission
process by absorbing the neutrons required for
fission. A failure of this line could "prevent
an Engineered Safeguards Actuation System from
performing its design function (maintaining the
core shutdown)." A failure of this system would
also violate the Accident Analysis of the Final
Safety Analysis Review of the Plant, and every
avenue should be pursued to assure this system
boundary has not been violated.

(Exhibit 6, p. 8).

Unfortunately, PG&E didn't take that approach. 1In theory,
this condition was resolved through a corrective action plan
approved by NRC Region V. See IE Report 50=275/83-26 (August 5,
1983). 1In fact, the sampling program was not properly expanded
(Exhibit 6, p. 5) and a relatively inaccessible weld such as RC-
2-16 was missed.

Even more significant, PG&E knew better for this particular
weld, despite the sampling deficiencies. In March or April of
1983, a whistleblower had identified the deficiency on-site.
(March 23 supplement to Mothers for Peace 2.206 petition,
Exhibit 12, p. §5).

These case studies raise the gquestion of how many similar
deficiencies remain dormant at Diablo Canyon. No one can answer
with certainty. The breakdown in corrective action helps to

explain the quality indeterminate state of the plant.

ITII. NRC QUALITY ASSURANCE BREAKDOWN

The failure of NRC-approved corrective action in the Reactor
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Coolant System illustrates a basic lesson. The NRC staff
responsible for Diablo Canyon is also responsible for the
current condition of the plant. That may explain the perspective
adopted by Region V in interviews with whistleblowers =--
indifference to hostility. It also may explain the staff's
perspective in Commission briefings =-- advocate for PG&E.

Whatever the cause, Mr. Martin's April 13 briefing to the
Commissioner eliminated the last shreds of Region V's credibility
with whistleblowers. Mr. Martin did not have time to fully brief
the Commission before the April 13 vote; he had a plane to catch
"[als soon as I can get away. (Laughter.)" (April 13, 1984,
Commission transcript, p. 47). But the Regional Administrator
did find time to dismiss any significance from a plant tour with
whistleblowers the night of April 1ll. He reported that after
a second look the staff concluded, "at least preliminarily, that
none of them violate any requirements." (Id., p. 46).

The second look must have been miraculous, in light of the
five specific deficiencies recorded the night before. The items
included the problems connected with weld RC-2-16. Mr. Parks'
April 17 affidavit quotes NRC inspector Dennis Kirsch's
"Problem Descriptions" of conditions that violated
relevant code requirements for five items on the plant tower.
(Exhibit 5), The problems -~ underout, gouging, overwelding
that led to pipe shrinkage and residual stress, ragged shopwelds,
undersized welds, and fillet welds where full penetration welds
are required -- were too serious to disappear legitimately over-
night.

The staff's handling of the plant tour itself already had
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eroded confidence. One whistleblower cancelled out of the tour
due "to fears [of] my identity becoming known and my personal
safety on-the-job jeopardized. I feel the potential existed for
compromising my confidentiality because the NRC was callous and
awkward in handling the details for the tour." (Exhibit 2, p. 1).
By contrast, the staff refused to permit another whistleblower
to attend the plant tour, despite prior agreement. As the
witness explained,

The NRC's position was that they had not spoken

with me, and it had not been agreed to the

night before so they couldn't let me go. Mr.

Parks informed me that other witnesses had

decided to back out because of fears that their

identities would be compromised. I agreed to

go in their place. I wasn't afraid, I would have

been with NRC personnel and because I didn't work

there anymore, I could not have been retaliated

against later. The NRC declined again and made

no effort to even speak with me about my concerns.

1 was astonished and angered.
(Exhibit 3, p. 5).

Region V has continued to exhibit bias since the April 13
decision on low-power testing. For example, on April 30 Region
V official Thomas Bishop reported that "we did not see a widespread
problem" with intimidation and unfair dismissal of whistleblowers
(Thomas Hayes, "Diablo Canyon Reactor Starts Up Amid Protests

and Industry Praise,"” The New York Times, April 30, 1984, p. B8).

Mr. Bishop neglected to mention that those issues are under the
jurisdiction of the Office of Investigations, which has just begun
its probe of alleged retaliation. Mr. Bishop's exoneration was
premature, to put it mildly.

Mr. Bishop also failed to identify "an undermining of the
gquality assurance program" from alleged intimidation and

reprisals. In this instance, Mr. Bishop's reassurances have an
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Alice-in-Wonderland flavor. For example, one of the reprisal
victims, Mr. Charles Stokes, raised issues that led to Mr.
Yin's findings of a design QA breakdown. The repression was
s0 severe that Pullman's internal auditor Harold Hudson resigned
and took a pipefitting job, rather than continue to endure the
frustration and harassment. (February 2, 1984 Mothers for Peace
2.206 petition, Attachment 2, p. 13). As a new witness explained
in his April 18 affidavit, "Finally, in . . . 1981 I had the
opportunity for other work away from Diablo Canyon. I immediately
took it even with a reduction in pay. I was relieved to be
removed from the harassement [sic] and the batting of my head
against a brick wall." (Exhibit 3, p. 4).

On balance, Mr. Hudson explained the impact of retaliation
at Diablo Canyon: "“[A] significant number of QA violations have
gone unreported . . . Those who persist in reporting the violations
are dismissed, cr harassed relentlessly until they resign, or
give up and stop trying." (February 2 petition, Attachment 2,

p. 30). (See generally February 2 petition, pp. 32-38, and

March 1 petition, pp. 15-17).

Region V's inability to "see" these problems raises coacerns
about its eyesight. The families living near Diablo Canyon sorely
need help from an acency committed to defending public safety,
rather than to defending the status quo. Unfortunately, the
Region V management has discarded the former role and adopted the
latter. It is imperative that a legitimate regulatory and
corrective action program be instituted immediately before
another fait accompli. Until now, the stonewall syndrome at

Diablo Canyon has been a disappointment. After low-power testing,



it will become a threat to the public.

Respectfully submitted,

\ d-énﬁi \’) "‘.m/
omas Devine

Counsel for
Mothers for Peace
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T EXNIBIT | lag
AFFIDAVIT

My name is Charles C, Stokes, I am submitting this affidavit to the |
Nuclear Regulatory Conmission (NKC) to inform them of material false and/or
misleading statewents made Ly PGSE/BECHTEL in the meetiny on April 2, 1984
between PACIFIC GAS & ELECIRIC COMPANY and the NRC on DIABLO CANYON UNIT 1.

In the April 2 transcript on paye 33, Mr, Shipley states "The supervisor
trains the new employee, although new means new to Diablo and not new to the
process, He trains that person on the job, carefully checking the first work
that he does." During the time I spent under Mr, Mangoba, the Pipe Support Lead
supervisor, 1 saw new people brought into the design yroup who were given other
enyineers' work to check before ever performing any design work of their own.
This was a result of 1) pressure to get the work done and 2) the new people were
slower as originators than the people who had been on the job longer 3) by giving
the new personnel work to check instead of desiyn, production was not effected,

ces Mg Fo/Rp&0 him v CCS
boployees still in Mr, Mangoba's trailer told " that this practice the March 1983
wove to the new unit 1 trailer. The trailer staff was couprised of a fifty-fifty
split between new euployees and old employees., As of that date none of the unit 1
calculations had been completed,

On page 35 Mr, Shipley continues by stating "I believe that Mr. Yin's
approach to the problem would have been extremely conservative., 1 believe that
the anal,st's approach to the problem was a reasonable representation of the
piping and support when taken together.” 1 am aware of the problens which the
NKC discovered in Lanjer 99-20 and 1 an sure that if the professors teaching in
the enyineering schools were polled on whether Mr, Yin or the PG4E personnel are
taxing the most reasonable approach, the results would show that Mr, Yin's would
e Fonsldorod the wost reasonable, as I wy self do,

P47
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Mr. Kahler on paje 65 testified that "In their investiyations, they
identified that in OPEC group, there were sixty three manuals containing one
lwndred and tairty three criteria documents, four hundred and twelve procedures,
and fifty one instructions were review == to yive you an idea of the scope that
was done for this particular issue, The results of that review showed that
ninety percent of the docwients were -- that were under control, were properly
anJd corcectly in place, In no cases, dic tney find any out of uate criteria,"
Note the words used by Mr, Kahler following the second pause "that were under
control®, was this an attewpt to avoid waking a false statenent? Even though no
statenent was made as to whether any review was nade of the documents of personnel
whio were not assiyned control documents to see if they pussessed old out-of-date
control docunents, evidently Mr, Kahler was aware that out-of-date docunents did
and probavly still do exist in the employees' control and use,

On paje 66 Mr. Kanler states that “"engineers would receive a procedure,
siyn off that he had received it*, This stateuent is either misleadiny or false
depending on how Mr, Katiler used the word engineers, During my employment and as
one of the few to Lave controlled docwwnts I received wany revisions and was
ashed to siyn only once for receiving them, In using the term enyineers was he
indicating nanajenent and the clerks? [ know it didn't apply to the casuals or
Job stioppers,

Mr. Ouan continues with this ridiculous assertion on paye 69 and 1 yuote
“and the vontrol and distribution of those procedures was managyed by the project
adiinistration group, using a system of signed returned receipts.” The only way
this statenent can be true during the tiwe I was in OPBG is tlat the project
adninistration group signed the receipts themselves, 1 an assuming that the
project administration jroup includes inanagement and clerks.

On page 72 Mr, Oman states “there was always a return receipt system with
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distribution of instructions.” The only return receipt I saw was when I received
my first documents, never later.

Mr. Kahler again states on page 73 that “The requirement is that if an
engineer wishes to keep an outdated procedure in his manual, he is required to
mark it as a superseded procedute, clearly mark it as superseded.” I was never
instructed either orally or inwriting that if I wished to keep the old procedures
that I should write superseded on thew,

On page 73 everyone attewpts to get into the action when Mr, Vollmer asks
“Hiow often are the supervisors supposed to review their employees manuals for
current status?" Mr, Oman answers "I believe tiie procedure either specifically
states wnich 1 believe it does that it's a monthly reguirement, that the
Supervisor review the manuals of the engineers under his supervision on a monthly
basis." Then Mr. Tresler says that "I just spoke with Myron Leppke and he
informed me that the procedure had been to perform this review on a monthly basis.,
Recently it was changed to a periodic basis,”. (top of page 74) During my
involvenent with OPEGC I never saw nor was otherwise made aware that my
supervisors performed this inspection,

Mr. Tresler continues to be mistaken on page 74 about whether this review
is docunented., "I'n sorry, it is docunented.” *"It's documented as a report by
QA, those QA individuals assigned to monitor OPEG." Mr. Volluer says "It's an
audit function of theirs?” Tresler “"Yes" "No, I say it is documented, it is
documented in an audited report." Then followiny a pause "I'm sorry. As a
ciarification, this is Mike Tresler again., Apparently, the audits performed Ly
the supervisors are not documented but there are audits performed by the QA
organization within OPEG to verify that the audits being performed by the
supervisors are effective." Mr. Tresler still doesn't give up. When asked by

Mr. Vollmer “so, how do they audit an activity that's not docusented?® Tresler
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says "they audit the manuals to verify that the supervisors' reviews are
effective.” To my hnowledye this review was never documented nor conducted by my
supervisors nor was any audit ever perforwed on my docunents to see if they were
up to date and even if they were in order that finding would not prove tuat the
supervisor was performing this review,

I find the statements made on pagye 84 by Mr. Kaliler that "In our reviews,
we concluded that tiere was no effect on the design process." and was followed by
Mr. Allison that "Not only on the _roduct but on the process." to be ridiculous.
This is in light of the followiny facts 1) that PGAE has admitted that they have
found that approximately 74% of the swall bore calculations have what they
consijer ninor problens and an additional 22% which reyuired completely redoing
in orlder tu be confident of the initial work, 2) tiat since I subnitted my DR on
generic welding problews on units 1 & 2 PG&E/BECHTEL have issued scores of
meroranduns a J wade procedure changes in an atteapt to clear up wany guestions
ranjying from the design group to the field construction personnel, 3) PGsE has
spent the last several months trying to explain away uy allegyations of Qa
problens, destruction of docunments, technical deficiencies in the calculations
(such as oulssion of eccentricies, secondary stresses frow torsion, anchor bolt
spacing requireaents per the manufacturer and M=9 the Pipe Support Design Manual
issued by POsE, and the failure to limit structural angle menbers length per A1SC
Sect. 1.5.1.4.6b, the use of japs to reduce thermal loads to supports, the
placement of snubbers rigids and anctiors close to other Supports, and others)
wiilch were substantiated by Mr. Yin and wany rewain unresolved.

Mr. Manoli asks a pertinent question about the Diablo Problen (DP)
progran on page 93 "Did any of these DP's have dispositions on generic bases that
effect other packajes or more generic implications that you really need to

docuient it so that you can handle it in all applicable cases, not just on a
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single case.” Which is answered by Mr. Tresler “No." Each DP was specific to a
discipline and was not a plant generic issue or concern®, Duriny the tine I was
eiployed at the site, I know manageient suppressed the use of Design Change
Notices (DCN's), Discrepancy Reports (DR'S) and Non-Confornance Reports (NCR's).
DP's were used to report problems on specific hangers, problems about a list of
hangers, and frequently generic problems on both units 1 & 2,

On page 95 Mr, Shipley in explaining the lack of a procedure on the use of
gaps, the lack of a procedure on "developing a 'KL over R' criteria, buckling, the
engineer must determine what that end condition is and apply the appropriate
factor in order to arrive at the proper result. It's a well-known enyineering
technique and it is not considered necessary to instruct the engineer precisely
in each and every case which one he should use." He closes on page 95 witii “we
believe that a specific procedure is not required because it's common engineering
practice." I have worked as a structural engineer for the past 9 years on wany
nuclear projects and even though these principles are taught in colleyes, they
are the wost incorrectly used. They may be calculated close to correct on siuple
structyres, but on couplicated pipe supports when time is limited by the dewmand
for guantity rather than quality alinost no one perforins these types of detailed
analysis or get them right if they do attempt them, Procedures are needed to
refresh mewories, and provide consistency in application,

Mr. Soffell follows up on page 102 with "I'm woendering where cases of
gaps and/or joint releases, that is the exceptions, are flagged so that the
checker is kind of, so to speak, being asked, do you agree with what I've done
hete," This is responded to by Mr, Shipley "Okay. So there's a piece of paper
that says, hey, I did this, In the computer model you would see & gap in the
actual input to the analysis, in the output and so forth." The answer is NO,

the exceptions are not flagyed., The only way you would be able to find them is to

; fes
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fications in regard to weatherproofing.®

From paragraph 5, "The usual insulating materials and jackets for heated

J

piping and equipment allow the moisture to escape in the form of vapor, However

in the mediuwn tenperature range, and where shut-downs are freguent, moisture in

the insulation is not driven off and water danage is most likely to occur, For

these conditions, the insulation should be thoroughly dry before applying the

» the surface of the pipe should be primed and painted, and corrosicn-
restraint wire or bands used for securing the insulation. If possible,

insulation should be applied to high temperature pipiny while heated to insure

the complute dryness of the completed installation."

From paragraph 6, "The layout of insulated piping and equiprent should

provide adejuate clearances for proper application of the insulation and also
ajainst mechanical damage during normal operation and maintenance."

In some case's PG&E/BECHTEL gave up on making a false stateent in the

meeting. I guestion why the NRC didn't go back to consider the

issues that were effected. For example on page 121,

the sane problem as Mr., Shipley above in that he answers Lefore the

when asked by Mr, Manoli “"was the gap provided around the

ipe all around—"

« Mr, Tresler states "Yes". Mr. Mangoli continues to elaborate

on all around and on page 122 Mr. Tresler finally realizes the meaning of Mr,

uestion, Quote of Tresler "360 degrees around the pipe." "I guess ny

that is no." From the transcript it appears that this misleading

lon was in innocence but could his replies be due to the pressure of having

to answer yuestions by the NRC on issu s which I raised or is this his standard
level of competence? Is there more which should be looked into?

In his discussion of the Quick Fix program on page 128 Mr., Oman says,

",

ey would, on a case by case basis, make a judgment based on their knowledge of

e
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the juide lines for design of Class 1 pipe supports and restraints

the project, the design criteria for pipe supports. They would wake a
judgnent on a Yy case basis whether an expanded tolerance, a deviation
ESD 223, 1¢ de while still
that some of the
and placed in the group without ever performing

—
-

/ time learning what was in M=9 or ES

"

223 nor were
1 12 which supposedly defines the responsibilities
the Quick Fix group., Mr. Oman's statement is wmisleading in
that he luplies the engineers have knowledge of the documents mentioned above.
Mr. Onan to supply us with the negative elements as well as the
witiiout a specific guestion on point? would the fact that tne 2F
engineers were not trained in the performance of their assigned tasks bear on the
Mr. Yin was not aware that some of the QF enyineers had
the review program on Diablo Canyon before Lecouing
this out to him,
or those
inj condition was deteruined to be unacceptable were not
They were docunented by discrepancy reports within
General Construction.” During the time I was in
existing problems were written up on discrepancy
JF engineer to have controlled
he projram and I was the only QF engineer (to my knowledge)
ve a copy of a memorandum which was written to clear up yuestions involving

the operation of the program. This document stated that a DR had to be issued

against existing supports before I could issue a Quick Fix (QF) resolving the
3 P t g

problem, Often when I derianded a DR the field engineer for Pullman would walk
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away saying he had been instructed to get it resolved without having a DR issued.
In discussions with the QF engineers on different shifts, I found that anotlier
Pulliaan engineer on their shift had gotten a QF from them without a DR being
issued,

He continues on the bottom of 127 to state “Upon completion of
construction of that support, the as-built package, the entire as-built package
of that support, was included in the original design and any subseguent tolerance
clarifications were all incorporated into one as-built package which was returned
to engineering for acceptance of the final as-built condition in accordance with
project procedures." 1In discussions with the unit 1 personnel, I was told that
tihiey never saw any QF's when approving an as-built, only the as-built drawing. 1
was told that hardly any one reviewed these in any detail; they just rubber
stamped them OK.

On page 129, Mr. Oman states "the fact that every tolerance clarification
is included in the as-built packaye and is reviewed as part of the final han er
acceptance, leads to the conclusion that particular finding would not affect tie
final gualification of the supports.” See couents paragraph above.

Mr. Shipley states on paye 145, "I'm actually reading from the February
7th submittal that acceptable with minor supplemental calculations or coumernts,
is 78 percent, Acceptable witn detailed calculations, which ineans that there was
something found that the reviewer felt that without additional work, he was not
able to justify it on the basis of the original calculation alone —- tnat was 17
». And, unacceptable is zero,

That was at the time of this document., At that time there were six
supports that had yet to be completed. They have since been completed and they
are also acceptable. So, that would bring the 17 to 22 percent, today."

I would like to point that all through the April 2 transcript the 17

9 A
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percent figure has been used without any correction beiny proffered by PG&E/-
BECHTEL. The first I believe is on page 42 when Mr, Yin and Mr, Shipley used it,
the second was the quote above, the third is on page 156 when it was used by Mr,
Faulkenbury and Mr. Shipley again, and the forth is on page 16¢ when it was used
by Mr. Taylor and Mr, Shipley again. I ain sure there are other locations where
the 17 percent is used without a correction when the nunber should be 22 percent,
Maybe I expect too nwuch voluntary information but 22 seens more significant than
17,

Mr. Vollwer on paye 147 asks "what sort of instructions are the cueckers
jiven, who perform that evaluation." Mr. Shipley replies on page 147 that "there
is an intuitive ability of the designer, an experienced desiyner, to understand
small bore piping." This point is followed up on by Mr. Manoli on page 154 with
this coument: "So, it leaves, I think a hole here, where a person can just wake
Judgments ancd thinks that the support is adeyuate." I would like to add that we
were aske.d Dy group leaders to use our judyments on all most everything in the
dasiyn, The worst use of this was when we all followed inanayement's directive to
take for granted that the supports as installed were installed under a valid
Quality Assurance (QA) program., This I discovered was far from the truth. How
much credibility can be yiven a reverification progyran which was based on
intuition? There were 50 nany assuwiptions which had no truth or vasis which were
never yuestioned in the review progran that I can not see how anyone living in tne
vicinity of the plant can be safe with Diablo operating. The omission of
inforuation supplied by PG&E/BECHTEL similar to that supplied by me above, 1 feel
is relevant for the companies' credibility.

On paye 157 mr, Tresler says "The judgments were used wore in the small
bore that it was in the larye bore.

And I tnink that Larry is trying to point out also that this is industry

9 I
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practice., Is that correct?" Mr. Shipley replies "Yes". It is my experience
that Diablo Canyon if it is industry practice to be at the lowest end of the scale
and had I worked on any plant tha't I believed to be as unsafe as Diablo then I
would never have gotten to work on Diablo for I would have become a WHISTLEBLOWER
on that plant,

Mr. Tresler makes the statement on page 171 that “There was a very short
period of time where the vehicle of phone calls were used in lieu of the normal
process,” and he continues on page 172 with "I don't know — a month or so, the
work was expedited by use of the phone call, and the intent was that those
calculations would not be finalized until the written information came tarough."
I was on site from Nov, 8, 1982 until Oct. 14, 1983 and during this time the phone
was consistently used to obtain necessary design information and aliost none of
the engineers documented these calls since no phone memorandum forms were
available. Only a few of us indicated in the calculation that it was preliminary
and that a written reply was necessary.

On page 175 Mr. Knight asks “"Okay. So, for the record, .025 was the
criterion?" and was answered by Mr. Shipley "Yes, sir.” Mr. Knight asked again
"And it was the only criterion that was employed?" and Mr. Shipley replied ayain
"Yes". This is not true, we also used .009 inch. Both of these values were
Supi-lied to us in M9, The .025 value was for 20 hertz and .0¢Y was for 33 hertz.

Mr. Shipley on page 178 says "The 20 hertz is -- is — is only a criteria.
It clearly doesn't set a pass/fail situation for the support — ", As one of the
criteria we were designing to, the support failed if it did not meet this
requirement. I wonder now after considering Mr. Shipleys' statement if those
suprorts which we failed due to insufficient stiffness were later changed to
passing?

I have read the above 12-page statenent and it is true and correct to the

- s



best of my knowledge and belief. I feel the disclosed false and/or misleading

and/or wisrepresented information is relevant to any future review work which is

to Le undertaken on Diablo Canyon by PG&E/BECHTEL.

Ak AL

Charles C. Stokes

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ¢ th day of April, 1984.
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AFFIDAVIT

My name is I am providing this
statement fully and voluntarily, without threats, inducements 6:
coerceion to Richard Parks, who has identified himself to me as a
volunteer investigator investigating alleged problems at the

Diablo Canyon Power Plant.

I am submitting this statement to evidence the code and
specification violations I could have identified to the NRC on the
plant tour on 4-11-84. I did not accompany the tour as planned
because I had reason to fear my identity becomming known and my
personal cafety on the job jeopardized. I feel the potential ex-
isted for compromising uy confidentiality because the NRC was cal-

lous and awkward in handling the details for the tour.

I had intended to identify some examples of unaccept-
able workmanship with respect to the following three codes and
specifications:

1. Vendor welds not complying with applicable AWS

Code D1.1 Section 8.15 "Quality of Welds".

8.15.1 Visual Inspection. All welds shall be visually

inspected. A weIs shall be acceptable by visual in-

spection if it shows that
8.15.1.1 The weld has no cracks.
$.135.1.2 .....
8.15.1.3 All craters are filled to the full
cross section of the weld.
8.15.1.4 Weld profiles are in accordance with 3.6.
8.15.1.5 Irrespective of length, undercut

(next)
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shall not exceed the value shown in Fig. 8.15.1.5
for the primary stress direction category applic-
able to the area containing the undercut. Further,
the undercut may be twice the value permitted by
Fig. 8.15.1.5 (for the applicable stress category)
for an accumulated lengh of 2 in. in any 12 in. (51
mm in 305 mm) lenfth of weld, but in no case ma{
undercut on one side be greater than 1/16 in. (1.6
mm), the permitted length should be proportional to
the actual length.

2. Violations of ASTM/AISC Codes governing bolting re-
quirements on Rupture Restraints, and Class 1 structur-

al steel installations. The Manual of Steel Construct-

ion (AISC), specification for "Structural Joints Using
ASTM A325 or A490 Bolts", section 3, "BOLTED PARTS" states,

(a) The slope of surfaces of bolted parts in contact
with the bolt head and nut shall not exceed 1:20
with respect to a plane normal to the bolt axis.
Bolted steel parts shall not be separated by gaskets
and shall fit solidly together after the bolts are
tightened. Holes may be punched, subpunched and
reamed, or drilled, as required by the a plicable
code or specification. Standard goles ngall have a
diameter nominally 1/16-in. in excess of the nominal
bolt diameter.

Where shown in the design drawings and at other
locations approved by the designer, oversize, short
slotted, and long slotted holes(see Table 7 in Com-
mentary) may be used with high-strength bolts 5/8-in.
giameter and larger in connections assembled as

ollows:

1. Oversize holes may have nominal diameters
up to: J3/16-in. larger than bolts 7/8-in. and
less in diameter, 1/4-in. larger than bolts l-in.
in diameter, and 5/16-in. larger than bolts 1 1/8-in.
and greater in diameter. They may be used in any or
all plies of friction-type connections. Hardened
washers shall be fns:aIEca over oversize holes in an
outer ply.

2. Short slotted holes are nominall{ 1/16-in.
wider than the bolt diameter and have a ength which
does not exceed the oversize diameter provisions of
subsection 3(a)l by more than 1/16-in. They may be
used in any or all plies of friction-type connections .

(next)
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or bearing-type connections. The slots may be used
without regard to direction of loading in friction-
type connections but shall be normal to the direction
o¥ the load in bearing-type connections. Hardened
washers shall be InstaIIeg over short slotted holes
in an outer ply.

3. Long slotted holes are neminally 1/16-in.
wider than the bolt diameter and have a length more
than allowed in subsection 3(a)2 but not more than
2% times the bolt diameter. The slots may be used
without regard to direction of loading in friction-
type connections but shall be normal to the direction
of the lcad in bearing-type connections.

Long slotted holes may be used in only one of the
connected parts of either a friction-type or bearing-
type connection at an individual faying surface.

Where long slotted holes are used on an outer ply,
a plate washer or continuous bar of at least 5/16-in.
thickness with standard holes shall be provided. This
washer or bar shall be of structural grade material,
but need not be hardened. If hardened washers are re-
quired to satisfy Specification provisions, the hard-
ened woshers shall be placed over the outer surface of
the plate washer or bar. These washers or bars shall
have a size sufficient to completely cover the slot
after installation.

(b) When assembled, all joint surfaces, including
those adjacent to the bolt heads, nuts or washers.
shall be free of burrs, dirt, and other foreign
material that would prevent solid seating of the parts.
Paint is permittcd uncouditionally in bearing-type
connections.

5 INSTALLATION
(¢) Turn-of-Nut Tightening

When the turn-of-nut method is used to provide the
bolt tension specified in subsection 5(a), there shall
first be enough bolts brought to a "snu tight" con-
dition to insure that the parts of the joint are brought
into good contact with each other. Snug tight is de-
fined as the tightness attained By a few impacts of an
impact wrench or the full effort of a man using an or-
dinary spud wrench. Following this initial operation,
bolts shall be placed in any remining holes in the con-
nection and brought to snug tightness. All bolts in

(next)
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the connection shall then be tightened additionally

by the applicable amount of nut rotation specified

in Table 4, with tightening progressing systematically
from the most rigid part of the ?oint to its free edges.
During this operation there shall be no rotation of the
pPart not turned by the wrench.

(d) Calibrated Wrench Tightening

When calibrated wrenches are used, they should be
set to provide a tension at least 5% in excess of the
minimum bolt tension specified in subsection 5(a). The
wrenches shall be calibrated at least once each working
day for each bolt diameter being installed. Wrenches
shall be recalibrated when significant changes are made
in the equipment or when a significant difference is
noted in the surface condition of the bolts, nuts, or
washers. Calibration shall be accomplished by tighten-
ing, in a device capable of indicating actual bolt ten-
sion, three typical bolts of each diameter from the
bolts being installed.

When adjusting the wrenches to provide the required
tension, it shall be verified during actual installation
in the assembled steelwork that the calibration selected
does not produce a nut or bolt head rotation from snug
tight greater than that permitted in Table 4. 1If manual
torque wrenches are used, nuts shall be in tightening
motion when torque is measured.

When using calibrated wrenches to install several
bolts in a single connection, the wrench shall be re-
turned to "touch up" bolts greviously tightened, which
may have been loosened by the tightening of subsequent
bolts, until all are tiggtened to the prescribed
amount .

(f) Reuse

A490 bolts and galvanized A325 bolts shall not be
reused. Other A325 bolts may be reused if approved by
the engineer responsible.

Retightening previously tightened bolts which may
have been loosened by the tightening of adjacent bolts
shall not be considered as a reuse.

6 INSPECTION

(a) The Inspector shall determine that the re-
quirements of Sections 2, 3, and 5 of this Specifi-

(next)
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cation are met in the work. When the calibrated
wrench method of tightening is used, the Inspector
shall have full opportunity to witness the calibration
test prescribed in subsection 5(d).

(b) The Inspector shall observe the installation
of bolts to determine that the selected procedure is
Properly used and shall determine that all bolts are
tightened. Bolts installed by the turn-of-nut method
may reach tensions substantially above the value given
in Table 3, but this shall not ge cause for rejection.

COMMENTARY C5 INSTALLATION

Where lorgslotted holes are used, experimental
evidence has shown that a plate washer or continuous
bar of at least 5/16-in. thickness with standard holes
is necessary to provide adequate bearing. This washer
or bar shall be of structural grade material but need
not be hardened. However, if hardened washers are re-
quired to satisfy Specification provisions, the hard-
ened washer shall be placed over the outer surface of
the plate washer or bar.

3. Examples of non-compliance with Pulman Power Products'

own Engineering Specifications - Diablo (ESD's).

To refresh my memory and to help me identify some of the

above mentioned problems and their locations in the plant, I had re-

quested my DCN log, my file of DCN's (Deficient Condition Notices)

and other readily available documents. I feel this could have con-

tributed to the NRC's awkward approach in handling my anonymity.

I believe a thorough review and comparison of the

actual hardware with the existing documentation would have revealed

violations of Appendix B, 10CFRS50, Quality Assurance Requirements for

Nuclear Plants.

(next)
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My concerns relating to ASTM/AISC Bolting Require-
ments led to a review of an internal PPP document "Tensioning-
ESD-243" Authored by R.L.Werner, which' deals with the inadequacy
of ESD 243 with respect to under tensioning and over tensioning of
A325 and A490 bolts. This document also delt with the implementation
of the disposition of NCR DC2-80-RM-002, dated 11-19-80. Page 3,

paragraph 5 states:

Bolts which have rejectable indications shall be
discarded and replaced with new bolts and new nuts,
1f bolts are grouted in wall the connection shall be
"As-Built" ang the As-Built submitted to the assigned
engineer for review and disposition.

This document leads me to believe that PG&E provided
explicit instructions for the handling of accessable and fairly
easily resolved problems and provided a built-in escape clause

for problems that were inaccessable or required extensive rework.

Another document I reviewed was PPP EMPLOYEE SELF-STUDY
BOOK #2, relating to Pullman's version of 10CFR50, Appendix B,
"Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants." The Pul-
lman version differs substantially from the legal version with
respect to organizational structure for the QA program. The of-

ficial version reads as follows:

I. ORGANIZATION

The applicantl shall be responsible for the establish-
ment and execution of the quality assurance program. The
applicant may delegate to others, such as contractors
agents, or consultants, the work of establishing an ex-
ecuting the quality assurance program. or any part there-
of, but shall retain responsisgitity therefor. The au-

thority and duties of persons and organizations performing
activities affecting the safety-related functions of

(next)
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structures, systems, and components shall be clearly
established and delineated In writing. These activities
include both the performing functions of attaining qual-
ity objectives ans the -ua%It assurance functions. The
quality assurance functions are those o (8) assuring
that an appr iate quality assurance propram is es-

ﬁ E ibg E £

tablished and effectively executed and b) verifving,

such as by checkin auditin and inspection, that
activities affecting the safety-related functions have
been correctly performed. The persons and organizations
erformin uality assurance functions shall ave suf-
ficient authority and organizational freedom to identify
quality problems; to initiate, recommend, or provide so-
lutions. erson i i

uality assurance functions shall report to management
level such that this required authority and organizational
freedon, including sufficient independence from cost and
schedule when opposed to safet considerations re 0~
vided. Because of the many variables involved, such as
the number of personnel, the type of activity bein er-
formed, and the location or locations where activities
are performed, the organizational tructure for execut-
ing the quality assurance pro ram mav take various forms
provided that the persons and organiz tions assigned the

- 44——————JL——-—_______iL___A_____JL__SQ_____.
uality assurance functions have this required authorit
anc organizational freedom. Irrespective of the organ-
izational structure. the individual(s) assigned the
responsibility for assuring effective Executi§n of any
portion of the qualitv assurance OgY cation
where activities subject to this appendix are in
performed shall have direct access to such levels of
management as may be necessary to perform this function.

(Footnote 1.) While the term "a licant" is used in
these criteria, the requirements are, of course -
plicable after such a person has received a license to
construct and operate a nuclear powe ant or a fuel re-
rocessing plant. These criteria wifg also be used for
uidance fn evaluating the adequac of qualit assurance
rograms in use olders oI construction permits an

operating licenses.

(NOTE: Those parts of 10CFR50, App.B, I. ORGANIZATION
that are omitted or paraphrased in Pullman's version
are underlined.)

The Pullman version is as follows:

The applicant shall be responsible for the establishment
and execution of the quality assurance program. The ap-

(next)
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plicant may delegate to other organizations the work of
establishing and executing the qualit assurance grogram
Or any part thereof, but shall retain respons ty
therefore. The authority and the duties of persons and
organizations performing gualitz assurance functions shall
be clearly established and delineated In writting. Such
persons and organizations shall have sufficient authority
and organizational freedom to identif quality problems;

to initiate, recommend, or provide solutions; and to
verify implementation of solutions. In general, assur-

ance of quality requires management measures which pro-
vide that the inaiviauaI OY group assigned the respon-
siEIIitz for cEecEing. auaitfng. InsEectIng, Oor other-
wise veril ng that an activit as been correctl er-
formed 1s ¥n3e endent ol the individual Or RTYoup gir-
ectly responsIEI I I i h it

€ Ior periorming the specific activity.

(NOTE: Pullman's paraphrases are underlined in the
above quote.)

The rest of appendix B is typed verbatim except for the
omission of the words "fuel reprocessing plant" where they occur.
My "official version"is ((35 FR 10499, June 27, 1970, as amended
at 36 FR 18301, Sept 17, 1971; 40 FR 32100 Jan. 20, 1975.))

Had Pullman complied with the legal versia of 10 CFR
50, App. B, the proper respect for safety related work could have
been maintained throughout the company. However, the Pullman
version pervaded the attitudes of the supervisors involved. Their
attitudes served to restrict inspectors like myself from broadening
our knowledge of the requirements and attempting to document and
seek out resolution to safety-related problems. Pullman's arrogance
in rewriting the la¥ on Quality Assurance disturbs me. The lack
of authority and independent freedom of the actual inspectors to
cut through red tape and follow a problem to a conclusion can be
traced back to the omissions and paraphrases of the legal Code.

(next)
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Pullman's omissions effectively placed the inspectors in a position
of accepting only work shown to them rather than striving to pre-

vent recurrence of problems in workmanship and design.

I was unaware of Pullman's omissions and thought they
had given us a real copy of 10CFR50 App.B to study. In fact, in
my first Affidavit I identified a requirement to maintain a sep-
arate QA/QC department as a requirement of 10CFR50 App.B even though
this requirement is casually addresses in the Pullman relaxed version.
It is clearely defined in the legal version. I am deeply concerned
with Pullman's relaxed version because of the attitude of manage-

ment to relax requirements even further in practice.

Rosed on my knowledge of what Pullman classifies as a
QA program, I have serious doubts as to the ability of their
version to "stand alone" under the real requirements of 10CFR50,

app.B.  This is not responsible behavior.

I have read the above 9-page statement, and it is

true and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me

this . day of April, 1984.

Notarv Public

My commission expires ‘L. 35 19YH




SR - e T

TEXHIBIT 3

AFFIDAVIT

My name is . . 1 am providing this
statement freely and voluntarily, without any threats, induce-
ménts or coercion to Richard Parks, who has identified himself
to me as a volunteer investigator investigating alleged problems

at the Diablo Canyon Power Plant.

1 am providing this statement to document my concerns
over the improper installation of Tupture restraints, pipe sup-
poerts and equipment foundations. I volunteered to personally
identify these problems to the NRC representatives on the plant
tour that took place on &4/11/84. My offer was declined. I felt
it was necessary for me to accompany the tour to properly iden-
tifv the locations of the problems that I knew existed before I
terminated my employment with Pullman Power Products in

19€1.

I was employed at the Diablo Canyon Plant from approx-
imately 1978, until approximately
1979 with the G.F.
Atkinson Company. My job status consisted of weld
inspector. It was during

that period that I functioned as an Inspector that I became in-
timately familiar with American Society for Testing and Materials
(AST!]) and American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) Codes
relevant to bolting requirements on structural joints and surfaces

(next)
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and the documentation requirements delineated in the Quality

Assurance Procedures.

In 1979, I went to work for Pullman Power Products
as a Field Inspector. My primary responsibility consisted of
visual inspection for welding and bolting requirements to assure
they complied with the relevant codes. I soon discovered that
PPP performed these inspections and installations to their own
Engineering Specifications - Diablo (ESD's), rather than in striet
compliance with the AISC/ASTM codes. The ESD's I was expected to
perform my inspections to were supposed to confor