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W. C. -eidle, Senior Reactor Inspector, Livision of Compliance, Regicn II

THRU: F g , Senior Reacter Inspecter
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Accc panied by R. Lowis, Ecgion II, we first vuited L. Ecratan who adviced
uc t. hat " top managencnt" had advised Regulatory that the damaged tendenc
vould not be rencved by Bechtcl. Daring a discussion in J. Hendercon's
office with Whitsell, Eeratan, Irwis, Henacrcon, and the writer, Lowic
and 'iarcla were advised that DEL and Ccapliance ucro in accord with Regien II
in relation to the extent of the damage to the Unit 3 tenden wires and
that an unanimous decicion had been made requiring, the removal of the
tendons and the replacement of all tcrden wirco not nceting the AST;i
requirementc. ("The diameter cf the wirec chall not va g frca the nominal
diameter specified by more than 1 0.002 inch.") But earlier in the day
they were advised of the adverce decicicn. Bob Engolken interrupted the
discuccicn by showing us a letter cigned by S. Hanaucr ctating that por
agrec=cnt with C. Beck and M. Mann the decision had been made that the

FILL Unit 3 tendens would not have to be renoved. At 9:30 a.r. the follouing
day Ccmpliance, DEL, Dr. Siecs cf ACRS, Eincman and Clnstead of FF&L, and
a host of Bechtel engineers nct in Conference Roca 118 and ccmenced discuc-
cien of the damaged tendcns inspection procedurc, results, and Bechtcl's
prcposed acceptanco criteria. E. Bhatia diccuased the significance of
their findings, indicating that in spite of the 900 wires da a;;cd they
actually had a margin of cafety over the design factor and that wirc with
a 0.010--inch indentation tested to 249 koi (240 required). When acked
abcut schedulo, Olmstead stated that March 31 was their target date ard
added:

"It's their (Bechtclis) nickcl; dolla.~aice it hurts us. Anythin:;
beyond March 31 will hurt FF&L. 'cic are unable to meet our demands
by 5%. We are goiny,to be in trouble thic summer. Alternato
No. 1 (renoving tendons) will hu n FFOL and Bechtel. We wculd
like you to bear in =ind cur financi11 loca due to delay, i.e.

' if you do not accept the 0.010-inch acceptance criteria (.002
inch specified)."
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hebar with damago not excceding 1/4-inch indentations were codsidered accept' ' -

able to DRL, and all d=2ced rebar in the "over-designnd" area at the
,4 *

'

42-foot radius would be dyc panotrant incpected and not grcund and ."cp6t" ;-
wolded as proposed by Bcchtcl. Dr. Seica ctated that the welding would
add an additional weakncas to the ctccl. During the rcrainder of the necting,
the constructor discussed the freq cncy of lift off testing and in-cervice
incpection. Ecchtel and FFeL indicated pleasure cycr the resolution of
their "=isfortune."
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Jcceph M. Varela

C0:II:JMV Eeactor Inspector
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