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BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL PANEL

In The Matter of

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY Docket Nos.50-352
(Limerick Genecating Station and 50-353
Units 1 and 2)

APPEAL OF AIR & WATER POLLUTION PATROL (ROMANO) RE ITS
CONTENTIONS DENIED BY THE BOARD IN ITS SECOND PARTIAL
INITIAL DECISION OF AUGUST 29, 1984 (2nd PID)

On September 10, 1984, Air and Water Pollution Patrol filed an
appeal re its Contentions denied by the Board (in its Second Partial
Initial Decision of August 29, 1984 (2nd PID), namely carburetor ice
(V=4) and welding deficiencies (V-1)

As it relates to V-4, AWPP (Romano) contends:

Neither the Applicant nor the Staff have adequately
considered the potential for carburetor icing on
aircraft flying into the airspace that may be aff-
ected by emissions from the Limerick cooling towers.

The Applicant's fundemental basis is that at a distance from the
cooling towers of about a quarter of a mile, the temperature and hu-
midity differences between the plume and the ambient air are insig-
nificant.

The Thomson Penn State test was used as the basis for that proof.
The Applicant's witnesses did not perform that test and, further, the
purpose of that test was not the determination of how far the plume
traveled.

The Applicant states the plumes would not present a potential
carburetor icing hazard different from the naturally occurring atmos-

phere, because an airplane could not remain in such a small region
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AWPP Appeal re its Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

of the plume for more than a few seconds. This is rebutted by the

Staff's own witness Mr. Geier, who testified carburetor ice can form
instantaneously. (Geier's written testimony at A-4)°

Furthermore, Applicant states that even if conditions in the en-
tire plume, up to about 10 miles, were significantly different from
the surrounding air, it would be highly unlikely that an airplane
would, or even could, remain in the plume long enough for sufficient
carburetor ice to accumulate to cause engine failure, which the Appli-
cant further states could be as much as eight minutes, is totally con-
tradicted by Geier at A-4.*

At A-4 of 2nd PID the Board says there is ample timely notice
to the pilot due to symptoms of the degraded engine performance, and
gauges, that ice 1s accumulating. There are no gauges to tell that
ice is forming in 99.9% of planes used in the Limerick area. Also
Aereo Magazine November 1980, Alfred R. Puccinelli,page 8 states "
carb ice forms in a very underhanded manner. It can come on very
rapidly, cuase its sometimes lethal effects and disappear before the
FAA can detect it." Further the Board was not told of the four or five
similarities of the symptoms for carburetor ice as against other mal-
functions as per water in gas, vapor lock, dirt in gas, improper gas.

Applicant avers that pilots must face normal variations in tem=-
perature and humidity conditions over relatively small changes in air-
space locations of greater magnitude than variations which would be
presented by cooling tower plumes. But AWPP states pilots are advised
by Flight Service Stations ot such conditions, whereas no advice is
given for peculiar, localized conditions for a pilot unfamiliar with
the Limerick reactor plume conditions.

Mr. Geier as a flight instructor also testified there is no FAA
requirement to check for damage to rented airplanes before a plane is
re-rented. Therefore, some mechanical problem could give the same
symptoms as carburetor ice, and if carubetor heat was applied, it could

* " Safety Corner" by Thomas A Horne "Carburetor Ice Still A Threat" as in
AOPA Pilot, pll0 "...warning could be too late because it has been shown

that carburetor ice can form & shut down an engine in % minute",
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AWPP Appeal re Its Contentions Denied By Board In 2nd PID continued:
reduce power to the point of a stall and possible tragedy.

Mr. Geier's written testimony stated the Limerick airport flight
pattern was a standard left hand pattern, when in fact, because of the
proximity of the towers, it was changed to left in one direction and
right in the other direction. Further, Mr. Geier, testified that a
pilot could always radio the Limerick field for information. But in
cross examination by AWPP Mr. Geier admitted the field did not have

to answer a calling pilot whether they were present in the field
office or not., I state this to show the need especially at Limerick
to avoid a tragedy, and the Board was wrongly influenced by Geier.
While Applicant and Staff (at A-6 of 2nd PID) testified all pilots
were taught thoroughly on the use of carburetor heat, the Private Pilot
a generally used instructional book for students shows barely more
than 1 paragraph devoted to handling carbuertor ice. Totally undisputed.
The fact that pilots with as much experience as the Applicant's wit~-
nesses had carburetor ice accidents, indicated carburetor ice can
sneak up on any pilot, but more so a student pilot who gets disorien-
ted.*
At page 8 (of the 2nd PID) at A-8,the Board states an aircraft

would not, indeed could not, reasonably remain within the influence

of a plume within a quarter of a mile of the cooling tower for more
than a few seconds, however, Mr. Geiger testified that ice can form
instantaneously. Even % mile and few seconds is longer than instan-
taneously (also see forgoing reference Aerio Magazine~Puccinelli, p8
November 1980) and "Safety Corner" by Thomas Horne (preceeding page).
Under A-9 of 2nd PID the Board states that the Applicant, without
any reasonable contradiction re differences in Keystone vs Limerick
towers has established by the overwhelming preponderance of the evi-
dence that the Limerick cooling tower plumes will not have temperature
and moisture conditions significantly different from the ambient air

* see table 6 of Light Aircraft Piston Engine...carb.ice Krug testimony
attachment B
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AWPP Appeal re Its Contentions Denied By Board In 2nd PID continued:

beyond a quarter mile from the tower. However, AWPP disputes that
it is a "reasonable contradiction". The towers were different and
nowhere in the Thomson test was carburetor ice at certain distances
from the tower even mentioned,

At A-1l of 2nd PID the Board states the operation of towers of
the type used at Limerick creates visible plumes of water vapor which
will condense to form a visible plume approximately 50 to 80 percent
of the time. Therefore, as much as 50 percent of the time, the plume

will be invisible, and pilot response to the possibility of carbur-

etor 1ice connot take place to avoid carburetor ice. Also under A-ll
the Board states the humidity content at or near full power will be
saturated irrespective of ambient inlet air drawn into the tower,
This is contradictory to Smith at Tr-6639.

Re A~13 of 2nd PID, Smith at Tr 6408-10, says a plume rising in-
to air that is already saturated and therefore will
blend into and become part of the ambient cloud deck. AWPP contends
that cloud deck could be at the pattern altitude of the Limerick air-
port. Such low cloud deck in calm saturated air could move slowly
over the airport traffic pattern as close as 1 mile away--which is

more than % mile vertically and/or horizontally.
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

¢ ’

Smith, at Tr.6238,8334 ¢ 6619, in stating plumes rise tar above
1000 feet, admitted plumes beyond the % mile principle, upon which
the Applicant's entire case depends, is often the case.

At A-15 of the 2nd PID, the testimony related to tests at the
Keystone gant re invisible plumeg, However, it was not the purpose
of the Thomson Penn State Keystone experiment to study invisible
plumes, or distances from tower that the plume traveled. Further,
none of the witnesses took part in the Thomson study of the Keystone
cooling towers in Western Pennsylvania (App. Ex. 13). Further, no-
where in thc rhomson study is the word invisiible plume even used.
Smith, at Tr 6259, 6279,6405, and 6418 as per A-15 of 2nd PID refers
to Applicant's witness stating the Keystone study "was expressly to
determine conditions inside and outside the visible and invisible
plumes", It was not to study temperature and humidity at different
distances from the tower upon which the Applicant claims its % mile
from tower basis for saying there will be no increaded potential
for carburetor ice at Limerick. Further at A-15, top of p 12,8mith
says the technique used at the Keystone plant experiment enabled the
researchers to intersect the so-called invisible portion of the plume
with great regularity. Tr 6262,6279, 6419-20,6459 (Smith). But Smith
contradicts such testimony (see Tr62€0-1.) where he stated "they
[Keystone] had a very difficult time finding anything at all, no
matter what altitude they flew at, or how many passes they made".
This testimony contradicts statement in A-~16 of the 2nd PID.

Under A-18 of the 2nd PID, the last sentence infers AWPP (Romaro)
did not contradict Tr.6424-25 by Smith and Tr.7033 by Markee. But
at this time I protest to your Panel that I was not given my legal
right to cross examine as my own witness a$ Judge Brenner had, be-~
fore the hearings, told me I would have,
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

At A-19 of the PID, the Board agreed with the % mile from tower
principle which relied heavily cn the Thomson Keystone study. How-
ever, no where was distance from tower---or dewpoint discussed as
proof that the wintensses' testimony was based on valid facts rather
then biased opinion.

Under A-20, the Board's statement, page l4,that "AWPP's repre-~
sentative showed an unfortunate apparent inability to understand the
testimony"” is a personal attack on a citizen effort. It demonstiates
that factual evidence is not the only basis in this case. Further,
the Board takes obviously biased license in stating (p 14) that
"AWPP seems to believe that the testimony that plumes will not affect
carburetor icing beyond a quarter mile from the tower means that App-
licant and Staff believe that plumes longer than a quarter mile will
not exist". AWPP does not believe that at all. How can the Board
deal in personal feelings as to what an intervenor thinks?
Because the Board so interprets AWPP's understanding, AWPP feels the
Appeal Panel's duty is to insure I have an unbiased, non-personal
judgement of AWPP's testimony as it re-examines the record. 1In the
same A-20, the Board speaks of "uncontradicted" testimony by Appli=-
cant's witnesses. But AWPP showed contradictions by Smith (Tr. 6260
at 15 and at 6262 ar 13-14-15) A further contradiction by Smith, as
interpreted by the Board in A-13, and A-22, is shown when Smith at
Tr. 6408~10 testified that a plume Will blend into and become part
of the ambient cloud deck." Fig. 9 (Cooling Towers and The Environ-
ment (Smith, et al) shows plume r sing over 1500 feet right through
the cloud deck. Also, 3500 feet is far beyond % mile .

At A-24 the Board incorrectly stated "AWPP's assertion that
the Limerick cooling tower plumes will lead to increased aircraft
carburetor icing ignores the fact that the conditions causing car-
buretor ice formation are well understood and that steps have been
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F9Pp Appeal Re Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID concinued:

taken to assure that it does not present a significant problem to pi-

lots who are reasonably attentive. (Smith and Seymour, ff. Tr.6234,at

8; Geier, ff, Tr. 6883, at 2-4; Krug, ff. Tr.6883, at 2-3)".AWPP states whil
conditions causing carburetor ice are well understood, steps have not

"been taken to assure that it does not present a significant problem

to pilots who are reasonably attentive". See Attachment B of Mr.

Krug's testimony, Light Aricraft Piston Engine, et~.+p 10, table 6

showing even certified Flight Instructors involved with carburetor ice-

ing accidents.

At A-26, the Board reveals the Applicant relied on another indir-
ect experiment in which their witnesses did not take part, namely, the
use of an automobile engine on the ground. AWPP states that experi-
ments not done with an airplane, where other air conditions enter
into the experiment to more exacfly normalize the effects in the air,
invalidate the results.

The Board states, according to Seymour "such studies are done in
a laboratory because it is difficult to find optimum conditions for
rarburetor ice accumulation occurring naturally®,. Tr.6507-08 (Seymour),
AWPP states, these optimum conditions are easily found as per Smith
and Seymour. ff Tr. 6234 at 8-9., At A-27 p 17;68°F and 100% hum-
idity is easiily found as stated in Smith 6234, Also see weather records.

At A-27 it is repeated that without carburetor heat it would take
eight minutes of flying time for enough carburetor ice to accumulate
to cause a 25 rpm reduction in engine speed. AWPP repeats that Geier,
admitted carburetor ice can form instantly but at ff Tr. 6883 at 2 his
statements are opinion and not what happenes with flyers. In fact
his testimony al Tr. 6883 was an attempt to cancel his statement
which undoes the Applicantes position at A-27.

A=28 includes a further attempt to change the damaging testimony
that carburetor ice can form instantaneously. This means carburetor
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied By Board in 2nd PID continued:

ice can and does form without warning. Further evidence that
witness Geier contradicts himself is seen in his subsequent
testimony (Tr. 7001-03 (Geier). By the time carburetor ice
forms, in particular during a landing at Limerick when the pi-
lot could use extra hands, engine failure could result in trag-
edy, especially a student pilot who is forced intq a go-around.
The statement of Smith Tr. 62497 flys against statements
of Smith re saturated air conditions in the plume as stated
previously herein. For example, three degrees lower and twen-
ty percent higher humidity could result in conditions conduc-
ive towhat would be necessary in many cases to form carburetor
ice,as any physicist would agree. While Smith and Seymour
again attempt to resurrect the quarter mile~--8 minute princ-
iple,the written testimony of Geier that carburetor ice can

form instantly disproves their opinions.

Under A-31 and 32, it is the Board which is unrealistic
regarding carburetor icing. The Board feels the solution, as
piasedly presented by Applicant and Staff witnesses, to all

problems that are, or appear to be due to carburetor icing, are

solved by just depressing the crude carburetor heat leaver.
(See Krug, Attachment A, table 6 showing long experienced in-
Structors crashing due to complexity of the carburetor ice
problems) .

The Board, because of ambigious testimony, missed the point
that carburetor ice, too many times, does not show up until too
late. For the Board to convey in A-33 that "carburetor ice
can be removed in seconds by the use of carburetor heat {as per
6364-67; 6376-78; 6383-84; 6668~71 (Seymour) and Tr. 7004-05;
ff 6883 at 4-5) is to set a trap that might bring possible tra-
gedy to 50% of pilots flying in the Limerick area. Such state-
ments ignore many confusing factors, at times when split-sec-
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied By Board in 2nd PID continued:

ond decisions must be made, including freezing of the carbur-
etor heat cable, preventing its use.

Also in A-33 the Board says "AWPP agrees that if carbur-
etor heat is used, ice will not form (Tr. 6825;2 but AWPP's
agreement was conditioned on ice not yet having formed unknow-
ingly beyond correction, and if the very confusing indications
of carburetor ice is not a false alarm due to othet¥ causes
that give the same indication as carburetor ice. (Indications
like vapor lock, dirty gas, the wrong gas, magneto problems,
or other engine malfunctions).

Also at A-33, Seymour (Tr. 3676-81; 6628-29) says "car-
buretor ice would not cause instantaneous engine failure with-
out significant noticable symptoms alerting the pilot to the
problem". AWPP responds that if the problem reached "signifi-
cant noticable symptoms", it would require split-second decis-
ions, and the incorrect use of carburetor heat for a prcblem
having the confusing symptoms of carburetor ice, but not due
to carburetor ice, could result in power loss sufficient to
cause engine damage, a stall and a probable crash. The AOPA
Air Safety Foundation Operational Flyer, Volume 2, Number 1,
last sentence of 2nd paragraph in 3rd colum on first page

(enclosed) states: "Leaving the [carburetor] heat on [as in
g asas on

the improper analysis of the symptom suggesting carburetor ice]

could seriously reduce the amount of power available and could

[further] damage the engine. Thus the significant noticable

symptoms Seymour talks about with the applica tion of car-

buretor heat could cause an accident rather than prevent it.
At ff Tr. 6883 at 4-5 Geier 1is quoted as saying "A tr-

ained pilot would not be likely to confuse the indications of

other engine problems,with the accumulation of carburetor ice.
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied By Board in 2nd PID continued:

To show that statement is incorrect see Krug, Attachment B,
Light Aircraft Piston Engine Carburetor Ice Detector/Warning
Device Sensitivity/Effectiveness, June 1982, Federal Aviation
Administration Introduction-page l-enclosed.

At A-34, testimony the Board received led them to state

that "a pilot should be able to remedy a carburetqr ice prob-

lem after detection", but as in forgoing reference (Krug, Att-

achment B, p 1 at bottom) such *testimony could not refute the
fact that there i1s no instrument to detect carburetor ice.

Cn this point of detection, at A-35 the Board states
"pilots are trained to apply heat at the first indication (de-
tection ) of an icing problem". But as referenced above by
the FAA, there is no reliable instrument, let alone judgement
of the pilot to know when there is, quoting the Board, "the
first indication of icing". As quoted before in "Safety Cor-
ner by Thomas Horne, April 1980 AOPA Pilot (top of page 110)

(enclosed) quote: "...ice can form and shut down an engine in

less than half a minute under the right circumstances".--that's

certainly in less than 8 minutes which Smith states in forgo-
ing, and certainly shows engine failure would happen because
the pilot has nc reliable way of obtaining what the Board de-
scribes as the first indication of an icing problem. That
f'rst indication , as statistics of fatalities show, could
and does come after it is too late.

At Tr.6672-75 Seymour; and Krug (Tr. 7042) state "the po-

tential for carubretor ice is less when the throttle is fully

open, as at take off. But this is contradicted by Krug's Att-
achment B, see Table 3, page 7, which shows carburetor ice
acidents at take off which is always at full power, between

1976~-1980 was 66 , whereas it was 15 at cruise power, that
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied By Board in 2nd PID continued:

1s when throttle is not fully open.

At footnote 2, bottom of page 21 of the 2nd PID Geier
(Tr. 7101-02) as it relates to the Limerick airport, and in
his written testimony, he was wrong both in pattern direction
and altitude, testifying that lowest heights at the airports
would be above 1200 fee¥, again disproving the % mile from tow-
er principle. As it relates to Geier's testimony dealing
specifically with the Limerick airport, Applicant and Staff
attorneys agreed to cvgss out wrong facts about the Limerick
airport before AWP? (Romano) had a chance to show, during cross
examination, that Geier did not really know what the condit-
ions ¢t the Liermick airport area were, and therefore, resulted
in having baised the Board because of his high position
with the FAA.

While¢ it is not too important, I give an example of test-
imony that could be misleading. The Board at A-36, on the
basis of testimony by the Applicant and Staff witnesses,
wrote that "the pilot normally applies carburetor heat on the

down-wing leg "even if there is no indication of carburetor

ice". The Board continues "an increase in engine rpm after
the carburetor heat is applied is an indication that carbur-

etor ice was present and the heat eliminated it".

First that is wrong because carburetor heat is applied not

on the start of the downwind leg, but is at the end, just be-

fore the base leg. The Board then is unfluenced to write that

"an _increase in engine prm after the carburetor heat is applied

iz an indication that carburetor ice was present and that the

heat eliminated it". If that statement were correct it would
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

mean that varburetor ice was present before the pilot put on
the carburetor heat--that is, before he knew it was there.
Thus the testimony that carburetor icing is easily detected is
disproved. The fact that carbuertor ice sneaks up on the pilot,
with conditions suddenly encountered as in the localized, high
moisture conditions caused by the tower exhaust (35 million gal-
lons per day). 7

"As required" in a flight manual, as defined by Geier at
Tr.6890; 7007-07 (see A-36) quote: "means that normal procecure
is to leave tha carburetor heat on throughout the approach".
Or its face thet is incorrect. "As required" means, as it

states, carburetor heat is to be used when and if a pilot knows

he needs it, and not rouvtienly throughout the approach.

Under A-38, the Board's statement that it is not their
conclusion that aircraft can have tragic accidents unless due
to pilot failure to use well established procedures and avail-
able equipment. AWPP again refers the Board to the references
cited, and to the accidents cited, one reference being Krug's
Attachment B--tables 6-7 etc and points (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
page 20 Krug attachment B.

Further under A-37 The Board states application of full
power after carburetor heat is removed, ameliorates icing po-
tential. That statement would suggest that the use of full
power always lessens the icing potential . Table 6 of Krug,
Attachment B, disputedly shows more carburetor ice accidents
at takeoff (full power) than at cruse (less than full power).

And carburetor heat is not always removed in order to depend

on full power to protect against carburetor icing. Under cer-
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied By Board in 2nd PID continued:

icing conditions carburetor heat is applied purposely on take

off with full power, demonstrating again, the complexity of the

problem of carburetor ice and heat application .

AWPP agrees with the Board when the Board states, in A-38,
that carburetor ice is a well recognized potential hazzard...
but it [the Board] fails to recognize that procederes and in-
struments are not available, but Indroduction, p-1 Krug, attach-
ment B, previously referenced in full, will aid the Board in re-
cognition of the problems and its deadly effects.

Under A-39, the Board states "any variation between the
cooling tower plumes and the ambient air is insignificant when

compared to the much larger normal temperature and moisture vari-

ations over relatively small changes in location [meaning short
distances]) that pilots face in routine flights through ambient
air". Unfortunately, no weather records were shown to prove
such statement.

AWPP feels that conclusion resulted from biased, incomplete
ambigious testimony. The % mile from tower at Limerick was not
conclusively shown but was extrapolated from experiments mostly
not done by Applicant's witnesses. The Board's conclusion is
wrong because the effectiveness of carburetor heat preventing
carburetor ice was not shown; the tra‘ning of pilots to insure
carburetor icing would not occur was not shown, and the presence
of instruments to detect carburetor ice are not present in 99%
of the planes flying in the Limerick area, nor does the FAA app-
rove them or consider them reliable. With a large percentage
of students flying low over the reactor area and with a radio
guide one mile from the reactor area, thus concentrating stud-

ent and low-time flyers. the unsuspected, localized conditions
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied By Board in 2nd PID continued:

for carburetor ice insures increased potential for carburetor
ice...and accidents.

Based on all the above, AWPP's contention does have merit
requirring special attention. Even if the quarter mile princi-
ple were correct, a plane is permitted by FAA rules to fly with-
in 500 feet of the reactor tower (another hazard potential) which
is well within one-guarter mile. '

While the Applicant's witnesses mostly gave opinions on
tests they did not themsleves do, the opinions they gave were
not fact, as shown by examples of contradictions and ambiguities
in the witnesses own statements. Therefore, AWPP's contention
that there was inadequate consideration for increased carburetor
ice potential has merit, and pleads the Atomic Seafety and Lic-
encing Appeal Panel consider the consequences that can be a-
voided. The Board must require a study under "socked in" stag-
nant conditions that shut down many airports even when it occ-
urs naturally. Such condition can result more often because of
the Limerick plume. Further, with invisible moisture plume acc-
umulations 50% of the time at Limerick a deadlv invisible "sock-
ed in" condition car trap unsuspecting student or low-time pi-
lots.

In Summary,

The Board was further impressed by the opinions of Applicant
and Staff witnesses who stated carburetor ice was really not a
problem first because it is easily detected if present. Second-
ly, carburetor ice cannot b2 confused with any other indication.
Thirdly, carburetor ice is easily gotten rid of in just seconds
by the pilot simply depressing the crude carburetor ice lever.

However, the references provided by AWPP, based on experi-
ence and fact (and not opinion) refute the opinions on which the

Board made its decision to discard AWPP's carburetor ice conten-
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied By Board in 2nd PID continued:

tion.

The references are facts including fatality figures that
give tragic proof, the witnesses are wrong as detailed in Light
Aircraft Piston Engine Carburetor Ice Detector/%Warning Device,
Sensitivity/Effectiveness June 1982 (DOT/FAA Ct. 8444). For
example page 20, (2)(3) (4)(5) (6) where #4 stated "Performance
degredation may not be caused by ice formation", thus refuting
the Applicant and Staff witness testimony that every pilot knows
the performance degradation means carburetor ice. (also see (2)&(6).

The undeniable proof that the Applicant and Staff position
lacked validity, as it relates to the simplicity of taking care
of carburetor ice, must lead the Appeal Board to closely check
AWPP's testimony that shows the "quarter mile from tower prin-
ciple", upon which the Applicant and Staff will permit risk to
pilots in the Limerick area, is similarly biased and not based

on "beyond-a-reasonable-doubt" fact.
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied By Board In 2nd PID continued:
Relating to AWPP Contention VI-I:

Philadelphia Electric!s Quality Assurance and Quality
Control program apparantly operated since begining of con-
struction in 1974 on the principle that if the NRC inspectors
find bad concrete, cut reinforcing rods, bad welds, or hun-
dreds of other violations actually described in the hundreds
and hundreds of reports of viclations, then Applicant will
fix 1%,

Therefore, as it relates to AWPP Contention VI-I, AWPP
appeals the decision of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
as delineated starting page 99 of the Second Partial Initial
Decision dated Aug. 29, 1984.

1 appeal because my contention was changed by the Board
and in so doing emasculated the force of the contention.

That central contention as originally submitted by AWPP (Ro-
mano) without doubt would show an absolute "Pattern of Care-
lessness" (the oringinal contention). This pattern was read-
ily demonstratable on the bisis of hundreds of official Nuc-
lear Regulatory Commission Inspection and Engineering (IE)
reports on inspections since 1974.

The reports AWPP studied, as an example give details on
careless workmanship irrespective of where or what the
activity was as it might ultimately affect safety of millions
of people within thrity miles of Limerick. I refer to care-
less workmanship in concrete mixing and placement (see IE
report 76-09 dated 10/13/76). The carelessness did not just
border on contempt, it actually and blatantly was contemp-
tious of specified written procedure. The degree of contempt
is obvious when following the finding of improperly mixed con-
crete, the Quality Control Inspection Reports (see 76-09-03

enclosed) tried to hide the incident. Those who were respon-
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

sible for reviewing the situation did not do so; that the de-
cision to let the improperly mixed concrete remain was not
done on the basis of an engineering analysis; and that the bad
concrete mistake was not reported as per specified reporting
procedure when mistakes are made. The foregoing suggests a
purposeful effort bordering on the criminal as it relates to
public safety. Subsequent to the improperly mixed and placed
concrete incident, indications are that the incident must have
involved much more concrete than reported in the 76-09-03 re-
port. On removing scaffolding, huge voids in the drywell
wall surrounding the reactor core were found, some as much as

67 1#¢h long in a 72 iwch wall as described in IE Reports.

In the effort to determine what effect these voids would
have on the integrity of the crucial drywell wall, it was ne-
cessary to fire-cut the steel shell of the reactor pressure
vessel. Four 10" X 12" sectons were cut out, and on the basis
of those approximately four square feet out of possible thou-
sands of square feet of the inside surface of the reactor
pressure vessel, a decision not based on proper statistics
was made that ruled the entire inside surface of the reactor
dry well wall was free of voids. 1In that process, the four
plates had to be re-welded back on to the steel shell, there-
by creating another questionable weakened unit in the extreme-
ly crucial reactor core area.

To repeat, because the "Pattern of Carelessness" was im-
properly denied, I appeal the decision of the Board because
that integrity of the steel pressure vessel wall and the su-
rrounding seven foot thick drywell concrete wall may be the

cause of some future accident if not re-evaluated.
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

But there were hundreds and hundreds of other careless
infractions involving such contemptious carelessness as throw-
ing bundles of re-inforcing rods into concrete, careless of
the effect on strength and the specified piocedure requiring
distances between rods (s.. al Ajpi.aiy /) =7e-05). There were
some instances of such contempt that some workers would anon -
imously report such things as bolts that were put in place
even though they could not reach the threads inte which they
were supposed to attach. There were reports of drills that
couléd only be given out (because of damage they could do)
with special sigr-out and logging. When records were inspec-
ted many drills were gone without any record...obviously sto-
len, acain showing contempt of Quality Assurance and gener-
ally lax control that even manifested itself in incidents of
careless sabotage of electrical conduits.

In spite of hundreds of these items the Board would not
permit looking into the "Pattern of Carelessness" contention
AWPP wanted litigated.

In fact as stated, page 99 at D-2 of 2nd PID, the Board
admits rejecting AWPP's contention, although the Board did not
say it had done so prematurely since it ¢//. .ste/y had to...
but in its own arbitrary form which I protected at the Oct.
17-18, 1983 meeting on Phonexville, Pa.

The arguemnt that AWPP's instances of infractiors were
taken from NRC inspection reports and, therefore, known‘did
not at all minimize the description of carelessness while
such argument also indicates laxity of the NRC in premiting
repeat infractions as occured with welding. It was also un-
fair for the Board to argue how AWPP found infractions since

there was no other way for a citizen group to do it otherwise.
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AWPP Appeal Re Contention Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

AWPP (Romano) does think, however, that even mention of the
point of AWPP's use of IE inspection reports for its infor-
mation rather than some other way indicated bias by the Board.

During the period previous to the Board's premature re-
jection, AWPP wrote persistantly that statements being made
by the Applicant re the "Broomstick Affair" (IE 76-06-01),
were incorrect, and that the Board was in error in seeking
AWPP's dismissal.

AWPP regards the above as an example of unfairness since
the Board should not have written my contention was being re-
jected while they looked into my allegations. They should
have looked into the allegations (which were found to be true)

BEFORE AWPP's contention was rejected. Further evidence of

bias by the Board is evident in the fact that after AWPP (Ro-
mano) forced the Applicant to admit, after repeated statements
hat they inspected all welds, that they really did not do so,
the Board improperly stated it was the Applicant who brought
the lack of total inspection to the notice of the Board (see

D-9 at page 104, where it states:"...incompleteness was dis-

covered and corrected by Applicant...".

Further evidence of bias is seen under D-6, where the
Board arbitrarily "held it was upnecessary for the Applicant
to follow the normal course and file its proposed findings of
fact first" because nothing AWPP said mattered, whereas every-
thing the Applicant said had merit. In changing the normal
course, it prejudged AWPP's case previcus to the end of the
hearing with adverse effect on continuance by its represen-
tative, Mr. Romano, as Mr. Romano protested to Mr. Brenner

at the time.

Further, AWPP totally rejects the statements in D-13,
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

page 105 that the facts, such as in the 76-06-01 Btoomstick
Effair was truthfully stated. In fact Mr. Vincent Boyer, in
excusing the improperly preformed weld stated in the March 15,
1984 Deposition of David T. Clohsgy and Vincent S. Boyer at
Philadelphia electric's 2300 Market Street building, at page
54, line 6, that a welder, following a specified procedure
could in his "view" decide the weld's appropriateness. Per-
haps that's why there were so many improperly performed welds.
Further showing that deviation from written specified proce-
dure was condoned all the way up to Mr. Boyer, Vice President
for Nuclear Power for Philadelphia Electric, Mr. Boyer, in
the effort to erase the careless example of improper welding,
followed by improper inspection said the inspector could use
his own "judgement" (see Depcsition page 92, from line 13
through page 93 line 22), (see 76-06-01 Chronology Packet).
Enclosed is the Deposition showing evasion by Mr. Clohecy
who appeared in place of Mr. Corcoran, whom we requested since

he was head of the Quailty Assurance group. AWPP asks that

Tire
the Appeal Board Panel read thqxgeposition which gives a
picture different than the hearing testimony. S

4 ) 1¢é
There is no doubt that the inspector, underg Failure to

Weld Structural Steel per AWS Code, in using a broomstick

was not following the specified code...and that the improper-
ly performed weld rcsulted. At Deposition page 46, lines 8
to 12 Mr. Boyer defends the practice by rationalizing the

AWS procedure,while stating what should be used, did not
state what should not be used. Also related to the Broou-
stick Affair and Mr. Boyer's rationalizing efforts, at page
98, lines 7 to 10,AWPP asks Mr. Boyer to provesall inaccess-

able welds were inspected by chipping away the concrete.
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

In the 2nd PID, page 100 at D-3, last pargaraph, the
Board refused to admit Professor Iverson, statistician of
Swarthmore College, because of a time technicality that should
be made admissible, nevertheless, considering a citizen group
without any attorney and without attorneys and resources of
the Applicant. Further the Board states "in any event [Pro-
fessor Iverson's testimony] did not relate to any of AWPP's
specified instances", and "was not sufficiently probative to-
wards any matter relating to quality assurnace of welding to
be admitted as late testimony" (Tr.10, 428-4 35, 11,931 (Brenner).
AWPP appeals that statistics are very much involved with any
guality assurance and quality control program.

Dr. Iverson's testimony and/or cross examination could
have aided the record in determining whether auditing of
welds were done on sufficiently valid statistical sampling
methods. Dr. Iverson's statistical analysis would have shown
the shortcoming evidenced in the "deposition" of Mr. Boyer
and Mr. Clohecy who used structured "judgement" in weld samp-
ling, rather than random sampling and scientific statistical
procedures. (see page 98 starting with line 17 through page
103, line 16).

On the basis of the statements in the forqgoing deposi-
tion, it is very questionable as to whether proper sampling
and auditing was used as the basis for public safety involved
in imndreds of welding infractions.

The Appeal Board, keeping in mind the history of constru-
ction at nuclear plants, keeping in mind that anonymous re-
ports of bad welding have com® to the attention of the NRC
and that even harrassment of NRC inspectors had only come to

light at the Zimmer plant, and not by NRC inspectors. Also
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AWPP Appeal Re Contentions Denied by Board in 2nd PID continued:

keep in mind Applicant has the option of converting to coal

or oil...just as the owners of Zimmer, in the interest of
Themselvedy

1'%
public safety, dccidedbw&en the NRC did not adequately see the

danger to the public.

Respectfully submitted,

Air & Water Pollution Patrol
C e Nene S .,(,pu,’v\

Frdnk'ﬁ. Romano, Chairman

61 Forest Ave.

Ambler, Pa. 19002
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Letter from R. T. Carlson to V. S. Boyer, dated 11/10/76,
transmitting NRC IE Inspection Report No. 50-353/76-06
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U“'(D. STAYLS
LHICLCAR REGULATORY ?

rCcion
31 vama AviNnGC
AT OF FRULMA, PTNNLY Aterk 1%45

November 10, 1976

| .

Patladz!zhia Elezceic Cazpany Licease Zo. CPR-107
Atcmumi: ¥%e. ¥. S. Sayec : . Inspeccioa Zu. 76-03

Vice Presiceac Docket Zo. 50-25)
{ Eaglzeering and Research : . .

2201 HKackecr Scree: . o0t

Pafladelpaia, Zeznsylvaniz 19101

Ceatlenen:

‘This cefers to the incpectica ceaducted BF Fe. A. Toch of cthis ofiice on
Cezsber 16, 19-22, 1576 ac the [izerick Generesizg Sracioa of zctivizies
suchorized :y R License llo. CT22-107 sz Co the discussicas ol eur

£indirSs held b7 Mo, Toth wick lr. J. Corcsran of vour graff 2t thne

coaclusfon of ==e 4=specciosa, and co a sudsequenc zelzphoze discussion -
bec\-'e'en M=, Tozh aad lir. Corcoran on SovesbSer 2, 1975.

Areas exam{zed during this {aczcccion are 2eszribad i the 0fffce of
I=speccion aad Izfcrcezenc [=spection Repors. which is exzlased with this
lezcer. wichia these aress, the imspectica zoasistel of seleczive
eveninacinne of srecedures and reprogexiziice cesoris, 4=soTricwz wizn

porfunscL, LeabuCeienls Tace Dy the laspecIor, and odscrvacticns oy cne
icspector. . .

Based on the resulcr of this {nspectioa, LT appears that cerczin of your
/ sctivicies vere co5: conducced in full ccrpifance wich (50 reduirezents,

as set fortk iz che Zetice of Violacion, eaclosed bercoich as Appendix

A. Thesc ite=s of noncocpliz=ce have becan categorize! {nco the levals

as lescribed a sur coctespocdance to you daced Deceser 31, 1%74. This

notice is £2aC to you pursuant to the provisicns of Swccisa 2.201 of zhe

w30 "Rules of Praccice™, Parz 2, Ticle 19, Code of Foderal Zasciarions.

Section 2.201 regulres you to subaic to this offiice, withia cwaty (20)

days of your recefp: of this cotice, 2 vrittea gcazessac or explanacion

in reply izcludi=z: (1} corrective sleps chich have bcea ctaken Uy ¥ou -

and the results achieved: (2) corrective steps vhich vill be tazen €0

sevoid fucther icte=s of noaco=piiaace; and (3) che cace w*en full compliance

will be achfeved. . . .




..‘ .
In accordazze with Secticn 2.790 of the :2C's "Rules of Praccice™, Part
2, Tiele 23, Cole of Fedecal Regulacions, = copy of this letter and the
enclosures wil! bte plrced {n the NAC's Pudlic Docuzent Roo=. If chis
repart cezzafas any infoczactioa chac you {or your coatracter) balieve co
be propriczary, [i is mecessacry chat you mike a vriltee appifcazion
vichia 26 lars to this office to withhold such inforraclea froa public
discloszce. ~a7 such agplicacion nusc be scco=panicd by an afifdavic
executed Lr the owner of the f{nfoc=acion, vhich ideacifies the docuzent
or pari sczzhc to be wichheld, azd vhich comcains 2 ccaceeac of reasons
vhich L2iresses vich epecificicy the Lcems which will be coasfidercd by
the Com—t3.%zn as lisced {a subpacagraph (5) (4) of Seccion 2.790. The
faforzsriz= sorzht t= be wickheld shall bs izcorporacad as far as passible
into a sczarzte parc of che affidavic. If ve do not hear fro= you in .
chis rerzz? within the specified period. the report will be placed {a
¢he Public Zocr=exnt Raca.

Should ¥ou Lrve anr quescions ccacerning <his {aspeccion, ve w{ll be
pleased =z éiscuss thea wich you.

Sincerely,

/f’)’ e S0 S
A=’/ —
. Robert T. Carlson, Chiel
: Raacter Construction a~4 Enginecering
- : Supporc Braach

Enclosures:
I. Appe=dix A, Yotice of Violacion
2. IE Izspecrioa Report No. 50-353/76-06
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U. S. IUCLETAR RLSULATORY CCoizSSION
OFrICE UF LNSTNCTION AD aFoacoeT
- ' RECION T
IE Ierspection Repert Yo §0-35Y/ 7606 * s
Licengce: ruflaZelphia Elcctric Comnany . :

Lozacicn: Lizerick, ?ennsylvania
Type of Lizensce: SUR - 1065 e (GE)
Type of Tuipection: Routine, Unazacunced

Dates of Insgeciizsn:

Dacas of Previsus Izmcpeccion:

2301 Marck et Screet -

Phitalelphia, Penzsyivazia 19101

October 16, 19-22, 1974

2 6~2S, 1976

/ 410 /
Peporting Iaspecics: //’

Accozpanyl

Other Acceapaaviang Perszancl’

Revicwed

£ -
-

A. D. Toth, Reactor imsépeccor .’

Doc\:ct l:o: 50-153
License o: C?- =107

Peforley:

Cacepory: A

Safeguzrds
Croup:

42-75

¢ Inspestors: None
DATE
DATE
DAIL
Yone
D«\tr.
K. Relmig, Jecing c:-./‘.'t.c-\stmcuon Profects Sewcion 7/ DafE
weactar QOnplructicn .D/..:::t:'.c-:rlu;. Suppart Lranck -

.- .. AN
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License No. C2PR-127 R ’
!
APPENUIX A

$OTICE OF YIOLATICE

Based on the resules of cthe X3C Laspection coaducted on October 16, iS5~
22, 1976, 1= appesacs cthat cectain ef vous acsivicles were moT condusted
tn full cocpliance wich conditf{sas of yeur 2L Facllizy License “o.
CPPR-107 as indfcazed below. These icems are tafrazsiens.

A. 10 CFR SU, Appendix 2, Crizerioa IX reguirss fa parct, "casures
shall be escabiished to assure that special proclzses, fncludizg
v vel{ing, ...aze coatrolled and aceam=llzhed by qualiffed nersenuel
usfug qualified precedures in accsréance wicth applilcatle cedes.
standacds, speciffcacions, cricerfia and oclher special require-
centcs.”

Coatrary to the above, the escablished —eazures were fasufifcicnz
to assure that veldinz of structural scexl o2 Sepsesber 2., 127€
vas acco=plished in accordance wizh che anplicadle Ads-D.1.1. Tae
£1llet velds ea structural steel bean cenzecticzs ac elevatio= =33
coeli=as 23+C 222 2, 248 ==t meet the guality Taquirssents of thw
AWS Scructural Veldizg Code. .

Welding electrode holders were used attached co excension sticks
vhich vere not "desizned oc danufazctured so as €O enable gqualified
welders...to atcaia the rasvlcs prescrided”™ in the AUS code, ror
vere procedures alternacively qualiiied co escadblish chat acceptadle
weld qualfity coull b2 actained vich such scicks. Qualicy contral
surveillance {aspectiors conducted and coct=ented did not fdexcify
ané effect correction of che condicion.

B. 10 CFR 50, Appendix 2, Criterion X requires {a parz, "A prograz: for
inspection of activicies affeccing qualfcy shall 2 established and
exccuced by or for the organizacion perfcr=ing the aceivicy ce
verify cocfermance with the decu=cnced {ascructicns...shalli 52

pecformad for cach vork opecation vhere necessary to assure qualicy.”

Contrary to che above, the {nspecticn of accivicies during Octeder
1976 d1d not verif{y confornance with Specificacion A-26 Revision 2
cequicenencs (or prctection of cachined surfaces during sardblascing
and paincing operations on :he contairzenc doze, and such nrotection
vae not caincaized and the machined surfaces were inadvecrcancly
palnced and possibly sanddlacced.
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‘Reilly, dated 12/15/76

Letter from V. S. Boyer to J. P. o)



Ttems of Noncoz=llance

Tre folloving theec {teas appeared to {nvolve nerecspliance with Vg

rezulacions of the Nuclear Zezulatory Ce=atssicz of coniitlons cf & A

the agplicadble I5C license. These {tens are Inlraccioas.
/ ‘

TE-CEA1: .. \ .

Taflure To Weld Sersetural Steel Per AUS Code

A ; .

/

During ebsecy 141 of veldleg of structural sceel ac Area 12 elevazica

282, {ghe taghsccoy observed chat one -;eel (loor btea= passed clese €2

colu== K at wall Line 2J. The ciearance vas such "as co liz{c access

to the required fillec velde of angle clips co the Sews and ¢
- enbad on wall Ne. 23. @ﬂ?ﬁf wich crafc acd supervisfon perseaz ;
A.A revealed the plan co pettomfh'tﬁé‘m * ~ i

faste=ed to the end of a broc=stick; the persoazal sczced, and licelses

and conctraczor GA and (€ perssancl later canfir=ed zhac cthis appraash

had bcen used ce Che sfaflar Licited access weld [olacs ac elevation
/~253. coluncs F and Il ac wall 23. .

The frspector deterained chac che weld procedure PI-A-LX {Scruccural)
Rev. C had ncz been qualifief using electrede heléer extensicas, acr ‘
ted she wveldor Szem qualificd using such exzecefons. Althougch the

applicable Codr ASS DL-1-72 dees noc svecifically address che use of

elecziade holder exteasions with resoect €O procedure/veléer qualffi-

cacfons. {c ¢aes Ln Parc 3.1.2 require chat equipzent S designed &nd

camulacruced so as to cnable gealiffed velders to actaln the results

pcescribed fn the AWS Code. The (nspecior considered chat an eiccerede

tolder attsched to 2 ;;WW

gitistactocy by qualificacion cesC for the slx aiffereat veld cenlifus=

acZons te be velded ac cthe liofted access foints. Thae licccsee dis-

"?’“%' and the {nsgector cequested cthac provisicas be =ade to per=it

ais visual faspeccion of che lioiced sccess velds perforned at elevaticn
7,?253 on sterl beza plece nuabers 23287. An elevacer hofst znd an {ns>ece
cien cirroc and lighr vere cade available to the {aspeccor. The velsd
{t;" " sorv—anship,” in thac che velds vere of unaccenzable protile, con~
v 69 cafned excessive undercuc, and vere {ncoaplete at the upoer and lover
) - eésze of the angle clip (root pass coanlece, onlv). -For the veld joincs
f/ desigrated #3 (n the record draving of the L=-ptocess checklisc, ali
7 apparencly did oot comply with the requircoencs of ALS-D-1-1 Section 6
"laspeccioa.” The Laspector cevieved the folloving documencacion
celacive to the above Ltem:

verg found to noc gomply with che requircaencs ef A=S-D-1-1 Se=tlea 3
b‘lo {ospection ftens had been ghecked-off by che Sechcel gualficy concrol .
M1)V {aspector, facluding “Final Cualicy Verificacion.” The C Tasoectian
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PHILADEZLPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

213Gt MARKET STREET
EuiLASELPHIA, PR *2:5t

! a0 aat-4255
v $.8OYER

“C"“.-.Gi'

pEC 1351976

ve, Jazes P. 0'Retlliy, tiTeczes .
Cniceéd States MucleaT Teg=aatoTy co==isslaz
office of laspectiacT a=d T=f3rce=ext, fegioz I
631 2ack Avenug
Ling ©° s-ussia, F2. +220%
Subjecc: TEWAT ez.t Lezzes facel wovezser 10, 1376
. Te: Site T=specsio= of Cctobers 1e, 19-22. 137¢
T=sgpectis= Yepsct $o.-§0-)$2[15-05 .
rtizezizk Ce=ezazi= €zazlon - T=is ‘
Tele: QTAL tel=i=2 (76-0¢)
Deaz XT. 0' %6 . 278
We offer ==t £-22zwizg -espcnses =9 che sublect leccec
regardic=g {ce=s sdemzifled dyriag tte w3C visic ¢€o tizerick
GCeaneratiag scacion = ==1% > ga Cczabers 16, 19-22. 1676 forv
{uspection of comngTTESTLIZ gecivicties acchorized by SRC Licease
wo. C222-107. .

Accachoeas = 7 Tespo=se =3 ILtez A of Appezéix A
af subject teccec.
Accachceas =7 - Zespoase =3 Izez= 3 oY Appeccix A
c* subject tecter.
Actachaeat 72T - Respo=sE co ice= C of Appeuniix A
+ of subject lezzeT.

The due daze fgr this caspo=se WiS extecded =@ Dece=%eT 13,
1976 iz a telecon wizh Foux scaff oz Jecezber . 1976. Shouid Fou
have atYy quescions ss=cezni=g cbese {cens, Ve wouléd be ylcascé t2
discuss them wuith ycu- =

gfz=cezely,

-~ o

4 - -

s wgs $° T
- L]

Accachaents
[ p!
'




“10 CF2 50, Appendix 3, Cricerion 1% requires {= part,
“Megpgires shall be establishel Co asgure ttatr special
7:gc¢1:es. =ciudizg wveldicg, ... 2T€ conzzolled aad
accoaplished Sy qualiffed persocael using guasifled
procedure .Lt accordauce vith applicedle ccles, zazdarls,
'9¢¢if1cttio:s. ericeria and other special zequirezezzss" ..
Concrary to cthe above, che eszadlistel aeascres vere
fasufficient o &ssuce that weldizg of strs=czural szeel
or Septeaber 23, 1876 ‘was aczoz=plisteld i=n gccordance

wich the applicabdle A%¥S=-D.1.1. <The fillet =elds o2
gc=u=czural steel bYea= concectiozs a< elevesfoa 253,
colu=ns 23-C aad E, ¢1& not =eel the guallsy reguzireceacs
0f #%e A%S Structural Welllag Czée. . '

Weldiag eleczrode holders vere used aztackeld To c::c:sipt'
eticks which vere act "designec =7 —g=ufacz=red sO0 as IS
enable qpalt!::d velédess ... tO attais thke results pre~
scribed™ tn the AYS code, noT vere p:cccdures'alte:n&:ivel{
qualified to establish that accepcable wveléd qualicy couls
be szza‘taed wvich such sticks. Qualizy cocIrol surveillazce
{inspections conducted aad docunexted did zeC tédentify azd
effect correction of the condicioz.” '

"Alchough the applicatle Code A¥S D1-1-72 Zoes nol specificaily
adéress the use of eleztrode -holder extemsions with respect

to ::occdu:clvclée: qualificacions, {4z does &= Pazc.3.1.2
require that equip=ent be desfigned aad gacz=facturel s0 xs IO
enable qualifie¥ wellers to eccaic- the reszlcs ‘prescrides Ia
the AWS Code.” .

‘2esporse

The following corrective ncasufg} have been taken:

. The fillet welds on structural steel been
connections at elevation 253, coluaas 23-C
and K, have been repaired. ’ ’

b. The fuspectecr, vho or:gtanily accepted these
- twe welds, is uno longer e=ployed by the con-
tractor aad a relaspectio= of all other work

353/15-C£
= N

. .
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perforzed Sy RIiz nas Seez eszszpoishel, =heze
azcessitle. 0f appraxizaTel’ e wells e~
Y=spectel, I¥S defizlenclies wete =zzed et
lgozrective acilion has Deez Takex.

Action takea o reveal recurrexzce:

a. A tralaiag class veas conduzted cczzber 25, 1575
for re-tndoczrinaclion and ce-oTiex=zatic= ¢s 2=

‘warlous aspec:zs of accepiance cf cezplezed “woT%,
reviewiag of ¢aspectlion grizer’a, gad the TespCEE"
sibilisies of weldin {aspectcTS. All ©C az=d
“ield welding persociel wele ceguirel o &TTe=S
chis creinizg class.

S, A Pro‘ect Czatvol Mezoraniz=, C¥-222, vas
Assued prokitizing she use of w=gezhorized
exteasionas.

€. Tffeczive Jecexter 16, 197¢ all welds thet
require the use cf weld exTe=sict$ ghalli Se
tdencifled azi approved by tte tezsd wveld
engineer. g .

.
153/ 1302
s s



C.

l? 50, Appendix.k, Cricicfon ¥ requires -In part, “activicies.
2feetiag qualizy shall be preseriBed Ly docuranzed (nstruectinns...
a2 s%\ll be ucew=piluled (a accordance with these fnsceussions...”

Co.izdcy €6 the wdove, en Octoier 20, 1976 tha docuzeat coatrol
reguirezents of Seb rule J2-G=5 *ere not i=plezented (or deslg=
Cezirizan to plaze holes {n tha wpper flange of strectural steel
bea=3 as elevacics 253 of Acea 13 of che reaccor tulidicg.

* Gia
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 7 * .7 -
NUCLEAR REGULATORY AOMMISSION

—

pefore the Atomic Safety and Licensing Bc;:;i ’V/l '
at”

pDocket NOS. 50-352
50-353

In the Matter of
philadelphia Electric Company

(Limerick Generating Station.
units 1 and 2)

-'v*'q'-'“

APPLICANT'S ANSWER TO THE FURTHER PARTICULARIZATION
OF_ INTERVBNORS' .CONDITIONALLY ADMITTED CONTENTIOE

Egtroductigr_t

In its =Memorandumn and Order continuing Informal
piscovery. providing for Further Speci.ﬁcation ~f Condition-
ally Admisted Contenti.c:ms ‘and Noting pismissal of ECNP"
(Februad 10, 1983) v('uemo:andum ar.xd ordezr") . the Atomic
safety and Licensing Boa;:d (*Licensing Board®" O *pocard”) .
required, inter e_l_i__a_, t_m.t:

The intervenors shall puticularize all
conditionally admitted contentions, with -
the exception of emergency planning
contentions. o

ptacticable in light of the information
supplied since the special p:ehearing
conference. In judging
particulari.ty of such contentions. and

Applicmt's plans as they apply to a
contention. Accordingly. intervenors
should explain why they believe missing
information prevents 2a contention from




\ \ta

the public.” This contention is completely lacking in

basis. Initially, the examples given fail to establish any
pattern as alleged by intervenor Romano. There is no link
lﬂo?q the deficiencies which uere found by the Nuclear
Regulatory c°qm£ss£on. A number of non-conformances are not
unexpected for a project of tﬁis size. There is ahsolutely
no showing that there is a pattern or link among these

nonconformances nor that their number has been extraordi-

nary. Nor has Mr. Romano demonstrated how these occurrence f/

could "increase the risk of an accident. during operation.

Applicant submits that the Commission has not set up this
Board to dnplicate the Staff's role of providing oversxght
of construction of the facility. Applicant sees nothing
which would in any way present a specific litigable issue
regarding the overall quality assurence program at the
Limerick Generating Station. In particular, with regard to
subpart a, Applicant submits that this is oered. v a
misunderstanding of the actions taken subsequent to the

indicated Notice of Violation. As set forth in documents

made available to Mr.' Romano, all welds inspected by the ! S

particular inspector; not only accessible weh&s, wer
reexamined. Therefore, this subpart is lacking in founda-

tion and is Qithout basis.

Intervenor Romano states that he is unable at this time
to provide further specificity regarding his contention.

Applicant submits that the enumerated reasons for not doing




so do not constitute gcod cause which would allow him to
amend his contention in the future.

Intervenor alleges that the ‘Applicant has failed to
supply certain documents requested during informal discov-
ery. He asserts that “certain inspection reports and
r~lated correspondence known to exist have not bee. provided
(or not properly identified in the large volume of documents
produced in Applicant': discovery room SO that intervenor
could locate them)." Applicant asserts that it has made
every effort to respond fairly and completely to the discov-
ery requests of Mr. Romano. The documents responsive to his
requests were of a technical nature and it is possible that
he, as a layman, does not understand their import. Mr.
Romano has never specifically brought to Applicant's atten-
tion any particular documents he believes were not provided
2ad should have be2n as responsive to his requests. To the
extent possible, documents have been segregated in separate
folders'responSive to each specific request.

With regard to the second reason, Bechtel Power Corpo-
ration has stated that they would not make available the
name and the employment records of an individual inspector
"except in response to a subpoena or other lawful process.”

Applicant does not understand how the refusal to provide a

single name and resume would prevent specification of these

qualityvy assurance contentions.
The third reason given is the lcss in mail of one of

intervenors two September 3, 1982 written discovery requests
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to Aépliéant. While Mr. Romano states that other parties on
gSe service list did receive the letter, Applicant has
inquired of Staff counsel who stat;d that this letter was
not received by'thg NRC Staff. In any event, a complete
response to that letter was sént te Mr. Romano on April 6,
1983 and, on that date, documents responsive to chat request
were placed in the Applicant's document room.

Finally, Applicant sees no’ connection between any
allegations of conditions at Three Mile Island or at the
Midland site in relation to the construction of the Limerick
Generating Station. Certainly, Mr. Romano does not demon-
strate any sgch relationship.

In response to the note contained in the section
stating that Mr. Lewis "intends to discontinue his par-
ticipation in the QA/QC contention. . .", Applicant intends
to respond to any argument Mr. Lewis might éresent at the

prehearing conference.
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Conclusion

*For the reasons discussed abpve, the conditionally
admitted contentions should be denied and no further consid-
eration need be given to them at this time by the Licensing
Board.

Respectfully submitted,

CONNER & WETTERHAHN, P.C.

Mark J. Wetterhahn
Counsel for Applicant

April 27, 1983
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-
Judge Lawrence Brenner Judge Richard F. Cole
Atomic Safety and Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Ccmmission Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555

Judge Peter A. Morris
Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board i
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
Washingcton, D.C. 20555

In the Matter of
Philadelphia Electric Company
(Limerick Generating Station, Units 1  and 2)
- Docket Nos. 50-352 and S0-353

Gentlemen:

This letter is being suomitted in response to the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's "Order Regarding Quality
-Assurance Documents® (May 13, 1983). Attachment 1 is a copy
of NRC I&E Inspection Report No. 50-353/76-06, including the
related Notice of Violation. Attachment 2 is Applicant's
response thereto which is a letter from V. S. Boyer to J. P.
O'Reilly dated December 15, 1976 with three attachments of
which only the first is relevant to the matter raised by Mr.
Romano. Attachment 3 is a December 29, 1976 letter f£from
R. T. Carlson to V. S. Boyer acknowledging receipt of Mr.
Boyer's December 15, 1976 letter. Counsel for the Staff has
reviewed these three documents and agrees that they are
accurate ccpies. of the inspection report and letter sent by
it"and Wr. Boyer's letter received by it.
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Jucge Lawrence 3renner
Judge' Richard F. Cole
c28ge Peter A. Morris
May 20, 1983

Page 2

' The remainder of the attachments hereto (Nos. 4 - 2)
g &re those documents which were mad~s available to Mr. Romano

3 in response to his informal discovery request. In .accor- '’
¢ dance with my conversation with Mr. Romano yesterday, I am

§ sending to him by Federal Express a copy of this letter and
¢ attachments such that he may make any presentation to the

7 Board that he desires regarding these documents. The °

§ remainder of this letter discusses how the documents made
4 available to Mr. Romano demonstrate that all suspect welds,

/¢ rather than those which were merely accessible, were rein-
/ spected.

Attachment 4 is a Philadelphia Electric Company Quality
Assurance Finding Report No. N-093 which was issueé to the
Bechtel Pcwer Corporation (October 27, 1976). This Finding
Report is the method by which, inter aliz, NRC items of

noncompliance are entered into the guality assurance system

of the Philadelphia Electric Company for £followup and
disposition. Page 2 of the finding report notes the issu-
ance of Nonconformance Report No. ("NCR") 1980 which was
utilized by Bechtel-'to disposition the specific welds which
were found to be deficient by the NRC inspector. Bechtel
NCR No. 1980 is provided as Attachment S_._ T

PECO Quality Assurance Finding =Report N-093 also
requires a reinspection- of all other accessible welds
inspected by the particular Bechtel Quality Control Inspec-
tor who accepted the deficient welds described in the

subject NRC Inspection Report and NCR No. 1980. Bechtel.

field Inspection Reports (sometimes referred to as "QCGl-1
Reports” after the form utilized) which have control Nos.
C-63-7 through C-63-19, issued from October 26, 1976 through
November 8, 1976, (Attachment 6) document the reinspection
and disposition of welds examined in 1976 in response to

PECO finding repcrt N-093 and which form the basis for Mr.
3cver's letter.

Bechtel Field Inspection Reports Control Nos. C-63-20
and C-63-21, both dated January 17, 1977, (Attachment 7)
cdocument additional reinspection of welds which were subse-

quently determined to have been possibly inspected by the

particular Bechtel Quality Control Inspector involved. No
unsatisfactory welds were found.

Bechtel Field Inspection Report Control No. C-63-22
dated April 4, 1977 (Attachment 8), documents the ccmprehen-
sive review conducted to determine which of the welds
inspected by the particular Bechtel Quality Control Inspec-
tor were not accessible as a result of beincg embedded %
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Jucge Lawrence 3renner
Judge Richazd F. Cole

Juége Feter A. Horris

dav 20, 1983

2ece 3

concrete and which of the welds nét previously accessible,
%;g;i due to construction scaffolding, were then sufficient-
Yy accessible fcr inspection. 4

The results of this review are documented in Bechtel
Field Inspection Report No. C-63-22, Page 8 of 8 is a
summary correlation between the original Welding Inspection
Plans: in which the particular Quality Control Inspector
participated and the Field Inspection Reports which document
the reinspection of the affected welds. Bechtel Field In--
spection Reports Control Nos. C-63-24 through C-63-32 and
C-41A-493 dated July 1, 1977 through July 6, 1977 (Attach-
ment 9) document reinspections not previously performed -
because of accessibility problems in 1976.

Field Inspection Reports Control Nes. C-63-30, C-63-31,
C-63-32 and C-41A-493 describe reinspecticns cif certain
welds which were partialiy embedded in concrete. NCR-2710
which was generated as a result (not provided) demonstrates
the acceptability cof these welds. That nonceniormance
report documents that, for purposes of analysis, it was
assumed that only the reinspected portions were sound and
that the remaining embedded partion of the weld was nonexis-
tent or failure of the entire weld was assumed-. In all

cases, the function of the structural member was not
impaired. '

I would note that Fielé Inspecticn Report Control No.
C-41A-493 which is similar to the other nine in this catego-
ry was inadvertently not provided to Mr. Romano during
discovery. If the Board has any questions concerning this
matter, please let me know. '

Sincerely,

Mark J. Wetterhahn
Counsel for the Applicant

MIW:sdd
Enclosures

cc: Service List



-

= TR
-’..._D.:- - ———

L
- . ..ﬂ
a
1S
ATTACHMENT 4

pPhiladelphia Electric Company Quality Assurance } |
Finding Report No. N-093, dated 10/27/76 . F’
At
il
B
' o !‘ -
B
Al-




ocUSI
,".‘-.Ulll

'.,‘,‘C' - .
WesSifob fiek Unies 1 6 2

R " FINDING REPORT

“EC 1 0 ]:.,‘7:: (e} Poepqer
CITT d1t3edecy

LA ettt wing . T34

.. CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO R OLVE FINDING . . Iioasw U5 snshiing f
1. Issuance of NCR 1980 to scknowledge the nonconforaing condition .
and to acguire dispositioning to corvect same. : . -y

2. A Reinspéction of au other work perforaed by the particular "
inspector vho accepted the welds in question was accomplished -+
wherever accesssible. e 1 '
g 3 . = - l:-

"

. - . /..//f//f.,n.—.v\ - .'«Cd—/ff.o - 17/76- ‘_

. CORRSCTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE (it toe nei ity

ccaTIONAL SmELTE AT agewtnes)

training class was held 10-25-76 for re-indoctrination and
re.orientazion in the varicus aspects of accspTance of ccapleted wark,
raviswing or inspection criteria and ultizate responsibilities
for weld inspections with all personnel in attendancs from both the
QC and £ield welding gToups.,

N = P - - /
Pem Dica\VE - fer1z3 porhsers VIE e
ﬁ/&&—;-nq Srrcuc. - X rf;\_/:/nz\S

ACTiON TACEN BT

/\ L /7 ok
’&—M.C .ﬂu‘:muu vnmu/\'/ /“/'4 .’/'/vd”’(/ ,"‘/

wan( it waneg [ TR 1 S

gy u-_“_."'x::

- -

7. Mcviened GGl ;z-/n/rc;g_{_ic,;@ L

e " IRy 3 Aornewed 7 o, 1ECG / R
R e M - W%f b TR
LCTION TACEX BY ¢ 1F2T-1Cactien veur e Ll g 5

—

v, P.E. ACCSPTANCE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION

RESOLYES FINODING

loorO

! - . . A
Aol Pl R Sl 2t

safeq V.Y
te, 3 8¢ )

TEweseaay ysC UNTIL ACSOLUTION /7;'7 rnd
- .

© — A ——— — M o=

21t 9.

| |

e g -
pr

e
b e




SMEET 1 e ]
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Two welds from the bean to the clip on beaxs 23287 and 252389 in unit Zon .
Elev. 257 were both incozplete and unacc-o;able and were made with the aid’ ™
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UKITED STATES OF AMERICA 0.
KUCLEAR REGULATORY COMYISSION }”'oé 4
ATOHIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD (J“[ L 'j{ ,
 BEFORE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGES: . ’7 ﬂ": 1 -
Lawrence Brenner, Chafrman
Dr. Richard F. Cole 0«‘”’
Dr. Peter A. Morris :

(Limerick Generating Station,

Docket Nos. 50-352-OL
$0-353-0L

In the Matter of

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY
LBP-83-39

July 26, 1983

Units 1 and 2)

SECOND SPECIAL PREHEARING CONFERENCE ORDER

The Board held a special prehearing conference in Philadelphia on
May 9-11, 1983, to discuss proposed contentions and further scheduling
of these proceedings. On May 16, 1983, we }ssued 2 'Meﬁdrandum and
Order Confirming Schedules Established During Prehearin§ Conference®.
Our order today provides further rulings on the basis of that spe;ial
prehearing conference, including rulings on the admissibility of conten-
tions and the provision of specific dates for schedules which were

previously described only in terms of triggering events.

In its filings prior to the special prehearing conference and at
the conference itself, LEA indicated that a number of contentions were
being dropped. These are Contentions [-1; 1-2; 1-5; I-6; I-13; 1-16(c)
- (§); 1-17; 1-18; 1-19; 1-20; 1-21; 1-22; 1-24; 1-25; 1-27; 1-28; 1-29;
1-32; 1-23A, C, F, G, H, 1 & L; 1-34; 1-35; 1-36; 1-37; 1-39; 1-43;
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.
welds were reinspected. Givep Applicant's asserted follow-up, however, - ¢
ft may be that Applicant's léfier of December 1?. 1976, only fntended to
report on reinspections performed by that time: :7 so, {1t would
certainly have been useful for Applicant to have.indicated in that

response that further inspections and analyses wouiu uve performed.

s ¥

(v .,
oy -;i?‘~
*“ew 77 The Bechtel iﬂSPec on reports do not by themselves make clear that

—— ,,.'.’..
~the welds listed zre those which had been inspected by the same oSt

3.l . ,&;

fnspector cited in NRC Staff 1nspection report 76 06, or that the other '?'”')

 + —

statements in countel's letter are accurate descriptlons ofg;;:/;npOrts
’

(a~tachments 4-9). In add!tion. we have no sworn aff\davit testing to

the fact that the structural analyses showing the assumed absence Of

the erbedded welds as acceptable. were performed. (The details of these

structure] analyses are beyond the scope of the contention that QA/QC

foliow-up 2ctior to this Staff inspection report was improperly limited

to reinspection of accessible welds.) However, it presently appears | ”:;’

from counsej‘ representations of facts that there is no basis to ldmit,r‘ *‘
——&ver this part of AWPP's contention. We will not do so, subject t3&9":C£’/’

Applicant providing, 2s soon as practicable, approprizte affidavits.;?

knowledgeable persons verifying the accuracy of the statements in its

counsel's letter of May 20, 1983.

hothing in AWP?'s leiter to the Coard of May 25, 1983, responding e
1o Applicant's counsel's letter of May 20, 1983, remedies the fatal
absenze cf bases fcr believing that Applicant limited its follow-up

ecticr t0 accessitle welds.
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AHPP seeks to conduct further discovery to better specify the
contention. We have already permitted AWPP about a year to examine
QA/QC documents and it has been unable to frame an admissible
contention. Further discovery is unwarranted given AKPP‘s.failure to
specify with any reasonable particularity what it would seek to litigate
within the broad area of QA/QC. The fact that AHPP-has not received
details of everything it might need to actually litigate 2 case at an
evidentiary heaéing does not excuse its failure now to state an

admissible contention with reasonable specificity and basis.

For the reasons stated, this contention which had been condi- F -
tionally admitted in an earlier form, subject to AWPP providing better S
specificity and basis, is rejected, subject to our acceptance of the

a?fidevits to be Tiled by Agplicant.
DISCOVERY

Discovery may begin immediztely on contentions admitted by the
Board in this order. A1)l discovery requests must be served by
October 14, 1963. Discovery is subject to the directions and % e

limits set forth in our Order of May 16, 1983.



1)

2)

3)

¢)

o) e

ORDER

Contentfons I-2, I-15 znd [-33M are admitted for litigation.
The litigation is to be within the scope described in this

memorandum and order.

Contentions -4, I-7, I-10, I-11, I-12, I-14, I-16a, I-16b,
[-23, 1-26, i-30. [-31, 1-38, 1-60, VI-1 (provided appropriate
confirmatory affidavits are filed by Applicadt). and the five
new probabilistic risk assessment contentions are denied.
Discovery on the admitted contentions may star; immediately
ard will follow our instructions set forth in this memorandum
and order 2nd our “Memorandum and Order Confirming Schedules

Established During Prehearing Conference® (May 16, 1983).

Pursuznt %o 10 C.F.R. § 2.751a(d), parties normally may file
objections (requests for reconsideration) to this Order with
the Licensing Board within five days after service (ten days
in the cese of the Staff) of the Order. Parties may not file

replies to the objections unless the Board so directs.
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ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

M&W
awrence Brenner, (Lhairman

ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

C %._/ 7z
Dr. Richard F. Cole C_o\

AKDMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

: 2 -
'
Dr. geter g. Morris

ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

dethesca, Marylanc
July 26, 1983
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GONNER & 'WETTERHAHM, P.C.
1747 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N. W,
OF 8, CONNER, Ju,

ARK 4, WETTERRAMN WASHINOTON, D.C. ROObS
BERTYT M, mADER
Orio M, OLEOm

"M A, Hooue. 4u.”
ORERT W. PURL

L LI LTS .
FOY ARMITYEAS i B8,

(e0u) s23-2000

Auq\'xse 10, 1983 | CABLE ADDRESSE! ATOMLAW

. —— ——

Judge Lawrence Brenner Judge Richard F. Cole
Atomic Safety and Atomic Safety and X
Licensing Board Licensing Board * .
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Commission .
Washington, D.C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555
Judge Peter A. Morris (

Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

"In the Matter of .
o Philadelphia Electric Company X
(Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 -and 2)
Docket Nos. 50-352 and 50-3S3

T

Gentlemen:

In the course of preparing to respond to the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board's request contained 'in its Second
Special Prehearing Conference Order (LBP-81-39) dated July
26, 1983 at 38-39 for an affidavit to verify the statements
contained in counsel's May 20, 1983 letter to the Licensing
. . Board, it was learned that all inspections performed by the
subject quality control inspector had not been identified’
and therefore not reinspected as previously believed.

The Applicant is reviewing the entire matter
thoroughly, and will report to the Licensing Board as soon
as possible. The affidavit of John S. Kemper, Vice
President, Engineerings,and, .Research, setting forth the
present status of ;“thejereMiew is  attached, ‘We Ap:elg&tgg- \
. . . S (RS Vi 2 LV AR T vl AL
VR b, & k



Judge Lawrence Brenn2r
Judge Peter A. Morris
Judge Richard F. Cole
-August 10, 1983 )
Page 2

expect to complete the revi

one month.

MIW:sdd
cc: Service List

Enclosure

Sincerely.

Mark J.

Counsel for

Wetterhahn

ew and report to the Board within

the Applicant
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! BEFORE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGES: :ﬁ“/ ' s
Lawrence Brenner, Chairman C“ [
Dr. Richard F. Cole
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In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-352-0L

50-353-0L
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

(Limerick Generating Station,

October 28, 1983
Units 1 and 2) s

A e

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
CONFIRMING RULINGS MADE AT PREHEARING CONFERENCE

The Board hereby confirms the rulings made on the record of the
prehearing conference held en October 17 and 18, 1983, at Phoenixville,

Pennsylvania.

Admissibility of Contentions

LEA [-41 (U.S.1. A-17 - systems interactions)

LEA Contention [-41(a) was admitted as respecified in LEA's filing
of September 28, 1983, The contention is set forth with reasonable

bases and specificity and is not otherwise -legally barred. Tr. 4809-13.

Subsection (b) was withdrawn. Tr. 4807-08.




the Board. It was reworded by the Bgard as follows: F

- o

Applicant has failed to control performance of welding and
inspection thereof in accordance with quality control and
Guality assurance procedures and requirements, and has failed
to take proper and effective corrective and preventive actions
when improper welding has been discovered.

Tr. 4912-14.

The Applicant and NRC Staff shall promptly make available, in the
greater Philadelphialxing of Prussia area for inspection and copying by
AWPP, all documents regarding welding pertinent to the Limerick
facility. This includes documents in the possession of consultants,
contractors or other agents utilized by the Applicant and Staff. The
term “documents" includes, but is not limited to, reports of inspections
and audits, whether internal or external, and related correspondence.
Within thirty days of completion of discovery (including responses
relevant to Contention VI-F), AWPP shall file a list of all instances of
improprieties with regard to welding and/or inspection and correction
thereot, which will form part ¢f its case on the merits of the
Contention. For each instance listed, AWPP shall identify ;hé
particular portions of inspectior reports or other documents which

relate to such instance. AWPP shall also briefly state what it is about
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Contrary to tt: above, on Sep:euber.ls. 1976, concrete repair
work above the persocnel hatch of the containment drywell wall
uncovered #9 and f14 parallel reinforcing steel tied together
in direct contact at two places.

Following tdentification of this noncompliance by the iuspector,
the licensee site quality assurance organization immediately
issued finding reports No. C-88 and C-89, which require evalu-
ation and corrective action by the contractor. The licensee's
response to a previous noncompliance regarding reinforcing
steel clearances is documented in his August 27, 1975 letter

to NRC.

-— - ———— — ——

76~09-03:Infraction:_ Failure To
Implement Nonconformance Control System For Loss of Concrete
Mix Proportion Control

Criterion XV of Appendix B of 10 CFR 50 requires that “Non-
conforming items shall be reviewed and accepted, rejected, .
repaired, or reworked in accordance with documented procedures.'

Criterion XVII requires that inspection and test records shall
as a minimum identify the inspector or data recorder, the type
of observation, the results, the acceptability and the action
taken in connection with any deficiencies noted.

Bechtel Field Inspection Manual Frocedure G-3 Rev. 6 requires .
that nonconformances shall be identified and reported in a
controlled mannar. It provides that use-as-is determinations
require Project Engineer approval prior to implementation, and
concurrence by the Project Field Quality Control Engineer. It
requires documentation of engineering rationale where a use-
as~-is determination is made It provides a standard Non-

conformance Report for the mechanics of obtaining and documenting

the above actions.

Contrary to the above, on September 16, 1976, the quality
control inspection reports for June 23-24, 1976 concrete
placement of the containment drywell walls did not reflect:(a)
that concrete ingredient proportions were suspect for six
truck loadg_gf concrete, and may not have been withir specifi-
cations| (b). that this situation had been reviewed by appro-
priate personncl-(c) that the coucrete use-as~is decision was
supported by engineeting rationale; (d that this matter was
identified and reported in the contro {ed manner provided by
the nonconformance report system.




~ UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Bdard

In the Matter of

Philadelphia Electric Company Docket .Nos. 50;552i7-
50-3S3
(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2)

AFFIDAVIT OF VINCENT S. BOYER
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, NUCLEAR POWER
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

vincent S. Boyer being first duly sworn according to law
deposes and states:

1. My name is Vinoent S. Boyer. I am Senior Wice President,
Nuclear Power, of the Philadelphia Electric Company (Company) .
In this position, I have overall responsibility for the nuclear
power activities of the Company, including the Limerick Generating
Station.

2. On August 10, 1983, John S. Kemper, Vice President,
Engineering and Research, executed an affidavit dealing with

the Company's continuing investigation to assure that welds

which in 1976 were the responsibility of a certain Quality

Control inspector had been reinspected or otherwise disposteioncd.
The affidavit reflected the fact that the Company had discov.ted,

contrary to its prcvious belief, that not all such welds had been
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3. The Board's Special Prehearing Conference Order,
LBP-82-43A, 15 NRC 1423, 1520-21 (Sune 1, 1982), provided
for informal discovery. Pursuant to that Order, on September 3,
1982 the Air and Water Pollution Patrol (AWPP) requested certain
documents relating to NRC Inspection Report 76-06. This request
was designated 'Disco@ety 2 (Enclosure 2)." As"fﬁ”fe}qt??;fg
this matter, the following documents were requested:

"(7) Provide record of all welds accepted

by inspector who accepted welds at ele-

vation 253, columns 23G and H, and provide

record showing percentage of welds inspected

by inspector in (6) ahove that were rein-

spected.”

4. By letter dated January 11, 1983, the documents which
had been identified as responsive to this request were made
available to AWPP. These documents were later provided to the
Board by counsel for the Company on May 20, 1983 pursuant <o its
Order Regarding Quality Assurance Documents (May 13, 1983).

In order to understand the status of the Company's continuing

investigation, it is necessary to discuss certain of the docu-
ments provided to AWP? and the Board. The same designation of
attachments is used as was utilized in the May 20, 1983 letter.

S. A letter from V. S. Boyer to J. P. O'Reilly dated
December 15, 1976, designated Attachment 2 stated that, with
respect to the structural welds which were cited in NRC Inspec-

tion Report 76-06 the corrective action therein was as follows:

"l1. The following corrective measures have been
taken:

a. The fillet welds on structural steel
beam connections at elevation 253, % g
columns 23-G and H, have been repaichav"

a2
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b. The inspector, who originally L
accepted these two welds, is
no longer employed by the con-
tractor and a reinspection of 4
all other work performed by him
has been accomplished, where
accessible. Of approximately
/’_,49350 welds reinspected, two de-
ficiencies were noted and cor-
rective action has been taken." ;
_ s oL

6. The above-quoted statement was based upon a Bechtel
response included as part of Attachment 4, Philadelphia Elec-
tric Company Quality Assurance Finding Report No. N-093 dated
October 27, 1976. That response at Sheet 2 of 3 states that
the following corrective action was taken to resolve the finding:

"A reinspection of all other work

performed by the particular inspector

who accepted the welds in question

vas accomplished wherever accessible."
That same page carries the handwritten notation that Bechtel
Field Inspection Reports C-63-7 through C-63-19 (identified
collectively as Attachment 6) provide the basis for the above
quoted statement.

7. Additional welds which were the responsibility of the
subject inspector were jdentified in early 1977. See Bechtel
Field Inspection Reports Nos. Cc-63-20 and C-63-21, collectively
identified as Attachment 7.

8. On April 5, 1977, Bechtel Field Inspection Report
C-63-22 was initiated in order to redetermine the accessibility
for inspection of the installed structural steel beams and columns
previously identified in Attachments 6 and 7 to allow further
reinspection and assure that all accessible welds were inspected.

This Field Inspection Report is identified as Attachment 8.

Y ' L *
3 ’ K U

Vies 18 & » iy
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9. Attachment 9 contains additional Bechtel Field In-
spection Reports which were initiat;d to document further
inspections which resulted from the preparaéion of Bechtel
Field Inspection Report c-sa-zi (Attachment 8).

10. Page 8 of 8 of Bechtel Field Inspection Report C-63-22
is a reconciliatién ofhaii Weld Inspection Plans that had-béen
identified as the responsibility of the subject inspector against
the Bechtel Field Inspection reports which indicated that such
welds had been reinspected. It was taus concluded by Company

personnel on the basis of the Bechtel reports that all welds

which'had been the responsibility of the subject inspector had

been reinspected or analyzed, and a non-conformance report (NCR~

— <
2710 referenced in Attachment 9@ inaccessible ?
how

or deficient welds.

11. 1In preparing its response to the Licensing Board's
Second Special Prehearing Ccnference Order, LBP-83-39, July 26,
1983, and to review independently the validity of the information
contained in reports previously submitted to the Board and AWPP,
the Company conducted a review of the oriqinai quality assurance

welding records prepared during the term of employment of subject

— L ——

inspector at the facility. This review took approximately four

s—

weeks and 2500 manhours.

12. As a result of this extensive review, it was determined

that the subject inspector had responsibility for a total of

[r— e S

709 satéz;>related welds at the facility, of which 662 were

——

structural welds and 47 were on components other than structural
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steel, such as hangers (43), pipess(2), and electrical
conduit supports (2). It was also determined that the :
review program which was initiated as a result of NRC
Inspection Report 76-06 and completed by the end of July,
1977, resulted in 402 accessible welds having been rein-
spected with four minor d.ficicncies noted. Thirty-one

welds remained inaccessible but were dispositioned. F>

——

13. The remaining 228 structural welds include 16 which
are totally accessible and 212 which are partially or totallf‘
inaccessible. The 16 totally accessible welds have now been
reinspected with one minor deficiency found. An engineering
analysis is continuing to disposition the 212 partially or
totally iniccessible welds and the one deficient accessible
weld. This analysis is expected to be completed in approxi-
mately one month. The 47 non-structural welds are all totally
accessible and have now been reinspected with 19 minor de-
ficiencies found, all of which are hanger welds. Although
these hanger weld deficiencies would be dispositioned normally
as part of the final hanger completion and inspection program,

they will instead be specially dispositioned within one month.

14. The Company's review of this matter is continuing.

The program includes a further phylical reinspection of a

W of the welds for which the subject

&f%Lﬂfﬂﬁé N ¢A~£;‘~’ Wit 4"Y
RPN SIRGPOR.

'[r l.llﬁnuud b‘ﬂf,‘_ NrVJlo“é/ "
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inspector was responsible. There are initial i S,

not yet confirmed, that some additional deficiencies may

|

be present. - \

‘ vincent S.

/‘ “
Sworn to me this Z;e date © / el 1983

/ 72 ls //(é//n'c{

Notary PublaC N\

Notary Public. Philadeiohis. Philadulphia Ca,

' My Commission Expiresy ¢ 72 ¢ <arie Q? /gf/
il /

!
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
; ’("/’)~
Docket Nos. 50-352- g
50-353

In the Matter of
Philadelphia Electric Company

(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2)

- — — — — V"

APPLICANT'S SECOND INTERIM REPORT TO
LICENSING BOARD RELATING TO CONTENTION VI-1

Applicant is hereby forwarding to the Licensing Board
and parties the attached Affidavit of Vincent S. Boyer,
Senior Vice President, Nuclear Power, Philadelphia Electric
Compaly dated September 29, 1983. This report updates Mr.
Boyer's affidavit dated September 16, 1983 which was
transmitted to the Board and parties by Applicant's Interim
Report to the Licensing Board Relating to Contention VI-l of
the same date.

Respectfully submitted,

CONNER & WETTERHAHN, P.C.

Mark J. Wetterhahn
Counsel for Philadelphia
Electric Company

October 4, 1983 ¢




'UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of

.Docket Nos. 50-352

Philadelphia Electric Company
50-353

(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2)

N N— — S S

AFFIDAVIT OF VINCENT S. BOYER
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, NUCLEAR POWEER
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

Vincent S. Boyer being first duly sworn according to law

deposes and states:

1. On September 16, 1983, I executed an affidavit which was

c safety and Licensing Board dealing with the

submitted to the Atomi

Company's review of welds which in 1976 were the responsibility of

a certain Quality Control inspector. That affidavit indicated that

the review was continuing. The purpose of this'affidavit is to up-

date and correct information previously reported.

2. To reflect the current status of the review, paragraphs 12

and 13 of the September 16, 1983 affidavit would be modified as set

forth below with the reasons for these changes being discussed here-

with and in subsequent paragraphs.
12*' As a result of this extensive review, it was determined
tor had responsibility for a total of

at the facility, of which

that the subject inspec

1235 safety-related weld inspections
and 581 were on components other than

ot =
W O

654 were structural welds
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structural steel, such as hangers (577), pipes (2), and
electrical conduit supports (2).
13' It was also determined that the review program
which was initiated as a result of NRC Inspection Report
76-06 and completed by the end of July, 1977 had identified
426 structural welds, 423 being accessible and 3 inaccessible.
The 423 accessible welds were reinspected with 6 minor detiu
ciencies noted. Four of these were reworked, and 2 were found
acceptable by engineering analysis. The 3 inaccessible welds
were found by engineering analysis to be acceptable. \\\
The extensive August, 1983 review identified 228 additional \b}
structural welds, 16 being totally accessible and 212 partially Y'VQ
or totally inaccessible. The 16 totally accessible welds have 'e." i’

now been reinspected with one minor deficiency found. This N QS\

——

weld, together with the 212 partially or totally inaccessible t(
—
welds, have been found by engineering analysis to be acceptable.

The non-structural welds, totalling 581, are all totally
accessible. Of these, 577 represent hanger welds with 534 of
the 577 being welds of hangers which were completely reinspected
prior to August, 1983 as part of a separate hanger inspection
program. The remaining 43 hanger welds for which final in-
spections had not yet been made, together with the 4 non-hanger
welds, have now been reinspected. These hangers contained 19
minor deficiencies which would have normally been dispositioned
as part of the final hanger completion and inspection program.

They, instead, will be specially dispositioned within one week .

ol
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. 3. The number of structural welds previously reported was
reduced from €62 to 654 due to the elimination of 8 welds which,
in 1976, were classified as safety-related welds but due to their
location and functicn, were subsequently reclassified as non-safety
related welds. .

‘4. In the interest of ruoporting all possible safety-related
welds which could be considered to be the responsibility of the
subject inspector, a number of welds which were initially exaﬁined
by him, but which were subsequently reinspected for programmatic
reasons beginning in late 1980, are being included. This explains
the increase, noted above, in the number of safety-related non-
structural welds €rom 47 to S81. In December, 1980 a general hanger
reinspection program was initiated due to job conditions which re-
sulted in additional hanger work being required after partial in-
spections had been performed. This reinspection program required
a final QC inspection of all welds of all safety-related hangers
regardless of their previous inspection status. The subject in-
spector had made inspzctions of 534 welds on partially completed
hangers which had subsequently been subject to modification and
completely reinspected prior to August, 1983. A current reinspection
by Philadelphia Electric Company of 60 of these 534 completed hanger
welds was performed with one minor deficiency being detected which
has been found %y engineeriig analysis to be acceptable.

5. ihe reported numbers relating to the review program of
safety-related structural walds completed by the end of July, 1977
are chanjyed due to the initial inclusion of non-safety grade welds

in the inaccessible count and a correspondirg error in the bréakdawn
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of the number of accessible and inaccessible welds. The corrected
count is that by the end of July, 1977,' 423 accessible welds were
reinspected (corrected from 403) and 3 inaccessible welds (corrected
from 31) were identified and dispositioned satisfactorily where re-
quired.

6. The Company's physical reinspection program, as reported
in paragraph 14 of the September 16, 1983 affidavit, involved further
physical reinspection of 67 safety-related structural welds. E;;teen
of these were from the 1983 reinspection group of 16 accessiblé;ﬁelds
discussed in paragraph 13 of the September 16, 1983 affidavit and 52
were from the 1976/77 reinspection group of 423 accessible welds.

Six deficiencies were identified from the latter group,?ﬁqé_g§g§g

have been found by engineering analysis to be acceptable. ‘

e /%Wﬂ

Vincent S. Boyer E;

Sworn to me this Qﬂ"‘ date of sEpTENf%E:’L, , 1983

%&._M

Notary Public

PATRICIA D. SCHOLL
Notary Public, Philadelphia, Philadelphia Co.
My Commission Expires February 10, 1986




ocT 15 1976
/Philadelphia Eiectric Company License No. CPPR-106
Attention: Mr. V. £. Boyer Inspection No. 76-09
Vice President Docket No. 50~352

Engineering and Research
2301 Market Street
Philadelphia, Pemnsylvania 19101

Gentlemen:

This refers to the Znspection conducted by Mr. A. Toth of this office on
September 11, 14~17, 27, 1976 at the Limerick Generating Stationm of
activities authorized by NRC License No. CPPR-106 and to the discussions
of our findings held by Mr. Toth with Mr. Corcoran of your staff at the
conclusion of th . inspection.

Aresas examined during this inspection are described in the Ctfice of
Inspection and Enforcement Inspection Report which is enclosed with this
letter. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of selective
examinations of procedures and representative records, interviews with
personnel, and observations by the inspector.

Based on the results of this inspection, it avpears that certain of your
activities were not conducted in full compliance with NRC requirements,
as set forth in the Notice of Violation, enclosed herewith as Appendix
A. These items of noncompliance have been categorized into the levels
as described in our correspondence to you dated December 31, 1974. This
notice is sent to you pursuant to the provisions of Section 2.201 of the
NRC's "Rules of Practice", Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations.
Section 2.201 requires you to submit to this office, within thirty (30)
days of your receipt of this notice, a written statement or explanation
in reply including: (1) corrective steps which have been taken by you
and the results achieved; (2) correct ‘ve steps which will be taken to
avoid f{urther items of noncompliance; and (3) the date when full com-
pliance will be achieved.

With respect to Appendix A, we note that you have corrected Item Ne. 3,
and therefore you need not address yourself to this matter in your
response.
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Item No. 2, shown in the Notice of Violation enclosed with this letter
is a recurrent or uncorrected item. In your response to this letter
please give this matter your particular attention.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice", Part
2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the
enclosures will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room. If this
report contains any information that you (or your contractor) believe to
be proprietary, it is necessary that you make a written application
within 20 days to this office to withhold such information from public
disclosure. Any such application must be accompanied by ap affidavit
executed by the owner of the information, which identifies the document
or part sought to be withheld, and which contains a statement of reasons
which addresses with specificity the items which will be considered by
the Commission as listed in subparagraph (b)(4) of Section 2.790. The
information sought to be withheld shall be incorporated as far as
possible into a separate part of the affidavit. If we do not hear from
you in this regard within the specified period, the report will be
placed in the Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be
pleased tc discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

Robert T. Carlson, Chief
Reactor Construction and Engineering
Support Branch

Enclosures:
1. Appendix A, Notice of Violation

2. IE Inspection Report No. 50~352/76-09




License No. CPPR-106

APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Based on the results of the NRC inspection conducted on September 11, 14-17,
and 27, 1976, it appears that certain of your activities were not conducted
in full compliance with the conditions of NRC Facility License CPPR-106 as
inficated below. These items are infractions.

1. Criterion V of Appendix B of 10 CFR 50 requires that "activities
affecting quality . . . shall be accomplished in accordance with
these imstructions, procedures, or drawings." Job specification
P=3u3 requires "protective closures and .seals shall be applied to
component openings to maintain cleanliness prior to, during, and
subsequent to erection, and . . . openings and pipe ends shall be
sealed at all times except when they must be unsealed to carry out
necessary fabrication operations.'

Contrary to the above, the CRD penetrations were on September 27,
1976 observed to be uncovered and dust, particulates, and paint
overspray were observed in the open socket weld ends.

2, Criterion V of Appendix B of 10 CFR 50 requires that "activities
affecting quality . . . shall be accomplished in accordance with
these instructions, procedures, or drawings." Job specification C-36
part 6,1.4 requires spacing of reinforcement in accordance wich
ACI-318 which specifies clear distance between bars not less than
the nominal bar diameter nor 1 inch.

Contrary to the above, on September 15, 1976, parallel bars were
in contact in the containment drywell wall above the airlock. The
licensee initiated corrective action steps immediately.

3. Criterion XV of Appendix B of 10 CFR 50 requires that "Non-
conforming. items shall be reviewed and accepted, rejected,
repaired, or reworked in accordance with documented procedures."
Bechtel Field Inspection Manual Procedure G-3 provides the
mechanics of obtaining and documenting the above actioms.

Contrary to the above, the quality control inspection reports for
June 23-24, 1976 concrete placement of the containment drywell
walls did not reflect that concrete ingredient proportions were
suspect for six truckloads of concrete, nor was this matter
identified and reported in the controlled manner provided by the
nonconformance report system, The licensee promptly corrected this
item by issuance of the required nonconformance report for action
per the G-3 procedure.



AIR and WATER
Pollution Patrol

w " BROAD AXE, PA.

76-06-01 CHRONOLOGY PACKET

Here are facts backed by official documentation to prove there
has been an apparant fraud by Philadelphia Electric (P.E.) involv-

ing crucial, safety related welding infractions at the Limerick
nuclear reactor.

On November 10, 1976, reacting to an unannounced Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission (NRC) inspection report, Mr. Robert Carlson,
of the NRC, wrote a letter (item 1) to P.E. Vice-President for Eng-
ineering and Research, Mr. Vincent Boyer. In that letter, Mr. Carl-
son notified Mr. Boyer of serious violations in mandatory construc-
tion procedures involving welding infractions in the on-going con-
struction at the Limerick reactor. (See Inspection Report No. 50-
353/76-06 (item 2), and in partucular "Notice of Violation", Appen-
dix A, Part A (item 3) of Mr. Carlson's letter.

As discussed under Part A, the most glaring example of repeat-
ed welding violations had to do with the welding of safety-related

items by non-qualified welders, using unapproved methods in contempt
of specified procedures.

In this most glaring example, detailed on Page 5 of "Summary
of Findings" under 76-06-01 (item 4) , inspectors were recording as
O0.X. improperly performed welds. On learning of these repeated vio-
lations from workmen, the MRC inspector, over the objection of Phila-
delphia Electric, demanded an immediate inspection of gquestioned
welds, and found them to be grossly deficient...but recorded as O.K.
(described in item & above).

On December 15, 1976, Vincent Boyer responded to Mr. Carlson's
November 19 notice of violations, by writing to Mr. James P.0. O'R-
eilley, Director, NRC Office of Inspection and Enforcement, at Reg-
iorn 1, King of Prussia, Pa. (item S5). Mr. Boyer wrote, "the inspec-
tor involved is no longer employed by the contractor and a reinspec-
tion of all other work performed by nim has been accomplished where
accessible". (see p 1 & 2 of attachment 1 of Mr. Boyer's Dec. 15,
1276 letter (item 6) (underlining mine).

The Air & Water Pollution Patrol, a Pennsylvania incorporated
environmental group is intervening before the NRC Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board contending a high potential for accident exists at
Limerick. This situation exists because P.E.'s Vice-President Boy=r
should have requirred inspection of all welds, both accessible and
inaccessible, which now, at great risk, are embedded in concrete,
and are no longer accessible for inspection.
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50-353--Welding--76-06-01 (cont.)

And now, seven years later, in order to counter our contention,
P.E. has suddenly changed its story. Mark Wetterhahn, P.E.'s coun-
sel, in correspondence of April 27, 1983 (item 7), responding to
questioning by the Licensing Board relating to the possible impact
of safety at Limerick, emphatically stated, "all welds inspected by
the particular inspector, not only accessible welds were re-examined"
(underlining by P.E.). (See p. 43 & 46)

Apparantly to further remove any doubts caused by our insistent
contention, a follow-up letter of May 20 (item 8) from P.E.'s Counsel
to the licensing Board, contained various work records, in particular
Finding Report No. N 092 (ltem 9), that was stated to be sent as ab-
solute proof that all welds...accessible as well as inaccessible
welds were inspected (see p.2 of May 20 letter, lines 7,8,9,10, 11).
(Report No. N093 does not even discuss inaccessible welds.)

In an order dated July 26, 1985: the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board, in spite of ordering that Air & Water Pollution Patrol's wel-
ding contention be thrown out, requested affadavits from Philadelphia
Electric to affirm their emphatic statements contined in their April
27 letter that "all welds...not only where accessible were re-exam-
ined" (*item 10)

Unable to substantiate, via affidavit, information which had pre-
viously and repeatedly been submitted as fact, Philadelphia Electric,
through its Counsel Mark Wetterhahn's letter tc the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board, dated August 19, 1983 (item 11) wrote:

In the course of preparing to respond to-
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's request
contained in its Second Special Prehearing Ord-
er (LPB-83-39) dated July 26, 1983, at 38-39 for
an affidavit to verify the statements contained
in Counsel's May 20, 1983 letter to the Licen-
sing Board, it was learned that all inspections
performed by the subject quality control inspector
had not been identified and, therefore, not re-in-
spected as previously believed. (underlining AWPP's)

As a result of Philadelphia Elec:iric Counsel's August 10, 1983
letter above, and the Air & Water Pollution Patrol's request for re-
consideration of its Quality Assurance Contention, identified as
AWPP VI-1, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board reversed its posi-
tionthrough its October 28, 1983 "Memorandun and Order Confirming
Rulings Made At Prehearing Conference". (item 12)
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50-353--Welding--76-06-01 (cont.)

As can be seen on p5 of that Order, our Quality Assurance Con-
tention was only "partially admitted" thus eliminating an extremely
serious known concrete defect (item 13) in the drywell wall surround-

ing the primary containment enclosing the reactor core.

The partial contention, after eliminating concrete and other re-
lated infractions, however, wars wore than just a contention. It was
a proven fact, as we made known to the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board, that (as the contention reads)" Applicant has failed to con-
trol performance of welding and performance there-of in accordance
with Quality Control and Quality Assurance procedures and require-
ments, and has failed to take proper and corrective and preventive
actions when improper welding has been_ discovered"™ Items 14 & 15-is a
confused attempt, via "engineering analysis " to cover one such failure.

Just as at Zimmer, Air & Water Pollution Patrol has hundreds
of documented infractions of specified procedures in concrete work
and safety related welding.

Just as at Zimmer, it is already known there have been slip-
shod inspections of safety related work.

Just as at Zimmer, it is already known there have been falsifi-
cation of records.

Just as at Zimmer, workmen have anonymously reported. completed

and inspected as 0.K work which was later shown to be improperly
done.

Just as at Zimmer, there was deliberate sabotage.

Just as at Zimmer, so-called qualified workers were found to
be performing improper welds and performing welding procedures for
which they were not qualified.

And just as at Zimmer, the Contractor, the Applicant, and in-
spectros by-passed safety codes and standards, ignored their own
quality assurance program, and then covered up flagrant violations,
throuah false statements.

And just as the Nuclear Regulatory Commission was part of the
whole sorid Zimmer indictment of the nuclear establishment, that
same Nuclear Regulatory Commission, during much the same time was
meting out gentle responses to infractions at Limerick.

And this same federal agency, while watching Zimmer and Phila-
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50-353~--Welding--76-06-01 (cont.)

delphia Electric (as stated in the Inquirer, Jan. 24, 1984) repeat-
edly refused to insist, on safe nuclear standards even when workers
and others submitted evidence of contempt for specified procedures
in safety related construction work. (We may have a Limerick work-
we who might testify to this).

Philadelphia Electric, as ordered by the Atomic Saftey and Li-
censing Board placed all discovery documents at 2300 Market St., an
Philadelphia, but the time alloted to Air and Water Pollution Patrol
to ferret out all the details was totally insufficient, so that we
could not fully search out the welding affair.

We also requested meeting with the Applicant's attorney (Mark
J. Wetterhahn) who said he would show AWPP how to do through the
thousands and thousands of records to show the method of finding
various peices of information. However, when we brought up certain
needs, he told us to wri*e him about it and he would get the infor-
mation. He, thereby, did not show us how to go through the thous-
ands and thousands of records and lost us precious time.



