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1

2 MR.' MILLER: Let the record reflect that this is

3 the deposition of Mr. Ray Love, taken at this time and place
,

4 pursuant to agreement of counsel and of the witness.
,

!

5 Bill, I understand that you wanted to reflect

4

6 on the record the statements you made about' discovery.
9 ,, ,

MR. PATON: Right. .The parties have had a7 ;

8 brief| discussion about the status of the discovery requests-

9 made by the' Applicant on June'8.. What we did this morninq
~

|(
10 was, I ~ advi sed the parties of two books, two notebooks, that

>

11 we obtained from the site. We have decided to produce for''

f'

12 each of th2 other parties a copy of each of these books, so I

; 13 will describe only the first page in each one.
;

14 The first book has on the front of it 82-05, Book

!

15 N o .- 1. The first document is dated June 24th, 1982, and it

'

is the first page of Inspection Report 82-05. It is about16

f 17 three quarters of an inch thick.

I
13 The second notebook has on the front 82-05, Book

19 No. 2. The first document is dated March 9th, 1984. It is ai

!

-() 20 memorandum for C.'E. Norelius from R. L. Spessard. It is

21 about an inch thick.

() 22 Those'two notebooks-came from the Staff's office

.
.
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.at the site.(Y 1

L.) .
2 The third group of papers that we discussed is

in a folder labeled 82-05-19,. Reinspection Program Audits.
3

f It is about an-inch thick. The first piece of paper is

5 an index with the words at.the top " Interpretations Summary."

$ 6 and the Intervenor are going toThe Applicant,
~

discuss'this' folder at-the break'to determine the extent to
-

y

8 which theyJare going.to ask the| Staff to produce copies of it
.

9 for them.

I
10 MS *: WHICHER: I have a correction to that. .My

e

-
11 understanding is that f1 r . Miller will verify whether in fact

.

[ .jg documents in that folder have already been produced to the
~

13 Intervenors by Commonwealth Edison, so that in order to
<

; y relieve us all of the burden of having to' review the entire

,

| 15 folder. That way we will be in a position to request
'.

g copying only of those documents that have not been produced
.

.17 to.us by Edison, if there are in fact any such documents in
|

13 .that folder.
4

19 11R . PATON: Okay. Now Mr. Wilcove is going to
,

() 20 address discovery about Systems Control Corporation, but

] 21 before he does that, does anybody else have anything to say

! ) 22 about the three documents I have just discussed?

4

. _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___________ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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MS. WHICHER: Mike, does my understanding comportj

2 with yours?

MR. MILLER: Correct. I will tell you, as I
3

4 believe to be the case, that the interpretations, audits

5 and surveillance of the reinspection program have been turned

6 ver. I just ran through'that folder, and it looks like that

7 is what is in there, but I am not making any representation

as to what is in the folder.8

9 MS. WHICHER: Perhaps I misunderstood our agreement.

10 You are not going to look through the folder again to make
,

11 sure that's what in the folder has been produced to us?'
~'

|
12 MR. MILLER: No.

MS. WHICHER: No?13

14 MR. MILLER: I will tell you what we have produced.

15 That folder has a title. I riffled through it quickly. It

g looks like it's interpretations, audits and surveillances.

17 If, as I believe to be the case, they have been turned over

18 to you by our client, I will so inform you. But I am not

19 going to guarantee that there is something in t he- NRC folder

I 20 besides those documents.

gj MR. PATON: Jane, give me a second.

j 22 (Discussion off the record.)
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MR. PATON: The parties have had further discus-E "( j

s_)
2 sion of-the third document that I discussed. or the third

fdtder' called " Audits," and the NRC has agreed that we will3

4 produce copies of _t hi s enti re file for the Applicant and

,

5 for the Intervenor.

' ~

6 MR. W'IL C O V E : CWith' respect to Systems Control

7 Corporation,-therer are a; number of documents here at

8
Region III'leadoua ters that are available for the inspection

! a_
s

. .s

9 of both" parties, andathey' will be available. They don't4
y

1 10 necessarily'have to be looked at today-or tomorrow. We
-

11 will make copies of whatever is requested by either party.

.12 ' .

My understanding of this -- and if I'm incorrect,

I will subsequently. correct the statement -- is that these
13

14 documents - physically they came from the site and they are
t
'

15 the files of Mr. Connaughton and probably Mr. Hayes.

16 It is the Staff policy not to turn over draft

17 notes or other-Staff generated documents with respect to a

18 pending matter, which Systems Control Corporation is. So

19 there are no documents to that effect in the documents

20 currently here at Region III.

21 If I have left anything'out, I will ask Mr. Miller

. 22 or Ms. Whicher to speak up.-
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MR. MILLER: No.
1

'

2 (Discussion off the record.)

3 Whereupon,

RAY S. LOVE4

5 was called as a witness and, having been first duty

6 sworn, was examined and testified as follows:

7 E X A M I N AT I O N

8 BY MR. MILLER:

9 Q Mr. Love, would you state your name for the

jo record, please.
,.

| \

'

11 A Ray S. Love.''

12 Q By whom are you employed, sir?

13 A United States Nuclear Renulatory Commission,

14 Region III.

15 Q In what capacity?

16 A As a reactor inspector.

17 Q For how long have you been employed by the U.S.

18 NRC?

19 A Just a little over three years. It was three

,~

iv) 20 years in April.

21 Q Has your entire employment with the NRC been as
~

(_) 22 a reactor inspector?
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A- Yes, s'ir./'' 1

2 Q Have you been. assigned to Region III throughout

3 that time period?
1

4 A 'Yes, si r.

5 0 ' ' Prior to the time you~were' employed by the NRC,

6 by whom were you. employed?

7 A' :Thejla st 'employe r, I! worked with L. K. Comstock
~

8 EngineerinofCompany."

9 Q In what capacity?

10 A As a quality assurance-manager.
r%,

11 Q At.what location, Mr. Love?'

12 A. At the Perry Nuclear Power Plant.

Q For how long were you employed by Comstock at13
,

y. Perry?

15 A. I've got to refer to notes here, I'm sorry.

g Q That's-auite all right.

17 MS. WHICHER: I would ask if the witness refers

18 to anything, it be made available to counsel.

19 THE WITNESS: I'm just looking for employment

() 20 dates here.

21 MS. WHICHER: I repeat my request, that if the

) 22 witness refers to any notes or documents during his

_
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-( 3 I deposition, that those notes and documents be made available >

'

s( t

2 to Counsel.

3 MR. PATON: I have no problem.

4 THE WITNESS: Does that include my handwritten

,
,

5 notes?
,,,

!

6 MS 'WHI.CHER: Yes, sir, it does,

y MR. MILLER: We were about to get into that, but --

g - THE WITNESS: T' hat's7a resume. I have no problem|

~

9 with that.

!
i 10 MR. MILLER: Let me continue for'just a second.
|

L 11 There is a cuestion pending. Now why_ don't you answer that,
I '

| which was how long you were employed by Comstock as a GA |12

13 manager?

14 MR. PATON: Do you need that document right now?

15 THE WITNESS: Just for dates, if they want dates.

16 MR. PATON: If you get to the point where you need |

17 it, and you use it, then we are going to have to go make a

18 copy of it. If you.need it, fine, I'll make a copy of it.

L
'

19 MR. MILLER: We can wait for the copying.

'( ) le BY MR. MILLER:

(
'

21 Q But having looked at your resume, is your memory
|

) 22 refreshed as to what the dates were?

|

|
!

-

i

I !
'

i.
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I r~N A From, I believe it was September '79 throu0 hjQ
i

2 April '81.

Q Let's get the employment history out of the3

4 way.
. < ,

5 Prior to Comstock, by'whom were you employed?

M(M AI.w e- A's & Q ~ f auf a h
A Mc r . , , Xau t a., Memp aa.6

,

7 Q At what location, sir?

A At the home office in Boise, Idaho.8

9 Q And what was your position there?

10 A I was the division quality assurance manager,
D

11 was toe last position.
,

1

(
0 What division was that?i

.12
,

A That was in the Power Group. t

o*\(e A A is e n - K n o els e e Y
y Q What does that comprise at Jur ' E Xaut::=?

15 A Basically power plant construction, both fossil
t
i

16 and nuclear. |

RM4Kison - kf j
17 0 And for how long were you employed by W ;

| Kehss N '

'

is hu&rn?
,

i

19 A From 1974 -- I don't remember the month -- until I i

min ws 4+f|
in mid '79.20 left them to go to Comstock. It would be

I
2} Q And prior to your employment by "rr H ; O X : t t e r-, I

(3
i V 22 by whom were you employed?
I :

i I

i |
|
'

I
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(~') i A Bechtel Power Corporation.
L.J

2 Q And at what location?

A At the Duane Arnold Plant, Trojan Plant, and the
3

4 FFTF. That's Fast Flux Test Facility.

5 Q What was your position or positions with Bechtel?

6 A As a QC inspector. ,

y Q In what area, sir, what discipline?

| 8 A Electrical instrumentation.

| 9 Q How long were you employed by Bechtel?

- 10 A It was approximately three years from I don't--

: (
it know, working back, what it would be|

s

|
,

i 12 Q That would be approximately 19717
1

( 13 A Yes.

|

| 14 Q Let me see if I can cut this short. Prior to

|
| 15 1971, were you ever employed by an electric utility company?
|

16 A No, sir.

17 Q Were you ever employed by a manufacturer of

18 steam supply systems?

19 A No, sir.

() M Q Does your resume purport to give your entire
1

21 employment history?
,

(~h1

| s_) 22 A My entire employment history? ;

i
i

_ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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Q Yes.
\_/.

~ ~

2 A Itysta,rts out in 1945, when I entered the Navy.

3 0 .0kay. That sounds like it's pretty complete.

, c. - ; , , . . . . .
.

,

look.at-that, and let..upwduldn'_t' mand,'.let me' take4 If yo
-

-
a

,
,

-

'

5 me justfsee>ifgwe can c u t- this short.
~

v. : - c
'

6 MS. WHI|CHE'R: I think-if we can just pass |it
'

, , .~.. . a - -

7 a r o un d t he 4 t a b'l'e ., ' '

, -,

.g MR. MILLER: Sure.

'

9 M .-WHICHER: _Let's go off the' record for a second

10 wh'ile Mi;ke;is looking at the document.
'O
Ns'

11 -(Discussion off the record.)

.12 BY-MR. MILLER:

13 0 '

Mr. Love, just in scanning your resume, I take it

14 that;you do noit have a degree from a college or university;

15 is that. correct?

'
16 A Y e.s , sir, that's correct. '

r'

17 ' R All right, Mr.. Love. I,see that~you h=ft i ri frctt1

1

18 of you, oh, t,wo brown envelopes with documents in them and

19 what-Looks.like the report on the Byron QC inspector

() 20 reinspection program. Could you just briefly describe for us |

21 wh'at the contents of those two contents those two file folders
-

t .

\ 22 are?
,

- !

i
,

_ . - .
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r- - j A The first file folder h 3 my 84-09 and 84-27
V

2 inspection reports, and some mi ellaneous data that I picked

3 up in conjunction with those.
,

4 The o'ther'' folder cett ains the inspection reports

5 83-16,[83-37and.83-48,;and'alta.some information on the~

6 Byron rei6 spec, tion progree mf i?-05.

7 Oh, and 2here's a';o, I think, two, three sheets-

g .of paper'there en S y ; t v .e ! t.on*: col.

9 Q I'm up rs, go ahead.

10 A Am also I have the book on the -- it's the CECO

\/
ij report on the Byeon QC reinspection program.<-

.12 Q *s that your personal copy of the report,, Sir?

g A Mr. Villiams and mysetf.

i
114 4 Dres it have handwriting in it? Did you make notes

15 45 .co -ent through it, you or Mr. Willvars?

d
y j A I may have made some notes on the inside of it.

P,

j 7 can't say for sure, sir, without reviewing it.p
N|

13
-'1 MR. MILLER: Mr. Paton, have the contents of those

19 two folders been made available to counsel?

20 THE WITNESS: Yes.

21 MR. PATON: Now wait a minute, wait a minute.
.

s/ 22 MR. MILLER: I don't mean have they been made

!

,, -
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available to you, but have s ii . ) been nede v6ilable to the3 j

2 Applicant and the Intervenoes for discovery?

MR. P A 'i O N : Why don't ycu ask Mr. Love?3

4 BY MD. "ULLW:

Have they been made available, sir?'

5 ,

6 A ~ Yes, sir. Copies of them have been provided. I

7 assume that Mr. Paton turned them over to you.

8 MR. PATON: All right, let's stay on the record

9 right now --

10 THE WITNESS: With the exception of this.
-

t !
x' MR. PATON: I cannot from my own personal knowledgeit

12 say that is true. Who did you give your documents to?

THE WITNF9S: Well, I'm sorry, I guess it was Mr.13

14 Lewis. Now that excludes some of the handwritten notes that

15 I have in here that I have been working on in testimony,

16 et cetera.

17 MR. PATON: You're going to have to get it some

18 other way. Right now I can't provide that answer. He gave

19 it to Mr. Lewis. Whether Mr. Lewis gave it to you, I can't

(3 .

( | 20 be certain.
v

21 MR. MILLER: I don't want to take the time at this

(>
(,) 22 point to go through the contents of the file folder.

L
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~ BY MR. MILLER:is

2 Q But, Mr. Love, the handwritten notes that you

3 referred to, do they constitute a draft of your prepared

4 testimony in this reopened proceeding?

5 A I believe two of the sheets are -- two of the

6 pieces of paper pertain to a draft of my testimony. Others,

y for example, on my -- actually expense account deal for the

8 dates that I traveled to Byron, and things of this type

9 constitute some of them.

Q Are there any others other than expense accounts10-

!

11 and drafts of testimony?

12 A There are some notes that I made here, for

13 example, my handwritten notes on, I believe it's the last

y reinspection.

15 Q All right. To my knowledge, and Jane Whicher

16 can correct me, I don't believe that those handwritten n9tes

17 on the last reinspection were turned over to us.

18 MS. WHICHER: I don't believe so. There are

19 other things among the group of notes that he has just listed

) 3 that have not been turned over to us as well.

21 MR. MILLER: Right. At a break, would you mind
,

) Looking at those handwr'itten notes, Bill, and making a22
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.

' . determination a s to . whet F?r or not.vou will produce them?.f'N j
:L-)t

2 MR. PATON: Okay. Handwritten notes -- say again.

MR. MILLER: 'I ' m 'c e r 't'a i n l y not interested in Mr.*

3

Love's expense accou'nt,,or necebsarily in draft testimony,'

4

5 except. insofar as it is within the scope of our document
. .,

6 request. But I will let you make the draw on that. ,

y 'MR. PATON: In other words, you want me to look

8 at the handwritten notes he has in these two folders and see'

9 which of them we are willing to give up?

10 MR. MILLER: Correct.
,-

,

11 MR. PATON: Because is it your statement that so'

.12 far you have not received any handwritten notes from Mr. Love?

MR. MILLER: That's correct.13

y MS. WHICHER: Yes. The Intervenors concur in,

is that annotation and in the request as well, and we are -- |

g to the extent Mr. Miller's comments may have been taken as

|

17 excluding handwritten notes pertaining to draft testimony,
i

l

l

18 our request would not exclude that. We would ask you to !

19 review all handwritten notes in the file that have not been,.

() 20 produced to us, to see what you will be willing to produce.i

.,

21 MR. PATON: Okay.

22 MR. MILLER: All riaht.

1
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BY MR. MILLER:(~'y i- (,/ .
2 Q# Mr.: Love, in.-your capacity as a reactor inspector

3 for the NRC, have you specialized in any area or discipline?
#

. - J

4 A- :In the electrical instrumentation area.

5 0 'At'the Byronisite,-what does that involve, sir?

6 A- Well,.that would involve essentially the installa-

7 tion of all.the cable trays, the associated hangers, conduit,
4

g equipment', the connecting of equipment, and then on the

9 instrumentation ---to clarify here a little bit on this, the

10 welding, for example, we do not check. The other discipline

[''' takes' care of that. But as to configuration and this type11

12 thing, we do check on the instrumentation. Again, on the

13 instrument sensing lines, another group checks the welding-

y of it, but we do check configuration, i.e., slope, this

15 type of thing, connections to the transmitters, the instrument

g transmitters, and then of course checking the instrument

17 cables through the rack until their termination.
|
|

18 Q At the Byron site, that comprises the work of
,

19 Hatfield and Powers-Azco-Pope; is that correct?

() 20 A Yes, sir.

|

21 Q Hatfield is the electrical contractor 9 1

/'T
\) 22- A Hatfield is the electrical contractor, yes, sir. |

. - . - - -
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Q Mr. Love, I take it that you report to Mr.-

j

2 Williams? He is your supervisor; is that right?

A Yes, sir, section chief.
3

Q Section chief. Are there other reactor inspectors
4

5 whose responsibility it is to check the electrical contractor's

w rk at the Byron site besides yourself?6

7 A Yes, si r.

Q Could you list these for me?8

9 A Well, some of them are no longer with the

10 Commission, but the ones that I'm aware of that have checked
/ .'

'

11 at the Byron site was, I think, Paul Barrett was there;

Ani/ Gautas Q'
.12 Mr. Naidu; Ron Gardner was there; Roger Mendez; "cil Cot'.2m;

13 nd just lately Ed Christnot.

14 Q Were these individuals reporting to you, or were

15 they your peers in terms cf inspection activities?

16 A Peers. All of us report to Mr. Williams.

17 0 Okay. Fine.

18 Did you have any specific area of r e s p o n s i, b i l i t y

19 with respect to the work of Hatfield Electric as opposed

20 to these other men you have identified?

21 A No, sir. Basically all of us look at the same
,- ,

22 items.

I
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Q Okay, Mr. Love. Have you had an opportunity tof' N ~j
Q , ,

2 review the~ decision'of the Atomic Safety & Licensing Board

in the' Byron operating license proceeding that was issued3

on January _13th, 1984?4

5 A Here I'm going to have to go to counsel on that.
.

I'm not sure whether --6

7 MR. PATON: Do you understand the question?

8 .THE WITNESS: Yes, I understand the question.

9 MS. WHICHER: Let me show you -- let me make a

10 statement that I'm showing the witness-just the cover of --
O
k-

ij MR. PATON: I think he is familiar with the document.

.12 I see he doesn't understand. You'd better try it again.

13 BY MR. MILLER:

14 0 Well, you are aware that the application for a

15 License, for an operating license for the Byron plant, was

16 denied by the' Atomic Safety & Licensing Board?

17 A Yes, sir.

18 0 Have you read the decision, the written decision

19 of that Board, in which that License' denial was made?

t 20 MR. PATON: Let the record show that I am showing

21 to the witness, supplied by the Intervenors, the cover of a

-

22 document which is called " Initial Decision, January 13, 1984,
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's The Byron Nuclear Power Station."j

2 THE WITNESS: No, sir, this is the first time I

have seen that book.3

BY MR. Mill.ER:4

5 Q Okay, Mr. Love. Do you know that there has been

6 a decision by an. Atomic Safety & Licenring Appeal Board

7 reversing -- well, remanding the record and calling for

8 further hearings before the Licensino Board on certain issues?

9 MR. PATON: Mr. Miller, I request that you ask

10 the witness does he understand what you just said.
,_

)
-#

11 MR. MILLER: Well, if he doesn't, he'll say, "I

12 don't know, I can't understand the cuestion."

13 BY MR. MILLER:

14 0 Really, I'll tell you, lawyers typically get

15 tangled up in their words, on'some of these questions, and

16 please just tell me that you don't understand it, and I'll

17 do my best to rephrase it.

18 A Yes, sir.

19 I am aware that it went to the Appeals Board and

( 20 I know it was remanded back to the ASLB.

2] Q Okay. Have you read that decision, the de c i si on

,3

22 of the Appeal Boaro?
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- ("g j Al ;To.the4best of;my~ knowledge, no, sir.,

V
2 Q t Okay. . Mr. Love, what-role,.if any, did you' '

personbily have in th'e quality control inspector reinspection
~

3_
, ~ -.

, ,

_4 program at the1 Byron, Station? Land I'd like to take it in

I increments. I'd'like to start with the time period prior5

6 to March of 1983. Did you have any role at all?
!

7 A Ma rch 1983?- Well, on the 82-05 inspection where

_g this came up, I was part of that team, although I was not

9 involved in the inspector aualification aspects of it. I

1

10 had performed inspections between the 82-05 inspection and

11 your Ma rch o f 1983, but without referring to inspection
f

) 12 reports, I couldn't tell you which ones.
|

0 You kind of anticipated my next question, which13

j
14 was did you have any role in the so-called CAT inspection

1

i 15 effort insofar as-it dealt with qualifications of quality
s

16 control inspectors?

$
i 17 A- The CAT, you're referring to the team inspections?
'

|

18 0 Yes, sir.
i

19 A- No, sir, I did not. Not as to the qualification

() 20 of personnel.

21 0 Did you have any role in reviewing the proposals '

22 that were made by Commonwealth Edison Company to address
j

t

-, ...-, .
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the item of noncompliance involving lack of inspector
i

2 qualification?

A This one here I'm going to say I qualified, yes,
3

4 on it because in some of your responses where you discuss

5 the qualifications of personnel, you also address some of

6 the concerns that I had. Normally on a review of those

7 I look at the concerns that I had on the program, and let

g the other inspector with his concerns look at them.

9 So, I don't know right now whether I looked at

10 any of those specifically or not.
-

11 0 Well, were you asked by Mr. Williams or any other

12 section chief or other management person at Region III

13 whether the reinspection program that was proposed by

14 Commonwealth Edison Company was satisfactory or adeouate, or

15 anything like that?

16 A Not that I can remember.

17 Q Okay. And if I understand the previous answer,

18 just to clarify it a little bit, you would, just as a matter

19 of your own interest, read the responses from Commonwealth

I 20 Edison Company that related to the reinspection program,

21 even though you had no direct responsibility for it- is

( 'X |
~

J
22 that correct? |s

|

|
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A Yes, sir. I probably read some of them. In fact,j
.:

2 I know I read some of them, but I can't say that I read all

3 of them.

4 0 But that was just more a matter of curiosity

5 rather than having a specific responsibility for evaluating

6 that portion of the reponse; is that correct?

y A Not actually. After the program had been, if

8 you will, finalized as to what was going to happen -- here

9 again, being as Hatfield Electric Comp,ny and Powers-Azco-

10 Pope were basically the responsibility of the group that
~~,,

f'

~

11 I'm in, there I did look specifically at what they were

12 required to do, the number of inspectors and this type

1#
13 thing, and did A44 back and look at, in fact, some of the

14 data for both companies.

15 Q We are going to get to that.

16 So it is a fact that, really, until the program,

17 as you say, had been finalized, and both the NRC Staff

18 and Commonwealth Edison Company understood what was reouired,

19 you really had no role in evaluating the program as a program?

i 20 You were more concerned with its implementation; is that,

21 orrect?
,_s

22 A Yes, sir.'

m,
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Q Now, how did you receive your assignment with

'

\_) ,

~

*
,

2 respect to the reinspection program? Did Mr. Williams

'

3 tell you-that'this w'as' ongoing' corrective action by the

4 . Applicant, and you would have some responsibility in

'
i- 5 inspecting it? ;

!

| 6 A Ba si c a lly the way we work in the group, Mr.

|
7 . Williams assigns certain personnel to the various different

3 plants in the region, and it is up to us-to follow anything

9 and everything that's going on with.our contractors there.,

|
|

L 10 Q And so this reinspection program then just

11 naturally came to you, because you were assigned to the .

12 Byron Plant?
,

g3 A Yes, sir.

14 Q And had Hatfield and Powers-Azco-Pope a s part

15 of your responsibility; is that correct?
,

16 A Yes, sir.
,

t

17 Q Did you have an inspection plan with respect to
{

18 following up on the corrective action for this one item of

19 noncompliance on inspector qualification?
t

() 20 A .As an inspection plan. Now, the plan would

21 con si st basically of saying that the follow-up on the [

22 reinspection program under item of noncompliance, I believe

,

k

;

i

!
.
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/~} ) it was 82-05-19 --
(m/

2 Q Well, did you have any more specific than that

which indicated to you what records you were to review, what3

4 personnel you were to interview, or anything like that?

5 A No, sir, not specifically.

6 Q So it.was pretty much up to your discretion as

7 to how you conducted your inspection of the corrective

8 action for 82-05-19?

9 A Yes, sir.

10 0 All right. Now, when was the first time that you

('-[)
'

:
'

it went out to the Byron site to conduct an inspection of that

12 item of noncompliance?

13 A Without referring to inspection reports, I

14 believe I think it was 83-16. I think 83-16 was the--

15 first inspection that I was on in the reinspection program.

16 Q All right.

17 MR. MILLER: Why don't we mark as Love Deposition

'

18 Exhibit 1 a document which is a cover letter dated May 31st,

19 1983, and attached to that is Inspection Report 83-16.

() 20 MS. WHICHER: Can we 90 off the record for a

21 minute?

(~)(_,, 22 (Discussion off tSe record.)
,

_ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - - . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ - . _ _ _ . _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ . _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . _
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(The document referred to was(~g ;
y/

2 marked Love Depo. Exhibit No. 1

3 for identification.)

(Recess.)4

:bu2 5 BY MR. MILLER:

6 Q Mr. Love, I show you a document that has been

y marked Love Deposition Exhibit No. 1 for identification,

8 and ask if you would look that over and then tell me whether
,

!

9 that inspection report refers to the first inspection you

to conducted of the reinspection program.,-

'

-

11 MR. PATON: Take as much time as you need.

12 THE WITNESS: Yes, I understand.

13 I think this is the one that I basically mentioned [
!

14 that the reinspection program had started in a very short --

15 yes, on page 8, there is a short section on the summary of

!

16 PAP reinspection effort as of April 3rd. !

17 And likewise, on page 10, there is a stort summary

18 of the Hatfield reinspection effort as of April 3rd.

|
19 BY MR. MILLER:

() M Q And the reason those are so short is that there

21 really hadn't been very much done at the time that you

22 conducted your inspection; is that correct?

!
l

!
i

i

!

l -_ . _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . __o
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A Yes, sir,r~S y

s_)
2 Q Okay. Now, after May 31st, 1983, when was the

3 next time that you conducted an inspection of the reinspection

effort a+ Byron?
4

5 A I believe that was in the 83-37 report, where I

.

6
remember it went,in'to a little more detail on both of the

7 units, and both --

Q I'm sorry?g

9 A Both contractors, rather.

10 MR. MILLER: I'd like the reporter to mark as

g) Love Deposition No. 2 for identification a document which'-

12 has a cover letter dated September 29th, 1983, and attached

13
to that letter is Inspection Report 83-37.

14 (The document referred to was

15 marked Love Depo. Exhibit No. 2

16 for identification.)

17 BY MR. MILLEP:

18 Q Mr. Love, I show you a document that's been

19 marked Love Deposition Exhibit 2 for identification, and

() 3) ask if that is the inspection report to which you referred

21 in your previous answer.

( 22 A Yes, sir, it is.

,

,

. _ - . _ - . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ ______. _ _ _ _._ _ __ __._______ _ _ _ __._ _ _ ______ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . _ . _
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Q Now, Mr. Love, would you turn to page 5 of(~} j
%.)

2 the insoection report?

3 A All right, sir.

4 Q If you look at the bottom of the page, you will

5 see that there are attribute numbers listed, Attributes 1,

6 through 9.

7 Can you tell me which of those attributes you

8 were responsible for inspecting?

9 A Basically Attributes 2 through 9.

10 Q And Attribute 1 is the visual weld inspection.

O'L # ;) Who was responsible for that, to your knowledge?

j2 A I know Mr. Ward was involved, and I'm not sure

13 what other walding type inspectors were there on that.

I 14 Q I take it that Mr. Ward was not with you when

i

15 you conducted this inspection in September; is that right?

16 A Mr. Ward was there part of the time, because our

17 inspections overlapped.

18 0 I see.

19 I guess t he only thing I want to know is where

() 20 you got the statistics that are found on page 5 under
,

21 the column heading " Attribute No. 1"?

q,) 22 A Attribute 1 was a compilation of the data

__ A -. - _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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providdd to me by the Hatfield Electr 4 c Company.j

2 0 I take it that is true for Attributes 2 through 9

as well, in terms of the compilation; is that right?
3

A Yes, sir.
4

5 Q If we turn in the inspection report to page 6,

once we get to Attribute No. 2, there is a discussion there6

of the rejectable items that had been turned up in the re-7

inspection effort; is that correct?
8

9 A Yes, sir.

0 Did you personally go out and observe the
- 10

j

ij rejectable items, or was this based on your review of the

records of Hatfield's reinspection?
32

A This i s prima rily a review of Hatfield's
33

y reinspection effort, just to look at the records themselves.

Q When you say "primarily," did you do any lookingj$

g in the plant at all?

17 A As part of the routine inspection, you make a tour

18 cf the plant. No, I did not, during the tour of the plant --

19 I may observe some of these given attritates. I don't

[ 20 remember specifically, but I believe this was a two-week

21 inspection or -- yes, this was a two-week inspection, and
,.

22 normally a minimum of two days to three days would be spent



_- - _ _______ _ _
..

' , ' ,' ' - 32'

-,
_

,

'

in the p l'an t ,Ij u s t . loo k'i ng a't equipment.:

y
,

2 Q Is it fair to say that as of the date of this

inspection report, Love Deposition Exhibit 2, you had not3

1

4 reached any conclusions with respect to the reinspection
'

5 effort and you were simply. reporting what Hatfield had found?
!
'

6 Is that accurate?.

A Yes, sir, up to that, like you said, to the,7

g point in time where - as of September 9th, 1983.

9 Q Following September 9th, 1983, when was the next

time that you conducted an inspection of the reinspection10

11 effort at Byron?

A Specifically the reinspection effort I believe12
--

the remaining of that effort was to compare the CECO reports13

14 as to the findings, as to what I had found in this inspec-

15 tion. In other words, at Hatfield at that time, outside of

16 the welding area, if my memory serves me correctly, they

17 were just t. bout done with the inspectors that was involved

is in attributes-basically 2 through 9.

'
19 0 You mean as of September of 1983, is that --

-- 20 A Yes, sir.

/

21 Q When you said you made this comparison between

22 the Commonwealth Edison report and these statistics in

I



33-

,-\
b.

r] j Peport 83-37, did you just check them for con si st ency, or --
*%.)

2 well, what was the nature of the review or comparison that

3 y u did?

A Of the comparison?
4

5 0 Yes.

6 A Well,.at the point that this inspection was made

7 as part of the reinspection program, they were going to have

8 in many cases an independent review. In other words,

9 after a Hatfield inspector rejected an i t e ra , then there was

10 a third party come along and -- I can't even remember now
-

N'
it who the third party inspector was -- but they would look at

12 the item and see whether they agreed or disagreed with the

13
inspection of the Hatfield inspector.

14 Q Well, Mr. Love, are you familiar with the

15 differentiation between subjective inspections and obj ective

16 inspections, as Commonwealth Edison used that term in the

17 reinspection report?

18 A Yes and no. As I remember, the subjective had

19 primarily to do with welding, and I believe the objective --

) 20 my Items 2 through 8 or 2 through 9, rather, would be under

!

21 the objective inspection effort. 1

I

) 22 Q All right. Do you recall that the third party

1

.
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review that you described in a previous answer applied only(~~s j
v

2 to the subjective examinations; that is the visual weld

examinations?3

A Yes, sir.4

5 Q Okay. Now let me go back and ask what sort of

6 comparison you made between the reinspection program. report

7 and Inspection Report 83-37.

A All right. Here aoain, basically I looked at8

9 the number -- again, even though it was outside my area, if

10 you will, in the welding area, I still compared the number

11 of items inspected vs. the items rejected, as well as Itemsx-

12 2 through 9, the number of increases in the inspection vs.

the number of defects noted,
13

y Q This comparison would have taken place come time

15 in the first quarter of 1984, after the report on the OC

g inspector reinspection program was issued; is that right?

17 A There was a preliminary I think it was referred--

i

18 to as a preliminary report. I think it was January of 1984.

19 That was also utilized.

,[) 20 Q After you made this comparison, what conclusions,
4 v

21 if any, did you come to?

f () 22 A That basically on, again, Attributes 2 tbrough 9,

,

. . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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the number of rej ect s increased slightly, as I remember, on; | ) I

2 some of the items. On the as-built drawing, if my memory

serves me correctly, they increased quite a bit.3

Q That's attribute number what, sir?
4,

!
5 A Attribute No. 9.'

Q All r i.a h t . And did you reach any conclusions6

7 about the reinspection effort?

A As to what, sir?g

!

l 9 Q Well, let me back up and ask a preliminary ouestion.

10
What did you understand the purpose of the >

k ')
gg reinspection program to be7

12 A The purpose of the reinspection proaram, as I

13
understand it, was twofold:

14 One, what was the acceptability, if you will, of

I 15 the equipment installed that had been inspected by, in '

16
Hatfield's case, A through V, I think it works out to what,

17 22 inspectors. First, I believe it's three months' work,

13 and with that reinspection, if you will, determining the j

19 quali ficat ions o f those given inspectors during that first

20 three months of their work.

|

21 Q Let me take the question in pieces. I think you |

() 22 said your understanding of the purpose was twofold:

r

i
t

. . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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|

The first one was the acceptability of the| (^3 i
%J-

2 equipment installed?

A Yes, sir,
| 3

i Q All right. When you made t hi s compa ri son, did4
!

| 5 you reach any conclusions about the acceptability of the
!

l equipment installed by Hatfield?6

| A Again, items -- Let's just take Items 2 through 8,7

in that they deal with the equipment. In the items8
I
| 9 identified,from my review of them, I couldn't see any there

10 that was of safety significance.
f-

| (' Again, this is my personal opinion of it.ij

Q And as a iesult of not finding any safety12

13 significance, you concluded that the eouipment installed by

ja Hatfield was acceptable?

15 A Yes, sir.

16 Q All right. What conclusions, if any, did you

17 reach on the second part of your understanding of the

|

13 purpose, that is the qualifications of the DC inspectors?

19 A That one I don't know about, because it can be

() 20 one of two things, either there were real oood craft out
,

21 there that was putting the items in, or that the inspectors

() 22 were good and they found the items on previous inspections|
-

|

l

_ _ _ - _ . _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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and th'ey were corrected, or a combination thereof.|D<~g g .

| -: -

2 0 Let's-just chase'those two possibilities f or a

3 second.
'

L .

the crafts. peopleIf the crafts people -- it wasj 4
|-

L 5 who had done an outstanding job, would you expect to find

~6 any deviation reports or nonconformance reports written up
.

y by Hatfield or Commonwealth Edison?

A If they were doing a perfect job, no,' sir, Ig

9 wouldn't expect to find either one.

0 In fact, what has been your observation of the
i 10

|\-
ig quantity of deviation reports and nonconformance reports '

12 with respect to Hatfield work?

A Here again, i f my memory serves me correctly,g3

{

14 at the time -- timeframe of these reinspections, Hatfield j

15 did not have a DR program. I think that was instituted

16 after the 82-05 inspection. As to the number of non-

17 conformance reports, that, without going back into the --

It some previous inspection reports, I just don't remember how ,

19 many there were.

'() 30 Q Well, let's assume for the sake of my question

,
21 that there were quantities of --

1

1

I

t_._____-._________. _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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V

Q -- nonconformance reports. would that indicate to.(~}. j
'% J,

'[ 2 you that'the crafts people were doing a supe r j ob, o r .t ha t i

the inspectors were doing -- take out the word " super."3

4 MR. PATON: Did you say.there were quantities?
!

5 MR. MILLER: Assume that there were quantities.

| I don't know .whether there were 300, 1000, but there are6

|

7 numbers of documented deficiencies in construction.
; !

! ,

( 8 BY MR. MILLER: 1

9 Q Would that~ indicate to you, given what you know
I-

|g 10 about the results of the reinspection report, that it ~ was

|k the crafts people or the cuality control inspectors who werejg

12 doing their job?

33 A As you describe the situation, I would say it

u was the quality control inspectors doing their job.

is Q I just want to ask a cuestion, Mr. Love, about |

g something you said in the previous answer. You said that

17 you did not recall that prior to 1982, Hatfield had a DR

14 system -- that's a deficiency report?

19 A Yes.

-()~ 20 0 Did they have a documented -- Let me strike the

21 question.

22 To your knowledge, did they have a system which

r
!

i

{
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,r 3 3
documented nonconforming conditions that were found in the

%.)
2 field prior to 1982?

A Do I understand that in conjunction with the
3

nonconformance reports?4

|
5 Q Well, I don't know what they called it, but

6 whatever it was,.was it a documented way of keeping track
1

7 of nonconforming condi t i or.s t ha t they found in the field?

|

8 A Well, let me explain to you how it is now, and

9 maybe that will help us both to understand. Right now they
1

10 have a nonconformance report. This is a nonconforming
r-

)
' '' condition that would need the Licensee's and in some cases11

|

12 the AE's approval prior to implementing the resolution of it.

13
They also have a DR system or a deficiency report

| u system where this document can be resolved in-house. In

| 15 other words, it's a -- a cable pan is damaged, and resolution
!

g of it is take the cable pan out, scrap it, and install a new

17 one. That's something that can be handled within the

18 Hatfield organization.

19 And when I made the comment that I don't think

r(yj M they had the DR program prior to that, I think that prior to

| 21 '82, that all they had was the nonconformance report system. ;

'f'h(,) 22 Q I see. But they did have a system of tracking ;

|

|

_ __ __ - ___ _- __ _ - - ___ - ___ _ _ _ _- _- _ - _ _ _ - _ _______-____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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(-] j discrepancies that were found in the field and making sure
V

2 that corrective action was taking place, and so on?

'
A Yes, sir.

3

0 So that we could go and look at the statistics4

5 on how many nonconformance reports, or later on, deviation

| 6 reports -- deficiency reports, I quess it is?

y A Deficiency reports, yes, sir.

look and see how many deficiency reports were0| 8
--

!

| 9 filed and see which of the possibilities that you expressed

jo in a prior answer was more likely to be the case; correct?,_

g) A Yes.

#2 12 Q Following this comparison that you did between

13 both the preliminary and final version of the reinspection

| 14 report in Commonwealth Edison Company and your Inspection
1

15 Report 83-37, did you make any further review of the results

16 of the reinspection program as it applied to Hatfield?
|

|
17 MR. PATON: Could I ask a cuestion? You said

13 any further review of the reinspection program. Do you mean

19 reinspection program or the --

|

() 3 MR. MILLER: I thought I said report.

21 THE WITNESS: Do I understand you correctly, then,

( ,) 22 that any other reviews of this after that one time?

,

-__ _________-___-_ _ - - - -____-__-____ _______._._____ - - - - - - - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ - _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - -
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(~g y BY MR. MILLER:
V

2 Q Yes, sir.

3 A I reviewed it yesterday in preparation for this,

4 for example.

5 (Laughter.)

6 0 Okay. Quite apart from your responsibilities as a

7 witness, have you done that in the normal course of your

8 duties as an inspector?

9 A I think we have had some discussions about here--

10 sqain, myself, other inspectors and whatnot, you know, 'what's
\

n your feeling of this and what's your feeling of that typeN

12 deal. But to the best of my recollection, I don't think I

g3 have documented in another inspection report on the Hatfield

14 reinspection effort.

15 0 Have you discussed the results of the reinspection

16 effort with respect to Hatfield with Mr. Ward, for esampic?

17 A Mr. Ward? Yes, sir, we've had numerous discussions

18 on it.
i

19 Q How about with Mr. Little?

() 3) A I cannot remember discussing with Mr. Little, no,

21 sir.

() 22 Q Mr. Muffett?
,

_
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j A No, sir, I can't. remember discussing it with Mr.

2- i... att, either.

3 C Mr. Williams?

4 A Mr. Williams, yes, sir.

5 0 Mr. Keppler?

6 A No, s i. r .

7 Q Any other electrical inspectors?

8 A Right offhand, I'd say the chances are good that

G aufw h
9 I discussed it with Mr. Christnot, Mr. C:tth: 2 and Mr.

10 Mendez, in that I worked closest with those gentlemen, and
i

\
ij I'd say the odds are.real good that I did discuss some of it

12 with them. /

13 Q Did any of the people with whom you discussed

14 the results of the Hatfield reinspection effort disagree

15 with the conclusions which you have e x p r e s.s e d here today?

16 A None that they've expressed to me, no, sir.

17 MR. MILLER: I'd like the reporter to mark as

la Love Deposition Exhibit 3~ a document that ha s a cover letter

19 dat ed April 16th, 1984, and attached to that is Inspection

20 Report ~84-13.

21 (The document referred to was

) 22 marked Love Depo. Ex hi bi t No. 3

for identification.)

, . , , , .

~

>
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- (~') ; BY MR. MILLER:
V

2 G M r '. Love, I show.you a document.that has been

3 marked as Love-Deposition Ex hi bi t 3 and: I'd like you to glance

4 at it, and then I want to ask you a .few questions about it.

5 A (Witness reading-document.)

6 Do you desire that I. read the entire thing, sir,

7 or i s there some specific item?

8' Q If you looked at the cover letter, let me then

9 direct your attention to'a specific -- I call your specific

10 attention to the conclusions which are found on_page 5 of
f

11 the inspection report, and why don't you just look those

12 over for a.second.

13 A' (Witness reading document.)

14 All right, sir.

15 Q First of all, before I showed that document to

16 you today, had you ever seen it before?

'
17 A No, sir.

18 Q Did you know that people in the region were

19 Writing an inspection report that pu rpo rt ed t o deal with the

) 20 overall issue of the reinspection program?

21' A Specifically, .n o , sir, I didn't know that, for

I) example,_this was being prepared. Of course, it's a
'

22

a

t4

. .

,
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O
- j foregone conclusion that if you're in the office, you're

2 writing a report.

3 Q Let me just take a look at that for one second.

A ' Sir, if I could drop back a minute. You asked4

5 me one question, have I ever discussed this reinspection

6 program. In sitting here thinking, I believe there was

7 one or two meetings down here in the conference room on

g the reinspection program.

9 Q All right. Were Mr. Muffett or Mr. Little

10 -involved.in those discussions?

11 A I can't remember whether Mr. Little was down here

12 or not, but it runs in my mind that Mr. Muffett and Mr. Ward

13 were here, and I can't remember who else was involved in it.

14 Q Did these meetings that you have just referred

15 to take place this year?

16 A Yes, sir. I believe it was after this CECO

17 February _'84 report came out. I was j ust trying to t hink

13 back in my own mind whether it was t he p relimina ry report

19 that we are reviewing or this final report.

fs
(_) 20 Q Okay. At this meeting that took place in the

21 conference room in Region III, did you express your opinions

) 22 during the course of the discussion, as you have here today?

I
f C

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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A Yes, sir. As I remember, ba si ca lly.
( l

2 Q Okay. Do you know whether or not Mr. Muffett

3 or Mr. Little were going to rely on those discussions in

4 creating an inspection report on the overall reinspection

5 program that we have now seen as Love Deposition E x hi bi t 3?

6 A Are you saying did I know that a report was going

7 to be prepared at that time and by whom?

Q Yes.8

9 A No, sir.

10 MR. PATON: Wait a minute, wait a minute. You
( ) .
' '

11 can't say yes because that's a different question. Either I' -

12 one or the other.

13 MR. MILLER: That is a somewhat different ouestion,

14 but I want to know the answer to that one, too.

15 MS. WHICHER: You're going to let him ask his

16 own questions, too?

17 MR. MILLER: Sametimes they are better than my own.

18 Let me start over again.

19 THE WITNESS: All right, sir.

,.

!, /) 20 BY MR. MILLER:
-

21 Q When you had the meeting in this conference room,

7.._
\ ,) 22 did you know a written inspection report was going to be
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j prepared on the overall reinspection effort?
.

4

2 A That one I think I'll have to answer as a no,

3 although I know an inspection report would have to be

4 prepared to close the item.

5 Q That's standard procedure in the region; correct?

6 A Yes, sir.

7 Q Did you know when you attended this meeting

8' that comments you made were going to be r6 Lied on by Mr.

9 Muffett or Mr. Little in reaching their own conclusions
,

10 with respect to the reinspect;on program?

11 A I would assume that they would take that in.

.12 Here again, I can't answer for them.

Q It's just an assumption, no one said in words
13

14 like this, "We want to get you all together here and get

15 your views on this so that we can draw some conclusions

g ourselves"?

17 A Basically, as I remember the question,'did I have

18 any problems with'it.

19 Q And that was a cuestien that was asked by whom?

() 20 A Here again, I don't remember. .

21 Q Well, was it one of your peers, or was it somebody

C( 22 in management?

..

+
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A As I remember, it was one of supervision.,' , j
x_.)

2 Q And was that Mr. Williams who might rave asked

the question, or was it Mr. Muffett?3

A No, I believe -- I don't believe Mr. Williams was4

5 in the meeting and, of course, Mr. Muffett is ret in super-

6 vision. I'm sorry, I just don't remember who all was in the

7 meeting, sir.

8 Q Fine.

9 Do you keep a diary?

- 10 A No, sir.

/

u'
ji 0 All right. I don't mean anything elaborate. All

.jg I mean is one of those vest pocket things that kind of keeps

dates and times straight.33

14 A No, sir.

15 0 Was there an attendance list passed out at this

16 meeting?

17 A To the best of my knowledge, no, sir.

18 Q Was t i;e r e anybody who was the informal secretary

19 of the meeting who was supposed to take notes of what was

,,

( j 20 said?
x-

21 A Again, I don't remember anyone taking notes or being

(,,,1 22 on a distribution for a report that discussed that.
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Q And you have never seer, any reports or minutes'' j
-

2 of that meeting; is that rig ht ?

A To the best of my knowledge, no, sir.3

4 Q Mr. Love, as far as you know, the item of non-

5 compliance, 82-05-19, is now closed; is that correct?

6 A Yes, sir, it's my understanding it is.

7 Q Are you aware of any additional information that

8 Commonwealth Edison Company committed to provide when it

9 submitted this report on the reinspection program?

10 A No, si r, I'm not aware of any.-
J

''

11 Q In your personal judoment, was any further''

.12 information deemed desirable by you, in addition to what is

13 in this report?

hef'
14 A No, s i r , se+ againAin my areas of concern.

15 MS. WHICHER: I'd like the record to show that

16 when Mr. Miller was referring to "this repo rt ," he was

'

17 referring to the final February 1983 report.

18 MR. PATON: '84.

19 MS. WHICHER: '84. I'm sorry.

I ) 20 MR. MILLER: Yes. Right.

21 I'd like the reporter to mark as Love Deposition

_j 22 Exhibit 4 for identification a document which -- well, there'ss
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i a letter and I think the date is probably March 10t h, but

2 it may be March 19t h, 1984, and attached'to it is

3 Inspection Report 84-09.

(The document referred to was4

5 marked Love Depo. Ex hi bi t No. 4

for identification.)6

7 BY MR. MILLER:

Q Mr. Love, I show you a document that has been8

9 marked Love Deposition Ex hi bi t No. 4 for identification, and

, 10 ask you whetner you have seen that document before?
- x

+ )
'' MS. WHICHER: Can we go off the record for just a11

12 second and let me have that document?

13 (Discussion off the record.)

14 MR. MILLER: There is a auestion pending.

15 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. This is my inspection

16 report.

1:7 BY MR. MILLER:

18 Q I am correct, am I not, that there was an item

19 of noncompliance assessed against Commonwealth Edison

20 Company in this inspection report because of a deficiency

21 that you noted in terms of a review of documentation relating

,-
( ,) 22 to overtensioning of certain electrical cables?

|
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1

A Yes, sir.i
-

2 Q Mr. Love, do you know whether cable pulling by

3
Hatfield was an attribute that was reinspected in the

4 reinspection program at the Byron Station?

5 A No, sir, to the best of my knowledge, it was not.

6 Q And what was the reason for that? Why wasn't it

7 reinspected?

MR. PATON: I'm sorry, you mean w y wasn't it8

9 reinspected by the Applicant, or why wasn't it looked at --

10 MR. MILLER: Yes. If he knows.
-

'''
11 THE WITNESS: That I can't answer, but riaht now,

12 just thinking back in the timeframe, I'm not even sure that

13 cable pulling was safety -- safety-related cable pulling

14 was in progress at that time.

15 BY MR. MILLER:

1

16 Q And so in fact t he original cable pulling would i
,

17 be a nonrecreatable event; isn't that right? ,

1

|

18 A Yes, sir, it is, except for routing.

19 Q And do you recall whether or not the QC inspector

,

! 20 reinspection program excluded inaccessible and nonrecreatableI

.- |
|

21 attributes from the scope of the program?

I 22 A As I remember,those words were in there, and as

,

1

|
.
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that relates to cable pulling, I don't know whether it's'

ie

'.)

2 addressed or not. I don't remember.

Q Well, we can go back and take a look at Love3

4 Deposition Exhibit 2, Report 83-37, and if we look at the

5 attributes that are on page 5 of that report, would you

6 agree that there.are none that refer to cable pulling?

7 A I agree that there was none looked at in cable

3 pulling, yes, sir. As to whether it was mentioned in the

9 report and specifically included or excluded by those

jo words, that I don't know.
, b'

'

' ' '
11 Q All right.~

bu3 12 Mr. Love, returning to Inspection Report 84-09,

13 you reviewed quite a number of nonconformance reports,

14 bot h t hose issued by Commonwealth Edison Company and those

15 issued by Hatfield, did you not?
|
|

16 A Yes, sir. |
|

17 Q Now all those nonconformance reports related I

1

18 to overtensioning of cables; correct? I

19 A Possible overtensioning of cables, yes, sir.

I ) 20 Q You also looked at approximately 1000 Hatfield
'n/

21 deficiency reports; is that right?

) A I don't remember that exact number. I'd have22

P
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( 1
to verify that in here.

,

2 Q If you'd look at page 9, sir.

3 A Yes, sir, it would be appn ximately 1000.

Q Did all of those 1000 deficiency reports relate4

5 to possible overtensioning of cables?

6 A Oh, no, si . That was just deficiency reports

7 from here to there Cindicating).

8 Q I just wanted to make sure that I understand that.

9 How many deficiency reports in that number, that

___ jo 1000 population, related to possible overtensioning of

s' cables?11

12 A (Witness reading document.)

13 Without going back and counting right now I

14 can't -- I can't give you an answe r on that, sir.

15 Q We know from the inspection report there was at

16 least one.

17 A Yes, but going back through in the NCRs, I also

18 make the comment in there that with respect to possible
|
;

19 overstressing of safety-related cables during the installa- '

20 tion or rework, all DRs except the 3382 were subsequently-
,

21 documented on NCRs and are addressed in paragraphs A and B
_

22 above. So what I'd have to do is go back through A and 8,
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(

above and count the number of DRs.fr~'j j
Y

2. For example, right there at t he t op of the page I

refer to DR -- well, in fact that one's outside the scope of3

that review.- That's 3518, and then 3523.4

5 Q Right. And there are other DH numbers that are

6 found in the body of the inspection report; correct?

7 A Yes, sir.

g Q Did you regard the number of deficiency reports

9 and nonconformance reports that had been written with respect

10 to possible overtensioning of cables as an adverse reflection
(~h
\'

11 on the Hatfield program?
,

12 A No, sir. In fact, it would be the other way

around.13

14 Q Why is that?

15 A If I didn't find any, I would ouestion the

g quality. ;
;

17 Q Do you regard the number of NCRs or deficiency

18 reports with respect to cable overtensioning to be high when

19 compared to the number of cables that were pulled in the

() 20 plant as a whole?

21 A With the interruption, would you rephrase that now

. 22 for me, sir?
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Q Let me see if I can reproduce it.f3 j
?\! '

2 Did you regard the number of NCRs and DRs that

3 were issued to be high when compared to the number of cables

that were pulled in the plant as a whole?4

5 A No, sir.

6 Q Is thi.s a situation that you have encountered at

7 other nuclear power plants that you have inspected for the

8 NRC? I'm-talking about --

9 A The overtensioning? Overtensioning, if you will,

10 is a common problem.
f-

ij Q Is the Hatfield experience, at least as reflected'

_j2 in this inspection report, abnormal in any way, when

13 compared to the experience of electrical contractors at

14 other sites?

15 A No, sir. I'd say it's probably normal.

16 Q Looking at the Inspection Report 84-09, would

17 you agree that for every NCR and deficiency report related

18 to possible overtensioning of cables, Hatfield processed

19 the documentation properly?

() 20 ,A If I understand you correctly, no, sir, I can't

21 make that statement. For example, I cited one in there that

Ol ,) . 22 ~ wasn't< processed properly which resulted in an item of%
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n ncompliance.
i 1

v

2 Q Were there any others that you observed that were

not processed properly?3

A In this inspection report, again going from4

5 memory, that's the only situation I found in this report.

6 Again, I would have to go back through and review other

7 inspection reports to see whether the same situation came up.

8 0 Well, maybe you could explain in your own words

9 what the problem in the processing of the do,cumentation on

10 Hatfield DR 3382, which is referred to on page 9 of

('
11 Inspection Report 84-09, was.

'

12 A As I understand,you want, if you will, a brief

13 hi story on that one.

14 Q Yes.

15 A On thi s given situation, they were in the process

g of pulling back one cable out of a conduit, I believe that

1

17 contained 12 additional cables. It had 13 cables in it )

18 altogether. And I believe that was, if my memory serves me

i19 correctly -- it's also dncumented in another NCR in here --

l 2) that that cable had been overtensioned at some portion of

21 the installation, and the decision was to remove the cable
,-

! j 22 and replace it. 'With'the lubricant that is used to install

|

|
|

1
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cables in conduit, at times it sets up and this appeared toj

2 be what the situation wan, a3 attempted pull-b ck of

this cable 1VA709, which was a two-conductor cable, and3

at that point'in time on pull-back of that one, they4

5 couldn't get the cable out of the conduit after they exerted,

I believe, if my. memory serves me correctly, 500 pounds6

7 tension on the cable.

At that point in time in that section of conduit,
8

9 they decided to cut it off and abandon it and pull in the

10 other cable in accordance with this other NCR that I
,'

i
' '

ij reference at Hatfield -- /eah, I mean Hatfield. NCR 605 and-

12 CECO NCR F821.

33 That cable 1VA709 was subsequently replaced.

14 The inspector wrote up the DR indicating that this 500 pounds

15 tension had been exerted on that cable.

16 In discussions with the people involved, and

17 especially the engineer that made the inadequate disposition

18 on this DR 3382, I auess it i s, that he was under the |

19 impression that they were attempting to pull all of the

,,

2) cables out, i.e., all 13, to get that one cable out of the,

I
|

21 conduit.

l
22 And here again, after discussions with the people

:

|
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i

I that was actually involved in the cable pull, it was as Ij

2 described it where-they were only attempting to pull that

:

3 ne cable out of the conduit. And due to the, if you

4 will,. combination of errors, one in that'the QC inspector
,

i

5 did put an inadequate description of the nonconforming

6 condition on the.DR, and two that the engineer didn't, if

y you will, dig deep enough i nto it to find out the actual
,

i
.

I 8 pr blem, there was an inadequate disposition put"on the NCR,

9 in that they basically accepted all the cables as is.
,

|

10 Now as noted in here -- and here again, I believe

11 all the cables in that conduit were two-conductor 16s. Just

12 a fast glance, it looks like all of them were two-conductor

33 16s, where the maximum pulling tension on a single cable is

14 58.8 pounds. And when in fact in pulling that one cable

15 out, one or more of those cables of the remaining 12 cables

16 was under a tension up to 500 pounds on it, which resulted

17 in an item of noncompliance for an inadequate disposition
|

13 of the DR.

19 0 Well, if I understand tFa situation, Mr. Love,,

i - ,

() 20 in fact the'DR was| properly initiated. The description of
:

21 the nonconf o rmi n'g : c ond i t'i on, however, on the DR was unclear;

22 is that right?
:

|

t

!

-. . - -- __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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A Yes, sir.
1

'
-

2 Q And that led to --

3 A No, wait a minute. Did you say disposition?

4 Q Description of the nonconforming condition.

5 A The description was not clear, yes, sir.

6 Q And that led to an improper analysi s by the
;

7 engineer whc was asked to disposition the DR; is that correct?

8 A Yes, sir.

9 Q Do you know what the corrective action was for

10 this item of noncompliance?

)-

11 A Yes, sir. That's documented in 84-27, in that I'-

12 think I give the - yes, Hatfield prepared NCR 841 during ,

|

13 the -- after we had identified the problem and the corrective

14 action on 841 was to go back and replace all 13 cables. j

i

15 Q Do you regard this item of noncompliance as j
,

16 indicating some sort of programmatic deficiency in Hatfield's

17 quality assurance program?

18 A No, sir. As near as I can tell, that was an

19 isolated case.

( 20 Q So did you consider this item of noncompliance --

21 well, let me back up. I've got to ask a preliminary auestion,

22 It's a fact, is it not, that Hatfield has had1
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other items of. noncompliance assessed against it'in connectionj

2 with possible overtensioning of cables over the years?

A Without going back and doing research on that,3

I can't answer that.4

'S Q You just don't recall whether that's the case?

A I don'.t recall.6

7 Q Do you recall an item of noncompliance involving

8 the -- exceeding the maximum sidewall pressure on cables?

9 A I remember an item of noncompliance where the

10 procedure did not address sidewall pressure. I can't-s

(\o),

ij remember any off the top of my head where they exceedsd

.12 sidewall pressure.

Q Well, returning to the item of noncompliance13

y that's addressed in Inspection Report 84-09, do you regard

j y$ the incident that-led to the item of noncompliance as part

16 of a pattern on Hatfield's part of failure to properly.

17 document nonconforming conditions and see to it that they

13 are properly dispositioned?

\?

-|19 ~A- Again, I think this i,s the same auestion you

[) 20 asked me before, and:I t h i n k -I -i n d i c a t e d this was, as near
> ns;

21 as I could tell, an isolated' case.
.

3 f

,/ 22 Q Okay.'-s

<

b
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MR. PATON: Mike, could we digress for a second
1

' _

2 and talk about time so I could talk to the folks this

fternoon?3

4 MR. MILLER: Oh, we're moving right along. I

5 would nope to finish within an hour.

6 How much examination do you think you're going

7 to have?

8 MS. WHICHER: I don't have a great deal. I am,

9 however, one of those people that if I don't eat on a

10 regular ba si s, I get faint. Not enough reserves, I guess.
-

( )
11 MR. GALLO: I think we should skip lunch.~~''

12 (Laughter.)

13 MS. WHICHER: Well, I don't. So I guess --

14 (Discussion off the record.)

15 (Recess.)

T.3 g BY MR. MILLER:

17 Q Mr. Love, I really just have one more question

18 on 84-09.

19 Did anything that you observed during the course

<3

() 20 of t hi s inspection, including the item of noncompliance,

21 cause you to change the conclusions that you had previously

i j 22 reached regarding the adequacy of the Hatfield work, that you
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reached as a result of the reinspection program report?
1

-.

2 A Based on t hi s report, no, sir.

MR. MILLER: I'd like the reporter to ma rk as
3

Love Deposition Exhibit 5 a document which has a cover letter4

5 dated June 6, 1984, to which is attached Inspection Report

84-27.6

7 (The document referred to was

8 marked Love Depo. Exhibit No. 5

9 for identification.)

10 BY MR. MILLER:

' -
11 Q Mr. Love, I show you a document that has been'

12 marked Love Deposition Ex hi bi t 5 for identification, andi

13 ask you if you have ever seen this before.

14 A Yes, sir. This is the inspection report of

15 Mr. Christnot and myself.

16 Q What portions of this report were you personally

17 responsible for?

18 A I was responsible for everything in this report

19 except there's one reference to the closure of a 50.55(e)

o
20 that Mr. Christnot worked on by himself.

21 Q Well, let me get right to the bottom line:

) 22 Were you responsible for those portions of the
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j report that assessed two items of noncompliance against
,

2 Commonwcalth Edison Company?

A Yes, sir.3

Q I'd like to first turn to the Severity Level V4

5 item of noncompliance, and that I believe -- the discussion

6 of that begins on page 7 of the inspection report.

7 First of all, Mr. Love, Severity Level V item

f noncompliance is one that has minor safety significance;8

9 is that correct?

10 A Yes, sir.
,

}} Q It was your determination to categorize this''

12 item of noncompliance at Severity Level V; correct?

A Yes, sir. Let me rephrase that. It was my13

14 recommendation.

n; Q Your recommendation?

16 A The bosses make the final determination.

17 0 I see. That's Mr. Williams on up; is that correct?

18 A Yes, sir.

19 Q It's a fact, is it not, that the cognizant

i 20 Commonwealth Edison and Hatfield engineering personnel
,

21 were made aware of the requi rement s of a Note 48

,

L ,' 22 on a certain drawing, but were not made aware, according to
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this inspection report, of the requirements of a Note 47
1

2 on that same drawing; is that right?

A I think that needs to be rephrased, sir, that3

4 they were aware of --

5 Q I'm sure of that.

6 A - wer.e aware of 48, but didn't appear to be

7 aware of 47.

8 Q Well, r ther than me trying to characterize this,

9 what was the thrust of Note 47 in that drawing? What did

10 that say to the engineers and crafts people who were

[ ]
11 installing cable pans and covers?x'

12 A Basically whenever you are installing cable

j3 tray, there is a tolerance provided the constructor. In

14 other words, he can't get it in plus or minus nothing. As a

15 result of utilizing these tolerances, they will violate the

16 minimum separation criteria of three inch horizontal, 12

17 inch vertical, and basically what this note said that as

18 Hatfield is installing cable tray and they vi> late the

19 separation criteria, then they should install a cable pan

,() M cover in accordance with another Sargent & Lunay standard

21 which tells them how to fabricate and install covers.
-

) 22 And then once this cover is installed, why, the
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tolerance then drops to one inch separation, both horizontalI'

2 and vertical.

Q Are there any other circumstances other than3

4 the one that you just described where cable pan covers

5 must be installed by Hatfield?

6 A Yes, sir. In the ones already identified, the

y separation problems -- it may be in the design stage or it

8 may have been in the construction stage, due to the walkdown,

CA. &
9 that they found separation problems where by drawing

10 prepared by Sargent & Lundy, that Hatfield was di rec ted to
;

.'' install cable tray -- cable pan covers, and likewise
'

11

12 instrumentation pans all have covers on them.

j3 Again, now, we are only talking safety-related.

14 Q The one inch Tparation still was supposed to be

15 maintained even after cable pan covers were installed; is

16 that correct?

17 A Yes, sir.

18 Q And Note 48 on this drawing, which is referred

19 to in the inspection report, required Hatfield to inform

-

I I 20 Sargent & Lundy if that one inch separation could not be
v

21 maintained?
rm

22 A Yes, sir.j
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' s -- i s t ha t a one inch vertical separation,if~w i Q- That
..]

'

2: 'a one inch horizontal separation, or both?

3 A Both, sir.
,

4 Q And was'that made clear in Note 48, that it

7

5 referred to both the horizontal and vertical separation
,

l~ 6 distances?
.

]
'

y A Yes, sir, as I remember the note, it did.
j

i 8' Q Mr. Love, doesn't Note 48 by implication suggest

i

9 to the person who is reading it, that when there is
j

10 approximately a one inch separation,-that a cable pan cover-s

11 should be installed?

12 A By Note 48, by itself?'

13 Q Yes, sir.

I 14 A No, sir, in that -- to explain that a little bit,

j 15 f or example, Sargent & Lundy has designed cable pan covers
i-
i

16 which in discussions with the engineer what t his was -- the

i -

-17 main thrus't of Note 48,fagain:if I'm going to install a

i-

'18 cover on a, cable pan, and Hatfield used the construction'

i

i 19 tolerances, they could come within the one inch, and this is
1

(') 20 what Sargent & Lundy was? concerned about.
.

21 Q Mr. Love, do you know what the corrective action

Q1

(,/ 22' for this item of noncompliance is likely to be?,

,

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ m_ _ _ _ _ .
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i A What? The corrective action for that item?

2 Q- Yes.

'
A The first logical thing that they have to do is;

4 go back in and reinspect the cable tray that was installed,

5 I believe it's after Februa ry 1983. And here again, after
J

6 they have made=that determination, tnen on any of them-

y that violate the three inch, 12 inch separation criteria,

8 to install covers.

9 Q Once again, do you regard this item of noncompliance

- 10 as some sort of programmatic weakness in either the Hatfield

I''
11 or Commonwealth-Edison quality assurance program?

12 A No, I wouldn't say programmatic.

13 Q Well, okay, how would you characterize it?

14 A I'm not sure whether you can put.it -- a title

|

15 on it. For example, like we said, Note 47, Note 48. As |

g you've seen by the report, they were implementing Note 48,

|

17 but they were'not' implementing Note 47, which appears on |
l

18 the drawing. Note.47, as I remember, was the top one, and

19 Note 48 was directly underneath it. Laziness, lack of

() 20 observation?' I don't know how you'd classify it.

21 MR. . MILLER: Can I have just one minute, please.

() 22 (Pause.)
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BY'MR.-MILLER:
1

,

2 Q How are notes on drawings ~ translated to

3 instructions to the cra'fts people and inspectors of the

[ 4 . contractor?
p

5 A The Hatfield organization.would take the note off

; . .

j' 6 a given drawing and-instructions out of that drawing and
''

si

y translate ~it over into procedures.

Q Is there a document called an engineering change! 8
1

9 notice? Have you ever heard of that document used at the

I
10 site?t

O
11 A Engineering change notice is primarily for

12 changing drawings. Now they do'have another, I don't

13 remember the name of it. It's, if you will, a quickie

14 change to a procedure.

15 Q I see.

16 Do you know whether there is a procedure that

j 17 requires the engineering staff and the quality assurance
|

|

18 staff to-review changes to drawings?

|' 19 A Again,,here on~ memory and it's been a while--

|

.() 20 since I looked at that drawing -- this would be on the

.t N
! 21 receipted' drawings. Yes,' sir,'there.is someone cr -; t that's
t

22 supposed to review all changes to the drawings.

L
!
>-
|

|

I

I

l
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Q Let me turn to the ' item of noncompliance that
'} j

] 2 was Severity Level IV.

3 MR. MILLER: This ha s a cover letter dated
1

I

4 January 11, '83 to which is attached Report 82-17. Why

5 don't you mark this as Love Deposition Exhibit 6 while we're

6 waiting.

'

7 (The document referred to was

'
g marAed-Love Depo. Exhibit No. 6

'

9 for identification.)

10 BY MR. MILLER:

'O
11 Q Mr. Leve, I show you a document that has been

,

.12 marked Love Deposition Ex hi bi t 6 for identification, and

,

13 ask if you are familiar with that inspection report?

14 A Yes, sir. That appears to be my inspection-report.

;.
'

15 Q And it was in that inspection report that the
i-

16 quest. ion.of checking f o r' h a n g 'e r configur,ition where portions{ ,

I
17 of th'e hanger were : covered by' fi reproof ng first arose; isn't

(
i

18 that right?'

19 A I can't say it's the first, but it's the first I

!'() 3 remember documenting it myself.

21 Q It is correct, is it not, that the inspection |

ff 22 effort by the NRC arose as a result of an allegation?

:

;

i. s'
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A Yes, sir.g

| 2 Q In looking at 82-17, can.you tell us what the

l

3 nature of the allegation was?

^

A Well, this addressed numerous. allegations. We4
!

5 discussed the allegation pertaining to --

6 Q That ultimately led to Inspection Report 84-27,

7 which i s dated June 6,1984. And I call your attention to

g page 16 of Love Deposition E x' h i b i t 6, and ask you if at

9 the bottom of that page is the allegation that led to a

10 separate reinspection effort and ultimately to your

11 Inspection Report 84-27?

12 MS. WHICHER: I'm sorry, Mike, I missed the page
4

13 ref erence on Exhibit 6.

14 THE WITNESS: 16. And the question was, again,

15 sir?
.

16 BY MR. MILLER: '

17 Q Is that the allegation that led to a separate

18 reinspection program and ultimately to the Level IV item

19 of noncompliance that's found'in 84-27?

() 20 A Yes, sir.

|
'

21 Q It's a fact, is it not, Mr. Love, that in

Y2. f,O 22 Inspection Repo r t 44-17, Love E x hi bi t No. 6, there are two

| |

_- _ _ _ .-.
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)-f ; Would you'just de sc ri be briefty in your own>

L)
-2 words what the atlegation involved and what the focus of

3 your inspection ~in Inspection Report 82-17 on that atlegation

was?4

5 A Basically the atlegation -- to back off a little
<

4 bit, at the time.there was a reinspect' ion program going

7 on in the Hatfield organization as-a result of NCR 407.

8 This is HatfieLd.hCR.

9 At some point in time therQA manager of HatfieLd

with Memo 595, which basic, ally said that -- here10 come out.

' gj again, as you have stated earlier. this w:is primarily for

12 connections, cable tray hanger connections that was under

13 fireproofing. Arhd p a r t of the inspection' program is to

y determine.the type of detail or connection that is installed

y$ between the h a ng e rc a r:d the ausil'iary steel.

g Andd there is also an inspection of the acceptance
. -

17 of the welds, a nd t hi s --i s no rma l L y pe r'f ormed by separate

18 personnel, i . e . ', a weld inspech ar d a DC inspector.

19 The_ weld inspecti-o n st cases had been

() 20 performed cc th; 4-epertien=-+ on 6e given hanger, but in yk

21 many cases the QC in,spection had not been performed as to the

(n) 22 type of detail installed end the configuration of it.

4

e

-

-
-

-
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j This brought about Memo 295 which ba sically said

2 that if there is a weld traveler card indicating that the

3 weld inspector had in fact inspected the weld, that the

4 detail should also be accepted, even though there was no
.

5 mention of the detail.

6 During t hi s 82-17 report, in the follow-up of

7 t hi s allegation, t hat was the allegation that the alleger

8 didn't think that Memo 295 should be conside red valid, in

9 that he rthought that a true inspection of the connection

jo detail should be made.

11 After reviewing it and discussion with people,

12 I basically agreed with the alleger, except that I did make

13 the clarification in there that if the weld inspector had

14 in fact noted the detail number on the weld traveler, that I

15 could basically live with that. But if the inspector did not
|

16 put that detail number on the traveler, then they would have

it was my opinion they'd have to go back in and remove17 to --

18 the fireproofing and look at it.

19 In discussions with the Licensee personnel on

() 'M site, there was a -- oh, if you will, agreement type deal

21 reached that they would do a sampling of it, and depending

() 22 upon the results of the sample, that they would go back in
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and ramove fireproofing as required. And as it worked out,(~3 ;

2 the rejects and whatnot -- and here again, this is ve:bal

3 discussion, I don't believe it's documented anywhere -- that

4 in discussions with -- I think his title is the Senior

5 Electrical Engineer. Just a minute, please.
ryt. as do

6 Project Electrical,@ M Y M ,

7 Q That's Mr. Binder?

A Supervisor. Yes, Mr. Binder. At the site he8
1

9 indicated to me that they were identifying some p r o b l e rc s ,

10 nd that they would go back in and remove the fireproofing
-

A'
ij and do an inspection of these welds where it was in fact

12 not documented, either in inspection report or on the weld

13 traveler, as to the type of det5il.

14 This data then was subsequently transferred to

15 CECO in a column-type report, "On this date.we did 'X'

16 number of inspections and identified these number of

17 prnblems and 'X' number of them were under fireproofing,"

18 et cetera.

bu4 19 And basically that is where we left that item, as

''h 20 an unresolved item in 82-17, awaiting the final review and

21 closecut of NCR 407.

[ I

22 0 Let me back up and get a few dates. NCR 407
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j was issued by Hatfield early in 1982; is that correct?

2 A I'm not even sure I mention the date in he e of

3 when --

4 (Witness reading docurent.)

5 I'm sorry, sir, I don't -- it appears I was

6 remiss in mentioning the date that the original NCR was

7 prepared.

8 0 To the best of your recollection, was it some

9 time prior to your inspection? It would have had to be,

10 because you do refer to the NCR by number. So presumably
,

' -

11 it was issued some time before --

12 A It was issued prior to August 16th, 1982; that

13 much we know.

14 Q Okay. The NCR related, did it not, to all

15 hangers installed by Hatfield, not just those covered with

16 fireproofing?

17 A Yes, sir. ;

18 Q The corrective action for that was to conduct a

19 complete reinspection of all hangers installed by Hatfield

'

) 20 up to that point, to check for connection detail, is that

21 correct, as well as welding?
,

-
22 A Yes, sir. As I remember, it did.

|

)



. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .

75

.

j Q So that's the reinspection program we are~ '

-

2 talking about now. It was going to go back and look at, if

3 you will, all attributes of the hanger as installed, the

4 connection detail, and so on.

5 Do you recall that there was a Hatfield form

6
that was devised at about this time to cover the reinspection

7 of these hangers?

8 A There was a form that was --

9 Q 9A-1?

jo A I can't remember the form number. And here again,
,_

'

11 I don't remember exactly when that form came out, but I-

12 believe it was along about the time of this inspection,

13 either right before or right after this inspection; I don't

14 remember.

15 Q Prior to the use of that form, the documentation

16 of hanger inspections was really pretty loose, wasn't it?

17 A Yes, sir, it was.

18 Q In fact, there was no way of going back and

19 determining whether a specific hanger had or had not been

'

4 20 inspected; is that right?

21 A Not actually. What this revised form done, it was
,.
,

'

E 22 a go no go -- the first form was a go no go type form. The'
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j inspector went out and looked at it, and in many cases it

2 was a Level 1 inspector.

3 Configuration, for example, was marked " Sat.,

4 Unsat." or "Not Applicable" or words to that effect. And

5 he duly signed it at the bottom.

6 And Level 2 went in and countersigned it, looked

7 at it and says, " Yeah, all the blanks are filled out," and

8 signed it.

9 The form that you're alluding to is a two part

10 form in that the Level 1 or Level 2 inspector that actually_.

'

11 goes cut into the field, he actually puts the details down

kAM f
12 on the inspection 4 in that he says it was "X" number of

mattAI>f * G
T h a t A r e a u i rYEb r a c e a b i l i t y , t h a t /hh13 inches from here to there. t s

wLae-on p
14 t hi s number wasoit, et cetera, andAtorquing was required,

num|reA. '
15 torque wrenchAwas recorded.

16 And then that sheet went in and the Level 2 reviewec

17 it, and then made out a check sheet similar to the one that

18 was in existence before that, that says, "Yes, it was good

19 or no good or not applicable, based on the information

() 20 provided by the man that went into the field."

21 MR. MILLER: Bill, could we take a break?
g
! These are original documents. I thought I'd make22
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~' ., i copies of them, and I really wented to use them as examoles.
_

2 (Discussion off the record.)

3 MR. MILLER: I'd like the reporter to mark a two-

/ page document. The top sheet is labeled Hatfield Electric

5 Company, Byron Units 1 and 2, Class I Cable Pan Hanger

6 Inspections Checklist, From HP-9A-1, Revi si on 4, dated

7 September 1st, 198l.

8 The second sheet is a sketch of a hanger and

9 there is also space on the form for notations of various

10 data regarding the hanger.
, . . .,

)
'

11 (The documents referred to were

12 marked Love Depo. Exhibit No. 7

13 for identification.)

14 MR. P A T 0f. : Are those two papers together, those

15 together are No. 7?

16 MR. MILLER: Right.

17 BY MR. f1I L L E R :

18 Q Mr. Love, looking at what's been marked as Love

19 Deposition Ex hi bi t 7, can we agree that thew two pages

( ' together were the Hatfield form that was used for hanger20

21 reinspections that were done pursuant to the item we have
~

22 been discussing in Inspection Report 82-17?'
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~A I don't know that this given form was in use
3

( 2 throughout the reinspection program under NCR 407. I know
t

-3 it is in use at the'present time, but.3 don't know if it

I 4 went all the way back.
!

5 Q . I see.

i 6 Well, the second page of this does contain the
i

!

. 7 information that you described earlier, that is the actual

8 connection data under the column that's headed " Connection,"

| 9 about a third of the way'down the page, the various

10 dimensions of the hanger under the column that's headed

11 '' D i m e n s i o n , " and so on.

12 To the best of your knoktedge, Mr. Love, are these

13 two page forms the inspection checklist, if you will, for

14 inspecting hangers at the Byron site that were installed by.

15 Hatfield today?-

16 A Today, yes, si r.

17 Q There'is nothing else that's an inspection check-

'18 List?

19 A They have various different other inspection

() M c he c kli st s, but for the pan hanger installation, I believe

21 this is the prime one.

- 22 0 Okay. Now, returning to the reinspection program

l

! ,l
. - - - -______ _ _ _ _ _ _
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t'^; j that was committed to as a recult of this Hatfield NCR 407,
0

2 there was in fact a special preblem, as you de sc ri bed it,

3 with hanger connections that were covered by fireproofing;

4 that is, you couldn't see what the detail, the connection

5 detail was; is that correct?

6 A Yes, sir. , ' .

7 MR. MILLER: I'd like the geporter to mark as
'

d

8 Love Deposition Exhibit 8 f o .i identijcation a memorandum

er 3
9 from Mr. Buchanan to Mr. Koca which kg identified as QA-QC

. .

A
10 Memorandum 295, dated September 27t 1982.

!, \
\' 'J

11 (The ment referred to was"

12 mark ove Depo. Exhibit No. 8

13 for identification.)

14 BY MR. MILLER: !

1

15 Q Mr. Love, the first -- well, first of all, did you

16 see this memorandam at or about the time you conducted /
/
i

# J-17?17 Inspection
I

18 A Yes, sir.

memorandorf19 Q The first sentence of the text of the j

b 20 starts:
Ns

21 "Since beginning the cable pan reinspection." (
( ))(_ 22 And so forth. That's the cable pan reinspection

_ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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r~s i that is the corr.ective action for Hatfield NCR 407; is
N]-

2 that correct?

3 A Yes, sir.

4 Q And.the' third paragraph of this in fact says

5 that if there is a weld traveler that the inspector shall

6 note the traveler on the hanger reinspection report and

7 shall accept the detail on that basis for details that are

8 covered by fireproofing; correct?

9 A Yes, sir.

_ 10 MR. MILLER: Now I'd like to mark as Love

('' ' '/
11 Deposition Exhibit No. 9 for identification a two page

12 letter from James 0. Binder to Mr. B4chanan, dated September

13 22nd, 1982.

14 (The document referred to was

15 marked Love Depo. Exhibit No. 9

16 for identification.)

17 BY MR. MILLER:

18 Q Mr. Love, can we agree that this is the letter

19 that i s also referred to in Inspection Report 82-17? |

('') 20 A Yes, sir. The words look similar. |

;-

l

21 Q Now, did you see this letter at or abot. the time '

(~h)
:

22 you conducted Inspection Report -- or the inspection that'ssm,

I

________m.___ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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memorialized in Inspection Report 82-17?(~y j
!v

2 A Yes, sir. In fact, I documented it on page 17

3 and I think it appears to be just about verbatim, items 1

4 t hrough 6 that I have discussed there. Thi s is 82-17.

5 Q The second paragraph of the letter that is Love
.

6 Deposition Exhibit 9 really endorses the use of Memo 295,

7 does it not?

8 A Yes, sir.

9 Q Now it also refers to Memorandum 216, and just so

10 we have got everything in front of us, I'd like the reporter

! /

k'
11 to mark as Love Deposition 10 for identification a document

12 that's entitled Hatfield Electric Company, QA/QC Memoran&2m 216,

13 dated August 16th, 1982.

14 (The document referred to was

15 marked Love Depo. Exhibit No. 10

16 for identification.)

17 BY MR. MILLER:

18 Q Had you ever seen this document before, Mr. Love,

19 Love Deposition Exhibit No. 10?

rs
v) 20 A No, sir. I believe this is the first time It

21 have seen this one.

O)( 22 Q All right. Quite apart from this nemorandum, you

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ - _ - _ - _ - _ - - - - - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _



. .- . . . -- .- --- . _._

4

r

82

.

. }-
-:.s,

(} 1 .know,,do you not, that the Hatfield weld travelers at about
1:

-2 this point in' time wereLincomplete in that you could not. find

'

3 a. traveler. for every connection; is that correct?
1

4 A Yes, sir. I think I have also documented that in a

i 3 - report or two.

1

6 Q And Hatfield was to where they could not find a
.

L 7 traveler for a particular connection, was to go out and

8 reinspect the weld and create a new traveler; correct?

9 A Yes, sir.

! 10 Q Just for the record, what is a weld traveler? -

O
i 11 -A What is a weld traveler?

12 0 Yes.

| .

;

13 A A weld traveler is, if.you will, a work-order'

I
! 14 and documentation, if you will, to install in some cases a

15 single weld, in some cases an entire hanger.

16 On it, the welder would put his weld ID number,

17 of course the hanger number, and then there was a space on
,

'hi
18 there for the weld inspector to perform Fe$e inspection and

19 sign off.

() M Q So it's kind of the basic document that tells you

21 the status of the Treld'on a particular hanger; correct?

- 22 A Notinecessarily t h e s t a' t u s', but in progress, if you

i

1
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- r's j . will, and complete.

U
2 Q Now returning to Love Deposition E x hi bi t No. 9,

,

3 which i s Mr. Binder's letter to Mr. Buchanan, he asks Mr.

4 Buchanan to accumulate six,different categories of. data; isn't

5 that rigFt?

A Yes, sir.6

7 .0- And Category 2, am'I correct, is the hangers

8
which were accepted on the basis of Memo 295?

9 A Yes, sir.

10 Q And Category No. 5 were the hangers for which

11 fireproofing had to be removed in accordance with Memo 216?

12 A 2167

13 0 That's Love Deposition Exhibit --

14 MS. WHICHER: 10.

15 BY MR. MILLER:

10.16 0 --

I

17 A Would you repeat that again, please.

18 0 I said Category 5 on Mr. Binder's September 22nd
,

19 letter, Deposition Exhibit 9, are hangers for which the

() 20 f i rep roo f ing had to be removed in accordance with Hatfield

21 QA/QC Memorandum 216, which is Love Deposition Exhibit 10.

22 A Yes, sir, it appears that way._,

i

)
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j Q Okay. Now I think in your earlier answer, you

2 said t hat your discussions with Commonwealth Edison personnel

3 led to some sort of oral understanding that they would do a

4 sampling of the results and then make a determination as to

5 whether fireproofing had to be removed to check the

6 connection detail on all the hangers that were covered by

7 fireproofing; is that right?

A Yes, sir.8

9 Q Approximately what date did that conversation

10 take place?
,~ sT

,

<
>

-

11 A If my memory serves me correctly, just looking

12 at the inspection reports here, I believe that took place

13 either right before or right after the, September 22nd memo.

14 That's Exhibit No. 9.

15 0 Is that oral understanding reflected in the

16 inspection report anywhere?

17 A No, sir. Wait a minute. Let me back off. I don't

18 think it i s, but let me. . .

19 (Witness reading document.)

L) 20 I think it's alluded to here in the bottom of page

21 17.

22 MS. WHICHER: Are you referr1ng only to 82-17?
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y MR. MILLER: At this point, that's correct.

2 THE WITNESS: In 82-17, at the bottom of page 17,

3 where I stated that the Licensee stated the above data ,

,

4 would be evaluated upon completion of the reinspection

i 5 program, and one of the following actions taken.

1

i 6 It's been a while since I looked at this. I was

! !
'

thinking it had been strictly an oral, that this was oral, !

7

S L

I 8 n t in writing, although I did document it.
;

| 9 BY MR. MILLER:
I

10 Q Yes, sir. The statement you just read refers
,

i tj to an evaluation that would take place at the conclusion of

12 the reinspection program? |i

b I,

: j3 A That's affirmative.
i

14 Q And the reinspection program was for all Hatfield

15 hangers; correct?

!. 16 A I don't remember the full content of NCR 407. I
!

17 believe there was something in excess of 4300 hangers
|

| 18 installed.
!

! 19 0 And all of those hangers were subject to the

| 20 reinspection program; correct?

!

| 21 A The 4300 were.

22 Q And the hangers that were yet to be installed were'

i,

I
I

I

. _ _ _ _ __ _ . _ . _ _ _ _
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I to be inspected in accordance with these upgraded procedures;
._.

2 isn't that right?

3 A Yes, sir.

4 Q So they wouldn't be subject to the reinspection

5 program. My question, Mr. Love, is:

6 It really wasn't a sample, then, it was going to

y await the conclusion of the entire reinspection program of

8 the 4300 hangers before an evaluation would be made as to

9 whether or not the fireproofing had to be removed. Is that

10 right?
,-

)

11 A Yes. But here again it was still in my terms --

12 maybe you and I don't agree on what a sample is, but if I

13 don't inspect all hangers underneath fireproofino, that's a

14 sample. If I do 90 percent of them and don't do the other

15 10, that's still a sample. All right?

16 In this case here in the original September 22nd

17 memo, they weren't going to remove the fireproofing of all of

18 them, but they were going to do an evaluation of the sample --

19 0 That they did remove fireproofing on?

) 20 A -- that they did remove fireproofing from.-

21 Q For example, if on the o r. e s they did remove the

22 firerroofing from, there was 100 percent correct connection
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(~} } detail that was installed, that would give you some
%)

2 confidence that the connection detail on those for which

3 the fireproofing had not been installed were probably okay,

4 too?

5 A Yes, sir.

6 Q Okay. I think that -- let me just back up.

7 This understanding that you had, this oral

8 understanding, was that with Mr. Binder?

9 A Yes, sir,

10 Q I think you also said in a prior answer that Mr.p-

Y
11 Binder at some point in time reported to you that there'

12 were problems, and that they would therefore be removing

13 the fireproofing from hangers; is that right?

14 A I can't remember whether he said all hangers or

15 an additional sample of hangers.

16 Q Do you recall the time when that was reported to

17 you?

18 A No, sir, I don't, because Mr. Binder and I talked

19 so often that --

() 20 Q Well, was it at about the time of Inspection

21 Report 82-17, or was it some months or years after that? l

(_)/
(

22 A It would have had to have been after 82-17 had !
1

|

)

!

_ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ - - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - -___
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1

been issued, and I don't r e m e m b e r an~ i n s p e c t i o n s . It could
.

2 have very well been that it was a comment that he made to me

3 during a routine inspection on another matter.

4 Q Now between the time of 82-17 and the time of

5 84-27, which is -- what number is t h a t '.

6 MS. k'H I C H E R : Exhibit 5.

7 MR. MILLER: Thank you.

8 SY MR. MILLER:

9 Q Love Deposition Exhibit 5 for identification.

10 Did you do any inspections of the reinspection
-

(' )''
11 effort that was being used to close the Hatfield NCR 407?

12 A Yes, sir, I think I did put that in one other

13 report.

14 Q Can you tell me which report that was in? And if

15 you have to refer to your documents, please do so, because I'd

16 like to know which one it is. It's not one that I have, at

17 least with me.

T.4 18 A Yes, sir, it's in my Inspection Report 83-48.

19 The date on it appears to be -- I think it's November 3rd,

l' ) 20 1983.
A j

21 MR. MILLER: I'd like the reporter to mark as

i
22 Love Deposition E x hi bi t 11 for identification a cover letter

1
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j dated November 10th, 1983, to which is attached Report 83-48.

2 (The document referred to was

3 marked Love Depo. Ex hi bi t No. 11

4 for identification.)

5 BY MR. MILLER:

6 Q Could you direct me to the page in that document

7 which has now been marked Love Deposition Exhibit 11, where

8 the open item from 82-17 is referred to?

9 A Yes, sir. If you go to the top of page 4 of the

, 10 body of the report where I discuss unresolved item 82-17-04.

11 Q That's the -- just so we're tracking, it's the

12 first paragraph on the page, nc' the second one; correct?

13 First complete paragraph?

14 A Yes, sir, there is a typo. It's the first page,

15 or the first paragraph, yes.

16 MS. WHICHER: I must be either on the wrong page

17 or -- is this the right page?

18 MR. PATON: Page 4.

19 THE WITNESS: Right at the top of the page.

|

' ') 20 MS. WHICHER: Okay. We're talking about which |

21 paragraph?
'~ |.

)22 THE WITNESS: First paragraph there. I see now

|

|
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x.s/

('S i there is a typo in the report. I believe that second item
C./

2 should be 82-17-05, just looking at it. I'd have to go

3 back and verify that. In sequence it appears to be 5.

4 BY MR. MILLER:

5 Q At the time that you prepared Inspection Report

6 83-48, Love Deposition Exhibit 11, did you know whether or not

7 hangers that were covered'by fireproofing were still being
!

8 accepted on the basis of Memo 295?
|

9 A Here again, I don't remember discussing Memo 295 o
|nOfNI'~|

10 during thato We may have,
f 'N
! )
\ /' Q Okay. Now, then, Mr. Love, let's go back toij

|
i 12 Inspection Report 84-27, which is Love Deposition Exhibit 5.

13 Let's go to page 3 of the report. Under item - paragraph

14 C, there is a sentence that begins, "At that time," and so

15 on.

16 A Is this the -- we're reading from the left of the

17 page, " reinspection required by HECo NCR 407. At that

l

18 time" --

|
19 0 Yes, with that sentence.

'

(~J') 20 A All right, sir.
R|

21 Q I guess I'm a little bit confused. You knew

(O_) 22 when you wrote 82-17 that they wera still goinq to use Memo

.__ ________ - --____ _ __-________-__--_ x _______
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,e y 3
295 to accept hangers covered by fireproofing; isn't that,

k-]
2 right?

!

3 A Yes, sir. Let's go back and look at Memo 295

4 again. Memo 295 says that if the -- if it's covered by

5 fireproofing, then you go back in and look at the weld

6 traveler.
!

7 0 Right.

8 A All right. I have no problems, as I stated here

9 and in the 82-17, I have no problems of utilizing the weld

10 traveler, providing that weld traveler also referenced the
A

- ); detail utilized as well as the weld inspection.

12 Q Right. Now that doesn't appear - your instruction

, 13 about what information had to appear on the weld traveler
!

( 14 was not reflected in Memo 295, was it?
l
,

j 15 A No, sir, it was not.

| 16 0 And it wasn't reflected in Mr. Binder's letter to

17 Mr. Buchanan, either, was it?

18 A No, sir, I don't think it was,
i

! 19 0 Well, in fact, it says specifically this is--

t

() 20 Love Deposition 9 -- that your Memo 295 accurately described

21 the actions required to be taken when hanger connection detal.:

O)(_ 22 cannot be visually verified due to the installation of
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,

r' j fireproofing.

N)S
2 I guess my question to you, Mr. Love, wouldn't

3 you have expected Mr. Binder to have specifically directed

4 Hatfield in writing to accept hangers that were covered by

5 fireproofing on the basis of the weld traveler, only if the

6 weld traveler identified the connections? Shouldn't he have

y made that specifically known to the Hatfield inspectors?

.

8 A Yes, sir. In retrospect, in discussions with
|

9 Mr. Binder, during the reporting of 84-27, during that time

jo frame, Mr. Binder indicated that he thought Memo 295 had in

A<
it fact been cancelled. And if my memory serves me correctly,

12 in 84-27, I make the comment somewhere in the report, I

13 believe, that Mr. Binder did in fact direct them to cancel

14 or void, or words to that effect, Memo 295.

15 0 Yes. It's found on page 7. You were under

16 the impression that Memo 295 had at least been clarified

| 17 back in 1982?

18 A Yes, sir.
,

|

19 0 In 1982, did Mr. Binder or anybody else telt you

|

() 20 that they were going to clarify it to make certain that only

1

21 weld travelers with connection details on them would be

) 22 utilized to accept hangers where the connections werej

|
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g covered by, fireproofing?~

2 A I don't remember.s

'

bu5 3 Q- Okay.
~

- '

4 Mr. Love, let me just understand, when you came

5 out to conduct the inspection that is documented in

-6 Inspection Report 84-27, you were hoping to close the unresolved

7 item from 82-17; correct?

8 A Yes, sir.

9 Q And in-fact, Licensee, through Mr. Binder, told

to you that they had now collected all the data and it was set

\/
11 to be closed out. Did they inform you of that prior to the

12 time you came out on site?

n A No, sir. A typical inspection, at our entrance

14 we ask the Licensee to identify any and all unresolved or

ed.
15 open items at noncompliance that they think are ready forj

hw x>eec
16 closure, and through that means is basicallyAwe mee told that-

17 82-17, I believe it's 04, was-in fact ready for closure.

18 0 There were 4308 hangers that were reinspected

19 pursuant to t he di sposi tion of HEco NCR 407; correct?

()
'

20 A _Yes, si r.

21 Q Out of that t o t a '. population of 4300-son e -odd

). 22 hangers, how many were found with the wrong connection detail?
t

,

u._.__ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _._.____ _ ___
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, j A I don't remember that tha report identified that,

2 per se. The area of concern was on the ones under fire-

3 pro fing, and if my nemory serves me correctly, that there

4 was three identified that were nonconforming, if you will,

5 but did not give the details in the report as to what the

6 pr blem was.

0 Okay. And the final step in closing out 82-177

8 was when the reinspection program was complete, they were

9 going to analyze the data and determine whether they could

'
10 accept the hangers that were covered by fireproofing, whether,- 's

11 they'd remove all the fireproofing and conduct a complete'

12 reinspection. Weren't those the alternatives that were

;3 suggested in 82-17 as ways of ultimately closing out this

14 unresolved item?

15 A Yes, sir.

16 Q Okay. Now, when you got out to conduct this

17 Inspection 84-27, had Commonwealth Edison and/or Sargent &

18 Lundy gone the step of analyzing all the data and havina a

19 recommendation as to how to disposition those hangers that

I ) 20 had not been -- as to which the fireproofing had not been

21 removed?

22 A This, here again, goes back to a conversation
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that Mr. Binder and I had, where they. indicated they had
Jy-)s . *

j
,

-\n
! been removing more fireproofing, and I was under the impres-

2
:

sion ~at the start of 82 - or 84-27, that where the data3

from the inspection reports was not conclusive, if you will,; 4

| 5 as to the acceptability of the hanger, that the fireproofing

~

had in' fact been removed.6

!
-Q I see.7

; 8 Did you know that fireproofing was being removed
,

(

9 from some hangers so they could be inspected for the quality,

,

10 control inspector reinspection program? ;

j ( A' Yes, sir, I did.ij
;

12 Q It's a fact, is it not, that Commonwealth Edison

33 was accumulating data on the status of those hangers,.

i

) 14 ~ regardless of the reason that the fireproofing was removed?
I

i 15 .That i s, if they got information -- i.f a hanger had fire-
,!

| g proofing removed from it because of the quality control

|
'

17 , inspector reinspection program, they would do a complete
}
t

18 reinspection for purposes of the--disposition of Hatfield
,

| 19 NCR 407. Did you understand that that was taking place?
!

(} m A I know they were accumulating data for both, but

21 to the best of-my knowledge, those two are separate and

() 22 distinct items.- This was discussed yesterday with Mr. Binder '

_ -_ _ _
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|

f

,

.g-) i and Mr. Tuetken at the site, and basically my question to
A/'

2 them was,-in the-reinspection of 84-27, were -- and

3 primarity-the hangers that1.had been rejected, that they ,

'

-

4 identified subsequent to the 84-27 -- were any of those

?

5 hangers in_ fact reinspected.and accepted under the February
!

6 -- o r; t he : 82-05-19 program?i

|

7 The only ones that they could tell me for sure

1 8 on, as of yesterday -- and again, this is verbal -- that

9 as far as ccnfiguration, et cetera, goes, none of the hangers i

jo inspected under Hatfield NCR 407 were inspected under the
f
'\- 11 82-04-19 -- or 82-05-19, I guess it is.

,

12 Q Okay. Returning to the NCR 407 reinspection

13 program maybe you answered this, and if so I apologize ----

'

14 but am I correct, the analysis that was supposed to take
,

15 place when all the data was accumulated still has not been

16 done in any formal sense? ;

17 A I don't think it's been a formal analysis,
|

18 although Mr. Binder again was running an analysis as reports

1

19 ware received, if you will. !

(J M Q Did you, in your judoment -- Let's focus on the i

21 131 hangers that are referred to on page 3 of Report 84-27

( 22 for which fireproofing was removed.

:
|
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s j A All right, sir.,r -s

\v)
0 The indications were that three of them were2

3 rejected after the fireproofing was removed. Did you regard

4 that as an unacceptable rejection rate?

5 A No, sir, not at all.

6 Q I know you went and then looked at the inspection,

y packages for each of.those three hangers, and it would

8 appear to you to be some deficiencies in the packages.

9 Hypothetical question:

jo If the documentation had been complete when you
,,

's/''

11 made your examination, would you have requested that the

12 fireproofing be removed from all other hangers that had

13 been accepted on the basis of Memo 295?

14 A I don't follow your question, sir.

15 MS. WHICHER: I'd like to hear it again, too.

16 DY MR. MILLER:

17 0 You say that three out of 131 is not an unacceptable

18 failure rate, if you will, for hangers that were covered by

19 fireproofing; is that correct?

f'D 20 A Yes. I could buy the three out of 131.
w-]

21 0 Did that rate of failure, three out of 131, have

[^T
\. ,/ 22 any influence on your judgment that fireproofing had to be

1--__- ___ -. __ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___. _ _ - _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ ._-___ - _____ ._-_-__ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ -
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i removed from all the hangers where the weld traveler didx

_

2 not have the connection detail noted on it?

3 A The way you have asked the ouestion, sir, I've

4 got to give you ye s and no.

5 Q That's not surprising.

6 A In that backing up, you asked the ouestion if

y the weld traveler didn't note the detail on it, would I

e accept it based on this three of 131. The answer i s no.

9 0 Okay. That's not a yes and no, that's a no.

10 (Laughter.)-

11 A I know, but the way you asked the ouestion, sir,-

12 you also asked in the same light is three out of 131

13 acceptable.

14 0 Right. Assume for purposes of my question that

15 in fact the three of 131 that the tbree rejects were not--

16 in fact rejects; that upon further analysis those three

17 hangers are shown to be in conformance with the requirements

18 for connection detail, would you -- se that instead of three

19 of 131, it would be 131 inspected, fireproofing removed,
| ,

I 20 and no rejects would you still say that all the other--,

21 hanqers where connections were covered by fireproofinq and
,-

' '

22 the weld traveler did not have the connection detail

.
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,r~ j specified, would have to have the fireproofing removed?
,

%J
2 A Yes, sir.

3 Q So your porition has been consistent from 1982

tikt today?4 right up

5 A Yes, sir.

6 Q 'Unless the weld traveler has it, has the

7 connection detail, you can't accept it on the ba si s of the

8 weld traveler; correct?

9 A Yes, sir.

jo Q I'd like you to turn for a second to page 6 of, _ .
/ s! J

.\~ /'
11 Love Deposition Exhibit 5, and there is a tabulation of what

12 was found when in fact the fireproofing was removed from

13 some 295 hangers that had fireproofing on them; is that

14 right?

15 A Small clarification there. I don't think all 295

16 had the fireproofing on, in that as a result of that rein-
|

17 spection program -- that being the --

18 Q QC^ine'ector reinspection program?

19 A 'QC inspector, reinspection program. And the

(ns.-) 20 f,i n i s' h i ng of this reinspection p ro g r a ra to 407, I don't think
,

21 all of them ha d been fireproofed at that point in time,
p.
Q 22 O Okay. _

- )J <,

gy .L mii
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/ . 1 A In other words, on the 295 they may have only
\ /

2 had to remove fireproofing in 250 or something to that effect.

I

! 3 0 I'm with jou.
I

4 There is a number there, 91 discrepancies that

5 were identified s involving welding fit-up. Is welding

6 fit-up an attribute that is found in the inspection check-

7 list for cable pan hanger? It's Love Deposition Exhibit 7.

8 A (Witness reading document.)

9 No, sir, I don't believe -- or I don't see any

10 notation of weld fit up on that sheet. In tact, to; _ ,i"an,,

/ )
k ''

11 sheet here I wouldn't expect fit-up to ue on it. In fit up

12 there would be a welding inspector's inspection and net a GC

13 inspector's inspection -- or attribute to look at, if you

14 will.

15 Q Do you know whether or not Hatfield OC inspectors )

16 since, oh, some time late 1983 or early 1984, have been

17 writing up what they believe to be deficient conditions, |

18 even though the deficiencies were not called out on any

19 inspection checklist?

,,

I i 20 A I don't know, sir.')~

21 Q Would you agree with me, Mr. Love, that the number
,,
,

t I
(_/ 22 of deficiencies that are listed on page 6 of Love
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fS j Depo si ti on Exhibit 5, could change over time depending on
V

~ he disposition of the various NCRs that are identified att:2
,

3 the bottom of the page?

4 A Would the number of deficiencies change depending

5 upon the disposition?

Q' Yes.6.

7 A No, sir, the number of deficiencies would not

t 8 change. The acceptability of those deficiencies.may change,
(
}- based on an NCR.9
1.

) to Q Do you know whether -- how much research into --
,

(
11 well, for' example -- I'll' strike the question.

12 All right, now, Mr. Love, as a result of this

13 inspection report --

14 MS. WHICHER: Which one?'

!-
15 BY MR. MILLER:

4 16 Q I'm talking about Love Deposition 5, and the two

17 items of noncompliance that you identified.there. Have you

.18 changed your conclusions about the acceptability of Hatfield
;

19 work or the qualifications of the inspectors?

() N A Do I understand you correctly, you want to know if

~

21 I have changed'my' position o'n the qualification of Hatfield

h;)s 22 personnel inspectors based on t his inspection report?

.

I
!
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Q That's one que st i on, yes, sir.

2 A No. Generally I think Hatfield has pretty good

3 inspectors.

4 Q Have you changed your conclusion regarding the --

5 I don't remember quite the words you used the adequacy or--

6 acceptability of Hatfield's work itself as a result of this

7 inspection in Love Deposition Ex hi bi t 5?

8 A Again, -- and for both these answers, no, I don't

9 think I have changed my mind, but let me make one c l a ri f i c a t i or. .

_ 10 If you go down through and look at these deficiencies,
i .

\/
11 these are primarily weld deficiencies, and here again I am

4c4Nss *I . people. &
12 going to have to bow wu, ci'cr to the our weldina

13 But looking at the type of deficiencies and discussions

14 with personnel, no, basically my opinion has not cht.ngsd.

15 Q Mr. Love, are you aware of an issue invo! 99

16 the butt splicing of certain cables --

17 A Yes, sir.

18 0 -- at the Byron station.

19 Could you just describe briefly what your under-

-m
20 standing of that issue is?

-

21 A From the start to finish, if you will?

22 0 Sure.,
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. 1
A All right.. Originally the problem -- a problem

2 was identified at the CECO:LaSalle Station with butt splices.

3 Q Just'for the recor'd, what arerbutt splices?
. .m

e

4 A Butt splices is a -- I knew I should have brought

.

5 it down -- a butt splice, if you will, and here T*ve got to
.

I
1

6 use my hands -- is you have two conductors or two w i r e s~ ,

a 7 for example, the wires in your home are normally like a

8' No. 12 o r a 14 wire.

9 All right, to splice those two wires.together,
.

'

they have a connector that these.two conductors go in and10
'T ;,T; '

~

it then they are physically clamped or crimped around each
_

'

12 conductor, and t ha t. ,i s c ommon l y, r e f e r' r e d t o a s a butt splice.

t
13 Q And I.take.it on a.much larger level, that's

14 what occurs with cables in a nuclear. power plant? .T. hat is,

15 the crimping device is much larger, the size.of the conductor'

is much larger, and so on?16 ,

4

- 17 A No, sir. In fact, most of them are -- the ones
i

.

18 they found the problem with in the crimp was in fact No. 12
I'
f 19 and No. 14 wires.

() M 0 The problem was first identified at LaSalle. How

i

21 did Ethis relate to the situation at Byron?

22 A At Byron, as a passing comment, I asked the quality

:
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j assurance -- the CECO quality assurance engineer that I was
._/

2 with if based on the LaSalle experience, had Byron Station

3 considered doing a reinspection of the butt splices at the

4 Byron Station.

5 The engineer told me, yes, it had been considered.

go $$h
6 In fact, there was a reportcentered on that -- I need to

7 to the report here to give you dates.

8 MS. WHICHER: Mr. Love, which exhibit are you

9 referring to?

10 THE WITNESS: I am in Exhibit 5. I'm now back

!

11 on page 12 o f that ex hi bi t .'

12 MS. WHICHER: Fine. Thank you.

13 THE WITNESS: That between March 13t h and 16th,

14 1984, CECO did in fact go in and do a random sample of 221

15 safety-related butt splices.

16 Of that 221, there was 27 that was covered with

17 tape or heat-shrink material, which about the only way you

18 can remove it is to destroy the splice.

1%k19 As a result of that, they inspected +++ 194 of

) 20 those splices. They found one that failed the tug test,

21 and that's basically what it is, you get ahold of both ends
m

_ , ' 22 of the wire and pull on it. And 16 of the other remaining
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(] j splices had defects.
v

2 In the process of replacing those 17 butt splices,

3 reading the reports it appeared that the Hatfield people --

4 and here again, I don't know whether it was the craft or

5 the QC inspectors -- that identified an additional 10. That

6 was also repaired.

7 So basically on the 194 splices, there were 27

MM
8 defects that had h corrected. And of the 27 defects out

9 o f 194, to use percentagewise,is a 13.9 percent reject rate. M

. . 10 And the -- as a result of this inspection that was performed

n there, CECO also prepared NCR 899, and basically this --'

12 there is another problem identified that the -- due to the

supplied by scm.ite, fQKoo.M' )
13 size of the insulation .a roun d the cable

14 that'the insulation would not fit inside the barrel of this

y 9

15 butt splice connector, and they prepared that NCR 899 y attact-

16 ments to that, was also the CECO surveillance report.

17 After reviewing that data, then it became a

18 concern with a 13.9 percent reject rate, I asked CECO to

19 c on si de r -- c on si de rh do ing 100 percent reinspection of

20 butt splices.

T.5 21 And as documented here, CECO did in fact prepare
|

Cd
,

)
22 a potential 50.55(e) report, and I don't remember the date

I
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n that report they also give us a criteria, if- i on it. And i

2 'you will,.for the reinspection of-the butt splices wnich, in

3 a cover letter,'we concurred wit h CECO's reinspection plan

4 of the butt splices, and with.the exception of a 30-day
.

5 response that was received, that ba si c a lly is where documenta-

6 tion was, where the report stands now.

7 At the end of this report I also referred you to a

8 future inspection report which will be prepared by, Mr.

9 Christnot and Mr. Mendez, in that those two inspectors were

10 basically: following Ceco's butt' splice reinspection program.
,

11 BY MR. MILLER:

12 Q As far as you know, sitting here today, is the

13 corrective action,,for.the Commonwealth Edison NCR -- does it

~

14 seem acceptable?"
,

15 - A I h'a v e n ' t' s e e n the disposition on - you're

16 referring to NCR 899? ,,

.

17 Q Yes.

18 A I have not seen the dispositirn on that NCR, sir.

19 Q In your judgment, is Commonweatih Edi son Company

(}- 20 acting responsibly in the way they are dealing with this issue

21' of t he- apparent ly def ective but t splices?

)- 22 A Yes, sir, I think they are.

,
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1
Q This was an item thac was in fact discovered by

2 Commonwealth Edison quality assurance, rather than uncovered

3 by any NRC inspector during the course of a routine

4 inspection; correct?

5 A The reason I am hesitating, there was one other

6 inspection report, and unfortunately I don't have the number

7 of it, by one of our other inspectors that referenced butt

8 splices in it, in that I think Mr. Mendez made it an

9 unresolved item, that he had identified butt splices that

, 10 he couldn't find any inspection reports on it.
'

'- 'i
11 Now I don't know when that inspection took place,

12 as vs. when this action was taking place. But as far as

13 identifying defective ones, ves, CECO did take the initial

14 action.

15 Q Mr. Love, the reason we are here today, the reason

16 you have been subjected to my questions so far is that I

17 understand you are going to be a witness in the reopened

18 proceedings; is that correct?

19 A That's my understanding, yes, sir.

) 20 Q Could you just describe for us briefly what you
x_/

21 understand the scope of your testimony is going to be?

) 22 A The scope of my testimony, as I understand it
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r^p i right now,. wi ll be for sure on the reinspection program that

(>
2 we had discussed. If my memory serves me correctly,

3 Attributes 2 through'9.

4 0 You're talking about the DC inspector reinspection

5 program?

6 A QC, inspector reinspection reports. For sure, I

'

7 think that's the only item that I've been asked to testify _

8
cn, although I was warned to prepare testimony on the' butt

9 splice reinspection program, and also on cable tensioning,

' 10 i.e., the inspection reports combined, 84-09 and 84-27..

ij Q Are you going to be making any further inspections

12 of any of those items between now and the time that your

13 testimony is submitted, which is July 2nd? I'll just tell you

14 that's the present schedule.

15
,

Hopefully, I' plan in getting two, three days atA

16 Byron, basically to follow up.on these items, so I can be
_

17 more clear to the' Board, or get into the written testimony

18 that's being submitted'on-the 2nd.

19 - MR. MILLER: If I could have 30 seconds to look at

() M a few pieces of. paper, I think we're done, or I'm done.

21 (Pause.)

22
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I'4 1 BY MR. MILLER:

Ih.
2 Q First of all, did you have anything to do with

3 inspecting any aspect of t h .! Systems-Control Corporation

4. situation?-

5 A Systems Control? No, sir, except for as it

'

6; relates to the' boards supplied by Systems Control. Are they

f 17 in the.right location, et cetera, are they wi red -p rope rly.

8 But. a s f ar as the receipt of them, the problems identified

1

9 with them, no, sir.

10 Q When you say "the boards," are you talking nbout
,s

~'
11 the local instrument panels, the main control boards, o r both?

'
12 , A Yes to all the above.

Y
1

13 : .In other words, as part of our routine inspection

14 program, we go in and verify that panel A is where it's.

.

~15 supposed to be in the plant, and'the electrical cables going

.

16 to it, or instrumentation, cables, that t ey are in fact

j( g,17 routed to it and properly terminated, et cetera.

,
- /

"

'.18 Q Do youfinspect every such par !

7 bef ,ee~
19 A At one ,tzi m e - o r , a no t h e r, I ; t h i nkAall of our

,

~

2p i r[s p e c t o r s, we eventually all of the panels, not

.

A,l necessarily 100 percent.

:, i 22 Q Have you personally observed any discrepancies in
.

./ !/f . g,
- ,

.t.

2

. - - - - - - . . _ _ _ _ - - - _ - - _ _ . - - . _ _ - , _ - - _ . _ _ . - _ _ - . _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - - - _ - . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ . _ _ . _ - - - . - _ - _ _ _ . . - - . _ _ - - _ - . - - - - - _ - - - - _ - . _ _ . - _ _ - _ - _ - - - - _ - _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - - - - - - - _ _
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j the wiring or the way the cables are routed?
.'

2 A I can't -- I think a while back that we - yes, I

3 know we did, we' identified cable separation problems inside

4 the pnels which has nothing to do, if you w i l. l , with Systems

5 Control except in the design of the rgnel, where they have
i l

6 to run nonsafety and safety basicall together to get from

7 here to there.

8 Q I've just got a few documents to talk to you

9 about that prooably won ' t- t a k e very long.

10 Love Deposition Exhibit No. 12 for identification
,,_

five page'dgpument that appears to be undated, andit is ae'
a
%

12 the first p a g e: - the page number 25 on it. It bears --

'

13 well, our ide t tication number 10000480 on the first page.

1
. 14 It's item No. 24 of the items supplied by the Staff to us.,

a 4

.' ) 15 in discovery.

16 (The document referred to was

17 marked Love Depo. E x hi bi t No. 12

18 for identification.)

19 MS. WHICHER: Does it concern Systems Control?

f( ) 20 MR. MILLER: No, it's Hatfield. I just want to

21 know what it is. I've never seen a nyt hing like it.

22 MS. WHICHER: It has page number 25 at the top?
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1 MR. MILLER: Yes, that's it.
w

2 BY MR. MILLER:

3 Q Mr. Love, I show you a document that's been

4 marked as Love Deposition 12 for identification. It comes

5 out of your files, or so we're told. Do you know what it is?

6 A Yes, sir, at least the first page. During one

7 of the inspections this is a mark-up, I believe this one

g eventually ended up in the preliminary inspection report of

9 January 1984, the CECO report, and this is the pages -- you

10 can see that there is some ink changes in it, and if my
,.

/ l

'

11 memory serves me correctly, those were provided by Mr.' - '

12 Klingler of the CECO organization who was working on this

13 at the time.

14 Q Does your handwriting appear on any of the four

15 pages of that exhibit?

16 A Yes, sir.

17 Q All right. Where?

18 A On page 33.

19 Q Can I come around and look? I'm sorry. Yes, sir,

( j)'

20 which --
-

21 A Basically just a fast look-see, all the pen and ink
m

>' )

\_j 22 changes made on page 33 -- that's of Table B.5 -- are my
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f-] . I figures.
Q

_2 Q So|they're ba sica lly percentage ca lculations?

3 .A: They're. percentage calculations. And likewise

4 over -- well, they vary depending on where I had room to put

5 them.

6 For example, under what they identify as Inspector

7 - A, in my report that was my Inspector E.

8 0 I see.

9 So you're just correlating the data to your

10 own observations?

''
11- A To my own report, and with the way they used-the

12 figures here. For example, going down to the bottom,-here

13 again where they indicate that there is a 21662/23350,

14 they give me the number inspected and the number accepted,

15 and I was interested in the number of rejects. So, here

16 again, two minus one equals one, or in this case, 1688..

17 Q Turning the page, again is that your handwriting?

18 A No, sir, except for the marking, 82-05-19.

19 That other pen and_ ink >chan,ge appears to be Mr. Klingler's

() 20 of CECO.

^

21 MR. .PATON: You might indicate _we are now on

*

\ 22 page 34. We just- went from 25 to,33.
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BY MR. MILLER:
. i
|

2 0 Okay, sir, would you turn the page. These last

3 two pages of this exhibit are titled " Failure Mode

4 Analysis." Is that a Hatfield form?

5 A This I don't remember, but looking at the stamp

6 there, that is s stamp very similar to what Hatfield uses

7 to enter it into their computer program.

8 Q No, if you're looking at these numbers that are

9 right in the first column, I represent to you that those

,~ 10 are numbers put on by our office.

-

11 A By your office? Okay. It's very similar to the'"

12 numbers that Hatfield uses whenever they enter --

| 13 MR. MILLER: You don't have it on your copy

14 because these are numbers that we put on when we got it

15 from the NRC. But the exhibit 7s reproduced will have the

16 numbers there.

17 MS. WHICHER: Okay.

18 BY MR. MILLER:

19 0 Does your handwriting appear anywhere on there?

[j 20 A Yes, sir, at the top where I made the note there

21 that this refers to Inspection 82-05-19.
,

(_j 22 Q Otherwise it does not?
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A Otherwise, as near as I can tell, I have madeg3 j
O

2 no comments on there.

3 0 Do you know whose handwriting it is?

4 A No, sir, I don't know. I have no idea. I don't

5 remember.

6 MR. MILLER: I have no further questions of the

7 witness at this time. Thank you very much, Mr. Love.

8 (Whereupon, at 1:15 p.m., the deposition

9 was recessed, to reconvene at 2:15 p.m., this

10 same day.)
/"N

s/
}

12
- - -- -

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

O
N- 22

I
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' yg i AFTERNOON SESSION
V.

~

(2:25 p'.m.)
2 ,

-

3 Whereupon, !

$ RAY S. LOVE4

-

~5 resumed the stand as a witness and, having been previously

1

6 duty. sworn, was examined and testified further as follows:

7 MS. WHICHER: Let-the record show this is.the
'

8 afternoon _ session of'Mr. Love's deposition, reconvening at*

:
I

i- 9 2:25.

'
jo E XA M I NAT I O N

I('
if BY MS. WHICHER:

12 Q . Mr. Love, you realize you are still under oath

13 from this morning; is that right?

14 A That's right.
1

15 MS. WHICHER: I'd like to make a statement for

16 the record. I was informed by Mr.' Lewis that Mr. Love's*

! 17 testimony would be limited solely to an evaluation of.the

18 work of Hatfield Electric Company, and would not encompass

19 ' the reinspection program.
.

4

| "-( ) 20 I'm making that statement for the record because

21 it may not be possible for me to cross examine Mr. Love

I) 22 today on e v e r y -. a s p e c t . o f -- t h e r.einspection program, as I
,

&

s

I& >
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(') I would if'I had known ahead of~ time exactly what the scope
,

.v
2 of'Mr. Love's testimony will be, as it was described by

3 Mr. Love-this morning.

4 MR. PATON: I have no respense. Do you have any
,

5 response, Mike? ,

MR..MI'LER: I don't have any response.L6
2

1 7 MR. PATON: Are you finished? -S ha ll I go with
a

8 this other i t em.? -

,

9 Both the Applicant and Intervenor apparently want

10 to see all the handwriting that Mr. Love has placed on
,,

s

| 11 documents, as I understand it, that he brought with him*

:

-12 today,.regardless of whether they have been introduced as

13 ex hibit s or not.,

14 Is that your request?

| 15 MR. MILLER: Yes.

.
16 MS. WHICHER: Yes.

!

'
17 .MR. PATON: We are willing to show you those

!'
18 ' except for his initial drafts of hi s t e stimony.

3<
-t

19 Let me ask you to describe very, very briefly

l( ) M your, initial drafts of your testimony. Is that what you

21 would call the initial drafts of your testimony?

Ib THE WITNESS: Yes, si r, and tnen it's my22

i

,- ..
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handwritten notes on tablet paper. And to the bcst of myj
,

m-

2 knowledge, I am the only one that's seen them to date.

3 MR. PATON: Okay. I don't think we want to give

4 you that, but -- in fact, I think you indicated that was not

5 within t he scope of your request, but -- Mr. Miller, I believe c

6 did not ask for that, but Intervenor did ask for it.

7 MR. MILLER: I regard it as privileged material.

MR. PATON: We don't intend to supply that. But8

if you want to go through, we'll pull them out and show them9

10 to you, if that's what you want to do, all these other things.
,

'

jj MR. NILLER: Yes.-

12 MS. WHICHER: Let's go off the record for a

13 minute.

14 (Discussion off the record.)

15 BY MS. WHICHER:

16 0 Mr. Love, I'd like to ask you when was the la st

17 time you reviewed the handwritten notes that you have for

18 your draft of your testimony?

19 A When is the last time I reviewed it?

20 Q Yes.
,

21 A Approximately 30 minutes ago, at 2:00 o' clock

) 22 today.
_,

e
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Q Yu looked at that over the lunch hour?,~< 1
' '

/

2 A Yes, ma'am.

3 0 You looked at that in preparation for this

4 afternoon's session?

5 A Yes, ma'am.

6 MS. WHICHER: Okay, on that basis, I think we

7 would renew our request that the witness produce those

8 documents. He reviewed them in preparation for his deposi-

9 tion, and I think that gives us more ample reason to have them.

10 MR. PATON: You say you looked at them in
,

/ )
' - ' preparation for this afternoon's session. I assume that11

12 was in response to -- that had to do wi t h the request to

;3 produce the document, didn't it?

14 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

15 MR. PATON: In other words, I don't construe his

16 statement as being he reviewed that in order to assist him

17 to prepare for this afternoon's session, substantively. He

18 was trying to get ready for your request.

19 BY MS. WHICHER:

[" ) 20 Q Mr. Love, did you read tbrough the draft of
v

21 your testimony?
,/

(_) 22 A No, ma'am.
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Q. You did not?/ 1

.

.

2 A No, ma'am.

3 Q What did you do?
I
!.

4 A I looked at i t, saw it was draft testimony, laid

5 it aside,-and went on-to the next page as to what it was !
.

.

6 pertaining to.

!

. 7 Q You did not read it?
F
r

j 8 A No,,ma'am! |
' ' ''' '

., , s. 1 -'

_

>,

'

9 0 When was..the.last. time you read it?
1.

$ 10 A I was working?on'it ! yesterday, so possibly as
*

~ '

11 late as 5:00 o' clock last nig ht .

1

| 12 Q Did you write it yesterday?
1

1
'

13 A I was in the process of writing it, yes, ma'am..,

.

14 Q Mr. Love, do you know when Hatfield Electric came
,

j' 15 on site at Byron?
7

~

16 A No, ma'am, I don't.
1 ,

17 Q And you have been inspecting at Byron for three
4

i

18 years; is that correct?

19 A My first inspection was in 1981. I don't rememberj
J

( )- 20 the time frame.

1
21 Q About how many inspections of Hatfield Electric

22 have you done? |

:
1

.-. _ __ _ - _____ -- __-_-_- -_-- _ _ _ - _____---___-__ _ -_-_____ - -__ _ - _ _ ___



-- ~. .- _- - - -

2

' < ,,
. ,,

,
,~"

- 120
-.

. ,

-.~

:

*
.,

:) A As a guess, seven or eight. Some of them.were
.

2
one week and others were two-week type inspections.

3 Q Mr. Love, is it possible for you to evaluate,
,

4 let's say, on a yearly basi s f or the three years over the

5 cou'r'se of which you've been inspecting Hatfield, to evaluate

6 Hatfield's, performance? And if you'can, to evaluate that

7 performance for.each of the three years on a scale of 1 to 10,

8 if you like, if-you can do that.

9 A Do I understand you want to know, for example,

in in 1981 what I thought of their quality program then as

5 l

)] versus now?

12 Q Exactly. And I'd like to break that down year by ;

13 year, if it's ~ possible. Otherwise, we'll break it down in

14 whatever way you feel is more appropriate.

15 MR. MILLER: I'm going to object to the form of

16 t he question. The question as asked is an evaluation of

17 performance. I think that's much too general. It's vague.

18 BY MS. WHICHER:

19 Q Are you able to answer the question?
,

!

(), 3) MR. PATON: You can answer the question unless I

21 instruct you not to answer it.

22 THE WITNESS: About the best evaluation I could

_ _ _ _ - _ __ _ __
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.' t''' I make, I can see a definite improvement between 1981 and the, |
- - -m ,.. , ., r. i,

,

.2 say, 1984.

3 BY MS. WHICHER:

~

f Q When did you detect the improvement start to take
i

5 place?

6 A In a given. area, I would say from inspection to

7 inspection. You may' find -- to clarify that a little bit,

8 you go-in and you look at one area hard today. As a result

9 .of our inspections, they have made improvements in their

p) program in that area.

O
11 At the same time, in that same ~ inspection, you may

12 identify a weakness, if you will, in some other aspect of

13 their program. So the program, from my involvement in it

14 from 1981 on through, as a result of open items, unresolved

15 items, and especially items of noncompliance, there has

| 16 been a definite improvement in their quality program.
l

! 17 Q Can you characterize in any way the quality of

18 Hatfield's work when you first started inspecting them in

19 1981?

.( ) 20 A To give you an honest answer, I don't think I

21 could.

) 22 Q Can you characterize the quality of that work at

,
-

_ _ - - _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ , _ i
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. j thi s time?

:v
2 A The quality of the work at t hi s time, here again,

.

~

3 with the improvements that they've made, both in their

4- training of craft personnel and the training of the

5 quality personnel, it's definitely increased.

6 For example, with the improvements that they'

7 made, both in craft and quality,.I don't expect to see near
4

; 8 the problems in Unit 2 that we identified in Unit 1.

9 Q Is that as close as you can come to characterizing

10 your opinion of the quality of their work at this time?
g4

a

11 A Yes, ma'am, I think it.is.

| 12 Q Le.t.me tell you, Mr. Love, a - lot of my questions

13 ' are asked through ignorance and to help me understand, okay?
,

14 A No problem.

15 Q I don't want you to think I'm picking away at

16 something that doesn't matter. I am doing it because I want
j

17 to understand what you're telling me, and to make very

f 18 certain.that I'm clear about what it is that you are saying.
t .

19 So there's no' misunderstanding, can we agree that if you

() M don't understand a question, that you wiLL tell me, so that

21 we.can work out any misunderstandings?

22 A Yes, ma'am.

I
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Q Can we also agree that if it occurs to you duringj
v

2 the remainder of your deposition that an answer you have

3 previously given to me may have been incomplete or wrong in

4 some respect, that you will correct that answer as soon as

5 it occurs to you that that answer was incomplete or wrong

6 in any r e s p e c t 'r

7 A Yes, ma'am. As an example, in the reinspection,

8 I completely forgot about the meetings we had here in the

9 conference room until come time after the auestion had been

- 10 asked.

'7.6 11 0 Okay. Mr. Love, how many noncompliances have'

12 been assessed against Hatfield since August 12th of this year?

13 MR. PATON: Now wait a minute. August 12th of

14 this year?

15 BY MS. WHICHER:

16 Q I'm sorry, last year, of 1983.

17 A How many items of noncoupliance against Hatfield?

18 Q Yes.

19 A I can't answer that without going back and

~.

) 20 resea rc hing the records.
-

21 Q Okay. Can you describe -- we've gone through

(
22 already today some specific itens of noncompliance assessed

||
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j against Hatfield; correct?
~ _ . -

2 A Yes, ma'am.

3 Q Can you recall without looking t hroua h your

4 records any others aside from the ones that Mr. Miller

5 di scussed with you this morning?

6 A There's one against the Licensee. This is since

7 August of last year?

8 Q Yes, August 12th, approximately.

9 A No, ma'am, I can't, without going back through

10 and reviewing the other inspector's work.

''

11 Q Okay. Mr. Love, what is your opinion of''

12 Commonwealth Edison's oversight of Hatfield Electric

13 Company?

14 A Here again, certain people -- and here again I

15 have to characterize it with individuals -- there is some

16 extremely strong, and then there is some others that I guess

17 I'd have to classify as weak.

18 0 Can you give your opinion as to the general

19 oversight without dealing with it on a person-by person basis?

20 A In reviewing CECO's audits and surveillances of

21 Hatfield, the ones that I reviewed appeared to be in depth.

I
22 They had some good findings, and the corrective action that
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j was required by Hatfield appeared to be appropriate to the

2 circumstances.

3- Q Do you consider Commonwealth Edison's oversight

of Hatfield Electric to have changed over the course of4

5 your involvement at the Byron Plant?

'

6 A Yes, ma'am.

''

7 0 In what manner?

I
8 A For example, I don't know or don't remember when

9 it started, CECO came out with a program not only of Hatfield,

10 bet all the contractors on the site, that as near as I could
--

( )
'/

11 equate it, it would be a CAT team type of affair. For

17 example, on one that I observed, it was taking place at the

13 same time I was there. I think it involved 34 or 35 personnel.

14 And here again, we are looking at all contractors.

15 And if my memory serves me correctly, there was like four

16 or five people devoted strictly to Hatfield.

17 Q This is an NRC inspection?

18 A No, ma'am, this is a CECO inspection.

19 Q You know about when this was?

', '

20 A No, I don't, but it runs in my mind that I have
a

21 documented an inspection report, and I don't remember which

j 22 one. The best I could do is research that and get back to
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i you.
- -

2 Q Do you remember whether there was a name of the

3 group that came out to look at the Byron Plant?

4 A The name?

5 Q Yes.

6 A I don't know that they had a name, that they --

7 that they come up here -- that they called themselves. All

g I know, it was an inspection team.

9 Q Were they Edison employees?

10 A Yes, ma'am.
,,

)
x' ij Q Mr. Love, you are aware, are you not, that along

12 with or in connection with closing out the noncompliance

13 82-05-19, there was, in addition to a reinspection pronram, a

14 program to recertify inspectors on site? Were you aware of

15 that?

16 A Yes, ma'am.

17 Q Were you involved in that?

18 A No, ma'am.

19 0 You have no involvement in that at all?

/m

20 A No.( j)w

21 Q So you don't know how many Hatfield inspectors
,

j 22 needed retesting or retraining?

|
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A No, ma'am, I :f o n ' t .; -m j 3

}'
l

.-

2 'O S me of the auestions that I'll be asking you

3 | this .,rternoon, Nr. Love, may go back to testimony that

4 you've given this morning. If I mi sc ha ract e ri ze that

5 testimeny. in any way, please correct me. Anc- if I repeat

6 things that were asked this morning, I apologize, but it's

7 merely to get firm in my own mind exactly wuat it is that

8 you said. Sa I don't e an to be repeating Mr. Miller's

9 questions.

10 A Understood.p
(
N '

ji 0 Is my understanding correct that you have never-

12 read the initio8 decision of the Licensing Board?

!

13 A No, ma'am, if that's the gray book that I believe |

14 that you presented. No, ma'am, that's tF9 first I have seen

15 of it.

'

16 Q And you don't recall even seeing portions or
3

17 . ' excerpts of it; is that correct?

18 A No, ma'am, I don'f remember seeing anything out j

|
19 of it.

|
|,-

(
|

i 20 Q You do know that the license was denied?v

21 A Yes, ma'am.

,7
j 22 Q Do you know why the license was denied?

^! .
-

_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _
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'f-sp j ./L In -- I believe.it was Mr. Keppler's briefing
\m/

2 at a general Region-III meeting, that we had here, if my

3 memory'.. serves me correctly, it had -- that the Board.had a

4 'c on c e rn about the reinspection program. I think that wasc

5 the main'cancern. And here again, it's my understanding it
~

( 6 was primarily, .I believe,.Hatfield and Hunter Corporations.
.

7 0 Mr. Love, do any of your inspection duties deal

8 wit h Hunter Corporation?

9 A There's a possibility, I can't remember, on

10 82-05, that was a team inspection, and as the team inspection,
'

11 one of the items I was looking at was the proper closure of

12 items of noncompliance. At that time I may have looked at

13 Hunter; I don't know.

14 0 Outside of that one involvement, has your work

15 included Hunter Corporation?'

16 A No, ma'am.

i
17. Q Has it included Pittsburgh-Testing Laboratories?

~

18 A Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories, I looked at them

19 one time, and this was basically to see the number of rejects
?

~() 20 of Hatfield wor'k. This was a follow-up on an allegation.

21 Q Wa s t hi s in connection with t he 82-05-19 program?

22 A No, ma'am. I think it originally came out in the

.
- -
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Q( -
?w

3 .82-17 and the allegations that -- I think the allegation was

2 that Hatfield's training program -- I forget the words the-

3 alleger used.

4 Q Mr. Love, why don't we give you back your stack

5 of exhibits here.

6 A All right.

I will tell'~you that Love Ex hi bi t 5 is Report
-

7 .Q '

8 82 17, and per' haps you can -- 6, I'm sorry, E x hi bi t 6, and

9 perhaps you can refresh your recollection by looking at that

4 10 report.

'

11 A Yes. On page 6, paragraph 4, where the alleger

12 st.ted that Hatfield has an extensive training and retraining
i

!
13 program w hi ch doesn' t accomplisn anything.

14 Q Okay. And how does that relate to PTL, Mr. Love?

15 A As PTL, going back through with the training of

16 the craft and the QC inspectors by Hatfield, the over-

17' inspection program that PTL was doing of Hatfield, they

18 identify "X" number of items that the Hatfield inspectors
n .

19 failed to identify. And what I was doing at PTL is going

( )- 20 back through and reviewing the reports to see whether

21 the number of items being picked up by PTL was increasing, {

) 22 decreasing, or constant, et cetera.
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('' I Q So you were looking at PTL's overinspections'in
g"

2 order to ' determine the validity'of this allegation; is'that ---

3 A Ye's,.ma'am.

4 Q -Is that the only involvement you had with PTL at
c

5 Byron?

'

A 'As PTL,'yes. There were a. couple of instances6

; 7 where PTL inspectors, ind,ividual inspectors, now, had been
= ,

. t

8 ' assigned to the' contractors and w re doing work. Basically --
~ ~

9; Hatfield, for example, t hey -we re -.a s signed -t empora ry to

! Hatfield'to assist..them, aqd there,I was looking at10
,

#
11 individual PTL inspectors a s . t o -t he items that he wass/

,

a

f 12 inspecting,
4

j
'

y

13 Q Mr. Love, are you referring to the circumstance

14 under which PTL would essentially hi re people for Hatfield

; 15 Electric and working, as I believe the term, job shop for
a

! .16 Hatfield? Are you-referring to that situation?
4
"

17 A No, ma'am. This is a situation that Hatfield

Y 18 was behind in- t hei r inspect ions and the Licensee selected

*
'19 "X" number of PTL people to be assigned to Hatfield,

.

() 20 train under their procedures, qualify under their orocedures

.

21 and, if you will, act as Hatfield employees for a, limited

: %-
. ' 22 time.-

.

[
>

- --

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _
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| f~Du,

f(#3 j Q When was this?
; %.J '

2 A ~ I.believe this occurred in 1983.

3 Q- Was it in connection with the 82-0519 reinspection

4 program?

5 A I don't remember.

6 0 What kinds of things were the PTL employees whc
.

7 were' working as.Hatfield employees, what kinds of things
'

I 8 were they doing?
|-

9 A The ones.that.I was interested in would be the

jo inspection of cable tray,.the inspection of cable installa-

O)\< tions, inspection of terminations.11

12 Q Is it your testimony that you don't recall whether

I
13 tney were doing reinspections or initial. inspections?

.

I 14 A No, I don't remember. I do remember of going out

i

15 and observing some of them, but I can't -- it runs in my mind

16 it was in cable pulling, so it would not be in reinspection.
|

f 17 But I just don't remember for sure.

i 18 Q Are these the only contacts you've had or only

19 occa sions you've had to inspect PTL',s work?

(~) 20 A Yes, ma'am, to the be st of my knowledge.
'\_/

21 Q Mr. Love, you don't|have any-background in
.

22 statistics or samplino, I take it; is that correct?

,

t

- ~ = - + =r+
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s

j A That's true.-

2 Q So you have no opinion, I assume, on the

3 statistical validity of the reinspection program?

4 A No, ma'am.

5 Q And that includes those portions of the program

6 about which you testified this morning pertaining to Hatfield?

7 A Statisticalwise, no, ma'am.

8 Q Do you have any opinion o r. the validity of the

9 sample size of the Hatfield reinspectors -- the number of

10 Hatfield inspectors that were chosen to be reinspected?
- .

1

-

11 A No, ma'am, I have no -- know nothing on that.'s

12 Like I say, I'm not a statistical-minded -- so --

13 Q Mr. Love, if you don't know, that's a perfectly

14 reasonable answer, so don't be afraid to tell me that you

is don't know.

16 A Oh, I'm not afraid.

17 Q I assume, then -- and .s my assumption correct --

18 that you would have no opinion on the validity of the sample

19 size of different attributes that were selected to be

-,

20 reinspecced?
m

21 A I'm not sure that there was a sample size of the

l
22 attributes. That was depending on what the inspector
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1 >) ..S

/r's - j 'i n spec t ed. ~ In other words, if he only inspected ^10, that's

NA .
.

2- all you..can go back3 ch d /e a R a f.
~ '

3 Q Let's -- I think,maybe my question wasn't very

4 well put.'

S' Is my understanding correct that you don't have

6 any. opinion about'whether there were a sufficient number of

7 any particular attributes picked up in the reinspection

8 program to make reinspection of that at t ribute valid?

9 A Your statement -- you asked me if it's true. It

10 is true. I have no commentn -

on it.
,, , .

1)
ji Q Mr.-~ Love, thi's morning ouring'your testimonyL-

~

12 you were asked several times by Mr. Miller whether you regardec

13 certain noncompliances to indi,cate a. programmatic weakness

14 on.the part of Hatfield Electric. Do you recall questions

15 of that nature?

16 A I think that occurred on one instance, as I

17 remember, and I think I indicated at that time that -- that

18 had to do, I believe, with the cable pulling -- that that was

19 the one instance that I-identified where the di sposi tion on a

(r \ 20 DR was not adequate, and I indicated at that time, I thought,)
' 21 ' that it was an isolated occurrence.

- 22 Q But you do recall answering questions about whether
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|
|
1

j certain things you considered to be programmatic weaknesses?
m

7 Do you recall that?

3 A Well, that was one of them.

4 0 You don't need to recall each instance. I just

5 want to refresh your --

6 MR. PATON: I've got to object. Let me just state

7 my abj e c t i on. You've asked him several times, do you

8 recall instances. His testimony clearly is that he recalled

9 an instance. And then you tell him, well, you don't have

10 to recall all of them. But it's clear that he said that he,,

-- 1, recalls one.

12 BY MS. WHICHER:

13 0 Mr. Love, what is a programmatic weakness?

,a A What is a programmatic weakness? I would

15 classify that as a weakness where a trend analysis indicated

16 that an event was reoccurring because of primarily a lack of

17 a good program, a good procedure.

T.7 18 Q So in order to determine whether something is

19 programmatic, you need to look at a trend analysis; is that

,' 'i
20 right?

21 A A trend analysis helps, yes, ma'am.

) 22 0 Have you ever identified any programmatics

._
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y weaknesses with respect to Hatfield Electric?

2 A If my memory is correct, it was -- I think it

3 was identified as a programmatic weakness, again back into

4 Inspection Report 82-05. And again, if my memory serves me

5 correctly, this had to do with the improper voiding of NCRs,

6 and that was not clearly addressed in the program, and we did

7 c assify that, I believe, as a programmatic weakness.

8 Q Mr. Love, is it possible for you to identify

9 something as a programmatic weakness without looking at a

10 trer,d analysis?
,

i.
- 11 A Yes, there's -- there are various different -- I

12 would classify it severity levels of progranmatic weakness.

13 For example, the last one that we discussed here earlier

14 this morning was, if you will, a programmatic weakness, in

15 that Note 47 on a given drawing had not been incorporated

16 into a procedure. The programmatic weakness being there

17 that the personnel doing the review of the drawings, whenever

18 they were received, both by CECO and by Hatfield, that

19 inadequate review was made. That would be a form also of

,
, ,

weakness.) 20 programmatic

21 Q So that would be another programmatic weakness

22 that you have identified within Hatfield Electric Company;
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is that right?y

_ . .

2 A Yes.

3 Q Can you think of any others?

4 A Another one again on the minor severity level

5 would be on the cable tray separation is one.

6 Q Why is that one?

7 A Why is that one?

0 Why is that a programmatic weakness?8

9 A In that the program did not require -- I'm sorry,

10 that's back into 47, Note 47. My apologies. We're talking
--

'

1 the same one.

12 Right now, truthfully, I can't think of any others

13 that comes to the top of my head, if you will.

14 Q If you didn't have a trend analysis, Mr. Love,

15 what kinds of things would you look at to see if a programmatic

16 weakness existed?

17 A Besides trend analysis, we'd look at the audits

18 and surveillance by CECO. The audits of, in this case,

19 Hatfield's own quality program, quality atsurance program

', 20 would help us identify them, as well as our own inspection''
'

|
|

21 reports. |

p-
!

22 Q Is it your testimony, Mr. Love, that in order to be
1
a

|
4
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considered a programmatic weakness, it has to show up inj
-

2 more than one place?

3 A I would say more than one occurrence.

4 Q More than one occurrence. Okay. Any specific

5 number?

6 A No. In some cases, two; in some cases, you may

7 not pick it up until you identify 10.

8 Q Mr. Love, how many open items of noncompliance

9 are there right now with respect to Hatfield Electric Company?

in A I don't know without going back and checking the,

!

-

11 record.

12 Q Can you give me a range or a number or even a

13 number that you're involved in personally?

14 A Number I'm involved in personally? I believe

15 there are three items of noncompliance and one unresolved,

16 I believe is what I have open right now.

17 0 Is it safe to assume there are other inspectors

18 inspecting Hatfield Electric who may also have open items

19 and unresolved items against Hatfield?

() 20 MR. MILLER: I object to the form of the

21 question. Ask him what he tnows.
,

! MR. PATON: So do I.22

|
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t 2

'% )

(^3 i BY MS. WHICHER:
'

x_/

2 Q Are there other inspectors who i.ispect Hatfield

3 Electric, Mr. Love?

4 A Yes, ma'am.

5 Q Is it your testimony that you do not know

'.
6 whether any of those inspectors have open items or unresolved

7 items against Hatfield Electric?

8 A No, ma'am, I couldn't tel you that without

9 going back and looking at the reports.

'. 10 0 Mr. Love, as to the open and unresolved items
/
k'

11 that you personally are involved in with respect to Hatfield

12 Electric, are any of these items you consider items that

13 must be resolved before fuel load?

14 A Yes, ma'am.

15 Q Which ones are they, please?

16 A For example, in the 84-27 report, bot h o f those

17 items need to be resolved prior to fuel load, and likewise,

18 those two items, if you remember, also tied back into a

19 -- I believe it was an item of noncompliance and an unresolved

in .

20 item.(v)
21 0 Is that in 82 --

q4

(_) 22 A That was in 82-17 itens. The one item of

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ . __-__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ .-_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ______________ _.



; _.. . - -- . . -. - .- - - - . - - .

~

.
-

,

[-
_ <

139
,

| :Of3,

| ?

t;
e

i. .

. j noncompliance was while attempting to close,'I believe it

2 'was unresolved item 82-17-04, I believe, and t he ot her one

|-

'3 was while attempting to close'an item of noncompliance,I

!. g I think it was'82-17-05.
!
,

i- ' 5 'Q. And these are both items of noncomptiance that
.

6 are. covered in 84-27; right?

7 A Yes, ma'am.
t

8 Q Are there any other of the open and unresolved

9 items that must be resolved prior to fuel load, or must be

10 closed prior to fuel load?

b if A Again, I can't answer that without going back

i 12 and checking my file,
i

: 13 Q How about the butt splices issue? Must that be

14 resolved prior to fuel load?

have g .#15 A Butt splicing? ,,Yunderstand that we do not .

16 an. item of noncompliance open.or an unresolved item open on %ff

17 that. That item is being handled'by 50.55(e), and yes,

18 50.55(e)s, even pot,ential, must be closed prior to fuel load.

| 19 Q Does that apply to all 50 55(e)s, Mr. Love?

20 A I can't make that blanket statement.

21 Q But you can make that statement with respect to

,
22 the. butt splice issue?

;

I
|
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,
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'
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.

L-
' ~

A Yes, ma'am.~ ~
*

. j ,

'' '
|

<

L Q Mr. Love, you stated this morning, I believe,2

Ort. >

3 .that you had no role in the formulation ef' approval of
i

t h'e reinspection program; is that correct?4
|

5 A That's a true statement.

6 Q Con you think of any way that program could have

7 been improved?

8 A I guess the only improvement I could think of

9 would be to requi re 100 pe rcen t ,ef rein sp ec t i on of all

10 . inspectors from day one on up through whatever day it would be.

'

11 I mean that would be an improvement. Or some point in

12 between that.

13 Q I'd like to-turn your attention, Mr. Love, to

14 Exhibit -- I believe it's Exhibit 5, Report 84-27, and page 7

i L
!

15 of that report. The first paragraph at the top of that page,
'

|

16 the third sentence starts with, "The CECO QA engineer informed |

17 the inspectors." Do you see that sentence?

18 A Yes, ma'am.

19 Q Who is that CECO GA engineer?

Du? 20 A If my memory serves me correctly, Mike Dellabetta

21 was with me at that time.

22 Q And Mr. Dellabetta is the Commonwealth Edison

L
t

!,

I
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(~'; 1
QA engineer; is that right?

\_/

2 A Yes, ma'am.

3 MR. PATON: While we have the spelling right in

4 front of him, could he spell that? Because it sounds a

5 little different than what I'm hearing.

6 THE WITNESS: D-e-t-l-a-b-e-t-t a.

7 BY MS. WHICHER:

0 In the sentence immediately following t ha t, Mr.8

9 Love, it refers to a May 10th telephone conversation. Do

10 you see that sentence?
,-

I )
k-''

11 A Yes, ma'am.

12 Q Did that conversation take place on the same day

13 as your conversation with Mr. Dellabetta?

14 A No, ma'am. The conversation with Mr. Dellabetta

15 was during the on-site portion of the inspection program

16 between April 24th and May 4th.

17 Q So t hi s conversat ion with you and Mr. Williams

18 here at Region III, and Mr. Hansing at the site was well

19 after the site portion of your inspection; is that right?
1

s
( ) 20 A Yes, ma'am.
\_/

21 Q And who is Mr. Hansing?

/''
(_,T/ 22 A Mr. Hansing i s t he site QA superintendent for CECO. |

|
|

|

I

|
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Q Did he replace Mr. Stanish?j
xs

2 A Yes, ma'am.

3 0 And I take it from my reading of your report, Mr.

4 Love, that Mr. Dellabetta did not know if there were any

5 audit s perf o rmed of the hanger reinspection program, or even

if there was such a program; is that rioht?6

7 A Yes, ma'am.

Q And during the later telephone conversation with8

9 Mr. Hansing, Mr. Hansing informed you that Commonwealth

10 Edison's quality assurance program was aware of the hanger
-

jj reinspection program; is that right?

12 A Yes, ma'am.

13 Q He also told you that they had not performed any

14 audits or surveillances of the program; is that rioht?

15 A No, ma'am. At that -- I stand corrected. At

16 that time, I believe he told us that, but later on it was

17 found out, I believe the following day -- you go down to the

18 next paragraph, sentence two, this discusses a May 11th,

19 1984 telecon between myself and site personnel. The se:ond

') 20 sentence states that during this conversation it was learned'

21 that CECO 0A had in fact perforned an audit of the subject

22 reinspection program in June 1983 and at that time had
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j expressed a concern in Memo 295.
,

2 Q But at the time of your conversation with Mr.

3 Hansing, Mr. Hansing did not know of that audit; isn't that

4 correct?

5 A That's a true statement.

6 Q And then you later found out, did you not, the

7 subsequent day that in fact Commonwealth Edison had performed

8 one audit of the hanger reinspection program; is that right?

9 A Yes, ma'am.

to 0 And Commonwealth Edison had told Hatfield to
,

'

i

ij cancel Hatfield Memo 295; isn't that right?x-

12 A Yes, ma'am.

Q And had Hatfield cancelled that memo?13

u A I assume that they have. I haven't been back to

15 the site since this inspection.

16 i Well, at what point, Mr. Love, did Commonwealth

17 Edison direct Hatfield to cancel the memo?

18 A In accordance with telephone conversations with

19 Fr. Binder, that he informed me on May 11th, 1984 by telecon

20 that he had directed the Hatfield QA/QC manager to prepare'
i

_

21 a letter to cancel Memo 295.
,-

22 0 Okay, and that was during your inspection that
'

i
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resulted in Love Exhibit No. 5; is that correct?-'
y

A No, ma'am. This was after the on-site portion
2

3 of the inspection.

0 But it was in connection with --4

5 A Yes.

6 MR. PATON: Wait a minute. "It was in connection

7 with -- yes."

8 BY MS. WHICHER:

9 Q It was in connection with your inspection that

jo resulted in 84-27; right, Mr. Love?
,_

'
,

)
4 A Yes, ma'am.n-

j2 0 Even though Commonwealth Edison's June '83 audit

j3 had expressed a concern with that memc; is that richt?

ja A Yes, ma'am. This is what I was informed.

15 0 Do you know what the concern war that was

16 expressed in the June '83 audit?

17 A No, ma'am.

18 0 Mr. Love, have you seen any direction to Hatfield

19 to cancel Memo 295?

,

) 20 A No, ma'am. As I stated earlier, since this'

21 inspection when I departed the site May 4th, I have not been
,7-

( ) 22 back to the site since then.
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Q I taxe it Mr. Binder didn't send you one in the(~') i
%j

2 mail, or anything?

3 A No, ma'am.

4 Q You received no documents concerning the

5 cancellation of that meno?

6 A No, ma'am.

7 Q Mr. Love, I'd like to ask you a few ouestions

8 concerning your Reports 82-17 and 84-27, which I understand

9 are connected.

- 10 In using those two reports as a group, if you

( )\'
11 can, and the noncompliances that you discovered in those two

12 reports, and the 82-05 reinspection program, is my under-

13 standing correct that the attributes covered in the

14 reinspection program stemming from the noncompliance found
.

15 in 82-17 are not covered in the 82-05-19 program?

16 MR. MILLER: Could I hear that question again,

17 please?

18 BY MS. WHICHER:

19 Q Is my understanding correct that the attributes

f~h 20 covered in the program arising from the noncompliance in
x_)

21 82-17 were not c o v e r .i d in the 82-05-19 program?

(~h(_) 22 A (Witness reading document.)

-_ . _ _ _ - - _ -_- -_____________-_ _ _ _____-___-__ __-_- ___ -____--_- -_______-______-____-_-_________- _--_--
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('') 1 A No, ma'am, that was not -- the items here, the
v

2 two .sttributes there, i.e., the separation between safety-

3 related nonsafety-related cable trays, as well as the

4 separation between safety related and nonsafety-related

5 cable s and wi res inside of equipment was not part of the

6 reinspection proaram.

7 MR. MILLER: I think there's some confusion on

8 the record. Was that the portion of 82-17 that you intended

9 to direct him to?

10 MS. WHICHER: I intended to direct him to --

('
11 actually, no, it's not, but now that he mentions itN- and--

12 I'll clear it up, and if you think the record i s unclear,

13 you can go back to it later.

14 BY MS. WHICHER:

15 0 Is it your testimony, Mr. Love, that cable tray

16 separation is not covered in the 82-05-19 reinspection program?

17 A No, ma'am, it is not.

18 Q Why is it not covered?

19 A At the time of the 82-05-19 program, there was

f^3 20 no requirements by the specifications or drawings that
G

21 Hatfield in fact inspect for cable tray separation. It was

(~N,
(_) 22 Ceco's position at that time that as long as Hatfield

- . _ _ _ - _-_-___ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _
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,-

j installed the cable trays per desion that the -- anyn

v

2 separation problems would be identified by Sargent & Lundy

3 in their design documents.

0 And cable separation in eouipment, I take it,4

5 was not covered in the 32-05-19 reinspection prooram, either;

6 is that true?

7 A Yes, ma'am, that's true.

0 Was it not covered for the same reason that you8

9 just gave?

in A Again, the same reason. It was to be picked up
/ i

'

ti by Sargent & Lundy design, and Hatfield was not required to-

12 inspect for it.

13 Q Did there come a time when Hatfield was required

14 to inspect for it?

15 A Yes, ma'am, as of the corrective action for this

16 item of noncompliance -- as a result of item of noncompliance

17 in the report 82-17, inspection for those two attributes

18 is now required.

19 Q Mr. Love, do you believe that Commonwealth

; 20 Edison's position that Saroent & Lundy would have the

21 responsibility for the cable tray separation problem and
.s

( )
22 cable separation and equipment problems to be adecuate?
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(~N i A No, ma'am. That's the reason we had an item of'

L.:'
| 2 noncompliance.

3 Q Now I'd like to turn your attention, Mr. Love,
I

4 to the other items of noncompliance in 82-17 concerting

5 cable tray supports and hangers, and I believe you testified
i

i

6 this morning about a reinspection program that covered those

! attributes.7

! 8 A In 82-17?

; 9 0 Yer. Have I got the wrong report?
i

jo A The only item of noncompliance in 82-17 was the
(,)
\~''

11 ones we just discussed as the separation of cable tray and

12 the separation of table inside of panels.

|

| 13 MR. MILLER: It was an open item.
l

14 MS. WHICHER: Ah. Okay. Mr. Miller has corrected

i 15 me.
1
i

l

16 BY MS. WHICHER:

17 Q There is an open item in 82-17 concerning -- a s

18 soon as I find it -- cable tray connections. Is that the

19 one we were talking about this morning, Mr. Love?

I~D 20 MR. MILLER: It was an allegation on page 16.
\J

21 THE WITNESS: What page are you on, ma'am?

O)(,. 22

!

I

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ ._. c
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) i BY MS. WHICHER:

2 0 I'm on page 16. There is an allegation concerning

3 cable tray connections. This is 82-17.

4 A That was an unresolved item, not an open item.

5 0 All right, an unresv%ved item. And in order to

6 resolve this item, there was a reinspection proaram; is that

y correct?

8 A Yes, ma'am.

9 Q And you testified about that program this morning;

10 do you recall that?
-s

(
11 A Yes, ma'am.'

12 0 Is my understanding correct that the attributes

13 covered in the cable troy connection reinspection program

14 were not covered in the 82-05-19 reinspection prngram?

15 A No, ma'am, that's an incorrect statement. Some

16 of the same attributes were covered, but not the individual

17 hangers to the best of my knowledge, from the reports that

18 I received yesterday by telecon.

19 Q So i s my understanding correct, then, that none

I^') 20 of the hangers that were reinspected pursuant to the item

21 on page 16 of Exhibit 6 none of the hangers that were--

22 reinspected in that program were reinspected in the 82-05-19

_
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j program?e-
,

A At the present time I don't know. As I stated2

earlier this morning, that the attribute of confiouration,3

the site was able to determine, from the configuration4

5 aspect only,that these hangers inspected under the NCR 407

6 were not in fact inspected under the quality control

7 inspector reinspection program.

Q Do you know why there was no overlap?8

9 A Do I know why there was no overlap?

10 Q Yes.
/
\ /

i' 1; A Because the inspectors that were selected under

12 the 82-05 program did not inspect these hange rs t hat happened

13 to be being looked at under the 407 program.

14 0 Okay. So it was a matter of circumstance of

15 the inspectors who happened to be selected under the 82-05-19

16 program; is that correct?
1

17 A Yes, ma'am.

18 Q Okay.

19 A Now to clarify that, as the site does some more

I'
(_d 20 review they may in fact find that some of the welding was

/

21 inspected under bot h p rograms.

x ,)' 22 0 Okay. Would you please explain to me what Hatfield

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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y NCR.407 involves.

2 A ,407, I' don't remember all the details of it, but. T.8

!

3 it basically required a reinspection of 4300-and some odd

14 cable tray hangers.

I
'

-5 Q Why?-
.

6 A Again, I' don't remember the details of'the NCR.

7 Q Now it's my recollection from your testimony

8 this morning, Mr. Love, that there were t wo part s to this

9 inspection; that would be the weld portion of it and the

,
, | *

'

'
t

10 connection detail of it. Is that correct? '

11 A To better clarif'y that, the' Weld inspection

12 portion of it and then the QC inspection portion of it, which

13 takes into consideration the configuration, weld material

14 type, et cetera.

15 Q What is involved in the DC configuration inspec- '

t
i

16 tion?

17 A The configuration there would be that the proper i

18 connection detail was utilized, that the hanger is properly

19 located, that the proper material was utilized. If there

(} 20 happens to be-bolt torquing or botting involved, that the

| 21 bolts were toroued to a given value, using a calibrated

) 22 torque wrench.

|
!

-

r

i

c_ _ _-- - - _ ____ _ - - --.
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e'3 i I may have missed a couple, but basically that's
N. /

2 what the QC inspector does.

3 Q And I take it the welding inspector does something

4 else; is that right?

5 A Yes, ma'am.

6 0 The welding inspector looks at the welding and

7 not the items you have listed under the QC connection detail

8 attributes; is that right?

9 A Under normal circumstances, yes. You find some

10 welding inspectors again, though, that are a little more,

( )
\ '

11 diligent and they will -- as we noted in review of the-

12 documentation, for example, the detail utilized,some of the

13 welding inspectors did in fact note the type of detail on

f|c We r,

14 the weld inspection card, although it was not required m-o+-

15 weld traveler.

16 Q Now is my understanding correct that in the

17 82-17 reinspection program, we'll call it, if that's okay with

18 you --

19 A All right.

(~') 20 0 -- ia the 82-17 reinspection program, if you find
L.;

21 that a welding inspector has noted the connection detail,

p)tq,, 22 that hanger, that support need not be reinspected; is that

_ _ ___ _ _ __- _____ - - - - _ __ -__- ___-_____-____-_____-_ - --___ ----___ __ _ -_______ _ -_ - ___- _____ ___-__ __ - - - _ __-_____ ___ _--_ --
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'

I correct?

2 A Not'for weld detail. Now in fact it may be

3 inspected twice. In other words, the QC inspector, not

4 knowing that the welding inspector had in fact noted what

5 detail it was, just in his reviewing program during a

6 routine inspectinn, he would check all these various attributes .

,

7 0 If in fact the welding inspector checked the

8 attributes that the QC detail inspector normally checks,

9 then in that case that hanger would not have to be reinspected;
|

10 is that rigtt?1,/m

!,

11 A Under the conditions of this reinspection program,

12 where we were concerned with what type of detail, by detail

13 number, was utilized, if the weldino inspector had in fact

14 noted the detail number on the weld traveler, we accepted

15 that without a reinspection.

16 0 Okay. Is the same true for -- strike that.

17 Did the 82-17 reinspection program include the

18 location and use of proper materials and proper torquinq

19 as welt as connection de ail?

( 20 A Yes, ma'am.

21 Q And is my understanding correct that those would

( 22 also have to have been noted by the weld inspector in order

\
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/N
Q,

(g g to relieve that support from being reinspected under the
V

2 82-17 program?

3 A The welding inspector -- whenever you have certain

4 weld detail -- I mean certain connection details that are

5 all welded details okay, with that detail noted on the--

6 weld traveler, that detail could be accepted. But on other

7 details where it specifies botting, and the botting had not

| been verified, then, no, just by marking the detail, we8

9 can accept that the proper detail was used, but we'd still

10 need to know and have documented evidence that the proper

|
Q''|

;) torquing had been applied to the bolt.

12 Q So when you say you would have to have documented

13 evidence, does that mean you'd have to reinspect, or you

14 need some other type of evidence?

15 A If it hadn't been reinspected I assume you're--

i 16 talking or alluding to the fact that this hanger is now

17 under fireproofing, and there was none there no, ma'am, if--

18 there was a botting detail required, then they would still

19 have to remove fireproofing to confirm the bolt torquing.

, (~D 20 0 Mr. Love, welding inspectors are not necessarily
\_/!

21 certified to inspect connection detail and the other items

(~h |

| (_) 22 that the QC inspector who inspects the connection detail )

| |

|
|

|
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f3 / ' .j ,, i n sp e c't s ; isn't that correct? e

Q. > ',
.

~ ~

2 A Not all a t t r i b'u t e s , but'the welding inspector

t i [. 37.h
3 must know1khatEtype detail,and be,.able to identify detail.,

{. -
.

< f. 0 t h e i ki s e ,' h e
'

doesn't know:ihat'wstding att ri but es to look4
~

,

S for. In cEher words,-detail "X ' ma y require welding on allE

.

.,
r .

/,/.6 four sides. Detail'"Y" onl-y requires welding on two sides.

i . .

. 7 So the welding inspector then would have'to know whether
.

'

8. he's looking at detait "X" or detail "Y".
, ~ ,,

.9 -Q Okay. The' welding inspector is not necessarily

'10 certif.ied to do hanger connection detail inspections --
,

,-
'

11 hanger c'onnection detail inspections. I got it right -- is

i

12 that correct?
{

! 13 A Here again, he still has to know what detail he
| \
!

l 14 Looks at. Now, as configuration, he nay or may not be
i

!

! 15 certified to look at configuration, but he still has to know
|
i

both inspectors have to know what detail they're looking16
--

| L 2

17 at and be able to identify the detail.

18 Q What I'm getting at, Mr. Love, is isn't it the

19 case that the welding inspector may not be certified to

20 inspect anything beyond welding, yet have neted that on the

21 weld traveler, have notified --

22 MR. PATON: I'd say ha s noted that.
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j MS. WHICHER: Okay, you're right, that was
-J

2 confusing.

; BY MS. WHICHER:

4 0 Isn't it the case that a welding inspector may

5 : have noted on the weld traveler connection detail, whether

6 the hanger was in the proper locatio.1, whether the material

7 used was proper, and whether the torquing was proper, yet

8 not be certified in those areas, in areas other than welding?

9 MR. MILLER: I'm going to object to the form of

10 the question. I don't think there's any foundation for that,
i
\~

11 but go ahead.

12 THE WITNESS: Basically you're asking an impossible

13 question. The only thing that we were looking for on the

14 weld traveler is the identification of the weld detail type.

15 He was using type A, B, C. That's all we were looking for

16 on the weld traveler. We were not looking for configuration,

17 we were not looking for material traceability in that given

18 area of concern. And as I stated earlier, yes, the welding

19 inspector has to know what detail he is looking at to be

; ') 20 able to perform his welding inspection.
'

21 BY MS. WHICHER:

(i,
> 22 o Mr. Love, isn't it the case that a welding

.

f

_ . _ .. -
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.j inspector is not necessarily certified to inspect weld -- or

2 to inspect connsetion.' detail?

3 A Again I would have.to ask you now to define

4 connection detail.

5 '. Q I'm using your terminology, Mr. Love.

6 A All right, as'I --

7 MR. MILLER: The. question has been asked and

8 answered twice.

9 MS. WHICHER: Well, I don't think he's answered

10 it. That's why I'm asking it again.

11 THE WITNESS: Again, the welding inspector has

12 to- be a ble to identify the connection detail before he can.

13 inspect that detail for proper welding. I'm sorry, ma'am, I

14 don't know any other way to answer you.
|

15 B Y , M,S . WH I C H E R :
'

,

t
I E L a b'o r i n g under a misconception, Mr.g. Q 'Perhaps~ I m

I'

17 -Love. My unde rs t aniling - wa s t here1 we re t wo t ype s o f inspec-

18 tions.
,

, ,
,

19 MR. PATON: Wait a minute. Let's go off the

[
_

20 record.

21 | (Discussion off the record.)
'

22
,

i
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1 BY MS. WHICHER:
-

2 Q I may be laboring under a misconception, and

3 perhaps you can set me straight. My understanding was

4 that there were two types of inspectors involved in

5 inspecting a cable tray connection. One would be a welding

6 inspector and the other would be an inspector who inspected

7 for connection detail, whether the hanger was in the proper

8 location, whether the materials used were proper, and whether

9 any bolts had been torqued to the proper value. Is that

10 correct?
1

!
'

11 A That there are two types of inspectors? Yrs,

12 ma'ar, a welding inspector and a quality control inspector.

13 MR. PATON: Is all the rest that she said also

14 correct?

15 THE WITNESS: The GC inspector does in fact

16 check for proper material --

17 MR. PATON: Her question, is the rest of it

18 correct?

19 THE WITNESS: Well, unless she slipped a word in

; 20 t he re that I missed.
.,

21 BY MS. WHICHER:
,_.

t

- 22 0 No, I don't think that I did.'

;
,
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|

i

. j A But, yes, the welding inspector does inspect for

j 2 the proper material.

!

3 0 The welding inspector?

4 A QC inspector. Tne QC inspector inspectors for

5 proper material, proper configuration, and I forget what

6 ther attributes I'd mentioned earlier.

7 MR. GALLO: Bolt torquing.

8 THE WITNESS: Bolt torquing and this type thing.

9 Aad also he checks for the proper weld connection detail.

|

| _ jo The welding inspector w i l l. check the welding,.

i( )
' \/

11 of the detail to the auxiliary steel.
,

12 BY MS. WHICHER:

13 Q Now, Mr. Love, it's a fact, is it not, that not

14 all welding inspectors are certified as QC inspectors?

15 A That's a true statement.

16 Q Mr. Love, was the reinspection program that I've

!
17 been referring to as 82-17 concerned with anything other '

18 t han welding and connection detail?

19 A That was the prime concern of the inspection

() 20 program and, of course, of any inspection program. if you
uj

21 see something else that's wrong, you also identify that.
7
(j 22 0 Was it concerned with use of proper materials?
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A No, ma'am. Like I said, the ba si c program was'

1

2 the welding and the proper detail.

3 Q Can you tell me, Mr. Love, why it was not concerned

4 with -- within the universe of things that QC inspectors

5 inspect for, why was it concerned only wit h weld connection

6 detail and none of the other things that an inspector would

7 inspect for?

8 A Fcr example, the proper material,that is picked

9 up at receipt inspection. The hanger weld or the hanger

10 detail would at some point in time, whenever it's withdrawn

),

\'
11 out of the store room, is pulled out for hanger X, Y, Z, at

12 that time they know that they have good material that went

13 into that hanger. They don't know if that given detail

14 under the reinspection program -- they don't know if that

15 detail that was checked out at the warehouse did in fact

16 ;o into that given hanger because it was covered with fire-

17 proofing.

18 With respect to the bolt torouing, as I explained

19 earlier, not all connection details are bolted. In fact,

f 20 the biggest majority of them are welded. The hanger

21 configuration and elevation can be determined even after

'

/ 22 the fireproofing has been put in place. We were only looking
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1
for the attributes that could not be verified with the

-

2 fireproofing in place.

3 0 One of those attributes is bolt torquing, is it not?

4 A It could be.

5 Q Assuming that t he hanger in question requi re s

6 bolts that are torqued to a specific value, one of the

7 attributes is bolt torquing, is it not?

8 A Yes, ma'am.

9 Q And the 82-17 reinspection program was not

10 concerned wi t h bolt torquing; is that correct?
'-

>

f

's'
ij A The -- again, the connection detail utilized

12 would tell us if it was a welded connection or if it was a

13 bolted connection. So once we know the detail, then we

14 know what else is involved in that reinspection.

15 Q So if the hanger, that is our hypothetical hanger

16 that is covered with fireproofing, has bolts that need

17 torquing to a certain value, that is in fact covered in the

18 reinspection program; is that your testimony?

19 A Yes, ma'am, it would be, once we know the

) 20 connection detail type.

T.9 21 Q Mr. Love, is my understanding correct that all
, - -
! ) 22 hangers of a certain type or in a certain system are to be

,
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I reinspected under the 82-17 prograr.?' '

,

2 A I c a n ' *. make the statement "all." All I can

3 make the statement right now is that the inspection

4 involved a total of 4300 and some odd hangers.

5 Q And these are all cable tray hangers; is that

6 right?
|

|
7 A Yes, ma'am.

8 Q And how many total cable tray hancers are there?

I
9 A Oh, Lord, I wouldn't even venture to guess. !

l
;

',_ 10 Q Is it the fact that this 82-17 reinspectic, j
\,

: )
'' ~-

11 program does not cover all cable tray hangers?

12 A I think that would be'a safe assumption, although

13 I can't swear to it .

14 0 re;ause you don't know how many cable tray hangers

15 there are?

16 A Well, one, I don't remember the entire scope of

17 NCR 407, in that that was like two years ago; I don't F. n o w ,

18 second, how many cabte tray hangers are involved in the

19 plant. There's too many unknowns. I can't answer it

(m) 20 truthfully.
m.J

21 Q That would be the only way I'd want you to to
,o

i, ,/ 22 answer it.
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3
Is the reinspection program, the 82-17 reinspection

-

2 program, completed?

3 A No, ma'am.

4 Q Do you know how far along it is, percentagewise?

5 A As a result of this last item of noncompliance,

6 it becomes obvious that it is still open and not complete.

7 0 Do you know how many hangers remain to be inspected?

8 A To the best of my knowledge right now, all the

9 hangers have been reinspected and some of them, they're

10 going back through and taking a second, and I understand,,_

; ')
11 even a third look. But this is hearsay evidence, by the

12 way, in telecons.

13 Q This is from communications with Commonwealth

14 Edison people at the plant; is that right?

15 A Yes, ma'am.

16 Q And why are they tacing a second and t hi rd look

17 at some of the hangers?

18 A They went out and reinspected, they identified a

19 problem. Now you have engineers that are going back out

[ ,) 20 Looking at it. The QC has identified a problem, now someone

21 has to put a fix on that prablem, so they go back out and

22 look at it, and the engineer will make the decision then-

b
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[~% I maybe it needs more welding. '

%].,

2 I'm using this now as an example. Maybe the

3 hanger.has to be completely removed, or maybe it's something

4 that t ht / figure that they want to accept as i s, and then

5 they will put it into their program where it goes through

6 CECO on'intoLSargent & Lundy and back, and if everyone

7 agrecs, they_.can use that item as is. So there has to be

8 an ovaluation.

~

.9 Q Who. fabricated the cable tray connections? Were

, . 10 they f abricated on site?

-

11 MR. MILLER: Do you mean the cable hangers?

12 'BY MS.'WHICHER:
,

13 'Q The hangers, right.

14 - A _Now the hangers come in multiple pa rt s. I can't

15 remember at Byron whether some of them were pre-fabbed,
,

16 ' sections of them were pre-fabbed and shipped in, some of

17 them,.or they may-have been fabricated at the site. I can't

18 answer that.

19. Q. If they had been fabricated off the site, would

() 3L .they have been fabricated by Hatfield Electric?

21 A Offsite?

22- -Q Yes.
,

!

- _- . . . .
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1
A No, ma'am. They, in all probability, were not.

x. .--

2 I don't think there's any purchase erders that I remember

3 Looking at out to Hatfield Electric offsite to do fabrication.

4 That would be to some vendor.

5 Q Do you know whether any of these were fabricated

6 by Systems Control Corporation?

7 A No, ma'am, I don't.

Q You don't know either way?8

9 A I don't know either way.

. 10 Q Who would know that?
/ i

11 A CECO personnel at the site would be able to telt''

12 you that. Mr. Binder could run it down for you, or any of

13 the electrical QA engineers would be able to run it down for
'

Gu><>. sA 's g
14 you. As far as that goes, the -- what's C u n t c :='s proper

15 title?

Sonens en
16 Q Mr. Scr^nsen?

17 A Yes.

18 Q Who at the NRC would know?

19 A Who at the NRC?

; 20 Q Who at the NRC.,

,

21 A Right off the top of my head, I don't know if
,-

' _ ,) 22 anyone knows, without -- I'm saying now someone may have
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L ked at i t as part of it, and could tell you who some of it,
(' j; 1

2 anyway, was supplied by. But I can't give you a name.

Q Do you know now many discrepancies were found3

on the hangers that were reinspected?4

5 A Page 6 of Ex hi bi t 5. At that point in time of

! the inspection, of the information provided to me by6

i I t hink Mr. Binder on May 11th indicated there was a total of7

8 129 deficiencies, and I believe that was on 119 hangers.-

Q And is that out of a total of 4300 hangers that9

10
were inspected?

11 A No, that's out of 295 that were reinspected. I''

j2 can't tell you how many deficiencies t hat .we re identified

j3 on the original 4300 and some odd hangers. I
'

14 0 Okay. I guess I'm a little confused, Mr. Love.
;

15 I'm hoping you will help me out. Is my understanding correct

16 that under the 82-17 reinspection program, about 4300 hangers

j7 were reinspected?
i

18 A Yes, ma'am.

j9 Q And you do not know how many of those hangers

{} 3) had discrepancies or how many discrepancies were uncovered
.

21 amongst those 4300 hangers?

() 22 A No, ma'am, I don't.

c . .

t

h
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. (~3 i Q Who would know that?
g

2 A. -Again, site personnel.

3 Q Anyone at.the NRC?

4 A I think I'have thrown mine away, the tabulation

5 or - ^I-don't remember. Or you may even have a copy of the

6 brea'kdown, I-don't know.

7 Q There was a document issued concernino that?

.8 A T h e' r e was a document that was provided to me at

9 -the site. Without doing a search of my records, I don't

10 know whether I have since thrown it away or whether in fact

11 it is in my records and you in fact have a copy of it.

12 MR. PATON: Jane, could I interrupt one second?

13; It is Kavin Ward's scheduled departure time.

14 (Discussion off the record.)

bu8' 15 B Y M'S'. ' W H I C H E R : '

_ 16 -Q It's"my understanding, Mr. Love, that at one
,

17 time there was a document that,gave the number of

18 discrepant conditions found among those 4300 hangers that

19 were reinspected; is that right?

r
(} M A There was a listing of figures and it runs in my

21 mind that the number of discrepancies identified was in fact

l')his_ 22 on that.

w_-___-__-_-__. - _ - _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___
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Q You don't know where that document is; is thatj, ,

right?
2

A I would have to do a search of my records to see
3

whether I have it here or not.4

0 Who generated that document?
5

A Again this was an informal document. I think it
6

was generated by Mr. Binder from information supplied by
7

Hatfield.
8

Q Now turning our attention back to page 6 of
9

Exhibit 5, the entry that says " Total Number of Hangers
10

{ \
''

jj Requiring Reinspection" is stated at 314.

A Yes, ma'am.
12

Q Where does that number come from? How was that
13

number arrived at?ja

A That number was arrived at by a review cf
15

g approximately 6000 hanger packages by CECO QA and Hatfield

17 personnel.
,

|

18 0 And is that connected at all with the 4300 hangers |
|
,

j9 that were physically reinspected?

; 20 A Yes, ma'am. The 4300 was part of this 6000'

21 packages reviewed.

k,f Q Do you know how t he 4300 se re selected out of thepy

|
|

e
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A No, ma'am. Again, we would have to go back2

to NCR 407.3

4 MR. MILLER: In the interest of moving this

5 along, would you accept a clarifying question from me?

6 MS. WHICHER: Sure.

7 MR. MILLER: Mr. Love, is'it likely that the 4300

8 hangers. represent all tne hangers that had been installed

9 as of the date of the inception of the 82-17 reinspection

, jo program, and the 6000 hangers represents all the hangers

(
11 that have been installed to date?

12 THE WITNESS: I don't~know, sir.

13 (Laughter.)

y MS. WHICHER: Nice try, Mike.

15 BY MS. WHICHER:

16 Q How'were the 314 hangers selected? What was

17 the basis used for selection of those hangers?

18 A The 314? Again, after reviewing 6000 --

19 approximately 6000 hanger packages by CECO and Hatfield

.. (} m quality personnel, they identified these 314 documentation

21 packages, if you will, that they couldn't determine from

j)
22 the documentation whether the hanger was in fact acceptable
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1 or not. To verify that, then, they went out and reinspected
J

2 314 less the 19 hangers that were inaccessible.

3 Q What would make a hanger inaccessible, as that

4 term is used?

5 A This one here, as I understand it, they were, if

6 you will - portions of them were literally embedded into

7 block walls, is what they considered inaccessible.

8 Q It didn't have anything to do with being covered

9 with fireproofing?

_ . . . 10 A No, ma'am. Fireproofing was removed.
)

'\'''
11 Q Mr. Love, of the 4300 hangers that have been

12 reinspected, have you personally observed these hangers,

13 any of them?,

14 A Oh, I'm sure I have.

15 Q Have you inspected them?

16 A Again, I'm sure I've inspected some of those 4300

17 hangers during normal routine inspection programs. But to

18 pick one of those out under this given program, no, I have

19 not.

,,

v) 20 Q Have you looked at documents generated by the/

21 82-17 reinspection program?
,-

)
'

22 A Yes, ma'am.N ,,
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Q What sorts of documents have you reviewed?y

2 A Again, if we go back, it starts on page 3 of the |

84-27 report. It tells you what hangers I looked at, the3

4 documentation packages in detail. It goes on to pages 3,

5 4, 5, and the top of page 6.

Q And these are the documents that you looked at;6

7 right?

A Yes, ma'am.
8

Q Mr. Love, were you involved in a meeting about9

10 August 4th or 5th in which Mr. Koca of Hatfield Electric

I
11 was discussed?

12 A August 4th or 5th?

13 0 Yes.

14 MR. MILLER: 1983.

15 THE WITNESS: To the best of my knowledge, no.

16 BY MS. WHICHER:

17 0 I'd like to talk with you for a few minutes, if

18 we can, about butt splices. Okay? Does Commonwealth

19 Edison NCR 899 cover both the reject rate and the insulation

( }) 20 size problems?

21 A I'd have to say yes on that, in that the reports,
,,

r ;
i ,/ 22 if my memory serves me correctly, there is the NCR, thex
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text'of it discusses the. insulation problem with the accr 4 + e-
%_)

^

2 insulation not fitting'into the barrel, and attachments to

3 the NCR was also, I b h l i e'v e , thI surveillance report that'

4 was discussed in-the report here. I don't remember the

5 number of it, or the dates where they identified the -- I

6 think it was 17 or whatever the number was, defective splices.

7 Q Is that 27 defective -- or 27 rejects?

8 A No. The original figure, I believe, was 17

9 rej ect s and as t hey were again making the 17 corrections,

, in an additional 10 was identified. If you go to.the bottom

11 of page 12,.the summary of the CECO surveillance report

12 says that that 194 spli ces were originally inspected. One

'

13 butt splice failed the tug test and 16 splices were

14 identified as defective and replaced. In the process of

15 replacing those 17, it appeared that they identified an

16 additional 10 more from the inspection reports that I reviewed.

17 Q Mr. Love, whose idea was it that a 50.55(e)

18 notification be prepared? |

l

19 A Naturally, the Licensee. !

l

~

) 20 0 Why do you say " naturally"?

21 A They are the ones that have to make the decision

('%(_/~ 22 to. prepare a 50.55(e).

Q Was it suggested to them by anyone at the NRC

i
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1
.that-they prepare such a report?

' f( } .
2 A. They were questioned as to had they considered a

,

3 potential.50.55(e).

4 Q When was that?
,

5 A (Witness' reading document.)
!

$ 6 I believe' -- I wouldn't swear to it, but I

7 believe it was discussed during the May 10th telecon with

!

j' 8 the site.
j-

i 9 Q How was the problem initially discovered at
i
#

10 LaSalle, Mr. Love?

$[
.11 A That was t hrough an atlegation, as I indicated

,

1

! 12 this morning.
1

13 Q By a worker at LaSalle?

14 A Yes, ma'am.

15 0 And when was the problem discovered at LaSalle?

) 16 A Again, I can't tell you. I'd have to go back

f' 17 and look at the inspection report dates.
i

18 Q There would be inspection report s on LaSalle

19 concerning this problem; is that right?

() M. A Yes, ma'am.

21 Q Did you do those inspections?

. 22 .A' No, ma'am, I was not'out on those.

.

5

4

1
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Q Do you kno.w who did tnose inspections?j

A Let's see. We had a large number of people out2

fale.eifs &autar<
3 there involved in those. Mr. Fe h 4+a, Mr. CM hc=, Mr.

4 Mendez, Mr. Christnot, and I think Mr. Naidu was out on that

5 one. I can't remember whether he was out on the butt splice

6 or not. I know he was out as part of the inspection report,

7 but I'm not for sure about the butt splice portion of it.

8 Q Mr. Love, I'd like to turn your attention back

9 for a few minutes to the 82-05-19 reinspection program, and

10 assure you that if you'd like, you can refer to your copy of

11 it, if you think you need to.'~'

12 Do you recall whether any of the -- whether the

13 sample size had to be increased with respect to any of the

14 attributes with which you were concerned? I believe this

15 morning you referred to t hem a s Attributes 2 through 9.

16 A The only area that I'm not sure about -- I don't

17 t hi nk there was any on 2 through 8. On 9, again, I don't

18 think there were, but to the best of my recollection, I don't

19 remember of any samples being increased on those.

[ '; 20 Q Can you refresh my recollection and tell me what

21 No. 9 was?
_

/

22 A 9 was the -- wait a minute. My 9, I think, is
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I different than their 9. My 9 was the as-built hanger.

2 Q And you don't believe that sample size was

w h'e r e you're looking, I might
3 increased? If=youlcan_tell e

4 be able to help'you find'it.-

5 A What I'm looking at right now is in Table VII-E.5,

6 is one area in the as-built program. 'For example, they had --

7 MR. MILLER: What page are you on? I'm sorry.

8 THE WITNESS: Page 3 of 5 of Exhibit 7.

9 MR. MILLER: Okay. Right.

' to MS. WHICHER: Okay.
,_

U
11 THE WITNESS: They said that the reliability

12 there was 99.9 percent, and with that figtre it doesn't

13 sound like there was any -- that an overinspection was

14 required.

15 BY MS . WH I C H E R :

16 Q Reliability isn't the same as reject rate, though,

17 is it, Mr. Love?

18 A No, ma'am. I was tooking for a possi bility of

19 another --

() 20 MR. MILLER: May I again suggest it's broken down

21 on Exhibit D-1, page 7 of 12, and t hen the table carries

22 over to page 8 of 12, where the conduit as-built tabulation
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3
is given. It's on the next page. But in terms of --

2 THE WITNESS: What I was looking for is -- it

3 could have been in the January preliminary. I think in one

4 report they had a breakdown by inspector, and that's what I

5 was looking for. I don't see it in this -- this breakdown,

6 but as I remember, no, there was no --

7 MR. MILLER: I think that's ceflected with respect

8 to Hatfield at page V-6.

9 MS. WHICHER: In which part of the report?

10 MR. MILLER: Chapter V, pag e 6.
,-

'
11 MS. WHICHER: Oh, I see.

12 BY MS. WHICHER:

13 Q Looking at the reference from Mr. Miller, Mr.

14 Love, page V-6, Table V-6, does that refresh your recollection

15 as to whether any sample sizes had to be increase d for

16 those attributes for which you were r e spon si ble for Hatfield?

17 A According to this, they were all objective -- the

18 attributes that I looked at were all objective, and t hi s

19 indicates that none of them had passed -- or failed the first

20 three months.
~j

21 Q Mr. Love, do you recall seeing an interim report

j 22 in October on the reinspection report from Commonwealth
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1 Edison?x

-

2 A I may have. I can't answer that question one way

3 or the other without having -- or without looking at it.

4 (Recess.)

T.10 5 BY MS. WHICHER:

6 Q Mr. Love, I'd like you to turn, please, to Exhibit

7 12. Can you tell me what this is and why you had it in your

8 files?

9 A What this is and why I had'it in my file? This

10 was some information that was preliminary at the time that,

[ ]
'' -'

11 as I indicated earlier, that Mr. Klingler was working on,

12 and I believe this eventually went into the preliminary

13 report dated January. I would have to go back and verify it.

14 This was come information, as I indicated, that he was

15 working on to submit the report to us, and in a share of

16 information these copies were provided.

17 Q So these were provided to you before the actual

18 reinspection report was provided to you; is that correct?

19 A Yes, ma'am.

[) 20 C They were sort of an advance preview of some of
'' ,'

21 the data that had been collected?
.s

,) 22 A Yes, ma'am.'
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fr^5 i Q Mr. Love, is cable pulling an attribute that a GC
'

dss /

2 inspector is required to ob' serve?

3 A Yes, ma'am. Safety-related.

~

4 0 And is butt' splicing an attribute that QC

5 inspectors are required to inspect?
.

6 A underJt'he program up u n t'i l the t'ime it was

7 identified, the procedures 'd'id not address.it. I don't
~

t . ,
*

8 remember whether we indicated that earlier, but I guess, to
? - , ,

as m'ny" times as~I looked at the9- 'say we're human, that a

10 procedures and ot her inspectors looked;at:.the procedures,
O

11 we mirsed it. But, normally, yes, it would be looked at.'

12 Q Is it your testimony, Mr. Love, that Hatfield

13 just didn't have any procedures to inspect butt splicing,

14 and so butt splicing was not inspected?

' 15 A They had no procedure for it, as indicated in

16 Report 84-27. I think, i f my memory serves me correctly, ;

17 wi t hout going back to look, there was 600 and some odd |

. 18 inspection reports that did in fact address butt splices.

19 And I have done a detailed review on "X" number of those,

'\

L[d . 20 which is~also documented in the report, and t he ones t hat

21 had findings where butt splices had to be repaired or

~

22- replaced is also documented in there on the ones I reviewed.

i
:
|

,
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j Q But Hatfield had no procedure; is that right?-'

2 A That's a true statement.

3 Q But in spite of the fact they didn't have a

I

4 t, procedure, some of them apparently had been subj ect to OC

5 review; is that right?

6 A Yes, ma'am.

7 0 Do you know how that occurred, why that happened?

8 A Again, as I indicated in Inspection Report 84-27,

9 that an interview with the Licensee's -- the Licensee's

, 10 interview of the termination inspectors presently onboard

I
'

11 at Hatfield, of the ones interviewed, all of them stated
'

' -'

12 that they did in fact look at butt splices, but only

13 approximately 50 percent of them stated that they documented

14 those butt solices, the inspection of the butt splices.

15 MS. WHICHER: I have no more questions for you,

16 Mr. Love.

17 MR. MILLER: Bill?

18 MR. PATON: No, I don't have any questions. But

19 what time is c o n v c esi-e n t for everybody else? I want to pass

(' 20 out some papers.
'

~J

21

s/ 22
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BY MR.' MILLER:2

Q Mr. Love, you vere questioned by Ms. Whicher
3

4 regarding the -- I think you differentiated between the

weld inspectors and the QC inspectors with respect to types
5

6
f inspections that were performed on connection details.

7 Do you recall that line of examination?

A Yes, sir.
8

9 Q I t hink you said at least twice that the welding

_. 10
inspector has to know the type of connection detail that is

I i
'\ -'/ supposed to be present so he can do his weld inspections; is11

12= that correct?

13 A Yes, sir.

14 Q It's a fact, is it not, that is a necessary part

15 of the training of a weld inspector? He has to be able to

16 recognize the different kinds of connection details, doesn't |

17 he?

18 A Yes, sir.
|

|

19 Q And so when he is certified as a weld inspector, ;

n
20 that certification necessarily indicates that he can

I )i |'w |

21 satisfactorily identify a particular type of connection f
,s
( Ix_j 22 detail; correct?

i

i

i

1
-
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1 A Yes, sir.

2 Q So when a welding inspector is certified, he is

3 certified as a certified observer of connection details of

4 welds? That's kind o f a facetious description of what his

5 skills are, but that's accu" ate, isn't it?

6 A Yes, sir, I think that's fairly accurate.

7 0 I believe that Ms. Whicher also asked questions

x

8 about programmatic weaknesses. Those were words that I used

9 initially. Let me just go back to the item of noncompliance

_ 10 that we discussed, which was the improper dispositioning of

( )' '
11 one Hatfield DR in cable overtensioning. Do you recall'

12 t ha t discussion this morning?

13 A Yes, sir.

14 Q And I believe you said you would categorize that

15 as an isolated i n s t a n c e', rather chan a programmatic weakness;
,

,16 is that right?

17 A Yes. sir.

18 Q Do you have to have a trend analysis to figure

19 that out?

_

) 20 A fio , sir. That's what I had indicated to Ms.
v

21 Whicher. A trend analysis will help you identify a

,/ 22' programmatic weakness, but it is not requi red.
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1
0 And I think you said in response to a cuestion

_-

2 from her that the Note 47 item of noncompliance, the

3 Severity Level V in Inspection Report 84-27 --

4 A Yes, sir.

5 0 -- that this was a form of programmatic weakness,

6 and I think you said also that there were gradations of

7 programmatic weaknesses. Have I characterized your testimony

8 accurately, first of all?

9 A Yes, sir, you did.

- 10 0 What did you mean by saying that there were

''
11 gradations of programmatic weaknesses?

12 A For example, that was a programmatic weakness in

13 one area. You can have a programmatic weakness throughout

14 the program in that basically then if we found one through
1

15 a program, you would end up with a citation under, say,

16 Criterion 2, a breakdown in the quality progran.

17 Now, there I would categorize that as a --
|

| forgetting NRC severity levels, now, but I would categorize18

19 that as say a Severity Level I.

[ 20 Q That would be pretty serious, in other words?,

21 A Pretty serious, yes, sir.

| 22 C And I take it that the Note 47 issue in terms of a
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'^'
; 1 orogrammatic weakness is not serious; is that a fair

'
'

2 characteri7ation of it?

~3'' A No, sir; I wouldn't consider that serious,

4 'primarily fro'm the respect that 1: 's -- there you are looking

5 at going ,back and installing cable trays for the worst

6 situations, assuming no cable tray fires and this type

7 t hin9 If that would have been identified downstream, even

8 after fuel loading, et cetere, it's.something we can go back

9 in and you can do a fix on it, withc'ut any major modifications,

_ 10 if you will. Or where you've endangered t he plant to a great

( )
''

ij extent.

12 Q In terms of the programmatic significance, though,
1
1

13 of the issue, you wouldn't refer to this as a widesp ead -- |

14 well, you said forgetting NRC severity levels, you described
<,,

15 one that would be a Severity Level I. Where would you put |
< ,

16 this one?'

'

17 A On a one te 10 basis, probably about an 8 or a 9.
{

.' 18 Q Now. Ms. Whicher-al,so examined you about -- I.

7 .

,

19 think she .haracterized them as possible improvements in

[ 'T 20 the quality, control inspector reinspection program. Do you,

| '

:

21 remember that line? And you said one way of improving it<

,Q
;,

) 22 was to have, I think, 100: percent reinspection. Did I
I
t

,,

I

/

i
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j accurately characterize your testimony?--

2' A Yes, sir.

3. Q Okay. -Quite apart from any knowledge of

4 statistics, just as a matter of your judgment.as an

5 experi,' aced-inspector,.do you believe that the number of

6 inspectors that eas looked at in the inspection program

7 should have been more than it was?

8 A- No, sir. ~And to clarify that a little bit, I

9 would base that again cn, if you will, my' experience of

10 the Byron site-and on the reinspection of Hatfield, or the

11 inspection of Hatfield.

.._,:.

12' Q In o t'h e r words, as you sit here today, you have'a

.13 pretty warm feelingLabout t h'e ; w a y , H a t f i e ld has performed?

14 A Overall,-yes, sir.- Again,-minor weaknesses.
,

'

15 MR. PATON: In some case that I read just --

16 MR. MILLER: what, tne warm veeling test?

17 (Laughter.)

18 MR. PATON: Ye s, t he warm feeling test.
,

- 19 MR. MILLER: I just want to make sure the witness

-( ) M and I have a warm feeling. We'll worry about explaining it

21 to the Licensing Board at some other point.

b)(_ 22 MR. PATON: All right.

I
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(~^ j (Laughter.)
-

2 BY MR. MILLER:

3 Q You were examined regarding Mr. Hansing and Mr.

4 Dellabetta. Do you recall?

5 A Yes, sir.

6 0 Mr. Dellabetta is identified as Commenwealth

7 Edison electrical quality assurance engineer. Do you know

8 how long he's been on the Byron site?

9 A No, si r, I don't.

_ 10 Q Now I'm not sure I caught the ouestion and answer,, . ,

I i

11 so if I'm repeating some questions Ms. Whicher has asked,

12 forgive me, but you were informed that on the May 11th, 1984

13 telephone call that Commonwealth Edison Company had in fact

14 performed an audit of the subject reinspection program in

15 June 1983, and had a concern with Memo 295. That's in the

1

16 inspection report.
|

17 Do y remember which individual from Commonwealth

18 Edison Company made at representation to you?

19 A Do I mention the names of the personnel contacted

/m
' i 20 there? |

21 0 It just says Binder, Bergner and others of the
,,

( 22 CECO PCD and QA of the Byron site organization.
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ry j <A Reading'this, I believe it was Mr. Bergner, in
N_/.(

h,
2 that I'made'the. statement following that, that Mr. Bergner

3 did|not elaborate on this concern.

4 Q =0kay. Did Mr. Bergner or anyone else from

r .- '4
.

5 Commonwealth Edi,s'on_; indicate;to you,that| Commonwealth Edison'

j

6 _ qua li t y a s su ran c e .i_n ' J une o f' 1983 had di re c t ed that Pemo 295' -

- x, 9

7 be cancelled?'
,

, ;- ,

8 A To the best'of^my knowledge, I don't know that
N

9 the direction was-g1ven.by QA or by Construction to cancel it.
.

'
10 Q Have you had an opportunity to'look at the

.,

11 Commonwealth Edison C'ompany audit that's referred to on pageN-'

,

12 7 of Exhibit 5?

4

13 'A No, sir, I have not.

14 Oh, wait a minute. Page 7?

| ~15 Q Yes. This audit that's referred to.
.

f-
16 A Of June '83? No, sir, as indicated earlier, I''

i

17 have not been back on the site since May 4th.

i

. 18 Q Mr. Love, is there a regulatory requirem t

i 19 that-Commonwealth Edison's quality assurance departm t

() M should have conducted an audit or surveillance of this

t-
!' 21' activity?

) A Here again, I think everyone has their22'

;

J

V

- . - . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ - . r- - _ . .
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1 interpretation of the criterion, I believe it's 18, on audits.
_

2 I don't recall seeing a n y t h i n~g in writing, but in ny opinion,

3 an audit should have been performed in that area.

4 Q Okay. In any event, you didn't assess an item

5 of noncompliance under Criterion 18 to Commonwealth Edison?

6 A No, sir.

7 Q And that's because it i s subj ect to interpretation?
m

8 A Yes, sir.

9 Q Is it sometimes the case that a Licensee's

_ 10 quality assurance department will wait until a corrective
,

11 action is completed before conducting an audit?--

12 A Here agair., on personal experience, I find that

13 that happens, if you sill, on a short-term item of non-

14 compliance, something that's, say, going to be closed within

|
15 a month, two months, something to this effect, where they '

16 audit the corrective act!an.

17 0 You had a long conversation or a long question
I
|

18 and answer session with Ms. Whicher on the removal of fire- )
I

19 proofing. Are you aware, Mr. Love, that even though Memo 295 '

I") 20 authorized the acceptance of connection details based on a

21 weld traveler, that there was at least one Hatfield

) inspector who directed that fireproofing be removed for all
'

22

|
_ _ _ _ ___
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y hangers that he was reinspecting?'

--

2 A Yes, sir. I believe that was in two different

3 areas.

4 Q Do you know how many hangers he directed the

5 fireproofing be removed from?

6 A No, sir, I do not.

7 Q Do you know the name of that Hatfield inspector?

8 A I think it was Steve Hubler, but I wouldn't swear

9 to it.

10 Q What, if anything, does that indicate to you
,_

-' )

11 about the attitude towards quality of the Hatfield inspectors?

12 A Of that individual -- I guess I'd have to give

13 him an "atta boy."

14 (Laughter.)

15 Q Care to draw any inferences about the total

16 population of Hatfield inspectors from'the sample of one?

17 (Laughter.)

18 When you say you'd give him an "atta boy," that's

19 the way he should be conductina himself, right, as far as

[) 20 you are concerned?

21 A Yes, sir. But you have to understand the

22 circumstances. As you probably know, those inspections that
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r")' j were performed as a result of.that fireproof' removal at that
.v

2 Level II's direction was not formally documented, and in

3 discussions with the individual inspector, that the reasoning

4 _-that it was not documented is t h a t rue basically went against

5 the direction of his QC manager when he performed that opera-

6 tion.

7- Q And that was the direction.of'his manager as

8 expressed in Memo 295; correct? , [

9 A The. manager at that ti me, ye s,.;si r.

~

..

. 10 .Q Ye , Mr. Buchanan.

11 F i n a l l y ', y o u were. asked abou't the initiation of--

12 the 50.55(e) report on the butt splicing issue, and I think

13 you said that Commonwealth Edison's response to NRC --

14 was.that you, sir, as to whether or not they were going to

15 initiate a 50.55(e)?

16 A I believe that was Mr. Williams that brought up

17 in that conversation, "Have you considered" you, CECO ----

18. " considered a 50.55(e) or potential 50.55(e) on this item?"

19 MR. MILLER: I have no further questions.

( T .11. 20 MR. PATON: I would like the record to show that

-21 I am now supplying to the parties the documents that I

22 previously described. I am now providing to each party a
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1 document that I prtyiously described as 82-05, Book No. 1.
g-

2 I am now handing to the Intervenors and to the

3 1 Applicant a copy of the ddcument that I previously described

4 as 82-05, Book No. 2.

5 I am now supplying to Intervenors and t i.e

6 Applicant a copy of a file that I previously described as

7 82-05-19 Reinspection Program Audits.

8 Now, in addition, I would like to discuss six or

9 seven documents tha; the parties indicated they wanted copies

10 of.,,

l'
bu. 11 These documents were produced by Mr. Love out of

12 his files, and they are documents on which he had written,

13 and these have been provided to Intervenors and the Applicant.

14 Now, my recollection is that when Mr. Love

15 descri bed eac h of these documents previously, we were off

16 the record. I don't care, it's up to you whether or not you
1

17 want to go on the record and have him again describa these

18 documents.

1

19 MS. WHICHER: I don't have any need to do that. l

( '; 20 MR. MILLER: No.

21 MR. WILCOVE: I have a list of documents from
,m

22 Mr. Little's file. I will ask the Intervenors and the'

|

I
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r'} q Applicant to go through and i f there a re any documents they
(_/

2 'see'on this list that they either know or think that they

3 might not have, then we can have copies made.

4 MS. WHICHER: .You'll have those copies available

5 for us tomorrow before Mr. Little's deposition?

6 MR. WILCOVE: I think we should be able to. If

7 you can let me know first thing in the morning, we should

8 be able to have copies made. I think Mr. Little did indicate

9 that he had a few more things to check, so there might be a

39 f ew more document sit hat will be added.

*-
11 MR. MILLER: A Cunninghar-to-Denton letter?

12 (Discussion off the record.)

13 MS. WHICHER: I'd like to have this marked Love

- 14 Exhibit 13.

15 (The document referred to was

16 marked Love Depo. Exhibit No. 13

17 for identification.)

18 R E- E X A MI N A T'I O N

19 BY MS. WHICHER:

() 20 Q Mr. Love, I'm handing you what the reporter is

21 marking Love Exhibit 13, and asking you if you can tell me

22 what this i s, please. And if you have ever seen it before.

, -
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j'Sy j A Yes, ma'am, I prepared.the first portion of it,
%)

2 and here again, as was indicated, I have no background on

3 statistical analysis, and my question was to my. management,

4 based on-th'e number of defects obt of the number of welds

5_ that was inspected. And my question to my management, if

6 you will,.was can we. justify 100 percent reinspection of welds

y as not. required?

8 Q Did you receive an' answer?

? A Yes, ma'am. Mr. Williams and I discussed it,

10 and as indicated in the answer there, that to-summarize it,

,

,.
.

11 if you will, that 'peop le f k nb wledg ea ble ri n that area would'-

12 Look at it and evaluate"'it technically and s ta t i st i c a lly,
~

13 and Mr. Ward,'I believe, among'others, was involved in the

14 technical evaluation of it. Statisticatwise, I can't answer

15 who evaluated it.

16 -Q This was signed also by Mr. Williams and Mr.

17 Little; .i s t ha t c o r r e'c t ?

18 A Yes, ma'am.

19 Q Okay. Is it fair to characterize this as your

n.s M raising a concern on your part, Mr. Love?
m

21 A Would you rephrase that there again, now?

' ''
- Q Is it fair to characterize this as raising a' ;{2
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:

i concern on your part, Mr. Love?
x

2 A Again it was an area that I have no knowledge in,

3 nd I was just asking a question of my management. It could

4 be a concern, or it could not. That was, if you will, their

5 deci sion.

6 0 Were you asked to fill this out?

7 A The inspector evaluation?

8 0 Yes.

9 A This is -- at this time I think it was a voluntary

10 program. If you had some concerns, if the inspector had a
,-

,

''
11 concern that you wanted to pass up to management, this was a

12 form that would get you there.

13 Q Mr. Love, looking at the Part 4 of this exhibit,

14 where it says " Supervision," do you recognize the handwriting-

15 that appears in that box, and do you know whether that is

16 the handwriting of two different people, or one person, a'nd
.

17 who wrote that?

18 A The first two lines appears to be Mr. Witliams'

19 handwriting, and from the initials at the bottom,0f the

'l 20 remainder, I would say that was Mr. Little's h,a'n d w r i t i n g .
,

'
'

21 Q Okay. Thank you.

'

22 MS. WHICHER: I have no more obestions.
/

J



, .- . . - . . -. - - . . . ~ .- - . - - . - . .

'7& L-

I
'

e
,

,

'

194

- g
.

.

,

'

.

p (~} j RE - EX A M~I NA T I ON
-\_/.

4 ,

' /2 BY MR.~. MILLER:
' -

., j

3 Q Just so the record i s clear, could you read
,

| ~ into the record what appears in Box 4?4

i 5 A You're speaking to me?
,

#

j: .6 'O / Yes, sir. Please. The first two lines you said
i '
a

7: were Mr.,' Williams'.!
,

|
'

' MR..PATON: C o u l'd 'I ask, Mike, you want him to8 ,/t

9 read /all the writing in there?

i
'

.

MR. MILLER: Yes.10 -

11 ,' MS. WHICHER: It's an exhibit, Mike. I don't
/

12 ! think it's necesscry.
'

r

. 13 MR. PATON: I'm notogoing to object. I'm just

| not'sure.why you're doing that.14

I

15 MS. WHICHER: I just think it's unnecessary.

16 BY MR. MILLER:

- -

17 Q Would you agree that the last word on the first
/

,/ 18 line'is " pursue"?
S'

19 A- I would say right offhand it says, "I don't know,

() M but we will pursue technically and statistically."

21 Q- Okay. Who are -- the next line, NHPS, are those

22 the four letters that are there?
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, j :MR.~PATON: Mike, I don't have any trouble._ If
t ' (''N -

-

i _
)

; -

I"~ 2 you-have_a purpose.with him reading it, it's fine with me. ,

3 -You apparently have a purpose. That's fine with me.f-
.

4 MR. M ILLER: I just want to know what it means.

.5 BY MR. MILLER:-

6 Q Do you know?

right off the top of7 A Oh, that i s t he initials --

, 8 my head I don't know what it stands for, but that is the
!

( 9 group that Mr. Ward is in, - f o r example, in the plant systems

10 section,.and that is the other group that Mr. Ward works

11 for, who Mr. Danielson is the section c hi e f .

-12- Q I take it that this was sent back to you with

13 Block 4 filled in by Mr. Williams and Mr. Little; is that
.

'

14 right? _

'

15 A As routine, yes, sir, I'd s a y.f i t was.
_

16 Q Did they discuss it with you orally at all?

17. A Mr. W i l l'i a m's d'i d, yes.

I

18 Q Did he say anything in substance that is in

19 addition to ~ what appears in the Box 4?

() M A I remember the discussion, but I can't tell you

21 what all went on at that time.

22 MR. MILLER: Okay, no further questions.

. ;
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p i Mr. Love, you have been very patient with all of
%..)

2 us. Thank you.

3 (Whereupon, at 4:50 p.m., the deposition

4 was concluded.)

5

- %:- M
7 E/^' S. LVpt

8

9 STATE OF ILLIN0IS :

10 COUNTY OF D o PA o c :m

G jj

Subscribed and sworn to bc? ore me by the said
12

RAY S. LOVE on this the /0 day of ,1984.
13

14 NdA
Notary Pubi'c '

15

My Commission Expires: k /N8hj

17

18

19

t 20

21

O
N-) 22
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/~'y j STATE OF MARYLAND :
\ ;

_

2 COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY:

3
I, AN N RILEY, a Notary Public in and for the

4
County of Montgomery, State of Maryland, do hereby ce rti f y

5
that I reported the deposition of RAY S. LOVE.

6

7 I further certify that the foregoing 196 pages

8 contain a true and accurate transcription of the testimony

9 given by said witness.

10r

(s) I further certify that the transcription was done
(_ '

jj

either by me or under my personal supervision.
12

13 I further certify that I have no interest,

14 financial or otherwise, in the outcome of this litigation.

15

Given under my hand and seat of office this 24th

16

day of June, 1984.
37 ..

18

Ann Riley
19

My Commission Expires:

( )' 20
\'

- July 1, 1986
21

(~'g
~

22V -|
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i MAY 311993 -

.

D5cketNo.50-454 ' ~ --

.

Commonwealth Edison Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. R. S. Love
of this office on March 21-25, and April 4-8, 1983, of activities at Byron
Station authorized by NRC Construction Permit No. CPPR-130 and to the
discussion of our findings with Mr. G. Sorensen at the conclusion of the

,

igspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective[q examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and-

interviews with personnel.

During this inspection,.certain of vour activities appeared to be in non-
compliance with NRC requirements, as specified in the enclosed Appendix.
A written response is required. 'Information gathered in this inspection
indicates that the use of interim lead auditors who are not certifiable per
ANSI 45.2.23 may be common practice at CECO construction sites. Please
include in your response to the item of noncompliance a discussion of the
extent of this practice at all CECO sites, including steps being taken to
remedy the problem. Also, include in your response the steps you plan to
take to assure that audits conducted by non-certifiable lead auditors were
properly conducted.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure (s)
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of
tite date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the re-
~quirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within
tee specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter, the enblosure(s), and
jourresponsetothisletterwillbeplacedinthePublicDocume}tRoom.

^:
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Commonwealth Edison Company g 31 E83
N.]

|.?
The responses directed by this letter (and the accompanying Noti]ce) are
not subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Manageinent and
B0dget as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL ,96-511.

.

5_ewillgladlydiscussanyquestionsyouhaveconcernin'gthisinspection.
. . .

_

Sincerely, '

/ .

W. S. Little, Chief
Engineering Branch II

,

Enclosures:
1. Appendix, Notice

of Violation
2. Inspection Report .

s . No. 50-454/83-16(DE)

cc w/encls:>

Og D. L. Farrar, Director

V of Nuclear Licensing
V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager
Gunner Sorensen, Site Project

Superintendent
R. E. Querio, Station

Superintendent
DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII Byron
Resident Inspector, RIII

Braidwood
Philip L. Willman, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Control Division

Reed Neuman, Esq., Assistant
Attorney General

Ms. Jane M. Whicher
Diane Chavez, DAARE/ SAFE

.

! . _ ~

,
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'
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|
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1
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i
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., ?
NOTICE OF VIOLATION };

. .

G :.
Commonwealth Edison Company Docket No. 50-454

.

-

. .

s a result of the inspection conducted on March 21-25, and April 4-8, 1983, and

in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9, 1982), the
following violation was identified:

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion II, restes, in part, "The program shall provide
for indoctrination and training of pc..onnel performing ac:ivities affecting
quality as necessary to si,sure that suitable proficiency 19 achieved and main-
tained."

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECO) le tter, L. O. De1 George to D. G. Eisenhut,
U.S. NRC, Director, Division of Licensing, dated August 17, 1981, affirmed CECO
commitment to Regulatory Guide 1.146, August 1980 and ANSI N45.2.23-1978 as
required by Generic Letter 82-01.'

.

._

ANSI N45.2.23-1978, paragraph 2.3, states, "An individual shall meet the re-
quirements of paragraphs 2.3.1 through 2.3.5 prior to being designated a lead
auditor."

a
ANSI N45.2.23-1978, paragraph 2.3.1, states, in part, " Education and Experience.
The prospective lead auditor shall have verifiable evidence that a minimum of
ten (10) credits under the following scoring system have been accumulated.
Education (4 credit maximum). Experience ( 9 points maximum). Other credent-
ials of professional competence (2 credit maximum). Rights of Management (2
points maximum).

Contrary to the above, the Commonwealth Edison Company Quality Assurance Lead
Auditor performing the Power-Azco-Pope audit was not adequately qualified
and/or trained to perform lead auditor functions. Details of apparent non-
compliance to the above requirements are delineated in paragraph 3.A.(1) of
the attached report.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to this
affice within thirty days of the date of this Notice a written statement or

_ explanation in reply, including for each item of noncompliance: (1) corrective
action taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective action to_be taken to
avoid further noncompliance; and (3) the date when full compliapee will be
achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your respons_e_. time for good

,

cause shown. .,

I

C) #f 27 /M3 /# O'

DatejV/ / W. S. Lit'tle , /,hief
'

Engineering Branch IIy -

|
i

-- -- - - - _ _ .-- _ . . - - _ _ _ . _ . , , . . _ _ . , . - . . _ , . , _ . _ _ , . _ ,
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/3 U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

(v)
REGION III ..>; '

.-
.

, Report No. 50-454/83-16(DE) y',

^~ Docket No. 50-454 -
-

,
. . License No. CPPR-130

_

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Ccapany
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Facility Name: Byron Station, Unit 1

Inspection At: Byron Site, Byron, IL

Inspection Conducted: March 21-25 and April 4-8, 1983.

Inspector ' /, ,_._,,

/- Y '

.

; Approved By- . C. Williams, Chief IM/ 3
~ Plant Systems Section ''

Inspection Summary

Inspection on March 21-25 and April 4-8, 1983 (Report No. 50-454/83-16(DE))
Areas Inspected: Review of licensee action on previously identified items.
Reviewed installation of instrument sensing lines, installation and term-
ination of instrumentation cables, and the review of associated procedures
and records. This inspection involved a total of 69 inspection-hours by one
NRC inspector.
Results: In the areas inspected, one potential item of noncompliance was
identified. The licensee faile.1 to assure that CECO lead auditors were
properly qualified and certified (Paragraph 3.A.(1)).

!

| ~~:

*
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DETAILS,

1. Persons Contacted
.

i Commonwealth Edison Company (Ceco) j.
..

,r #*G. Sorensen, PCD Construction Superintendent
- #*R. Tuetkon, PCD Assistant Construction Superintendent

*J. T. Westermeier, PED Project Engineer
*M. A. Stanish, QA Superintendent

#*R. B. Klingler, Staff As u stant
*P. T. Myrda, QA Supervisor,.

~

#*R. A. Westberg, QA Engineer
*A. J. Rosenbach, QA Inspector
*F. A. Mazzini, QA Engineer
*H. E. Lohmann, PCD Mechanical Supervisor

# K. J. Hansing, QA Supervisor
4 # E. Sager, Field Engineer

# J. Binder, Project Electrical Supervisor
R. G. Gruber, QA Engineer;

.

s - Power-Azco-Pope (PAP)

R. P. Larkin, QA Manager
R. C. Schulz, Project Manager

O *D. M. Nelson, QC Supervisor
*M. C. Donohoe, Engineering Manager

Hatfield Electric Company (HECo)

T. Hill, QA/QC Manager
J. D. Spangler, Lead Welding Inspector (PTL),

; R. Quias, Welding Inspector (PTL)
) G. A. Cason, QC Lead Inspector (PTL)

Westinghouse

*M. D. Pitlyuk, Manager
*G. L. Laughlin, Engineer

i The inspector also contacted and interviewed other licensee and con-
tractor personnel during this reporting period.

'.

_ * Denotes those present at the exit interview on March 25, 1983.-

# Denotes those present at the exit interview on April 8,_1983._.
_

~'2. Action on Previously Identified Items _).
.

~

(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/80-25-13): This item perthined to the
failure to apply hold tag on items identified on Ceco Nonconformance
Report (NCR) F-529. This NCR identified the fact that the cable tray

_

2

__ _ _ _ - - _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . - _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ ..___ _
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I stiffener welds did not meet the requirements of AWS DI.1 and the'

purchase order specifications. Weld profile maps were prepared on cable
tray stiffner welds that did not meet the acceptance critefla. The
design engineer, Sargent and Lundy (S&L), performed an analysis on the

. identified weld and with a few exceptions, found that the~ welds met the
O design intent. The welds that did not meet the design int'ent were

repaired by the electrical contractor. Paragraphs 3.10.3.2.2.a.1 of the-

'

.- FSAR was revised by Amendment 41, February.1983, to state, " Deviations
-

from the AWS requirements for specific weldments are made on the basic
,

of design calculations." This item is closed.:

(CLOSED) Unresolved Item (50-454/81-16-03; 50-455/81-12-03): Hatfield
procedures did not address methods to verify that maximum cable pullinx ;

tension had not been exceeded when small cables were pulled. S&L '

drawing 6E-0-3000B, Sheets 1 thru 5, and Hatfield Procedure No. 10 were |

revised to address the required precautions to be taken when small cables
are pulled. This ites is closed.

(CLOSED) Unresolved Ites (50-454/81-1o-04; 50-455/81-12-04): This item
identified that the safety-related switches, instruments, recorders,
etc., ir'. the main control room were not distinctly identified as being
in the protection system. Paragraph 8.3.1.3.3 of the FSAR identifies the
fact that the switches, instruments, records, etc. in the main control

' "

room would not be color-codes to identify the items as being in the
protective system. .This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/82-05-09b; 50-455/82-04-09b): This item
identified that HECo procedure number 6 did not address corrective action
to prevent recurrence when a nonconformance or deviation was identified.
Procedure 6, Revision 11, dated October 9,1982, now addresses correctiveJ

action to prevent recurrence. A review of HECo NCRs indicates that the
procedure is being implemented. This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/82-05-09c; 50-455/82-04-09c): This item
identified that HEco procedures did not address the precautions to be
taken to prevent exceeding maximum cable sidewall pressure during cable
installation. Also, this procedure did not address cable rework. HECo
Procedure 10, Revision 19, dated February 14, 1983, satisfactorly
addresses cable rework and steps to be taken so as not to exceed cable

; sidewall pressure. This item is closed.

I (CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/82-05-11d; 50-455/82-04-11d): This item
j identifies that PAP procedure QC-4 did not address corrective action to
! prevent recurrence when a nonconforming conditio:i was identified. PAP..

! - .' Procedure QC-4, Revision 10, dated Sp.tember 21, 1982, satisfactorly
addresses corrective action to prevent recurrence. This item is closed.|

--

;
'

-..
j

(CLOSED) Open Item (50/454/82-05-12; 50-455/83-04-12): This item identi- .,

fied that CECO NCRs were remaining open for an extended period of time. |
| A review of the identified NCRs indicates that a concerted effort has

been made to implement the disposition and close these NCRs. The Ceco
PCD Staff Assistant is implementing a tracking system to expedite the ;

4 closure of NCRs. This ites is closed.
. _ _ .

1 3 |
- - _ - . . - - - . _ _ . - . - - - . - . - _ _ _ _ _ _ . - - . - - -1
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f (CLOSED) Noncompliance (50/454/82-05-13; 50/455/82-04-13): This item
identified that NCRs were being improperly closed / voided by CECO and
HEco. Improperly closed / voided NCRs were reopened by prepaying a new

-

NCR. These NCRs were then properly closed and procedure were revised

d.,
so as to mitigate the possibility of this situation re-oc6uring. This
item is closed. .1

- (CLOSED) Open Item (50-454/82-05-15; 50-455/82,-04-15): This item identi-
fled that there was not a procedure inplace that addressed the installa-

-

tion of covers on cable tray and risers. HEco Procedure 9C, Revision 1,
was prepared to address the installation of cable tray and riser covers ;

|in accordance with S&L drawings. This item is closed.
i

(CLOSED) Unresolved Item (50-454/82-05-16; 50-455/82-04-16): This item
identified that HECo procedure 9E did not meet the requirements of
IEEE-384 as relating to marking of cable tray risers. Procedure 9E,
Revision 10, Paragraph 5.3.1, now requires risers to be identified every j
15'. This is in accordance with IEEE-384. Inspection Reports for the

1

1

retro-fit of riser markers were reviewed by the inspector. This item is !closed.
'

1

(CLOSED) Unresolved Item (50-454/82-17-01; 50-455/82-12-01): This item -
. . . identified the possibility of QC inspectors inspecting items that they

had installed or worked on. Hunter, HECo, and PAP are utilizing craf t
|personnel as QC inspectors. These contractors reviewed their records

n and determined that no QC inspector had final inspected his own work.
1Q This item is closed,

i 3. Functional or Program Areas Inspected

A. Powers-Azco-Pope (PAP)

(1) The Region III inspector reviewed the last three CECO audits
of PAP, (PAP is the licensee's non-electrical instrumentation,

t

installation contractor). These audits were conducted on! June 8 thru 10, 1982, December 15 thru 21, 1982, and
: February 1 thru 4, 1983. The findings and concerns identified
I

during the audits were corrected by PAP.

During the review of CECO audit reports, the Region III it.. pector
observed that the CECO lead auditor that performed the PAP
audit was classified as an Interim Lead Auditor. The auditor's
qualification and certification records contained a letter from

_ the Byron Station Quality Assurance Superintendent to the CECO_,

, Manager, Quality Assurance. This letter (BY8067, August 24,_,

1982) was a request for Interim Lead Auditor Certification for_.

the subject auditor. However, the letter indic ded that the,'

lead auditor candidate, based on education, expetience, ete,...,

had accumulated eight (8) points to date. This is less than>

the minimum of 10 credit points specified by ANSI N45.2.23-1978.
Morcover, an approved procedure allowing the use of Icad auditors'

who do not meet the minimum requirements of the referenced code

_

4
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p was not available. This letter received the concurrence of the
V CECO Manager, Quality Assurance on August 26, 1982.

Interim Lead Auditor Certification is not addresse in the
,

CECO Quality Assurance Manual, CECO Topical RepoEt (CE-1-A),
c- nor in ANSI N45.2.23-1978. CECO letter, L. 0..DelGeorge to

D. G. Eisenhut, U.S. NRC, Director, Division of Licensing,.

,- dated August 17, 198~, affirmed Ceco commitment to Regulatory*

Guide 1.146, August 1980 and ANSI N45.2.23-1978 as required-

by Generic Letter 81-01.

During interviews with Byron Station Quality Assurance personnel,
including site Quality Assurance Superintendent, the Region
III inspector was informed that it has been standard practice
within CECO to certify an individual as an Interim Lead Auditor
when he/she does not meet the qualifications of a Lead Auditor.

The licensee was informed that failure to assure that Lead
Auditors were trained, qualified, and certified in accordance
with the Ceco Quality Program and ANSI N45.2.231978, was an
item of noncompliance in accordance with criterion II of to CFR
50, Appendix B (50-454/83-16-01). ,

.

(2) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector reviewed
three CECO Material Receiving Reports (MRR) for material to be

p installed in the safety-related instrumentation system by PAP.
U Following are the results of this review:

(a) MRR-50225 was for 3/8" x 1/2" U-bolts. The original
purchase order stated that three U-bolts were to be manu-
factured to the ASME Code, Section III, Subsections
NF-2130 and NF-2150, 1974 edition through summer 1975
Addenda. The Code edition and addenda was revised (Ceco
letter to Elcen Metal Products Company, December 12, 1979)
to read, 1977 edition through summer 1977 addenda. Certi-
ficate of Conformance, September 2, 1980, stated that the
3/8" x 1/2", SA-36, Batch / Lot No. A000812A, U-bolts meet
the requirements of Subsection NF of the 1977 ASME Code
through 1977 addenda.

(b) MRR-50554 was for 81 safety-related pressure gauges per
Purchase Order 247695. Certificate of Conformance,
July 10, 1981, was in the documentation package. Enginecr-

.
ing qualification tests (environmental, radiation, seismir,

- .. etc.) have been submitted to Sargent & Lundy for their
evaluation and approval. ,

-.

.
~'

(c) MRR-52904 was for 3 safety-related Rosemouht 1153 pressure
transmitters per Puschase Order 261620. Ccytificate of
Conformance, September 21, 1982, was in the documentation
package. Preliminary qualification test data to the re-,

quirements of IEEE-323 and IEEE-344 has been submitted to

.- .

5

. .
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CECO. This data indicates that the pressure transmitter
d

will qualify to the requirements of IEEE-323,and IEEE-344.
Final test data is being prepared by Wyle Laboratories.

~

No items of noncompliance were identified in this area...

5
,

(3) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector revie"ed~-

.-| the following PAP procedures: --
,.

FP-1, Document and Drawing Control, Revision 5.

FP-2, Control of Procurement and Requesitioning of.

Material and Services, Revision 9
FP-4, Material Storage, Revision 6.

FP-5, Weld Filler Material Control, Revision 10.

FP-12, Cold Bending of Pipe and Tube, Revision 6.

FP-13, Nanger Installation and Control, Revision 9.

FP-16, Identification and . Marking of Pipe and Components,.

Revision 8

The above listed procedures appeared to be adequate.

(4) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector reviewed *
"- the installation of the instrument sensing lines for the

following instruments:

p (a) 1 FT-0434 - Loop "C" flow, instrument mounted on panel,

\_/ IPL66J, located in the Containment Building at 377'
elevation between Radius 1 and 2. The instrument

; sensing lines were installed in accordance with drawings
!

T4-1FT-0434, Sheets 1, 2, and 3 and were identified in
accordance with Field Change Request (FCR) 15437. This'

FCR modified specification F-2906. The installation and
seprration appeared to be adequate.

(b) 1 LT-548 and 1 LT-549 - Redundant level transmitters for
Steam Generator No. 4. During a walk down of the sensing
lines for these instruments, the Region III inspector
observed that there was only a 2" separation (18" required)
between the sensing lines near hangers ILT548H135-12 and
ILT549H136-7. The licensee's instrumentation installa-
tion contractor (PAP) prepared Fabrication / Installation
Surveillance Report No. 992, March 24, 1983, to document
the separation violation identified by the NRC.

..

_' In accordance with FCR-15437, the licensee has instituted
a program to identify instrument sensing lin,e separation-.

*
.

violations for Containment Building safety Yelated RPS_,

sensing lines: -i

h PAP prepares as-built drawing or the installation
and submits these drawings to Westinghouse Electric,

L Corporation-Nuclear Technology Division (WNTD) for4

review.
_

6
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2. Utilizing their computer system, WNTD reviews the
as-built drawings for separation violations.

..?
.

Violations are then analyzed on a case!by case basis
. to determine acceptability and/or provide recommended

5 resolutions. '- .

'

. To confirm that this method of' analysis will in fact
~ identify separation violations, the Region I.II inspector

requested that a computer run be made on the sensing lines
for instruments ILT-548 and ILT-549. Note the full
computer run for instrument sensing lines for Unit #1 is
scheduled for June 1983. The inspector also requested
that WNTD be provided the information on the separation
violation observed.

During the week of April 4-8, 1983, WNTD performed an
analysis on the subject sensing lines. This analysis
indicated a separation of 3", center to center, in the
same area identified by the Region III inspector.

Pending a review of the Unit #1 final separation analysis .
by WNTD, this item is open (50-454/83-16-02).--

(5) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector

O.
reviewed the installation and inspection documentation and
as-built drawings for the following instrument sensing lines:

(a) Pressurized level transmitter ILT-0460
Installation drawing T146-1LT-0460, Sheet 1 of 4,
Revision 5; Sheet 2 of 4, Revision 6; Sheet 3 of 4,
Revision 6; and Sheet 4 of 4, Revision 8.

As a result of a previously identified item of noncom-
pliance ("eference 454/82-05-19; 455/83-04-19), PAP has
instituted an extensive re-inspection program. During
a review of the sensing line installation records for
this instrument, it was observed that for Weld Numbers
1 thru 16, 8 of these welds were rejected during the
re-inspection. The original weld inspection was performed
en October 29, 1980 by Inspector "A". A review of
Inspector A's qualification records indicated that he had
been certified as a Level I weld inspector on November 1, '

1980, and a Level II weld inspector on November 15, 1980._,

Inspector "A" was terminated on July 8, 1981. It is the_,

Region III inspectors understanding, that, as a minimum, 1
_.

all accessible welds inspected by Inspector 4"A" through '

,,

April 1981 will be re-inspected. This understanding is
based on interviews with licensee and contractor personnel
and a review of the re-inspection program. "This re-inspec-
tion effort is being tracked by the item of noncomplianceO referenced above.

.

,
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Q .(b) Loop C flow transmitter IFT-0434
Q Installation drawing 74-1FT-0434, Sheet 1 of 3,

. Revision 4; Sheet 2 of 3 Revision 6; Sheet.3>of 3,'

,

Revision 3. *;
. ..

i 5.Duringareviewofthesensinglineinstallhtionrecords4

' "- for this instrument, it was observed that Inspector "A"..
'

.'? (Reference paragraph (5).a above) performed a visual_r
'

- ' inspection on 56 velds in this ' system in one day. Per'
; the re 'insppetion program, these welds are scheduled fori

, re-inspectiba. It was also observed that the Authorized,
' ~

, Nuclear Inspector (ANI) performed / observed one visual weld
' inspection and 6 liquid penetrant examinations (PT) on the

' , welds in this system. The re-inspection effort for this.

'system is being tracked by previously identified item of
acacompliance (Reference 454/82-05-19; 455/82-04-19).,

,

| (6) Summary of PAP Re-Inspection Effort, as of April 3, 1983.

( (a) As a minimum, the first three months of each certified
inspectors (21) work will be re-inspected. Depending
upon the reject rate as defined in the procedure, the .,

re-inspection for a given inspector's work may encompass--

an additional three months or longer.
i

(b) The initial scope (three months per inspector) of the|

j re-inspection effort has been defined.

(c) Approximately 25% of the re-inspection effort has been
completed. To date, April 3, 1983, 125 valid welding

| , rejects have been identified.
'

B. Hatfiel'd Electri Ccapany (HECo):

j '

j (l) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector veri-
fled the installation and termination of instrumenation cables,

{ frer instrument IFT0434, ILT0548, and ILT0549. This verifica-<

i tion consisted of a physical walkdown of the cables, inspection
j cf the terminatione, and a review of the associated records.

,
(a) Loop C flow transmitter IFT-0434 is mounted on instrument

| rack, IPL66J. Signal sent to Process I&C Protection
Channel 1, Cabinet 1, Panel IPA 01J.

-~
, .- 1_ . Cable IRC-723 - From transmitter IFT-0434 to junction

~

box IJB-428R. As of April 7,1983, this cable has_.

not been installed. ,}.

2. CableIRC-364-From1JB-428Rtoeleciyicalpenetration
E24-IS105E-lK1R. Cable type - ITV-PR -#16 (shielded),;

g 600 volt. Reel No. 02166-39. Installed December 4,
1980 to Revision A of the pull card. Cable routing

_

i 8
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(] is as follows: 1JB-428R, CIR-1303-1K1R, IJB-334R, |

U C1R-2301-1K1R, IJB-348R, CIR-2371-1K1R, IJB-623R,
CIR-4326-1K1R,1377U-1K1R,1359U-1K1R, tegninating
(inline splice) at electrical penetrati6n,'inside

d,
Containment Building. ,'

?
h Cable IRC-363 - From electrical penetratlon E24-IS105-~

-

IKIR to Panel 1PA01J. Cable type ITW-1R #16 (shicided),'

600 volt. Reel No. 02166-41. . Installed April 5,-

1981 to Revision B of the pull card. Cable routing
is as follows: inline splice at penetration,
1823D-1K1R, 1829D-1K1R, 1973D-1K1R, 1828D-1K1R,
1827D-1K1R, 1R319-1K1R, 11885F-1K1R, 11886F-1K1R,

; 11887F-1K1R, 11888F-1K1R, 11889F-1K1R, 11890F-1K1R,
: 11891F-1K1R, 1R401-1K1R, Panel IPA 01J.

This installation was in accordance with drawings, cable

pull card and S&I. Cable Tabulation printout.

(b) Steam Generator No. 4 level transmitter ILT-0548. Signal
to Process I&C Protection Channel 3, Cabinet 3, Panci
1PA03J.'

,

,_ -

1. Cable IFW-057 - From transmitter ILT-0548 to electrical
penetration E51-1S107E-1K3R. Cable type - ITV-PR #16

;

: (shielded), 600 volts. Reel No. 02166-69. Installed

October 21, 1982 to Revision B of the pull card.
,

Cable routing is as follows: 1LT-0548, CIR-4103-1K3R,
IJB074R, C1R-4104-1K3R, terminating at the penetra-
tion, inside containment.

L Cable IW-056 - From electrical penetration
E51-1S107E-1K3R to Panel IPA 03J. Cable Type
1TV-PR 316 (shielded), 600 volts. Reel No. 0216631.
Installed April 2, 1980 to Revision B of the pull;

J card. Cable routing is as follows: inline splice

at penetration, 1798J-1K3R, 1797J-1K3R, 1972J-1K3R,
* IC216D-1K3R, 11880A-1K3R, 11881A-1K3R, 11882A-1K3R,
11883A-1K3R, IR400-1K33, Panel IPA 03J, terminal block

,
' F, landing points 10, 11, and 12.

* L ere cable 1FW-056 enters conduit IC216D-1K1R, it
was observed that the cable jacket was damaged at

.
cable footage marker 4684. The shield wire was exposed

_- but did not appear to be damaged. The licensee's
,

electrical contractor, HEco, prepared NCR 597,-.

April 6, 1983, to document the damagedicable jacket.
, Also, during the labeling of conduits 1C216C and

_

IC216D, the markings were reversed on Voth ends of
these embedded conduits. Field Change . Request (FCR)
22863, April 7, 1983, was prepared to have this errorp corrected on the as-built drawing. This item is open'

-.

9 )
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pb pending a review of NCR 597 for proper closure and
review of FCR 22863 for appros.1 and correction
of as-built drawing (50-454/83-16-03). . .t

Except as coted, this installation was in a~c'cordance with
! drawings, pull cards, and S&L Cable Tabulation printout.

(c)
-

Steam Generator No. 4 level. transmitter ILT-0549. Signal,

to Process I&C Protection Channel 2, Cabinet 2, Panel
IPAG.J. -

h Cable IFW-049 - From transmitter ILT-0549, Rack
IPL57J, to electrical penetration E35-IS106E-1K2R.
Cable installed November 5, 1981, to Revision A of -

the pull card. Cable type - ITV-PR #16 (shielded),
600 volts. Reel No. 02166-46. Cable routing is as
follows: ILT-0549, CIR4478-1K2R, IJB088R, C1R5124-
IK2R, terminating at penetration, inside containment.

2. Cable IFW-049 - Fro::: electrical penetration E35-1S106E- |--

IK2R to Panel IPA 02J. Cable installed April 8, 1981
to Revision A of the pull card. Cable type ITW-PR .

#16, 600 volts. Reel No. 02166-41. Cable routing--

; is as follows: inline spli.:e at penetration,
( 11458H-1K2R, IR364-1K2R, 11467H-1K2R, 11485H-1K2R,

11464H-1K2R, 11418H-1K2R, 11417H-1K2R, 11620H-1K2R,O 11623H-1K2R, 11624H-1K2R, Panel IPA 02J, terminal block
J, landing points 22, 23, and 24.

This installation was in accordance with drawings,
pull cards, and S&L Cable Tabulation printout.

(2) Sumary of HEco Re-Inspection Effort as of April 3,1983.

(a) As a minimum, the first three months of 22 certified
inspectors work will be re-inspected. The 22 inspector
equals 1 in 5 of all inspectors employeed by HECo since
start of project. Depending upon the rejection rate as
defined in the procedure, ths re-inspection for a given
inspector's work may encompass an additional three months
or 100% of his/her work. In addition, the original sample
size of inspectors may be increased 50%.

:

-

(b) The initial scope (three months per inspector) of the_
_,

_- re-inspection effort has been defined._

(c) Approximately 5% of the inspection effort 15_s been completed.1

.

4. Status of Installation Effort '.[
.

Unit I li_n.i._t._2.

Cable tray installation 100% 98%
Conduit installation 90% 54%

10
.

Y *
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O Cable installation 80% 34%
Cable terminations 80% 30%
Equipment installation 100% ..90%
Instruments & sensing lines 98% j01%

$. Open Items . ,b,-
'

*

, . . 'Open items are matters, not otherwise categoriz,ed in the report, that need
.

-

_t
- to be followed up on in future inspections. Open items disclosed during

this inspection are discussed in paragraphs 3.A.(4).b and 3'.B.(1).b.2.

6. Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted under Persons ~

Contacted) on March 25 and April 8, 1983. The inspector summarized
the scope and findings of the inspection. The licensee representatives
acknowledged this information.

.
Sm -
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'O Comm:nwrith Edison*

.,,

= ) one First Nati$nal Ptara Chicago IInors1

-

GH7 Ad r ss R: ply to: Post Offica Box 767
CNcago. Ilhnois 60690

}
June 27, 1983

ty

.:
,

Mr. james G. Keppler, Regional Administrator *9
U.S.~ Nuclear Regulatory Commission - Region III. -

799 Roosevelt Road "
~ . . -

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137
-

Subject: Byron Generating Station Unit 1
Inspection Report No. 50-454/83-16

.

NRC Docket No. 50-454
;

Reference (a): May 31, 1983 letter W. S. Little |to Cordell Reed. -

Dear Mr. Keppler:

This letter is in response to the inspection conducted by Mr.*R.
S. Love on March 21-25, and April 4-8, 1983, of activities at Byron
Station. During that inspection certain activities were found to be in
noncompliance with NRC requirements. Commonwealth Edison's response to

O Attachment A to this letter.the Notice of Violation attached to reference (a) is provided in

To the best of my knowledge and belief the statements contained
herein and in the attachment are true and correct. In some respects
these statements are not based upon my personal knowledge but upon;

information furnished by other Commonwealth Edison employees. Such
information has been reviewed in accordance with Company practice and I
believe it to be reliable.

If you have any further questions or this matter, please direct
them to this office.

Very truly yours,

.

- =_ m y
- D. L. Farrar !_j Director of Nuclear Licensing

TRT/1.m-. .-
-

. . . -
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) ATTACHMENT A
| tz

.,

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION
,

.e ~
-

; .- *--

VIOLATION '

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion II, states, in part, "The program shall
provide for indoctrination and training of personnel performing activitiesi

offecting quality as necessary to assure that suitable proficiency is
achieved and maintaired."

1

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECO) letter, L. O. DelGeorge to D. G.
Eisenhut, U.S. NRC, Director, Division of Licensing, dated August 17,
1981, affirmed CECO commitment to Regulatory Guide 1.146, August 1980 andANSI N45.2.23-1978 as required by Generic Letter 81-01.

ANSI N45.2.23-1978, paragraph 2.3, states, "An individual shall meet the
requirements of paragraphs 2.3.1 through 2.3.5 prior to being designated,

a lead auditor."

ANSI N45.2.23-1978, paragraph 2.3.1, states, in part, " Education and'\ Experience. The prospective lead auditor shall have verifiable evidence(s /that a minimum of ten (10) credits under the following scoring system
have been accumulated. Education (4 credit maximum). Experience (9
points maximum). Other credentials of professional competence (2 credit
maximum). Rights of Management (2 points maximum).

Contrary to the above, the Commonwealth Edison Company Quality Assurance
Lead Auditor performing the Power-Azco-Pope audit was not adequatelyquall'ied and/or trained to perform lead auditor functions. Details ofcpparent noncompliance to the above requirements are delineated in '
paragraph 3. A.(1) of the attached report.

Response

The lead auditor's certification as an Interim Lead Auditor was :
i carefully and selectively established on the basis of demonstrated

|capabilities in the performance of his work, technical competence and
!maturi judgement , audits as an auditor, satisfactory completion of

traihing in auditing and non-destructive testing involving.MT/PT, RT, UT
cnd Vrsual Inspection, satisfactory participation in an AS.ME Survey,
servi ~ng as a knowledgeable instructor involving several welding and codes

i and standards training classas and proficient performance.in eight audits
including six as an auditor ( ANSI N45.2.23 requires a minimum of five (5)
for Lead Auditor.) This individual had eight points of the ten required(#1or certification. The only area in which the individual did not

y lpecifically meet ANSI N45.2.23 was the two year experience in Quality
. - _

'.@
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Assu[ancerequirement. He had approximately eighteen mon hs of QualityAss 0Tynce experience. This person is a graduate Welding Engineer and for
in co; des and standards.this reason was recruited and hired to provide expertise in welding andBecause he performed exceptionally well in
carrying out this type of assigned work, because he had expertise in
welding plus codes and standards and was a graduate Welding Engineer,
because he had more than adequately met all the technical requirements
and because he was required to carry out his auditing activities directly
under the supervision of a Quality Assurance Supervisor who was a Lead
Auditor, it was deemed acceptable to establish him as an Interim Lead
Auditor because it could be clearly demonstrated that the person had
experience, could perform the audit acceptably and did perform the vari-1

; ous interim lead auditur functions under the supervision of a qualifiedQuality Assurance Supervisor. Under the role of Interim Lead Auditor,
audit checklists and reports are required to be formulated under the
supervision of at least a supervisor as well as be reviewed and approved;

by a supervisor. *

ks'a result of this required supervisory involvement in the formula-
tion and approval of the audit checklist, the review and acceptance of

O Quality Assurance Supervision, we are confident that the audits werethe checklist objective evidence and the approval of the audit reports by
performed and reported acceptably and that proper corrective action was
achieved. Also, subsequent and repeated coverage by surveillances and I
other audits by other people adds to our confidence that the audits
performed under a designated Interim Lead Auditor are acceptable.

It has not been standard practice to establish Interim Lead Auditors.j

On the contrary, only on rare occasions, after careful evaluation and
where there was dire need, and the person had nore than 2 year of Quality
Assurance experience, and had demonstrated tecnnical competence, mature
judgement, and lead auditor attributes, was an Interim I.ead Auditor
established. In all cases, such appointees worked directly under the
supervision of at least a supervisory level person as described above.

!

ACTION TAKEN TO AVOID FURTHER NONCOMPLIANCE:

The Interim Lead Auditor concept has been discontinued and a request
has been submitted to ASME/ ANSI req;esting that other provisions be
_provided in the Standard for giving points for experience.4

! pATE WHEN FtM L COMPLIANCE SHALL BE ACHIEVED: _k
' _-_

June 15, 1983
i .-,

,

6766N
___

|
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.; D ,t A. -

JUL 6 1983 -:
$ Docket No. 50-454

..

,. _ -)
'

.- Commonwealth Edison Ccmpany -
.

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed "~

Vice President '

Post Office Box 767
Chicago, Illinois 60690

Gentlemen:
'

Thank you for your letter dated June 27, 1983, informing us of the steps
you have taken to correct the items of noncompliance which we brought to
your attention in Inspection Report No. 50-454/83-16 forwarded by our
letter dated May 31, 1983. Based upon the telephone conversation between
Messrs. D. Svartz and J. Bitel of your office and Mr. R. S. Love of the
Region III office on June 30, 1983, it is our understanding that you have
reviewed all audits conducted by non-certifiable lead auditors over the .

._past six years for all Ceco sites, including your home office, and deter-
mined that these audits were properly conducted. It is also our understanding
that the Interim Lead Auditor concept has been discontinued throughoutp CECO. We will examine these matters during a subsequent inspection.,

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely,

f - (, |
\,

W. S. Little, Chief
Engineering - Branch II,

cc w/1tr dtd 6/27/83:
D. L. Farrar, Director

of Nuclear Licensing
V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager
Gunner Sorensen, S1te Project
Superintendent

_R. E. Querio, Station
2 Superintendent

_ ~bMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS) -

. Resident Inspector, RIII
-f^

Byron /Braidwood
-tPhyllis Dunton, Attorney

General's Office, ,-

Environmental Control Division
Os

s

Ms. Jane M. Whicher
Diane Chavez, DAARE/ SAFE

_
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-. Docket No. 50-454 ,

'
.-

.

Commonwealth Edison Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, Illinois 6C690 i

,

Gentlemen:
.

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. R. S. Love'

of this office on August 8-19 and September 7-9, 1983, of activities at
Byron Statien, Unit 1, authorized by NRC Construction Per=it No. CPPR-130
and to the discussion of our findings with Mr. G. Sorensen and others of
your staff at the conclusion of the inspection. *

,,

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
,

the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection censisted of a selective )1

j examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
|

interviews with personnel. )
1

No items of nonco:pliance with NRC require =ents were identified during the !

course of this inspection.

In accordance with 10 CTR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure (s)
will be placed in the NRC Public Docu=ent Roos unless you notify this office,#

by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and sub=it written
application to withhold infor=ation contained therein within thirty days of
the date of this letter. Such application cust be consistent with the require-

'

ments of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear fres you in this regard within the
specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosed
inspection report will be placed in the Public Docu=ent Room.

;

.~.
~
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Connonwealth Edison Co. 2--

We will gladly discuss any questions yet. have concerning this>fnspection.
.

..*
. -Sincerely. _

-
4.

. L-~

Y A I.
.

. .W --

'
.

-
_

. W. S. Little, Chief
'

Engineering - Branch II

Enclosures: Inspection Report
No. 50-454/83-37

cc w/ enclosure:
D. L. Farrar, Director

of Nuclear Licensing
V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager
Gunner Sorensen, Site Project

Superintendent
R. E. Querio, Station

*

. Superintendent-
,_

D13/Docunent Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII Byron ,

'

Resident Inspector, RIII
Braidwood

b Phyllis Dunton, Attorney2

General's Office, Environ = ental
Control Division

Ms. Jane M. Whicheri

Diane Chavez DAARE/ SAFE
Steve Goldberg, ELD, MNBB
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D. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY C012tISSION

REGION III ..
;s

.=

Report No. 50-454/83-37(LE)
.

.'
2 -

- .e :
}ocketNo.50-454 License No. CPPR-130 :

.
,

.-.. ._
Licensee: Commonvenith Edison Company

Post Office Box 767
Chicago, Illinois 60690

,

Facility Nar.e: Byron 'Statien, Unit 1

Inspection At: Byron Site Byron Illinois

Inspection Conducted: August 8-12, and 16-19, and September 7-9, 1983

00D($% W. <

Inspector: R. S. Love M 7I#

Date

C. C W N ' ", Chief
*

C. C. Williams W/ofb/4Approved By:
Plant Systems Section Dato' '

; %

Inspection Su= crv

Inspection on Aucust 8-12, and 16-19. and Sentecher 7-9, 1983 (Recort No.

50-454/b3-37(DE)
Areas Inspected: Keview of licensee action on previously identified itees as
pertaining to the re-inspection program for Powers-Azco-Pope and Hatfield Electric
Cocpany. Reviewed installation of instru=ent sencing lines and the review cf
associated procedures and records. This inspectien involved a totsi of 129
inspector-hours by one NRC inspector.
Results: In the areas inspected, no iter.s of nonco pliance were identified.
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. DETAILS
,m, ' #

1. Persons Contacted
'

. , -
Commonwealth Edison Cc eanv (CECO) .!

.
-

( *C. Sorensen, PCD Construction Superintendent
-

?-~

*R. Tuetken, PCD Assistant Construction Superintendcat -

(
.

.
_.

*J. O. Binder, Project Electrical Supervisor ~
_

'*
- *R. L. Byers, PCD Engineer ~

*R. B. Klingler, PCD Quality Control Supervisor '

*W. P. Dijstelbergen, PED Engineer
*K. J. Hansing, Quality Assurance Supervisor
*J. W. Rappeport, Quality Assurance Engineer
*P. T. Myrda, Quality Assurance Supervisor
*M. E. Lohmann. Project Mechanical Supervisor
K. Weaver, Statien Health Physicist
F. A. Mazzini. Quality Assurance Engineer
M.A. Stanish. Quality Assurance Superintendent

Powers-Azco-Pone (PAP)

R. P. Larkin, Quality As surance Manager
.

D. M. Nelson, Quality Centrol Supervisor,-

M. C. Denohoe Engineering Manager
J. Svinbank, Pipe Fitter

p/ Hatfield Electric Cotennv (EECo)
y ,

-

J. T. Hill, QA/QC Manager /

S. Bindensgel, QC Electrical Group Leader e, ,G. Cason, QC Lead Inspector
S. Hubler, QC Lead Inspector ./

yfJ. Merritt, QC Lead Inspector
ti / /

The inspector also contacted and interviewed other licen fadcontractorpersonnel during this reporting period, / / '/f fj- ,

* Denotes those persons present at the e:.it ,intervied /ugust 19,1,9Ed.
2. Action on Previcuely Ident,1fiedjltens

f [j j j
1

. a

(OPEN) Noncempliance(50-454/h2-05-19;$50-455/ef )04-19): This item
identified the fact that certrin contrdctor QA C' supervisors and inspectors
were not adequately qualified and/or trained i perform safety-related,

_ inspectica functions. As a result of this fi ing, the licensee initiated7 a re-inspection program. The details of this program arc delineated in_ ~

Attach =ent A to V. L. Stiede letter to Jaces G. Keppler, dated February 23,_,

1983.. Follev?ng in a lieting of the total attributes inspected and the.-
!number.of rejects identified for each attribute by Power-Atco-Pope and

Hatfield Electric Co=pany as of August 15, 1983.
-

)
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.' Powers-A:co-Pope,

,

,Iuspy tor Att. #1 At t.t 'f2 Att. #3 Att. f4 Ar t.' #5 Att. f6 Att. #7 Att, #8

A 692(42) 44(30) 44(1) 44(0) 3(0) 2(0) %' .' - -

B 345 (66) .> 99(34) 62(3) 72(1) -1
- - - -

. C 11(0)", 1(1) 6(0) - 5(3) :.- - -
0 D 495(99) 142(43) 47(1) 116(4)

-

1 ( 0 ) -t-

- E 3h4(27) 81(41) 28(0) 119(5) '22(11) 1(0) - 5(0)
- - ;

!.' F 211(17) 109(29) 32(0) 48(17) -

-

- - --

C 395(24) 260(72) 210(10) 778(25) 33(13) .10(1)- -

H 35(1) 11(0) 7(0) 11(9) - - - -

I 85(18) 69(13) 17(0) 23(2) - - - -J 12(1) 3(0) 7(0) 5(0) - - - -
K 113(0) 116(23) 93(1) 149(0) 141(14) 1(0) 8(0) -
L 455(15) 228(46) 145(5) 319(4) 4(0) 2(0)-

' -

M 178(15) 112(15) 25(0) 106(1) 1(0)/ N 90(0) 38(3) 66(2) 214(7) 18(10)
- - -

5(0)- -

0 18(2) 51(2) '1(0) 8(0) - - - -'

P 370(14) 55S(111) 190(0) 629(13) 6(0) 10(3) 1(0) 16(14).- Q 90(2) 117(49) 60(0) 119(0) 15(11) 2(0)
|, '

- -

R 125(5) 111(26) 35(3) 161(6) 36(14)
<

1(0)| - -

/ Total 4024 2201 981 2946 279 16 34 16 -'

' - (348) (538) (26) (97) (73) (3) (1) (14)

The nu=bers in parentheses are the number of rejects for that attribute.

O Attripute #1 - Visual veld inspection of instru=entation piping velds.
Attr2bdte #2 - Visual veld ir.cpection of instru=entation piping hanger

velds.
Att/ibute #3 - Piping material verification.
Attribute #4 - Hanger ar+terial verification.
Attribute #5 - Final fiadger inspection.
Attribute #6 - Flexible hose it.spection.
Attribute #7 - Pipe bend inspection.
Attribute #8 - Mechanical joint inspection.

Attributes #1 and #2 are discussed in NRC Inspection Report No.a.
50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-29.

.

b. Attribute #3 - A total of 26 rejects were identified in this area.
Breakdown is as follows:

23 - Wrong materini heat numbers were recorded on the drawings /
~

reports, i.e. nu=bers transposed, etc. Installed material
,

(; vas good. '

- _

1 - Paterial heat nu=ber of material installed was nst authori=ed
--

-- i- for safety-related use. Fabrication / Inspection Turveillance-

~ '-

(FIS) No. 1936 was prepared to docunent thisfa(t (IFT- 918
system). - {

_

3

-

_ . , _ '
*-*' - ' - :. L.am ..

.
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2 - 1/4" x 0.049 tubing substituted for 1/4" x 0.065" tubing.
This substitution is authorized by S&L drawing M819, Sheet 1,Revision M, Note 7.

'

E
Attribute #4 - A total of 97 rejects were identified-in this area.

c.
Breakdown is as follows:4.

.'- .

49.- Wrong material heat nu=bers vere recorded on the drawings / [
.

'

.- reports, i.e. nu=bers transposed, etc.~

vas good. ' Installed e.aterial '

.

l' - Haterial heat nu=ber of =aterial installed was not autherized
for safety-related use. F15-IS10 was prepared to docu=ent this
fact (System OTS-SX-093).

39 - Authorized material was substituted but inspector failed to
docu=ent this fact on the drawings / reports.

B - Unauthori:cd =aterial was substituted. FIS-965 was prepared
to docu=ent four ite=s in the PIP-SX019 syste=. F15-1464 was
prepared to docu=ent two ite=s in the ILSH-SIO04 syste=.
FIS-1430 'ias prepared to docu=ent 1two ite=s in the 1FT-444 )syste=.

*

'~
d. Attribute #5 - A total of 73 rejects vere identified in this area.

Breakdown is as follows:
/'~'\
k- 2 36 - Weld bead length shorter than that specified on drawings.

In rest all cares, the veld length was out of specificationby less than 1/4". FIS's have been prepared en all these velds.

19 - Hanger cenfiguration (i=ensions did not meet drcving require-
FIS'e have been prepared on the applicable hangers.=ents.

12 - Torque of cuts on U-bolts had relaxed to the point that the
torque recuire=ents did not =cet specification require =ents.
S & L study indicates that 70% of initial torque vill =eet
the criteria for a seis=ic event. FIS's have been prepared
on these ite=s and they vill be evaluated under the 70
criteria. ",

6 - Docu=entation sign-offs were not in accordance with approved
procedure in that one or = ore s1 natures / initials and/or datesFwere =1ssing. These ite=s have been corrected.

Attribute #6 - A total of 3 rejects were identiff td in this area.
. e.

_~ Breakdown is as folleva:
_.

_

2 - An acceptab'e clearance between instru=ent flexi]lehosefor
_.

. .. trans=itter ITIS-428A and surrounding ite=s (pip _e, hangers, .

etc.) was not =aintained. This is docu=ented on.~an FIS Report.

[''h -

I

\~ / l
l

|---

4
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1 - Flexible hose for instru=ent IIT-426 was not installed within
the 1/2" instellation tolerance. This is docu=ented on an FIS
report.

f. Attribute #7 - One rejectable pipe bend was identifie in the
OPI-k'0008 system. NRC 178 was prepared to document this bend as

:.~ having excessive flatness.
-

*

*
,

. .
*

.

Ratfield Electric Comennv ,

'
I_.

Inseector Att. f1 Att. f2 Att. f3 Art. f4 Act. f5 Art. #6 'Att. f7 _Att. #8 Att
A 625(166)
B 51(0)
C 4190(400) '

.

D 2841(109)
E 572(41)
F 10868(1383) 60(0) 41(4)

.C 933(166) 564(2) 304(14) (0)
I report

H 770(0) 40(8) 24(0) 8(0)I 132(0) 137(1) (0)
2 reports -

J 1046(40)"
K 586(48)
L

SO(0) 1734(56)M 8208(7) 24(0)
O. N

19B(5)O
1509('P
4488C

Q 2879(R
2113( |S

88( |T
U -

7020( |

2542( |V
2012(

Totals 20,140 9,734(9) 2,154(115) (0) 48(0) 80(0) 1932(61) 8(0) 22,6
(2,265)- 3 reports (1.2

>

'Ihe nu=bers in parentheses are the nucher of rejects for that attribute.

Attribute #1 - Visual veld inspection of raceway hangern and table tray to
hanger velds.

Attribute #2 - Inspection of cable ter=inations.
_. Attribute #3 - Inspection of conduit installation.-

_ Attribute f4 - Inspection of equipment nodifications.. _ -
_. Attribute #5 - Inspection of equipment installation.

,Attriture #6 - Inspection of cable pan (tray) installationi;.'
Attribute #7 - Inspection of cable pan hanger installationi
Attribute #8 - A-325 bolt inspection.

.

-

Attribute #9 - Preparation of as-built drawings.
.

(G
__._
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Attribute #1 is discussed in NRC inspection report 50-454/83-39;a.

50-455/83-29.

b. Attribute #2. A total of 9 rejectable ite=s were identified in this'

area. Breakdown is as follows: '
,

i 1 - Ccpper exposed at ter=inal lug. DR 2380 preparedb
2 * Cable jacket d4=aEcd. NCR/DR 771 prepared. #.

.
_.

1 - Conductor not ter=inated per drawing. DR 2380 prepared._r '
,~

1 - Cable separation vos not to drawing / specification require =ents.-

1 - Copper conductor was nicked when insulation was removed.
3 - Conductor not ter=inated per drawing. Drawing as revised af ter

ter=ination was inspected.

c. Attribute #3. A total of 115 rejectable items were identified in this
area. Breakdown is as follows:

7- Condulets installed without Engineering approval.
.2- Exposed threads on conduit vere not galvanized.

4- Conduit run contained more than 270* of bends.
8- Insulated bushings were not installed in cenduit fittings.
9- Grounding was not installed per drawings.
1- 90* conduit fitting installed without Engineering approval. -

2- Conduit bends were less than mini =u= radius specified."

11 - Installed seal-tite flex conduit is greater than 6' in length.
2 - Wrong type fasteners utilized on J-Boxes.
1 - I=preper size ccnduit installed.(p

N') 5 - Da= aged scal-tite flex conduit.

6 - Installed pull-sleeves are less than standard length.
21 - Paper type gaskets installed.
6 - J-Boxes did not have barriers installed per drawings.
3 - Wrong type J-Box installed (bolted vs hinge cover).
1 - Conduits not separated pr.r drawing / specification.
2 - Banger strap =issing or was not of proper length.
3 - Conduits were not ter=inated per drawing.
1 - J-Zox cover was =issing.
2 - J-3cx had been re=oved.

10 - Conduit hanger location was not per dravings.
8 - Hanger :-*' rial was of i= proper size.

d. Attribute #4, #5, #6 - No rejectable ite=s were identified in these
areas.

Attribute #7 - A total of 61 rejectable ite=s were identified in thise.

area. Breakdevn is as follows:
_~.

_ 38 - Configuration, approved alternate connection details utilized_-
'

_. but docu=entation indicated that scheduled conneEtion detail
_. . ., had been installed.

11.- Hanger = ember si:e was not per drawing (tube secIl rotated 90*
cn its axis or oversized unistrut installed).

1 - Auxiliary steel was oversized.
p)Q .

.

_

6

E
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1 - Auxiliary steel plate was undersized.
2 - Fit-up gap larger than specified.
1 - Auxiliary steel elevation was out of specifications.
1 - Wrong hanger connection detail installed. . . *
1 - Eanger brace location was out of specificationsJ

g f. Attribute #8 - No rejectable items were identified i. n .this area.

] g. Attribute f9 - A total of 1200 rejectiable items were identified in this *
A detailed breakdown of the rejectable items was not available*

_- area.,

; as of AuEust 19, 1983. A detailed breakdown was available for two of
the eight as-built personnel. Location of items for as-built drawings
are to be within 1" of actual locations. Typical dimension discre-
pancies ranged between 1-3/8" and 6-7/8".

This item of noncompliance remains open. Region III will continue to monitor
the re-inspection program at the Byron station.

(Closed) Unresolved item (50-454/82-17-07; 50-455/82-12-07): This item
pertains te the ef fectiveness of the HECo training progran: in the area of
welding. A review of the HEco reinspection program indicated a weld rejec- |

tion rate of approximately 11%. Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory (PTL) is I

perfor=ing a 10% overinspection of welds accepted by HECo. Between January 1
,

1983 and August 16, 1983, PTL inspected 889 velds accepted by HECo. Of the
-- . velds inapected, 865 were accepted and 21 were rejected. The rejection

rate fer the overinspection program is apprcximately 2.3%, indicating that
t re traf ning program appears to be effective. This item also closes en
allegayion pertaining to the effectiveness of the HEco training program.
*he alleger stated that the HECo training program acco=plishes nothing.,*

Based on the results of the PIL over-inspect program, this allegation
'

could not be substantiated.

(0 pen) Open item (50-454/83-16-02): This ites pertcins to the separation
of instrument sensing lines installed by Powers-Azco-Pope (PAP). In accord-
ance with FCR-15437, PAP prepares as-built d gwings o' the installed *

j instrument sensing lines. These as-built drIwings are submitted to Westing-
j house Electric Corporation - Ndelear Technology Division (WNTD) for analysis.

ENTD letter, No. CAE-2.1.205, to Ceco, dated July 22, 1983, indicates that
there are 12 potential ceparation violations for the installed sensing lines. I
The licensee prepared NCR 187 to document the 12 separatien violations. NCR
031 and FIS 992 also document sensing line separation violations. Pending
review of actions taken to close NCR 031, NCR 187, and FIS-992, this item
remains open.

|
,

3. Functional or Procram Areas Insnected

_
A. Powers-Azco-Pepe (PAP)

~

,(1) The Region III inspector reviewed the following-PAP procedures,-
." and found them to be adequate, except sa noted:-t.

QC-2, Revision 7. " Welding Equip =ent Calibratioh'. This proce-
'

,

O
1,

i

' . . . .....% . . - . . . . . . . . . . . ... .,,
_ . . . . .. ,,..g.,
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.

f'~') dure had been withdrawn by PAP but was still in the CECO QA
.

active procedures file. When this fact t,ias pointed out by the(''/ Region III inspector, the licensea took icaediate action to
renove procedure QC-2 frem their active file. Y"

.=

QC-3, Revision 11. " Visual Weld Inspection".
[-

,

0
:

QC-4, Revision 10. "Nonconformance Control". PAP is performing (
. , .

*

a trend anslysis on Fabrication / Installation Surveillance (PIS).:
''

-

Reports. The requirement to trend FIS Reports is not addressed
in procedure QC-4 The PAP QA Manager agreed to insert this
requirenent into the next revision to procedure QC-4

QC-7, Revision 5. "Non-Destructive Examination".

FP-1, Revision 5. " Document and Drawing Control".

FP-3, Revision 11. " Material Receiving Inspection Control".

FP-4, Revision 6. " Material Storage".

FP-5, Revision 10. " Weld Filler Material Control".
.

FP-11 Revision 9. " Calibration and Control of Heasuring and"-

Test Equipment".

FP-16. Revision 9 " Identification and Marking of Pipe and( Components".

(2) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector reviewed
the installation, inspection docu=entation, restraint calculation
sheets, and as-built drawings for the following instrusent sensing
lines and found ther. to be adequate except as noted:

IPT-515, Pressure transmitter for Loop A feedvater pressure.
Sensing line was installed per Iso etric Drawing T322-IPT-515
Revisien 5. Field veld FW-49 was velded by velder CO. Welder
C0 qualified on February 6, 1981 and his qualifications for
GTAW and SMAW processes were current as of August 10, 1983.
Condensate pot is at elevation 386'10". Sensing line-leaves
the cendensate pot and goes up to elevation 395'8". This is
poor practice. Condensate pot should be the high point in the
system.

IPT-544, Pressure transmitter for Loop D. Sensing line was
. installed per Isometric Drawing T329-1PT-544, Revision 6.

_- Sensing line leaves the condensate pot and gees up for approxi-_

mately 10'. Again, this is poor practice. -_.

~~

.~ [. IFT-533, Flow transmitter for feedvater flow to steam generator C.
Sensing line installed per Isometric Diavings T319-1FT.
0533, Sheet 1 - Revision 6 and Sheet 2 - Revision 5. Observed

OV
_-_

8

!. .. . .

_ . . . . . . , . . . . - - . . . . ... - . . . . : so *., _ , . . . . .
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a ventilation blower hanging from the sensing line approxicately
2' from hanger 1FW95-091A. Ic=ediate action was taken to remove
the blower.

OFI-SX089, Flow indication for Chiller B, locate) n the
Auxiliary Building at elevation 383'. Sensing line installed

i Per Isemetric Drawing T186-OPI-SX089, Revision 2.. Selected
~

heat nu=bers for piping and fittings and verified that docu=enta- !,
,

_ tien vne available and traccable to the item. I
,

^

OPI-V0025, Pressure indication for Chiller A, located in the
Auxiliary Building at e.1.evation 383'. Sensing lines instalicd
per Isometric Drawing T193-OPI-V0025, Revision 2.

OLE-DO-024, Diesel Oil storage tank level, located in the Screen
House. Installed per Isocetric Drawing T157-OLE-DO-024 Revi-
sien 5. Torque vrench TW28 S/N 1425, was utilized to torque the
flange bolts. Verified that the torque vrench was in current
calibration on the date utilized, er.d no adjusteents were neces-
sary on the succeeding calibration.

OLE-DO-025 Diesel 011 storage tank level. located in the Screen
House. Installed per Isometric Dravirg T158-OLE-DO-025. Revi .

sion 5.
..

IPT-RYO19 Pressure transmitter for pri=ary system hydrogen
tank. Installed per Isometric Draving T397-1PT-RY019, Sheet

9 1 - Revision 3 and Sheet 2 - Revision 2.

IPT-RYO21, Pressure trans=itter fer pri=ary system hydrogen
tank. Installed per Isemetric Drawing T398-1PT-RYO21, Sheet
1 - Revision 3 and Sheet 2 - Revision 2.

IPSL - SX024, Pressure switch for Essential Service Water.
Installe.d per Isometric Drawing T118-1PSL-SX024, Revision 3. )
Drawing indicates a 8' 1-1/8" span between hangers IPI-SIO20- !

!H-78-4 and IPI-SX024-H-119-7. Maxi =um span between hangers is
6'6" per Specification F-2906. During valk down of the system,
it ves observed that an additienal hanger (1PI-SX020,_H-119-15) :

had been installed per the drawing for the SX020 system. Veri-
fled heat numbers of the piping and fittings.

1PT-923, Pressure Transmitter for Safety Injection. Installed
per Isometric Drawing T29-1PT-923, Sheets 1 thru 5, all Revision 1.
Final review of this system was still in progress. During a

_-_
review of the Weld and Inspection Record, it was observed that

- field velds 222 and 223 had not been visually inspected. These
_. welds were inspected and accepted on August 11,_1983. During |

the walkdown of t.he system, it was observed thar the piping was
_- ~_ ,'- not supported for a span of approximately 14' between hangers

"

H-2-6 and E-55-8. An irstrument sensing line , -LSI-C7BB, that
runs parallel to line 1PI-923 was in fact bent due to lack of

(Os)
~

9
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I
support and protection fro = other construction activities. !
PAP prepared Fabrication / Installation Surveillance (PIS) Repcrt

{2137 te document the damaged line. It was also. observed that
theinstrumentsensinglinefortheIPT-923sysjemwasnot,

identified in accordance with PAP procedure FP-14. PAP prepared
. FIS-2036 to docu=ent the lack of color code markings.

* :-

After observing the lack of support (hangers) for instrument I,-| sensing lines IPT-923 and ISI-C7BB, the Region III inspector met
with PAP engineering to discuss their final review process. The
inspector observed two systems where final review was in process
av2d the engineer performing the reviev hed noted that additicaal
hengers were required to meet the specification requirements. It
appears that PAP engineering would have identified the need for |
additional hangers in the IPT-923 and ISI-C7BB systems during the
final review.

(3) During this reperting period, the Regien III insp*ctor toured the
PAP material storage areas. In the Level D storage areas, veed
and grass cutting was in progress. During a tour of warchouse 4
I.evel B storage, a warehouseman (pipe fitter) inferced the Region
III inspector that there were nu=erous radioactive check sourceg
in the warehouse. The following check sources were observed:

..

100 micro-curie, CS 137, source located in IPR 30J Auxiliary
iBuf1 ding Vent Stack WRGM.

100 micro-curie CS 137, source located in 2PR30J, Auxiliary
Building Vent Stack WRGM.

19.105 =iero-curie (10.1 micro-curie CI-36, 9 e.icro-curde
BA-133, .005 ciero-curie AM-241) sources were located in
8 each, Radiation Monitors.

The inspector contacted Station Health Physfcs at approx 1=ately !
11:35 a.m. on August 12, 1983, and infor=ed them of the sources

I'

in warehouse 4. The Station Health Physics was also infor=ed that I

the inspector would infor= the Region III Facilities Radiation
1

Protectico Section for follov-up of this catter. The. inspector '

contacted the Radiation Protection Section at approxicately
1:15 p.m. on August 12, 1983.

The PAP material storage areas were generally acceptable.

B. Ratfield Electric "cenanv (HECo)
-

(1) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector reviewed
the following HECo procedures and found them to.ke adequate.

-

-. - t. except as noted:
s. _-

-

- \No. 4. Revision 11, dated April 11,1983, "Drawi6g Control". *!
.

In paragraph 5.13, it is not clear as to the action taken to,

'

rsecve superseded docu=ents from the field.
!

-

10

|. . . . .
. . .

I*******
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No. 6. Revision 11, dated October 9,1982 " Reporting of Damaged
or Nonconforming Material or Equip =ent". It is not clear in j
this precedure how nonconforming ite=s are controlled to pre- 2

vent their inadvertent use or installation when doeunented on a
Deficiency Report (DR) . .?

i No. 9C. Revision 1, dated November 22, 1982, " Class I Cable
Pan Cover Installatien". Cables are being inspected under the !

. e

,r housekeeping procedure (No. 30) p.rior to cable pan cove- ;
- installation. A steo neads to be.added in procedure 9C to

verify that the cables are inspected per procedure 30 prior to
installation of pan covers. This vould apply to initial cover
installation and to any rework evolutions.

No. 9E, Revision 10. dated September 30, 1982, " Class I Cable
Pan Identific.ation".

Procedure corments were discussed with the licensee and they
agreed to consider the inspector's co==ents during the next
procedure revision.

C. Cee.cnvealth Edison Co=panf (Ceco)
l.

(1) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector reviewed {- ,- the last 3 Ceco. audits of HECo.

Audit 6-83-08 was conducted on February 22-25 and 28, 1983.
~

This audit identified ccrtification problems with two HECo.j( QC inspectors. The audit finding was closed on June 3, 1983 by
CECO. Surveillance Report 4498. Actions taken appeared to
be adequate.

Audit 6-83-16 uas conducted on April 12 and 18,1983. As of
August 16, 1983, the three findings and two NRC obscrvations |

1vere still open. The findings and observations are as follovs-
IFinding a.1 QC accepted a pan to hanger attach =ent that was

not in accordance with the installation drawing.

a.2 Pan routing points were not inspected prior to
pulling cable.

|

. a.3 Cables were temporarily supported in a cable )
pan riser and QC signed-off that inspection

,

attribute as being acceptable. '

.

_- Finding b. Pan to hanger velds were not acceptable and QC
_.

failed to idtstify this fact. -

-5
-'

, " , ' '- Finding c. HECo. NCR 511 was closed based oniCECo. NCR 756
' but NCR 756 did not have an approval for the

proposed corrective action.
~

,

_

11
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-
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(h Observation a. Splice plate bolts were not pulled flush with the
\ ) splice plate.

Observationb.CableswerepulledpriortoCEco,)pyrovalofan
applicable FCR. -

i '
'
.-~

Observation c. The Lead Inspector released cable' pulls but in ;, ,

some cases, the inspection was perforced by a ;_.
'

different inspector. -Training was conducted and
this item was closed on July 27, 1983.

Observation d. QC failed to document pull-back of cables. Training
'

was conducted and this item was closed on July 28,
1983.

Audit 6-83-22 was conducted on June 21-24, 1983. As of
August 10, 1983, the finding (EECo. had not docu=ented secondary {erection tolerances on FCRs in a timely manner) was still open. . j

!

The CECO audits of HECo. appeared to be adequate but closure of j

the findings and observations should be expedited by HECo and '

CECO.
.

(2) During this reporting period, the Region III inrpector reviewed*-

the final docu=entation package for ESF Sequencing and Actuntion
Cabinets and Re=ote Shutdown Control Panels. These ite=r vere
purchased from Harlo Corporation under Specification F/L 2802.
A checklist f or docu=entation require =ents ves utilized to verify ;

documentation acceptability. When all docu=entation required by j
the subject specification has been received, reviewed, and accepted ;

by Sargent and Lundy (S&L) S&L sends an acceptance letter to the i

Byron QA Superintendent. The Seismic Test Reports and Environ- i

cental Qualification Reports are en file at S&L and were not |
reviewed by the inspector during this reporting period. Dccu=enta- |
tien on-site appears to reet the specification require =ents.

(3) During a review of the final documentation review log enintained
by Byron Station QA Depart =ent, it was observed that as of
August 9, 1983, only 18 docu=entation packages had been final
reviewed and accepted by S&L and CECO. CECO. is planning to
audit S&L durir.g the week of September 12, 1983. Part of this
audit will be devoted to S&L's progress in reviewing final
docu=entation packages to support loading fuel in Unit 1.
This item is open pending a review of final docu=entation

_, acceptance by S&L and CECO. This item must be closed prior to_

_- fuel loading (50-454/83-37-01).
_

_. .

. 4. Open Itema .c ,

- '. ..
_ . _" '

Open items are matters, not othervise categorized in the deport, that need
to be followed up on in future inspections. Open items dicciosed daring
this inspection are discussed in Paragraph 3.c.(3).

O .

-

.

17
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.

' 5. Exit interviev'r

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted under Paragraph 1)on August 19, 1983.
the inspection. The inspector sut:marized the scope and findings of

| The licensee representatives acknowledge ( this information.
..
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APR 161984
Docket No. 50-454 . -

Docket No. 50-455

Commonwealth Edison Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

&

Gentlemen:3

This refers to the special saiety inspection of portions of the Byron QC
Inspector Reinspection Program and of other matters conducted by Messrs.'

N. D. Ward and J. W. Huffett of this office on January 24-26, March 8-9, 27
and April 12, 1984 at Sargent and Lundy Engineers in Chicago and on
February 16-17, 22, March 12-16 and April 11-12, 1984, at the site of -

activit.ies at Byron Station, Units 1 and 2, authorized by NRC Construction
Permits No. CPPE-130 and No. CPPR-131 and to the discussion of our findings
with Mr. G. Sorenson at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective i

examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No items of noncompliance with NRC requirements were identified during the
course of this inspection.

Based on the results of all of the Region III activities and inspections
referenced and documented in the attached report, we conclude that the actior.s
proposed by Commonwealth Edison Company in response to the noncompliance
identified as 454/82-05-19; 455/82-04-19 have been satisfactorily completed
and this item is closed. As stated in the Summary and Conclusion of the
attached report we believe that the Reinspection Program has demonstrated that
the safety related components and systems at the Byron site are of acceptable
quality.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure (s)
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of
the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the re-
quirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within
the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosed

( inspection report will be placed in the Public Document Room.
e

*
o
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i
. .

Conwionwealth Edison Company 2 APR 16 1934O'O
k'e will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

.

Sincerely,
.

I-

R. 1. Spessard, Director
Division of Engineering

J Enclosure- Inspection Reports
a "'No. 50-454/84-13 and

' No. 50-455/84-09
.

ec w/ encl:
D. L. Fa rrar, Director

of Nuclear Licensing
V. I. Schlosser, Project Menager
Gunner Sorensen, Site Project*

Superintende nt *

R. E. Querio, Station
Superintendent

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
) Resident Inspector, RIII Byron

d Resident inspector, RIII
Braidwood

Phyllis Dunton, Attorney
General's Office, Environmental
Control Division

" Ms. Jane M. k'hicher
Diane Chavez, DAARE/ SAFE
R. Rawson, hM

i.

.

'

.

.
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COti!!ISSION
.w

(v) REGION III

Reports No. 50-454/84-13(DE); 50-455/84-09(DE) ~

.

Docket Nos. 50-454; 50-455 Licenses No. CPPR-13'0; CPPR-131

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Facility Name: Byron Station, Units 1 and 2

Inspection At. Byron Site, Byron, IL
Sargent and Lundy Engineers, Chicago, IL

Inspection Conducted: January 24-26, Tebruary 16-17, 22, ?! arch 8-9, 12-16,
27, and April 11-12, 1984

M,9. MLL
Inspectors: N. D. Ward Y

,

Date
, s lT~

,

J. V. ?!uffett

Date

|~]~ff n ~' ~

Approved By: D. H. Danielson, Chief - Y
!!aterials and Processes Section Date

Inspection Summary

Inspection on January 24-26, February 16-17, 22, riarch E-9, 12-16, 27, and
April 11-12, 1984 (Reports No. 50-454/84-13(DE); 50-455/84-09(DE))
Areas Inspected: Review of licensee actions on QC Inspector Reinspection
Program; review of licensee action on previous inspection findings, IE
Bulletins, and 10 CFR 50.55(e) items; followup on allegations; review of
reactor vessel internals welding. The inspection involsed a total of 158
inspection bours by two NRC inspectors.
Results: No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

i
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONSg

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to document the Region III actions taken to
assure that the Byron Reinspection Program was properly carried out, and to
document the Region III review, evaluation and follow up of the " Report on
the Byron QC Inspector Reinspection Program," dated February,1984 submitted
by Commonwealth Edison Company (CECO).

BACKGROUND

A special Region III team inspection conducted in March and April, 1982
revealed deficiencies which resulted in an item of noncompliance. Specifically,
Byron site contractors had deviated from commitments to Regulatory Guide 1.58
stated in the FSAR, the Commonwealth Edison Company Quality Assurance Program
and ANSI N45.2.6-1978. The notice of violation transmitted with Region III
Inspection Report No. 50-454/S2-05; 50-455/82-04 stated, "Certain contractor
QA/QC supervisors and inspectors were not adequately qualified and/or trained
to perform safety related inspection activities."

Section 2.h. of Region 111 Inspection Report No. 50-454/82-05; 50-455/82-04 *

describes the inspection and inspection findings related to QC inspector
effectiwness. The stated inspection objectives were to determine if:

O a. any problems exist that inhibit an inspector from properly executing his
( ,/ assigned functions. ;

'

i

b. the training, qualifications, and certification of QA/QC personnel work- j
ing for contracting organizations to the licensee are in compliance with ;

10 CFR 50, Appendix B; ANSI N45.2.6-1978; ANST SNT-TC-1A; USKRC Regul-
.

atory Guide 1.58; USNRC Generic Letter 81-01; CECO Quality Assurance
Program Manual; CECO Response to Generic Letter 81-01 (L. O. DelGeorge
to D. G. Eisenhut-August 17, 1981); and Contractor Quality Assurance
Manuals.

These objectives were accomplished by the Region 111 inspector randomly select-
ing thirty QC inspectors, at least one from each contractor working at Byron.
The records for their training, qualification and certification were examined,
and they were interviewed by asking each to answer a standard set of questions.
One of the thirty inspectors stated that he did not feel his training was
adequate for the work activity he was required to perform. A majority stated
that although their training was not the best, if they needed additional
guidance or clarification management would provide the information immediately.

1 Other interview results did not reveal significant problems that would have an
adverse impact on inspector effectiveness. Of the inspectors interviewed 54%
had worked onsite for greater than one year and 30% for greater than two years.
All of the interviewed inspectors expressed their opinion that the overall
finished product of their contractor met or exceeded minimum acceptable
standards.

.

2
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The contractor QC inspector certification records were reviewed and many
(j'''T deficiencies were identified, including:
t

Some records did not document verification of previous work history anda.
employment, and/or education. -

b. Some records did not document training received prior to certification.

Some evaluations and justifications for certification were incomplete.c.

d. One certification record did not indicate the activities which the
inspector was certified to perform.

Some certification records included open book examinations that did note.

demonstrate or result in an adequate level of knowledge.

f. Some certification records did not support adequate testing prior to
certification.

Similar deficiencies were identified for some contractor QC supervisor records,
and one contractor QA manual did not require training and certification to
ANSI N45.2.6-1978. The Regi,on III inspector concluded, ".. .an effective
program does not exist to ensure that a suitable evaluation of initial *

capabilities is performed, that written certification is provided in an
appropriate f orm, and that qualification criteria is established."

O tractors QA/QC programs and to assure that inspectors working atIn response to the identified problems CECO took action to upgrade the con-!

Byron after
j September, 1982 were properly certified. Existing contractor records were not

sufficient to determine whether inspectors working prior to September 1982
were certifiable or not. As a result CECO proposed to conduct the Reinspec-
tion Program described in Mr. Stiede's letter to Mr. Keppler, Regional3

Administrator of Region III, dated February 23, 1983. The development of the
Reinspection Program took into consideration that safety related hardware,

'

problems attributable to QC inspector inef fectiveness had not been identified
in Region Ill inspections. The purpose of the Reinspertian Pentram was to
determine whether nrior to Septembar lor 9, = inspectors who.xay.have. not been
properly certified overlooked. sign 21.icant s a t-t.y_ relate d_ hardwa re -p robl ems-i n.
the2r inspectio3s, The Reinspection Program consisted of randomly selecting l

one os every five QC inspectors from Byron contractors performing safety
i

related work from 1976 to September 1982. The Region III Senior Resident
!inspector selected 2 to 4 additional inspectors for each contractor to be
|

added to the random sample of inspectors. The accessible inspections !

conducted by these inspectors for their first 3 months of inspections were
reinspected and if at least 90% of the subjective or 95% of the objective
reinspections agreed with the original inspection the inspector was considered*

to have been qualified and no more of his work was reinspected. If the rein-
spection did not agree with the original inspections in greater than 90% or
95% of the cases, provisions were made to increase the sample size until the
acceptance criteria were met, or all of the inspectors work was reinspected.

f''T -
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SUMMARY OF REGION III INSPECTIONS TO HONITOR REINSPECTION ACTIVITIESO

Region III Expended a large amount of inspection resources to assure that the--

Reinspection Program was properly conducted, that identified deficiencies were
properly evaluated and dispositioned, that potential adverse trends were
detected, and that the results of the program were accurately documented and
evaluated. Table 1 is a chronology of Region III inspection activities con-
ducted throughout the Reinspection Program. The resident inspection staff and
regional specialist inspectors in welding, NDE, piping and components, struc- '

tural, electrical, and instrumentation and control took part in the inspection
effort. Seven Region III inspectors spent greater than 100 man-days at the
Byron site and at the Sargant and Lundy office monitoring the reinspection

~

program and the evaluation and disposition of identified discrepancies. No
further items of noncompliance related to contractor QC inspector effective-
ness were identified during these inspections.

During the conduct of the Reinspection Program, it was necessary for CECO and
the contractors to provide guidance for the implementation of the program.
These guidance memoranda and instructions were documented, and the Region III
inspectors reviewed all of these and found no significant prob 1 cms (Details I
and II of this report discuss this matter).

While the Reinspection Program was in progress, Region III conducted inspec- *

tions into allegations which had the potential for providing insight into QC
inspector certification. Most of these allegations were not substantiated.
For those that were substantiated, nothing was brought to Ceco's or

(''1 Region III's attention that indicated that the Reinspection Program wcs not
\ adequate. (Region III Inspection Report Nos. 50-454/83-09, 50-455/83-07;

50-454/83-13, 50-455/83-11; 50-454/83-21, 50-455/83-16; 50-454/83-29,
50-455/83-22; 50-454/S3-41, 50-455/83-31; 50-454/84-05, 50-455/84-04 and
Details Section I of this report discuss this matter.)

A major focus of the Region III inspections were the subjective weld inspec-
tions and the evaluation and disposition of deficiencies identified. The
Region III inspector personally inspected over 800 welds, including those with
and without identified discrepancies. He found no welds identified as free
of discrepancies that should have been classified otherwise. He found the
reinspection effort to be conservative ir, identifying weld discrepancies
stating, "...in many cases the reinspections were overly conservative and
inspectors were classifying weld attributes as unacceptable which, in fact,
were acceptable under the AWS Code." (See Region III Inspection Report
No. 50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-29.) The Region III inspectors reviewed in detail-
the weld discrepancies that were being dispositioned by judgement or calcula-
tions, and identified no significant problems or points of disagreement. .The
inspectors concluded from this review that there were no violations of FSAR

| commitments with respect to applicable Code adherence. To gain additional
confidence in the quality of welds that were inspected by subjective methods
Region 111 asked the licensee to do additional things outside of the Reinspec-
tion Program. For example: perform a detailed engineering evaluation of the
fifty Hatfield welds with the lowest design margins to verify that they comply
with the applicable codes and design requirements, and perform a detailed

I ) engineering evaluation of a representative sample of Hatfield welds not
\~lV included in the Reinspection Program to verify that design requirements were

met. The Region III inspectors have identified no significant areas of

4
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disagreement with these evaluations (See Deteils Sections I and II of this
(~'% report and Region III Inspection Report Nos. 50-454/84-05, 50-455/84-04;
\s_ I 50-454/83-39, 50-455/83-29.)

On January 12, 1984 CECO submitted a summary report of the reinspection which
was reviewed by Region III and discussed with CECO in a public meeting on
Janua ry 27, 1984. Pegion III comments and questions on the summary report
were documented in a letter from Mr. Spessard to Mr. Reed on February 3,1984.

Ceco submitted the final " Report on the Byron QC Inspector Reinspection
Program", dated Feburary,1984 to Region III on February 24, 1984. This
report has been reviewed by Region III. As a result of this review, certain
areas were selected for additional follovup and inspection to provide addi-
tional confidence in the Reinspection Program. This additional followup and
inspection is documented in Details Sections I and II of this report.

CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the Region III inspections and the review of " Report on the Byron
QC Inspector Reinspection Program," dated February, 1984 it is concluded that:

(1) The Byron Reinspection Program was conducted in accordance with the
program described in Mr. Stiede's letter to Mr. Keppler dated -

February 23, 1983 as modified by the Region III letter to Commonwealth
Edison dated March 22, 1983.

('^ (2) The final report accurately describes the reinspection results and the
evaluation and disposition of identified discrepancies. Region III is in,

agreement with the disposition of tbase discrepancies.

(3) The contractor QC inspectors who may not have been properly certified
prior to September, 1982 did not overlook significant safety related
hardware deficiencies.

(4) The safety related work done by Byron contractors is of acceptable
quality.

It is concluded that the licensee has taken adequate corrective action to
resolve the noncompliance identified as 454/83-05-19, 455/82-05-19 and the
matter is considered closed.

|

|
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TABLE 1 -

O BYRON REINSPECTION PROGRAM

REGION III - CHRONOLOGY OF ACTIVITIES -

Februa ry 23, 1983 CECO letter to Region III describin; actions to be
taken in response to site contractor QC inspector

{ certification / training deficiencies.

March 22, 1983 Region III letter to CECO accepting proposed actions
with stipulations that inspector sampling be conserv-
atively biased by Region III additions to inspector

,

.
sample.

I

I March 10, 1983 Senior Resident Inspector selected a minimum of three
I QC inspectors to be added to the CECO random sample
,

|
of inspectors for each contractor included in the
Reinspection Program. (Region III Inspection Report
Nos. 50-454/83-13; 50-455/83-11 and 50-454/83-26;
50-455/83-19)

.

March 15, 1983 CECO began Reinspection Program.

March 21, 28-31, 1983 ReF on III specialist inspector (welding, NDE)i

O observes reinspection of instrumentation (PAP) con-
tractor welding inspections (Region III Inspection
Report No. 50-454/83-15; 50-455/83-13).

| March 21-25 and Region III specialist inspector (electrical, I&C)'

April 4-8, 1983 inspects Reinspection Program results for instru-
mentation (pap) and electrical (HECo) contractors

|| (Region III Intpection Report No. 50-454/83-16).
June 7-10, 1983 Resident Inspector staff conducted an inspection and

review of the Reinspection Prograa results for all
site contractors (Region III Inspection Report
No. 50-454/83-26; 50-455/83-19).

August 8-19 and Region III specialist inspector (electrical, I&C)September 7-9, 1983 conducted an inspection and review cf Reinspectica
Prrgram results for I&C (PAP) and electrical (HECo)
coatractors (Region III Inspection Report
No. 50-454/83-37).

August 3, 4 and Resident inspector staff reviewed electrical (HECo)
8, 1983 Reinspection Program nolding discussions with QC

inspectors involved in the reinspection activities
(Region Ill Inspection Report No. 50-454/83-38;
50-455/83-28).

,
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August 8-12,.15-19, Region III specialist inspectors (welding, structural,(''j 22, 23, and 29, 1983; mechanical) conducted inspection and review of the
( ,/ September 2, 8-9, Reinspection Program including evaluation and resolution_

12-15, 22, and 26-28, of identified discrepancies. Region III welding1983; inspector independently examined 500 welds that had
November 16, 17, and been reinspected by several contractors including 53

<

I 22, 1983 worst case welds (Region III Inspection Report
No. 50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-29).

September 22, 1983 Meeting at Byron between CECO and Region III staffs
and management to review results of the program
including enalysis of discrepancies (Region III
Inspection Peport No. 50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-25).

October 28, 1983 Ceco preliminary report issued (Region III Inspection
Report No. 50-454/83-39; 50-454/83-29).

November 10, 1983 Telecon between Region III and CECO and letter giving
Region III comments on preliminary report of
October 28, 1983. (Ret on III Inspection Reporti

i

Nos. 50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-29 and 50-454/84-05;
50-455/84-04).

.

January 12, 1984 CECO issues " Report on the Byron QC Inspector
Reinspection Program."

' January 17-20, 1954 Region III specialist inspector (welding) review and
( inspection of reinspection results and evaluation of

discrepancies for all contractor veld reinspections
(Region III Inspection Report No. 50-454/84-05;
50-455/84-04).

January 27, 1986 Public meeting between the CECO and Region III staffs
and management to review summary reinspection report.

February 3, 1984 Letter from Region III to CECO providing comments and
questions on summary reinspection report.

Tebruary 24, 1984 iCECO reissues final report based on Region III {comments and questions of February 3, 1984. |

lJanuary 24-26, 1984 Region III specialist inspectors (welding and |

Tebruary 16, 17 and 22, mechanical) followup on final reinspection report,1984 including evaluation and disposition of discrepanciesMarch 8, 9, 12-16, and (Details Section I & II of this inspection report).
27, 1984 and
April 11-12, 1984

O
(
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DETAILS
~.J

1. Persons Contacted

Persons Contacted at Sargent and Lundy Engineers

Jargent and Lundy Engineers (S&L1

) *H. McCulloga, QAD
f *D. Demoss, Mechanical Project Engineer

*C. Lim, PMD'

*F. Bodhoth, EPED
*R. Hooks, Structural Engineer Division
*T. Ryan, Structural Project Engineer
B. Treece, Electrical Project Engineer
R. Netzel, Senior Structural Project Engineer

;

T. Thorsell, Senior Electrical Project Engineer
j W. Cleff, Project Manager
| R. Johnson, QA Coordinator
'

A. Morcos, Assistant Head QA Division
R. MarSha11a , Structural Engineer
D. Patel, Supervisor Design Engineer

-

W. Cleer, Project Manager
D. Leone, Project Director
R. Rosjal, Assistant Manager Structural Departmentg

( ) E. Andruszkiewkz, Met. Velding Engineer'' F. Kosik, QC
J. Kelnosky, Electrical
F Gogliotti, EPEP

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECO)

B. Shelton, Project Engineer Manager I

D. Farrar, Director of Nuclear Licansing {N. Kaushal, Projects

Personnel Contacted at Byron Site

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECO)

*G. Sorenson, Construction Superintendent
K. Hansing, QA Superintendent
R. Tuetken, Startup Coordinator
R. Klinger, QC Supervisor
E. Martin, QA Supervisor
J. Binder, Project Electrical Supervisor
J. Koldridge, QA Supervisor
P. Myrda, QA Supervisor

s Hatfield Electric Company (EECo) *

\'''
J. Spangler, Lead Welding Inspector (PTL)

.
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The inspectors also contacted and interviewed other licensee and
|contractor employees.r
'

* Denotes those attending the final exit interview at S&L on April 12,
1954 and at the Byron site on April 12, 1984.4

2. Exit Interview -

The inspectors met with repaesentatives (denoted in Persons Contacted
paragraph) at the conclusion of the inspections. The inspectors
summarized the scope and findings of the inspections noted in this
report.

3. Functional or Program Areas Inspected '

The details of this inspection are documented in Sections I and,II.

~.
.

,
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Section b(3
\\s -) Prepared by K. D. Ward

Reviewed by D. H. Danielson, Chief
Materials and Processes Section

.

1. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Closed) Noncompliance (454/82-05-19; 455/82-04-19): The Reinspectiona.
Program conducted as a result of concerns defined in Region III
Inspection Report No. 50-454/82-05; 50-455/82-04 associated with the
qualification and certification inspection personnel is completed.

An extensive program of reinspections was agreed upon and documented
in a CECO letter to NRC Region III dated February 23, 1983. The
deficiencies in the training and certification of QC inspectors
called into question the initial capabilities of some inspectors.
The program was initiated to determine whether these deficiencies
resulted in the QC inspectors overlooking significant safety
deficiencies in their inspection work.

.

The Reinspection Program began February 22, 1983, by meeting with
contractors to identify purpose and content of the activities to be
performed. The individual inspectors whose* work was selected to be

(~'h reinspected were established, and the process of record search to
w_ l identify individual inspections to be reinspected was initiated.

A preliminary report dated October 28, 1983, was submitted to the
NRC-ReF on III office. Comments on the preliminary report werei

identified in NRC-Region III letter dated November 18, 1983. One
additional HECo, one Hunter and four PTL weld inspectors had to be
selected and their first 90 days of work reinspected to complete the
reinspection activities. The reinspection activities of these weld
inspectors are now completed.

Based on the inspection of welds by the NRC inspector for Hunter and
PTL activities (See Region III Inspection Report No. 50-454/83-39;
50-455/83-29) and the amount of welds that the additional inspectors
had examined it was decided that the NRC inspector should visually
examine caly the HECo velds. The added HECo weld inspector had
inspected 5,070 welds during his first 3 months. Hatfield
reinspected the 5,070 welds and found 656 of the welds did not meet
specification. The 3rd party Level III inspected the 656 welds and
found 501 of those welds did not meet specification. The NRC
inspector reviewed the inspection records and visually examined the
f ollowing 240 welds and basically found the same results as the 3rd
party.

O
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,,s
- Weld Inspection Abbreviations

_.

Acc. Acceptable%-

U/L Unacceptable length
U/S Undersize
M/W Miss celd
O/G Over ground
NPD Not per detail
I/L Insufficient length
CV Concavity
D Damaged
Pro Unacceptable profile
0/L Over lap
1/T Incomplete throat

'

Por Porsity
W/T Welds together
W/3 Welds intersect
U/C Under cut
C Crater
S Slag
L/T Lack of fussion
K, P, DWG Not per drawing

.

.t

i

$
4 ,

I
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Heinspection 3rd Party 3rd PartyWeld No. M terial Welded Hesults Agreed Disagreed,

H 190 (4 welds) Tube steel to plate Acc
!! 190 (4 welds) Gusset to embed Acc
H 190 (3 welds) Gusset plate to embed Ace
H 190 (1 weld) Gusset plate to embed U/L U/LH 683 (6 welds) Angle iron to gusset plate Acc
11 683 (1 weld) Angle iron to gusseL plate U/L U/LH 683 (1 weld) Angle iron to gusset plate U/S U/S
H 683 (2 welds) Plate to plate Acc
!! 182 (4 welds) Tube steel to plate Ace
H 182 (4 welds) Gusset to embed Ace

,

!! 191 (12 welds) Tube steel to angle clips Acc
!! 191 (4 welds) Angle clips to web of beam Acc
11 186 (3 welds) Gusset to embed Acc
H 186 (1 weld) Gusset to embed U/L U/L
11 186 (8 welds) Angle to plate Acc
H 186 (2 welds) Plate to plate Acc
11 186 (20 welds) Plate to channel Ace
TS 182 (20 welds) Tube steel to angle clip Acc
TS 182 (1 weld) Tube steel to angle clip Hissing Missing
H 122 (16 welds) Tube steel to unistrut Acc
H 122 (3 welds) Tube steel to unistrut U/L U/L
H 122 (1 weld) Tube steel to unistrut Overground Overground
H 122 (4 welds) Plate to I beam Acc
11 122 (3 welds) Plate to embed Acc
!! 122 (1 weld) Plate to embed 0/L 0/L
11 079 (2 welds) Pan to unistrut Ace
H 079 (4 welds) Pan to unistrut Nut per detail Not per detail
11 566 (5 welds) Angle to plate Ace
H 566 (2 welds) Angle to plate 1/L 1/L
H 566 (1 welds) Angle to plate CV Damaged
H 566 (5 welds) T beam to I beam Acc
11 566 (1 weld) T beam to 1 beam Unace protile Unacc profile
H 566 (1 weld) T beam to I beam U/S, 0/L U/S, 0/L
H 566 (1 weld) T beam to I beam U/S U/S ''#

11 128 (11 welds) Tube steel to tube steel Acc
11 128 (1 weld) Tube steel to tube steel U/S U/S
H 128 (3 welds) Gusset to tube steel Ace
H 128 (1 weld) Gusset to tube steet U/S U/S
H 141 (8 welds) Pan to unistrut Ace
H 141 (1 weld) Pan to unistrut 1/T, 1/L 1/T, I/L
H 141

e (1 weld) 9 9
Pan to unistrut U/L U/L

i
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Reinspection 3rd Party 3rd PartyWeld No. Material Welded Results Agreed Uisagreed
.

if 102 (1 weld) Pan to unistrut 1/T, L/F P0ltH 102 (7 welds) Pan to unistrut AccH 640 (2 welda) Plate to I beam AccH 640 (2 welds) T beam to tube steel AceH 640 (2 welds) Angle to plate AccH 640 (I weld) Angle to p. late Welds together Weld intersectH 640 (1 weld) Angle to plate O/L, U/S 0/L, U/SH 640 (1 weld) Angle to plate U/S U/SH 640 (2 welds) Angle to plate U/L U/L .11 640 (1 weld) Angle to plate U/C U/CH 106 (6 welds) Unistrut to pan Acc
H 106 (1 weld) Unistrut to pan 1/T 1/TH 106 (1 weld) Unistrut to pan C C
11 146 (5 welds) Pan to unistrut Acc
H 146 (1 weld) Pan to unistrat U/S U/SH 100 (3 welds) Unistrut to pau Acc
H 100 (1 weld) Unistuut to pan 0/L PROF 0/L PROFH 177 (1 weld) Unistrut to channel Acc
H 177 (1 weld) Unistrut to channel S SH 177 (2 welds) Gusset to I beam Acc
11 107 (4 welds) Pan to unistrut Acc
11 107 (2 welds) Pan to unistrut 0/L 0/LH 88 (1 weld) Tube steel to plate U/L, CV U/L, CV
11 88 (1 weld) Tube steel to plate U/L U/L11 88 (1 wel.d) Tube steel to plate U/L, L/F, S U/L L/F, SH 88 (1 weld) Tube steel to plate U/L, Not per dwg U/L, Not per dwg
11 88 (4 welds) Gusset to embed Acc
H 88 (7 welds) Unistrut to channel Acc

e O O
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( w) The~NRC inspector reviewed the results of the reinspection program
-

as it progressed. Results are presented in Region III Inspection' " '

Report Nos. 50-454/84-05, 50-455/84-04; 50-454/83-39, 50-455/83-29.

The performance and results of visual weld reinspections were
reviewed by the NRC inspector. The review consisted of discussions
with supervisors / lead weld inspectors, examination of original
inspection records and reinspection records, and visual examination
of 500 welds which had been reinspected by several companies.
(Region III Inspection Report No. 50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-29).

All discrepancies identified as a part of the reinspection were
corrected either by physical rework to correct the condition or by
detailing the condition on nonconformance reports to perform
engineering analysis to determine acceptability of the condition
without correction (Ref. CECO letter dated February 24, 1984 to NRC).
All welds that were repaired were also evaluated and it was deter-
mined that they would have met specification even if they had not
been rep. s ed. The determination as to the course of action
employed to disposition the condition was a function of the estimate
of the more cost effective path to resolution. That is, when it
appeared that the cost to physically correct condition was less than.
the costs associated with detailing data and performing en engineer-
ing analysis, then physical correction was chosen, and vice versa.

f-~ Based on discussions with cognizant personnel, review of records and
( ) er.gineering evaluations, and verification inspection, documented in
N' this Section and Section II below, no further NRC review is con-

sidered necessary at this item. This item is closed.

(1) The NRC inspector and the NRC staff of Region III reviewed the
final report on the Byron QC Inspector Reinspection Program,
dated Feburary 24, 1984. The Staff requested the NRC inspector
to review and verify the following items taken out of the final
CECO report. The first paragraph is a paragraph out of the
final CECO report and the second paragraph is the NRC Findings.
This same method continues into the report. The attached pages
are out of the Ceco final report and are located at the end of
this report.

CECO's Final Report, Section IV, D. Page IV-6 (See Attached.

Page 1)

Hatfield Electric has completed the reconciliation of
hanger and weld inspections, which are documented on the
weld travelers. For hangers that have weld traveler cards
with incomplete data, new inspections are being performed.
These new inspections are in addition to, and outside the
scope of, the Rsinspection Program. These inspections are
expected to be completed in March 1984. Audit No. 6-83-124
remains open pending completion of these inspections.

.)
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.

NRC Findings,. , -

5- / The NRC inspector reviewed the completed program, that was
outside the scope of the Reinspection Program, for hangers
that had weld traveler cards with incomplete data, and
Audit No. 6-83-124 which was completed. The inspector
found the program and audit acceptable. No further review
is needed by the NRC, and this item is considered closed.

Ceco's Final Report, /.ppendix_C, Exhibit C-1, Page 1 (See.

Attached Page 2)

Category Y
No. Acceptable
By Judgment

NRC Findings

Category Y was an evaluation based on engineering judgment
by comparison of the discrepancy with design margins.
Category Y contaie-d some of the following weld discre-
pancies:, crater, lucomplete fussion, overlap, porosity,
undercut, or underrun. Portions of ibe weld with these

,

discrepancies were considered ineffective, and weld
capacity was based on a reduced weld length. Engineering
judgement was used to evaluate the weld discrepancies

O' based on the available design margin in the veld and the
reduced weld length which accounted for the assumed
ineffective portions. An engineering evaluation was also
made by the NRC on the above discrepancies (Ref.
Section II of this Report) and found to be acceptabic.
The inspector reviewed documentation relative to the
engineering judgment used to evaluate the weld discre-
pancies based on the available design margin in the welds
and found it to be acceptable. The NRC inspector visually
examined approximately 150 welds with the above discre-
pancies (Region Ill Inspection Report No. 50-454/83-39;
50-455/83-29). No further review is needed by the NRC,
and this item is considered closed.

Ceco's Final Report, Appendix C.D5, Page C-6 (See Attached.

Page 3)

Pittsburgh Testing

The engineering evaluation has shown that the welding
inspected by Pittsburgh Testing is of good quality. In
order to expand the data base and respond to specific
questions asked by the NRC staff (refer to question Q7 in
Appendix F), the additional inspections and detailed
evaluations described in Exhibit C-2 are proceeding.

15
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NRC Findings -

An engineering evaluation of the welding inspected by
Pittsburgh Testing was also made by the NRC and found to
be acceptable (Ref. Section 11 of this Report). The
additional inspections and detailed eialuations are
completed and were reviewed by the NRC inspector and also
found acceptable. No further review is needed by the NRC,
this item is considered closed.

CECO's Final Report, Appendix C, Exhibit C-2, D.5, Page 12.

(See Attached Page 4)

A detailed review of the reinspection records for all 905
discrepancies was made. This review indicated that there
were no cracked welds. In order to achieve 95% reliability
with 95% confidence, a statistical sampling plan was chosen
in accordance with Military Standard 105D. The resulting
sample size for the engineering evaluation was 64 welds.
The sample was conservatively biased by including the 50
welds that the 3rd party inspector identified as having
the most weld quality discrepancies. The remaining 14 .

welds were randomly selected. The remaining 843 discre-
pancies were reviewed to assure that the numbers and types
of discrepancies within the sample were representative of
the entire group.

NRC Findings

An engineering evaluation was also made by the NRC. (Ref.Section 11 of this report). The NRC inspector visually
exanined 35 of the 905 discrepant welds (Region III
Inspection Report No. 50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-29) and
reviewed the licensee evaluation of all the discrepancies.
The licensees review was found to be acceptable by the NRC
inspector. No further review is needed by the NRC, and
this 2 tem is considered closed.

CECO's Final Report, Appendix C, Exhibit C-2, D.5, Page 13.

|(See Attached Page 5)
4

i Pittsburgh Testing showed in undesirable failure rate for
inspection of welds with overlap and undercut. The
presence of overlap makes visual weld quality inspection
more dif ficult. In order to confirm that welds with
overlap are not masking other discontinuities, ther

3rd party inspectors will select a suitable number of
welds which represent the most severe cases of overlap.
The overlapped portion of these welds will be removed by
grinding and the weld will be reinspected. The results
of this reinspection will be reviewed and evaluated. For,

t

undercut, the reduction in capacity was approximately 5%,'

which is insignificant.

16
.

1
- - - . -. _ _. _-. -. -- .- _ _ - . - .__ - _ ,



___

.

O NRC Findings -

V The results of this reinspection were reviewed and also
evaluat-d by the NRC inspector and were found to be
acceptable. Approximately 50 welds identified as having
overlap were ground to remove the overlap condition. Tus
inspection performed on the welds after " overlap" was
removed, did not result in any weldt being rejectable for
other attributes (such as lack of fusion, weld size,
etc.). .The NRC inspector also inspected several of the
50 welds and found them to be acceptable. No further
review is needed by the NRC, and this item is considered
closed.

CECO's Final Report, Appendix C, Exhibit C-3, C.I.a, P.,ge 3.

(See Attached Page 6)

ASME Large Bore Butt k' elds - ND

One discrepancy involved a 1/4-inch diameter region ofc

! porosity oc a 42-inch diameter circumferential pipe weld.
The code considers surface indications up to 1/16-inch in -

diameter as not relevant. The subject indications were
all 1/64-inch to 3/64-inch in diameter which fall within

;

ASME Class ND liquid penetrant examination acceptance
criteric.h This discrepancy was therefore determined to

V be acceptable since the visual reinspection acceptance
criteria exceeded code requirements.

e The second discrepancy involved a convex bead on a 30-inch
diameter ciicumferential pipe weld. Af ter grinding to
remove the convexity, the weld was then examined by visual
and liquid penetrant e.xamination and determined to be
acceptable.

The final discrepancy involved a section of weld at a pipe-
| to-weld r.eck flange joint which was reported to be under'

the suriace of the flange. The weld was reported to be
1/32 inch under the surface of the flange over approxi-
mately 25% of the weld length. This occurred only on the
flange side of the weld (the pipe side of the weld was,
acceptable). Flange surfaces commonly are out of exact
round due to manufacturing tolerances. This results in
the type of discrepancy identified; this is not considered
a valid discrepancy because it does not conflict with
design requirements or intent. No sharp discontinuities
were noted at the flange joint. The observed weld
discrepancy was, therefore, determined to be acceptable.

NRC Findings

The NRC inspector reviewed the documentation on the above"
discrepancies and also visually examined the welds and
found the documentation and welds acceptable. This item
is considered closed.

17
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CECO's Final Report, Appendix C Exhibit C-3, C.I.b, Page 4,m .

&V) (See Attached Pare 7)

The surface porosity was evaluated as acceptable based on
the approved magnetic particle test for the weld. The
visual reinspection acceptance criteria again exceeded
code requirements. The slag inclusion at the toe of the
weld had a depth of 0.012 inches and was buffed out; no
weld repair was required. The Code required that minimum
weld size not be violated. For the slightly undersized
radiographic plug seal weld, the piping has been qualified
with the actual seal weld (NC) size and determined to be
ecceptable.

- A total of 19 ASME Class 3 (ND) discrepancies were
reported. These included 14 fillet velds identified as
undersized, 3 welds with undercut, and 2 welds with
surface porosity. The 14 fillet velds ident: fied as
undersized meet design requirements and therefore are
acceptable per the ASME Code design criteria. The 3
welds with undercut were evaluated and found not to be |
significant. The remaining 2 welds identified as having
surface porosity were evaluated and found to be accept- ,

able.

NRC Findings

i ( The NRC inspector reviewed documentation for the above
i welds and visually examined 2 (NC) Hunter welds and 9 (ND)

Hunter welds in which the NRC inspector was in agreement
v2th the Level 111. (Region III Inspection Report
No. 50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-29). All the documentation
reviewed was found to be acceptable. The design require-
ments vert reviewed by the NRC and found to be acceptable. )(Ref. Section 11 of this report.) No further review is '

needed by the NRC, and this item is considered closed.

CECO's Final Report, Appendix C, Exhibit C-3, C.1.c,.

Pages 4 and 5 (See Attached Pages 7 and 8)

ASME Support Welds - hT

!
| A total of 14 discrepancies were reported for ASME Class
'

hT welds. Eight of these involved fillet weld leegth,
three itvolved fillet weld size reduction, and one
involved undercut. These observed discrepancies were

;

evaluated on the basis of the actual design capacity of
the associated supports with the observed weld discrepan-
cies taken into consideration. All welds were determined 1

to be acceptable.

)
"

One discrepancy involved paint on a weId which resembled a
v

crevice that was not actually a discrepancy (upon removal
of the paint), and hence was acceptable.

18
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The final discrepancy involved a fillet weld joining a
(' ) strut bracket to a steel plate. A portion (1-1/2 inches)
\_ / of the 5-inch weld was reported to have lack of fusion and

undercut along the steel plate. The actual length of
specified weld for the bracket exceeded design require-
ments. The weld was determined to meet ASME Code design
criteria vben compared to the actual design requirements.
Since the region exhibiting the lack of fusion censisted
of excess veld, the support weld was found to meet the
ASME Code lesign criteria and to be acceptable. In
addition, the weld.with the discrepancy was evaluated with
respect to the maximum design capacity of the support
component and was determined to be acceptable with a
design margin of 2.

NRC Findings

The NRC inspector reviewed the documentation on the above
welds and the design capacity. (Ref. Section II of this
repert). The documentation and the design capacity were
found to be acceptable. No further review is needed by
the NRC, and this item is considered closed.

.

CECO's Final Report, Appendix C, Exh> bit C-3, C.1.d,.

Pagen 5 and 6 (See Attached Pages 6 and 9)

ASME Pipe Penetration and Reinforcint Saddles - MC, ND

One discrepancy was repteted involving an ASME Class HC
penetration closure pl>Le weld. This discrepancy involved
the weld joining the penetration closure plate to the pipe
wall. A full penetration weld with a S/S-inch by 3/8-inch
reinforcing fillet was specified. The 3/8-inch leg was
joined to the pipe surface. The discrepancy involved a
1/E-inch reduction in reinforcing leg length of the larger
leg. The observed reduction in weld Icg was evaluated
(compared with actual design requirements) and determined
to be acceptable.

The second discrepancy involved an ASMI Class 3, 16-inch
diameter pipe, reinforcing pad, attachment veld. The
specified attachment veld was a 3/8-inch fillet attaching |

a 3/4-inch thick reinforcing pad to the pipe wall. Several !
sections of the weld were reported to be undersized by |

1/16- to 1/8-inch. The entire weld was conservatively
reduced in size by 1/8-inch resulting in a 1/4-inch fillet
weld for evaluation (compared with actual design require-
ments). It was determined that the weld was acceptable
with a design margin in excess of 30.

('')\
,

%.. 1

1

l
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NRC FindingsO _

k -) The NRC inspector visually examined the above welds ands

design requirements were reviewed by the NRC and found to
be acceptable (Ref. Section II of this report). This item
is considered closed.

CECO's ' Final Report, Appendix C, Exhibit C-3, C.2.a. Page 7.

(See Attached Page 10).

The 68 ASME socket weld discrepancies were evaluated for
compliance with ASME Code design criteria. All discrep-
ancies involved a slight reduction in fillet weld size.
In all cases, an evaluation was made to determine the
minimum fillet weld size required by design. All fillet
veld sizes were found to meet ASME Code design criteria.

NRC Findings

The design criteria was also reviewed by the NRC and found
to be acceptable (Ref. Lection II of this report). No

!

further review is needed by the NRC, and this item is
considered closed. *

i

CECO's Final Report, Appendix C, Exhibit C-3, C.2.b, Page 7.

(See Attached Page 10)

(_,/ ASME Support Welds - NT4

A total of 34 support weld discrepancies were identified
for ASME Class NT welds for small bore piping supports.
All 34 discrepancies involved undersized tubing U type

| strap hold down fillet welds. A 1/4-inch fillet weld was
! specified; however, the installed welds were undersized byI

as much as 1/16-inch. The strap welds were evaluated for
the maximum design load and were determined to be
acceptable.

i

NRC Findings
1

The NRC also evaluated the design load and found the
discrepancies to be acceptable. (Ref. Section II of this
report.) No further review is needed by the NRC, and this
item is considered closed.

Ceco's Final Report, Appendix C, Exhibit C-3, C.2.c, Page 7.

(See Attached Page 10)
*

The minor reductions in the PAP weld leg with a resulting
1/32-inch to 1/16-inch reduction in weld size were
conservatively evaluated on the basis of 1/16-inch less'

) weld over the entire weld circumference. All welds metx/ design requirements and ANSI B31.1 Code design criteria.

I 20
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NRC Findinas- *

( ,)
-

,

'- ' The NRC inspector visually examined the above weld and
reviewed the ANSI B31.1 Code design criteria and deter-
mined that the weld was acceptable. The NRC inspector
also visually examined 20 other PAP welds (Region III
Inspection Report No. 50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-29). No
further review is needed by the NRC, and this item is
considered closed.

Ceco's Final Report, Appendix F, Q3, Page F-2 (See.

Attached Page 11)

" Provide results of the Hatfield computerized data base
established to reconcile weld travelers to hangers.
(Page 19 of 1-12-84 Interim Report)."

Response:

The computerized data base is complete and is available on
site. After completion of the review, it was found that
direct correlation of weld traveler inspection records to

.

design drawing cable pan hanger and conduit hanger data
could not be made for approximately 21 of the data. The
auEmented efforts to achieve complete correlation is
expected to be complete in Mtrch 1984.

NRC Findings

The NRC inspector reviewed the Hatfield computerized data
base established to reconcile weld travelers to hangers
and fcand that the data was acceptable and that the
correlation is completed. No further review is needed
by the NRC, and this item is considered closed.

(2) During the reinspection program there were several inspection
acceptance criteria submitted to CECO for interpretations. The
NRC inspector reviewed the items submitted and agreed with the
interpretations. CECO also conducted an audit (f6-83-93) and
two surveillances (#5700 and #5885) of these interpretations. ;

b. (Open) Infraction (454/80-04-01; 455/80-04-01): Investigation of
allegations. Identified CECO has not taken timely and effective
corrective action with regard to SCC deficiencies. Waiting NRC
review of seismic qualification reports, main control boards and
vertical control panels report and main control room weldment
reconciliation report. Also resolution of NCR 850 (i.e.,
Engineering Evaluation based on a statistical sample to determine
that cable tray hanger welds meet design requirements).

(Open) Violation (454/82-01-01): Penetrameters placed on weld area |
s c.

( ) to be viewed by radiography. Region III requested NRR to make a '

decision on this by January 1983, and to date, there is still no
|decision.

21



. .

'

d. (Closed) Violation (454/82-05-17;-455/82-04-17): Weld parameter sheets['T not located at the activity site. Region III requested'ASME to make\/ a further clarification on the response that CECO had received from
ASME. The inspector reviewed all related documents, including the
ASME interpretation and found CECO's practices to be acceptable.

(Closed) Allegation; Open Item (454/83-39-01; 455/83-29-01): Somee.
hanger s do not have weld travelers for the auxiliary steel.

NRC Findings

The allegation was substantiated; however, the problem was indepead-
ently identified by the Hatfield quality program and corrective
action initited. To date approximately 4836 hangers have been
inspected and founu to be acceptable for Unit I and 572 hangers
unacceptable including veld travelers missir.g. There are 17 hangers
that have not yet been inspected. There were approximately 1026
hangers inspected and found to be acceptable for Unit 2 and 138
hangers unacceptable (includes weld travelers missing). There are
528 hangers that have not yet been inspected. Where the travelers
are missine, the list is sent to the production group to have the
weld travelers generated in accordance with NCR #540.

.

The NRC inspector reviewed the Hatfield quality program and the
corrective action initiated. The weld travelers are being generated
in accordance with NCR 4540. No further review is needed by the NRC.

f''% This item is closed.

2. Licensee Action on 10 CFR 50.5S(e) Item

(Closed) 50.55(e) 83-05 (454/83-05-EE): Preservice Inspection weld
indications. The NRC inspector reviewed the final response dated
December 6, 1983, and the data or. several weld indi ations that had been
found during the preservice inspection program. CECO letter from
E. Swartz to Region 111 dated May 26, 19E3, reported that several weld
indications had been found during the preservice inspection program and
CECO indicated that additional NDE would be performed. CECO letter from
T. Tramm to H. R. Denton documented the results of all of the examina-
tions and Ceco's plans to repair the indications in the steam generators.
CECO also provided basis for not pursuing repair of the pressurizer
indications and requested NRC concurrence. The NRC inspector reviewed
all the above and considered this item closed.

j (Open) 50.55(e) 82-09 (454/82-09-EE; 455/82-09-EE): A potential inter-
ference problem exists between the ends of ITT Grennell pipe clamps and
cylinder ends of Pacific Scientific shock arrestors used with Fig. 306/307
snubbers shipped prior to 1980 caused by oversized welds. At present, 3*4
of the mechanical snubbers with potential interference problems have been
inspected on Byron Unit 1. So far, none of the snubbers inspected require
redesign or repair. All inspections and any necessary changes will be
completed prior to fuel load on each unit. .

I
v

22

. - _ - _ -. .. _ . -



. --

.

.

(Closed) 50.55(e) 83-13 (454/83-13-EE; .455/83-13-EE): Pacific Scientific,s

( ) snubber capstan springs failed dynamic test. Representatives of the NRC'' visited Pacific Scientific manufacturing facilities and discussed the
capstan spring problem. The vendor had completed various metallurgical
analysis and determined the questioned snubbers do in fact meet the
design requirements. Based on the analysis there are no reportable
deficiencies. This item is considered closed.

3. Licensee Action on IE Bulletins

(Closed) IE Bulletin 83-06 (454/83-06-BB; 455/83-06-BB): Nonconforming
materials supplied by Tube Line Corporation facilities. The inspector
reviewed the final response dated November 17, 1983 indicating that CECO
had reviewed the lists of purchasing records for materials which may tave
been supplied by Tube Line. All Tube Line materials which had been
received were returned to the vendor. This item is considered closed.

(Closed) IE Bulletin 83-07 (454/83-07-BB; 455/83-07-BB): Apparently
fraudulent products sold by Ray Miller, Inc. The inspector reviewed the
final response dated March 20, 1984. Based on a review of station and
corporate purchasing records CECO believes that no apparently fraudulent
Ray Miller Inc. materials were received at Byron Station. This item is .

considered closed.

4 Allegation

( )' On November 23, 1983, a Level II Quality Control Inspectors employed by
N/ Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory detailed to Hatfield Electric Company

contacted the Resident inspector's Office and stated several allegations.
The inspector closed several allegations in Region Ill Inspection Report
No. 50-454/83-29; 50-455/83-29 and Report No. 50-454/84-02; "0-455/84-04.
The following is a follow-up of a previous allegation.

(0 pen) Allegation: Open Item (454/84-02-02; 455/84-02-02): " General
surveillance of this project illustrates that approximately 90% of the
"B" welds on DV-164's are 1/8" undersize where tube steel has been used.
In most cases this represents a 40% decrease in size and 55% in strength."

NRC Tindings

This allegation is addressed in Region 111 Inspection Reports
No. 50-454/83-39, on page 50, Jtem 7.j ; No. 50-454/84-02, on page II,
Jtem s; and No. 50-454/84-04, on page 13, Jtem 5.a. The allegation could
not be substantiated, however, when the inspector viewed the drawing of
the DV 164's he observed DV 162 "B" welds below the DV 164's. Therefore,
further review indicated additional inspection was needed to resolve this
item.

The NRC inspector was informed that Systems Control fabricated approxi-
mately 2603, DV-162 "B" welds. (80% of DV-162 "B" welds onsite).

n
V
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On March 14, 1984, Ceco issued NCR F-893 which identifies the allegatic;
/''\,-)) included in Region III Inspection Report No. 50-454/83-39; 50-455/83-29

on DV-162 "B" welds fabricated by Systems Control which are installed on
site and that may be questionable. The corrective action was to punch
list all DV-162 "B" weld connections in Units 1 and 2 and reinspect /
analyz- a MIL-STD-105D sample of 100 connections to achieve a 95/95 level
of reliability and confidence.

Approximately 95 connections out of 100 were visually examined to date
(April 12, 1984) and approximately 50% of the welds were found acceptable.
Weld mapping and tnalyzing is being performed on the unacceptable welds
and an engineering evaluation of the adequacy of the installed connections
is also being performed. This effort may be completed May 1, 1984

The NRC inspector inspected several "B" welds with the S&L Level III while
he was performing the inspections in accordance with the MIL-STD-105D
sampling plan. This is the same Level III that performed visual inspec-
tion on the Reinspection Program.

After 95 of the velds were reinspected, the NRC inspector visually
examined the following welds in Table I and agreed with the Level III's
interpretations.

.

%

i
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TABLE 1
.

DV 162 "B" Welds

Hanger Item Weld !!atfields S&L 3rd Party l<eviewNo. No. Traveler No. Inspection Agree Disagree

76 69 51181 Under Size Under Size
76 7 51180 Crat r & Profile Acceptable61 23 51237 Under Size & Noniusion Under Size Overlap10 33 51194 Unoer Size Under Size
51 1 51144 overlap Acceptable

.

28 26 51179 Under Size & Slag Under Size Acceptable32 18 51162 Noniusion Acceptable
127 2 51216 under Size Under Size

8 14 51174 Crater & Parosity Crater Acceptable
13 82 51213 Under Size & Crater Under Size Acceptable13 30 51213 under size, Overlap & Overlap Acceptablei Noniusion
13 55 51213 Crater Acceptable

132 28 51224 Overlap Overlap
132 28 51359 Acceptable
132 37 51359 Acceptable
89 57 51147 Acceptable
30 81 51151 Acceptable

121 53 51146 Acceptable
6 49 51160 Acceptable

50 25 51208 Acceptable
22 43 51175 Acceptable

7 17 51161 Acceptable
7 75 51161 Acceptable
7 83 51161 Acceptable

22HV9 103 51164 Acceptable

~
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In the visual examination, the NRC inspector found that in many cases thes

(' ') re5nspections were overly ecnservative and the HECo inspectors were
classifying weld attributes as unacceptable which, in fact, were accept-

''

able under the AWS Code. The 3rd party inspection was correcting most
of ibe over calls as seen is Table I. Most of the unacceptable welds
were bearder line. As an example, six qualified weld inspectors may call7

the unacceptable welds acceptable and six other weld inspectors with the,

"
same qualifications may call the same welds unacceptable.

5. Reactor Vessel Internals Unit #1

Nuclear Installation Services Company (NISCo) performed most of the
fabrication of the internals at their main office in Florida and the
installation at the site. Hunter Corporation did the piping and HECo
did the electrical. The vessel head is on and the work is complete:d.

The inspector reviewed various procedures and the following items related
to control rod guide tubes and instrument tubes, repair work and
miscellaneous tackwelds and plagwelds, and conduit runs:

Field chanEes.

Receiving and inspection reports.

.Process control sheets.

Weld material requisition slips.

Data reports including NDE reports
!

,s Material review reports '

(} Support pin modifications.

bo itams of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

I
,

|

!
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/''N Section 13>

-

Prepared by J. W. Muffett

Reviewed by D. Danielson, Chief>

Materials and Processes Section
.

.

1. Review of Calculation and Engineering Judgements

Commonwealth Edison's reinspection program as delineated in the " Report
on the Byron QC Inspector Reinspection Program" dated February 1984 found
a number of instances where either ASME code, AWS code or general design
intentions were violated. In a number of these instances " Engineering
Judgement" was used to determine the adequacy of the installation. In
the remainder of these cases calculations were performed to demonstrate
the adequacy of the installation. The basic purpose of this section of

: the report is to document the NRC review of these calculations and
engineering judgements.

a. Initial Review
.'

.

On January 24, 1984 an initial review was performed on calculations
supporting the L.O. Del George letter of January 12, 1984 (which is
basically an initial summary of the Reinspection Program).

() The calculations were reviewed for technical methodology, complete-
ness, and proper references.,

'

A summary of the discrepancies reviewed (divided by contractor
| follows):

:

)

! I

i

i

%s

f
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PITTSBURGli TESTING LABORATokY
4

.

RANDOM DISCREPANCY ACCEPT?
POPULATION REPORT FCR YES SARGENT & LUNDY NRCNUMBER NUMBER DISCREPANCY DESCRIPTION NUMBER OR NO RESOLUTION RESOLUTION

PTL-2 PTL 11847 One concrete expansiori anchor Yes Plate assembly works Concurviolates requirement for embedded with three of four
length. CEA's.

PTL-1 PTL 11725 Two concrete expansion anchors Yes One anchor plate Concur
'

rejected due to no end code. One assembly out of two
CEA violates pl:mbness and bevel is sufficient.
Washer requirement.

PTL-8 PTL 4800 One concrete expansion anchor Yes Sufficient capacity Concurviolates 1/4" projection beyond is developed by net.
8 aut requirement.

PTL-17 PTL 5044 All four concrete expansion Yes llanger loads small. Concur
anchors in an anchor plate Anchor capacity is
assembly have reduced embedded sufficient.
length.

PTL-21 PTL 6146 Concrete expansion anchor does Yes Anchor satisfies Concur
not meet requirements for bolt Lorquing requirement,
projection beyond nut. therefore sui:Acient

capacity is developed
by nut.

PTL-28 PTL 7091 Two concrete expansion anchors No One plate assembly Concur
have reduced length. One anchor with two concrete
rejected due to plumbness, bolt expansion anchors
projection and torque requirements. unable to establish
One anchor rejected for Lorque length.
requirements.

e 9 9



! .l
.

BLOUNT BROTilERS CORPORATION
.

RANDOM DISCREPANCY ACCEPT?j POPULATION REPORT FCR YES SARGENT & LUNDY NRCNUMBER NUMBER DISCHEPANCY DESCRIPTION NUMBER OR NO RESOLUTION RESOLUTION

$ BBC-6 Q3-704 El. 407', R3 secondary shield wall N/A Yes Connection works ConcurPL. #2, Det. 981, (Dwg. AB Ell?). without missing weld.Not installed to detail. Misstag
.3/8" fillet welds top & bottom

flange to 3/4" plate. Right a rid

lett vertical side plate should beJ

on piece.

BBC-6 Q3-704 Both plates are cut into two pieces Cutting of plates not Concur
in field. Horizontal 1/2" plate critical. 1/2" platet' should be installed. A bent plate not required.
installed in field.

BBC-ll Q3-709 El. 382' 2-3/4", R10 at secondary F4240b Yes Change in clearance Concur
>

shield wall, Pt. #16, Det. 979. does not significantlyDetail calls for 1" clearance from affect beam. Reduc-
crown of wall embed to edge of W14 tion in length is not
flange. In field, clearance is a problem.,

3/4". Detail calls for 8" clearaisce
from crown of wall embed to back 01
horizontal plate. In field,
distance is 7". Not installed to
detail.

BBC-18 Q3-717 El. 425'10-1/2", at secondary F42411 Yes Top plate works Concur
shield wall. Detail calls for 3/4" despite being 1"
x 8" x 8" boLLom plate. In tield, short.
top plate is 3/4" x 6-3/4" x 9-1/2".
Not install per detail.

BBC-21 Q3-723 Not installed per detail. Installed F41970 Yes Block wall Lee Concursimilar to Det. A-464-1. capacity acceptable,

e 'O #
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liUNTER CORPORATION

: '

RANDON DISCREPANCY
ACCEPT?POPULATION REPORT FCR YES SARGENT & LUNDY NRCNUMdER NUMBER DISCREPANCY DESCRIPTION nut 1BER OR NO RESOLUTION RESOLUTION

'

HC-59 ISO. SCC-100-10-A excessive bend, PMD CALC Yes NR 604 accepted by Concurpipe ovality (9.7%) 3/4" pipe. PSAG-24 calculation PSAG-22
dated 11-7-83.

,

HC-60 ISO. SCC-100-52 excessive bend, PttD CALC Yes NR 604 accepted by Concurpipe ovality (11.2%) 1 1/2" pipe. PSAG-24 calculation PSAG-22
dated 11-7-83.

HC-79 Whip restraint IFWR-17 grinding SED CALC Yes Minor dimensional Concurj below minimum wall on rods. 19.1.J discrepancy.
HC-87 Whip restraint It!SP-14 dimension SED CALC Yes Same as llc-79. Concuroff by 5 3/4". 19.1.3

HC-107 ISO liFSK-137 dimension off by Et1D CALC Yes Same as llc-79. Concur1 1/2". 0044953
.

i

i

.
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JoltNSON CONTHOLS

.

, RANDOM DISCREPANCY ACGEPT?
POPULATION REPORT FCR YES SARGENT & LUNDY NRCNUMBER NUMBER DISCREPANCY DESCRIPTION NUNbER OR NO RESOLUTION RESOLUTION

JC-1 AA-6 fit up gap between L and CEA SED CALC Yes Reduced weld stress Concuris 1/8" and weld is 1/4" tillet. 19.1.3 calculation performed
and accepted. .

JC-10 AB-7 Missing weld across unistrut. SED CALC Yes ECN S573 makes weld Concur
9.1.3 across unistrut

optional.

JC-20 1AB-151 llanger attached 2 1/4" off SED CALC Yes FCk F17114 approved Concur
of beam. 9.1.3 beam olf centerI

attachment.

JC-21 1AB-164 Gap between end of unistrut SED CALC Yes FCR F16313 approved Concur
and end of connection plate (1/8" 9.1.3 gap max. load 7 lbs.
to 1/4").

JC-27 AZ-1 Lack of weld penetration. SED CALC No Lack of penetration Concur *
9.1.3 is enrmally limited

to either first and
las* 1/4" (or both)
of weld. Weld was
checked for reduced
length.

JC-28 AZ-Z Lack 01 weld penetration. SED CALC No Same as JC-27. Same as JC-27.
9.1.3

O See paragraph 1.c.(1) of this section of the report.

|
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RANDOM DISCREPANCY
' ~

ACEEFr?POPULATION REPORT *

FCR YES SARGENT & LUNDY NRCNUMBER NUMBER DISCREPANCY DESCHIPTION NUtlliER OR NO RESOLUTION RESOLUTION
.

JC-39 AC-2 Base metal gouged. SED CALC Yes Angle weld checked Concur
9.1.3 for reduced length

due to base metal
gouging. Load 12 lbs
75% of weld length
considered.

,

i

~
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POWERS - AZCO - POPE

.

RANDOM DISCREPANCY ACCEPT?
POPULATION REPORT FCR YES SARGENT & LUNDY NRC
NUMBER NUMBER DISCREPANCY DESCRIPTION NUMBER OR NO RESOLUTION RESOLUTION

PAP-54 llanger IPT-SIO48-32 Incomplete SED CALC Yes Incomplete weld Concurweld. 9.1.3 acceptable per ECN
4835.

.

PAP-64 llanger IPT-S1048-35 Incomplete SED CALC Yes Inconiplete weld Concur
weld. 9.1.3 acceptable per ECN

4835.

.

$

.

1

1

l
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llATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY
.

RANDOM DISCREPANCY ACClifl"t
POPULATION REPDFT FCH YES SARGENT & LUNDY NRC

NUMBER NUMB'iH DISCREPANCY DESCRIPTION NUMBER OH NO resol.UTION RESOLUTION

HE-3 2295 (1) Conduit bends. Yes (1) Excess bends OK Concur
(2) Ground jumper. (because allowable
(3) Missing WS hgr. cable palling tension,

was not exceeded.)
(2) //2 AWG jumper OK Concur
for 1/0 AWG power
conducter per NEC.
(3) Missing haugers Concur
OK because installed
hangers temporarily

i
removed due to
anchor failure.

IiE-29 2264 ilgr. type / configuration. Yes Installed plate size concur
meets design require-
ments.

HE-34 2274 lig r. type / configuration. Yes Installed plate size Concur
meets design require-
ments.

HE-594 3304 Incorrect plate size recorded. Yes FCR approved - Concur
resolution required
no hardware change.

HE-622. 2477 Incorrect dimension recorded 23421 Yes FCR approved - Concur
resolution required
no hardware chuge.

HE-863 3379 Incorrect conduit size recorded. 23811 Yes FC;t approved - Concur
resolution required
no hardware change.

G 'O 9
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RANDOM DISCREPANCY
ACCEPT 7POPULATION REPORT *

FCH YES SARGENT & LUNDY NRCNUtiBER NUMBER DISCREPANCY DESCRIPTION NUrthe.n OR NO RESOLUTION RESOLUTION

RE-1159 2485 Incorrect tube-steel dimensions 23407 Yes FCR apprcved - Concurrecorded. resolution required
no hardware change.

9
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f w) In addition to the discrepancies in the preceeding list and analyses
(V of the five welds with the lowest factor of safety were revi'ewed in

detail. These welds were:

Weld Factor of Safety

E-19 . 1.0
E-55 1.0
ES-1 1.0
S-5 1.0
S-21 1.0

The detailed review of the initial reinspection report prompted a
number of questions. These questions basically involved the scope
and method of selection of welds for engineering analysis and also
the exact number and type of ASE, ANSI and AWS code discrepancies.

b. In February 1984 the final report concerning the Byron Reinspection
Program was issued. This report dealt with the questions raised by
the initial report.

(1) The number of discrepant welds which had engineering evaluation,
was increased from 100 to include all discrepant welds.

(2) An exact listing of all code discrepancies was provided.

The larFe number of calculations performed to support the final
report required an indepth review. The types of discrepancies
reviewed are as follows:

Welds acceptable by judgement.

ASE fillet welds.

ASE hT welds.

ASE MC, hT welds.

ASE socket welds (on various classes of piping), .

AWS welds of various t>Tes of components.

1The following is a detailed listing of calculations reviewed. '

'

v

|

|
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llATFIEl.D El.ECTRIC (ELECTRICAL)
i -

Dicerepancy No. FCR No. ' Inspector's Report No. Description NRC Resolution
E-159 F-23577 Relocate Support Reviewed CalculationIIE-932

E-186 2799 (Dwg 0-3362) Change radius of conduit ConcurE-991 bend

| HE-239 4109 (Dwg 1-3361) Change radius of conduit Concur
. E-221 .

bend

.
E-212

.

IIE-262 4122 (Dwg 1-3361) 2 Plates stacked instead Reviewed Calculation
instead of 1 plate

ifE-268i 4110 (Dwg 1-3361) Change metuber size Reviewed Calculation
~

ifE-1545 2065 (Dwg 6E-0-3322) Incorrect as built Concur '

E-293

E-306 4106 (Dwg 6E-0-3322A) Added spacer plate Reviewed Calculation
E-326 (DWG 6E-0-3322 ADO 3 Relocate support Reviewed CalculationE-1578 6E-0-3322CO3)

IIE-344 2175 (Dwg 6E-1-3331) Anchor bolts as built Reviewed Calculation
crew 4 5/8 long;
reinspection actual 4 1/2

IfE-358 2183 (Dwg 6E-1-3331) Incorrect as built data concur
HE-435

E-691 4116 (Dwg 6E-0-3385) Incorrect as baAlt data Concur

E-736 FCR 23808 3041 (Dwg 6E-0-3361) lucorrect as built data Concur

E-771 FCR 23808 3040 Incorrect as built data Concur

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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Dircr pancy No. FCR do. Inspector's Report No. Description NRC Resolution

| E-790 F 23616 2976 Incorrect as built data Concur
*

E-829 3373 (Dwg 6E-0-3381A) Incorrect as built location Reviewed Calculation
and thickness

E-576 4124 (Dwg 6E-0-3361) Member too long Reviewed Calculation
E-1235 2357 (Dwg 6E-0-3314) incorrect as built data concurE-1234

E-1257
E-1262 '

E-1276 2363 (Dwg 6E-0-3314) Incorrect as built data Concur

E-1445 3303 (Dwg 6E-0-3323) lucorrect as built data Concurlie-1463

E-162i1 FCR F-23722 3092 Change conduit bend radius ConcurifE-1622

E-1625 2128 (Dwg 0-3386A) Relocate conduit support Reviewed calculation
IIE-36 F 23283 2276 Member larger than required Reviewed Calculation
!!E-120 2224 Change member Reviewed Calculation
E-121 2219 No Calculation Reviewed Calculation

present calculation
prepared during inspection

e 't 9



POWERS - AZCO - POPE (Structural)
.

Dicerepancy No. FCR No. Inspector's Report No. Description NRC Resolution

PAP-3 1262 Fillet weld too small Reviewed Calculation
PAP-53 1640 Incomplete fusion Reviewed Calculation
PAP-99 1230 Undersized weld Reviewed Calculation

PAP-100

PAP-109 1193 Undersized weld Reviewed CalculationPAP-llo

PAP-129 1179 undersized weld Reviewed Calculation

PAP-130 No Report Undersized weld Reviewed Calculation
*

PAP-183 1857 Ripples, ridges and slag Reviewed Calculation
in weld

PAP-195 1930 Undersized weld Reviewed Calculation

PAP-217 1393 Undersized weld Reviewed calculation*

PAP-219 - 1368 Undersized weld Reviewed Calculation

PAP-236 1384 Lack of tusion Reviewed Calculation

PAP-357 2160 Leg of tillet weld shot Reviewed Calculation
!

PAP-395 No Report Acceptable under current Concur
criteria

PAP-414 1786 Insufficient leg and throat Reviewed Calculation

PAP-443 2070 Undersized weld Reviewed Calculation

PAP-454 1943 Plate installed incorrectly Reviewed Calculation
.

causing undersized weld

O O O



.

* Discrep acy No. FCR No. Inspector's Heport No. Description NRC Resolution
PAP-522 No Repor't Excessive undercut Reviewed Calculation
PAP-555 1229 Lack of fusion Reviewed Calculation
PAP-593 1481 Welds in wrong places Reviewed Calculation
PAP-621 2142 Insufficient thruat Reviewed Calculation
PAP-658 1380 Undersized weld Reviewed Calculation
PAP-711 2036 Gap between components Reviewed Calculation

reduces weld

PAP-733 1245 Coarse ripples, ridges, SEL calculation reduced *
and slag. throat dimension length

should be reduced
PAP-762 1865 Weld not "all around" as Reviewed Calculation

per detail

PAP-778 2189 Weld not "all around" as Reviewed Calculation
per detail

PAP-850 964 Hipples, grooves, overlap S&L calculation reduced *
scale and slag throat dimension length

should be reduced

* See paragraph 1.c.(3) of this section of the report.
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l'0WERS - AZCO - l'Ol'E (Mechanical)

:
Dircrepancy No. FCR No. Inspector's Report No. Description NRC Resolution

__

PAP-849 1002 Undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

PAP-802 1097 Undersized socket weld _, Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

PAP-266 1131 Undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
"

(Class !!)

PAP-822 1131 Undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

PAP-25 1329 Undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

t

PAP-526 1387 undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

PAP-164 1415 Undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

PAP-178 1422 Undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

PAP-472 1434 Undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class B)

PAP-133 1463 undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

PAP-678 2170 Undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

PAP-775 1516 Undersized socket weld Reviewed Calculation
(Class 4)

e 4 e
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All reviewed calculations were essentially correct except where noted.
[) The review also included the following calculation " Hunter Subjective I

\s / Welding Discrepancy Evaluation" BRP-1. This calculation included:
.

30 Small bore fillet welds
3 Large bore butt welds

14 ASME NF supports
4 ASME ND or MC penetrations
1 Calculation (EMD-044969) which develops stress intensification

factor for discrepant weld

After completion of review of the calculations it was determined
that in 50 instances the original inspector had missed an incomplete
weld, a difference in configuration or both. Although this is a very
small number on a percentage basis more inspection was performed to
insure that the 50 errors had not all been of one type or the work of
one inspector. The following table summarizes the types of discrep-
ancies and the inspector responsible. After review it appears that
no discernible pattern of inspector error had developed.

Description Quantity

.
Length of weld short by 3/4" or less 1 23
Length of weld short by more than 3/4" | 2

l

I

[~'/) 2 x 2 angle installed in lieu of 3 x 2 | 7
s-

l
m

|
Fillet veld slightly undersized | 5

I

I
Stiffeners omitted | 6

Mislocated off Beam | 2*
I

I
Fit-up gap | )

I

|
CEA relocation exceeds 2d | 4

|

|

| 50

* Includes one item with mislocation and stiffener omitted.

.
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Significant Discrepancies Pet Original Inspector

O(_/ Inspectori Item # lAttributel
I | |

A | 22 1 | 5.s | Weld short in length by 1/4"
B | 34 2 | 5.1 | Requires stiffeners - not installed
B | 35 3 | 5.3 | Stiffener omitted,

B | 36 4 | 5.2 | Requires stiffeners not installed
B | 41 5 | 5.3 | Stiffeners omitted
B | 42 6 | 5.1 | Length of weld short by 1 1/2"

.
B | 48 7 | 5.2 | 3 x 2 x 3/8 stiff. called out 2 x 2 x 1/4

| | | installed
B | 120 8 | 5.2 i CEA relocation accep. per FCR 38163
A | 121 9 | 5.2 | Anchor location exceeds 2d requirement
A | 122 10 | 5.2 | Anchor location exceeds 2d requirement
A | 124 11 1 5.2 | Anchor location exceeds 2d requirement
C | 125 12 | 5.1 | Weld short in leg
D | 126 13 1 5.1 | Weld inside web does not have the req.

| | | 1/4" fillet
D | 127 14 | 5.1 | Weld 3/8" short in leng*.n
E | 128 15 | 5.1 | Weld 3/8" short in length
F | 130 16 | 5.2 | Hgr not inst. on center of beam emb - also

| | | stiffeners missing
*

F | 131 17 | 5.2 | Not centered on beam
F | 132 18 | 5.2 | Item #3 omitted (stiffener)
F | 133 19 | 5.2 | No stiffeners
D | 175 20 | 5.1 | Weld I" short in length

(, D | 179 21 | 5.2 | 2 x 2 x 3/8 angle iron installed in lieu
| | | of 3 x 2 x 3/8

D 1 180 22 | 5.2 | 2" x 2" x 3/8" L installed in lieu of
I | | 2" x 3" x 3/8"

D | 181 23 | 5.2 | 2 x 2 x 3/8 angle iron installed in lieu
| | | of 3 x 2 x 3/8

D | 182 24 | 5.2 | 2 x 2 x 3/8" L installed in Ifeu of
| | | 2 x 3 x 3/8

A | 245 25 | 5.1 i Weld short in length by 1/16"
B | 247 26 | 5.1 | Weld length short by 3/4"
G | 248 27 | 5.1 | Weld length short by 3/4"
H | 249 28 | 5.1 | Weld length short by 3/4"
H | 250 29 | 5.1 | Weld length short by 1/2"
B | 251 30 | 5.1 | Weld length short by 5/8"
E | 252 31 1 5.1 | Weld length short by 3/8"
l | 253 32 1 5.1 | Weld size 1/8" fillet used in lieu of 1/4"
l | 254 33 | 5.1 | Weld size 1/8" fillet used in lieu of 1/4"
C | 260 34 | 5.1 | Weld length short by 1/4"

. T | 264 35 | 5.1 | Weld short in length by 1/8"
B | 265 36 | 5.1 | Weld short in length by 3/16"
D | 266 37 | 5.1 | Weld length short on stiffeners
D | 267 38 1 5.1 | Excess gap between angle and embed
D | 268 39 | 5.1 | Weld on tube steel to embed short by 3/8"
A | 269 41 | 5.2 | Weld undersized by 1/,16" - bgr config

} | | | weld size cannot be increasedI

43
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Inspectori Item # |AttributelO _.

I | |ks- D | 271 42 | 5.1 | Weld short in length by 3/16"
D | 272 43 | 5.1 | Weld short in length by 1/2" and 3/16"

| | | (2 places)
D | 273 44 | 5.1 | Weld short in length by 1/8" (tube steel -

| l. | embed)
F | 278 45 | 5.1 | Weld short in length by 1/8"
D | 279 46 1 5.1 | Welds short in length by 3/8" and 1/4"

| | | (2 places)
D | 280 47 I 5.1 | Weld short in length by 1/4" (channel and

| | | embed)
D | 281 48 | 5.1 | Weld short in length
E | 284 49 | 5.1 | Weld short in length
B | 337 50 | 5.3 | 2 x 2 x 1/4" L used in lieu of 3 x 2 x 3/8

| | | L causing weld to be short on leg by
| | | 1/16"

B I 341 51 1 5.3 | 2 x 2 x 1/4" L used in lieu of 3 x 2 x
| | | 3/8" L - weld short in length by 1/8"

c. Observations

A number of observations were made during the inspection. They are *
as follows:

(1) In the initial summary report discrepancies identified as JC-27
and JC-28 are resolsed by S&L ttating that lach of fusion exists

/ only in the last or first 1/4 inch of the weld. Since the
length of lack of fusion is indeterminate without grinding to
check for reduced length, the generic application of this'

criteria is not acceptable. However, these welds were replaced
so that at this time this issue has no safety significance.

(2) Discrepancy HI-121 (inspector's report 2219) had no calculation
at the time the review was performed. This appears to be an
isolated incident.

(3) Welds in which the reinspection found slag were treated by two
different methods. In some instances the length of the weld was
reduced while in others the throat dimension was reduced. The
method of reducing the length is more conservative. In the
cases reviewed the configuration appears satisfactory using
either method.

d. Conclusion

In this inspection no items of noncompliance or deviations were
identified. This inspection revealed no violation of TSAR commit-
ments as they pertain to design and analysis. Also the procedures
dealing with the dispositioning of the discrepancies were functioning
Properly.-

,
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's 2. Allegat.'on -

"'

On May 27, 1983 and February 14, 1984 anonymous allegations concerning
Sargent & Lundy design practices were received by the NRC. A detailed
explanation of these allegations is contained in the February 17 memo
from C. H. Weil to C. E. Norelius and R. L. Spessard (subject: Allega-
tions Re: Sargent & Lundy and the Byron Station). This inspection dealt
with one portion of the allegation:

"The alleger stated that 1000 Byron pipe hangers were undersized. The
alleger further stated that S&L Engineers had begun to fix the problem
but were stopped when it was estimated that the cost would be 5 -
7,000,000. Father than fixing the problem, S&L simply said the design
and loads were acceptable. The alleger attributed the problet to a flaw
in a computer program. The alleger subsequently mailed a series of
documents dealing with HVAC hangers."

These documents and allegations were the basis for two inspect' ions. The
first of these was conducted with R. W. Hooks, Assistant Division Head,
Structural Engineering Division. The basic topic for this interview was
items contained in the series of documents. These documents.are a seriesof internal met.. concerning HVAC supports. Topics of interest in these .

memos concern:

New Seismic loading requiring reanalysis 10/6/81..

() Acceptability requirements for the resnalyzed hangers 4/12/82,.

4/22/82 (Byron reanalysis acceptable at Braidwood and Harble Hill).

Error in computer program "SEISRANG" 5/3/82..

Reanalysis results froe Byron should not be extrapolated to other.

(Braidwood & Harble Hill) or other floors at Byron.sites

Each of these items were discussed in detail with the following results:

A new reanalysis of HVAC bangers was performed in October 1982..

Acceptability criteria were developed.

A memo of 4/22/82 states that reanalysis to requirements of Byron.

elevation 477' is acceptable at other elevations and other sites
'

(Braidwood and Harble Hill).

The memo of 5/3/83 concerns an error in the "SEISRANG" program which.

was detected by S&L. This error appears to have been handled by
proper S&L prncedure and good engineering practice.

This memo of 6/14/82 negates the 4/22/82 memo and clearly states.

that Byron elevation 477' results should not be used at other
elevations or other sites.

() The important issue raised here is whether HVAC hangers at other sites or
other elevations at Byron have been accepted based on the Byron elevation
477' reanalysis.

45
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(''} At the present time their are formal psocedures in place and a major
\s / reassessment program underway. The purpose of this program is to make

sure that every HVAC hanger is correctly analyzed.

The second part of this inspection which took place on April 12, 1984
consisted of private interviews with individuals named by the alleger.
These four individuals will be called Mr. A, Mr. B, Mr. C, and Mr. D.
The individuals were all asked the following questions.

1. Are you aware of any underdesigned pipe hangers at Byron or elsewhere?

2. Did S&L start a program to deal with this problem and abandon it due
to excessive expense?

3. Are you aware of errors in computer programs which have compromised
the design?

4. Are there procedures in place to deal with flaws in computer programs?

5. Are you aware of any underdesign or errors in the HVAC hangers or
their design procedures?

.

6. Are you aware of any technical deficiencies in the design of Byron
or any other plant?

Os
- Mr. A was not aware of any underdesign at Bycon or in any other plant. He

was aware that flaws had been detected in certain computer programs and
HVAC bangers but was confident that both problems had been dealt with
according to procedure.

Mr. B was not aware of any underdesign at Byron or in any other plant.
He was aware of errors in some computer programs but felt that these
errors had been bandled by proper procedures. He had no technical 4

concerns relative to design. Mr. C and Mr. D essentially reconfirmed
the positions stated by Mr. A and Mr. B.

NRC Tindings

The portion of this allegation dealing with HVAC bangers and pipe supports
could not be substantiated based on both inspections. It appears that
these allegations are based on an incomplete knowledge of more refined

,

analysis techniques and supervisory attention to the stated problem. |
4

!

O.

.
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applied to the Reinspection Program and it helped achieve accuracy because it

eliminated using any original inspection data unless it was positively identified

to a specific inspector.-

To help improve the record selection and correlation process, a computerized

data base management system, which was in the process of beEig finalized, was

used to reconcile some weld travellers to hangers. This reconciliation between

inspectors and hangers ensured that the initial hanger inspections assigned to

each inspector were correct, and it provided an accurate means for identifying

those hangers which did not have complete inspection records,

in two situations, it was found that it could not be determined which original-

inspection records were associated with a specific component in the field. The

first situation involved the absence of information on weld traveler cards
regarding the precise location of the hanger, and whether weld inspections had

been performed originally. The second situation involved comparable
documentation problems for Hatfield Electric and Reliable Sheet Metal
hangers. Both of these situations were identified as an audit finding. New
inspections were initiated for these hangers. Since these original inspections

have no documentations which would tie those inspections to original
inspectors, the results of the new inspections were not input to the
Reinspection Program data.

Hatfield Electric has completed the reconciliation of hanger and weld
inspections, which are documented on the weld travellers. For hangers that

have weld traveler cards with incomplete data, new inspections are being
performed. These new inspections are in addition to, and outside the scope of,

the Reinspection Program. These inspections are expected to be complete in

March 1984. Audit No. 6-83-124 remains open pending completion of these

inspections.
,

E. THIRD AUDIT -IMPLEMENTATION OF REINSPECTION PROGRAM ,

1

- Subsequent to the issuance of the " Preliminary Report on the Reinspection

Program" (October 28, 1983), an additional audit was performed. Audit No. |
|

Page 1 |.
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EXHIBIT C-1

SUMMARY OF SUBJECTIVE DISCREPANCY EVALUATION
. .BY CONTRACTOR

Table CE-l .

Summary of Subjective Discrepancy Evaluation ~
Johnson Centrols

Type of Category X Category Y Category 2 No. with -
Discrepancy Total No. 4 ithin No. Acceptable No. Acceptable Design
by Attribute Quantity Parameters by Judgment by Calculation Significance

Visual weld ,

"
1. Tube Track! f.5 15 12 3f, O

Instrument
Suoports

Note for Table CE-1: -

1. Categories X, Y, and 2 are defined .i". Section C of Appendix C.

.

*

*

!.

|

.

.
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S. Pittsburgh Testina

The engineering evaluation has shown that the welding inspected by
Pittsburgh Testing is of good quality. In order to expand the data base and

*

respond to specific questions asked by the NRC staff (refer to question Q7
'

in Appendix F), the additional inspections and detailed evaluations
described in Exhibit C-2 are preceeding. -

_

.

6. Peabody Testing

The welding inspected by Peabody is of good quality. The reinspected
welds are representative of the welds inspected by Peabody. '

E. CONCLUSION

None of the observed discrepancies had usi n significance and, in all cases, theb

design margin remains within specified desl n limits. The work by theE

contractors is of good quality.

.

e

*
.

I

f

'

;

.

o

.

Page 3.
,



-.

.

.

EXHIBfT C-2
Page 12 of 15

-
. .

n .
,

\ )
' '

v
.5. Pinsburgh Testing Laboratory Evaluation Results - AWS Weld

Discrepancies
'

The inspection work performed by Pittsburgh Testing covered structural

steel work performed by Blount Brothers, American Bridge and Mid-City
Architectural. A total of 6,137 welds were reinspected and 90) AWS weld

discrepancies were identified.

A detailed review of the reinspection records for all 903 discrepancies was
made. This review indicated that there were no cracked welds, in order to

achieve 95% reliability with 95% confidence, a statistical sampling plan
was chosen in accordance with Military Standard 105D. The resulting
sample size for the engineering evaluation was 64 welds. The sample was

conservatively biased by including the 30 welds that the third party
inspector identified as having the most weld quality discrepancies. The
remaining 14 welds were randomly selected. The remaining 841

[ discrepancies were resiewed to assure that the numbert and types of
discre;;ancies within the sarr.ple were representative of the entire group. '

.

The results of the engineering evaluation for the sample of 6f. Pittsburgh
Testing welds are shown in Table CE-II.

Table CE-Il
Results of AWS %Wdhiscrepancy Evaluation

Pattsburgh Testtng

4 eld Discrepancy Category

A BI B2 C
4 eld 4 elo

No.of No Strength Strength Weld.

Weld Structural Reduced Reduced Rejected
Weld Type Discrepancies impact by < 10% by 2 10% (Cracks)

Structural -

steel work 64 10 37 17 0

O *

C'
.

.
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() The welds usociated with the 903 observed AWS weld dihrepancies.

involved 312 connections. Each was reviewed and those with the highest -

level of stress were identified. A representative number of connections,6

of 44, with a design rnargin less than 1.3 were among those chosen for

engineering evaluation, and they were found to have no desi ;nl
si nificance. Further detailed evaluation was not required because itemsE

with a design margin greater than 1.3 are capable of carrying the design
loads even if the percentage reduction from the most discrepant of the 30
lowest quality welds is applied to th[se items.

For the 4 cases where a detailed engineering evaluation of the weld

discrepancies was performed, the we'ds are adequate to carry the design

loads. The average value of the weld strenEth reduction for Pittsburgh

Testing welds is less than ten percent. This reduc. tion is not significant to,
the overall behavior of the structures. '

-

The enginecting esaluation shows that Pittsburgh Testing' welds are
b adequate to carr) the desi n loads with the presence of weld discrepanciesE

| of the ty pe cbserved.

However, to expand the data base and in order to answer a specific
question asked by the NRC staf f (see Q7, Appendix F), additional
inspections and evaluations are being performed.

Pittsburgh Testing showed an undesirable failure rate for inspection of

welds with overlap and undercut. The presence of overlap makes visual
weld quality inspection more dif ficult. In order to confirm that welds with

overlap are not masking other discontinuities, the third-party inspectors
will select a suitable number of welds which represent the most severe
cases of overlap. The overlapped portion of these welds will be removed

by grinding and the weld will be reinspected. The results of this -

reinspection will be reviewed and evaluated. For undercut, the reduction

in capacity was approximately 5% which is insi nificant.E

4
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V a. A5ME Large Bore Butt Telds - ND

One discrepancy involved a 1/4-inch diameter region of porosity on a 42-
inch diameter circumferential pipe weld. The code considers surface
indications up to 1/16-inch in diameter as not relevant. The subject
indications were all I/64-inch to 3/64-inch in diameter which fall within
ASME Class ND liquid penetrant examination acceptance cdteria. This
discrepancy was therefore determined to be acceptable since the visual

reinspection acceptance criteria exceeded code requirements.

The second discrepancy involved a convex bead on a 30-inch diameter

circumferential pipe weld. Af ter grinding to remove the convexity, the
weld was then examined by visual and liquid penetrant examination and
determined to be acceptable.

.

The final discrepanc) involved a section of weld at a pipe t'd-weld neck

flange joint which was reported to be under the surface of the flange. The-

, weld was reported to be 1/32 inch under the surface of the ' flange over

approxirt.ately 2W of the weld length. This occurred only on the flange,

side of the weld (the pipe side of the weld was acceptable). Flange surfaces

| commonly are out of exact round due to manuf acturing tolerances. This

| results in the type of discrepancy identificc; this is not considered a valid

discrepancy because it does not conflict with design requirernents or
intent. No sharp discontinuities were noted at the flante joint. The

i observed weld discrepancy was, therefore, determined to be ecceptable.
'
,

b. ASME Socket and Fillet Welds - NB, NC, ND

A total of 'bree ASME Class 1 (NB) observed discrepancies were reported.

All three involved slightly undersized seal weld fillet welds for radiographic
plugs. The piping has been qualified with the actual seal weld size and
determined to be act.eptable.

.

A total of eight A5ME Class 2 (NC) discrepancies were reported. Five
involved socket weld fillet sizes, one involved porosity in the socket weld,

V

Page 6. .
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I

.h one involved a slag inclusion at the toe of the fillet weld, and the remaining
~

*

discrepancy involved a slightly undersized radiographic plus seal weld. For !
!the five fillet weld discrepancies, it was determined that the fillet weld size

|
'*

Indicated on the design documents was larger than required by design. All

| fillet sizes were found in compliance with A5ME Code design criteria when i

compared to actual design requirements. The surface porosity was [,

j evaluated as acceptable based on the approved magnetic particle test for !
,

; the weld. The visual reinspection acceptance criteria again exceeded code
i

j requirements. The slag inclusion at the toe of the weld had a depth of 0.012
|

| inches and was butfed outt no weld repair was required. The code requi.ed

that minimum weld size was not violated. For the slightly undersized

j radiographic plug seal weld, the piping has been qualified with the actual
seal weld size and determined to be acceptable.

|
-

.

A total of 19 ASME Class 3 (NO) discrepancies were reported. These

included 14 fillet welds identified as undersized,3 welds with undercut, and

2 welds with surface porosity. The 14 fillet welds identified as undersized j
meet desi n requirements and therefore are acceptabte per the ASME Code

'

5 ;-

design criteria. The 3 welds with undercut were evaluated and found not to
|'

be significant. The remaining 2 welds identified as having surface porosity

were evaluated and found to be acceptable. (Also, ASME porosity
i

inspection requirements are nonexistent for Class 3 socket welds 2 inches or

less in diameter.) ;,

c. ASME Support Welds - NF !

A total of 14 discrepancies were reported for ASME Class NF welds. Eight ,

! of these involved fillet weld length, three involved fillet weld size
reduction, and one involved undercut. These observed discrepancies were i

| evaYuatiid on the basis of the actual design capacity of the associated |

',

| supports with the observed weld discrepancies taken into consideration. All

welds were determined to be acceptable.

1

#* **p
.'

|
'

)
!
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(v) One discrepancy involved paint on a weld which resembled a crevice that
.

was not actually a discrepancy (upon removal of the paint), and hence was
acceptable.

The firil discrepancy involved a fillet weld joining a strut bracket to a steel
i

plate. A portion (1-1/2 inches) of the S-Inch weld was repotted4o have lack

of fusion and undercut along the steel plate. The actual length of specified
weld for the bracket exceeded desl n requirements. The weld wasE

determined to meet ASME Code desi n criteria when compared to theE

actual design requirements. Since the region exhibiting the lack of fusion
consisted of excess weld, the support weld was found to sneet the ASME

Code design criteria and to be accepteble. In addition, the weld with the

discrepancy was evaluated with respect to the maximum design capacity of
the support component and was determined to be acceptabla with a desi n.E

''margin of 2.

| d. ASME Pipe Penetration and Reinforcint Saddles - MC, ND
V One ducrepancy wat reported involvinE an ASME Class MC penetration

clesure plate weld. This discrepanc) insolved the weld joining the
penetration clesure plate to the pipe wall. A full penetratior, weld with a

| S/5 inch by 3/E inch reinforcing fillet was specified. The 3/f inch leg was
joined to the pipe surface. The discrepancy involved a 1/f inch reduction in

reinforcing leg length of the larger leg. The observed reduction in 5 eld leg
was evaluated (compared with actual desi n requirements) and dete mir,edE

to be acceptable.

|

The second discrepancy involved an ASME Class 3,16 inch diameter pipe,
reinforcing pad, attachment weld. The specified attachment weld was a

3/8 inch fillet attaching a 3/4-inch thick reinforcing pad to the pipe wall.
Several sections of the weld were reported to be undersized by 1/16 to 1/8-
inch. The entire weld was conservatively reduced in size by 1/8 inch '',

resulting in a 1/4-inch fillet weld for evaluation (compared with actual '

)g design requirements). It was determined that the weld was acceptable with
e i

WI

.
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') a design margin in excess of 30. In addition, is should be noted that fillet
'

V
welds on pipe surfaces are difficult to measure due to the curvature of the
pipe surface; welding gages will typically indicate slightly undersized weld
legs due to this pipe curvature,

-

,

e. Summary
.

In summary, all the ASME weld discrepancies were evaluated in detail and

determined to be acceptable when compared with the design requirements
and with ASME Code design criteria. Based on the small number of
discrepancies and the evaluation which determined that no discrepancy had
design significance, the ASME work performed by Hunter has been
determined to be of good quality and no lurther inspections are warranted.

.

2. Powers-Arco-Pope Evaluation Results - Code Weld Discrepancy Evaluation
>

All the accesi.ble, recreatable Powers Azco Pope work was reinspected, for
_

b) those inspectors who did not meet the program acceptance criteria. A total of

306 weld discrepancies were identified involving ASME and ANSI B31.1 piping
; y

support weles as noted below in Table CE-14.

.

Table CE-14
Code Teld Discrepancy LTaluation Results

Powers Arco-Pope -

1
.

P Q
Acceptable % elds

No. of Weld Weld Strength do not rnect\1 eld Type Discrepancies Reduction Code Design Criter
i a. Socket welds (NC) 44 44 0

b. Socket welds (ND) 24 24 0
; c. Support welds (NF) 34 34 0!

d. Socket welds (B31.1) M 204 0

\ -

TOTAL 306 306 O
'

O :
.

.

.

i

'
. _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ -

PApp 4 ]



i

i

u.ifto sfAfts
! * .,Jt(AR REGULATORY COMMIS$10N*

| ntcso9 811
j . 799 8tooltvtLT 8tO AD
|

*

. ./ CLEN CLLYN 4LLINott 60137
.

.....
}

.

t

r.P 13 E4,

-
; ; . .t s9 s o - .Te.

5 ; . ,. c t .N o . 50-455

. . ' C. . onweilth Edison Company
f+* M N: Mr. Cordell Reed

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

,

i

Centlemen: *
,

l

This refers to the special safety inspection conducted by Mr. R. S. Love of.

! this office on January 23-27, 1984, of activities at Byron Station authorizedj
by NBC Construction Permit No. CPPR-130 and No. CPPR-131 and to the discussionI

of our findings with Mr. G. Sorensen and others of your staf f at the conclusionof the inspection.
.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during the
1 inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective exam-!

ination of procedures and representative records, observations, and interviews
t with personnel.
!
'

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in non-
compliance with NRC requirements, as specified in the enclosed Appendix. Awritten response is required.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure (s)
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of thedate of this' letter. Such application must be consistent with the requirementsof 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within the specified
periods noted above, a copy of this letter, the enclosure (s), and your responicj to this letter will be placed in the Public Document Room.

1

!
The responses directed by this letter (and the accompanying Notten) are not

!
subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as

| required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.
I
!

i
l

Sg. YCUJ
!

i
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fiscuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.5. .... . ::v,.

.

Sincerely,

f/,

W.SILittle, Chief
Engineering Branch 2

Enclosures
1. Appendix, Notice *

of Violation
2. Inspection Reports

No. 50-454/84-09(DE) and
No. 50-455/84 wi(00)

cc w/encis:
D. L. Farrar, Director

of Nuclear Licensing *;

; V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager
I Gunner Sorensen, Site Project
i Superintendent
i R. E. r,uerto, Station
i Superintendent
'

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII Dyron
Resident Inspector, RI!!

Braidwood
Phyllis Dunton, Attorney

General's Office, Environmental
Control Division

Ms. Jane M. Whicher
Diane Chavez. DAARI/ SAFE '

O
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NOTICE OF V101.ATION

.

-~ nweilth Edtson Company
Docket No. 50-454

.v. i result of the special safety inspection confucted on January 23 27, 1984,
in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9,1982),

in,:
'

tr.e following violation was identified.

10 CTR 50, Appendix D, Criterion XVI, as implemented by Ceco Topical Report
CE 1 A, Section 16, requires that measures be established to assure that
conditions adverse to quality are promptly identified and corrected.

Contrary to the abover-the-failure of Hatfield Electric Company to provide anadequate response on'DR 3
cables being insta11chn382 has resulted in 12 safety-related electrical-Mon Station. Unit 1, whose quality is indeterminate
in that one or more of these cables was overstressed during the attemptedpull-back of cable IVA70'J.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II).
.

Arsuant to the provisions of 10 CTR 2.201, you are required to submit to this
office within thirty days of the date of this Notice a written statement orO explanation in reply, including for each itea of nonconpliancet (1) corrective
action taken and the results achievedt (2) corrective action to be taken to
avond further noncompliancet and (3) the date when full compliance will beachieved.

Consideration may be given to extending your response time for goodcause shown.

,k
at

Dated /
.

/ W. S. Little, Chact
Engineering firanch 2
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U.S. ).TCLEAR RICl|LATORY COMISSION:

j *

REGION !!!
;

j
.

| Feports No. 50-454/84 09(DE); 50-455/84-07(DE)
-

,
'

|
'

! Dacket Nos. 50 '.54 1 50 455 Licenses No. CppR 130; CppR-131
!

! Licensee: Cominonwealth Edison Company
i Post ')f fice Dox 767 '

Chicago, Illinois 60690
i

j Facility Names Byron Station, Units 1 and 7
i .

Inspection Att Dyron Site, Byron, Illinois
|

Inspection Conducted: January 23-27, 1984
1'
,

Inspector: R. S. Love J//4_'fj1

Date

p M d)i
'

| Approved By: C. C. Wil114ms. Chief J,hf" TgPlant Systems Section Date

; Inspfetton metry
.i
j Intraction an 34y13ry 2]=27 19A4 (Paports No, 50 4*i4/84 n1(DJ)[r 1! pn 413fM4__u1(DE))

Areas inspee,tfj Review of licensca action on previously identifted items.
|Fo11owup on an allegation that safet/ related electrical cables had been;

i over t6nsioned during installation. This allegation was substantiated by thereview of records and personnel interviews. This inspection involved ,5 totalof 40 inspector hours by one NRC inspector,
EnouM In the areas intrected, one item of noncompliance (inadc<suste

j
,

disposition on a Deviation Report . Paragraph 3.c) w4s identified.
j

|
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DETAILS
, ..

!. Persons Contacted
,~

~
~y Commonwealth Edison Comoany

*G. Sorensen, Construction Superintendent
*K. J. Hansing, Quality Assurance Superintendent
*J. O. Binder, Project Electrical Cuperv1sor
*E. L. Martin, Quality Assurance Supervisor
*M. Dellabetta, Quality Assurance Engineer )
*E. Sager, PCD Electrical Engineer I
*J. W. Rappeport, Quality Assurance Engineer
R. B. Klingler, Project Quality Control Supervisor
M. E. Lohmann, Assistant Construction Superintendent

iHatfield Electric Company (HEco)

D. L. Heider, QA/QC Manager

The inspector also contacted and intervieweu her licensee and contractorpersonnel during this report period.

*Deno*.es those present at the exit interview conducted oa January 27,1984,
f
\xs 2. Action on previously Identified Items

(Closed) Open Item (50-454/82-17-03; 50-455/82-12-03):a.

This item
pertained to the conflict between the SAR ccamitment to the 1972
editica of the AWS DI.1 Code and the implementation of the 1975 )

edition by the electrical contractor. SAR Amendment 44, dated
'

December 1983, revised Table 3.8-2 to delete Code edition. .

Effective |Code edition will be determined by the date of the applicable
Contracts.

b. (Closed) Open Item (50-454/83-16-03): This item pertained to the
damaged cable documented on NCR 597 and the misrouted cables causedby improper labeling of conduits. The damaged cable was replaced and
FCR F-22863 was issued to show as-built conditions for conduitmarkings and cable routing.

(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (50-454/83-11-EE; 50-455/83-11-EE):
f

c.

Af ter completion of the Hot Functional Testing at Byron Station
1, the covering on the Anaconda Type NWC flexible conduit |Unit

utilized inside the containment was observed to be split open on
several installations. All liquid tight flexible conduits inside
Unit 1 and Unit 2 containments are being covered with Okonite T-35jacket tape. This tape is qualified for containment environment.
As of the date of this inspection, Unit 1 is appcoximately 95% com-('') plete. This item must be closed for the applicable unit prior to() loading fuel.

2
1
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3, F.:Irew-up on Allecations

The Region III office received an allegation that some safety-related
electrical cables had been everstressed during installation at the Byron

n

3 - Station. As noted below, this allegation was substantiated. Reference:
lopen Item 454/84-02-03; 455/84-02-03.,

|-

Backeround - Electrical cables may be overstressed by exceeding the
maximum pulling tension or sidewall pressure ~~~d'uring ins ~tillation-~o'r
re-work'acti Eties. The informitioit~-required to calculate 'these maximum

~~

values are normally provided by the cable manufacturer for the varioustypes of cable provided,

A review of CECO nonconformance reports (NCRs) indicated thata.
the

following NCRs were prepared to document potential electrical cable
overstressing: '

-

(f539),4atedApril2,1981..

During the installation of safety-
related cables IDC030 and IDC089 (type 1/c-350 MCM) a pullingguide with a 9" radius was utilized. Installation tension was.2dD.Q1 Per project drawings, a pulling guide with a mimimum of
a 18" radius should ha.ve_been.used 3G Qn_g~the installatio5 a,c,ti-vi ta ns. lising_a 9" radius _puly ng_ guider the maximum pulling

ArnsAon_ should have been limited _ toy so as, not to exceed
th< n,vtmum cable sidewafl pressure. The subject cables were
eplaced and the NCR was clos D 6~ September 7, 1982.

(/ x) F679, dated October 30, 1981. During the installation of.

\_/
safety-related cable 2SX098 (type 3/c #4/0) a pulling guide with
a 6" radius was utilized and cable installation tension was notmeasured. Per the approved disposition, a High Potential (Hi-
Pot) Test at 17 kV for 5 minutes and an Insulation Resistance
Test at 2.5 kV de were satisfactorily performed on the subject
cable. NCR was closed on March 9, 1982.

F747, dated November 16, 1982. Was prepared to document that
.

'

the cable pulling tension criteria delineated in ECN 2579, datedMay 19, 1982 and ECN 3015, dated October 13, 1982, was not im-
plemented by the electrical contractor, HECo, until October 27,1982. Between May 19, 1982 and November 4, 1982, 133 cables
were installed in conduit where the tension was measured.
Utilizing the criteria contained in ECNs 2579 and 3015, these
cable pulls were analyzed by Sargent and Lundy. Upon completion
of the analysis, it appeared that 17 of these cables may have
been overstressed. All of the applicable data, including
sketches of the routing, for these 17 cables was forwarded to
the cable manufacturer, Okonite Company, for their analysis.
The Okonite analysis indicated that the 17 cables were accept-
able as installed. The Region III inspector reviewed the
Okonite analysis and found it acceptable. The NCR was closed
on November 10, 1983. This item is also documented on HECo
NCR 482.

O.\ ,)
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F756, dated December 23, 1982. During the installation of
l

.

safety-related cables IFW217 (12/c #14), IFW262 (2/c #14),
IFW346 (2/c #14),1FW458 (2/c #14), IFW510 (2/c #14), IFW561'

(2/c #14), IMS282 (12/c #14), IMS283 (12/c #14), IMS325 (2/c
#14), ISD054 (7/c #14), ISD058 (7/c #14), and ISD062 (7/c #14)
it appeared that the cables had been overstressed. The a'ctual
pulling tension was 610#. Utilizing the equation Ta = 0.6 x n x
Tes, the maximum allowable tension wculd be approximately 4750,where: Ta = allowable tension in pounds; n = number of cables
in the pull; Tes = maximum pulling tension of the smallest cable
in the pull (2/c #14 = 66#); and 0.6 = additional safety factor.
Utilizing equation Ta = 0.008 x cm x n x 0.7, as provided byOkonite, the allowable tension would be approximately 1590#.
Equation Ta = 0.008 x em x n is found in IEEE Standard 422-1977and the safety factor of 0.7 was provided by Okonite. Based on
the above information, the subject cables were accepted as
installed. Sidewall pressure was not a factor. NCR was closed
on July 20, 1983. This item is also documented in HECo NCR 511.

F775, dated January 24, 1983. During the installation of.

safety-related cables:
1AP183 (HECo NCR 556); 1AP073, IAP320,

IAP322 (HECo NCR 557); 1AP072, IAP319, IAP321 (HEco NCR 558);,
2SX138, 2SX139, 2SX140, 2SX149, 2SX153 (HEco NCR 559); 2AP179,
2AP300, 2AP401, 2SX079, 2VX044, 2DC072 (HECo NCR 560); IVCO28
(HECo NCR 561); IIP 005, IIP 006 (1:Eco NCR 562); IIP 033, IIP 034
(HECo NCR 563); IVA580, IVA581 (HEco NCR 564); IVA580, IVA581
(HECo NCR 565); IVA558, IVA559, IVA560 (HECo NCR 566) and,_s

( ') IVA374, IVA375, IVAS48 (HECo NCR 567) it appeared that the\~ /

cables had been overstressed. Based on the revised criteria for
calculating maximum allowable pulling tension, all cables except1AP183 were accepted as installed.

Cable 1AP183 was Hi-Potted
at 29.5 kV de for 5 minutes and was found satisfactory for its
intended use. NCR was closed on November 10, 1983.

F799, dated March 14, 1983. During installation of safety-re-.

lated cable 2EF096 (4/c #14), the cable was overstressed.'

Actual pulling tension was 1450 and the maximum allowable pul-
ling tension was 132#. Okonite performed an evaluation of this
cable and found it acceptable as installed. NCR was closed on
December 18, 1983. Thi; item is also documented on HECo NCR 579
and Discrepancy Report (DR) 1777.

F800, dated March 14, 1983. During installation of safety-re-.

lated cable 2VA319 (4/c #14), the cable was overstressed.
Actual pulling tension was 140# and th'e maximum allowable pul-ling tension was 132#. Okonite performed an evaluation of this
cable and found it acceptable as installed. NCR was closed on
December 13, 1983. This item is also documented on HECo NCR 580
and DR 1800.

F802, dated March 23, 1983. During pull back of safety-related.

cable IAF279 (2/c #14), it appeared that the cable was over-(~3 stressed.
b Actual pulling tension was 40# and utilizing the

4
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" revised criteria, the maximum allowable pulling tension is 66#.
The cable was accepted as installed, (HECo NCR 586 and DR 1835).
During installation of safety-related cables 10G189 (24/c #20)

'

and IDG187 (2/c #16), it appeared that these cables were over-
stressed. Actual pulling tensi;n was 71# and utilizing the
revised criteria, the maximum allowable pulling tension is
approximately 250#. These cables were accepted as installed.
This NCR was closed on June 28, 1983, (HEco NCR 588 and
DR 1857).

F809, dated April 15, 1983. During rework (pullback) of safety-
.

related cables IVD119 (2/c #14), IVD120 (2/c #14), and DG042
(2/c #10), the cables were overstressed. For cable 1DG042, the
maximum allowable pulling tension is 166# and the actual tension
was 1950. Cable IDG042 was replaced. For cables IVD119 and
IVD120, the maximum allowable pulling ten; ion is 105.60 and the
actual tension was 110#. These cables were accepted as instal-
led based on an evaluation by Okonite. NCR was closed onJanuary 9, 1983. (HEco NCR 599).-

- _ -

F821, dated May 20, 1983. During installation of saiccy-related
cable IVA709 (2/c #16), the cable was overstressed.

The maximumallowable pulling tension is 58# and the actual tesnion was120#.
The cable was replaced and the NCR closed October 14,

1983, (HECo NCR 605 and DR 2075).

827, dated July 8 During inst of safety-related
s_ l cable 2V h, 1983.

.

n was overstressed. The maximumallowable pulling tension is 58# and the actual tension was
180#.

The cable was replaced and NCR closed on October 28,1983. (EECo NCR 642 and DR 2458).

F837, dated August 5,1983. During installation of safety-re-
.

lated cables 2VA786 (2 x 1/c #14), IVA784 (2/c #14), and IVA756
(2/c #14), the cables were overstressed.

The ms.ximum allowablepulling tension for each cable is 66#. The actual pulling ten-
,

sion for each cable was 115#, 92/120#, and 100# respectfully.
Cable IVA784 was overstressed (92/120#) in two portions of the
pull. As of January 26, 1984, this NCR was still open. These
items are documented on HECo NCRs 658 (2VA786), 660 (IVA784),
662 (IVA784) and 666 (IVA756).

-

F838, dated August 5, 1983. During installation of safety-re-
.

lated cables IRC650 (16/c #16), IRC651, IRC652, IRC653, IRC654,
IRC655, IRC656, IRC657, and IT.C658 (IRC651-1RC658 all 3/c #16),
the cables were overstressed. The combined maximum pulling
tension for these cables is 354# and the actual tension was
440#, (HEco NCRs 649 and 650). During installation of safety-
related cables IAR025 (2/c#16) and 1AR160 (2/c #16), the cables
were overstressed. The combined maximum pulling tension for
these cables is 116# and the actual tension was 260#. As ofJanua ry 26, 1984, this NCR was still open.,f}

\j .- -
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F839, dated August 8, 1983. During rework (pull'back) of.

safety-related cable ICV 029 (4/c #14), the cable was overstres-
sed. The maximum. allowable pulling tension is 132# and the
actual tension was'145#. Based on an evaluation by Okonite, the
calbe was acceptable for re-installation. NCR was closed on
January 13, 1984. (HEco NCR 673 and DR 2787). .

F844, dated August 22, 1983. During rework (pull back) of.

safety-related cables IFWO20 (2/c #16), IRC395 (2/c #16), and
IRC400 (2/c #16), the cables were apparently overstressed. The
maximum allowable pulling tension was calculated to be 139# and
the actual tension was 175#. Based on the criteria supplied by
Eaton, cable manufacturer, the maximum allowable pulling tension
for these cables is 176.4#. The cables were acceptable for
re-installation. NCR was closed on November 17, 1983. (HECo
NCR 681). ,

F845, dated August 20, 1983. During installation of safety-.

related cables IAP149 (3/c #500 MCM) and 1AP152 (3/c #500 MCM),
the cables were overstressed. The maximum allowable pulling
tension due to sidewall pressure limitations is 3000#. The
actual pulling tension for cable IAP149 was 5400# and 5754# for
cable 1AP152. As of January 24, 1984, this NCR was still open,
(HECo NCR 687).

3
F865, dated November 17, 1983. During installation of safety-.

related cable 2VA787 (2/c #14), the cable was overstressed. Ther'
( )S

maximum allowable pulling tension is 66# and the actual tension
was 115#. As of January 24, 1984, this NCR was still open (HECo,

NCR 769 and DR 3596).

F864, dated November 17, 1983. During installation of safety-.

related cable 2DG105 (4/c #14), the cable was overstressed. The
maximum allowable pulling tension is 132# and the actual tension
was 310#. As of Janua ry 24, 1984, this NCR was still open (HECo

,

I

NCR 765 and DR 3523).
.

F865, dated December 2, 1983. During installation of safety-.

related cables IVA755 (2/c #14) and IVA795 (2/c #14.), the cables
were apparently overstressed. The maximum allowable pulling
tension is 132# and the actual pulling tension was 138#. As of |

January 24, 1984, this NCR was still open, (HECo NCR 733 and DR
3687).

Pending a review of CECO NCRs F837, F838, F839, F845, F863, F864, and
F865 for proper closure, this item is unresolved (50-454/84-09-01;
50-455/84-07-01).

|b. A review of HECo NCRs 1-450 and the NCR log for NCRs 451-839 indi- I

cated that the following NCRs were prepared to document potential
overstressing of electrical cables:

v)s
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Note: Where the nonconformance is described on a CECO NCR, only the
status of the HECo NCR and a reference to the Ceco NCR will be
provided.

, -

483, Opened October 27, 1982. Closed November 29, 1983..

Reference: CECO NCR F747. -

511, Opened December 2, 1982. Closed January 13, 1983..

Reference: CECO NCR F756.

556, Opened January 24, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..

Reference: CECO NCR F775.

557, Opened January .75, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..

Reference: CECO NCR F775.
.

558, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..

Reference: CECO NCR F775.

559, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..

Reference: CECO NCR F775.

560, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..
-

Reference: Ceco NCR F775.

561, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..

Reference: CECO NCR F775.(,
\s_ 562, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984.

Reference: CECO NCR F775.

563, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..

Reference: Ceco NCR F775.

564, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984.

Reference: Ceco NCR F775.
.

565, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..

Reference: CECO NCR F775.

566, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..

Reference: CECO NCR F775.

567, Opened January 25, 1983. Closed January 21, 1984..

Reference: CECO NCR F775.

i
586, Opened March 17, 1983. Closed September 6, 1983. {

.

Reference: CECO NCR F802 and HECo DR 1835. '

588, Opened March 18, 1983. Closed September 6, 1983..

Reference: CECO NCR F802 and HECo DR 1857.

10
V
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579, Opened March 11, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR.

was still open. Reference: CECO NCR F799 and HECo DR 1777.s

| )
'''' |

580, Opened March 11, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR
|

.

was still open. Reference: CECO NCR F800 and HECo DR 1800.

642, Opened July 5, 1983. Closed January 25, 1984 Reference:
.

CECO NCR F827 and HECo DR 2458.

605, Opened May 12, 1983. Closed October 17, 1983. Reference:.

CECO NCR F821 and HEco DR 2075.

599, Opened April 12, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR.

was still open. Reference: CECO NCR F809.

687, Opened August 12, 19S3. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR.

was still open. Reference: CECO NCR F845.

681, Opened August 11, 1983. Closed January 25, 1984.

Reference: CECO NCR F844.

668, Opened August 1, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR.

was still open. Reference: CECO NCR F838.
.

666, Opened July 26, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR was.

still open. Reference: CECO NCR F837.

/''} 662, Opened July 21, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR was.

(_/ still open. Reference: CECO NCR F837.

660, Opened July 21, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR was
-

.

still open. Reference: CECO NCR F837.

658, Opened July 20, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR was.

still open. Reference: CECO NCR F837 and HECo DR 2714.

673, Opened August 5, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR.

was still open. Reference: CECO NCR F839 and HECo DR 2787.

650, Opened July 18, 1983. As of Janua ry 25, 1984,'this NCR was.

still open. Reference: CECO NCR F838.

649, Opened July 18, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR was.

still open. Reference: CECO NCR F838.

773, Opened November 17, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR.

was still open. Reference: Ceco NCR F865 and HEco DR 3687.

769, Opened November 9, 1983. As of January 25, 1984, this NCR.

was still cpen. Reference: Ceco NCR F863 and HECo DR 3596.

766, dated November 3, 1983. Cable 2DG070 (9/c #14) was pulled.

into a conduit without measuring the cable pull tension in--

\ _/ 4s
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accordance with approved procedures. The cable was pulled back
-

'') ' and re pulled utilizing a dynamometer during the entire opera-
tion to measure cable pulling tension. The actual pullings

tension was 40# and~the allowable maximum pulling tension is
296#. Cable 2DG070 was accepted as installed. This NCR was
closed on November 10, 1983. Reference: HEco DR 3518. -

765, Opened November 3, 1983. As of January 25, 198/> this NCR.

was still open. Reference: CECO NCR F864 and HECo DR 3523.

113,' dated June 16, 1980. During installation, cable ISI523.

(2/c #14) was hand pulled through conduit containing approxi-
mately 350* of bends. Conduit runs are normally limited to 270*
of bends between pulling points. The maximum allowable pulling
tension for 2/c #14 cable is 66#. The calculated pulling
tension for this installation was 25.655#. The Region III
inspector reviewed the calculations and they appeared to be
adequate. This NCR was closed on May 21, 1981.

109, dated April 26, 1980. During installation, cables ISX067.

(3/c #10) and ISX043 (12/c #14) were hand pulled through conduit
containing more than 270 of bends. The maximum allowable
pulling tension for these cables was 645# The calculated pulling
tension for this installation was 1320. Based on the calcula-
tions the cables were accepted as installed. This NCR was
closed on May 21, 1981.

r['~} The Region III inspector selected the HECo DRs prepared during thec.

( ,) 3rd quarter of 1983 for review. DRs 2468 through 3362 were prepared
during this time frame. Due to the method of filing, the inspector
reviewed DRs 2400 through 3400. With respect to possible over-
stressing g cables during installation or re-work,
all DRs,Nexcept number 33822,were subsequently documented on NCRs ande

are discusseo in paragraphs a and b above. Following are the Region
III observations as relating to DR 3382.

-~-.

.During p,ull,.bAck_of.. safety-relat.ed cable IVA709 (2/c (/16) from 2 1/2"
conduit COA 7464 (Reference: Ceco NCR F821), the.other 12 cables
remaining in the conduit were overstressed, Based on interviews with
HECo craft, engineering and QC personnel, CECO engineering personnel
and the review of applicable documentation, following is a sequence
of events as understood by the Region III inspector:

.- ,

\

(1) During the initial installation of cable IVA709, the cable was
overstressed. The maximum allowable pullTin~g lension for this

~

type of cab 1'e is 58.8# and the actual pulling tension was 12Qll.
This fact was do'c'Emented on HECo DR 2075, HECo NCR 605, and CECO

-

NCR F821. The dispos.ition on the CECO NCR was to replace the
cable. ~

(2) On or about October 4, 1983, while attempting to remove cable
IVA709 from conduit' COA 7464, pulling tensions of 250#, 450#,

,3 140# and 500# were exerted on cable IVA709. At that point in
\

9
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time, the decision was made to abandon that portion of cable;

IVA709 contained within the conduit. A new cable IVA709 was(_ ,/
installed and the applicable- @ nd CECO NCRs were closed. 1

'

HEco QC inspector prepa. red _QR.U338L dated Octoberd 1983, to
d_o mw n t th.it_.the_ remaining cables (IVA182, IVA185, IVA707, *

IVA712, IVA714, IVA716, IVA720, IVA721, IVA722, IVA723, IVA818,
and IVA819 ) ma y_ hay _e_be.en_oys rs t res s e d _du ri ng. _th e a t temp.ted
remova.l_o.f_c a.ble _1yA709. All cables contained within conduit
COA 7464 were 2/c #16 with an individual maximum pulling tensionof 58.8#.

(3) During the HEco engineer's evaluation of DR 3382, the engineer
erroneously assumed that the cable pulling crew was attempting
to remove all of the cables in conduit COA 7464 when the pulling
tensions of 2500, 450#, 140# and 500# were reached. Using the
above assumption, the EECo engineer calculated the maximum
allowable pulling tension for all the cables as 557#. Based on
the engineer's calculations, the cables were accepted as

. installed and the DR was closed on October 10, 1983. In that
the description of the discrepancy as noted on the subject DR:

$didnotcontainallofthefacts,theinspectorcanunderstand
ihow the engineer made an incorrect assumption.
j that the engineer failed to gather all the facts prior toIt would appea,r
providing a resolution on the DR.

(4) Th.e_Juluxe._Lo_ provide an . adequate response on DR 3382 has
resulted.in_12_ safety-related cablei'{1VA182~,'1VA185, IVA707,[,_ /) IVA71, IVA714, IVA716, IVA720, IVA721, IVA722, IVA723, IVA818,\m-
and IVA819) whose qual.ity is indeterminate in that one or more
of these cables was overstre.ss_e.d d,uri.Pa the.att_empte_d_puJ1-ba_ck,
of cable IVA701._ The individual maximum cable pulling tension
for these cables is 58.8# and the actual measured pulling*

tension was 500#. Subsequent to the inspectors findings, HECo
prepared NCR 841, dated January 27, 1984, to document the
overstressed cables.

The licensee was . informed that failure to assure that conditions
adverse to quality are promptly identified and corrected is an item
of noncompliance in accordance with Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50,Appendix B (454/84-09-02).

d. During the Byron team inspection (IE Inspection Report
No. 50-454/82-05 and 50-455/82-04) it was observed that the HEco
procedures did not contain an electrical cable rework procedure nor
the requirements to calculate electrical cable sidewall pressures
prior to pulling cable. This information became part of the Byron,
Unit 1, ASLB hearings conducted in Rockford, IL during August 1983.
During these hearings, the licensee stated that cable pull reports
for cables already installed are being reviewed against the current
criteria and any needed corrective action will be taken with the
advice of the cable manufacturer and that all cables, regardless of
when installed, will meet the current criteria.
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In accordance with Sargent and Lundy (T. R. Eisenbart) letter to| ''} Commonwealth Edison Company (J. T. Vestermeier) dated June 23, 1983,(,,/ S&L performed an analysis of all safety-related cables pulled into
conduit prior to December 1982. These cables pulled into approxi-
mately 2600 conduits and required analysis. Per the S&L letter, one
of the following methods was utilized in performing the analysis:

(1) Calculations for an assumed worst case conduit configuration
containing a worst cable configuration.

(2) Calculations for an assumed worst case conduit configuration
containing the actual cable configuration.

(3) Calculations for the actual conduit configuration containing the
actual cable configuration.

'

S&L's review identified three conduits that required additional
analysis by the cable manufacturer. Cable pulling information for
these conduits was forwarded to Okonite Company, cable manufacturer,
by S&L letter dated June 22, 1983. for their use in performing thedetailed analysis.

In accordance with S&L (T. R. Eisenbart) letter to CECO *

(J. T. Westermeier) dated December 12, 1983, all safety-related
cables pulled into conduit prior to December 1982 were acceptable.
This acceptability is based on analysis performed by S&L and the
Okonite Company's letter of October 11, 1983, and subsequent

(,_/
s

) discussions with HECo to determine the actual direction of cablex.- pulls into the three conduits analyzed by Okonite. Cable pulled into
cable tray was not considered a potential problem by S&L since the
cable information drawings addressed cable side-wall pressure by
specifying minimum cable pulling guide radii, and in addition, the

, , majority of cables pulled in tray were hand pulled.

The Region III inspector observed that the analytical method would
not provide 100% assurance tc'at all safety-related cables installed.

prior to December 1982 had not been overstressed. However, the
analysis plus the various tests performed prior to reactor operations'

does provide a reasonable assurance that all the safety-related
cables will perform their intended function. Pending a review of the,

analysis performed by S&L, this item remains open. Reference: Open
i

Item 454/84-02-03; 455/84-02-03.
\ _. . _

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompli-
ance, or deviation. An unresolved item disclosed during this inspection
is discussed in Paragraph 3.2 of this report.

I
1

LJ |

l
11 |

1

- sa --T - - _ . - - . . _ . . . . , w ,.



- _ __ -_. . .

'

5. Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
at the conclusion of the inspection on January 27, 1984. The inspector
summarized the scope and findings of the inspection. The licenseeacknowledged this information.
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Dodket No. 50-454 -

Occket No. 50-455
:

Commonwealth Edison Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed4

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Messrs. R. S. Love
and E. Christnot of this office on April 24-27, April 30-May 4, and May 10-11,

j 1984, of activities at Byron Station authorized by NRC Construction Permits
No. CPPR-130 and No. CPPR-131 and to the discussion of our findings with
Messrs. R. Tuetken and R. B. Klingler and others of your staff at the

*

conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective'

O examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in non-
compliance with NRC requirements, as specified in the enclosed Appendix.
A written response is required.

4

As a result of this inspection, it is our understanding that you will conduct
a reinspection of all electrical conductor butt splices at Byron Station,i

Units 1 and 2, as outlined in your letter of May 17, 1984, D. Farrar to
James G. Keppler.

,

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure (s)
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of

; the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the re-
quirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within
the_specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter, the enclosure (s), and
yoffresponsetothisletterwillbeplacedinthePublicDocumentRoom.

~

The responses directed by this letter (and the accompanying Notice are
not' subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and
Budget as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-S11.
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u ,, ,4 .8Commonwealth Edison Company- 2

h,/} ~

w
we will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.,

>;
*Sincerely, .

..

_.

r

R. L. Spessard, Director'
-

Division of Engineering

Enclosures:
1. Appendix, Notice

of Voilation
2. Inspection Reports

No. 50-454/84-27 and
No. 50-455/84-19

cc w/encls:
D. L. Farrar, Director

of Nuclear Licensing *

|
V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager
Gunner Sorensen, Site Project

Superintendent
p g R. E. Querio, Station
V Superintendent

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII Byron

: Resident Inspector, RIII
Braidwood

Phyllis Dunton, Attorney
General's Office, Environmental
Control Division

Ms. Jane M. Whicher
Diane Chavez, DAARE/ SAFE
R. Rawson, ELD

.
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Appendi_x
3

i l
x~ /

NOTICE OF VIOLATION'

.?

.-

Docket:No. 50-454Commonwealth Edison Company Docket No. 50-455J
.

, . .

'

As a' result of the inspection conducted on April 24-27, April 30-May 4, and
-

and in accordance with the General Policy and ProceduresMay 10 and 11, 1984,
for NRC Enforcement Actions, (10 CFR Part 2, Aopendix C), the folicwing
violations were identified:

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, as implemented by Commonwealth Edison1.
Ccepany Tcpical Report (CE l-A), Section 5, requires that activities
af fecting quality be prescribed by documented instructions or precedures.

Contrary to the above, the licensee failed to assure that the require-'

ments of S&L Drawing 6E-0-3237 B, February 1983 Revision, Note 47, were
translated into instructions or procedures. Note 47 requires the elec-
trical contractor to inspect for caole tray separation and add cable trayThis *

covers when the minimum separation requirements have been violated.
is exemplified by the f act that 124 units of safety-related cable tray'

has been installed since February 1983 and this tray has not been inspec-

/~') ted for separation requirements. Additional details are discussed in
(s/ Paragraph 2.d of Inspection Report 454/24-27; 455/84-19(CE).

This is a Severity Level V violation (Supplement II).

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, as implemented by Commonwealth2.
Edison Company Topical Report (CE l-A), Section 16, requires that
measures be established to assure that conditions adverse to quality

j such as nonconformances are promptly identified and corrected.
|

Contrary to the above, the licensee failed to assure that nonconformingThis is exemplifiedcable tray hangers were identified and corrected.
by the fact that as a result of this NRC inspection, 345 previously
accepted cable tray hangers were reinspected and 119 were found defective
and 19 were indeterminate because they were inaccessible for reinspection.
A contributing factor to this item is that Ceco Quality Assurance failed
to determine the effectiveress of the electrical contractor's cable tray

|

,

Additionalhanger reinspection program (Reference - HECo NCR 407R). '

details are discussed in Paragraph 2.c of Inspection Report 454/84-27;
-- 455/84-19(DE).
~

--This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement III.
_

:
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Appendix 2

*

-

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to
this office within thirty days of the date of this Notice a writteg** statement
or explanation in reply, including for each item of nonccmpliance:.= (1) cor-

i6n to be

taki.ive action taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective actn to avoid further noncompliance; and (3) the date when full compliancerect

will:be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your response time
foe ~ good cause shown..

'Mi 5 ^;34 /

Dated R. L. Spessard, Director
Division of Engineering

.
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
,.

(V)
REGION III

iz. t
Reports No. 50-454/84-27(DE); 50-455/84-19(DE) - ;

=

OccietNos. 50-454; 50-455 Licenses No. CPPR-130*; CPPR-131
..

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Bcx 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Facility Name: Byron Station, Units 1 & 2 ,

Inspection At: Byron Site, Byron, Illinois

Inspection Conducted: April 24-27, April 30-May 4 and May 10-11, 1984

# +'[[,j AInspectors: R. S. Love

e cons- 4 ,,L / .IJ
-

,

/E. Christnot 'Date

'YWi 6 /6 / 74'-
.

Approved By: C. C. Williams, Chief
'

'DatePlant Systems Section

pscettienSummary

Inscection on Aoril 24-27. April 30, May 4, and May 10-11, 1984 (Recort
No. 50-454/84-27(DE); 50-455/64-19(DE))

Review of licensee action on previously identified items.Areas Insoected:
Inis involved the review of applicable procedures, drawings, records and
calculation on-site and at Sargent and Lundy (licensee's A/E). This inspec-

tion involved a total of 146 inspection hours by two NRC inspectors. Six of
these inspector hours were expended in Nuclear-General Employee Training which
will be required for unfettered access (Ref. 10 CFR 50.70).
Results: In the areas inspected, two items of noncompliance were identified
(Paragraph 2.c, failure to identify and control nonconforming conditions-
Criterion XVI, and Paragraph 2.d, f ailure to assure that activities affecting
qua4ityareprescribedininstructionsorprocedures-CriterionV).

-.

,-.
.

M

~~
.

.

. _. ___. _ _ - _ - . __ _



.

. , . -, .

DETAILSp
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. '1. Persons Contacted ..?-
.,

Commonwealth Edison Cemaany (Ceco) I
.- :.
" G. Sorensen, Construction Superintendent

',- K. J. Hansing, Quality Assurance Superintendent
_ *J. O. Binder, Project Electrical Supervisor-

*R. B. Klingler, Project Quality Control Supervisor
*J. L. Bergner, Quality Assurance Supervisor
*M. V. Dellabetta, Electrical Quality Assurance Engineer
*E. T. Sager, Electrical Field Engineer
*J. W. Rappeport, Quality Assurance Engineer
E. L. Martin, Quality Assurance Supervisor
J. W. Zid, Quality Assurance Engineer
P. T. Myrda, Quality Assurance Supervisor

Hatfield Electric Coreany (HECo)

D. L. Heider, QA/QC Manager
S. Hubler, Lead Quality Control Inspector .

*

Sarcent and Lundy (S&L)

J. D. Regan, Electrical Engineers) 8. G. Treece, Senior Electrical Project Engineer
J. F. Clancy. Quality Assurance
T. R. Eisenbart, Electrical Engineer
J. J. Kamba, Senior Structural Engineer
T. J. Ryan, Structural Project Engineer

The inspectors also contacted and interviewed other licensee and
contractor personnel during this reporting period.

* Denotes those present at the exit interview conducted on May 4, 1984.

2. Action on Previously Identified Items

a. (Closed) Noncompliance (50-45c/B0-09-01; 50-455/80-08-01): During a
previous inspection it was ide.ntified that the requirements of the
Byron SAR and Specification 2021 were not adequately translated into
Specification 2815 in that corrosion protection (painting) was not
specified for the 1xposed ca' bon steel material and exposed spot

.

; welds utilized in the instalf ation of seismic Category I electrical
raceway hanger supcotts. En3ineeringIChangeNotice(ECri) Number-

4362 was issued tr. rNise Specifications F/L 2815 and F/J. 2831. The--

licensee's paintir g centractor (Midway Industrial Contractor, Inc.)7-

has a program iriplace that will assure that the items fiave been
painted. Ceco Froject Construction Depcrtment (PCD) is monitoring
the progress of the painting contractor. This item is closed.p)

'%.
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b. (Closed) Unresolved Item (50-454/82-17-02; 50-455/82-12-02): During>

p a previous inspection it was identified that conduit and cable tray
.Q hanger bolts no longer met the bolt torque requirements as specified.

in the applicable procedures. The licensee was requested 6 to evaluate '
'

these relaxed torque conditions and determine if they w)re acceptable. !

With respect to cable tray hangers, as part of th'e hanger reinspection
g- program,thehangerbolttorquewasverifiedandanybo{tsfoundnot,

meeting the torque require *ents were re-torqued to procedure require --
.

'; ments. With respect to conduit hangers, a reinspection of 300 conduit
. hangers was conducted. This reinscettion identified 89 conduit hanger-

;

bolts with less than the specified torque. These hangers were then :
analyzed for worst case conditions. This analysis was reviewed by the4

inspectors and found to be adequate. The analysis identified that the
'

conduit hanger would have performed their design function in the as-
found condition. This item is closed.

I

c. (0 pen) Unresolved Item (50-454/82-17-04; 50-455/82-12-04): During a,

previous inspection it was identified that the hanger connection
details under fireproofing were being accepted without QC inspec-
tion. The HEco QA Manager had instructed the QC inspectors to accent
connection details covered by fireproofing based on the information

,

'

on the weld traveler for the subject connection detail. These,

instructions were documented in QA/QC Memorandum Number 295. These .

j instructions were provided in conjunction with the cable pan hanger
*

reinspection required by HECo NCR 407. At that time, the Region III
inspector informed the licensee that the weld traveler could be
utilized for acceptance providing the hanger connection detail used

; was noted on the traveler. In accordance with a Ceco letter, dated
Speterber 22, 1982, HECo was required to submit certain data per-

i taining to this reinspection program cn a periodic basis. During
this reporting period, the Region III inspector reviewed these data
provided by HECo. These data indicated that of 4,308 hangers rein-

'

spected, fireproofing had to be removed from 131 hangers to deter-
, mine acceptance. This report indicated that 3 of the hangers were
} rejected after the fireproofing was removed. To determine why these
; three hangers were rejected, the inspectors reviewed the applicable
; weld travelers, hanger de-hang /re-hang forms (HORF), rework requested,
; field change request (FCR), deficiency reports (DR), nonconformance '

,

i reports (NCR), and the hanger inspection checklists. Following are
j the results of this review
1 '

| (1) Hanger 8HV11 on Drawing 0-3097H, Revision T.

! HORF 1151 indicates hanger originally installed August 19,.

; 1980. HECo could not locate a weld traveler for this
; installation.-

FCR 1807, dated August 19, 1980, was issued to. relocate-. .

i the hanger. .i
~

j
-

OR 119, dated June 11, 1982, stated that the hanger could-
.

not be inspected due to installation of firedroofing.a

'
This OR was closed on December 21, 1982. -

HORF-1151, dated September 30, 1982, indicates that the. .

| hanger was not installed per the drawing and FCR 1807.
Manger was removed on October 12, 1982.

3
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. Weld Traveler 19038, dated October 12, 1982, states,
g) " Welded plate to tube steel and structural steel (South(V side only)." Accepted by QC Welding Inspector.

Weld Traveler 19039, dated October 15, 15 82,. .sta te s ,. .

" Repaired weld on plate to structural and' tube steel".
Accepted by QC Welding Inspector. -

HDRF 1151 indicates hanger was reinstin 'ed on Octcber 22,.i .

", 1982.
Hanger installation was accepted by QC.., .

The following discrepancies were observet*
- .

Initial weld traveler missing,
Weld traveler for North side of hanger missing,
NCR, OR, or Inspection Report (as applicable) identifying
that the hanger was not installed per drawing and FCR
1807 was missing.

(2) Hanger HC05, Drawing 1-3051H, Revision H

Weld Trhveier 24943, d ted July 25, 1978, docurents the.

installation of the hanger. Accepted by QC Welding
Inspector.

Inspection checklist, dated September 27, 1932, rejected.

the hanger because the inscector could not verify the .

hanger type and configuration. Was later accepted by
,

Memo #295.
HECo to CECO summary report, dated Cctober 10, 1983,.

O indicates this hanger was rejected during the reinspec-
h tion.

The follcairg discrecancies were cbse-ved:.

No dec rentation to shcw why the hanger was rejected,
No documentation to indicate that the hanger was repaired
or re.,orked, as applicable,
No inspection checklist / weld traveler to indicate that
the hanger is now acceptable.

(3) Hanger H 153, Drawing 1-3061H, Revision S,

Inspectior. checklist, dated February 22, 1984, was a final.

acceptance of this hanger. The checklist referenced:
FCR 22920, Revision 1; FCR 21871; Rework Request 648;
DR 1025; and HORF 2197.

Work Request 648 involved the removal and replacement of.

the hanger horizontal members.
FCR 21871 involved the pen to hanger attachments. Work.

~
Request 648 and FCR 21871 were not in the area of concern

; and the inspector chose not to followup on these items
during this inspection. _

~-

OR 1025, dated October 23, 1982, documents thtt Connection~

.

~~- No. I was a DV5 detail instead of a DV4 as-specified, and
Connection No. 2 was a DV89C2 instead of a CV89El as

'

specified.
FCR 22920, dated November 8, 1983, changed connection No. 1O *

. .

V to a DV3 detail and Connection No. 2 to a DV89G2.
,

4
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The following discrepancies were observed:.,_s

( ) The inspectors could not determine how FCR 22920 was
'm/ implemented in that a HDRF/ Work Request was not available

for review. The inspection checklist, dated February 22,
1984, indicated that Details DV3 and DV89G2 were actually
installed. I

i *
-

.], (4) Based on the results of the records review of the three rejected
hangers, the inspectors elected to review a random sample of the_f

'

records for hangers that had been reinspected and accepted by-

HECo QC. Follcwing are the results of this review:

(a) Hanger H043, Crawing 0-3061H, Revision M, was accepted on
Inspection Recort 4270, dated October 5, 1982. Inspection
appeared to be adequate.

(b) Hanger H143, Orawing 0-3053H, Revision L, was accepted on
Inspection Report 4172, dated October 21, 1992. Inspection
appeared to be adequate.

(c) Hanger h001, Drawing 1-3051H, Revision H, was accepted on
Inspection Report 3650, dated September 17, 1982. Connec-
tion details 1 and 2 were accepted on the Inspection Report *
based on Weld 'raveler 24900, dated July 18, 1973. A,

review of the traveler indicated that a DV34 connection
detail was utilized as specified on the drawing. This was

/'' found to be acceptable,
Q)i

(d) Hanger FCCS, Drawing 1-3051H, Revision H, was accepted on
Inspection Report 3657, dated October 7, 1982. Connection
details 1 and 2 were accepted based on Weld Traveler 24943,
dated July 26, 1978. During a review of the traveler, it
was observed that 'he traueler did not indicate which
connection details .ere used to attach the hanger to the
structural steel, i.e., details 1 and 2. Based on the
documentation presented, tisis hanger installation could
not be accepted by the Region III inspectors.

(e) Hanger H080, Orawing 0-3051H, Revision L, was accepted on
Inspection Report 3484, dated October 16, 1982. Connection
details 1 and 2 were accepted based on Weld Travelers 24801,
24804, and 24834. During a review of these travelers, it
was observed that the travelers did not denote which con-
nection details were used to attach the hanger to the

, structural steel. Based on the documentation presented,
;

_ - this hanger installation could not be accepted by the
Region III inspectors._,

_

-

(f) Hanger H028, Drawing 0-3051H, Revision L, wartinspected on
Inspection Report 3433, dated October 5,1982. This
Inspection Report referenced DR542. During a review of

(~'s this DR, it was observed that the auxiliary steel plate.

(_,) size was listed as being the wrong size. This item was
not disposition nor corrected and the OR was improperly

5
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closed. Based on the documentation presented, this hanger
instal!ation could not be accepted by the Region III,s

(\ ') inspectors.
.b

(g) Hanger H085, Drawing 1-3051H, Revision H, wasinoted as
being unacceptable on Inspection Report 3734,' dated_

i July 30, 1982. Reasons noted were: (1) unabje to verify
" connection details 1 and 2 because they were dovered witn

s,

fireproofing, and (2) weld travelers did not specify the_r
- connection details installed. On Sectember 27, 1982, this-

hanger was accepted per Memo 295. Based on the documenta-
tion presented, this hanger could not be accepted by the
Region III inspectors.

(5) Based on the results of the documentation review for the ten
above listed hangers, the Region III inspectors terminated
their review of cable tray harger documentation. On April 25,

1924, the insoectors conducted a mini-exit-interview with Ceco
and HECo QA and construction personrel. During this interview,
the inspectors reviewed their concerns with the acceptability
of the cable tray hanger documentation. The insoectors
requested that the licensee review the hanger documentation
and determine what hangers were unacceptacle. On May 1, 1984, ,

the inspectors were informed by the licensee that there were
approximately 345 nanger that were accepted based on Memo 295.

('~3
The licensee stated that approximately 6000 hanger packages<

s,,) were reviewed by CECO GA and HECo QC personnel. The licansae'

continued to provide daily updates on the progress of the
har.ger reins;ection effort and th3ir findings. During a
telechone conversation between Mr. J. Binder (Ceco) and
Mr. R. S. Love (RIII) on May 11, 1934, Mr. Binder proviced
the following results of the reinspection effort:

Total number of hangers requiring reinspection 314
.

Number of hangers inaccessible 19
.

These hangers were documented on HECo NCR 990
Total number of hangers reinspected 295

.

Total number of deficiencies identified 129
.

Deficiencies by attribute:.

Welding fitup 91
Wrong connection detail 7

Wrong weld length, elevation, auxiliary steel
plate size, and missing bolts 31

-i Fit up deficiencies are documented on HECo NCR 989. Connection
~

detail and steel plate deficiencies, etc. are documented on HECo-

_' DRs 4921-4928, 4930, 4932, 4934-4937, 4943, 4945-4948, 5003,
-

5007, 5013-5017, 5019, and 5022-5032. _;-

.

~~

p .
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(6) As a result of the inspector's observations noted above, the

inspectors requested that the licensee provide the last three
audit / surveillance reports performed by Ceco in the area of
hanger acceptance for the subject reinspection program. As;

stated earlier in this report, this initial reinspiection effort
i involved 4308 hangers. The CECO QA Engineer inforsed the

inspectors that to the.best of his knowledge, no apdits org
.;, surveillances were performed in this area and furttiermore, he

(CECO QA Engineer) was not aware of this hanger reinspection :;

_f
4 - program. On May 10,1984, Messrs. C. C. Williams and R. S. Love i,

-

|of the Region.III staff contacted Mr. K. J. Hansing, CECO QA '

Superintendent, by telephone and discussed the reinspection
program and lack of Ceco QA audits and/or surveillances in this

;

; area. In summary, Mr. Hansing stated that: (1) CE:o QA was
aware of the hanger reinspection program; (2) CECO QA chose not
to perform a special audit / surveillance of this hanger reinspec-,

t

tion program; (3) CECO QA was not aware of Region III's interest
;

in this program. It should be noted that Region III's involve-
ment with this reinspection effort was documented in Inspection
Reports 454/82-17; 455/82-12 and 454/83-48.

On May 11,1984, Mr. R. 5. Love, Region III, contacted Messrs.
J. O. Binder, J. L. Bergner and others of the CECO PCD and QA *

Ayron site organization by telephone. During this conversation
it was learned that Ceco QA had in fact performed an audit of

:
.

the subject reinspection program in June 1933 and had a concern
1 with HECo Memo 295. Mr. Bergner did not elaborate on this

Mr. Binder stated that during this. inspection period,
|

concern.
he (Mr. Binder) directed the HECo QA/QC Manager to pre::are a
letter to cancel Memo 295. Upon review of the sequence of
events and the results of the hanger reinspection effort, it
would appear that the 129 deficiencies observed on 119 safety-

,

)
related cable tray hangers would have gone undetected if the
Region III inspectors had not uncovered the problem areas and;
requested CECO to perform an indepth review of hanger docu-
mentation and the subsequent reinspection program. The;

|
i

licensee was informed that failure to establish a program to
assure that conditions adverse to qualify are promptly identi-'

fied and corrected is an item of noncomplaicance in accordance
; with Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B (50-454/84-27-01;

50-455/84-19-01).
i

| d. (0 pen) Noncompliance (50-454/82-17-05; 50-455/82-17-05): During a
previous inspection it was identified that the licensee was not
identifying, controlling, and correcting cable tray separation

,

4

- violations. As part of the corrective action, during the latter' -

|
- part of 1982 and early 1983 a concerted effort was made by Ceco,'

HEco and S&L to identify all cable tray separation violhtions. This~

7- information was compiled and analyzed by S&L. The corfective action
(1) relocate one or more cable trays to correct ~the violations;were:

! or (2) install cable tray covers on one or more of thelable trays
j (by the installation of covers, the separation criteria is reduced

:
:

) 7
:

:
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from.3" horizontal and 12" vertical to 1" horziontal and 1" vertical);
( or (3) based on the analysis, accept the installation as installed;
-( ]) and (4) place a distinctive mark (black octagon mark) on the appli-

',

cable drawings to indicate that a separation violation had been
identified in that area and that the violation had beenianalyzed by
the engineer, S&L. '.'

:
' :

/ During this reporting period, the inscectors: (1) reviFwed the
7 engineer's analysis and found it to be adequate; (2) reviewed selec-
. ted drawirgs and verified that they were marked to indicate that the-

engineer had analy:ed the separation violations; (3) reviewed select
- drawing to verify that tray covers were specified as part of the

corrective action; and (4) toured the power block and identified
separation violations and verfied that the violations had becq
addressed by the ergineer and appropriate action taken. During
interviews with 5&L personnel identified in Paragraph 1 of this
report, the ins ectors were informed that several notes had been
added or revised on Oriwing 6E-0-3237B, February 1983 revision, to
prevent recures,ce of cable tray separation violations. During a
review of Dra ing 6E-0-32378 Revision L, it was observed that Note
47 directed the electrical contractor, HECo, to install cable tray
covers in accordarce with the electrical specifications when the 3"
horizontal and 12" vertical separation requirements were violated

*even though the acplicable dra ing does not show the subject tray to
be covered. Note 48 directs the electrical contractor to notify Sil
if the 1" metal to metal separation is violated after the installa-
tion of cable tray covers. During a review of HECo 9 Series proce-n
dures, it was observed that the requirements of Note 43 were a::e-

- quately addressed but the recuirements of Note 47 were not addressed.
During intervie-s with the CECO Project Electrical Supervisor, Ceco
Electrical QA Engineer, CECO Electrical Field Engineer, HEco QA/QC
Manager, and HEco Project Engineer, it appeared that these personnel
were not aware of the requirement of Note 47 on Drawing 6E-0-3237B
until it was brought to their attention by the Region I:I inspectors.
It was also learned that HEco QC, engineering, and construction were
not verifying cable tray separation.,

During this reporting period, the licensee instituted a program to
determine the amount of safety-related cable tray installed in Units
1 and 2 since February 1983 (effective date of Note 47). As a result
of this review, it was determined that 83 cable tray inspection
reports (Note: each report can address 1 or more sections of cable
tray) had been prepared for Unit 1, and cable tray separation
requirements were not verified (Reference: HECo NCR 975, dated
May 4,1984), and 41 reports were submitted for Unit 2 (Reference:

; HECo NCR 976, dateo May 4, 1984). The licensee was informed that
failure to assure that activities affecting quality are prescribed-

-- in documented instructions or procedures is an item of noncompliance
- in accordance with Criterion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B7 ;

-

(50-454/84-27-02; 50-455/84-19-02).
*:

O -

k

8

- _ _ _ - _ _ - . _._



~ . _ . -_. - _ _ _ . -. - - . . . - - - - . . - .

.

.

. .

e. (Clos.ed) Noncompliance (50-454/82-17-06; 50-455/82-12-06): During
p a previous inspection it was identified that the licensee was not

;Q identifying, controlling, and correcting cable separation violations
_inside of panels, cabinets, motor control centers, switengear, etc.
As part of the corrective action, during the latter part'of 1982 and
early 1983, a concerted effort was made by CECO, HECo add S&t to

g identify all caole separation violations inside of equip. e .t. This
,,( informatien was compiled and analy:ed by S&t. Tne corrective actions>

were: (1) re'ocate/ reroute one or more of the cables to correct the.,

- violation; or (2) install fire barriers between the involved cables;-

; or (3) route One of the involved ca::le inside a conduit that quali-
fies as a fire barrier; or (a) based on the analysis, acceot tre

| installaticn as installed; and (5) establish a prcgra, to infor, SLL
of future violations so that they could be analy:ed and corrective
acticn assig ed.

I During this reporting period, the inspectors: (1) revie ed the
engineer's analysis and found it to be acequate; (2) revie.,ec the
electrical contractor's (HECo) termination inspection croce1/e and

; identified that the QC inscector was required to inspect for and
icentify se::aration violations bet-een safety-related and non-safety-
related cables and between redundant cables; and (3) verifiec

,

| i.TDie ectation of tnis program by revie.ing cable separation problem
*

i reports that aere being forwarded to the ergineer for analysis. The
caree:tive acti0ns and the corrective actions to prevent rec:.irrerce*

i ap;: eared to ce adequate. This item is closed.

i f. (Closed) Nc'c:.?cliance (50-45 /53-37-01): Ouring a previous audit,
it was identified that the CECO '4arager of Quality Assurance had

|
established an Interim Lead Auditor certification progra, that -as
not dece ented in the CECO Quality Assurance Manual, or in the CECO
Topical Re; ort nor is it permitted by ANSI N45.2.23-1978, "Qualifica-

| tion of Quality Assurance Program Audit Personnel for Nuclear Power
| Plants." This informal programhad been established within CECO to

certify an individual as an Interim Lead Auditor when he/she did not
meet the qualification requirements of a lead auditor as specified
in ANSI N45.2.23-1978.

As part of Ceco's corrective action, the Interim Lead Auditor concept4

i was discontinued, the personnel holding Interim Lead Auditor certi-
fications were de-certified, and records were reviewed to determine

,
the names of personnel that had been certified that did not meet the

J minimum qualification requirements. The records review indicated
that between 1977 and 1983, eight (8) CECO personnel had been certi-'

,

fled as Interim Lead Auditors by the CECO Manager of Quality Assur-
The audits performed by these 8 people were reviewed and; ance.

| evaluated by qualified CECO Lead Auditors. With a few exceptions,--

the audit reports and the objective evidence and the addit deficiency-'

pam. During a
close outs were in compliance with the Ceco audit prog $ audit

A

review of these audit evaluations, the most significan
.

deficiencies observed by the Region III inspectors werE:

(1) One item on the checklist had insufficient objective evidence
i for acceptance. This attribute was adequately covered on a

subsequent audit by a different auditor and found acceptable.
'

9
i

)
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(2) One item as relating to records storage was marked acceptable(q and from the information documented in the report, it shouldy have been listed as a deficiency. This item was subsequently
identified and corrected. s ''

.,

,
Thecorrectiveactionandcorrectiveactiontoprevent; recurrence

5 appears to be adequate. This item is closed. :
.

.r g. (0 pen) Noncompliance (50-454/83-49-04): During a previous inspec-
tion, it was identified that Aallem ty;e cable grips (used to su; aort~

electrical cables in cable pan risers and in vertical cerduit rurs)
were not installed in accorcance with the electrical specifications.
This item is also identified in 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports 454/23-14-EE
and 455/83-14-EE. During this reporting period, the Region III
inspectors ebserved that the installation of cable grips in safety-
relatec risers R277, R345, R363, and R369 were deficient in that
they ere rot suc;ceting the cables in accordance with the design
specificat ces. Pending verification of the licensee's correctivei
action, this item re ains open. This item has been assigned Category
1 and must ce closed prior to fuel load.

h. (Closed) Open Item (50-454/84-02-03; 50-455/84-02-03): During the
ASLB hearing for E>ron Station, Unit 1, the licensee stated that the *

cable ;,ull re; orts for cables already installed are being revie ed*

to ensure tnat the maximum allcwacle cable pulling tension and
maximum alle.able cable side-all pressure had not been excsedec. As

; dccunented in Inspection Reccet No. 50-454/84-03 and 50-455/!4-37,
U the Regicn III ins;ector revie-ec the on-site reccccs and witn one

exception (Nonccmpliance 45a/22-03-02; 455/34-07-02), these re:crcs
aere found to be adequate. Caring this re;orting period, the
Region III inscectcrs reviewed the engineering calculations at the
engineer's facilities. The engineering analysis was performed
utilicing one or more of the following methods:

(1) Calculations for an assumed worst case conduit configuration
containing a worst cable configuration, i.e. conduit run with
four 90* bends with minimum bend radius (270* total bends
allowed at Byron Station) and with the maximum cable density.
Utilizing this methodology, a critical conduit length was
calculated for each conduit size. Using this information, a
review of the approximate 78iOO conduit runs was made. if the

actual length of the conduit run approached the calculated
critical length, that run was flagged for further analysis per
paragraph (2) below. Worst case accepted, as observed by the
inspectors, during this first cut, had a safety factor of

_.

_- approximately four, i.e. allowable pulling tension 400# versus
.

calculated of approximately 100#._.

(2) Calculations for an assumed worst case conduit configuration
(4-90* bends) containing the actual installed cabTe configura- .

'

tion. The worst case accepted, as observed by the inspectors,
O had a safety factor of approximately 3.3. Again, questionable.

V conduit runs were flagged for analysis per paragraph (3) below,
i

10
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(3) Calculations for actual conduit configuration containing ther s
( ) actual cable configuration. Worst case accepted, as observed

by the inspectors, had a safety factor of approximately 4.7.
Upon completion of this three step analysis, three, conduit runs
were questionable. They were analy:ed by Okonite.Eompany,
cable manufacturer, as described in paragraph (4) telow.

i :.~

(4) The folicwing information was forwarded to Okonite'to assist~

.

in their evaluation of cables installed in conduits CCA-6153,-

~

CCA-6192 and CCA-6193:-

Conduit size - all 5".

Cerduit configuration frcm as-built drawings.

Cable configuration frem cable pull cards.

Conduit C0A-6153 - 2 - 1/C-750 MCM, S U , cables
Conduit C0A-6192 and 6193 - 3 - 1/C-750 MCM, SW/, cables

Caole pull direction.

The masimum cable pulling tension for the subject cables was not in
questien for these three installations in that the maximum allcwao'e
tensionforthe2-1/C-750MCMcablepullis12/,000#and12/,0C04for
the 3-1/C-750 MCM caole pull. Due to conduit configuration, Okonite
was repuested to perform an analysis for possible cable sidewall *

pressure violations. Okonite's letter of October 11, 1983 indicates
.

that they performed their analysis and fcurd no side.all pressure
violations. It should be noted that each cable manufacturer estab-n lishes the maximum cable side 4511 pressure that their caoles are

(] desigaed to withstand witncut causing damage to the conductor'

insulation. Based on the resalts of previc:.s inspections and doca-
mentation reviewed during tnis inspection, the inspectors have a
reasorable assurance that these safety-related cables will perform
their intended function. This item is closed.

i. (Closed) Unresolved Item (50-454/S4-09-01; 50-455/84-07-01): During
a previous inspection, it was observed that there were several out-
standing NCRs that were prepared to document possible over tensioning
of safety-related cables during initial installation or during rework
(pull back). During this reporting period, the inspectors reviewed
the disposition and implementation of CECO. NCRs F838, F839, F845,
F864, and F865. The inspectcrs also reviewed the back up data for
these NCRs and found it to be adequate. This item is closed.

J. (Closed) Noncompliance (50-454/84-09-02; 50-455/84-07-02): During a
previous inspection it was identified that HEco DR 3382 was inade-

.
quately dispositioned, resulting in 12 cables being installed whose

~2 quality was indeterminate. Subsequent to the inspectors findings,
HECo prepared NCR 841 to document the overstressed cables. During_~

this inspection, the inspectors verified that the cables'had been
_.

.

replaced, and action to prevent recurrence had been imp 4,emented.~ ~ '

This item is closed. ,.

.

11-
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3. Licensee Action on 10 CFR 50.55(e) Reoorts-

,

(Closed) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (454/82-07-EE and 455/82-07-EE): Direct'-

current (CC) control pcwer cable failures. Several single c.ohductor ASW
#2 OC control power cables, which run from the auxiliary building to the

i,
essential service water cooling t wer in an underground duct, have failed
to qround. The failures oc:ured after the cables had been (ested and
placed in service. The insce: tors revie.ed the licensee's acticn on the..

r failure of DC cables 1 CC 073 and 1 CC 075 in Unit 1 and OC cables 2 DC"

073, 2 CC 074 and 2 CC 075 in Unit 2. Records indicated the follcwing:-

a. Cables, 1 OC 073 ar: 1 OC 075 in Unit I were replacec by multi-
concuctor cables 1 OC 742 anc 1 DC 243 respectively.

b. Cables 2 OC 073, 2 GC 074 and 2 CC 075 in Unit 2 ere rep' aced by
multi-cceductor cables 2 DC 244, 2 DC 245 and 2 CC 243 respectisely.

c. Too no-confarmance reports (NCR) 666 and 732 were written d:c.menting.

the f ailu es and :otn NCR's were closed out on April 19, 1954

d. A sa. Die of tre cables was pulled and tested by the tarufacturea.
The sa ple fallec a p-oduction test (e.g. a 13,500 volt spa s test)
which it hac passed prior to shipment.' *

.

e. The prcbable failure to pass the test was due to elcr;3:icn of the
caole insulation.

'

The inspe:t:rs determ; red frcm a resiew of installation re: r:s t s tre
cables were replaced in a:: rdaa.:e ith acpreved proce:uees. Inis its
is closed.

4 Conducter Butt Solices

Due to the pr:ble s encountered with conductor butt splices at other
Nuclear Plants, the ins;ectors queried the licensee as to what actions
had been taken or were planned to verify the acceptability of the butt
splices at the Byron Station. The inspectors were informed that Ceco QA
initiated a review of approximately 11,000 cable termination reports and
identified 646 of these reports that documented the installation of butt
splices. Between March 13-16, 1984, Ceco QA and HECo QC randomly checked
221 safety-related and 78 non-safety-related conductor butt splices.
Foll . wing are the results of the checks made on the 221 safety-related
butt splices as documented in CECO QA Surveillance Report 5944, dated
March 27, 1984:

,

.

_'j . 27 splices were not inspected because they were covered with tape or '

heat shrink material, r..

194 spItces were visually inspected and 72 were " tug-teited".. .
~' I butt splice failed ti,e tug-test and was replaced. -t.

16 splices were identified as defective and replaced, failure.

attributes were not provided.(''' All 194 butt splices were installed with the proper crimping tool,.

t

12
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CECO NCR F899, dated April 5, 1984, was prepared to document that the-

(V) conductor insulation on cables provided by Okonite Corpany would not fit
inside the insulation L.rrel of Amp butt splice connectors. This NCR has
been forwarded to CECO Praject Engineering Department (off-s.itle) fori

| resolution. As of May 4, 1984, a resolution / disposition ha$ not been
'

received on-site, .., ,

; ..

To understa-d hy the conductor butt splices were rejected, i.he inspectors| .

! .t requested the applicable inspection enecklists/ termination reports for
| review. The inspectors reviewed the following Cable Inspection Termina--

tion Reports (CITR) and Equipment Modification Inspection Requests (EMIR):'

Recort No. Cable No. No. Rejects Re-arks

CIRT 12318 2SX033 1 Butt Spilce Replaced
CITR 12130 1RhC53 2 Butt Splice Replaced
CITR 12119 1RHC62 1 Butt Splice Replaced
CITR 12143 1RH053 3 Butt Splice Raplaced
CITR 12145 1C5CI) 2 Butt Splice Replaced
CITR 12144 1RH102 2 Butt Splice Replaced
CITR 12131 1RH]53 3 Butt Solice Replaced
CITR 12150 1RMCa2 1 Butt splice Replaced
CliR 12123 1Rh0:3 1 Butt Solice Replaced .

EMIR 5350 10G155 1 Cut insulation between-

Butt Splice and terminal
lug-replaced.

EMIR 5923 1RC153 1 Cut insulatten-repairedO with shrink-fit material |
1R 137 1 Bad crimp on connector-

j replaced |

1RC147 3 Cut insulation-replaced i

1RC163 1 Exposed copper at splice I

replaced
IRC170 1 Exposed coper at Splice-

replaced
10G157 1 Butt splice replaced
10G158 1 Cut iasulation-repaired

with shrink-fit material ,

10G163 J Butt splice replaced |-

27 Total i

From the above information, it would appear that an addition ten butt
splices were rejected and repaired during the repair of the 17 rejected
by CECO QA. Utilizing this latest information, it would appear that the !..

reject rate 27/194 is 13.9%. During interviews with the Ceco and HEco-
'

.

personnel involved in this reinspection effort, the inspectors were t..

informed that the largest number of rejected butt splices wefe because.,

tha conductor (copper) was not visible at the connecto" crimp.
.

The inspectors also performed a general review of the 646 CITRs identified
by the licensen that, doucmented butt splices. It was observed that a

| s large percentage of these splices were associated with the termination of
1

!

13
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metal shielding t, raid or tape-shield on control or instrument cables as
(3 addressed in S&L Standard EA-215. The inspectors made a detailed review
( ,/ of 34 of these CITRs. Follcwing are the results of this review:

- _.4
CITR No. Cable ~No. No. of Solices Remarks _';

p.- 119 IM5529 1
._, 11942 1AF131 1

~

11941 - 1AF190_ . 1_,
- 11940 ~ 1AF179 1

11939 1AF170 1
11935 IVA053 1 Replaced-damaged carcuctor

insulation
11933 IVA533 1
11918 10C2 5 1
11906 1VC590 1 Replaced-dama;ed conductor

insulation
11905 3CV543 2 Replaced-damaged conductor

insulation
11904 1CVJ91 2 Replaced-dama;ed concuctor

insulation
11891 1C5115 2e
11850 151523 1 Replaced butt splice_ .

11553 151521 1- Replaced butt solice
11353 IVACJ3 1 Replaced butt solice
11357 IVA102 1- Replaced butt splice

. 10993 1NR22$ 1 Sh*: eld braid solice
-) 10597 1M227 1 Shield wire 5N ice

IC555 1NK225 1 Shield wire s; lice
8037 IVASIS 1

8033 1VA707 1
7925 1VA709 1
7964 IV A 705^. 1 |
7963 IVA317 1
5594 3'IR014 1 In process inspection
5550 1CC010 1
5549 1CC001 1_ In process inspection
5534 1FW218 3
5528 1RC439 1- . .In process inspection
5527 1NR102 1 In process inspection'

5526 . IRC436 1 In process inspection
5272 1FW221 5

| 4561 IMS308 4/
4391 1FWO55 1 Crimp tool not calibrated-

, replaced butt splice.
--.

,

-

-- Dates of these inspections ranged from Harch 3,1982 thru February 25,
,'1984.' It was observed that al's of the inspection reports rac'domally

selected were for Byron Station Unit 1. In the 34 reports reviewed, it
appeared that there were five defective butt splices and six-examples of
damaged / cut ccnductor insultation identified. -

* ~

.

v
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To determine if all QC termination inspectors were documenting butte'"s splices on CIRTs, the CECO Electrici Field Engineer interviewed the HEco(, )
Electrical QC tarmination inspectors and determined that only,approxi-
mately 50% of those interviewed documented their inspection 1of butt
splices. In view of the information obtained by Ceco during their review
of cotential butt splice problems at the Byron Station (i.e.;, 13.9%.,

,

reject rate), the Reigon III inspector expressed his concera as to why0

Ceco failed to imolement a 100% reinspection / inspection of conducter butt.

splices.'

As a result of the inspector's concern, Ceco, Byron Station,.-
provided a verbal notification to Region III of a potential 10 CFR

-

50.55(e) report on May 10, 1984, relative to electrical conductor butt
splices. As a result of telephcne conversations bet.een Mr. R. Tuetken
(CECO Syrca 5taff) and Mr. C. C. Williams (Region III) on May 10 and 11,1954, CECO developed an inspection plan for the reinspection of electrical
cor.ductor butt splices at .ie Byron Station, Units 1 and 2. This inspec-|
tion plan is dec.mented in 'Ir. D. Farrar (CECO Director of Nuclear
Licensing) letter to Mr. Jar.es G. Keppler (NRC Regional Administrator),dated May 17, 19E4

Region III has assigned an inspector to monitor the corductor butt splice
reinspection program. U;on c:.mpletion of the reinspection program,
separate inscection rescrts (50-454/94-09 and 50-455/34-21) will be
issued to doc. ment the fincings and corrective acticn taken. '

5. ' Exit Interview

The inscectors met with the licensee representatives (denotes in(,,s)
paragrach 1) at the conclusion of the on-site porcion of the inspection\- / on May 4, 1951, and discussed the sccpe and cencerns of this inscection.
As stated in paragraph 4 of this report, Region III personnel discussed
the concerns of this inscettion with Mr. R. Tuetken on May 10 and 11,1984 by telephone. On May 25, 1984, Mr. R. Love telephonically pre-
sented the findings of this inspection to Mr. R. B. Klingler (CECO ByronStation staff). The licensee acknowledged this information.

1
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UNITED STATES
F NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONo

3 ,E REGION lli gy7g )o, 790 ROOSEVELT ROAD

I~_ \ % GLEN ELLYN,ILtlNOl5 J0137
,

j
'

*ese*
\j

IM 11 883

. Docket-No. 50-454
Docket No. 50-455

Commonwealth Edison Company
ATIN: Mr. Cordell Reed

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to a special inspection conducted by Mr. R. S. Love of this of fice
on August 16-20, 23-27, and September 17, 1982, of activities at Byron Station
authorized by NRC Construction Permits No. CPPR-130 and No. CPPR-131 and to
the discussion of our findings with Mr. G. Sorensen at the conclus ion of the
' inspection.

3 -

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined duringthe inspection. Within these areas, the3 nspection consisted of a selectivei

examinationofproceduresandrepresentayiverecords, observations,and
(O interviews with personnel. c) *

y =

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in non-
compliance pith NRC requirements, as specified in the enclosed Appendix.
A written response is required.

r s

In addition to the items in the enclosed Appendix, a written response is
also requested for the unresolved item identified in Paranraph 3.b.(2) of
the Inspection Report.

,

'

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy of
this letter, the enclosures, and your response to this letter will be placed
in the NRC's Public Document Room. If this report contains any information
that you (or your contractors) believe to be exempt from disclosure under
10 CFR 9.5(a)(4), it is necessary that you (a) notify this office by tole-
phone within ten (10) days from the date of this letter of your intention
to file a request for withholding; and (b) submit within twenty-ftve (25)
days from the date of this letter a written application to this office to
withhold such information. If your receipt of this letter has been
delayed such that less than seven (7) days are available for your review,
please notify this office prorg ly so that a new due date may be estab-lished. Consistent with Section 2.790(b)(1), any such application must
be accompanied by an affidavit executed by the owner of the information )

which identifies the document or part sought to be withheld, and which
contains a full statement of the reasons which are the bases for thep) claim that the information should be withheld from public disclosure.

( This section further requires the statement to address with specificity

p '

4 cso - W \
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Commonwealth Edison Company 2 JAN 11 ng3

(m'- -) the considerations listed in 10 CFR 2.790(b)(4). 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 periods noted above, a copy of this letter, the enclosures,
and your response to this letter will be placed in the Public Document
Room.

The responses directed by this letter (and the accompanying Notice) are not
subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget
as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

We erill gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

-{f. I D
C. E. Norelius, Director
Division of Engineering and

,

Technical Programs

Enclosures:
1. Appendix, Notice

of Violation
\ 2. Inspection Report>

...

No. 50-454/82-17(USTP)
and No. 50-455/82-12(DETP)

cc w/encls:
Louis O. De1 George, Director

of Nuclear Licensing
V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager
Gunner Sorensen, Site Project

Superintendent
R. E. Querio, Station

Superintendent
DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident inspector, RIII Byron
Reside.nt inspector, RIII

Braidwood
Karen Borgstadt, Office of

Assistant Attorney General
Myron M. Cherry

a

m
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(3 h
k_) Nd ' ICE OF VIOLATIONT

i l

Commonwealth Edison Company, Docket No. 50-454
"

Docket No. 50-455

As a result of the special J nspection conducted on August 16-20, 23-27 and
September 17, 1982, and in y cordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy,
47 FR 9987 (March 9, 1982), he following violation was identified:

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Critdion XVI, states in part, " Measures shall be
established to assure that c onditions adverse to quality such as failures,
malfunctions, deficiencies,ideviations, defective material and equipment,
and noncompliances are promp tly identified and corrected.

Commonwealth Edison Company f'A corrective action system will be uopical Repott No. CE l-A, Revision 21,
Section 16, states .in part,g sed to
assure that such items as f$1ures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations,
defective material and equippent and noncomformances which are adverse to
quality and might affect thei safe operation of a nuclear generating station *

are promptly identified and $orrected."

Contrary to the above, the l icensee had not taken the necessary actions
to assure that an identified item of noncompliance, concerning (1) the

1 / separation criteria between!r'afety-related and non-safety related cable
trays and (2) the separatiort criteria between safety-related and'non-safety
relatedcables/wiresinsideplassit, equipment, were promptly identified
and corrected. This is exe lified by the fact that (1) cable tray
separation violations and ( electrical cable separation violations inside
equipment are not being pro tly identified and corrected or analyzed. See
the body of the report for amples.

This is a Severity Level IV iolation (Supplement II).
I

Pursuant to the provisions dE 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to
this office within thirty dairs of the date of this Notice a written state-
ment or explanation in replyh including for each item of noncompliance:
(1) corrective action taken $nd the results achieved; (2) corrective action
tobetakentoavoidfurtherinoncompliance;and(3)thedatewhenfullcom-
pliance will be achieved. Cpnsideration may be given to extending your
responsetimeforgoodcausejshown,

i
n

* JAN 11 1983 0
4yg

Dated ( C. E. Norellus Director
: Division of Engineering andj Technical Programs

v) .

'

I

|
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COT!ISSION*

O REGION III%.)

Raport No. 50-454/82-17(DETP); 50-455/82-12(DETP)

Docket No. 50-454; 50-455 License No. CPPR-130; CPPR-131

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, Illinois 60690

Facility Name: Byron Station, Units 1 and 2

Inspection At: Byron Site, Byron, Illinois

Inspection Conducted: August 16-20, 23-27, and September 17, 1982

//310Inspector: R. S. Love

$ VM w I / be8 -

Approved By: C. C. Williams, Chief
Plant Systems Section

Inspection Summary

Inspection on August 16-20, 23-27 and September 17, 1982 (Report
No. 50-454/82-17(DETP); 50-455/82-12(DETP))
Areas Inspected: A special inspection was initiated following receipt of
allegations and concerns, primarily relating to safety-related electrical
work. The inspection consisted of an examination of pertinent procedures
and records, observations, and interviews of personnel. The inspection

,
involved 102 man-hours by one NRC inspector. The inspector also reviewed
items identified on previous inspections and accompanied NRC staff personnel
on a tour of the site.
Results: Of the areas inspected, one apparent item of noncompliance was
identified (Criterion XVI - failure to identify and control nonconforming
items - Paragraph 4).

.

8
-
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DETAILS*

V I,
'

1. Persons Contacted -

,

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECO)

*V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager
*G. Sorensen, Project Superintendent
*M. A. Stanish, Quality Assurance Superintendent
*R. Tuetken, Assistant Project Superintendent
*K. J. Hansing, Quality Assurance Supervisor
*J. T. Westermeier, Project Engineer
*R. B. Klingler, Quality Control Supervisor, PCD
*J. O. Binder, Project Electrical Supervisor
*P. T. Myrda, Quality Assurance Supervisor'

*A. A. Jaras, Project Operations Analysis Supervisor
G. Adams, Field Supervisor
H. J. Kaczmarek, Quality Assurance Engineer
R. Gruber, Quality Assurance Engineer
J. McLindsay, Work Analysis-Instrument Department

Sargent & Lundy (S&L) ,

*T. B. Thorsell, Engineer
*R. Treece, Engineer

'

Westinghouse (W)

J. P. Strange, Construction
R. W. Schulz, Site Manager

Hatfield Electric Company (HECo)

G. Vanderhei, Project. Manager
J. Bachanan, Quality , Assurance Manager
A. Koca, Quality Control Supervisor
D. Stoner, Quality Control Foreman
S. Bindenagel, Quality Control Lead Inspector
R. Ewbank, Quality Control General Foreman
R. Ruefer, Quality Control Inspector
J. Hayes, Quality Control Inspector
R. Riemer, Quality Control Inspector
M. Momaly, Quality Control Inspector

,

D. Hoffman, Quality Control Inspector 1

E. Sarver, Quality Control Inspector

5
~

S. Karr, Quality Control Inspector
B. Peterson, Quality, Control Inspector
M. Andrews, Quality Control Inspector
D. Nicholson, Quality Control Inspector
P. McMenamin, Quality Control Inspector
S. Webb, Quality Control Inspector

.

: 2

.

.
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R. Friel, Quality Control Inspector*

J. Anderson, Quality Control Inspector
' - B. Mandurano Quality Control Inspector

G. Ostrander, Quality Control Inspector
J. Elgin, Quality Control Inspector

-

; B. Welden, Quality Control Inspector
i

E. Lewis, Quality Control Inspector |

J. Eggum, Quality Control Inspector
,

,
'

J. Wood, Quality Control Inspector
|D. Opatrny, Quality Control Inspector

J. Like, Electrican
fS. Wagner, Quality Control Inspector

M. Jonston, Quality Assurance Records Clerk

Hunter Corporation

M. Soesag, Quslity Assurance, Supervisor
R. Cotton, easistant Inspection Supervisor

Powers-Azco-Pope (PAP)
|

1 R. Larkin, Quality Assurance Manager
1

| U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) .

'

;

S. Chesnut, Project Manager, Licensing Branch No. 1a

| K. Kiper, Project Section Chief, (Braidwood) Licensing Branch No. 1j
S. Rhow, Electrical Engineer, Power Systems Branch, NRR

,

The inspector also contacted and interviewed other licensee *and

|
contractor personnel during this reporting period.,

* Denotes those present at the exit interview.,
4

4

2. Action on Previously Identified Items
{

This(CLOSED) Unresolved Item (50-454/80-12-03; 50-455/80-11-03.):j item pertains to the preservation of field welds where equipment is
4 attached to embedded steel. Engineering Change Notices (ECN) 1843,'

2041, 2164, and 2259 have been issued to revise specification F-2831.This item
! The subject ECNk address the preservation of field welds.

is c,losed. .

This item(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/80-25-09; 50-455/80-23-05):
pertains to the lack of separation, in free air, of safety related and ;

non-safety related electrical cables. This item is now being tracked |

) by noncompliance 50-454/81-16-01 and 50-455/81-12-01. This item is |,

j closed.-

,
This(CLOSED) Unresolved Ites (50-454/81-08-01; 50-455/81-0701):

ites pertains to the lack of separation between cable trays 1799-PIE
and 1799V-PIB. Drawing 6E-1-3043B, Revision K now shows that a trayi

;

|O
;

3

1
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cover will be installed on cable tray 1799V-PIB in the area where
separation requirements are not maintained between the subject trays.
This item is closed.O,

(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/81-08-02): This item pertains to the
acceptability of the data recorded on the Calibration Data Report,

Form Number 22. The subject form has been revised to provide for
the evaluation of the data recorded. Signature and date are required
to show acceptance. This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Unresolved Item (50-454/81-08-04; 50-455/81-07-03): This
item pertains to the lack of QC verification of the torquing of bolts
used in cable / wire terminations. The applicable procedure has been
revised to incorporate the requirement for QC to witness / verify and
document the torquing of the subject bolts. This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Unresolved Item (50-454/81-16-02; 50-455/81-12-02): This
item addresses the failure of Hatfield Electric Company to implement
approved procedures. A review of Hatfield's program indicates that
all approved procedures are being implemented. This item is closed.

*

I

(CLOSED) Unresolved Item (50-454/81-08-05; 50-455/81-0704): This
item addressed the separation of Class 1E and non-class 1E cables /
wires inside of Class IE equipment. This item has been upgraded to

i
,

an item of noncompliance, see paragraph 4.b.

3. Investination of Allegations

I

{
a. Introduction

On August 2,1982, an alleger telephoned the Office of Inves-
tigations, Chicago Field Office, and expressed concerns about

i the qualifications of personnel, construction practices, and
j document control at the Byron Station as relating primarily to
i safety-related electrical work that is being performed by

Hatfield Electric Company (licensee's electrical contractor).4

; On August 16, 1982, the alleger was interviewed at his residence
t

by four NRC representatives. At this time, the alleger provided
copies of various documents and made specific allegations. The

j allegations and the inspector findings are addressed elsewhere
in this report.

*
s

b. Personnel Qualification and Certification
<

(1) It was alleged that numerous personnel, many by name, in the
; Hatfield Quality Control organization were not qualified by

'

either experience or training.
.

! : This item was identified during the team inspection at the
Byron Station and is being tracked as an item of noncom-
pliance, numbers 454/82-05-19 and 455/82-04-19. During the
followup on the aforementioned item of noncompliance, e4

'

more thorough review of the qualifications and certification
.

}

g

4

'
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of Hatfield QC personnel will be made by the NRC Senior-

Resident Inspector. At the present, the licensee is taking

(''/) a more active part in the review of the contractors training,

s_- qualification and certification programs.
4

(2) It was alleged that approximately sixty-five journeymen
electricians have transferred into the Hatfield Quality
Department as Level I Quality Control Inspectors and most
of their assignments have been to inspect work they had
previously installed, thus removing any impastiality from
the inspections.

During a review of this allegation, the Region III inspector
interviewed approximately 26 journeyman electricians that
were assigned to the Hatfield Quality Department and various
supervisory personnel, see listing of Hatfield personnel
contacted. The following determinations were made:

(a) As of August 24, 1982, thirty-nine journeyman elec-
tricians and two ist year apprentices were assigned to*

the QC Department. Following is a listing of the work
assignments for the 39 journeymen:

4

Preparing as-built drawings 10 ,

Inspection of terminations 4
Inspection of cable tray and hangers 11

Inspection of conduit and hangers 14

( '') (b) Of the journeymen interviewed, it appears that one man
may have inspected some of his own work in the Auxilirry
Building at the 330' elevation. While working as an
electrician, Mr. M. Momaly was assigned to the instal-
lation of conduit and conduit hangers in both Auxiliary
Buildings. On or about August 23, 1982 Mr. Momaly was
assigned to the inspection of conduit and conduit hangers
in the Auxiliary Building. When the Hatfield Quality
Assurance Manager became aware of the aforementioned
information on or about August 25, 1982, he immediately
had Mr. Momaly reassigned to the inspection of cable
tray and hangers. The NRC inspector requested that a
100% re-inspection be performed on the conduit and
conduit hangers accepted by Mr. Memaly in the Auxiliary
Building.

(c) Hatfield Quality Management conducted a meeting with
all journeymen electricians assigned to the QC Depart-

,

ment in order to determine if any other journeymen had
inspected items that they had worked on. Again,'

.

8 Mr. Momaly's inspections in the Auxiliary Building were
the only inspections in question.

O
3

;
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(d) In conjunction with this allegation, on Augsut 25,
1982, the inspector reviewed the work assignments andIsb} inspection records of 6 craft personnel now working as
inspectors in the Hunter Quality Control Department.
The inspector could not identify any instances where
a person inspected any item which he/she had worked en.
Also on August 25, 1982, the inspector interviewed the
PAP Quality Assurance Manager and was informed that upon
learning of the NRC's investigation, the QA Manager
initiated his own investigation to determine if a QC
inspector had inspected his own work. The investigation
was not complete but to date, PAP could not identify any
inspector that had inspected his own work. The inspector
requested that the licensee perform an indepth review
of on-site contractors that utilize craft personnel as
QC inspectors to determine if any " craft" QC inspectors

4have ever inspected any item he/she may have worked on. of
The licensee was reat'ested to resoond to this item as 6
though it were an item of noncompliance. Pending a
review of the licensee's indepth review of on-site
contractors, this item is unresolved (50-454/82-17-01;

50-455/82-12-01).

(3) It was alleged that several jorneyman electrican QC -

inspectors carry tools with them during their inspections
and correct nonconforming conditions on the spot, without
documenting that a problem existed or the corrective action

p taken. The alleger stated that this appears to happen most
d frequently during electrical termination inspection,s.

During several tours of the power block, the inspector did not
observe QC inspectors making or correcting electrical termina-
tions, nor did the inspector observe any QC inspectors carrying

,

tools commonly used for making electrical terminations, i.e. ,
wire strippers, terminal log crimpers, etc. During interviews
with QC inspectors, none of the inspectors admitted to making
or correcting electrical terminations. The inspector requested
that the CECO QA personnel be made aware of this allegation so
that they can check for this type of occurence during their
routine surveillance inspections and audits.

(4) The alleger stated that Hatfield has an extensive training
and retraining program which "Doesn't accomplish anything."
The alleger also stated that in December 1981, Hatfield
only had 4 inspectors, but now had 85 and the program has-

not been able to handle and adequately qualify the number
of new inspectors.

,

*
Examination of records revealed that in December 1981, Hatfield
had approximately 50 personnel (supervisor, inspectors, as-built,
documentation) in quality and a total of 70 personnel on

u
!,

6 |

1

! I
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August 24, 1982. These figures do not include secretaries / typist
p assigned to the QC department. In conjunction with the item of

noncompliance identified in the team inspection on qualification
of personnel (50-454/82-05-19 and 50-455/82-04-19), Hatfield
is undergoing an extensive training program to upgrade the quali-
fications of inspectors. The training and requalification of
Hatfield inspectors is being closely monitored by the licensee
and the effectiveness of the training will be evaluated by the
NRC during the review of noncompliance 50-454/82-05-19 and
50-455/82-04-19.

c. Voiding / Destroying Discrepancy Reports

'The allegar advised the NRC that Discrepancy Reports (DR) had
been preparea by inspectors to document findings in the power
block but the DR's were being destroyed by Hatfield Supervision.
The alleger stated that the reasons given for destroying the DR
was that the inspector was not qualified to that procedure or in
one case, Hatfield did not have a procedure that addressed the
attribute stated on the DR. The alleger provided a copy of one
DR to the NRC that was alleged to have been destroyed.

The inspector reviewed approximately 25 DR's, including the DR pro-
vided by the alleger, and the Hatfield DR books. It was observed *

that the text of the DR is Hatfield's DR log book did not match the
text of the DR, of the same number, provided by the allegar. It

was also observed that the Hatfield DR log was of the loose leaf
p type and the log did not provide a description of the discrepancy.
Nj With this type log, it is almost impossible to prove or,5 sprove112

that the log had or had not been altered. The licensee was re-
quested to consider the possibility of requiring a bound ledger
type log for NCR's, DR's, etc., and also providing a descriptive
statement of the discrepancy /nonconformance in the logs. During
interviews with QC supervision and inspectors, they stated that
they were not aware of any NCR's or DR's being destroyed. During
a tour of the power block, the inspector observed that the area
of concern addressed on the DR provided by the alleger appeared
to have been corrected.

d. Design and Document Control

(1) The alleger stated that Weld Record Cards, Field Change
- Requests (FCR), DR's, and NCR's are all filed separately and

never consolidated into a single package. This adversely
affects material traceability.

The inspector explained to the alleger that there were no
3 requirements for the above mentioned documents to be con--

solidated into a single package. In discussions with the
licensee, the inspector was informed that Ceco would be
indexing an.1 cross-referencing the contractor furnished
quality assurance records.

7
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(2) The alleger stated that Hatfield uses only five copies of
drawings and contended this was an insufficient number, as

[ QC was never furnished with a copy of a drawing nor was QC
notified of the latest drawing revision.

During interviews and review of records, i inspector learned
that as a general rule, drawings sre issu.a to a foreman / engineer
for incorporation into stick files located throughtout the
power block and in the office area. The number of copies issued
of a given drawing varies with the need. Example - a drawing
applicable to the Auxiliary Building may or may not be issued
to the Control Building stick files, depending on interface
requirements. The information as to current drawing revision g
is readily available. This inspector identified no problems 9

I in obtaining a drawing for review in the power block or in
the office area at the Byron Sation.

(3) The alleger stated that Field Change Requests are only
annotated on the Drawing Control Department's copy of a
drawing and are not written on the other copies of the
drawings.

.

In accordance with Hatfield Procedure Number 4, the FCR is
issued to the holder of the document being revised by the FCR. .
The holder of the document may attach the FCR to the docu-
ment or reference the FCR on the document. Hatfield QC
performs a monthly surveillant.e to verify that the FCR is
either attached or referenced on the parent document.

.

During a tour of the pceer block, the inspector observedd

FCRs attached to the drawings and/or referenced on the
drawing.

(4) The alleger stated that in several instances, two and three
revisions of the same drawing have been in the field at the

' same time and that oatdated drawings were not collected and
newer drawings did not have FCRs listed.

Per Hatfield Procedure Number 4 " Drawing Control", the drawing
control clerk issues drawings to the foreman / engineer, using
Form number 43. The drawing recipient is required to return
the superseded document to drawing control. When the drawings
are returned, the document control clerk signs and dates Form
48, indicating that the superseded document has been returned.
Hatfield QC performs a monthly surveillance to verify that
drawings in the field are of the most current revision. This
verification is documented on Form 47. During a review of
drawings and FCR's noted in items (2) and (3) above, no items
of noncompliance were observed. It should be noted that the-

,
alleger did not provide specific drawings or areas where he
observed the superseded drawings.

|4
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'

5) The alleger stated that numerous FCRs are written, but only
'

one in five are ever approved, resulting in many instances of

'O a DR being closed out by referencing a FCR, but the FCR
', cited on the DR had never been approved or the FCR may have

been voided.

During a review of the licensee's FCR log (all FCR's are
controlled by the licensee), the inspector observed that

; many FCR's were approved with comments, superseded by another
FCR, disapproved, or voided. The inspector did not attempt.

to prove or disprove the statement that only one in five
FCR's are approved. The inspector did review the closure of.

the FCR's. It was observed that if an FCR was disapproved, a
the item was re-inspected to verify that it was installed 4
to the latest drawing instead of to the disapproved FCR, and
this also applied to voided FCR's. In summary, Ceco, QA has
the final acceptance of all FCR's before closure.

,

During the last team inspection, the licensee was given an
item of noncompliance (50-454/82-05-13b; 50-455/82-04-13b)
for improperly closing / voiding NCR's. One example was that,

Hatfield Electric Company closed / voided a NCR based on an
unapproved FCR. This item is still open as of the date of
this report. Additional followup will be made prior to .

closure,
.

e. Solt Torque

The alleger stated that Hatfield Electric Company does not have
a written procedure to check bolt torque. The current practice
is to use a preset 50 pound torque wrench, which then checks
only the minimum torque rather than over torque. Hatfield does
not own or use dial torque wrenches. The alleger stated that
he borrowed a dial torque wrench and found numerous instances
of over torque on Category I hangers which had previously been
inspected using the preset 50 pound torque wrench. The torque
values observed ranged betwt.en 90-125 pounds.

The inspector checked the torque of bolts on 6 cable tray hangers,
3conduithangersand2cabletrayspliceplatesintheAuxiliary
Building. 426 elevation, in the North and South 4KV switchgear

Bgprocedure,a1/2"boltshallbetorquedto50# minimumrooms..

,and a $/8 bolt to 70# minimum. Following are the results observed:
1st conduit hanger from switchgear-conduit contains cables 1AP325,
1AP323, and 1AP077 1/2" bolt 25#; Hanger H034, Report HE3683,
2/2" bolts 70# and 10#; Hanger H033 Report HE3682, 1/2" bolts-600
and50#;HanserH045,ReprtHE3694,1/2" bolts-52#and56#; Hanger
h046, Report HE3695, 5/8 bolts 70# and 75#; Hanger H081, Report*

8 NE3730, 1/2" bolts 60# and 64#; Hanger TCC-5, Report HE 246, 1/2"
bolts-60#, 35#, 20#, and 25#; Hanger TCC-4, Report HE 246, 1/2"
bolts 20#, 60#, 30#, and 35#; cable tray 11378M C2E, splice plates,
1/2" bolts-65# and 35#. It should be noted that the specifications
do not require the torquing of splice plate bolts.

.
. ,

.
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It is understood that over a period of time, bolt torque will
relax. The inspector requested that the licensee evalue:.e the |

t above observed torque values and determine if they are acceptable
' for the life of the plant. Pending a review of this evaluation,

'

this item is unresolved, (50-454/82-17-02; 455/82-12-02).

f. Discrepancy Reports (DR)

(1) The alleger stated that on May 4, 1982, the Nonconformance
Report (NCR) procedure was rewritten to allow for the use
of DR's for minor discrepancies. DR's have been used to the
-exclusion of NCR's with only two NCR's written since May 4th.
The Project and Quality Managers have agreed to use the DR's
in lieu of NCR's. (

The inspector informed the alleger that the DR procedure
was initiated as a result of the team inspection, Report

I Number 50-454/82-05; 50-455/82-04. The licensee identifled
the fact that the DR system was being misused and directed

I. Hatfield Electric to revise their procedure to more clearly
delineate when an NCR and DR would be used, (Ref. CECO to
Hatfield letter number BY8014, dated August 3, 1982).

| Basically, a DR would be used for discrepent items that
can be dispositioned by Hatfield, if CECO and/or S&L has .

to approve the disposition, then an NCR would be utilized.4

I During this reporting period, the inspector reviewed the
draft NCR/DR procedure and provided comments. The inspector

; informed the alleger that Hatfield could not implement a
' procedure without the approval of CECO.

..

(2) The alleger stated that numerous DR's are being prepared on
welding for lack of pre-heat in accordance with AWS D1 1-1975. ,

! and it appears that Hatfield Management is doing nothing about
It.

|

The inspector reviewed the DR's provided by the alleger, as
relating to welds being made with no pre-heat, as well as other
DR's prepared on the same subject. Corrective action for the

,
weld identified on the DR was adequate and the corrective action'

to prevent recurrence was to re-train the welders. A review of
training records by the inspector indicates that a training s. lass
was held on August 5, 1982 for the Hatfield welders: 52 welders
attended and 7 welders missed the class. Subjects addressed were:
(1) pre-heat requirements, (2) filling out weld traveler cards,'

(3) proper methods of correcting undercut, (4) flagging welds,
(5) using shim stock, and (6) over grinding of base metal. To
determine that the training was effective, this area will be '

examined during subsequent inspections. This item is unresolved-

,
,

(50-454/82-17-07, 50-455/82-12-07).
1

O
4
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3 QC Procedures

( The alleger stated that most of the Hatfield Quality Control
Procedures have not been approved by Commonwealth Eidson. Many
procedures have a temporary approval, but never receive a final
approval, and it seemed that procedures were being revised daily
without any type of approval.

Hatfield prepares new procedures or revises existing procedure in
accordance with their Procedure Number 1, " Methods of Preparing.

Procedures". After the procedure is approved by the Hatfield Project
and Quality Assurance Managers, it is submitted to CECO for their
review and approval. The procedure is reviewed by CECO Engineering,
Construction, and Quality Departments. If the procedure is dis- |
approved, it is transmitted to Hatfield, via letter, with directions
to revise and resubmit. If the procedure is approved or approved
kith comments, CECO submits the procedure to S&L for their review
and approval and may grant Hatfield an interim approval to implement
the procedure as written or to implement the procedure with the
comments. S&L may disapprove the procedure, approve it, or approve,

:it with comments. S&L then transmits the procedure back to CECO who
then transmits the procedure to Hatfield indicating the final dis-
position (approved, approved with comments, or disapproved) to that
revision of the procedure. Per Hatfield Procedure Number 1, dis- *

approved procedures cannot be implemented and when a procedure is
approved with comments, the procedure is issued ar.d implemented with
the comments attached to the procedure.

The inspector reviewed all Hatfield procedures, including CECO
. approval letters, and made the following observations:,

(1) All Hatfield procedures had either an interim approval,
approved with comments, or an approval from CECO.

.(2) With the exception of Procedure Number 30, the latest
'

approved revision of the procedures were being implemented
by Hatfield. Procedure Number 30, Revision 4, was approved
for use by CECO on February 11, 1982 but Hatfield was
implementing Revision 3. During interviews with CECO and
Hatfield personnel, a QC clerk for Hatfield stated that the
approval letter for Revision 4 of the subject procedure had
not been received. Mr. R. Gruber, CECO QA Engineer, pro-
vided Hatfield a copy of the February 11, 1982 approval

: letter on August 18, 1982. Procedure 30, Revision 4, was
|

issaed for use by Hatfield prior to the exit meeting on,

August 27, 1982.
.

-h. .AWS Code,
:
:The alleger stated that he was concerned that Hatfield Electric
;was still using the 1975 edition of the AWS Code. He thought
.that this edition was outdated and a commitment to a newer
ieditionshouldbemade.p |

Q |
.

11.

i |
*
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' The inspector explained to the alleger that the licensee committed
to implement a given edition of the various codes and standards,

O as stated in their Safety Analysis Report, and that the NRC
; inspected to those commitments. In the case of AWS D1.1, the

licensee committed to use the 1972 edition (Ref. FSAR-Table 3.8-2).

During a review of procedures and interviews with licensee and
contractor personnel, the inspector was able to determine that i

Hatfield Electric Company is implementing the 1975 edition of
AWS D1.1, Structural helding Cede. The inspector was informed
that the contract betrein CECO end Hatfield was signed in 1976,
thus making the 1975 e:11 tion the latest edition on the date the

contract was signed. The licensee;was requested to resolve the
conflict between the SAR ccmmitment' to the 1972 edition of the
AWS D1.1 cole and the implementation of the 1975 edition.
Pending a review of this resolution, this is an Open Item
(50-454/82-17-03; 50-455/82-12-03),

i. Housekeeping

The alleger stated that even though inspections to the house-
keeping procedure are done, none have any follow-up to remove the,

identified discrepancies. Wood, metal, and "other junk" can be
found in previously inspected cable trays. .

.
Housekeeping with respect to cable trays is and has been a never

J ending problem at sites under construction. Hatfield performd

O periodic housekeeping surveillance of all Category I areas in
'

V accordance with their Procedure Number 30, " Housekeeping and Pro-i

' tection of Class 'I Cable Exposed to Construction Activities". In
addition, housekeeping of individual cable trays is verified prior
to pulling electrical cable into the tray in accordance with Hot--

field Procedure Number 10 " Class I Cable Installation". The licent.ee
j also performs periodic surveillances of housekeeping. During a tour
; of the power block, the inspector observed isolated instances where

fire proofing material, magazines, and " pop" cans were in safety'

related cable trays. The licensee took immediate action to have the
trash removed from the cable trays. With the exceptions noted,

1 housekeeping uns generally acceptable.

j. Cable Tray Till and Cable Support

(1) The alleger is concerned that cable trays are overfilled;
.

that cables hang over the sides in cable switching rooms on

! the 414', 426', and 439' elevations of the Unit 1 Auxiliary
Building; and that the crafts continue to pull cable throughI

these trays even though the trays are filled to capacity.

8
During a tour of the power block, the inspector did not

,

observe any instances where the installed safety relatedi

cables were higher than the top of the cable trays. It

should be noted that this problem has been identified on
i

:
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previous inspections by the NRC and was due primarily to
. lack of training of cables in the tray at time of instal-

} 1ation. The inspector explained to the alleger that in
those cases where retraining of the cables did not bring,

! the cables below the top of the cable tray, the engineer
was redesigning the cable tray to add side boards. It was
further explained that this was a satisfactory fix as long |as the cable tray was not thermally or physically overloaded,,

| and that the NRC would continue monitoring the loading of .

| cable trays.
,

i (2)' The alleger stated that it is standard practice to tie
,|i cables with a single rope and in some instances to suspend

one cable from another cable and this leads to kinking the ..

||
t conductors.

' The current Hatfield procedures require a cable to be supported ,

by a minimum of 2-1/2" nylon ropes and each supporting rope must '

be wrapped 3 times around the cable. During this reporting<

period, all safety related cables were observed to be in accord-
ance with Hatfield procedures. The inspector did ot, serve three
instances where non safety related cables w re e supported in thej -

manner described by the alleger. The licensee took immediate,

{ action to have those three items corrected. *

i

(3) The alleger contends that cables in risers are not properly
supported in that some cables will run through 3-4 floors

; without being supported. A cable at the 401' elevation,
i Auxiliary Building near columns P and 18 and Q and 22-23 is |

; not supported for more than 60 feet. The requirement is to
support the cables every 10 feet.,

!

! During a tour of the power block, the !nspector did not observe
' any safety related cables tha*. were improperly supported in the
{ risers. In accordance with Sargent and Lundy Standard EB-146,
{ cables in risers must be supported at least every 35' rather
| than every 10' as stated by the alleger.
!

; k. QC Inspecter Independence

. (1) The alleger stated that the Hatfield QA hanager had told all
' of the inspectors not to discuss Hatfield problems with
; Commonwealth Edison and had implied, but never specifically
{ stated, the inspectors could not speak to the NRC. Whenever

an issue is brought to the QA Manager's attention, he becomes
,

; visibly irritated that the inspector's have spoken to him. |,

i
: The inspector discussed the above allegation with the"

) Hatfield QA Manager. The QA Mant.ger stated that he told
| the personnel under his supervision that if they had problems
1 they were to first follow the Hatfield " chain-of-command"
| to reselve the problem, i.e., discuss problems with their

|O |
4 ;

13

1
-

.

_ . - - - - - - . -, , , , ,,,-,_,n- ,,_m, , , , , , ,,,-,,,%y ,,,y,--,.__.,_,,y.y___, ._y,_,. , , - ,. _. ,._,,g_ .._,.g.,,,,,.,mgm,_-,, ---



. _ _ _ ___ _ . _ _ __ - _ _ _ _ _ _ .

. .
.

. ,

,

' immediate supervisor first and if the prcblem is still unre-
solved, take the problem through the various levels of Hatfield

O supervision. If still unresolved, then present the problem to
CECO and/or the NRC. D e QA Manager stated that this was at
the request of CECO because the inspectors were taking problems
to the Ceco Project Electrical Supervisor when the problem could
have been resolved within the Hatfield organization. During
this inspection and previous inspections at the Byron Station,
this inspector observed Hatfield QC personnel in the CECO
offices. n is inspector also interviewed Hatfield QC and
craft personnel in the power block and they appeared to be
free and open in their discussions about construction and
quality related problems.

'

The inspector also discussed the allegation with the CECO .

Project Superintendent. The Project Superintendant stated
that CECO has an open door policy and wished that personnel,
CECO and Contractor, would bring their allegations to CECO
before going to the NRC. The inspector explained the
" suggestion-box" method of handling allegations that has

|been successfully implemented at other Region III projects. ,

(2) The alleger stated that Quality Supervision has set a
,

minimum inspection quota for each inspector. The quota
varies between inspectors, but 1 1/2 hours for all inspec-
tion effort (including preparation, field inspection, and
documentation) has been the established rule.

The inspector informed the alleger that the NRC's. concern
with this allegation is that the assignment of a quota may
impact the quality of the inspection effort. Although not
stated directly, the alleger implied that to date, the
assignment of a quota has not affected the quality of the
inspections. In discussions with QC Supervision on this
subject, the inspector learned that the 1 1/2 hour inspection
time mentioned by the alleger was a suggested inspection time
for hanger / tray location verification. The suggested time for
inspections came about during a meeting that was called for
" lack-of production" by QC personnel in that QC was falling
behind in their inspections, resulting in an increase in the
inspection backlog. Records complied by Hatfield for the
inspection time per attribute indicates that the preser.t in-
spection time for hanger / tray location verification is approx-

'
i

imately 3 hours.

(3) n e alleger stated that Level II QC Inspectors are being |
used as production controllers and planners in that inspec-

3 tors have been assigned to " drawing up travelers to work by"-

because Hatfield does not have a planning department.

During interviews with Hatfleid QC Supervision, the inspector
learned that Level II QC inspectors were in fact directed to

O
14
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prepare hanger installation travelers for Area 7, elevations.

414' and 426', in the Auxiliary Building. This action was the
-~g result of a verbal agreement between engineering and quality

g ,) management. The reasoning behind this agreement was that quality
had to review and verify the information on the traveler before
it could be released to construction for installation and it
required little or no additional work on the part of quality
personnel to prepare the traveler vs reviewing and verifying>

the information on the traveler.

1. Pan Hanner Installation

(1) The alleger stated that he was concerned about weld traveler
number 38001, dated August 10, 1982, in that the welder ;

(symbol A) whose name appeared on the subject traveler was ' '

not working for Hatfield on August 10, 1982..

During interviews with various Hatfield personnel, listed
under persons contacted, it was learned that the subject
welder had not been employed by Hatfield for approximately
the last two years. While interviewing the QA Records Clerk
it was learned that weld travelers were missing from the
Records File for certain hangers. To correct the missing

c documentation prchlem, the QA Hanager established the
*following procedure:

.

(a) Advise the welding supervisor of the missing data and
request that he assign a welder to examine the weld

() and prepare a new weld traveler.

i (b) The welder assigned in (a) above completes the traveler
' and places the original welder's stamp ID on the traveler.

. and forwards the traveler to QC for inspection.

(c) QC identifies the welder by name from the stamp ID on
,

i the traveler and performs the required inspections per
approved procedures.

I

| Weld traveler 38001 was prepared on August 10, 1982, because
the traveler for hanger H058 was missing from the records
file. The QA Records Clerk informed the inspector that
traveler 38002 was also issued because of a missing traveler.

.

in the records file.

(2) The alleger stated that the Pan Hanger Installation Checklist,

does not have space to record the NCR's/DR's written against
i the installation nor does the applicable procedure require

the recording of the NCR's/DR's on the checklist.-

,

1

.
The inspector reviewed the installation checklis>., :n use

' ' by Hatfield and it was observed that the checklists had
,

a space marked Corrective Action and/or Comments wher2 en

.

.

15*
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NCR or DR number could be entered by the QC inspector. As
a general rule, Hatfield procedures do not require NCR/DR
numbers be annotated on inspection checklists. The inspector

'

informed the alleger that although it was a good idea, theres

was no regulatory requirement that required the licensee or
contractors to list the subject document numbers on the
checklist. The NRC's basic requirement is that the applicable
documents for a given item be retrievable. During a review of1

NCR's, DR's, FCR's, weld travelers, inspection checklist, etc.,
the inspector observed that the applicable item number (hander,
pan, conduit, equipment, etc.) was annotated on the various
documents thereby making them retrievable if properly filed.

(3) The alleger is concerned that when an inspection checklist
is prepared by a Level I inspector, a Level II or Level III i

inspector has to review and accept / reject the item based on'

the information supplied by the Level I inspector and it can
only be assumed that the Level I inspector actually went to
the field and inspected the item.

The inspector informed the alleger that ANSI Standard N45.2.6,
Qualification of Inspection, Examination, and Testing Person-

,

nel for Nuclear Power Plants, states that a Level I, Level II
or Level III inspector may record inspection, examination, and.
testing data but only a Level II or Level III can evaluate the
validity and acceptability of inspection, examination, and
testing results.

With respect to the second area of concern, the NRC would
expect the Level II inspector to periodically verify that
the information being recorded by the Level I inspector is
correct by preforming an over-inspection on the item. These
over-inspections should be on a more frequent basis for newly

] qualified inspectors and when the over-inspections identify
problems with the recorded data,

m. Cable Tray Connections

The alleger stated that the Hatfield QA Manager has written an4

instruction to the inspectors for instances where cable tray
connections cannot be inspected because they have been covered
with fireproofing or buried in walls. The QA Manager instructed
the inspectors to refer to the weld card, saying it has all the
necessary information. The alleger contends that the weld card
speaks only to the welding and not to the attachment detail;

I therefore, using the weld card information does not substitute ,

|for an inspection.

8 The inspector confirmed that for the cable pan hanger reinspection
program (Ref. NCR-407), the Hatfield QA Manager had instructed the '

QC inspectors to accept connection details covered by fireproofing |

based on the information on the weld traveler card for the subject |

'

.
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connection detail. QA/QC Memorandum Number 295 states in part.
"This acceptance is based on the fact that the weld inspector is

O required to identify the type connection detail for each weld.
By virtue of this identification the welding inspector has
confirmed the use of the correct detail by his acceptance of the
weld."

The inspector informed the licensee that the utilization of
the weld travel _er card would be acceptable providing the weld

.

inspector identified the hanger connection detail used on the !
weld traveler card. A review of weld traveler cards indicated i
that in most cases, the weld inspected did not specify the type '

of hanger connection detail used.

In a September. 22, 1982 letter from Ceco to Hatfield, the licensee i

requested the following information as pertaining to the reinspec-
tion program required by NCR 407.

(1) The total quantity of hangers inspected.

(2) The total quantity of hangers inspected for which the
connection detail could not be visually verified due to
fireproofing, but for which the weld traveler had been

acceptable and therefore the connection detail accepted *

solely on this basis. 7 g L/
i

(3) A log of the inspection report numbers based on the critas,'a !

of ites (2) above.

(4) The total quantity of hangers inspected where the connection j
details were not covered by fireproofing and which were i

rejected due to the connection detail being not of the type
specified on installation design documents. / L/ ,

l
(5) The total quantity of hangers inspected where the fire- i

proofing had to be removed to perform weld inspections.
;

(6) The total quantity of hangers where, as a result of item
(5) above, it was discovered that the wrong connection /3/
detail was installed.-

The licensee stated that the above data would be evaluated upon !

completion of the reinspection program and one of the following i

actions taken: |

(1) Accept all of the connection details covered by fire-
proofing based on the weld traveler card, or

'

(2) Direct the contractor to remove the fireproofing and inspect
a sample, number to be determined by licensee. Re-evaluate,
or

O
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(3) Direct the contractor to remove the fireproofing and reinspect4

; all connection details previously accepted based on the weld
traveler cards.

i Pending a review of the data submitted to the licensee and the
i licensee's evaluation of this data, this item is unresolved

(50-454/82-17-04; 50-455/82-12-04).

' n. Improper Wire Lums

; During a tour of the power block, the NRC's Senior Resident
Inspector picked up two pieces of internal panel wiring that;

j appeared to have the wrong size terminal lug. The two pieces
: of wire were given to the inspector for followup during this
j investigation. '

J

It was determined that the wire size was #18 and the terminal lug

| was designed for #14 or #16 wire. When this fact was brought to
the attention of the licensee, the licensee instituted an inves-
tigation to determine the origin of the wire. It was determined
that the wire with improper sized terminal lugs were installed in
non-safety related Foxboro Panels 1PA20JC and 1PA50J by the panel

; manufacturer. The licensee informed the inspector that although
the panels were non-safety related, action was being initiated -

,

to relace the incorrect terminal lugs.

! o. Summary

As a result of this investigation, no items of noncompliance
i were identified. Three items are unresolved and one it'em is

open. The unresolved items and the open item will be followed
; up during future inspections.
1

; 4. Observation of Electrical Work Activities
|
1

i a. During a tour of the power block with personnel from the Power
| Systems Branch of NRR, it was observed that non-class 1E cable
! tray 11445U-C2B passes under Class 1E ladder type cable tray
| 11441Q-C2E with a vertical separation of approximately 10",

metal to metal. The subject trays are located in Area 5 of;
' the Auxiliary Building at the 426' elevation. In reviewing the

,

pertinent raceway installation drawing 1-3052A, Revision P, and |
in discussions with the licensee, it was determined that there !

are no requirements for the installation of raceway covers or
j barriers indicated on the subject drawing for tray 11445U-C25.

It was also observed in the upper cable spreading room that non-
Class 1E cable tray 22080D-C1B passes under Class 1E ladder type

* cable tray 22129C-CIE with a vertical separation of approximately,

8

j 10 3/4", metal to metal.
!

Paragraph 8.3.1.4.2.2 of the Byron /Braidwood FSAR states in part
that the vertical separation between Non-Safety Related (non-classi

| 1E) and Safety Related (Class 1E) cable trays is 12", metal to
metal.

:
,
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T$e Region III inspector informed the licensee that failure to
q plooptlyidentifyandcontroltheabovenonconformingconditionsQ i$ accordance with QA program provisions is an item of noncompli-

,|
*

asce, contrary to the requirements of Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B (50-454/82-17-05; 50-455/82-12-05). l

I~

b. Diring a tcur of the power block, the inspector observed that
minimal progress is being made in the identification and resolution
of the cable separation problems inside Class IE panels, cabinets,
ahd switchgears. Following is a brief history of the separation

' problems:

(h) On December 18, 1980, CECO prepared NCR F-580 to document
the fact that Class IE and non-Class 1E cables were in direct

I contact with one another inside 480V Unit Substation 1AP98E,
*

4160V switchgear 1AP05E, 4160V switchgear 1AP06E, 4160V switch-
1 gear 2AP05E, and 4160V switchgear 2AP06E. IEEE standard 384-1974,
8 as stipulated in the Byron /Braidwood Final Safety Analysis Report.
' requires that redundant Class IE cables / wiring and Class 1E and
* non-Class 1E cables / wiring be separated by a minimum distance of

6 inches, or barriers be installed between the cables / wiring, or
an analysis may be performed. *

*
.

.

(jZ) During the week of July 7-10, 1981, Region III inspectors
i met with the licensee and Sargent and Lundy (S&L) repre-
i sentatives to discuss the corrective action to be taken to
j correct the lack of separation identified by NCR F-580 and

O- j the corrective action to preclude repetition. During this
; meeting, the licensat stated that construction personnel
; would be instructed to rework the cables identified by NCR

F-580 and if these efforts to achieve the separation criterin.

were unsuccessful, the licensee would document this condition
*

to S&L, where an analysis would be performed to demonstrate
! that the lack of separation would not result in a degradation
8 of the performance of the cables' safety related function.,

The licenses further stated that current procedures woulde

a be revised or a new procedure written to assure that each
j instance of inadequate cable separation would be identified
j and controlled. During this inspection, the inspector made,

: this matter an unresolved item pending a review of the
i licensee's corrective action during a subsequent inspection.
: Tracking numbers 50-454/81-08-05 and 50-455/81-07-04 were
j assigned.

3) Hatfield Electric procedure number 11, Class I Cable Ter-
mination and Splicing, was revised to include the inspection.

i attribute, cable separation inside electrical equipment.
* **

* Paragraph 5.1.5.2 of the subject procedure states in part,
j "If any field conditions prevents compliance with the
; following separation criteria, NECo QA/QC should be notified

per Procedure #6, and reported to CECO for disposition."*

1 Procedure Number 6 is titled, " Reporting of Damaged or Non-
5 conforming Material or Equipment".
.

:'
,

.,
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(4) During this reporting period, the inspector made a spot check
of panels and cabinets in the Unit 1 Auxiliary Electricels Equipment Room, Auxiliary Building, 451' elevation, and itI

'~' was observed that there were numerous examples of Class IE
s

and non-Class IE cables being ty-wrapped together. In panel |

IPA 20JA, it was observed that a Division 1 Engineered Safety-

Feature (ESF) cable was ty-wrapped to a Division 2 ESF asso- i

ciated cable. In the panels checked, the inspector did
not observe any Hold Tags associated with cable separation
problems in the panels. In discussions with the licensee,
it was learned that the subject panels had as yet so be
checked for cable separation compliance to the requirements'

of IEEE-384.

The inspector icformed the licensee that failure to promptly
identify and control the above nonconforming conditions in
accordance with QA program provisions is another example
of noncompliance to the requirements of Criterion XVI of
10 CFR 50, Appendix B (50-454/82-17-06; 50-455/82-12-06).

Unresolved Matters

Unresolved matters are items about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompliance *or deviations. Unresolved items disclosed during this inspection are dis-
cussed in Paragraphs 3.b.(2), 3.e, 3.f.(2) and 3.m.

* Open Items

((.I

Open items are matters not otherwise categorized in the report,
;

that needto be followed up on in subsequent inspections.
this inspection are discussed in Paragraph 3.h. Open items disclosed during

,

Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted under Persons
Contacted) at the conclusion of the inspection on August 27, 1982 and
September 17, 1982. The inspector summarized the scope and findings ofthe inspection. The licensee acknowledged the information.

i

-
-

O
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EXHIBIT C-3-

Page 7 of 3
'

, .-

(A The discrepancies in Table CE-14 are all minor and can be characterized as'
)

'V follows:
.

a. ASME Socket Welds- NC ND

A total of 68 ASME socket weld discrepancies were reported. These were

mainly leg and throat welding discrepancies. No inqprnglete fusion,
overlap or undercut discrepancies were reported.

I

The 68 ASME socket weld discrepancies were evaluated for compliance
with ASME Code design criteria. All discrepancies involved a sli htE

reduction in fillet weld size. In all cases, an evaluation was made to

! determine the minimum fillet weld size required by design. All fillet weld
sizes were found to meet ASME Code design criteria.

|

b. ASME Support Welds - NF *
..

A total of 3t. support weld discrepancies were identifie.d for A5ME Class

NF welds for small bore piping supports. All 34 discrepancies involvedOg undersi:ed tubing U type strap hold down fillet welds. A 1/4-inch fillet

weld was specifiec; however, the installed welds were ur.dersized by as
much as 1/16-inch. The strap welds were evaluated for the maximum
design load and were determined to be acceptable.

c. Non-ASME

| A total of 204 ANSI B31.1 weld discrepancies were reported. These

| included leg and throat discrepancies, minor reductions in weld legs (1/32

j inch to 1/16-inch), items acceptable to current design / installation
tolerances, surfaca ripples, overlap, slag and scale, and one undercut.

|
'

e

! The minor reductions in weld leg with a resulting 1/32 inch to 1/16 inch,

I '
reduction in weld size were conservatively evaluated on the basis of 1/16-

*

inch less weld over the tntire weld circumference. All welds met design
,

requirements and ANSI B31.1 Code design criteria.

O,

| U

l

'

| Page 10
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(,) Response -

The data and tables have been reviewed and footnotes provided to.
,

clarify the information presented. The data in the January 12, 1934,

Interim Report was provided to respond to Question Q14 (in response
to Reference 2). Therefore, Table 3.1 (now Table'lli-1) and Table 4.7

(now Table Qi4 7) were accurate and compatible except that a
clarifying footnote has been added to the latter table to point out that

. the inspectors tabulated thereon included inspectors performing both

subjective and objective inspections in the irspection area. Other
clarifications (see Table 111-4) have been provided where appropriate.

.

Also, refer to the response to question Qi4 below.

Q3. " Provide results of the Hatfield computerized data base established t,o
reconcile weld travelers to hangers. (Page 19 of I-12 84 Interim

.

Report)."
.

8
I

V Response:

'

The computerized data base is complete and is available on site.
,

Af ter completion of the review,it was found that direct correlation of

weld traveler inspection records to design drawing cable pan hanger
and conduit hanger data could not be made for approxi'mately 2% of

the data. The augmented ef forts to achieve complete correlation is
expected to be complete in March 1984

Q4. " Elaborate on how Appendix C sample sizes were obtained for
evaluating design limit compliance and how the sample selected
bounds all of the remalnder of the items in that category."

8

P

.

U -

.

Page,11.

,



l
.

, ,. s.

10, REFE1ENCE ONLY. 20" "'P'"'
.

. DATE 9/1/8-

' ' HATFIEt,D ELECTRIC COMPANY
Byron t'nf ts 1 & 2

_

. .,
. ,

Class 1 Cable Pan llang,cr

Innpcettonn Checklist,' *

.

Dwg. Areat O 3 0 9 ~1 Rev. -h Q.C. Inspector _@ea rt O lyuu
\ \

H:nger: A uv 1\ Date s it- t 1 A 7 Report 7. 9 L S

RE-INSPECTIONINSPECTION '

QA[-

ITilt A U. N/A C0FJtENTS QC Date A J

1. 1 Linger types / *
configurations /
IPS.I. 5.2, 5.4

d ''' h^d ' 'l2. Bracing IP 5.10 .

sobso.>ul~a s
,

| )3. Itanger locations f
IP 5.1, 5.4 /

4. Condition of ectal
[surfaces IP 5.11

- - - - _ -

5. Ito lt torque per
S,g$ y) c.r.tMifl. d> <r

urench 0 / , , yg, ,) ,
Calib. Dat e

Total Bolts Checked
_ __

M/ A u=d +w b#"'A6. Other (apccify) / 0^as Aps.v

Concent s : O P- tt4 0" t f l '10 ~7 * ? 9 Ll H 0 0 f: II 5i

COUPUTER
WPUT- -

k[iJgpletedByI hcAA t ijn,u n o 14velt I Dates If 7/ fI

~ /~%. bl./ Dates]2.!J2 Laviewed byt l
Q.C. l.cVel 11 or Higher

A - Acceptable y
U - Unacceptable ggf// 7.

*

pso- 94 ago 1 ofP 'd--N/A - Hot A; pitcable

-
- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- --- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ -



~
. . ''

i. - "Atien~ b V -.

n.gnq1 _ Rsv. . T .

* *
.

23 L
North

.

_

8 "*-

_ _ e 9 e sy n.

. , .

REEERENCE ONLY- ms
. .

'

Not to Scale - (Use symbols shown on drawing.)e

Haneer Configuration Ranger Data

Standard _o-MLGo Type 8HV E0/HL Drawing o - 304 7 9 0i Rev. R-
8*

CONNECTION DIMENSION
'

- ID SPECIFIED - ACTUAL ID SPECIFIED ACRJAL'
I h\f C 7 t/ A i R 1 Lit 4 /
Z hvGI / B
$ C
4 D
> E 7 L /
b F IL I 7. '! L >
V G $7 ~7 ' ! 1 _e j
d H IL pi'IL |*

} ____
1 L4 t|L u f'10 2 .J ty 7_ 4 '/ z.

Il{SIEU::TICW F.t W 'It- 4 /!

'

g7 - 1. $ ketch heter.nh.>e ccraseca l- ' ('/L /,

tion detail, number and d1= -f iL /
| f g r- meest.onal alpha locations, h I '7 3 / v %2u,

.- o
a 2. Indicate acceptable data f 10 7 5 _4.

with s * / ''in act nel columns.M f3 > ' ' .' L /
A 11 Unac.captable est er data. 'R fL 73 -/. I

5 a * s t. /
3. If toestics info.wtian T _t e- # P /t /
onacceptable, show actual U u '(b % /DETAll 8HV dat. in brackets adjacent V e3 # 8 '/t. /

,
to design data. W f9 s 9 /r /

X< HHA' R*!?~ j_

Member Size or Ty'oe

Vertical | Specified Actual
~ eu. nt
Mit Ul
o ent iA
:,ef t 6
.

~
Diaronal Specified Actual

To P Q 0%.' U A A
Horszenta.1 Soecified Actual ,

zTs g3 y._ son <e u r rs /

p's''-
DE. l i9 TC1 1801 HDEF1|5|N 4

Auxiliary Steel Hanger No.I

| @' i

SIZE LENGTH
|

'
CONNECTION DISTANCE FROM LEFT EDGE TO C OF; T/S ODIER

ATTACHMENT FL. AND PL. TYPE.3 ELEY.

! h IJ
'

A

p g g.go r - Miscellaneous / CommentsPage d of 2.- S 6.(,T e o O C. A - t, A V S E- S EC.T t o u s F Z. 9 Ll,g

A-A ov i u (0-at9 s \ * Ss - 6 z. Dv 3o / o-szcc S
- .

_ _ _ _ . _ . - _ _ - - .



- ._

1

.

.

HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY j

BYRON UNITS I la II
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,

QA/QC MEMORANDUM #295

TO: A.W. Koca, QC Supervisor

FROM: J. K. Buchanan, QA/QC Manager

DATE: September 17, 1982
.

SUBJECT: Pan Inspection *

Since beginning the cable pan reinspection, we have had a policy for acceptance
of hangers which have a connection assembly which is covered by fireproofing,
making it impossible to verify the connection detail. I am reconfirming this

_P?licy.
.

When inspectors are performing pan hanger or conduit hanger inspections they are
required to verify the connection detail is as specified by the Architectural

- -
"

Engineer.
.

; Should the hanger-its connection detail rendered inaccessable by fireproofing, s.

the inspector should research the weld inspection file for the related weld
inspection for a given hanger. If the weld traveler has been accepted the

h> accept the detail.inspector shall note the traveler on the hanger inspection report and shall
%

This acceptance is based on the fact that the weld inspector is required to
identify the type connection detail for each veld. By virtue of this identification

,

the welding inspector has confirmed the use of the correct detail by his
acceptance of the weld.

If there is no weld inspection in the file for the specified hanger, the fireproofing
shall be removed and the required inspection performed and documented. (See Memo 216)

;

Should you or your inspectors have any questions concerning this policy, please
see me.

1

v&w' -

J. Buchanan

ec: J. O. Binder
C. Vanderhei -

File 9.12

Q.
j #W

O
.

wn-

.
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September 22, 1982

Mr. ' J. Buchanan
0.A. Manager
Hatfield Electric Co.-

Byron Station

Dear Jim:

This letter it in reference to the cable pan hanger reinspection program
which is in progress as a result of your implementation of the corrective
action stated on H.E.C.o. NCR No. 407.

Your memos No. 216 and No. 295 accurately describe the actions required
to be taken when hanger connection details cannot be visually verified
due to the installation of fire proofing.

,

In conjunction with this reinspection progran, I am hereby requesting that *
1

you document the following information:
|

('~N 1. The total quantity of hangers inspected.
1

\J
|2. The total quantity of hangers inspected for which the
iconnection detail could not be visually verified due to I

fire proofing, but for which the weld traveler had been I

mcceptable and therefore the connection detail accepted
solely on this basis. i

3. A log of the inspection report numbers based on the criteria
of item 2 above.

4. The total quantity of hangers inspected where the connection
details were not covered by fire proofing and which were
rejected due to the connection detail being not of the type
specified on installation design documents.

5. The total quantity of hangers inspected where the fire proofing
had to be removed to perform weld inspections.

6. The total quantity of hanger where, as a result of item 5
above, it was discovered that the wrong connection detali was
installed.

Please impismert the documentation associated with these itens immediately.

(mu) J| '

-91

G^ CUL

(o cdO' 4%f
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(2).

. 1
i

Also, please submit to me, on the first of each month (beginning 10-1-82),
, a. status summary report of the data compiled to date in each of the six (6)'

) catagories listed.
i

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Very truly yours,.

/ -

?
,- .

/ej ,
-

ames 0. Bin y~ri Project. Electrical Supervisor
Byron Station

JOB:bg
:
! cc: G. VanLyssel

G. Vanderhei
R. Klingler,

' M. Stanish
.

.

.

e

>

a

I

,

i

.
-

b

i 1

i

|

!
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Byron Units 16 2
'

QA/QC Memorandum d216

~

- TO: A. Koca, QC Supervisor
FROM: J. K. Euc .ana. QA/QC Manager

DATE: August 16, 19S2
SUBJECT: Weld Inspection

As we are approaching completion of the logging of all veld
traveler numbers and cross indexing same to the respective

equipment status log, I have noted an absence of weld travelers
for several hangers. It is imperative that our documentation

-- correlates with the equipment listed on the relevant S & L
Installation Drawings. In order to implement this correlation
and provide the required documentation, we should institiate
the following actions.

.

1. Ascertain if the required inspection will necessitate the
*

removal of fire proofir.g. If it does, send a memorandum to
R. Guse requesting the fire proofing be removed (indlude some

(''N mechanism to indicate when the removal is completc).
.

2. Advise the welding supervisor (CF) of the missing data.

3. The welding supervisor vill assign a weldcr to examine the weld.

4 The velder will complete a new weld traveler and will place
the original welder's stamp ID on the card (QA vill provide

the name). If there is not a stamp, the welder will assure himself
that the weld is acceptable or will make the weld acceptable.For
both circumstances, the welder will stamp the weld and have
it inspected.

S
5. The QC Inspector vill inspect the weld as in the standar prac-
tice. However, when the weld is accepted notification to replace

'the fire proofing must be sent to Roger Guse ( "D).

\ kn
ames K. Buchanan
A/QC Manager

'

cc: file 9.16 _

) YOl
d' M OQ
6- ;>o - ts/
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Doc et No. 50-454

Codaonwealth Edison Company g C)
TTN. Mr. Cordell Reed

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicagoi IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Messrs. R. S. Love,
R. Mendez and A. S. Gautam of this office on October 18-21, 1983, of activities
at Byron Station, Unit 1, authorized by NRC Construction Permit No. CPPR-130
a'nd to the discussion of our findings with Mr. G. Sorensen and others of your
, staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
.

the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

D No iter.s of noncompliance with NRC requirements were identified during the
course of this inspection.

~

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a cop; of this letter and the enclosure (s)
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and sub.utt written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of
the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the re-
quirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within
the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosed
inspection report will be placed in the Public Document Room.

:

_

l L0000312
--,
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Commonwealth Edison Company 2
/~s
(
x._

Wewillgladlydiscussanyquestionsyouhaveconcerningthisinsbetion.
c 1
r Sincerely, -

-.

2( Original signed by W. S. Little

W. S. Little, Chief
Engineering-Branch II

Enclosure: Inspection Report
No. 50-454/83-48(DE)

cc w/ enc 1:
D. L. Farrar, Director
' of Nuclear Licensing

,V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager
Gunner Sorensen, Site Project

Superintendent -

R. E. Querio, Station
Superintendent

DMB/Locument Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII ByronO Resident Inspector, RIII

Braidwoed
Phyllis Lunton, Attorney

General's Office, Environmental
Ccatrol Division

Ms. Jane M. Whicher
Diane Chn ez, DAARE/ SAFE

.

_.

_

:*
~- )JC0313

--

-

O
RIII RIII RIII RI I RII RI
dfM M Qh . 7,

Love /d h nMz Gauthm i1 as Hayes Little
11/01/83 y g
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONm
* -

REGION III,

%.

.u
Report No. 50-454/83-48(DE) 1

._- -

Docket No. 50-454 License No. CPPR-130
-.

_

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Facility Name: Byron Station, Unit 1

Inspection At: Byron Site, Byron, IL

Inspection Conducted: October 18-21, 1983

60 Med- Fv- -, Inspectors: R. S. Love //[2/ b
/ !

& 4W
R. Mendez h[2[ O,,

e G. WA+ h 'A. S. Gauta:n #/AO -
d e cv2dm~-

'

Approved By: C. C. Williams, Chief 8/ b
Plant Sy3te:ns Section

Inspection Summary

Inspection on October 18-21, 1983 (Report No. 50-454/83-48(DE))
Areas Inspected: Review of licensee action on previously identified items.
Review of installation and termination of instrument cables and the review of
associated procedures and records. This inspection involved a total of 69
inspection-hours by three NRC inspectors, this includes 6 inspector-hours
during off shifts.
Results: In the areas inspected, no items of noncompliance were identified.

-
-.

m
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted -

g
.-

J, Commonwealth Edison Company (CECO)
-

'

*G. Sorensen, PCD Construction Superintendent
_-{*K. J. Hansing, Quality Assurance Superintendent
"*R. Tuetken, PCD Assistant Construction Superintendent

*A. A. Jaras, Project Operational Analysis Department Supervisor
*J. J. Glowinski, POAD Assistant Supervisor
*J. W. Pappeport, Quality Assurance Engineer
*R. B. Klingler, Project Electrical Supervisor
*M. V. Dellabetta, Quality Assurance Engineer
*J. C. Woldridge, Quality Assurance Supervisor
*E. L. Martin, Quality Assurance Supervisor
*M. E. Lohmann, Project Mechanical Supervisor
E. Sager, Electrical Field Engineer

.

Hatfield Electric Company (KEco)
,

J. T. Hill, QA/QC Manager *

Ss Bindenagel, QC Electrical Group Leader
S. Hubler, QC Lead Inspector

The inspectors also contacted and interviewed other licensee and
O. contractor personnel during this reporting period.

* Denotes those persons present at the exit interview on October 21, 1983.

2. Action on Previously Identified Itens

(Closed) Open Item (50-454/82-19-04; 50-455/82-19-04): This item
)concerned several instances where cable tray overfill was observed. This

overfill condition was due to lack of training of the cables in the tray.
A review of Deficiency Reports (DR) indicated that the licensee had
adequate controls in place for identifying and correcting these deficien-

!
cies. The inspector observed the previous areas of concern and found
them acceptable.

(Closed) Open Item (50-454/83-25-04): This item pertains to missing and
incorrectly sized U-bolt type hangers. These hangers are utilized on the
instrument sensing line for diesel generator level switch ILS-D0036. QC

_. documented the missing hangers on Fabrication / Installation Surveillance
_ Report (FIS) number 1910. The hangers were redesigned. This redesign
Jzas been incorporated into Nuclear Power Services (NPS) drawing

_i4343-M-100036. Installation was completed on August 26, 1983 jer Field
Work Request 2468. The inspector reviewed the installation sad it
appeared to be adequate. -

i

. L0000315
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(0 pen) Unresolved Item (50-454/83-25-01): It had been previously3[V identified that several thermal overload heaters were missing from Motor
Control Center (MCC) cubicles. In each instance, the MCC had been turned
over by the Project Operation Analysis Department (POAD). Prac'edures
were not in place to assure that the proper size overload heater would be

. installed for the applicable load. Byron administrative procedures are
-J b-ing revised to address this concern. Pending a review of this revised
__- procedure, this item remains open.
,.

" (0 pen) Unresolved Item (50-454/83-25-03): This item pertains to the
conflict between SE specification 2906 and S&L drawing M-819 as pertain-
ing to the slope requirements for instrument sensing lines. The specifi-
cation requires a minimum c! 1/2" per foot slope and drawing M-819 states
that a slope of less than 1/2" per foot is acceptable but does not provide
a minimum slope. SE is in the process of revising specification 2906 and
drawing M-819 to require a minimum slope of greater than zero inches per
foot. Pending a review of the revised minimum acceptance criteria, this
item remains open.

(Closed) Noncompliance (50-454/81-16-01; 50-455/81-12-01): This item
*

pertained to the failure to implement procedure No. 10, resulting in'

nonconforming condition (12" separation of cables in free air) not being
identified and corrected. This procedure is now being implemented by the

,

electrical contractcr and during a tour of the plant during thit, reporting
period, no violations of this type were identified. This item is closed.

(]/ (Closed) Unresolved Item (50-454/81-16-05; 50-455/81-12-05): This item '(
pertained to the failure to address the separation requirements between
safety related and non safety related cable trays in the FLAR, electrical
specifications and drawings. Amendment 38 to the FSAR and the electrical
drawings now incorporate minimum separation requirements between safety
wlated and non safety related cable trays. This item is closed.

(0 pen) Unresolved Item (50-454/82-17-02; 50-455/82-17-02): This item !
pertains to the relaxation of bolt torque on electrical raceway hangers. I

During a previous inspection, it was observed that raceway hanger bolting |

torque had relaxed as much as 80%. The licensee was requested to evaluate
the hanger bolt torquing requirements and provide a minimum acceptable |

torque valve after the torque relaxation had occurred. This information I

was requested from the A/E in a CECO letter to S&L dated July 18, 1983.
As of October 21, 1983, this data was not available at the Byron station.
This item remains open until this data can be reviewed.

(0 pen) Open Item (50-454/82-17-03; 50-455/82-17-03): This item pertained
~to the conflict between the FSAR and Site Contractor's contracts as
relating to the effective code edition of AWS DI.1, Structural Welding

-Gode. The FSAR commits to the 1972 code edition while several site
_ contractors are committed to the 1975 edition. No apparent action taken
to date. This item remains open. --

O L0000316
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(Open) Unresolved Item (50-454/82-17-04; 50-455/82-17-04): This item

(V) pertains to the evaluation of data obtained during the re-inspection
-

program in response to NCR 407. This reinspection program is still on
going. Latest status report was dated October 10, 1983. This' item
remains open. "

c aS* of 5#
(Open) Noncompliance (50-454/82-17-9&; 50-455/82-17-04$: This item per-

~~' tains to separation violations between safety-related and non safety
-! related cable trays. As of May 13, 1983, site construction completed a

walkdown of Units 1 and 2. Cable tray separation violations were
documented on Cable Tray Walkdown Reports (CTWR) and submitted to S&L for
evaluation. On August 23, 1933, S&L acknowledged receipt of the CTWRs.
In interviews with Ceco and S&L personnel, the inspector was informed that
S&L has completed their review and evaluation of approximately 50% of the
cable tray separation violations identified by Ceco and the S&L design
group for Unit 1. It is the inspectors understanding that the separation
violations will be corrected by the installation of cable tray covers or
relocating one or more of the trays, or an analysis will be performed to
show that the separation violation does not compromise the safety of the
plant. Pending a review of the S&L review and evaluation of these
separation violations, this item remains open.,

(Open) Noncompliance (50-454/82-17-06; 50-453/82-17-06): This item .

pertains to separation violations between safety related and non safety
related cables inside panels, switchgears, etc. Cable separation
violations are being reported to S&L by Cable Separation Conflict Reports.

/''' In interviews with Ceco and S&L personnel, the inspector was informed that
\ S&L has completed their review and evaluation of approximately 88% of the

cable separation violations identified. Pending a review of the S&L
review and evaluation of these separation violations, this item remains

;open.
.

3. Functional or Program Areas Inspected

A. Installation and Termination of Instrument Cables

During this reporting period, the Region III inspectors reviewed
the installation and termination of the following instrumentation
cables to the applicable procedures, instructions, cable pull cards,
and drawings:

!(1) Cable ISX144 - From 4160 volt switchgear 142, cubicle 2, to l

pressure switch IPSL-SX024 - Cable type - 4/c - #14, 600V.
Reel No. 04146-57. Cable routing - 11383M, IR341, 11586J,-

-- 11676J, IR294, and conduit 0986.
-

(2) Cable ISX283 - From Junction Box (J-Box) IJB058A to._ Service- Water Pump 1A heater, ISX01PA. Cable type 1/c-#14, 600V.
Reel No. 01146-81-2B. Cable routed thru conduit COA 0922.

(3) Cable INR032 - From electrical penetration INR01E to neutron
0,1 detector INR07E. Cable type - RG-11/U triaxial. Reel No.

01113-6. Cable routing - conduit C7804, J-Box IJB214R and
conduit C7608.

l.00')0317
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(4) Cable IMS120 - From electrical penetration IS106E to local
(N instrument panel IPL72J. Cable type ITV-PR #16 (shld), 600V.1

() Reel No. 02166-64, Cable routing - CIR5123, ]JB484R, 5402,
IJB485R, and 5406.

.

_ (5) CableIMS119-FromI&CequipmentpanelIPA02J,cabYnet2,to
# electrical penetration IS106E. Cable type l'1V-PR #16 (ehld),

600V. Reel No. 02166-43, cable routing - 11624H, 11623H, 11620H,-

.- 11417H, 11418H, 11464H, 11485H, 11467H, IR264, and 11468H.

(6) Cable IMS97 - From electrical penetration IS105E to instrument
panel IPL56J. Cable type - ITV-PR #16 (shld), 600V. Reel No.
02166-47. Due to time limitations, only terminations, at panel
IPL56J, were verified.

(7) Cable IIV700 - From electrical penetration IS105E to instrument
panel IPL56J. Cable type l'1V-PR #16 (shld), 600V. Reel No.
02166-47. Due to time limitation, only terminiations, at panel
IPL56J, were verified.

.

The installation and termination of the above listed cables appears
'

to meet the project requirements. No items of noncompliance were
identified. -

,

B .' Installatien and Termination Records for Ins _tr_ument Cables

f During thir reporting period, the Region III inspectors reviewed
I the installation and termination record for the cables listed in

paragraph 2.A above and for cables 1RY199 and IRY201. These records
include, but are not limited to, cable pull cards, cable paa veri-
fication checklists (Form HP-102-), cable installation inspection
checklists (Form HP-105), cable termination cards, and cable term-
ination inspection reports. A review of these records indicates
that the electrical contractor's (HECo) QC inspector verified:

(1) The size and type of cable specified was installed in the
proper raceway and in accordance with procedures,

(2) the cables were properly identified with the circuit number,
(3) the cables were properly terminated,
(4) when required, continuity and insulation resistance tests were

performed and found acceptable,
(5) when required, cable separation conflict reports (Form CSCR)

are prepared. When cables are installed in accordance with
; design requirement and a cable separation violation is observed,

_, a CSCR is prepared. These records are forwarded to S&L for-

_, review and evaluation. See the ites of noncompliance address-
_. ing this subject in paragraph 2 of this report as an example
_ of implementation. -

Inspection reports are reviewed, signed, and dated by a evel II or
Level III QC inspector. The installation and termination records
reviewed appears to be adequate. No items of noncompliance were

( identified.
%
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C. Receipt Inspection and Material Certification for Instrument Cables

During this reporting period, the Region III inspector reviewed the
Material and Equipment Receiving and Inspection Reports (MRR}g ' Material
Certification, and verified that the safety-related instrument cables

._ were traceable to a given cable reel. The above listed data was reviewed
= for the following cables:

~

"
.

-;(1) 1RY199 and 1RY201-

.

Procured from Samual Moore and Company under S&L Specifications.

F2852 and Ceco Purchase Order (P.O.) No. 207293, dated December 21,
1976.
Received on MRR 3128, dated March 31, 1978..

Cable type-1TV-PR #16 (shld), 600V, traceable to Reel No. 02166-47..

Certificate of Conformance (C of C) to specification requirements.i .

: Certified Material Test Report (CMTR) for insulation resistance.

tests, voltage tests, and cable insulation thickness tests.

(2) IMS119-

*

Procured from Samuel Moore and Company under S&L Specifications
,

.

2

F2852 and CECO P.O. No. 207293, dated December 21, 1976. !
*

Received on MRR 3128, dated March 31, 1978. Cable type ITW-PR #16! . .,

(shld), 600V, traceable to Reel No. 02166-43.
; C of C to specification requirements..

! /'' CMTR for insulation resistance tests, voltage tests, acd cable.

insulation thickness tests.,

4

-
(3) IMS120

.
,

| Procured free Samuel Moore and Company under S&L Specifications '
.

F2852 and CECO P.O. No. 207293, dated December 21, 1976.<

i Received on MRR 6652, dated May 2, 1979..

Cable type - ITW-PR #16, 600V, traceable to Reel No. 02166-64..

C of C to specification requirements..

CMTR for cable jacket and insulation tensil tests, elongation and.

moisture tests to Fore Eh-29135.-

(4) IVA163
'

Procured from Okonite Company under S&L Specificaticas F2823 and.

; Ceco P.O. No. 207113, dated November 29, 1976.
,

'

Cable type -1/C #14, 600V, traceable to Reel No. 01146-108-3.

i
- . _ Received on MRR 7715, dated October 2, 1979.; ,

C of C to specification requirements.- .

CMTR for voltage tests, insulation resistance tests, apd cable;
-

.

- insulation thickness tests. ''

-

: (5) ISX283 -

Procured from Okonite Company under S&L Specification F2823 and.

\ Ceco P.O. No. 207113, dated November 29, 1976.
'

Cable type - 1/c #14, 600V, traceable to Reel No. 01146-81-2B.
i

6
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. Received on MRR 7715, dated October 2, 1979.
[h C of C to specification requirements..

\- / CNTR for voltage test, insulation resistance tests, and cable
'

.

insulation thickness tests. g.
. . .

._ (6) ISX144 -

1- -

Procured from Okonite Company under S&L Specification F2823 and--
.

_' CECO P 0. No. 207113, dated November 29, 1976.
'

Cable type.4/c #14, 600V, traceable to Reel No. 04146-57..

Received on NRR 6039, dated March 3, 1982..

CMTR for jacket and insulation tensil strength and stress tests and.

met the physical requirements after aging.

(7) INR022 and 1NR032

Procured from Rockbestos under S&L Specifications F2919 and Ceco.

P.O. No. 258936, dated November 16, 1981.
Cable type RG-11/U (76 ohm) triaxial, traceable to Reel No. 01113-6..

'

Received on NRR 51919, dated May 14, 1982..

Certified test reports indicate all tests were acceptable. A copy.
,

of S&L specifications F2919 was not available so a comparison
between requirements and results was not made. *

A review of final documentation packages will be made during a subsequent,

' inspection. Final documentation packages are undergoing a final review j
by S&L and CECO. Documentation package review is being tracked by Open
Item 50-454/83-37-01.

4. Open Items
-

Open items are matters, not otherwise categorized in the report, that need
to be followed up on in future inspections. Open items are discussed in

i Paragraphs 2 and 3.C. of this report.
;

5. Exit Interview

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denotes under paragraph
1) on October 21,.1983. The inspectors summarized the scope and findings
of the inspection. The licensee representatives acknowledged this
information.

.

-i
_

__.

,
..

-

-

!
4
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Table A.5 - Hatfield Electric

(nb) I. Results By Inspection Type

/
Reinspection Results (Acceptable)

| Level II ! Independent Third | Level 'IIIType l Reinspection I Party Review 1 Reinspection- | 87.4 % i St.3 % i 9 2. o ~4
~Subjective

['20'10/23250; 07.4%|T2131;/2;;;^,; 21.T |(E002/20T;0; as:-
1 (2owth335oh I 6:3sShnsoT l 6tiu.2/233sdi I Iobjective | 96.7% | |1 l I

II. Results By Inspection Attribute

[ Initial Sample Period | Expansion Sample PeriodI i i I| No. Of | | No. Of || People | Final % | People | Final %_. Attribute | Reinspected i Acceptable 1 Reinspected i Acceptablei I i 11. Visual Weld | | | |

-

[ 7 | 92.8% | || | 1 ll l | 12. Conduit | | | |

-

(s1
1 6 | 96.9% | |1 | 1 11 1 I I3. Terminations | | |

-

|| 5 | 99.9% | || | 1 II I I I4. Equip. | | | |Setting | 2 | 100.0% | || 1 1 II I I I5. A325 | | | |Bolting | l' | 100.0% | || | I II | | |6. Equip. | | | |Modification | 2 | 100.0% | || | 1 II I I I7. Conduit | | | | -As-built | 8 | 95.9% | |l- 1 I II|UUUU480 | | |8. Pan | | | |_
Hangers | 2 1 96.9% | |

1
| | | 11 I I I

-

9. Pan | | i || 1 | 100.0% | || | | |0022p

_ __ . -
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(') Table B.5 - Hatfield Electric
Detailed Inspector Results v

Insp.
Attr. #1 Attr. #2 Atte. #3 Atte. #4 Attr. #5 Attr. #6 Attr. #7 Attr. #8 AtI

kA
,

7 - 1194/1267 #I-
~ ./ - -

- -

. B -

684/72 [ ' M -. - - - -

- -
- -

4795/4974
- - -

-' - -

* # 32/32 770/770 J4/24 .g 8/8
-

'#3-E@M40773/1180837/38 60/60 -W s''' I
- - -

-

'# " - - -

F -

-[
H

1180/123 @137/13
132/132-

-
89,/)04 562/564 M - /7'I g 2/2- -

- -

1/1-
- -

- - -

~985/4112-

g'pp$ - - -
_% 2-. Ir3517 4 280/463 -- -

vifo g ' - -

3 561-
-

019{1046 d -
- - - 193/198

- - -
K % - - -# -

1.
-

- - -

M -

4 /JG e -' d'Iy~ - - ,

10952/11457
->et -

i

# # o: **
3501/363

e['
-

- - - - -

_
51/51 -

- - - - -

P .-- - - - - 2001/2081 -
-

Q - - - - - - 4818/5055 -

R - - - - - - 11734/12205 -S - - - - -

T
- 2753/2879 -

CU - -

- - -

1917/2014
-

-

8201/8208 24/24
- - ,

-
- - !

-

V - - - -

1696/1752_81|
- - -

1Tota
157.1 2-- 6/2. k $ E 42955/44777 M $ l21662/23350 2053/2118 4p,i w1 11 5 ~

"|49g pjfy ~ 3G W GL \

NOTE:
2.2. #No expanded sampling was required.

-

/9,32

Attribute 1 - Visual Weld
Attribute 2 - Conduit
Attribute 3 - Terminations !
Attri!>ute 4 - Equipment Setting
Attribute 5 - A325 Bolting
Attribute 6 - Equipment Modification
Attribute 7 - Conduit Asbuilt
Attribute 8 - Pan Hangers
Attribute 9 - Pan

G

w
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"T(V Table B.6 - Powers-Azco-Pope

Detailed Inspector Results
<
.,

Insp.
Attr. #1 Attr. #2 Attr. #3 Attr. #4 Attr. #5 Attr. #6 'Attr. #7_

A - 23/23 11/11 6/10 5/8--
- - -B - 54/54 34/35 24/34 11/11 - -'

C 52/52 108/117 37/48 47/14
-

- -

C(exp) -

85/93-

33/35-
- -

D 1/1 16/18 193/195 50/52
-

- -

E 47/48 275/328 111/114 87/127
-

2/2 -
-

E(exp) 19/21 11/12 - -

-
-

F 152/155 218/272 95/97 36/61
-

- - -F(exp) 60/72-

23/29- - -

G 67/68 330/351 62/62 39/54 3/3 2/2
-

H 10/10 24/24 68/68 43/55
-

- -

1 40/41 259/286 240/242 38/72 11/22 1/1 5/5
-

I(exp) 9/9-

3/10-
- -J 47/59 163/178 139/142 97/112

-

1/1-

K 108/108 99/101 262/262 68/115 7/16 - 2/2
-

K(exp) - .3/5- -
- -

L 137/139 83/83 213/221 36/40 8/18
-

5/5-

M 295/302 536/546 858/946 82/181 16/41 2/2 12/12M(exp) - - 555/561 208/246 18/22 -
N 231/237 468/484 503/508 172/218

-

2/2- -o 359/370 379/404 793/823 197/272 2/2'j
8/10-

O(exp) - - - 5/7 - - -

11/11 11/12 8/8 4/4 - - -41/46 97/102 178/184 80/101 27/35 '

1/1-g,gtexp) 3/4- -
- -

gS 176/177 113/113 175/177 90/113 139/154 1/1 8/8
- -

Tatals

2A93 st4s 3166 4tS6 630$ ifn 1 M 1992- nsi ses L4 si 'S 41
Initial- 3H2/2222 3605/3860 464S/4&?e 1660/326f M9/297 49/M 4+/46Expanded- 173/195 558/565 286/344 18/22

-

- -

NOTE:

The "exp" designation represents the expansion of an inspectors
sample period when the accepteble threshold was not met.

Attribute 1 - Pipe Material Verification
k Attribute 2 - Pipe Weld Visual/ Attribute 3 - Hanger / Mount Material Verification

Attribute 4 - Hanger Weld Visual
.ittribute 5 - Final Hanger -

Attribute 6 - Flex Hose
Attribute 7 - Pipe Bend

v v V V y v' V

G 8'/2 3fr/375 7abti 4 8/ 91i s/4 8/6 '/8%) -
-

__ _. _

I'0022p

. _ ._- _ _ - - . _ _
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INSPECT 10N EVALUATION .

a suma a uma a

uma a mma a um q aun a mas a num a amm a uma a uma a , a mas a amm (jDistr N tion
g Facility:_ V#da IERP hrs.

'm '
a ead

Jt 'a * Director, DPRP (Forom et <

Dates of Inspection:

8'/r-Md3/Td-9[PJ pec[rs-
si e

Type (Circle one): htine Report No.:
Reactive Special ysV/8'S-39~ tpcetFile'"' V** ** ' l' .) 'Inspectors: _ , d4 _

,

- -

f2. Inspectors:
-

| [] The report clearly addresses all safety concerns. t

| J. Rei,es m h uThe report does cot, clearly address the follo i \
,

w ng safety concerns:

mm M NfG. Ida 6fiul x 1Gs dekk_s:Ve bks e u$_" *$*
-

./ 6 ass | s Ee3Je$' V 5^sW e~I
= _ e

to.,n%, wL, . Md?! e-i wed%~
F ee/O

| A 5 der *t; 6' t-
s i.s

m:f~/ era'enel?? \
.

y ---
'

,f 3 Inspectors:
u

I believe RI!! is, effectively de'aling with al' saf t
-

!
.

,
e y concerns. i

I do not believe Rl!! is effective'ly dealing i"th See attached page]

_

.the following actions to assure effective RII' action:all safety concer s.
. f=

,

I
. I suggest RI!! take

__-

__ =

_ _ \,

-
=

.- _

|
.

- ,

,

_ _
,

-

b

pspectors' 51gnatures
-- !

-

_

!.

Supervision: _ ff/3f ,
. *

. ~~

If the inspector. does not believe that all:sreport or that ft111 is not effectively dealta ety concerns are addressed in the
Date

your position on these
>

;

er with all safety concerns omvidematters including date: ~!

by which actions will be taken.
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