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MEMORANDUM FOR Chairman Palladino
.i. Commissioner- Roberts

Cor:nissioner Asselstine -

' Comissioner Bernthal
d Comissioner Zech

FROM: Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director '

Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

-SU3 JECT: BOARD NOTIFICATION - SUMMARY OF fdEETING BETWEEN
NRC STAFF AND TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING C0MPANY
CONCERNING THE DESIGN OF PIPING AND PIPE SUPPORTS

AT COMANCHE PEAK (BOARD NOTIFICATION NO. 85- 026).

This Notification is being provided to the Ccmission in accordance with
the revised Commission's notification policy of July 6, 1984, to inform
the Comission on all issues on the cases before the Comission.

On February 26 and 27, 1985, a meeting was held between the NRC staff and
Texas Utili-ies Generating Company (TUGCO) to provide an ooportunity for
the staff to discuss its review and need for additional information relating
to the design of piping and pipe supports at Comanche Peak. A copy of the
Summary of Meeting with enclosed transcripts is orovided for your information.

The parties to the proceeding are being notified by copy of this memorandum.

1 / C
P -

|* HughL.YhompsodJr., Director
)[OfficeofNuclearReactorRegulationDivision of Licensing

g
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cc: P. Bloch, ASLB
W. Jordan, ASLB 7~N
K. McCollom, ASLB N
E. Johnson, ASLB }H. Grossman, ASLB / - '^

SECY (2)
-' 8503140463

EDO(4) .
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Parties to the Proceeding '

See next page
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APPLICANT: Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO)
3 . . ..

FACILITY: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2

/ SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MEETING BETWEEN NRC STAFF AND TEXAS
UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY CONCERNING THE .
DESIGN OF PIPING AND PIPE SUPPORTS AT COMANCHE
PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2

a Teeting between the NRC staff and Texas Utilities Generating Comoany
(TUGCO) was held on Tuesday and Wednesday, February 26 and 27, 1985.
The meeting was held at the Comanche Peak Nuclear Operations Support
Facility near Glen Rose, Texas. The purpose of the meeting was to pro-
vide an opportunity for the staff and TUGC0 to discuss the staff's review
relating to the design of piping and pipe supports at Comanche Peak and
the applicant's program for resolution. The meeting was transcribed and
transcripts for each day are enclosed.. Attendance on each day of the .

meeting is included in the transcripts.
.

Distributed at this meeting was a draft report prepared by Mr. Donald F.
Landers, an NRC staff consultant. The draft report identifies many of
the unresolved matters in the staff review as they relate to the design
of piping and pipe supports at Comanche Peak. A copy of the draft report
was bound into the transcript. .

(
$ [b /bi~%

S. B. Burwell, Project Manager.

Licensing Branch No. 1
Division of Licensing

.I. Enclosures: As stated

cc: See next page
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COMANCHE PEAK.

~

Mr. M. D. Sperce
President --

Texas Utilities Generating Company
'

400 H. Olive St., L.B. 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

'

cc: Nicholas S. Reynolds. Esq. Mr. James E. Cummins
Bishop, Liberman, Cook, Resident Inspector / Comanche Peak

Purcell & Reynolds Nuclear Power Station
1200 Seventeenth Street, N. We c/o U. S. Nuclear Regulatory*

Washington, D. C. 20036 Commission
P. O. Bnx 38

. Robert A. Wooldridge, Esq. Glen Rose, Texas 76043<

Worsham, Forsythe, Sampels &
Wooldridge Regional Administrator'

-2001 Bryan Tower, Suite 2500 U. S. NRC, Region IV
Dallas, Texas 75201 611 Ryan Plaza Drive

Suite 1000
M . Mcmer C. Schmidt Arlington, Texas 76011
Manager - Nuclear Services
Texas Utilities Generating Company Lanny A. Sinkin, Executive Director
Skyway Tower Nuclear Information and
400 North Olive Street Resource Service
L. B. 31 1346 Connecticut Ave., N.W. Ath Floor
Dalisi, Texas 75201 Washington, D. C. 20036

Mr. Robert E. Ballard,.Jr. B. R. Clements .

Director of Projects Vice President Nuclaar
Gibbs and Hill, Inc. Texas Utilities Generating Company

111 Penn Plaza Skyway Tower
New York, New York 10001 400 North Olive Street, LB#81

Dallas, Texas 75201
Mr. A. T. Parker .

Westinghouse Electric Corporation
P. O. Box 355 William A. Burchette, Esq.
"ittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230 1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N. W.

Suite 420
Renea Hicks, Esq. Washington, D. C. 20036'

Assistant Attorney General-

Envirompental Protection Division Ms. Billie Pirner Garde
P. O. Box 12548, Capitol Station Citizens C1fnic Director
Austin, Texas 78711 Government Accountability Project

.

!. 1901 Que Street, N. W.
Mrs. Juanita Ellis, President Washington, D. C. 200C9

Citizens Association for Sound
Energy David R. Pigott, Esq.

1426 South Polk Orrick, Herrington 1. Sutcliffe
Dallas, Texas 75224 600 Montacmery Street

Sen Francisce, California 94111
is. Mancy H. Williams
LYGNA

101 California Street.
San Francisco, California' 94111
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cc: Anthony Z._R.oisman, Esq.~
Trial Lawyers for Public Justice
2000 P. Street, N. W.

Suite 611
Pashington, D. C. 20036

*

Mr. Dennis Kelley
Resident Inspector - Comanche Peak
c/o U. S. NRC . . .-

'

P. O. Box 1029
Granbury, Texas 76048

'

Mr. John W. Beck
Manager - Licensing
Texas Utilities Electric Company
Skyway Tower
400 N. Olive Street
L. B. 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Mr. Jack Redding
Licensing
Texas Utilities Generating Comoany
4901" Fairmont Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

.
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"

MEETING BETWEEN TEXAS UTILITIIS AND THE ~

NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCMMISSION REGARDING
.

CCMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION - --

PIPING AND SUPPORT DESIGN

.

.
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PAGES: 1 - 136I.OCATION: GLE:3 ROSE, TEXAS
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3| MEETING BETWEEN TEXAS UTILITIES AND THE'

"

4 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION REGARDING

5 COMANCHE. PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION -
I

'''

6 PIPING AND SUPPORT DESIGN
'

I

7| -
.

i

s|'

!

9

|

10 ,
i Visitor's Center

11 ! Auditorium
CPN Power Planti

't 12 Texas Farm Route 201
i Glen Kose, Texas

13 .

b
14 February 26, 1985-

;

15 |

16 PURSUANT TO NOTICE, the above-entitled matter
l,

'

17 | commenced at 8:45 a.m.
,

i

18 I
,

19 PRESENT:
.

33 VINCENT C. NOONAN NRC/ Comanche Peak Director
~

l

ii 21 |
* JOHN BECK TUGCO

Zt HOWARD LEVIN TERA

~
'

23 FRANK A. DOUGHERTY TERA _
*

i,

24 JOHN GUIBERT TERA

() 25 W. J. HALL TERA Censultant

--

. . .
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1
'

FRANK CHIRNY NRC/NRR
|

W. PAUL CHEN ETGC{. 2|
3, JOHN R. FAIR NRC/IE

| BERNARD F. SAFFELL Battelle Columbus Lab.4,

|
GOUTAM BAGCHI NRC/NRR/ FOB

5|-

6 SPOTTSWOOD B. BURWELL NRC/NRR/DL/L341
.

- 7 BARBARA BOLTZ CASE
i

8i JERRY LEE ELLIS CASE

9 JUANITA ELLIS CASE
'

10 DAVID TERAO NRC/DE/MEB

f DONALD LANDERS Teledyne11

12 ROBERT BOSNAK NRC/DE/MEB

f 13 JACK BOOTH Dallas Times Herald .

b|
14 BOB M I .*.L E R Fort Worth Star-Telegram;

15 DAVID REAL Dhllas Morning News

! 16 NANCY H. h'ILLIAMS Cygna

!-

17'

18
)'

1.
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l-2 T- meeting.over to you, John, and to have you talk to us

|-

2|
about your plan on the piping and pipe support issues,

(
3 and basically where you are at at this point in time andi

,

'

to where you are going right now.4 what you see'

5 I have scheduled this meeting for
.

6 I basically two days. This morning and this afternoon's

* *

7 sessions will basically be for us to address concerns.
- |

8| I am going to enter into the record a report

i
9; that I-received from Mr. Don Landers, who is the NRC

I
I

to consultant. It's a draft report. I would like to

11 emphasize that. This report has not been reviewed by

12 the Staff in any detail.

13 We have read it.. We are in basic

b
14 agreement with this report, but it has not been

is adopted by the Staff.

16 It is strictly here for us to address
,

17 ; some of the concerns that the NRC has and basically

I
is ' this report kind of covers them all.

19| (Whereupon, the Draft Report
.

3 of Teledyne Engineering

' Services, Donald F. Landers'
21

to Vincent S. Noonan,n,

23 February 21, 1985, f o llows . ) ,

'
.

24 ///
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' February 21, 1985

6216-7
.

|
i~

Mr. Vincent S. Noonan, Director
i Ccmanche Peak Project

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cemission
7920 Norfolk Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

.

|
! Subject: Preliminary Consulting Report on Comanche Peak Steam Electric

Station - Piping and Support Design

Dear Mr. Noonan:,

! ' Attached is a copy of the subject report. Provided is a discussion on the
Design Process in general as well as some detailed concerns (Concerns 1

In addition, there is discussion on four other specific itemsthrough 5).
(Concern 6) which can be construed to be a result of the existing Design
Process. All of the items in Concern 6 have been raised by others and I
have merely provided my own opinion in these areas. There are currently a

|

number of other issues that are still a concern to the staff (i.e.,

U-bolts, Richmond inserts, etc.). However, it is important to recognize
that the majority of these concerns are interdependent and cannot be
addressed as stand-alone issues. That is, the various outstanding issues
(not only limited to those discussed in the attached report) must be
addressed in combination so that the overall effect on the adequacy of
piping and supports can be determined.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,-<

4

TELEDYNE ENGINESING SEVICES-

.

-

Donald F. Landers -
'

Executive Vice President
- -

OFL:jej-*

attachment

,

-
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In determining the acceptability of Design QA(1), two important
issues need to be reviewed. The first is to determine whether a Design
Process is in place and functioning.(2) The second is to determine whether

the existing Design Process is structured so that, if followed, reasonable
assurance exists that the licensing comitments for a plant are complied~

with.I3) The second issue above is the primary purpose of developing a

- - process to control the design. Control is intended to channel the efforts

of the , design groups to the goal of fulfilling licensing comitments.
o

I This, in fact, may require some members of the design staff to do things

f differently than they are used to. Also it may require approaches,
I techniques, analyses, etc., which are significantly different than the
:

last nuclear power plant project completed by the design agent simplyt
'

because the licensing comitments are different. It is important to

recognize that both issues must be acceptable or questions with respect toi

adequacy of the design may exist.
~

, ,

,

For example, a Design Process may be in place, supported by'

procedures, subject to meaningful audits and verification and yet be
flawed because it does not address the licensing comitments. Similarly a

. Design Process which addresses the licensing comitments may be in place
but it is not functioning properly and required audits and verifications
are not being performed to demonstrate inadecuate implementation and to

,

provide corrective action. ,

.

.

|
'

(1) Note that this terminology has been used in these proceedings. The
| author does not endorse its use in the context of the concern at

Comanche Peak but will comply with current terminology.i

III This is essentially a review of paper. For example, proper sign-offs
exist, audits were performed appropriately, check lists were complete,
etc.

* .

II This is essentially a review of technical adecuacy. For example, does*

the process assure implementation of a design that complies with
applicable Regulatory Guides and Codes,

i
i

i
i

__ , _ _
~** ...

.
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:. 3- _

- ;: y my y;*

I. .

-
.

SPTELEDYNE
'

'. M 81 Report ENGINEERINGSERVICES- -

_3

.

i reviewing the piping layout with all of its supports.I4) This is particu-
larly important when addressing an issue such as support stability since
the interaction between the support and the pipe is usually critical in
making this determintion. For example, for a pin-pin connection, the
displacement of the piping at the support location due to operating condi-
tions (thermal expansion) can result in a reduction in the ability of the

*

*; support to carry a load along its axis. Also, the concern of the author

i ' with respect to support stability is directed towards anticipated water
and/or steam hamner events which usually result in higher loads and dis-
placements on the piping system than does a seismic event. To acccmplish;

I the kind of review discussed above it is necessary to have an established
-

and functioning link between the group respcnsible for piping design and
analysis and the group responsible for support design and analysis.

In the majority of cases a utility constructing a nuclear power plant
contracts with a. design firm (usually one of the major AE's) to provide
design services in the areas of piping and pipe supports (along with a. ,
numberofotherareasnotrelevanttothisdiscussion). The AE is respon-
sible for the design process interface controls and procedures required to
develop construction drawings for piping and pipe supports. The AE may

elect to subcontract a portion or all of this work to a third party;
however, responsibility for, and control of, the design of both piping and .

supports rests with the AE. This responsibility and control exists even
when the third party uses its own Design QA Process and Procedures. The AE

will review and approve the process and perform audits to determine accept-
ability of implementation. The above does not eliminate the requirement~

that the utility is ultimately responsible.
.

b) Your attention is called to Welding Research Council Bulletin 300,
* -

" Technical Discussion on Industry Practice," Section 1.7, page 25,*

December 1984.

-
~

- _ _ .
- n _ - _ - . - .- - . . -

* *
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1

(6) Design and analysis was completed and supports were f ab-
,

I ricated and shipped to the site. Review of the support

details at G&H was not required at this time in the design
process.

,

I Modifications to supports required by field conditions were(7)'

]
made by field engineering (Texas Utilities responsibility)

!' and a Component Modification Card (CMC) was executed.

(8) The CMC was forwarded to the responsible support design agent

(ITT Grinnell or NPSI) for review and approval,

(9) A third pipe support group (PSE) was formed which wa* under
;

the technical direction of TUGCO. This group functioned just

u ITT Grinnel and NPSI did although the engineering and
administrative procedures differed between the three

organizations.
.

4

[ (10) Also in this time frame. ITT Grinnell and NPSI sent support
designers and analysts to the site to perfom design, anal-
ysis, modifications, and review of CMC's. These ITT Grinnell
and MPSI personnel were administrative 1y controlled by TUGC0

! but utilized their own procedures in performing their
required tasks. For ITT Grinnell these, procadures were the

'

~ same as those for the home office. NPSI develonc) specific

I procedures to be used by their personnel at the site.
.

(11) Any of the three organizations who had concerns with a CMC'

, informed the initiating field engineer of that concern in aj
Technical Services Design Review (T!3R) memo.

-

I .
-

(12) At a point in time when the pipe was installed and Brown andi
''

Root (B&R) felt confident that the support as designed or

:
*e. * __

* ..

- - . --. , , - . ____--- -. _ * - _ --
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not necessarily result in a conclusion that the process or implementa-
-

tion is sufficiently flawed to result in a design that is not in com-
.

pliance with NRC safety criteria or the licensing comitments of 11JGC0*

for Comanche Peak. The concerns are as follows:
..

Concern I _ _ . . .

.

The failure of the Design Proc =_ss to require EH to review designs
(and modifications) of pipe supports prior to fabrication and installa-

,1

tion can result in a situation that is of concern. Piping is not a

" stand-alone" connodity.(6) A basic premise in designing a piping
system includes (but is not limited to) the fact that support designs
will reflect the assumptions made in the analysis of that piping. This

is of particular concern to the author as it relates to anticipated
steam and water hammer resulting from plant operating transients. Since
EH was not required.to (and therefore did not) review support designs
prior to their fabrication and installation they are always dealing with
an installed or " ready for installation" situation. This could impact

the judgement of a reviewing individual. One may be more willing to

accept as installed situations rather than as designed situations. This
is not to be construed as a judgement that this occurred at Comanche
Peak nor is it to be construed as a judgement on the adequacy (safety

significance) of the design that exists at Comanche Peak.

Again, my major concern is related to anticidated transients such*

as steam hanner resulting from a turbine trip or water hanner resulting
,

;
from pump switching and rapidly closing check valves. With respect to''

seismic loading it is my current opinion (based on the data available to*

;,

|

[
- -

.

III EH agrees with this in footnote 13, page 17, of sumary disposition.

--

-- __

@ @

- - - - - - - -- , -m .- - - -- - - - - - - - - .



__ __

. p. .~ ., .. . . . . , . . ~
.

- .

. < - -

.

' ' *

-- **-
.

.
_

e _ ~ . . ,L.
- _

)
"r um

. . _ ,

i !
* *

i .
'

-

TM
' Technical Report. NNES

TR-6216B -9-
'

i

| stability.(8) TUGC0 has performed seismic valysis with the supports in
j place and with the supports removed and the resulting stresses are
I acceptable in both cases. However, the supports are still in place and,'

! according to Cygna, will not functior.. My concern is that the seismic
!

,

j.
analysis does not bound the real situation which could be that the

j support has become "tilte.d" or unstable and then a dynamic load is
* " applied to the system. Does the tilted support provide restraint in a

f direction that was not intended? .Once tilted does the supper, restrain
thermal expansion? To assume that a support is acceptable because it is'

I analytically not required may not ' bound the problem" in every case.;

j This would also apply to a support that was overstressed. To perform a
I piping analysis without the support in place and demonstrate acceptable
i stresses in the pipe and other supports is not always the worst casei
;

unless support failure is complete (or the support is physically
removed) and does not impose a restraint on the system that was not
accounted for. -

.

Concern 4

A design process must provide a controlled comunication between
construction activities and design. TUSCO is right in pointing out that

!

a Nonconformance Report (NCR) is not the only document for accomplishing'

this. Examples of other techniques used in the past are a Field Change
Request (FCR) and a Drawing Change Notice (DCN). TUGC0 used a Corgonent
Modification Card.(CMC) to provide this interface. However, some

, ,

concerns exist with the implementation of this interface. The design
|

process underwent an evolution as plant construction activity ine-eased.'

The following discussion addresses the process from its initial to its*
-

- i final stage as now understood.

| ;
1 _t -

(8) January 10,1985 Transcript, pp. 72 and 73.

,
i

.. -- . . . . . . . ,
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When IT7G, NPSI and PSE reviewed a CMC and found an unacceptable
|
: condition (i.e., stresses too high) they generated a handwritten

memo (TSDR) noting the condition. This TSDR was sent to the field
engineer responsible for generating the original CMC. The field
engineer would reply back to the originator of the TSDR (on the original~

TSDR in a section set aside for a reply) noting the changes now
.

recossended for the support can be found in the next revision of the-

b CMC.(10) The support design organization was now responsible for
reviewing the next revisica of the appropriate CMC.

.

: One area of concern with respect to QA control is that CMC's were .'

handled by the site document control center and those individuals on the

f
effected drawing distribution list received a copy of the CMC. Copies

of the TSDR's were not controlled. There does not appear to be a

definitive link between QA and design in the area of CMC's and
absolutely none with the TSDR's.-~Tierefore QA could only determine- that- -
changes to design were occurring if they perfomed audits (which they
did) and reviewed both the CMC's and the TSDR's. This need not be a
real area of concern in the initial design stages where ccnstruction was
not underway, however, once a construction drawing is issued it is
important that QA be aware of changes that are planned to that drawing.
This is particularly important when those changes are already being
built. QA can be effective in recognizing repetitive design changes and

| :

! developing trends and then modifying their audit plan and schedule to
IIII

l focus on the affected areas. TljGC0 (Chapman) states:

" Applicants have establishN a procedure, CP-QP-17.0,

" Corrective Action,' to review doctanented conditions adverse.

to quality for the purpose of providing corrective action to
! preclude repetition of significant conditi:ns adverse to

quality. This procedure provides for Quality Engineering -, . .

Staff to review design changes documented on CMCs. The
,.

|
6

| (10) January 15, 1985 Transcript, p. 46 and Motion for Sumary

| Disposition, July 3, 1984, p. 53.
l

(11) Motion for Susuary Disposition, July 3,1984, p. 54

**
- . . . . . __-
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in accordance with CPSES Engineering Instruction'

CP-EI-4.6-9, Rev. 1, entitled " Performance

Instruction for Piping Analysis by SSAG" and Gibbs &

| Hill Applied Mechanics procedures previously cited.
,

Thesa documents have been established to assure that
I' the SSAG activities are accomplished in a manner'

,

commensurate with the original as-design analyses.*'
-

'

i .

I The concern here is related to the fact that SSAG performed their
I* function "as requested by site engineering groups." It is
1

understandable that a modification to a pipe reuting of considerable .

:
magnitude would have been routed through the SSAG. It is assumed tnat
this was accomplished tnrough the use of CMC's as discussed for supports

in Concern 4. However, a ma,jor modification to a support which could
have an impact on pipe stresses may not be routed to the SSAG since the-

j individual responsible for generating the CMC may not have considered

i ,(or recognized) the change would effect pipe stresses.
I

Concern 6

The following are discussions of those items which are specific in
nature and yet tell us scmething about the design process.

t

6.1 Mass participation
,,

| ' ~ This issue is addressed in introductory remarks (see page 2)
and is important from a design process standpoint and a support / pipe

I adequacy standpoint. Based on the Cygna review it appears that the*

average mass participation of piping systems analyzed by G&H is in the
order of 40%.(13) One ceuld expect that a seismic analysis cut-off at

.

! - .

.

II3) Jsnuary 10,1985 Transcript, p. 70.I

|

c . .. .

.
~
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| application. That is, the use of struts or snubbers supporting a pipe
from the bottom of the pipe to a floor or platform below the pipe.'

Since these supports are pinned they are unstable vertically as soon as
horizontal displacement of the pipe occurs and system stability is pro-

,

vided only by the end conditions of the pipi;'.; system or any hori: ental
restraints that exist. It has been pointed out that piping must be con-

'| sidered in conjunction with the existing supports and therefore the
presence of pinned supports applied in the manner described above 'must
be judged based on the overall support system.

.

6.3 As-built reconciliation

The as-built reconciliation process has two functions. The

first, and most obvious, is to take dimensions, etc., of the &ctual
as-built configuration of piping and supports and reconcile those with
the as-designed doctmentation. The second is to have a qualified piping*

designer walk the system to develop an understanding of the overall
geometry and to determine if the installation generally reflects the
analysis. The importance of this second step is obvious, the overall
. configuration is there to see and one is not dealing with a ntaber of.

different drawings trying to piece together a system.

The existing design process at CPSES required as-butit
information to be gathered by TUGC0 technical services personnel and
forwarded to G&H applied mechanics personnel. Already the ideal

,

situation where the G&H analyst or members of the SSAG walked the system
did not exist. However, this is not a fatal probles nor is it unconnon
in the industry to have "others' gather as-built data. It merely makes"

the problem of system acceptance and analysis reconciliation more dif-
ficult.

. .

. The as-built reconciliation program was started at the time
,

that the piping was installed and Brown & Root determined that the

. ..

_

_ - , , _ - , - , _ - ,,,,,
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opinion that this is the responsibility of the piping designer and G&H
acceptsthatresponsibility.(16)

.

6.4 Support _ mass
'

.

j

| Many of the support designs at CPSES result in considerable
mass which is not acting at the outside diameter of the piping. It is

'

comon practice to add support mass to the piping analysis and this is
usually done at the centerline of the pipe since it normally involves a
clamp. In the case of a box beam rigidly connected to the building
structure the mass is not applied to the pipe and therefort need not be ,

considered. In the case of a box beam pinned to the building structure
the mass acting 90 degrees to the direction of restraint should be
applied to the pipe centerline.'

.

A specific geometry that cannot have the mass applied tor-pipe
--- --

centerline and be representative of the as-built condition is a support
restraint that is pinned to the building structure and has a beam some
distance from the pipe G and the pipe 0.D. The beam is attached to the

pipe by wtMing a trunnion to the pipe and the beam.II7)The effect of

the offset mass rigidly connected to the pipe results in forces and
moments on the pipe which will not be represented properly by modelling
the mass at the pipe centerline. TUGC0 apparently accounted for this

effect on the main steam system only.(18) ver, there are s e
*

concerns with the approach used in that instance.
.

(16) January 15, 1984 Transcript, pp.11, 49 and 50.
'

III This would normally be called a trapeze restraint but if used as a
horizontal restraint on a vertical pipe that could be a misleading
statement since a trapeze sup;:rt is normally considered to be a

-
-

. vertical support on a horizontal pipe.

(18) Applicants Motion for Sumary Position Regardin Allegations
Concerning Consideration of Force Distiibutions in Axi 1 Restraints,
dated July 9, 1984

.

e**+
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Of greater concern is the water / steam hamer loading'which can
result in loadings higher than that for the earthquake, For the main

steam system it is quite probable that an earthquake of the magnitude of
the OBE would result in a turbine trip. A turbine trip generates

.

dynamic loads in the main steam system due to the pressure wave gen-'

ersted by closing the turbine stop valves traveling down the pipe. The

-|
loads due to this condition should be combined with the earthquake load-

i ing. No evaluation has been presented to demonstrate the adequacy of

these type supports for either water / steam hamer loading or a combina-
tion of seismic plus water / steam hamer loading.

With respect to lug type supports the same concerns expressed
In attachment 1. Pipe Lug Elastic-Plastic Analysis (18) theabove exist.

applicant states:

"As stresses exceed- the yield strain, the

stress-strain is no longer linear but changes with
the increasing strain level. In a

load-unload-relot.d loading pattern, it is observed
that the new yield points occur at different stress
levels. This behavior is called strain hardening."

.

i Here again the applicant has ignored the dynamic load associated with
steam / water hamer which does not follow the load-unload-reload pattern.
Strains of the magnitude specified result in stres'ses which exceed the
allowable requirements of N8, NC, NO-3600 or ANSI 831.1. It should be*'

noted that in Paragraph 121.3.2.5 of 831.1 the allowable stress in welds
attaching lugs or trunnions to pipe is limited to 80 percent of the-

,

allowable for the remainder of the support. For NB, NC, NO-3600, the

stresses in the pipe should comply with the requirements for piping as;
L defined in Code Case N-318-2, N-391 and N-392. , ,

.

e

&ee 4 ,,
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l'
l approach used by the applicant in addressing c'oncerns, either in the

form of Sumary Dispositions or study-type analyses. In most of these

cases the applicant has provided analyses which are well beyond that
*

used in the normal design process. A typical example is that discussed

in Concern 6.4 related to trunnions and lugs. Having yerformed these'

, " state-of-the-art analyses" has not resolved the issue in some cases
- (i.e., trunnions and lugs Richmond inserts and support stability).

.

With respect to the Design Process, any flaws appear to be limited
to interfaces with the exception of G&H. The design process in place at
ITTG, PSI and PSE was acceptable if external interfaces are not con- ,

sidered. The checking and verification of designs and analyses are com-
mensurate with that generally utilized in the industry. The only.

exceptions to this that exist to my knowledge are those related to mass
In the first case theparticipation and node point spacing at G&H.

process did not address the issue (mass ' participation),~in the second- - . ..
casa checking and verifiction did not catch the failure to follow the

It is not anprocedure required by the process (node point spacing).
essential requirement that each step in the computer modeling or

For example,interpretation of results be delineated in a . procedure.
individuals experienced in piping dynamics should have recognized the
mass participation and node point spacing problems without a procedure.

With respect to ITTG, NPSI and PSE, the fact that the list of items

,h of concern contains five items that .are suppErt related requires
i

Many of the support designs for CPSES are not comonly
| evaluation.

found in comercial nuclear power plants. This is not in itself reason
.

'{ for concern but leads one to review the design and the supporting anal-
ysis critically since industry standards or experience cannot be totally

.

.

'. relied on.
.

i ~ -

Based on the above a decisicn concerning the adequacy of the design$ i *

f at CPSES cannot be reached.
It would be necessary to review a set of.

'

i
-

i

i

, ,
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1-3 I In addition, we have some of the people
.

/1 2| that have been working on the summary disposition, and
C.%/ !

3| they will'be bringing up concerns as this progresses.
~

| Around 3:00 o' clock this afternoon, I4

3 would like to bring the meeting to a halt for today,
.

6 and I plan to meet with the Staff and sit with them to

. 7 address anything that we might have overlooked today

3| and we will plan to bring up for tomorrow's sessions.
i

9 I might briefly talk about the summary

to , dispositions that have been submitted by the Applicant
t

11
and which the Staff is working on. I don't think it

12 should come as any surprise to you that we are having

13 some difficulty with these summary dispositions.'''

9
14 Now that you have brought in some

15 independent authorities, and I understand .Mr. Howard

Levin here will be basically addressing these areas, I
16

17|
would encourage you to go back and revisit your summarie s,

18 and look at them.

19 Not only does the Staff have some very

20 strong technical concerns about the summaries, the

21 way they have been presented, but also there's some
.

Z2
what I would call discrepancies that need to be

23 corrected. These are minor items, but they do raise
.

24 questions in our minds on some of the things..

.

() %5
One other thing that I would like to

.

. . ~
e

.em-e- aye, 96

- - - - - _ _. > , -
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1-4 i address at this point in time would be basically - '

~

; 2 John would be basically talking about -- maybe briefly

3j sometime today you could talk about the action plan
i

that you would be submitting to us some time in the-
4

3 future.

!

6| I would like to make it clear that this:-

I

; 7j action plan that we now expect from the Applicant

!*

would.be a total action plan, in that it will cover
8

9| all licensing issues, not just strictly the TRT issues.
!

I

ja ! I look at this action plan that should be

'

submitted to the NRC are things that you say need to
ij

12 |
get done in order for this plant to get licensed and go

down that licensing path, and TRT only being a subset
33,

c?) .

of those things, we think.j4

After basically your discussion here this
33

g mo rning , Howard, I'm going to turn it over to

Don Landers, who is our consultant, and who is the
j7,

,

18
author of this consulting report.

39 ! I'll let basically Don talk about the
I

'

{, 3 report and some of the concerns that he has, and then

! we have Dave Terao and John Fair and Paul Chen here,
21.

.

also, who will be talking of concerns, I think.n ,

I do not expect you to have. answers for23

all these things. It's just the-first time that we -24

($ 3 actually sat with you in this kind of meeting to talk

l
i

i

..r-
-

.
- -.,,...,,,,y

* * ~
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L-6 1 TRT concern, and that is the que stion of design

2 adequacy or design QA.
)

3 We announced at that time that Howard Levin

4 would be serving as the issue team leader for that-

5 question, which is what brings us here today.

6 Our response over all that will be filed'

7 in April, as our schedule would have it today, will,

8 be an all-inclusive response.

9 It will treat all issues needed to be

10 resolved to license Comanche Peak, TRT being a subset,

11 albeit a major subset, of that particular question.

12 So the answer is a positive one, yes, we,

13 hear you and that's precisely what we'll do.,.

@
14 With regard to summary disposition

15 documents that may be in front of the ASLB, that are
i

16 in front of the ASLB today, obviously, as the develop-

17 ment of our . response to these particular concerns inf

18 the design adequacy area evolves, we will have to .

19 revisit positions that may have been taken in those

3 documents, and that is in process today.-

21 Today's meeting is going to be somewhat-

.

n different from our perspective, certainly, than those

23 that are scheduled from this Thursday and next week,

'

24 in that we are merely in the early stages of developing

( 25 a response to this question of design adequacy and in

.

1

. .. . . y - . .u s , .-- - + q~. 3.+":v.
-

-
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1-8 1 yet in that regard, but it is one towards which you

2 are leaning; and we will certainly take that into
g

3 complete consideration.
i .

4 I want to reiterate, also, TUGCO's over--

5 all commitment to resolving these questions. That's

4
~

6 the course we are clearly on, steadfastly on, and
.

7 look forward to the exchange today.
.

- 8 Howard has the bulk of the presentation.

9' 3efore he starts, I would like to introduce

to John Guibert, who is in the audience. John is a

11 member of the Senior Review Team in our TRT response

I
12 effort, and serves with me on that Senior Review Team,

which I chair.-

13 |
@

14 Howard, would you take the podium.

13 MR. LEVIN: I have four viewgraphs and

16 Vincent, you passed out copies. I will be using those

17 in a moment.
o.

13 As John has just indicated, TUGC0

19 management recently made a commitment to consider the

3 issue of the design adequacy.-

L

*

21 This was presented at a recent Contention 5
.

n briefing, along with other details of the Comanche

23 Peak Response Team Program.

24 I was selected to coordinate the effort,*

hh 23 along with other related issues under my responsibility

.

t

* .. .:.q,3. ~1. : ~ :' r. '
- ",. .,y,, n;7_; 7.. , . . . .: . ..

, ,
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1-10 1 and supports, and he will be assisted by Paul,Streeter,

2 who will be assisting us in analytical help that weq

3 I may need for this part of this program.
i
'-

4 With us today, we have three consultants.

5 One hasn't quite made it today. Dr. Bob Cloud,

.

Dr. Bill Hall from the University of Illinois, and6
.

7f I understand that Sam Orr from Oak Ridge National Lab
, .-

|
? 8 will be arriving shortly.

9 I expect these individuals to contribute

jo| both in the program development phase which should
!.

n| initiate immediately after this meeting, as well as

12 other meetings that we have planned in the next couple

13 of weeks, and I will get to that in a moment, as well

h *

14 as the execution later.

. 15 The specific roles of the individuals I

16 just mentioned, other than assisting in the program

17 development phase at this time, is undefined, but it !

|

18 will become clear as to what their responsibilities

Ij 19 will be as our program evolves, and as we develop a
1

i 20 schedule for the program.'

'
,

21 Also here today, representing a third
| -

n party, as John indicated, Mr. John Guibert is

23 representing the CPRT Senior Review Team, and

24 Mr. Don Davis, who has been a source of guidance for"

(h 25 our entire CPRT effort and expect him to contribute to

.

' ''

H5C-Xt 431]i '."'- .. l ' 3 _ 3' -9.N S,,7 * . ,
'

1

, -- -- . - - .- - - -- ~ . . . . . - - - - - - . _ - - - , - - - - - . - - -
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L-12 i that time. .

2 We plan to develop initiatives'that are
.

)
3; suf ficiently broad to identify and deal with the

4 generic implications, both to similar hardware that may
~

,

5 be in question and beyond that, other disciplines and
-

i

. 6 i other types of hardware as required.
i

I In certain areas where weaknesses are7.

'

3
identified, where potential deficiencies are identified,

9' I think at the same time it will be comprehensive in

jo those areas. .

our efforts will include a combination ofn
i
'

12
initiatives, including confirmatory analysis, testing

t

13 and review of existing material.'

'

u ife don't plan to start from scratch. There
,

15| have been a variety of efforts undertaken, and we

g believe to start with that, we will conduct a third-

g| party review of that, verify its adequacy and use it
,

is if it is verified to be adequate, and as necessary,
!

. 19 supplement.

20 I want to make it clear that there are no
'

21 restrictions on our program. We will recommend
.

22 practical solutions.

23 If this requires rework, then it will be
.

| 24 recommended.
.

(I 25 With those introductory comments , what I

.

(
-- - .e .

-

* - . . . .;; . . _

.
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i
*

L-14 ; issues.

2 In the audience today, we also have

3, Geary Mizuno, who is from our legal staff.

|
'

a Later on today, Mr. Larry Shelby will be.-

,

,

5 coming down here around noontime. Larry will be also

'

inv lved in this issue.6,

So we are kind of bringing all of the
,

7

summary disposition issues under what has been calledg

i

9| the TRT.

!

jo ! I don't necessarily call it that any more,
i
! because of the broader scope of what we' re doing

j;

he re ; but it's basically under my direction.
,12

MR. LEVIN: (Slide 1.) This is a very-

j3

b simple schematic of the scope of review as we
34

understand it today.
33

(Whereupon, Slide 1 follows.)
16

,

17! ///
i

is ///'
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2-2 1
- MR. LEVIN: Certainly.

,

_

2 MR. NOONAN: You say "TRT" here. Are

3, you talking about reset to CAT, regional stuff,
I

! regional inspections? Is that all part of.TRT, or how
'

4
I..

5 do you plan to look at those things?
.

~

6 MR. LEVIN: Region IV would fall under

y the IEE Category, but any source of concern that is !.

a relevant, that is viewed to have safety significance

9 to the issues that we're talking about, would be
"

to included.

11 MR. NOONAN: That's sort of what you

12 plan here with what you' call "Other Design-Related

13 Issues"? *

14 MR. LEVIN: That's right, but 'by other ,*

s

13 we mean that it's in areas other than piping and
,

.

16 cable trays and supports.

17 Just at this point in time, Vince, I
,

l
! is think we want to have an opportunity to take a step
,

S4

. : 19 back, assimilate that information, understand what it
' !.i

R 3 may mean, and make a judgment as to what additional
'<

21 initiatives may be necessary to deal with design-.

! n related issues, other than those two areas that we

: |
|'' 23 know about.

. -

!. 24 We know that we are going to have to take*

() 25 a f airly comprehensive stance and look at those two
[

|
|

1

|
-.

*

'

t_ .
- - - - - - - . - - , .
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CPRT DESIGN ADEQUACY EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

(PRELIMINARY)
,

+

/* * IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES
-

i SOURCES-

~

CATEGORIZATION .-

PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF HISTORY, DOCUMENTATION-

|
AND WALKDOWN

.

$* DEFINITION OF ISSUES'

DETAILED REVIEW OF AVAILABLE DOCUMENTATION-

l
PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION OF SCOPE.

-

I '

ST,ATEMENT OF TECHNICAL / PROGRAMMATIC ISSUE' - .

i
; REQUIRING RESOLUTION
|

3>* DEVELOPMENT OF ACTION PLANS
'.

TECHNICAL ISSUES: DIRECT OR INTEGRATED-

SOLUTION PATH

PROGRAMMATIC ISSUES: LOCAL OR GLOBAL'
-

,

'

APPLICA8ILITY'

IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL Root CAUSE-

.

DEVELOPMENT OF INITIATIVES-

..
.

.

.
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2-4 1
' MR. LEVIN: There are six major elements

I r

{{} 2| to the program, and they are indicated by the major*

'

3 bullets on this slide as well as the next slide.

| I'll be presenting an overview here, and4

|
1' then getting into as much detail as necessary in the

f

I
6 following slide, which is a logic diagram for how we

!
- 7| go through this process.

8! The process basically is a sorting process,
!

9, leading to the definition of issues, the identification

10| of initiatives, action plans for their resolution,

l
11 implementation, and as I indicated, the possible,

12 modifications either to hardware or even licensing

13 commitments, as necessary.

( '

14 I want to make it clear that our focus

15 in this effort is on the end product, and the adequacy

16 of the design as represented on the drawings and the

17 specs.

18 However, I' need to amplify that by

19 indicating that there will be a review of certain

| N programmatic areas and the processes ; and where there
! -

21 are weaknesses identified, I think we'll attempt to

tt utilize that information in an effort to focus our

23 eff orts in terms of root-cause determiantion and our
. .

' '
? 24 evaluation of generic implications.

( 25 Eovever, the process is not an end unto

|
'

,

e

-, - -- e - 'E _

9

L



V': ' >

,
_ ,: r ,; 3. -. . c.

. ,. .;;; q., ~ -.. _.

.

23

2-6 1; 'that it ,would enable us to take an initial shot at the

1
2 statement of the issue, the issue falling into one of(],
3 two categories.

; I want to make it clear that the hopper4

!
3' accepts issues that could fall into technical areas,

,

6 as well as programmatic areas.
I

7! The methodology that I will describe will

3 show how we deal with that and how ultimately, whether
i

9! it's a programmatic action plan or a technical action

10 : plan, it ultimately gets down to the adequacy of the

; hardware.11

12 The next step is the development of the

i

13 |
action plan itself. In the two primary areas that I

C-
14 just mentioned, technical ' issues ~ and programmatic|

13 | issues, we contemplate things falling in each area
|

16 into two boxes.

17| For technical issues, we believe tha t the
I

i

18| initiatives will be directed at either a direct
i

,
19 solution path or an integrated solution path.

| ,
3) What I mean by that is that based upon

'

21 our very preliminary knowledge of what the issues are,

n certainly some of them have to be considered collective'y,

23 and the cumulative significance of these things needs, ,

*

24 to be weighed in a systematic way.-

() 23 ! one example of that might be in the area
I

m

j
. . _ . . . _ - . . . . . . . . _ . . ._ .._ ._ . . _ .
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1-8 1 An example of a local issue may be a
*

,

2 i concern of a very, very specific interf ace , po s sib ly ,(}
3 between the architect / engineer and vendors that have

I

4 been working for that architect / engineer.

5! On the other hand, an issue that may be
I

*

I broader could be one such as the availability of6;
I

~i change paper to inspectors and things like that.*

7
I
I

a: So'a major part of this process is to get

9| the issues that we hear from you, as well as some of

i

10; the other sources, and get them into hoppers like that,
!

11 j and develop plans that can deal with them in these
I

12 categories.

13 , I made a f ew comments earlier--about- where- -(
14 ' ! root cause fits into the equation in terms of

15 evaluating the adequacy of the end product.

16 i That's a very important part of the action
!

'

17 I plans. Initiatives will be included which will get
I

18 at that, but primarily focused to the areas I mentioned

l' 19 earlier. .

.

N MR. NOONAN: At this point in your plan,

,' 21 it seems to me that there ought to be -- Maybe you

n are already saying this and I'm just not hearing right.
.

23 There are certain designs that might not
. .

24 even be worth talking about. If you look at this*

15 design , you might even wonder why it's there in the

.

* p om M
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2-10 1 design h,ere, but just to verify that in fact it meets
,

^

.

[) 2j the Code requirements and other commitments that have

3 been made.
!

4| If it is practical to do that and that is
,,

3| a solution path, I guess my direct answer to your

6 question is yes, from the s tandpoint of adequacy, but,

7 not from the standpoint of optimizing the system..

8! We want to just verify that we've met
!

9| commitments and Code requirements.
| .

10| At this point I have an open mind as to
I

11 I what paths would be required. It's clear'to me from
,

12 ! just my, at this point, superficial knowledge of the

13. |.issues, that that may be the most practical- solution,
('

14 either eliminating certain pieces of hardware or

is modifying certain pieces of hardware, as opposed to

16 taking analytical or testing investigations that could

17| take a significant amount of time and resources.
I

'

18 So we are just going to have to weigh

19 those things. I guess at this point I can' t be any
.

20 more specific.

21 MR. NOONAN: I was more or less wondering
.

It where that appears in your plan. Where would that

23 decision path be made?
, ,

I
'* 24 | MR. LEVIN: That decision path would be ,

k)'

M made in the next-to-the-las t bullet whe re we talk about

.

-
- --

. . . _ . . . . _ - _ . , , . ,
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2-12 1j 'the sig'qifican ce to hardware; and all of these things
,

2 focusi.:g towards trying to get the issue down to its{} - ,

3' lowest common denominator, identifying those limited
.

'

4 factors that allow us to understand the boundaries of,

|

5 the issue, the root cause and its generic implications ,
.

6 because it's through an understanding and evaluation
!

7| of those items that we are going to be sure that we

!

3, fully bounded the scope of these concerns.

!

9j I think most importantly, we are undoubtedly

to| going to get to a point where our initial action plan
,

it will have to be modified.
i

12 Part of the initial process in going

13 throu,gh this, putting these issues into these hoppers,
(>

14 . involves making hypotheses as to what the problems
;

i

15 ' could potentially be, based upon our experience, and

initiating actions which will be oriented 'at confirming16 ;

17 i er not confirming those hypotheses.

la , In certain cases we may be right and the

I

.
19 path will go directly through an action plan to'

20 completion.
.

', 21 In other cases, I think you are going to

n see a series of decision paths and possibly even new
t

|
23 ' action plans that would evolve in process as you lear,n, ,

24 as you decide where the design adequacy ef fort takes*
-

I) !25 you.

{
l

. . _ . .
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2-14 1 think it's worth it so that wh.en you get back and you
,

.j (}. 2 are ready to make your corrective action, at least

3; you've heard from all the parties involved.

I 4 MR. LEVIN: Yes. The important thing is

3! that will confirm the boundaries of what's on the
,

|
6! table. I agree.

I

7i MR. 3AGCEI May I ask one clarification?
|

3| MR. LEVIN: Sure.

9 MR. BAGCEI: I am Goutam Bagchi of the

to i NRC Staff.
,

!

11 | You laid out here a very methodical and

- 12 deliberate process of identifying the problems and

13 i making sure thrt you have a problem before you go over-> .

14 to the corrective action plan.
,

,

13 But haven' t we spent enough time in

14 discussing technical issues for so long that some

I
17 ' issues ought to j ump out at you and make their

.

Is presence known?

19 And I would like to understand how you are
.

N addressing those issues.
.

21 MR. LEVIN: I think the answer is obviously'

n yes, Gautam. What we have developed here and what we

23 have portrayed, if we could put this up. It =ight be
, ,

? 24 good for the Staff to maybe tale it back and look at-

() 23 it and we could discuss it in rare detail, if necessary,

'
. .

_ . . _ _ . - - _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ , , _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ - , . _ . , _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , . . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _
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3-1 1 identify, all relevant questions that may not be on the

) 2i table ye t.

! 3, We don't want to do this but one time and we

I
j 4j wan t to be darn certain that this exercise is a

|'

5 comprehensive one that doesn' t leave anything-

6i unanswered.
.

.
7 So that's why we're taking very careful

t

a: pains in what may .eem to be, with regard to some of
I.

the specific technical questions that are on the table,
9|i

,

-

; to i superfluous activity.
!

11| It's structured so that the re 's nothing

12 left unanswered as far as the safe design and
.

13 construction and operation at Comanche Peak. It's

(a
14 been perhaps excruciatingly boring at this juncture,

,

i

13 but we want to have everybody assured that that's the

:
16 case.

! .
* '

17 You are right. Some of them go very

is quickly te the bottom line.

19 MR. LEVIN: I think my colleagues have

N made me aware of an example, in our existing CPRTi

!' 21 efforts, taat f alls into that category.
,

ZZ That was the issue having to do with the
,

1 23 improper snortening of the steam generator upper , ,

t
*

24 lateral sujport bolts, okay?'

k 23 There we had a situation where there was

-

- .
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[ 3-3 1 In other words , I think in some cases
,

I

'[ () 2 that we have. dealt with, people have felt that it

'

3i would be a loss of face to make a hardware fix where
i

4| that would really be the appropriate way out,4
i

3 Af ter many months of discussions about.

6 analytical solutions, the analy tica|'. solution was

|-

7 found to be acceptable; but still, all I'm trying to.

'

s! say is don't have a mindset, if you will, when you
i

i

9| approach the solution of the problems.
'

.

10 | MR. NOONAN: One other comment at this
.

r I

11 point in time.

i 12 As you go down this path and as you decide
I

13 to do certain things, if you feel- it necessary"to --

14 sit with the staff and receive their concurrence on

^

15 certain things you want to do, particularly like

} 14 criteria, you know, do it.
+

| 17 I don' t have to be there . John Beck

13 doesn' t have to be there for you and the Staf f to sit
,

*
Mp down and talk and get the Staff's acceptance so we,,

i.

3 don' t have to wait until the very and and then we find
,

'

21 out that we don't like some of your program or there's

I I something we're not happy with. Get that early on.tt

i
i 23 MR. LEVIN: Hopefully, Vince, we'll be

, ,

? 24 able to do 90 percent of that in our formulation of our

()'

25 plan; but as we go through this , undoubtedly, issues

.

O
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3-5 ,1 . MR. LEVIN: It might be appropriate to

2, address this tomorrow or a later date, but fundamentally() ,

3 it shcws you the flow.

4{ As Goutam appropriately pointed out, I.

I

, 3| believe it deals with issues that, you know, have a
2

- 4| range of levels of significance, as well as can deal

i

7j with issues that have had dif f erent histories , and*

'

i

a: get them into the right solution path.
|
!

9 I think it may be appropriate to discuss
!

to| this possibly in early April, along with the rest of
'

i
'

11 our plan.
:

12j I want to make it very clear that this is

|
13 - very preliminary. . It's. something that is as. recent as

C
14 the Rev. dater it's draft indicates the 22nd. -

!
! I believe that it will evolve and mature,

13 |
16 and I expect to have a lot of help in that regard from

17 my colleagues and consultants that are here today.

|
13 ; MR. NOONAN: I think what I would like to

i

19 do maybe is offer that tomorrow morning we make this

3 a part of the agenda.

21 I will ask the Staff to take a look at it*

n! between now and tomorrow and give us some comments back
|

23 to you. They won't be very detailed, but at least give
_

24 you a flavor of what we see on the plan.*
,

() 23 i MR. LEVIN: Vince, right now, at least as
. . . - .

, , ,_,

O

_____. -- - -- -- - T _-
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3-7 1
- We need to get those things resolved.

,

some of the things that Mr. Bagchi raised
) 2j

3' to you is maybe of frustration, because Goutam is on

4 this project a very short time, too, and we are
,

5 wondering, you know, why are we sitting here two years later.

I

6 talking about piping and pipe support design. It should.'

, .

7 have been done a long time ago and finished.
,

i

aj With that, I think we'll go ahead and let

|
9i Don start and talk about the report and then the

;
.

i rest of the people can join in.
10 |

|

11 | MR. LANDERS: To begin, as you can see,
I

,- | the. report was submitted February 21st. It is draft.

13 The Staf f really has not had time to sit

L
14 down and review it and to comment on it. So I would

15 assume that I will be getting questions from them
,

'

16 today, also.
'

17 ' Secondly, I foun*d out last night I was

la going to talk about it today.

|
.i 19 Basically, the first six pages are a

| 3 discussion of design process, design QA, as I see

.

,
21 them in a global sense within the industry, and then

I |'

Z2 the design process, as I understand it - I want to-

I
i 23 make that clear. This report is as I understand

, ,

'
*

24 things.

!(h The design process that's described here is25
.

,e
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3-9 1|
- In the second case, there was a procedure.

2|; at Gibbs & Hill that addressed mass point spacing.({}
3 So what we have really is a paper trail

| problem and a technical problem, the paper tr, ail problem4

5 being the fact that there was a procedure in place,.

I
~

6| the procedure wasn' t followed, and in fact the

|..

7| verification process did not pick that up, the mass
'

.

a' point spacing.*

9 With respect to mass participation, no
,.

'

10| procedure. However, I would expect individuals

11 experienced in dynamic analysis of piping to recognize,

i
I

12 that there was a problem in doing that.

13 So I wouldn' t really expect that one

ks .

a procedure for that kind of thing.14 would require -

15 However, it's apparent that in this case

16 that probably was required. ,

17| Another issue that I think is important to
I

18 ' me, and I think, in listening to the short presentation

19 from Howard, that you are going to address, and that.

[ N is that I don' t think you can separate pipe supports
.

21 and piping, that in fact they constitute a system. To

Z2 look at one separate from the other is almost

23 impossible. . .

24 I think all of the issues that at leasti

H are on the table today are interrelated; most of them,

.
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1 and as I go through other concerns later on, in fact

|

2| it may not have.
,

3' Another concern I have, since I've been

!
4 involved, when we are talking about the issues, we are

5 always talking about seismic and its relationship to
,

the issues.6

1

7 I have a gut feeling that I don't have any*

3[ problem with that plan with respect to piping and!

,

9; supports when one talks about seismic events.
;

10| I have a real problem when we want to talk
!

I about steam and water hammer and normal operating
33

'

12 events, and I don't have anyone addressing those

j3 issues as ws go .through trying to, re solve -the- ---- - -

e

k.
34 | outstanding issues. -

|

33 ' So I would like very much, as we talk

16| about these things, to not forget the normal operating
!

17j water and steam hammer transients that are going to
I

ja ' be imposed on the sys tem.
'

39 I think that with very few exceptions, to
.

| 3 show adequacy of the piping and supports for the

21 seismic event at Comanche Peak will be relatively' -

i

n simple to do; but I think we have to show it just as

23 you proposed here, in a programmatic way and in a
-.

? 24 combined way, rather than looking at individual issues.

() u A concern, too, is really more of a -

.

64 - -
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1 need the restraint, then I think that it's my opinion
,

() 2; that the restraint should be removed.

3| Concern four is probably the first area of
!

j design process that I really was supposed to be4

| involved in, and I see nothing wrong with the use of
3|-.

I
6 Component Modification Card or in fact whatever TUGCO

7 wanted to call it.-

.

3 Different utilities use different-

9 techniques Field change requests, drawing change

~

10 notices, whatever.

11 So the label, " Component Modification

12 Card," is not a problem to me.

13 cne of the problems .I _da.hava._with that.is - - ..

(.
not with the use of component Modification Card, but'

14
|

15 perhaps with the fact that they weren't reacted to very

16 quickly in the initial process of the design, that

17 at least based on meetings and comments from the

18 Applicant and his agents, that CMC's would be filed

19 and would be worked on when the system was looked at.
.

3 I think that that may have resulted in

21 designs being installed that were not at the time-

n approved by the hanger supplier, and then later on

23 there is , I think, always some -- I won't say that.
-

.

,. 24 As we look at the design process, we can

( 3 recognizu th at the process changed over the life of

.

.

. = . . .;.. . . . . . . .-= .- . .. - r.u._. =.
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1 a . CMC by the hanger supplier was a memo, and that was

2 a TSDR, and at this point I've forgotten what a TSDR(}
3 is.'

4 MR. DAVIS: Technical Services Design

5 Review.

6 MR. LANDERS: Technical Services Design'

.

7 Review.
.

8 The Technical Services Design Review was

9 not controlled as the CMC was, and the field engineer

10 i would make a change with a CMC. A TSDR would be

11 written by ITT, Grinnel saying, " Gee, that's no good.

12 That's not what we want. We need something else."

13 There was a space in the TSDR for the

14 field enginter to say, "Ckay, understand, and look at

15 the next revision of the CMC that comes out."

16 Now, with respect to the design, the

-

17 process was covered and the loop was closed. The.

!,
l

! 18 CMC was sent, the TSDR was sent back, it was
t

. .
19 responded to, and the hanger supplier responsible for*

i_

! 20 that support knew that another CMC was going to be
!'

21 coming in.' '

22 My concern was and is that there was no
,

i
23 QA hook in there with respect to the field engineer,

24 making changes to supports and perhaps trending of the*
*

I 25 fact that, " Hey, this field engineer is making changes
,

*
t

1

! '

i
t

_ _ , _ . _ _ _ . . _ , _ . . . _ _ . _ _ , . , _ . _ _ . - _ . _ _ _ . _ , , _ , .._. _ , . _ _ .- _ . _ . . . _ , _ _ , . . ._
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1 were not automatically on the list, so that this big

2 issue that's been raised about trending -- you knou,{{}
3 we had a QA program that deve loped trending.

.

A Well, in one case here the QA program that
g

5 looked at trends really couldn't look at it, if we

6 had a field engineer, again, making recommendatio,ns-

.

i 7 that were always being rejected.
.

8 MR. LEVIN: ' But as far as that QA individual ,

9| he would -- I mean, presumably, the CMC's and

10 information on a particular line were kept in a

11 central file. He would have had to go to that file,

12 and then he could be sure that he had a complete set

13 of drawings _,. CMC.'s .and. TSDR! s ?I . -- .

(~ .

14 MR. LANDERS: I'm not sure about the

15 TSDR's.

16 MR. LEVIN: Okay.

17 MR. LANDERS: That's my point. H,e would
'

I E

1

18 have the drawing and have the CMC- He may not have

19 the TSDR.

i - .

3 What I don ' t know is if the CMC says,

21 " Revision 2 in accordance with TSDR No. 7." I don't.

t

ZI know that and I haven't had an opportunity to resource

. 23 it to follow that trail. .

,

.

24 If that's the case, then fine, that's

25 beautiful.
.

.,,. ,_,_ _ __. ,_m,_,r. . - _ . - . _ _ . _ . . _ . _ . _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ - . . . , . _ _ _ . _ _ . . _ . _ . __
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.

I expected or I would have guessed that they were

2
involved whenever there was a modification to pipe

(
3i routing or modification to piping systems or modifica-

~

'
'

4 tion, say, to a different type of branch connectien.
~

5
However, it doesn't appear that they were

very involved in the modifications of the supports ,6.

.

7 and again, that is because the process as set up dealt

g with modifications to supports being dealt with by the*

:

9 supports supplier, and the support manuf acturer, and

10
that interf ace between piping and support not really as

11 strong as I think it should be.

So modification to support would not go
12

13 through the Site Stress Analysis Group, would not,
.? *

14 the re f ore , get reviewed by Gibbs & Hill, as I see

15 the process.

16 MR. LEVIN: So Don, the function of the

17 SSAG is parallel to the original function of the

18 Gibbs & Hill New York Office in that they are primarily

19 reacting to changes in location, types of supports;

'

3 is that correct?
~

21 MR. LANDERS: No, that's my point. I don't.

,

think .the Site Stress Analysis Group was getting22

23 involved in support modifications, as I feel they ,

.

24 should have been.

() 25 MR. LEVIN: But when their system got
i

.
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1 look at the stability issue is , again, we can't take a

2 support and look at a support, particularly with()
3 respect to stability.

4 The interaction between where that pipe~

5 is moving, where the building is moving and what's

6 happened to the support are so interrelated that you*

7 just can't take a support out and address its
.

3 stability alone. .

*

9 Just as I talk?.about here in Page 15, when

I

10 you look at a piping system that is supported in an

11 area with pin supports from the bottom, I mean, you

12 immediately say, "That's unstable."

~

13 However, if I look and I find some
m .

14 horizontal restraints , then in a system sense, it's

i 15 not uns t ab le .

| 16 So we have to be very careful when we
;;

! 17 talk about stability with respect to pulling a support

18 out.

! We have to look at stability and the system
19

.

N toge ther .
.

21 With respect to as-built reconciliation,.

31-

! Zt it's my understanding that when that process began,

!, 23 that Gibbs & Hill would be given a system in which,the

'

24 number of installed supports on a given problem could'

() 25 vary from 20 percent to 80 percent.

!
*

1

l'

_. .
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1 reconciliation is that situation where we have more

2 than one piping system supported off a frame, and it's
,

3| my understanding, based on meeting with the Applicant
"

4 and answers that I was given, that in performing the

5 analysis of the piping system and, therefore, accepting

6 the system, that Gibbs & Hill did do the analysis of*

7 each system, assuming individual supports.
.

8 Loads were then put together on the

9 support and the support frame was reviewed by the

10 support manufacturer; but again, no one was looking

11 at this interaction effect.

12 | We've got six piping systems on a frame.

''

13 Certainly, the support manufacturer has all the. loads _
,

14 from those six piping systems, and he can look at the

15 structure adequacy.

16 The analyst is dealing with them as
,

17 individual supports, and that doesn't look at the

18 interaction effects.

19 So.I think that wherever you've got these
.

20 gang supports, that we have that problem to take care
.

21 of.-

22 Support mass, this is a situation in

23 which we're talking about massive supports that araz
.

24 not box beams around the pipe, but are offset from

(I 25 the pipe, either with a stanchion or some other thing.
.

- e.
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1
1 really should be concentrating on steam and water |

'

2 ' hammer and operating loads. ;q{}
3 Basically, my recommendations to the S taf f

:-

are that there's a whole lot of issues, and on Page 20j4

5 I just list some of them, none of which I generated

6, myself. They've all been generated by other people..

7 If we only had one of those issues up
.

8{ there, we probably wouldn't be here meeting. I mean,

9 we could resolve it very easily.

10 And even if we had two or three of them,

11 we could resolve them very easily.

! My concern is that when you look at this12

13 list as a whole -- and again, I don't have all the
,

14 issues here that are related to supports and piping --

15 that you recognize they are interdependent. You

16 really can't answer one of them without answering the

17 other one.

18 You can't answer a Richmond insert question
.

19 without knowing what the loads are on the Richmond

'

20 insert, and you don' t know what the loads are until*

21 you get mass participation, node point spacing,
.

Zt support stiffness, everything else put toge the r .

23 So I cannot reach any conclusions on .

.

24 what's going on out there in respect to the piping and

'5 supports, and I think that the only way that I can
.

N

-4 . . . . , ,
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1 an individual support with a free-ended pipe attached

2 ' to it. That, you know, is not going to get us anywhere.
[g

I
'

3 I hope that maybe as we go on further |

! |
'.

4 | today, we can maybe even arrive at what we believe are

5 safety significant attributes relative to stability

6 questions to strive far, because it's apparent to me,-

7 and maybe it's just my understanding, for example, of
.

8 Cygna's recent letter, that it may not be consistent

with what I heard you saying.9j
10 I don't know. You are probably in a

11 better position -- I don ' t know if you' ve read their

12 letter.

4'

13 MR. LANDERS: Last night.
,

to judge whether or14 MR. LEVIN: Okay. --

tg not --

16 MR. LANDERS: I'm in no.better position

;

17 than you are.

18 MR. LEVIN: Well, it wasn' t clear to me

19 whether or not they were advocating looking at it
.

20 as a system or as individual. supports or whatever,

21 and I think that's something we all need to talk about
.

22 and decide.

23 MR. LANDE RS : Yeah. Well, I agree with

24 that, but what I would like -- what I first would like
*

25 to see is the results of this with respect to licensing

.

.

. - . . . . . - . . .-

- . .
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1 do it with respect to the way one would normally

2 design a nuclear power plant piping system, which is
)

3 ! to preclude at this point, in my opinion, the use of

I-,

4' non-linear, inelastic analysis, for example.
.

5 That's not how we would design a nuclear

6, power plant. Let's go in and do the kind of analysis*

i

7 we would do with respect to designing that plant and
.

8| see where we sit, and then we can make some judgments.

!

9| But if we have to deal with non-linear,

i
'

10 inelastic analysis, then I don't know what judgments

11 ! we could make .
.

i
'

12 MR. LEVIN: Well, let me ask you this,

-

13 Don.

14 At dertain points we are going to get to

15 a situation where we have a certain physical situation

16 that we are going to want to model, and there are

,
17 limitations in the context of the type of analytical

i 18 approach that you just talked about that we can make.

19 We can make a -- There's limits to the
.

. 3 amount of boundary conditions and assumptions that

21 we can make . So you have to oftentimes make judgments,*

n you know.;

|

l 23 Is it closer to append; is it closer to

24 fix? You know, how do you want to represent it? Okay.

() 25 And then there are certain non-linearities,

- .

.

. . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . -
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1 at something, one of the issues that's still outstand-
,

2 ing has an impact on this, and so I can't reach a{}}
3! judgment on that.

.

j So if I could just have one system in4

5 which all the issues are addressed and the Applicant

6 has said, This is how I'm going to address them,"" "

7 then one can look at that.
.

8 That's really what I'm saying, and I

9 think that certainly with the people that you have

10 on the CPRT , that you know what the industry approach

11 to issues are, and we can deal with th os e .

!
12 ~ I'm certainly not one that's going to ask

13 you to do analysis that.is..outsida of common industry,

14 practice.

i
15 I think that's what's been done and I

16 think that's what the problem is. I think we ought
i

17 to staly within the industry practice as much as we can.

18 Now, when we get to a situation that we

19 don't meet the criteria doing that, the criteria
'

1
N always allows us to do something different; but I. .

21 would like to begin with knowing what doesn't meet the*

D criteria and why, and why wedre going to plastic

23 analysis, for example, which the criteria allows us to
.

24 do.;

M But I don' t know that at this point , and

.. _ .. ~~ .

4
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:
1 procedure on that.'

s
. .

j]} 2 MR. LEVIN: By a " procedure," do you mean

*

3 an implementing document?
.

4 MR. LANDERS: Yes.

5 MR. LEVIN: Because, certainly, there was

6 an FSAR commitment in that regard.*

*

7 MR. LANDERS: Yes.
.

8 MR. LEVIN: You mean some' thing that

9 describes how you implement that?

10 MR. LANDERS: Yeah, a procedure in the

11 design process that says if we do this, we are going

12 to comply with the licensing commitments.
:i

13 So the lack of review of support designs,

14 prior to f'abrication and installation, and as I

15 understand it, in fact, of the initial designs , some

16 of them from ITT, Grinnel were box beams.
,

17 It was my understanding originally when I.,

i 18 got involved that that was not the case, that everybody
't

'

19 came out with pipe clamps and they were all modified;

0-

:| ,

20 out here.

21 That's not true, that in fact original-

.

Zt designs -- and the Applicant sent me copies of
.

23 drawings from ITT, Grinnel were box beams with pin.

*
24 struts or snubbers..

3 To me, th a t ' s an unusual design. I have
.

,= .._
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1 worked before. I'm used to seeing that," and, there-

2 fore, we become very critical about those things andgg
.

3 become concerned about whether they are going to work
.

4 or not.
?
4

5 That may be the biggest single issue, but
1

6| I can't tell you why that happened.-

7 MR. LEVIN: Don, you indicated in another

8 area with respect to steam and water hammer concerns
!

you cited some examples. For example, offset9 that --

10 | mass and how that may be exacerbated by those transient:
4

11 versus the seismic event.

12 I guess I'm interested in -- not knowing, ,

~

13 but were those events considered in the an alyses at

14 all, or is your concern in how they were treated, or

15 is it just simply the fact that when it- was treated,-

16 offset mass wasn't --

17 MR. LANDERS: No, I keep hearing that they

18 were considered in the analysis. I am not suggesting

19 that they weren't considered in the original design.
.

N I have never seen, I have never reviewed
,

21 any analysis.-

Zt MR. LEVIN: Okay.

'

23 MR. LANDERS: And I . don' t want to, you,
.

''
24 know, really, at this point.

() M However, when we have been addressing these-

.

4

...e n ,-
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|

1 about the seismic problem. You know, at this point,

2 I'm not that concerned about the seismic problem at

3{ Comanche Peak.

; s 4 MR. LEVIN: One other thing: I concur in'

.

'

3 your recommendation as far as -- we want to create an

6 integrator, and that may be an analysis that considers-

7 properly mass participation, mass point spacing,
.

8 actual stiffness, and those things are straightforward,

9 whether you are talking about a more typical type
!

10 of analysis as compared to a more sophisticated

11 non-linear one as you've discussed.
6

'
12 But I'm still interested in discussing,

'13 particularly with regard to stability, whether or not

f
14 you believe that -- I think because we are trying to

15 integrate so many things, we need to have some means of

16 doing that. I concur that we want to do that -

17 as simple a*model as possible.
,

18 Can we -- I'm saying this in part out of

19 ignorance of all the configurations in the pie. Will' ~

.

. M we be able, using those methods, to include that as one

- 21 of the variables into that equation?

Z2 I suspect -- The reason I say that is I
,

23 suspect that we' ll have to make certain assumptiong,

.

24 and we'll have to balance out maybe the uncertainties

k 25 with those assumptions versus the positive benefits ofi

,

es *w w p. - .

4
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.

I need it?

2 MR. LEVIN: Okay. That's something youqg
3 could verify with a simple model.-

I

!
~

MR. LANDERS: My gut feeling is tha t4

i

i
5i there's a lot of supports out there you don't need,

6 and hopefully, those would be those supports that have
.

- 7 stability questions .

8 Do you need it or don't you need it? There.

'

9! are a couple of supports that are stability questions

|
10 i in the main steam that bumpers were put in that

i

11 Cygna's not happy with. Analysis has been done that
,

i

12 { says remove them -- I mean, you' don't need them.

13 My concern is remove them. If we don't''

12D .

14 know whether they are stable or not, if we don ' t know
$

15 where they are going to be , let's get them out of .

16 there.

17 MR. LEVIN: Your concern is that they may

- 18 . interfere with normal cperations?
!

19 '- MR. LANDERS: Normal Operations, absolutely,

20 I mean, everything may be fine. It may get a turbine.

'

21 trip that may cock the restraint. Now what do I have
'.

Zt during normal operations?

23 So let's get the. support out, and that
_

.

24 question disappears..

M 'So where those issues are real issues and
. .

-- w 'I 6 a s , .e e s. m " ''s no e of 's; e: .. - 7 ~ r "*
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1 problem, or some set. We could develop those

{)
2 attributes based upon a list of variables.

3 Do'you have any thoughts on that? I

. -

A think there's benefits to both ways. I believe that

5 we ' ll be ab le to, from an engineering -- We could

6 probably get One analysis gives us a feeling for--
,

7 how representative the systems are, how they would

*

8 respond in a representative sense.

9 Another one would give us a feeling for

10 a lower bound response.

11 MR. LANDERS: I quickly learn, sitting on

12 this side of the table, the best thing to do is to

13 respond to the Applicant's submittal.
,

14 (Laughter.)

15 MR. LANDERS: I didn' t know that a month

16 ago.

17 I think that the Applicant should decide,

18 the approach and the Staff should review that, and they

- 19 should comment and approve or disapprove.

* N I think that's really a situation that you-

21
.

people should address. You unders tand the issues as

Z2 well as the Staff does.

23 MR. LEVIN: Those are two choices. We've

24 got to pick one..

(h 25 MR. NOONAN: Mr. Beck, I wonder if we could

- -
.
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1 assumption in the analysis of pipe supports for the

g 2 - case of friction force calculations, which is the

3 pipe sliding across the support, putting a force on the
;

4 support in a direction that the support generally-

5| isn't intended to take a force.
6 This assumption was to neglect these

.

7 forces for pipe motions that were less than one-
|

*

, . 3' sixteenth of an inch, the Applicants figuring that -

9| one-sixteenth of an inch is a very small amount of

10 , movement and such forces would be negligible.
I
'

11 Now, there was two main arguments in your

12 motion.

13 The first was that these friction forces-

@
14 would be a fairly insignifidant load, coupled with the

15 fact that.you did.have ASME Code provisions that

16 allowed you to bump up stress allowables for primary

17 plus secondary type loading conditions.

18 Now, in order to address this first

19 argument, we asked you to summarize the results of-

'

20 some of your analysis, and you chose a sample of six
'

pipe supports for analysis, just 1 coking at the21
,

Z2 friction forces alone.
-

23 When you did this analysis with just the
,

24 friction forces, it turned out that on a. couple of
,

25 cases the results of your analysis showed that these
,

e

w -,w -- gr-- .r wwwam .s' . ~, m --ae = mm 1 dr=
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.1

i stress in the fillet weld.

I can find nothing to support this
| 2

3 assumption in .the ASME or the AISE Codes; and,

4 I therefore, I have no basis to accept that calculation.
-

If I don't accept that calculation, as the
. 5

' Intervenors pointed out, this will result in an over-
6

.

7 stress in the fillet weld; and, therefore, you have not

3 even proven for this sample of six pipe supports that.

9 you can meet applicable allowables.

10
As a side issue to this, the Intervenors

11 made some arguments as to what the appropriate Codes

12
and standards were for doing this an#1ysis.

13 One of the issues had to do with whether
'

14 Reg.# Guide 124 was app 1icable. Now, Reg. Guide 124i

15 simply imposes some conditions on Subsection NF of the

16 ASME Code , which does not allow you to use in general

17 some of the higher allowables unless you take a look
'

.

13 at some specific cases; and one of these has to do

19 with shear stresses.

3 You have come back and made an argument.

-,

21 that what'you were analyzing was a Class II -- o r a
y -

''

n Class III s up po rt , not a Class I, which the Reg. Guide

23 is applicable to.
,

.

,. 24 H owe ve r , putting aside the legal arguments

fh , 25 of whether the Reg. Guide is applicable to this specific

.-

,
< .- e e, .
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1 make sure that we have a set of criteria that we |

2 . agree to to cover these various issues before you get[
3| into a plan and you start doing analysis and so forth.

!
*

|4 I think what John's saying here, I think-

5 thisiis something that could have been done a long time

6 ago, could have been agreed to, but it didn't seem to
.

7; happen.

3 I'd like to know how to fix that kind of -..

.

9j a problem.

I

10 | MR. LEVIN: I think , Vince , that listening

11 to what John has to s ay , that our starting point may be

12 j a little bit different.
1

13 The general issue here is the impact of

G
14- these friction forces on support qualification, and I

|
15 think I'd like to approach that issue with an open

16 mind, looking at the merits of the design basis that

17 exists, but not necessarily -- approach it independently ,

18 as opposed to historically.

19 That's the way I' d like to enter the

23 problem. I'd like to be aware of it, yes, there is.

'

21 some concern. In fact, address your question, John,
.

Zt your last question, is how I would start.

23 We would be addressing the adequacy of the

24 design criteria, the verification that it's been met,.

25 but focus towards the significance of friction forces,

.

i
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1 normally send to any other Applicant if we were doing

*

2 this.g
3 We would give that question to you on a

4 ! piece of paper and we would send it down here, and-

5 there would be a meeting and we would resolve the

6 differences of opinion, if there were any. You know,

7| we would come to some agreement as to what the answer
|

8 to that was..

9 My point is that hasn't happened yet. I

10 w an t to make that happen now.

11
.

But he's posing the question to you. I

12 don't think we fully expect you to answer it or get

13 into detail.. -

.

14 MR.. LEVIN: Yeah. We couldn't attempt t o .-

15 MR. NOONAN: Clearly, what he's given you,

16 he's given you a question that says , "Here's something

17 for you to consider. Here's a question that needed to
.

18 be asked and never was asked, and now here it is."

If you do things that maybe makes the19 -

N question go away, that's fine, too; but whatever it.

21 is, you ought to at le as t recognize that here's the
.

Z2 kind of problems John had in going through these

23 summaries.
~

24 MR. LEVIN: But our v'iew of it and the way
,

M we approach it is going to be much the same as yours

.

*N** 7Eaman Mbe w&h a . ei -* ,4 e f ,,,m
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1 inadequate, we'll have to do other things.

2 So I guess we're not in a position tog)
3, defend those things one way or another. We'll take a

I
.

| look at the merits, just as you did.4

5 MR. NOONAN: Okay. John, go ahead.

6 MR. FAIR: Do you want me to continue with
.

7 asking questions th at I think are re le van t.?

8i MR. dOONAN: I think you can bring out.

9 things you had' problems with, things of substance that
I

t

10| need to be discussed.
i

11 MR. FAIR: Okay. The second one I had was

12! one I mentioned in the introduction, and that was that
:

13 two of the supports , when you evaluated them for -

14 friction f actors by themselves, and I understand your

15 argument that friction does not occur alone, that you
,

16 have to have a thermal force to create it.

17 However, we were looking for the

18 significance of the actual force from friction.

19 I would like to know the basis of why you

'M can still say that the forces are insignificant, based.

.

21 on the results of two supports showing that these
.

M stresses or loads were as much as 50 percent of the

27 normal allowables.
.

24 And the third issue is I would like an.

) 25 explanation, if there is any, for assuming uniform
.

,, - - - - --- - ,, -- . - - - - - . - . ._
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1 In addressing this, the Applicants have

. (T} 2 .sent in an analysis, part of the analysis of that
ss ,

3| particular problem, which is stress problem 141,'

f along with the appropriate spectra.and some evidence
-

4
i

5 in the computer sheets of what damping was used.

6 However, what was sent in was not the
.

7 analysis run which raised the concern in the first

3 place; there f o re , at this point in time I am unable to.

conclude whether or not the damping mentioned in the9 i
!
t

10 ' original SIT Report was used or whether correct

11 damping factors were used.

12j My understanding is that the Applicants

13 have been looking at this, have been gathering

O
14 together all the documents associated with this

.

15 particular s;ress problem, and will eventually show

16 us a detailed history cf this stress problem analysis.

17j MR. LEVIN: John, whose scope is this
,

i

18 ' stress problem in?

19 MR. FAIR: I believe this is a Westinghouse
.

'

20 p rob lem..

~

'

21 MR. LEVIN: Wes tinghouse .'

l ,

%2 MR. CLOUD: John, do you know what the
a

23 system was?
.

24 MR. FAIR: No, I can't recall what that.

25 was.
.

.. - -
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1 motion, I was going on the assumption that this issue

2 . had been resolved, had been submitted to the Board, and

3 I was reviewing only the property values thems e lve s .

| And the motion had not even addressed the4-
,

5 issue of weld throat thickness.

6 However, fairly recently, in reviewing }

|
'

.
~ 7i some of the things that were going on by Cygna, I came

i
I

8^ across a question from Cygna to the Applicants asking
,

9 about weld throat area.
:

I

to j Apparently, based on this response from

11 the Applicants to Cygna, their criteria for calculating

12 weld throat area had changed from the time that
i

'

O
. 13 Mr. Tapia had done his initial review.

14 Therefore, this area now has not been

is | resolved by the NRC, since we did not review this

'

16 change in criteria.

17 My question on this area now would be
,

la I'd like to see the design criteria used by all

19 I p'ipe support groups at Comanche Peak in evaluating
,

m weld throat area for flare bevel welds.
,

21 I'd like to also see all revisions of*

' '

It all design criteria for all three pipe design groups

23 at Comanche Peak that are still the basis for the
' .

24 design.,

( 25 For any criteria which is picked up from

.
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1 we would undertake for any issue.
,

2 So I think'that we most de finitely would
{})

i .

3| be asking the s ame ques tions .
i .

,
'

4 MR. NOONAN: I just visualize that it seems

5 to me that we could sit one whole day and just talk

6 criteria. We could, in getting an agreement on what
.

.

7 the criteria is, and do we agree with that, et cetera,

.

8 asking these kinds of questions again, if we have

9 problems, and coming to some kind of resolution.

10|' MR. LEVIN: Yeah, but our first step as

|
an independent party is much the same as yours, okay,11

!

12 i what was it, and we kind of have to get there.

13 And than take a step back and look at it,
[ .

14 its adequacy, its conformance with commitments , as well

15 as how it interrelates with other criteria, its
i

16 consistency with other criteria.

17 Yeah, and we'll make those judgments.

18 That's part of our evaluation. At that step in time,

!
19 depending upon our input and input that may come from

|

| .

20 your staff, there may be changes.
.

21 The project may -- or if it's unclear, they
.

i

|
D may tend to clarify it. But I think it will come from

i

|
23 our third-party review, questions that are out on the

! .

24 table, because it's apparent to me there's a couple

( 25 of issues.
.

!

!

| . _. _ . . . . -

!
. . _ , _ . .__-. _ - , - - - - - . __. - _ _ _ . . - - - - _ _ - _ . _ . _ - . --_ -_ - . . - .
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.

I the actual support evaluations?

2
- Just for clarity, since you evaluated

3 everything except for the small-bore Class II and III

4 ! supports in this effort, I'd like to know exactly what-

i

5 the definition in the context of this motion is of

6. Class II and III small-bore supports? What pipe size

|
*

7| does that constitute?

3 The next issue I would like to cover is-

.

9 generic stiffness. As it stands right now, the

to Applicants are doing an additional study to support

11 the motion.
I

12| I have seen the criteria presented for
I

13 selecting systems for this study and I have no further.

|D
i4 comments on that criteria.

15 I'd like to know what the s tatus of this
.

16 re-analysis effort is , when it's going to be completed.

: 17 MR. LEVIN: John, just to make a
|

| I

j 18 i philosophical point of how we would deal with a study

19 like that, I think we would start with it and evaluate'

N its merits and the degree to which it addresses the-

'

,' 21 issue at hand ourselves , and determine what, if any,
|
,

| 22 other initiatives would' be required to address this
i

| 23 issue, both as a specific issue and in the context of
,

24 some of the points that Don Landers was making in terms

3 of adding other variables to the equation.
'

.

O

d
_

_
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I 93

1 and, therefore, you went back and ratested those

g 2 . supports. -

'

3 I would like to see the actual test data

4 ; f or both the initial test and the retest of those-

5 supports, and the actual calculations for the support

6 stiffness that you compared these tested values to.
|.-

7 ! The next issue has to do with U-bolts that

s were intended to be one-way restraints which could.

9, act as two-way re s train ts .

10 At the last meeting we had here at the
i

| site, I stated I went out and took a sample of scme11

!

12 | of these supports that were in the motion to measure

13 gaps in the direction that the support wasn't intended

14 to be in, and that these gaps were not uniform and did

15 not meet that one-sixteenth of an inch that was

16 stated in the motion.'

17 Because of this , the Applicants re-analy=ed*

18 these systems and included a thermal run on some of

19 them that were not included in the first motion.

' ' , 20 Now, the reason the thermal run' was not
.

*
*

21 included in the first motion was the assumption that

Z2 there was a gap in there that exceeded the thermal-

'

23 motion.
!! -
'

24 It appeared to me from reviewing the.

(I 25 results of this analysis that there was a U-bolt in

.

U

_
- _ ;_ ._ - _ . _ _ -

_

__ ,
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1 discrepancy and whether -- which data is correct.
'

2 MR. NOONAN: Howard, do you have any idea -

, {})
3 when John says "the analyses," how many there are at

I-

4 this point in time? Do you have any idea at all?'

5 MR. LEVIN: Are you talking about piping

6 problems or what?.

7 MR. FAIR: If you are referring specifically
.

8 to the first set of questions, there were three

9 exImples of piping analyses performed with these

10 . U-bolts.

11 There's a limited number of these U-bolts
,

'

12 at the facility. In order to support their motion,
. . .

.

13 they did it by a sampling basis.
O

- '14 The sampling basis was intended to include

1

15 ' the U-bolts that existed at points where the piping

16 motion was the largest.

17 MR. NOONAN: I'm looking fcr volume,.
,

18 John. How many are you talking about?

19 MR. FAIR: Three piping analyses.

3 MR. NOONAN: All right.

: 21 MR. LEVIN: That was the sampling, John.
.

Zt MR. FAIR: That was the sampling.

23 MR. LEVIN: Okay. '

,

** 24 MR. FAIR: The final motion which I will
'

25 discuss is on the Richmond inserts.
.

; . . ~._ _. _.. . .
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|
1| interested in understanding what that could be 1

2 attributed to?[])
3| MR. FAIR: That's correct.

i-

4 Another issue raised by the Intervenor
.

5 had to do with how these bolts are actually installed

* 6 in the field.

7 I'd like to know very clearly what the
.

8 ' field installation criteria for angularity of

9 Richmond inserts is at Comanche Peak.
I

10 ' I'd also like to see the calculations for

Support CCl-028-024-533R that was provided by CASE
| 11 j
i. ;

12 in Attachment N of their response to the motion.

13 Anether part of this particular , motion ,
~

14 there was an issue on torsional loads creating some'

15 bending loads on these A-36 threaded rods.

16 In order to evaluate this, the Applicants

4

17 selected a sample where the bending t' orsi'onal loads
,

18 were the most significant.

19 I'd like a more detailed discussion of
.

N exactly how these supports were selected and what-

21 exactly was looked at in order to pull these' supports-

22 out for evaluation.

23 MR. LEVIN: John, just for our benefit,,

what is the configuration and how are they applyingI
*

2d

25 these torsi'onal loads to the threaded rod? ,

.

. ._ ... . ..
._
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< 1 have problems that the whole thing made sense when

2 it's talking about just torsion, and this discussion

3| is in Pages, I believe, 35 to 39 of the affidavit.

! I would like a discussion of the relevance
~

4

5 of the evaluations performed in Table G, Page 38 of

6 the affidavit, if this entire discussion is indeed
.

7 talking about torsion.

.

8 Also, since the discussion in where it.

i

was up to the sne lyst to model as fixed or pin,9| '

|
! happened to be the torsi'onal load case , I don't think10

11 sufficient basis exists in the motion to justify that

i th a t assumption may'not lead to a problem with stresses1: i

,

13 or flexibilities in any of these supports.

14 Therefore, I'd like to have some further

is| basis to justify that the assumption of fixed would

16 not result in any problems for these frames where the

17 torsional moment was judged to be fixed by the analyst.
.

18 A final major issue of discussion on the
.

19 Richmond inserts has to do with how do you handle this

*

M bending that's induced into the bolt.

21 It's already been discussed that this
.

n bending is not normally considered by AISE or

23 Subsection NF and, therefore, there is no direct
.

? 24 criteria from these sections.

25 The Applicants have developed their own
.

..

.- ,-,e . , . - - - - - . - - . , - - - , _ _- , . . , . - , - , , . . _ _ - - , - . , - . __ -
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!
'

1 understanding for this hardware criteria, we'll be

q) 2, taking a look at your presentation and possibly even

I

3| getting back with you, you know, to help amplify when -
!_

j it means more to us.4

5

'

5 I guess one question I had is: Are these

6 six areas the general focus of the message that you.,

7' would like toggive us that we should concentrate on?
.

8 ,Are there any others , I guess, is my question?

9! MR. FAIR: Well, the message I'm giving
I.

10! you is the areas that I'm having difficulty accepting
:

11 the Applicants' motions as they stand.

; 12 MR. LEVIN: Ckay.

i
~

13 MR. NOONAN: I think what we are trying to
.

: 14 do here is basically give you a flavor for some of

15 the problems S taf f is having with the motions.

16 I recognize there's probably no need to go'

,

17 into all this kind of detail as far as you are
,

18 concerned right now, because you can't answer the

- 19 questions; but at least you can maybe hear the kinds
,

!< 20 of things that John is having problems with when he
: -

|

|,, 21 tries to respond to the motions.

M Those are typical for other Staff members,

23 those kinds of things are typical for other Staff
,

*
24 me mbe rs .-

25 John is basically finished right now. I

.

t

-

- ..

4 *

. . - , - - - . _ . , - - _ . _ . - - . _ - .m...,-.___,._.,_,,,,.._,,,,_..,.,,___._-m ____,,-.m. ,_m___.. _ _ _ . - . _ . , _ . - . .
- - -



103

1 are typical.
:

2 We will go ahead and come back at 1:00'

3j o' clock.

| (Whereupon,.at 11:30 a.m., the meeting~

4
i

5 was recessed, to reconvene at 1:00 p.m., the

6 same day.)
.
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1 the summaries.

2 I felt those kinds of questions ought toqg
3| be answered in these kinds of meetings, rather than

| .

.

4 have us respond to your things formally and add to

5 the paper trail.

6 It's on the record. We can send this to
,

- 7 Judge Bloch and the Board, which I will do when we are

'

8 finished here.

9 But it's on the record and basically

10 these are the types of things yo*u hear from the Staff.

11 This afternoon we are not going to

12 basically go into that kind of level of detail. I

13 think what we want to do here is to cover other

14 areas that have really been enveloped in Don Landers'

15 report, about-the stability questions and so forth.

16 I'd like to have Dave and Paul Chen

17 basically address concerns that they have in this
,

18 area, but they won't go int,o the kind of specifics

19 you heard this morning.

N It will be basically things -- at least*

;

21 so you can identify the kinds of concerns the Staff
,

22 has at this point in time.'

[ 23 One thing that was said to me when we
.

? 24 met right after we left here, and I think it needs to,-

25 be re-said again: The Staff feels very strongly that
.

.

. . ..w.- .
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l
i i Then tomorrow morning I'll come back. I

2 want to talk about the slides you gave us today a

3' little bit, and if there's any other concerns the Staff'

!
'~

4 wants to bring forth at that point in time, we'll hear
!

!
3 them in the morning.'

I guess I don't see this thing going much
6.

7 past noon tomorrow, the way we're set up right now.

i

MR. LEVIN: As part of Dave's presentation,'

8

9| Vince , 'for the bene fit of my colleagues here who may
|

jo not be familiar with all the physical geometries,

it
Dave, if you could kind of give us an intro as you

,

12 : introduce the s ub j ects , particularly with regard to

-

ja stability, it would help people visualize things

14 better.
,

So I would appreciate that, if you could,
15

16 just a short description of the --
|

MR. TERAO: Well, before I even get into
17

. .,

18 the stability issue, I just want to reiterate the

i 19
situation the Staff is in and try to put into

.

perspective why we are having this meeting and why we*

3
.. are discussing these concerns with piping and pipe

21
.

%

22 support designs.

23 Today, what you heard with John Fair's
.

24 affidavits -- or John Fair's comments on summary*

h 25 disposition motions, the Staf f had quite a few questions;,
.

.

t

| .n,.- . , _ -- .* ''

- ,
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.

| 1 that I -- in my scope of responsibility.

'N 2 One of them was the AWS and ASME weld
(51%

,
3 design. That, I be lieve , is the only summary disposi-

'~

4 tion motion formally filed by the Staff.

5 I won' t go into any detail on that, because

6 it is on the record now. I would just suggest that
.

7 you read our comments in there. It's there in the

8 record.*

9 With respect to stability, this was one

10 area where the Staff had some of our major concerns.

11 Don Landers talked this morning, and I thought gave a
.

12| very good overview of the Staff concerns.

13 I could go into some of the details. I

() .

14 don't know that it's necessary to go into all the
,

15 details.

16 The one point I do want to mention is

17 that Cygna recently filed their letter, a February 19,
,

18 1985, letter , s tating their position on stability.

19 One thing that I would like to at least
,

.
20 clarify is that there seemed to be a very high per-*

'

|. 21 .centage of supports identified in that letter with
1

-

|

| Z2 respect to being potentially unstable.
y

. _ ,
l 23 I do want to clarify for the record that

.

- 24 we have to understand the Cygna definition was a very

25 broad definition, and by broad I mean that it's not.

'

,

s. ___ , ,

- - _ _
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.1. more feasible to ascertain whether a system is stable

2 - by actually reviewing the pipe configuration and the{g
3 support drawings; and because of the complex pipe ,

* |
1 .

~

4' supports at Comanche Peak, because it's difficult to

5 review a piping configuration in the field, we felt

6 that there is some need to look again more closely at
,

7i system instability by using not only the pipe support
I

'

8 people, but also the piping people.

9| In other words, possibly reviewing out

to in the field both the pipe support designs and also

11 the isometrics to be sure that you have a stable

12 ; system.

13 Also, Don Landers' comments this morning

G
14 about reviewing these systems, not only'for seismic,

15 but also for normal loadings, such as water and steam
.

16 hamme r.

17 With respect to pipe support instability,

18 we had several concerns that have been expressed

19 already at meetings with Texas Utilities . We had

( 20 meetings August 8th and 9th, August 23rd, where we*

.

21 expressed some of our concerns with the specific
i,-

Z2 unstable pipe support designs.

23 I'm not sure exactly how you are going to
, .

24 go back, whether or not you are going to review the.

25 record for our comments there; but at this point Staff

..

..
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1 the modifications themselves did not use what I would

2 - call standard industry practice, but maybe they were{}
3 : adding more steel that we don ' t completely agree with.

~

4 For example, the stability bumpers that

5 were identified by Cygna was one of those modifications.

6 The use of the cinched U-bolts on a boxed
..

.

7 frame was another such modification.
~

8 So in many cases these modifications may
.

I or may not have cured, let's say, the unstable concerns,
9|

10 but it's very difficult to tell. Because they are

11 so unique, it's difficult to predict exactly how

12 these modifications are even going to perform.

13 Now, Cygna, also, in their definition of

O .

, 14 instability, broke it down into a force requirement '

15 and a geometric requirement.

16 I admit it was a very complicated

17 definition. I think what I'd like to do is at least
,

18 present the Staff's understanding of what Cygna meant

19 by a force requirement and geometric requirement.

*

XI By the force requirement, I believe the

21 Staff would tend to believe that the support can be
,

Z2 unstable if the load path is not predictable or

23 calculatable. In o ther words , if there are elements
.

24 within the support design, there are hardware elements,.

M whose ability to resist that load is uncertain, I
.

e
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1 to add more struts to prevent the frame from rotating-

2 - around the pipe.j

3 Since our August 23rd meeting, we did have

4 | a submittal by the Applicant, I believe it was a~

i

5| Septembe r 2 4 th , 1984, submittal, where the Applicant

6 provided us with 44 dif ferent double-strutted supports.
,

7 In reviewing those supports, we did find

s other ef fects in there that raised questions, such as"

9 some-of these supports have gaps on the sides of the --

10 between the pipe and the frame itself.

11 In other words, it was not a zero clearance

12 I gap on all four sides. Two of the sides had zero

*

13 clearance and two of the sides did have gaps.

,O
14 Those supports would then exhibit the

s

type of potential instability that Cygna identified13 same

16 where the support can then rotate in the axis

17 perpendicular to the pipe axis itself. It can actually

18 cock itself.

19 Another question that has never really

20 been satisfactorily addressed is whether or not there'

21 is adequate friction within these box frames to prevent
,

ZZ these box frame supports from sliding along the axis

23 of the pipe.
"

24 Again, we felt this was a unique design.
,

25 Instead of using standard pipe clamps where the friction

.

$
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I the index lugs , at one of the meetings -- I don't
,

..

h ~ recall if it was the 8th and 9th'of August or on the2
,

3! 23rd -- we asked the Applicant whether or not there is-

|. .

j a potential for the support to disengage from the4

5 lugs themselves.
'

6 I don' t believe that's ever been addressed..

I
'

7 MR. LEVIN: That would be along the
, .

,

8 longitudinal' axis?

9 MR. TERAO: That's correct.

10 . ///
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8-2bb 1 Also,'in your September 24th submittal there

2 was some main steam supports identified which were
}

3! described as trapez,e-type, utilizing a U-bolt pipe-

f

4 | attachment with a clearance gap, but no sdpport
?

3 drawings were given. We don't know exactly which
.

6 supports those were.
.

7' But what we need, really, is the basis for

.

8 the summary disposition mo'. ion concluding that snugging

9 the. U-boltc_ during the U-bolt torquing- program will

10 eliminate any concern for instability.
|
'

11 It sounded to the Staff to be the same

12 I support that Cygna had identified, but we aren't really

~

13 sure.

14 And, finally, and I believe Don Landers

15 mentioned this this morning, in order to prepare an

16 adequate design of piping systems and piping supports,

17 the final as-built condition of a support must be
,

18 carefully examined, specifically with respect to the

19 factors that affect the functionality of the support.

*

20 We recognize that an as-built check..
1 .

21 was done, but it appeared to be more in line with
.

H checking orientation and support locations, and assuring

23 that the support design is in conformance with what is
' .

2d installed..

25 In light of all the factors that we have
.

_ -
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8-4bb 1
supports should all be reviewed for any potential

' nstability concerns.i2

That, basically, completes my broad over-3;
~ '

view of the stability issue. If you have any specific'
4

5 questions, I could answer those now.

MR. LEVIN: Well, you've indicated examples,
6I

|
i Dave, particularly some original designs as well as7

.

3
modifications, modifications which may have exacerbated.

9j the situation.

10
I'm curious, some of those modifications

included cinching U-bolts, and I'm curious as to your
11 |

!

12 ' views, you know, under what, you know, o the r

13 circumstances where that is a piece of a solution to
*

14
the stability problem, what things that you may have --

.

15 you know, I understand that there may be significant
!

16
information on the record that try to deal with that,

17 but what pieces of it in particular you may have had

18 difficulties with, if there's any further focus you can

19 give us in that area.
.

3 MR. TERAO: The actual cinching of the
.

21 U-bolt falls under Paul Chen''s review.*

Zt MR. LEVIN: If he's going to address that,

23 fine. .

24 MR. TERAO: So, actually, we still have,*

() 25 I won't say -- Well, I think I'll just leave it at
.

. s

e
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lab 1 MR. CHEN: Before I begin, I-would just

) 2 -like to make a few comments. I heard several times'

3 this morning a question of what a definition of what

| these problems are, the Walsh-Doyle concerns.*

4,

;

5| I think for you to really understand what

i
6 |, these concerns are you have to go all the way back to

*
I

7 the depositions that were filed by Messrs. Walsh a'nd'

g- Doyle. You've got to go back through the ASLB record.*

!
9t You've got to read the proposed findings that were

i

10 submitted by CASE, by Staff. You've got to go back

and read the Board's memorandum and orders on QA and11
.

12 design.

I
13 And you've got to read all the CASE and

h
14 NRC comments that have been submitted on these summary

15 dispositions.

16 I think reference to the four boxes of

17 information that I carry around, which have been
,

18 mentioned a few times, that's no understatement.
I

19 MR. NOONAN: It's actually six, isn't it?

3 MR. CHEN: It's close to that now..*

21
I think some of the things you've got to

.,

Zt bear in this group program that you're coming up with --

23 MR. NOONAN: Paul, speak up a little louder.'

.

.

24 MR. CHEN: Okay.'
,
,

is to be aware of some of the Board'.s-25 --

.
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3 1 cinched-down U-bolts were not in compliance with the
'

2 ' requirements of INE Bulletin 7902, and PAC Guidelinesq{}
3 Section 2.

-
i '

4 ! There was a concern that cinched-down
| |

5 U-bolts were not in compliance with NF 3137, 3272.1,

6 and 2271.3 of Appendix 17..

7| Local deflections and extra-long U-bolts

8 and U-bolt cross pieces, especially where the cross -
!

9 pieces are made of flexible plates or flanges, or

10 white flange members, were not addressed.

11 Yielding at the U-bolt pipe interface due

12 to point load contact was not also addressed.

13 Ef f ects due to multiple cinched-downr .

14 U-bolts were not also addressed.

15 And the next one I'm going to cite I think

16 has been mentioned before,.but this is the effects due

17 to support masses, which are offset from the pipe.

18 centerline. and rely on friction to prevent the rotation

19 of the pipe was also not considered.

20 Regarding the inspection program to deter-
,

21 .mine the range of torque. in installed U-bolts, I.

Zt think that is an ongoing thing at this!.poin_t. I'm not*

23 going to s'ay very much about it, except to point out
,

24 that if such inspections are carried out in the future*
.

I 25 you should be sensitive to requirements of Appendix B.

.
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5 1 p'ush load I think was considered, but I can think of^

2 'other configurations in which that would not be the
({}

3 governing case, particularly if you've got a cinched

|-

4i U-bolt on a cold line which attaches to a hot line, you

5 get movements of hot line, and if the element is not a

6 rigid strut, but it is- limber , you can actually get a
.

7 less severe condition than was analyzed.

.

8 It was obssrved during the normal vibration

9 simulation tests that some pumping had taken place, and

10 this was not addressed in the analysis. In fact, I'm

11 not exactly sure what this pumping is. The test report

12 does not really describe it fully.

.

I have a concern regarding the axial walking13,

14 during the vibration tests and potential interferences
.

15 on binding in clavises.

16 Elastic plastic analysis was performed at
,

17 a maximum stress intensity of 40.5 ksi, yet the
.

18 analysis shows that there were more severe cases; some

19 to 3.4 and some to 4.2 ksi. But the analysis was done

.

20 to show the amount of yielding.that would . occur. ould.w<

|
-!

21 be.. highly localizedJ L But:.you've' got'. higher stress -o
.

U intensities.which were not looked at.
23 The calculation of stress intensities

.

24 ignored the radial stresses on the inside and outside*

(I 25 surface of the pipe, and circumferential shearing-

|

|

| . . -

L
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7 1 MR. LEVIN: N o4- . . -

2 MR. CHEN: Okay. I'l take the course

3| distribution in axial restraints. I have a concern

4 | here basically that the proposed criteria of treating
|

5 rotations of these kinds of axial restraints as being
*

i
6 - secondary. I don't believe that that argument has been

.

7 justified thoroughly.

8 Basically, I think the loads and these*

9| axial restraints increasei by a factor of two or three,
l

10 and then if you propose an allowable of three times the'

,

11 old allowable, we don't have a problem. But if you do

I

12 ' not accept the proposed new allowable of three times the

13 old allowable, then you will have a problem.

. 14 In fact, I notice that the feedwater line,

15 wh'n the results of that was given, the loads I thinke

16 jump up by a f actor of around forty or so percent. So,

17 based on the old allowable you would have a problem.
, ,

18 And this would be a line that would be involved in'the

19 kinds of plant transients, I think, that Don was talking

N about this morning.*

-
.

21 I mention this one just in passing, but i f '.
,

Z2 you add the total number of various kinds of supports,

23 this is Type I, II and III that are mentioned in various

! 24 parts of the affidavit, and compare them against numbers

( 25 in all of the places, you'll find that things don't add
*

.

I

_

__ --- -
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9 1 were installed, could be a problem. That although the

2 displacements that are calculated are very small, these
(})

3; could give rise to very large stresses.
-

.

[ Treating seismic, thermal, and treating4
'

.

5 effects separately is incorrect. All of these effects

6 should be combined, the cumulative effects should be
.

7 addressed.
i

I

8 CASE is also concerned that treating wall-*

9| to-floor, floor-to-ceiling, the wall-to-ceiling

!

10| supports as they are usually treated in buildings,

11 that is as building supports, could be a problem. And

i

12 i this was not done here.

13 Local stresses and displacements, I guess

14 there are a few topics here. Zero clearance box frames.

15 I will try to put this in perspective.

16| Calculations have been' performed to '..

4 17 determine forces and stresa for differential growths
.

,

18 on the order of one times ten to the minus three.
19 Free play in the supports, I think,..was not .

20 considered. The validity of doing.'. linear elastic*

21 analyses based on this kind of displacements,.I think.,
,

22 were".not looked at.

23 I think we pointed out some problems
.

24 regarding the ability of the analyses for supports.

25 SI-1-325-002, S-32-R, and CC-1-020-0.01, E-33-K to. bound
.

. . . .... . .

. ._ . _ _. ...
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// 1 bit early. This is kind of the picture as we see it at

2 _this point in time.
)

3 I guess what I would like to do, if I could

4f just talk a little bit about tomorrow. I'd like to-

!
i come back and talk about your program plan, and give

3| ,

6
you at least some preliminary feedback on that. And if

.

7
the Staff comes back with any others things tonight,

' ' . g then I'll bring those up to you.
.

9 I guess the next meeting, John, is yours.

to ///

11 ///

\

12 I

(Dn
'

14
.

15

16

, -

17
.

18

19

N*

21
.

22

23
.

24

25

.

. . . . . ... . .
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L3rcr 1 opportunity to present later on this week and next the

2 'results of activitites that have taken place o'n the{g
'3 other technical issues.

~

4 MR. NOONAN: Okay. Let me kind of touch

5 on this a little bit here.

6 Thursday we have the electrical meeting.
.

7 Next week we have the --

.

8 MR. BECK: QA/QC.

9 MR. NOONAN: CA/QC to structures, testing

10 and mechanical.

11 I guess from my point of view we'll be

12 i listening to you talk.

13 MR. BECK: Yes.^*

14 MR. NOONAN: And tell,us where you are at.

15 And the Staff will give you feedback on what they hear

16 at that meeting.

17 A lot of the Staff have not heard what the
i

18 Contention Five Panel heard, and I need to bring them

19 up to speed, because they are the one to make the final

N decision as to acceptability of any program.
'

'

21 MR. BECK: I understand. We'll have
,

D comprehensive presentations on each of those days, and

23 I would anticipate the days will be long and in ful1
,

24 detail, so bring your mattress pads. We look forward*

() 25 to it.
.

- . . . .- se -
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I EEEEEEEEEE8
,

2 8:52 a.m.'

3' MR. NOONAN: Good morning, ladies and
~

| gentlemen.4
,

I5, I guess I would like to continue on with
!

6
the discussion that we had yesterday.-

.

7' My name is Vince Noonan. I'm the Director.

. ,

3' of the Comanche Peak Project for NRC.

91 John Beck, yesterday we met wich you, and

to , we said we would ccme back and we would talk about some
i

11 | things that we have.

12 I guess I'm going to basically talk about

'

13 some of the concerns we 'still have with why we'ra here.
/S

|
14 Yesterday we communicated with you to

,

!

15| let you hear what the NRC felt were a sample of the

16 . piping and pipe support concerns that we have, the
|-

17 ' Walsh-Doyle allegations, and how the utility is
,

la responding to these things.

; 19 Clearly, at this point in time, I think

| 3 it should be obvious to you that the Staff has some*

21 serious problems' with the e'xemary dispositions.
.

.

We can proceed in a number of ways, but I| I2

23 think now I have to let you tell me what you want to'do'

I *

24 with those things.

| (I 25 You know, if they are okay, than I'll
.

: .

,

. . . . .

hea 34

'
,
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#
1 respond to that. I'll do that officially. If they

2 are not okay, if you need to send us more data, if you{}
3' need to give us different inputs, that's fine, too..

.

4 : I'm just going to have to wait until you
i

.

5 tell me where you are at. There's a need, though, to
,

6- not wait too long, and I think you have to make a
. ,

7 decision as to what you plan to do in that area.

3 Some of the things regarding maybe the* *

9 organi:ational part of this thing. We need to see,

10 the NRC needs to see, and not strictly the NRC, but

11 other people need to see: Who is this team that you
;

12 , are going to put together to handle all these issues?

I
13 Who are the people involved? Are they~

O
14 j fully qualified people? What has been their involve-

15 ' ment on Comanche Peak from before?
!
i

16|
Where is the organizational chart? We

i
17 * need to see an organizational chart. We need to see

,
i

18 who the people are that are responsible for this

19 activity; not only this piece of it, but probably the*

23 comment ,goes to the whole licensing process that you
.

,

21 are now involved with.
>

%2 Who are the people that are in charge? Who.

23 are the ones that are responding? And who are the ,

24 people that are going to be doing the actual work*
-

( 25 behind Howard7- We know Howard Levin now. Who is
,

.

.

- - - - - . . , - - , - , _ _ , -w-,n-p , - - , , , . , , - , , ---,,.-m ,, , -,,,--,,.,.-,-.,_y .-----m---w. - , . - ,
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1 working for him? Who are the people that are going
*

i i

2| 'to be doing some of the work? What are their )
I

3 i qualifications? That type of labor.

| Is there going to be one person in charge-
4

i

3i of Unit 17 Is there going to be one person in charge
i
,

6 of Unit 27 If that's the case, then who is in charge'

.

'

7 of both, both of those? It's still not clear to us.

* i

a It's not clear to us at this point in time .

9 what's happening in that area.

to Has the utility given a clear mandate to

11 your independent people here, your third-party people

t; that are looking at this?
',

13 | Is there a clear mandate to evaluate and-

&Ob
*

resolve all the issues? I don't see that yet. I14 ;

13 don't see th at mandate being made.
,

16
I hear words about it, but it's not obvious

!

17 , to me that this mandate is there for this team of
. .

;

13 ' people to go and rescive and fix issues.

i
'

19 Maybe specifically, where is the charter

20 ' for the Comanche peak Review Team? Where is their'

.

21 charter? Do they have one?
.

n The team, what we refer to as the

23 independent fresh perspective, that's not clear at
.

,. 24 all, where we are at on that thing.

() Howard, you talked about your flow chartu
,

,
_. ,. . . . .

, , - - . , _ _ - _ _,,,__--_,,,_---.,_.o - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - -. --_ _ , - , , _ _ _ _ - - - , - - - - , - - - - , . . - - - . _ _ , - - , , - _ - - - - _ , - _ - - - , - ,-.
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a 1 there. You mentioned the program for issue resolution
.

2 and the method for implementation.' ()
I

3 Where is the continuity between the

4 Applicant and the NRC7 Are you going to make*

4

5 decisions? Are you going to develop your criteria

6 and then tell us -- and go do everything and then come

7| back and tell us what's happening?-

,.

o
. 8| Are you going to have a series of meetings

i
'

9 to keep the NRC informed, uptodate on what this

to criteria is and what you're doing, so you can get

i

11 input to us?
,

I
12 That's not clear, particularly on that

13 chart, Ioward. I don' t see any interaction between-

14 the NRC and the utility, and I don't see any

15 interaction between the Intervenors.

16| CASE, there should be discussions here.
|

17 | Again, how do you plan to -- I know we're
i .

18 talking Unit 1. Where is Unit 2 in this thing? Where

19 does it fit?

N One statement you've made on the bottom
,

21 of your chart, you talk about modifying license

* '
%t commitments. That could mean a number of things. .

23 That's not clear to us.
.

? 24 It means every time you find something

H that doesn' t work for you, you are going to all of a

.

I

e
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I sudden run back and change your FSAR? Clearly, that's

.
.

2 :not acceptable.
)

,

3: That has to be better defined. That role
i

4 has to be better brought out.-
;

,

'

5 From the Staf f's point of view, not my

|

6; point of view, the Staf f's point of view, these
.

7, questions are not answered yet, and it's a little
'

* !

3 disappointing that we are sitting here still talking .

9, about these things.

to I'm going to ask a couple of ny people

11! sitting next to me here, Larry Shao and Bob 3canak,
i

12 , to also give you their points of view, which are

i
13 reflective not just of us.. We are talking about the..

IOI
-

14 Staff's, the NRC Staff's points of view.
I

15 Maybe, Larry , you can pick up at this

16 point in time.

17| MR. SHAO: I am Larry Shao. I am the

Is Team Leader of the Civil Structure and Mechanical

19 Piping Tema.
!

N This team he.d about 17 or 18 people working-

.

21 on this for the last few months. In addition, about
-

..

a three or four people work on the pipe support.
.

23 Altogether, we have about 20 people working~

24 on the civil structure and mechanical piping area.,.

() 25 I think TERA identifies about quite a few

.

. . . e

e6
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1 mechanical issues and structural issues that .we feel

2 your people should work on, and we are going to have
~

3 a* meeting next week.
,

.

In the pipe support area, it's my view that4|

3| I think you should have a team of experts working on thi s

i

area, not only the people who are f amiliar in analysis ,6;.

7, but also in* fabrications, who have worked on other

3; plants and know how this support design goes.*
-

9: For the fsw minutes I heard yesterdayj I
!

to haven't seen a thing yet. I think it's very important

11 you get the right people to work on it.

'

12 I think you have to revisit all the issues

13 that you worked on before and make sure you resolve it'''

O .
,

right.' - 14 i

13 i In the civil structure area, I think you
i

to| need some dif ferent people. I mean, Howard has already
I

17 started working on some of the problems, but maybe he
,

is| also needs some help.
i

19
In other mechanical areas, mostly it*

m relates to f abrications and some seismic issues...

21 Even though it's only civil structure
.

n and mechanical piping, you still need dif ferent type

23 people working on various issues. ,

24 I really would like to see what kind of*
-

() M people will be working on these issues.
.

.
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1 MR. NOONAN: Bob.
.

2 MR. BOSNAK: My name is Bob Bosnak. I'm
$}

3| the Acting Assistant Director for Components and
.

+

.
4I Structures En7 neering.i

11 |

5! I don't want to repeat some of the things
|

4| that Vince and Larry have said, but it's very-
.

7| important, extremely important that you have a person

!
*

*

3I who knows what he is doing in the support area and

9' can recogni:e problems when he sees them by looking at
i

10 ! a support in the plant.
I
i

11 | I can't emphasise that enough.*

!

12 ' Your program, and we've used the term
t

13 third-party or the independent evaluation program

14 must -- and I again emphasize that word "must" --

!

15 I include intensive plant walkdown. I would say support-

14 by-support.

17 The group or persons that are doing this*
-

,

~

18 | really has to look at the support to question whether

i
19 it will function under the anticipated transients

,

N that we talked about yesterday, talking of things like*
,

:. .

21 pump startup, shutdown, turbine trip, those kinds of

D things.a

23 The Staf f is convinced that you can't do
1

24 this solely by looking at the plant documents , the*
.

25 drawings. You've got to get out and you've got to icok
.

.

. .

1
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'

t at the supports and question them.
,

2 As you find questionable supports, as youf )

3| identify them, your team needs to revisit, if you want
i

4 to call it that, the design process to identify why~

>.

3 that process with its reviews and checks accepted
' that questionable support.6

. I

7
So I think that's, as I see it in the

g support area, really the meat of the issue.. .

i

9. Then in the development of your plant
!

to evaluation program by this independent third-party

it
team, we want to have frequent interaction with the

12| Staff.
i

In 'other' words , don't come in with aii 13

b .

. 14 program and say, "Here it is." There needs to'be that

frequent. interaction in the development of the program.
13

14
I've got some ccaments. We looked at

17
the chart that Howard handed out yesterday, and that's

i
*

.,-

13 this diagram here.

Perhaps these are not all complete, but
19.

a we've got a few things, a few suggestions for you, at
,

*
.

least from our study yesterday evening.
21

In the " Identification of Issues" block,;* n

23
that's the first one that appears horisontally,'be'

sure that you include the identification of the24*
.

,

i ,

kI u pertinent licensing commitments that you've identified
i

-

I

, .

..

| -

I
t

- , , . . . . . _ . . _ . . . . . _ . . , . , . . . _ _ _ . - , . , _ , , , _ - . - , _ - . --.7,..,-,..,y._,_ , . . . - _ _ _ _ _ _ . , . ,y. _ . - . _ _ . .
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1 already in the FSAR and other documents; and that needs
,,

2 to include a definition of adequate support function.
) '

3 Also, you want to be sure that you cover
.

4 the ASLB concerns and the Walsh-Doyle concerns in this~

-

;

5 identification of issues.*

I

The " Implementation of Action Plans" box,*
6

7
it's the third one down, we believe should include

.

3| provision for a Staff audit of specific hardware
'

9 evaluation bases. What are your bases for deciding

to whether or not a particular component support is good
.

or bad? -
11 , ,

We want to look over your shoulder and
12 ,.

I
13 audit that process while you are doing it.

hk |
The next one in the " Implementation of

14 .

13( Action P1&ns," that block again, it's the next one !

1 down, that, as vince has mentioned hers, should
16|.

17 include provisions for modifying inadequate. If ycu'

*

| .

is i find inadequate Unit 1 programmatic procedures, make

19 them adequate for Unit 2, if you are still doing work

3 under those procedures.*

!
'

21
In the " corrective Action Licensing

,

,
'

n Evaluation * block, be sure that the licersing

23 commitme nts that you are talking about are as
.

? 24 identified in the first block. You've got them all

25 down and they should be done early on in the process.
.

%
_

-.., . -
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1 In the " Corrective Action" block , Vines

2 ' mentioned this, but we really don't understand what
)

3|, you are saying.
.

| You say if hardware deviation is not4-

.

5 significant to safety, then you are going to modify

6 licensing commitments.. ,

7 We just don't understand that, that whole
'

I -

$' area there.
.

.

9| And lasrly, in the " Corrective Action"

to block, we need to have a provision for Staff audit of

11 the hardware being modified to be sure that in fact
;

12 : the modification makes that piece of hardware conform
' '

13 to the licensing commitments .

f
14 That's all I have.

.

MR. NCONAN: Just one othe r comment.'

15j
t

16| There 's a f ew things of what we ' re doing here .

, 17 , The structural and miscellaneous SIR has
i

18 ' gone to the printers and it is done. As soon as I'

19 have copies available to me, I will release them to

20 all parties.*

,

21 We have also -- The Staff part of the

Z2 work on the other SER's is all completed, also. I. -
,

23 am looking at it myself personally, and also my .

. .

~ *

24 legal Staff is looking at it.

25 So basically everything is ready. It's now
.

.. . . . - - .--

w

- . - %,,,- ,, _. _,.._y , g ,.,...,,,T' -'T 'w v#''* * 7'''---' - ' - ' - - ' ="*' "''



150-

'

.
.

I putting it into the proper format that we need to put
;

2 it into and make sure that all the bases are there for()
I

3 whatever we say.

! These are not Staff positions SER's. They- 4
i

5| are not really that. Maybe we shouldn't even call

6; them SER's , looking back on things, but these are.

.

7. basically -- it gives you all of the actions. It
.

8, gives you all the concerns we have.
,

9, I guess my point is the NRC is going to
,

10 stop talking here, and the next thing is up to you.

11 The next meeting you have is your meeting.

12 . You tell me when you're. ready and we will
i

13 | be here to support it.

14 MR. SECT: Vin ce , I'd like to respond to ,
,

!'

15| some of the things you said today.
,

I
16 : Prior to doing that, I'd also like te

!

17| express our appreciation for this interaction, which
I-

la i is vitally important to resolving all the issues.

19 Let me go to the organizational aspects of
< i

N' our response effort and, in fact, the licensing effort-

i. 21 as a whole for Cananche Peak, and specifically and
,

Z2 . unequivocally mak's clear to you how this is being

23 handled in TUGCO today.
.

24 Mr. Spence, President of the company, has.

! () 25 ordered and clearly given me the direct responsibility

.

4
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1 for licensing Comanche Peak. He has unequivocally
,

.

2 committed all resources, both within TUGCO and outside
[])

3 the company,'necessary to accomplish that task.'

4 The burden is solely and exclusively mine

- 5 to achieve.

6 The CPRT effort, as originally conceived,
,

7 was set up to respond to the Technical Review Team

S| activities en the part of the Staff.'

.

9 As he announced on February 7th, and as I

10 delineated further yesterday , we have expanded the
.

11 j responsibilities of the Comanche Peak Response Team,

12 these third-party, outside, previously uninvolved
,

13 experts from around the industry, to include the''

MS .

14 ! question of design adequacy, as it became clear in%

I

15 evaluating these issues that we had been looking at
!
i

16 i under TRT in our earlier program plan and issue-
|

17 specific action plans, that there were design
.

!

18 questions that were intimately woven within the

19| specifics that the TRT had come up with earlier..

I
20 1 Insof ar as our position with other.

.

21 proceedings , such as the ASLB,and summary disposition
*

i

Z2 filings before that body, it's also clear that those

23 issues as specified in the summary disposition
,

24 documents will have to be revisited.*
.

25
-

Whether that revisitation will include
.

t

.
-

m-
m
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1 modification or withdrawal is yet to be determined.
,

2 As I pointed out yesterday,10:. Levin and
,

3. others who have been looking at this are in the eagly
' ,

.

4 | stages, and it's clear that that's where they are.,

I
,

5| They have the responsibility for addressing
.

6. those questions, as all other technical issues that
!

. 7! the Staff has expressed; and once again, I would thank
i

*

3 you ve ry much f or the clear exposition of the issues

9 that we heard yesterday and the Staff positions.

10 , It would be foolish cc say that there's not
i

! a dramatic impact on our position, and it's going to11

-
12 be taken fully into account.

|
'

13 | We are relying heavily on the judgment and
/% |

14 ', the input that comes from these third-party f olks in

15 | that regard.-

1
I

16 i There is no limitation on resource
i

17 requirements, as I indicated earfier, either within
.

.
I

l

; la the company or without, to resolve these questions.

19 That comes directly from the President of
, .

23 the company. ,

21 We will be seeking a meeting with you in'

It the very near future, as we have absorbed the

23 comments we've heard yesterday and particularly this

-' 24 morning with regard to being certain that the

25 organizational structure, there's no question.
.

. ... . . . . ..
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1 We'll provide hard copy charts that show
'

2 - precisely who is involved, the~ roles they play , the -

g-

t
3: responsibilities they have within Mr. Levin's

:

4 j organisation in responding to design adequacy
!

5 questions; and, of course, later this week, tomorrqw,

6, and next, you will be hearing much, much detail about
,

7; the other specific questions.
i

! . I would submit that that will be a very* -
3

!

? responsive process, and one that will be illushrative

10 of the detail with which we 'll approach the desig.7

11 adequacy questions as well.

!

12
Howard has some more meat with regard to

13 his p, articular sphere of activity, unless you have'

14 further questions about the over-al'1 corporate posture
1

15j with regard to these issues that I could' respond to

16 right now.

17 MR. NOONAN: I don't think I have any
,

18 additional questions, other than one thing I failed to

mention is that we have a Hearing Board on Comanche
19 ;-

.. El Peak. Right now the Hearing Board is basically waiting
.

21 for us collectively, the utility and the NRC, to get
..

It things done here.

23 The way I'm going to keep this Hearing
.

? 24 Board informed will be basically by these transcripts.

M So things have to be said on the record. We need to
.

.w -

N
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make sura that we communicate.1|,
'

I 'We need to communicate not only with the
2

3 NRC, but you need to communicate in such a way that

!
4 the Hearing Board and the Intervenors both see what's~

i

1

5 '.
happening here.

,

,

Th at ' s all.*

6
.

MR. LIVIN: Thanks, Vince.
7

.

I had a few remarks here that I have
-

3

9 prepared. In tddition, I would like the cpportunity
,

to , to respond to severalRof the questions that I can

11 respond to now that have been brought up by Bob Bosnak

12 , and Larry Shao.
;

" '
13

First of all, I'd like to, reiterate my
'% !

- 14 appreciation for the opportunity we had yesterday to!

hear the valuable -information presented by the Staff.'

, 13
I

16| I know many of the individuals that
- !

| 17 , presented that information and can identify with where
.,

18 they were coming, and can tell you that I understandI

i 19
the actions that TUGCO, as well as we and the CPRT are

f N going to have to take,
!-
|~. 21 It's clear, particularly from some of the

n comments, Bob, you made, and Don Landers made yesterday,

| 23 that we will be taking some action, particularly with

24 regard to several of these unique support configura-.*

25 tiens; and I guess I'd like to say that I believe that
.

.

|

, ~ . .
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;t i that is probably the most practical path, particularly

2 'with regard to those situations -that would require
O(%

3, complex or sophisticated analyses to justify their
~

4 behavior.
1

5 While our initiatives and action plans are
'

6 in the early stages of development, as John has
t

*
\

;
'

j 7, indicated, and we indicated yesterday, one of my first

*
. 3i directions has been for our staff -- and I'll be talking

,

9' more today about the staff and their qualifications --

,

10 ' to investigate this potential.

11 ; It's my belief that by taking that kind of

12 , action, removing or modifying certain supports in the
i
i~~

13 front and of the process, that that's going to make our
f

14 - | job easier and mora direct, and that's the most
i

is . practical solution in that case.
I.

16 i I have had an opportunity since yesterday
!
I

17 i to have read Don Landers ' Draft Report. I believe there
*

?

| 14| are many valid issues in there, just on my reading of
i i
, I
l I

. 19 that evidence by itself, and se reral of the observations

''. N he has made with regard to particular support configura-

21 tions I think are valid, and we'll be taking a very
I,. .

Zt careful look at those.
|

23 And I think, particularly with regard to

*
24 those things identified there , those supports will

(bf
.

probably fall under that category where we will in theU

|

. -
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1, front and of the process make the decisions that I
I =

2 just alluded to.{}
3 I think it's appropriate, in view of your

.

4 ccmments today, to give you at least an outline of'

!

5! how we expect to get the job completed, some of the

6' principal leaders in this effort.*

7i As you know, in my presentation yesterday,
.

3 : described three principal areas of review in this
,

9, design adequacy effort as being piping and pipe
'

10 supports, cable trays and supports and wha: I might

11 | call other areas .

12 We will have managers directing each of

'
13 those activities.

. - 14 ! Frank Dougherty, here on my right, will

15 , have over-all responsibility for the design adequacy
1

16 evaluation. This will include program development,

17 implementation and direction of the third-party

i

18 i verification effort.
i

:

19i In the way of background, to intreduce
.

Frank to those of you who don' t already knew him, heN

21 has had sixteen years of nuclear industry experience,.

Z2 five years at a major architect / engineering firm'and

23 eleven years in consulting practice.
.

24 A specialty in his consulting experience*

15 has been in 'the areas of design control and project
.

~~ -.m . .
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1 management.
1

2 - We worked together on the Midland Project,-

)
I

3 where I served as Project Manager of the Independent

~

4 Design and Construction verification Program, where'

|

5| Frank worked with me leading a similar activity that

!

6 we have asked him to pursue here, the design verifica-
- ,

7 tion of the Midland facility.

3. To work with Frank, to his right, is-

9, Doug Witt. Doug brings with hi= seventeen years of
i

10 ' experience in the nuclear industry several years at,

i

11 a major A/2, and eleven years in consulting practice.'

I
1 In my view, Doug is especially suited for

13 this assignment. He has been my deputy in the ongoing
,m, ,

14 | TRT effort, the civil stru-ctural and mechanical actionn
!

15 plans that you alluded to earlier, vince.

16! Prior to his involvement with our fir =,
i.

17 i Doug was a Division Manager at EDS with responsibility
I

' * 18 j for piping and support design efforts in the structural
i

. 19| design area.
M Doug also participated in the Midland

s

.
-

21 design verification ef fort and managed the design
. .

H verification of the EVAC System at Midland.
,

23 Doug will be assisted by Paul Streeter.
_

? 24 Paul, you might raise your hand.

hI 25 Paul brings with him fif teen years of
.

-. - ,. . . . . ..
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'

1 experience in the nuclear industry, and he will be

'

2 managing those areas where analytical efforts will be])
*

3| required.
'
l

-

4 i MR. 3 EAo : Is he from TERA, too?j,

|

!5. MR. LEVIN: Yes.
I

6| Also, as.we indicated yesterday, we have
1

7i at this time retained several consultants. I believe
|

*

I
.3 the list will grow as our needs are better defined;

9j but in particular, we indicated that we have retained
i

10 Bob Cloud & Associates.
I

11' | At this point in time, in addition to

12 assisting us in the deve lopment of our initiatives ,!

i

13 we anticipate that he will be assisting us in the area'

14 of testing.

15 It's our anticipation at this point in

16 time th at a certain amount of testing may be required
,

17 ,' in several of our initiatives.
. .

|

18 | I expect and have discussed 'with Dcug the
,

i

19 need to retain additional consulting assistants ,
.

33 particularly including individuals with recognised ,

21 nuclear piping experience, both in the analytical-

ZZ area as well as the hardware area.

23 MR. SEAO: The people you are mentioning
:

24 is for. working on the piping or working on the pipe*
.

25 supports, or bo th ?

I
*

i

.

-

+

>
.-
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,

MR. DOUGEERTY: What I think Howard is --
1 .

2 -This is Frank Dougherty. .

)
*3, What Howard is saying is we expect to add

i

4 additional consultants, some of whom will be pipe~ '

3 support specialists and some of whom will be piping

6 analysis specialists.
, ,

! So we expect both.7,

3 MR. SHAO: So you are going to add some.~

.

9: more experts?
f

10 i MR. COUGHERTY: Yes.

11 MR. LEVIN: Ab s olute ly , and there are
,

12 other people that were here yesterday. For e xample ,

-

13
Dr. Hall, f rom the University of Illinois , has been

14- providing assistance in our implementation of_the TRT

action plans, as well as we anticipate significant15j
i

16 involvement in this effort.

17
And as many of you are aware, Bill Hall,

.

18 through his association with Dr. Newmark, you knew, has

- 19 a recognized reputation in the seismic design area.
|

3 MR. SHAO: He works on civil structuresj - .

21 or mechanical?

! Zt MR. LEVIN:. He has been working in both
>

23 areas.
,

i

24 I anticipate having an opportunity to get' *

together in the future and d'iscuss in more detail someU
.

|

|
. .

*

;

j , - ~ . -

I
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1 of -- who are the people that will be working. I

q]) 2 think you all will have an opportunity to interact
i

3 not only with the managers of the effort whom you see
r

| here, but people who are actually executing the work.4

!.

5 In some ins tances , Vince, . your .staf f has

i

6^ already had that opportunity, particularly with regard

7! to the actions and interactions we've had on th e.

1

- 3 TRT action plans; and next week we'll have that

9 opportunity again where I expect to have the issue
i

10 : coordinators for specific issues presenting the
!

11 ! initiatives that we ' ve undertaken in those armas and

12|. to status you on just where we stand and what progress
I..

13 ' we've made.

14 Maybe at this point in time it would be
i

15 i appropriate, just briefly, those things that I can

16 address directly, Larry and Bob, relative to your
,

-!

!

17 : comments on the flow diagram.
,

18 Your first comment on licensing commitments .

19 Our conceptual ideas today have materialized to the
O

31 point where we bellove that there will be a two-pronged

21 approach to the general area of licensing commitments.-

4

22 Those f alling in the first category just

23 being a general tracking of commitments in the piping

? 24 and pipe support area from FSAR, which is the seed,

I 25 down to the various subtiers of documents, Codes,
.

.

%

n .

-
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|

1 standards, et cetera, to which the project is
,

;

_ , G 2, -committed.
%s

- 3; There will be a test against that baseline,
>. ,

4 . okay, that you might say is independent from another
!

5 l test in that commitments area, which will be focused
I

i
6' primarily in a direction where the issues that are on

,
,

'

7 the table point to us.
i

8{
So we kind of have the broad, the horizontal~

9 spectrum in the commitments area, and then the vertical

10 spectrum where we are tracking commitments as they

11 ; apply to specific issues.

12 P a'rt o f th at , I think, in certain areas,
,

!

13 based upon our initial review, we are going to find;'

14 a variety of things.

15 | We may find areas where commitments haven't

|
16 been made, commitments where they are not clear. Wherei

I

! that is the case, we're going to have to set a baseline17
i. !

*

la to conduct our evaluation.,

.

19 i In both cases, I think we are going to be

20 coming back to you and talking about what the project's, .

21 commitments were , the degree of conformance there was
,

t ...

Z2 and in particular, the criteria that we are going to

23 use to move forward.
|

*

| ? 24 I anticipate that that will occur in two

() 25 areas. We are going to have criteria that we will

|
|

|

|

. . .. . . . . _ . . . .

| .- . . . , . . - .
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1 discuss together that' will be pertinent to our third-
*r

,
. .

(\ 2 party evaluation, and I believe that there will be

3' recommendations that we make to the project for areas
i

.
-

4 | where production effort is going to have to occur.
|,

5! The third party is not going to be in a
!

; 6, position of redoing design basis evaluations. We will*

< .

-;

7: do a significant enough level of sampling to give us a
*

!
!

3 level of confidence and to verify that the project is
i

9 in fact implementing their commitments.

10 Sut I anticipate tha t the project will have

11 to do more work, and in that regard we want to make
,

i
'

12 sure that they are working to the righe yardstick.

- 13 ~So,* the. general.
,,

It falls into two categories, the criteria14 |
;

15j that we will be discussing.

16 , If I can get to your comment on the
i

'

'

17 modification of licensing commitments as it shows up

is on this chart, it's unfortunate that in such a simple

*

19 diagram it requires some commentary to describe what
;

.

3 we mean in each of these blocks , and I hope that we ' ll
1

21 have an opportunity to provide that.-

n I want to make it absolutely clear that I

23 anticipate certain cases where there may be some
, .

24 modification -- I' ll give you an example -- but not' -*

u many.'

,

.

t

%
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|

1 Don Landers has suggested, for example,.

. g-
3

'

2 .in the re-evaludation efforts that we consider theq)
3 Code case in the PVRC damping. It's not clear to me.

4 - whether we will actually follow that recommendation,-

\
5 but there's certainly a good chance that we will.

.

I That would require a modification of the~

6
.

~

7 licensing commitment. Right now, essentially, the ,

,

t

3; project is committed to Reg. Guide 161..

9 So it's a circu= stance like that that we
,

lo anticipated there. We don't an ticip ate that every

11 activity will ficw through th at box. In fact, we

1: anticipate that very few will.

13 So if this diagram misled that -- misledi

h.,

14 | you in that regard, I wanted to make sure the record
!

15 was clear.
,

It also apparently wasn't clear, as far
14 i

17 as our desire to have meet,ings with the Staff and
j ..

la i interact.
.

19 It's unfortunately boxed right down in
.

3 the corner of the page at the bottom. Vince, I think
- . . .

,

.

you have already indicated the hold points where that's21

Z2 appropriate in the process, and I concur with that~

P

23 e n tirely .
.

,. 24 With respect to some of the other comments ,+

( 25 Bob, I think, as we indicated, we are still in a

.

t

|

.
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1 process of defining our program, and I believe that'

2 we will .be in a position in the not-too-distant futureq}
3! to respond in the level of detail that you fellows

f require.~
4

i
'

5: MR. BOSNAK: Our comments were given in the
,

!

6 spirit to help you define your program.-

.

7! MR. LZ7:N: Yes, and they are taken in

8' that spirit, and I appreciate it.
.

9 That's all I have to say, unless there are

10 , other questions or comments.
I

11 MR. NOONAN: Yes, I'd like to -- Go ahead,

i !

12 John.

13 MR. BECK: I'd like to add something that

14 I didn't comment on earlier, and it has to do with
,,

external interf aces and interactions .15 i,
i

16 i Clearly, the CPRT Response Team is going
!,

17 ! to consider input from all sources; and included in
|-

i

18 ' those sources , Mrs. Ellis, is a desire to meet with

19 certainly Messrs. Walsh and Doyle and others tha t you

M may see fit or find desirable to provide that input
.

~

,

directly to these third-party folks in their evaluation21

Z2 of the concerns that they have expressed and put on the

23 tab le and that are before the Board and so f orth.
.

24 I don ' t want to be remiss in acknowledging.

25 ' that responsibility that clearly f alls on these third

.

e
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:: 1 party folks ' shoulders. So make the record reflect
', , . -

2' -that fact.
(

3 MR. LEVIN: John, in that regard, and
!

. 4 Vince, as you are aware, I believe we at least have
~

.

- i

5 tentatively scheduled a meeting the week of March lith

6| to sit down with the Cygna IDV? people and have a
:- ,

7 discussion of the concerns that are flowing out of that

i

3: program.-

9 I believe, at least in terms.of how we

to see our schedule deve lop ing , that it would be
:

11 appropriate in th at time frame or possibly just after
1

1
12 that to sit down with Juanita Ellis and her. people.

13 Maybe we can get together at a break and identify a
$Eb ! .

I

14 ; mutually agreeable time, but that's the kind of time..

:
I

15 frame we see as fitting into our over-all schedule.
i

16 | MR. NOONAN: Ckay. I think Mrs . Ellis
!

17 , will probably respond to that real cuickly here.
* I

l i

18| MR. LEVIN: All right.

19 MR. NOONAN: John, do you have anything
.

20 else?'

.

.

|
21 MR. BECK: No.

' .

ZZ MR. NOONAN: I'd like to ask any of the

23 NRC S taf f membe rs if they have anything -- any
.

? 24 comments?

25 (No response.)

.

. _ . . . . . . .
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1 MR. NOONAN: Okay. I guess, then, I would''
-

'

2 like to offer members of the public, and particularly
{{}

3' right now I would like to offer Mrs. Ellis , who is the
~

I4 head of CASE, an Intervenor of record, to provide us

I
'

5! comments. +

1
.

6' MRS. ELLIS: Thank you.*

7 I want to say, first cf nil, to all of
~

;

3 you, the Applicants and the NRC pecple who are here,

9i that we appreciate very such this opporunnity.

10 I think th at had things like this happened
I

11 | early on in this process , we wouldn' t be in this

I .

12 ; situation we are right.now. Very possibly, things

13 could have been ironed out much faster and the problems
,

14 | identified much more quickly.-

15 I don't really have a written presentation,

16| Per se. I do have just some notes that I want to go
:

17 I through, just as I sort of took at random while we

18|
-

! were talking.
! *

19 ' one of the things that bothers us very

.

23 ' much, and we 've mentioned this before , is that it
-

I.
21 appears right now that we are at a point where we are

.

Zt just starting to do what should have been done some

23 two-and-a-half years ago on the design issues and the

*
24 design QA issues.

One of the things that has been a very sore15 '

.

om n .s e. . =
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. I spot with CASE has been the Applicants ' reluctance,

2 extreme reluctance to f ace up to problems and to admit
[

3 that the problems even exist, and then take steps to-

.
'

4 promptly correct those problems.
,

5 If the Applicants had been more willing
.,

6| to do this, it 's very likely that people like Jack Doyle
.

7 and Mark Walsh would still be working at the p lan t ,

i
-5, and that many of the things that they have identified'

9 now which we are having to .go through this agoni ing

10 process to resolve could have been resolved in-house

11 without having to involve CASE or the NRC Staff and'

i

12 , so on.
1

13 We would like for the Applicants . to think
,

14 very hard about that and ab out that attitude and mind'-

|

15 ' set. This is something, I think, that has been one
- !'

16| of the most disturbing aspects of the. Applicants'

17 response all through the years to CASE.

i
18 | I do want to mention, too, that b o th the

'
,

- 19 i NRC people have mentioned and the Applicants h' ave' i

23 mentioned, that we don' t want to be doing this one
,

.

!

21 more time. You know, this should be it.

.

Z2 I think that we are in agreement with

23 that, and that it is, therefore, especially important

? 24 that we must have the oversight and involvement and

UP approval of the Licensing Board in these efforts; and
,

u .

.

l

.. . _ . _ .
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'

|- 1 that needs to be done, I think, immediately.
.

2 This is something which has been very
(}) '

,

3' disturbing, also. The Licensing Board is involved in
-

,

4|i
trying to decide whether or not Comanche Peak should-

. :
-

' 5| obtain an operating license. And in that context, they.*a

i

:

6 have to be informed as to what's going on.
.

.

7; At this point .n time they are pretty much

~

3 in the dark about many of the things that are going on, .

.

9 and they have bits and pieces, but they don't really
i

10 have a good oversight of what is happening.
i
i

I think that it's time that the NRC and11 '

12 the Applicants make some sort of formal presentation
.

'

13 in writing to the Licensing Board to let them know
h _

14 | exactly where things stand at this point in time.

15 i There was a pleading filed by CASE in the
I

16|
other side of the hearings, which also carries over,

7 sort of, to this side of-the hearings (The intimidation
,

18 ' hearings are being handled separately. ) regarding a
|

19 motion which was filed by CASE for a hundred percent

N reinspection of the construction and hardware.*

I

21 I want to make very clear, if there 's
.

M been any misunderstanding regarding this, that the

23 Staff and officials in Washington and the Applicant

24 should not in any way, shape or form construe this

) 25 as being an attempt by CASE to rush the NRC in what

.

.. .. - - .- .-
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I.

1 they are doing at this point in time .
: :

4

2 That is definitely not our intention, andq) .

3: if anything in the pleading indicated that, it should ;
'

i

4 not be construed that way.~

.

;

There needs to be an understanding of
5|I
6| where we're coming from with some of the things that

.

7 we are filing right now.

.
3 Most of it goes back to the fact that we

9 think it's imperative that the Licensing Board be
i

10 ' kept informed and that they be advised. |

11 CASE had to file answers to motions for
,

.

12 summary disposition based on what turned out to be an

i
13 extremely inaccurate presentation as to what deadlines>

b
14 we had to work under.,

I

15 We did this. I personally stayed up

16j many nights 1:00, 2:00, 3:00 o' clock in the morning,

17 ; one night until 5:00 o ' clock in the mo rning , working
;-

.

18 | on getting those pleadings out.
|

19| It's time now for the Staff and ,the
.

|
20 Applicants to answer some of those motions for summary

i 21 disposition.
ii

!- U Now, having said that, I don ' t mean

23 necessarily answer point by point, but you need to let
.

24 the Licensing Board know where you-stand on these.

.

M things, if it's nothing more than the NRC Staf f saying''

i
' .

l

. . . . . . - -

9- . e e

4
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9

1 to the Licensing Board, "Look, we are at a point in

I- -

2 time right now where it's obvious we are not going to
{})

I
3 be able to have a position on these issues by the

4 f and of March," and I think that's very obvious at-

i

5 this point that there's no way you can.

6 The Applicants need to say to the Licensing
.

7| Soard right now, "There is no way that we are going to

*

3 be able to answer these mot, ions for summary disposition

9 at this point in time, because we are having to look

to back at them. Thers may well be some things we need

11 to change. If so, we'd like an opportunity to do that.

12 We are looking at them and it's going to take us some

| time," and try to give them an estimate of time.13 ,

$0) |
14 | I think at this point in time there is nos.,

.

15 : need to rush as far as trying to do things tha t really
i

16| need to have a good close look taken at them.
|

17 , At tha same time, I think it is imperative
!

la| that the Licensing Board be informed of your position
I

19| immediately and that they be involved in this whole

!
20 process..

.

'

21 It is unfortunate that when things first
.

7 started out with Cygna, who in all fairness to

23 Cygna, I think has been put at a great disadvantage in
'

.

3 24 many ways, because of the way things have developed.

.
25 We have'been a severe critic of Cygna in

.

, ~. .. -,e e ._ . . . ,
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1 many ways. .There are still some grave concerns we

() 2 have with the way Cygna has addressed some of the

3 items.
:

! However, I think it must also be~
4

i

5' recognized that Cygna has contributed a great deal to.,

6 this entire process, and I think they must be given
.

7, credit for that.-

8, And as we mentioned at the February 7th+
,

| .

9' meeting between the Applicants and the NRC 's Contention

10 Five P anel, we oppose any efforts at this point in

11; time to dump Cygna, and we certainly don't think that

12 ; is appropriate.

13 We do believe that it has to be recognized

s_ 14 that Cygna cannot come to 'some conclusions that the
I

15 plant is safe for a very simple reason, and that is

16 that they do not have all the information they need

17! before them to make that kind of determination..

!
-

.

18i I think that's got to be recognized.

19 At the same time, had it not been for this
.

.

20 particular set of events where CASE obtained raw
-

,

i

l 21 data -- for instance, in regard to the cable tray
1

*
22 supports, which Jack Doyle and Mark Walsh normally

23 would not have icoked at, Mr. Walsh did icek at them
,

24 in the context of the Cygna hearings, and had it not*

1 25 been for that, CASE would not really have been fully

-
,

l

' '
,

I

I

. - . , . . . _ _ . .. ... _ .

. -.. . . .
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!

I aware at that point th at the cable tray supports also,

2 are screwed up.g .

3 i So I think that there are some very

4 definite assets to what Cygna has done, although-

.

5 obviously we won't agree with everything they' ve

6 said. But I think it's apparent now with the recent
.

7| filing that Cygna =ade regarding the stability issues ,
'

3 tha t as they have looked deeper into these matters,
~

9 they have found that seme of the issues raised by
,

10 Mr. Walsh and Mr. Ocyle have much more substance to

i
them than had been apparent on the surface.11 ,

,

.

12 , I think that is also happening now with

13 the Staff, and I think that this panel especially is

hN |

14 |
finding that to be true.s

15f I wanted also to mention that in the*

!
16 ; context of hearings there are other aspects of this

I,
besides what's going on here, and you have to17j .

:

18 i realise that we are, after all, in hearings regarding
i

19 duly-accepted contentions, duly-accepted issues, in

N an operating license proceeding.*

21 As such, we have some very, very grave
.

ZZ and severe concerns about due process rights.

23 Now, when we got-into this, we didn't-

.

r 24 take the Applicants to raise. This isn't a school for
,

25 the Applicants to try to see how many times we can
.

. .. . .
- ...

eg 4
*
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.

I do this over and over again until we get it right.
.

There's a 1 Lait to CASE's patience en'this-

2

! and to our ability to continue to perform adequately.3
I

.Having said th at , I want to caution the'

4-

5 Applicants tha t they should not take that as any sign

6' of weakness on the part of CASE.

We are definitely in this f or the long~

7

, . 3| haul, and we will be here looking over your shoulder

9, one way or another; and I think that's got to be-

10 recogni:ed.

11 ', But we do have due process rights, and

12
those we think are already being abused, and we can't

13 sit by and have ourselves .just walked all over in the

14 : hearings process, and we will not do that. .

y-
I

I

13 ' We will be making, as I mentiened before

i

16 i in the February 7th meeting, we will be making a

i'

17 presentation to the Licensing Board in the near
.

la future regarding seme recommendations and our viewpoint

19 | on how things are proceeding, as we see them.
I
:

3 We would urge, as I said, the Staf f and
* .

21 the Applicants to also do that.

I'd like also to merely echo what
22.

23 Mr. Noonan said this morning as f ar as the need to

24 know exactly who and what and what the qualifications
,.

3 are of the people who are on your new team.

.

!

i

* . -

o me .+ v
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1 I think we ' d like to have things like

2 ' resumes, all the details regardidg past experiences,

.

3 what gives the peoplie on your panel the ability and

4! the background to be able to deal with these Walsh-
'

-

t
|

3: Doyle issues, for instance, and also with the Technical
!

! Review Team issues.6.

|
'

7 I think that chase things need to be

*

3( p rovide,d , not just to us, but I think the Licensing

9 Esard needs to also be included in all of this. They

10 need to be included in this whole process.

11f
I am glad to hear that the Applicants

12 ' are also willing to sit down with CASE and work on

13 these things.

.6L i

.g, 14 I spoke with Mr. Doyle last night, and he

i

is| has indicated that he will be able to come down
!

16| March the 23rd, which is a Saturday. It's a weekend,

i

17 4 fortunately.
.

Is He will probably be here maybe Saturday

19 afternoon or evening, depending on when his flight .

'. 3 would get in, and leave on Sunday.-

.

21
The reason for this is he is presently

.

n ' working twelve hours a day, six days a week, and ha

23 will have to take off work just to come for that.
.

24 Later on, it may be that his job would.

25 allow him to have more time,. but right now that's his

.

. .

. . _ -
._. . . . . _ . .

. . . . .. .
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I

,

'

,

1 present situa tion .

2 .
And I think one thing that the Applicants

{g)
.

3; need to realize is that unlike all of you who are

4 being paid, and I' m sure quite well, for your
~

J
>

5 se rvices , which is appropriate , Mr. Walsh and
.

! Mr. Doyle are volunteers.6

i,

7 They are not being paid by CASE. They do
,

I

S well if they have their expenses reimbursed, and in. .

f '

9 many cases , unf ortunately , haven't even had that dene.

10 So when they come down to a meeting or

11 something during the week, it's at their own expense,

12 and great expense.

13 So most of the time, as f ar as meetings
g

14 |
and so forth, it would have to be perhaps on weekends-

.

;
- .

15 ' or in the evenings at their convenience, because it's
i

16| just simply impossible for them to do it otherwise.
I

17| Any time that they take off from work,
* '

,

18 ; they have to reserve for actual hearing time, and they
19! do well to do that.

1

,

23 I just wanted to let you know the
*

.

21 background on that so you would understand that it's
.

f* n not that we ' re trying to be dif ficult or' that we -
,

23 are reluctant to do this; it's just a matter of the'

_

24 feasibility of doing it.*

( 25 One of the thin gs , too, tha t we are

.

e

*=e = + =
e
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1 concerned about, which Mr. Noonan also mentioned, was
'

2 what's going to happen with Unit 2 and how it may
({)

3 differ from Unit 1.
?

.

4 In this operating license proceeding, the*

'

I

5, Applicants' plan was to get an operating license for

6' both Unit 1 and Unit 2 at the s ame time.-

7! We are becoming more and more concerned
.

'

3 about this, because it appears that there may be'

9 severe differences between the two units , which may
4

10 ultimately even have to lead to separate licensing

11 hearings for the two units.>

12
I think that one way to avoid that would

.
i '

13 be f or the Applicants to up f ront make as much
g

information as possible available as to these14 i''

15 differences and as to what's going on with Unit 2.
!

16 There was one' thing , Mr . Noonan , that you

17 mentioned this m,orning about the SSIR's and these not
,

18 ; being staff positions. That's something, I think ,

|

19 I that should be called to the specific attention of

N the Licensing Board, because it's my understanding, .

.

21 anyway, that normally those would be taken to be
,

Z2 official Staff positions. So I think that that's
.

23 some thing that should be called to their attention,
' 24 specifically probably.

%i One thing that Mr. Noonan mentioned was
.

e,* -mee e
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1
that he would have the transcript of these meetings*

{{) _2
-provided to the Board, and I would urge that in the

3 cover letter for this , make clear to the Board that
!

4 | this is one way that the Staff and the Applicants would~

+
.

5 like to be able to take to communicate to the Board'
4

6 what's going on.!

;.

7, In that regard, you might even want to

This'is something you would need toa| suggest --
< .

9| consider with your c'ounsel, I guess, asking th at the'

i

10f Board take official notice of some of these transcripts

11 so that they could refer back'to them in any decisions
i

12
or whatever, and they could be used, also, for findings

'

-

13 of f act or for arguments , without everyone having to

A ., 14 provide copies of specific pages and so f orth.

15
I think it would make it much simpler for

16 everyone in the long run if this were done.
!

17 |
I would also urge that you go back andI

18 make certain that the 3 card has been provided with all'
-

19 of the transcripts of recent meetings in the last few
.

3 months which have gone on between the Applicants and;
,

21 the Staff and the Staff and Cygna and so on, so that

n. they have the complete view of what's really'

23 happening.
.

24 I spoke with Mr. Doyle last night and,' -

3 obviously, I didn't have an opportunity to tell him
.

. -. . . . . . . - . -

V m e.

4
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i everything that went on yesterday, but there were a

2 few comments that he asked that we pass along.

one thing is that throughout all of these3;

4 discussions, although hopefully that's about to be-

:

5| remedied, no one has asked Mr. Walsh or Mr. Doyle what
!

! they meant as a definition of instability.
6,

one of the things that he mentioned
7

3 specifically just off the top of his head was that*
.

9 double pinned struts supports. perpendicular., which '.

to wouldThe.a lateral..c6nstraint, to the axis of the run
i

11 pipe on a single vertical trunnion resulting in an
i

12
excentric lateral lead path, thus introduce total

13 instability.

b .

found in the system that the
o

14 This can be-

13|;
Applicants have used to determine the effects of the

,

I actual stiffness on a pipe stress run, and we have16 ,

i

17 heard no mention of this particular mode of ins ta, bili tyI

.

13 which is another of his concerns.
i

!
19 However, we have four drawings of it, on

3 one run. This is one specific * thing he wanted to be.
.

\

21 sure we called to your" attention.
4

Zr Another thing is that the Welding

23 Research Council Bulle tins (WRC) 107 and 198 for pads
.

? 24 on the piping should be considered.

%5 None of the pads has been analyzed, and

.

a

ee e,g

5
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1 they've been accepted only under Charpy criteria under

2 -Appendix G and not by Ejillard.
(C)

.

3 Regarding the U-bolts acting as two-way

; restraints, in the discussion regarding the re-analyzed,~
4

,

5; supports, it's our understanding that the Applicants
I

I
6 have already changed I believe he said eight to

!.

7, rigid frames for conservatism.

8| However, if it was for conservatism, it= .

i

9 would appear that all of them should have been changed.

10 Also, friction forces should be included

11 in the re-analysis, because this could amount to what

*

12 in effect is a three-way load.
i

13 I'd like to say that generally CASE has

id [ been very heartened by the TRT's efforts and by the\_
i

15 . efforts of this NRC's Walsh-Coyle Panel.
;

16 i We know that you've had to do a lot of
I

17j work on all this, and we appreciate your efforts very
,

18! much.
!

19! There are one or two things tha t I think

N need to be looked at more closely. One thing is I
~

.

21 think that the design QA issue needs to be looked at

ZZ in f ar more depth than appears to have been done so
*

23 far.
.

24 There is quite a history in the record*
.

.

25 already, and perhaps CASE should help to point that out
.

m-. ..

4
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-

1| some for the relatively new people on the panel.
I -

2 There was one comment in the-written({p
3| information that was handed out yesterday from

~

d Teledyne that we want to mention.
! -

5| There was some comment to the effect about

6' so many of the problems that were identified having>
.

7 been on pipe support runs and pipe support issues; and-

e

3' I think that one of the reasons for this, which some
'

9. of the people on the panel may not be aware of, is that

10j| the only two engineers which CASE has presented,
!

11 Jack Doyle and Mark Walsh, normally were involved

12 ' primarily with the pipe supports.

13 But it needs to be known and understood

s 14 and the full implications need to be understood, that

15! when they have looked at other things, such as the
!

16 cable tray supports, they have found that the problems

i

17 i there are just as severe, which caused them to
, ,

18 question the design of all the rest of the plant.
'

I

19 This is something obviously that
,

|* ~ N Jack Doyle and Mark Walsh can' t be expected to do at'

,

!

21 all.'

;

Zt I think that the NRC Staff has to look,

|

very, very closely and very hard and in depth at the23
|

.' 24 design of the rest of the plant, and not just stop

V 25 with the particular issues which have been raised here.
.

* wo-- a. - . . . . - .. . . .
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1 One of the things that we are concerned

2 - about is that the 'NRC's ef f orts must not be allowed to{})
1

3 be politicized in this process.
>

,,

4 The Staff must be able to say, and I think~

!
t

5| at this point in time should say to the Licensing
| -

.

6' Bo ard , "Look, after having reviewed all of these things,
'

- i

7 we now have to tell the Board that we no lenger have

* 3 re as onable assurance to believe that this plant has
.

9 been constructed and designed correctly. There are '

10 questions in our mind at this point in time."

11 This in the licensing hearings would
t

12 represent a change of position en the part of the

13 | Staff.
pas

N- 14 I think the Board needs to know that. I
'

i

15 , think it's chvious that that's the situation the
|

16 i Staff now finds itself in; but I think that. there needs
i

17 ! to be an admission of this to the Licensing Scard at
'

;

18 I this time so they' ll understand what really is going

19j on.

I

N' one of the concerns with the due process
.

21 problem that we have is that as part of accepted- *

!
D contentions in an operating license hearing, the

;
.

23 Staff normally has the position that almost any
,

| 24 plant can be licensed, that things are fixable.*

M It may take a lot of time. It may take a

.

.

|
.. . . .

r

!
|
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i

1 lot of money, but that they ultimately are fixable.

2 However, the Atomic Safety and Licensing(g)
3 Board is charged with making tne determination of

f whe ther or not an operating license could be granted
~

4
.
I.

5| and should be granted, and this, I think, is scmething
i
'

% 6' that has to be reali=ed.
i

7' There has to be a point in time, although
,

'

We3, as I said, we are not trying to push the Staff.

9, are not trying to push the Applicants, even, at this
;

10 point in time , into rushing to do what has to be done.

I

11 ; But at the same time, there has to be this recognition ;

12 of the Licensing Board's role in all this.

'
13 Right now what we are seeing is what has

14 ' been represented to us to be independent third-p arty'
-

15 individuals which the Applicants have hired, and we i

16 have no reason to think that all of you are not

l'7 operating in good faith and that you don't really
,

18 |
~

: think that 'you would come in here and try.to really
!

19 make this a safe plant to do everything you can.

N However,'at the same time, we have seen' '
,

21 no independence criteria, no protocol, no attempt to

M comply with the strong suggestions of the Licensing

23 Board in its December 28th, 1983, Board order.
,

? 24 We would like to strongly urge that the

25 Applicants adopt a cooperative attitude and that they
.

s

' '
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I provide voluntarily to CASE and the the Licensing
e

2 . Board all the memoranda, reports, workpapers and soqg

3| on.

4 It might be a little burdensome for the~

5 Licensing Board to get all that, but certainly I
,

6 think CASE needs that information, without our having
i

u
7, to go through all the p;ccess of filing in te rrogatorie s

8j and requests for documents and so forth.-
.

9 This has proved very helpful, something-in

10| the way that Cygna has sent us information over a
:

11 | period of time. It has proved very helpful to us to

12 be provided that on a regular basis, on a routine
~

13 basis.

14 'i
I think this definitely needs to be dones

15 and that the Applicants should consider taking a
i

16 cooperative attitude in th at .

17| I think that's about all the comments that

|
'

:

18 ' I have, other than again , I want to say how much we.

19 appreciate this opportunity and how much we
,

20 appreciate everyone's efforts and to also say again
,

21 that we realize that the effort made by the NRC, and

Z2 especially by the particular members of these panels ,
,

23 has been a tremendous one. And we can fully
.

24 appreciate that, and we do.' *

#

25 Thank you.,

.

., .
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1 MR. NOONAN: Thank you, Mrs . Ellis .

2
~

At this point in time, I would also like()
i

3 to ask the Cygna representatives whether they have

4 ! any desire to make a comment?-

5 MS. WILLIAMS: This is Nancy Williams .
|

6 No, not at this time.
,

7' MR. NOONAN: Okay, thank you.

3! Are there any other members of the public

9 that would like to be heard at this point in time?
:
,

10 , (No response.)

!
11 ! MR. NOONAN: Ok ay . I just want to make

i

I heard12 ~ cne more comment, particularly on the --

13 Mrs. Ellis talk about the SER's .

14 The SER's right how just can't draw a Staff

15 , conclusion because of the open items in the SER's, and
i

j

16 i we need to wait until the Applicant comes back and
|

17 ' responds to all the actions, all the open items in the
.

18 SER, and then the final conclusions are drawn.

19 I think the 3 card is aware of the process ,

N we go through and aware that these are SER's in the*

.

21 sense that they identify all the open items. They
.

Z2 don't necessarily close them all out.

%I John, do you have anything?
.

2d (No response.).

25 MR. NOONAN: Okay. With that, I will

.

. .
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i| thank everybody, and I will just call this meeting',

i

2| adjourned.*.

!

3 (Whereupon, at.9':55 a.m., the

!
~

.
meeting in the above-entitled matter was

i

5 adjourned.)
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"This is to certify that "the attached proceedings before

the UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION in the

matter of:
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NAME CF PRCCEEDING: MEETING SE""4EEN TE%AS UTILITIES AND THE
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION REGARDING
CCMANCHE PEAK ST".AM ELECTRIC STATICN - .
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PI?!NG AND SU??CRT DESIGN.

*:CCXET NC.:
.

PLACE: GLEN RCSE, TEXAS
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.

DA"'E : WEDNESDAY, FEBRUXRY 27,- 1985*

were held as herein appears, and tha: this is the criginal

transcript thereof fer the file of the United States Nuclear

Regulatorf Cec =issien.
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