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MEMORANDUM FOR  Chairman Palladine
. Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
Commissioner Bernthal
v Commissioner Zech

FROM: Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Licensing
O0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUSJECT: BOARD MCTIFICATION - SUMMARY OF MEETING BETWEEN
NRC STAFF AND TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING Cri*PANY
CONCERNING THE DESIGN OF PIPING AND PIPE SUPPORTS
AT COMANCHE PEAK (BOARD NOTIFICATION NO. 235- n26)

This NMoti€ication is being provided %o the Commission in accordance with
the revised Commission's notification policv of July 6, 1984, ¢n inform
the Commission on all issues on the cases before the Commission.

On February 26 and 27, 1985, a meeting was held between the NRC sta®f ang
Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) to provide an opportunity 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 €or vour information.

The parties to the proceeding are being notifiea by copy of this memorancum.
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3 /' Hugh L. Thompsorf, Jr., Director
Y Division of Licensing
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: P. Bloch, ASLB
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K. McCollom, ASLB
E. Johnson, ASLB
M. Grossman, ASLS
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Docket Nos.: 50-445

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

MAR 06 1885

and 50-446

APPLICANT: Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO)
FACILITY: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Units ! 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

< reeting between the NRC staff and Texas Utilities Generatina Comoany
[TUGCC) was held on Tuesday and Wednesday, Februarv 26 and 27, 1985,

The meeting was held at the Comanche Peak Nucliear Operationrs Support
Facility near Glien Rose, Texas. The purpose of the meeting was to pro-
vide an opportunity for the staff and TUGCO to discuss the staff's review
relating to the design of piping and pipe supports at Comanche Pezk 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.

Jistributed 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 repert
was bound into the transcript. .
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S. B. Burwell, Project Manager

Licensing Branch No. 1

Division of Licensing
Enclosures: As stated

cc: See next page
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MEETING BETWEEN TEXAS UTILITIES AND THE
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meeting .over to you, John, and to have you talk to us
about your plan on the piping and pipe support issues,

and basically where you are at at this point in time anq

what you see to where you are geing right now.

I have scheduled this meeting for

basically two days. This morning and this afternoon's
sessions will basically be for us to address concerns.

I am going to enter into the record a report

5

that I received from Mr. Don Landers, who is the NRC

c.nsultant. It's a draft report. I would like to

emphasize that. This report has not been reviewed by

the Staff in any detail.

We have read it. We are in basic
agreement with this report, but it has not been
adopted by the Staff.

It is strictly here for us to address

some of the concerns that the NRC has and basically

this report kind of covers them all.

(Whereupon, the Draft Report

of Teledyne Engineering

Services, Donald P. Landers

to Viacent S. Noonan,

February 21, 1985, follows.)

/77
/17
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130 SECOND AVENUE
WALTHAM MASSACHUSETTS 02284

&1 890-335C "Wx (T1O) 334-7508

February 21, 1985
§216-7

DRAFT

Mr. Vincent S. Noonan, Director
Comanche Peak Project

U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
7920 Norfolk Avenue

Sethesda, Maryland 20814

Subject: Preliminary Consulting Report on Comanche Peak Steam Electric
Station - Piping and Support Design

Qear 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
through 5). In addition, there is discussion on four other specific items
(Concern 6) which can be construed to be a result of the existing Design
Pracess. All of the items in Concern 6 have Deen raised by others and [
have merely provided my own opinion in these areas. There are currently a
number of other issues that are still a concern 13 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 De
addressed as stand-alone issues. That is, the various outstanding issues
(not: only limited to those discussed in the attached report) must De
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 hesitata to contact me.
Very truly yours, -
TELEDYNE ENGINEERING SERVICES

Dewald F Landas

Donald F. Landers
Executive Vice President

OFL:jed
attachment

TELEDYNE
ENGINEERING SERVICES
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In determining the acceptability of Design QA(I), two important
jssues need to be reviewed. The first is to determine whether a Design
Process is in place and funct‘loning.(z) The second is to determine whether
the existing Design Process is structured so that, if followed, reascnable
assurance exists that the licensing commitments for a plant are complied
with.(” The second issue above is the primary purpose of developing a
process to control the design. Control fis intended to channel the efforts
of the design groups to the goal of fulfilling licensing commitments.
This, in fact, may require some members of the design staff to do things
differently than they are used to. Also it may require approaches,
techniques, analyses, etc., which are significantly different than the
last nuclear power plant project completed by the design agent simply
hecause the licensing commitments are different. It is important to
recognize that both issues must be acceptable or questions with respect to
adeguacy of the desicn may exist.

For example, a Design Process may be in place, supported Dby
procedures, subject to meaningful audits and verification and yet be
flawed because it does not address the licensing commitments. Similarly a
Design Process which addresses the licensing commitments may be in place
but it is not functioning properly and required audits and verifications
are not being performed to demonstrate inadeduate implementation and %o
provide corrective action.

(1) Note that this terminology has been usad 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.

(2) This is essentially a review of paper. For example, proper sign-offs
exist, audits were performed appropriately, check lists were comp lete,
etc.

(3) This is essentially a review of technical adequacy. For example, does
the process assure implementation of a design that complies with
applicable Regulatory Guides and Codes.
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reviewing the piping layout with all of its supuorts.“) 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
with respect to support stability is directed towards anticipated water
and/or steam hammer events which usually result in higher loads and dis-
placements on the piping system than does a seismic event. To accomplish
the kind of review discussed above it is necessary to have an established
and functioning 1ink between the group respeasible 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
number of other areas not relevant to this discussion). 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 bdoth piping and
supports rests with the AE. This responsibility and control exists even
when the third party uses its own Design QA Process and Procadures. 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.

(4) Your attention is called to Welding Research Council B3ulletin 300,
*Technical Discussion on Industry Practice,* Section 1.7, page 25,
Jecember 1984,

— —— —— v - T -— - —— -~
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(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

ol

Design and analysis was completed and supports were fab-
ricated and shipped to the site. Review of the support

details at G4A was not required at this time in the design
process.

Modifications to supports required Dy field conditions were
made by field engineering (Texas Utilities responsibility)
and a Component Modification Card (CMC) was executed.

The CMC was forwarded to the responsible support design agent
(17T Grinneil or NPSI) for review and approval.

A third pipe support group (PSE) was formed which wa< under
the technical direction o TUGCO. This group functioned just
as ITT Grinnel and NPSI did although the engineering and
administrative procedures differed Dbetween the three
organizations.

Also in this time frame, ITT Grinnell and NPSI sent support
designers and analysts to the site to perform design, anal-
ysis, modifications, and review of CMC's. These ITT Grinnell
and NPSI personnel were administratively controlled by TUGCD
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 develon- ) specific
procedures to be used by their personnel at the site.

Any of the three organizations who had concerns with a CMC
informed the initiating field engineer of that concern in a
Technical Services Design Review (TSOR) memo.

At a point in time when the pipe was installed and 3rown and
Root (3%R) felt confident that the support as designed or

“¢TELEDYNE '
ENGINEERING SERVICES
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not necessarily result in a conclusion that *he process or implemen.a-
tion is sufficiently flawed to result in a design that is not in com-
piiance with NRC safety criteria or the licensing commitments of TUGCO
for Comanche Peak. The concerns are as follows:

Concern 1

The failure of the Design Process to require GIH to review cesigns
(and medifications) of pipe supports prior to fabrication and installa-
tion can result in a situation that is of concern. Piping is not a
*stand-alone* comod‘lty.(s) A basic premise in designing a piping
system includes (but is not limited to) the fact that support designs
«i11 reflect the assumptions made in the analysis of that piping. This
is of particula~ concern to the author as it relates to anticipated
steam and water hammer resulting from plant operating transients. Since
GH was not required. to (and therefore did not) review support designs
prior to their fabrication and installation they are 2lways dealing with
an installed or ®ready for installation® situation. This could impact
the judgement of a reviewing individual. One may be more willing %o
accept as installed situations rather than as designed situations. This
fs not to be construed as a judgement that this occurred at Comanche
Peak nor is it to be construed as a judgement on the adaquacy (safety
significance) of the design that exists at Comanche Peak.

Again, my major concern is related to anticipated transients such
as steam hammer resulting from a turbine trip or water hammer resulting
from pump switching and rapidly closing check valves. With respect to
seismic loading 1t is my current opinfon (based on the data available to

(8) G4H agrees with this in footnote 13, page 17, of summary disposition.
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stabﬂ'lty.(s) TUGCO has performed seismic alysis with the supports in
place and with the supports removed and the resulting stresses are
acceptable in both cases. However, the supports are still in place and,
according to Cygna, will not function. My concern is that the seismic
analysis does not bound the real situation which could Ete that the
support has becocme *t{1ted™ or unstable and then a dymamic load is
applied to the system. Does the tilted support provide restraint in a
direction that was not intended? Once tilted does the suppors restrain
thermal expansion? To assume that a support is accaptablas because it fis
analytically not required may not “bound the problem® in every case.
This would also apply to a support that was overstressed. To perform a
piping 2nalysis without the support in place and demonstrate acceptable
stresses in the pipe and other supports is not always the worst case
unless support failure is complete (or the support fis 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 communication between
construction activities and design. TUGCO is right in pointing out that
a Nonconformance Report (NCR) is not the only document for accompliishing
this. Examples of other techniques used in the past are a Field Change
Request (FCR) and a Drawing Change Notice (DCN). TUGCO used a Couponent
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 increased.
The following discussion addresses the process from its initial %o fts
final stage as now understood.

(8) January 10, 1985 Transcript, pp. 72 and 73.
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when ITPG, NPSI and PSE reviewed a CMC and found an unacceptable
condition (i.e., stresses too high) they generated a handwritlen
memo(TSOR) noting the condition. This TSOR was sent to the field
engineer responsible for generating the original CMC. The fieid
engineer would reply back to the originator of the TSOR (on the original
TSDR in a section set aside for a reply) noting the changes now
recommended for the support can be found in the nuxt revision of the
cnc.(m) The support design organization was now responsible for
reviewing the next revision 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
effected drawing distribution 1ist 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. “Therefore QA could only determine that
changes to design were cccurring if they performed 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 1t is
important that QA be aware of changes that are planned to that drawing.
This {s particularly important when those changes are already deing
built. QA can be effective in recognizing repetitive design changes and
developing trends and then modifying their audit plan and schedule %o
focus on the affected areas. TUGCO (Chapman) statcs':(u)

*Applicants have established a procedure, CP-QP-17.0,
*Corrective Action,® to reviuw documented conditions adverse
to quality for the purpose of providing corrective action to
preclude repetition of significant conditions adverse to
quality. This procedure provides for Quality Engineering
Staff to review design changes documented on (MCs. The

(10) January 15, 1985 Transcript, p. 46 and Motion for Summary
Dispesition, July 3, 1984, p. 53.

(11) wotion for Summary Dispesition, July 3, 1984, . 54,




“"TELEDYNE |

Technical Report ENGINEERING SERVICES

TR-62168 - -13-

in accordance with CPSES Engineering Instruction
CP-El-4.6-9, Rev. entitled “Performance
Instruction for Piping Analysis by SSAG" and Gibbs &
Hill Applied Mechanics procadures previously cited.
These documents have been established to assure that
the S$5AG activities are accomplished in a manner
commensurate with the original as-design analyses.®

The concern here is related to the fact that SSAG performed cheir
function *as requested by site engineering groups.® It s
understandable that a modification to a pipe routing of considerable
magnitude would have been routed through the SSAG. It is assumed that
this was accomp!ished tnrough the use of CMC's as discussed for supporis
in Concern 4, However, a major modification to a support which could
have an impact on pipe stresses may not be routed to the SSAG since the
individual responsible for generating the CMC may not have cons idered
(or recognized) the change would effect pipe stresses. ‘

Concern §

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

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
adequacy standpoint. Based on the Cygna review it appears that the
average mass participation of piping systems analyzed by GIH is in the
order of 40!.(13) One could expect that a seismic analysis cut-cf¥ at

(13) January 10, 1985 Transcript, p. 70.
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application. That is, the use of struts or snubbers supporting a pipe
from the bottom of the pipe to a "loor or platform Delow the pipe.
Since these supports are pinned they are unstablc vertically as soon as
horizontal displacement of the pipe occurs and system stability is pro-
vided only by the end conditions ¢f the piping system or any herizontal
restraints that exist. It has been pointed out that piping must de con-
sidered in conjunction with the existing supports and therefore the
presence of pinned supports apalied 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 functiens. The
first, and most obvious, is to take dimensions, etc., of the actual
as-built configuration of piping and supports and reconcile those with
the as-designed documentation. 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 cbvious, the overall
configuration is there to see and one is not dealing with a number of
different drawings trying to piece together a system.

The existing design process at CPSES required as-built
information to be gathered by TUGCO technical services personnel and
forwarded to G&H applied mechanics personnel. Already the {deal
situation where the G&H analyst or members of the SSAG walked the system
did not exist. However, this is not a fatal problem nor is ft uncommon
in the industry to have “others® gather as-built data. [t 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 &L Root determined that the
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opinion that this is the responsibility of the piping designer and G&H
accepts that responsibility,(18)

6.4 Support mass

Many of the support designs at CPSES result in considerable

mass which is not acting at the outside diameter of the piping. It is
common practice to add support mass to the piping amalysis and this fis
usually done at the centerline of the pipe since it nermally involves a
clamp. In the case of a box Deam rigidly connected to the building
structure the mass is not applied to the pipe and thereforc 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 to pipe
centerline and be representative of the as-built condition is a support
restraint that 1s pinned to the building structure and has a beam some
distance from the pipe ( and the pipe 0.0. The beam {s attached to the
pipe by we'ding a trunnion to the pipe and the “-_(17) The effect of
the offset mass rigidly connected to the pipe results in forces and
moments on the pipe which will not de represented properly by modelling
the mass it the pipe centerline. TUGCO apparently accounted for this
effect on the main steam system only.ua) However, there are some
concerns with the approach used in that instance.

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

(17) This would normally be called a trapeze restraint dut if used as a
horizon%al restraint on a vertical pipe that could de a misleading
statement since a trapeze sup srt is normally considered to be a
vertical support on a horizontal pipe.

(18) Applicants Motion for Summary Position Regarding Allegations
Concerning Consideration of Force Dist: 1butions in Axial Restraints,

g PO WL V=
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Of greater concern is the water/steam hammer 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 0BE would result in a turbine trip. A turbine trip generates
dynami. loads in the main steam system due to the pressure wave gen=-
erated by closing the turbine stop valves traveiing down the pice. The
loads due to this condition should be comdbined with the earthquake load-
ing. No evaluation has been presented %o demonstrate the adequacy of
these type supports for either water/steam hammer locading or a combina-
tion of seismic plus water/steam hammer loading.

! With respect to lug type supports the same concerns expressad
1
’ above exist. In attachment 1, Pipe Lug Elastic-Plastic Amlysis(‘s) the
applicant states:

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

!
‘ *As stresses exceed the yield strain, the
l
l

load-unload-relo: ¢ loading pattern, it {s observed
that the new yield peints occur at different stress
levels. This behavior is called strain hardening.®

Here again the applicant has ignored the dynamic load associated with
steam/water hammer which does not follow the load-unload-reload pattern.
Strains of the magnitude specified result in stresses which exceed the
allowable requirements of NB, NC, ND-3600 or ANSI B31.1. It should be
noted that in Paragraph 121.3.2.8 of 831.1 the allowable stress in welds
attaching lugs or trunnions to pipe is Timited to 80 percent of the
allowable for the remainder of the support. For NB, NC, ND-3600, the
: stresses in the pipe should comply with the requirements for piping as
' defined in Code Case N-318-2, M-391 and N-392.

—
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approach used by the applicant in addressing concerns, either in the
form of Summary Dispesitions 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 performed these
*state-of-the-art analyses® has not resolved the issue in some casas
({.e., trunnions and lugs, Richmond inserts and support stability).

With respect to the Design Procass, any flaws appear to be limited
to interfaces with the exception of GiH. The design process in place at
ITTG, P?SI and PSE was accaptable if extermal 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
participation and node point spacing at GaH. In the first case the
process did not address the issue (mass participation), in the second- -—
case checking and verifiction did not catch the failure to follow the
procedure required by the process (node point spacing). It is not an
essential requirement that esach step in the computer modeling or
interpretation of results be delineated in a procedure. For example,
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
of concern contains five f{tems that are supp&rt related requires
evaluation. Many of the support designs for CPSES are not commonly
found in commercial 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 cn. .

3ased on the above a decision concerning the adequacy of the design
at CPSES cannot be reached. It would be necessary to review a set of
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In addition, we have some of the people
that have been working on the summary disposition, and
they will be bringing up concerns as this progresses.

Arouné 3:00 o'clock this afterncon, I
would like to bring the meeting to a halt for today,
and I plan to meet with the Staff and sit with them to
address anything that we might have overlocked today
and we will plan to bring up for tomorrow's sessions.

I might briefly talk about the summary
dispositions taat have been submitted by the Applicant
and which the Staff is working on. I don't think it
should come as any surprise to you that we are having
some difficulty with these summary dispositions.

Now that you have brought in some
independent authorities, and I understand Mr. Howard

Levin here will be basically addressing these areas, I

would encourage you to go back and revisit your summarids

and lock at thenm.

Not only dces the Staff have some vervy
strong technical concirns about the summaries, the
way they have been presented, but also there's some
what I would call discrepancies that need to be
corrected. These are minor items, but they do raise

questions in our minds on some of the things.

One other thing that I would like to

|
|
|
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address at this pcint in time would be basically =--

John would be basically talking about =-- maybe briefly

sometime today you couléd talk about the action rplan
that you would be submitting to us some time in the
future.

I would like to make it clear that this
action plan that we now expect from the Applicant

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

all licensing issues, not just strictly the TRT issues.

I lock at this action plan that should be

submitted to the NRC are things that you say need to

get done in order for this plant to get licensed anéd go |

down that licensing path, and TRT cnly being a subset
of those things, we think.

After basically your discussion here this
morning, Ecward, I'm going to turn it ov;r to
Don Landers, who is our consultant, and who is the
author of this consulting report.

I'll let basically Don talk about the
report and some of the concerns that he has, and then
we have Dave Teraco and Jchn Fair and Paul Chen here,
also, who will be talking of concerns, I think.

I do not expect you to have answers for

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

actually sat with you in this kind cf meeting to talk
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TRT concern, and that is the gquestion of design
adeguacy or design QA.

We announced at‘that time that Eoward Levin
would be serving as the issue team leader for that
gquestion, which is what brings us here today.

Our response over all that will be £filed
in April, as our schedule would have it today, will
be an all-inclusive response.

It will treat all issues needed to be
resclved to license Comanche Peak, TRT beinc a subset,
albeit a major subset, of that particular guestion.

So the answer is a positive one, yes, we

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

With regard to summary dispesition
documents that may be in front of the ASLB, that are
in front of the ASLB today, cbviously, as the develcp-
ment of our response tc these particular concerns in’
the design adeguacy area evcoclves, we will have to
revisit positions that may have been taken in those
documents, and that is in process today.

Today's neeting is going to be scmewhat
édifferent from our perspective, certainly, than those
that are scheduled from this Thursday and next week,

in that we are merely in the early stages of develcping

a response to this question of design adequacy and in
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yet in that regard, but it is one towards which you
are leaning; and we will certainly take tﬁat into
complete consideration.

I want to reiterate, also, TUGCO's ;ve:-
all commitment to resolving these gquestions. That's
the cocurse we are clearly on, steadfastly on, and
look forward to the exchange today.

Howvard has the bulk of the presentation.

Before he starts, I would like to introduce
John Guibert, who is in the audience. John is a
member of the Senior Review Team in our TRT response
effort, and serves with me on that Senior Review Tean,
which I chair.

BEoward, would you take the podium.

MR. LEVIN: I have four viewgraphs and
Vincent, you passed out copies. I will be using thcse
in a moment.

As John has just indicated, TUGCO
management recently made a commitment to consider the
issue of the design adeguacy.

This was presented at a recent Contention 5
briefing, along with other details of the Comanche
Peak Respcnse Team Program.

I was selected to coordinate the effort,

along with other related issues under my respensibility
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and supports, and he will be assisted by Paul Streeter,
who will be assisting us in analytical help that we
may need for this part of this program.

With us today, we have three consultants.
One hasn't gquite made it today. Dr. Bob Cloud,

Dr. Bill Eall from the University of Illincis, and
I understand that Sam Orr <£from Oak Ridge National Lab
will be arriving shortly.

I expect these individuals to contribute
both in the program development phase which should
initiate immediately after this meeting, as well as
other meetings that we have planned in the next couple
of weeks, and I will get to that in a moment, as well
as the execution later.

The specific roles of the individuals I
just menticned, other than assisting in the zrogram
development phase at this time, is undefined, but it
will become clear as to what their responsibilities
will be as our crogram evolves, and as we develop a
schedule for the program.

Also here today, representing a third
party, as John indicated, Mr. John Guibert is
representing the CPRT Senior Review Team, and
Mr. Don Davis, whec has been a source c¢f guidance for

our entire CPRT effort and expect him to contribute to
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that time.

We plan to develop initiatives that are
sufficiently broad to identify and deal with the
generic implications, both to similar hardware that may |
be in gquestion and beyond that, other disciplines and
other types of hardware as reguired. ,

In certain areas where weaknesses are

identified, where potential deficiencies are identified

I think at the same time it will be comprehensive in !
those areas. |

Our efforts will include a combination of
initiatives, including confirmatory analysis, testing
and review of existing material.

We don't plan to siazt £rom scratch. There
have been a variety of efforts undertaken, and we
believe to start with that, we will conduct a third-
party review of that, verify its adequacy and use 8 S
if it is verified to be adequate, and as necessary,
supplement.

I want to make it clear that there are no
restrictions on ocur program. We will recommend
practical solutions.

If this requires rework, then it will be

recommended. |

-

Wwith those introductory comments, what
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issues.

In the audience today, we also have
Geary Mizuno, who is from our legal staff.

Later on today, Mr. Larry Sheloy will be
coming down here around ncontime. Larry will be also
involved in this issue.

So we are kind of bringing all of the
summary disposition issues under what has been called
the TRT.

I don't necessarily call it that any more,
because of the broader scope of what we're doing
here; but it's basically under my direction.

MR. LEVIN: (Slide l1.) This is a very
simple schematic of the scope of review as we
understand it tcday.

(Whereupon, Slide 1 follows.)
/77
/77
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MR. LEVIN: Certainly.

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

you talking abcut reset to CAT, regional stuff,

regional inspections? 1Is that all part of TRT, or how

do you plan to look at those things?
MR. LEVIN: Regicn IV would £fall under

the I&EZ Category, but any scurce of concern that is

relevant, that is viewed to have safety significance

to the issues that we're talking about, would be
included.

MR. NOONAN: That's sort of what you
plan here with what you call "Other Dosiqn-ﬁ.lat.d
Issues"?

MR. LEVIN: That's right, but by other,
we mean that it's in areas other than piping and
cable trays and supports.

Just at this point ian time, Vince, I

think we want to have an cpportunity to take a step

back, assimilate that information, understand what it

may mean, and make a judgment as to what additional
initiatives may be necessary to deal with design-~-
related issues, other than those two areas that we

know about.

We know that we are going to have to take

a fairly comprehensive stance and lock at those two
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MR. LEVIN: There are six major elements
to the p:oqra;, and they are indicated by the major
bullets on this slide as well as the next slide.

I'll be presenting an overview here, and
then getting into as much detail as necessary in the
following slide, which is a logic diagram for how we
go through this process.

The process basically is a scrting process,
leading to the definition cf issues, the identification
of initiatives, action plans for their resclution,
implementation, and as I indicated, the possible
modifications either tc hardware or even licensing
commitments, as necessary.

I want to make it clear that our focus
in this effort is on the end product, and the adegquacy
of the design as represented on the drawings and the
specs.

However, I need to amplify that by
indicating that there will be a review of certain
programmatic areas and the processes; and where there
are weaknesses identified, I think we'll attempt to
utilize that information in an effort to focus our
efforts in terms of root-cause determiantion and our
evaluation of generic implications.

Bovever, the process is not an end unto




- M . . e — T Sy SR

23
2-6 1 that it would enable us to take an initial shot at the
<:> 2 | statement of the issue, the issue falling into one of
3 i two categories.
‘ I want to make it clear that the hopper

5 | accepts issues that could fall intc technical areas,

§ as well as programmatic areas.

7 The methodology that I will describe will

3 show how we deal with that and how uliiaatcly, whether
9 | it's a programmatic action plan or a technical action

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

11 | hardware. |
12 | The next step is the development of the

13 | action plan itself. 1In the two primary areas that I
4 just mentioned, technical issues and programmatic

15 | issues, we contemplate things falling in each area

16 | into two boxes.

{
w For technical issues, we Delieve that the 3
18 | initiatives will be directed at either a direct i
19 solution path or an integrated solution path.
2 | What I mean by that is that based upon

21 | our very preliminary knowledge of what the issues are,

2 ; certainly socme cf them have to be considered collectively,
23 i and the cumulative significance of these things needs
4 | to be weighed in a systematic way.

C) s | One example cf that might be in the area
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An example of a local issue may be a |
concern cf a very, very specific interface, possibly,
between the architect/encineer and vendors that have
been working for that architect/engineer.

On the other hand, an issue that may be
broader could be one such as the availability of
change paper to inspectors and things like that.

Sc a major part of this process is to get
the issues that we hear from you, as well as some of
the other sources, and get them into hcppers like that,
and develop plans that can deal with them in these
categories.

I made a few comments earlier about where
root cause fits into the equation in terms of
evaluating the adeguacy of the end product.

That's a very important part of the acticn
plans. Initiatives will be included which will get
at that, but primarily focused to the areas I mentioned
earlier.

MR. NOONAN: At this point in your plan,
it seems to me that there cught to be =-- Maybe you
are already saying this and I'm just not hearing right,

There are certain designs that might not.
even be worth talking about. If you look at this

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

|

|
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2-10 1 design q.t., but just to verify tsat in fact it meets

C:) 2 | the Code reguirements and other commitments that have
3 i been made.

‘| If it is practical to do that and that is

5 i a solution path, I guess ny direct answer to your
6 | Guesticn is yes, from the standpoint of adequacy, but
7 | not from the standpoint of optimizing the system.
8 We want to just verify that we've zet
9 | commitments and Code reguirements.
10 At this point I have an open mind as to
1" | 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
1s | modifying certain pieces of hardware, as opposed to
16 taking analytical or testing investigations that could
17 f take a significant amcunt of time and rescurces.
18 Sc we are just going to have to weigh
19 those things. I guess at this point I can't be any
20 more specific.
N MR. NOONAN: I was more or less wondering
22 | where that appears in your plan. Where would that
27 | decision path be made?
; b} MR. LEVIN: That decisicn path would be

6:) - made in the next-to-the~last bullet where we talk about
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the significance to hardware; and all of these things

focusiag towards trying to get the issue down to its
lowest common dencminator, identifying these limited
factors that allow us to understand the boundaries of
the issue, the root cause and its generic implications,
because it's through an understanding and evaluation
of those items that we are going to be sure that we
£ully bounded the scope of these concerns.

I think most importantly, we are undoubtedly
going to get to a point where our initial action plan
will have to be modified.

Part of the initial process in going
through this, putting these issues into these hoppers,
invelves making hypotheses as to what the problems
could potentially be, based upon our experience, and

initiating actions which will be oriented at confiraing

cr not confirming those hypotheses.

In certain cases we may be right and the
path will go directly through an action plan to
completion.

'n other cases, I think you are going to
see a series of decision paths and possibly even new

action plans that would evolve in process as you learn,

as you decide where the design adegquacy effort takes

you.
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2-14 1 . think 1;': worth it so that when you get back and you
<:> 2| are ready to make your corrective action, at least
3 j vou've heard from all the parties involved.
4| MR. LEVIN: Yes. The important thing is
§ | that will confirm the boundaries of what's on the
6 | table. I agree.
7 ; MR. 3BAGCEI: May I ask one clarification?
: MR, LEVIN: Sure.
9 F MR, BAGCEBI: I am Goutam Bagchi of the

10 | NRC Staff,.

1" | You laid out here a very methodical and

12 deliberate process of identifying the problems and

13 | making sure thrst you have a prcocblem before you go over
4 to the corrective act;on plan.

15 But haven't we spent enough time in

4 discussing technical issues for so long that some

7 issues cught to jump out at you and make their

18 presence known?
19 And I would like to understand how you are
20 addressing those issues.

bl MR, LEVIN: I think the answer is cbvicusly

2 yes, Goutam. What we have developed here and what we
2 have portrayed, if we could »ut this up. It might be
o 4 | good for the Staff to maybe tale it back and loock at

|
|
|
|
O 2 | it and we could discuss it in rore detail, if nocoua:?J

|
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identify all relevant questions that may not be on the
table yet.

We don't want to do this but one time and wJ
want tc be darn certain that this exercise is a
comprehensive cne that dcesn't leave anything
unanswered.

S¢ that's why we're taking very careful
pains in what may .eem to be, with regard to some of
the specific technical questions that are on the table,
superfluous activity.

It's structured so that there's nothing
left unanswered as far as the safe design and
constructilon and operation at Comanche Peak. It's
been perhups excruciatingly boring at this juncture,
but we want to have everybody assured that that's the
case.

You are right. Some of them go very
quickly tc the bottom line.

MR. LEVIN: I think my colleagues have
made me awv re of an example, in our existing CPRT
efforts, trat falls into that category.

That was the issue having to do with the

improper snortening of the steam generator upper

lateral support bolts, okay?

There we had a situation where there was
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In other words, I think in some cases

that we have dealt with, people have felt that it
would be a loss of face to make a hardware fix where
that would really be the appropriate way out.

After many months of discussions about
analytical solutions, the analytica. solution was
found to be acceptable; but still, all I'm trying to
say is don't have a mindset, if you will, when you
approach the solution of the problems.

MR. NOONAN: One other comment at this
point in time.

As you go down this path and as you decide
to do certain things, if you feel it necessary to
sit with the Staff and receive their concurrence on
certain things you want to do, particularly like
criteria, you know, do it.

I don't have to be there. Jchn Beck
doesn't have to be there for you and the Staff to sit
down and talk and get the Staff's acceptance so we
don't have to wait until the very end and then we find
out that we don't like some of your program or there's
something we're not happy with., Get that early on.

MR. LEVIN: Hopefully, Vince, we'll be
able to do 90 percent of that in our formulation of our

plan; but as we go through this, undoubtedly, issues
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1 . MR. LEVIN: It might be appropriate to

2 | address this tomorrow or a later date, but fundamentally,
3 it shews you the f£low.

4 | As Goutam appropriately pointed out, I

5 ; believe it deals with issues that, you know, have a

4 : range of levels of significance, as well as can deal

7 | with issues that have had different histories, and

3 ; get them into the right solution path.

L I think it may be appropriate to discuss

10 | this possibly in early April, alcng with the rest of

n | our plan.

12 I want to make it very clear that this is
13 | very preliminary. 1It's something that is as recent as
14 | the Rev. date; it's draft indicates the 22nd.

15 I believe that it will evolve and mature,
16 5 and I expect to have a lot of help in that regard from
17 - my colleagues and consultants that are here today.

8 MR. NCONAN: I think what I would like to
19 do maybe is offer that tomorrow morning we make this

20 a part of the agenda.

Ph | I will ask the 3taff to take a look at it
2 ; between now and tomorrow and give us some comments back
23 | to you. They won't be very detailed, but at least give
bl i you a flavor of what we see on the plan.

Pl MR, LEVIN: Vince, right now, at least as 1
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We need to get those things resoclved.
Some of the things that Mr. Bagchi raised
to you is maybe of frustration, because Goutam is on

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

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

talking about piping and pipe support design. It should

have been done a long time ago and finished.

Wwith that, I think we'll go ahead and let
Don start and talk about the report and then the
rest of the people can join in.

MR. LANDERS: To begin, as you can see,
the report was submitted February 21lst. It is draft.

The Staff really has not had time to sit
down and review it and to comment on it. So I would
assume that I will be getting gquestions from them
today, also.

Secondly, I found out last night I was
going to talk about it today.

Basically, the first six pages are a
discussion of design process, design QA, as I see
them in a global sense within the industry, and then
the design process, as I understand it -- I want to
make that clear. This report is as I understand
things.

The design process that's described here is

l
i
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In the second case, there was a procedure

at Gibbs & Hill that addressed mass point spacing.

So what we have really is a paper trail |
problem and a technical problem, the paper trail ptobleJ
being the fact that there was a procedure in place,
the procedure wasn't followed, and in fact the
verification process did not pick that up, the mass
point spacing.’

With respect to mass participation, no
procedure. However, I'wculd expect individuals
experienced in dynamic analysis of piping to recognize
that there was a prcblem in doing that.

So I wouldn't really expect that one
would regquire a procedure for that kind of thing. -

However, it's apparent that in thlis case

that probably was required.

Another issue that I tiaink is important to ;
me, and I think, in listening to the short presentation
from Howard, that you are geing to address, and that
is that I don't think you can separate pipe supports
and piping, that in fact they constitute a system. To
lock at one separate from the other is almost

impossible.

I think all of the issues that at least |

are on the table today are interrelated; most of them,
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and as { go through other concerns later on, in fact
it may not have.

Another concern I have, since I've been
involved, when we are talking about the issues, we are
always talking about seismic and its relationship to
the issues.

I have a gut feeling that I don't have any
problem with that plan with respect to piping and
supports when one talks about seismic events.

I have a real problem when we want to talk
about steam and water hammer and normal operating
events, and I don't have anyone addressing those
issues, as we go through trying to resolve the - -
cutstanding issues.

S0 I would like very much, as we talk
about these things, to not forget the normal cperating
water and steam hammer transients that are going to
be imposed on the system.

I think that with very few exceptions, to
show adequacy of the piping and supports for the
seismic event at Comanche Peak will be relatively
simple to do; but I think we have to shew it just as

you proposed here, in a programmatic way and in a

combined way, rather than looking at individual issues.

A concern, too, is really more of a
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need thg restraint, then I think that it's my opinion
that the restraint should be removed.

Concern fcur is probably the first area of
design process that I really was supposed to be
involved in, and I see nothing wrong with the use of
Component Mcdification Card or in fact whatever TUGCO
wanted to call it.

Different utilities use different
techniques: Field change requests, drawing change
notices, whatever.

So the label, "Component Mcdification
Card," is not a problem to me.

Cne of the problems I da have with that. is
not with the use of Component Modification Card, but
perhaps with the fact that they weren't reacted to very
quickly in the initial process of the design, that
at least based on meetings and comments from the
Applicant and his agents, that CMC's would be filed
and would be worked on when the system was loocked at.

I think that that may have resulted in
designs being installed that were not at the time
approved by the hanger supplier, and then later on
there is, I think, always some -- I won't say that.

As we lock at the design process, we can

recognize that the process changed over the life of




10

12

13

4

15

16

17 |

18

19

2

1

"n |

47
a CMC by the hanger supplier was a memo, and that was

a TSDR, and at this point I've forgotten what a TSDR

is.

MR. DAVIS: Technical Services Design
Review.

MR. LANDERS: Technical Services Design
Review.

The Technical Services Design Review was
not controlled as the CMC was, and the fi=ld engineer
would make a change with a CMC. A TSDR would be
written by ITT, Grinnel saying, "Gee, that's no good.
That's not what we want. We need something else.”

There was a space in the TSDR for the
field enginsie to say, 'Okay,.undc:stand, and look at
the nex* revision of the CMC that comes out."

Now, with respect to the design, the
process was covered and the locp was closed. The
CMC was sent, the TSCR was sent back, it was
responded to, and the hanger supplier responsible for
that support knew that another CMC was going to be
coming in.

My concern was and is that there was no
QA bhook in there with respect to the field engineer
making changes to supports and perhaps trending of the

fact that, "Hey, this field engineer is making changes
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were not automatically on the list, so that this big
issue that's been raised al -~ut trending =- you know,
we had a QA program that developed trending.

Well, in one case here the QA program that
locked at trends really coculdn't look at it, if we
had a field engineer, again, making recommendations

that were always being rejected.

MR. LEVIN: But as far as that QA individual

he wovld == I mean, presumably, the CMC's and
information on a particular line were kept in a
central file. He would have had to go to that file,
and then he could be sure that he had a complete ;ct
of drawings, CMC's and TSDR's? .

MR. LANDERS: I'Q not sure about the
TSDR's.

MR. LEVIN: Okay.

MR. LANDERS: That's my point. He would
have the drawing and have the CMC He may not have
the TSDR.

What I don't know is if the CMC says,
"Revision 2 in accordance with TSDR No. 7." I don't
know that and I haven't had an cpportunity to resource
it to follow that trall.

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

beautiful.
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expected or I would have guessed that they were
iﬁvolv'd whenever there vas.a modification to pipe
routing or modification to piping systems or modifica-
tien, sgy, to a different type of’btanch connecticn.

However, it doesn't appear that they were
very involved in the modificaticns of the supports,
and again, that is because the process as set up dealt
with modifications to supports being dealt with by the
supports supplier, and the support manufacturer, and
that interface between piping and support not really as
strong as I think it should be.

So modification to sugport would not go
through the Site Stress Analysis Group, would not,
therefore, get reviewed by Gibbs & Hill, as I see
the process.

MR. LEVIN: So Don. the function of the
SSAG is parallel to the criginal function of the
Gibbs &% Hill New York Office in that they are primarily
reacting to changes in location, types of supports;
is that correct?

MR. LANDERS: No, that's my point. I don't
think the Site Stress Analysis Group was getting
involved in support modifications, as I feel they
should have been.

MR. LEVIN: But when their system got

i
|
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lock at the stability issue is, again, we can't take a
support and look at a support, particularly with
respect to stability.

The interaction between where that pipe
is moving, where the building is moving and what's
happened to the support are so interrelated that you
just can't take a support out and address its
stability alone.

Just as I talk:about here in Page 13, when
you look at a piping system that is supported in an
area with pin supports £rom the bottom, I mean, you
immediately say, "That's unstable.”

However, if I look and I find some
horizontal restraints, then in a system sense, it's
not unstable.

So we have to be very careful when we
talk about stability with respect to pulling a suppert
out.

We have to look at stability and the system
together.

With respect to as-built reconciliation,
it's my understanding that when that process began,
that Gibbs & Hill would be given a system in which the
number of installed supports on a given problem could

vary from 20 percent to 80 percent.
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1 reconciliation is that situation where we have more

<:> 2 1 ﬁhan 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

w

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.

3 | Loads were then put together on the

9 i support and the support frame was reviewed by the

10 f support manufacturer; but again, no cne was locking
n at this interaction effect.

12 i 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 cag lock at the
15 structure adegquacy.

16 The analyst is dealing with them as

17 | individual supports, and that dcesn't lock at the

8 interaction effects.

19 So I think that wherever vou've got these
20 gang supports, that we have that precblem to take care
i) of.

2 Support mass, this is a situation in

2 | which we're talking about massive supports that are
24 not box beams around the pipe, but are offset from

C) 25 the pipe, either with a stanchion or scme other thing.
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really should be concentrating on steam and water
hammer anéd operating loads.

Basically, my recommendations to the sStaff
are that there's a whole lot of issues, and on Page 20
I just list some of them, none of which I generated
myself. They've all been generated by other pecple.

If we only had cne of those issues up
there, we probably wouldn't be here meeting. I mean,
we could resolve it very easily.

And even if we had twc or three of them,
we could resolve them very easily.

My concera is that when you lock at this
list as a whole -- and again, I don't have all the
issues here that are related to supports and piping ==
that you recognize they are interdependent. You
really can't answer one of them without answering the

other one.

You can't answer a Richmond insert guestion

without knowing what the loads are on the Richmond
insert, and you don't know what the loads are until
you get mass participation, node point spacing,
support stiffness, everything else put together.

So I cannot reach any conclusions on
what's going on out there in respect to the piping and

supports, and I think that the only way that I can
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an individual support with a free-ended pipe attached
to it. That, you know, is not geoing to get us anywhere.

I hope that maybe as we go on further

today, we cain maybe even arrive at what we believe are
safety significant attributes relative to stability
questions to strive far, because it's apparent to me,
and mavybe it's just my understanding, for example, of
Cygna's recent letter, that it may not be consistent
with what I heard you saying.

I don't know. You are probably in a

better position =- I don't know if you've read their i
letter.

MR. LANDERS: Last night.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. == to judge whether or
aot ==

MR. LANDERS: I'm in no better position
than you are.

MR. LEVIN: Well, it wasn't clear to nme
whether or not they were advocating looking at it
as a system or as individual supports or whatever,
and I think that's scmething we all need to talk about
and decide.

MR. LANDERS: Yeah. Well, I agree with
that, but what I would like =-- what I first would like

to see is the results of this with respect to licensing
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do it with respect to the way one would normally
design a nuclear power plant piping system, which is

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

non-linear, inelastic analysis, for example.

That's not how we would design a nuclear
power plant. Let's go in and do the kind of analysis
we would do with respect to designing that plant and
see where we sit, and then we can make some judgments.

But if we have to deal with non-linear,
inelastic analysis, then I den't know what judgments
we could make.

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

At certain points we are going to get to
a situation where we have a certain physical situation
that we are going to want to model, and there are
limitations in the context of the type of analytical
approach that you just talked about that we can make.

We can make a -- There's limits to the
amount of boundary conditions and assumptions that
we can make. So you have to oftentimes make judgments,
you know.

Is it closer to append; is it closer to

£ix? You know, how do you want to represent it? OQOkay.

And then there are certain non-linearities, |
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at something, one of the issues that's still outstand-
ing has an impact on this, and so I can't reach a
judgment on that.

So if I could just have one system in
which all the issues are addressed and the Applicant
has said, "This is how I'm going to address them,"
then one can look at that.

That's really what I'm saying, and I
think that certainly with the pecple that you have
on the CPRT, that you know what the industry approach
to issues are, and we can deal with those.

I'm certainly not one that's going to ask
you to do analysis that is outside of .common industry
practice.

I think that's what's been dcne and I
think that's what the problem is. I think we ought
to stay within the industry practice as much as we can. |

Now, when we get to a situation that we
don't meet the criteria doing that, the criteria
always allows us to do scmething different; but I
would like to begin with knowing what doesn't meet the
criteria and why, and why weire going to plastic
analysis, for example, which the criteria allows us to
do.

But I don't know that at this point, and
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1 procedure on that.

Q:) 2 | MR. LEVIN: By ; "procedure,"” do you mean
31 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.

3 MR. LEVIN: You mean something 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 gcing
12 to comply with the licensing commitments.

13 So the lack of review of support designs
4 prior to fabrication and installation, and as I

15 understand it, in fact, of the initial designs, scme
16 of them from ITT, Grinnel were box beams.

17 It was my understanding originally when I
18 got involved that that was not the case, that everybody
19 came out with pipe clamps and they were all modified
20 out here.

21 That's not true, that in fact original

2 designs -- and the Applicant sent me copies of

22 | drawings from ITT, Grinnel were box beams with pin,

24 | struts or snubbers.

CD = To me, that's an unusual design. I have
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worked before. I'm used to seeing that," and, there-
fore, we become very critical about thecse things and
become concerned about whether they are going tc work
or not.

That may be the biggest single issue, but
I can't tell you why that happened.

MR. LEVIN: Don, you indicated in ancther
area with respect to steam and water hammer ccncerns

that == you cited some examples. For example, ocfiset

mass and how that may be exacerbated by those :ransientj
versus the seismic event. ?

I guess I'm interested in =-- not kancwing, :
but were those events considered in the analyses at
all, or is your concern in how they were treated, or
is it just simply the fact that when it was treated,
offset mass wasn't -~

MR. LANDERS: No, I keep hearing that they !
were considered in the analysis. I am not suggesting
that they weren't considered in the original design.

I have never seen, I have never reviewed
any analysis.

MR. LEVIN: Okay.

MR. LANDERS: And I don't want to, you,
know, really, at this point.

However, when we have been addressing these
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about the seismic problem. You know, at this point,
I'm not that concerned about the seismic problem at
Comanche Peak.

MR. LEVIN: One other thing: I concur in
your recommendation as far as -- we want to create an
integrator, and that may be an analysis that considers
properly mass participaticn, mass point spacing,
actual stiffness, and those things are straightforward,

whether you are talking about a more typical type

of analysis as compared to a more sophisticated
non-linear one as you've discussed. i

But I'm still interested in discussing,
particulirly with regard to stability, whether or not
you believe that -- I think because we are trying to |
integrate so many things, we need to have scme means df‘
doing that. I concur that we want to do that -
as simple a'model as possible.

Can we =-- I'm saying this in part out of
ignorance of all the configurations in the pie. Will
we be able, using those methods, to include that as one
of the variables into that egquation?

I suspect -- The reascn T say that is I
suspect that we'll have to make certain assumptions,

and we'll have to balance out maybe the uncertainties

with those assumptions versus the positive benefits of




need it?

MR. LEVIN: Okay. That's something vou

could verify with a simple model.

MR. LANDERS: My gut feelinc is that
there's a lot of supports out there you don't need,
and hopefully, those would be those supports that have
stability Qquesticns.

Do you need it or don't you neeéd it? There
are a couple of supports that are stability guestions

in the main steam that bumpers were put in that

Cygna's not happy with. Analysis has been done that
says remove them == I mean, you den't need them.

My concern is remcve them. If we don't
know whether they are stable or not, if we don't know
where they are going to be, let's get them cut of
there.

MR. LEVIN: Your concern is that they may
interfere with normal cperations?

MR. LANDERS: Normal operations, absclutely,
I mean, everything may be fine. It may get a turbine
trip that may cock the restraint. Now what do I have
during normal operations?

So let's get the support out, and that

gquestion disappears.

So where those issues are real issues and
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problem, or some set. We could develop those
attributes based upon a list of variables.

Do you have any thoughts on that? I
think there's benefits to both ways. I believe that
we'll be able to, from an engineering =-- We could
probably get =-- One analysis gives us a feeling for
how representative the systems are, how they would
respond in a representative sense.

Another one would give us a feeling for
a lower bcocund response.

MR. LANDERS: I guickly learn, sitting on
this side of the table, the best thing to do is %o
respond to the Applicant's submittal.

(Laughter.)

MR. LANDERS: I didn't know that a menth
ago.

I think that the Applicant should decide
the approach and the Staff should review that, and they
should comment and approve or disapprove.

I think that's really a situation that you
pecple should address. You understand the issues as
well as the Staff does.

MR. LEVIN: Those are two choices. w.'yc
got to pick cne.

MR. NOONAN: Mr. Beck, I wonder if we could
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assumption in the analysis of pipe supports for the
case of friction force calculations, which is the
pipe sliding across the suprort, putting a force on the
support in a direction that the support generally
isn't intended to take a force.

This assumption was to neglect these
forces for pipe motions that were less than cne=-
sixteenth of an inch, the Applicants figuring that
ocne-sixteenth of an inch is a very small amount of
movement and such forces would be negligible.

Now, there was two main arguments in your

12 F motion. ;
13 The first was that these friction forces

14 would be a fairly insignificant load, coupled with the
15 fact that you did have ASME Code provisions that

16 allowed you to bump up stress allowables fcor primary

17 Plus secondary type loading conditions. §
8 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

21 pipe supports for analysis, just lcoking at the

2 friction forces alone.

23 When you did this analysis with just the

24 riction fcrces, it turned out that on a couple of.

25 cases the results of your analysis showed that these
———r—y— . ——— _ Ty ——— e — - =
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stress in the fillet weld.

I can find nothing to support this
assumption in the ASME or the AISE Codes; and,
therefore, I have no basis to accept that calculation.

If I don't accept that calculation, as the
Intervenors pointed out, this will result in an over-
stress in the fillet weld; and, therefore, you have not
even proven for this sample of six pipe supports that
you can meet applicable allowables.

As a side issue to this, the Intervenors
made scme arguments as toc what the appropriate Codes
and standards were for doing this analysis.

One of the issues had to do with whether
Reg. Guide 124 was appiicablc. Now, Reg. Guide 124
simply imposes some conditions on Subsection NF of the
ASME Code, which dces not allow you to use in general
some of the higher allowables unless you take a lock
at some specific cases; and cne cof these has to 50
with shear stresses.

You have come back and made an argument
that what you were analyzing was a Class II -- or a
Class III support, not a Class I, which the Reg. Guide
is applicable to.

However, putting aside the legal arqum;nts

of whether the Reg. Guide is applicable to this specifig
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make sure that we have a set of criteria that we
agree to to cover these various issues before you get

into a plan and you start doing analysis and so forth.

I think what John's saying here.,, I think
this is something that cculd have been done a long timei
age, could have been agreed to, but it didn't seem to
happen.

I'd like to know how to fix that kind of
a problem.

MR. LEVIN: I think, Vince, that listening
to what John has to say, that our starting point may be
a little bit different.

The general issue here is the impact of

these friction forces on support gqualification, and I

think I'd like to apprcach that issue with an cpen |
mind, looking at the merits of the design basis that
exists, but not necessarily ~- approach it indopendon:lg,
as opposed to historically. |

That's the way I'd like tc enter the
problem. 1I'd like to be aware of it, yes, there is
some concern. In fact, address your guestion, John,
your last question, is how I would start.

We would be addressing the adeguacy of the
design criteria, the verification that it's been m;t,

but focus towards the significance of friction forces,
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normally send to any other Applicant if we were doing
this.

We would give that guestion to you on a
piece of paper and-‘we would send it down here, and
there would be a meeting and we would resolve the
differences of opinién, if there were any. You know,
we would come to some agreement as to what the answer
to that was.

My point is that hasn't happened yet. I
want to make that happen now.

Bvt he's posing the gquestion to you. I
don't think we fully expect you to answer it or get
into detail.

MR. LEVIN: Yeah. We couldn't attempt to.

MR. NOONAN: Clearly, what he's given you,
he's given you a gquestion that says, "Here's something
for you to consider. Here's a guestion that needed to
be asked and never was asked, and now here it is.”"

If you do things that maybe makes the
gquestion go away, that's fine, too; but whatever it
is, you ought to at least recognize that here's the
kind of problems John had in geing through these
summaries.

MR. LEVIN: But our view of it and tho'way

we approach it is going to be much the same as yours
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inadequate, we'll have to do other things.

So I guess we're not in a position to
defend those things one way or another. We'll take a
look at the merits, just as you did.

MR. NOONAN: Okay. Jchn, go ahead.

MR. FAIR: Do you want me to ccntinue with
asking gquestions that I think are relevant?

MR. JOONAN: I think you can bring out
things you had precblems with, things‘ot substance that
need to be discussed.

MR. FAIR: Ckay. The seccnéd cne I had was
cne I mentioned in the iatroducticn, and that was that
two of the supports, when you evaluated them for
£riction factors by themselves, and I understand yocur
argument that friction dces not occur alone, that you
have to have a thermal force to create it.

However, we were loocking for the
significance of the actual force from frictionm.

I would like to know the basis of why you
can still say that the forces are insignificant, based
on the results of two supports showing that these
stresses or loads were as much as 50 percent of the
normal allowables.

And the third issue is I would like an

explanation, if there is any, for assuming uniform




i
[
10 |

"

12

13

4

15

16

17

18

9

21

a2

85

In addressing this, the Applicants have
sent in an analysis, part of the analysis of that
particular problem, which is stress problem 141,
along with the appropriate spectra and some evidence
in the computer sheets of what damping was used.

However, what was sent in was not the
analysis run which raised the concern in the first
place; therefore, at this point in time I am unable to
conclude whether or not the damping menticned in the
original SIT Report was used or whether correct
damping factcrs were used.

My understanding is that the Applicants
have been loocking at this, have been gathering
together all the documents associated with this
particular s:ress problem, and will eventually show
us a detailed history c¢f this stress problem analysis.
John, whose scope is this

MR. LEVIN:

stress problem in?

MR. FPAIR: I believe this is a Westinghcuse
problem.

MR. LEVIN: Westinghouse.

MR. CLOUD: John, do you know what the

-

system was?

MR. FAIR: No, I can't recall what that
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motion, I was going on the assumption that this issue

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

31 I was reviewing only the property values themselves.

4 ? And the motion had not even addressed the

5 J issue of weld throat thickness.

6 ! However, fairly recently, in reviewing

7 % some of the things that were going on by Cygna, I came

3 ; across a question from Cygna to the Applicants asking

9 | about weld throat area.

10 ; Apparently, based on this respcnse from

1 | the Applicants to Cygna, their criteria for calculating

12 weld throat area had changed from the time that

13 | Mr. Tapia had done his initial review.

14 Therefore, this area now has not been

18 E resolved by the NRC, since we did not review this

16 | change in criteria.

17 My question on this area now would be

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

19 | pipe support groups at Comanche Peak in evaluating

20 weld throat area for flare bevel welds.

N I'd like to also see all revisions of

2 all design criteria for all three pipe design groups

23 | at Comanche Peak that are still the basis for the

2 E design. '

25 For any criteria which is picked up from
e e P ———— e p—
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we would undertake for any issue.

So I think that we most definitely would
be asking the same guestions.

MR. NOONAN: I just visualize that it seems
to me that we cculd sit one whole day and just talk
criteria. We could, in getting an agreement on what
the criteria is, and do we agree with that, et cetera,
asking these kinds of gquestions again, if we have
problems, and coming to scme kind of resolution.

MR. LEVIN: Yeah, but our first step as
an independent party is much the same as yours, okay,
what was it, and we kind of have to get there.

And then take a step back and look at it,
its adequacy, its conformance with commitments, as well
as how it interrelates with other criteria, its
consistency with other criteria.

Yeah, and we'll make those judgments.
That's part of our evaluation. At that step in time,
depending upon our input and input that may come from
vour staff, there may be changes.

The project may -- or if it's unclear, they
may tend to clarify it. But I think it will come from
our third-party review, guestions that are out on the
table, because it's apparent to me there's a couple

of issues.




()

10 |

n

12

12
14
15

16

17 |

18 !

19

21

2

24

91
the actual support evaluations?

Just for clarity, since you evaluated
everything except for the small-bore Class II and III
supperts in this effort, I1'd like to know exactly what
the definition in the context of this motion is cf
Class II and III small-bore supports? What pipe size
dces that constitute?

The next issue I would like to cover is
generic stiffness. As it stands right now, the
Applicants are doing an additional study to support
the motion.

I have seen the criteria presenced for
selecting systems for this study and I have no further
comments on that criteria.

I'd like to know what the status of this
re-analysis effort is, when it's going to be completed.

MR. LEVIN: John, just to make a
chilosophical point of how we would deal with a study
like that, I think we would start with it and evaluate
its merits and the degree to which it addresses the
issue at hand ourselves, and determine what, if any,
other initiatives would be required to address this
issue, both as a specific issue and in the context of
some of the points that Don Landers was making in terms

of adding other variables to the eguation.
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and, therefore, you went back and retested those

supports.

I would like to see the actual test data
£or both the initial test ané the retest of those
supports, and the actual calculations for the support
stiffness that you compared these tested values to.

The next issue has to do with U-bolts that
were intended to be one-way rostrgints which could
act as two-way restraints.

At the last meeting we had here at the
site, I stated I went out and toock a sample of scme
of these supports that were in the mcticn to measure
gaps in the directicn that the support wasn't intended
to be in, and that these gaps were not uniform ﬁnd did
not meet that one-sixteenth of an inch that was

stated in the motion.

Because of this, the Applicants re-analy:zed

these svstems and included a thermal run on scme of
them that were not included in the first motion.
Now, the reason the thermal run was not
included in the first motion was the assumption that
there was a gap in there that exceeded the thermal
motion.
It appeared tc me from reviewing the

results of this analysis that there was a U-belt in
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discrepancy and whether =-- which data is correct.

QR. NOONAN: Howard, do you have any idea
when John says "the analyses,"” how many there are at
this point in time? Do you have any idea at all?

MR. LEVIN: Are you talking about piping
problems or what?

MR. FAIR: If you are referring specifically
te the first set of guestions, there were three
examples of piping analyses performed with these
U=-hclts.

There's a limited number of these U-bolts
at the facility. 1In order to support their motion,
they did it by a sampling basis.

The sampling basis was intended to include
the U-bolts that existed at points where the piping
motion was the largest.

MR. NOONAN: I'm looking £cr volume,

John. How many are you talking abcut?

MR. FAIR: Three piping analyses.

MR. NOONAN: All right.

MR. LEVIN: That was the sampling, John.

MR. FAIR: That was the sampling.

MR. LEVIN: OQkay.

MR. FAIR: The final motion which I will

discuss is on the Richmeond inserts.
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interested in understanding what that could be
attributed to?

MR. FAIR: That's correct.
Another issue raised by the Intervenor
had to do with how these bolts are actually installed

in the field.

I'd like to know very clearly what the

‘field installation criteria for angularity of

Richmond inserts is at Ccmanche Peak.

I'd also like to see the calculations for
Support CCl-028-024-833R that was provided by CASE
in Attachment N of their respcnse to the moticn.

Anc ther part of this particular motion,
there was an issue on torsional loads creating some
berding loads on these A-36 threaded rods.

In order to evaluate this, the Applicants
selected a sample where the bending torsicnal loads

were the most significant.

1'd like a more detailed discussion of
exactly how these supports were selected and what
exactly was looked at in order to pull these suppcrts

out for evaluation.

MR. LEVIN: John, just for our benefit,
what is the configuration and how are they applying

these torsional loads to the threaded recd?
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have problems that the whole thing made sense when
it's talking about just torsion, and this discussion
is in Pages, I believe, 35 to 29 of the affidavit.

I would like a discussicn of the relevance
of the evaluations performed in Table G, Page 38 of
the affidavit, if this entire discussion is indeed
talking about torsion.

Also, since the discussion in where it
was up to the anrlyst to model as fixed or pin,
haprened to be the ¥orsional load case, I deon'%t think
suffiicient basis exists in the meotion tc Justify that
that assumption may not lead to a procblem wizh st:essos?
or flexibilities in any of these supports.

Therefore, I'd like to have scme further
basis to justify that the assumption of fixed would
not result in any problems for these frames where the
torsional moment was judged to be fixed by the analyst.

A final major issue of discussion on the
Richmond inserts has to do with how do you handle this
bending that's induced into the bolt.

It's already been discussed that this
bending is not normally considered by AISE or
Subsection NF and, therefore, there is no direct
criteria from these sections.

The Applicants have developed their own
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understarding for this hardware criteria, we'll be
taking a loock at your presentation and possibly even
getting back with you, you know, to help amplify when -
it means mcre to us.

I guess one guestion I had is: Are these
six areas the general focus of the message that you
would like to-give us that we shculd concentrate on?
Are there any others, I guess, is my guiestion?

MR. FAIR: Well, the message I'm giving
you is the areas that I'm having difficulty accepting
the Applicants' motions as they stand.

MR. LEVIN: Ckay.

MR. NOONAN: I think what we are trying to
do here is basically give you a £flavor for some of
the problems Staff is having with the motions.

I recognize there's probably no need to go
inte all this kind of detail as far as you are
concerned right now, because you can't answer the
questions; but at least you can maybe hear the kinds
of things that John is having problems with when he
tries to respond to the moticns.

Those are typical for other Staff members,
those kinds of things are typical for other Staff ;
members.

John is basically finished right now. I
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o'clock.

We will go ahead and come back at 1:00

(Whereupon,.at 11:30 a.m., the meeting

was recessed, to reconvene at 1:00 p.m., the

same day.)

/77
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the summaries.

I felt those kinds of guestions ought to
be answered in these kinds of meetings, rather than
have us respond to your things formally and add to
the paper trail.

It's on the record. We can send this to
Judge Bloch and the Board, which I will do when we are
£finished here.

But it's on the reccrd and basically
these are the types of things vou hear from the Staff.

This afternoon we are not going to
basically go into that kind of level of detail. I
think what we want to do here is to cover other
areas that have really been enveloped in Don Landers'
repcrt, about the stability questions and so fcrtih.

I'd like to have Dave and Paul Chen
basically address concerns that they have in this
area, but they won't go in;o the kind of specifics
you heard this morning.

It will be basically things =-- at least
so you can identify the kinds of concerns the Staff
has at this point in time.

One thing that was said to me when we
met right after we left here, and I think it needs to

be re-said again: The Staff feels very strongly that
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Then tomorrow morning I'll come back. I
want to talk about the slides you gave us today a
little bit, and if there's any other concerns the Staff
wants to bring forth at that peint in time, we'll hear
them in the morning.

I guess I den't see this thing going much
past noon tomorrow, the way we're set up right now.

MR. LEVIN: As part of Dave's presentation,
Vince, for the benefit of my colleague§ here who may
not be familiar with all the physical gecmetries,
Dave, if vou could kind of give us an intro as you
introduce the subjects, particularly with regard to
stability, it would help people visualize things
better.

So I would appreciate that, if you coculd,
just a short description of the --

MR. TERAO: Well, before I even get into
the stability issue, I just want to reiterate the
situation the Staff is in and try to put into
perspective why we are having this meeting and why we
are discussing these concerns with piping and pipe
support designs.

Today, what you heard with John Fair's
affidavits == or John Fair's comments on summary -

disposition motions, the Staff had gquite a few guestion

)
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that I == in my scope of responsibility.

One of them was the AWS and ASME weld
design. That, I believe, is the only summary disposi-
tion motion formally filed by the Staff.

I won't go into any detail on that, because
it is on the record now. I would just suggest that
you read our comments in there. It's there in the
record.

Wwith respect to stability, this was one
area where the Staff had some of our major concerns.
Don Landers talked this morning, and I thought gave a
very good overview of the Staff ccncerns.

I could go into some of the details. I
don't know that it's necessary to go into all the
details.

The one point I do want to mention is
that Cygna recently filed their letter, a February 19,
1985, letter, stating their position on stability.

One thing that I would like to at least
clarify is that there seemed to be a very high per-
centage of supports identified in that letter with
respect to being potentially unstable.

I do want to clarify for the record that
we have to understand the Cygna definition was a v;ry

broad definition, and by broad I mean that it's not
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more feasible to ascertain whether a system is stable
by actually reviewing the pipe configuration and the
support drawings; and because of the complex pipe
suppﬁrts at Comanche Peak, because it's difficult to
review a piping configuration in the field, we felt
that there is some need to look again more clcosely at
system instability by using not cnly the pipe support
people, but also the piping people.

In other words, possibly reviewing out
in the field both the pipe support designs and also
the isometrics to be sure that you have a stable
system.

Also, Don Landers' comments this morning
about reviewing these systems, not only for sciinic.
but also for normal locadings, such as water and steam
hammer. .

With respect to pipe support instability,
we had several concerns that have been expressed
already at meetings with Texas Utilities. We had
meetings August 8th and 9th, August 23rd, where we
expressed some of cur concerns with the specific
unstable pipe support designs.

I'm not sure exactly how you are going to
go back, whether or not you are going to review th;

record for our comments there; but at this point Staff
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the modifications themselves did not use what I would

call standard industry practice, but maybe they were

adding more steel that we don't completely agree with.

For example, the stability bumpers that

were identified by Cygna was one of those modifications.

The use of the cinched U-bolts on a boxed
frame was ancther such modification.

So in many cases these modifications may

or may not have cured, let's say, the unstable concerns,

but it's very difficult to tell. Because they are
sc unigue, it's difficult to predict exactly how
these modifications are even gocing to perform.

Now, Cygna, also, in their definition of
instability, broke it down into a force regu..rement
and a geometric requirement.

I admit it was a very complicated
definition. I think what I'd like to do is at least
present the Staff's understanding of what Cygna meant
by a force requirement and geometric requirement.

By the force requirement, I believe the
Staff would tend to believe that the support can be
unstable if the lcad path is not predictable or

calculatable. In other words, if there are elements

within the support design, there are hardware elements

whose ability to resist that load is uncertain, I

|
{
l
|
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to add more struts to prevent the frame from rotating
around the pipe.

Sirce our August 23rd meeting, we did have
a submittal by the Applicant, I believe it was a
September 24th, 1984, submittal, where the Applicant
provided us with 44 different double-strutted supports.

In reviewing those supports, we did find
other effects in there that raised questions, such as
scme of these supports have gaps on the sides of the =--
between the pipe and the frame itself.

In other words, it was not a zero clearance
gap on all four sides. Two of the sides had zero

clearance and two of the sides did have gaps.

Those supports would then exhibit the
same type of potential instability that Cygna identifio4
where the support can then rotate in the axis |
perpendicular to the pipe axis itself. It can actually
cock itself. !

Another guestion that has never really
been satisfactorily addressed is whether or not there
is adequate friction within these box frames to prevent
these box frame supports from sliding along the axis
of the pipe.

Again, we felt this was a unigue desigﬁ.

Instead of using standard pipe clamps where the friction
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the index lugs, at one of the meetings -- I don't
recall if it was the 8th and 9th of August or on the
23rd -- we asked the Applicant whether or not there is
a potential for the support to disengage from the
lugs themselves.
I don't believe that's ever been addressed.
MR. LEVIN: That would be along the
longitudinal axis?
MR. TERAO: That's correct.
SEE
/77
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Also, in your September 24th submittal there|
was some main steam supports identified which were
described as trapeze-type, utilizing a U-bolt pipe
attachment with a clearance gap, but no s@ppeort
drawings were given. We don't know exactly which
supports those were.

But what we need, really, is the basis for
the summary disposition mo*“ion concluding that snugging
the. U-bolt . during the U-bolt torguing program will
eliminate any concern for instability.

It sounded to the Staff to be the same
support that Cygna had identified, but we aren't really |
sure.

And, finally, and I believe Don Landers
meationed this this morning, in order to prepare an
adequate design of piping systems and piping supports,
the final as-built condition of a support must be
carefully examined, specifically with respect tc the
factors that affect the functionality of the support.

We recognize that an as-built check
was done, but it appeared to be more in line with
checking orientation and support locations, and assurinq
that the support design is in conformance with what is
installed.

In light of all the factors that we have
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instability concerns.

That, basically, completes my brocad over-

view of the stability issue. If you have any specific
questions, I could answer those now.

MR. LEVIN: Well, you've indicated examples,
Dave, particularly some original designs as well as |
modifications, modifications which may have exacerbated-
the situation.

I'm curious, some of those mcdifications
included cinching U-bolts, and I'm curious as to your
views, you know, under what, you know, other
circumstances where. that is a piece of a solution to
the stability problem, what things that you may have -
you know, I understand that there may be significant
information on the record that try to deal with that,
but what pieces of it in particular you may have had
difficulties with, if there's any further £focus you can
give us in that area.

MR. TERAO: The actual cinching of the

U-bolt falls under Paul Chen's review.

MR. LEVIN: 1If he's going to address that,

fine.

MR. TERAO: So, actually, we still have,

I won't say -- Well, I think I'll just leave it at
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MR. CHEN: Before I begin, I would just
like to make a few comments. I heard several times
this morning a gquestion of what a definition of what
these problems are, the Walsh-Doyle ccncerns.

I think for you to really understand what
these concerns are you have to go all the way back to
the depositions that were filed by Messrs. Walsh and
Doyle. You've got to go back through the ASLB record.
You've got to read the proposed findings that were
submitted by CASE, by Staff. You've got to go back
and read the Board's memorandum and orders on QA and
design.

And you've got to read all the CASE and
NRC comments that have been submitted on these summary
dispositicns.

I think reference to the four boxes of
information that I carry around, which have been
mentioned a few times, that's no understatement.

MR. NOONAN: 1It's actually six, isn't it?

MR. CHEN: 1It's close tc that now.

I think some of the things you've got to
bear in this group program that you're coming up with ==

MR. NOONAN: Paul, speak up a little louder.

MR. CHEN: Okay.

= is to be aware of scme of the Board's
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cinched-down U~-bolts were not in compliance with the
f.qui:cnonts ¢f INE Bulletin 7902, and PAC Guidelines
Section 2.

There was a concern that cinched-down
U~bolts were not in compliance with NF 3137, 3272.1,
and 2271.3 of Appendix 17.

Local deflections and extra-long '-bolts
and U~bolt cross-pieces, especially where the cross~
pieces are made of flexible plates or flanges, or
white flange members, were not addressed.

Yielding at the U-~bolt pipe interface due
to point load contact was not also addressed.

Effects due to multiple cianched-down
U~bolts were not also add?csscd.

And the next one I'm going to cite I think
has been mentioned before, but this is the effects due
to support masses, which are offset from the pipe
centerline. and rely on friction to prevent the rotatioq
of the pipe was alsoc not considered.

Regarding the inspection program to deter-
mine the range of torque. in installed U-bolts, I
think that is an ongoing thing at this point. 1I'm not
going to say very much about it, except tc point cgt
that if such inspections are carried out in the future

you should be sensitive to requirements of Appendix B.




w

10

13

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

2

24

127
ﬁnlh locad I think was considered, but I can think of
other coﬁfiqu:atians in which that would not be the

governing case, particularly if you've got a cinched

U-bolt on a cold line which attaches tc a hot line, you |

get movements of hot line, and if the element is not a
rigid strut, but it jis limber, YOu can actually get a
less severe condition than was analyzed.

It was obsarved during the normal vibratiocn
simulation tests that some pumping had taken place, and
this was nct addressed in the analysis. In fact, I'm
not exactly sure what this pumping is. The test report

does not really describe it fully.

I have a concern regarding the axial walkinJ

during the vibration tests and potential interferences
on binding in clevises.

Elastic plastic analysis was performed at
a maximum stress intensity of 40.5 ksi, yet the
analysis shows that there were more severe cases; some
to 3.4 and some to 4.2 ksi. But the analysis was done
to show the amount of yielding that would cceur would
be-highly localized. ' But you've got higher stress-
intensities which were not looked at.

The calculation of stress intensities
ignored the radial stresses on the inside and ocutside

surface of the pipe, and circumferential shearing

|
|
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MR. LEVIN: No.

MR. CHEN: Okay. I'l take the course
distribution in axial restraints. I have a concern
here basically that the proposed criteria cf treating
rotations of these kinds of axial restraints as being
secondary. I d;n't believe that that argument has been
justified thoroughly.

Basically, I think the loads and these
axial :cstrainti increase: by a factor of two or three,
and then if you propcse an allowable of three times the
old allowable, we don't have a problem. But if you do
not accept the propcsed new allowable of three times the
old allowable, then you will have a problem.

In fact, I notice that the feedwater line,
when the results of that was given, the lcads I think
jump up by a factor of around forty or so percent. So,
based on the old allowable ycu would pavo a problem.
And this would be a line that would be inveolved in the
kinds of plant transients, I think, that Don was talking
about this morning.

I mention this one just in passing, but if-
you add the total number of various kinds of supports,
this is Type I, II and III that are mentioned in various
parts of the affidavit, and compare them against n&ﬁbcrs

in all of the places, you'll £find that things don't add
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were installed, could be a problem. That although the
displacements that are calculated are very small, these
could give rise to very large stresses.

Treating seismic, thermal, and treating l
effects separately is incorrect. All of these effects
should be combined, the cumulative effects should be
addressed.

CASE is also concerned that treating wall-
to=-£floor, floor-to-ceiling, the wall-to=-ceiling
supports as they are usually treated in buildings,
that is as building supports, could be a problem. And
this was not done here.

Local stresses and displacements, I guess
there are a few topics here. Zero clearance box frames,
I will try to put this in perspective.

Calculations have.been performed to
determine forces and stress for differential growths
on the order of one times ten to the minus three.

Free play in the supports, I think, was not
considered. The validity of doing linear elastic
analyses based on this kind o: displacements, I think,
were not looked at.

I think we pointed out scme problems

regarding the ability of the analyses for supports

§1-1-325-002, S~-32-R, tnd‘CC-l-OZO-OOI, E-33-K to bound
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bit early. This is kind of the picture as we see it at
this point in time.

I guess what I would like to do, if I could
just talk a little bit about tomorrow. I'd like to
come back and talk about your program plan, and give
you at least some preliminary feedback on that. And if
the Staff comes back with any others things tonight,
then I'll bring those up to you.

I guess the next meeting, John, is yours.

/77
/77
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opportunity to present later on this week and next the
results of activitites that have taken place on the
other technical issues.

MR. NOONAN: Okay. Let me kind of touch
on this a little bit here.

Thursday we have the electrical meeting.
Next week we have the =--

MR. BECK: QA/QC.

MR. NOONAN: GCA/QC to structures, testing
and mechanical.

I guess from my point of view we'll be
listening to you talk.

MR. BECK: Yes.

MR. NOONAN: And tell us where you are at.
And the Staff will give you feedback on what they hear

at that meeting.

A lot of the Staff have not heard what the
Contention Five Panel heard, and I need to bring them
up to speed, because they are the one to make the final
decision as to acceptability of any program.

MR. BECK: I understand. We'll have
comprehensive presentations on each of those days, and
I would anticipate the days will be long ard in £u{l

detail, so bring your mattress pads. We lcok forward

it.

to
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MR. NCONAN: Goecd morning, ladies and |
gentlemen. |
I guess I would like to ccntinue on with %
the discussion that we had vesterday.
My name is Viace Nocnaan. I'm the Director
of the Comanche Peak Project for NRC. ;
John Seck, yesterday we met witli you, and
we said we would cocme >ack and we wcould talx azout some |
things that we have.
I guess I'm going to basically talk about |
some of the concerns we still have with why we're here.
Yesterday we ccmmunicated with yocu to
let you hear what the NRC felt were a sample of tlhe
piping and pipe support concerns that we have, the

Walsh-Dovle allegations, and how the utilicy is

responding to these things.

Clearly, at this peoint in time, I think
it should be obvious to you that the Staff has some
serious problems with the eummary dispositions.

We can proceed in a number of ways, but I

think now I have to let you tell me what you want to do

with those things.

You know, if they are ckay, then I'll
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respond to that. I'll do that officially. If they
are not okay, if you need to send us more data, if you
need to give us different inputs, that's fine, toec.

I'm just going to have to wait until you
tell me where you are at. There's a need, though, to
not wait teco long, and I think you have to make a
decision as %o what you plan to do ian that area.

Some of the things regarding maybe the
organizational part of this tiing. We need to sae,
the NRC ne2ds %o see, and not strictly the NRC, 3Bus
other pecple need tc see: Who is this team that you
are going to put together to handle all these issues?

Who are the pecple involved? Are they
fully gqualified people? What has been their involve-
ment on Comanche Peak from before?

Where is the organizational chart? We
need to see an organizational chart. We need to see
who the people are that are responsible for this
activity; not only this piece of it, but probably the
comment goes to the whole licensing process that you
are now involved with.

Who are the people that are in charge? Wheo
are the ones that are responding? And who are the
pecple that are going to be doing the actual work

behind Howard? We know Howard Levin now. Who is
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working for him? Who are the pecple that are going
to be doing some of the work? What are their
qualifications? That type of labor.

' Is there going to be one person in charge
of Unit 1?2 1Is there going to be one person in charge
of Cnit 2?2 If that's the case, then who is in charzge
of both, both of those? 1It's still not clear to us.

It's not clear to us at this point in tize
what's happeniag ia that area.

Has the utility given a clear mandate %0
your independent pecple here, your third-party pecple
chat are looking at this?

Is there a clear mandate to evaluate and

resolve all the issues? I don't see that yet. I

den't see that mandate being madae.

I hear words about it, but it's not ocbviocus

to me that this mandate is there for this team of
pecple to go and resclve and fix issues.

Maybe specifically, where is the cha?e-r
£or the Comanche Peak Review Team? Where is their
charter? Do they have one?

The team, what we refer to as the
independent fresh perspective, that's not clear at
all, where we are at on that thing.

Howard, you talked about your flow chart
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there. You mentioned the program for issue resclution
and the method for implementation.

Where is the continuity between the
Applicant and the NRC? Are you going to make
decisions? Are you going to develop your criteria
and then tell us == and go dc evervthing and then come
back and tell us what's happening?

Are you going to have a series of meetings
to xeep the NRC informed, uptodate on what thls
critecsia is and what yocu're doing, so you zan get
input to us?

That's nct clear, particularly con that
chart, Soward. I don't see any interaction between
the NRC and the utility, and I don't see any
interaction between the Intervenors.

CASE, there should be discussicns here,

Again, how d0 y2u plan to == I know we're
talking Unit 1. Where is CUnit 2 in this thing? Where
does it fic?

One stateament you've made on the dottom
of yoﬁ: chart, you talk about modifying license
commitments. That could mean a number of things.
That's not clear to us.

It means evary time you find something

that doesn't work for you, you are going to all of a
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sudden run back and change your FSAR? Clearly, that's
not nccoétlblo.

That has to be better defined. That role
has 0 be better brought out.

From the Staff's point of view, not my

peint of view, the Staff's peint of view, these
questions are not answered yet, and it's a little
disappointing that we are sitting here still talking
about these things.

I'm going %o ask a couple of ay peocple

sitting next to me here, Larry Shac and BSob 3osnak,

to also give you their points of view, which are
reflective not just of us. We are talking about the
Staff's, the NRC Staff's points of view.

Maybe, Larry, you can pick up at this
poiat ia tiame.

MR. SHAO: I am Larry Shaoc. I am the
Team Laader of the Civil Structure and Mechanical
Piping Team.

This team h*s about 17 or 18 pecple working
on this for the last few months. 1In addition, about
three or four people work on the pipe supﬁort.

Altogether, we have about 20 pecple working

on the civil structure and mechanical piping area.

I think TERA identifies about quite a few
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mechanical issues and structural issues that we feel
your pecple should work on, and we are qcinq.to have

a meeting next week.

In the pipe support area, it's my viow—:hat‘

I think you shculd have a team of experts working on this

area, not only the pecple who are familiar in analysis,
Sut also in fabrications, who have worked on ctier
plants and know how this support design goes.

Tor =he faw minuses I heard yesterday, I
haven't seen a thing yet. I thiank it's very important
you get the right peocple to werk on it.

I thiak you have to revisit all the issues
that you workaed on before and make sure you resolve it
right.

In the civil structure area, I thiank yeu
need scme different pecple. I mean, Howard has already
started working on some of the problems, but maybe he
also needs some help.

In other mechanical areas, mostly it
relates to fabrications and some seismic issues.

Even though it's only civil structure
and mechanical piping, you still need different type
people working on various issues.

I really would like to see what kind of

pecple will be working on these issues.

|

i
|
|
!
|
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MR, NOONAN: Bob.

MR. BOSNAK: My name is Bok Beosnak. I'm
the Acting Assistant Director for Components and
Structures Enjineering.

T don't want to repeat some of the things
that Vianace and lLarry have said, but it's very
important, extremely impertant tiat you have a perscn
who knows what he is doing ian the support area and
can recognize problems when te sees them 3 locking at
a support ia the plant.

I can't emphasize that enough.

Your program, and we've used the tarm
third-party or the independent evaluation program
must == and I again emphasize that word "must® =~
include intensive plant walkdown., I would say sugpers-
by=-suppore.

The group or perscns that are doing =hls
really has to look at the support to guestion whetler
it will function under the anticipated transiencts
that we talked about yesterday, talking of thiangs like
pump startup, shutdown, turbine trip, those kinds of
things.

The Staff is convinced that you can't ga
this solely by looking at the plant documents, the

drawings. You've got to get out and you've got to laok
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at the supports and qucnticn.thcl.

As you find questionable supports, as you
identify them, your team needs to revisit, i¢ you want
to zall it that, the design -process to identily why
that process with its reviews and checks accepted
that guesticnable suppore.

So I think that's, as I see it in tle
support area, really the meat oI the issue.

Then in the develsgment of yeur plant
evaluaticsn prsgram by this independent thirzd-party
team, we want %o have freguent interaction wita the
staft.

Ia other words, don't come in with a

program and say, "Here it is." There needs to be that

requent iateraction in the develcopment of the program.

I've got scme comments. We locked at
the chart that Howard handed ocut yesterday, and that's
this diagram n.:;.

Perhaps these are not all complete, bus
we've got a few things, a few suggestions for you, at
least from our study yesterday evening.

In the "Identification of Issues" block,
that's the first one that appears hcrizcntally.'bc
sure that you include the identification of the .

pertinent licensing commitments that you've identified
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already in the FSAR and other documents; and that needs

to include a definition of adegquate support function.
leo, you want to be sure that you cover
the ASL3 concerns and the Walsh-Doyle concerns in tals
identification of issues.
The "Implementation of Action Plans” box,
it's the thiré one down, we believe should include
provision for a Staff audit of specific hardware

evaluation “%ases. What are ycur bases for deciding

azticular compenent suppert is geed

‘0

or bad?

We want %0 loock over your shoulder and
ardit that process while you are doing it.

The next cne in the "Implementation of
Action Plans," that block again, it's the next cne
down, that, as Vince has menticned here, should
include provisions for modifying inadeguacte. £f yeou
£ind inadeguate Unit 1 programmatic procedures, mak:
sthem adequate for Unit 2, if you are still doing weork
under those procedures.

In the "Corrective Action Licensing
Evaluation” black, be sure that the licersing
commitments that ysu are talking about are as

identified in the first block. You've got them all

down and they should be done early on in the process.

l
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In the "Corrective Action" block, Vince
mentioned this, but we really don't understand what
you are saying.

You say if hardware deviation is not
significant to safety, then you are going tc modify
licensing commitments.

We 3just don't understand that, that whole
area there.

. And laszly, ian the "Corrzective Actien®
block, we need to have a provisicn for Staff audit of
the hardware being modified to be sure that in fact
the modification makes that piece cf hardware confora
to the licensing commitments.

That's all I have.

MR. NCCNAN: Just cne ctlier comment.
There's a few things of what we're doing here.

The structural and miscellaneous SZIR has
gone to the printers and it is done. As scon as I
have copies available to me, I will release them to
all parties.

We have also =-- The Staff part of the
work on the other SER's is all completed, also. I
am looking at it myself perscnally, and alsc my -

legal Staff is loocking at it.

Se basic:lly everything is ready. 1It's now
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puttinq.it into the prop;t format that we need to put
it into ané make sure that all the bases are there for
whatever we say.

These are not Staff positions SEZR's. They
are not really that. Maybe we shouldn't even call
them SER's, locking back on things, but these are
basically =- it gives you all of the actions. It
gives you all the concerns we have.

I guess ay point is the NRC is goir

e )
e}
o
0

stop talkiang here, and the next thiag is up to you.
The next meeting ysu have is your meeting.

You tell me when you're ready and we will
be here to support it.

MR. bBiX: Vince, I'd like to respcnd to
scme ¢f the things you said today.

Prior to doing that, I'd also like tc
express our appreciaticn for this interacticn, which
is vitally important tc resolviang all the issues.

Let me go to the crganizaticnal aspects of
our response effort and, in fact, the licensing effort
as a whole for Comanche Peak, and specifically and
unequivocally make clear to you how this is being
handled in TUGCO tcday.

Mr. Spence, President of the ccmpany, has

ordered and clearly given me the direct respeonsibility




2!

2

24

151
for licensing CQQanchc Peak. He has uneguivocally
committed all resources, both within TUGCO and cutside
the company, necessary to accomplish that task.

The burden is solely and exclusively mine
to achieve.

The CPRT effort, as originally ccnceived,
was set up =o respcnd to tie Technical Review Teanm

activities cn the part of the Staff.

(5]

As he announced on February 7:k, and as

delineated fur<her yestarday, we 2ave 2xpanded the
responsibilitcies of the Comanche Peak Response Tean,
shese third-party, outside, previcusly uninvolved
experts from around the industry, to include the
question of design adequacy, as it became clear in
evaluating thcse issues that we had been looking at
under TRT in cur earlier program plan and issue-
specific actiocn plans, that there were design
questions that were intimately woven within the
specifics that the TRT had come up with earlier.

Insofar as our position with other
proceedings, such as the ASLE and summary dispeosition
£ilings before that body, it's also clear that those
issues as specified in the summary disposition
documents will have to be revisited.

Whether that revisitaticon will include
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modification or withdrawal is yet to be determined.
As I pointed cut yesterday, Mr. Levin and
others who have been locking at this are in the eazly

stages, and it's clear that that's where they are.

They have the responsibility for addressing

those guestisas, as all cther technical issues =that

the Staff has expressed; and once again, I would thank

vou very much £or the clear expeosition of tle issues

that we heard vesterday and the 3Staff positionms.

It would be foolish to say tiat there's not

a dramatic impact on our positicn, and it's goiag to

be taken fully into account.

We are relying heavily on the judgment and

the input that comes from these third-party folks in
that regard.

There is no limitaticn on rescurce
requirements, as I indicated earlier, either within
the company or without, to resclve these Juestions.

That comes directly from the President of
the company.

We will be seeking a meeting with you in
the very near future, as we have absorbed tle
comments we've heard yesterday and particularly this
morning with regard to being certain that tlhe

organizaticnal structure, there's no guestion.

|
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We'll provide hard copy charts that show
precisely wh5 is involved, the roles they play, the
responsibilities they have within Mr. Levin's
organization in :ogpcnding to design adeguacy

questions; and, of course, later this week, tomorrew,

and nex%, you will be hearing much, much dezall about
the cther specific guestions.

I would submit that that will be a very f
responsive process, and cne that will be illuscrative

0f the detail with whizh we'll apprcach the design

adequacy Questions as well.

Boward has scme more meat with regard to

his particular sphere of activity, unless you have
further qucsiions about the over-all corforate posture
with regard to these issues that I could respond =9
right now.

MR. NOONAN: I doa't think I have any
additicnal guestions, other than cne thinag I £ailed to
mention is that we have a Hearing Bcard on Comanche
Peak. Right now the Hearing Bcard is basically waiting
for us collectively, the utility and the NRC, to get
things dcne here.

The way I'm going to keep this Hearing_

Board informed will be basically by these transcripts.




make sure that we communicate.

@ 2 | We need t9 communicate not only with the ‘

1 | NRC, but vou need to ccommunicate in such a way that !
the Hearing Bcard and the Intervenors both see what's
happening here.

Thlt'! &ll- f

i
|

y | MR. LEVIN: Thanks, Vince.
a

mad a few remarcks here tihat I have

3 | prepared. Iz zdditicn, I would likxe tle cppossunity ;
i
10 to respond to several of the guesticns that I can |

1 } respond to now that have been brought up DY 8¢k 3osnak
12 f and lLazzy Shao.
o 13 % {irst of all, I'd like to reiterate my
14 | appreciation for the cpportunity we had yesterday to
hear the valuable information presenced by the Staif.

6 I kaow many of the individuals that

——— T ————— - i ————— e ————

gresented that infcormation and can identify with where

<

18 | they were coming, ané can tell you that I understand

19 ‘ the actions that TUGCO, as well as we ang the CPRT are

20 | going to have to take.

2 It's clear, particularly from some of the

2 comments, Bob, you made, and Don Landers made yesterday,

23 that we will be taking some action, particularly w%th
4 24 regard to several of these unigque support configura-

e 25 tions; and I guess I'd like to say that I believe that
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that is prcbably the most practical path, particularly
with regard to those situations that would reguire
complex or sophisticated analyses to justify their
behavior.

While our initiatives and acticn plans are

in the early stages of development, as Jchn has
indicated, and we indicated yesterday, cne of my firss |
directions has been for ocur staff -- and I'll be talkin#
more today about the staZf and their gualifications =- |
to investigate this pctantial. |
It's my belief that by takiag that kind of

actian, removing cor mcdilyiag certaia suppgceres ia the
front end of the process, that that's going to make our

job easier and more direct, and that's the most

I have had an opportunity siace vesterday

to have read Don Landers' Draft Report. I believe there!

are many valid issues in there, just on my reading of i
that evidence by itself, and se2reral of the obse:vaticnsi
he has made with regard to part.cular suppor: configura-
tions I think are valid, and we'll be taking a very

careful locok at those.

And I think, particularly with regard ¢o

those things identified there, those supports will

probably fall under that category where we will in the




10

N

12

13

14

16

17

8

9

2

24

156

front end of the process make the decisions that I

just alluded to.

I think is's appropriate, in view of your
commen+<s tocday, to give you at least an cutline of
how we expect to get the job ccmpleted, scme of the
principal leaders in this effoczt.

As you knew, in my presentation yesterday,

T described three principal areas of reviaw in this

call other areas.

We will have managers directing each of
those activities.

Frank Dougherty, here on ay righs, will
have cver-all responsibility for the design adequacy
evaluation. This will include program development,
iaplementation and direction of the taird-party
verification efforet.

Ia the way of backgrcund, to intrcduce
Frank to those of you whe don't already know him, he
has had sixteen years of nuclear industry experience,
five vears at a major architect/engineering firm and
eleven years in consulting practice. 1

A specialty in his consulting experience

has been in the areas of design contrel and groject

!
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management.

We worked together on the Midland Project,
wheze I served as Project Manager of the Independent
Design and Construction Verification Program, where
FPrank workeé with me leading a similar activity that
we have asked him to pursue here, the design verifica-
t.on of the Midland facility.

To work with Prank, to his zight, is
Doug Witt. ©OCoug briags with hiz seventeen years cf
experience in the nuclear industry, several years ac
a major A/E, and eleven years in cecnsulting practice.

In may view, Doug is especially suited ZIor
this assignment. He has been my deputy in the cngoing
TRT effort, the civil stzuctuml and mechanical acticn
plans that you alluded to eariier, Viace.

Prior to his iavolvement with ocur firm,

Doug was a Division Manager at EDS with responsibility

fcr piping and support design efforts ia the structural |

design area.

Doug also participated in the Midland
design verification effort and managed the design
verification of the HVAC System at Midland.

Doug will be assisted by Paul Streeter.

Paul, you might raise yocur hand.

Paul brings with him fifteen years of




10

1

12

13

4

18

16

8

19

2

24

R —

158
experience in the nuclear industry, and he will be
ninaginq those areas where analytical efforts will be
required.

MR. 3H20: 1Is he from TERA, too?
MR. LEVIN: Yes.
Also, as we indicated vesterday, we have

iave

[
&

at this time retained several consultants. I bhe
the list will grow as our needs are better defined;
but in particular, we indicated that we have retained
3ok Cloud & Associates.

At this point in time, in additicn ¢o
assisting us in the development of our initiatives,
we anticipate that he will be assisting us in the area

£ testing.

I&'s our anticipatican at this poiat in
time that a certain amount of testing may be reguired
in several of our initiatives.

I expect and have discussed with Dcug the
nead to retain additional coasulting assistants,
particularly including individuals with recognized
nuclear piping experience, both in the analytical
area as well as the hardware area.

MR. SEAQ: The pecple you are mentioniqg
is for working on the piping or working on the pipe

supports, or both?
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MR. DOUGHERTY: What I think Howard is --
This is Frank Dougherty.

what Howard is sayving is we expect to add
additional consultants, scme of whom will De pipe
support specialists and scme of whdn will be piping
analysis specialists.

So we expect bcti.

MR. SHAO: So vyou are going to add scme
more experts?

MR. DOUGEBERTY: Yes.

MR. LEVIN: Absoclutely, and there ace
other secple that were here vesterday. For exaaple,
Dr. Hall, from the University of Illinois, has Deen
providiag assistance in our implementation of the TRT

action plans, as well as we anticipate signilicant
involvement in this effort.

And as many of you are aware, 3ill Hall,
through his association with Dr. Newmark, vou Xacw, nas
a recognized reputation in the seismic design area.

MR. SBAO: He works on civil structures
or mechanical?

MR. LEVIN: BHe has been werking in beth

areas.

I anticipate having an oppo:funity to get

together in the future and discuss in more detail scme
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think you all will have an opportunity to interact
not only with the managers of ﬁne effort whem you sae
here, but people who are actually executing the work.

In some instances, Vince, your stafi has
alzesady had that opporztunity, particulazly wisth zegacd
to the actions and interactions we've had on the
TRT action plans; and next week we'll have that
epperzunity again where I expect to have the issue
cocrdinators for specific issues presenting tle
iaitiatives that we've underctaken in thcocse arsas and
to status you on just where we stand and what progress
we've made.

Maybe at this point in time it wonld be
appropriate, just briefly, those things that I can
address directly, Larry and Bob, relative to your
comments on the flow diagram.

Your first comment on licensing comaitments.
our conceptual ideas today have materialized to the
point where we bel."ve that there will be a two-pronged
approach tc the general area of licensing commitments.

Those falling ii the f£irst category just
being a general tracking of commitments in the piping
and pipe support area from FSAR, which is the seed,

down to the various subtiers of documents, Ccodes,
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standards, et cetera, to which the project is

committed.

There will be a test against that baseline,
okay, that you might say is independent from another
test in that commitments area, which will be focused
primarily in a direction where the issues that are on
the table point to us.

So we kind of have the brocad, the ho:izontai

|
spectrum ia the commizments area, and then the vertical,
spectrum where we are tracking commitzents as they
apply to specific issues. |
Part of that, I think, in certain areas,

based upon our initial review, we are going te £f£ind

a variety of things.

We may f£ind areas where commitments haven't,
been macde, commitments where they are anot clear. whe:nf
that is the case, we're joing toc have to set a Daseline
to conduct our evaluation.

In both cases, I think we are gcing to be i
coming back toc you and talking about what tle project's‘
commi tments were, the degree of conformance there was
and in particular, the criteria that we are going to
1se to move forward.

I anticipate that that will occur in two

areas. We are going to have criteria that we will
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discuss together that will be pertinent to our third-
party evaluation, and I believe that there will b;
ﬁccommcndations that we make to the project for areas
where production effort is going to have tc occur.

The third party is not going to be in a
position of redoing design basis evaluations. We will
do a significant encugh level of sampling to give us a
level o0f confidence and to verify that the project is

in fact implementing their commitments.

Sut I anticipate that the project will have |

to do more work, and ian that regard we want to make
sure that they are working to the right yardstick.
So, the general.

I+t falls into two categories, the criteria
that we will be discussing.

If£ I can get to your comment on the
medification of licensing commitments as it shows up
on this chart, it's unfortunate that in such a simple
diagram it requires some commentary to describe what
we mean in each of these blocks, and I hope that we'll
have an opportunity to provide that.

I want to make it absolutely clear that I
anticipate certain cases where there may be scme
modification == I'll give you an example =-- but not

many.

——————————
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Don Landers has suggested, for example,
in the re-evaludation efforts that we consider the
Code case in the PVRC damping. 1It's not clear to me
whether we will actually follow that recommendation,
but there's certainly a good chance that we will.

That would reguire a modification of the
licensing commitment. Rigb:’ncw, essentially, the
project is committed to Reg. Guide 1l61.

S¢ it's a cizcumstances like that that we
anticipated there. We don't anticipate that every
activity will flow through that box. In fact, we
aaticipate that very few will.

So if this diagram misled that -- misled
you ia that regard, I wanted to make sure the record
was clear.

It also apparently wasn't clear, as far
as our desire to have meetings with che Staff and
interact.

It's unfortunately boxed right down in

the corner cf the page at the bettom. Vince, I taink

you have already indicated the hold points where that's

appropriate in the process, and I concur with that

entirely.

With respect to scme of the other comments,

Bob, I think, as we indicated, we are still in a
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process of defining our program, and I believe that
we will be in a position in the no£-toc-distant future
to respond in the level of detail that you fellows
reguire.

MR. BOSNAK: OQur comments were given in the
spiritc to help you define your prcocgranm.

MR. LEVIN: VYes, and they are taken in
that spirit, and I appreciate it.

That's ail I have to say, unless cthere ace
other guestions or comments.

MR. NOCNAN: Yes, I'd like to =-=- Go ahead,
John.

MR. BECX: 1I'd like to add scomething that_
I didn't comment on earlier, and it has to do with
external interfaces and interactions.

Clearly, the CPRT Response Team is going
to consider input from all sources; and includedé In
those sources, Mrs. Ellis, is a desire to meet with
certainly Messrs. Walsh and Doyle and others that you
may see fit or £find desirable to provide that iaput
directly to these third-party folks in their evaluation
of the concerns that they have expressed and put on the
table and that are before the Board and so forth.

I don't want to be remiss in ackncwledginag

that responsibility that clearly falls on these third
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party folks' shoulders. Sco make the record reflect
that fact.

MR. LEVIN: John, in that regard, and
Vince, as vou are aware, I believe we at least have
tentatively scheduled a meeting the week of March 1llth

to sit down with the Cygna IDVP pecple and have a

discussion of the conceras that are flowing cut ¢f that|

program.

I believe, at leass in terams of hcw we
see our schedule develcoping, that it would be
appropriate ia that time frame cr scssibly just aftar
shat to sit dcown with Juanita Zllis and her pecple.
Maybe we can get together at a break and identify a
mutually agreeable time, but that's th‘ kind of tiae
frame we 3ee as fittiag into cur over-all schedule.

MR. NOONAN: Okay. I think Mrs. Elli
will probably respend to that real guickly here.

MR. LEVIN: All right.

MR. NOONAN: John, dc you have aaything
else?

MR. BECK: No.

MR. NOONAN: I'd like to ask any of the

NRC Staff members if they have anything == any

comments?

(No response.)
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MR. NOONAN: Okay. I guess, then, I would
like to offer members of the puhlic, and particularly
right anow I would like to cffer Mrs. Ellis, wheo is the
head of CASE, an Intervencor of record, to provide us
comments. .

MRS. ELLIS: Thank you.

I want to say, firzst Ccf all, to all of
you, the Applicants and the NRC pecple who are here,
that we appraciace very auch this opportunity.

I chink that haé taings lLike tihis happened
early on in this process, we wculdn't be ia this
situation we are right now. Very possibly, thiags
could have been irocned out much fasts:r and the problems
identified much more guickly.

I don't really have a written presentation,
per se. I do have just scme notes that I want %o 30
through, just as I sort of tock at random while we
were talking.

One ¢of the thiangs that bothers us very
much, and we've menticned this before, is that it
appears right now that we are at a point where we are
just starting to do what should have Dbeen dcne scme
two-and-a-half years ago on the design issues and the
design QA issues.

One of the things that has been a very scre
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spot with CASE has been the Applicants' reluctance,
extreme reluctance tc face up éo problems and to admit
that the problems even exist, and then take steps to

promptly correct thcse problems.

If the Applicants had been more willing

tc do this, is's very likely that pecple like Jack Decyls
|

and Mack Walsh would still be working at tie 3lant,
and that many of the things that they have identified
acw which we are haviag £2 go through <his agoniziag
process to resolve ccould have beea resclved in-house
without having to involve CASE or the NRC Staff and
s$o on.

We would like for the Applicants to think
very harxd aboﬁt that and about that attitude aand =miad
set. This is scmething, I think, that has been cne
of the most disturbing aspects of the Applicants'
response all rough the years to CASE.

I do want to mention, toco, that t~oth the
NRC pecple have mentioned and the Applicants have
mentiocned, that we don't want to be doing this cne
more time. You know, this should be it.

I think that we are in agreement with
that, and that it is, therefore, especially important
that we must have the oversight and involvement and

approval of the Licensing Board in these efforts; and
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1 that needs tc be done, I think, immediately.
{é; 2 | This is something which has been very
3 disturbing, alsc. The Licensing Bcard is involved in

4 4 | trying to decide whether or nct Comanche Peak should |

$ | obtain an operating license. And in that context, they

§ | have to be informed as to what's goiag oa.

7 4 At this point .a time they are pretty much

!
in the dark abcut many of the things that are going cn.E‘

? and they have sits and pieces, but they den't really

i

" . . ;
) have a good oversight of what is happening.

|

i |
1n think that it's time that the NRC and .
12 | the Applicants make some sort of fcrmal presentation

13 @ in writing toc the Licensing Board to let them know
“ | exactly where things staand at this point in tinme.

18 | There was 2 pleading f£iled by CASE ia the

16 ; other side of the hearings, which alsc carries cver,
7 | sort of, to this side of the hearings (The in:inida:::j
18 hearings are being handled separately.) regardiag a ‘
19 | motion which was filed by JASE for a hundred percent ’
20 reinspecticn of the constructicon and hardware.

21 I want toc make very clear, if there's
2 ! been any misunderstanding regarding this, that the
2 | Staff and officials in Washingten and the Applicant

. 24 | should not in any way, shape cr form construe this

@ 25 | as being an attempt by CASE to rush the NRC ina what
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they are doing at this point in time.

That is definitely not our intention, and
if anything in the pleading indicated that, it should
not be construed that way.

There needs to be an understanding of
where we're coming from with some of the things that
we are £iling zight aow.

Most of it goes back tc the fact that we
think it's imperative that the Licensiag 3card be
xept informed and that they be advised.

CASE had to file answers to motions for
summary dispesition sased on what turned out Lo be an
extremely inaccurate presentation as to what deadlines
we had to work under.

We &id this. I perscnally stayed up
many nights 1:00, 2:00, 3:00 o'clock in the merning,
one night uztil 5:00 o'clock in the meraing, werkin
on getting those pleadings out.

It's time now for the Staff and the
Applicants to answer some of those moticns for summary
disposition.

Now, having said that, I don't mean
necessarily answer point by point, but you need to let
the Licensing Board know where you stand on these .

things, if it's nothing more thar the NRC Staff saying
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to the Licensing Board, "Look, we are at a point in

time right now where it's obvious we are not going to

be able to have a pecsition on these issues by the
end of March,” and I think that's very cbvicus at !
this point that there's no way you can. i
The Applicants need tc say to the Li:ensinqs
Boi:d right now, "There is no way that we are goiag =0
be able to answer these moticns for summary dispositicn)
at this point ia tize, because we are Raviang to lcock
sack at them. Thers may well be scme taings we need
to change. If so, we'd like an opportunity to do that.
We ace looking at them and it's going <2 take us some
time,"” and try to give them an estimate of time.

T think at this point in time there is no

aeed to rush as far as tryiang to do thiangs that really
need to have a gocd close loock taken at them.

At tha same time, I think it i3 iaperactive
that the Licensing Bocard be informed cf your position |

immediately and that they be involved in this whole

process.

It is unfortunate that when things first
started out with Cygna, who in all fairness to
Cygna, I think has been put at a great disadvantage in

many ways, because of the way things have developecd.

We have been a severe critic of Cygna in
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many ways. There are still some grave concerns we
have with the way Cygna has addressed socme of the
itenms.

However, I think it must alsc be
recognized that Cygna has contributed a great deal to
this entire process, and I think they must be given
czedit for that.

And as we menticned at the February 7th

meeting bestween the Applicants and the NRC's Contention

Five Panel, we coppeose aay effor<ss at this peiat in
time to dump Cygna, and we certainly don't think that
is appropriate.

We do believe that it has to be recognized
that Cygna cannot come to scme conclusicons that the

plant is safe f5r a very simple reason, and that i3
that they do not have all the infcrmation they need
before them to make that kind of determinatioen.

I think that's got to be reccgnized.

At the same time, had it not been for this
particular set of events where CASE obtained raw
data -~ for instance, in regard to the cable tray
supports, which Jack Doyle and Mark Walsh ncrmally
would not have locked at, Mr. Walsh did lock at them

in the context of the Cygna hearings, and had it not

been for that, CASE would not really have been Zfully
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aware at that point that the cable tray supports also
are screwed up.

So I think that there are scme very
definite assets to what Cygna has done, although
obviously we won't agree with everything they've
said., 3us I think it's aprarent now with the recent
£iling that Cygna made regarding tihe stability issues,
that as they have looked deeper into these matters,
they aave found that scme of tle issues raised DY
Mr. Walsh and Mr. Deyls have much mcre sudstance 0O
shem than had been apparent on the surface.

I thiak that is also haprening now with
the Staf?, and I think that this panel especially is
£inding that to be true.

I wanted also %0 menticn that in the
context of hearings there are other aspects of this
besides what's gocing on here, and you have to
realize that we are, after all, in hearinags regazding
duly-accepted contentions, duly-accepted issues, in
an cperating license proceeding.

As such, we have scome very, very grave
and severe concerns about due process rights.

Now, when we got into this, we didn't

take the Applicants to raise. This isn't a school for

the Applicants to try to see hew manv times we can
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do this over and over again until we get it right.

There's a limit to CASE's patience cn this

and to our ability to continue to perform adeguately.

.Baving said that, I want to caution the
Applicants that they shculd not take that as any sign

¢ weakness cn the part of CASE.

We are definitely in this for the long
haul, and we will be here locking cver your shoulder
sne way or ancther; and I think that's got t2 te
recognized.

But we 2o have due process rights, and
those we =hink are already being abused, and we can't
sit by and have curselves just walked all over ia the
hearings process, and we will not do that.

We will be making, as I menticned before
in the FPebruary 7th meeting, we will be making a

presentation to the Licensing Bcard in the near

future regarding scme recommendaticons and our viewpoint,

on how things are proceeding, as we see them.

We would urge, as I said, the StaZf and
the Applicants to alsc do that.

I1'd like also to merely echo what
Mr. Noonan said this morning as far as the need to

know exactly who and what and what the gqualifications

are of the pecple who are on your new team.
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I think we'd like to have things like
resumes, all the details regarding past experiences,
what gives the people on ycur panel the ability and

the background to be able to deal with tdese Walsh-

Deyle issues, for instance, and alsc with the Technical

Review Team issues.

I thiak that thase things need tc be
provided, not 3just to us, but I think the Licensing
2sard needs to also be included in all of this. Thevy
need to be included in this whcle Trocess.

I am glad to hear that the Applicants
are also williang to sit down with CASE and work on
these things.

I spoke with Mr. Doyle last night, and he
has indicated that he will be le to come down
March the 23rd, which is a Saturday. It's a weekend,
fortunately.

He will probably be here maybe Saturday
afternccon or evening, depending cn when his £flight
would get in, and leave on Sunday.

The reascon for this is he is presently

" working twelve hours a day, six days a week, and Re

will have to take off werk just to come for that.
Later on, it may be that his job would

allow him to have mcre time, but right now that's his
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present situation.

Aad I think one thing that the Applicants
need to realize is that unlike all of you who are
being paid, and I'm sure guite well, Zfor your
services, which is appropriate, Mr. Walsh and
Mr. Doyle are vclunteers.

Thev are not being paid by CASEZ. They 2o
well if they have their expenses reimbursed, and in
many cases, uafcreunately, haven'+s aven had that dcne.

Sc whea they come down tc a meeting or
scmething duriag the weex, it's at their own expense,
and great exgpense.

So most of the time, as far as meetings
and so forth, it would have to be perhaps on weekends
or in the evenings at :hcir'convcniance, because it's
just simply impossible for them to do it otherwise.

Any time that they take off Ircom work,

they have to reserve for actual heariag time, and they

do well to do thac.

I just wanted to let you kaow the
background on that so you would understand that it's
not that we're trying to be difficult or that we
are reluctant to do this; it's just a matter of :hg
feasibility of doing it.

One of the thiangs, too, that we are
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concerned about, which Mr. Noonan alsc mentioned, was
what's going to happen with Unit 2 and how it may
differ from Unit 1.

In this operating license proceeding, the
Applicants' plan was to get an operating license for
“e+th Unit 1 and Unis 2 at the same tine.

We are beccming more aand mcre concerned
about this, because it appears that there may be
severe differences scetween %the twWC unlits, which may
ultimately even have =0 lead to separate licensing
hearings for the =wo units.

I =hink that one way to aveid tlat would
be for the Applicants to up £roht make as much
information as possible available as to these
4i #2arences and as to what's going on with Unit 2.

There was cne thing, ¥r. Nconan, that you
men=ioned this morninag about the SSZR's and these not
being Staff positicns. That's some<hing, I think,
that should be called %to the specific attention of
the Licensing Board, because it's my understanding,
anyway, that normally those would be taken to be
official Staff positions. So I think that that's
scmething that should be calleé to their attention.

specifically probably.

One thing that Mr. Noonan mentioned was
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that he would have the transcript of these meetings

provided to the Board, and I would urge that in the

cover latter for this, make clear to the Board that

this is one way that the Staff and the Applicants would

like to be able to take to communicate to the Board’
what's going on.

In that regard, you might evea want O
suggest == This is scomethiag you would need to
considar with your counsel, I guess, aski=ng that the

-
-

O
b
0
(]
O
"

8oard take official n

so that they could refer back to them ia aay decisicns

oar whatever, and they could te used, also, Zfor £iadiags

of fact or for arguments, without everycne having to
provide copies of specific pages and so forth.

T thiak it would make it much siampler o=
everyone in the long rum if this were dene.

I would also urge that you go >sack and
make certain that the 3card has been provided wit all
of the transcripts of recent meetings in the last few
months which have gone on between the Appllicants and
the Staff and the Staff and Cygna and so on, so that
they have the complete view of what's really
happening.

I spoke wicth »r. Doyle last night and,

obviously, I didn't have an opportunity to tell him

scme of these transcripts
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everything that went on yesterday, but there were a
few comments that he asked that we pass along.

One thing is that throughout all of these
discussions, although hcpefully that's about to be
remedied, no one has asked Mr. Walsh or Mr. Doyle what
they meant as a definiticn of instabilicy.

One o0f the things that he menticned
specifically just off the top of his head was that
double pinned struts sugports perpendicular, which
would he.a lateral cénstraiant, to the axis o the run
pipe on a single vertical trunnion resulting ina an
excentric lateral lcaéd path, %thus introduce total
instability.

This can be found in the system that the
Applicants have used tc determine the eifscts of the

actual stiffness on a pipe stress run, and we have

heard nc menticn of this particular mode of instability

which is another of his concerns.

Bowever, we have four drawings of it, on
one run. This is one specific thing he wanted to be
sure we called to your actention.

Another thing is that the Welding
Research Council Bulletins (WRC) 107 and 198 for pads
on the piping should be considered. '

None of the pads has been analyzed, and

IS
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Appendix G and not by Bjillard.

Regarding the U~-bolts acting as two-way

they've been accepted only under Charpy critcria under

|

restraints, in the discussion regarding the :e-analy:adJ

supports, it's our understanding that the Applicants
have already changed I believe he said eight to

zigid frames for ccnservatism.

However, if it was for cconservatism, it

would appear that all 2f them should have seen changed.

Also, friction forces should be iacluded
in the re=-analysis, because tiais could amcuat to what
in effect is a three-way load.

I'd like =0 say that generally CASE has
been very heartened by the TRT's efforts and by the
efforss of this NRC's Walsh-Doyle Panel.

We kxnow that you've had to do a lot of
work on all this, and we appreciate ycur 2II3rts very

auch.

There are cne or two things that I think

-

need tc be looked at more closely. One thing is I
think that the design QA issue needs to be locked at

in far more depth than appears to have been done so

£azr.

There is quite a history in the record

already, and perhaps CASE should help to peint that out

l

'
{
|
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There was one comment in the written
information that was handed cut yesterday from
Teledyne that we want toc mention.

There was scme comment to the effect about

sc many of the zrcblems that were identified having ;

been on pipe support runs and pipe suppert issues; andé
I think that cne of the reascns £for this, which scme

of the pecple on the panel may not be aware oI, i1s taac

the cnly twe engineers which CASZ has presented,
Jack Doyle and Mark Walsh, normally were involved
primarily with the pipe supports.

But it needs to be known and understcod

and the full implications need tc be understcod, that
when they have locked at other things, such as the |
cable tray supports, they have found that the problems %
there are just as severe, which caused them to |
question the design of all the rest of the plant.
: This is scmething cbvicusly that
Jack Deoyle and Mark Walsh can't be expected to do at
all.
I think that the NRC Staff has to lock

very, very closely and very hard and in depth at tgc

design of the rest of the plant, and not just stop

with the particular issues which have been raised here.
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One of the things that we are ccncerned

about is that the NRC's efforts must not be allcwod'to

be politicized in this process.

The Staff must be able to say, and I think

at %his point in time should say to the Licensing

8card, "Lock, after having reviewed all of these things,

Wwe now have to tell the Bocard that we nc lcnger have

reascnable assurance to believe that this plant has

0

neen conssruc=2d and designed ccrrectly. There are

14

£ iz tinme.

(B

guestions ia ocur aiad at tiis ze
This in the licensing hearings would

represent a change of pesition cn tae parct of the

‘U

Staff.

(2]

I think the Bocard needs to know that.

think it's cbvious that that's the situation <the

Staff now finds itself in; but I thiak that there needs

s be an admissiocn of this to the Licensing 3card at
this time so they'll understand what really is going
on.

One of the cocncerns with the due process
preblem that we have is that as part of accepted
contentions in an operating license hearing, the
Staff normally has the position that almost any

plant can be licensed, that things are fixable.

It may take a lot of time. It may take a
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lot of money, but that they ultimately are fixable.

Bow;vgr, the Atcomic Safety and Licensing
Board is charged with ma%iaq tne deterainaticn of
whether or not an-ope:ating license could be granted
and should be granted, and this, I think, is scmething
that has to be realized.

There has to be a peint in time, although
as I said, we are not trying to push the Staff. We
aze not tryiang to push the Applicants, even, at this
point in time, into rushing to do what las to be done.
3ut at the same time, there has to be this reccgnition
of the Licensing Bcard's role in all tais.

Right now what we are seeing is what has
been represented to us tc be independent third-party
individuals which the Applicants have hired, and we
have no reason to think that all of you are nct
operating in good faith and that you don't really
think that you would come in here and try to really
make this a safe plant tc do everything you can.

However, at the same time, we have 3een
no independence criteria, no protocol, nc attempt to
comply with the strong suggestions of the Licensing
Board in its December 28th, 1983, Beocard Order. .

We would like to strongly urge that the

Applicants adopt a coocperative attitude and that they




10

11

12

13

14

16

17

19 |

21

2

24

183
provide voluntarily to CASE and the ﬁhc Licensing
Board all the memoranda, reports, workpapers and so
on.

It might be a little burdensome Icr the
Licensing Board to get all that, but certainly I

think CASE needs that information, without our haviag

to go through all the prscess of filiag intsrrogatories

ané requests for documents and so forth.

This has proved very helpful, scmethiag in
the wavy that Cygna has sent us informaticn over a
pericd of time. It has proved very helpful to us to
be provided that on a regular Dasis, on a routine
basis.

I think this definitely needs to be dcne
and that the Applicaants should consider takiag a
cooperative attitude in that.

I think that's about all the ccmments that
I have, cther than again, I want £o say how much we
appreciate this opportunity and how much we
appreciate everycne's efforts and to also say again
that we realize that the effort made by the NRC, and
especially by the particular members cf these panels,
has been a tremendous cne. And we can fully
appreciate that, and we do.

Thank you.
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MR. NOONAN: Thank you, Mrs. Ellis.

At this point in time, I would also like
to ask the Cygna representatives whether they have
any desire to maie a comment?

MS. WILLIAMS: This is Nancy Williams.

No, not at tais time.

MR. NCCNAN: Okay, thank yeou.

Are there any cther members cZ the public
saat would like to be 2earxd at this peint ia tine?

(No response.)

MR. NOONAN: Okay. I just want =2 make
cne :acre comment, particularly on the -- I 1eaxd

Mrs. Ellis talk about the SER's.

The SER's right now just can't draw a Staff

conclusicn because of the open items ia the SER's, and

we need to wait until the Applicant ccmes Bback and
responds to all the actions, all the cpen itsms in tle
SER, and then the final conclusions are drawn.

I think the Bcard is aware of the prccess
we go through and aware that these are SER's in the
sense that they identify all the cpen items. They
don't necessarily close them all ocut.

John, do you have anything?

(No response.)

MR. NOONAN: Okay. With that, I will
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thank everybody, and I will just call this meeting
adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 9:55 a.am., the
meeting in the above-entitled matter was
adjourned.)

//7
/77
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