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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISS1ON

BEFORE THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the matter of

Docket Nos. 50-275
50-323

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY

(Diable Canyon Nuclear Power
FPlant, Units 1 and 2)

Nt N N N Nt NN NN NN

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL C. THOMPSON

State of California

County of San Luis Obispo e

)
City of San Luis Obispo ;
The above being duly sworn deposes and says:

On January 8, 1985, the staff of Region V, Nuclear Reg-

ulatory Commission (Kirsch, Schollenberger and Polich) inter-
viewed me to follow-up on allegations originally presented to
Mendonca and Polich of the NRC Staff at Diablo Clnyon: as well
as portions of subsequent NRC 01 testimony. As a result of
this interview, I feel it necessary to clarify the following
six additional concerns regarding issues examined in depth

during the interview. They are listed below:

B3R 28887 388243,



1. Regarding ellegations of faked Paramount (M.W. Kel-
logg) stanchion welds on the Safety Injection System within

the reactor pressure boundry in both Units 1 & 2. If Messrs.

Russ Nolle and Tony Pacifico, when questioned by the NRC, re-
called that the Paramount stanchions 5/5 RR and 6/6 RR were
prepared for full penetration welds and basically achieved
them, as indicated during the interview by the NRC Inspector
Dennis Kirsch, these statements are misleading and false. 1In
July 1983 when Pacifico, Cunningham, Burns, Tynon and 1 looked
at the work, all of us not only commented on the existence of
faked welds, but were instrumental in authenticating the exis-
ting discrepant condition to justify rcpllgcmont of the weld-
ments. In fact, on July 13, 1983, Mr. Nolle requested that I
add the foliowing note for his cosignature on the Discrepancy
Sketch for 5/5 RR signed earlier that day Sy Jim Cunningham
and myself: 'No evidence orig. prep. config." (sic. no ev-
idence that the stanchion was prepared for the required full
penetration weld configuration.)

The collective amount of time spent at the work locations
of 5/5 RR and 6/6 RR by all QC and QC Supervisors was far less
than the amount of time that I oversaw the work (which included
laison with night shift turnover). Each individual would al-
locate oﬁé¥_p few minutes a day tor inspection of an in-work
weldment yw Nhereas 1 closely field-engineered the entire re-
moval and reconstruction of these time critical Cole¢ Hydro
work items for 12 or more hours a day. Their contact with
the work~in-progress was minimal. Therefore, the accuracy of
their recall should be in question. They cannot recall what
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they never saw. I personally drafted, compiled, and approved
the "Approved for Construction" packages and generated the Dis-

crepancy Sketches at the request of PTGC. (See Exhibit 1.)

2. Regarding allegation of void behind Unit 2 Containment
Liner. The NRC Staff improperly justified their refusal to

check the existance of a void by asserting that the procedure
of "sounding" is not qualified and therefore not sufficient
grounds to investigate the phenomenon that what sounds hollow
will reveal itself as really hollow.

Soundings have been used for years on lined concrete tank
and sizmilar construction with enough of a degree of efficiency
tr.at the government should not ignore the statistical probability
trat excessive voids exist and PGSE's documentation is inac-

curate and deceptive,

3. Regarding allegation on alleged void behind Contain~-

ment Liner. The NRC was mistaken to conclude that the hollow
sounds could have occured from an anticapated 2 to 3 mil gap
between the Containment Liner and the concrete. My personal
soundings did not disclose expected acoustic variations that
would occur if "mudhooks" were installed per plan in a grid
and embedded eight inches in the concrete along the measured
20 foot long by 10 foot high void.

Additionally, how could the NRC make a technically based
conclusion about the sounding process, when they contend that
the sounding procedure is inaccurate due to lack of proper
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qualification for application to the nuclear industry.

4. 1 protest that the NRC only interviewed me with re-
spect to isolated examples of my allegations and in particular
did not allow discussion or even presentation of documentation
of the full scope of the Paramount (vendor) QA violations
which were numerous enough as to dictate the existance of a
well-defined generic (common) deficiency, especially the lack

-of contract-required full penetration welds. (See Exhibit 2.)

3. Mr. Kirsch has derived a misconception from NRC avail-
able documentation (i.e.; photographs only) about the ezistance
of a fillet cap on the interior of stanchions 5/5 RR and 6/6 RR.
Tne reality is that fake TIG roots existed from prior work

(Paramount).

6. 1 strongly and emphatically protest that the NRC
Statf has refused to visually inspect the interiors of Par-
amount stanchions on the Safety Injection System located with-
in the reactor pressure boundry in Unit 1 while the plant is
currently shut down for maintenance inspection. 1 have pre-
sented abundant and conclusive evidence concerning this alleg-
ation and the staff's failure to inspect Unit 1 is currently and
apathetically endangering the public. The gravity of this
issue is too solemnly serious to ignore. Failure of any one

of these weldments could cause a loss~of=coolant accident.



i I have read the above § page statement and it is true,

R R R R RGBS,

accurate and as complete as time allows to the best of my

knowledge and true conviction.

Michael

State o' : . 2 On this the _22_ day of vanuary 19_EZ before me,

i ’ william . C'Connor
County ¢’ :

the undersigned Notary Public, personally appeared

Michael C. Thompson Rttt ———————

¥ personally known 1o me
~ proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence
to be the person(s) whose name(s) subscribed to the

within instrument, executed it

R

GENERA, ACKY D ELLVEN PO T NATIONAL NOTARY ASSOCIATION 23017 venturs Bivd » Woudiang s CA§)
NERa .t o b . o o8
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Exhibit 13A
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Pullman Power Products ts0. No._A/Z
‘9 CEL2L . Jz'lﬂ Unit No. L[
81 or US NQT) ' Code No, Vi=iU-G-
ATTACHED LUSCREPANC( BEPQRT o) Mold Tag_ X
(yes) (ne)
sostomen __ Pecitic Ges 8 Bleetrie  srec vo A sarg 12/ 21/84
PUCIECT Olasio Canyon LO8 NG 7177 nepECTOR KO Y /Kinn

-

'W CARDINAL INOUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORP - VENDOR SUPPLIED MATER!AL

| qassamarigngs o

‘ Per PGSE direction, all matorial ir Pyllman warchouse ~nhich was
manufactured Ly Curdinal [ndustrial Products Corparaticn is being placed
| on HAolg.

This request 1s 1n par: 3 result of the faollowing:
I LE. Infurnation Notice £4-52

2. Pemoval of Cardinal Industrial Products Corpcration from PGAE's
| Qualifiea Suppliers Lis®t.

dggitiena’ information will Be included with this DR when available,

: 2ECTVMENDED 3182031 TION INGICATE APPROVAL 3Y CI3CLING TWE APPROPRIATE “ECIMMEYI0ED

QISPOSITION"
(::::> “scearch the material current , in the Pullman warehouse and
storage areas to determine.

A, lihat was manufactured ant :.pplied 5y Cardina! indusirial
Products Corporatic:..

Pmrsmmas e smm e smweee®) WMot was manufactured oy ratnal [agustrial Progucts
ra28e ‘e { Corporatt ¢ suseld e . a
AU ;C:f.’:(‘)’. orporation butl susplied 1y anather vendor,
sa bign (Example: M. chase Orde~ with A & G who 10 turn doushe
AR . : iterial manufactures by Cardinal.)
AT SRR v - A - -
) \ (Continued - Page 2)
| » i T G . —— . ——
- ' _A/.>(“.4;/ Y & ¥y 7/ //// p— ’
Movealy P ' e QA wg oY '.v e /_‘,'_z._':_"/:-vo-o- /300 m_
AL i;”cﬂﬂgu T a dwmoraence With Asove = Ciner exsanarien ane n.a..r.. ‘eayiren))
Sarn Lame sren  Asp Dare: Warn Tame sree  Aee See

EHPLANAT ON (1F NECESSAAYI

CONTROLLEL oY o ceistrection
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‘:Ea jE}gg%Eii 's eano “4l73.p

10 CFR.21 '
S) er((1S NOT) 40 0.
ATTACHED - DISCREPANCY REPQRT Nt NG,

coce wo. Ql-10-G~

CusTOMER " legtr PEC NO: 8711 oare: 12/21/84
sRQLECT lablo Canyon JOB NO. 7177 INSPECTOA. K‘lml(sfng
R ND SPOSITION: (Continued from Page 1)
@ Place all material manufactured by Cardinal Industrial Products
Corporation on Hold. ’

( 3;) Prepare a 1ist of all Cardinal manufactured {tems currently in
stock. The 1ist shall include as a minimum:
A. P.0. number and ftem number.
B. Description of material (type, size, ASTM designation, etc.).

C. Location (warehouse/sea trains, row number, bin number,
etc., if applicable).

D. Quantities.
E. Heat numbers or Lot numbers,

Identify all items currently ordered from Cardinal but not
yet recefved. Items will be places on Hold upon receipt.

Segregate and retain a minimum of four (4) ftems of each
size and heat number for possible future testing. [f
Tess than four (4) items are currently in stock, retain
all {tems,

_gy [tems placed on Hold may be conditionally released under the
following conditions:

(GRC

A, Items are permanently marked with the heat number or an
fdentifying marking traceable to the heat number or P.0,
number/{tem number as applicable. (Parmanent marking
will be efther low stress metal stamping or vibro
etching.) .wee, ./, /ox

B. The specific location where the ftem(s) are to be
instalied 1s fdentified. (Such as area, hanger number,
system, 1s0 number, flange connéction, etc., as
applicable.) A record of these locations shall be
retained in a separate file. A copy of this file
shall be attached to this DR,

C. Items released and installed are subject to remova)
if subsequent testing or evaluation determines that the
materfal {s unacceptable.

OR,

X PGAE to disposition,



INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

DATE DECEMBER 21, 1984

ro P. STIEGER/P. MOKRY/M. SACCOCCIA

FROM H. W. KARNER

SUBJECT  MATERIAL SUPPLIED BY CARDINAL INOUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORPORATION

Per direction from PGAE, al) Cardinal supplied material shall
be placed on Hold. Please have the manufactuyrer verified for
any bolting material that is requested prior to fssue. An
inventory and research of our storage areas is being conducted
and all Cardinal items are being placed on Mold.

Your assistance in completing this fnventory by 12/21/84 will
be greatly appreciated. A OR {s forthcoming concerning this

1tem,
A o/
Harold W. Karner
QA/QC Manager
MWK sam
CC: W, Kimme!
C. Neary
R. King
ATl QA Receiving (days & nights) .
Warehouse
Jim Rowley

A, Eck




INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE RN
re
OATE  DECEMBER 21, 1984
ro ALL WAREHOUSE QA PERSONNEL
FRCM M. W. KARNER
SUBJECT  CARDINAL [NVENTORY

1. A1l Cardinal supp!ied/manufactured items shall be placed
on "Hold." (Bolts, nuts, washers, etc.)

|
l
2. Class | material shall be the priority items checked.
3. Record ALL pertinent information such as: |
A, P.0. number,
[tem number,

Description (bolt, nut, washer, size, ASTM designation),

o O w

Location (warehouse/sea train, row number, bin number, etc.).

€. Quantities (1f determining the quantity will impede the
completion of placing all Cardinal items on Mold by 4:00 p.nm.
on Friday 12/21/84, then eliminate the physical count to a
later time )

F.  MHeat numbers (record actual heat numbers. |[f recording heat
numbers prevents completion of placing items on Mold by
4:00 p.m. on Friday 12/21/84, then record at a later date.)

4. Place a Hold Tag on the maie ial,
5. Sign and date the form showing the information.

6. After all Cardinal items are on Hold, complete any necessary
verification of quantities and heat numbers.

-~

/ Vol N
, -
. ‘Ei,‘ A
rold W. Karner
QA/QC Manager

MWK sam
¢c: C. Neary, P, Stieger, P. Mokry



Exhibit 138

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

F2wE - QIABLO CANYON PROJECT o GENERAL CONSTRUCTION
PQ BOX 117 o sviLA BEACH CALIFCANIA 93424 » (808, 9952324

December 21, 1984

Mr. P, Stieger

Puliman Power Products
P.0. Box 367

Diabloe Canyon Project
Avila Beach, CA 93424

SUBJECT: Purchase and Contro! of
Cardina)l Fasteners

Dear Mr. Stieger:

The PGandE Quality Assurance Department has fdentified deficiencies in Cardina)
Bolt's quality assurance program which may affect materials supplied to Diabloe
Canyon (see attached letter dated 12/20/84). As a result, all fasteners in Class
One storage supplied by Cardina) Bolt, including those supplied through a third ,
party, must be immediately fdent!fied utilizing Pullman's discrepancy reporting
systems. This will also apply to fasteners purchased prior to this date which
have not yet been received.

The PGandE Quality Assurance Department ha's requested that al) Pullman purchases
placed with Cardinal be fdentified by P.0. number and heat numbers to support any
Fesearch necessary to trace fasteners for possidle qualification testing by an
indepencent laboratory.

Pullman 15 authorized to release these materials for fnstallation, provided a
system 15 established that will fdentify each fastener by size, materia) type,
purchase order, heat and/or lot number, and insta'led location. 1In addition,
fasteners from each heat or lot shall be retained by Pullman for qualification

testing conducted by others. / /d

R. R. Lieber
Fleld Construction Manager

:is‘zé{Qv*:;;‘-

R. A. Mobjvod
6. C. Quality Contro! Supervisor

RRL/RAMODgOOd k1N

0Ce 23174




Adentified significant deficiencies in their Qualdsy -~ ...
- ASsurance program. Ve are providing this not cation priot'to .

o o balie imav. veem :

JRM  acovep
e :: L Surcanrenpinty : :' :
PGwE K RYM
Lot nTas_gomrany yere LiC201984 -
e Do MWANAGER, QUALITY ASSURANCE Varom sag;,  FUD ‘
::‘On:w Wm.,. cum co”nuc"“ w .MM '—- .,‘;
bt o ) =l
"::o;:;:..ﬂ' Prompt Notification of Actions Resulting

from Supplier Audit of Cardinal Industrial Products L3

December 20, 1984

mt Ji .. mlnc‘ t
ATTENTION: MA. R. LICBER : T A

© ol

Quality Assurance Implementation Audit 844088 of Carding) i A
Industrial Producte, Las Vegas, Nevads, Decesber 6~7, 198:, A o .

the fssuance of the forral audit report becauss the findings may 1y
have an adverse impact on material supplied by Cardinal. .
Cardinal has provided fastener materials for the Diadle Canyen

Pover Plant on the following purchase orders:

P.0. 594708 « N.P.0.

P.O, 877706 « N.?.0.

’.Q. ’117’| bt '-'ooo

'0000 s””. - .l’tOl

P.O. 4R67178 -« G, C.

P.0. 4R66170 - G.C,

'.0. 05“’3 ('.1‘,’ - G.C.

The audit f‘dentified seven deficiencies in Cardinal's Quality : » :

program, of which the folloving three deficiencies vare found to
be significanc:

1. The auditors determined that Cardinal did not have
suffictent documented evidence to support the
qualifications of chetr suppliers of cartiftied
macerials ard processes for the fastener materiaol
furnished to PCandt,

2. The suditors fdentified cercifications for the heat
treating of materials shipped to PCond® tlhat did not
contain the heat nunber of the subject matarial,

3. The avditors tdentified materiale shipped to PCandt
that had not raceived required tensile strength tests,



“r. J. R manning = 3 Vece~oer 2y, )9a.

These delftetencios ware fdentical or s1rilar t» the
roncoanformances identilted by the MPC tn their recent inspectio:.
of Cardinal Industria. Products, ard our audiy deternired that
these defirvancies AtrretVy volated v rhn marariale tppl il pa
Dledlo Conyon. As & result, the Quality of the fastener
maturials we have received frow Carcinal en tre Furchase orders
listed above 13 indeterninate at this time,

Carcinal har instituted a revalidatioe pProagran throygh thied

PAFCY Lesting ae @ 1esult of the NP7 Iespection, 292 thev have

Sgiee? o include the materisls Suppiteld o PCanch ar g pare of )
Lhat revaiidetion progra=. Cardiral sti.l Ras man sarples of

TRC Bare materials sert to POaArdE - pracr warerruse atoehk thse

4% be ured in the thire PATIY Cests, Sut PCaniF rav e requasiec
Tiolecate and return & sarrle Af sore ttems to Carfinel for

terting.

Y OANpelt to ochtaln * e PevaLiiatier res..te fror Cardival 3
Fasriary (585, Megrvtile, we FOLIATAnd That the Lte=s supplied
PooCardiral de lecoted ard CEARROY Ar azcirdanze with the
aPpiicat’e requirements of YOUE departmarial grocedures. W
FASuert that veou researc! your reserds are neetly Mr D, 8. Agres
On evtenetor 30203490 1! thare heve beer Atwar rurc™ases fron
Carciral. '

At Cordical's Tecuest, ve elsy Lomduttad & cLaliincatier audte of
Tevdinal'e ASMY NCA-JEN” QUality assorarie rrogrem tr detersire
LY we tould retnstate ther 2p aur aiified Suppliters Lise for
future crdars. Ne found that Zardine. “ad taven sigetficac:
STERN in recent renthy e SPREEVE thait gsualit prigran and that
«ftar » few mrie rorrestive METIone ste vaiifiel, they could B¢
FOLUNTATET o0 0 Jualafled supplier urder Standare Spectficgerse

1Peie’
é;;‘” 'ié;khatad.x1'r-¢.
§ v, &

Fiamens
8001 an (020 369C) twp s
. Mebgeod
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Exhibit 13¢C

Cardinal

w B
INDOSTHTAL PRODUCTS CORPORATION

B SP21 RO
(TOLL FREE) 500-634-4881
3873 WEST OQUENDOQ 4= PHONE  (NEVADA) 702-739-1068

LAS VEGAS NEVADA 89118

August 9, 1984
.ntllts vo e¥lenare
Vandor 2Pragram Branch
Division of Quality Assurance, Safeguards,
wnd Inspection Programs
mitad Stazas Nuclear Rejulatary Chm=igeinn

.?-_.bt-—»' :Jouc --/..:3

TLAE LW 3N 30
L
onr Tiling
L am ateaching smmended coples of August 8, 9% letter.
Chanias have Seen made to clarify .5 and F,1, other
Cadnges were oniy ta correct typographical errors.

",  wmldesd 4 ‘.t' wae hipgve .,..'. ,....‘. . i

Sincerely,

/r Liesie? ) G } ~.LJ_~,

Dénnis €, Pielder
Presidant

97120330 24009

3 m.,uo e




Cardinal

INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORPORATION .

(TOuL FAEE 800.-8134.000"
J873 WEST CQUINDG P PHONE  INEVADA) 7CL 7391908

LAS VEGAS NEVADA 89118
AUGUST 8. 1984

Qary Q. Zech, Chie?

Vendor Program DBranch

Division of Quality Assurance, Safeguard:,
and Inspection Programs

United States Nuzloear Regulatary Commission

Wahington, D.C. 229%%

Re. Docket No. 379700840
Daar Mr. Zech:

We have received and reviewed your letter of July 23, 1984 In
resporse to your request for additional information with respect
$0 the following {43=g in &%y Matice of Manzandarmance (MON):

General = We will furnish results of our review as soon as they are
available. At this time we are attaching a capy of our
Action Plan which details the three maejor stages of the
corrective action plan now in projress.

NON: 1tem B.2 = We have performed another avdit for analytical
services and found them to be acceptable during
the time we used them We are not using them
at this time.

NON, I1tem 0.4 ~ Retests are being performed using the Charpy
VeNotch method, so far all heats tested have passed.
See attachment dated August 7, 1934 fer current
status, As part of the Action Plan we will revieu
all impact tests for nuclear orders. UWhere app~
ropriate, CHMTRs will be anmended to indicate
actual Charpy Values, All current and future
impact tests will be to the applicable spec~
f{fication and be certified accordingly.

MOM, T4em C. 1 = The standard practice uas distriduted and revieuved
after Lasue on Janvary 9, 1984, We will conduct an
sdditional training session for Purchasing and
Quality Assurance by Septembaer §, 1934 wnich will
be formally documanted,

\oﬁg

v Q9
LA



PAGE 2
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NUN, Item E.2 -~ Atttached Ls & copy of our request. Response has
. not been received A follow vp call was placed

to expedite,

NON:, Item E.3 -~ Corrective measures have been taken as part of
Guality Assurance Review per CSP 3. CO4, which
provides for review by Quality Assurance of
customer purchase order to assure that material,
subcontractor certifications, and Cardinal’s
CMTRs are consistent with the customer purchase
order.

MON, ltem E. &6 -~ Actual data confirming multiple test per specifi~-
cation will Se odtained frzn sudcentractars
or tests will be performed. Raeafer to %the
attachad Acticn Plan for pmore on nulsizle
testing.

|
|
NON, Item F.1 = Corrective measures have deen taken as part of
Quality Assurance Revieu per CSP 3.004. This
revieu assures that customer purchase order and
starting material are compatadle before
start of production, .
o Itam F. 8 = Under C8P 156.C03 Uhan NOE is performad ther r233r3

is reviewed and approved by Quality Assurance ang

any material not passing NOE is non conformanced,

placed in the QA hold area and dispositioned

by the chief inspector. The NODE report is attached

to all ASME CMTRs and forwarded %o the customer,

NON, Item I. = The Senior Vice President of Guality Assurance i3
currently visiting subcontractors making the final
arrangenents to fully implement monitoring. All
Cardinal purchase orders contain a right of access
clause which permits us to implement menitoring.

Sincerely. ¢

hnie C. Tlhr

ennis C., Fielder
President

ce Ellis W, Marschofd




Cardinal

INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORPORATION

ITOLL FAEE' 800.834.000"
J87) WEST QQUENCD =  PmONE  INEVADA) 702.739.1968

LAS VEGAS NEVADA 8918

AUQUST B8, 1934

ACTICH PLAN

I. SUBCCONTRACTCR VALIZATICON AND CH=GOINS MONITCRING/SURVEILLANG
PROGRAM

PURPOSE:

To insure that previous surveys/audits addressed the scope of
se~vizes pravidsd and %o document %hat current anid, %0 the 22%eng
20334212, %ha: praviously vsad quality programs comply wisth ta2
applicable requirements of NCA-3800, 1CCFRSO Appendix B, and ANSI
N43S, 2.

SCOPE:

The programs/practices of selected overseas subcontractors will be
validated on & ona time basis to assure accuracy of CMTR data.

The validation will consist of a survey and evaluation of results
for impact on supplied material. The pricrity for validation will
be established in the following order: (a) applicability to
praojects with {mmediate schedule requirements, and (b) subcon-
tractors who have processed large amounts of material for

CIP and/ar are currently processing material for CIP. Products
covered will includa (1) alloy bar (melting, hot rolling, cold
drawing, heat treating, and machanical testing) (2) carbon and
alloy nuts (melting, hot rolling, forming, heat treating, tapping
and mechanical testing) (3) carbon steel washers (melting, rolling,
stamping, heat treating, and mechanical testing) (4) small stain-
less nuts (melting, cold drawing, heat treating, machining and
mochanical tasting)., If 4he validation process rrvaals protlens
with a subcontractor’s quality assurance program in certain areas
the number of subcontractors €9 % validated will be bHroadened %o
include those who would likely have similar probdlems by virtue of
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comparable products, cperations or prograns, If large numbers of
deviations are found through the certification review process
(see section III) for a subcontractor their program will also be
validated., This activity will include establishment of ongoing
monitoring/surveillance for subcontractors performing heat treat-
ment to assure compliance as applicable to CIP approved or
supplied procedures.

METHOD:

The valadation will be cenducted enmploying checklists

to be deter~ined by the scope of cperations/services which the
subcontractor performs. All portions of the shecklists will be
completed including N/A 2ntrizs for thase astributes determined

to be not applicable., DObjective evidence will be reviewed and
documented, Procedures and/or practices for heat treating and
testing will be recorded, revieuwed and approved by CIP.
Additionally, subcontractors will be required to submit procedure/
practice changes to Cardinal for approval prior to use on

current and Ffuture orders. This will be verified during the CIP
monitoring/surveillance programConcurrent with the validation .
survey an andi{¢t will be conducted. This audit uill focus on the
histsricali Jata in the qualicty projram uhich ma, impact status of
previous CIP surveys/avdits. The avdit will alse concentrate cn
subcontractors where certification variarmces from purchase order
requirements were found by CIP.

PERSONNEL:

CIP personnel performing validations will be Cardinal’s Senior
Vice President of Guality Assurance and our Manager of Admini-
stration (see CIP QAM for details on Job descriptions), CIF
will also retain a third party inspection agency (Hartford Steam
Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company) to lead the validation
team., A degreed metallurgical engineer or other equivalent
approved party will overses the monitoring/surveillance projram

of overseas subcontractors. ’

QUALIFICATION:

The validation team leader from Hartford and Cardinal’s Sr. V.P. are
qualified in accordance with ANSI 45 2. 23 and the Manager of
Administration is an auditor—-in-training to said standard and

will work under the direct supervision of the survey team leader.
Qualification recards are on file at CIP. Th? monitor/sur—
veillance personel will be appointed by the Senior Vice

President of GQuality Assurance based on his reviaw of thair
Qualifications.
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II. ACENCY FORMALIZATION (TRACING COMPANIES)

BACKGROUND:

It is customary that many of Cardinal’s overseas subcontractors
work thru agents who perform adninistrative functions, but are
not allcwed to change the technical and quality requirements
contained in the CIP order. These trading companies do not take
physical possession of the material.

PURPCSE:

To insure tha% subdbccontract work conducted ¢hru agents is

bettar controlled and ¢that CIP procurement reguirements are
properly transmitted thru the agents to the appropriate CIP apzp-
roved subcontractors,

SCOPE:

A1l gverseas agents wil! he avalusted for nlazemznt on the CIP
Aparoved Ajzenis List (a~LJ). Only azprovad aj:ints will be
utilized for future procurement.

METHOD:

Materials which are regularly procured thru agents will be
dividad into logical groupings by size, shape or type. Each
grouping will receive 2 designated agent and approved
subcontractors prior to issuance of a purchase order. Each
approved subcontractor will be dasignated by product and/ecr
services to be provided. The combination of agent and specific
subcontractors for a particular type of product will be called a
“channel™ and must be qualified and approved by CIP. CIP purchase
orders will be issued to a designated agent who will transmit the
procurement regquirements thryu the approved channel. All agents
utilized by CIP will be qualified by an evaluvation which will
include & survey and detailed discussions defining their mode of
operations. Upon satisfactory completion of this process the
approved agents will be added to the CIP Approved Agent List. The
“channels” will be documanted; approved by GA and included in the
Purchase order., Fach CIP P O, will have 2n agent acknowledgement
that will be signed and returned to CIP when the procurement
information has been passed thru the channel (subcontractors in
the channel will not be changed without CIP prior approval and/or
designation of a changa). Subcontractor monitaring/surveill=-
ance will verify that procurement information has been passed

I
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thru the “channel" by the agent.

PERSONNEL:

CIP’s Senior Vice President of Guality Assurance or his designee
will approve agents and channels.

QUALIFICATION:

If the Sr. V.P, G.A uses a designee he shall be appropriately
qualified ard the qualification will include sufficient
experience at CIP to have a gond understanding of CIP procure-
ment, quality requiremsnts and practices.

111. CERTIFICATION REVIEW

BACKGROUND:

Because of the NRC notice of violation and nonconfzrmance and
related cussomer c:nzerns, CIP d:tarmined <ha3t it uvas advisadle
to verify that materials shippad to customers for nuclear
applications i.e., ASME Section III, NCA-3300, NA-370C0, 10CFRSO
Appendix B, ANSI N45. 2, or 10CFR21, met applicable specificatiom
code and purchase order requirements, It was deterninad to focus
on the content and accuracy of Cardinal’s certifications so that
the customers use of the material is not suspect aftar CIP has
reviewed the certification and determined compliance with the
specifications, codes and/or standards referenced there in. Sup-
porting documentation that CIP vtilized as a basis for issuing
it’s certification will be reviewed. Subcontractor supplied data
will be reviewed for material and/or services provided by the
subcontractor to Cardinal.

PURPQSE:

To insure that the materials shipped by Cardinal conform to the
specified quality (or code) requirements and that supporting
quality verification documentation is on file to substantiate the

CIP certification.

SCCPE:

Cardinal will revisu for accuracy all of the certifications it
has issued to cusiomers for nuclear application. Certifications
which do not reference one or more of the following require-
ments will be excluded: ASME Section III, NCA-3Z500, NA-3700,
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10CFRSO Appendix B, ANSI 45 .2 or 10CFR21. WHhen CIP has performed
in-house manufacturing operations on material the supporting
quality verification documentation will be reviewed to determine
accuracy of the data on the certification. Uhen operaticns on
materials were performed by a CIP appreved subceontractor the data
in the CIP subcontract purchase order file will be reviewed. The
results of this review shall be documented. When the applicable
code is ASME Section III, Div. I Cardinal’s ASME approved Quality
Assurance Manual will serve as the acceptance criteria/standard.
When tha referenced code is 10CFR21 APP B or ANSI N4S5.2 the
acceptance criteria will be Cardinal’s approved manual as
modified by attachad Sitandard Practice CSP 8.093 uhich excludes
criteria that are concarned only with ASME and incorporatas
acceptance critaria for 1C0CFRSO APP B and ANSI N&5. 2. VHhen none
of the above stancards apply for %the specific order, the material
specification will 5e %the criteria for acceptance. The material
specification will also be the acceptance criteria for ASME
Section III size excluded materials (NX 2400).

METHOD:

~Document results nf review, includina variances, in accordance
with procecure dutlinz3 as rollaws:

1. The data base will be established.
-Data will be entered enabling CIP to sort and review cert-
ifications by customer, heat#, Cardinal PO#, and/cr CIW.
This will astadiish a current status of revisaw and idant-
ification of variances.
2. The review process g

a. Selection
~CMTR’s attesting to any one of the requiremants refer-

enced in the scope of this section shall be selected.
b. Review

Shall consist of subcontractor certifications and

applicable in-house records. .

-

3. Review Criteria
Verify that all quantative and qualitative data recorded

on CIP CMTR’s is accurate and supported by adequate

Documentation as follows:
a. Verify visval inspection prior to May 1983 by assuring

CMR has sroner Q. A final inspection sign—-off After
May 1983 visval inspection reports are on file per

CSP 11, 003.
b. Verify NDE, when applicadle, was gerformed by an 33p~

roved subcontractor and the appropriate samgle was
examined, and acceptead,
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c. Verify heat treatment, when applicable, that times.
_temperatures, cooling media and heat treated condition
are recorded. '

d. Verify Charpy impact tests, when applicable, have been
performed by code or specification requirements and that
coupon location and orientation are substantiated. To
meet NX 2300 when regquired.

e. Verify that up grading, when applicable, to Saction III
of the Code has chenistries performed on each piece
vsed and sufficient mechanical tests were performed for
each heat lot. When continuous or batch processing is
not documented on heat treat certification the most
tevere sa~ple plan will be used %o deterhine the nurmber
of Sests.

f. Verify that years ror Code and Addenda ar ASTM spec-
ifications which are reccrded are accurate and in cases
where years an Addenda were no% required the material
will meet latest year at the time of certification.

3. Dispositioning findings
~lihen variances are discoverad, as a result of the above,

they shall be documented. Cardinal shall notify
customer(s) of variance per Cardinal Standard Practicz»,
CSP4 17.C33 and/or custoners unizuw r222rting me%hod
(e.g. Bechtel SDDR), as applicabdle.

a. Documantation of findings - both acceptablz and not
acceptable (in data base)

B. Evaluation of findings on hardware. The appiicabdle
criteria of the governing standard and/or project
requirements shall be consxdercd when evalusting for
acceptance.

€. When‘'additional testing is required samples will be

pulled from CIP stock, When available, or provided by

by the customer.

Close out of findings by changing N to Y on data base.

e. Reporting of deviations for any veriation that can not
be closed out will be per CSP 17. 003.

4. Records
3. Correction; if necessary, by ammending CMTR which will

be recorded in the computer system. The new CMTR will

reference the cold CMTR number.
b. Customers will be sent ammended CMTRs that records

resylts from the review,

PERSONNEL:

Sort and data entry performed by personnel under the direction of
the Manager of Administration. Acceptance rTeview performed by
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the Quality Verification Documentatiion Review Team., (that group
chartered with the responsibility for performing CMTR Review)
under the direction of the Director of Guality.

TRAINING AND QUALIFICATION:

Training will encompass: (1) methcd for performing quality
verification documentation review as outlined above, and (2) ¢to
the specific requirements of this Corrective Acticn Flan.
Training shall be documented, and shall serve as a basis for
qualification. Training and qualification records shall be on

file at CIP.

Approved by:

N Y.,
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|
CARDINAL INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORP.
STANDARD PRACTICE

This Standard Practice will appiy to procurement which invokes
Cardinal’s Guality Assurance Program and either 10 CFR 50 Appendix B
or N435.2 but does not invoke Section I1II, of the ASME Boiler and
Pressure Vessle Code. '

A.

PURCHASIMNG

Parts and/or materials may be purchased from surveyed
and approved vendors as prescribed in the Quality
Assurance Manuval. As an alternate, vendors may be
qualiltiad thru other m2ans such as evaluation of Qualitly
program or product verification as ouvtlined in 73" below
at tine of raceiving inspecticn.

INSEPECTICN
Per Guality Assurance Manuval.

CERTIFICATICNS
Vendor Certification: Vendor certifications will not
require & Quality Statement but must consist of a Mill

Sheet. Cers{diad Material Tegt Paesc=t (AMTIY 2= o
Certificate of Compliance (C of C). In %h2 cas2 c@ 3
C of C, heat numbers need not be known if product

verification as delineated below is followed.

Cardinal Certification: The Cardinal Certification for
material provided under this standar practice shall bear the
statement that the certification is issued subject to the
provisions of this supplement as approved by the cusiomer.
Other data required by the purchase order will be given

in the certification except Cardinal will not provide its
GSC number.

PRODUCT VERIFICATION

Raw Material: For carbon steel raw material, Cardinal
will determine that the @atnrial is ferro—-magnetic and
that the hardness range is as expected for the grade of
carbon steel. For all other raw materials, Cardinal will
additionally verify the chemical content of one piece of
material and required mechanical testing and record such
verification in the vendor certification file.

Finishad Product: If carbon steel finished products are
prozured, Cardinal will varify that ha aatarial &3
ferro-magnetic and that the product meets the hardness
and me2chanical propartiss of the invoked matarial spac-

Page 1 of 2



GAM SUPPLEMENT
Page 2 of 2

{fication. The number of pieces tested will be as re~
qQuired by the referencad finished product specifi-
cation. In the case of procurement for all other types

of finished materials, Cardinal will additionally per-
form @ verification of chemistry on one piece of material
This data will be included in the vendor certification

file.

E. MARKING
All finished products will be marked in ac-ordance with
applicadle customer 277 3p2ci®ization reguirenents, In
cases uwhere Cardinal prozures finished products which
are properly marked, na additional marking will be
applied. If product requires additisnal marking ¢his
will be applied by Cardinal prior to shipment,
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ATTACHMENT 1
MATERIALS WHICH WERE IZ0OD TESTED
A193 & SA193 B7 ALL THREAD STUDS

AFFECTED HEATS

(3) (1) (1) (3)

452358 » 668820 » 9121E » X107E, X&0S5D & X6048D
: (1, 3) S (1,4)
$4%503, S4033, 3252A, 753&B » $723D » 1508E % B7243
(4) (1)

3454A, 54088, 3508, 64098, $S78SD, 7212E +9723D

(1) (1)
2423ZE & 914D

(1)
NE898, 932358, 7157D, 9104D & 3724B
{1, 3%) (1)

9233E, 9423E » 91060

t3) t3)
5232 & 3202 (2 P3’3)

(1) (1) (1) (1, 4) (1)

392D » 9526B + 7238D » 7782E » 87248

(%)
932543

(1, %) {2)
D3328B & 7315A

(2) (2) (2)

7315A +» NB2S & N&30B

1 = Tested at O Deg F per NX2300 with Charpy V-notch. Heat

.

2 - Tested at 10 Deg F per NX2300 with Charpy Y-notch. Heat
passed.

7 3 - Tested at 20 Deg F per NX2300 with Charpy Y-notch. Heat
passed.

4 - Tested at 63 Deg F per NX2300 with Charpy V-notch, Heat
Passed. .

3 - Material being tested at O Deg F per RNX2300 with Charpy

V-notch.




. Cardinal

IKDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORPORATION

: ITOLL FACE) 8O0-634-6881
3873 WEST OOQUENDO = PHONE (NEVACA) 702-739-1968
LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 8318

June 5, 1984

ASTM
13916 Race Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103

Attention : Mr. Earl Sullivan

Dear Mr, Sullivan,

We have a situation where our material, AISI 4140, is tempered
at 1150°F and stress relieved at 1040°F. This is our norinal practice for ASTM
Spec A193-B7 requirements of the current spec, but in some instances the
requirements of A 193 of 1971 or 1974 must be met,

Recent unofficial opinions by Bill Banks and Albert Zuethen, as to the
current iszue of A163-B7 have been stated as follows:

- <Le mi.oum Tempering Temperature shall be as specified in
Table 2." (shown as 1100°F, not actual temperature. ) ‘

"The minimum Stress Relief Temperature shall be 100°F below the
specified minimum Tempering Temperature of Table 2."

At present we are in need of a verification of these opinions or an
official, written interpretation of Minimum Tempering Temperature and Min-
imum Stress Relief Temperature, and we ask for your help in this matter,

Please send reply to writer at the above address, and accept our
grateful thanks for this special favor.

Sincerely Yours,

John J. Simko,
Chief Engineer
cc- Mr, Bill Banks :

JJS/kre
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ARDINAL INDUSTRI PRODUCTS

INTRODUCTION

This report will provide interim information concerning ¢the
implementation of Cardinal’s Action Plan and proposed amendments
thereto. We have substantially completed the Agency Formalization
process with the overseas trading companies that will insure the
timely and accurate pass down of Cardinal’s purchase order re-
quirements to the appropriate subcontract vendors.

We have also substantially completed our Subcontractor Vailid-
ation commitments. Even though there were some deviations noted
with respect ¢to Quality Assurance requirements. Cardinal’s
materials have been in compliance with chemical and mechanical
specification requirements.

We have also implemented Cardinal’s Monitoring/Surveilence
Program of overseas vendors. Cardinal‘’s Monitor is & bilingual
foreign national with a degree in metallurgy and over 20 years of
active experience in metals and heat treating,. Although we
envisioned monitoring as being limited to control of heat treat.
we have also used our Monitor to insure that other portions of
our subcontractor’s Quality Assurance Programs are properly
implemented for Cardinal orders.

Cardinal has also partially completed ic’s commitments concerning
the review of Cardinal’s nuclear certifications. To date this re-
view has shown that, even though there may be technical non-
compliances with certain of the Guality Assurance requirements,
there are no significant problems with the material which
Cardinal has certified. Moreover, after reviewing over 1,200
certifications and conducting hundreds of verification tests
prior to accepting material for use, we have issued only 17
notices under 10 CFR Part 21 and none of these notices questions
the material’s compliance to the specification chemical and
, mechanical requirements.

Because of our favorable experiance concerning the adequacy of
Cardinal’s materials, we are proposing to modify our Action
Plan to limit the Certification Review to those orders with the
highest quality requirements (ASME size included material), and
to replace the review on other materials with a testing/material
verification program. If this testing confirms our initial ex-
perience of not having a single product failure with respect ¢to
chemical and mechanical requirements. we feel confident that the
balance of Cardinal’s materials will meet design requirements.

R @

,;%;..15 \
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AGENCY FORMALIZATION (TRADING COMPANIES)

Cardinal has completed the agency formalization of it’s three
principle trading companies. Each of these companies has been
surveyed and has acknowledged. in writing, their acceptance of
Cardinal’s Agency. They are committed to passing down Cardinal’s
purchase order requirements to the final subcontractor in the
"channel”. As part of each purchase order the Agents will certify
on a standard Cardinal form that the requirements have been
passed down through the “channel” and the method they used ¢to
transmit these requirements. Sample purchase orders and returned
agency certifications are available for inspection to verify
implementation.

Cardinal has one agent which is a captive of an overseas sub~-
contractor that has not yet been formalized. This agent is wused
only for purchase orders involving the parent overseas
subcontractor who has been used infrequently by Cardinal. Even
though the agency formalization has not been completed, Cardinal
visited the parent overseas subcontractor’s factory and verified
that the purchase order requirements, on a recent purchase order,
were transmitted. The only reason this formalization has been
delayed is that there was a change in U. 8. personnel which was
completed shortly before Christmas, and Cardinal wanted to wait
for the new management personnel before completing the process.
This agent will be formalized on or before April 30, 1985. If any
orders are placed through this agent {n ¢the interim period
Cardinal will have our Monitor verify that the requirements were
transmitted.

SUBCONTRACTOR VALIDATION AND ON-COING MONITORING/SURVEILLANCE
PROGRAM

To honor {t’s commitments Cardinal haes, since August, 1984,
completed two overseas trips involving approximately 800 man
hours of overseas site work, Personnel involved in the sub-
contractor validations have included internationally recognized
survey firm’s representatives acting as lead auditors, Cardinal
auditors qualified as lead auditors wunder ANSI N45.2 23 and
Cardinal avditors in training. The avdit teams were joined. as
necessary:, by the Cardinal Monitor. All validations included a
qualified translator. In addition to the validations which were
performed, Cardinal also conducted requalification surveys for

many of the vendors on its approved vendors list. In total, 18
companies were validated, surveyed for requalification, audited
and/or visited. Auditor qualifications and survey reports are

available for inspection to verify implementation.

The only portion of Cardinal’s Validation work which has not yet
been completed involves carbon steel washers (melting. rolling.
stamping, heat treating and testing). This work will be com-
pleted in accordance with the Action Plan during Cardinal’s next
overseas survey/audit trip tentatively scheduled for March/ April
1989.
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The findings of the'validation and requalification efforts can

be summarized by type of vendor as follows:
Raw material producers/mills=In general the validations and
surveys verified that the mills have quality assurance pro-
grams that meet the applicable requirements of Cardinal’s
Q.A. program and the Code. Traceability is maintained,
chemistries are determined with calibrated equipment and
records are retained and retrievable upon request.

Heat treaters A)-Those organizations who perform heat

treating as their only business were found to be in compliance
with applicable requirements of Cardinal’s QG A program and
the Code. B)~The organization that was performing heat
treating as a side line ¢to a principle business (i e chain
manufacturing) was found to have problems in the form and/or
content of his quality program. Calibration records were not
generally available and/or equipment may have been out of
calibration. Records preparation and retention also had
deficiencies. However, products heat treated by this vendor
have passed specification requirements for mechanical
properties, suggesting satisfactory process control for
Cardinal orders. C)=Those organizations that were performing
heat treating as part of other fastener production operations
showed mixed results. Some were complying with applicable
requirements while others had program deficiencies. The
deficiencies generally involved calibration and records
retention. Documentation systems to maintain traceability also
required strengthening. Despite these problems, products heat
treated by thece vendors, for Cardinal, have met specification
mechanical requirements.

Cold drawers A)-Those organizations perfoming cold drawing as
their principle business were found to be complying with ap-
plicable requirements. B)-The organization that was performing
cold drawing as part of a production process involving bar
products had program deficiencies. Even with these deficien~
cies, traceability was maintained by use of mill tags showing
size, grade and heat number. Records retention and retrieve-
ability procedures required changes.

Final subcontractors—-Results #for these vendors were also
mixed. Even though it appears that traceadbility was main-
tained, most had program defficiencies. Principle deficien~
cies were in control of heat treat described above and records
retention and retrieveability. In one case of a screw machine
company., the operations were controlled by verbal communi-
cation and could not be audited. Because of the small size of
this subcontractor and the unusually high integrity of the
owner/manager, Cardinal believes his work met material spec~
ification requirements. This has been supported by subsequent
product testing.
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Mechanical testing A)=The organization performing mechanical
testing as its only business was found to be complying with
applicable requirements. B)-Those organization that were per-
forming testing as part of their internal production oper-
ations showed mixed results. For these organizations testing
equipment was generally crlibrated but problems were noted
with documentation and/or re-ords retention, In a few cases
we could not audit whether (hey were performing the proper
number of tests but those tests performed met specification
requirements. We also confirmed the charpy impact testing
problem raised by the NRC (discussed more fully later in ¢this
report). All charpy verification tests, conducted by Cardinal,
have met specification requirements.

Ceneral summary-Appropriate corrective action has been taken
with all surveyed vendors to place qualifications on their
approval status or, as in the case of ¢the screw machine
company controlled by verbal communications, Tremoving the
companies from Cardinal’s approved vendors list. Any products
in inventory from vendors with restrictions must be re-worked
to insure full compliance prior to use or, in the case of
removed vendors, not using the products for Code applications.

As indicated above problems encountered with the validation
and requalification principally involved control over heat
treat, records retention, charpy impact testing and., in a few
cases, programs that were not in sufficient detail and/or
not fully implemented to verify traceability. None of
these problems appear to have affected product compliance with
mechanical or chemical requirements.

Regarding control of heat treat, Cardinal has taken necessary
measures, including monitoring of heat treat on current orders

and re-heat treating and/or re-testing, as necessary, of
existing stock to insure that all requirements are met prior
to use.

As was discussed in Cardinal’s responses to the NRC Inspection
Reports, we found that charpy impact tests were in many cases
not run per the ¢full requirements of ASTM A370 and ASME
Section IIl. Paragraph NX2311. As previously reported Cardinal
has completed verification of all B7 and L7 materials which
were in stock (Attachment 1). All re-tests have fully met
specification and Code requirements. Additionally we have
found there are suspect charpys on SA194 Qrade & nuts and some
heats of SA194 Qrade 7 nuts. These products will not be wused
on future orders requiring charpy impact testing unless o
re-test verifies that the results are fully in compliance with
the requirements. ,

On all current overseas orders Cardinal is performing the im~

pact testing at our facility. I1# any of the above mentioned

Crade & and/or QOrade 7 nuts with questionable charpys cannot

be verified, customer notice will be made in accordance with 10
CFR Part 21 and Cardinal Standard Practice CSP 17. 003. Most

customer purchase orders for these materials did not regquire

charpy testing and will not be affected.
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With regard to records preparation, retention and retrieve-
ability, it can generally be said that records were prepared.
The problem with many of the overseas subcontractors, is that
records were prepared and retained by work center rather than
by order. This is the best approach to track efficiency, in
which @ell of Cardinal’s overseas subcontracts are vitally
interested. To retreive this data it is necessary to not only
know the work centers through which the material passed, but
also the approximate date at which this took place. Cardinal
has instituted controls with vendors having this preblem which
insures that copies of the work center detail are prepared and
filed in a Cardinal order file to be verified by Cardinal’s
Monitor. These records will also be a matter of Cardinal’s
future overseas vendor audits.

In some cases quality systems could not be satisfactorily
audited because of ¢the records retention problem mentioned
above, and that no quality orders were being processed for
Cardinal. In the few cases where traceability was ques~-
tionable, Cardinal will not wuse existing materials in stock
for Code orders and will insure that satisfactory controls are
implemented prior to placing new orders. I# this cannot be
done, the vendors in question will not be used and will remain
off Cardinal’s Approved Vendors List.

As we were not able to validate some subcontractors, Cardinal has
amended it’s approved vendors list to drop those vendors with
serious problems and has placed restrictions on most of it’'s
other overseas vendors to insure full compliance with applicable
quality requirements of Cardinal’s G A Program and the Code. It
should be kept in mind that material from the raw material
producers was satisfactory and in mnst cases traceability was not
an issue with other vendors. Cardinal is re-working and/or
retesting materials in stock to insure full compliance prior %o
use. I# this cannot be done: the material will not be used for
Code orders. We have no knowledge of any Cardinal material
that has not met required chemical and mechanical properties

We will enclose under separate cover (at a future date) for NRC
review, detailed information obtained from the validation surveys
completed to date. We will alsc attach other survey data that
is reflactive of the current qualification criteria we are
applying to subcontract vendors who did not require validation.
Cardinal will requalify all vendors on it’s AVL using our current
standards.

We are pleased ¢to report that our Monitoring program is now
in place and functioning. Cardinal Standard Practice CSP 8. 006
describes how monitoring is to be performed. Cardinal’s

Monitor has received necessary traiming and is wmaking & sig-
nificant contribution ¢to insure that all applicable quality
requirements are met We have used our Monitor not only ¢to
control Hheat treat but also to collect and verify data on
calibration and/or traceability for some materials in stock.
The Monitor’s qualifications, training record and reports are
available for inspection to verify implementation.
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Possible customer notifications, which may be required by 10 CFR
Part 21, resulting from the above found conditions will be fully
discussed in the remainder of this report.

CERTIFICATION REVIEW

As part of its Action Plan,Cardinal agreed to review all certifi-
cations for materials used in nuclear orders. To date we have
reviswed, either in part, or in total over 1,200 certifications
out of our total commitment of 18,700. The review criteria adopted
by Cardinal, involved answering approximately 30 detailed quest-
tions all of which had to be answered yes or else "“e ceortifica-
tion would be marked for additional in-depth review and/or
testirg. Using this most restrictive acceptance criteria we were
finding that progress was slow in achieving our commitment. Con-
tinuing on the same basis would involve a time pericd of approx-
imately five years which may not be responsive to potential
problems if any. We also found that after reviewing the 1,200
above mentioned certifications we issued only 17 notices to
customers under 10 CFR Part 21 (relatirg wmertly to inadvertent
processing oversights and/or program non-compliarnces).

Most of Cardinal’s ASME Section 1II orders invoked Code Fditions/
Addenda after Winter of 1975 Additionally, the appri-riate
subsections referenced in the purchase order would allow ihe
use of NXQ610 for size excluded materials. Because of the size
exclusion rules of NX2610 and/or requirements of 10 CFR 350
Appendix B, ANSI N45.2 or 10 CFR Part 21, ¢the full NCA3800
criteria need not be met on most orders. As part of our Action
Plan, we submitted CSP B8.003 as an acceptance criteria for
orders not invoking ASME Section III but requiring either 10
CFF 50 or ANSI N45. 2. We also have had a significant number of
orders that require a quality assurance system and/or that the
material is “"nuclear safety related" but do not give specific
quality requirements. In all of the above cases, Cardinal
proposes to preform product verification testing in lieuvu of
the detailed certification review. Upon acceptance by the NRC,
our customers will be requested to approve this change in our
Action Plan. If we have not heard form the customers within
30 days of our request, we will assume their acceptance of
this amendment.

Realizing the above, we can prove by sxample that most of the
quality issues raised for orders not involving ASME size

included materials can be answered. During our annual audit by
Bechtel Power Corporation, a specific review was performed for
Arizona Public Service at Palo Verde. As part of Bechtel’s auvdit
they applied the most restrictive criteria to orders invelving
193 items. Their review indicated that there were 88 deviations
from the requirements. After performing a detailed review of all
88 deviations, B0 of them were resolved by either clarifying the
review criteria and/or making minor amendments to Cardinal’s
certifications. Four of the remaining items had questions as ¢to
purchase order requirements which were not detailed enocugh to
decide whether a deviation existed. - Bechte! sccepted all such
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materials as is and said they were in compliance with purchase
order requirements. The last four items had minor certification
problems (two of which could be solved by using NX2610).0ne had an
insufficient number of tests (the test run were all good) and one
had @ machine specimen tensile test being run rather than the
required full size tensile test (the machine specimen test was
good)., After an engineering evaluation. Bechtel accepted all of
these materials as is with no changes being required in the
certifications. Moreover, none of these deviations revealed o
material problem.

in addition Cardinal has been running independent testing as part
of a controlled inventory material retesting program. To date we
have performed over 360 tests under ¢this program and have found
that all material complies with the applicable chemical and/or
mechanical requirements of the material specification.

MODIFICATION OF CARDINAL’S ACTION PLAN:
A) CERTIFICATION REVIEW

Cardinal has currently preformed over " 50 verification tests on
over 130 heats of material. All of these tests were good, in-
dicating that there have been no defective materials provided
by Cardinal to the nuclear industry. The detailed review will,
however, ccon’ nue for all ASME Section III size included mat-
erials. Evi' hough Subsection NF allows size exclusion through
2" diameter r dbolting, Cardinal will review all orders and
certifications for ASBME Section III bolting and bar materials
over 1" diameter. The same review and acceptance criteris, #¢rom
the Action Plan, will continue for these size included items.
This review will highlight any and all problems with certifica~-
tions on ASME size included orders including traceability,
vendor approval, inspection. chemical and mechanical testing.
charpy impact testing (only required by NX2311 for sizes over L")
and nondestructive examination including magnetic particle.
liquid penetrent and wultrasonic (only required by NX2380 for
sizes over 1"). We will also determine if a sufficient number
of tests and of the right type were conducted. Any deviations
resulting from this review will become a matter for possible
re~testing and amending certifications and/or issuing notice
under 10 CFR Part 21.

B) MATERIAL VERIFICATION

Cardinal will immediately start a material verification program
of overseas subcontractors who’'s Quality Assurance Programs had
deficiencies. Excluded from  this verification progres will Bbe
the raw material producers/mills and other cverseas subcon-
tractors who’s programs weare properly validated. The steps in

the material verification are as follows:
1. All procurement document files will be pulled for the over-
seas subcontractors who’s material is to be verified.
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2. The procurement documents will be sorted by final .sub-
contractor and product type to make a "category”. "Final
subcontractors” are defined as the last subcontractor before
Cardinal’s agent in the “channel™.

3. Each category will be sorted by heat and diameter. Each
unique heat and diameter will be called & “combination”.

4. Cardinal’s Quality Assurance Department will review each
category and/or combination to determine if ¢they havse
been, or may be used on nuclear orders.

9. Each category from 4 above will be reviewed against
MIL-STD-10%5 AGL 1.9 to determine the number of
combinations which must be verified by testing to insure a
95% confidence level. We will wuse & single sampling plan
for Normal Inspections, Qeneral Inspection Level II.

6. The combinations to be tested will be selected-on the
following basis:

a~Top priority to combinations which are in stock.

b~Second priority on those materials which should be

easiest to recall from the field for testing.

c~Lowest priority on materials in the field which can

not be easily recalled for testing.

7. The number of combinations for each category to be verified
from & above, will be tested in accordance with the lastest
year of the specification as follows:

@) Mechanical testing—=All mechanical properties of the
material specification will be verified with the ex-
ception of charpy impact tests (discussed more fully
below). Unsual mechanical tests, such as stress rupture
for SA433 Crade 640 material, will only be verified if
such test results were certified by Cardinal on a
nuclear order, and Cardinal based it’s certification
upon test results submitted by & subcontract vendor
who'’s quality system was questionable.

b) Chemical testing=The chemical properties of the mat-
erial specification will be verified for all alloy,
stainless and non-ferrous materials by product
analysis. Carbon steels will not be verified because
chemistry should have no affect on the intended use of
the praduct.

8. If any of the testing #from 7 above fails to meet specifi-
cation requirements, two re-tests of the failed attribute/s
will be made. I# both re~tests are good the initial test
will be disregarded. I# either or both of the re-tests
fail, the material will be deemed to be in non compliance
with the materisl specification and will be a matter for
notice under 10 CFR Part 21.

9. If the product verifiction of the combinations meets ¢the
requirements of MIL-STD-1035 AGL 1.3, the category will be
accepted with no further testing or review
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I# the failure rate does not allow acceptance of the category,
all combinations in the category will be verified through testing
applying the above criteria. If combinations cannot be obtained
from customers for verification testing in a category that does
not meet MIL-STD 105 AGL 1.5 requirements, all such combinations
will become a matter for disclosure wunder 10 CFR Part 21.

OTHER TOPICS

Although not part of the Action Plan, Cardinal has received an
answer from ASTM concerning the stress relief question raised by
the NRC for SA/A-193 alloy material produced from bars which were
cold finished after heat treating. Our letter ¢o the ASTM and
their response are attached (Attachments 2 & 3). As can be seen,
the ABTM is divided on the issuve.. -

Cardinal has conducted verification testing on all 32 heats of
Al93 B7 materials with questionable stress relief, that were in
stock, and verified that all heats complied with chemical and
mechanical requirements. All of the 32 heats tested came from
the same homogenious lot of approximately. 150 total heats with
questionable stress relief. By using MIL-STD-105 we have a
confidence level of over 96X that all heats ere good. Cardinsl
intends., therefore, to disclose ¢this information to it’s
customers in & general letter summarizing our progress ¢to
date on the Action Plan end will advise all customers that
unless notified to the contrary we will not review the stress
relief question further.

All current SA/A-193 B7 orders from affected stock alloy mate-
rials are being re-heat treated and re-tested in accordance with
the specification to insure full compliance prior ¢to wuse.
Current and future orders for this material from overseas
subcontractors will require that heat treat, including stress
relief be monitored.

Cardinal has satisfactorily completed verification testing on 34
of 49 heats where charpy impact tests were reported to customers
for SA/A~193 B7 and SA/A-320 L7 sizes over 1" Since all heats
of material came from the same homogenious lot we can use MIL~-
STD=105 to establish a confidence level of over 96X that all
charpys are good. We will complete a similar program to at least
a 95% confidence level for 1) SA/A~194 Grade & nuts over 1" that
woere cortified with charpy impact testing and 2) SA/A~194 Qrade 7
nuts over 1" from a particular subcontractor who’s charpy testing
equipment was questionable, if this material was shipped and cert~
ified for impact properties. If & 99X confidence level cannot be
achieved for either ‘“category®™ we will test all questionable
heats in ¢the “"category™ or notify customers of untested heats

under 10 CFR Part 21. Once this has been done we will issuve a
general letter ¢to all customers reporting the final charpy
results. We will then regard the charpy issue as closed except

for individual customers who may require additional information
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Any tests which may not pass will, of course, become a matter for
reporting under 10 CFR Part 21, if such material was certified
for impact properties. We have discussed above how this testing
is now being controlled by Cardinal to insure full compliance.

If the contents of this report are accepted by the NRC, Cardinal
will amend it’s Action Plan accordingly. We will also complete
the general notification on stress relief and charpy impact
testing described above. Upen completion of the Certification
Review for ASME size included orders over 1", the Material
Verification Program and the Validation survey on washers,
Cardinal will issue a final report to the NRC and ask for closure
on the three inspections performed to date.



JUNE 20, 1984

REV. AUGUST 7, 1984

REV 2 AUQUST 9, 1984
REV 3 SEPTEMBER 235, 1984
REV 4 JANUARY 4, 1985
REV 5 JANURARY 31, 1985

ATTACHMENT 1

MATERIALS WHICH WERE IMPROPERLY IMPACT TESTED

Al93 & SAL93 B7 ALL THREAD STUDS AND BAR

(ALL RETESTS AT TEMPERATURES INDICATED BELOW WERE ©0OD)

SIZE

1 1/8-8:
1 1/4-8:

1 3/8-8:

1 1/2-8:
1 3/8-8:
1 3/74-8:
1 7/8-8:

2-8:
2 1/4-8:
2 1/2-8:

AFFECTED HEATS

4y (1 (1 (1 (1)
49298 ,48820 ,9121E , X107E, X&03D., X&04D & 8827D

(1, (1) (1, 4)
S450B. 5408B. 343%4A, 73368 +9723E. 190BE ., 87248 &
(1) (1)
94768 . NOATD
(1) (1) (1. 4)
34354A, 95408B. 54308 » 64098 ., 957835D, 7212E + 97230
(1) (1)
9423E +» 98140 + 9476B & NO11D

(1) (1)
NSB9B, 992%B ., 719%7D, 91046D & 87248 »
(4) (1)
9233E, 9423E & 9106D |
(1, 4) (1)
942%E & X3B0E (2 PO’'S)
(1) (1) (1) (1, 8) (1) ‘
4
|
|

98920 » 99268 » 72380 »T76E & 87248
(4) (1)
99268 + 94768
(4) (2)
DS528 & 731%A
(2. 4) 2) (2)
73194 + NB23D & N&JOB

1 = Tested at O Deg F per NX2300 with Charpy V-notch. Heat
passed.

2 = Tested st 10 Deg F per NXQ300 with Charpy V-notch. Heat
passed.

3 = Tested at 20 Deg F per NX2300 with Charpy V-notch. Heat
passed. - <

4 = Tested at 68 Deg F per NX2300 with Charpy V-notch. Heat
pacsed.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

JUNE 29, 1984

IE INFORMATION NOTICE NO. 84-52: INADEQUATE MATERIAL PROCUREMENT CONTROLS ON
THE PART OF LICENSEES AND VENDORS

Addressees:

A1l nuclear power reactor facilities holding an operating license (OL) or
construction permit (CP).

Purgose:

This information notice is provided to inform licensees of deficient procure-
ment controls and quality assurance (QA) practices on the part of suppliers of
nuclear materials and to call attention to possible generic problems in procure-
ment activities of licensees. No specific action is required in response to
this information notice, but it is expected that recipients will review the
information presented for applicability to their facilities.

Discussion:

The Vendor Program Branch (VPB) of the NRC inspects vendors, material manufac-
turers, and material suppliers of licensees. One purpose of these inspections
is to verify that vendors and suppliers of safety-related materials to
licensees are complying with the requirements of 10 CFR 21 and Appendix B to
10 CFR 50. These inspections have revealed a large number of quality-related
deficiencies on the part of nuclear suppliers such as:

a. Improper certification of stock materials as being fabricated and/or
upgraded in accordance with ASME Code requirements.

b. Inadequate inspection of materials received.

c. Failure to ensure satisfactory performance of required mechanical testing
and nondestructive examination.

d. Inadequate and/or incomplete survey and audit records.

e. Breakdown of procurement controls with respect to the requirements of
10 CFR 21, Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, and the ASME Code.

Table 1 lists vendors and recent VPB inspection reports where specific dis-
crepancies have been identified regarding implementation of the vendors'
Quality assurance programs. These reports are published quarterly by the NRC
in the “Licensee Contractor and Vendor Inspection Status Report," NUREG-0040.
Copies of this document (the White Book) may be obtained at a nomina' cost

8406280311
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from the National Technical Information Service, Springfield, VA 22161.
Correspondence with contractors and vendors relative to the inspection data
contained in NUREG-0040 is placed in the NRC Public Document Room, 1212 HW
St., N.W., Washington, DC 20555.

Deficiencies also have be n identified with respect to licensee procurement
and associated QA activities. The licensee is responsible for the quality
of purchased nuclear materials and for procurement control of its vendors
and suppliers of safety-related material. Deficiencies of this type include:

a. Inadequate specification of code requirements on purchase orders and
other documents.

b. Failure to develop and monitor an approved vendor list.

R Inadeguate inspoctioh of materials and components when received.

d. Inadequate survey and auditing of vendor QA programs.

e. Failure to perform adequate internal audits of the procurement process.

f. Inadequate training of personnel who procure nuclear materials under the
requirements of 10 CFR 21, Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, and the ASME Code.

g. Insufficient management attention to procurement activities.

No written response to this notice is required. If you have any questions
regarding this matter, please contact the Regional Administrator of the
appropriate NRC regional office or this office.

dward L. Jordwé:gsr

Division of Emergency Preparedn®ss
and Engineering Response
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Technical Contacts: N. J. Miegel, IE
(301) 492-7557

E. W. Merschoff, IE
(301) 492-4572

Attachments:
1. Table 1
2. List of Recently Issued IE Information Notices



LIST OF RECENTLY ISSUED
IE INFORMATION NOTICES

Attachment 2
IN 84-52
June 29, 1984

Tnformation " Date of
Notice No. Subject Issue Issued to
84-51 Independent Verification 06/26/84 A1l power reactor
facilities holding
an OL or CP
84-50 Clarification of Scope of 06/21/84 A1l power reactor
Quality Assurance Programs facilities holding
Pursuant %o 10 CFR 50 an OL or CP
Appendix B
84-49 Intergranular Stress Corro- 06/18/84 A1l power reactor
sion Cracking Leading to facilities holding
Steam Generator Tube Failure an OL or CP
84-48 Failures of Rockwell Inter- (6/18/84 A1l power reactor
national Globe Valves facilities holding
an OL or CP
84-47 Environmenta) Qualification 06/15/84 A1l power reactor
Tests of Electrical Termina) facilities holding
Blocks an OL or CP.
84-46 Circuit Breaker Position 06/13/84 All power reactor
Verification facilities holding
an OL or CP,
B84-45 Reversed Differentia) 06/11/84 All power reactor
Pressure Instrument Sensing facilities holding
Lines an OL or CP
84-44 Environmental Qualification 06/08/84 All power reactor
Testing of Rockbestos Cables facilities holding |
an OL or CP
84-43 Storage and Handling of 06/07/84 A1l medical licensees ‘
Ophthaimic Beta Radiation
Applicators
84-42 Equipment Availability for 06/05/84 A1l power reactor

Conditions During Outages
Not Covered by Technical
Specifications

facilities holding
an OL or CP

OL = Operating License
CP = Construction Permit



TABLE 1
DEFICIENT PRACTICES IDENTIFIED IN RECENT VPB INSPECTIONS

ISSUES VENDOR INSPECTION REPORT
Program for certifying auditors non- Taylor Forge (G&W Mfg. Co.) 99900783/82-01
existent and/or use of auditors who Lone Star Screw Co. 99900781/84-01
had not been certified per documented
quality assurance (QA) procedures
Use of suppliers not on an approved Ametek - Texas Flange Div. 99900884/83-01
vendors list and/or failure to Tube-Line Corp ®
perform vendor audits as required Capitol Pipe & Steel Products Co. 99900015/83-¢C1
by documented QA procedures West Jersey Manufacturing Co. 99900816/83-01
Louis P. Canuso, Inc. 99900818/83-01
Cardinal Industrial Products Corp. 99900840/83-01
Diversified Threaded Products Co. 99900823/83-01
Lone Star Screw Co. 99900781/84-01
Nondestructive examination (NDE)
discrepancies
a. failure to perform NDE in Tube-Line Corp. ®
accordance with or as re- West Jersey Manufacturing Co. 99900816,'83-01
quired by the ASME Code GAW Taylor Forge
and/or the customer Stainless Div. 99900347/83-01
Cardinal Industrial Products Corp. 99900840/83-01
b. failure to document the Taylor Forge (GAW Mfg. Co.) 99900783/82-01
identity of persons per-
forming visual examinations
c. idailure to have complete Coffer Corp. 99900822/83-01
and/or current certification Ametek - Texas Flange Div. 99900884 /83-01
records for NDE personnel Tube-Line Corp. ®
Taylor Forge (GAW Mfg. Co.) 99900783/82-01
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VENDOR

INSPECTION REPORT

commercial NDE performed in lieu of
required ASME Code NDE

failure to have NDE records, reports,
and/or material certification

use of NDE procedures that are
either not approved in accordance
with documented QA procedures or
do not meet ASME Code requirements

Heat treatment discrepancies

Vb.

failure to perform heat treatments
as required by the ASME Code and/or
documented QA procedures

no evidence to support heat treatment
data stated on CMIRS

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.

Lone Star Screw Co.

Diversified Threaded Products Co.

Tube-Line Corp.

Capitol Pipe & Steel Products Co.

Tube-Line Corp.

Capitol Pipe & Steel Products Co.

Coffer Corp.
Tube-Line Corp.

Ametek - Texas Flange Div.
Tube-Line Corp.
Lone Star Screw Co.

Ametek - Texas Flange Div.

Coffer Corp.

G&W Taylor Forge
Stainless Div.

Capitol Pipe & Steel
Products Co.

West Jersey Manufacturing Co.

Tube-Line Corp.

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.

Lone Star Screw Co.

99900840/83-01
99900781/84-01
99900823/83-01

zm15/83-01

99900015/83-01
99900822/83-01
=

99900884/83-01
=
99900781/84-01

99900884/83-01
99900822/83-01

99900347/83-01

99900015/83-01
99900816/83-01
-~

99900840/83-01
99900781/84-01
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ISSUES

VENDOR

INSPECTION REPORT

c. failure to pass on heat treatment
requirements to heat treatment
vendors

d. failure to document heat treatment
‘[4 required by the customer, invoked
' codes, standards and/or
specifications

Failure to perform and/or document
receiving inspections

Failure to pass on requirement that
material be manufactured in accordance
with a QA program meeting ASME Code
requirements

Failure to specify on purchase orders
(POs) that 10 CFR 21 was applicable

Failure of the QA department to review
and/or approve POs

Failure of QA to review and/or approve
drawings and/or manufacturing shop
travelers

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.

Taylor Forge (G&W Mfg. Co.)

Tube-Line Corp.

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.
Lone Star Screw Co.

Diversified Threaded Products Co.

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.
Diversified Threaded Products Co.
Lone Star Screw Co.

Coffer Corp.

Coffer Corp.
Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.
Diversified Threaded Products Co.

Coffer Corp.
Diversified Threaded Products Co.

99900840/83+01

99900840/83-01

99900783/82-01

99900840/83-01
99900781/84-01
99900823/83-01

99900840/83-01
99900823/83-01
99900781/84-01
99900822/84-01

99900822/83-01
99900840/83-01
99900823/83-01

99900822/83-01
99900823/83-01
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ISSUES

VENDOR

INSPECTION REPORT

Failu'e to review suppliers' CMTRs
and.‘or accep_.ance of CMIRs which were
not in compliance with PO or material
specification requirements

Procadures not available at work stations

Failure to control ASME Section II1 flanges
from being mixed in with commercial flanges

. Failure to establish measures to ensure that

welding is controlled and accomplished in
accordance with the applicable codes

Incorrect attestations of materia)l meeting
ASME Code requirements

Use of stock materials without properly
certifying the material per procedures
in the ASME Code, standards, and/or
specifications

" Failure to perform testing required by
the customer, invoked codes, standards,
and/or specifications

Capitol FPipe & Steel Products Co.
Coffer Corp.
L. P. Canuso, Inc.

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.

Diversified Threaded Products Co.
Coffer Corp.
Coffer Corp.

Tube-Line Corp.

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.

Tube-Line Corp.
Ametek - Texas Flange Div.

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.

Lone Star Screw Co.

Ametek - Texas Flange Div.
Capitol Pipe & Steel Products Co.
Tube-Line Corp.

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.

Lone Star Screw Co.
Diversified Threaded Products Co.

Cardinal Industrial Products Corp.

Lone Star Screw Co.
Diversified Threaded Products Co.

99900815/83-01
99900822/83-01
99900818/83-01
99900840/83-01
99900823/83-01

99900822/83-01
99900822/83-01

99900840/83-01

=

99900884/83-01
99900840/83-01
99900781/84-01

99900884/83-01
99900015/83-01
®

99900840/83-01
99900781/84-01
99900823/83-01

99900840/83-01
99900781/84-01
99900823/83-01




ISSUES VENDOR INSPECTION REPORT

Failure to provide original CMTRs as Cardinal Industrial Products Corp. 99900840/83-01
required by NCA-3800 in the ASME Code

resulting in transmittal of incorrect

and/or inaccurate material data

*Information regarding Tube-Line 13 contained in NRC TE Bulletin 83-06, dated July 22,1983 This document was
mailed to licensees in July 1983 and is available in the Public Document Rocm.
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UNTEE STATES {  CONTAINED IN THIS REPORTWany

. ".' NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMAISSIon  BEEN DELETED
’ S t
%\ =z ; REGON IV _ Exhibit 148
P \../ s €1V RYAN PLo22 DRIVE SUITE 1000
T Lo ARUINGTON TEXAS 7601
FEE 2¢ B34

Carcdinal Ingustria) Producte Corporation
ATIN: Mr. M. J. Donovan

Presicent
36827 W. Ogquendo -
Las Vegas, NV BS118 Z if %
Gentlemen: : ; >

This refers to the inspection conducted by Mr. L. E. Eﬂersr!lvl of this office
on October 11-14 and November 14-18, 1983, of your facility 4 Lag vegas,
Nevada, anc to the discussions of our finLings with you and Fembers of your
staff at the conclusion of the inspection. S

Tihis inspection was made as a result of concerns expressed to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission pertaining tc compliance of furnished fastener materials .
with the quelity assurance provisions contained in Subarticle NCA-3800 of
Section 111 cf the ASME Boiler a%d Pressure Vecste) Code. Areas exarinec guring
the inspection anc our findings are discussed in the enclosed report. Within
these areas, the inspection consistec of an exarination of procecures andg
representative records, interviews with personnel, and observations ty the
inspector.

During the inspection it was found that the im: e-entation of your Q* prograr
failed to meet certain NRC requirerents. The specific findings and references
to the pertinent recuirements are identified i~ t™e enclosures to this letter.

Tris Notice of Viclation is sent to you pursuz-: t: the provisiors of
Section 206 of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1$74. You are required to
submit to this office within 30 days from the date of this letter a writter
statement containing: (1) a description of stez: 1*:: have been or will be

taken to correct these itlems; (2) a descripiic- ¢ siept that have beer or
will be taken tc prevent recurrence; anc (3) the c:ztes your corrective actisns
anc preventive measures were or will be completez. Consideration may be g:ven

to extending your respense time for good Caute Shiwmn.

-

10 CFR 2.790 INFORMATION IS CONTAINED
IN THIS REPORT ANC HAS BEEN DELETED



Cea=cire) lngustrial Froguct: -
Corporation

~y
'

Yo. &re 2alsc recuestec to sub=it a similar written statement for each iter
whict appears in the enclosec Notice of Nonconformance.

The responses requested by this letter are not subject to the clearance

procecures of the Office of Management anc Budget as required by the Paperwork

Recuction Act of 1980, PL 96-511. .

It is apparent from the results of this inspection that our inspectors have
established that serious deficiencies existed in the implementation of your
Quaiity assurance program relative to the ranufacture and supply of fastener
maierials to the nuclear industry. The nature of the inspection findings is
such, particularly with respect to use of stock materials for nuclear orders
anc certification of materials without assuring performance of required
exarinations and tests, that it raises concerns in regard to the propriety of
your actions and both the credibility and adequacy of the Quality assurance

function. As a result of both your specific failure to comply with applicable

provisions of 10 CFR Part 21 and the deficiencies identified by our

inspectors, we are concerned that the NRC may not have been adequately

informed, pursuant to 10 CFR Part 21, relative to the scope of defects or

failure to comply. You are, therefore, reguired as part of your corrective
action to reassess your past actions for conformance to 10 CFR Part 21

" requireTents.

Should the results of your evaluations con:zlude that the NRC has not been
adequately informed as required under 10 CFR Part 21, you are reguired to
provide in writing a statement addressing your corrective actions as noted
abeve. gcitiona] required NRC action: v~ be determinec after re.iew of
your response.

In accerdance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the (o--iscion's regulations, a copy of
this let'er anc the enclosed inspesticr ~=:°:-t will be placec in tne

NRZ's Futis: Document Room. 1f this re:. . conteihs any informat cr that
you believe 10 be exempt from disclosure u-cer 10 CFR 9.5(a)(4), it is
necessary that you (a) notify this office by telephone within 10 days from

the date of this letter of your intentic- *: file a request for withholding;
anc (b) sudmit within 28 days from the 2:°- ¢° this letter @ written applica-
tion to this office to withhold such ir“c-zlien. If your receipt of this

letter has been delayed such that lest t': 7 days are available for your'
revie-, please notify this office prompi’y sc that & nes cue date mzy be
estatlished. Consistent with Section 2.752(t)(1), any such application must
be accompaniec by an affidavit executec L, the owner of the infeormation which
identifies the cocument or part sought tc De withheld, anc which contains a
full statement of the reasons on the batic which it is cldimed that the
inferration should be withheld from put’ic cisclesure. This sectio~ further
rec.'res the statement to adgress with e¢rezificity the considerations listecd
in 10 CFR 2.790(b)(4). The informatic- <..2ht to be withheld shall pe
incr-zcratec as far as possible into & t:::-ate part of the afficavis. 1f

. - P hree fon=- e 4s B8l
-~ - - - -

tre =g-z"% wiil be plazec in the Put " . :.ment Roor.

c=2*ifiec periccs notec above



Coroina) Incusivial Progucts 2.
Corporatior

Shoule you héve any questions concerning this inspection, we will pe pleases -
to ciscuss ther with you.

Sincerel}, »
n/ -—I—ﬂ

ks o
LA~ JOLa (2
Uldis Potapovs, Chilef

Vendor Prograr Branch
Division of Quality Assurance,

Safeguards, anc Inspection Programs
Enclosures:

1. Appendix A - Notice of Violation

2. Appendix B - Notice of Nonconformance

3. Appendix C - Inspection Report No. 99900840/83-01
&. Rppencix D - Inspection Data Sheets (& pages)

b e -

e .



APPENDIX A

Cardinal Industrial Products Corporation
Docket No. 99300840/83-01

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

hs a result of the inspection conducted on October 11-14 and November 14-1g,
1983, and in accordance with Section 206 of the Energy Reorganization Act of
1974 and its implementing regulation 10 CFR Part 21, the following violations
were identified and have been categorized in accordance with the NRC
Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), 47 FR-9987 (March 9, 1982):

A.  Section 21.6 of 10 CFR Part 21 states, in part:

(a) Each individual, partnership, corporation or other
entity subject to the regulations in this part, shall post
current copies of the following documents in a conspicuous
position on any premises, within the United States where
the activities subject to this part are conducted (1) the
regulations in this part, (2) Section 206 of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, and (3) procedures adopted
pursuani to the regulations in this part.

(b) If posting of the regulations in this part or the
procedure adoptec pursuant to the regulations in this part
is not practicable, the licensee or firm subject to the
regulations in this part may, in addition to posting
Section 206, post z notice which describes the regulations/
procedures, inc’. - the name of the individual to whem
reports may be me.¢, and states where they may be examined.

? - Contrary to the abov.e¢e “: cinal Industrial Products Cerporation (CIPC) had
/ not pested: (1) a ¢. - = copy of 10 CFR Part 21, (2) Secticn 206 of the
/. .. Energy Reorganizatic® - .. of 1974, or (3) procedures adoptec pursuant to
= \

the regulation.
This is a Severity Le .~ . Violation (Supplement vIiIi).

8 Section 21.31 of 10 (F' fez-t 21 states: "“Each individual,
corperation, partner:® ' cr other entity subject to the
regulations in this p: © shall assure that each procurement
document for a facilit,, or a basic component issued by him,
her or it on cor after Jznuary 6, 1978, specifies, when
applicable, that the p-cvisions of 10 CFR Part 21 apply."



-2-

Contrary to the above, fasteners were furnished by CIPC to numerous
customer purchase orders, for which the applicability of 10 CFR Part 21
was a specific requirement, without similarly specifying its applicadblilty
in the CIPC procurement documents for these jtems.

This is a Severity Level V Violation (Supplement VII).

”



APPENDIX B

Carcinal Industrial Products Corporation
Docket No. 95500840/83-01 V e

NOTICE OF NONCONFORMANCE 9

Based on the res.its of an NRC inspection conducted on October 11-14 and
November 14-1f 6 1983, it appears that certain of your activities were not
concucted in accordance with NRC requirements. Nonconformances with these
requirements are as follows.

A.  Criterion IX of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 states, "Measures shall be
established to assure that special processes, including welding, heat
treating, and nondestructive testing, are controlled and accomplished by
qualified personne) using qualified procedures in accordance with
applicable codes, standards, specifications, criteria, and other
special requirements. "

Contrary to the above, the Quality Assurance Manual (QAM) did not
establish measures to assure that welding was controlled and accomplished
Oy qualified personne! using-qualified procedures in accordance with
applicable codes. Cardinal Industrial Products Corporation (CIPC)

) supplied 52 Locking Cup Assemblies to Arkansas Power & Light Co. (AP&L)
Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit 1, in which fabrication, including welding,
was rec.'red to be in accordance with Subsection NG in Section III of the
ASME Coce. In addition to the CIPC QAM not establishing the reguired
measures, a welding procedure specification, procedure qualification
record, anc welder qualifications could nat be located during this

inspection

B. Criteri.- . of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 states, "Activities
affect . guality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procec. --. or drawings, of a type appropriate to the circumstances
and s* ¢ accomplished in acce-dance with “hese inst-uctions.
procec . or drawings. Instructions, pProcedures, or drewings sha'!

incluoe zzpropriate Quantitative or qualitative acceptarce criteria
for dete-mining that important activities have been satisfactorily
accor; ¢ ez M

Paragre:  €-3 of Section 8 in the CIPC QAM states, in part, "Materigis
shall t- _.-chased from a vendor whose Quality System Program has bee-
survey«:. qualified, anc approved by Cardinal Industria) Producte
Corporé:crn (and appropriate records maintained in the files of the
Qualit, Assurance Department)."
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Paragraph NCA-3862 in Section 11l of the ASMI Code requires that the
vendor Quality System Program be documented in a Quality Syster Manua)
or an ldentification and Verification Manual, and thzt these mzruals

shall be the major basis for demonstration of Code compliance.

-

Contrary to the above, survey/aud’t records did not provide objective
evidence of either perfrrmance of satisfactory surveys and audits, or
that vendor manuals were the major basis for demonstration of ASME Code
compliance, as evidenced by the following categories of examples:

1.

Acceptance of vendors' Quality Assurance Programs written in

10 CER 2777 1.5 TIMATION

Vendor survey/audits performed by CIPC were not documented in
survey/audit checklists =

10 CFR 2737 2T RATION

vendor survey/audit checklists with all questions checked off as
being acceptable, but with no supporting evidence -

10 CER 2777 1.F2UAATION

Erroneous supporting evidence statement added to a verc:r
survey/audit checklist -

Ncte: Survey Repert No. J-1, dated September 22 anc 26, 1983, rac




the following question in Section V, Part B.4&:
esablished measures to show the status and result: of any recuired
ex:=ination or test for the material at any time." The a-:v:i* wes
"Yes", with this note: "Charpy is the only reguirec test per
Cardinal PO per material specification.” rowever, all revie.ed

Certified Mate-ial Test Peports (CMTR) indica“e s 1204

impact tests were performed instead ef Charpy V=Notch (CVh) irpact
tests. 1

“"Are there

4 X Pla:ement of vendors on approved vendor
{ survey/audit being performed -

list without required

10 CER 2750 INFORMATICN

3 6. Approval of a vendor whose quality program was not in complete
compliance as evidenced by the survey/audit checklist =

7. Survey/audit chezklists apparently filled out by vendor
: (Self-Audit) -

10 CFRR 2790 INFCRMATIOM

Criterion V of Aopendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 states, in part, "Activities

affecting quality . . . shall be accomplished in accorgance with .
instructions, procedures, or drawings . . ., ."

Paragraph 5-3 in Section 5 of the QAM states, in part, "Purchice orders
for all nuclear . . . materials shall be initiatec by tue Purcmasing
Department. The purchase order shall have the codes, stangarcs anc
specification requirements sufficiently detailed so that the supplier has
the necessary information to provide the materia) required. "

Paragraph 5-4 states, "The purchase order shall be fc-. .rcez - the
Quality Assurance Department for review and approval '

Paragraph 5-5 states, "The purchase order shall the t¢ fora: zec tc an
approvec vendor on Cardinal's AVL (Approved Vendor Li::

Paragraph 3.4 in CIPC Standard Practice No. CSP 5.003 stater. '&%)
Purchase Orders shall carry the following statement 'Tre z:-.¢ raterial
was manufactured and supplied in accordance with LBare ¢ \g=2iv) Qualit,
Assurance Program Revision No. anag Cate . turveyes
anc aoproved by Carcinal Ingustrial Procucts Corporat-: - cite !




Contrary to the above, 2 review of numerous CIPC purchase orders (POs) and
the associated vendor CMTRs for materiale which were subsec.entiy sold for
ASME Code Zection 1]] ap>lications revealed the foilowing congitions:

i CIFC did nct invoke ASME Code requirements on POs to t*eir vendors. = ~*

, ' 2. Numerous POs were n,t approved by the QA Department.

3. Certain POs were pl.uced with vendors not on CIPC's AVL.

4. Numerous CIPC POs did not contain a statement that the material was
to be manufactured in accordance with a QA Program meeting the
requirements of NCA-3800, and approved by CIPC. :

Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 states, in part, "Activities
affecting quality . . . shal) be accomplished in accordance with .
instructions, procedures, or drawings . . . ."

Paragraph NCA-3867.4(e) in Section IIl of the ASME Code states, in part,
"The Material Manufacturer who certifies materia) made from stock
produced by a manufacturer whose Quality System Program has not been
qualified under NCA-380C may accept the certification of the requirements
of the raterial specification which must be performed during the melting
and of the heat analysis from the manufacturer of the stock provided .
(1) . . . The Material Manufacturer performs or subcontracts all other
requirements of the material specification on each piece of stock
material. Alternatively, the Material Manufacturer may perform or
subcontract all other requirements of the material specification on each
heat anc lot of material, provided traceability has been established by
his Program or the Program of the Certificate Holder who uses the
material . . . . (2) The Material Manufacturer performs or subcontracts a
product ane’ysis to verify the che~ical compositicn of ezch ziece of
stock material furnished by the stock material marufacturer . . . "

Contrary to the above, CIPC improperly certified stock materials (i.e.,
materials procured from manufacturers without srecification that the
materia’ be produced using a Quality Syster Prci-z= t*a* has been verified
by survey to be in accordance with the requirere-ts of Subarticle NCA-3800
in Section IIl of the ASME Code) as being in cc=: fance with Section 111
of the ASME Code. Material specification reguive-ents cther than those
applicatle during melting had, however, not bee- performed on either a
piece or heat basis and product analysis was nct performed on each piece
of stock materia).

Identified customers receiving these materials ircluce: HUE, Inc.:
Commonmealth Edison Company; APLL; Carolina Powe- & L[ig™t Comcary,; Arizona
Public Service Company (APS); Northern States Po.:= (z-;zvy, and Corsurers
Power Company. It was further fdentifiec that Tri~cz-¢~"ca Delava’, Irc
indirectly received some of these materials fro= [I:( * . ¢~ POs places
with Sarge~t Nut & Bolt Company and Liberty Eg.': -t/ :.2¢8'y Co
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Criterion v of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 states, in part, "Activities
affecting quality . . . ghall be azcomplished in accordance with .
instructions, procecures, or drawiags ., . . v

Paragraph 3.1 in CIPC Standa~d Practice No. Csp 7.002 states, "On receipt
of a shipment of materia) and/or fistener(s), the Cardinal Quality
Assurance Department Representative wil) verify the Certification and
Documentation for completeness in accordance with Invoked Codes,
Standards, and/or Specification, i.e.: ASTM, ASME, SAE, ANSI, and the
Cardinal Purchase Order."

Contrary to the above, a review of approximately 50 CIPC acceptec
vendor certification/documentation Ppackages revealed that they were
not in accordance with invoked codes, standards and/cr specifications
as evidenced by the following:

3, The CMTRs for materia) received from
reported Izod impact test results rather than the materia)l
specification and ASME Code required CVN impact tests.

2. CIPC accepted CMTRs from in which the reported
stress relief temperatures were as much as 120°F below the
allowable minimum temperature.

3. CIPC accepted a CMTR from dated
May 6, 1981, in which the stated proof load value of 245,900 1bs
was less than the material specification required value of
261,100 1bs. Subsequently on November 9,7 1982, CIPC altered the
CMTR to reflect the correct value, with the notation.
"per A corrected CMTR was not obtained from

N CIPC accepted CMTRs fror which container
the required Q4 statement pertaining tc the material being
manufactured and supplied in atcordancte with the QA Program as
approved by CIPC. However, the name identified in the statement
as being the manufacturer and supplier was not but

.y

S. CIPC accepted a CMTR from
in which the reported stress
rupture time was 57.1 hours wricn gic not meet the material
specification requirement of 100 hours minimum that was imposed
in AP&L's Specification No. APL=M-40? for materia) used 1in
thermal shield special bolts.

€ CIPC accepted a CMTR from in which
only single mechanical test resuits we-¢ repcriec rather tha-
the results of multiple tests resu:ve- 2/ the material specifi-
cation for the quantity orgerec T+¢ JTR sccitionally gic net
cortain any heat treatment info -z : - s$how comaliance ot
the minimur tempering temperatu'« . €"ents of the mes. ‘3
specification. .



Criterien V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 states, in part, "Activities
affecting quality . . . shall be accomplicher ir accordance with . , ..
instructions, procedures, or drawings . ’

Paragraph 15-3 of Section 15 in the QAM states, in par:, “. . . The test
requirements shall be in accordance with the fustomer “equirements,
invoked codes, standards and specifications.’

Paragraphs NE and NC-2343 in Section I1I of the ASME Cide state, in
part, "One test (Cv) shall be made from each lot of bars . . . where a
lot is defined as one heat of materia) treated in one charge or as one
continuous operation, not to exceed 6000 1bs."

Paragraph Nx-2321 states, in part, with respect to CVN impact tests,
. . The results, orientation and location of all tests performed . .=
shall be reported in the Certified Materia) Test Report."

Paragraph NB-2581 states, in part, "Bolts, studs, and nuts shall . . . be
examined in accordance with the requirements of paragraphs RU (visua)
examination), RZ (ultrasonic examination - for sizes greater than 2"
nominal bolt size), and either Rw (magnetic particle examination) or RX
(1iquid penetrant examination = greater than 1" nominal bolt size) of
SA-614."

Contrary to the above, test and examination reguirements have not been

performec in accordance with customer requirements, invoked codes,

standards and specifications as evidenced by the following:

1. CIPC failed to comply with AP&L imbosec Combustion Engineering
Specification No. N-POH16(h) for primary manway studs with respect
to:

a Removal c¢f test coupors af;cr Neat treatment of procductic~
material.

b. Testing of bcth ends of one bar fror each heat in each
tempering charge.

g Performance of CVN impzzt tes: M arter all heat treatrents had
been given to the proc.ction raterial.

d. Removal of CVN impact specimer: with micd~length of specimens at
least one ciameter or thickness from a heat treated enc.

e. Performance of sufficient CV. irpact tests to establis*® upper
L

/ anc lower energy shelves of t"e CVN transition curve.
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2. CIPC failed to comply with APEL Specification No. APL-M-402 with

respect to reporting the cobalt czntent of the material usec for the
thermal shield specia) bolts.

-

3. CIPC failed to have performed tt: required number of CVN impact

tests on material received which was in excess of the 6000 1bs. heat
treatment lot limitation. -

4. when CIPC did have CVN impact tests
the orientation and location of the

performed, they failed to resort
test specimens on their CMTHs.

7 5. The following was identified wi
examination (NDE):

th respect to nondestructive

) 8. There were no records to show that required magnetic particle
examination (MT) had been performed on 28, 1-% inch bolts
supplied to APS on January 11, 1%82.

b.  CIPC CMTR No. 34265 attested that MT had been performed on

20, 1-% inch nuts supplied to APS; however, there were no MT
reports to substantiate that MT had been performed.

CIPC's Customer Production Record (CPR), a route sheet, listed
an MT operation referencing a test report (NO. 6708); however,

review of Test Report No. 6708 showed that it was a report of
CVN impact test results.

c. CIPC CMTR No. 31690 dated June 16, 1983, did not report the

required MT as being performed on a bolt supplied to Northern
States Power Co., nor was there an MT report available. A

d. CIPC CMTR No. 30162 dated April 26, 1983, stated thrat
40, 2-% inch studs supplied to Consumers Fower Co. had been
ultrasonic examined (UT'd). However, review of the applicable

UT reports for this material failed to show that 31 pieces had
been UT'd.

6. AP&L imposed Combustion Engineering, Inc., Specification
No. N-POM19(b) in procuremeri of primary manway stud nuts. This
specification requirec that a tensile test be performed on the
‘ material used to manufacture the nuts. CIPC furnished, however,
inventory nuts from for which the required

starting material tesile test had not either been required or
performed.

G. Criterion V of Appendix B te 10 CFR Part 80 states, in part, "Activities

affecting quality . . . shal) be dccomplished in accordance with
fnstructions, procedures, e+ dra. ‘nae . -

100 CPR 2752 ¢
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Paragraph 20-3 in Section 20 of the QAM states, "Training for -~
Non-Destructive Examinatior (Testing) personnel shall be in accorcance
with the applicable sections of recommended practice No. SKi-T(-14 (June
1975 Edition)." SNT-TC-1A requires that certification records be
maintained on file.

-

Paragraph NB-5521 in Section 111 of the ASME Code (Summer 1982 Addenda)
states, in part, "(a) Personne! performing nondestructive examinations
shall be qualified in accordance with the recommended guidelines of
SNT-TC-1A. . . . The recommended guidelines of SNT-TC-1A shall pe
considered minimum requirements . . . (1) Qualification of Leve) 111
nondestructive examination personnel shall be by examination. "

Footnote 4, which is referenced by (a) above, states, "Personnel
qualified by examination and recertified to the 1975 edition are
considered qualified to the 1980 edition where the recertification is
basec on continuing satisfactory performance. Al) reexaminations and new
examinations shall be in accordance with the 1980 edition."

Contrary to the above, the current Leve) IIl Examiner in liquid penetrant
examination (PT), MT and UT at ) '

was employed in February 1983 and was certified on March 1, 1983, by
examinations which were not in accordance with the 1980 edition of
SNT-TC~-1A.

Paragraph 8.3.3 in SNT-TC-1A specifies the following with respect to the
types of tests and numbers of questions:

Basic Examination - 50
Method Examination - 65 (for each method)
Specific Examination = 20 (for each method) .

A re.ia. of the Level 111 Examiner's qualifications records revealed the
following with respect to types of tests and numbers of questions:

Genera) Test - 30
Specific = 1% (fe~ ez2% methud) ‘.
Practical = 20 (for eech method)

In adaition, there were nc valid qualification records availatle for the
Level Il radiograsher whc performed radiography on December 20, 1982, of
the thermal shield specia) bolt heads which were subsequently supplied
to APAL.

Criterion V of Appencix £ to 10 CFR Part 50 states, in part, "Activities

affecting quality . . shall be accomplished in accordance with .
instructions, procec.-e:. o~ drawings . . . ."

10 CPR 2752 AT
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Paragraph T-110 in Article 1, Section V of the ASME Code states, in part,
“(a) This Section of the Code contains requirements and methods for
fondestructive examination which are Coce requirements to the extent they
are specifically referenced and required by other Code Sections ., . , .
They include . . . visua) examination . ., , " ”
Paragraph T-291 in Article 9, "Visual Examination," Section V of the ASME
Code states, in part, “Visual examinations to this Article, when
required by the referencing Code Sections, shall be done to a written
procedure . 5

Paragraph NB-5521 states, in part, ". . . For nondestructive examination
methods not covered by SNT-TC-1A-documents, personne] shal) be qualified
to comparable levels of competency by subjection to comparable
examinations on the particular method involved."

SNT-TC-1A and the ASME Code require that NDE personne) be given eye
examinations on an annual basis to assure natural or corrected near
distance acuity.

Contrary to the above, CIPC has treated required visual examination as an
inspection function and not an NDE discipline. As a result, personne)
performing this activity have neither been Qualified nor have they been
given eye examinations. Further, written procedures did not exist to
provide for the performance of visual examination.

Criterfon V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 states, in part, "Activities
affecting quality . . . shall be accomplished in accordance with . . .
instructions, procedures, or drawings . ., . "

Subparagraph NCA-2857.4(b) in Section I11 of the ASME Code states, in

pert, "Tne Materia” Manufacturer . . . shal) provide a Certified Materia’
Test Resort when reguired in the appropriate Subsection . . . Pl
Paragraph NCA-3867.5% states, in part, ", . . The Material Supplier shal)

transmit ali Materia) Manufacturer's Certified Materia) Test Reports . .
to the purchaser a* the time of shipment. "

Contrary to the above, CIPC, when acting as a material supplier, does not
transmit a') mater a) manufacturer CMTRs to the purchaser. CIPC's
practice is tc tra~ccribe data from their vendor CMTRs onto their own
master certification, which is subsequently provided to the purchaser,
With respect to transcrir.ion, it was noted during review of vendor CMTRs
and CIPC's applicable raster certifications that certain conditions
existed in which the purchaser may not have received the correct data.
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1.  Numerous CMTRs from provided the following heat
treatment ceta for A-193 Grade B7 material: Quench 1530° - 1560°F
40-70 minutes, tempering 10£0° - 1150°F 2 hours, and stress relieve
930° - 1040°F 4 hours. CIPC optimized this data without benefit of
object‘ve evidence (i.e., temperature recording charts) to produce a
master certification which showed: Marden 1560°F 1:10 hours, temper
1150°F 2 nhcurs, and stress relieve 1040°F 4 hours.

2. CMTRs provided to Consumers Power Co. (Nos. 28961 and 28963) showed
the terpering temperature to be 1100°F minimum. However, there was
no supporting documentation as to the source of thi data.

3. CMTR Nc. 25517, provided to Northern States Power, showed a proof
load value of 133,700 1bs., but there was no supporting documentation
a5 to the source of this data.

Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 states, in part, "Activities
affecting quality . . . shall be accomplished in accordance with . .
instruction:, procedures, or drawings . . . ." »

Paragraph 2.10 in CIPC Standard Practice No. CSP 7.001 states, “As
additional certification input is received (heat treating, destructive,
nondestruct’ve testing, plating, etc.) such Certified information she )
be added to the Cardina) Certification as required by the Customer
Purchase Order."

Paragraph NCA-3867.4 in Section 111 of the ASME Code states, in part.
with respec. to CMTR reporting requirements, “. . . When specific t-

and temperatures (or temperature ranges) are not required by the mai¢ .a)
specification, a statement of the type of heat treated condition sh: ° be
reportecd . .

Cortrar, tc the above, a statement reflecting performance of norr: - r.§
and hardening heat treatments was not reported on certain of the Civ
CMTRs fot ASME Code Section IIT, Class 1 primary manway studs supplied to
APE. on PO h:. 73888,

10 CER 27320 1y 2:MATION
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(o LarTIC . ONIINAD INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORPORATION
LhkS VEGAS, NEVADA

REPORT INSPECTION 10/11-14 & INSPECTION -
NO.: 99e01540/83-01 DATE(S): 11/14-18/83 ON-SITE MOURS: 116

CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS: Cardina) Industrial Products Corporation
ATTN: Mr. M. J. Donovan
President
3827 W. Oquendo
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTACT: Mr. N. Henderson, Director, Quality Assurance
TELEPHONE NUMZER: (702)739-1966

[ PRINCIPAL PRODUCT: Fastemers

NUCLEAR INDUSTRY ACTIVITY: Approximately 40 percent of Cardina) Industrial
Products Corporation (CIPC) sales is made to the commercial nuclear industry.

I

ASSIGNED INSPECTOR:

'gJZJZE%SZ::>A J%éﬁélt!ﬁ
ershaw, Reactive Inspection Section (R1S) Date

OTHER INSPECTOR(S): J. T. Conway, RIS
1. Barnes, Chief, RIS

—
APPROVED BY: \/zb.—-u-q 22484
1. Barnes, Chief, RIS Date
&!NSPECTIOH BASES AND SCOPE:

A. ASES 10 CFR Part 21 and Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50.

3 SCOPE  This inspection was made as a result of concerns expreised to the
Nucleer Regulatory Commission (NRC) pertaining to compliance ¢f furnished
fastener materials with the quality assurance provisions contained in
Subarticle NCA-3800 of Section IIl of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vesse!
Code. These concerns were evaluated by an inspection of procurement
(cont. en next page)

PLANT SITE APPLICABILITY: NCA-3800 Deficiencies: 50-313/368, 50-52%/529/830.
S0-2€2/3(¢, £0-329/330, $0/373/274, 50-454/455, 50-324/325, 50-30.

Note M.'t""le plant docket nos. have been included where purche<r orders (P0Os)
RI0 hi v b ry spesilie whiiw,
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ORGA"IZ+71C%: CARDINAL INJUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORPCRATION
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA

m— T ———————— e ——

REFORY INSPECTION
NO.: 99900840/83-01 RESULTS:

PAGE 2 of 22

b

—— a———

SCOPE (cont'd): document control, receiving inspection,

(rechanical testing and nondestructive exarination). The inspection
acditionally included a review of 10 CFR Part 21 implementation.

VIOLATIONS:

1. Contrary to Section 21.6 of 10 CFR Part 21, CIPC had not posted: (a) a
current copy of 10 CFR Part 21, (b) Section 206 of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, or (c) procedures adopted pursuant to the

regulation.

Contrary to Section 21.31 of 10 CFR Part 21, fastene

to numerous customer POs, for which the applicability of 10 CFR Part 21
was a specific requirement, without similarly specifying ts

applicabiltiy in the CIPC procurement documents for
NONCONFORMANCES :

1. Contrary to Criterion IX of Appendix B to 10 CFR far
Quality Assurance Manua) (QAM) did not establish mea
that welding was controlled and accomp Lished by qus)
using qualified procedures in accordance with applic

supplied 52 Locking Cup Assemblies to Arkansas Power & Light Co.'s

(AP&L) Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit 1, in which fa: -
welding, was to be in accordance with Subsection 1.

the ASME Code. In addition to the CIPC QAM not es:a
recuired measures, a welding procedure specifica* o~
quéiification recoro, and welder qualification: .
guring *his inspection,

Contrary to Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part
of the CIPC QAM, survey/audit records did Aot pre ‘¢
evidence of, either performance of satisfactor.

that vendors' manuals were the major basis for ¢ .

Code compliance as evidenced by the following ca:.:u:

‘L not be located

R

and process contro)

rs were furnished

these items.

t 50, the CIPC
sures !p lstur*
iffed personne
able codes. CIPC

étion, including
in Sectfon 11l of
blishing the

+ procedure

50 and Section 8
¢ objective

“=. & and audits, or
stration of ASME
‘es of examples:




CLIENIZETION

¢ 10 CFR 2790 INFORMA ON

s

CARDINAL INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORPORATION
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA

REPORT

NO.:

99920840/83-01

INSPECTION
RESULTS: PAGE 3 of 22

1=

a.

Acceptance of vendors' Quality Assurance Programs written
in .

10 CER 2790 INFORMATION

Vendor survey/audits performed by CIPC were not documented
in survey/audit checklists =

10 CER 2790 INEORMATION

Vendor survey/audit checklist with ai’ cuestions checked off as
being acceptable, but with no supporting evidence -

18 CER 2750 iniorifATIO

Erroneous supporting evidence stateme~. added to a vendor
survey/audit checklist =

Note: Survey Report No. J-1 dated Se. <« Ser 22 and 28, 1983,
has the following question in Sectior \'. Part B.4° "Are there
established measures to show the stitu: and results of any
required examination or test for the niteria) at any time." The
answer was “Yes", with this note: "Crarpy 1s the only required
test per Cardinal PO per material specification.” However, al)
reviowed Certified Mater‘s' Test Reports (CMTRs)
ingicated lz0d impact tests were perfco-~¢d instead of Charpy
V=Notch (CVN) impact tests.

—




1 10 CER 2750 I1-FORAG TION

CRGANIZATIC . CARDINAL INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORPORATION

LAS VEGAS, NLVADA

F

REPORT
NO.:

— ——

INSPECTION >
RESULTS: PAGE 4 of 22

99200840/83-01

-

e Placement of vendors on Approved Vendor List (AVL) without
required survey/audit being performed -

10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION

¢, Approval of a vendor whose quality program was not in complete
compliance as evidenced by the survey/audit checklist =

¢ Survey/audit checklists apparently filled out by vendor
(Self-Audit) =

10 CER 2790 IMFOPMATION

Ceatrary to Criterion V of Appendis E to 10 CFR Part 50 and Section §
of the QAM, a review of CIPC POs and the associated vendor CMTRs for
materials which were subsequently sold for ASME Code Section 111
applications revealed the following conditions:

a. CIPC did not invoke ASME Cod: .- irements on POs to their
vendors.

t Numerous POs were not approve- :. the QA Department.

3 Certain POs were placed wit .. _.rs not on CIPC's AVL.

d Numerous CIPC POs did not contain a statement that the materia)
was to be manufactured in a:- “c:nce with a QA program meeting
the requirements of NCA-3E° :  s:proved by CIPC.

Contrary to Criterion V of Appes:’. £ to 10 CFR Part 50 and

Faragraph NCA-3867.4(e) in Sectiz- .!1 of the ASME Code, CIPC
irproperly certified stock materia’'t (1.e., materials procured from
ranufacturers without specificatic® that the material be produced
using a Quality System Program that had been verified by survey to be
in accordance with the requirement: of Subarticle NCA-3B00 1n

Section 111 of the ASME Code) as te 9 In compVignce with Section 111
¢’ the ASME Code. Mate fal spec:* :et10n requirements other than
t"ose applicable during melting ** hOwever, Aoy peen performed on

¢ ther a piece or heat basis ar: o .7vtt 8M)yar4 wag not performed

each piece of stocu»'wow, -

— il
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Ide~tified customers receiving these materials include: HUE, Inc.;
Com~onwealth Edison Company; AP&L: Carolina Power & Light Company;
Arizona Public Service Company (APS); Northern States Power Company,
anc Consumers Power Company. It was further identified that
Transamerica Delaval, Inc. Indirectly received some of these
materials from CIPC through POs placed with Sargent Nut & Bolt
Company and Liberty Equipment & Supply Co.

5. Contrary to Criterion v of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 and CIPC
Standard Practice No. CSP 7.002, a review of approximately S0 CIPC
accepted vendor certification/documentation Packages revealed that
they were not in accordance with invoked codes, standards and/or
specifications as evidenced by the following:

a The CMTRs for material received from
reported Izod impact test results rather than the material
specification and ASME Code requirec CVN impact tests.

b. CIPC accepted CMTRs fro=~ in which the reported
stress relief temperatires were as much as 120°F below the
allowable minimum temperature.

c. CIPC accepted a CMTR from dated
May 6, 1981, in which 1+¢ stated proof load value of 245,900 1bs.
was less than the mate /&) specification required value of
261,100 1bs. Subsequertly on November 9, 1982, CIPC altered the

CMTR to refiez: the correct value, witt the notation,

“per A corre.ier CMTR was not obtaines from Mamanaka

d. CIPC accepted CMTRs fro- which contained
the required QA statement pertaining to the material being
manufactured and sur-"‘¢- in accordance with the QA program as

approved by CIPC., » . ; the name fdentified in the statement
as being the manufaci. « and supplier was not . but
e CIPC accepted a CMTR from

v In which the reportes stress
rupture time was 57.1 hours which did not meet the materia)
specification requireme~t of 100 hours minimum that was imposed
ir APAL's Specificatic- APL=M-402 for material used in therma)
stield specia) bolts
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f.  CIPC accepted a CMTP from in which

only single mecha:ical test results were reported rather than
the results of sultiple tests required by the materia)
specification for the quantity ordered. The CMTR additionally
did not contain any heat treatment information to show
compliance with the minimum tempering temperature requirements
of the material specification.

6. Contrary to Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, Section 15
in the QAM and paragraphs NE/NC-2343, NB-2581 and NX-2321 4n
Section 111 of the ASME Code, test and examination requirements have
not teen performed in accordance with Customer requirements, invoked
codes, standards, and specifications as evidencec by the following:

a. CIPC failed to comply with AP&L imposed Combustion
Engineering (CE) Specification No. N-POH16(h) for primary
manway studs with respect to:

(1) Removal of test coupons after heat treatment of
production material.

(2) Testing of both ends of one bar from each heat in each
tempering charge. .

| (3) Performance ¢: CVN impact testing after al) heat
treatments had been given to the production material.
(4) Remova) ¢ . ' impact specimens with mid-length of
specimens <. “¢ast one diameter or thickness from a

heat treatec end.

(5) Performance ¢* suffic;ont CVN impact tests to
establie’ ..« and lower energy shelves of the CVN
transitici ¢.: ve.

b CIPC fatled to conply with APGL Specification No. AFL-M-402
with respect t¢ reporting the cobalt content of the
material usec fcr the therma) shield special bolts.

€. . CIPC fafled to have performed the required number of CVN
impact tests or materia) received which was in excess of
the 6000 Tbs. heat treatment lot Yimitation.
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When CIPC did have CVN impact tests performed, they failed
to report the orfentation and lucat on of the test
specimens on their CMTRs.

AP&L imposed CE Specification No. N-POM19(b) in procurement of
primary manway stud nuts. This specification required that a
tensile test be performed on the materia) used to manufactiure the
nuts. CIPC furnished, however, inventory nuts from

for which the required starting materia) tensile test
had not either been required or performed.

The following was fdentified with respect to nondestructive
examination (NDE):

(1) There were no records to show that required magnetic
particle examination (MT) had been performed on
28, 1% inc!, bolts supplied to APS on January 11, 1982.

(2) CIPC CMTR No. 34265 attested that MT had been performed on
20, 1% inch nuts supplied to APS; however, there were no MT
reports to substantiate that MT had been performed.

CIPC's Customer Production Record (CPR), a route sheet,
1i¢7¢* an MT operation referencing a test report (No. 6708);
howtver, review of test report No. 6708 showed that it was a
report of CVN impact results.

2" T7'TR No. 31690 dated June 16, 1983, did not report
t'e c.uired MT as being performed on a bolt supplied to
Nortnern States Power (o., nor was there an MT report
available. -

q CUTF No. 30162 dated April 26, 1983, stated that
&.. &, Inch studs supplied to Consumers Power Co. had _
bee  vTtrasonic examined (UT'd). However, review of the
ap; icatle UT reports for this material failed to show
thet 31 pieces had been UT'4g,

10 CFR 2758 1FORMATIOR
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in the NAM, the current Leve) 111 Examiner in 11quid penetrant
exarination (PT), MT and UT at ' .

» @n associzted company performing mechanica) testing and NDE for
CIPC, was employed in February 1983 and was certified on March 1,
1983, by examinations which were not in accordance with the 1980
edition of SNT-TC-1A.
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Paragraph 8.3.3 in SNT-TC-1A spccfviis the following with respect to
the types of tests and numbers of cuestions:

Basic Examination - 80
Method Examination - 6% (For each method)
Specific Examination - 20 (For each method)

A review of the Leve) 111 Examiner's qualification records revealed
the following with respect to types of tests and numbers of
questions:

Genera) Test = 30
Specific = 15 (For each method)
Practical = 10 (For each method)

In adc’t’cn, there were no valid qualification records avallable for
the Le. o Il radiographer who performed radiography on December 20,
1962, ¢f the therma) shield special bolt heads which were subsequently
supplies to APSL. ;

& 13- io Criterion vV of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 ang
~Sectic (1l and V of the ASME Code, CIPC has treated required visua)
exarination as an inspection function and not as an NDE discipline.
As @ reeult)] personnel pemorming this activity have nefther been
Guf "t "ir have they been given eye examinations Further,
Writie Jritedures did not exist to provide for the performance cf
VISUL e a=ination,

9. Certrar, to Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 and
paragrapt NCA-38674(b) in Section 111 of the ASME Code, CIPC, when
acting as a materia) supplier, .8oes not transmit all material
eanufacturer CMTRs to the purchaser. CIPC's practice s to
transc-'te data from their vendor CMTRs onto their own master
ce~tification, which 1s subsequently provided to the purchaser. Wwith
Festett to transcription, 1t was noted during review of vendor CMTR:
anc Clrl's applicable master certifications that certain conditions
@y 1te s which the purchaser May not have received the correct date

-
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8. Numerous CMTRs fron provided the following heat
treatment data for A-193 Grad: B7 material: Quench
1530° - 1560°F 40-70 minutes, tempering 1080° - 1150°F 2 hours,
and stress relieve 930° - 104/°F 4 hours. CIPC optimized this
data, wihout benefit of objec fve evidence (i.e., temperature
recording charts) to produce : master certification which
showed: Harden 1560°F 1:10 hcurs, temper 1150°F 2 hours, and
stress relieve 1040°F 4 hours.

b.  CMTRs provided to Consumers Power Co. (Nos. 28951 and 28963)
$howed the tempering temperature to be 1100°F minimum. However,

there was no supporting documentation as to the source of this
data.

€. CMTR No. 25517 provided to Northern States Power, showed a proof
load value of 133,700 1bs., but there was no supporting
documentation as to the source of this data.

10. Co~trary to Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 80,
paragraph 2.10 in CIPC Standard Practice No. CSP 7.001 and
paragraph NCA-3867.4 in Section 111 of the ASME Code, a statement
reflecting performance of normalizing and hardening heat treatments
wat not reported on certain of the CIPC CMTRs for ASME Code
tion 111, Class 1 primary manway studs supplied to APSL or

F. No. 73555,
C. UNPIST VED TTEMS:
KNce
D. QTHER FINDINGS AND COMMENTS:
1. 'oncni_gﬁgumon; Control:  The NRC inspectors reviewed Section &,
“icurement Document Control," Section 7, "Document Contro)," ang

cection 8, "Contrel of Purchased Materials And Services," ¢’ the Qin,
*T examination was also made of 179 customer POs placed wit® CIPC,

¢/ FOs placed with 12 foreign and 10 domestic vendors for ASME

section II1 Code materials and an evaluation performed of corpliance
0f the vendor documentation with PO, ASME Code, and CIPC QA program
recuirements. In addition, 30 survey/audit reports of 7 foreign ‘
vesgors and 11 survey/audit reports of § domestic venders were .
reviewed to assess CIPC's comp)iance relating to frequency of augits
£°7 the qualification of vendors. Within this area of the inspection.
inconformances B.2 and B.3 were fdentified

10 CFR 2750 INFORMATION
M» N
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The following supporting information was obtained in regard to both H
the identified nonconformances and additiona) discrejant conditions:

. Liberty Equipment & Supply Co. = A review was pirformed of CIPC
and material vendor documentation which was applicable to MH
nuts that had been furnished to Transamerica De aval, Inc.
against PO No. N35474TR dated March 24, 1982, from Liberty
Equipment & Supply Co. This PO ordered 500 pieces, 3/4 inch,

SA 194 grade 2H HM nuts in accordance with the requirements of
ASME Section III Code, Class 3, 1980 Edition through the
Summer 1981 Addenda. CIPC furnished a Certificate of Compliance
for this order which attested to compliance with the PO
requirements, use of the CIPC QA program, and that 10 CFR Part 21
was an applicable requirement. Review of the CIPC procurement
and vendor documentation applicable to the materials furnished
for this order showed that the nuts had been procured from
with the manufacturer being

The CIPC PO for these items did not denote, however, the
applicability of either the ASME Section 11l Cede Subarticle
NCA-3800 quality assurance program requirements or
10 CFR Part 21.

.~ A review was performec of CIPC and
mater vendor documentation which was applicatle to fasteners
that had been furnished to Transamerica Delaval, Inc. against
POs from Sargent Nut & Bolt Co. As a result of this,.review,
the following examples of deficiencies were identified:

(1) Sarge~t PO NO. 713 - This PC was received on Septe-ser 9,
, and included an order for 1000 pieces, 3/4 inch =

10 x 3% inch, SA-325 Mex. bolts in accordance with the
requirements of Subarticle NCA-3800 and Sutsectior ND in
Secticn 111 of the ASME Code. CIPC furnistec & C'""R with
the delivered bolts which indicated both compliarze with .
the above requirements and use of the CIFC gualit, progranm
dated Febriary 14, 1979. Review of the CIF( proc.rement
and vendor documentation applicadble to the raterisz’s
furnished for Lhis order showed that the bolts hac been
procured from after receipt of the
Sargent order. The CIPC PO to
(1.e., PO No. 6300) ordered the bolts to the requirements
of ASTM A=325 and did not denote the applicatility of efther
Subarticle NCA-3B00 or Subsection ND in Secticr 1.1 of the
ASME Cooe

10 CER 2730 S0 MATION
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(2) Sargent PO NO. 729 = This PO which was dated Cciober 1,
1579, included an order for 86 pieces, 1 inch -
8 X 4 1% inch, SA-325 MM bolts in accordance with the
requirements of Subarticle NCA-3800 in Section 111 of the
ASME Code. The CMTR furnished by CIPC for these items
indicated compliance with the above requirements and use ¢ f
the CIPC quality program dated February 14, 1979. Review
of the CIPC procurement and vendor documentation applicable
to these items showed that the bolts had been manufactured
from ASTM A-325 1 inch X 6 inch Mex. blanks which had been
procured on CIPC PO No. 1525 dated January 21, 1978, from

These

blanks were procured without denoting the applicability of
Subarticle NCA-3800 in Section II1I of the ASME Code. It was
additionally noted CIPC PO No. 1525 contained the following
note, "C.1.P. will grind all heads and use only as A 307B's
or other low carbon bolts." The condition which instigated
this statement or the material origins could not be
positively verified during the inspection.

€. APALT- A review was performed of CIPC and material vendor
documentation which was applicable to fasteners that had been
furnished to AP&L. As a result of this review, the NRC
inspector fdentified the following examples of deficiencies:

(1) AP&L PO No. 73555 dated August 31, 1982, in addition to
other items, included an order for 60 primary manway nuts,
1% inch = 8 Meavy Mex, SA 194 Grace 7 material, ir
accordance with Section 111, Class 1 of the ASME Code. In
addition, the requirements of 10 CFR Part 21 were imposed.

CIPC furnished CMTRs with the delivered nuts which stated
both compliance with the above recu rement: and use of the
CIPC QA program dated January 22, 1982. Review of the CIPC
procurement and vendor documentatio- applicable to the nuts
furnished for this order showed the following:

10 CFk 2772 " £28ATIOR!
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CIPC placed PO No. 10402 dated November 30, 1980, with

for a number of items, one of
which was for 8100 pieces of 1% inch - € ASTM A-194 Grade 7
Heavy Full Nuts. ASME Code requirements and 10 CFR Part 21
were not invoked. Subsequently, CIPC received a total of
9840 Heavy Full Nuts which were inspected and accepted as
follows: 2700 on September 14, 1981; 5400 on April ‘29,
1982; 1350 on May 3, 1982, and 3390 on June 30, 1982.

The only available CMTR from the nut manufacturer

was dated May 6, 1981, and was for -
total of 2700 pieces. This CMTR provided the ladle analysis,
heat treatment data, hardness, CVN impact results, and proof
load data for Heat No. 08872.

. CIPC apparently used this data as a basis for accepting the
- other 7140 pieces. CIPC subseguently supplied 60 nuts to
AP&L; 20 on September 26, 1982, and 40 on November &8, 1982,
The CIPC CMTRs provided to AP&L included al) of the data
supplied by Plus ® product analysis. However, it
could not be determined from what group these 60 nuts came
from. :

(2) AP&L PO No. 7540) dated October 13, 1982, included an order -
for 110, 1 inch = 8 UNR-2A High Strength Bolts (therma)
shield bolts) of ASME SA-453 Grade 660, Class A material,
with fabrication to Section 111, Subsection NG of the ASME
Code.

CIPC furnished CMTRs with the delivered bolts which stated
both compliance with the above requirements and use of the
CIPC QA prograr dated January 22, 1982, Review of the CIPC
procurement anc vendor docutentatice applicable to the
bolts furnished for this order showed the following:

- +~+ CIPC purchased the material (72 feet of 2 inch A 453
Grade 660, Class A material) from
on PO 18429 datec November 26, 1982, with the
nctation that the material was "to be of
HT # C10535-8."

—ﬁ»o'T’\n
- -
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The existing records pertaining to : showed
that there was an audit record dated October 12, 1979, and
another dated August 26, 1983. The Vendor Record Form
showed that . received their initial survey
on October 12, 1979, with Audit No. 1 being conducted on
August 4, 1980, although there was nothing to substantiate
that Audit No. 1 had actually been conducted. Further, the
August 26, 1983, audit consisted of 1k pages of
handwritten notes. One of the notes stated, "For the
present time it will be necessary for Cardinal to upgrade
in purchases =~ IAW (In accordance with) the Cardinal
Standard Policy."

had previously purchased the material from
as
shown by Crucible's CMTR which was dated March 24, 1%81,
and s\owed Heat No. C10535-8. The material was described
as being “VAR A-286 CG So) Trt. AMS 5731 E except hardness
RE 83/93. Capability of AMS $737K Mi Shear Spec 140
Capability of AMS 5737H." Someone other than
subsequently typed in Grade 660 ASTM A-453 Cond. A. A
corrected CMTR was supplied by dated January 19,
1983. This CMTR did not make reference to A-453 Grade 660.
The statement, "Materia) procduced in accordance with
Quality Assurance Program audited and approved by
Cardinal Industries," was on the corrected CMTR.

It was additicnally noted thet CIPC's CMTR stated that the
bolts hac been radiographed and visually inspected in
accordance with ASME Section 11l requirements. The CIpPC
CMTR failed to provide the temperature, time, and quenching
medium for the solutic~ treatment phase of the heat
treatment requirementcs.

d. Hub, Inc. = A review was performec of CIPC and material vendor
documentation which was agplicable to fasteners that had been
furnished to Hub.

Hub, Inc. PO No. T-81211-04 dated August 2, 1982, ordered

1 3/4 inch X 18-20 feet random length SA-193 Grade B7 Rounds.
The provisions of 10 CFR Part 21 were identified as being
applicable and ASME Section III. Class 1 requirements were
imposed. The PO further stztec that, . . . Starting marteria)

10 Cix 2752 INESUAATION,
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utilized on this order shall be manufactured and supplied under a
Quality Program that was audited anc approved by Cardinal as
conforming to ASME NCA-3800. Material shall be manufactured and
supplied under the Quality System Program dated October 17, 1980,
Revision 3, that was audited and approved by Hub, Inc. on July 13,
1982. Your quality system program revision and date must appear
on all documentation along with date Hub, Inc., approved your
program." ’

The following deficient conditions were noted.

Materials furnished in response to the Hub PO were not
manufactu=~ed in accordance with the Hub and CIPC approved quality
programs, in that the materials had been ordered for inventory
stock by CIPC, as much as 2 years before they received the PO
from Hub, Inc. Further, the supplier of the material

was not on CIPC's AVL at that time and
CIPC did not upgrade this materia) as required by the ASME Code.

CIPC improperly certified the materials by placing the following-
statement, in part, on their CMTRs to Hub: “We hereby certify
that the fasteners supplied under the above PO No. are . . . Per
ASME B&Pv Code, Section III, Class 1, Subsection NF, 1977
Edition through Summer 77 Addenda. 10 CFR Part 21 applies.

This material was supplied and produced in accorcdance with
CIPC's Quality Assurance Program dated January 22, 1882,
Revision 3 which meets the requirements of NCA-3800. Quality
Assurance Program approved by Hub, Inc., July 13, 1982. The
above prcjuct has been supplied per American Society of
Mechanical Engineers."

It was acditionally noted that CIPC's CMTR provided a tempering
temperature of 1100°F mini~um. However, the CMTR provided by
did not adoress heat treatment.

e. Ouring the NRC inspectors review of CIPC's survey/audit records,
the following conditions were identified: )

(1) = The rocards‘indicated that this
vencor had been surveyed/aucdited on November 3, 1980;
Octoder 17, 1981; and April 7, 1982. Each cf these audits

. - e
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(2)

was documented on the CIPC standard audit checklist which
addressed the foilowing areas: Organization; Quality
System Program; Resoonsibility; Quality Control Procedures;
Document Control; Control of Purchased Materials; Control
of Manufacturing Process; Handling, Storage, and Shipping;
Identification of Materials; QA Records; Control of
Measuring and Test Equipment; Audits, and Corrective
Action. Each of these areas had three columns associated
with them: Acceptable; Reject, and Not Applicable, with
the appropriate column to be checked off by the auditor in
response to a specific question within the area.» Al)l of
the questions within the areas dealt with “have measures
been established to . . . ." The questions did not deal
with whether or not the established measures had been
implemented. A1l questions in the three audits had been
Checked off as being "Acceptable.” There was no objective
evidence to support these results. Further, the QAM was in

= The records indicated that this
vendor had been surveyed/audited on April 25, 1978;
November 26, 1980; October 26, 12€1; and September 29,
1982. The first audit consisted of 15 pages of questions
pertaining to the 18 Criteria of Appendix B to
10 CFR Part 50. Ncne of the questions had been checked off.
A statement was written on the checklist by the CIPC
auditor, which stated, "The QC function is the
respensibility of the Metallurgical Department. The
procecures are interwoven in the Standard Operating
Procedures for each function of the total mill operation.
Although companies such as do not make their Standard
Operating Procedures available to outsiders, one can
deter~‘ne fro- a visit, that the tota) operation is
controlied by written procedures spelling out each area of
responsibility in detail setting forth the who, what, where
when 2-¢ how. It is the considered opinion of the
undersigned that the requirements set forth in these Survey
Questicnatres are being followed in the daily operation of
the plant."

The second audit checklist had all the questions checked
off as being acceptable. The CIPC auditor wrote a
statement in the remarks area, “"Much more cooperative than
visit ir April of 1978. 1In process of preparing a Quality

L Ta W aiw - B Al L e I T T &
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(3)

(4)

(5)

The thirc audit had all questions checked off as being
acceptadble. -

The fourth audit was not fillec out: i.e., the questions
were not checked off.

The records indicated that this vendor
had been surveyed/audited on November 21, 1980; November 9,
1981; September 22, 1982; and October 6, 1983. A1l four
survey/audits showed that a)) questions were checked off as
being acceptable. However, the QAM is written in

= The records indicated that this vendor was
surveyed/audited on June 18, 1981, and August 5, 1982. The
first audit checklist revealed that all questions were
checked off as being acceptable, except the six questions
dealing with internal audits in Section XIV, which were not
checked off at all. A notation entered by the CIPC “auditor
stated, "See QA Manual Section II," which was
on file. Review of Section II in the QAM revealed that
annual internal audits were to be performed to determine
the effectiveness of the QA Program, using written
checklists with results to be retained. The NRC inspector
asked the CIPC auditor why the questions in Section XIV of
the aucit checklist had not been checked off, as
appropriate. He responded by saying that had not
performed internal audits. He had no answer when asked why
the questions were not checked off a8s being rejectable.

. = The records indicated that this
vendor had been surveyed/audited on November 19, 1980;
Cctober 5, 1981; March 28, 1982; and September 22 and 28,
1683. Section V of the last audit checklist addresses
e>aminglions, tests, and reports. One of the questions
ésked, "Are there established measures tc show the status
énag resuits of any required examinations or test for tne
mzteria’ at any time?" The answer was "Yes" with the
notation, "Charpy fs the only required test per Cardinal
Purchase Order per material specification."

A revie~ of numerous CMTRs from revealed

that (V. impact tests are not performed, rather Izod impact
tests 2re performed.

JO CPR 2770 iN= 20 AR TIUIN
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(6)

(7)

(8)

()

(10)

(11)

- The records indicated that the
vencor was surveyed/audited on October 12, 1979, and

August 26, 1983. However, the audit report for 1979
consisted of a cover sheet and one page of handwritten
comments and the audit report 1983 was less than two pages
of handwritten notes. CIPC purchased material from this
vendor on November 24, 1982, which was subsequently supplied
as therma) shield bolts to AP&L.

The records indicated that this vendor was
surveyed/audited on April 17, 1979; April 186, 1980;
October 30, 1980; October 19, 1981; and September 6, 1982.
A1l the applicable items on two different checklists used
on the first four audits were checked “"Yes" or "Acceptable”
with a minimum number of comments or notes.

= The records indicated that this
vendor was surveyed/audited on April 24, 1979; April 23,
1S80; October 27, 1980; October 21, 1981; September 25,
1982; and October 7, 1983. A1l the applicable items on two
different checklists used on the first four audits were
checked "Yes" or "Acceptable" with a minimum number of
comments or notes. In addition, based on a difference ir
the handwriting used on the audit report cover sheet &,
the checklist, it appears that the vendor checked off the
columns; i.e., self-audit.

——_ - This vendor was surveyed/auditec or
November 6, 1980; October 14, 1881; April 6, 19€2; an:
April 21, 1983. A!l the applicable statements on the four
checklists were checked "Acceptable" with a minimum number
of comments or notes. EBased on the information conta:-. -
in the audit report cover sheet, the audit conductec +
October 1981 was apparently performed by the verdor.

. = This vendor was surveyed/audited on June s,
1S80; June 19, 1981: and August 4, 1982. A1l the
applicable items were checked "Acceptable" with a minimum
number of comments or notes.

- = This vendor was surveyed/auditec or
rebruary 1, 1979; February 25, 1980; April 20, 19€1; &nn
June 22, 1982. It was noted that.the checklist for the
=S87"audit was completely blank. In addition. thé an-.:-
$o0it for 1383 is overuue by 5 montNs.
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(12) This vendor was on the AVL
Tor August and December 1982 but there was no documented
evidence that CIPC had conducted @ survey/audit of this
vendor who supplied material in December 1981.

(13) - This vendor was on the AVL for March 1982,
but there was no documented evidence that CIPC had
conducted a survey/audit of this vendor who was awarded
a PO in April 1982.

(14) This vendor was surveyed/audited on June 1, 1979.
The records also contained an audit report in which the
cover sheet was filled in but not dated and the checklist
was entirely blank. In addition, the vendor evaluation
checklist for the audit of April 1, 1983, was only a
single page and addressed the calibration of test equipment.

Receiving Inspection: The NRC inspectors reviewed Section 8,
"Control of Purchased Materials And Services," Section 9,
“ldentification And Control of Materials, Parts, and Components," and
Section 11, "Inspection," of the QAM.

A review of CIPC POs and vendor documentation pertaining to those PQOs
was performed to assess the receiving inspection an¢ relate- (¢
functions in terms of review and acceptance of vendor CMTR:  .ithin
this area of the inspection, nonconformance B.5 was identifie=.

Prczess Control (Mechanical Testing and Nondestructive Ex:-- :tion
(h.2): The NRC inspectors reviewed Section 10, "Special AFEITY P
Section 11, "Inspection," and Section 12, "Test Control," ¢/ the QAM.
A review of customer POs placed with CIPC and the corresponcing CIPC
CMTRs was conducted, applicable CPRs were examined, and an evaluation
of ZIPC's compliance with the PO requirements was perforre- ot
pe:cnnel records and applicable NDE procedures were revie.-. ¢
getermine compliance with ASME Code requiements. CIPC CMTE: containing
mez-anical test and NDE results were compared against the z:: icable
test reports. Within this area of the inspection, noncomfeor-zaces
E.2, B.4, B.6, B.7, B.8, B.9, and B.10 were identifiec. .

10 CFR 2750 INFORMATION
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The foliowing additiona) information was obtained in regard to
cert2in of the identified nonconformances and o her discrepant

conditions:

a. APEL - The NRC inspectors
CPRs, POs, CMTRs) and supporting
records fgr ASME Section II1 Code, Class

primary manway

Specification
failure to comply with

(1) Testing Reguirements and Sample Removal = Paragraph 2.6 in
CE Specification No. N-POH16(h) states, “Test materia)
shall be removed and tested after the
given all heat treatments

material."

each heat of stee)

one continuous operation

following:
of CPRs for
bars were 7.t

1-3/4"

treatments.

temperin; ¢
heat treaire-t.

(2)

studs which had been ordered by AP&L in
PO No. 73555 dated August 31, 1982.

against the requirements of the PO and the invoked CE
16(h) identifjed
specified criteria:

No. N-POH

Paragraph 2.7 states, in part,
be made fror both ends of

the primary manway studs showed, however, that
into test coupons and
to performarce of normalizing,
No documented provisions were
to testinc t:*h ends of a bar from each heat that was heat
treatec i :-: furnace charge.
reflectec ;- “ormance
given heat that was heat treated as one charge.
inspector accitionally
certain of 1*¢ studs was performed prior to a second
« &lion and was not repeated

CVN Impact Soecimens - Paragraph

reviewed CIPC documentation (i.e.,
NDE and mechanical test

1, 1% inch diameter
Comparison of these records

the following examples of

material has been

to be applied to the production

"One test shall .

one bar of each diameter from
heat treated as one charge or as

not to exceed in weight the

dia and less 1500 1bs. . . . . .

that is

Review

production blanks prior
hardening, and tempering heat
noted in regard

The CMTRs additionally

of a single test on material from a
The NRC
noted that CVN impact testing of

after the fina)

NBE-2224(b) in Section 111

of the ASM: (oge states,

shall be taien in conformance with the applicable material
specification and with

least one diareter
Review of (7S¢ for

-~y

10 CRR 2

/¥ IN

“For bolting material, the coupons

the mid-length of the specimen at
or thickness from a heat treatec ena."”
the 1% inch diameter bar material

FEORMATATT
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showed, howuever, that 2% inch Tength
to heat treatment for preparation of
As a result, the mid-length of
diameter from a heat treated end.

Paragraph NX-2321 in Section IIl of the ASME Code states, in
orientation and location of all

part, “. . . The results,
tests performed . . . shall be reported in
Material Test Report."
Specification No. SA-540 states,

specimens from bolting material w
inch (38.1 mm) or less shall be t
Tongitudinal axis is on a Jine

ith cross

had not been reported.

(3) CVN Irpact Transition Curves -

2 CVN transition curve.

sufficient to establish both the upper and
she 'es except tests need not be

than '320°F ¢ o &

on the CMTRs showed, a sufficient te
rét2¢ had not been used and the u
ri. Lée~ established.

(4) Certification and Performance of Heat Treatment -

Paragraph 2.4 in CE Specification.ﬂo. N-POH16(N) -states,
"FTT £27id stud materials should be water quenched. The
F'' -7 tempering temperature for all materials shal) pe
10005F, Paragraph NCA-3867.4(a)(2) in Section II1 of the
ASHE Code states, in part, with respect to CMTR reporting
recoirements, “When specific times and temperatures (or

. temperature ranges) of heat treatments of materials are
required by materia) specifications, they shall be reported.
When specific times and temperatures (or tem

are nct required by the materia) specificati
of the type of heat treated condi

10 CER 272 INFCAIMATION

blanks were cut prior
CVN impact specimens.
Lhe specimen was below one

Paragraph 12.3 in ASME Material
"Tension and impact

aken so that their

representing the center of
the diameter or thickness. Review of CMTRs and

mechanical test records for the primary stud
however, that CVN impact specimen orientation an

Subparagraph e) of

paragraph 2.8 in CE Specification No. N-POH1E(h) states,

in part, "Sufficient impact tests shell B wiade to establish
The temperature range shall pe

run at temperatures lower
Review of the CVN impact specimen data
st temperature

pper and lower shelves had

tion shall be reported
Review of CMTRs showed, “however, %hat certain

the Certified
sections of 1k

supporting
s showed,
d location

Tower energy

perature ranges)
on, a statement
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issued CMTRs for the Primary manway studs indicated only
performance of a single tempering heat treatment and digd not
report that the required prior austenitizing heat treatment
and water quench had been accomplished. Review of the
relevant available CPRs for these studs also did not
indicate any provisions in the listed operations for
performénce of required material heat treatments. Alternate
records (e.g., POs to the CIPC heat treatment vendor, vendor
heat treatment certifications, other CPRs) were not located
during the inspection which would confirm that the required
material heat treatments had been performed.

In addition to the foregoing, the NRC inspectors identified the
following anomaly with respect to UT of 20 primary manway studs
which were shipped to AP&L on September 26, 1982. The applicable
CPR indicated that UT was initiated and completed on Septemher 23,
1982, and showed that PO No. 17486 to was the document which
dccomplished the UT of the studs. Examination of the test,
report for PO No. 17486 showed a date of October 7, 1982, for
this examination. The circumstances pertaining-toathis date
anomaly were not established during the inspection. Review of
CPRs for these studs also showed process control discrepancies of
@ type which precluded ready confirmation of material identity
L+.": controlled during manufacture. Examples noted of such
grccrepanties were: (a) differences in quantity between parts
$ent to a suovendor for machining and parts received back from
T cubvendcr, and (b) handwritten changes to CPR Nos. and
t.:mifties of issued materials.

Sargent Nut & Bolt Co. - During review of Sargent PO No. 729 and
CIPC documentation in regard to ordered ASME Materia)
siecification No. SA-325 fasteners, the NRC inspector identified
+ % ¢ proof load test, a requirement of the materia)
srecification, had not been performed for 1 inch = 8 X 4% inch
r= poits supplied to this P0. Hex blanks were procured fror

for
ménufacture of these fasteners. A proof test is performed on
the finished fastener which would require CIPC to make
provisions for the testing.

OCR 2720 "2UAATION
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“During review of CIPC documentation for Sargent PC No. 1203 with
respect to 72 pieces, & inch - 13 X 3 7/8 inch couble ended B7
studs, the NR( inspector noted the following material identity
anomaly. The PO was received on November 15, 1978, and the
items shipped on November 22, 1978. cCIpC issued a CMTR for the
items which shawed that the applicable material heat number was
80930. Review of the CPR for these items also showed that heat
No. 80990 was used for manufacture and that this material was
Procured on CIPC PO No. 3328. Examination of this PO confirmed
that material of the correct dizmeter and specification was
included in the PO. Review of the vendor CMTR for the received
barstock showed, an fdentified heat No. 8895122. Mechanical test
data ottained by CIPC for this latter heat number differed from
the values reported on the CIPC CMTR to Sargent. The heat No.
8895122 mechanical test data was also obtained subsequent to
shipping of the studs. The reasons for this material identity
discrepancy could not be established during the inspection.

Ouring review of CIPC documentatio~ for Sargent PO No. 659 with
respect to Item 4 (30 pieces, & inch - 20 X 1% inch ASME
Material Specification No. SA-449 bolts), the NRC inspector
noted that a hardness test, a requirement of the material
specification, had not been reported on the CMTR. Examination of
the CIPC vendor CMTR for these items showed that CIPC had
actually furnished low alloy steel bolting (i.e., ASTM A-192
Grade B7) for the ordered medium carbon steel bolting. Chromium
and molybdenum contents were not included in the CIPC CMTR te
the customer. Hardness tests are not included as a8 requirement
for Grade B7 in the ASTM A-193 specification.

4. 10 CFR Part 21 Im lementation - During review of customer POs placed
.th CIPC, it was observed that numerous POs included the
«-virements of 10 CFR Part 21 as being applicable. As & result, zn
‘repection was made to determine whether CIPC was in compliance with
risting, procedural, and procurement activities addressec in
iC CFR Part 21. In this area of the inspection, Violations 4.1,
and A.2 were identified.
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3827 W. Oguendo
Las Vegas, NV 86118
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Gentlemen:

This refers to the inspection conducted by Mr, I. Barnes of the Vendor
Program Branch on May 29-June 1, 1984, of your facility at Las Vegas,
Nevada, and to the discussions of our findings with you and members of
your staff at the conclusiop of the inspection,

This inspection was made to complete a review of concerns expressed to
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission pertaining to compliance of furnished
fastener materials with the quality assurance provisions contained in
Subarticle NCA-3800 of Section III of the ASME Boiler and Pressure
Vessel code. Area. examined during the inspection and our findings are
discussed in the e closed report. Within these areas, the inspection
consisted of an examination of procedures and representative records,
interviews with personnel, and ocbservations by the inspector. .

During the inspection it was found that the implementation of your QA
program failed to meet certain NRC requirements. The specific findings
and references to the pertinent requirements are identified in the
enclosures to this letter.

This Notice of Violation is sent to you pursuant to the provisions of
Section 206 of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974. You are required
to submit to this office within 30 days from the date of this letter a
written statement containing: (1) a description of steps that have been
or will be taken to correct these items; (2) a description of steps that
have been or will be taken to prevent recurrence; and (3) the dates
your corrective actions and preventive measures were or will be completed.
Consideration may be given to extending your respcnse time for good
cause shown,

10 CFR 2,790 INFORMATION IS CONTAINED
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You are also requested to submit a similar written statement for each item which
appears in the enclosed Notice of Nonconformance. Where appropriate, it is
permissible to reference corrective action commitments made in response to

NRC Inspection Report No. $9500840,/83-01.

The responses requested by this letter are not subject to the clearance .
procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

The findings of this inspection are confirmatory in nature with respect to

the types of deficiencies which were identified during our initial October 11-14
and November 14-18, 1983, inspection of your facility. As a result of your
existing commitment to perform a general review of nuclear orders, we have
essentially limited identification of items of nonconformance to those
inspection findings with tangible product significance and/or which directly
pertain to potential use of stock materials for nuclear orders. Consideration
should be given, however, during your general review and determination of the
necessary quality assurance program corrective actions, to the full scope of
deficiencies identified in the enclosed inspection report.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulatiens, a copy of
this letter and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the NRC's
Public Document Room. If this report contains any information that you
believe to be exempt from disclosure under 10 CFR 9.5(a)(4), it is

necessary that you (a) notify this office by telephone within 10 days from
the date of this letter of your intention to file a request for withholding;
and (b) submit within 25 days from the date of this letter a written applica-
tion to this office to withhold such information. If your receipt of this
letter has been delayed such that less than 7 days are available for your
review, please notify this office promptly so that a new due date may be
established. Consistent with Section 2.790(b)(1), any such application

must be accompanied by an affidavit executed by the owner of the information
which identifies the document or part sought to be withheld, and which contains
a full statement of the reasons on the basis which it is claimed that the
information should be withheld from public disclosure. This section further
requires the statement to address with specificity the considerations listed
in 10 CFR 2.790(b)(4). The information sought to be withheld shall be
incorporated as far as possible into a separate part of the affidavit. If
we do not hea= f.om you in this regard within the specifiea periods noted
above, the report will be placed in the Public Document Room.
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Should you have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be pleased
to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

Vendor Program Branch
Division of Quality Assurance,
Safeguards, and Inspection Programs

Enclosures:

1. Appendix A - Notice of Violation

2. Appendix B - Notice of Noncenformance

3. Appendix C - Inspection Report No. 99900840/84-01
&, Appendix D - Inspection Data Sheets (2 pages)
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Should you have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be pleased
to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
GARY G. ZECH

Gary G. Zech, Chief

Vendor Program Branch

Division of Quality Assurance,
Safeguards, and Inspection Programs

Enclosures:

1. Appendix A
2. Appendix B
3. Appendix C
4. Appendix D

Notice of Violation

Notice of Nonconformance

Inspection Report No. 99900840/84-01
Inspection Data Sheets /2 pages)
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APPENDIX A

Cardinal Industrial Products
Corporation
Docket No. 99900340/84-01

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

As a result of the inspection conducted on May 29-June 1, 1984, and in accordance
with Section 206 of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 and its implementing
regulation 10 CFR Part 21, the following violation was identified and
categorized in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR 2, Appendix C),
49 FR 8583 (March 8, 1984):

Section 21.21 of 10 CFR Part 21 dated August 31, 1983, states, in part, “(a) Each
individual, corporation, partnership or other entity subject to the regulations

in this part shall adopt appropriate procedures to: (1) Provide for: %1) Evaluating
deviations or (i1) informing the licensee or purchaser of the deviation in order
that the licensee or purchaser may cause the deviation to be evaluated unless

the deviation has been corrected . . . ."

Contrary to the above, the Cardinal Industrial Products Corporation adopted .
procedure, Cardinal Standard Practice No. 17.003, did not provide for informing .
the licensee or purchaser of an identified deviation that would require their
evaluation. . -

This is a Severity Level V violation (Supplement VII).

5210388830 800282



APPENDIX B

Cardinal Industrial Products
Corporation
Docket No. 99500840/84-01

NOTICE OF NONCONFORMANCE

Based on the results of an NRC inspection conducted on May 29-June 1, 1984, it
appears that certain of your activities were not conducted in accordance with
NRQ requirements,

Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 states: "“Activities affecting
quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or
drawings, of a type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accompliished
in accordance with these instructions, procedures, or drawings. Instructions
- procedures, or drawings shall include appropriate quantitative or qualitative
acceptance criteria for determining that important activities have been
satisfactorily accomplished."

Nonconformances with these requirements are as follows:

A. Paragraph NCA-3866.6 in Section III of the ASME Code states, in part,
"Measures shall b established for controlling and identifying material
throughout the rnanufacturing processes and during shipment ...."

Paragraph 3.2 in Carcinal Standard Practice (CSP) No. 12.001 states,

“The Receiving Department shall be responsible for verifying quantities
to the purchase order requirements." Paragraphs 2 and 3.1 in CSP No.
9.002-A state, in part, "Scope: To assure all Bolt Blanks on receipt

and after receipt inspection and acceptance are stored in a segregated
condition with proper identification, marking and the usage is recorded
for inventory control. After the Receiving Inspection has been performed
in accordance with CSP 12.001 the Bolt Blanks ... shall be moved to the
stockroom, "

Contrary to the above, material control quantity verification activities
were observed to be not effectively implemented as evidenced by the
following:

1. The final operation on a Customer Production Record (CPR) for
1-1/2" x 6-1/2" hex head boits, of which a portion were
furnished for Arizona Public Service Purchase Order (P0O) No.
10407-F-140441, showed in the final operation that a tota)
of 110 bolt blanks were placed in stock on November 25, 1981.

£1920050c 10888



2. Records for prior operations on the CPR (i.e., heading, heat
treating, receiving inspection) showed, however, that a total
of only 100 bolt blanks had been producec.

This quantity discrepancy brings into question whether a loss
of traceability occurred.

Paragraph 15-3 in Section 15 of the Quality Assurance Manual (QAM) states,
in part, "... The test requirements shall be in accordance with the
customer requirements; invoked codes, standards and specifications.”

Paragraph NB-2581 in Section III of the ASME Code states, in part, "Bolts,
studs, and nuts shall ... be examined in accordance with the requirements
of paragraphs RU (visual examination), RZ (ultrasonic examination-for
sizes greater than 2" nominal bolt size), and either RW (magnetic particle
examination) or RX (1iquid penetrant examination-greater than 1" nominal
bolt size) of SA-614."

Contrary to the above, test and examination requirements have not been
performed in accordance with customer requirements, invoked codes,
standards and specifications as evidenced by the following:

1. Cardinal Industrial Products Corporation (CIPC) failed to perform
required ultrasonic examination of 4, 3-1/2" -8 x 26" studs which
were ordered in PO No. 5008-3634-QA (Midland) by Consumers Power
Company to ASME Section III Code, Class 1 requirements.

2. Required magnetic particle examination or 1iquid penetrant examin-
ation was not performed on 300, 1-1/4" -8 nuts which were ordered
by Daniels Construction (Wolf Creek) in PO No. 7158-SR-6620 to
ASME Section III Code, Class 1 requirements.

Paragraph 3.1 in CIPC CSP No. 7.002 states, "On receipt of a shipment of

material and/or fastener(s), the Cardinal Quality Assurance Department

Representative will verify the Certification and Documentation for

completeness in accordance with Invoked Codes, Standards, and/or

gpecifzcation. i.e., ASTM, ASME, SAE, ANSI, and the Cardinal Purchase
rder.

Contrary to the above, vendor certification/documentation packages were
accepted by CIPC which were not in accordance with invoked codes. standards,
and/or specifications as evidenced by the following:




1. Acceptance of numerous CMTRs froem a material vendor which reported
izod impact test results rather than the material specification and
ASME Code required Charpy V-notch impact tests.

2. Acceptance of vendor certified material test reports which did not
contain the required QA statement pertaining to the material being
manufactured and supplied in accoracance with the QA program as
approved by CIPC.

Paragraph NCA-3867.4(e) in Section III of the ASME Code states, in part,

"The Material Manufacturer who certifies material made from stock produced

by a manufacturer whose Quality System Program has not been qualified under
NCA-3800 may accept the certification of the requirements of the material
specification which must be performed during the melting and of the heat
analysis from the manufacturer ¢f the stock provided ... (1) ... The |
Material Manufacturer performs or subcontracts all other requirements

of the material specification on 2ach piece of stock material. Alterna-
tively, the Material Manufacturer may perform or subcontract all other
requirements of the material specification on each heat and lot of
material, provided traceab’lity has been established by this Program or
the Program of the Certificate Holder who uses the material ... (2) The
Material Manufacturer performs or subcontracts a product analysis to
verify the chemical composition of each piece of stock material furnished
by the stock material manufacturer ...."

Contrary to the above, CIPC improperly certified stock materials (i.e.,
materials procured from manufacturers without specification that the
material be produced using a Quality System Program that had been verified
by survey to be in accordance with the requirements of Subarticle NCA-3800
in Section IIl of the ASME Code) as being in compliance with Section III
of the ASME Code. Material specificaticn requirements other than those
applicable during melting had, however, not been performed on either a
piece or heat basis and product analysis was not performed on each

piece of stock material.

Paragraph 11.1.2 in Section 11 of the QAM states, "Receipt, in-process
and final inspections shall be performed and documented by QA inspectors
in accordance with customer requirements.”

Paragraph NC-2580 in Section III of the ASME Code states that bolts, nuts,
and stocks shall be examined in accordance with tne material specification.
Material Specification SA-614 in Section Il of th» ASME Ccde states that
bolts, nuts, and studs shall receive visual inspr _tion. Article 9 in
Section V of the ASME Code states that written p'acedures and checklists
shall pe used if the code requires visual inspec’ ion.




Contrary to the above, written procedures were neither develcped nor
used for performing visual inspections of ASME Section I[II Ccde Class
2 and Class 3 bolting material.



ORGANIZATION: CARDINAL INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORPORATICN
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA

REPORT INSPECTION INSPECTIUN
NO. : 99500840/84-01 DATE(S): 5/29-6/1/84 ON-SITE HOURS: 75

LURKESPUNUENLE AUURESS: Lar Q1 1NQUSLrlal Frocuces Clpuiauiuli
ATTN: Mr. D. Fielder
President
3827 W. Oquendo
Las Vegas, NV 85118

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTACT: Mr. N. Henderson, Director, Quality Assurance
TELEPHONE NUMBER: (702) 739-1966

PRINCIPAL PRUDUCT: Fasteners

NUCLEAR INDUSTRY ACTIVITY: Approximately 75 percent of Cardinal Industrial
Products Corporation (CIPC) sales are made to the commercial nuclear industry.

ASSIGNED INSPECTOR: éM ¢/zol24

ReT. Barnes, lnspéctor, Region 1V ‘ “Date

OTHER INSPECTOR(S): L. E. Ellershaw, Region IV
E. W. Merschoff, Office of Inspection and Enforcement

.4!?;;7. féw/;4

ef, Reactive Inspection secticn Date
INSPECTION BASES AND SCOPE:

APPROVED BY:

A. BASES: 10 CFR Part 21 and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B.

B. SCOPE: This inspection was made to complete a review of concerns expressed
to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) pertaining to compliance cf
furnished fastener materials with the quality assurance provisions contained
in Subarticle NCA-3800 of Section III of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel
(cont. on next page)

PLANT SITE APPLICABILITY: Material control deficiency, 50-5¢8/529/530; non-
performance of required nondestructive examinations, 50-329/330, 50-482;
NCA-3800 deficiencies, 50-432. Note: Multiple docket nos. have been included
where purchase orders (P0Os) did not identify a specific unit.

10 CFR 2.790 INFORMATION HAS BEEN DELETED
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SCOPE (cont.) Code. These concerns were evaluated by an inspection of
procurement source selection and an integrated procurement and process
control inspection. The inspection included a review of visual examination
criteria and completion of a review of 10 CFR Part 21 implementation.

VIOLATIONS:

Contrary to Section 21.21 of 10 CFR Part 21, the CIPC adopted procedure,
Cardinal Standard Practice (CSP) No. 17.003, did not provide for informing
the licensee or purchaser of an identified deviatwon that would require
their evaluation.

NONCONFORMANCES :

1. Contrary to Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, paragraph
NCA-3866.6 in Section [II of the ASME Code and CIPC CSP Nos. 12.001
and 9.002-A, material control quantity verification activities were
observed to be not effectively implemented as evidenced by the
following:

a. The final operation on a Customer Production Record (CPR) for
1-1/2" x 6-1/2" hex head belts, of which a portion were furnished
for Arizona Public Service Purchase Order (PO) No. 10407-F-140441,
showed in the final operation that a total of 110 bolt blanks
were placed in stock on November 25, 1981.

b. Records for prior operations cn the CPR (i.e., heading, heat
treatment, receiving inspection) showed, however, that a
total of only 100 bolt blanks had been produced. This quantity
discrepancy brings intc questicn whether a Toss of traceability
occurred.

2. Contrary to Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, Section 15

in the QA Manual and paragraph NB-2581 in Section III of the ASME
Code, test and examination requirements have not been performed in
accordance with customer requirements, invoked codes, standards and
specifications as evidenced by the following:

a. CIPC failed to perform required ultrasonic examination (UT)
of 4, 34"-8 x 26" studs which were ordered in FO
No. 5008-3634-QA (Midland) by Consumers Power Company (CP)
to ASME Section III Code Class 1 requirements.

10 CFR 2.790 INFORMATION HAS BEEN DELETED
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b. Required magnetic particle examination (MT) was not performec n
300, 134"-8 nuts which were orcered by Daniels Construction
(Wolf Creek) on PO No. 7158-SR-6620 to ASME Section III Coce
Class 1 requirements.

Contrary to Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 and CSP
No. 7.002, vendor certification/acocumentation packages were
accepted by CIPC which were not in accordance with invoked codes,
standards and/or specifications as evidenced by the following:

a. Acceptance of numerous CMTRs from a material vendor which
reported lzod impact test results rather than the material
specification and ASME Code required Charpy-V notch impact
tests.

b. Acceptance of vendor CMTRs which did not contain the required
QA statement pertainipg to the material being manufactured and
supplied in accordance with the QA program as approved by CIPC.

Contrary to Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 and
paragraph NCA-3867.4(e) in Secticn III of the ASME Code, CIPC
improperly certified stock materials (i.e., materials procured from
manufacturers without spacification that the material be produced
using a Quality System Program that had been verified by survey to
be in accordance with the reguirements of Subarticle NCA-3800 in
Section III of the ASME Code) as being in compliance with Section III
of the ASME Code. Material specification requirements other than
thuse applicable during melting had, however, not been performed

on either a piece or heat basis and product analysis was not
performed on each piece of stock material. :

Contrary to Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, Section 11
of the CIPC QA Manual, Material Specification SA-€14, paragraph NC-
2580 in Section III of the ASME Code and Article 9 in Section V of
tne ASME Code, written procedures were neither developed nor used
fo~ performing visual inspections of ASME Section III Code, Class 2
and Class 3 bolting material.

C. UNRESOLVED ITEMS:

None

10 CFR 2.790 INFORMATION HAS BEEN DELETED
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D. STATUS OF PREVIOUS INSPECTION FINDINGS:

Review of previous inspection findings (i.e., Inspection Report

No. 99500840/83-01 - Notice of Violation, Items A and B; Notice of
Nonconformance, Items A through J) was restricted during this inspection
to providing clarifications and additional examples to CIPC. Formal
review of implementation of corrective acticns will be performed in a
future inspection after cempletion of corrective action correspondence.

E. OTHER FINDINGS AND COMMENTS:

1. General: Records from and pertaining to the following CIPC material
and service vendors were utilized to perform this inspection:

a. Vendor 1 10 CFR 2790 INFOTMATION

b.  Vendor 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION

2
c. Vendor 3 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
d. Vendor 4 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
f. Vendor 6 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION

wn

e. Vendor

g. Vendor 7 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
h. Vendor 8 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
i. Vendor 9 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION

j.  Vendor 10 10 CRR 2790 INFORMATION
k. Vendor 11 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATICN

1. Vendor 12 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
m. Vendor 13 10 CFR 2750 INFORMATION
n. Vender 14 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
0. Vendor 15 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION

p. Vendor 16 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION

10 CFR 2.790 INFORMATION HAS BEEN DELETED
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q. Vendor 17 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
r. Vendor 18 10 CFR 27590 INFOWATION
s. Vendor 19 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
t.  Vendor 20 10 CFR 2790 INFORMATION
The NRC inspectors utilized the documented QA program which was in
effect prior tc the Novenber 1983 ASME survey for performance of this
inspection. The current ASME accepted QA program was not reviewed
because the inspection concentrated on procurement and process control
activities that occurred before the ASME survey tock place.

2. Procurement Source Selection: The procurement source selection

files including survey and audit records were reviewed for Vendors 1
through 10 to determine the adequacy of CIPC's program for evaluating
suppliers of ASME Code and safety-related equipment. Each of these

ten vendors had been surveyed anc aucited ty CIPC and their QA programs
accepted by CIPC as being consistent with the requirements of
Subarticle NCA-3800 in Section IIl of the ASME Code. The results of
the NRC review were as follows:

a. Vendor 1 (Nut Manufacturer) - A copy of the vendor's QA manual
was available 1n both the vendor's native language and in
English. The English language version did not fully meet the
requirements of NCA-3860, "Quality System Identification and
Verification Programs." Specifically, adequate provisions were
not established to assure control of purchased materials and
services (NCA-3866.3) or for controlling and identifying
material throughout the manufacturing process (NCA-3866.6).

One day surveys or audits were conducted by CIPC on April 17,
1979 (survey); April 16, 1980 (audit); October 19, 1981
(audit); and September 6, 1982 (survey). The April 16, 1980,
audit was incomplete in that the portion of the audit checkoff
list dealing with the requirement to maintain personnel
records (NCA-3864.3) was left blank. Vendor 1 was maintained
on CIPC's Approved Vendor List (AVL) after performance of the
April 16, 1980, audit.

10 CFR 2.790 INFORMATION HAS BEEN DELETED
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Vendor 2 (Steel Mill) - An English language version of the Quality
System Program dated November 22, 1982, was available for
review,

This document was actually a brief (i.e., 5-1/2 pages, double
spaced) overview of the QA program rather than a detailed QA
manual and, as such, did not fully address the reguirements of
NCA-3800 in Section III of the ASME Code. For example, the
requirements to contrecl and identify material throughout the
manufacturing process (NCA-3866.6) and the requirements for
certification of materials (NCA-3867.4) were not adeguately
addressed.

One day surveys or audits were conducted by CIPC on November 2,
1980 (survey); March 31, 1982 (audit); January 31, 1983 (survey);
and February 13, 1984 (survey). The only porticn of the

February 13, 1984, checklist which was filled out*was the section
dealing with personnel gqualification. A1l other NCA-3800 criteria
were left blank. Vendor 2 is currently listed on CIPC's AVL
based on the February 13, 1984, survey.

Vendor 3 (Steel Mill) - An English translation of this vendor's
QA prcgram was available for review. This document did not fully
address the requirements of NCA-3800 in Section III of the ASME
Code in that the QA program did not include any form of an
identification and verification program to assure traceability
of materials.

One day surveys or audits were conducted by CIPC on November 21,
1980 (survey); November 9, 1981 (audit); September 22, 1982
(survey); and October 6, 1983 (survey). The September 22, 1582,
survey was incomplete in that the checklist sections dealing
with responsibility and CC procedures were left blank.

Vendor 4 (Nut Manufacturer) - The only QA manual available for
review was not in the cngiish language and, therefore, a determina-
tion could not be made in regard to the adequacy of the QA

program it described.

10 CFR 2.790 INFORMATION HAS BEEN DELETED
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One day surveys or audits were conducted by CIPC on April 12,
1979 (survey); April 17, 1980 (audit); Octcber 28, 1980 (audit);
October 20, 1981 (not specified); and September 28, 1982 (not
specified). The September 28, 1982, checkoff sheet was
entirely blank except for the section dealing with organization,
yet the vendor was listed on the CIPC AVL based on this report.
when asked why a compiete survey or audit was not performed,

the auditor (CIPC Senior Vice President) indicated that the
September 28, 1982, report reflected simply & "visit" and was
neither a survey nor an audit. He further stated that placing
the vendor on the AVL based on this visit was a mistake. It is
currently not known whether CIPC purchased any fastener material
from this vender during the time perioc it was inadvertently
approved as a vendor.

Vendor 5 (Product not identified) - A QA manual was not on file
for this vendor and, therefore, an independent determination
could not be made in regard to QA prcgram adequacy.

One day surveys or audits were conducted on November 6, 1980
(survey); October 14, 1981 (audit); April 6, 1982 (audit);

and April 21, 1963 (survey). Orly the April 21, 1983, survey
checkoff sheet was completely filled out. The portion of the
November 6, 1980, survey checkoff 1ist dealing with the require-
ment to maintain personnel records (NCA-3864.3) was left blank.
The portion of the October 14, 1981, audit checklist dealing with
the requirement to maintain QA records (NCA-3867.2) was left
blank and portions of the April 6, 1982, audit checklist were
also left blank with respect to requirements for audits
(NCA-3869.1); handling, storage, and shipping (NCA-3866.5);
control of purchased materials and services ?NCA-3866.3); and

QA organization (NCA-3864).

Vendor 6 (Steel Mill) - A QA manual was not on file for this
vendor and, therefore, an independent determination could not be
made in regard to QA program adequacy. The CIPC survey and
audit reports for this vendor were not reviewed in their
entirety.

10 CFR 2.790 INFORMATION HAS BEEN DELETED
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g. Vendor 7 (Nut and Bolt Manufacturer) - A QA manual was not on
Tile for this vendor and, therefrcre, an independent determination
could not be made in regard to QA program adecuacy. One day
surveys or audits were conducted by CIPC on November 3, 1980
(survey); October 17, 1981 (audit); and April 7, 1982 (survey).
A1l porticns of these survey and audit checkoff sheets were
completed.

h. Vendor 8 (Nut and Belt Manufacturer) - The only QA manual
available for review was not in the English language and,
therefore, a determination could not be made in regard to the
adequacy of the QA program it described.

One or two day surveys or audits were conducted by CIPC on
April 24, 1979 (survey); April 23, 1980 (audit); October 27
and November 13, 1980 (audit); October 21, 1981 (audit); and
September 20, 1982 (survey). A1l survey and audit checkoff
sheets were completed except for the April 23, 1980, audit
in which the following sections were left blank: quality
assurance records; corrective acticns; control of noncon-
formances; control of inspection, test, and operation; and
control of handling, storage, and shipping. The vendor was
maintained on the CIPC AVL after the April 23, 1980, audit.

i. Vendor 9 (Steel Mill) - An English language version of the
vendor's QA program dated February 13, 1978, was available
for review. The portions reviewed were found to be consistent
with the requirements of NCA-3800 in Section IIl of the ASME
Code. d

One day surveys or audits were conducted by CIPC on April 9,
1979 (survey); April 15, 1980 (audit); October 21, 1980 (audit);
November 2, 1981 (audit); April 14, 1982 (survey); April 29,
1983 (audit); and April 27, 1584 (survey). The April 29, 1983,
audit checklist was not completed in the areas of: corrective
action; certification of material; identification of

material; and handling, storage, anc shipping. The April 27,
1984, survey checklist was not completed in the areas of:
identification and marking of material; ccntrol of purchased
material and services; examinations, tests, and reports;
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certification of materials; and internal audits. The CIPC
auditor (CIPC Senior Vice President) was asked why, in light of
the incomplete April 27, 1984, survey, was the vendor identified
on the current CIPC AVL. He replied that he knew the vendor's
QA program was consistent with the requirements of NCA-3800 in
Section IIl of the ASME Code based on the notations made in the
comments column of the survey checklist, and he then checked off
all incomplete sections of the survey as being satisfactory.

Vendor 10 (Steel Mill) - A QA manual was not on file for this

vendor and, therefore, an independent determination could not
be made in regard to QA program adequacy.

One or two day surveys or audits were conducted by CIPC on
November 19, 1980 [survey); October 5, 1981 (audit); March 29, 1982
(audit); and September 26 and 28, 1983 (survey). The 1983 survey,
which provided the basis for placing the vendor on the CIPC

AVL, did not evaluate the vendor with respect to QA organization
independence, control and documentation of heat treatment, and
corrective action.

Summarv Comments -

(1) Audit Performance - All sirveys and audits reviewed for
Vendors 1 through 10 were conducted by the CIPC Senior
Vice President. The auditor stated that in all cases he
was accompanied by an interpreter who was familiar with the
steel industry and who, as part of each survey or
audit, verbally translated the vendor's QA manual or
changes made to it since the last visit. These verbal
translations apparently formed the basis for CIPC acceptance
of the QA manual with respect to the requirements of
NCA-3800 since, in most cases, nc notes or supperting
documentation were included in the file. From discussion
with the auditor, it was ascertained that the auditor
perceived that there was general QA program compliance with
the requirements of NCA-3800 by steel mills in the country
where vendors 1 through 10 are located. The NRC inspector
was also informed that the auditor had never rejected a
steel mill in that country based on a survey or audit he had
performed.
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(2) Objecti'e Evidence of Satisfactorv Performance of Audits
and Survexs - Ur the ten vendor files inspected, four did
not contain a QA manual in any language and two had native
language versions only without an English language
translation. Four had some form of English language
translation of the vendor's QA program, of which three
were clearly inadequate with respect to the requirements of
NCA-3800 in Section [II of the ASME Code.

A nonconformance was identified during the previous

inspection of CIPC (i.e., Item B, Notice of Nonconformance,
’ NRC Inspection Report No. ©9900840/83-01) with respect

to survey/audit records not providing objective evidence

of either satisfactory performance of surveys and audits

or that vendor manuals were a major basis for demonstration

of ASME Code compliance. The findings made during this

inspection are applicable to and supportive of this

nonconformance and will be factored into NRC planned

CIPC vendor QA program evaluation activities.

Integrated Procurement and Prccess Control Inspection:

A detailed evaluation was made of CIPC cempliance with the regquirements
of selected CIPC custcmer POs. The evaluation included: (a) a review
of CIPC vendor test and certification data with respect to CIPC

PO, material specification, and appliceble ASME Code requirements;

(b) examination of Customer Production Records (CPRs) for control

of processing and specification and performance of required

mechanical tests and nondestructive examination (NDE); (c) review of
supporting NDE and mechanical test records; (d) control of sub-
contracted operations; and (e) review of CIPC Certified Material

Test Reports (CMTRs) against supporting data for correctness and
compliance with ASME Code requirements. The findings of this
inspection with respect to specific customer POs are detailed below:

(a) Arizona Public Service Company (APS) PO No. 10407-F-14044]
TPalo Verde) - APS ordered 28 hex head bolts, 1-1/2'x 6-1/2"
long, on this PO dated December 14, 1981, in accordance with ASME
Material Specification SA-325 and the requirements of Section III,
Class 1 of the ASME Code.
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The material used to fill this orcer had been previously purchased

by CIPC from Vendor 15 on PO Ho. 3960 datec May 30, 1980. This PO,

in addition to other items, called for 2500' of 14" AISI 4140 hot
rolled bar totalling 1500 1bs. This material was subseguently
received by CIPC on September 4, 1981, with final acceptance occurring
on September 8, 1981. CIPC commsnced to process some of this

material (127' of bar) on Septemter 9, 1981. CPR No. 1245209, which
was the applicable traveler, show: that the bars were cut to the
specified size on September 10, 1331, resulting in 100 pieces and

2-6" test coupons.

The 100 pieces were sent to Vendor 18 for heading, with the vendor
invoice (No. 8324 dated September 28, 1581) showing that 100 pieces
were headed. The NRC inspector was informed that this figure
should be an actual count, in that the heading machine has a counter.
The next identified CPR operation was heat treatment. CIPC placed
blanket PO No. 12338 dated May 6, 1981, with Vendor 17, in which
Line Item 13 showed 100 each, 1-1/2" x 12", 4140 Bolt Blanks and
Coupon. This PO also required Vendor 17 to spot check the hardness
and certify the heat number, with this information appearing on all
certifications. Certified Test Report No. 33513 dated September 28,
1681, from this vendor shows that 100, 1i" x 12", belt blanks were
heat treated, but the certificaticn did not, as required, identify
or certify the heat number.

The next operation on the CPR, No. 5C, shows that 100 pieces were
received back from the heat treat vendor and inspected on
September 30, 1981. The last CPR operation, No. 75, states, "Put
In Stock." The CPR record shows, however, that 110 pieces were’
placed in stock on November 25, 1981. The origins of the extra
ten pieces could not be determined from available records. As

a result of this condition, nonconformance B.1 was identified.

To fi1l the APS PO, CIPC generated CPR No. 2599801 dated December 14,
1981, which shows that 28 bolt blanks were pulled from stock on
December 28, 1981. Processing of the bolts was completed on
January 8, 1982. It was noted that both the Internal Order Form
and the CPR stated that NDE was not required and that this was to
be confirmed with the customer. Apparently, confirmation was not
made and ASME Code Section III Class 1 required NDE was not performed.
The 28 heavy hex bolts were shipped to APS with a certification dated
January 11, 1982, which attested to the bolts meeting ASME Code
Section 1II, Class 1 requirements. Notice of Nonconformance
Item F.5, NRC Inspection Report No. $9500840/83-01, was previously

" written with respect to this inspection finding.
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CP PO No. 5008-3634-QA (Midland) - CP ordered, in addition to other
items, 3¢ stud bolts, 3-1/2" x <4" long, on this PO dated January 27,
1983, in accordance with ASME Specifications SA-193 Grade B7 and
SA-614, and the requirements of ASME Code Section III, Class 1.

The NRC inspector did not identify any problems in regard to

2 shipments totalling 28 stud bolts. The following was identified,
however, with respect to four stud bolts that were shipped to the
CP Midland Plant on March 16, 1583. CIPC placed PO No. 19958 with
Vendor 19 on February 7, 1983, for a total of 60' of 3-1/2" ASTM
A-193 Grade B7 rod, hot rolled and heat treated. This material had
been previously purchased by Vendor 1¢ from Vendor 21. The material
was received and accepted by CIPC with a Vendcr 19 CMTR dated
February 9, 1983.

CIFC commenced to process 16' of this material on February 28, 1983,
as shown on CPR No. 2879612. A scheduled initial operation was for
the performance of UT. This operation was not signed off as having
been completed, nor were there any UT reports or other documentation
available to show that UT had been performed. Manufacturing of the
four bolts continued and was completed on March 15, 1583, with
shipment being made on March 16, 1983, with CMTR No. 28969 dated

March 16, 1983. The CMTR attested to performance of UT in accordance
with the requirements of Section Il Specification SA-€14 and Section V
of the ASME Code and that the results had been foung acceptable.

Nonconformance B.2.a has been identified as a result of these
inspection findings.

Daniel Construction Co. (DC) PO. No. 7158-SR-66208 (Wolf Creek) =

(1) DC ordered 100, ASME SA-154 Grade 7, 2"-8, heavy hex nuts on
Release 2 of this blanket PO dated May 25, 1583. This blanket PO
invoked the requirements of Section I[II, Class 1 of the ASME
Code (1974 Edition through the Summer 1975 Addenda). Fasteners
were required to be examined in accordance with paragraph NB-2580
in Section IIl of the ASME Code and Charpy-V notch (CVN) impact
tests at 30° F maximum were specified for fasteners greater than
1" in diameter.
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(2)

Review of CIPC and CIPC vendor cocumentation for the 2"-8 heavy
hex nuts showed the following anomalies and deficiencies in regard
to QA records and demonstration of compliance with NCA-3800 by
the nut supplier. The nuts were procured from Vendor 8 by a now
defunct affiliated company of CIPC on their PO. No. 0018661 dated
November 24, 1982. Standard certification requirements attached
to the PO included a requirement that the fastener vendor report
that the product was provided in accordance with their QA program
as surveyed and approved by CIPC on the date of the latest survey
in 1982. Certification to that effect from Vendor 8 was not
contained in the documentation provided to the NRC inspector.

Review of heat treatment certification from a subvencdor showed
that their customer was another manufacturer and not Vendor 8.

It would thus appear that the nuts may have been produced by this
other manufacturer and not by the organization receiving the PO.
The heat treat subvendor and the other manufacturer were identified
on the CIPC AVL in this procurement time frame. It was addition-
ally noted that the mechanical test data required by ASME SA-194
and the PO standard certification requirements had nct been
furnished by the nut supplier. Required testing was obtained by
CIPC from Vendor 16 after receipt of the nuts. A CMTR from the
rew material manufacturer, Vendor 11, was present in the document-
ation package which attestec to, as required by the PO standard
certification requirements, use of 2 QA program that had been
surveyed and approved by CIPC on September 22, 1982. A survey
report for this date was not, however, located for Vendor 11,
during this inspection.

Release 6 to DC PO No. 7158-SR-6620 included orders for ASME
SA-194 Grade 2H, 1-1/4" -8, nuts; ASME SA-193 Grade 87, 1-1/2"
-8 x 1', threaded studs; ASME SA-193 Grade B7, 1 3/4"-8 x 1'
studs; ASME SA-193 Grade B7, 2"-8 x 1' threaded studs; and ASME
SA-193 Grade B7, 1 3/8"-8 x 1' threacded studs. As stated

above in 3.c.(1), the requirements of Section III, Class 1 of
the ASME Code were applicable tc these orders.
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SA-194 Grade 2H, 1-1/4"-8, Nuts - Review of CIPC and CIPC vendor

gocumentation for the ASHE SA-194 Grade 24, 1-1/4"-8, nuts showed
that a total of 14,580 pieces was procured from Vendor 8 by
handwritten CIPC PO No. 10396 dated November 27, 1980. This PO
required that the product be manufactured in accordance with the
Vendor 8 QA program which was approved by CIPC in November 1980.
The bar steel was also to be obtained from a CIPC approved

mill. The standard certification requirements which were
referenced by the PO were not attached to the PO copy reviewed

by the NRC inspector. An undated certification-from the raw
material manufacturer, Vengor 3, was present in the documentation
package which attested tc manufacture of the bar material

using the gquality program that had been surveyed and approved

by CIPC on November 7, 1980. A survey date of November 21, 1980,
was indicated, however, on the CIPC 1980 survey report for this
manufacturer. The Vendor 8 CMTR dated April 24, 1981, did not
indicate use of a CIPC surveyed and approved QA program for
manufacture of the nuts. It was additionally noted that the
CMTR did not include a statement of heat treated condition as
required by paragraph NCA-3867.4 in Section IIl of the ASME Code.
Only the tempering cycle was documented on the CHTR. This type
of deficiency was previously identified as & ronconformance; 1i.e.,

p Item J, Notice of Nonconformance, NRC Inspection Report No.

99900840/83-01.

Review of the CPR for the 1-1/4" -8 nuts showed that required MT
(1.e., for ASME Section III Code, Class 1 compliance) had been
accomplished by CIPC PO No. 17561-E. Examination of the applic-
able MT report from Vendor 16 for this PO showed, however, that
this report applied to a sample of 50 nuts which had been examined
in accordance with MIL-5-1222G. A1l 50 nuts haa been rejected by
MT because of linear indications. No records were available to
indicate that MT in accordance with ASME Section III Code reguire-
ments had been performed on the nuts furnished to Wolf Creek.

CIPC CMTR No. 0035174 dated November 15, 1983, attested, hcwever,
to MT compliance with the provisions of paragraph NB-2580 in
Section IIl of the ASME Code.

The failure to perform required MT ha: ceen identified as
nonconformance B.2.b. Acceptance of Vendor 8 certification

for the 1-1/4"-8 and 2"-8 (c.(1) above) nuts, which did not
provide the required confirmation of use of the CIPC surveyed and
approved QA program, has been identified as nonconformance E.3.b.
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SA-193 Grace B7, 1-1/2"-8 x 1', Threaded Studs - Review of CIPC
and CIPC vendor documentation showed that the material had been
supplied by Vendor 10 in response to CIPC PO No. 16805 dated
July 14, 1582. Examination of the vendor CMTR identified that
Izod impact test values had been reported by Vendor 10 and

not the required CVN impact test results. The Izod impact test
values were transcribed, however, on the CIPC CMTR as being

the results of CVN impact tests. :

This finding and the other examples noted later in this report
have been identified as nonconformance B.3.a. This nonconformance
was previcusly identified in NRC Inspection Report

No. 99500840/83-01 as Item E.1, Notice of Nonconformance.

It was additionally noted that Vendor 10 heat treatment information
had been transcribed onto CIPC CMTRs to show only the maximum
temperatures of the ranges reported for hardening, tempering,

_ and stress relief. This condition was previously identified in

Item I.1, Notice of Nonconformance, NRC Inspection Report

' No. 99900840/83-01. The use of a stress relief temperature

range by this vendor which allowed the minimum temperature to be

' below that specified by the material specificaticn was similarly

gocurented as Item E.2 in the Notice of Nocnconformance of NRC
Inspection Report No. 99500840/83-01. No baisis was seen in
Vendor 10 documentation to support the statement made on the
CIPC CMTR with respect to impact specimen location.

SA-193 Grade 87, 1 3/4"-8 x 1', Studs - Review of CIPC and CIPC
vendor documentation showed that this material had been supplied
by Vendor 10 in response to CIPC PO No. 0013308 dated August 6,
1981. The same conditions, as noted above for the 14"-8 studs,
were observed with respect to heat treatment information and
transcription by CIPC of reported [zod impact values as CVN
impact test results.

SA-193 Grade 87 ""-8 x 1', All Threaded Studs - These items were
also furnished ¢, . .ndor 10 in response to CIPC PO No. 14101
dated October 20, i981. The same conditions, as noted above,
were observed with respect to transcription of reported I[zod
impact test values as CVN impact test results on the CIPC

CMTR. In this instance, CIPC did not list on their CMTR the
stress relief performed by Vendor 10 after cold drawing. It

was additionally noted that Vendor 10 had referenced on their
CMTR the use of the steeimaker's QA program and not their own.

~" This latter condition was previously identified as Item E.4,

Notice of Noncunformance NRC Inspection Report No. ©9900840/83-01.
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(3)

SA-193 Grade 87, ! 3/8"-8 x 1', A1l Threaded Studs - These items
were furnished by vendor 1U i1n response to CLPC PO No. 12140
dated April 21, 1981. The same findings were made, as noted
previously, with respect to transcription of reported lzod
impact test values as CVN values, heat treatment information,
and no apparent basis for the impact specimen location statement
on the CIPC CMTR.

Release 5 to DC PO No. 7158-SR-6620 included orders for ASME
SA-194 Grade B7, 1-1/2"-6, heavy hex nuts; and ASME SA-193 Grade
87, 1-1/2"-6 x 1", all threaded rod.

SA-194 Grade 7, 1-1,2"-6, Heavy Hex Nuts - Review of CIPC document-
ation showed that a memorancum cated September 30, 1983, had been
sent to DC which confirmed the CIPC understanding that the nuts
were to be furnished in accordance with Section III, Subsection NF
of the ASME Code, with Class 2 being provided since a class had
not been specified by DC. No DC documentation was seen

confirming this apparent change in PO requirements from

Subsection NB of Section IIl of the ASME Code. Subseguently,

the nuts were returned by OC to CIPC for upgrading to

Subsection NB requirements. These nuts were manufactured

by Vendor 1 in response to CiPC PO No. 10402 dated November 25,
1980. CIPC reported only the vendor tempering information in
their CMTR and did not include either the vendor hardening

heat treatment information or a statement reflecting performance
of a hardening heat treatment. This is contrary to

paragraph NCA-3867.4 in Section III of the ASME Ceode.

On performing required MT examination of returned nuts for
upgrading to Subsection NB requirements, a total of 279 were
accepted and 31 rejected for cold shuts and cracked flats.

SA-193 Grade B7, 1-1/2"-6 x 1', A1l Threaded Rod - Review of CIPC
and CIPC vendor documentation showed that C1PC had purchased

the material from Vendor 12 on CIPC PO No. 7888 dated

March 19, 1980. The material was procured as ASTM A-183

Grade B7, with no requirements invoked in regard to either use of
a documented surveyed QA program or the applicability of

Section IIl of the ASME Code. The vendor handwritten CMTR
similarly attested to furnishing only ASTM A-193 Grade B7
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and contained no information with respect to heat treatnent,
other than tempering, or use of an NCA-3800 QA program.
Survey/audit checklists were nct present at CIPC for this
vendor which was previously identified in Item B.2, Notice
of Nonconformance, NRC Inspection Report No. 99900840/83-01.
No information was made available to indicate upgrading had been
performed in accordance with the provisions of NCA-3867.4(e)
in Section I1I of the ASME Code. The furnishing of apparent
stock materials for Class 1 application has been identified
as nonconformance B.4. This nonconformance subject was
previously identified as Item D, Notice of Nonconformance,
NRC Inspection Report No. 99900840/83-01.

Additional rod of this size was provided to OC for Release S

of the PO using material furnished by Vendor 10 in response to
CIPC PO No. 16805 dated July 14, 1982. The same conditions were
noted with ~ spect to CIPC transcription of reported Izod impact
test values as CVN values and heat treatment information as
described previously for other items furnished by this vendor.

10 CFR Part 21 Implementation: To complete the review of CIPC

10 CFR Part 21 implementation iritiated in the prior inspection

of CIPC (NRC Inspection Report No. 99%00840/83-01), a detailed review
was performed of the adopted CIPC procedure (i.e., CIPC Standard
Practice No. 17.003) for compliance with the procedural requirements
of the regulation. In this area of the inspecticn, the violation
identified in paragraph A was identified.

Visual Examination Criteria: The NRC inspectors reviewed CIPC's
practices for performing NDE on ASME Section III fasteners. Although
the ASME Code requires visual inspections to be performed in accordance
with written procedures (i.e., Section II, SA-614; Section III, NC-2580;
and Section V, Article 9), written procedures were not used when
performing the required visual inspections for Class 2 and 3 fasteners.
Methods for performing visual inspections, and inspection acceptance
criteria based on IFI1-105, “Recommended Practice on Surface Discontin-
uities on Bolts & Screws for Automotive Applications," as well as cther
Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) sources are included as part of
the inspector training program. However, specific procedures detailing
how to perform a visual inspection and what constitutes a rejectable
indication have not been developed. Nonconformance B.5 was identified
in this area of the inspection.
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Certified Mail - Return Receipot Reauested

Docket Ne. $S&Qussl

Mr. Dennis Fielder
FPresident

Carcina) Incustrial Products
3873 West Oquenda

Las Veges, Nevaca £9118

Jezr F -, Fielder:

This is in reference to your letter of March 23, 1984 in which you petitioned
the NRC not to disclose the names and locations of Cardinal Incustrial Products
Corporation (CIPC) customers, vendors and subcontractors referenced in NRC
Inspection Report $5900840/283-01 cated Fesruary 29, 1984. As a result of your
request, we have reviewed the report and considered your petition.

with regard to the disclosure of names and locaticns of the customers, [ do not
intend to withhold that information. The fincings of cur inspesticn as contained
in the inspection report, even allowing for the disagreements contained in your
Asril 12, 1984 letter, raise significant questions concerning the adequacy of
CiPC's implementation of its quality assurance program. Components manufactured
by CIPC are used in safety-related systems. Their failure o conform to coces
ang stancards coulc impact the coerability ¢ such systems under accident
cenciticns and, therefore, could have an adverse impact on the public health and
seTety. Nuclear custcmers that nave receives or méy receive products either
cirectiy from CIPC, through a distributor, or from another nuclear project neec
S0 Ce anare of the types of problems that may exist with CIPC suppiied components
in crder for these users to take appropriate corrective acticn. I am planning

1o issue an Information Notice covering nonconforming comscnents suppiied by
Ci7C anc other ccmpanies. [ am also considaring issuing a Bulletin which would
cirect nolders of construction permits and opereting reacter licenses to cetermine
if they possess CIPC components in safety-related systems anc to tike whatever
ccrrective action is necessary. The agisclcsure of the customers referenzed in
the report is necessary to permit licensees to perform an 2cecuzte review.
Therefore, 1 have determined that the potentizl acverse imzact resuiting from
the Jossidie use of nonconforming CIPC fasteners in safety-relazec applicaticns
saves priorily cver your stated proprietary interest 1n withhalcing the igentity
¢f your customers. Accordingly, I am not addressing the question of whether the
neTes were, 2s you stated, given in conficence to the NRC.

with regard to cisclosing the names and iccations of CIPC vendors end subcon-
traciors, 1t coes not appear at this time trat releasing this infermation is
necessery 10 protect the pudblic heslth an¢ szfety. Thnerefcre, this informaticn
will Se withneld pencing further evaluaticn of tre effect ¢f withhelzing it on
tne adility of licansees to take appropriaze corrective action.

plle




Mr. Dennis Fielder -2 -

A copy of inspection repcrt 99900840/83-01 and the cover letter with al)
enclosures will be releaszd to the public and placed in the public document
room 14 days from the date of this letter. The names and locations of CIPC
vendors and subcontractors will be masked on all copies released to the
pudlic. Should our position change concerning the identity of your vendors
and subcontractors, I will contact you prior to release. A copy of the in-
spection report with the masked portions noted above is enclosed. Should you
nave any questions on this matter, please contact Gary Zech at (301) 492-$663.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

*Original Signed By
R. C.2eYomg* _

Richard C. DeYoung, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosure: As stated
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Mr. Tom Devine

Government Accountability Project
1555 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 202

wWashington, DC 20555

Dear Mr. Devine:

This letter is a follow-up to our telephone conversation of December 13, 1984.
During that conversation, we further discussed the proposals to improve our
dialogue with your organization regarding the Diablo Canyon project that re-
sulted from your December 5, 1984 meeting with Darrel]l Eisenhut and staff.

As 1 indicated, these proposals have merit. The NRC staff has expended a sub-
stantial effort to date addressing the concerns raised by your clients relative
to Diablo Canyen. To further consider these proposals, it would be extremely
helpful if you could identify any new concerns relative to Ciablo Canyon as
soon as possible. In our conversation, you indicated that you would be identi-
fying additional concerns shortly.

In addition, it would also be helpful for you to identify any concerns that,
in your or your clients' view, may require an inspection of hardware in
Diablo Canyon Unit 2.

It is our view that if we can identify a number of issues to focus on, we may
be able to agree on a process to maintain a dialogue between our organizations.

Sincerely,

Frank Mi®aglia, Deputy Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Mr. Thomas Devine

Legal Director

Government Accountability Project
1555 Connecticut Avenue, N. W.
Suite 202

Washinaton, D. C. 20036

Dear Mr. Devine:

This is in response to your petition, dated November 16, 1984, filed pursuant
to 10 CFR 2,206 on behalf of Messrs. James L. McDermott and Timothy J. 0'Neill,
requesting certain actions regarding the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant.

The petition includes 18 exhibits, 12 of which were provided to the Office of
Investigation. In accordance with the Commission's usual practice, the request
was referred to the staff for appropriate action pursuant to 10 CFR 2,206,

Several of the, issues in your petition are the same as you raised in correspondence
and discussions with Mr, William J. Dircks, the Executive Director for Operations.
In his letter of September 24, 1984, Mr, Dircks stated that he did not agree

with your suggested actions for proposed major reinvestigations of the Diablo
Canyon Plant or circumvention of Region V. Mr. John B. Martin, Regional
Administrator for Region V, also addressed at that time several actions

requested by you which have been reiterated in this most recent petition.

Our preliminary review of your recent petition has not revealed any information
which would make it Tikely for me to propose a different response to these

ftems at this time. We have initiated, of course, our review, investigation,

and evaluation of the specific factual allegations which you submitted. In our
preliminary review of the petition, including its 18 exhibits, we were not able
to identify the 491 specific allegetions as stated in the petition. We therefore
request that you provide us with an index to the specific reference for each of
the 491 allegations.

As Mr. Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director, Division of Licensing, and other members
of the NRC staff indicated to you in a meeting on December 5, 1984 regarding
your concerns about the Diablo Canyon facility, we will proceed as expeditiously
as possible to evaluate in detail and resolve as necessary the potential

safety issues rafsed by the information you have submitted.



I have enclosed for your information a
Office of the Federal Register,

Enclosure:
As stated

cc: See next page

copy of a notice being filed with the
Sincerely,

.

Harold R, Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation




Mr. J. D. Shiffer, Vice President
Nuclear Power Generation

¢/o Nuclear Power Generation, Licensing
Pacific Gas and Electric Company

77 Beale Street, Room 1451

San Francisco, California 94106

Philip A. Crane, Jr., Esq.
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Post Office Box 7442

San Francisco, California 94120

Mr. Malcolm h, Furbush

Vice President - General Counsel
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Post Office Box 7442

San Francisco, California 94120

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

California Public Utilities Commission
350 McAllister Street

San Francisco, California 94102

Mr. Frederick Eissler, President

Scenic Shoreline Preservation
Conference, Inc.

4623 More Mesa Drive

Santa Barbara, California 93105

Ms. Elizabeth Apfelberg
1415 Cozadero
San Lufs Obispo, California 93401

Mr. Gordon A, Silver

Ms. Sandra A, Silver

1760 Alisal Street

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Harry M, Willis, Esq.

Seymour & Willis

601 California Street, Sufte 2100
San Francisco, California 94108

Mr. Richard Hubbard

MHB Technical Associates
Sufte K

1725 Hamilton Avenue

San Jose, California 95125

Mr. John Marrs, Hanaging Editor

San Luis Obispo County Telegram Tribune
ohnson Avenue
P, 0. Box 112

San Lufs Obispo, California 93406

Diablo Canyon

Resident Inspector/Diablo Canyon NPS
c/o US Nuclear Regulatnry Commission
P. 0. Box 369

Avila Beach, California 93424

Ms. Raye Fleming
1920 Mattie Road
Shell Beach, California 93440

Joel Reynnlds, Esq.

John R, Phillips, Esq.

Center for Law in the Public Interest
10951 West Pico Boulevard

Third Floor

Los Angeles, California 90064

Mr. Dick Blankenburg

Editor & Co-Publisher

South County Publishing Company
P. 0. Box 460

Arroyo Grande, California 93420

Bruce Norton, Esq.

Norton, Burke, Berry & French, P.C,
202 €. Osborn Road

P. 0. Box 10569

Phoenix, Arizona 85064

Mr. W, C. Gangloff

Westinghouse Electric Corporation
P. 0. Bex 355
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230

David F. Fleischaker, Esq.
P. 0. Box 1178
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73101




Arthur C. Gehr, Esq.
Snell & Wilmer

3100 valley Center
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

Mr. Lee M, Gustafson, Director
Federal Agency Relations
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
1050 17th Street, N.W.

Suite 1180

Washington, DC 20036

Regional Administrator - Region V
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1450 Maria Lane .

Suite 210

Walnut Creek, California 94596

Michael J. Strumwasser, Esq. :
Special Counsel to the Attorney General
State of California

3580 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 800

Los Angeles, California 90010

Mr. Tom Harris

Sacremanto Bee

21st and 0 Streets
Sacramento, California 95814

Mr. H. Daniel Nix

California Energy Commission
1516 9th Street, MS 18
Sacramento, California 95814

Lewis Shollenberger, Esq.

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Regfon V

1450 Maria Lane

Suite 210

Walnut Creek, California 94596




7590-01

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
DOCKET NOS. 50-275 AND 50-323
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 & 2
REQUEST FOR ACTION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206

Notice is hereby given that by petition dated November 16, 1984, the
Government Accountability Project, on behalf of Messrs. James L. McDermott and
Timothy J. O;Nc1ll. has requested that the Commission take a number of actions,
chiefly appropriate resolution of numerous allegations of quality assurance
problems and intimidation of onsite workers, prior to allowing commercial
operation of Diablo Canyon Unit 1 or further licensing decisions on Unit 2. The
petition is being handled pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.206 and,
accordingly, the staff will take appropriate action on the request within a
reasonable time.

A copy of the petition is available for public inspection in the Commission's
Public Document Room at 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20555 and in the
Tocal public document room at California Polytechnic State University, Government
Documents and Maps Department, Robert F, Kennedy Library, San Luis Obispo,
California 93401,

Dated in Bethesda, Maryland the 1llth day of January, 1985,

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

14 L4

Harold R, Denton, Director
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Mr. Thomas Devine, Legal Director
Government Accourtability Project
1555 Connecticut Avenue, NV

Suite 202

Weshington, DC 20036

Near Mr, Devine:

At our meeting on December 5, 1984, we discussed a number of matters relating
to the handling of allegations concerning the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power
Plant in an effart to assure a continued dialooue between the NRC sta®f and
GAP to resolve all safety issues, Subsequent to that meetino, we have given
careful consideration to the various suggestions recently discussed.

Since the initiation of the Diablo Canyon Allecation Management Prngram in late
1983, we believe that there has been substantia) proaress. While many of the
proposals to fmprove this process may have merit, we are concerred that a signi€i-
cant change at this point would 1ikely be complicating and confusing, ultimately
hampering our efforts to address these issues in a timely manner, Several of
the concerns you raised were previously presented in correspondence and
discussfons with Mr, William ), Dircks, Executive Director for Mperations,

In Mr, Dircks' letter to you dated September 24, 1984, he stated that a
cooperative spirit is reeded to ensure the timely resolution of all allegations
which could adversely affect the public health and safety, We also share his
view that changes tn either the procedures or the NRC staff invnlved is
unnecessary to achieve that obiective, Nevertheless, we will continye to

strive to improve this process, wherever we reasonably can, to ensure that the
results of our efforts are clearly understood,

We believe that the timely resolution of safety concerns regarding Diablo
Canyon can continue to be accomplished within the existing procedures of the
Diablo Canyon Allegation Management Program, To assure this, the staff will
meet with you and/or your clients, where practical and tn the extent necessary,
to assure a correct and complete understanding of the issues raised., We would
also renew the request made at our December 5, 1984 meeting, that you and/or
your clients similarly be prepared to succinctly and accurately state the
concerns and fdentify or provide any supporting documentation, Consistent

with manpower and budgetary constraints, the staff will, tn the extent practical,
alse meet with you and/or your clients to present the staff's resolution of

the matters raised. As we agreed, such fo'lowup discussions should nat to be
used as a forum to delay the process by raicsino new fssues that could and
should have been brought forward initfally,




Thomas [evine 2=

We will continue our efforts to assure a satisfactory resolutior for all
allegations, At the same time, we recoonize, and trust that you do as well,
that sincere differences of professional judgment may be encountered and
prevent mutual agreement on the appropriate resolution for any given issue,
Such1pventua11ty. however, should not deter us from continuing in a cooperative
spirit,

Please contact me 1f you wish to discuss this matter further,

Sincerely,

.,szrf.ég .Z)V

Frank J."Miragl49a, Acting Director
Division of Licensing
Nffice of Nuclear Reactor Reg: lation

cc: See next page
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Docket Nos. 50-445/446

Mr. M. D. Sperce, President

Texas Utilities Generating Company
400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

Dear Mr. Spence:
Subject: Comanche Peak Review

On July 9, 1984, the Comanche Peak Technical Review Team (TRT) began an
intensive onsite effort to complete a portion of the reviews necessary for the
NRC staff to reach its decision regarding the licensing of Comanche Peak Unit
1. The onsite effort covered a number of areas, including the review of
allegations of improper construction practices at the facility.

On September 18, 1984, the NRC met with you and other Texas Utilities Electric
Company representatives to provide you with a request for additional infor-
matifon in the electrical and instrumentation, civil and structural, and test
program areas having potential safety implications. On November 29, 1984,

we reported to you on the status of our technical review in the protective
coatings area and requested additional information in the mechanical, and
miscellaneous areas. TRT reviews of construction QA/QC allegations and
technical issues have progressed to the point where we can now provide you
with the status of our efforts in the construction QA/QC area and a request
for a program plan specifically addressing our concerns. Further background
information regarding these allegations and technical issues will be
published in Supplements to the Comanche Peak Safety Evaluation Report (SSER),
which will document the TRT's detailed assessment of the significance of all
issues examined.

The TRT effort constitutes one element in the process of the agency's review
of the Comanche Peak license application. The QA review group on the TRT was
comprised of about 20 fndividuals having a total of over 300 years experience
in nuclear engineering, QA, and related fields. This group spent several
months at the Comanche Peak site examining the construction QA program in
depth.

The TRT findings are provided in the enclosure to this letter. We have not
propised specjfic TUEC corrective actions as we have in previous reports from
the TRT. We request that you evaluate the TRT findings and consider the
implications of these findings on construction quality at Comanche Peak. We
request that you submit to the NRC, in writing, a program and schedule for
completing a detailed and thorough assessment of the QA issues presented in
the enclosure to this letter.



by

Your programmatic plan and the plans for its implementation will be reviewed -
and evaluated by the staff before NRC considers the issuance of an operating
license for Comanche Peak Unit 1. The TRT considers the construction QA/QC
findings to be generic to both Units 1 and 2 and your rogram plan and schedule
should address both unfts. This program plan shall: (1) address the root cause
of each finding and its generic implications on safety-related systems,
programs, or areas, (2) address the collective significance of these
deficiencies, and (3) propose an action plan from TUEC that will ensure that
such problems do not occur in the future. Your actions should consider the use
of aana?ement personnel with a fresh perspective to evaluate the TRT's findings
and implement your corrective actions. Finally, you should consider the use of
an independent consultant to provide oversight to your program.

The findings of TRT with respect to QA/QC allegations, along with the TRT's
assessments of your recponse to this letter, will be provided to the Senior
Management Panel on Contention 5 established by the Executive Director on
December 24, 1984, The Senior Management Panel will determine an overall NRC
staff position on Contention 5 based on an integrated review of a number of
sources of information concerning QA/QC at Comanche Peak in addition to the
TRT findings, including information from the CAT team, the SRT team, OI,
Region IV and the Hearing Board. :

The TRT's overall evaluation of the technical issues and allegations is
nearing completion. As we finalize information received in conversations with
allegers, and further assess the implications of our findings we will inform
you of additional concerns, as they arise. In the mean time, your examination
of the potential safety implications of the TRT findings should include, but
not be limited to the areas or activities selected by the TRT.

In order to fully discuss these concerns with you we are scheduling a meeting
for January 17, 1985 which will be held in our office in Bethesda, Maryland.
This meeting will provide an opportunity to ask questions regarding these
concerns prior to formulating your pregram plan. Additional meetings will

be held at NRC request as your program plan is formulated.

This request is submitted to you in keeping with the NRC practice of promptly
notifying applicants of outstanding information needs that could potentially
affect the safe operation of their plant. Future requests for information of
this nature will be made, 1f necessary, as TRT technical reviews continue.

Sincerely,

E Division oY Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure: As stated

cc w/enclosure:
See next page “
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Enclosure

Technical Review Team Findings Resulting From
Quality Assurance/Quality Control Allegations

In evaluating the QA/QC program at CPSES, the Technical Review Team (TRT) com-
pleted the following: (1) interviewed Texas Utilities Electric Company (TUEC)
and Brown & Root (B&R) personnel and allegers, (2) reviewed quality assurance
records, selected affidavits, transcripts and depositions, and NRC Regional and
Office of Investigations reports, and (3) physically inspected hardware to
evaluate the safety significance of quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC)
allegations at Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES).

1 QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM

The TRT found that although the TUEC QA program documentation met NRC require-
ments, the weaknesses of its implementation in several areas demonstrate that
TUEC lacked  the commitment to aggressively implement an effective QA/QC program
in several areas:

A.

TUEC failed to periodically assess the overall effectiveness of the
site QA program in that there have been no regular reviews of program
adequacy by senior management. Further, TUEC did not assess the
effectiveness of its QC inspection program.

During the peak site construction period of 1981-2, TUEC employed
only four auditors, all of whom had questionable qualifications

in technical disciplines. Although charged with overview of all site
construction and associated vendors, these Dallas based auditors
provided only limited QA surveillance of construction activities.

Repetitive NCRs were issued that identified the need to retrain con
struction personnel in the requirements and contents of QA procedures.
One corrective action request (CAR) dealing with inadequate construc-
tion training and records remained open for one year. The identical
problem was identified in a subsequent CAR, which still had not been
closed at the time of the TRT's onsite review.

The TRT found many examples of incomplete and inadequate workmanship
and ineffective QC inspection in TUEC's evaluation of the as-built
program. (See Section 4 for a detailed discussion.)

Some craft workers newly assigned as QC inspectors were in a position
to inspect their own work and records. Site management did not view

" this lack of separation between production and inspection roles as a

potential conflict-of-interest.

There were potential weaknesses in the TUEC 10 CFR 50.55(e) deficiency-
reporting system. Applicable procedures did not identify what types



of deficiencies constituted significant breakdowns in the QA program,
nor how they should be evaluated for reportability to the NRC. Evalu~
ation guidelines for reporting hardware deficiencies lacked clarity

and definitive instructions and the threshold for reporting deficien-
cies was too high. Specific past and present construction deficien- -
cies that were not reported by TUEC are listed in Sections 4, 5 and

11 of this enclosure.

G. The TUEC exit interview system for departing employees appeared to be
neither well structured nor effective, as evidenced by the lack of
employee confidence, 'imited implementation, failure to document
explanations and rationale, and failure to complete corrective
actions and to determine root causes.

H.  The B&R corrective action system was generally ineffective and was
bypassed by ine B&R QA Manager, as exemplified in the following
instances:

1. There were no definitive instructions to describe the types of
problems that required corrective action. Minimal procedural
instructions resulted in corrective action decisions frequently
being left to the judgement of the QA Manager.

2. Since June 1983, B&R had issued no Corrective Action Requests
(CARs), and was substituting memos and letters of concern for
this function. This shortcut had become a regular method of
operation and appeared to bypass the CAR system.

I.  The TUEC corrective action system was poorly structured and ineffec-
tive in that:

1. Controlling procedures were brief and general.

2. There was no translation of FSAR requirements on trending and no
details on how trend analyses were to be accomplished.

3. Quarterly reports were not issued in a timely manner.

4. The method of categorizing problems by building did not assure
meaningful trend analysis.

5. A 1984 CAR report identified three items requiring action; how-
ever, none had been taken.

6. CAR 029 wa: used as a vehicle for a specific disposition rather
than for g uric action, as intended by the CAR system.

2 QUALITY CONTROL INSPECTION

The TRT evaluated the CPSES QC program to determine if it was functionally
effective ahd if the QC system and organization effectively ensured consistent
quality of design, procedures, processes and product at the plant. The results
of this review showed the following problems.



Based on the TRT review of about 200 fuel pool travelers, TUEC was
unable to maintain an effective and controlled QC program for fuel
pool liner fabrication, installation, and inspection. Typical fuel
pool traveler irregularities were:

1. There was apparently a routine practice during construction of
the fuel pool that allowed craft personnel to complete a port’un
of the inspection report forms prior to the actual inspection.
Craft personnel entered the word “SAT," dated the entry, and
left blank only the space for the QC inspector's signature. It
appeared that the craft personnel were Judging the inspection
results prior to inspections.

2. The date accompanying the signature for visual examination of an
inside weld was changed to a date that appeared to precede the
examination.

3. Entries by the same inspector for two different inspections did
not appear to match in that one entry appeared to be written by
another person.

4. The procedure number for a dye penetrant inspection was changed
by an inspector different from the one who conducted the
inspection.

5. The date for a dye penetrant inspection was changed by an
inspector other than the one who performed the inspection.

6. Fuel pool travelers were found with missing QC signoffs for
fitup and cleaniness. No proof could be found that some of the
required weld fitup and cleanliness inspections were ever
performed.

7. The TRT review disclosed the following irregularities with
traveler entries in addition to those listed above:

(a) Date changes after the fact

(b) Signoffs for functions out of sequence

(c) Corrections after the fact

(d) Changes to first party inspector date signoffs
(e) Missing signatures

There were examples of limited corrective action, including vendor-
supplied pipe whip restraints that had received inadequate source
inspections. Twelve NCRs were issued involving weld defects on these
restrainmts. TUEC corrective action included paint removal from only
a sample of the welds and 21 restraints were selected for reanalysis;
however, the TRT found no basis or criteria for paint removal or how
the worst case restraints were identified.

The reviews- of allegations in the Civil and Structural, Coatings, Electrical,
Test Programs, and Piping and Mechanical areas also indicate QC inspection
deficiencies, as provided in our letters of September 18, and November 29, 1984.
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3 T=SHIRT INCIDENT

The T-shirt incident has previously been explored in many forums, including
hearings before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board. The TRT has examined
this matter, but will not now describe all of the associated issues. Impor-
tantly, however, the TRT believes that TUEC management failed to adequately
investigate the incident to determine its root cause, but reacted as though the
QC inspectors involved were guilty of disruptive behavior. Of particular
concern to the TRT is the strong perception that TUEC QA management may have
acquiesced to pressures and complaints from construction personnel and may have
failed to adequately support their QC workforce.

4 INSPECTIONS OF AS-BUILT PIPE AND ELECTRICAL RACEWAY SUPPORTS

The TRT conducted a series of inspecticas encompassing as-built safety-related
pipe support and electrical raceway support installations. These inspections
were of completed systems or components that had been previously inspected and
accepted by TUEC QC as meeting the respective construction and installation
res.irements. i

A. Pipe Sunport Inspections

Tables 1 and 2 are indicative of the scope of the TRT pipe support as-built
inspection effort. Of the 42 pipe supports inspected, 37 were randomly
selected, while 5 originated from an alleger's 1ist. Forty-six deficien-
cies were identified in the supports inspected. Following are examples of
the deficiencies identified and the applicable criteria. TUEC's final QC
inspections of this sample ranged from December 1982 to October 1984.

1. Component Support Welds:

(a) Applicable criteria

ASME Section ITI, NF Subsection and subarticles NF-4424 and
NF-5360 set forth rules for examining welds.

B&R QI-QAP-11.1-28 Revision 25, Paragraph 3.5.5. 1 delineates
criteria for the examination of welds, including inspection
parameters for acceptable weld sizes.

The TRT found supports exhibiting welds that did not appear to be in
accordance with the above-referenced codes and procedures.

(b) Examples of deficient welds

(1) Support No. AF-1-001-001-S33R. Discrepancies inc)uded
perosity; insufficient weld leg; incomplete welds and
- insufficient fi{11. This support was removed, scrapped, and
completely rebuilt subsequent to the TRT inspection.




Table 1 Pipe supports in unit 1

Supports Inspected by TRT As-Built group ; *42
Class 1 supports inspected 4
Class 2 supports inspected 14
Class 3 supports inspected 24
Hangers with problems . 26
Total problems identified 46
Procedure adequacy problems 5
Hardware-related problems 16
As-built drawing related problems 8
Component identification problems 2
Weld-related problems 10
QC record problems 1
Material identification problems <
Welds inspected without paint by TRT 305
Welds inspected with paint by TRT 89
Total welds inspected by TRT 394
wWelds needing weld repair 10
X of welds inspected 2.5%
Supports needing welding repair €
X of supports inspected 14% ;
No. of Supports
Bldg System Inspected
Containment Safety Injection (SI) 1
Containment Reactor Coolant (RC) 6
Containment Residual Heat Removal (RHR) 2
Fuel Handling Component Cooling (CC) 1
Safeguards Residual Heat Removal (RM.) 1
Safeguards Contaimment Spray (CT) 8
Safeguards Demineralized Water (DD) 1
Safeguards Auxiliary Feedwater (AF) 8
Auxiliary Chemical Volume & Control (CS) 1
Safeguards Main Steam (MS) 2
Safeguards Chilled water (CH) 1

*A11 42 pipe supports inspected by the TRT had been previously accepted by site
Qc.



Table 2 Pipe supports in unit 1*

Problem Category

1.

2.
3.

10.

11.

No locking device for threaded fasteners

Min. edge distance (on base plate) violated
Baséplate hole-location dimensions out of tolerance

. Spherical bearing/washer gap excessive

Spherical bearing contaminatfon

Snubber adapter plate-insufficient thread engagement

Insufficient threaded eng'mt, threaded rod
(sight holes)

Snubber/Strut load pin locking device broken or
missing

Load side of pipe clamp halves not parallel
Pipe clearances w/support out of tolerance

Pipe clamp locknat loose

Hanger No.

RC-1-901-702-C82S
CS-1-085-003-Q42K
CC-X-039-006-F43R

CC-X-039-007-F43R
CC-1-126-010-F33R
CC-1-126-011-F33R
CC-1-126-012-F33R

CC-1-126-015-F43R
RC-1-052-016-C41K
RC-1-052-020-C41K
MS5-1-416-001-S33R

SI-1-090-006-C41K
MS-1-416-002-S33R

MS-1-416-002-S33R
SI-1-090-006-C41K
CT-1-013-012-532K

RC-1-901-702-C82S
AF-1-001-014-S33R
AF-1-001-00i-S33R

AF-1-001-014-533R
CC-1-126-013-F33R

AF-1-001-702-S33R

AF-1-035-011-S33R

*A11 42 pipe supports inspected by TRT had been previously accepted by site QC.

Type
Hardware problem

Hardware prob.
As-Built prob.

Hardware prob.

Hardware prob.

Proced. prob.

Hardware prob.
Hardware prob.
Proced. prob.
Hardware prob.

Hardware prob.



Table 2 (Continued) Pipe supports in unit 1*

Problem Category Hanger No. No. of Problems Type
12. Snubber/Sway strut misalignment CC-1-126-014-F43R 2 Hardware problem
RC-1-052-020-C41R
13. Snubber cold set dimension does not match drawing CS-1-085-003-A42k 1 As-Built prob.
14. Snubber or{entation does not match drawing CT-1-005-004-522K 2 As-Built prob.
CT-1-013-010-522K
15. Component type/model no. installed does not match SI1-1-090-006-C41K 2 Compon. ID prob.
drawing RC-1-052-020-C41R
16. No identification for support materials, parts, and CT-1-013-014-S32R & Mat). identific.
components CC-1-126-012-F33R prob.
CC-X-039-005-F43R
AF-1-035-011-S33R
17. BRP column 1ine dimension does not match BRHL Support not affected 1 As-Buflt prob.
Dimension
18. Weld porosity excessive AF-1-001-001-S33R 1 Weld-related prob.
19. Weld undercut excessive AF-1-001-702-5S33R 1 Weld-related prob.
20. Weld length undersized AF-1-001-001-S33R 1 Weld-related prob.
21. Weld leg or effective throat undersized AF-1-001-001-S33R 3 Weld-related prob.
RH-1-006~012-C42R
CC-X-039-007-F43R
22. Weld called out on drawing does not exist in field CC-1-126-013-F33R 1 Weld-related prob.
23. Welds added in field are not reflected on drawing AF-1-001-702-S33R 1 Weld-related prob.
numerous welds
24. Excessive grinding resulting in min. thickness AF-1-037-002-S33R 2 Weld-relatad prob.
violations (weld clean-up) CT-1-013-014-S32R
25. No QC Buy-off on weld data card CC-1-126-013-F33R 1 QC record problem
46 Total problems

*A11 42 pipe supports inspected by TRT had been previously accepted by site QC.

identified by TRT



(2) Support No. AF-1-001-702-S33R. Exhibited extraneous welding
that was not documented on the as-built drawing. One of the
required welds was undercut beyond the 1imits of acceptance
(this weld was subsequently repaired).

(3) Support No. CC-1-126-013-F33R. Support drawing required a
Iﬁ%u fillet weld to connect item 5 to item 6. This weld
was omitted in the field. - '

(4) Support No. CC-X-039-007-F43R. A required 5/16" all-around
75ii¢t weld had an approximately 1/16" undersize weld leg
for the length across the top flat of the tube steel.

(5) Support No. RH-1-006-012-C42R. An all-around 1/4% fillet

weld connecting item 5 to item 7 was undersized by 1/32" to
1/16" across the tap.

(6)  Support No. AF-1-037-002-S33R. This support exhibited a
I;gg" to 3/32" reduction in plate thickness and weld size

due to excessive grinding of the weld at the base plate.
Base material thicknes: of the support plate was reduced
beyond the limits of acceptance in three locations.

(7) Sgggort No. CT-1-013-014-S32R. Excessive overgrinding of
welds resulted In notching of the sway strut rear brackets.
This condition was repaired subsequent to the TRT
inspection.

Locking Device for Threaded Fasteners:

(a) Applicable criteria

Subarticle NF-4725 states in part that all threaded fasteners.
except high-strength bolts, shall be p-ovided with locking
devices to prevent loosening during service.

ASME Sect. III, Div. 1, Interpretation No. I1I-1-83-49R provides
that the user should sat?s?y himself that any other device than
those described in NF-4725 is capable of acting as a locking
device under all service conditions.

Brown & Root Procedure QI-QAP-11.1-28, Attachment 2
nspection Attribute h., requires that all exposed threads be
free of extraneous material.

CPSES/FSAR, Paragraph 17.1.2 states that the design verification
procedure assure that 3rav1ngs, specifications, procecures, and
instructions mseet stipulations of related codes and standards.

10 CFR 50.5550251; directs that the holder of the construction
permit shall notify the NRC regarding each deficiency found in
design and construction which, if not corrected, could adversely
affect the safety of operations at any time throughout the

expected lifetime of the plant.




There appeared to be a difference in locking devices on threaded fasteners
for similar pipe support hardware made by two separate vendors. Whereas

in some cases Nuclear Power Service Incorporated (NPSI) specified only one
nut and no locking device, ITT-Grinnell required two nuts in those same
applications. If the design of NPSI models indeed should be found to need *
the locknuts or their equivalent, there could be hundreds of pipe supports
installed without adequate locking devices.

The TRT found examples in Unit 1 where deficiencies existed so that
TUEC was in potential violation of the codes, procedures, guidelines,
and commitments concerning locking devices for threaded fasteners.

In spite of the requirements pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e)(1), TUEC did
not report to the NRC the omission of thread-locking devices in the
Unit 1 nuclear safety systems and did not attempt corrective action
until May 1984, when TUEC tested previously applied paint for thread-
lock capability. That test was. inconclusive, since it did not estab~
Tish that the paint, an epoxy process, would reliably perform as an
effective locking device under all service conditions and throughout
the expected lifetime of the plant. Further, TUEC could not identify
to the TRT which paint was the subject of testing.

TUEC had a potentially inadeguate quality assurance specification

No. 2323-AS-31, which did not cover inspection of painted threaded fas-
teners. The paint was applied to ASME code-controlled, NF hardware per
specification 2323-AS-30 (non-Q) which required no inspection. This issue
appears to be generic for Unit 1.

The TRT notes that TUEC did not initiate an NCR identifying the widespread
problem of missing locknuts; only a Regquest for Information was generated,
which TUEC could not locate for the TRT. An NCR, required by procedure,
would have brought the problem and its ramifications to management atten-
tion and would have provided a vehicle for controlied, organized, and
approved engineering disposition.

(b) Examples of deficient locking devices.

Pipe support RC-1-901-702-C82S had a load bolt at a beam attach-
ment which did not exhibit an approved locking device. (The bolt
material type was SA-307 grade A.) Additionally, pipe support
CS-1-085-003-A42K had no approved locking device on the "special
clamp" bolts, even though the design drawing for this clamp
showed each b1t with a nut and a locknut.

3. Minimum Edge Distance for Bolts:

(a) Applicable criteria
I-QAP 11.1-28 Revision 19, Paragraph 6.1 required that bolt
es in structural members suall not be closer than 1-1/2 times
v the bolt diameter from the edge of the member to the center of
the bolt hole.




ASME Sect. III Div. 1, Subsection NA endix AVII, Table
XVI1-2862-1(b)-1, gives specifically a%lowcd minimum edge dis~
tances for bolt holes (reamed, punched or drilled) at sheared or
rolled edges of plates, shapes, or bars.

(b) Example of minimum edge distance violation

- The baseplate for pipe support CC-X-039-006-F43R, located in the
component cooling system, Room 249A, Fuel Handling Building,
violated minimum edge distance criteria for bclt holes.

4. Base Plate Hole-Location Dimensions:

(a) Applicable criterion

gl-gAP-ll.l-Za‘ Revision.19! Attachment 4, Paragraph 2, under
abrication tolerances, limits a "hole centerline location to

$1/4" or as shown on the design drawing.”

(b) Examples of hole-location dimension problems

The TRT found the horizontal member of Support CC-1-126-010-F33R
was 3 inches lower at its centerline relative to the upper bolt-
hole centerline than shown on the vendor-certified drawing. The
as-built drawing had not been revised to reflect the actual-
installed condition in the plant. This support was located in
the component cooling system, Room 247A, in the Fuel Handling
Building. Other supports with similar hole-location violations
found in the inspections were: CC-X-039-007-F43R,
CC-1-126-011-F33R, and CC-1-126-012-F33R.

5. Spherical Bearing Gap:

(a) Applicable criterion

Brown & Root Procedure AP 11.1-28, Revision 25

aragraph 3.7.3.1 states that "a sufficient number of spacers
shall be used to prevent the spherical bearings from becoming
dislodged,” and "in no case shall the resulting gap be more than
the thickness of one vendor-supplied spacer."

(b) Examples of spherical bearing gap deficiencies

An excessive free gap existed between spherical bearing and
washers on the sway strut assembly of support CC-1-126-015-F43R.
Other supports with similar bearing gap anomalies found in TRT's
inspections were: RC-1-052-016-C41K, RC-1-052-020~C41X, and
M5-1-416-001-5S33R. The frequency of this type of procedure vio-
lation in the TRT's limited inspection suggests that this problem
is generic for Unit 1.
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Spherical Bearing Contamination:

(a)

(b)

Applicable criterion

raph 6.3.1 Note 2 states in part -
that "bearing internal and external surfaces shall be free of
rust and foreign material, and bearing shall move freely within
the housing."

Examples of spherical bearing contamination

The TRT found paint contamination in the bearings of both snubber
asseanblies on component support SI-1-090-006-C41K that severely
obstructed the bearing cavities and limited their movement. This
Class 1 component support is located in the Containment Building
of the Unit 1 safety injection system. A similar condition
exists on support MS-1-416-002-S33R.

Snubber Adapter Plate Bolting - Lack of Full Thread Engagement:

(a)

Agplicable criteria

EI-QAP-II.I-ZS, Revision 22, Paragraph 6.1, stat;s that "all
olts, studs, or threaded rods shall have full thread engagement

in the nut."

ASME Sect. III, Div. 1, Subsection NF, Subarticle NF 4711 states
that "the threads of all bolts or stucs shall be engaged for the
full length of thread in the nut.* ‘

QI-QAP-11.1-28, Revision 25, Attachment 29 permits less than full
thread engagement in threaded plates. This allowance for less
than full thread engagement is a potential violation of the

ASME Code Sect. III, NF-4711; no code case was invoked to set
aside this procedure. The requirement of NF-4711 that “the
threads of all bolts or studs shall be engaged for the full
length of thread in the nut" also implies that there be a full
length of a threaded hcle in plates, shapes, or bars where the
required threaded hole length is the same as the bolt diameter.
Further, there is no evidence that partial thread engagement at
the snubber adapter plate connection has been given consideration
in the design procedures for linear-type supports, nor does it
appear that sufficient design margins have been introduced to
allow for less than full-threaded connection. The TRT did not
check “as-built" analyses to determine whether any such varia-
tions from the design norm had been considered in the “as-built"
stress calculations.

What is in question is whether any calculations had been made to
address this particular thread engagement condition for each size
snubber being used in the plant.



10.

(b) Examples of lack of full thread engagement

Snubber (shock arrester) adapter-plate bolt threads were insuffi-
ciently engaged in all four threaded holes of component support
M5-1-416-002-533R. The worst condition was 0.095" short, or more *
than 25% less than full thread engagement. Similar lack of full
thread engagement deficiencies was found on NF supports

©  S§I-1-090-006-C41K and CT-1-013-012-532K.

Threaded Rod Thread Engagement:
(a) Applicable criterion
1-QAP-11.1-28, Revision 21, Paragraph 6.3.2.a. directs that "QcC

shall verify thread engagement 1f site sight] holes are present
in the strut body." :

(b) .Example of rod thread engagement deficiency

Sight holes were present in the strut body to verify threaded
rod engagement. The rod was not visible through the sight hole
for support RC-1-901-702-C82S. \

\

.

Snubber/Sway Strut Load Pin Locking Device:
(a) Applicable criterion
I1-QAP-11.1-28, Revision 22, Para h 6.3.1.1.b states that "the

s1ze of the cotter pins, when used, should be the maximum size
the hole will accommodate and shall be fully opened."

(b) Example of locking device deficiency |
Sway strut No. AF-1-001-014-S33R had a broken cotter pin.
Load Side of Pipe Clamp Halves Not Parallel:

(a) Applicable criterion

(b) Examples of halves not parallel

Clamp halves for pipe supports AF-1-001-001-533R and
AF-1-001-014-533R were not parallel.

e Clearances Outside of Allowable Tolerance:
(a) Applicable criterion

= QI-QAP-11.1-28, Revision 19, Attachment 4, item 3.b states “"where
the design shows on one side and on the other, 0" must
be maintained while 1/16" £ 1/32" is required on the other side."

12



12.

13.

14.

15.

(b) Examples of pipe clearance violations
Pipe support CC~1-126-013-F33R exhibited no clearance on top or

bottom, while the hanger drawing called out 0" on the bottom and

1/16" on top. A similar problem existed for pipe support
AF-1-001~702-S33R.

Pipe Clamp Locknut Loose:
(a) Applicable criterion

QI-0AP-11.1-28 Revision 21, Sect. 5.1 states that “unless other-
wise shown on the drawing, fasteners will be tightened securely."®
(b) “<ample “f loose locknut

A pipe clamy iocknut for pipe support AF-1-035~011-533R was found
+oose (less than finger-tight).

Snubber/Sway Strut Misalignment:

(a) Applicable criterion

1-QAP-11.1-28, Revision 18, Sect. 6.3.1.d states that “maximum
sway strut misalignment shall not exceed 5° for ITT-Grinell and
NPSI from the centerline of the sway strut."

(b) Examples of misaligmnment
Pipe support CC-1-126-014-F43R exhibited angularity that exceeded
this requirement. A similar problem existed with pipe support
RC-1-052-020-C41R.

Snubber Cold Set (AC) Dimension Did Not Match Drawing:

(a) Applicable criterion

tion of more than 2 rom th; specified celd setting (AC
dimension shown on the design drawing) is not permitted, unless
authorized by a design change."

(b) Example of incorrect AC dimension

Pipe support CS-1-085-003-A42K deviated by approximately 1" from
the cold set dimension shown on the design drawing.

Support Configuration Did Not Match Drawing:

(a) Applicable criterion

- %I-?AP-ll.l‘ZB, Revision 24, Attachment 2, Operation 3 Tists the
ollowing inspection attribute: “support configuration complies

with the design drawing.”

13



16.

17.

(b) Examples of configuration problems

Pipe support snubber CT-1-005-004-522K was instalied end-to~end
opposite from the orientation shown on the drawing. A similar
problem existed with pipe support CT-1-013-010-522K, where dimen- *
sfonal discrepancies existed on the support drawing that detailed
the orientation of the snubber.

Component Type/Model No. Installed Did Not Match Drawing:
(a) Applicable criterion

I-QAP-11.1-28, Revision 24, Sect. 3.2.1.1 states that “vendor-
supplied NPT stamped component supports shall bear marking (i.e.,
name plate) traceable to the design drawing.*

(b) Examnles of component identification probleas.

Model numbers of installed snubbers for pipe support
$I-1-090-006-C41K did not match the mode] number on the design
drawing. A similar prodlem existed with pipe support
RC-1-052-020-C41R. :

\

Weld Data Card Missing QC Initials For Welds:

(a) Applicable criterion

J
welder 1s qualified to make the weld utilizing the welder quali-
fication matrix (attachment 16, typical), that the use of the
WPS (Attachment 17, typical), and the type of filler material
Tisted on the WFML [weld filler material log] are the same as
those 1isted on the weld data card (WDC), and the welder's
symbol has been recorded on the WFML."

(b) Example of deficient weld data card
Support number CC-1-126-013-F33R had some welds performed with no
QC inspector initials or signature on the corresponding blocks of
the weld data card for that support inspection package.

Identification of Materials and Parts:

(a) Applicable criteria

10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion VIII states that “measures shall
-« assure that 530nti71c¢t*on of the item is maintained by heat
number, part number, serial number or other appropriate means
either on item or on records traceable to the item, as recuired
throughout fabrication, erection, installation and use of the
=  item."

14



I-QAP-11.1-28, Revision 19, Sect. 3.1.2 states that "at
nstallation inspection, the QC inspector shall verify the hanger
number, the material type, grade and heat number ... using the

information provided on the Material Identification Log."

(b) Examples of material identification deficiencies

A replacement part (sway strut eyerod) for pipe support
CT-1-013-014-532R had no apparent material identification either
on the hardware or in the documentation package for the support.
The Material Identification Log (MIL) did not iist any identi-
fication traceable to the origin of the replacement part. A
similar problem existed with pipe supports CC-1-126-012-F33R,
CC-X-039-0C5-F43R, and AF-1-035-011-S33R.

Deficiencies with High Rate of Occurrence

The following pipe support inspections by the TRT were in addition to those
already listed in the previous examples. Results of these ancillary

inspections are summarized in Table 3.

The TRT identified six specific deficient items which need further evalua-
tion to assess their generic implications. The TRT concern is that these
items may have a high rate of occurrence throughout plant safety-related
systems. The specific “frequently occurring” items and relevant inspec-
tion criteria were as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

Strut and snubber load pin spherical bearing clearance with washers
was excessive (Ref. QI-QAP-11.1-28, Sec. 3.7.3.1 Rev. 25).

Strut and snubber load pin locking devices (cotter pins or snap lock
rings) were damaged or missing (Ref. QI-QAP-11.1-28 Rev. 25, which did
not specifically address load pin locking devices).

Pipe clamp halves on load side were not parallel (Ref. QI-QAP-11.1-28,
Sec. 3.7.3.1 Rev. 25).

Bolts threaded into tapped holes of snubber adapte: plates had less
than full thread engagement (a “frequently occurring” deficiency; see
related discussions on pipe supports, example 7 "Snubber Adapter Plate
Bolting = Lack of Full Thread Engagement” within Part A of-this
section on as-built inspection).

"Hilti Kwik" bolts (concrete expansion anchors) as installed did not
meet minimum effective embedment criteria (Ref QI-QP-11.2-1,
Sec. 3.5.1 Rev. 186).

Locking devices for threaded fasteners were missing or of a non-
approved type (see item 2 "Locking devices for threaded fasteners" on
pipe support deficiencies within Part A of this section on as-built

[gspcction).



Table 3 Summary of additional TRT inspections

Item 1.

Item 2.

Item 3.

Item 4.

Area: Room 77N, E1 810'-6"

Unit 1, Safeguards Bldg

No. of Supports No. of Supports

Deficiency Inspected Deficient
Excessive 92 5
Spherical Bearing

Clearance

Load Pin Locking 92 | 14

Device Missing

Pipe Clamp Halves 40 9
Not Parallel

Snubber Adapter 19 13
Plate Bolts With

Less Than Full

Thread Engagement

Area: Cable Spread Room 133, E1 807'~Q"

Unit 1, Auxiliary Bldg

Deficiency Bolts Inspected Number Deficient
Hil1ti Kwik Bolt 24 3
Does Not Meet

Minimum Embedment**

X Deficient

5.4%

15. %
22.5%

to be
determined

X Deficient
12.5%

*Bolts had less than full thread engagement.

**Taking into account the "allowed" slippage of the bolt for a distance of
one nut thickness due to torquing (Ref. "Installation of 'Hilti' Drilled-In
Bolts" 35-1195-CEI-20, Rev. 3, Para. 3.1.4.1) and the minimum specified
embedment, the above Hilti bolts violated the "effective" embedment
requirements.



The TRT undertook additional hardware inspections to ascertain the regu-
larity with which these specific items may exist. A1l accessible pipe
supports in Room 77N, at the 810-foot, 6-inch elevation of the Unit 1
Safeguards Building, were inspected for “frequently occurring" defi-
ciencies 1, 2, 3 and 4 listed above. To assess the level of occurrence of *
“frequently occurring" deficiency 5, electrical support 'Hilti' baseplates
Tocated in the Cable Spread Room 133, at the 807-foot elevation of the

Unit 1 Auxiliary Building, were inspected. For details on “fregquently
occurring” deficiency 6, see item A.2, “Locking Device for Threaced Fas-
teners," of the pipe support cgeficiencies, described above.

Electrical Raceway Support Inspections

The TRT inspected electrical conduit supports and cable tray hangers
to the reguirements of QI-QP-11.10-1, Inspection of Seismic Electrical
Support and Restraint Systems; QI-QP-11.21-1, Requirements of Visual
Weld Inspection; and other applicable instructions for conduit support
and cable tray hanger inspections. A1l electrical raceway supports
included in TRT inspections had been previously QC accepted. Table 4
summarizes the results of the TRT inspections not previously provided
as part of our letter of September 18, 1984.

The TRT found the following discrepancies during its inspection of
selected electrical conduit supports and cable tray hangers in Unit 1:

1. Undersize Welds:

(a) Applicable criterion

DCA 3464, Rev. 23, page 3 of 32, note 3 states in part that
"welding requirements as shown on various details should be

read as the minimum requirement.*
(b) Examples of undersize welds

Three of four welds on conduit support C120-21-194-3 (cable
spread room) were undersized. The required weld size was
174" at all weld joints, while the measured weld size was
7/32" to 5/32" for the full lengths of three out of the
four welds.

Similarly, cable tray hanger CTH 5824 (Containment Building)
had 12 undersize welds. The all-around welds on the six
horizontal beams should be 1/4" in size, according to
details L, and Ly on Drawing FSE-00159, sheet 5824, 1 of 2.
The measured size of these welds was 3/156" to 5/32" at each
connection. Also, support IN-SP-7b exhibited undersize

. welds measuring 7/32" to 5/32" instead of the required 1/4".
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Table 4 Summary of electrical raceway support inspection by the TRT = urit 1

Support welds inspected . 59
Supports inspected L ia

Supnorts with problems 3 (60%)

Types of problems

Hardware-related, other than welding 6
Unauthorized configuration change 1
Weld-related types of problems (categories) 2
Welds requiring rework 41
Welds made in field but not recorded on drawing 80**
Beam stiffeners added but not recorded on drawing 40
Building/Area Supports
Cable Spread Room CTH 12646
C 130-21-250-3
C 120~-21-1%4-3
Auxiliary Building CTH 6742
Containment CTH 5824

®A11 electrical supports inspected by the TRT had been previously inspected
and accepted by QC.

**Full visual inspection was not performed by the TRT on these extra welds.



2. Misplaced Welds:

(a) Applicable criterion

1-QP-11.10-1, Revision 29, Paragraph 3.5.2. Assemb]
nspection, includes the requirement to inspect a support
for configuration. Paragraph 3.6.2 of the same procedure
requires that support welds receive visual fnspection and

that nonconforming welds be reported.

(b) Examples of misplaced welds

During inspection of Hanger CTH-6742, the TRT found that two
structural welds were made in the wrong direction. The
3/16" shop welds which join MK-10 and MK-11 were made hori-
zontally instead of vertically, as shown on drawing
FSE-00159, sheet 6742. QC Inspection Report ME-I-0024909,

- dated February 16, 1984, accepted all inspectable attributes
as satisfactory prior to the TRT inspection.

3. Unauthorized Configuration Changes:

(a) Applicable criterion

aI-QP-ll.lo-l. Inspection of Seismic Electrical Support and
estraint ¥stems, paragraph 3.5.2 includes the requirement

or inspection of a support for configuration compliance.

(b) Examples of configuration change

The TRT found that cable tray hanger CTH 5824 (Containment
Building) had been fabricated to include 40 more stiffeners
and 80 more welds than required or shown on drawing
FSE-00159, sheet 5824, 2 of 2, Detail L,. Inspection Report
ME-1-0006155 verified final QC inspection and acceptance on
January 3, 1984,

Further, cable tray hanger CTH-6742 (Auxiliary Building),
Clip, MK-12, should be 6" x 6" x 3/4" angle stock in accord-
ance with FSE-00159, sheet 6742. The actual flange thick-
ness of MK-12 was 3/8".

4. Hilti Anchor Bolt Installation Deficiencies:
(a) Applicable criterion
1, Concrete Anchor Bolt Installation, provided

req or proper installation and inspection of
Hilti anchor bolts.




(b) Examples of Hilti bolt deficiencies

CTH-6742 (Auxiliary Building) anchor bolt torque was not
verified (paragraph 3.5 of the procedure). Hilti bolts were
not marked in accordance with attachment 1 of the procedure, *
nor was the length of these bolts verifiable (paragraph 3.2).

CTH-5824 (Containment Building) base plate bolt holes had
violated minimum edge distance--edge distance cannot be less
than 1 7/8" (Attachment 2 of the procedure). Actual dis-
tance was 1 5/8" to 1 3/8" from the nearest plate edge.

This condition affected five of the eight Hilti anchor bolt
holes in the base plates for this hanger.

One Hilti bolt was skewed to more than 15 degrees. Maximum
allowable skew was 6 degrees without corrective bevel
washers (paragraph 3.1.2).

The Hilti bolt torque on this hanger CTH 6741 (Auxiliary
Building) was not documented as being verified by QC
(paragraph 3.5).

S. Undersize Nuts:

There was inconsistency in the application of nuts for SA-325
bolts in that both standard and heavy hex nuts were used. No
stipulation was found which would permit the use of standard
(non-heavy) hex nuts. This condition is a potential violation
of the Material Sgocification ASTM A325 (ASTM, Part 4-1974
aragraph 1.5, which provides that "heavy hex structura) bolts
and heavy hex nuts shall be furnished unless other dimensional
requirements are stipulated...." B&R Drawing No. FSE-000159,

sheet 5824, 2 of 2, required the use of ASTM A325 boits for
cable tray hanger number CTH-5824.

Summary of Pipe Support and Electrical Raceway Support Inspections

The as-built verification effort conducted by the TRT provides evi-
dence of faulty construction by craft personnel, installed hardware
that does not match as-built drawings, and ineffective QA and QC
inspections. Despite the small size of the TRT's sample, there appears
to be a large number of deficiencies. The potential also exists that
these deficiencies are not represented correctly in the final stress
analysis.
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5 DOCUMENT CONTROL

The TRT evaluated the CPSES document control system to determine if it was
effective and if it ensured consistent quality of documents for construction
practices and records. The results of this review showed the following
problems.

A. The TRT found that there was a potential for document control center (DCC)
field distribution centers (satellites) to issue deficient document packages
to craft personnel. Typical problems identified were: packages were not
thoroughly examined; procedures and guidelines were not specific or were
not followed; and documents controlling operation of the centers existed
in the form of guidelines and charts rather than as controlled procedures.

B. The TRT found that many problems indicative of inadequate drawing control
existed at CPSES from September 1981 to April 1984. These problems had
been identified prior to the TRT's evaluation by both TUEC and NRC
Region IV audi;s and reviews.

Prior to placing the satellites in operation (a phased effort between
February and August 1983), DCC distributed drawings, component modifica-
tion cards (CMCs), and design change authorizations (DCAs) to file custo-
dians, welding engineering, the pipe fabrication shop, QC, and the hanger
task force. Document control through this system proved to be ineffective.

In an attempt to correct identified problems, DCC satellites were created
to distribute drawings to field personnel, rather than use the file custo-
dians. However, between August 1983 and April 1984, recurring problems
with document control were identified. Examples of the types of document
control problems that existed between August 1983 and April 1984 were as
follows:

1. Drawings released to the field were not current.

2. Drawing and specification changes were not current.

3. Design documentation packages were incomplete.

4. DCC did not provide the satellites with up-to-date drawings, CMCs,
DCAs and document revisions.

5. Drawings hanging from an open rack, which had no checkout control,
were available to craft and QC personnel.

6. Desfgn change logs were inacturate.
7. Design documents were not always properly accounted for in DCC.

8. Current and superseded copies of design documents were filed
together.
9. Satellite distribution lists were inaccurate.

10. There were discrepancies between drawings contained in the
satellites and those in DCC.
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11. Some drawings were missing from the satellite files.

12. Telephone requests for design documents resulted in the issuance of
documents that bypassed the controlled distritution system.

In April 1984, top management took a direct interest in recurring
document control problems. Their efforts appear to have been successful.
For instance, in April 1984 satellites 306 and 307 had error rates of 30%
and 10%, respectively; but by July 1984, these error rates had fallen to
less than 1X for both satellites. The TRT has found that TUEC document
control after July 1984 was adequate; however, the effects of document

gggtrol inadequacies prior to July 1984 have yet to be fully analyzed by
L.

Deficiency reporting procedure CP-EP-16.3 appeared to relate only to craft
and engineering personnel and was not directed to noncraft and nonengineer-
ing personnel who may have had knowledge of reportable items. Proredure
CP-EP-16.3 indicated that the applicable manager was responsible for docu-
menting and reporting Deficiency and Disposition Reports (DDRs); but there
were no checks or balances to ensure that a manager cr a designated substi-
tute would process a DDR.

TUEC did not consider the CYGNA audit findings regarding the DCC as
appropriate for formal reporting to the NRC pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e),
as required by procedure LP-EP-16.3, “Control of Reportable Deficiencies.”

The TRT found that the DCI issued a controlied copy stamp to the QC depart-
ment to expedite the flow of hanger packages to the Authorized Nuclear
Inspector. Methods for this kind ‘f issuance and control of such stamps
were nct described in TUEC's procedures.

TRAINING/QUALIFICATION

The TRT identified numerous weaknesses during its review of the ASME and nom
ASME training, certification, and qualification of QC and DCC personne’. TUEC's
training and certification program lacked the programmatic controls to ensure
that the requirements in 10 CFR 50, Appendix B were achieved and maintainec.

The items identified by the TRT include those listed below, in addition to the
items previously provided in our letter of September 18, 1984.

A. Twenty percent of the training records reviewed contained nn verifica-
tion of education or work experience.

B. The results of Level I certification tests were used for some
Level II certifications rather than the results of a Level II
test.

C. After failing a certification test, a candidate could take the
fdentica) test again.



D.
E.
F.
G.

Certifications were not always signed or dated.
White-out was used on certification tests.
Seven inspectors had questionable qualifications. *

There was no limit or control on the number of times an examina-
tion could be retaken.

No guidelines were provided for the use of waivers for om-the- job
training.

In some cases recertification was accomplished by a simple “yes"
from a supervisor.

There was no formal orientation training for DCC personnel prior
to August 1983.

The responsibility for administration of the nom-ASME training
program was not clearly assigned to a single individual or group.

Non-ASME personnel capabilities were Toosely defined by levels
(1, 11, III). !

There were numerous additional problems in non-ASME certification
testing, such as: no requirement for additiona!l training between
a failed test and the retest; no time limitation between a failed
test and a retest; two different scoring methods to agrade a test
and a retest; no guidelines on how a test question should be
disqualified; no program for periodically establishing new tests
except when procedures changed; and no details on how the
administration of tests should be monitored. .

The exemption provision in ANSI N45.2.6, which allowed substitution
of previous experience or demonstrated capability, was the normal
mathod for qualifying inspection personnel rather than the exceptional
method.

VALVE INSTALLATION

The TRT found that installation of certain butt-welded valves in three systems
required removal of the valve bonnets and internals prior to welding to protect
temperature-sensitive parts. The three systems involved were the spent fuel
cooling and cleaning system, the boron recycle system, and the chemical and
volume control system. This installation process was poorly controlled in

that disassembled parts were piled in uncontrolied areas, resulting in lost,
damaged, or interchanged parts. This practice created the potential for inter-
changing walve bonnets and internal parts having different pressure and temper—
ature ratings.
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8 ONSITE FABRICATION

The TRT findings regarding onsite fabrication shop activities indicated that:

A.

The scrap and salvage pile in the fabrication (fab) shop laydown yard
was not identified and did not have restricted access.

Material requisitions prepared in the fab shbp did not comply with
the applicable procedure.

The fab shop foremen were not familiar with procedures that controlled
the work under their responsibility.

Fabrication and installation procedures did not include information to
ensure that B&R-fabricated threads conformed to design specifications
or to an applicable standard.

Indeterminate bulk materials that accumulated as a result of site
cleanup operations were mingled with controlled safety and nonsafety
material in the fab shop laydown yard.

Site surveillance of material storage was not documented.

Work in the fab shop was performed in response to memos and sketches
instead of hanger packages, travelers, and controlled drawings.

9  HOUSEKEEPING AND SYSTEM CLEANLINESS

TRT fnspections at CPSES indicated that the facility was well maintained.
However, two issues were identified that indicate housekeeping and system
cleanliness deficiencies.

A.

The TRT reviewed the August 6, 1984, draft of fiush procedure FP-55-08.
The purpose of this procedure was to verify the cleanliness of Unit 1
reactor coolant loops, including the reactor vessel, by means of hand-
wiping, visual inspection, and swipe testing. Tests to determine
surface chloride and fluoride contamination were performed by TUEC
systems test engineers and Westinghouse representatives. The TRT
notes, however, that FP-55-08 required only two swipe tests of the
reactor vessel——one on the side and one on the bottom. This limited
number of swipe tests may not provide adequate assurance that the
vessel had been properly cleaned.

In rooms 67, 72, and 74 of the Unit 2 Safeguards Building, the TRi
observed that not all snubbers were wrapped with protective covering
when welding was being done in close proximity to them. This practice
was a violation of B&R procedure CP-CPM-14.1, which required protec-
tion of installed equipment during welding. This condition was
femediately correctec when the TRT reported it to TUEC QA management,
and an inspection was performed by TUEC to correct similar conditions
tg other areas as well.
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10  NONCONFORMANCE REPORTS (NCRs)

There were several weaknesses in the NCR and deficiency identification reporting
cystems. The TRT found that:

A. The TUEC procedure for preparation and processing of NCRs did not
contain explicit instructions for handling voided NCRs.

B. NCRs were used as a tracking document to record removal of a part from
equipment on a permanent equipment transfer rather than for reporting
a nonconforming condition; such usage of the NCR was not defined in
procedures.

C. There was an inconsistency between paragraphs 2.1 and 3.2.1 in pro-
cedure CP-QP-16.0. Paragraph 2.1 required all site employees to
report nonconformances to their supervisor or to thé site QA super-
visor, while paragraph 3.2.1 required persons other than QA or QC
personnel to submit a draft NCR to the Paper Flow Group.

D. The NCR form had no form number or revision date to indicate that the
form was being adequately controlled.

E. There were two versions of the TUEC NCR form, one with and one with-
out a space for the Authorized Nuclear Inspection (ANI) review.

F. The NCR form had mo spacc.to identify the cause of the nonconformance
and the steps taken to prevent its recurrence.

G. The NCR form had no provision for quality assurance review.

H.  The TRT found approximately 40 different forms (other than NCRs) for
recording deficiencies. Many of these forms and reports were not
considered in trending nonconforming conditions.

11  MATERIALS

The as-built review effort by the TRT included a material traceability check on
33 of the same pipe supports that the TRT had field inspected. The material
traceability was adequate for those 33 pipe supports, with the exception of
four material identification discrepancies, as noted in section 4 on as-built

. inspections. '

In another case, TUEC failed to maintain material traceability for safety-
related material and numerous hardware components. This QA breakdown was

identified in an ASME Code survey in October 1981 yet was not reported to the
NRC in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e).
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