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MEETING TO DISCUSS
TECHNICAL REVIEW TEAM STAFF FINNINGS - COMANCHE PEAK

|
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7920 Neorfolk Avenue

Bethesda, Maryland

Friday, January 17, 1985
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PROCEEDINGS

MR. EISENHUT: Can I have your attention. We're
going to go ahead and get started.

My name is Darrell Eisenhut, Director of Licensing,
with the NRC. This is a meeting to discuss QA concerns on
Coranche Peak.

In the way of background I should point out that
over the last months we've had a program underway to conduct
an intensive onsite review looking at portions of the
facility. We've had a number of briefings here actually in
this room before on the results of some of that work.

Today is actually the last briefing that we've
programmed in this overall program where the Staff is giving
a briefing of its findings, it's conclusions, bringing forth
the issues.

Today we're going to be discussing the issues
that were identified in the January 8, 1985 letter that I
sent to Mr. Spence of Texas Utilities.

The Staff will go through today and discuss the
findings, the issues, try to articulate the bases for our
concerns. To the extent we can we're going to have the
utility - as I said, it's not the normal system -- but the
utility has an opportunity to ask us questions, make sure
you undersctand the issues and the questions as we see them.

Following today's meeting I think the process
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3
will get back to more what I'll consider the classical

normal review process where I would expect the utility to

come forth with a revised program plan, to come forth with
whatever program you would envision pulling out to resolve
these iessues.

I would envision us resolving the issues
technically first and secondly, of course, in the project we
have a hearing underway on some of these same issues. So
after we resolve the technical issues it would be in that
form.

I want to mention it because of the large number
of activities that we have on this project. Looking at the
project we've had everything from extensive routine
inspections to a CAT team, that is a Construction Assessment
Team, to an extensive review by a technical review team
headed by Vince Noonan, who's here with me.

The utility, of course, has had an IDVP. A
number of activities have been done. We have formed a
QA/QC, basically a review group, to look at all these things
in cncert and figure out what they really mean.

The management panel will assess what does all of
this mean in concert. Some membere of the panel that are
addressing the subject are here today. They'll be here
listening, getting up to speed, et cetera. The panel, of

course, is described in my letter sent on January 8 of this

year.
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4
The basic format for today's meeting as I see it

will be that we'd like to start off by giving the utility an

opportunity, if you have any comments, followed by

Mr. Noonan, his Staff on the TRT, and we'll go through in
some detail the findings followed by -~ if you'd like to
make any comments during the discussion feel free to
interrupt. We certainly would if it was the other way
around so feel free to use this opportunity, Mr. Spence, you
and any of your Staff.

At the end of the meeting I would entertain a
short comment from any of the actual Intervenors in the
hearing if there is a representative here today.

With me today on my left is Bob Martin, of
course, who's the Regional Administrator, Region 4, in
Arlington, Texas.

At this point what I guess I'd like %o do is turn
it over to the utility and Vince Noonan will go through the
actual detailed substance of it.

Mr. Spence, if you have any comments before we
get into the details of going through the set of slides,
they have been made available on the table. The slide are
here for anyone who doesn't have them.

One other point. We are keeping a transcript of
today's meeting. That transcript will be served on al. the

parties in the proceeding so that transcript will be made
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available shortly after this meeting.

2 With that, Bob, do you have any comments?

3 (No response.)

“ MR. EISENHUT: If not, Mr. Spence, if you have

5 any comments then we'll go to Mr. Noonan.

6 MR. SPENCE: PFor the berefit of the recorder, I'm
7 Mike Spence, President of Texas Utility Generating Company.
8 We appreciate the opportunity to have this meeting with you
9 today. We think it's important to us to serve as an
10 opportunity to gain some further understanding of the QA/QC
11 findings that you've identified in the January 8th letter

12 and to help us make sure we have a thorough understanding of
13 the basis for each of the issues identified to enable us to
14 fully address them as we develop our program plan and
15 schedule for resolving these issues which we will submit to
16 you per the request of your letter of January 8th.
17 Let me say at the outset, as President of TUGCo I
18 veiw these matters, these issues, as matters are of extreme
‘ 19 concern to my company and to the Commanche Peak project. 1

20 recognize the need for us to aggressively address these

~N
—

issues and resolve them to my satisfaction as well as to

your satisfaction.

~
w

I also recognize the need to recognize that our

~
&

program plan and the actions that we take under that prcgram

N
w

plan would serve to establish the regular conference of the
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agency in our plan.

In order to underscore the degree of importance
that I place on these QA issues that you've provided us, I
have directed our attorneys to request the Atomic Safety &
Licensing Board to defer any formal hearings that might be
scheduled before the board until March. And I've also
directed our attorneys to ask the ASLB to suspend their
consideration on pending 50.57 C motions seeking authority
to load fuel and do pre-critical testing.

My purpose in directing these actions through our
attorneys to the ASLB is to allow us at TUGCo adequate time
to carefully assess these issues. both the TRT issue as well
as the related issues before the Atomic Safety & Licensing
Board ancd make sure we get a handle on the full extent of
the scope of the problems. All this in order to satisfy
myself personally that there are no issues left unresolved
that may impact safety before we proceed with our request
for fuel load authority.

With these initial comments I would like to
introduce some of those that are here on behalf of TUGCo
today. First, here at the table with me to participate in
the discussions, on my left is John Beck, Manager of
Licensing for TUGCo. On my right is Mr. John Hansel,
Director of Engineering and Environmental Services Division

of the Evaluation Research Corporatior. Mr. Hansel serves
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7
as review team leader on QA/QC issues on our Commanche Peak

response team that has been formed to respond to all TLT
issues. Furthermore, Mr. Hansel is currently President of
the American Society of Quality Control and has 32 years of
experience in quality assurance, quality control,
reliability, and testing phases.

I1'd also like to introduce some other outside
members, outside being outside the TUGCo organization of our
Commanche Peak response team, the review team leaders and
members of our senior review team, who are here today at my
request to learn firsthand how these QA issues that we're
going to be discussing will impact our ongoing efforts
related to TRT findings that you've previously identified.

I'll ask each to stand as I identify them.
First, members of our senior review team that are here
today.

Mr. Tony Buell? Mr. Buell is President of the
Energex Corporation.

Mr. John deBear, Manager of Nuclear Safety and
Licensing of the Terra Corporation.

Also, on our senior review team as an outside
member who was unable to be here today is Mr. John French,
who's Vice-president of the Delia Corporation.

1'd also like to introduce Mr. Lou Flacker,
Executive Vice-president, Engineering and Construction, for

TUGCo. And
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2 Quality Assurance for TUGCo.
3 We also have with us today industry experts whom
B we 've engaged to serve as review team leaders on our
5 Commanche Peak response team. I'd like to introduce these
6 gentlemen to you.
7 Mr. Martin Jones is a private consultant and is
8 serving as the review team leader for our electrical and
9 instrumentation and control area of our response team.
10 Mr. Howard Levin, Manager of Engineering for the
11 Terra Corporation. Howard is serving as review team leader
12 for our civil, structural, and mechanical areas.
13 Mr. Monty Wise. Monty is President of Wise &
! 14 Associates., He serves as review team leader for our testing
15 program area.
16 Not able to be with us today as an additional
17 outside member of our review team is Mr. E. P. Stroup,
18 Director of Technical Services for Technology for Energy

™
—
v

Corporation. And he is the review team leader for the

20 protective coatings area of our response team.

21 I hope I've not inadvertently omitted any meal-rs
22 of our team.

23 I1'd also like to take this opportunity to

24 introduce members of our legal team who are working on our
25 docket here today. All of you have met Mick Reynolds, a




1 DAVpp

6980 01 08

e O N O v P W N -

N N N N N N o e e e et et i it e
M & W N = O ¥V O ON OO e W N =~ O

9
firm of Bishop, Lieberman, Cook, Purcell & Reynolds.

In addition to Mr. Reynolds, we also have with us

today, Mr. Robert Wooldridge, General Counsel to Texas
Utility Company, TUGCo. He's with the firm of Warsham,
Forsythe, Sanders, and Wooldridge of Dallas.

I1'd also like to introduce to you today, Mr. Tom
Digman. Tom is a partner in the firm of Ropes & Gray of
Boston, Massachusetts, and is a recent addition to our
team. He provides us additional legal resources to support
our ongoing legal efforts along with Mr. Reynolds and
Mr. Wooldridge.

Referring back to the outside members of our
review team whom I introduced, I expect to have input from
these outside members of our response team before I respond
with our program required by your letter of January the 8th.

I'm also == I think it's worth mentioning before
I close -~ I'm also reviewing the present structure of our
Commanche Peak response team to determine if it is the most
appropriate structure to adequately address the concerns
that have been raised in the January 8 letter.

Mr. Beck reminded me that I failed to introduce
also Mr. Don Davis, who is here from the Terra Corporation.

With those introductions and opening comments,
I'1l turn it back to Mr. Noonan.

MR. EISENHUT: Let me make one short comment.
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be able to, after the meeting of this morning -- I thirk in
the schedule we're looking at we'll proceed along and try to
wrap it up at whatever hour it takes but we're certainly
here as long as you'd like to answer questions. I say that
only because the weather situation outside and I do
appreciate the large turnout and the interest in the meeting
today.

I also want to introduce William Dircks who has

joined us, Executive Director, NRC.

11 With that, Vince, why don't you proceed on?
12 MR. NOONAN: Good morning, Gentlemen.
13 My name is Vince Noonan, Director of the
' 14 Commanche Peak project.
15 Just a few things before we actually get into the
16 actual presentation by Mr. Herb Livermore. He's the group

17 leader for the QA/QC team.

18 This is a meeting between us, NRC and the
[ 4 19 Applicants. At the end of this meeting we will have an
20 opportunity for the public to make comments prior to closing
21 the meeting. We're here this morning basically to talk
22 about the QA letter that we sent out on January 8 that was

23 in our findings and a few other things that might be of
24 interest to the people here.

25 Our first SERs will be camera-ready early next
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week and will be in Mr. Eisenhut's office Monday morning.

We have, basically, the electrical and the testing SERs.
They have been completed and are now being prepared for
being camera-ready at the printers. We'll have civil and
structural SERs shortly behind that and sumetime in the
early part of next month, between the middle to the end of
next month, I'd have SERs in the position for NRC management
to take a look at them.

We have -- basically, are working very hard to
close out the feedback interviews and just a slight status
on that is that we have a total of 73 allegers. We have
basically given initial interviews to about 50 of those
people and we have given what we call the actual final
feedback interviews to about 30. We have about 19 people
that we did not locate. We have tried various means to
locate them including sending registered letters to them,
but we cannot locate the people and we will continue to try
to locate them, but there are about 19 there. Six have
declined interviews with the NRC. They feel that they are
unprepared to talk to the NRC at this point. We have sent
those people letters also asking them to reconsider and we
have about 18 now that within the next two weeks we hope ‘o
provide the final interviews. So the alleger program is
moving toward its finish and I think we're pretty close to

being done with that part of it.
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2 the briefing. I just have one slide to put up there as more
3 or less a summary.

- (Slide.)

5 You heard Mr. Livermore basically talk about

6 these types of items. Maybe from my perspective in seeing

7 the QA findings, we'll be seeing the number of findings

8 here. I suspect that at this kind of an effort at any

9 point, we're going to find -- I don't care what plan there
10 is, we're going to find these kinds of things. What bothers
11 us here is basically the numbers we found and the
12 consistency with which we found them in the sample that we
13 looked at. We also have concern about the management role,
14 about management providing significant commitment to the

15 QA/QC of the Commanche Peak project. I don't plan to go
16 into anymore detail on that.

17 I think what we have to look at now is the

18 hardware. The hardware is as we would want it for the

19 startup of this proceeding.

20 With that I'm going to go ahead and introduce
21 Mr. Herb Livermore. He's the group leader for the TRT.
22 Herb, go ahead.

23

24

25
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2 MR. LIVERMORE: Good morning. My name is Herb

3 Livermore. I'm the TRT QA/QC Group Leader.

B I have a group of slides now I'd like to show

5 highlighting some of the items from our QA/QC letter to the
6 Applicant.

7 Our first slide is a short overview of the

8 as-built function. The TRT QA/QC Group had a group of five
9 on-site sessions of two weeks each. I took over the group
10 at the end of the second session. Personnelwise, we have
11 varying -- anywhere from 14 to 20 people during the course
12 of our stay down in Texas. This group of people had over
13 300 years experience in general engineering, nuclear and

1¢ nonnuclear, including over 200 years in QA/QC.
15 Our major thrust was in the area of 124

16 allegations, issues and concerns in 12 categories, and they
17 are listed, the 12 categories, there.

18 By the way, these slides are in your handout.

19 Each one is exactly the same.

20 Our main thrust of effort was addressing the

21 allegations. We have expanded on each. We tried to build
22 an umbrella around each allegation, addressing any QA/QC

23 concerns of a generic nature and any management problems we
24 happened to discover along the way. Was management

25 effective or ineffective, et cetera?
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Our area was always safety-related. It

encompasses Unit 1. We did not get into the operations
area, and we did not get into the operations of QA. We used
everything we could. We used depositions, transcripts,
inspection records, the allegations, everything we could lay
our hands on in addressing problems.

The output of our effort is now in a total of 65
SSERs, supplemental safety evaluations. They cover over 12
categories. Our effort is still in progress in this area.

The letter to the Applicants is the status of our
efforts at this point. During our effort down in Texas
about halfway through 124 issues we found examples of
hardware problems. Problems that the hardware is not in
accordance with the drawings. We found some examples of
ineffective QC.

At this point, we were no longer in just a
miss rate, hit or miss on hardware. Now we were shifting
emphasis to program problems in the QA/QC area. The minute
we realized this, we realized that no matter what we did
programmatic-wise, there would always be questions,
arguments, which are always contingent when you talk about
QA/QC et cetera. So we said there's only one proof of the
pudding -- go see how the hardware is, take a look at it,
inspect a block of hardware. If it's okay; fine. If it

isn't; then we know we do have probiems.
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So this new effort required an additional

category, which we called "as-pbuilts." And we embarked on
our own hardware inspection.

(Slide.

The next slide has to do with our as-built
inspections. I might talk about that a little bit. In our
group, we had two teams of twc personnel each, a total of
six people.

Mark Ely, on my right, was the group leader in
this effort. All the people in this effort were engineers
and also MDE-qualified and they had experience in this type
of sites.

Our time was limited in this effort to two
sessions, and our applicable effort was in Unit 1, only
safety-related hardware. We addressed only finished
bought-off items, documentation from the vault, in all
previously inspected, finished. The rooms were cleaned,
locked up, security was in effect, and they were ready for
fuel load. They were completed.

We used the existing QC check list, the same paper
that the company used, and we did nothing new. We did
inspections exactly the way that they were going to be
done. Whenever possible, we brought along the two act QC.

Our findings in this as-built area do not include

those of the other TRT group findings. They are in addition
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to.

You note in our as-built, we start right off with
pipe supports. The question is, why did we go to pipe
supports? That s real easy. We had four allegations
which just led us in that direction. It was just natural
expansion. There was nothing funny about it. We just went
up there. In the two-week span that we had, that was the
easiest way to go.

You'll notice on the slide, we had 42 Class 1, 2
and 3 pipe supports inspected by the TRT. We found 46
deficiencies that were identified on 26 of the pipe
supports. This is a general summation. We'll have some
four slides that will tell you and show you what these
problems were.

Types of pipe support deficiencies involved,
you'll notice are listed there, from procedure inadequacy to
material identification to welds to QC records. That type
of thing.

Of this, we started to see some frequent
occurrence in some of these deficiencies. These were loose
or rather it was missing. This type of thing.

So at this point we said we've got to go further
on this. So then we picked a room up in the Safeguards
Building. We went into some of the struts and snubbers,

some of th. same types of ;'roblems. We picked a room and
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just concentrated on that room. We uncovered some more

deficiencies. We expanded some in the electrical area.

Time was running out on us. We got into the electrical

area. We looked at five electrical supports. Nine
deficiencies were identified on three of the electrical
supports. This will be shown in Table 6 on a later
handout. These were hardware configurations and web
problems.

Our findings will really show that the hardware
was not in accordance with the licensee and/or code
requirements. They were missed by QC. There were no NCRs
for these particular items and there were eantries on the QC
check sheets that had been signed off. We did not attempt any
engineering disposition, as these problems had clear
importance. All we did was find them. They were not in
accordance with the requirements.

Our safety significance of what we found is that
QC did not find these deficiencies.

(Sslide.)

On these next slides, on Table 1, if you'll bear
with me, questions on the first slide should be answered by
subsequent slides.

Again, I'll just touch the highlights on this.

Supports inspected by the group were 42. W

jumped down; it says hangers with nonconformance.
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1l DAVbw There were 26. Total deficiencies, 46. In other words,

2 there were 46 deficiencies on 26 hangers. The details of

3 these are on Table 2 of the handout.

B Down below, you'll notice we just say different

- types of deficiencies, 25. These were on Table 2 of the

6 handout.

7 The welds inspected without paint by the TRT. We
8 have with and without paint. A total of 394 welds were

9 looked at. Welds needing repair were 10. Again, I'll note
10 that all 42 type supported by the TRT had been previously
11 final QC accepted.

12 MR. EISENHUT: Herb, let me make a comment. And
13 let me make sure the reader down here is following the

14 numbers. The way we're counting in this exercise, with 26
15 hangers, found some nonconformances. We're actually looking
16 at the 42 supports inspected in the first place. I think
17 it's theoretically possible to find thousands ci

18 deficiencies. 1It's not that there's a difference. The way

4 19 we count, you can certainly find more deficiencies in

20 supports than when you look at it in the first place. So I
21 want to be sure that there's not a discrepancy between 46
22 and 42. When you look at all the welds, it's possible to
23 find a lot bigger number.

24 MR. HANSEL: Many, many attributes.

25 MR. EISENHUT: 1It's the attributes of the hanger.
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That's why there were 46 deficiencies found in 42 hangers.

MR. LIVERMORE: Thank you.

MR. HANSEL: Mr. Livermore, before you go on. On
the six you found to be recurring, are you going to address
those in more detail?

MR. LIVERMORE: Would you say that again.

MR. HANSEL: On the previous slide, you talked
about six that had frequent occurrence back on mechanical.
Are you going to address those in more detail?

MR. LIVERMORE: Yes, we will. There will be a
slide that will detail those.

(slide.

The second slide is just very brief. It shows you
the buildings and the system breakdowns we went to. And as
were noted in our letter to the Applicant, five originated
from allegations and the other 37, the TRT just randomly
selected. We didn't do anything like a machine-generated
selection process. We started with the allegations and then
just picked others we felt necessary to look at.

The total on that slide totals up to 42.

(Slide.)

The next slide, Table 2. These are, as I
mentioned, some of the welding ones. We'll come back to
that.

Here are the deficiencies we found other than
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welding and the requirements for these deficiencies, again,

were the Applicant requirements, the drawing procedures.
These are the same ones we mentioned in the letter.

This Table 2 goes on a bit.

(Slide.)

I'm not really ready for that slip, but number
one, I just want to mention a couple.

Notice how it set up a deficiency where it lists
the hanger numbers and deficiencies in the hardware. Just
another method of trying to present everything we looked at
in different forms, so you can add or subtract it or do
whatever you feel is necessary to address it.

Item number 1, the no-locking device on threaded
fasteners.

We do have a slide over here, if somebody can clip
that on.

(slide.)

This is in your handout. This will identify some
of the areas we're talking about here. No-locking device,
threaded fasteners.

Anyway, there's a picture there. I think you'll
be able to find most of these, like number 1, number 6 and
number 7.

Number 6 is the snupper adapter plate.

Insufficient thread engagement. You have that down right
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in the picture.

Number 7, insufficient thread engagement, threaded
rod sight holes. This picture shows where you can see the
threaded rod. And if you look in there, you cannot see any
evidence of the threaded rod.

So we'll just leave this up here. We do have a
handout.

I think I need to put the light on, but you can
follow it in your handout.

(slide.)

Again, this is another list. 13. The snubber cold
set dimension does not match drawing. Probably that was
rated at 3/4 of an inch. Snubber orientation does not match
the drawing. And the real purpose or the real seriousness
of that one is that QC did not identify that. Whether or
not engineering disposition says it's okay or not, the main
importance is that QC did not pick it up and identify it.

(slide.)

The next slide, 17 through 25. We'll get back and
talk slightly about the welds. Again, this is strictly for
identification. Notice the deficiencies total 46, and 42
pipe supports that were inspected by TRT had been finally QC
inspected.

What I want to dc now is kind of go back. This is

kind of an overview.
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Now I want to go back.

(Slide.)

Now you have slide, Table 3, that reviews the pipe
support welds. This, again, is a repeat of the Applicant
letter, but notice the 42 pipe supports. 6 supports
required weld repair. We get 6 over 40. That's about 14
percent. Again, we're playing a numbers game, but I'm
providing every form [ can.

The total number of welds, it comes out at the
bottom. The welds requiring repair, percent of total welds
inspected is 2-1/2 percent. I might note at this point, in
some other plants, the hit rate is about the same. Some of
these same other plants did take corrective action.

One of the things we noticed, one might mention
here, we talk about the welds, we did have to have the paint
removed in these welds, because they were finished. This
may have masked additional defects. Therefore, increasing
2-1/2 percent.

Table 4.

(slide.)

MR. HANSEL: Did you use any nondestructive
methods for examining those welds, or were those all visual?

MR. LIVERMORE: We only used NDE nondestructive
methods. When I think, very minimally, it was necessary, as

the code said, we would have had to follow out some
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indications. I think we saw a couple of them. We saw

indications of lack of fusion, and we wanted to follow that
further. In that case, we did request and had the company
cut along with us with their own ND people. We had our own
ND qualified, but we wanted to be sure that they saw exactly
what we saw at that point in time.

There was no minimal. We us&d the normal
inspection methods for QC.

MR. HANSEL: The same as the Tugco inspectors did?

MR. LIVERMORE: Correct. Only in the cases where
we felt it was necessary to go any further to see suspect
areas, we did use some NDE liquid penetrant.

MR. HANSEL: How was the paint removed?

MR. LIVERMORE: We requested, first of all, paint
tninner. It did not work. At that point, we requested the
next thing was soft wire brushing. We ended up with medium
wire brushing. And at that time, the limited amount of time

MR. HANSEL: None of this probably would have
affected the inspection or should have.

MR. LIVERMORE: 1It's unknown. Every time you
start wire brushing wells, you start burnishing the metal
and you may lose something there. It's just an unknown.
That's why I mentioned previously, you know, we had to have

the paint removed. And the percentage there, we might have
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found more

Table 4. Summary of additional support
inspections.

Now the original 32, we talked about who did
this. We found some areas that required looking. We talked
about 6 before. In addition to the original 42, we did an
intense inspection of Room 77-N. Our concern, as I said
before, we saw some of these same repetitive problems that
weren't found by QC, so we increased our field of concern.
And again, we did it in this particular area. We were time
limited and just went in that direction.

This is a list here of some of these items. The
first three, bearing clearance, locking device missing, pipe
clamp halves not parallel. These were violations of site
procedures. They're shown -- the load 10 locking device is
shown on your handout. And we brought it out here, and it
shows the percent efficient. The snubber adapter plate
bolts with less than full engagement. We have to be
determined there. The reason for that is that the code
addresses the net end or stock and then says, no, you've got
to have full engagement, whereas the site procedure says,
yes, this may be valid. But the design justification
calculations have not just been found. We could not find
this or any backup, so we're leaving this to the licensee,

and we're requesting you to provide us with this.
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(Slide.)

Table S. This is a continuation again. We did
get into the electrical area, that we talked about the Hilti
Kwick bolt. From 24 bolts inspected, we got three
deficient. That's 12-1/2 percent in this minimum sample.

We did take an allowance to the site procedures
and the requirements they had. These weren't just close.
Sometimes you say, here, was this just a hairline in the
middle of the line? And these weren't that case.

(Slide.)

Table 6. Again, a summary of the electrical
support inspection. This, again, is the same as the
Applicant letter. They were accepted by QC.

Why did we go to electrical supports? It was a
natural reaction. We just went into the electrical raceway
area and started with the hangers. The more massive, the
more items on a hanger. Why did we use a tray? We started
with hangers, and we stayed with hangers. We had more time,
and we expanded.

Supports with problems. You can see 59. 5 and
you get 3. The numbers gain there of 60 percent.

Types of deficiencies we're talking down here.
Hardware related, unauthorized changes. Like undersized
nuts, Hiltis skewed. You need to have additional
stiffeners. We mention Ll.c'e later. And these are tle

same nine as previously mentioned.
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And we give information in the building agga and
supports.

(Slide.)

Table 7.

MR. HANSEL: Herb, I am a bit confused. Okay, I
have got it now. Welds requiring rework. 41 out of the 59
recuired some rework?

MR. LIVERMORE: Yes.

MR. HANSEL: 41 out of 59.

MR. LIVERMORE: Welds requiring rework out of the
supports inspected.

MR. HANSEL: Again, I am not trying to play a
numbers game, but when you count welds you can =--

MR. LIVERMORE: Agreed. We did not give you a
total of ail the welds in all the different hangers.

MR. HANSEL: But out of the suppc.ts, you had five
supports, and that included 59 welds. I just want to make
sure I am reading the data right.

MR. LIVERMORE: That is true. Support welds
inspected, 59. Welds requiring rework, 41.

Am I correct on that?

VOICE: Yes.

MR. LIVERMORE: Again, we weren't trying to
sensationalize either. This is our way of putting it down.

We just named the number of problems. We didn't have the
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time or the expertise -- I shouldn't say expertise -- or the

people at the time to go and count all welds, to make a
total.

We were there, we collected our problems, brought
our problems back here and just presented them.

MR. HANSEL: I am just trying to understand the
scope and size of it. Thank you.

MR. EISENHUT: The point Herb just made is a good
one. We didn't try to go in and do and exhaustive thing,
but we actually probably did something that is unprecedented
in terms of the size and the magnitude of what we did.

Going in -- well, you can figure the numbers of
weeks, the numbers of people, and the numbers of hours wa
spent on it.

As Herb said, we didn't feel we had the time, nor
was it \ppropriate, to go in and try to do an exhaustive
look at all the welds. However, we feel, I think, that we
have gyot a large enough sample that we can say that it is
indicative of the kinds of problems that exist out there.

You know, you can play these numbers games any way
you want. As Herb mentioned, I think the first one, the
numbers we saw in some places are not out of line with what
we saw at some other plants. But I think that is where we
are.

MR. HANSEL: I was not trying to play the numbers
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1 DAVbur 1 game to reduce it down. I just wanted to understand what he
2 was saying.
3 MR. EISENHUT: 1 appreciate that. I am just
“ trying to make sure we put it in the proper perspective,
5 though, because we didn't try to do an exhaustive. But we
6 still thought we did something that was unprecedented in the
7 magnitude of what was looked at oiu the issue that we did.
8 I am sorry, Herb.
9 (Slide.)
10 MR. LIVERMORE: Thank you.
11 Table 7 is just a recap or summary of the general
12 type of deficiencies in the pipe supports and the electrical
13 supports.
14 I won't go through that. I will just mention
15 undersized welds, excess welds not on frawing, and excessive
16 locking devices for that engagement rot verified, clearance
17 of supports out of toierance -- just a smattering of
18 everything.

™
[
0

I think that totals up to 23.

20 (Slide.)

21 The next slide, Table £, is more or less a

22 conclusion to this as-~built effort. The conclusion is the
23 same as on page 20 of the Applicant's letter. There is

24 nothing new there.

25 We felt the results of this were that tne QC
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inspections were ineffective, the craft construction in

thoses areas was certainly faulty, and we found that the
hardware was not as per the as-built drawings and the
hardware potentially is not represented correctly in the
final stress analysis.

We expect the licensee to address this. The
bottom line is we did a very limited sample. Yet we found a
lot of problems, too many problems, we felt.

These hardware deficiencies really confirmed what
we found in some of the other areas. As I mentioned, we
start off the first few weeks and we started to find QC and
QA problems and documentation problems, which led us to this
area. Now that we have found these hardware deficiencies,
this more or less confirms what we had found before.

With that, I would like to then leave the as-built
effort and go to the next slide, which is the quality
assurance program.

(Slide.)

These items that are ir the Appli.ant letter are
items that we found in the course of our investigation in
the allegations areas that we expanded.

There was no periodic management assessment of the
overall effectiveness of the QA program. In othcr words,
there wrs no regular reviews of program adaquac. by senior

management, by a group, by Mr. Clemens or a group that was
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independent of his function. The main thing is there was no

assessment of the site QC program.

We felt the audit function was understaffed.
There were only four during the peak construction period.
This was also a CAT team finding. Region 4 is addressing
this now in their report. They are still finding problems
‘'m this area, no regular audits.

Repetitive NCRs were issued, indicating a need to
retrain construction personnel. We talk about approximately
18 of these in one specific area, a specific NCR that went
for nine months with no action in this area.

Examples of incomplete and inadequate workmanship
and ineffective QC inspection. We just covered that. That
is the as~-built effort I was talking about there.

QC inspectors were in positions of reviewing their
own work records. This was an item on craft transferred to
the QC document review group. 14 of 18 people were in this
situation. They were actually reviewing their own work.

One case specifically was identified by the ANI.
The main thrust there is the opportunity is there. The
system should prevent something like this. 1f the
opportunity is there, it will happen.

MR. HANSEL: Mr. Livermore, could you help me?
Was that in one craft, one skill, or was it widespread?

MR. LIVERMORE: Vic, was that in one craft? 1
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1 DAVbur 1 think it was more than one craft.

2 MR. WENCZEL: It had welders, and it had a number
3 of inspectors who actually went out and inspected some

- hardware and later on verified their own inspection

5 records. The ANI returned some of those records back to

6 Quality and had them reverified by someone else.

;| MR. LIVERMORE: We have details on that.

8 10 CFR 5055-E reporting system deficiencies. We
9 have examples of this in the Applicant letter. This is
10 still going on.

11 Region 4, in forthcoming Report 8440, is going to
12 note again that there are still problems in this area.

13 There is no action to evaluate a potential 5055-E, no

14 corrective action taken.

15 The more important thing will be the examples we
16 found, which we will show later. The system needs

17 bolstering. The threshold for reporting is too high. Exit
18 interviews for departing employees were inadequately

4 19 structured and ineffective. We give details on that in the

20 Applicant letter.

21 This effort was evidently in place after the CAT
22 report. Really, the bottom line of that is that it is not
23 being aggressively implemented at this time.

24 The corrective active system is poorly structured

and ineffective. You see the same deficiencies in the

N
w
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document control system again and again. One that we are

going to bring up later is the valve disassembly problem.
We see that again.

I guess that my question of the Applicant is:
what is your conclusion as a QA professional as to this
program?

(Slide.)

The next section of the slide is on QC
inspection. These same items are detailed in cthe Applicant
letter.

One of the areas again is the fuel pool liner
traveler irregularities. We did get into it through
allegations.

The preentering of a SAT inspection result on the
inspection check sheets we feel certainly prejudges an
inspection and prejudges results. There are examples of
changing inspection dates. There were a great number of
occurrences, questionable signatures, change procedure for
ancther inspector.

I will just go down here. I am not going to get
into them.

Missing QC sign-offs, missing signatures. This
has all been hashed and rehashed, and we found the same
things everyone else did.

The bottom line is, on this, the QA/QC group felt
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that the QC program in regards to the fuel pool was not

controlled.

Inadequate description of resolution of pipe whip
restraints. This is detailed in the Applicant letter. This
is a request for information.

We could find no basic criteria for how you made
your selection of certain hangers in regard to engineer 1g
analysis, and we could not find what hangers had paint
removed and which ones didn't. We didn't lose the
information, we just couldn't find it. We are, of course,
looking for more information.

An example here would be deficiencies in letters
of September 18th and November 29th. These are our NRC
letters to the Applicant from the TRT groups on QC
inspection problems, such as in the electrical area -- cable
separation, termination, crimping, cable splicing. Also,
the examples on this QC inspection would be examples of the
as-built section of the QC ineffectiveness.

I don't have a slide on this. We did in our other
talk about T-shirt incidents. There have been numerous
discussions in the Board testimony and discussions in the
Applicant letter.

Our bottom line is with the QA/QC group: we just
felt that the QA management may have acquiesced to

construction pressures and complaints and failed to
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support their own people.

And our bottom line gquestion to you is, you know,
is this any way to run a QA program?

(Slide.)

The next slide is on document control. The
document control problems are not as great today.

We went out and went co the field and interrupted
work people and looked at their drawings, actually what they
were working to. We did this. There were a thousand
examples out in the plant, in the workplace, and the welder
and the person doing mechanical work.

We pulled their drawings, checked that drawing
back in document control to see if they were using the
actual up-to-date drawing. We found this in good shape. We
found just minimal problems.

That is the good part. The other part is that
there were still numerous problems incide the DCC. That is
what this first article is. Potential exists for the DCC
satellites to issue deficient document packages to craft
personnel. That potential is still there in the form of
their implementing instructions. They are only on charts.
They are not detailed in procedures.

There is a lot of band-aiding going on in that
particular group. And with all the cross-checks and double

checks they are doing, their output is coming out all right,
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but the potential still exists un .l the procedures and

charts, et cetera, get in order.

We go on to mention that drawing control was
inadequate prior to July 1984. These are old history
items. There were recurring deficiencies -- field
distribution, changed a file to file custodians ancd
satellites. Recurring deficiencies. Cygna and everyone
else in the world -- your own paper identified all these
problems.

And finally the trend reversed when top management
participated in the corrective action process. It is
finally okay, but eventually is not good enough. It should
have been much earlier.

Procedures governing the 10 CFR 5055-E deficiency
reporting were inadequate.

The next line under that, consideration of
reporting these Cygna audit findings to JRC. That is an
example of that. That certainly was a significant
deficiency, one that certainly falls under the realm of the
5055-E requirements. That certainly should have been
identified to the NRC, and it wasn't.

Next slide.

(Slide.)

Training qualification.

Before I get into that, I might mention the NDE
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1 DAVbur . 1 QC. There are very few personnel there, and their

2 qualifications checked out okay. We have no problem. They
3 are all qualified with the SNT.

B What we are talking about here is basic QC

5 qualifying, ANSI N45.2.6 in the Reg Guide. We have got a
6 whole list here, and it is the same as in the Applicant

7 letter. I am not going to go into every one of them. I

8 will just touch on some of the more important ones here.

9 20 percent of the training records review
10 contained no verification of education or work experience.

11 We looked at approximately 102. This is over and above the

12 other TRT groups. We did not duplicate theirs. They had

13 their own findings.

14 We looked at approximately 20 percent. We looked

15 at approximately 102. I think this 102 == I think the

16 greatest amount of QC onsite at one time was 400. We picked

17 102 and 20 percent.

18 The training records contained no verification of
‘ 19 education or work experience. These requirements come from

20 ANSI N45.2.6, which we are committed to.

21 The third one down. After failing a certification
22 test, a candidate could take the identical test again. This
23 is a violation of your procedure.

24 We found approximately 10 cases, wnich we are

25 talking about 10 percent. Seven inspectors had
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What do we mean by that? Example: a carpenter is
hired into QC. Within two months he was Level 2 qualified
in three areas. Now, that is very excessive.

We found a laborer hired as a QC from the labor
department. Within four months he was qualified in numerous
areas plus being a weld LP.

We are not saying that there aren't brilliant

€ O N O U A W N

people that can certainly do this, but we are saying this is

—
o

certainly an exception to the norm and just raises

—
p—

questions.

—
N

No guidelines for the use of waivers for

13 on-the-job training. There just weren't any.

14 No formul orientation training for DCC personnel

15 prior to August '83. There isn't anything more to be said

16 on that.

17 The other highlight I would like to mention is

18 further down. It says: "“Exemption provision in ANSI 45.2.6
4 19 which aliowed substitution of previcus experience or

20 demonstrated capability was the normal method for qualifying

21 inspection personnel rather than the exception.”

22 You normally find in ANSI 45.2.6 they will give

23 you two exceptions, which is testing or on-the-job

4 training. We found that the normal rather than the

25 exception down there. That was the normal way of qualifying




6980 03 13

1 DAVbur

38
people. It got into the norm rather than the exception.

What happens then, the minute you get into that as
the norm, you are much more liable to abuse it. By then you
have practically bypassed all requirements.

The Reg Guide is very specific in this case. It
says if you use this method you have to have documented
objective evidence. We did not find this.

I might mention that I understand that you are or
have already embarked in this particular area, training and
qualification. We see it as a good sign.

MR. HANSEL: Did you include both ASME inspectors
and non-ASME inspectors in this data?

MR. LIVERMORE: Yes. In this first section here,
as we go down, you will notice it is all both inspectors.

As we get down below, then we say "additional problems in
the non-ASME certification."”

MR. HANSEL: So basically, the first few items,
bullets, apply primarily to both; then when you get down to
the non-ASME, you are primarily looking in those areas at
the non-ASME function?

MR. LIVERMORE: That is the way we try to arrange

it.
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You said there the additional problems are in the
non-ASME certification testina. The site actually divided
itself up into separate Brown & Root QC groups for ASME
qualifications, inspectors, and other separate groups for
the non-ASME which is the remaining safety-related items.
This is not Brown & Root. This was TUEC. That's why we
have to address them separate.

The additional problems -- they were like two
different scoring methods to grade tests. We found -~ I
think the electrical group found the same problem. The
questions could be weighted in any way, shape, or form.
They used different methods and they did it regqularly and
there didn't seem to be any explanation that certain people
had passed the test while others couldn't.

By changing the rules of the test there was no
backup material or rationale explaining the use of this.
There were no guidelines on how a test question should be
disqualified. It was frequently used but we could find no
example. Different people would take the same test. One
person they would just disqualify and say that question he'd
missed and say, well, for this particular person we
disqualified him but there was no rationale or explanation.

The TRT conclusion, our QA/OC group concluded we
felt, that this places the qualifications of QC in a highly

suspect category and we certainly want you to address this.
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We understand you are.

Next slide.

Well, the next handout is a valve installation.

There was a lack of control to prevent the lost damage and
interchange of parts when valves were disassembled prior to
welding the valve body in the line piping installations.
This, of course, had to do with three systems.

Certain valves required that the bottom internal
removal were required to be removed prior to welding so they
would not be ineffective. This process was fully
controlled. The installation process was fully controlled
also in that the parts were piled hich in uncontrolled
areas so there could bhe loss, damage, or interchange of
parts. This was a very big potential for the interchange of
these parts and there was a high potential that they could
be interchanged with valves with different pressures and
temperature ratings.

We talked to the vendors con this particular
item. We found that you had found some of the same problems
along the way that you kept identifying. Identifyina them
again and again and again, but never taking any corrective
action. That was one of the big problems.

The other, of course, is we didn't actually find
any of those specific valves that were interchanged. There

were findings from the ANI in your group that they had been
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done. We didn't find any that were interchanged for
different pressures and ratings but we did identify this as
a problem and you did also.

Slide 8, which we don't have, is on the onsite
fabrication in the iron fab shop. We have a number of items
here. 1I'll skip through them. These are the same as in the

Applicant letter. The scrap and salvage in the laydown

yard was not identified. We did not have restrictive

access. Bulk materials were mingled with controlled safety

and nonsafety materials in the laydown yard. There was the
site cleanup operation "hat<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>