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MR. BACHEMANN: Cn the reccrd.
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Good morning. We are here

basically, to meet with CYGNA Enercy Services with re

()
"

ard
the indspendert assessment program for Comanche Peak. Ou
meeting today will be transcriped. We want to basically

talk about whatever things you might wish to talk abouct.

-
-

But basically, the February 6th, and March 22nd,

and March the 30th letters, and your responses. I weuld

like to delay discussing the March 22nd letter unsil alfce
linch =céay, because cne of sur individuals thac will be
involved in that will not be here until afternoecn.

asically between the $talif anc

o

The meeting is

-

CYGNA. If there are cother people who have any questlicns

they want to ask, we will entertain those at tie end of =i
mee=ing. If there is some clarification that anyboedy wan

while possibly that might occur during intermission or

gsomething like that.

I guess to begin with, CYGNA, do you have sometn

that you want tc say?

MR. SHULMAM: We would just like to be respcnsive

tc the guestions.
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: D¢ you have a presentact.on
prepared in regard to the March 30th letter?

M3, WILLIAMS: Yes.

-~
-

-
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MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Would you prefer us to

start asking guesticns? Or do vou want to do the presen

and see if that takes care of our guesticns?

MS. WILLIAMS: I will do the presenzatic

; &
N i3

wish. And then we will do guestion and answers as we go

along.
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Tom, do you want to add
MR. IPPOLITO: You briefly mentioned is,

This afternoon we will be discussing the matser of

anyt

you

[ing?

and some of the gues:zions may involve the pecple =kas will

be here chis a

o

sezacor.

SO when we 32 over those guestions, we w
to defer them until the asterncen.

MR. BACHMANN: 0Qf£f7f the recor:.

(Discussion ofZ the record.)

MR. BACHMANMN: Back on the recurq.

MS. WILLIAMS: This has been strustured
through beth of the letters, as you can see by the
here. I do have slides on the basic scope, methodo
generally how we did the review.

S¢ if questions come up along those line
can go back and discuss that. This is taken litera

the letter, assuming thats everyone is somewhat fami

ill have

logy,

S, we
ws &
-

"y
-ay

.
&aAT

what the issues were. You will maybe want to stop me Lif

going too fast.
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-
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(Slide.)

The first guesticn we are now dealing with the
March 30th letter, dealing with design change ccntrol at
Comanche Peak. We have broken that into two gquestions. The
sirst being to assess the adeguacy of the document contrcl
system, tO assure that the plant was constructed in accoriance
with all design changes, prior to the introduction cf the
computerized database tracking system.

The seccnd part of that gquestion, we have interpretesd

o be, %o determine tnhe adequacy of the locument conzzels 22

(28

the ping and pipe suppest

rawings an
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since they are part of tae masual system. Or what is currencly
«he manual systenm.

(§lide.)

Regarding the acequacy of the conssruction of
the plant, prior to implementation of the compuzarized 2ata
sracking system, we did perform an as-built walkdown of the
sgent fuel pocl coeling system. 1= was the only complLeted
system at the time of our review. And we did check to see
shat all of the hardware was constructed in the field in
accordance with the drawings. and any cutstanding desisn !
changes in cireulation at= the time of that walkdown.

sesondly, there is 2 fairly intense effort 3t

the time of our review, currently ongoing at Cormanche Peak,

LR
w
"
"
w
n

where they were dcing 2 validation process of what i3 T¢
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1ok4 1 to as the DCTG or design change tracking group database. |
2 That database is what is now serving as the core oI the DCC
3 | index or logging system of design changes, where they were
‘ i sequentially going through every CMC and DCA to ensure that

|
5 : they had heen accounted for in the drawings ané in the systen,
8 That was not yet completed, though at the tinme
? of our review.
8 (Slide.)
9 § MR. YOUNGBLOOD: It might be a goeod idea, Nancv,
10 4 1f you go over sometime, what the scope was, of wnat tne
1 : reL8w was suppcsed o te. Just for she recctro.
12 g MS. WILLIAMS: Maybe I could <o that o start
|
{ 13 i ol

4 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Maybe you ought to do that 29
15 é gtart off.
16 { MS. WILLIAMS: Just general, what Phases I and ID
17 L are. Let me get those slides.
18 ! (Pause.)
19 MS, WILLIAMS: Would you like to start with the
20 purpose, or is this going back too far?
2 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: You might briefly go thrcugh
2 ; that. It is basically =- what I'm afcer for the reccri, :is |
bx] i the scope of what this review was to cover.
24 i 'MS. WILLIAMS: Very briefly, the purpose cf the
28 ; independent assessment program, cor Phases I ané II, as they



lpbs 1 are referred to, was to provide supplementary evidence anc

2 ! adéditional assurance regarding the overall design of
3 | Comanche Peak, Fiven shat other reviews had been conduczal
i
4 q by crganizations such as the MRC, and in the SIT and CAT
!
s | evaluations.
|
8 There were several letters which were sent petwesn
s+ | Texas Utility and the NRC regarding specific 1lssues that tney
. |
s | felt should be addressed. And it was around those letters
i)
9 || that a deterrminacion was made as to what cthe scope of Phases
10 $ and II would be.
11 3iiC8
12 ! The program chlectives were to provide an
{ 13 | assessment of the adequacy of the design control progranm
I
14 | The Zesign control progran was Gibbs & Hill, the encinaer.
18 | “e wanted =c provide an assessment sf the desicn acegiacy
16 | of a selected system, verify a selectes as-puilsz coniigurazis
17 : and evaluate the implementaticn of geleczed elements of
18 | Criterion III of the design entrol program.
|
I will go through each one of those ncw, specifisal
20 as to what hardware we did that evaluation for.
a (slide.)
2 | some criteria that was set forth in discussing
2 | I referred =o previously for estab.ishing the score wers tC
f
24 4 include a cross-section of disciplines, include a systen
d
2% | which exhibited characteristics which were significant,
i
'
|
|
]

-
"
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pressure, temperature, sigrnificant to safety, which could
not be verified by normal means, such as testing.

We wanted to include several organizational
nterfaces when dealing with the des.gn control aspects of
the review. We wanted to make that we touched con desizn
changes. And we wanted t0o make sure that we icdenti
specific concerns and addressed those that were contained in
the letters. |

As a general guideline for cur reviews, w2 selacted
a system. And in each case Phase . haéd cne svstenm. ~ZFhase
I we selected a differens systen., aAnd we used tha:z svstan
as tie basis for selecting the documents that will ce
reviewed for the desiyn change aspecs:s of the review. inc
then also tO serve as 2 basis for the design porsizn ¢f zhe
reviaw.

The system selection criteria, ag i1 just stacec,
was that it had to be safety related. It had to include a
material interface with Westinghouse, the N§S$S vendor. I
had to include an interface with Gibbs & Hill, the architecs
engineer. It had to meet the design parameters, and we
needed to have one that was started -- was turnei over =¢
startup, signifying that it was a completed systenm.

Now we could not get all of these things necassarily
built into one system. And part of the evolution 2% =zhe

program was that we started out doing a more limited scose
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than what Phase II turned out to be, that the complezion of
it. And we encded up having t0 select two systems tc complete

our review. And I will try to make that distinction now,
because it seems to lend to a little bit of confusiocn.

(Slide.)

Phase I, we used the spent fuel pool coccling syscem
to serve as the basis for that review. That review consisted.

of, in the implementation side of evaluating the desicn

3

change control system. Which means that we used the pagerwork

associated with the spent fuel pool cooling system .o d0 cthat

Il D - S B 2
inclidesd an AP LEMENTATION EVALSATISN &1 Lnteriase

raview. :

ot

L

control. It included a walkdown of the szent fuel paol
cooling system, which 1s where we zet to wanting to selec:
a system which was .urned over to starsup, 80 that iz was
essentially complete.

And then in a programmatical sensg, which is

not tied to the system, we evaluated the des

-
]
o |
0
O
-
or
"
(8]
-

systems for Gibbs & Hill and for Texas (tilities.

(Slide.)

I would like to ask and make sure at this point
in time that the difference between a programmatical review
and an implementation review is clear. That when we are

doing a programmatic review, what we are doing is making

sure there is a program in place, which complies wizh all o

the requirements of ANSI-N4S5.2.1l1.
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what we do is we check that

are there. It 1S documented in what we
control matrix, which is contained in th
is not a check as to whether they follow
1+ is a check as toO whether they have a
which has all of the essential procadure
reguirements of ANSI-N45.2.11.

The implementation reviews, t

change controls, and the interface contr

make sure that the procedures are beins

in
shose procecdures.
Are there any Cuesticns on =
~n3t was Phase I. We now mov
where 1t was determined that we would 2o
It was felt that the spent fuel pool coo

4id not exhibit all of the paramet

[
"
(0}
o

y

to check in a design review. And the RH

was selected.

acs, the wWork is peing impiementec %) ¢4

all of the procecures

call the design

(o9

e draft report. It

ed the procedures.
program in place

§ to carry out tnhe

he walkdowns, <esi:In

ol are checked =2

2~ : " N
folliowec. ARG ke
S P B

B ww e i - - -

e into Phase II.

a desisn Teview.

. '
ling systen cernacs

wWe refer to the design review as another imglemen-

tation evaluation. Additional implement

~anducted for Phase 11, desizn analysis
no additicnal proqramma::cal reviews con
essentially makes up rhe scope of Phases

*

so we ended up with five 1mp.

ation evaluaticn was

control. There WEIE

ducted. Anc a3t

t and 1II.

amensaticon aea L ansTns



lpb9 1 and twe programmatic reviews. I can go through the 23R
2 design review in a liztle more detail if YOU want to see what
3 the various components that each of the disciplines lockes
4 { at. Wculd that be helpful?
i
5 MR. YOUNGRLOOD: I don't know if we really need
6 | that. Unless anyone else --
7 | MS. WILLIAMS: To summarize this pictorially here
f
8 f is a slide.
I
9 ! (Slide.)
]
10 ¢ 70u can see that these are the programmat.cal
1
11 l reviews snown cn this slide, where Sibbs 3 =il design contr
I K Ak .
12 g{ program, Texas Utilities desisn control progranm were
i
13 | evaluated in the five aspects of the i1mplementacion eval_.a=is=.
( ;
4 | That makes up the scope unless you wans $o 35

15 E into methodolegy or any greater detail.
il
16 :. MR. BURWELL: May I ask for one bit more of
17 | informacion on this particular slide? OQver in the five
18 ﬂ implementation reviews, would veu identify which 2¢ zhese
18 : related to the RHR, and ' . - ralated to the spent fuel?
20 MS. WILLY > - )d idea. Okay. Geoing down fram
21 the top then. Design analysié control that was performed
2 i as it pertains to the RHR system. Desizn change contral
23 ; was periormed as it pertains :o the spent fuel pool c3oling
|
24 % system, as was interface control for the spent fuel pool
|

sten,

28 cooling sy
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MR. YOUNGBLOOD: The raticnale for that Wwas
complete and turned over.

MS. WILLIAMS: It was really driven by the
as-pulilt verification. And then we had selected 2o do two
elements of Criterion III. And they also followed then with

using the spent fuel peccl cooling system.
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2pbl i
1 ! The as-built verification was the spent fuel
1
2 ! pool cooling. The top three are RHR and the bottom sne is
!
3 || the spent fuel cooling.
4 ; Going back to March 30th, the design change
|
5 5 control, now referring to the spent fuel pool cooling system,
8 we are addressing two guestions. One being, does the curranc
7 | installation match with the documents in circulation? Anz a
8 | statement on the controls associated with the piping an
3 pipe support change papers, since it is currently mancal
10 ? system.
11 ; (glide.
12 ?; Real guickly then with reference to the first
13 4 item, the as~built walkdown is what we relieé on for
14 .| installacion being in conformance with all of the cutstanding
15 | change papers, and the database process validation =hat was
186 é in progress at the time of cur review for the computerized
17 f database system.
8 | (siide.)
o
19 i A little history on the computerized systen t2
20 l explain why the piping and pipe support drawings are ncs=
} currently part of it. The Gibbs & Hill design verificaticn
|
22 i tracking system served as the original basis for the
E computerized system, which ncw makes up zhe DCC trackins
24 ! system as such. Mot all drawings, not all designs were
2 { under the respons.ble cf Gibbs & Hill for the desisn
|
l
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verification. And specifically, the plipe Supports were not
the design responsibility of Cibbs & Hill. ;

The large bore pip.ng 4nd pipe support drawings
will be entered into the database pon completicn of those
drawings vendor certification and incorporation of all
design changes. The process 1S still ongoing. They are
controlled by a manual system right now.
has elected, not necessarily to incorpeorate all of the
desizn changes fcr the small bore pipinz and pige SUERCITS.
= .pon vendor cer:ification and as-pbu.lt drawings teinc
produced, as well as ~he design changes wnich are associaced
with those drawings. They will then be incorporates in
the computerized tracking system at DCC.

The pipe supports and piping are part cZ %she
as-built program. They do have 79-14 as-built verilicatian
program in place. We 2:id4 use =hose drawings, Zor example,
tor our spent fuel pool cooling walkdown.

The vendor certificaticn includes a £inal check
of each support as-built configuration and the associated
calculations. I think it is important to note here that
the discrepancies that we éound in our observations for the
manual tracking system pricr t2 the i:mplementation of the
computerized tracking system were not associated with the

piping and pipe suppert drawings. They were, racher with the;
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structural and electrical drawings, which are Part of the
computerized system, part of the database validation process.
Were not necessarily the focus of our concern at the time

of writing the cbservations on DCC.

MR. TERAO: At this point we should have gquesticns

.on the last item. For the desizn change contrecls, you

said that was done primarily, or only for the spent fuel
pool cocling system. Not for the RHR; correct?

MS. WILLIAMS: That is correcst.

applicable tc the spens fuel PoCl cocling sys<cer, woulsi au
say that those changss are typical of the kiné of desizn
changes as far as the complexity in those s/stems?

MR, BACHMANN Cff the reccrd.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. TERAD: As far a3 the design change conzrols
on the spent fuel pecol cooling system, would you say that =he
type of design changes that were made in the spent ‘sl
pool cocling system were typical of the t/pe of changes that
were made on cther systems, in terms of acomplexisy?

MS. WILLIAMS: Are you speaking of the mechan;:al,f
the piping, pipe suppcrt drawings, or Just 1n general?

MR. TERAQ: Piping and Pipe support drawings.

MS. WILLIAMS: It is a listle tough to answer

%

because of the time frame. When we were looking ar zhe
1
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spent fuel pool cooling, there were less design changes
outstanding because they had gone furcher along in %h
process of incorporating them. It was closer to completion
or was actually completed.

The RHR system, there were perhaps a few more
design changes. We did not really evalyate complexity 2n
+he spent fuel pool cooling system. However, the suppor:s
are more simplistic there than what we are finding in the
chase III review that we are doing right now.

w2, TER20: So the spent fuel zool system, the
sipsores are simple. Wouls you say =mar the svszam itsell
is in a congested or a noncongested area?

MS. WILLTAMS: 2elative to other parts of the

slant, it is uncongested.

MR. TERAO: and would you say that the congestich

or the noncongestion of the spent fuel pcol cool;né syszen
is typical of the rest cf the plant piping systems? Or
not typical?

MS. WILLIAMS: I guess I would like to defer
answering a guestion like that until we do the walkdown on
Phase III, which we are intending to do. I think that is
something we are going %o te locking for.

Having only done the walkdcwn on the spent fuel
and we did not do a walkdown on the RHR, it is somewhat

sonjecture ts make a response to that right now, I =hink.
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We are going to, as part o
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IV che component cooling water S/stem do a walkdown.

MR. TERAO: You may not have performed the formal
walkdown, but yau must have walked through the plant and
seen the type of congestion or noncongestion that there
could have been for the remaining part of the plant.

Weuld you say that moss ©f the plant is typical

O
'y

the sgent fuel pool system in terms of congestion?

MS. WILLIAMS: I shink I See vour guestion. No,

e
o
'
13
n
n
O
(3]

3

“wi
1
w
3l
(17
(28
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m
n
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m
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Pecl cocling area is

~8Ss concested shin ashar Pares of zhe glan

Soncestion could be a problen?
MS. WILLIAMS: 1'm getting confused., ‘her we're
ta.iking about design change control and the complexity of !

the desizn chanzes, we are locking at tracking a number of

design chances. 1+ was not just with regard to the piping
and pipe supports. It was structural and electrical.
When you say complexity, then I stars ioco

ing inco |

A
Q

the desigr area, where our engineers would be evaluasina

O

how complex they are: whether they were incerporated into

the analysis correctly: whether =he calculations reflected



2pbé 1 the design as 1t existed.
2 | Sc are you saying, complexity in a technical se:se?‘
3 | MR. TERAQ: I am assuming that the more number of
.
4 ; design changes vou would have would be indicative of =he
5 | complexity of the changes o be made to the system,
5 5 MS. WILLIAMS: It is possibla. But I do not know
7 g that it necessarily follows. So many of them in the spens :
- fuel pocl cooling system had been already incorporated inss |
.
3 ; the drawing that you would really have to go back an 30 '
0 ﬁ tarough the history =2 =mave a comparison of thas. The
11 | Fetential as it eniszts, =ha ~ore sazer oy have, the
12 f tougher 1t is to drafs.
i
13 'i They went 2o a compuserizes systen. The fact :2a:
( 4 é they wen:t to the SemPucerized system, I chink, is Seczauss
15 j of the volume. One of the Teasons 1s because the volume i3
16 % such that it lends i1sself to that. There are a g?ea: aumber
‘ "
1?7 J of desiyn changes cutstanding. There 1s nc doubke asout tihas.
i
18 ;' MR. TERAO: Do you feel =hat the number of desizn
19 i Shanges that are outstanding, that are s=ill :in the ranual
20 ‘ System are accurate? ‘
| MS. WILLIAMS: We did not find any problems with ;
! |
i the cnes that were -- I want to make one distinction fa- the
g manual system. :
2 When we went in and did our original review back j
28 ; in July of '3s3, @verything was manual. So when we defined
| |
|
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manual system, it was everything. And then they wers in the
process then, throuch their design change tracking grous of
Bringing the database up %o speed so that it couls he
mergsed with the manual system in DCC.

There were almost two parallel systems there for
a while. Althouch the manual system of DCC governed for all
drawings. Our original observations are written against a
manual system, but for all drawings. Not for just =h

PipPing and pipe supports.

5

d then they went and merzed the DCTG compuseri
SC ani zhen there were cer-a:ina t/res of lrawiag
still on the manual system, whish ar now referred to as
manual. And those are the Piping and the pipe sSugperss. so
tie focus narrowed a little bit.

The problems we found in =he original manual

System were not with the Piping and pipe support drawings,

.

SC much as some of the strucsural arn electrical drawings.
MR. TERAC: With the structural and electrical
drawincs, were any of the problems relared to the accuracy

of the design changes?

MS. WILLIAMS: For the Phase I and II review? \YNe,

because for the walkdowns we did not #ind - the onaly
problems that we found with that were with the accuracy,
were reflected in the observations as far as matzching the

drawings as-buil: =onf Furation matching the drawing. The
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20
design control portion of the review was how well they track
and what problems they are having with their tracking system
in the 0CC, where you are talking about accuracy of cracking
and controlling the paperwork. Not so much acguracy
technically of the design changes.

MR. TERAO: I'm speaking accuracy in terms of
where the packages are complete. ere all of the design

changes there? Were all of the latest drawings there?
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MS. WILLIAMS: With the excention of =he cne

o
.
.
(1)
"

we wrote the observations on, we fel:s that we diéd those

O
e}

the ones where they were not complete, where the list did
not match. And there were four observations on that.
MR. TERAQO: If those are on the manual s/stenm,
how would those inaccuracies be corrected before they are
Put onto the computer svstem?

MS. WILLIAMS: This gets into the process they
are going through now of checking each CMC in eazh in BCA,
since they are sequentiallyv numbersd.

And verifying ¢ as

—
-

(o

s -
N aas

o

[eh

they are cutstanding asainsc zhe aPpre

riace

)
‘0

-

If they were incorporated, they ar sed as

scat

s

being incorporated. The desizn verification has been

completed. And just taking each one of those pieces ¢f

change paper with a discipline encineer who i

nizans

c

O
< sy
(8]

that particular type of drawing and checkzng that it is
correctly logged and tracked within the dCC svstenm,

I do not know if that is complete right row. I=
was ongoing at the tinme.

MR. TERAO: What would be the consequence 17 a
package were not complete? Can it be corrected?

MS. WILLIAMS: In the conscruction

In what sense?
sense?
MR. TEPAO: 1If they were to find a packace %that

was not complete, they were missing design chan lates:

uy
(1]

s ©

"
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drawings, what steps would be necessary to assure chat =he |
Package then is corrected and accurate?

MS. WILLIAMS: I'm not gulite sure I understard

the guestion. They are going chroush the process of making

i

sure that they are all complete right now. They are noe
referring to that,

MR. TERAO: You are saying that they are going
through the process now. If they were t2 find cne o7 the
packages to be incomplete or inaccurate, missing desizn
changes or drawings, whas steps would then have 20 ze ~ade

L0 assur

o

-
el

ol
11
L}

c4s P

xage can >

1Y

- - Nt E s it el T T T
e - - - -~ -..e vvm;-.“.e- -h’éc

3

system in a complet2 and acsura=e faor=>

¥MS. WILLIAMS: I would answer that By saying, she
steps they are going through, which is shecking p.ece of
design chance Paper and making sure =hat it is complete co

the packacge. They are making sure that drayzng, number

§-100 say, has all of the ri

ol

At Zesisn changes listed in
the tracking system acainst it. And 1% they are incorserazing
the drawing, thats they are sc noted as incorporated,

MR. TERAO: Maybe my question is a listle simple.
I'm just asking, how do they correct a package that is
inaccurate or incomplete. Is there a wWay to get a complesa
package that is accurate?

MS. WILLIAMS: vYes,

MR, TERAC: How wouli =he' 20 that?
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Ipb3 ! MS. WILLIAMS: They would do that at the culmin tign

2 of going through this Purging or validation process. what

3 steps are they going through in thas process?

4 MR. TERAC: Weould they have to 30 back to Gibbs s

) : Hill?

3 MS. WILLIAMS: To obtain a copy of that design

7 change?

] } MR. TEPAC: Yes, toc get a complete, accurate

9 Ei package. :

0 M3, WILLIAMS: We 4id not find that i- was so

- sy se ‘s
>ies a-~.2-.;

o
i
i
\

o

)

i
'

ot
}

W

o‘ i - . . -
Sculd not locate the sesisn

12 : charzes. It is how tney were logged in the syscem that was
(/ 13 ! the problem. They were physically there.
) 14 : Whenever we wanted to request a CMC or a 0Cx we
1§ } wer? ab.e %2 22%ain it.
18 % MR. TERAC: My question is still, do veu know if
17 ;: it is pcssitle & 38 & complete package up-to-date, sorrected
18 ﬁ with all of the latest drawings? Can they do that?
|
19 | MS. WILLIAMS: They can do it now’ to the extent
20 , that that validasion process is comgplete, They have to go |
2 ! through that process in order to make sure that they have i
2 I accounted for all of the change paper. That is why I
2 } qualify the answer. I do nos knew if it is complete. I
4 ' that i{s complete and they have accounted for every cne of :he!
kS ;i CHMCs and 3CAs ani DDAs and all of their old types of chance
" |
{ {
|
.
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papers, then ves you Zan ¢o into the tomputerized system and
get a listing, and a complete Package then, 1f you wans =»
ask for a hard copy of it from DCC.

I'm not answering your guestion?

MR. TERAO: You keep speaking in terms of
validation as meaning that the package is accurate, =he
package is complete.

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

|

MR. TERAQ: Let's go back to the questicn. Supgese

they were to £ind a Package that were missing desicn chances

and drawings. How can tiey assure, wiha: steps would zhey

o
o

have to take to bring thats package up-zc-date? Can i e
done?

MS ., WILLIAMS: I think ! see the differenc
You're saying, lock at a drawing and how do you know where
to look for all of the cutstanding design cpanqcs?

MR. TERAO: Mo. You know whas the == ycu mizhs

know what the design changes should be, and ysu could knew

that vou are missing some, or you might know that You are

missing a drawing. You may not know that you have the lates:

drawing.

How in the process then, would they get tha:
package up~-to-date?

MS. WILLIAMS: 1If you know the design change zhas

yOou are missing, you would simply g0 request it. They are
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in the system.
MR. TERAOC: You don't see any problems with

finding a package inaccurate as far as having the laces:

it can be corrected by just going and getting whatever
design changes are necessary?

MS. WILLIAMS: If you know what design change you
need, you won't have so much problem finding it. That was
Qur experience in ocur audit.

Tc me, the concern was making sure they acsounted

19 s b P & .
fcr all of the desizn Shanges I0r the perscn who Zces ne

o

kncw what desicn changes they should have as pars of =ha:

packacge.

0
¥
)

[
L
’
(_
4

MP. TERPAQ: In ycur conclusion == jese ¢
YOu said you have confidence that the newly develcged

computerized document li ting 18 accurace, with resgest ¢

design changes outstanding against affected desisn dosuren=s.

[ guess I still do not understand 4ow yoeu 3ot
the confidence that this computerized listing was assuraze,

if you found inaccuracies in the manual s/stem,

MS. WILLIAMS: Our confidence is born ou: of going|

through and assessing whether they were conducting a
validation process which weuld pick up all of the
discrepancies.

MR. TERAQ: I will stop at this point, but we
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probably have toO discuss it when we get into the OCs =--

MR.YOUNGBLOOD: 1Is that something you're going

o
O

be discussing further in your presentation?

M§. WILLIAMS: No, that would be the end cf the
design control guestions, as it were in the letter, we
can talk about any aspect you wish. I just took the letter,
each guestion and summarized it.

MR. BACHMANN: Off the record.

(Discussicn off the record.]

MR. BACHMANN: Back on the record.

MR. SHULMAN: Can I try one more sSa0t 3%

- -
-

- |
O
4
W7
- 4
1]

MR, YOUNGBLCOC: I think the gues

-
e

last questicn you said you were going t0 cover that
shink that is exactly what we want to cover, 1S if the

uninitiated were coming in and checking the system, oI

.
-

someone was coming in to make sure it wa

-ton=date, what

N

are the things that -- how would they know all of the taings
that they are supposed to validate? And how woulé chey
know that something was missing? And how would they correct
that?

MS. WILLIAMS: To try to rephrase the guestion
then, if an auditor, an outside auditor, were tOo Come in

today and to check the system =--

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Either that or somecne wnht 1S
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just doing the job checking.

MR. BURWELL: He wants to inspect something. He
going to go get a package of drawing cr whatever he needs
t0 inspect it. The guestion then, whas has he got in his
hand. Perhaps he did his inspection and now the system is
going in, moving into its validation procedure,

Nevertheless, his inspection record --

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Let's back it UP one step and
Say we are transferring this from t=he manual system to =he
computer system. What kind of criseria 4s I have 2 32 v

- " LS s e : ’ i o
SSaC PICKs everytiaing znacz is S.gF0s%ec T Le a change? and

MR. BURWELL: That is a little dit of a separatse
gquestion.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: But it is preliminary %o zie
Qther,

M2, SURWELL: Preliminary or following, either
way,

M5. WILLIAMS: Tell me when I g0 off on the wrang
track here. If I were 30109 in ==

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: 1Is there someone back of ysu

that wants tc chire in ar any of chose questions?
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MS. WILLIAMS: I think I'm pretty familiar with
the system. I would g0 in and check this validation process |

that is going on, tha: was no- completed when we were there.

ty

And mavbe I can explain what that Process is and see 17 sha-
helps, 30 through that one more time, because I think T went
a little quickly over that.

he only way -- because of the number of design |
changes outstanding, t¢ ensure that they have correcsliy
accounted Ior each piece of design chance paper is to z¢
thrsuch them one By cone and make sure that the
azFainst the aprrogriase drawing. The SAL%Y that snanles she-

to d¢ that is thas they are seguens:

v
b
‘e
o
=
1
w
o
ry
W
i)
wn
O

e
5
©

can be ensured tha-s Y24 account faor sach sne by JSing ore,
two, three, four, or in Diocks of 100, or however ,ou wan=
€O structure that Program,

In carrying out this check which, it x§ our
understanding they are doing for the CMCs in she PCAs, thev
have assigned an engineer in the DCTC Group whe is zognizans

of that discipline. So the electrical drawings wou

pass
(98
oy
i
<
[

an electrical engineer who is checking to make sure that
it is an electrical design change, that it is applicable ¢

that drawing, and whether or not it isg incorporates in a ;

L

determination as to whether it has been designed verified.
And then the Paperwork follows where they update

the database if thas is necessary. 3o to SO back here a
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minute. Knowing that they have seguentially numbered design
changes, they parcel them ocus By discipline. This cheeck is
conducted to make sure it is allocatad dgainst the appropriacte

drawing, to make sure there is any cross-references to sther

drawings that may be affected. And thas information is =hen j
updated into the database.

So I think that what you want to do is make sure
that in fact that activity 1s either completed or being
conducted, that there is a good mechanism thac is working
for getting that entered ine the database. And anlv ba
s0ing throuzh thenm sejuentially can you zell thas they have
all been incerporated. vau sould do it with a sechnizal
person LI you wanted £, with an auditor.

Before I pursue the Juestion any fursher, sces
that in any way set the stage for what process is beingy
conducted to assure the completeness of the packages?

MR. TERAQ: It basically tells me that thers .3
a4 processing place, ves,

MS. WILLIAMS: So vou Might want to go back and
check that process.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: s this something that is being
checked in one of YOour other phases that were deing for =ae
hearing?

MS. WILLIAMS: I guess there is some discussisn

on firming up the scope, and maybe todav's meeting iLs pare




ipblo

10

i1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

I

L)
P

of that. ' |
MR. TERAQO: Probably a lot more difficult task

than just assuring that the process is there is to assure

that the process is working. Did CYGNA look intc that as;ec:?
MS. WILLIAMS: We really came in when that was

just starting to happen. We found discrepancies, andé then ?

we wanted to find out what they were doing to resclve these

discrepancies. We had a similar question tc you, which is

we found these omissions from ycur tracking system, or

complex between what a zcntrol docurent holder thinks arce

the SJsstancin

oLl

chanzes anc What yad: Ssatrs. SCC srssel
thinks are the outstanding changes, 82 how can you assure

s
-

us that this will be straightened wut in an app

Lh )

opriate
manrer? E
S¢ DCTG was not originally part of osur audit.
This was actually an expansion of our audit ;hat we go% intwg,
looking at how that system worked. And we Lecame, =0 =he
extent thas I have explained it today, familiar with that
system because we wanted tO assure ocurselves that apprcpriate
actions were being taken.
But we did not get into, say, auditing that
activity as part of our review,
MR. TERAO: So it appears that your conclusion,
your confidence that the newly developed computers cocument

listing is accurate with respect to design changes 1is
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based on the fact that the system is in place? Not

necessarily that the system is working accuraczelv.
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mMS. HILLIANé: Yes. Anc then there is the
as=Duilt walkdown, which is gur secana Check, 80 iz ig
twofold.

MR. YOQUNGBLOOD: That is on the Last comoclex ares
that you're going that?

MS. WILLIAMS: VYes.

MR. BURWELL: Yes, that is on the ssent fuel ool
system,

S. WILLIAMS: We are Orogosing to 42 ane on the

o
“

'
o0
o

3
o

]
o
LR
o

73 edter system for Phase LV.

“

T3, TIRAI: I mave s further questiong ¢a this
sarticular ssue, unless anycne else has any.

MR, PIGOTT: Do you have your answers t3 your
Juestions? Are there any Sutstanding cuestiors? If shere
e, we w8"T 0 Stady with it.

MR. TERAQ: I uncerstang what Nancy nas saigd,

3. wilLIAMS: Moving on ==

MR, BURWELL: Before we 90 sway from thps, I <ouls
Li1ke to go dack for just a moment *o the question that
I had eariier 3n the insgector.

You showed the process of == yalidasisn pracess
that they are going through, ultimately Leagding 20 tne
Bulletin 79«14 ressonse.,

Now 1A the course of all this, there seems t3

e 2 rnumzer 3f chgo'ng inspections for conformance of the
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Piping supports to the design documents.

00 you rememoer any incidents in which you
€oncluded that the spent fuel pocl sSystem was not in
conformance with the drawings and then went Back and Lacer
found that there was a document that was found teo relate :2
this, that did bring the system in conformance with the
complete package?

In a sense, I am asking you, dia you fing
fncomplete packages when YOu 313 the revies of the soen-
fuel poeol czooling systenm wdlkgown?

MS. WILLIAMS: No. Qur SCservations «ere %are
tRat we haz all of the change caper ang e had the adrawing,
Sut That we Needed t2 g3 ana ensure that the installation,
for examcle, zernitres eng=far-end reversals of snysners
9r 1t was permissible to have a certain percentage vo'a
under a baseplate or things Like that, But eo viclationg of
the fact that it was not in conformance with the Srawing ar
the change paper, but more that we e7GeQ ut locking 33 ey
specifications to make sure that it was == anything trmat
we were seeing that we Thougnt was in any way a porential
violation == yas covered in specifications. It was juse
the nature of the things that we faund. We digd rot f:ns
dimensional disagreements where there was Ao shange zacer
that addresses it or Ry thing of that nature.

MR, BURWELL: Fine. Thank vou.
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MR, YOUNG'LdOO: Any further questions?

(Ne response.)

MS. WILLIAMS: This question pertains ta thne 3IWA
SyStem, which was the system we conducted our design review
on. Specifically it was a2 pipe stress auestian,

We hag an Observation PI-00-01. We have teen ascea
to provide an explanation as to whether Butt welds on the
straight sections of the pipe, precisely three and tour=inca
Schedule 40, comoly with all of the curren: cage
Poauir;men:s.

Te give & very priet migstary of that ene, I anm
§0'NG tO turn to the observaaticn far 3 second to show
A%« three and four=inch pice was zerced in en, an8 then !
wilL come Dack to our respconse =n that.,

(Slide.)

This is just a siide of P1=00~01 where we did an
opservation, Giobs & Will dig not soecify any weld
mismatch in determining the stress factars. Qur resalut an
of that is shown on Section 2 of Attachment A to that
cbservation where we discuss 2 Giobs 3 Hill retoonse to
certain size pipes where they cite the == a3 contaimes
down here, the Moore pavcer where it savs, "A mismaten
Should be consfgerea for striss ingdices oaly for T Less

than 237 inches.” And the) we 90 6N to discuss thickmesses

greater than ,237 inches where Ginos B Mill gid use t=ne
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dpgroprrate stress intensification factor of 1.8 for
thicknesses greater than ,1875 inches. SO we have
Narrowed down the range there, which turns out to De sizes
three and four Schedule 40 Biping, which is specifizally
the question in the Lletter.,

(Slide.)

Later codes for Equation 8 and 9 use stress
indices for the primary stress check. We have what Gioecs 2
Hill implied with Later codes, the Later coce case. Tre.
turned out to oe less restrictive am the Butt welds, ang
I am going 0 smow that comparisan fer Ezuations 8 armag 9
FIght Now.

(Siige.)

The toe eauaticn is 3 code of record. The (ater
code equation s the second one where we substituted the
valu.s of l1 ang '2 for butt welds. By substitution you |
Can comoare the two esuations, arg kAOWwing that ,7%5¢ =ys:
Be greater than or eaual to ore, the ezuatian for tme Later
Code case 1s 1, and also that the allowscle fsr the Later |
code case is 1,55, as ocoposed to ZSH,-Q have concludes trat
for those two Eauations 8 and 9, that the Later coce case
Is Less restrictive than the code case tRat was encleves
in the Giobs & MiLl gdesign for Eaquations 8 ana 9.

For Eauatien 10, in the trermal conditieon, we

40 not bdelieve that an dpprooriate stress i1ntenstficatian
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factor was used, where they used 1 insteac of 1.3; however,

it is our beld

pipe are Low ¢

that it is not

MR,

are Lower in straight runs?

MSs.

ef that the moments on those straight runs of

Aough, such that you have sufficient margin

going to be 2 design concern,

TERAQ: How did you conclude that

WILLIAMS: Based on our review of the stress

analysis for the RHR system where they were (Ow, and then

where putt welas typically occur on the straig

is in regions

nQ-

stress analyses, detarmined where the DUttt

in straight fy
comgareg tnen
system?

ns .

nt rung, whigh

ef Low moment, Thrat is cur experience.

TERAQ: You «€nt 23Ck 3ng |

nsg, Looked at

ts the mcaents

the moments 3

2okeq

t those DQints

3% sising

welds would bde

in the other sarts of the

WILLIAMS: As you agproach the hud of our

transition igints or sometning Like that,

to govern, We did have the

that

SIF tg got

infarmation on the RHR systenm

where the moments were (Ow enough on tne straight ryuns

where we bDelieve we will have putt welds

which are not

governed by SIFfs $or transition joints, elbaows af simiiar

types, and thought they were sufficiently

Low

alleviate any design concern there may De for

sn $1F ot 1.

That

is baseg on

the fact tnat

butt

encugh to

having usel

welds

~N

the moments

ang

'g
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typically occur on Long straight runs, and if they

near the e

a4t the byt

a4t elbows

LSCw, then the SIF of the elbow

MR. TERAOQ:

Did you

actually co

1S going

mgare the

moments

t welads in the straigne 210ing with the memercs

or Ts, reduc

MS. WILLIAMS

ers?

¥ I do

that comparison with me., Byt

of the bas

Like that,

is By which you would te acle ty make an assessment

Aot have a

chart tha

.
-

SNows

yes, that was certainly pars

1S that we would go ‘n aned Look a4t the moments.,

[ @12 not Bring a ¢rare along

cangarisen

the stress

$hat sh2ws

'S 3n e RHR systen.

MR. SHULMAY:

MS. WILLIAMS

dnalrsis.

MR. TERAOQ:

yOu what

we Can nhNave sych a chare,

: We can Zevelso that By

we have

4

hat

Nancy?

]
logxing

T% 3et the documentation.

at

Can you tell fram the isomo;rvc wnera

Butt welds would be in straight piping?

You would

reason for my 3uestion

fit a pipe up.

to openly

equipment,

ingsertion

MS. WILLIANS

! That

is cased on our exgcerience,

have to go o the full piece drawings.

MR. BURWELL:

Would that give it to you?

The

is that typically you have got to

cennect this pice over to anmoth

er piece of

Pon't they typically make a short spool

in order to

Llengthen

d straighe

piece of

Tece

S2ige

You weld the one end, and then you have got

e

i
i
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make this fit=up? Would YOU Nnot have to go t2 either a
visual inspection or to some as=duilt records, ang I'= not
Sure that even as-byuilt records would pick that uo, wouls

1t? 00 you know?

MS. WILLIAMS: You would have t2 do what you sais.

You would have teo g9 in and do that creck to make sure that

Qur experience is carrect. You cannot do that by locking at

the analysis.
What we have done is farrowed it down tg shree
ang four=inzhn picing. If you want to 80 'n ang verify gagas

)

8n3 Clcse the Looz aon tRis, whica is certatnly cc¢ss'ale,

then what you would do is to 30 17 and check the Lacatian of

the butt welds. YU would nave to fing cut what tme m3se

daciurate pgiece of documentation is to crovide vou «izn A

ER
information,
MR. TERAQ: My concern s still that the RMR
2'ping 1s net three or four=ingn eising.
MS. WILLIAMS: Thas's Fizht. We 4id r3s Loz« 3¢

three or four=-inch ciping as part of the RHR. This
observaticon was based an the RHR system, syt it is & mych
more general observation, whicn is why it is (abeled thne

00 series. wWwe have Farrcwed it down o three ang four=inge
Qut Qur conclusion that we 3re 3iscussing now s oLy S3ses:
Of Qur experierce that we don't Celieve that is where tne

SUtt welds are placed.
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What we -0uld have tC 4o s go close the Lagce =y
looking at three and four=-inch piping ang ascertaining
whether that is trye or not,

MR. TERAQ: Are you intending to da that?

MS. WILLIAMS: We have been discussing doing that
as part of these three, yes.

Given the scmewhat changing environment in terms
of (evel of getail andg making sure that «e assess all o¢ the
generic issueés in an acpropriate manner, I tninmk that.i: would
S¢ accropriste to close the Loes on this, ves.

AR, TERAQ: Going sack t2 tne Ezuatiann ¥, ¢&n
the Drimary stresses, ycu mage 3 statement that the coge
shanges 'n the winter cf '381 adcenzas a.lowed a higaer
allowadble stress, ’

Woula the minimum wall thickness at tﬂ!ybu:t
welds themselves be covered by the increase in allowable
stresses”?

Maybe I should rechrase that., Did you Losok at,
1A agdition to the mismatch ratio at butt welds in straigne
Piping, did you also Look at the minimum wall thickness
dallowed for the same butt welds when counterboring of the
cipe is requireg?

MS. WILLIAMS: I would have to check tha:.

MR, TERAQ: The guestion 1s, when 3 pige is

CQurterpored at tne same location as straight pige, anen”



mge

10

11

13

14

15

16

17

&0

it is counterbored, there is ysually a tolerance given for

the minimum wall allowea.

What is the definition at Comanche Peak fo

minimum wall allowed in coun

be the minimuym wall per the

terdoring th

12 cercent,

e pipe? Wou

12.5 opercen

r the

-

2 that

-

criteria, or would it be the minimum wall per NCND 346/407

MS., WILLIAMS: I ¢

is, I ¢can make a phone call

hink the hes

at the dreak

T wWway to handle

« Unfortuna

John Minichielio could not be here today, ard he is

oerson to ask that question
ang see if I can gex tne ans
MR. TERAQ: That
intensification factar.
MS. WILLIAMS: Let

answering something like tha

of. I will

wer ‘mMmegiact

ould alsse af

me asx Jo7n

tl

make 3 Chene

s

S\Y¥oe

tely.,

the

o
w
”-
-

fest the stress

that hefcre

T - -
-

MR. LYNCH: I would Like to ask a gquestion to

understand your topicat acpr

While you concede

gacn.

that the s=r

that

285 intensifization

factor was improperly used fc. piping of certain tnickness,

is your basis for fincding this acceptacile secause the stress

level was Low there?

MS. WILLIAMS: For
Thermal Equation 10?7 OQue ¢
or Low moments only gertains

three and four=inch pio'ng,

the three 3

tscussion of

to Thermal

chegule &0,

ngd faur=inch

\Ow stress

Ezuation 10

-~ -
- -~

Levels

.
Y ol

“

)



mge 4=-10

End &

10

11

12

13

14

18

16

17

&1

MR. LYNCH: What assurance do YOU have thar grhaer

Piping systems tha: you dig not lo0k at, that the stress

level was comparably lLow so that the use of an iﬂlﬁOPCC"ifQ

stress

int

ensification factar would Not be acceptacle there?
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MS. WILLIAMS: To close that loop, we have to 3o
back and look at three and four inch, Schedule 40 piping

and check that the location of the butt welds is such that

that is not a concern. That the mcments are low encusgh thax

that is not a concern.

MR. LYNCH: I have a problem philoscphically.

What you're doing is checking design process. Are you saying

that though you may find something in error in the design
process, you're buying off on it because the stress level

is low?

on it on

o
=
O

M5. WILLIAMS: We are buying of

things. This particular system is they were low, so that

is cne example of it. 3But i= is ocur experience that thas
not §2in3 to be a problem. And that is part of the judgmens

that we made. We did not believe it was going to be desizrn
concern, that it was going to affect the health and ;afs:y
£ the public, or that it was geing to truly affect the
cutcome of the stress analysis.
" To close the loop though, just to make sure that

our judgment is correct, that would be the path we would

take.

MR. SHULMAN: 1In Phases III and IV, we would lock

at other samples of spot checks, since vou have =-- if thev
are that low, we are talking about fairly low stresses.

wWell below half of allowable. Thg: is what we have %o
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confirm, particularly on III and IV. Specifically for three |
and four inch pipe.
MR. TERAO: The stresses may be half c?Z the

allowable because it is based on a stress intensifica

"
b’
O

]

factor of one. If YOU use a stress intensification facsor
of 1.8 thern you are clce ==
MR. SHULMAN: But we have to confirm chat it is

significantly less than half ¢ allowable, ctherwiss it

would be .9.

MS. WILLIAMSE: I woulsd like =» make 2rne 2sher
n0%®. There are Casses whare we s 84sa’l tn® s3cpe and 20
outsicde oI the systsm zha: we ilocked atz, <Tha: hapgened :in

several instances in the Sbservations, anZ even il itens on

check lists. I don's want this tc be cons=ried as incicaczive

e

that we never go and @xgand the scope, secause we.ic.
In this case we did make the judgment that we
d1d not feel it was a proklerm, ¥ we .l:23 Sthersise, we
would have gone in and locked at it. What we'rs saring here
is we Closed the loep by locking at it for the three andé
four inch, Schecdule 40 Pipe. ;
MR. WEINGART: Comparing the internal stresses,
we are talking about the stresses tha- were typically =hat
low in the system in the BHZ tha: we lecoked s:. Jur -;i;?e::;
was based on the hich thermal Stresses will occur a: =he

nozzles, elbows and fiteings. At these Soints zhev did use



Spb3l 1 the proper SIF.

2 MR. TERAO: It may be true that the high thermal
3 stresses occur at nozzles and fittings, but the stresses
4 é due to seismic may occur in the middle of a simply supporsted
5 beam.
6 | MR, WEINGART: That is correct. However,in that
7 case you would be going to equation 9, in which case you
3 i are back to using stress indices as allowed by the later

|
9 E code, which shows by this argument that that is okav.
10 Ei This slide shows that the only poins of concarn
i1 | would be for eguation 10, which is 72ur secsndary ssresses,
12 ” in which case you still have to use the SIF, which is where

(" 13 q the problem was.

14 ; Qur logic further fcllowed =hat, typically Zfor
18 j larce thermal stresses, which we use in evaluating eguaticn
16 g 10, those are typically nozzles, elbows, fitetings.
1?7 i MR. SHULMAN: That is the judgment tha®= we ha'-e
18 é to confirm, is the differences between eguations 8, 9 ani.
19 10, and there is a confirmation that the stresses are inieed
20 significantly lower for the == for all cases on three and
2 four inch piping, where they omitted the appropriate stress
22 f intensification factor.

; MR. TERAO: And CYGNA is going to confirm =hmas?
24 MR. SHULMAN: Yes. We agree in that one case,
28 ; in this observation as part of Phase III and IV, we have to

f

I

|

i
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confirm that that is in fact true.

MR. TERAC: Are we going to ge: an answer “ram |
Mr. Minichiello today?

MS. WILLIAMS: I will try to call him today.

MR. TERAC: I have no further guestions on this
observation.

MR. BACHMANW: We will take a five-minute break |
now, go off the reccrd.

(Recess.)

MR. BACHMANN: 3ack on the record.

MR. TERAC: I talked to Mr, Minichiello and

L

clarified our concern regarding the minimum wall thickness
of pipe. I basically asked him at girth, butt welss be-ween

straight piping, is the minimum wall allowed afser councer-

o

horing of cthe pipe, is it the minimm wall of minus 12-1/2 percent
tolerance? Or 1s it the minimum wall NCND 3640 of the
ASME code?

The reason for the guestion is =hat the fac=or
of one is permitted when the tolerance, minimum wall
tolerance is within 12-1/2 percent of the code == 12-1/2
percent of the nominal wall thickness. But stress

intensificatzion factor of one is not permitted if she

5

minimum wall is defined as that minimum wall as cal=ulate
per NCND 3640 of the code, which could be much less =han

the nominal wall minus 12-1/2 percent.
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In other words, if the minimum wall a: ccun:e:bc:ef
is the NCND 3640, then use of a higher stress in:ens:f;:a:;:n' e
factor of one is regquired,

MR. YOUNGBLOCD: He is going to follow up on
that then?

MR. TERAO: VYes. He understands the guestion,
and he will review the specification, the piping specxfica:ic&.
I believe it is MS-200 spec. |

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Does that complete everything
on question 2 then, at this stage?

(Xo response.

MS. WILLIAMS: Questicn 3, dealing with pipe
stress acain on the RHR system, refers =o Gibbs & Hill's
use of the 20 percen: increase in allowables for welded

attachments.

(Slide.)

Yy
o
O
LA N
P
v
o
1y
"

If you look at che problem in ligh
codes and code cases for straight pipe, vou arrive atc the
following conclusions. That in the case of SAl063 piping,

the Gibbs & Hill allowable is less than the current Cade

Case allowables.

In the case of stainless steel 304 and 318, the
Gibbs & Hill allowable is alsc less than the curren: Ca3de
Case allowables. When you get in the 304 and 316 stainless,

for temperatures greater than 400 degrees, then there .1s sore
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difference between the Gibbs & Hill allowable and that of
later Code Cases.

I'm going to show that on a chart right now.

(Slide.)

Referring to the 316 and 304 stainless, loocking
across to the comparison of Gibbs & Hill and the code, ycu
will see for temperatures of 400 degrees, in the case of
the 131¢, that the Gibbs & Hill is slightly greater than tha
of the current CTode Case allowables. Going and loocking as

the 304 stainless for condition, which on %his chart shows

>

wn
w
w

us 650 degrees, but actuallv i

- &

tn
"
1
"
1]
=
O
)

charts. There is also a slight increase, or di
between the current Cccde Case allcwables ané zhat which
Gibbs & Hill uses.

Now we looked at that, ané we locked at zhe
margins wnere the welded attachments on tne.RHR system, and
the worst ratio of allcwables 2% the ac=ual stress levals
to allowable was in the neichborhood 2f .56. We had almcsct
a 50 percent design m;;§in for the welded attachments on
the RHR system dealing with straight piping.

So we felt that those margins were certainly
outweighing what is less than a 10 percent difference in
the Gibbs & Hill allowable versus the current Csde Case

allowables. On that basis, we made a judgment. e fel:

there was no design impact.
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In going on to elbows, which are a much more
limiced application, at the Comanche Peak plant. 1If you
go through a derivation of comparing the current Code Cases
to that which was employed in the plant, you are going to
find that there is.not this significant margin -- let me
rephrase that -- the potential exists that they exceed the
current Tode Case allowables.

And our feeling was that the stress methcd, =he
large stress method was sufficiently conservative %o cutweizh
the differences that you would get in leoking at the elbcw
welded attachments. It is really a swo-%213 reascn.

One i1s we felt the mezhod was conservative. And
twc, that there is a very limited apol caticn in welded
attachments to elbows at Comanche Feak.

MR. TERAQO: Perhaps the welded aztachmen-s en
the PHR s ystem were found acceptable using this 20 percen:
increase. Have you considered what the e<fecsts 57 =aa
welded attachments could be on other systems, other than
RER, when the 20 percent increase is allowable?

MS. WILLIAMS: VYou would be able %o narrow thas
w.th the case of the stainless steel, which is over 400
degrees, and we consider that in the sense tha: we felz that
it would not be a problem.

To close the lcop on that again as with guestion

2, what you want t2 do is go back and locok at a3 fursher
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sampling of welded a:éachmencs, using that material in
systems that exhibit characteristics running at temperatures
greater than 400 degrees. This is another case where we
made a judgment. It was a judgment based on our experience
and cur understanding of the type of evaluations that were
done there.

If you want to go back and demonstrate that that
was an accurate judgment, you would have to lock at that
situation. I would narrow it down to just lcoking at those
specific parameters.

MR. TERAO: My concern is, on the 2HR system it
is relatively low temperature system. It may not see too
many pressure or thermal cycles. Whereas systems such as
main steam or feedwater sees many large numbers of pressure
and thermal cycles that éan impose local stresses at the
welded attachments.

And these stresses generally are not considered

in the analysis. They are Class IT and III Pipings, so there

is a certain amount of uncertainty in the actual stresses
for these types of systems.

If a 20 percent increase were allowed on those
systems, and if pressure cycles, thermal cycles, thermal
gradients were neglected, and if there was a small desicn
margin, how could that be accepted?

MS. WILLIAMS: Well, first, again I would narrow
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it down to the specific case. And I recognize that the
viewgraph does not provide the detail, but we went through

4 similar compariscon as we did in gquestion 2, which is

1

two pages of calculations, which I did not Put on a viewgraph,

which we can make available to you.
To make a compariscn, and to narrow it down to

the situation where we think that your only concern would

|
|
|
|
|

be with the stainless steel and the temperature rance greacer

' than 400 degrees.

MR. TERAO: That is not my cnly concern. OCne
concern of course is the stainless steel greater than 400
degrees. But even in carbon steel piping, where you can

have large numbers of Pressure and thermal cycles that are

not explicitly accounted for in the design, it is basicallv

v
-

covered by NC-3645, which states that localized venting should

be minimized.

It does not say that you have to do an explicis
analysis. Now for those Systems where you do see larcge
pressure and thermal cycles that could result in large
local stresses in the Piping, increased allcowable added +o
the uncertainties in those loadings, may not be acceptable.

MR. SHULMAN: I am a little confused here. are
you questicning the 20 percent increase in allowable? oOr

are you questioning later code versions? think pars of

Nancy's problem is, were Cibbs § Hill to use later versions

b



Spblo 1 of the code, the conly case where those allowables that ;
2 Gibbs & Hill use would exceed the allcwables of later ve:s;cn# -
3 of the code would be in the case of 304 and 316 stainless |
i steel. And conly when the temperatures were above 400 deg:eesi

] Above 400 =--

L] MS. WILLIAMS: Above 400.

7 MR. SHULMAN: I am confused as to whether vou |
8 agree with that premise, or are you disagreeing with thas? ;
9 MR. TERAO: The Code Case itself that yocu are

10 ] referring to is N-1318. Now that Code Case goes into varying

1 detailed analysis of the different loadings at a local welded

12 attachment. It covers not only the external loading, but
(-_ 13 : the internal thermal lcadings.

14 i Not only the primary, but the secondary and peak

15 E loadings. If that has been done, then there would be nc

16 concern. The question is whether or not a general increase

17 € 20 percent, nct knowing for certain what loadings were

18 | considered, may not give you the same safety margin as

using the Code Case. ,
MR. WEINGART: Our comparison was not necessarily |

even related to the Code Case. This comparison was to the

Gibbs & Hill had used, versus a later code, and then added

111

in the l:rge stresses that were calculated by Gibbs & Hill.

19
20
2
2 later code itself, where we compared the allowables that
2
end 5. 4
25
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MR. TERAO: I don't think that would be
appropriate. You are referring to the NCND-16 eguaticns?
Those only calculate pressure membrane and general ending
stresses.

MR. WEINGART: Which is part of what the Ccce
Case specifically refers to, 318. Ané in 318 you will see
the analogous eguations, where they add in the 318. They add
the membrane bending stresses to the stresses that vou £find
in the eguaticn from the cade 8, 9, 10, the same allowables.

Now your Juestion, I'm not quite sure I follow how
YOur guestion relates. You are saying there is additional
loadings which should be apolied,

MR. SHULMAN: To use 318, the stress analvsis
has to be treated differently. I think that's what yeou're

taying. You have to consider other stress distributions.

MR. TERAQ: Thermal gradients. _I_think the general!

concern is why was the iancrease in the ASME code allowaoles
used? Why was it permitted?
MS. WILLIAMS: That was our question to Gibbs &

Hill, as well. It is my understanding that it was a decision

that was made that they felt was adecuate or aonrooriate at

|

i
the time. And then what we set out to do was €O assess whether

we were comfortable with that decision, that they were usinc

in their design.

!

{
{
i

|
We felt that it weuld not De a oroblem, and accentesd

]
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1 it on that basis. I guess what vou are sayina is that vecu still
2 have a concern as to whether that was approoriate. ; =
3 MR. SHULMAN: The real guestion is the manrer ir ?
4 which stresses were calculated. Is it conservative relativae ;
5 to what Code Case 318 reguires? .
8 MR. TERAO: I guess what I am saying is when t he ;
|
7 ASME code recognized that higher stresses are needed for -- 5
8 £0 account for local welded attachments, a goed deal of I
9 engineering and analysis and a rational basis was develoned g
10 ; in order tc come up with the Code Case and 318, whereas the
u | acoroach ancarently Gibts & Hill used, is they just felt that
12 20 perceht increase was accentable. }
o~ !

( 13 | Now it 1s nroved that 20 nercent increase L8 not

14 acceptable for all pircing, all materials. XKnowina what we

15 know teday, with the Code Case, how can we acceot the 20
16 percent increase that really had ro Justifiable basis?

17 MS. WILLIAMS: We went through a similar line

18 of questioning when we wrote uo the observation. I cuess

19 what we are getting down to now is do we aqrei that it is
acceptable, in light of current day practices, and you have

some specific concerns on'that, that this does not address --

p- ]

a |

2 H that our resoonse dces not address, or that you disacree, ew’en?
|

2 with our comvariscn. :

“ Sco far, on this respconse, I want to make sure thas

25

we are talking the same concerns here, so we can focus in on §

M |
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lt. We thought it was a concern, too. We dic not think ther

was a basis for it. There was scme room for interzretation

of the codes, as they existed back then. we had a conference

call, telecnone call, with Gibbs & Hill, where they exnlained

their logic behind that.

We thought about 1t some mcre, to discern whether
we thought it was really a croblem, given that we hac a
50 percent margin in the System and given that we fel: that
there was only specific concerns, such as in the case cf =he
stainless steel. We felt that tnere was nc ultimase aesizn
ifpact on using that.

And now we are discussing that Dasis, whether thas
is an adegquate basis for Saying that is acceotable.

MR. TERAO: The main cencern ls reachinag the
pressure bounacary of the vivce. There are many wavs that an

engineer can meet the intent of NC-36.453, in order to

minimize the excessive localized bendine in the nine. One

can use pads, saddles. One can avoid welded attachments thas

can induce localizesd bendings, such as shear lugs would intend

to induce shear on the pice rather than stantions, which can
induce the localized bending into the pipe.

And I cuess the ohilosoohy is if shear lugs break,
it would fai., and shear, and it would not necessarily breach
the pressure boundary of the oive, whereas welded stantions

tC the pipe =~ if that fails, it would induce a localized
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bending into the wall-cf the Pipe.

So the intent of NC-36.45 can be met by using --
shall I say -- good engineering cractices and recognizing
what you are trying to aveid. Do You find that these kinds
of éngineering practices were used by “ibbs § H1112

MS. WILLIAMS: They used the SYLNOZ, S=Y=L-N-0-2,
Program, where it was deemed necessary that they use vads.
It probakbly does not address the concern of trying te avoid
the use altogether, the use of welded attachments altogether,
which I think I hear you saying.

MR. TERAO: I wonder if there was a reasonable
basis for either Using or not using mads on Ciz.ing, where

local stresses can be significane? Was there any screening

done by Gibbs & Hill, for example, limitations on temneratures

of the Pipe, pressures of the pive, where a ce:tazn.:yne of
ttachment was or was not allowed? s there anv kind of
gulicance of that given in anv cther °rocedures or scecs?
Let me see if Lee €an answer that,
MR. WEINGART: what we found was that it was

[
totally based on the results of adding the SYLNOZ stresses

"
O

the Code equations, it would increase the allowables. and

if thev pass, that there was no further fequirements imnoses.
Now 1f I understind your concern correctly, vou're

Saying that just aading shcse Stresses to the eJuations §, 3,

and 10, and shoewing that those Stresses met the allowables,
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would not be sufficient.
MR. TERAQ: What I am saving is nerhaos in =he
RHR that may be aoorooriate. The thermal gradients and the

number of cycles are relatively small. The use of that

c
procedure, for examrle $YLNOZ, conlv calculates external lcadin

and not internal locadings. The use of that program may not
be appropriate, for example, in evaluating the main steam or

feedwater pipe or the tnermal gradients can be quite large.

MR. WEINGART: You do not consider for Class 2 and

Piping.

MR. TEPAO: Thr reascn for nc: considering, fer
not having tc have an exolicit analysis, is because mos:
Class 2 and 3 ricings don't see the tyre of oressure anz
temnerature cvcles that Class 1 cining sees. The main steanm
and feedwater sees considerable and significant numbers
of cycles th:ougbut the life of the nlant. .

One should use a lictle endineering rationale
there, in order to determine whether those stresses shoul:
be calculated. Just because the codes -- the Code does nct
say don't calculate, the code only says that one should
avoid excessive localized bending and thermal zradients :in
the pipe.

MR. SHULMAN: We do not know, as this coint, what

they did on the main steam and feedwater.

0
"

MS. WILLIAMS: The main steam is a subject ¢
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our Phase III review.‘CorEcct me if I am wrong, but I shink
that they minimize the use of welded attachments on the main
Steam system. That's not true? OQkay.

MR. WEINGART: 1If 1 uncerstand what You are saving,
YOu are not limiting your argument to juse welded attachments.
It is piping analysis in general for high temcerature lines,
or lines that will see signiticant temperature transients
Or pressure transients.

MR. TERAQ: The cverall concern is have welded
attachments heen Srcverly considered? Ana is this 290
fercent ingraass acpropriace? My Position, at thais point, is
it may be approzriate for scme PiPlng systems, bus Cther
PilPing systems is may not be aoorooriate. Now YOu have
looked at -- cvgua has locked at the effect of the 219 cercent
increase on 2HR ans concluded that it does nct impact RER,

Qur guestion is how did it imoact the other niving
systems?

MS. WILLIAMS: we might be able =o oick unm on thas
scecific concern on Phase III, since we are looking at the
Mainsteam. It might be an aporopriate olace to evalute that.

(Pause,)

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: wWe were just discussing whas your
responses will be, with fegard to these Guestiocon. Obviously
some of them will feQuire scme response from Phase III or

Phase IV. Phase III ¢cr Phase IV, I believe, are being done
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basically in response to the hearing board, and 80 forth.

Do you plan to give us these resoonses separately
for the IAP, and not as part of your vackage that vou are
doing for the total Phase III and Phase IV?

MR. PIGOTT: Are you referring to the snecific
questions being asked today?

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: VYes.

MR. PIGOTT: We can answer your svecific gquesticns
in the context of Phases I and II without requiring that
they be rolled into wh;tever.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: You May roll them i1nto =has
repcrt, but we would like a SeDarate resoonse.

MR. PIGGOTT: The timing mav be another cuestion.
I don't know if we are in a position yet to give you those
answers.

M5. WILLIAMS: \Not Juite yet. We are sixll
evaluating Phase III.

MR. SHULMAN: What would the time frame be, given
that they are part of the Phase III and 1v evaluation?

MP. YOUNGBLCOD: We cannot finish cur resors uncil

YOu give us these resoonses. The timing is sort of --

-

MR. BACHMANN: There were certain specific resmonsas

that were reguested and that were referred to Phase IIZ,

POsSsibly Phase IV. Those very svecific answers, if they

0
[
b

be pulled out and forwarded, as Mr. stngblcod said, are
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necessary for us to complete the Staff'sg evaluation, the
Staff's review of the IA2?. And if a+ all oossible, we woule
like to get those -- CDbViously == as scon as oossible. e
woula appreciate being made aware of any of these resonses,
and of course we will all have the transcriot so we can see
exactly what they were that will be delayed, or thate could
N0t readily become available within a Feascnable ceriocd of &im
3S soon as you are aware Ot them, and let us knowr, And see
if there is a Possibility, if they can be worked around or
sémething.

We definitely weuld like =2 wrap us this review.
Some of these, as far as I know, are comoletely indisvensible
to completing the review,

MR. PIGOTT: we will have to look at the
questions and determine how fast we gzet the answers. As
we jet to the answers outside cof Phase III and v certainly,

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: The reascn I said that is I woulsd
eéxpect that tc take a lictle longer than mayte oullinc the
Separate ones out, It is =~ we are certainly 4nterested in
Phase III ang Phase IV,

So far as the rap is concerned, we do not have to
have all of that.

MR. PIGOTT: vYou do need these for this narticular
Phase of your review?

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yes.

|
|
|
|

|
e

— v ——
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(Slide.)

MR. BACHMANN: Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

(Recess.)

50
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MR. BACHHA&N: Back on the record.

MS. WILLIAMS: Cable trays, item four.

(Slide.)

This is an apparent omission on one of our tables
contained in the desion criteria., It was an appropriate
question. It was omitted, It was not because we did not
perform the review using that criteria. It just was not
filled in so we have provided, and this will show up in a
revision to the design criteria, what the safe shutdown
column should read using the 1.§ bump factor in allowables.

MR. BACHMANN: Will vou provide this as an officia
amendment to your report?

MS., WILLIAMS: When we issue official Rev. 0, ves.
It is in one of the errata sheets that will be provided.

MR. RINDALDI: In your testimony, ycu address
this number, Walsh No. 3, question. I was'qivcn some pargers
on your testimony, on cable trays. You addressed the Walsh
No. S.

My question is mainly when you compute ==

MR. WILLIAMS: Which part of wWalsh $?

.MR. RINALDI: The attachment that you have, page
one of one, for example, here. Let me ask a general guesticn
I don't think you need to loock at numbers, Nancy.

Basically the factor of safety that you use in

the computation for the Solts, it is related to the same load |

ey e ve i

i
|
!

{
!
|
|
i
!

|
|
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factor that you have, the 1.6 that we are talking about riqhtj

nNow. You alternate between factors of 3, 4 and 3 and it is |

|

then for 0BE You use 4, cther cases YOu use up to S§. 1 don't|

not clear why you keep on changing and 7902 recommends 4 and

think that this Point is clear, what was done or whas you g

have accepted. :
MS. WILLIAMS: We will start with the anchor bols |

safety factrs, which is the only thing that that would refer

to.

MR. RINALDI: The ) I

r
(&}
b
o
n

MS. WILLIAMS: That does not 2oply t2 ancher

That is the key and really part of ur. Walsh's question is

by

whether 1.6 is a bump factor allowable for the SSE condition
in using the Structural design, ;

You look at the chart and when you get down, the |

bump factors on archor bolts, you will find that there really{

are none. You have builet in safety factors that the
manufacturer requires if you follow his installation
“rocedures, which give you permissible capacities for the
bolt. That is when we stars discussing safety factors of
¢ and §,

Now, Hilti, when you look at their table for
capacity, built inte that number is a safety factor o7 4.
Gibbs & Hill Ooriginally started doing their design using

safety factors of 5 in some cases, but that is not reguired.
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H 7902 addreﬁsos various types of anchor belts where

- the sleeve pipe inserts require safecy factors of 5. Hilei's|

10

11

13

4

18

16

requires safety factors of 4, which is in accordance with
the manufacturer's manual ané they only use Hileti's in the
case of the cable trays. So you can forget about the safety
factor of 5 being required for anything because it did not
use a sleeve type redhead insert.

The fact that Gibbs & Hill used a factor of 35 for
Some parts of this calculation, that is fine but it is not
required,

30 a safety factor of four refers to Hilti tyse
anchor bolts, expansion == concrete expansion tyce anchor
bolts.

This calculation here on Attachment W-2 is an
assessment of what safety factor they really have‘in their
bolts, using the type of design approach that they do on the
cable trays.

Now that is another subject,

MR. RINDALDI: I would like to refer you to a
specific part. You have Page one of six, Attachment W-5-1.
You have CYGNA's approach at the bottom of the page. Mavbe
if you explain that sentence.

MS. WILLIAMS: I have to put it in context,
unfortunately. I will try to do that in an overview tvpe

manner,
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There is the OBE and the ssr condition that you
designed the Cable trays for Prior to =- and this is shown
on Attachment W-5-2, It is just a one-sheet attachment.

They went through and basically normalized those

|
|

eguations so that they only had -- they picked the worst case

between OBE and ss- and they did their design to that Case.
What this sheet on W-5-2 is, a reflection of how

they went through and assessed what thas wWOorst case was.

SO now they have chosen what the governing loading

condition is and they use that throughout their design but
nNow inherent in doing this is the fact that /Cu are allowing
a2 bump factor of 1.6 in your numbers,

Now you have taken and compared the OBE ané the
SSE. The fact that you are comparing the SsE, you are
ackncwledginq that yeu are allowing she 1.6 bump (actct in
7our allowables for that condition, but anchor bolts are not
allowed at 1.6 bump factor.

That is where we Fet into the next attachment,
which is, "well, how important is this to the design?" wWas
that an omission? Was it really a concern? When we were up
there doinc the révicw. we stumbled on this as well, sust
a4s Mr. Walsh has in this guestion.

Then we went back and we found out that in fact

" Gibbs & Hill had addressed it back in 1979 as well. There

i
:

|
|
|
|
|
|

|
i
|

|

were internal memcrandums on it. We did our own calcul::zcns{

{
|
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Trgs !
1 here to make sure that we agreed with what they did. 1This f
- attachment, W-3-3, is a summarization of our Calculaticns 3 :
3 where we went back and checked whether we think the anchor |
4 bolts are okay given using that design approach of ncrmalized;
B or governing loading conditions. !
6 MR. RINALDI: I understand the general statement. E
7 Can you addresss specifically the three with the four, how :
8 that comes in? I just looked at this during the meeting, :
9 MS. WILLIAMS: In the middle of the Page there? 5
10 MR. RINALDI: Through all of the computations on |
1 f the following page.
2 | MS. WILLIAMS: We are checking to make sure thas
13 | the anchor beolts, whether or not the anchor bolts meet the
4 required safety factor of four given that approach. Te
18 safety factor of three is what we agree would bpe gcceptable
6 for the SSE condition and we went through and did some checks;
7 and discussed it with the manufacturers and evaluated those
18 conditions. So 3 and 4 refer to the anchar bolts, 4 being'
19 what is normally required, 3 being a minimum’that we would
2 think was allowable and we wanted to set out to see if they
un met the 3,
2 MR. RINALDI: What is the basis for accepting the
L 3? Why do you determine that it was an acceptable number?
u A minimum acceptable number?
» Is that document anywhere?
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MS, WILLIAMS: M5-129-4, I don't believe we

included that here,. No, we did not include this as part of |
the response. I do not think I sent it out, 5

MR. RINALDI: I have not looked at great depth. f
I just looked at it this mOrning. This is one of the quescio%s
if possible I would like to be clarified on, MS-129-4 that :
You indicate.

The other thing is You also attached some repore, |
which is Attachment W=5~4. It refers to seismic testing of ;
electric cable SUPpPCrt systems. I believe this was scme '
research work done =3 3ualify various cable travs, The second
Page to your attachmens, figure 1, shows some configuratiszsn ,

|
of typical cable travs., |

Are these sretty much the same as what we are
talking about, the Comanche Peak site?

MS. WILLIAMS: wWe are relying on this p;per te be
clear. This is the damptin values. John, do you want to
comment on that?

MR. RUSS: I have to check =- if you give me some é

time. They did use different types.

MS. WILLIAMS: There are several papers we did not

include here. we Put this in as a sample., It is our belief,;
|

based on the various test reports available in the indusetry,
|

that using the damping values, the cable tray damping values, |

can be verv hizh,

|
|
|
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MR, RINALD&: I understand your point.

All I &~ trying -- since this is an attachment
o your testimony. I ~+anted to make sure that there was a
real solid tie between the field use of the cable travs and
the one we referred to in the document. That is what I was
trying to dc by my guestion.

MS. WILLIAMS: I understand your question, but I
would point out that there is more of a generic discussion
on our pa.t., We will check on that.

MR. RINALDI: Going back on the cable trays,

relating to the damping value, I guess the big cuestion is

the dimping factor related to welded structure versus bolted.

It is a fact, I understand, that these trays are
clamped down to the bracke;s and the welding is only for the
trays themselves, only the weld applies to the t:gys and not
to the connectién in the trays and the supperts, right?

MS. WILLIAMS: Basically that is true. They have
various clamping configurations that I think when you were
at the review we had the catalogue out. The welding is
basically within the members of the support structures
themselves.

MR. RINALDI: OQut of the trays are clamped and
bracket support?

MS, WILLIAMS: Yes, we loock at it as a svstem

because of that,

—————
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MR. RINALdI: Any welding used in the brackets

.
n

minimum? You indicated there is some welding of bracket

supports that does exist at the site.

MS. WILLIAMS: It is the bracket to the tray =- the

bracket to the support, not the bracket tc the tray. They
have those fiction tvpe bracket connections with the tray

and they also have bolted connections between the tray and
the support. Those are the two types of configurations I

believe we found in cur review.

MR. RINALDI: 1Is it possible to cbtain a sketch
showing what the welding exactly =-- what it looks like, what
we're talking about?

I want to be very clear, if possikble.

MS, WILLIAMS: t is on one of the drawings. I
Just have to get the drawing number for you. I think you
have a set. v o

MR. RINALDI: I have a set.

MS. WILLIAMS: It is in the bottom leftharsd ccr:e:;

of a drawing if I rememker properly.
MR. RINALDI: I do not have any more guestions on
this item, on the March 30th letter.

(Slide.)

MS. WILLIAMS: 1Item 5, cable trays. Did we verifvy

that the construction drawings matched with the desizgn

drawings or the design?
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|

Our rcvicQ, we locked at the design drawings wnich?
are the S-900 series drawings, and we checked t0 make sure
that they in fact matched with the design analysis. The
reason it is important in the cable trays is because they
used a generic design approach where they have certain f
standard details, standard design calculations and they applyf
that as an envelope to certain specific designs which they |
have produced, the structural design drawingr 4.

Now we did go and make sure that each cne's
standard details that we looked at was a correct match with
the analysis which gqualified that suppore.

I want to make the distinction between that and
4 construction drawing where we were not really going inteo
the field and checking the construction drawings thas may be
developed from the $-900 series of drawings to make sure that

the design matched with the qualifying calculations. r

MR. RINALDI: What is the tie to assure

r
e
fu
o
L]
¥
m

"
ey
W

£

$§-900 drawings are indeed Pursued in tne field for

b

drawings? ,
E

|
and make =~ to look and make sure that the installed condi:icd

MS. WILLIAMS: There are two ways. You can go in

matches the $-900 series drawing or you can compare the
construction drawings with the $-900 drawings.
Quite often some sites, because we did not look

at construction in the case of Comanche I can only say this
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in general, they can use their structural drawings as con-
struction and they take off details from there for the
connections in items such as that, which is what T presume
they do at Comanche, but it was not part of the scope °f our
review.

MR. RINALDI: Do you know if it was part of the
scope of any other work at the site, of any other group?

MS. WILLIAMS: I cannct speak for other grours.

I can only sa& that we are going to do walkdown of the cable
trays for Phase IV, where you would make that link.

MR, RINALDI: When would that take clace?

MS. WILLIAMS: I would say that is about six
weeks. I don't have my schedules here with nme but to give
You a rough time frame.

MR. RINALDI: The $-900 drawings do indeed show
compliance with the design, the 15 Standa;dmoesigﬁ. of the
cable tray supports,

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR. RINALDI: Thank you.

MS. WILLIAMS: Item 6 is electrical --

MR. BACHMANN: This might be a good time to break
for lunch. We will break for lunch and reconvene at 1l:15.

(Whereupon, at 11:42 a.m., the meeting

was recessed, to reconvene at l:15 p.m., this

same day.)
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AFTER&OON SESSION
(1:20 p.m.)

MR. BACHMANN: 0On the recerd.

MR. YQUNGBLOOD: Let's continue where w8 uere
this morning. We are 3¢ Question 6 now on the March 30,
1984 letter to CYGNA and Comarche Peak.

MR. PIGOTT: 1f I may interrupt, before We go off¢
into looking at wWalsh Guestions with respect to cable trays,
in the middle of the resconse to 4 ang S, at the risgk of
being repetitive, I was going to ask Nancy to succinct iy
State our answers o 4 NG 5 agatn, so that we nave them a-
ane place }n the record.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Would it be woreh pursuing, “gr
those of us nere ang those of us that may se reaging this
transcript, how you see the overall work thas CYGNA is
doing, what relates to the IAP and what M3y velate to the
rest of it that relates to what the hearing is going ta HSe,
They both interweave each other,

Would th;zrtako some thinking be*or; you uouLd
attemot to do that?

MR. PIGOTT: May I answer that?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR. PIGOTT: I nad contemplated at the end of

QuUr presentation == I dorn't know if the Statf would want -

Caucus, but I thought that we would caucus and go througn
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and pick out the questions that YOU have asked, ang thea try

and make an dssessment 3s tO0 whether op nOot they ars within

the IAP or if they are within 3 and 4, and give you some xing

of a timeframe also as to how long it May take to answer
those questions ang Perhaps address your concerns in thats
way.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: ALL righe., I will cite thas what
is in the IAP is in the IAP. 1t YOU are going to pick up
some of that in what YOu are doing in Phase I11: and IV, =hen
that is a serendipity part of i YOU will feed into thne IAR,

MR. PIGOTT: Rigne.

MR. YOUNG3LOOD: 00 you thinmk maybe you can do
that after ye get through it?

MR. PIGOTT: 1+ YOU give us fifreen minutes at thne
end of the meeting, I think that we can eraobacly, at leasts,
§'ve you an initial shot at ¢, .

MS. WILLIAMS: O0f the things that we are discussing
here, not going through the Walsh=Doyle Questions ans S8y tng
which ones are in Scope and out of Scope,

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: No.

MS. WILLIAMS: Okay,

Frank, to ANswer some of YOUr questions, I naye
the drawing numbers that you were asking for on the
connection details, Those are 2323-5-09¢0 through 0903,

The first one is 0901. 1t is 01 through 03. Those show
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connection details in various porticns af those drawings
where they are always 2olted to the tray support in those
connections, but you can find thenm on those drawings,

MR. RINALDI: We are also talking about the welding
of supports, right?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. And then the clarification
On that one is that the welds and supports are found on the
Support members but not the tray to the support ar the |
anchorage of the tray to the suppore,

MR. RINALDI: You were going to indicate == the
question this merning was alsc related to at what L(ocation
the welding did occur and to identify these Locations.

MS. WILLIAMS: I yunderstooa Yyour guestion to e
the cocnnections of the trays to the tray sugports.

MR. RINALDI: That is one cart. We are talking
2bout the clamping devices, the trays and the supports. Wwe
are trying to determine whether the clamping was the only way
that the trays were attached to the supports, the cable tray
supports. |

Also, I think you indicated that weldina occurs '
along the support at certain locations., I was asking if you
could clarify the Llocations by reference to drawings,

MS. WILLIAMS: Those, you would Look at the Stoncarc;
details for the cable tray supports themselves whers you |

would see wnich portions of them are weldad, which had -ne
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0900 series.

MR. RUSS: Those are the drawings in guestion,
Those will show the details Yyou reguire.

MS. WILLIAMS: In general, what you will fing is
that the members for the Supports, member-to-memper, are
welded. Sometimes the members are welded to the clip angle
or the angle which forms the Daseplate,

MR. RINALDI: I'm not very clear right now from
your explanation of exactly what is going on, other than
reviewing the drawing in detail for the field congitions,
I uncerstand you have §iven me an answer., I do not thinak
't is very clear at thisg Point exactly what is going en,

where the connections are with the clamps.

MS. WILLIAMS: vyou will find that in those details.

The othar reference was to the report which was
dttached to Walsh=5, I ethink that when you .go through the
recort, there will be a reference in there to an ANCO Tes:

Laporatory report cerformed for Bechtel LA where thay

'
(¢}

over 2000 tests un all kinds of trays. One of the
conclusions that comes out of that report is that the tray
dynamic characteristics are not so much a function of tray
type.

So that should Lead YOuU through it, whenm you reas
through it.

As far as the table goes for Question 4, 1 guess
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mgec 3-5 1 W8S, == 1% that one snswered? I just wanted to meke sure
2 that I'm not getting lost in Walsh=5 versus answering your
3 questions here in the March (etter.
‘ MR. RINALDI: 1In the March Letter was the very
5 simple ohrase that something was missing.
s MS. WILLIAMS: Item S, you want to Llock at the
!
|
7 drawings some more?
8 MR. RINALDI: Not just the drawings. The fiels
’ conditions and construction drawings. Being there are 3L. ?
10 | 9f ihe guestions abou: the systems, I think the oniy way =2
|
L}
u | satisfy anypocy's cancern 'S to tie the whole ¢thain.
;
12 MS. WILLIAMS: That is out of the scope of our ;
|
(,7 13 i review., f
,“ MR. YOUNGSLOOD: That would e looked at in Phase IV
]
i !
" 4t the walkdown. |
1 MR. BURWELL: When you did your walkdown on the
17 I ‘ .
scent fyuel pool cooling system, I think yoau did look at some
18
cable trays and the supports, the cable tray supports.
» MS. WILLIAMS: Only to the eéxtent that the spacing |
b L
was there and they provided adequate support to the power
a |
train to the pump, but the Structure was actually thne |
2 : . :
foundations in that review.
b <] v ; : :
MR, BURWELL: B8ut in going that review, did you
b2 : L !
review the supports against the field drawings or the ‘
o

generic? |
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mMS. UILLIANg: We reviewed them against the
applicable drawings and found them to bBe in general
conformance, But not to the level of detail in comparing
the analysis == making sure the analysis matches the cable
tray suoports in the construction drawings. It was not a
detailed review of what I think would be regquired to answer
what Frank is saying. I would neot rely on Looking at that
to answer Frank's gquestion.

MR. BURWELL: Okay. But I was only trying ts get
at, what dig you use on the walkdown? I was not trying to
get all across the pridge there.

MS. WILLIAMS: We used the 900 structural design
drawings and the spec.

MR. PIGOTT: No. 5 is recognized as not withim the
scope of this report. It is not being asked that we pursuye
it further at this time,.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: That is incorrect. Our auession
1s, CYGNA should describe how it verified thas
construction drawings have been correctly prepared fram the
15 Standard Design drawings.

If you cannot do that within what you did before,
then you can do that within what you are proposing to do.
We would Like that answer.

MR. PIGOTT: That's what I want to kncw.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: 1If you cannot do that in what you




are proposing to do, we want to Propose that you g0 do that.

MR. PIGOTT: Anc in proposing that we do it, that
it be done in a manner that can be yused for your writeagff

of the [AP?

5 MR. YOUNGBLOCD: Yes.

8 MS. WILLIAMS: Item 6 on the March Letter, the

1 question why we did not include Reg Guide 1.106 anc 8ranmch

8 Technical Position 1CSB=18 as part of our review criteris |
9 for the RHR system. :
10 (Slide.)

11 ”

Eoth of these guidelines are conzerned with power

2 supplied to the MOVs. Teo Quickly reiterate the scope
( o 3 of the electrical control review for the RHR system, we
|
W | checked the power supoly to the PUmMp, anu we evaluyated the
15 control circuitry associated with a motor-goperated valve,
16 the isolation valve in the isolation tank., .We dig not g
17 : S , : . .
look at a control circuit and power circuit associated with
» a given comoonent., My understanding of the Yistory was t-a:
» we were going to do that with the pump, and then it was
0 |
decided that perhaps we should leok at a motor-sperated value |
a instead.
2 ; ' " ; |
This got a Little split there., We were net
<] .
looking at both power and contraols to one component, Qur
u |
review scope included the valve control circuits only., We :
» <

defined the valve control circuit as deginning with the
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mgec 3-8 1 contral circuit transformer through the rest of the control

2 circuit for the valve. The overloag protection was correcely
3 not included in the design. In other words, i1t was chezkes,
¢ If it had been a necessary part of the design, then we wouls
s have referenced those in aur design criteria, But far the
: particular design of this Sarticular valve, it was not
! part of the design, not regquired to be part of the design,
s There are two valves in series, though. The valve
’ in question that we 'goked at is 87018, and we dis Look 3¢
10 - ‘

87028, which is the next valve in series, to be sure that
11

they had separate pcower sudbslies, so the single failLure
12 . )

criteria was met.

> 13 o
A MR. CHOPRA: Can you §0 Dack to the original

14 . : . . ,

question? D0id you say that the control Circuttry o0f the
18 . :

valve was not included in YOUFr scope?
16 X :

MS. WILLIAMS: The control circuit of the valve

17

was included. We [ake that from tne cortrol transformer
18 t o

for the balance of ¢he control circuit.

MR. SHOPRA: It would not include the overload
devices?

MS. WILLIAMS: It was not aoclicable to thig
particular valve.

MR. MOERSFELDER: The overload con:o:gs wersa
correctly not included in the starting coil eircuit,

MR. LI: But the justification was not included.
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I think we imposed that Branch Technrical Pasition $ap

overload, the

MOVs.

The concern is, it May camage tne

valve, and cduring a critical moment, it cannot perfarm *the

safety ‘unction.

MR,

MOERS

FELDER: I believe you are sceaking of

Reg Guide 1.106 that talks about the terminal overlioads.

MR,

(%

MQERS

Right.

FELDER: It saigd the thermal overloag

protecticn devices will not needlessly prevent the macar

from performing its safety functicn., Agreeg?

MR.

MR,

%

MOERS

Okay.

FELDER: Therefore they are willing to

sacrifice the motar to make every possible attempt to move

that valve,

MR.

CHOPR

A: In normal conditions, they are

Bypassed. The overload conditiong == 2105

MR.

MOERS

circuit at all.

CHOPR

In other words, you

FELDER: The Sveriocads are not inm the

A: They are not in the circuit. Okay.

F scope did include to review this portion

of the design, f.106.

"R.

MOERS

FELDER: The review of the control

circuite, ves, did verify, in fact, that the thermal overlisacs

would not prevent the performance of the turbine function,

MR.

Ll

D0 you intend to amend your report ta
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include the statomont‘you just made?

MR. MOERSFELDER: Yes.

MR. LI: I think this is Part of the control
circuit., It is not excluded. It should be in the scoge,
N our judgment, but the Justification is acceptadble., VvYay
have to amend it in the report.,

MR. MQERSFELDER: ALl righe.
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MS. WILLIAMS: I will jump to the February lescer

now.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: wWhat abous item 72

MS. WILLIAMS: There was a request tc do botn
electrical items together.

MR. CHOPRA: Can YOu put that viewgraph back
again? I'm not clear =-- on your response.

(Slide.)

MR. LI: We're talking about the 38118B. You

menticned the single failure and refer to the 87013, 8702s.

L

think the single failure we are referring to invelves
88l1B. That is on a single valve.

MS. WILLIAMS: The feview sccre was 87018, Thas
was the I.0. numbe. ..r the oscillation valve thas was
originally chosen as part of the scope. Isn't that righe?

Now we came into contacs with checking Ehc logic
between that valve and the other valves you are talking
about. wWe did evaluate the logic between the valves. 3us
2s far as doing a roucine evaluation, the base of thas was

870iB.

MR. LI: I think the scope is 881l1B. That's where

the problem came from.
MR. MOERSFEILDER: Maybe that is the source ot
the confusion. wWe have S0 go back and check. wWhat we

reviewed was the 87028, 87018.
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MR, BURWELL: My understanding was that =he 3311 -s
that is why this particular thing confuses us =-- that is the | “
gist of the misunderstanding, the gist of why you asked the
question.

MR. LI: 2.2 of this diagram. Here we referred
to this one.

MR. MOERSFELDER: On the right side is the 8701
and -02 combination. ?

MR. LI: Interfaced with this valve. We are
talking about this valve, not :hose valves.

MR. BURWELL: We're talking about the sne in =he
little doghouse, which is 8811.

MS. WILLIAMS: That's how it was written -1

MR. LI: Texas Utilities' response primarily cshey
addressed our concerns. They asked you to amend, to clarify
che interlock. o b

MS. WILLIAMS: I have not seen that letter vet,
that is response to the Februarv letter. You're right in
saying the intended scope was the isolatiecn valve. If you

|
i
want to go through =- since you did do, since you were part

of the review =-- if that would be at all helpful and take
|

it from there -- :

MR. MOERSFELDER: The response that we had prepa:e4
|
for you for the technical, Branch Technical Position, |

related to the 8701, 8702, where with the two valves
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directly in series like the figure shows, I don't think
there would have been a gquestion of single failure criteria.

In the case of the 38l1A, there are noet two

valves in series. I think that is the crux of your question.

I too have not seen the April 2nd letter before, sc we
will have to review that.

MS. WILLIAMS: The original scope, I think, is
what you're going to have to explain. Can you go through
what that was?

MR. MOERSFELDER: I think now in light of this,
we have to 30 back and review exactly -- we have o kaow
with cur review that we actually performed, we have o go
back and see, or reconfirm for ourselves what we d4id review,
to what extent.

MS. WILLIAMS: I think what I am hearing =-- 1
want t£0 make sure I am clear on this == 1; Fhac the program
plan where this figure was contained is not --

MR. MOERSFELDER: I want to check that. I want
to verify that.

MS. WILLIAMS: wWe will provide an answer to the
February letter, which I think will still require some
further checking, knowing that is how Al has explained the
review scope. You have to take his answer in s=hat light,

and this clarification in that lighe.

l

If we all agree there is something else that needs

!
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£C be checked, then so be it. 1In any case, this was a ‘

summary of that gquestion =~- of our respense.

The question was, we have a checklist. £5-02
where we reference a Pressure and there is some question as
to whether we were reviewing for compliance with Section ,
7.6.5 of the FSAR. We will show yYou that checklist very
briefly. ;
(Slide.) ;
The source cof confusion is Item l, subitem V wh.:cj
we are checking for compliance with Section 7 of the FsSAR.

We are not so specific as to say Section 7.6. There is a
note over in the comments column discussing the 425 psi qauqe;
pressure. |

It is my understanding that the correct number
for that pressure, correct valve is again, the 8§701.

(S§lide.)

MR. MOERSFELDER: Let me ask on; other gquestion.
In the review that we did, we concentrated on the controls
part of the control valve. We did not concentrate on the !
electrical power supply to the valve. wWhat YOou are really !
asking about here does involve the power supply to the valvc.!

MR. LI: No, it is interlocked. The interlock is ?
part of the control. The other concerns relate to xnto:lcckl

|

MR. MOERSFELDER: That part of the response is

Not prepared. We will have to review that further.
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MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Do you understand what your
question is? !

MR. MOERSFELDER: I think so now, yes. f

MR. LI: When you review Texas Utilities' rosponse;
the April 2nd letter, I would like to Bring your attention |
to clarify two items. In the middle of the paragraph, it
Says operator action, the third line from the bottom of the
second paragraph. It says operator action is required to i
clcse the refueling water Storage tank, the RHR pump, suc::on;
isclation valve, the 8812A/8 immediately following =he
opening of the containment sump isolation valve.

I think this statement doces not quite agree
with the FSAR Section 7.6.5. The FSAR requires some kind of
automatic interlock, and this says needs operator acsticn. So
I want you to check which ~ne is correct.

The second item, the last pcragrgph on the first

'

page. It says, the reactor coolant system pressure must te

|
below approximately 425 psig before the RHR isolaticn valve |
will open. I talked to our System people, our reactor systems

|
pecple, and this statement is questiconable. It must be Selow

|
== I want to verify that because during the small LOCA
situation the pressure may be above 425 psig, but you still
have to open this valve.

I want you to verify this, these two items,

MR. MOERSFELDER: The last sentence in the last
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paragraph.

MS. WILLIAMS: Second to the last.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: First sentence, the botsom
Paragraph of page 1.

MR. LI: Texas Utilities recommends in the last
Paragraph of this section, the CYGNA comments regarding
direct interlock between containment sump isolation valve
and the reactor coolant system pressure is not clear, and
it should be clarified or reworded. You may have =o revise
YOour report to make it a correct assessment.

MR. BACHMANN: Let me ask 4 Guestion here. The
statement that was just read by Mr. Li and the Texas
Utilities' letter, where they sucgest thas the CYGNA comment
is not clear and should De clarified or reworded, did vou
have thi: letter prior to arriving here?

MR. MOERSFELDER: No, I did not.

MS. WILLIAMS: Pars of our confusion is on :=he
SCope issue. It is an apples and orange guestion to scme
extent,

MR. BACHMANN: The Feascn I brought that up is,
had you had it Perhaps you might have been pr-naring
clarification. But since you did not have it before this
meeting, no questions.

MR. BURWELL: The same type of question =< there

is an April 6th letter from Mr. smith to Mr. Youngblood
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dealing with Texas Utilities' comments on CYGNA's work. I

assume you have that.

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, we're going through that

right now.

MR. BACHMANN: It appears we have no further

questions from the Staff at this time concerning the

electrical instrumentation and control.

The next area that we want %o move into, in a

sense, back to, is the document control area.

MS. WILLIAMS: Do you want question number 7?

MR. BACHMANN: I guess so.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: It gets into that area, too.

MR. BACHMANN: Mr. sSpraul, who was not here this

morning i1s here now and that was his particular guestion,

We can move into 7 then.

MS. WILLIAMS: The question was with regard =o

observation WD=02-02. That observation deals with end-f2r-a-

reversal of snubbers that we found during the spent fuel

pPool cooling walkdown., We were asked to identify that

procedure on the checklist.
(Slide.)
The procedure in guestion is a

installation procedure, CP-CPM 9.17. The

enccuntered that procedure was in an attempt to resolve this

observation on the end-for-end reversals,

Brown & Root

reasor we

it is not on the

e
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checklist because what ~e were doing was as-buils
confirmation of the drawings to the installed hardware, as
opposed to an evaluation of the installation procedures.

In this particular case we found that there was
a discrepancy between the drawings and the installed
condition and the place where that was permitted happened to

be an installation procedure. So that was really part of

the resolution and %hat is where it is documented, as oppcsed |

t0 something we were checking on the original review.

MR. SPRAUL: What is CYCNA'Ss positicon regarding

support drawings, as related %o as-built drawings? D¢ th
support drawings constitute part of the as-built package?
MS. WILLIAMS: They use the suppert drawings =2
stamp them as-built once they have done their walkdowns,
It is a somewhat dynamic Process, in the sense %hat it is
gOing ONn On a continuous basis. We use the drawings that
were as-built at the time, the spent fuel pool cooling, if
there were any outstanding design changes then we would have
incorporated them as well.
They were stamped as-built in the spent fuel
pool cooling system. When you say package, that is a
QC. We did not go into QC and ask for the as-built packace.
We went to DCC and asked for the drawing.
MR. SPRAUL: The as-built stamped drawing did not

reflect this reversal allowance.
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9pb9 1 MS. WILLIAMS: That's right. 5
2 MR. SPRAUL: Doces it now? s
3 MS. WILLIAMS: No, because this procedure permics ?
. that deviation from the drawing. |
5 MR. SPRAUL: S0 at 10 years from now when :
5 someone wants to lock at this, it takes the drawing, mecre :
7 than the drawing to reflect the as-built, right? It takes E
¢ || the drawing plus the procedure? UJoes the drawing reference i
3 | the procedure? ;
0 | MS. WILLIAMS: No, it does not reference the
|
1 1 procecure. I cannot say that they 4id not gc back and
12 ! as-built those drawings. But at this point in time, no,
(;~\ 13 | there 1. no reference to the procedure. You find it because
14 ! it is called a snubber installation precedure, so it is
15 f a natural place to look when YOu are trying to find out '
18 what the discrepancy =-- what the reason for the discrepancy [
1 is. |
18 There is no reference then at this point in time, 7
19 it is not in the drawing. . |
2] MR. SPRAUL: And you still use the term discrcpanc?'?
2 MS. WILLIAMS: It is an observation in this case. |
22 MR. BURWELL: If ore is not cempletely familiar
B | with all of the procedures, there ir no way they can ;
2 guarantee that the as-built and the as-built drawings |
3 ; really are in sync? How many other places may there be
|
|
. |
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9pblo 1 something that is completely different and Pecple say, well,
2 the procedures must allow this? '
3 MS. WILLIAMS: I cannot tell you how many csther }
|
4 Places, obviously. )
5 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Obviously you cannot. But are l
8 there other places where there might be real confusion about ;
7 the as-built drawing does not represent the as-buils? |
8 MS. WILLIAMS: I see. Let me think back on the [‘
B observations that we had for the walkdowns. Let me juse }
10 scan this.
1 MR. SHULMAN: Should not the as-built drawing
12 represent the as-buile?
(- 13 MS. WILLIAMS: VYes, it should represent the
14 as-built. I do Aot think it is inappropriate that they
15 allow for lon;.thinq like that in a Procedure :houqh.
16 MR. SHULMAN: The other quut.iqn _u should the
17 as-built reference the procedure then?
18 MS. WILLIAMS: Their as-buils program should
19 reference the procedure, but not necessarily the drawing.
20 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Then how do you know by looking |
b3 h at the drawing that it is all right for that to be di:!onn:?;‘
|
2 MS. WILLIAMS: You would have to 0 out and find
<) out why it's different. ,
b2 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Anything on that drawing that f
] may differ, you have §Ot t0 go back and hunt? |
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pbll 1 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. f
2 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Dces that not lead one to say,
3 gee, that is probably okay in the pProcedures somewhere. I
‘4 will skip it then. It does nct make any difference if it |
5 matches what the as-built is or not.
'l I am playing devil's adveocate here. I think there
? should be a tie-in. 1If you can tell me that there should |
3 not be a tie-in, great. ;
9 MS. WILLIAMS: I think the tie-in should be that f
10 scmewhere in the as-built program there is some link which
11 you know wnhich procedures are associated with the Lns:al'a:;:ﬁ,
12 8O that you can check what they permit.
‘ 13 If you want to go ocut there and check an as-buils
<’~ 14 | knowing that something like this exists, you probably wans
15 0 know what all of those procedures are. And that would
16 make the correct package. I think that the as-builts progranm,
17 the 79-14 program, should reference thoscl hAnd they do
18 have a 79«14 walkdown procedure. .
I would check there to see if that is where the |
end 9, 20 link is.
. |
2 |
|
) |
s |
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MR, YOUNG!L&OO: I think you ought to thinmk on it,
and whatever your response is, the Applicant will wadnt to
think on it, too, and see what their Fesponse should be an
that.

MR. BACHMANN: I would like to add something to
that as long as we are an this sort of general subject of
the as=built versus the == as=puilt item versus the
Quote, unquote as-built drawing.

There were a couple of other ebservations. I snly
Bring this up because we seenm to e in the general areas.
Pe-hacs you can give us a feeling for them == wo=-Q07-01
and WD=-07-02, both of which similar problems == similar,

not identical.

Could you comment? The first one was the difference

'n the grounding an the spent fyuel sool coeling pump, and
the other one was the fact that the temperacsure indicator
wWas not installed. These were CYGNA observations.

MS. WILLIAMS: wp-07-01 deals with a reguiremen:

for safety=related motors per Gibbs & Hill drawing !1-170-301J
)

that they be double=grounded. That is for 1€ or safety~
related motors., This was at the too of Attachment A for
that observation review record. We had noted that this
observation was invalid or not valid because a furtner
review revealed that the detail 07 the grounding details we

were using to check this pump againct were not stamped 1E.

}

!

|



mge 10=2

—

10

184

93

That i1s for personnel safety only, so it was not a reguiremens

from a safety standpoint,

MR. SPRAUL: That was confusing to me. When 1
fead the observation, I thought all of the pump motaors were
t0 be cdouble-grounded, not just the safety-related sums
m..ors.

MS. WILLIAMS: But the reguirement is for
personnel safety.

MR. SPRAUL: But they are all to be double=grounded
whether cr not they are safety-related. As I read that
observation, I got the impression that they were all suppcosed
to be double~grounded. The particular ocne that you Lookesd

a4t gigd not happen to be tafety~related,

i

MS. WILLIAMS: The reguirement is net safety=relstesi.

The pumpg was safety-related. It is not a safety regquirement,
And we were doing this review looking for.== to make sure
that there was no safety impact on any of the discrepancies
Or observations that we had.

MR. SPRAUL: But this cbservation being not
safety-related, there was no follow=up. It was just drocped
per se. Is that right?

MS. WILLIAMS: We do not view scmething for
personnel safety as part of our charter, no.

MR. SPRAUL: So you have your scope Limicted %o

tafety~relateg compconents, if you will, safety=relates

|
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activities and ledulée and so forth, But if you find
something wrong outsige that scope, there is no follow=up
to see that it is corrected or anything Like that?

MS. WILLIAMS: It does not fall within the same
GA type regquirements, when you come right down to it. OQur
overall objective is to == is public safety and whether *here
is any design impact, so it really does not fit ints thase
objectives., Again, it really does not fall into the same
control requirements from a QA standpoint.

MR. SPRAUL: I assume the answer to my guestisn is
no.

MS. WILLIAMS: That's right, and I'm trying to say
why, because [ think it is important.

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me interject here. what [ mear
you saying is that a Class 1€ or safety requirement far
these motors is == in order to meet Class. 1€ requires only
3 single ground that will assure that that motor functiens
correctly, but that there is an added recuirement, added
By whomever, that says double=grounded, and the second
ground is required only to provide further assurance of
personnel safety, OSHA requirements. Maybe no OSHA
requirements, but to provide additional safety to the plant
personnel. It is not related to the operational safery of
the plant,

MS. WILLIAMS: VYes.*
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mgc 10=4 1 MR. IPPOLITO: So therefore when you aporently
2 found an installation with only one, you saigd to yourself?,
1 "The safety has been satisfied, although the personne |
4 protection was not satisfied."
§ Am I reading you right?
¢ MS. WILLIAMS: VvYes,
7 MR. BACHMANN: I have been informed 5y Mr. Seraul
' that that finishes off the questions that the Staff nas at
® I this time on the items, up to Item 7.
10 At this time, Staff woulsd like to go back to sne
f
no document control area, ncw that Mr, Spgraul is here, andg
2 Perhaps recap a o1t of what You said, for his benefit, that
(' 13 was said this MOrnIng, and then we can have questions on
Wl enae.
18 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: O0ff the record.
" (Discussion off the record.) -
" MR. BACHMANN: Back an the record.
18 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: At this point, we are §aining
» on where it is.:} are at this point. Why doﬂ't we atfemo:
- to get into the March 22nd Letter that we sent with regarg
- to advanced notice of documentation?
. OQur Basi: question at this gont, one of our
» basic questions, in view of the April 12th submittal oy tne
o Applicant, as compared to your April 10th response to our
28

question, doces that change anything with regard tY» your
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mac 10-S 1 response?
2 MR. PIGCTT: With respect to April 12th? You
3 are speaking to the motion?
4 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yes.
5 MR. PIGOTT: I guess I could probably resgong o
6 that one. I have reviewed the testimony supplied with that
7 motion. I guess the most careful way to cover it would be
: to specifically mention the various pieces of testimony.
9 The testimony provided by Mr, Hutchinson, I see
10 nothing in that testimony that is inconsistent with the
u letter that we wrote on Acril 10, 1984,
12 MR. IPPOLITO: Off the record for a moment.
(r 13 (Discussion off the record.)
14 MR. IPPOLITO: Back on the record. .
18 Let me ask some questions. It is a fact, on the
16 date in question you did provide to the Applicants a List
17 of drawings that you wanted the next merning?
MR. PIGOTT: No. On the date in guestisn, we filed

a List wnere we asked for computer printouts to be returned.
We did not ask for drawings.
MR. IPPOLITO: Fine. You asked for a printout?
MR. PIGOTT: Yes.
MR. IPPOLITO: And you provided that the aftarnroon

before? You got the printout?

MR. PIGOTT: VYes.
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MR. IPPOLITO: Let me a4sk you 3 question., The
PUrpose you wanted this printout == was for what purpose?

MR. PIGOTT: There were 3 couple of reasans. They
are reflected in the Letter of April 10 on Page 2 == to
determine in effect whether or not the base informaticon hac
been put into this document control computer. That was one
thing. And then secondly to determine whether the documents
were being distributed under proger control.

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me assume for the moment that
you walked intoc a document control center or whatever 1t
's called ang said, "Give me this priatout right now,'" and
that printout was lacking a number of items an its

How would this nave affected what you were trying
to verify?

MR. PIGOTT: I'm go 3@ to turn to the person who
did it on that one. -

MS. WILLIAMS: That is not what we were verifying.
We were not verifying accuracy of the grintout, the Listing
Ut outstanding CMCs and DCAs. That was part of the 0CTG
discussion, which is further on in thisllotter, that <e make
the distinction that that was a separate and distinct
evaluation,

The purpose of this follow=up was that we had

an observation where they were == there were discregcancies

Detween what the control document holders felt were the
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list of outstanding CﬁCs and DCAs and what the central 0CC
System was saying were the correcs listing of outstanding
CMCs and DCA: against a given drawing. That was the
accuracy between two sets of lists.

Now the fact that they have implemented this
computerized QYata base system where the sa ellites have
Femote access to the same data base, you somewhat alleviate
that potential discrepancy between two manual Logs being
maintained,

The other part of it was the tightening up of
the 27strizution controls, which is alse part of our check
of the satellite system, to see whether, in fact, that was
3 goog sclution for tne file custocian system which they
were previcusly cperating under,

MR. IPPOLITO: I am afraig ycu have lost me.

YOou wanted a printout, and the printout was o
verify what?

MS. WILLIAMS: Was to verify == e wanted the
Printout, which was who are the controlled holders of this
Occument X. And they would say, “Okay, Satellites 304, 301,
and what have you are the control holders of that document:.”
That is the distribytion List we are talking akbout. And
we alsc wanted a listing, computerized Listing or a3 manual
in the case of the eiping drawings, of what the outstanding

CMCs and DCAs were for each of the drawings on the Llist.

- ———
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Those were the two do;umcnts that we requested, one for
distribution, one for a Llist of outstanding change documents.

MR. IPPOLITO: And the purpose for this was what?

MS. WILLIAMS: For the distribution. We wanteag
t0 go to what were the satellites which superseded the file
custodian system and see that the control document holder,
in fact, was cognizant of that drawing and that the
distribution Sys;om was being tightened up.

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me stop you there. What if
the printout did not contain all of the things that you have
Listed here”

MS. WILLIAMS: ALL of the drawings? AlL of the
changes? That was not the purpose of the check, though.
We did not care, really. We were trying to check the
distribution system, who was the control distribution holder.
But the accuracy of that listing is a whole-cther issue
altogether, and that is when Yyou get into the DCTG
verficiation process again., That was an equally large
problem with a different solution.

MR. IPPOLITO: I guess I still do not see ==
you have a Llisting. I am not sure NCw yOu have generates
this Llisting.

MS. WILLIAMS: Rardom sample.

MR. IPPOLITO: Finme. If this Listing does not’

show up on your printout, there is no Wwady that you can check

|
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whether or not that change is where it should be,

mMs.

WILLIAMS: This is Net a list of changes.

This is a List of drawings.

"R.

IPPOLITO: How do YOU kNow whether the missing

drawing == what happened to 1t? Does the man have it out

there in the field?

"s.

Isn't that what you were checking?

WILLIAMS: No, not quite. This is a List of

drawings. We wanted to know what the outstanding design

changes were for these drawings, each one of these drawings.

We got a separate computer listing or a copy of a manual

log, 32 drawings, whatever 'S here. We got 32 printaurs or

32 total manua

L and ¢

omgyuter printouts.

Now on those printouts are whe are the satellites

who are responsible for controlling that drawing, andg

secondly, whas
of these drawi
dwWway with,
MR.
MS.
are we asking

for this drawi

the Llist, we were not

changes was ac

are the outstanding design changes fo-~ each

ngs. Those are the two documents that we walk

YOUNGBLOOD: Two types of decuments.

WILLIAMS: Right, Nowhere in that process

them, i

S this list of design changes accurace

ng? You take Drawing VRHL, the first one on

Curate.

asking whether the ligs of design

That was a separate effort, secarate

ebservation, separate solution,

MR.

SPRAUL:

You wanted ta see which satellites

|



mge 10-10 1 were responsible for that particular drawing?
2 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, ang £O0 see if they were
3 following the procedures.
4 MR. SPRAUL: The next day you went out to the
5 satellite, and how dig YOU determine whether they recognized
8 their responsibility?
7 MS. WILLIAMS: We went out to the satellites,
3 This is the second fellow=up review, and we had done 3
9

previous follow=up review where we felt that some of the

10 Rrocedures were not gquite dcequate to implement :he System
u that they were attempting to imclement, the satellicze sSystem,
12 and also that the clerks were not very familiar with their
(r> 13 jobs == somewhat understandable, because 1t was a new
4 System, and they were stitl in the orocess of imolementing
15 it and all of the Start-up prot.ems that would be associateg
16 “ith a new system.
End 10 n

8 2 8 8B 2 8 g &
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We went to .assure that the clerks knew what their
Job was, that the satellites had the drawings they were
Supposed to have, ang that they were controlling them in the
manner they were sSupeosec to bpe contrelling them. we Sbserved
the process of the satellites during the day, we checked scme
1000 pieces of change naper during the day.

MR. SPRAUL: This list is what vou took Cut to the
satellites and said show me? Satellite 301, tnat you do have
control of this nmarticular drawing? Or something like thas>
Is that the way it works.

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, and watched how their regular
operaticns were handled, in general, cbserved their access
£o the cémruterized data base System, checked that their

books contained all of the CMCs and DCAs that were required

(84
O

be there, as a controlled holder of that document. and we
would go to several satellites, 1f shas was avccrooriacte for

€ach one of these drawings, checking that orocess.

MR. BURWELL: Just so I understand, let's just

e —
.

take an example, Let's take number three, RH=1-00-3-011-8422.

:i
I think you saiq that you went out t0 the resmonsible satellice

station. You asked for this hanger Package. You then checked
the hanger package to es:éblisn that all of the outstandinc
change paver listed in your nrintout was, in fact, in that
Package? Is thas what you dia?

MS. WILLIAMS: That was one of the things we aid,
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ves.
MR. IPPOLITO: Going back to my cuestion. If
in doing this, following Mr. Burwell's examole, vou fround
X number cf nieces ot Paper missing from that document, wnats
would you do then?
MS. WILLIAMS: We would write ancther ckbservation
Or revise the existing observation, as a system not
functioning properly.
MR. PIGCTT: You had an earlier guestion, as
Perhaps now all of the documents SomMing unR on vour recues:.
MR. IPPOL
MR. PIGOTT: I'm not sure that was answered. I
believe that would have reflected that thev did nct have
their data base in olace, that thev were imnlementins =his
program, and one of the things was to see whether »r not they
had put evervthing in there.

-

MR. IPPOLITO: That is fine. I'm SOTTY.

1]
o

X
(8]
-
o}
¥

her response to me was so what? You nad locked at it
before. Let me rfepeat it. If you still found =hat this
data base did not contain some of these drawings, what wouls
you do then?

MS. WILLIAMS: We nrobably would nave qone in
and tried to find out if that was a function of the fact
that they were still turning the data base over anc merzing

it with DCC.
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1 MR. IPPOLITO: You would pursue 1t and trv to
2 £ind out why?
3 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. But findinc drawings in the
‘ system has not been sc much the nroblem, as the listings
s of changes associated with the drawings and discrevancies
8 between the numerous number of lists that existea onsite,
? which is where the comnuterized data base is a good attemot
8 to clean it up, because you're only working with cne source
9 for the list.
10 MR. IPPOLITO: So effectively, my hypothes:izing
11 || that some of the changes were not in the package, or if some
12 of the drawings were not in the data base, could have altered

( 13 your evaluation in both of those areas?

14 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
15 MR. IPPOLITO: Could you identify any other

18 instances in which you orovided a listing or recuested

17 information in advance of your needing it and whether it is
18 for verification or tor the original basic review?

MS. WILLIAMS: This was the onlv example.

MR. IPPOLITO: This is the only example?

MS. VWILLIAMS: Normally, in the technical reviews,

19

2

21

= cur reviewers go down, they make the recuest, they take the
) drawings. In many cases, it was myself. I was there just
24

b}

hours, in receiving the drawings. This was a second follaw un

——g—a
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for the satellites and we were really checking to see that
they were moving along the right lines and imnlementing
the new Program and felt that the empnasis was not entirely

on the accuracy of the listings,

And for those Feascns, thought aiso that the time

frame was relatively short, that it was not totally inapecronr;

in such a setting. But in general, that is not how we
conduct the audits.

MR. IPPOLITO: 1T liked your Statement, exceos
for the Statement general.

MS. WILLIAMS: Let me take i out then,

(Laughter.)

MR. IPPOLITO: It is.a very imnmortant scint and
I'm sure You share that with me. Obviouslv, I do net wans
tC place words or Characterize your audits. I think it is
important that You == what your response i; fegarding -- s
this the eéxception to the rule> I guess thas :5s the cuestin
I want to ask and I want your answer,

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. The answer 1s this 1s the
excepotion to the rule.

MR. IPPCLITO: The one and onlv excention o the
rule?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes,

MR. SPRAUL: Roughly, for this list of drawings

here, can YOU give me some idea of how Many change notices -

——y
i
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engineering change order are reflected for the averace
drawing? Or something like that? Are we talking about one
Or two per drawing? 23, 50, lo00, You know, what order ¢
magnitude are you talking about?

MS. WILLIAMS: It varies. The total for the
list was roughly 1000.

MR. SPRAUL: 1000 changed notices.

MS. WILLIAMS: Of change paper associated with
these 32 dtawings.

MR. SPPAUL: wWould veu like to comment con the
feasibility of scmebocy taking this from the time that vou
gave it ana nutting those 1000 change notices orocerlv ints

the data base, if they were not there:?

MS. WILLIAMS: It would not be into the data base.

It would be physically in the satellites, recognizins =has
they have to be in mere than one satellite. In other words,

more than cne satellite c€an hae control over one of these

drawings. And YOu are dealing with so many. We did not think

it was very feasible.

MR. IPPOLITO: Did you find the next morning, when

YOu went to get these documents, did you find everything in
order?
MS. WILLIAMS: We did rot have any discrevancies.

VOICE: We may have bpeen missing a few on the

list when the paperwork Was broucht over. I think there were

|
|

{

it ——
H
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1 a few missing. ;
2 MS. WILLIAMS: 2 log itself -- ¢ far as when wveu -
3 went into the satellites. Were there anv CMCs or DCAs missingpP
4 VOICE: No. J
S | MR. IFPOLITO: Were you Surorised bv thnis? E
6 MS. WILLIAMS: No, it was already our second
7 follow up. wWe had peen Pursuing this System since July ang ;
8 i1t wWas now Oc:o?er. They had been Putting a fairly intensive f
9 | effort, on a documented plan for developing this system. g
10 é fden't shink is 1S unreascnable £0 exmect thae they wouls
11 ? nave been slowly Fetiing it c¢leanes up.
12 f MR. IPPOLITO: What if your exvcerience wculd have
13 ; Deen different? Let's start wisen 10 nercent o the chances
(’ . 4 5 wers missing. How would that have affected vour evaluaticen?
18 ; MS. WILLIAMS: It would have very necatively
i
16 ! aZfected our evaluation. That is a larze cercentace. P
17 z MR. IPPOLITO: Let's droe it then, {ive nercens, |
18 j Is that still a large number? f
’ |
19 MS. WILLIAMS: Even then, it woula 'stil] be'wri::en:
2 up. ;
\ ,
2 MR. IPPOLITO: Obviously, nothing is perfecs. N:uzi
|
2 it be half a percent? You would exveczt? you obvicusly muss !
2 have some criteria that Says this verification -- I guess :na:;
|
4 is what you cali it -- that ycu were doing. You knew, I |
2 conciude that, based on half a nercent, they are doing she
|
|
i
l
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MS. WILLIAMS: we use MIL Standard 1935p for the
samgling, in @eveloping the standard Size for an acceotable
limit, And I believe for this sample size, one error was
vermissible.

MR. IPPOLITO: One €Iror means one chance missing
from one drawing.

MS. WILLIAMS: 1n this sample, 32 drawings.

MR. IPPOLITO: One change in one drawinc is
acceotable, two chances --

MS. WILLIAMS: 1 ACt accentable.

MR

IPPOLITO: Whether it is in the same drawine?

I want to make sure. One chance missing from any one of

32 drawings or is it cne change missing from a/l 32 drawings.

MS. WILLIAMS: 1t is one chance rissinc from

one drawing, because tras drawing would not be adeguate. Your

acceotability limics are based on 32, so one ocut of 32 was
not correct.

MR. IPPOLITO: That is acceotable, but two 1s not
acceptable?

MS. WILLIAMS: That's right, Then what we would
do is expand our sample size to continue along the samoling
Process until we §Ot a good handle on how good or bad the

Situation was.

MR. IPPOLITO: Basically, irf You founc greater than

|
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one, it would have caused you to continue your verification

program until such time as you felt that you could identify
the problem and identify the problem in a very decideé manner?

MS. WILLIAMS: Right, depending on how many
errors there were, as to whether we would stoo and say you
haQe a lot more work to dc on this system. We're not even
going tc go audit it anymore until it cets cleaned up, or
continue the sample size because we think that micht be
isolated.

MR. IPPOLITO: Basically what vou did, the nexs
merning, when you got down there, vou acvarently found everysh
okay and your review stooped at that ooint, or your verificasi
stopped at that point?

MS. WILLIAMS: VYes.:"

MR. SPRAUL: I missed most of this morning, Ls
their effort going to oick up the piving and rice suvoort
drawings under the same system? Was that aiscussed t-is
morning?

MS. WILLIAMS: There are nicing and cice suscort
drawings on this list. I will go through i1t again, if veou
wish.

MR. SPRAUL: Dces it take long?

MS. WILLIAMS: I will try not to.

i
|
}
|
|
{
l
!
|
|
;
|

|
|
|
’r
|
|

|

|

MR. BACHMANN: I think what Mr. Soraul is inaicating
|

you're talking about the computerized system? We're talking
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about the computerized versus the what we now call manual.

MS., WILLIAMS: I should make that distinction.

110

There is an old definition of manual ané a new

definition of manual. When we first started our review, back

in the June-July time frame, of 1983, everything in DCC was

still on a manual system. This is old manual. Everything is

manual.

And then parallel, at this soint in time, they were

developing the computerized data base using a data base that

Gibbs & Hill had in existence to track desicn verifications.

Since it was the data base Gibos & Hill u3eé for Zesian

verification, not every tyme of grawing was at that time

entered in, because not all drawincs were under =i

resoonsibility.
Pipe
lity. Anc then

July or August,

18]

Es &8 Hill's

Supports were not in Gibbs & Hill's resoonsib.

sometime in -- I believe it was August, late

scme time arouné there =-- there was a mercger

of the DCC and what we call the DCTG data base. This data

base i~ the one

I just referred to, that they were taking from

Gibbs & Hill and adapting for their purrposes cnsite.

Then DCC began to run off of this computerized data

|
3
i

3

|
|
base. Hcwever, certain typces of drawings still were maintained

on a manual system, and those are the oipina and oire sunvore

-

-3
drawings. And that is the new manual loeks. Thev are still

manual.



111b10

nd 1l

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

8 2 8 B 2 %

o
-
=)

It is their ‘intention, I understand, to out that i
into the computerized data base when they have comoleted all

of the vendor certifications and everything is as buile.

And in the casé ©f large ccre, thev have incornmorated all ~¢

the desion changes. They are not coing to carrv desizn chanceg

against large bore cicing and oine suonorts. v
MR. SPRAUL: Of the sample of 32, how manv were

computerized, and how many were manual? Do you have any idea? |

|



12rgl

10

11

13

14

16

17

r-—
P
L)

MS. WILLIAMS: There are seven ;iping and pipe
support drawings =-- eight. You are right., There are eight
manuals.,

MR. SPRAUL: And these eicht had roughly their
fair percentage of design changes relative #a the rest of
them? There is no 2ig difference as far as design change
documents for these eight as opposed to the other 24>

MS. WILLIAMS: The piring and pipe support drawing

do not carry as many design changes as the electricals and

———l —— —— a— —

Structurals which are aon the computerized database. The
electricals and Structurzals have the mest significant number
of design changes being carried against them. The piping

and pipe Supports are a manageable number.

MR, SPRAUL: 1f there were a osroblem still exisvin
in the new manual System, as cpposed to the old thermal
System, with a sample size of eight wish re%atively few
changes involved a4s opposed to the res+t of the drawings,
the feasibility of double-checking tC make sure that these |
things were right when you gOt to them the next morning is
more feasible?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. we never did have a problem
with the piping and Pipe support drawings in our original
audit,

Looking at the observations, DC 101 through 104,

they are fired against the electrical angd §tructural drawings
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MR. SPRAUL: That is because of the large numper
as opposed to the relatively small number on the Piping and
Pipe supports?

MS. WILLIAMS: That could be a reason. That is

{
supposition. !

MR. IPPOLITO: Would it not be impreoper, since ~Hei
database, whether it is the manual or the computerized one,
these are living databises == changes are made, let's say f
daily, _ !

How did you factor that inato what you were doinc |
abcut verification?

MS. WILLIAMS: wWe were always operating with the
list as it existed for a given point in time. I am not guite
sure I understand Your gquestion beyond that.

MR. IPPOLITO: What I am trying to say is it jusc

Mmay have happened that on the day that you asked -- received .

the information or the changes attributed to these drawings,
a4 change just came about. ?
How would you know that that chande just came abcui
and that it is a valid change? |
MS. WILLIAMS: The first point would be that there|

is a time lag between a change being issued against a

drawing and it being entered into the system sent to all of

the distribution Points and the logistics associated with

any system that operates like that.

——————————
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I understand that the turnaround time had been

rapid 24-48 hour turnaround.

MR. IPPOLITO: Was this both for the new manual
and the computer database?

MS. WILLIAMS: That is my understanding. Our
focus was on trying to understand the computerized latabase
and how it was functioning, how it was intended toc function.

And as I answer that question, I am mainly aiming
at that. The way in which we would seée that process happening

would be, for example, if we locked at the centralized log

|
long, i.e., a week or something, which was now down to fairly

|

|

|

|

i
.
a
1
|

i
|
i
i
|
|

and then went cut to the satellites and the Paperwork had not |

Jet arrived to match the log, The real time-data being a

more rapid process cof entering something into the 4 tabase,

it is then locked up against the drawing but yet the saper has

not reached the satellite yet. We did not happen to run inte ..

that but that is certainly a feasible occurrance.

MR, IPPOLITO: Therafore, had there been a
discrepancy, like more than cne missing document, I think
what you are telling me =- or are you telling me that one of
the first steps you would take is to make sure it is not a
document in process?

MS. WILLIAMS: ¥es.

MR. BACHMANN: I have an overall question. This

is sort of a content guestion,
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Earlier on you had used the word or words tha
was sort of a second followun.

Have you done this tyre of shall we say testing
of the satellites prior to the one in question?

MS. WILLIAMS: VYes.

MR. BACHMANN: 1In other words, had you gone down
with a list of drawings and checked the catellites to see tha
they had it?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, and it was a longer duration
audit with our Pecple there. Thev went in and pulled the
documents ané we have Some internal memoranda indicating that
there were still problems and discrepancies with the systenm.

MR. BACHMANN: In that t.me, had they been given
the list ahead of time or had that just been a real time --
come in, Nancy, let's look at the situation?

MS. WILLIAMS: To the best of my knowledge -~

M., BIBO: We went o document control and said
these are the printouts. It did take some time t= ¢et them.
We were onsite at the time.

We went in and said this is what we want, the
information was given. It did take some time during the
day to get the information.

MR. BACHMANN: wWas it about the same size sample?

MS, WILLIAMS: I think it was .

It might have been larger for that matter. It was

- S
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at least 32.

MR. BIBO: I do not femember the exact -- mavkte
32, maybe a little bit less,

MS. WILLIAMS: 1 believe it was 32.

MR, BIBO: we fequested the same information
relative to the distribution of all of the loads and a list
of all changes,

YMR. BACHMANN: Did this turn up discrepancies?

MS. WILLIAMS: VvYes.

MR. BACHMANN: cCan YOU give us an idea of the
magnitide cr the number of discrepancies Versus the sample?

MS. WILLIAMS: we had five - I am guessing now,

[ would say it ig around there. It was enough that we 4id nos

even expand the sample. wWe said there is still a 2rockblem and

We are going to come back when the system has been checked
and corrected, ¥
MR. SHULMAN: rFive out of about 1000 2

MS. WILLIAMS: Ous of 32, We're missing a desizn

change,

I think it was basically missing a design change.

I dona know if it was a distribution Problem or just missinq‘

it and I would have to go back in Qur minutes and check.
MR, BACHMANN: So this particular situation was
to verify thae they had fixed it for the firse time. Am

I charl:terizinq that cerrectly?

|
|
|
|
i
|
|
|
|
|
|
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1 MS. WILLIAMS: vYes, to See if they had corrected 3
|
- the problems we saw on the first followup. I
3 MR. BACHMANN: Yes. And the second time through ;
‘ YOu corrected the problems? ?
5 MS. WILLIAMS: They had revised procedures. The i
6 clerks knew better what their what their IOt was and there ;
7 was the checking and the distribution, the tunctioning, and ;
8 then whether they contained all of the documents -- the j
9 satellites contained all of the documents they were supposed ;
|
01 o, |
i l MR. BACHMANN: Going back to the pC checklist as a
i |
2 wnole, this particular inspection, which I guess was 0ctcbet,f
13 | @ither 24th or 25th, this is dated the 24th, I assume the
1 ; inspection itself was the 25th> _i
i MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
" MR. BACHMANN: How significan?»wgs this particular}h
17 action that YOuU took compared to the entire OC section of :he;
W 1T Based on sll of ene checklists, how much did it weighe |
19 in your final conclusions in the DC area? j
- MS. WILLIAMS: I think we felt they were heading |
a along the right directions toward implcmentinq a system that !
z wWas going to correcs their probiems. :
5 It weighted in that ft closed out the numbers, i.ei,
» going in and checking, !
» MR. SHULMAN: was it one-third? One=-foursh? l
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|

MS., WILLIAMS: Tha: :s hard to quantify. we would|

|

not have closed it out if it were not z successful audis. ;
MR. IPPOLITO: Let me ask tha= another way. |

This was the second time YO0U went. Let's say iz |

would have failed == it failed your test and then you said
I think in answer to a Previous guestion that you had no+%
closed this out, but I think yYou said that,you would go and

pProbably go and get another sample?

MS. WILLIAMS: 1If i+ was so bad, like in our

first followup, we would just wait until it was corrected,

MR. BACHMANN: The entire oC set of checklists,
the DC area, the ones that you used the DC checklists on,
had this not gone throuch and come WP with, within the one f
mistake out of 32, that entire section would still be cpen?

MS. WILLIAMS: Not so much the chockligt as the
Observations. The checklists are the reviewer's tools. $s

MR. BACHMANN: I did ot mean closing out the
checklist, I meant closing out the areas represented by the |
DC checklists,

MS. WILLIAMS: An observation is borne out of
one item on a checklist, so that does not have any effece
on the balance of that checklist. That is why I like o |
focus on observa*ions.

MR. BACHMANN: The overall DC area would have

stayed oven until this particular audit had come out right?
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MS. WILLIAMS: Neo. That particular aspect of thas

-

have remained open.

MR, BACHMANN: Of the DC area? i

|

“1S. WILLIAMS: Of the DCC system, it is a particula

area in their design change control system that we felt was

weak. We wrote an observation. i

!

MR. BACHMANN: I will go back again to my guestion |

and say how big is this compared to the overall design ccn:roi

system, this particular pare?

the system

times -- I

say, "‘an,

the second

before you

sjeriousness and here we felt they were moving along the

appropriate corrective action path.

hefore you

now working? Cne more time? Five more times?

i
!
I
!
i

'n

MS., WILLIAMS: I think the proper functioning o
is an important part to control the pager.,

MR, BACHMANN: Necessary? |
MS. WILLIAMS: To cantrol the paper, ves,

MR. IPPOLITO: As a following cuestion, how many

will use the word "Pulse" the system before vou

-
-

vou've got serious problems here"? L

You did it once and it failed. Assuming vou failed

, , |
time, how many times would you try to pulse it :
$ay you have got to fix somcthing§

MS. WILLIAMS: That is a question on degree of

MR. IPPOLITO: Would vou go back two more tinmes

threw up your hands and said tha+ the system is
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MS, WILLIAES: No one likes to spend their time
futilely and if we really felt it was bad, we would net
keep going down., Wwe felt that they were moving in the right
direction. It is tough to answer hypothetical questicons to
some extent,

MR. IPPOLITO: I do not think it is a hypothetical.
question,

If you were in the verification process -- and r

am saying what is your criteria? How many times to vou fail?
If one assumes with every attempt at verification you have |
failed, an assumption, wou'd you keep going back two times,
three times, four times? At what poiﬁt would you say "enough"?

I think it is a legitimate gquestion to ask.

MS. WILLIAMS: I think if the system had not =een
corrected when we went back this time, it would have (a)
remained open, il i

The next guestion is, would we have raised it to
a PFR, which is our way of saving this is really a problem,
Potential Finding Report, where we did that in the cable
trays. That is Probably the course of action we would have
taken,

MR. IPPOLITO: 1If this one verification had proved
negativa?

MS. WILLIAMS: T should say the potential exists

there. {
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MR, SHULMA&: Would it matter if you had foind
two problems or six pr&blems as to whether you would have
made that decision?

MS. WILLIAMS: I thank it is also a function of
whether we think they had corrected their procedures, whether
the people know their jobs, whether this evidence shows
that it is functioning properly.

It is more than just as aspect of finding one or
two errors of whether we overall think it is a valuable

system,

MR. IPPOLITO: 1Isn't the end result, is it working?

One can design a system that makes every bit of logic there
is but isn't the end result, you know, is it == when you
pulse the system and it keeps coming up, you know, not up
to speed, don't you have to suspect one of these other
parameters?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, you have to suspect it and
if we rea{iy believe, suspect that thev have a breakdcwn,

\

then it becomes a Potential Finding Report, it gets raised
to a higher level of visibility and we discuss with our
senior review team and in-house what we think. It is either
necessary for them to correct it or discuss what the root

cause problems might be further and just sit back and totally

re-evaluate and re-assess where they are going with it.

!

|

|
I
!
|

|
|
|
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MR. IPPOLITO: Could this reach a level, you may
have to revise your system?

MS. WILLIAMS: It could.

MR. BACHMANN: I would like to refer to the firss
Paragraph, page 3 of the April l0th response. This is
going to be similar to a question that I asked before. You
state that the documents requested were not =-- on Octoker
24, were not for the purpose of detecting problems not
solely relied upon, whether TUGCO had resolved its problems
with respect to accurate listings of CMCs and DCAs.

The next sentence states that that verification

required an assessment of the design change tracking group

activities. The documents requested, not sclely relied upen,

would you have given egual weight to the verification of
the OCTG to this particular verification? More weight?
Less weight? R
There is an indication that both are relied upon.
This verification and the verification at the design -- of
the desig" change tracking group. I'm trying to get a
feeling for which is the more important or the equallv

important. 1Is one much more important than the other?

Can you comment on that?

MS. WILLIAMS: I think they are equally important, |

but they are also separate problems. The satellite system

in this list is a control and distribution problem. The
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13pb2 1 DCTG is an accuracy problem with their listings and their ;
2 database. E
3 This paragraph is trying to make a distinction E
4 that the DCTG and the verification process for the ccmpu:e:izéd
5 database is separate from what our pPurpose was with that é
6 list to check the distribution problems, and the implcmentatién
- of the satellite system. E
8 MR. BACHMANN: My guestion was sort of to the |
9 extent that -- I think you have answered. You said they are |
10 of equal weight within the scope of your entire investigaticn
1 of the design control program. -
| MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
(’ 5 1w | MR. BACHMANN: That is really the answe: I was
14 j looking for.
15 ; &R. 1FP0LLTU: Cn page 3, the first paragraph
16 in quotes, this is page 3 of your April lpt? letter. The |
17 last sentence says, "CYGNA did aot fely sclely on the review
18 of documents to ascertain whether either problem had been
resolved." |
Could you tell me what other things vou relied :
s on?
22 MS. WILLIAMS: This is the procedures, d&is they ’
23 revise the procesdures. Our assessment of whether we thin} |
‘e that they are viable procedures, our assessment as to whe:he:f
25 the clerks understand their jobs, whether they are carrying
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them out. And then of course, jou want to go and check
the documents therselves. so there are a couple cf aspects
to it.

MR. IPPOLITO: But the Procf of the pudding is
in the eating thereof.

MS. WILLIAMS: It has Ggot to work.

MR. IPPOLITO: Right. Wouldn's you say that that
is the ruling criteria? Everything that you have juss
stated, you know, the Procedures are there, the Pecple are
there and all of that. You can test them and they all could
pProve satisfactory.

But the end result, not bore cut, you know, all
of this. All of these good ingredients that wens into
making the pudding.

MS. WILLIAMS: I agree. I think they carry some
weight. If you do find €rrors you have to }ook at them
in light of the fact, are they even coing Zawn the righe
path. Thiz is even a System that we think is going to work
and comply with the regulations,

It has got to work, and 1t is approved. The
other one Pret+*y much puts it in perspective. It puts
any errors in perspective, more likely.

MR. BACHMANN: I have » vaiy basic guesticr. In
answer to cone gquestion on how the 32 documents were chosen,

you stated they were by random. Could YOuU just expand a
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little bit on that? 0id -- this is, if I recall correctly g

the spent fuel pool cooling system documents.

MS. WILLIAMS: VYes.

MR. BACHMANN: Did you take a gigantic list o
all the documents that were in the -- throw darts at it?
Picked them at random from what sors of a pool?

MS. WILLIAMS: These are from the RHR system,
You are right, though. The original review of the spent

fuel pool cooling system, but because we did a random

|

}
|
|

sample and a first followup using the spent fuel pocl cocling;

we decided to use the RHR. That is not relevans.

I Just wanted to make it accurate.

MR. BACHMANN: The first followup, whaa you fou

problems was with +he spent fusl pecl. 2And the second ore

t0 see if they had corrected the problem. On the second

followup you chose the RER system,

-

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, we have a list of all cf the

drawings that =- in the case of the RHR, the technical

reviewers are using cross-discipline for doing the technical

evaluation. Given that list, then they just randomly picked

!

one off of 25 pages of drawings, or whatever the total number|

is.
MR. BACHMANN: Do you have a vague idea of
approximately how many drawings the 32 =- 32 out cf, are

we talking 1,000?
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MS. WILLIAMS: I did remember that number. I @

would have to go back and clieck.

MR. EACHMANN: Do you have a general number:’

MS. WILLIAMS: I'm going to guess, 200.

MR. IPPOLITO: But the sample size was based on
MIL Standard 1052

MS. WILLIAMS: You can see a range and a gquality
level and 32 would be the given sample, ves.

MR. IPPOLITO: Are you at all surprised -- let

me make the assumption again, the second verification, it
showed a number of failures. t exceeded your acceptance
eriraria.

Since tne fact that the Applicant knew that the
CWO systems you were L&viewing =- how much weight would it
be if you were to find continual mistakes in those two
Systems, when vou post it with the verxficqc{pn? doesn't ;
Lhst add a degree of wonderment that maybe it is a bigger ;

l
problem. Let's face it, you know. The way we have identified

|

the systems and all that, you know, ii is prenotice if yzu
will. And here we have two prenotice systems, or portions

of systems.

And if on the reverification =-- on the first time

around you found some problems. And then if you were to
accept my premise that the second time around you would £ind

preblems. Isn't that a significant £inding?
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MS. WILLIAMS: We thought it was, too. And that's

why we wrote an observation. We would have expanded into

other systems also if we found it was a continuing problem.

We would not have stuck with those two systems with the
"knowledge" that that is what CYGNA was in their review.

MR. IPPOLITO: I think it expands on a question
I previou;ly answered. You s* 1 the audit that we made --
that portion which made it open, and what you are saying,
that audit would remain open.

Again, on my premise that the second time, the
second go-around proved negative. What you are indicating
to me is that, hey, if that were the case, I would then

go look at other systems.

MS. WILLIAMS: Just as we did not stick with the

spent fuel for the second followup, we would not stick wizh

the RHR or the spent fuel for anything beyond that.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: 1In Phase III and Phase IV, &

(8]

you plan to do any of this in Phase III and Phase IV?

MS. WILLIAMS: It seems like it would be a good
idea,

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Without prenotification?

MS. WILLIAMS: Without prenotification.

MR. PIGOTT: 1In this letter and what has been

stated today, I think, in justification of what we the At

was a reasonable procedure of =-- at the time for making this

R
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follewing review. I -hope it is not construed that we're
Saying that it would have been impossible for scmeone to
have affected our review, as a resuls of having it for this
Period of time.

We reasonably did not éxpect it for the number
of reasons stated. But we are not going so far as :o say
that it was impossible for guaranteeing that something could
not have happened to affect these results. we are only

saying that it was reascnable, given the Circumstances, and
what we were atempting to do at that particular time.

MR. IPPOLITO: 1 understand YOUur statementc.

MR. BACHMANN: I happened to think ©f another
guestion. It was Stated eariier that of the 1,000 changes
approximately associated with the 32 drawings, that it wouyls
not be feasonal.y considered feasible for chanqes»to be
made. In Perspective, I would like to kind to, sort of
question == not question, but get a littl; better underssand;
©f how this weuld work.

If someone, this hypothetical Person has =-- knows
which of these 32 drawings from each of the satellites --
what is the worst they could do, in your estimation Lo bring
things up to speed? What would they actually have to do
Lf they had this list and you hacd the guy out there who

wants to make sure that it is perfect for you. What do you

understand they could PoOssibly do if they wanted to?

.-

-

uy
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MS. WILLIAMS: They could go and make sure that
for each satellite that is responsible for a given drawing,
that all of the DCAs and CMCs applicable to that drawing
are physically located within that satellite.

MR. BACHMANN: How would they physically do tha=,
1f you can explain briefly as far as the computerized system
and the manual system?

MS. WILLIAMS: They still keep hard copies of the
CMCs and DCAs in the satellites. They could take the listing
of the cutstanding CMCs and DCAs from the central systen,
Just as we are getting it, find out that satellite, for
example 304 is responsible for holding that drawing. Go to
that satellite and make sure that all of the CMCs and DCAs
applicable o that drawing are physically there.

MR. BACHMANN- On a given typical drawing, and
let's take the == let's forget the Piping ones which are
smaller. But on a given typical drawing, how long &id i=
take your pecple to verify that all of the changes we:eAwL:h
that drawing on a given drawing? Can You give any
guesstimate, when your pPeople went out and locked at the
drawing?

MR. BIBO: It varied. You could find that a
particular drawing was a satellite and there were 13 design
cﬁanges, and the computerized listing which showed thenm

numerically. You go to the hard copy of the satellite,
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where they were filed numerically in the bocks, and you
Just verified that each one of them was, in fact, in the
book.

MR. BACHMANN: The drawing of 35 changes?

MK. BIBO: That is a guess.

MR. BACHMANN: Let's assume 35. I am talking
about a CYGNA auditor. Now how long would it take to go
thréugh those and verify 35S changes in a given drawing?

MR. BIBO: It depends =-- there may have been
15 changes right in a row, numerically, which would be in
one bock. You could go through 13 in one book in a matter
of seconds. You wouléd not have to go to various books.

It could take anywhere from five minutes to a
half hour.

MR. BACHMANN: That's the answer.

MR. BIBO: Here again, it depends on the number
of changes. 1In one of the satellites the changes were
physically in a package with the drawings. 1In that case,
it was really quick. You could pull out the package, 353
design changes were right there. You could verify them
against the computer list.

It also varied from satellite to satellite and

how they were filed. It is a little bit difficult =o answer.

I just wanted you %o understand.
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MR. IPPOLITO: Is it safe to say a half hour ocer

drawing?

MR. BIBO: No, I would Say it would be less than
chat.

MS. WILLIAMS: 1t was ten hours for the audis>

MR. BIBO: I was there two days.

MR. BACHMANN: It took twe days to verify the 32
drawings?

MR. BIBO: Verify that the drawing for that partic
lar satellite ==

MR. IPPOLITC: One verson, two days?

MR. BIBO: VvYes.

MR. BACHMANN: How manyv meople were involved in
the audit of the 32 arawings?

MR. BIBO: The last review of the 32 drawings?
Just myself.

MR. BACHMANN: vYou it each of =he 3¢, on all gf

the satellites?

MR. BIBO: Right. Scme of the satellites may enly

have had one drawing. Like I said, it varied.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: vYou went from satellite so
satellite on this? The last satellite you went 0 was a dav
and a half after You gave them the lisgt? That is a cuestion
I am asking, not a Statement I am making, although it

sounded that way.

"
-

|
-

$
]
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141b2 - : i
1 MR. BIBO: I think there were seven satellites, i
2 300 to 307. sSatellites 307 to 304 were physically in one ;.
3 place. Yes, it may have been a day before I got to the last f
. satellite. ,
5 MR. PIGOTT: To be clear on the timing, Ms. leLia%s
L] came in on the first day and providea the list. Mr. 3ibe ;
7 came in on the seond day and then worked two cays. g
8 MS. WILLIAMS: It was three days total and they ;
9 did not know the sequence of satellites. :
10 MR. BACHMANN: wWe would like to take a ten minute |
i1 | break now, if it is all richke with everyone, |
12 (Recess.) |
(‘_‘ 13 MR. BACHMANN: 3Back on the record. ¢
2 14 Mr. Youngblood had a cousle of follow ue,
15 additional guestions, to what we were talking ancut just befcﬁe

16 the break.

.

17 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Cre of the questions I had would '
18 be i1f you were toc do the check acain on t he satellites, ?
19 without prenotification, would i1t be -~ since it takes a |
20 u day or a day and a half, two days to do this == woulad it be :
2 less apt to be biased by somecne doinc something with the ;
2 ﬁackaqes 1f you were to have someone at all sever 1tellices f
B at the same time, or what do you think the nrobability of vcu:';
% qvaluacxon beinc biased is? would be, not only with the g
] 12 hour notice, but alsc an extra day and a half notice, :na:!

|

Rl 3 Bl L S B L A ek S B T
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Not CYGNA pecple

you know, as you

maintaining cont

work effore if ¢

together, be sure all of the notices are in

MR. YOUNGBLOOD:

MR. YCUNGBLOOD:

‘ MR. BURWELL: May I proceed

two, three, go do your thing;

you do not find an error.

MS. WILLIAMS: 1Is that oossible?

there?

133

SCme satellite could ‘change uo, modify, cet the nackages

maybe ycu can Sive me an extemnoraneous

at seven satellites?

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: vYes.

MS. WILLIAMS: If veu were =o SC bacg anz

Possibility of any interference:?

; MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yes.

| MR. PIGOTT: What's the answer?
MS. WILLIAMS: Certainl -,

(Laughter.)

answer. That 1s a question I want to lay out to CYGNA.

What was the other auestin

shall we say rather than requesting a list for a recue

n?

st

and then regquest three, ‘o

9. Would that imorove your chances of

ol over the =- over what vou are

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: 1+ would certainly inc

hey had to g0 to one drawing, and

Since

reds

}

! and put a CYGNA perscn at each cne, would that reduce the
I

|

along the same sash

MS. WILLIAMS: Let me make sure I understanc i,

-aay

one,

I'm asking vou thase cuestion and

reviewins?

rease

taen

their

~
-

c

-
-

~
-
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throc-satellz;es, and then 30 back ana get ancther drawing
and go to the same three satellites,.

MS. WILLIAMS: There is a oCssiblity, since the
remote access to the cata base is available at the satellites
of us having internally a sample selectea and knowine because
the satellites are divided Dy discioline, the electrical
satellites say with our list that only we know what we want,

and then ask them to dial uUP on the screen, right then ana

there, and see what they should see. And then g0, right then

and there, and check them. With the advent cf the CRTs in t=he
satellites, I woula think that is a viable wayv to go.

MR. BACHMANN: Were these CRTs in these satellites
in Oc=ober of '831, at the time of ycur audis?

MS. WILLIAMS: I think they had just recenslw
put them in and were getting them ready, and the bugs out.

MR. BACHMANN: Would they have had the cacabilicty
to do that on October 25th, 19832

MS. WILLIAMS: They were ocerational in October,
Yes, but we did not know that they were coerational until we

got down there. To some extent, it went into us asking for

the ocutstanding listings. If we had gone and done that righs

at the satellite, it would have been the same informatison.
We just did not know that portion of it was going to be
Ooperational.

MR. SPRAUL: You are saying that there are ways

|
1
|
]
i
'z
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that you could orovide more assurance of unbiased audit
results?

MS. WILLIAMS: Absolutely.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Our corporate memory has loss
US Now. Noone here remembers what the other guesticn was,
so will forget it for now.

(Laughter.)

You were goinrg to give us a little bit on t=»
overall scope of what CYGNA is doing and what portion of 1%,
at this point, as you know, would +30ly to our IAP.

MR. PIGOTT: Do YOuU want that now? There is cne

item which is a Burning interes: to us befcre we leave today,

and that 1s to talk about how we imolement the protocnl from

this time forward.

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: We can g0 with that firse, :1¢ ycuf

want to. There is a little wrap up we want to do. We want

=0 ask a few guestions, for the record, that we picked uo

during some site visits that we made, or auaits that we made,.

And we want to ask the questions so that we can cet the
answers formally on the record, ratner than just havine it
been something that somebodv nicked up verballvy.

MS. WILLIAMS: wWe went throuch each of the items
on the March letter and identified what we think the onen
items are and what our follow up would be, and where that

might be in time. So I wanted to take just a moment and go
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through ;hac.

In Item 1, which is dealing with document
control guestions, it is Qur understanding that there was a
question on the validation ©f the data base and whether ies
would be approoriate to G0 in and assess how well that
activity had been performed or was being cerformed. We
think that is an appropriate thing to do ana would csropose
that that could be accomplished by the end of May,

In the second, in the document control center,

would be a reauait of the satellite system. Ue, just brief..

aiscussed that now 25 the possibilities of how that may
be conducted and we think it is oossible to conduct that
sometime by mid-Mav,

And Item 2, there was a discussion of three inch
and four inch Schedule 40 oining. We think it would be
appropriate to make a sampling of three aqd-:out inch lines
and make a check L0 ensure that the oroner SIFs at =he Butse
weld locations does not result in any stresses above the
allowables.

For Item 3, we will evaluate the concerns with
respect to the increased allowable that we have discussed
today. We are going to have to get back to you on what e
think our course of action woula be on that in the next

Gouple of days.

MR. BACHMANN: On Item 2, you talk:d about the

ettt
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stressing justification factors of the buts welds. Did vou
mean t£o give us any time frame on thars?

be appropriate.

\
‘
‘
\
\

|
i
]
MS. WILLIAMS: That cne, bv the ena of May, would 5
l
|
|
!

MR. SHULMAN: On the one that Nancy just menticned,

|
We cannot give a time frame yet. We're not totally sure of

Qur approach.

s
I
!
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Let me interject nere, also, [
|
These are things that we winnowed our of our discussion afser |
we read the transcript, obviously. wWe always want the string |
to be able to add or medify.
MS. WILLIAMS: Okay.
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: I assume on question two there

was a special guestion? Dave GOt on the chone and talked

to someone. Was that being wranmved up in that cuestion

alsc? Or were you Speaking to it?

MR. SHULMAN: we wracced it un in the cuestion,

- -
but we can give an answer now en the smecific auestion thas '

Dave asked. e

MR. WEINGART: 1In regard to the counterbers

Dave Terao asked about earlier, checking into the fabrication

.

i
|
|
|
|
|
|
!
|

specification, it states that field counterndoring shall nck
reduce the wall thickness of the pive to be less than I
minimum wall thickness. And that minimum wall thickness ?

is defined as being within the 12 1/2 bercent of the nominal
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wall thickness. belisve that was Your guestion.
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: 1 interruoted you. po you
want to continue?

MR. IPPOLITO: I think when YOU startea to

Al

Proceed down this question list, that vou have before vau,
You referred to the Maren 22nd letter? 1 think you reall-
meant the March 30th letter.

MS. WILLIAMS: If it is the one with the seven
items, yes.

MR. IPPOLITO: Ffor the record, it is the March

30th record.

MS. WILLIAMS: Cn Item 4, I have'ncthzng.

-

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: You're §oing to correcs that in
a revision?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. On Item S, we will be
chacking the construction drawings and the installation for

cable tray SuPPOrts as part of Phase IV,

MR. PIGOTT: Am I correct that vou wane that

Sulled out so that You can have it available to tinish 0ff =e

MR. YOUNGBLOQD: Anything vou were doing in Phase
III and Phase IV, that can be used for the 1AP, I think the
Applicant will want you to resocond €0 us on the Iap, rather
than waiting until you finish all of Phase III and Phase V.

MR. SHULMAN: That is an issue in terms of

timing,
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i
1 MR. PIGOTT: wWe have N0t really locked at she }
2 f timing on that one, because CBvicusly you want thas one fi:s:;‘
3 ﬂ MR. YOUNGBLOOD: I am fOt anxious :or wvaou s=o ;
4 freeze the timing on it now, if you're just giving SCmething f
§ that you think, that's all right. ;
L MS. WILLIAMS: Item 5, I want to clarify some:hina;
? that threw me off balance during the course of todav's g
8 discussions. That is, that 8811B :s the basis for our f
9 review scove on the electrical controls. ;
10 Now nerscnally, I was left with the feeling thae !
1 i mavbe something had disconnected internally, on what the
12 basis for cur feView scope was., think it was a communicatians
13 | Problem, on whate question we hac answered with ressecs £9
(' 4 ; which valves.
15 My firse Point, 88118 was the basis for a review.
16 However, there are three other valves whi;h'}rc interlocked |,
17 | in some manner of SPeaking with thas valve. As Such, thev
18 | make up part of the review of the comnlete systems or
s | Control logic review for that valve. |
0 The thing that is missing is that we neea to |
21 address the guestion in the March letter wieh regard o ;
.
2 88118, rather than 87018. That wWas our miscommunicasion w;::;
2 Fegard to answering the letter, :
u MR. PURWELL: I think YOuU meant the February ésh :
2 letter, not the M;rcn letter, f
!
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MS. WILLIAMS: I think the clarification was
appropriate, that the 425 ©Sig guage coces apply to the
Correction that we stated. wWe Stuck with that valve in
answering the March letter and that is what we did not
intend to do.

MR. MOERSFELDER: Mr. Li was Juesticning me abous
Branch Technical Position 18 and I coula net answer that on
the basis of 8811,

MS. WILLIAMS: wWere YOu cne off on the 425 nsi
and kent on that valve. It was not the bas:s for that

review,

MR, SHULMAN: The review was the ancrooriate scooe.

We got tongue-tied when we were talking a couple of hours
4g0. We were not sure whether that was clear or not.

MS. WILLIAMS: It was not clear in my mind,
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MR. YOUNGBLOOD: If when e FeT your answer, it is

Still mot clear, we will ask you again.

MS. WILLIAMS: I thought that was necessary tg

claritfy,

Item 7, I'm not sure we finished that discussion.

The way it was Left so far wads whether the as-byilt procedure

would fr any way link you to the snubber installation
procedure or somehow close the Loop on completing what the
as=built should look Llike. .

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: That's righe.

MS. WILLIAMS: That's all I have,

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: We want to discuss orotocol scme.
I'm sure everyone in the Feom is interested.

MR. PIGOTT: 0o you want me to start?

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yeah, why not? You can star:
with the last sentence in your Lletter to us, if you want ta.

MR. BACHMANN: Are YOu talking about the Letter
of April 10th?

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: No. That is not the cne that
I saw == mayce it is == vyes, it is the last sentence sn
Page 3.

MR. PIGOTT: That is @ 900d place to stars, I
think it accurately reflects the way we have interpretes

8nd applied the protocol. The face-to=face exchanges 3

resolve technical issues do not fall within Paragragh 3 of
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the protocol, which w;uld define it as a meeting and reguire
the appr.priate notice to the NRC.

Also, as we indicated earlier, it is dpparent that
there has been more than one interpretation apolied to the
Protocol. We have since at Least this dace 3nd prooably
little bit before adopted what we reflect in here, the very
conservative position that faze-to-face exchanges of any
tyce have to be noticed. But frankly, that ig really not f
4 workable way for us to proceed.

MR. IPPOLITO: Why did YOU propose it, then?

MR. PICOTT: Because of the excosure that we
currently have in the hearing .rena, Because of the == Lhat
we perceived to be a very strict iaterpretation of that
document coming at Least fram the Beard, ang ftor that matter,
from Mr, Eisenhut's Letter as perhaps reflecting Sca¢s's
interpretation of that Letter at this time, “and we felt ynei( !
something more workable is put together, that we dia net have
the unilateral capability of implementing some alternate
interpretation of that protocol. So on the grounds of being

better safe than SOFry, we took the most conservative view

until such time as we Can work out something more practical,
which is what we are hoping we can do today.

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me ask you, I think ! am dlioued |
to because I am a2 new kid on the Block %o ask the suestism,

had you haa any discussions with the Staff as to the
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uynderstanding of this.nrotocot before you got started”?

MR. PIGOTT: 1I'm going to Leave that to Nancy.
Perhaps you can best discuss that.

MS. WILLIAMS: No.

MR. IPPOLITO: At what time did you determine that
this protocol was ambiguous or however you want to
characterize it?

MR. PIGOTT: I would hav' :o say coming out of
the hearings in February, the on == the 19th and 20th,
the issue arose. It acseare” - it aocears fram that
transcript that the Chairman perceived, if not an amoiguity,
what he considered to be somc_dif;croncc between the way
it was being applied and the way ne ;outa read it, I would
have to say, to my knowledge, that would be the tirse
indication of varying interpretations.

Nancy, do you have an earlier time?

MS. WILLIAMS: No. I would say it is the
February hearings and subseauent 4 cussions,

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me ask a auosti;n, then, and
this could be a criticism of the Staff as well.

In February, it Looked as if we were not in synch
a5 to what the protocol meant. Why didn't you come forwars
and say, "Let's clear this up now," in February?

MS. WILLIAMS: 1I'm not sure it was at lLeas: clear

in my mind that the discrepancy existed with the Staftft, so
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Much as with other parties invelved in the hearings, and we

had made what we thought was a logical

the intent

interpretation af

When you start interpreting it more literally and

YOu start to Llisten to what some of the variou:

interpretations may be, it is about that time that we

itarted considering that we should be talking

the Staff.

understand

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me ask Yyou, how do you

it over with

what are the elements that would cause you to

call a meeting == in other words, meeting Item 37 Why

would you call a meeting?

in the current atmosphere, resolution of correcs

MR.

PIGOTT:

As

To discuss what?

it is now? At Lleasst: would guess

ive actiens,

we would, I guess, look at it practically, not thimk that

technical eschanges, either face~to=face

should reach the Level of a meeting, it we were to 4i

whether or not certain factyal == certain facts rigse to

or.-0on the teleghone,

SCuss

the

level of an observation, I would think that would be thne

first point at which == well, I guess the key is, you are

probably talking about discretionary rather than purely

technical interpretations, and I would guess that when

dre getting into judgments, you probably have to think about

meetings.

MR.

IPPOLITO:

What do you mean by technical

you

T —
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mgec 15-5 1 discussions? I'm not trying to trip you up or anything,
2 I'm Looking at thé-p-atocol.
3 In my quick Looking at it right now again, 1
4 cannot find the word "technical” in the protocol.
s MS. WILLIAMS: "“Technical staff to resolve open
¢ items.” It is essentially the tntire content of what we
T 1 qe.
8 MR. SHULMAN: The biggest problem we have is that
’ Item 2 says "telecons.” That does not define ather types
10 of interactions of a very similar mature. VYou could have
u Ao more implication than 2 te.econ in terms of resolving
1 technical issues. If it 15 a meeting in AlL's offices in
1
<' ! New York to talk adout cable trays, between Nancy and some
1 of our cable tray experts and pecple from Gibbs & WilLlL,
s how do we handle that right now? It seems to fall  into a
1 hole between 2 and 3 Fight now. That is yhere we are having
" Qur problem. We do not think that is any different than a
» telecon, but if we Look at Qur interpretation of thisg right
» Now, almost being overyy defensive and cautious about it,
20
it does not enable us to clearly put it in Ltem 2. And
a | ! ’ : 4
that is the kind of thing mo-e than anything, I think, we
2 = A
want to get clarification an.
P | : ‘
MR. IPPOLITO: wWhat I want to do is uynderstand
u o
how you have behaved, what has to be done about these? What
23

I would Like to know is, what has been hacpening”?
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| I have staréod off with Mo. 3 saying, you know,

why would you call a meeting? What are the bases for you
calling a meeting right now? Have YO0u had any meetings with
the == with TUGCO?

MR. PIGOTT: Have we had any meetings, or have
we noticed any meetings? We have not noticed any meetings.

MR. IPPOLITO: Under Item 3,

MR. PIGOTT: We have not noticed any meectings,

MR. IPPOLITO: You have not had meetings following
the Protocol 3?7

MR. PI3OTY: Not to the Sest of my knowledge,

MR. YOUNGBLOOQD: 1In 901ing over the drafe report,
4 meeting was called for that, to get together ang discuss
that., We have done cthat.

Are you talking about sutside?

MR. BURWELL: That is our meeting?

MS. WILLIAMS: vYes, with YOUr reviewers, Mgostliy
allL of our work is asking questions to efither fing Qut {f
there is a document that we have not encountered that would
address our concerns or ask thenm for an answer on a
technical question with that informaticen in nina. Then we
90 away internally and evaluate whether we still thinmk it
's a problem, whether they have to initiate corrective
actions, or what our epinion on the sityation s, But we

dc not go and discuss that with the Applicant.
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The first t{mc they see our assessment of the f
protlem is in the draft report:.

MR. IPPOLITQO: Getting to Praotocol Noe. 2, it
Says == what it says here, you can talk to them on the
telephone to resolve open findings.

As you are doing == I want to underline "open i
findings" == what are open findings as it relates to what
you pecple do?

MS. WILLIAMS: It could be an unsatisfactory item
on & checklist., It could be an observation, It could be a
potential finding reporte.

MR. IPPOLITO: 1In other words, thi; is something !
i

that you have in an evaluation you have completed, and you

)

have a piece of paper in tront of you; is that correct”? ;
|
MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, and we write that "in telecon,” |

whether it is face-=to-face or over the phone,.to ask then ‘
what their position on it is, and that is the extent of the
consersation,

MR. SHULMAN: Let's clarify that. That is what j
we had done in the past. As it is now, it is only over the :
phone. That's what we're trying to resolve, |

MS. WILLIAMS: 0Or in writing.

MR, IPPOLITO: But what you have seid s, you Havo’

{
also had telecons to obtain clarification ot procedyres,

L0 obtain procedures, pick Up the phone, "Please send me
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148 |
send me Procedure No..XYZ." Is that what you do by teLeohonoﬁ
MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, [
MR. IPPOLITO: Ang YOU can also go over and ask for
it. You do baoth?

MS. WILLIAMS: vYes.

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't have any more Juestions,
Do you have any?
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: would make a ¢ atement. The

Rrotocol was not intended to keep you from doing your jop of

gathering andg collecting information, As long as you are
doing that, tnat is what you have been hired to d0. Once

YOU start trying to get into the resolution of some of these
things, it starts getting to be a gray area in here, whnen

YO0U do a telephone call trying to get a resoluticn to some

of the corrective actions and so faorth, And in those cases,
YOuU probably should 3et the project manager.on the (ine b
with you whenever YOu have any discussions, or if You want

to have a general discussion about ohilosochy or somethinag

Like that, you probably should get the PM on the phone with
You, so that it is a three-way party.

MR. SHULMAN: I have a guestion independent of

the content of the conversation, We understand the criterion |
for the content,
00 you view a technical telephone call betweer

two people any differentiy than a meeting between two
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technical people? That is the issye. 1I¢ we walk oyt of
here with that resolved, we woul7 feel like we hag
accomplished a major pare °f what we neeqd to go to work.
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: You mean technical issues to
get clarification or to collect further information with
regare to your evaluation? In that case, I would not.
I personally would not view them differently,
MR. BURWELL: May I Supplement thae 3 little pbig?

I guess I anm Speaking on my gwn judgments,
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Although iou have not used my words, I read

somewhat in what you have said the same idea. To me, f2 -

to face conversations for the purpose of collecting informa-

tion in dealing in factual understanding, dealing in facts,

would fall under Item 2.If you began to deal in judgmental

questions, then I might look on it slizhtly as being --

)
MR, SHULMAN: You would say the same thing about

a telephone call, wouldn't you?

MR. BURWELL: Yes. Whether or not it is a
telephone call or it is a face to face meeting, to me it
should hang on a movement into a discussion of judgmental
elements,

MR, SHULMAN: Rightly or wrongly, that has been

our hangup basically. We understand the concerns about the
content of those discussions. We just do == we want to make

Sure that there is no difference between whether there is a

telephone conversation or two people or even three pecple

|
|
]
|
[
|
!
!

meeting to discuss the same things that they would be allowed’

to discuss under Item 2 in a phone call,

MR. IPPOLITO: You have just heard two perscnal
views,

MR, PIGOTT: Underline personal,

MR, IPPOLITO: Again, being the new kid on the
block, I thought the purpcse of the protocol, at least one

of the significant purposes, was an attempt at putting on

|
|
|
|
|

|
|

1

|
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1 Paper certain rules for performing an independent design
2 review that would Provide the greatess assurance of under-
3 line independent -- t0 maintain the independence during the
4 review. Wwhile not Erying to handcuff you to do a review, I
§ think that was the purpose,
¢ But what we have here is I think no pPrevious
Y discussion as to the undorstanding of the Protocol, both on
2 Your part and our part. I think at this point we have
’ Progressed guite deeply into this independens desizn review,
10 We could always have a clarification as this peint on hew
u | S0 proceed, you know, from here until you conclude.
12 Let me say that the review thac the Staff wanced
13 I &= n5t talking about the additional review that the Board
4 MAYy want == I think what .has to ke done here is =» understand
15 what you did and "0 assess whether OF NOt it has affected
16 independence, ' 'm
" That is why my question was t0 understand juss
18 what did you do - and obviously r focused on the -- on two
9 and three and 1 think you will agree with me that these are
® 7 the troublesome areas,
n T think what I want, I would like to know
2 specifically what You did or how YOou treated two and think
a your answer on three is we have ncver} had a meeting, a pre-
» noticed meeting with the Applicants,
» I think I neec =» understand what yeu did for
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Item 2 and your unde:Qtandan that certain things could be
discussed face to face as being equivalent to Item 2.

Now if you think you can tell me ne, that's fine.
If you feel you need to take some time to think about it,
that is okay tco.

Ain I making myself clear?

MR. PIGOTT: Yes, and I think we can probably
answer it now.

MR. IPPOLITO: Fine.

]
|
!

MS, WILLIAMS: I will describe the activities unden

Item 2, then.

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't want to limit you to Item

MS. WILLIAMS: That is Pretty much everything e
do.

I will discuss our communications in general. Ma
that would be a better way to put it. P %

There are two major things: we collect data and
we kind of go away and do our reviews and then we come ba-k
with questions.

The questions could be, is there a document that

will answer this or where is this missing piece of informatio

That is kind of the first layer of rions,

where we have gone through the review and we vut

"

something is incomplete or something does not guite fit o

make sense,

|

rj.
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1 Then we get that new set of informaticn and we f
2 assess now what the picture looks like and we have internal |
3 meetings and reviews %o assess what the cpen items are, :
4 the discrepancies, the cbservations, or anything that we feelf
l
5 is not apparently adequate at that time and then we would f
6 ask the question -- to take, for example, the 20 percent ;
Y allovable on the welded attachment, please provide Justifi- g
8 cation for use of a 20 percent allowable. é
9 We could do that over the phone or we could do J
10 that face to face. We will get the answer to that and in i
no mMOSt cases what we will do is take that internally and assess'.
12 that and determine whether we feel that that is an adeguate :
(—~ 13 | answer or noc. |
I MR. IPPOLITO: You said in most cases.
15 MS. WILLIAMS: I should Stop using that then. Thas
16 is what we do. T
17 Sometimes we might go back with another question
18 based on their answer and that is the extent of the ‘
19 communications. f
» It could be done with more than one party involvedi‘
a in talking. It could be two of our reviewers and two of ;
2 their reviewers or something of that nature. hat is the
s type of questions which we ask.
|
» Our assessment on those answers =-- of those f
o |

answers -- is a totally internal matter and that gets
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documented on the observation review record and then that

gets issued,

Texas Utilities does not see those documents

|
before the report gces out and we do not discuss whether they!

should take corrective action until that point in time and
provide them with any direction that they should be taking.
In the case of document control system, thev were
taking corrective action at the time, so we would have a
conversation which was along the lines of "When is it going
to be ready? We will come down and re-audit it and perform

the re-audis."”

We take the results in hand and gc back internally!

and assess that.

what we conside; to be technical exchanges of
information, all interpretations and evaluations of that
are internal to CYGNA. .

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: You just reminded me of my other
guestion.

You did an audit. You found a lot of problems
with it. And you said we will come back and audit this
again later. Why weren't those observations, instead of
going back and doing it later?

MS. WILLIAMS: This is Rev 1 of the observation.

There was a Rev 0 of the observaticn, which is on our file

at CYGNA which is the results of the first audit. In that, I
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heard your answer,

=
— oy —————

MR. IPPOLITO: Any other questicns on the srotccs

(Pause,)

MR. BACHMANN: Afcer referring to Mr,. Ippolito,
the Staff's conclusion at this point and subject to definite
further discussions, would be to leave the acticns taken by

CYGNA vis-a-vis the pProtocel, as you have stated in your

letter, for the time being, for the present,

As Mr, Ippolitoc stated before, you have heard some.
|

personal observations. The Staff will be discussing whas
we have talked about today, probably tomorrow or very, very
shortly, believe me.

We will be getting back to you on a better, or
at least a more complete interpretation of what we have
discussed. | ’

It will be the Staff's suggestion that the steps L
described by CYGNA's, let's say, new interpretation or cu:ren;
interpretation of the protocol, esvecially as described on |
Page four of the April 10 letter, last paragraph, beginning
with "During the interim . . « " with CYGNA adopting th
most conservative interpretation, be left in pl&ée until the
Staff has had a chance to discuss amongst themselves what

we have discussed today.

We are not going to hang you up very long. We

simply have got to have a chance to discuss this a lictle
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bit further and make a definitive statement to you, which
should be done in very short order.
MR, IPPOLITO: Let me add to that, I do not like

leaving you in the position that you are being left. Had I

had the background and understanding of why these three s:e;s;

in the protocol were written the way they were written, 1if
I had that understanding, you would have gotten an answer
right now.
I don't have an understanding and until I get that
understanding I just will not give you an answer right now.
Let me say this to ycu: whatever comes out, we
will meet and we will have a thorough discussian of whatever
protocol, whether it is these or any other protocol that
might be devised for carrying us from this point forward.
I know you prefer to walk away with an answer
today but I cannot do it. it
MR. PIGOTT: I understand that, and obviously
You recognize this conservative approach virtually stops our
activity,
MR, IPPOLITO: I will not agree with that. I
cannot agree with that because you can still go fact-finding.
MR. PIGOTT: By telephone.
MR. IPPOLITO: You are on site, so instead of

walking to trailer number three or whatever it is:, you pick

up the phone and call trailer number three.



m Item 6 Response
§ TN

(Electrical/I&C)

© Both regulatory guidelines are concerned with
power supplies to MOV's.

B} The review scope included valve control circuits
only.
» Althcugh the approved scope only included one

valve, there are two valves in series which are
powered from separate sources.




T e RHR Isolation Valve

-

Response to NRC letter of February 6, 1984 from
Mr. B.J. Youngblood to Mr. R.J. Gary

Question

The interlock described in Cygna checklist EE-02 is not in
conformance with FSAR Section 7.6.5 requirements.
Conversely, the Cygna report is silent on the control and
interlock requirements described in FSAR Section 7.6.5.
Cygna should explain this inconsistency and confirm that
the design is consistent with the FSAR.
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S, RO

Independeni Design

Review Checklist
ELECTRICAL (IRSTRUMENTS & COWTROL)

Reviewer 4 woersfelder/J. M’M

Choesser we, EE-02

Dete Yreres

Satininctonw
Hem Yos -~ Commants
1. Does the design of the control circuits comply with the
following ~egulations, industry standards 4nd project- .
specific licensing requirements:
a. Gidbs B Will [nstrusentation and Control Diagram X Although the drawing is not sarked

2323.M1.2263-06, Rev, §?

b, CPSES/FSAR, Section 77

c. Giods & 111 Instrumentation and Control Diagram
2323-M1-2260-05, Rev, 47

Nuclear Safety Related, 1t is
classified as Class 1.

X Defines requirement that valve 1.88118
be interlocked to prevent opening until
pressure decays to 425 psig.

X 1. Drawing is not marted Nuclear
Safety Related, byt is noted as
Class 1.

2. Logic diagram for Loop Inlet
Isolation valve has no reference 10
mote & which describes Alternate
Power— Supply connections, .

3. Loop A inlet/outlet fsolation valve
logic does not agree with Loop B after
Alternate Shutdown capadility change,
FSAR section 7.6 indicates that
inlet/outlet valve logic s tdentical
for both loops. This discrepency is
due to modifications required to weet
fire protection regulations,

Tenas Ut11ities Services Inc.; AU
Independent Assessment Progrem

Sheet | of 8




e RHR Isolation Valve

NRC letter of February 6, 1934 from
Mr. B.J. Youngblood to Mr. R.J. Gary

Response

+ Cygna's review found t:at valve |-87018B, not
| -881 IB, is interlocked to prevent opening until
the RCS pressure decays to 425 psiqg.

® The Cygna review did corroborate that valve

|-88|IB meets the interlocking requirements
described in FSAR paragraph 7.6.5.




l 7
CYGNA vt

i (Walkdowns)

Cygna should identify the Texas Utilities procedure which
served as the basis for closing Observation WD-02-02 on
the checklist.




m Item 7 Response
TSN
W

" (Walkdowns)

» Brown & Root installation procedure CP-CPM
9.17 allows end-for-end reversal of snubbers.

& The checklist does not reference the procedure
since it is an installation procedure. The
walkdowns were intended to verify whether or
not the installed hardware matched the as-built
drawings.
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MR. PIGOTT: We recognize that.

MR. IPPOLITO: It may hinder YOu in scme respects
but I will not agree that this is going to bring it to a
full stop, especially if we are talking about a short period
of time.

MR. PIGOTT: It perhaps does not stop collection

of data purely and simply by telephone. It does bring to a
Stop interpretations of data or finding out what people mean |
by particular Jdocuments, that part cf it == other than the

gathering. That is about where we are at in the process but

I understand your position. You have got to understand all ‘

the corners of it beforo you are ready to respond.
Let me say, myself and Nancy, we will be in town 5
tomorruw and available if there is anything we can do further‘
on this subject.
MR. IPPOLITO: Would you give Mr. Burwell a place!-
of contact. I am not going to prcmise it will be tomorrow. '

MR. PIGOTT: We are anxious and we will be back

in hearing on Tuesdzy. It rakes Monday very difficult for
meeting.

Obviously it is an important matter to us and to
the Applicant, I suspect.

MR. IPPOLITO: I hear you.

MR. BACHMANN: Does that take care of comments

on the protocol situation?
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MR. REYNOLDS: We filed a letter Yesterday with

Mr. Eisenhut dated April 18th, from Mr. Schmide. We would

appreciate it if Mr, Ippolito would review that letter before

he makes his decision on the protocol guestion,

MR. IPPOLITO: I am in receipt of that letter .1I
will use whatever facts I need to make a decision, all
available facts. .

MR. BACHMANN: Dave Terao has some followup
questions,

MR. TERAO: I will try to make it short. I would
like to tal: about Pipe supports for a moment here, pipe
Supports and standari industry practice.

IN your April 10th letter, you refer to the
Board memorandum, on March 15th, 1984, where it states,
"We are concerned that whenever CYGN2 relies on industry
practice it be able to specify the scope of-that practice.
It also should be able to obtain and review the engineering
analysis that supports the alleged practice. Then and only
then will the Board know whether this practice comports with
the applicable regqulstions and code sections."

I think ane thing that I would like to reach an
understanding with CYGNA on, recognizing that CYGNA has
performed other independent design verifications on Fermi 2
and Grand Gulf, I am sure it has h;é many experiences going

through other plants -- I also recognize that in the

i
|
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February hca?ing, there was some discussion about == T think
Mr. Ward testified that CYGNA was not to comment on goecd
Versus poor engineering practice,

I do not want to talk about good versus poor
engineering practice., What I want tc talk about is standard
engineering practice versus non-standard engineering practice,

From CYGNA's experience, I would like to understand
if CYGNA ccnsiders the pipe supports at Comanche Peak to
conform to standard engineering practice, or =- in other

words, in your opinion, do you think the pipe supports,

|

typical pipe supports at Comanche Peak are in conformance

with standard engineering practice >r not?
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MR. PIGOTT:. For the systems we looked at?

MR. TERAO: For the walkdown You performed on the

spent fuel pool cooling system, It is not typical. The

supports on the spent fuel pool cooling system are simple

from what
informa.ly
pool cooli

are typica

learning m
We started
System., W
Now we are
steam. We
I am not ¢

that. I a

you have visually seen in the rest of the plant

« Recognizing that it is not Like the spent fuel

ng system supports, would you Say those supports

L of standard industry practice?

MS. WILLIAMS: I think as time goes or, we are

ore and more about what is common at Comanche Peak.
with the spgent fuel, which was a relatively simgle
@ went to the RHR; it was still relatively simple.
doing the component cooling water and the main

are finding that there are a (ot of :n‘f‘:es‘;’s.
ommenting on whether that is good or Dad oy saying

M just saying we are becoming more knowledgeab (e

on tre gamut of designs that are in olaze at Comanche Peax,

and we are discussing that amongst ourselves right now.

important

MR. TERAO: The reason I feel this is a very

point is, if according to the Board memorandum,

if you are to justify engineering practice or industry

practice,

let's say, I think a more important gquestion is,

does Comanche Peak's support design, if they are not industry

practice,

Practices,

is it valid to use standard engineering procedures,

for the support designs applicable to Comanckroe
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Peak?

MS. WILLIAMS: I think that is a fair question, byt

I am not sure we are ready to answer it today.

MR. IPPOLITO: I cannot Leave it Like that. The
Obvious next question is, when €an you answer it?

MS. WILLIAMS: We have got some questions
outstanding on the pipe supports that we are reviewing in
Phase III. It is within the scope of Phase III with what
we looked at in Phase II and Phase I Fhat we are getting
this understanding of waht the general practices at
Comanche Peak are, and we are at the pocint now where ge
have to have some in=house meetings and project reviews to
discuss that. We are going to be doing that over the course
of the next manth,

MR. SHULMAN: Part of the reason == 1I'm not sure
there is one answer to it. There may be several answers
to gdifferent aspects that may come out of Phase IIIl and
Phase Iv.

MS. WILLIAMS: Nonstandard practice does not mean

”
W er®,

they do not meet the codes. It may mean they are unit
designs. We want to assure ourselves that all proper
considerations have been given to them,

MR. TERAQO: 8yt again, I want to point sut that
noenstandard practice in support design can invalidate

standard engineering assumptions or practices, ignoring
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mge 17-3 : some of the things the rest of the industry may do ==
- MS. WILLIAMS: That's rigne,
3 MR. SHULMAN: We agree with that.
¢ MS. WILLIAMS: vYes.
8 MR. BACHMANN: Any more on this particular item?
6 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: We should discuss a little bit ==
7 ordinarily we would think of, if vou have gotten everything
8 wrapped up, then you would send in a final report. This
9 May take another iteration before you send in a final reportet.
10 I don't know. This is something you may want TO meet with
" Us and the Applicant ta discuss or something.
12 MR. BACHMANN: I think that might scand & Lictle
13 bit of clarification, since the November 1983 submittal
u | was entitled "Draft Final." There were indications on == in
» the testimony on the transcript during the February hearings
il that certain of the observations and resolutions of those
7 s ; : . A
' observations would be updated in time for the final filing,
18 : p
Can somecne put that in perspective on what are
» the steps in producing a final report sometime? Is that
2 . .
dependent upon certain other things occurring? Could you
21
Please clarify that for us?
2
MS. WILLIAMS: ALl those that we know need
b <] RS ) ; ; .
updating or revision at this time, they are sitting in my
U ; .
office. They are revised. We recently received the
%

Applicant's comments on the report, and now we need to go
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through and see if th;re are any additional comments that
need to be incorporated. And then there are two vehicles

we can use for issuing it. We can either do an errata and

3 new cover sheet which says this is Rev 0, no longer draft,
OF we can just reissue the entire report.

MR. BACHMANN: I understood the reason for
entitling it the Draft Final Report was S0 that you could
take th~ former course without reissue.

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR. BACHMANN: Do you have a timeframe for when
you feel this might be done, and if there are any hangups or
impediments to that, can you Let us know?

MR. PIGOTT: We did have == frankly, as a resuylt
of this meeting, we will probably have to determine whether
or not the items discussed today should properly be
considered and included in whatever comes.out as the final
report. So although we felt at one time we were fairly
close to a final, I would have to think that we have to
reassess just exactly where we are before we can put out
that final-final.

MR. BACHMANN: I don't know if we mentioned it
earlier, but other tran the Staff and CYGNA, I guess we
enly have representatives of the Applicant here.

0Did anyone from the Applicant's side want to make

any statements or comments an the record?
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MR. PEYNOLDS: No.

MR. BACHMANN: They indicate no.

Does CYGNA wish to make any more

what we discussed today just for the record,

happen to think about before we wrap this up?

(No response.)

164

statements about

anything you

MR. BACHMANN: Staf®, any other comments?

(No response.)

MR. BACHMANN: The meeting is closed.

(Whereupon, at 4:52 Pem., the meeting

adjourned.)

i S
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COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION

APRIL 19, 1984

CYGNA RESPONSE TO
NRC QUESTIONS
OF FEBRUARY 6 AND
MARCH 30,1984




m Item |
(.7

.

) (Design Change Control)

S ——

Cygna should provide an assessment of:

(1) The odequacy of the document control system to
assure the plant was constructed in accordance with
all design changes prior to the introduction of the
computerized document listing system.

(2) The odequacy of the document controls on piping
and pipe supports which were not included in the
computerized document listing at the time of the

reinspection.




[tem | Response

A (Design Change Control)
(N @ As-built walkdown of a completed system
® Data base validation activities which were

on-going at the time of the Cygna review.




. Independent
;u?uu:lmiufu'«.ufu; Assessment Pro gram

Purpose

E Provide supplementary evidence and additional
assurance regarding the overall design quality of
the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES)

2 Address the concerns and comments expressed by
the NRC in letters to Texas Utilities dated May 4
and July 15, 1983, including supplement.

e  Satisfy the commitments made at the August 18,
1983 NRC meeting regarding content of the
program plan, which was subsequently approved by
the NRC,




.

T P r o 9 f a m O b j e c t i V e s

- Provide an assessment of the adequacy of the
design control program

- Provide an assessment of the design adequacy of a
selected system

s Verify a selected as-built configuration

e Evaluate the extent of implementation of selected
design contiol program elements




Review Scope
Eaa—" Selection Criteria

% Include a cross-section of disciplines

a Include characteristics which cannot be verified by
normal means, such as performance testing

] Include several organizational interfaces

» Include design changes

D) Include other specific concerns identified by the
NRC




ﬁ System

S Selection Criteria

* Safety-related

- reactor operation

- reactor protection
. Design and materials interface with Westinghouse
® Design and materials interface with Gibbs & Hill
e Demanding design parameters A

i Turned-over to the start-up group




m Spent Fuel Pool
S TS HA Cooling Element

Cooling Water Pump ﬂ
(CPX-SF APSF-UI) ZPS-SFN-tSF-OZ)

r__.g—-*-u—'—-—l '

Train A

Suction Screens
(TYP 4 Places)

Unit | |

Spent Fuel Pool Spent Fuel Pool




r
-
-

S RHR Train “B” Element

RESIDUAL HEAT EXCHANGER
TBX-RHAHRS-02

[

[

i

]

§

¢

| O

A )
CONTROL LOGKC ———F
ENUNCIATION LOGIC ——
MANUAL CONTROL —————f
PROCESS COMPUTER OUTPUT —f

VAAAS TRANSF ORMER
CONTROL

l

ALTERNATE POWER SOURCES

CONTAINMENT SUMP S

: : l | | 88 KV SAFEGUARD BUS
: 10-RH- 1-082-80 1A-2
y 12-AH- 1-034-80 1R-2
t b I
L
8-RH-1-010-8012-2 — RESIDUAL HEAT
REMOVAL PUMP
TBX-RHAPRH-02 1
ISOLATION VALVE
1-0011-8
S N
e 4 N y

8|

]
—(DS—— ’
1 ’
8 )
oy ¢ 18-31-1-076-80R-2

PENETRATION M3-2




Review Scope

g *
' 1]
' 1]
- Desiygn Analysis !
: g:um' f
. L
L '
{ '
Gioos & ml ! Design Change

-:],--.J

-

T.' Desiyn Control H Lontrol
H Prooras H
G s 1 e i e
r H == '
Quality Assurance Texas Uttlities' ! Tezas Utilities’ | ' Interface '
Licensing P Quality Assurance mesdged Oesign Control T-l Control !
Comm!tments Program ! Program : L '
: J g
R =V 1
maining ; As-Burlt H
17 Critaria u—l veritication
10CFRSO, App. 8 1

Cyona Review Scope
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Item | Response (continued)
(Design Change Control)

(2)

Not originally part of the design
verification data base which serves as the
basis for the DCC data base.

Large bore piping and pipe supports will be
entered into the data base upon final
czowdor certification and incorporation of
all design changes.

Small bore piping and pipe supports will be
entered into the dcta base upon final
vendor certification.

Pipe supports are part of -the as-built
verification program.

Vendor certification includes a final check
of each support as-built configuration and
associated analyses.

Piping is field checked to a 79-14 as-built
verification walkdown procedure.




H Item 2
S 1SN

R (Pipe Stress)

Regarding Observation P1-00-01, Cygna should provide an
aodequate explanation of whether girth butt welds
between straight sections of piping (sizes 3 and 4 inch,
schedule 40) conform to the ASME Code requirements for
welded joints.




| RHHTH T
m Observation
i YONA Record
AT R
Chostint Ne. Ganeral Ravision Mo 0
Osservation Ne. P1.00.01 Sheet | o 1
Ovigmatod 3y W, K, Mant ML Date 10/6/82
Roviewed By J.C. Miatchiello Dete 10/18/83
1.0 Oescription

GIdds and H11]1 does not specify any weld wismatch (6) when determining stress
intensification factors for butt welds,

2.0 Peguirement

2.1 Brown and Root Inspection Procedure CP.CPM 6,90, Rev, S, Section 3,10..1.3
allows 1/32° radtal mismatcen,

2.2 ASME Bofler and Pressure Vesse! Code, 1974 edition, Section II1, Figure
N 3673.2(0)-1 states that

'-l.lfwt<3/16‘or{->.:

for as-welded dutt welds,
3.0 Docusent Reference

Computer output for the as-duilt analyses of stress prodblems AB.1-69, Rev, O,
and AB-1.70, Rev, 0,

4.0 Potontial Design lmpact

Use of an SIF of 1.8 rather than the value which was used (1.0) may resy’t in
stresses greater than allowal ias,

Attachments
A, Obsarvation Record Review

tsoiaies | Earenswe X T Other (Bowetty)

Texas Utilities Services, Inc.
Independent Assessment Program; 83090

e
e — e — et s

e e e . e . - .5 e e e e RS et S




W
‘ m Observation
CYCNA Record Review
T— Attachment A
Chost el Ne. —/m"‘ Revisior Neo. "
ORsarvation Ne.p1.00.01 Shoet o 5
Yoo "

Velig Observation

Clesee

1.0

.0

Comments

Prodable Cavse
Inadequate procedures.,
Besolvtion

Crona 13 concerned prisart y with wmids at eldow %0 pipe joints for the
following reasons:

4. welds at reducers will De taten care of Dy the reducer, SIF « 2,0,

b, Welds at tapered transition joints (TTJ) will be taken care of by the
TTJ, SIF « 1.9,

€. Welds in long strafght runs (Detween spoo) pleces) will typically have
such lower l10ad and stress levels than near elbows.

In response to Cygna’s comment, G1Dbs and W11 referenced MUREG/CR-D37] “Stress
Indices for Girth Fillet welded Joints Including Radial weld Shrinkage,
Migmatch and Tapered Wall Transitions™ by £.C. Rodabaugh and S5.E, Woore

(1978). In ft, Rodabaugh and Moore state that sismatch should de considered
for stress indices only for t ¢ 0,237", This wes adopted by the ASME Code In
the Summer 1981 asddenda for transition joints (para, MB-3683.5(a)) ane welcy
(para, WB-3681.4), While 1t has not yet dmen changed in subsection NC,
pargraph NC-3673,2(d) does allow the SIF (1) to be calculeted dased on the
stress indices (c, and lz) viing

e :tl?/z.

e 4/t

b /NS

= 4He

Independent Assessment Progrem; 83090




o

I‘M!”
LU TR

i
- Observation |
¢ YCNS Record Review |
SRR
Attachment A l
Chestiiat o, Gongry] Revision Wo. a :
Obsarvation o5 .00.0] Shoot , o |
Yoo "o
Valid Odaervation 4
Clesee 1
Comm s te
Therefore, for dutt welds with t > 0,237
el Ky * L8
1« 0.9 C1 therefore 1 « 1.0
For welds with t < 1875, G1Dbs and W111 Nas used an SIF of 1.8, so it is on'y
those weids on piping where 1875 < ¢t ¢ ,237 which may Nave unconservative
SIF's, From the piping specification, this situation tnvolves only 3° scn 40
and 4% sch 40 piping, For these, the SIF for an elbow (1.8 and 2.0, respec-
tively) are equal to or greater than the SIF for the dutt weld, Thus, the
G:DM and W11 analyses are acceptadle anc Cygma considers this observation
closed,
Bate , (,, 23
- //v"‘ N 5
Dete ) /o/ 2
owe (/5777 2

Texas 1lities Serv
Independent Assessment Program; 83090




m Item 2 Response
TS

T (Pipe Stress)

@ Later Codes use stress indices for the
primary stress checks instead of SIF's.

% A comparison of the Code of record with
later co-es shows the later code is less
restrictive for pri‘nary stress checks on
butt welds.
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Item 2 Response (continued)

T (Pipe Stress)
Code of Record
pDO ® JI Mq
1T r"e *h
Later Code

PD Mq
B o + < 1S5
. B, > Sh
For butt welds B| B . -
32 = 1.0
Substituting
1T g

In conclusion:

and

Sh<15 5,




Item 3
(Pipe Stress)

"

I.q‘ FERE B

| l

Cygna should provide an explanation on whether the use
of @ 20% increase in upset and emergency allowables,
when considering welded attachment stresses in combina-
tion with general piping stresses, consistently results in
calculated design stresses which meet more recent Code
Cases for all welded attachment designs and materials.




m ltem 3 Response
L‘ L & T A

) (Pipe Stress)

» The Gibbs and Hill allowable is less than the Code
Case allowables for all conditions for SAI06 B
piping.

® The Gibbs and Hill allowable is less than the Code

Case allowable for all conditions, except
emergency, for 304 and 316 stainless steel piping.

® For 304 and 316 stainless steel piping, the Gibbs
and Hill emergency allowable is less than the
Code Case emergency allowable if the
temperature is less than approximately 400° F.




TABLE 1

COMPARISON OF GIBBS & WILL TO
CODE LIMITS FOR WELDED ATTACHMENTS

Material  (°F) (ksi) (k$1)  (GaM) (Code¥ (G&H) (Cose?
Al1068 200 15 1.9 22.5 47.9 32.4 o7.4
650 15 25.4 22.5 38.1 32.4 45.7
312, 316 100 18.8 30.0 28.2 45.0 40.6 54.0
388 400 18.1 21.4 27.2 32.1 39.1 38.5
650 16.7 18.5 28.1 27.8 3.1 33.3
312, 304 100 | 18.8 30.0 28.2 45.0 40.6 54,0
358 400 16.2 20.7 24.3 3l.1 35.0 37.3
2

630 15.9 17.9 231.9 36.9 34.3 32.




m Item 4

o (Cable Tray Supports)

Cygna should revise Exhibit 4.3-1, Allowable Stresses, of
Design Criteria DC-3 to include the Safe Shutdown
allowables.




Item l& Response
(Cable Tray Supports)

MR
EXMIBIT 4.3.-]
MLOMABLE STRESSES
Load Case
Operating Safe Shtdown®
Stress Yalue kSl Yalue ks
|
Tension 0.6 F, 21.6 0'9“1 34,56 ‘
|
Shear 0.4 f, 14.4 0.64¢ 23.04 |
Wed Crippling 0.7% F, 27.0 1.2 ‘, 43.2 ‘
|
Compressicn F. per AISC 1.6 ‘. per ALSC '
S‘tuon 1.5.1.3 Section 1.5.1.3 !
Sending F. per AISC 1.6 F, per AISC l
tion 1.5.1.4 Sectidn 1.5.1.4 |
Bearing 0.9 F, 32.4 A sl
Solts 307 |
Tension Per ALSC Appendix 1.6 x Allowadles per |
and Section 1.5.2 ane AISC Appenaix Section :
Shear 1.6.3 1.5,2 ana 1.6.3 t
» |
Anchor Boit See Exninit 4.4.) See Exninit 4,4.)
Welas (Fillet, Full or
Partial Penetration):
Shear 0.3 ¢ 2.0 0.48F 3.6
(dﬂd""ﬂl'-) (nla"'ou'.‘ i
Tenstion 0.6 ', 21.6 0.96F 34,56
(Base”metal) (Base’meta!)
Combined Stress As per AlISC As per A[SC
Section 1.6.1 Section 1.6.1
*1.6 x Operating Allowadle




R ltem 5

e (Cable Tray Supports)

How did Cygna verify that construction drawings were
correctly prepared from the 15 standard design drawings?




tem 'S Response
WA (Cable Tray Supports)

——

® Cygna's review did not include verification of
field-prepared construction drawings.

» Structural des’in as shown on the 2323-5-900
series drawings were checksd for consistency
with design calculations.




H Itern 6
% I SN

N (Electrical/I&C)

Why weren't R.G. |.106 and BTP ICSBI8 (PSB) included in
Cygna Design Criteria DC-5 for the electrical design
review?




UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20855

..".

Docket No, 50-445

Mr. R. J. Gary

Executive Vice President

Texas Utilities Generating Company
Skyway Tower

400 North Qlive Street

L. B. 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

Dear Mr, Gary:

Subject: Independent Assessment Program (IAP) Performed by Cygna

In the course of the NRC staff's review of the Cygna Report we have found an
inconsistency which requires explanation. In Appendix €, Document No. DC-5
Cygna describes the electrical system review criteria to include the control
circuit (the manual and automatic logic) that operates valve 1-88118. This
review s detailed in Appendix M, Checklist EE-02. FSAR Section 7.6.5 (FSAR
Pages 7.6-17 through 7.6-13) describes the control and interlock requirements
for the recirculation sump isolation valves (8811A and 88118). These valves
open automatically when two of four refueling water'storage tavk-Jevel signals
are less than the Lo-Lo-1 Tevel setpoint in conjunction with the fnitiation of
the engineered safsty feature actuation signal ("S" signal). The design pro-
vides for the retention cf the “S" signal to allow automatic switchover from
injection mode to recirculation mode of the ECCS. The recirculation sump
isolation valves are also interlocked such that they must be closed before the
following valves can be opened:

1. RWST/RHR pump suction isolation valves, B812A and 88128.
2. RHR inner or cuter isolation valves 8701A, 87013, 8702A,
and 87028.

In the Cygna Report, Appendix H, Checklist No. EE-02, it only mentions that valve
1-88118 should be interlocked to prevent opening unti] the pressure decays to
425 psig. The interlock described by Checklist EE-02 is not in conformance with
FSAR Section 7.6.5 requirements. Conversely, the Cygna Report is silent on the
control and interlock requirements described in FSAR Section 7.6.5.

PP
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e, R, J. Gary i~ "o b

--
o)
LIS

Cygna shou’d Be instructed to explain t-is inconsistency and te confirm that
the cort=2) 2-¢ inte~'ocks circuitry for valve 1-8R119 is cesigred corsistert
«130 Tte CesSmipticn < 'ven in FSAR Sectiin~ 7.2.8, Teras Utiiities s*ould
COMMen L &N tha desigr acesuacy of thne fintval End inte-inck 2rrnyiter far the
reci=gstetizn cump fsotation valves.

Texas Uiilities shcyld give us your overview on the Crgna repcrt inc'uding any
statements, comments, or corrections vou deem appropriate at this time. Your
response should specifically comment on and describe your actions concerning
the Cygna suggestion that a set of standard instructions be prepared for the
design, revision and review of cable tray supports (p. 4-12); and the Cygna
suggestion that the anchor bolt embedment lengths be deleted from tie support

drawings (p. 4-10). :
Sincer }z y
ﬁ% fir %
5 5.

oungblood, Chie#
Ligensing Branch No. 1
Divisfon of Licensing

( . cc: See next pace
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cockes o, £0.445
e Lo L. Karmerzel) Mr. R, J. Gary
Vice Fezsident Cxecutive Vice Presicant
CYGNA Zmergy Services Texas Utilities Generating Company
-0l California Strees €00 North Qlive Street
S2ite 1209 L.3. 81
Sar Feg~cisco, CA 64:1% Callas, Texas 75201

futlest: Incerencens fssessmens Program on Comanche Sesk Steam siectric
Staticn Ferformad by CYGNA

"1s Teiter concerms the Iscgsence-s Assessment Frogras on the Ceminche Fezk
im Zlectmig Staticn zerfoesd oy CYGNA for the Texas Utilisiag (T3C0).

N

PR LB B T TR

tly certain informasion Nis been cevelosed curing the Cemzrche Peak

ting license nearings defcre the Atomic Safety anc Licensing Soard wnich
§ cuasticrs conce=ning the aczcuacy of incesencence mzintzimed Setveen
YGNA $%87F ang thg TUSCO sttt curirg the course ¢f CYENA's review.

Mm -5 oy »

«r 3 0

-
- 24

smcerstand that CYG'A gave the TUSCO advance notice of <he documertazien

€ %0 cenduct CYGNA's review. These CCUTENtS wer2 Them usel to 2scemcrir
acy cf dntumemtaticon cantrel pacerwork as v2il 25 tme acesuacy ¢

¥ cocumant digtribution (Tr, §222.9372),

.-
-

o

|- Y

s 0 ShE transerips (Te, §377.8382), it appears thet CTINA ede rot
Cr the Srotocel attached te myv Yetter %o e, Ga=v Cated Septe=ter é3,
WITh reszect to rotice of &1 meetirgs Setwesn TUSCO a~g JYGA,

4'd Tike CYGNA's com=ents cn these matters 2nd CYGIA's tssessmant of whether
2iters affect the acasuicy of the incepercence ~2irtairss sy CYGIA during

t
#1080 We wiu'd elso like the serarate comments of T30 on these =atiers,
ec.asy cf <te

S o\
...' - - B .‘-
C T.ET'S 2gsessrecs of hachen these rettlers 24%%cs <ne 14



wiether its review was fully indesandent,

‘~cecendence of CYGIA's review, In additign, ve recuire CYENA's assess~ers of
with a cdetziled S2sis for CY2LA's core
clusien. In any areas in which CYGNA's review was, in their view, net #ull v
‘ncezencent, we wish their assessmant of how such metiers ray 2ffect any ccne
clusicn crawn by CYGRA.

Fuil responses will be irportant in NRC assessment of the cegree to wrich we
‘*:1 we c2n rely upon the CYGNA evaluaticn and report $0 provide she NRC s=297
with acditicnal assurance that the Comanche Pezk plant has been cesicred and

1as

constructed in accordance with the azplication and NRC Regulations,

Sincerely,

Lb« ' " CM‘J/J'
C-'”I1'eii E%se"ut. Cirecsor
Division c‘ﬁL::ens ing
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%, UNITED STATES
L RS NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
. } “ASHINGTON, D. C. 20855

e !r':R :0 7384

Fr, M. D. Spence Mr. L. L. Kammerzell
Fresident Vice President

Texas Utilities Generating Company CYGHA Energv Services
€0 I, Olive St., L.B, 81 101 California Street
Calles, Texas 75201 Suite 1000

San Francisce, CA 94111
Tear Mr, lermerzel):

Sutfect: Incepencent Assessrent Program (IAP) Performed by CYGNA

#s 2 result of cur review of the Noverber 5, 1883 dra®t CYGLA rescrt of its
ncepencent Assessrent Program (IAP) for the Comanche Peak Steam Electric
statign, Urit 1, the NAC sta®f has a number of questions which we would like
to ciscuss with the CYGNA reviewers. The specific matters are described _in
*e enclcsed recuest for additional information.

«e believe that a reeting in approximately two weeks would be agcropriate.
r. Eurwell, the NRC Project Manager will contact vour staff and the CYGIA
Froject marzge- in the next few divs to schedule such 2 meeting. A1l expla-
raticns, 2ssessment or other additional information provided at the meeting
should be subsequently documented in the final CYGNA repors or bv a susple-
ment to the report.

Sincerely,

’\ Qi LLA/

Davrell G. Eiferhut, Directrr
Division of Licensing

fn ( A

Enclosure:
ks stated

¢cc: See next page

Crntacs: §.
{2

Eurmeell
201)

el
407-786€3



COranCKE PEAK

Fe, ¥, D, Spence

Precicent

Texzs Usilities Gererzting Company
4CO 1, Olive St., L.B. 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

cc: Hicholas S. Revnolds, Esq.
3ishop, Liberman, Cook,
Purcell & Reynolds
1200 Seventeenth Street, N. W.
washirgton, D, C. 20036

“cbe~t A, Wooldridge, Esa.

i'ersham, Forsvthe, Sampels &
Healdridge

2CC1 Brvan Tower, Suite 2500

c2ll2s,. Texas 75201

v'e, Hemer C. Schmidt

Menzger - Nyclear Services

“eras Utilities Fererating Ccmpany
2001 8ryan Tower

Callas, Texas 75201

e, M, B, Reck

Gikbs and Hill, Inc.

383 Seventh Avenue

"ew Yerk, New York 10001

Mr, A, T. Parker

l'estinchcuse Electric Corseration
P. C. Box 355

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230

Tevid 1, Orgister

cssigtart Attorney General
Srvircnmental Protection Divieion
£, C. Bex 1254P, Capitol Statimn
bugtin, Texas 7E€711

I'rs, Juznita E111s, President
Citizens Association for Sound
Energy

£26 Scuth Polk

s

E 1l2s, Texas 75224

Mr, Jares E, Cummins

Resident Inspector/Comanche Pezk
Nuclear Power Station

c/o U. S, Nuclear Segulatory
Cormission

P. 0. Box 28

Glen Rose, Texas 76043

Mr, John T, Colling

U. §. NRC, Region IV
€11 Rvan Plaza Drive
Suite 1000

Ariington, Texas 76€01!
Fir, Lanay 2127 Sinkin
114 W, 7th, Suite 220
Austin, Texas 78701

8. P. Clerents

Vice Presicdent Nuclear

Texas Utilities Generating ComBanv
Skvway Tower

N0 North 0live Street

L. B, 81

Callas, Texas 75201
Hilliem Burchette, Esa.

Law Office o Northcutt Elv
Haternate 600 Buildirg
\'ashington, D, C, 20037

Ms. Bille Garde

Coverrrment Accountzbilisy Preiect
1601 Q Street, N, v,

lashington, D, C, 200C¢

Ms. Nancy H, Williams

CYCNA

101 Califorria Street

San Francisco, Coliforniz €2111-5862



-
.

La

-~
=
r»
4]
P
wo
@
)
s

RECUEST FNR ACCITICHAL INFORMATICH
FROM CYGHA RELATING T THE
CYGHA INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF THE

COU'ANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT 1

In two related observations (NC-01-01 and DC-01-02), CYGNA €ound that
desicn changes generated acainst drawings and specifications were not
scecuztely recoverzble by the document control system. In the ohservation
record review for these two observations, CYGNA described its reinspection
¢f the docurent control system after the applicant had mace improvements.
CYG"A closed these observations based on their confidence that the newiy
davelcced computerized document listing is accurate with respect to design
charces outstanding against affected design documents and that adequa‘e
crograms have been put in place to assure that the plant is comstructed in
sccorcence with the design and associated dasign changces. However, the
CYZNS Seport did not provide 2 discussior on the acecuzcy of the decument
ccntrol system to assure the plant was constructed in accordance with 2ll
cesizn chances prior to the ‘nircduction o the corputerized docurent
lig2ing system, Secendly, the CYGNA Report ¢d not provide inforrztion
fcata) cn the adequacy of the document controls on piping ard pipe supports
vhich were not fncluded in the computerized document listing at the time
c® the CYGNA reinspection, 3

CYGNZ should provide an adequa‘e explanztion or assessment on how the

cocurent centrols assure that design changes and inspections mace p*3or %o

the eveilability of the computerized document iisting are resolved in 2

manner which assures that the plant is constructed in accordarce with *he
design and assocfated design changes. The NRC sta®f is considering reguiring
gn acciticral assessment by CYGNA of whether the irplemertation of the éppli-
cant's present document control system does icentify and make available all
outstanding design change documentation as may he needed in the inspection

cf systems an¢ components, especially the cutstanding design changes assnciated
with tne piping and pipe supports.

In chservation P1-00-01, the applicant's piping designer (Gibbs & Hi11)
¢ic ret specify any weld mismatch ($) when determinirg the strees intensi-
fication factor “or as-built qirth butt welds. Consecuently, 2 stress
fnterci®ication factor of 1.0 was used in the piping znalvses. CYGMA was
concerned that the use of a stress intensification factor of 1.8, which is
specified in the ASME Ccde in Figure NC--3673.2(b)-1 for a wall thickness
{t) less than 3/16 inch or a mismatch ratio ($/t) greater than 0.1, could
result in exceedirg the allowable stress limit, For welds with 2 ve')
thickress less than 3/16 inch, the applicant used 2 stress intensification
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factor (SIF) of 1.8 as recuired. For welds in piping with wall thicknesses
grezter than 0.237 inch the stress intensification factor was alse shoun 9
be acceptable. FHowever, the NRC staff dnes no: find that an adecuate fusti-
ficaticn was provided to 2llcw the use of an SIF equal to 1 far girth bust
velds between straight piping with wall thicknesses between 0.1875 and 0.237
inch., CYGHA should provide an acequate explanation of whether girth butt
welds between straight sections of piping (sizes 3 and 4 inch, schedule 40)
conform to the ASME Coce requirements for welded joints.

In observation P1.00-02 CYGNA noted that the applicant's piping desicner
uses a 20 percent increase in the upset and emergency condition allowahle
stresses when consicdering localized stresses in welded attachments in
cembirztion with general membrane and hending stresses. CYGHA concluded
that the observation was closed based upon a finding that later ccdes allow
the use of stress indices which result in an incre2se in the allowable
stresses fcr upset and erergency conditiens, CYGNA should provide an
acecrate explanation on whether the use of the 20 percent increzse in
gllcuable stresses consistently results in calculated design stresses
which are within the stresses allowable under more recert Coce Cases “or
211 welded attechment designs and raterials,

. Witk recard %o the cdesign review of cable tray suporis, the allewzhie stresses

“able (Exhibit 4,3-1) {s arrarced to provice allowzhle stress values-<or
operzting and safe shutdown conditions. However, no values are grovicac
for rany sa‘e shutdown conditions., The MRC stasf believes CYGNA should
revise the report to provide the missing values. S

In the design of the 40 cable tray supports within the CYGNA scope of review,
constructicn drawings for each support were prepared in the field frerm “he

13 standard designs prepared and ana'vzed by the architect-encineer, CYGY/
should cescribe how it verified that construction drawings -have been correctly
pregared from the 15 standard design drawings, .. -, -..°~

'ith regara to design review of electrical, instrurentation, ard contra!
systems, the NPC staff reviewed the CYGMN? criteria ard checklists “cr the
electrical design review (CYGNA Report, 2pcendix £, Jocurmert Yo. 5C-5, Sec-
tiens 2.0, 2.0, 4.0 and 5.0) to cetermine the acequacy cf the criteriz for
assurire compliance with HRC regulatory reouirements. The MSC st2#4 rotes
“het the review criteria ¢id not inc'ude NRC Reguletory fuice 1,106 relg*‘ e
to bypessing of motcr overload protection circuits ard !IRC Standarc Peview
Plan Section 8.3, Appendix €A, Branch Technical Position ICSB 18(PSB) relative
to the single failure of safety related valves. The NRC sta®f could not
cetermine whether these tuo reculatory -guidelines vere included in the elac-
trical cdesion review of the valve contrel circuitry, CYGNA should surple-
ment the cesign review criteria and checklist for *hic valve and escess *=e
cesfcn of the valve control circuitry aczingt these tio regulatory cuicdelings,
or ntherwise fystifyv their amicgion,



oS

One observetion (1/0-02-02) addressec a concern that sorme. snubbers were
installec 180° from the con®iguraticn shown on the piping suspors drav-
irgs. CYGNA clesed this observation based on a procedure whick indicates
this installation is acceptable since the snubbers will still perform
their intenced functicn. This procedure should be identified in the

checklist,

-
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April 2, 1984

Mr. B. J. Youngblood

Chief, Licensing Branch No. 1
Division of Licensing

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM PERFORMED
EY CYGNA

Dear Mr. Youngblood:

Texas Utilities has reviewed your concern regarding the containment sump
isolation valves ang the twe recommendations made in the CYGNA AP Report
regaraing: (1) that a standard instruction be prepared for the design, revision
and review of cable tray supports and, (2) that the anchor bolt embedment
lengths be deleted from the Support drawing. In addition, Texas Utilities is
presently reviewing the CYGNA [AP Report ang any formal comments wi)] be
submitted to the NRC Staff and to CYGNA in the near future.

Containment Sumn Isolation valves

The NRC Staff requested that Texas Utilities review the control and interlock
mechanisms of the containment sump isolation valves (1-8811A/8). In the CYGNA
IAP Report Appendix H, Checklist Number EE.-02 reviews the control circuitry of
the containment sump isolation valves for compliance to FSAR Chapter 7,
Although the valve 1-88118 is not directly interlocked to a RCS pressure
setpoint of 425 psig, CYGNA indicates that such and interlock exists.

Ouring the injection mode, the RWST/RHMR pump suction isolation valves are open
ang allow flow to the RCS. These valves can only be opened if the containment
sump isolation valves are closed. The containment sump isolation valves open
automatically when two of four refueling water storage tank leve) signals are
less than the 1o-1g-1 level setpoint, coincident with an engineered safety
feature actuation signal (S signal), Furthermore, the design allows for
automatic switchover from the ECCS injection mode to the recirculation mode
during an accident., (Qperator action is required to close RWST/RHR pump suction
Tsolatien valves 88124/8 imnediately following the opening of the containment
sump isolation valves (cal4d leg recirculation mode)..

In agdition, the containment sump isolation valves must be closed before the RHR
system can be aligned to the RCS hot leg during a normal cooldown. The RZS
pressure must be below approximately 425 psig before the RMR isolaticn valves
will open. Thus, the centainment sump isolation valves are interlocked so that
they must be closed before the following valves can be opened:

.

BYOVU LTSS
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l. RWST/RHR pump suction isolation valves (8812A/8);

2. RHR inner or ocuter isolation valves 8701A, 87018, 8702A and 87028. (below
364 psig RCS pressure setpoint)

FSAR Section 7.6.2.1 describes the contro) logic of the inner and outer RWR
isolation valves (8702A/8 and 8701A/B). These valves are normally closed and
can only be opened after the RCS pressure is reduced below approximately 42§
psig and the containment sump isolation valves are closed. Additionally, the
RHR system is only used for conditions below approximately 425 psig and 3500F,
Thus, the design of the RHR system precludes the exposure to high pressure.

The CYGNA comment regarding a direct interlock between the containment symp
isolation valve and RC pressure is not clear and should be clarified or
reworded. The design of the control and interlock circuitry for the
recirculation sump isolation valves, RHR isolation valves and RWST/RHER pump
suction isolation valves is correct and there is not a 425 psig RCS pressure
permissive required to open the recirculation sump isolation valves.

standard [nstructions - Cadle Trav Supports

A stancdard set of instructions for the design, revisions and review of cable
tray supports as suggested by CYGNA is being prepared and will be provided ta
CYGNA prior to May 1.

Anchor 8c1t Embedment Lenaths

CYGNA suggested that ancher bolt embedment lengths should be removed from pipe
support drawings, This suggestion was made to ensure that there would be no
confusion between the embedment length shown on the drawing and the embedment
length used for design calculations. L

Installation procedure CEI-20 (Rev. 9, 12/16/83), "Installation of 'Milti’
Orilled-in Bolts" requires that anchor bolts be embedded to a minimum depth
below the surface of the 4000 psi (28-day strength) structural concrete priasr to
setting (torquing). A tadle in the procedure provides the anchor bolt diameter
and the minimum embedment length for Hilti-Kwik and Super Kwik-Bolts. (The
minimum embedment length is approximately 44 times the diameter of the bolt for
Kwik-Bol1ts and 64 times the diameter of the bolt for Super Kwik-B801ts).

The instruction has been revised to state that the minimum embedment Tength
shall be that specified in the anchor belt installation procedure and that
specified on the drawing. Quality control procedures ensure compliance to these
instructions. )

Criginal design calculations to ensure adequate qualification of the anchor bolt
design assumes the minimum anchor bolt embedment lengths required based on the
CE1-20 procecure. If, for an initial calculation, a greater embedment cepth is
necessary than required by the CE]-20 procedure, the required depth is indicated
on the design drawing.
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Furthermore, if for any reason (re-analysis, “as-built" verification, etc.)
loads are high and a deeper embedment length is necessary than provided by the
initial calculation using the minimum embedment lengths in the CE!-20 procedure
or on the design drawing, then a calculation can be made to determine the
minimum installed embedment length based on the actual bolt length, This
calculation is done by knowing the actual length of the bolt and subtracting the
thickness of the concrete topping (if any), steel plates, washers, and assuming
the nut is fully torqued at the bottom of the threaded run of the bolt. This
provides a conservative estimate of the installed embedment depth. This depth
can then be used in load calculations to determine the adequacy of the pipe
support design. The engineer can also have a field verification made to
determine the actual embedment depth, if necessary.

Although the design support drawings and Installation Procedure CEl-20 provide:
a minimum embedment length required, the design calculations can be based on a
conservative estimate of the actua)l embedment length. Therefore, there may be
differences between the drawing m nimum embedment length and the embedment
length used in the calculations, but, as CYGNA rightly states, the differences
has no cesign impact. we feel that no fusther changes are required.

Summary

Texas Utilities will provide formal comments regarding the CYGNA [AP Report., In
agoition, a standard set of instructions for cadle tray support design, review
and revisicn will be provided to CYGNA prior to May 1.

If there are any guestions regarding the remaining concerns or those discussed
above, please contact us.

-

Very truly yours,

SO

H. C. Schmigt
Manager, Nuclear Services

HCS/grr



