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| P R'OCEEDINGS-1961 1
I
1

MR. BACHMANN: Cn the record. j
-2

|
-

MR. YCUNGELCOD: Good morning. We are~here i
~

'

3
l

4 | basically, to meet with CYGNA Energy Services with regard to4

i I

5 the independent assessment program for Comanche Peak. Our

6 meeting today will be transcribed. We want to basically

' talk about whatever things you micht wish to talk about.7

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

9 i and March the 30th letters,_ and.your responses. I would i
i (.

;l like to delay discussing the March 22nd letter until after
'

~

to ;
!

'l
ti' -lunch :: day, because one of Our individuals that will be-

.

I

involved in-that will not be here until afternoon.12 ; ;

I

L

(- 13 The meeting is basically between the Staff and -

6

e

14 :1, . CYGNA. If there are other people who have any questions that;
..

'

',

15 . they want to ask, we will entertain those at the'end of the
i

16 meeting. If there is some clarification that anybody wants, ;

I--
a

'

8

17 - while possibly that might occur during intermission cr
\

18 'something like that. ,

i

19 I guess to beg'in with,'CYGNA, do you have something

- 2 that you-want to say?

21: MR .' SHULMAN: We.would just like to-be respcnsive-
,

~ n '| to the' questions.
'

M MR. YOUNGELCOD: Do you have a presenta:Lon
!

' 24 . prepared in' regard to the March 30th letter?

25 ' MS . WILLIMtS : Yes.

~l

<

-- * + e ~ r- , < v
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4

1pb2 g MR. YOUNGB'LOOD: Would you prefer us to Just

2 start asking questions? Or do you want to de the presentatio:
, .

! and see if that takes care of our questions?3

4 MS. WILLIAMS: I will do the presentation if you
5 wish. And then we will do question and answers as we go

6 along.

7 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Tom, do you want to add anything?

8 MR. IPPOLITO: You briefly mentioned it, Joe.

This afternoon we will-be discussing the matter of independence9

e.

and some of the questions may involve the peop'le that will10 .

'| be here this a f ternoon.
t

':
11

I'
l

12 - So when we go over those questions, we will have
f
a

to defer them until the afternoon.13 if -

14, MR. BACHMANN: Off the record. ' -

,

15 | (Discussion of f the record. ) '

i
1 .

16 MR. BACHMANM: Sack on the record. ;
.

;.
17 - MS. NILLIAMS: This has been structured to go

.

is through both of the letters, as you can see by the introduction
19 here. I do have slides on the basic scope, methodology, '

.

20 generally how we did the review.

21 So if questions come up'along those lines, we
22 -can go back and discuss that. This is taken literally'from

'
t

%) the letter, assuming that everyone is somewhat familiar with '

24 what the. issues were. You will maybe want to stop me if.I'm
25 | -going too fast. '

I

,

e
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-(Slide.)
'

b3- g , ,
I

2 | The first question we are now dealing with the
-

March 30th letter, dealing with design change control at
3

Conanche Peak. We have broken that into two questions. The
4

:
being to assess the adequacy of the document control

!5 first

6
system, to assure that the plant was constructed in accordance)

'with all design changes, prior to the introduction of the
7

i

3 | computerized database tracking system.

The second part of that question, we have interpreted
!

9_

to determine the adequacy of the -locument centrols of
~

I ,

10 i to be, y
'

the piping and pipe support drawings and design changes,
11 ,

~ 12
since they are part of the manual sy. stem. Or what is currently

i
P

i ;

! the manual system.
13

(Slide.) ! .
'

14 *

< '

! Regarding the adequacy of the construction of
15 !

>

prior to implementation of the computeri:ed data
-- 16 the plant,

tracking system, we did perform an as-built vaikdown o f the !

17 ,..

i n, -

It was the only completed ;

18 spent fuel pool ecoling system.'I
i '

And we did , check to seesystem at the time of our review.i 19
,

that all of the hardware was constructed in the field in20

accordance with the: drawings, and any outstanding desien
21 ;

.

changes in~ circulation at the time of that walkdown..n
Secondly, there is a fairly. intense effort

~

an
2

' -

24
the time of our review, currently engoing at Conanche Peak,

*

.

|
is referred^

t

25 i where they were dcing a validation' process of what ;-
i I

t~

|
- l

I

|

.

1

* s
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!

6

to as the DCTG or des'ign change tracking group database.1pb4 1

-2 That database is what is now serving as the core of the DCC
.

index or logging system of design changes, where they were |
'

3
i

sequentially going through.every CMC and DCA to ensure that j
4

5 they had been accounted for in the drawings and in the system

-6 That.was not yet completed, though at the time

7 of.our review.

3 (Slide.)

|
9 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: It might be a good idea, Nancy, ;

'

!

to ! ef you go over sometime, what the scope was, of what tho ;

i'

11 rev ew was suppcsed to be. Just for the' record.
'

i

12 | MS. WILLIAMS: Maybe I could do that to start ,

! I

,

I. off.( 13 .
.

14 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Maybe you ought to do that Oc , ,
,

| .

start off.j15

16 MS. WILLIAMS: Just general, what Phases I and II .
i-

'
17 are. Let me get those slides.

I
18 (Pause.) ;

i-

19 MS. WILLIAMS: Would you like to start with the !
I

I

a purpose, or is this going back too far?

21 MR..YOUNGBLOOD: You might briefly go through

i

n :i that. It is basically -- what I'm after for the record, is
:,-I

n- the scope of what this review was to cover.
'

MS., WILLIAMS: Very briefly,-the purpose cf the24
|
i

2 . independent assessment program, or Phases I and II, as they '

,

, , - -
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7

l,

are referred to, was to provide supplementary evidence and *

3pb5 g

|
additional assurance regarding the overall design of

2

I

3 i Comanche Peak, given that other reviews had been conducted |
1

i i

4 | by organizations such as the .NRC, and'in the SIT and CAT !

. . . .
(

] evaluations.5
i

There were several letters which were sent betweeni6 i

Texas Utility and the NRC regarding specific issues that they
7

i

a felt should be addressed. And it was around those letters

9 i that a.~deternination was made as to what the scope of Phases
. ,.

. .

i

.l!
to ;. I and II would be, i

r
'

Jl
I M11de.) .

ti |
i

i The program cb]ectives were .to provice an
|

~ .

12
| -
,

i
. 13

- assessment of the- adequacy of the design control -program,
[

''
14 - The design control program was Gibbs & Hill, the engineer. j ,

Me wanted to provide an asnessment of the design adequacy ,

15 1 !

i of a selected system, verify a selected as-built co'nfiguration,ts i-

17 pt and evaluate the implementation of selected elements of.
!

18 Criterion III of the design. control program. ~ |
'

i I will go through each one of those.new, specificallyis -

as to what. hardware we did'that-evalaation.for.20

- 21 .(silde.)

some criteria that was-set forth in discussing .

22 .I,
- i-

I referred to previously'for. establishing the scopelwere tt. [-
-

23 '
i,

i

24 ' ]
include'a' cross-section of-disciplines, include a system j

~

-

- '

w'hich exhibited characteristics which-were'significant,B

2 i
I

(
.

|
0
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:

I

1pb6 1 pressure, temperature', significant to safety, which could
,

| not be verified by normal means, such as testing.2
|

,

..

3 We wanted to include several organizational

"

4 interfaces when dealing with the design control aspects of

I the review. We wanted to make that we touched on design5

'

6 changes. And we wanted to make sure that we identified the

7 specific concerns and addressed those that were contained in

i
'

8 the letters.

~
9 As a general guidel'ine for our reviews, we selected|

l

10 f a system. And in each case Phase had one system. Phase-
- !I

l I
11 4 !!.we. selected a different syster. And we used that syster

'

;

i.

12- as the basis for selecting the doc ments that will be |,

i
13 reviewed.for.the. design change aspects of the review. 1.nd ,

,

s ,

,

.then also to serve as a basis for the design portten cf the; 14 .
;

, _

15 review.

16- The system sel.ection criteria, as I']us't s:ated,

17 , was that it had to be safety related. It had to include a
I |

4

18 material interface with Westinghouse, the NSSS vendor. It |

~

19 had to include an interface with Gibbs & Hill, the architect -

'M engineer. ItLhad to meet 1 the design parameters, and we

21 needed'to have one that was started -- was-turned over'to
|~ l

M' startup, signifying thattit was'a completed system. ]
i

1
23 Now we'could not get all of these things necessarily

24 built into one system. . And part of the evolution of the,

1
25 i program was that'we-started out'doing a more limited scope

| .|,

.

I
'

.

. .- - ,
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i

9

'lpb7 t . than what Phase II tu'rned out to be, that the completion of
'

I l

2 it. And we ended up having to select two systems to complete
.

.

3 our review. And I will try to make that distinction now, |
i
I

4 because it seems to lend to a little bit of confusion. ;

5 (Slide.)
i
i

6 Phase I, we used the spent fuel pool cooling system

7 to serve as the basis for that review. That review consisted

8- of, in the implementation side of evaluating the design

9 change control system. Which means that we used the paperwor.'t
s

I
-10 associated with the spent fuel pool ecoling system .o do that!

,
'

11 review. It included an implementatien evaluatien c! interface

12 control. It included a walkdown of the spent fuel pool'- |

13 cooling system, which is where we get to wanting--to select

14 a system which was curned over.to startup, so that it was
,-;

i

|
essentially complete.15

!

16 - And then in a programmatical sense, which is

17 not tied to the system, we evaluated the design control
'! .

.

18 systems for Gibbs &. Hill and for. Texas Utilities. !

19 (Slide.)

2 I would like to ask and make sure at'this point

21 in time that the difference between a programmatical review
~

- i,

Z! and an implementation review is clear. That when we are
!

D | doing a programmatic review, what we are doing is. making

24~ sure-there is a' program in place, which complies with all of

2 the requirements =of ANSI-N45.2.11. |
i
!

-s

e
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|, .

t

:r 10
i

What we do'is we check that all of the procedures

bS g

is documented in what we call the design
are there. It

2
.

+

report. It
control matrix, which is contained in the draftd

3
|

La' check as to whether they followed the procedures.is not4

iG a check' as to whether they have a program in place
4

4
1

4' .5 It '

the
which'has all of the essential procedures to carry out

,

i6
I

requirements of ANSI-N45.2.ll.,

7
design :

The implementation reviews , the walkdowns ,
'i

.

s *

change controls, an'd the interface control are checked to
j

I

'
g

And that
1 the procedures are being followed.
y make sure thatto

the work is being implemented in ac:Orfance with11 . f .in fact,

those procedures.!
> 12 '

one?
.

( Are there any questions on that
13

i

i 14 - | That was Phase I. H,e now move into PhaseJII, -!
)

!

- wh'ere it was determined that we would do a design re*tiew.
15

fuel pool' cooling system perhaps-.It-was felt that the spent I

16 :

~ exhibit all of the parameters that *fcu might want
.I

17 j| '1did~not
4

... j '-And the RHRfsystem Train 3
.

l to check--in a design review.4
~ 18

'was selected.19

We refer to the design review as- another implemen-
20

' Additionallimplementation evaluation was
21 .tation-evaluation..

There were,

"n conducted-for Phase II, , design' analysis control. !
*

And that
*

Eno additional.procrammatical reviews? conducted. i2:
-

[. essentially makes upithe scope of Phases I and II.
.

24

so we ended.up with five implementation eraluati:ns--
~

' 25 - _

,

1-

..l
J

| -,

,

e
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' '

. 11
n

-19b 9 't| 'and two. programmatic ' reviews. I can go through the RHR

2 design review in a little more detail if you want to see what
.

3 the,various components that each of the disciplines looked
,

4 cat. Would that be helpful?

"5 MR. YOUNGELOOD: I don't know if we really need

6- that. Unless anyone else --

7 MS. WILLIAMS: To summarize this pictorially here

6 is a slide.
k

9 (Slide.)
|

(
' ~

You can see that these are the progra==st cal |
: 10 -

. , 1

tt' 11 reviews shown on this slide, where Gibbs & Mill design controi'
. 12 program, Texas Utilities design control program were

'

'

,

13 j evaluated in the five aspects of the implementation evaluatice. .
( -

14 That makes up the scope unless you want to go -,

il
15 1 into methodology or any greater detail.

1:

|'
,

l

16 MR. BURWELL: May I ask for one bit moEe of.

17 information on this'particular slide? :Over in the five
,

?
, t

18'. implementation reviews, would you identify which of these .

4

i
relate'd to the RHR,-and w'l r. related to-the.' spent ~fue.l?-1!L

j,

20 MS, WILLI #~- >d idea.- Okay. Going down~from
'

21' the top then. Design analysic control that was. performed,

t

| L 22 ' -- |as'it pertains to the RER system. Design change control
i -i

. 2 was performed as it pe'reains to the spent-fuel pool cooling' '

'

24 -system,~as was interface' control for the spent fuel-pool
2 :ccoling system. l

,

i

i

|

li

.
. . .- - --. .
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|12

-lpbl0 .t
-

) MR. YOUNGBLOOD: The rationale for that was
2 complete and turned over.

f -

f
MS. WILLIAMS: It was really driven by.the3

4 as-built-verification. And then we had selected to do two

5 elements of Criterion III. And they also followed then with

end 1. 6 using the spent fuel pool cooling system. r

{
7

8

9

I

| f10

l'
'

11' '.
!

12 ' |
'

,

,
_1 |

13

'
i

14 .
-,
.

15 |
I
''

16
*

. 1.
I

17 -

t

18

,

19 '

- 20 -
|

21

22 r
t

23 - j
i

24

2s ' , |
., .

I I
j

~

.
I

-

--' g



, . .~ .. - _ . . _ .

.

13
-2pbl.

g The as-built verification was the spent fuel

-2 pool cooling. The top three are RHR and the bottom one isr

.

3 | ~the spent fuel cooling.

'

- 4 Going back to March 30th, the design change

5 control, now referring to the spent fuel pool cooling' system,

6 we are addressing.two questions. One being, does the curren.

'
7 installation match with the documents in circulation? Ani a

a statement on the controls associated with the piping and
4

~

g pipe support change papers, since it is currently'a manual
1

tot system. I

J
11 (Slide.) -

1

| Real quickly.then with reference to the first121
,

13 . ;. item, the as-built walkdown is what we relied on for ;
-

f '

14 , installation being in con:ormance with all of the cuestanding;
-,

i
'

15 I change papers, and the database process validation that was
,

;
1.

16 ' in progress at the-time of our review for the comp &terized
g

17 database system.
I

18 (Slide.) !
:
! e

is - A little history on the computerized system to

20 . explain why-the piping and pipe support drawings are not-

-21 . currently part of it. .The Gibbs & Hill design-verification

fn- tracking system served as the original basis for the. p

23 '! computerized system, which.now makes up the CCC tracking
I

_

24 syst'em as such. ytet all drawings,:not all designs were
,

25 ' Dunder:the responsible of'Gibbs &' Hill-for the design
.

-

|

t
o

, , . . . , . - . -
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i 14

~ verification. And sp'ecifically, the pipe supports were not~

2pb2 1

the design; responsibility of Gibbs & Hill.
2

The large bore piping and pipe support drawings |
-3

;

.

will be entered into'the database upon completion of those
4

4_

5 drawings vendor certification..and incorporation of all. i
i

I

design changes. .The process is still ongoing. They are
6

controlled'by a manual system right now.
c. 7

The.small. bore piping as well, only Texas Utilities-
3

9
has elected, not necessarily-to incorporate all cf the ,

i

design: changes for the s all bore piping and pipe supports. - |
* .10 [ .

i'
upon vendor certification and as-built drawings being

' 11 But
,

produced, as well as the design changes which are associated ;

12 - -

f

( ' 13 - ! with,those drawings. They will then-be incorporated in ,I

.

;

]
the computerited tracking system at DCC. ,

'
-

! 14

,

15 ] The pipe supports and piping are' part of' the
*

I

18
as-built program. 'They'do have 79-14 as-built verid catirn

,

17|| program-in place. We did use those drawings, for example, <

!
'

i ,

18- for our spent fuel pool cooling walkdown.'

The vendor certification includes a final. check _~ ,

19 I
i

of each support as-built configuration and the associated !
20 -

21 calculations. I thinkLit:is important to note here that

nl the discrepancies that we found in our observations for the i

.: !
i '

-2 . i manual . tracking system. prior to the implementation o f the :

'| computer'ized tracking system were'not. associated with the !n
24 l.

2 piping andLpipe support drawings. They were,~rather with the{~

'

.},

-

s... ,

i

r v t f 7 y a
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! 15
,

2pb3 g structural and electrical drawings, which are part of the

computerized system, part of the database validation process.2

'-
3 Were not necessarily the focus of.our concern at the time

|
4 of writing the observations on DCC.

I

i
.5 MR. TERAO: At this point we should have questionsi

6 ,on the last item. For the design. change controls, you
I

said that was done primarily, or only for the spent fue' I
7

a | pool cooling system. Not for the RER; correct?

I9 MS'. WILLIAMS: That is correct. -

,

f

to ! MR. TERAO: For the design changes that are
,

11 | applicable tc the spent fuel pool cooling system, would ycu i

'
12 say that those changes are typical of the kind of design .

.

(
r changes as far as the complexity in those systems? .13 ;

:.

'
14 MR. BACHMANN: Off the record.

-

'

1
!* ;

15 (Discussion off the record.-),

|
16 : MR. TERAO: As far as the design change controls
17 on the spent fuel pool cooling system, would you say tnat the!

,
,

>

18 type of design changes that were made in the spent fuel <

,

19 I,

pool cooling system were typical of the t/pe of changes that '

20 were made on other systems, in terms of complexity?
21 MS. WILLIAMS: Are you speaking of the mechanical,
22 the piping, pipe support drawings, or-just in~ general? I

'
.

M 'i MR. TERAO: piping and pipe support drawings.
24 MS. WILLIAMS: It is a little tough to answer f

f
M because of the time- frame. When we were looking at the |

:

,

|

4'

I

l
|

|

-. - -
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:

'

2p'n4 1
spent fuel pool cooling, there were less design changes

I

outstanding because they had gone further along in the |
-'

2
!

-3 process of incorporating them. It was closer to completion,

f

I cr was actually completed. ;

4 i 1

The RHR system, there were perhaps a few more-5
i

6 design changes. We did not really evaluate complexity on

7 the spent fuel pool cooling system. However, the supports

are more simplistic there than what we are finding in the
a

'

l Phase III review that we are doing right now.9
'

?!
to MR. TERAO: So the spent fuel pool system, the j'

'

,

supports are simple. Uculd you say that the system itself11. t ,

+

12 ,is in a congested or a noncongested area?,
8

|
.

13 | MS. WILLIAMS: Relat.ive to other parts of the(
14 plant, it is uncongested. j -3

.

il

15 I MR. TERAO: And would you say that the congestien
I

-
i .

16 or the.noncongestion of the spent fuel pool cooling system
- !

17 i is typical of the rest of the plant piping systems? Or
I

is not typical? |
,

i
19 i MS. WILLIAMS: I guess I would11ike to defer ,

!

20 answering a question like that until we do the walkdown on

21 Phase III, which we are intending to-do. I think that is

22. | something wefare going to be looking-for.
f :

Having only done the walkdewn on-the spent fuel, j-l

in j
.

24- and we did not do a walkdown on the.RHR, it is.somewhat )
~

!

M'-| ' conjecture to make a res'ponse to that right now, I think.'

!

'i |
e

|i . 4
,

il |

,

,
0
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1 We are going to, as part of, actually on Phase
''

IV the component cooling water system do a walkdown.
|

,

.

3 MR. TERAO: You may not have performed the formal t
! '

l

4 - .walkdown, but you must have walked through the plant and
?.

5
! seen the type of congestion or noncongestion that
-

t

there |I

could have been for the remaining part of the plant.6 '

7
Would you say that most of. the plant is typical

.

8 cf the spent fuel' pool system in terms of congestion?,

i

9- ! _MS. WILLIAMS: I think I see your question. No,
{

#

10 - it less congested. The spent fuel pool cooling area is !

i
.

J

11 4 lless congested than : her. parts of the plant. ~

12 - f MR. TERAO: Can you conclude then that the type
,

,P
' ;

13.s of design changes that ,

might be outstanding, er the type of
. , .

; ts . design changes that-were made on the spent fuel pool cooling '
t
*

15 ) systems are not .

as compiex as the other systems, where ;

! ) .16. congestion could be a problem?
i
i ;* .

{ MS. WILLIAMS: I'm getting confused. When we're {

17 t
. !

i.
a

18 q talk ng about design change control and the complexity of '
|

~ 4
-

r
19 the design changes, we are looking at !tracking a number of -

2 design changes. It was not just with regard to the piping
21 and pipe supports.

It was structural and electrical.
M',

When you say complexity, then I start looking into
2

the design area, where our engineers would be evaluating
.

.

i

84 | how complex =they are; whether they were incorporated intoi-

2
the analysis correctly; whether the calculations reflected ,

o

-



.
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I
,

i 13 |
f e

2pb6 g the design as it existed.

2 So are you saying, complexity in a technical sense?
i-

3 MR. TERAO: I am assuming that the more number of |
design changes you would have would be indicative of'the \4

j

complexity of the changes to be made to the system.5

i i6 1 *is . WILLIAl!S : It is possible. But I do not know i

7 that it necessarily follows. So many of them in the spent

fuel pool cooling system had been'aiready incorporated intoa

the drawing that9
I you would really have to go back and go
.

10 I through the ' history to make a comparison ' o f that. The j

!11 i, pctential as it exists, the more paper y:u ha*/e, the ~

l.:12- tougher 1: is to draft. '

,'I

13 .They went to a computerized system. The fact nat:( h
J* they went to the ecmputerized system, I think, is because14

'

,

f;
of the volume. One of the reasons is because the volume is

15

16 / *

such that it lends itself to that. There are a great number ,
. ;-

17 of design changes outstanding. There is ne doubt about that.
I

18 i MR. TERAO: Do you feel that the number of design ii

- 19 _ changes that are outstanding,.that are still in the manual f
2 system are accurate?

21 MS. WILLIAMS: We did not find any problems with
22

the ones that were -- I want to make'one distinction for the
23 manual system.

- 24
When-we went in'and did our original review back

25 in' July of''S3, e'rerything'was_ manual. So when we defined

.
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'

19

2pb7. t manual system, .it._was'everything. And then they were in the
2 process then, through their design change tracking group of

..

3 bringing the database up to speed so that it could be
i -

merged with the manual system in DCC.4

.

5 There were almost two parallel systens there for

6 a while. Although the manual system of DCC governed for all

7 drawings. Our_ original observations are written against a

a manual-system, but for all drawings. Not for just-the

9 piping and pipe supports.

10 ! And then they went and merged the DCTG computerized-I-'

|

i
*

4

syster with DCC and then there were certain types of drawings ''ti

1

12 still on the manual system, which are now referred to as '

5

13 manual. And those are the piping and the pipe suppcrts.(-
,

iSo j: ~

14 | the focus narrowed a little bit.
'

-

i

t' .15 he problems we found'in the original manual i
| I.

16 " . system were not with the_ piping and pipe support drawings,
, j'.

.. .

,i so much as some of the~ structural and electrical drawinr.s.
1; !

,t
'

i

iis j MR. TERAO: With.the structural and electrical I
.

.
+

1 !'

19 drawings, were any of the problems related to the accuracy
20 . of the' design changes?

21 MS. WILLIAMS: For the Phase I and II review? No,

because for the walkdowns we did not' find -- the'onlyn

I

problems that we found with that were with the accuracy,23

24 were reflected inLthe observations as far as matching the
25 drawings as-built configuration' matching the-drawing. The

'|

.

-, .- . . . . . . . , , . w-
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i2pbS' i design control portioh of the review was how well they track |1
.

I'2' and what problems they are having with their tracking system |.
3 in the'CCC, where you are talking about accuracy of tracking
4 and~ controlling.the paperwork. Not so much accuracy

|
5 technically of the design changes.

6 MR. TERAO: _I'm speaking accuracy in terms of

where the packages are complete. Nere all of the design7

and 2. 8 changes there? Were all of the latest drawings there?
9

,

l |10 - | 1
,

11 i
i

e

12 l
i-l

I
~

-
13 .

/ i

14 i '

15
'

.

'
16

1
p.

l'T |
'

i

i

18-|
,

l

19 I

20

21

22

l

iD '
,

24

'
,

25

.I

i
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,

3pbl' 1; MS. WILLIAMS: With the exception of the one that
|-

2 we wrote the observations on, we felt that we did those on

3 the ones where they were not complete, where the list did |
f
i

4 not match. And there were four observations on that. I

!
MR. TERAO: If those are on the manual system,$ ,

how would those inaccuracies be corrected before they are6

7 put onto the computer system?

.

t
8 MS. WILLIAMS: This gets into the process they j

g are- going through now of checking each CMC in each in DCA,

-10 since they are sequentially numbered. And verifying taa

11 they are outstanding agains the appropriate drawings.
I

| If they were incorporated, they are statused as E

12

! -

f. 13 - being incorporated.
l .

The design verification has been
.

- i
'

14' ; completed. And just taking each one of those pieces of *

,

I change paper with a discipline engineer who is cognizant of15
,

'

16 that particular type of drawing and checking-that it is .

J.
.

correctly logged and-tracked within'the DCC system.17

IIs I do not know if that is complete right now. It
i

_tg l was ongoing at the time.
.

~

I
*
.m MR. TERAO: .What would be the consequence if a

21 package were not complete? Can it.be corrected?- 'i

Zt - MS. WILLIAMS: In what sense? In the constructicn

Z1 - | sense?
'l

I
I
i24 MR. TERAO: If:they were to find a package that |
|

25 - was not complete, they were missing design _ changes or lates
|

<

,

.



.- . - - - . .- , . - .-- .. . - ..

.

.. .
. . _ .

i

- i 22 i-
*

1

,
i ..

. 3pb2 ~
|

g drawings, what steps sould be necessary to assure.that the

2 package then is corrected'and accurate?
| .$|
,

-3 j MS. WILLIAMS: I'm not quite sure I understand
f

4 the-question. They are going through the process of making,

3 sure that they are all complete right now. They are not

s'
6 referring to that.

<

7 MR. TERAO: You are saying that they are going
I

a through the process now. If they were te find one of the;-

packages to be incomplete or inaccurate, missing design.3

[ changes cr. drawings, what steps would then have to be'made g.-to
j,

.it ; -to assure tha: hat package can be put out to the computerized'
- l

,

12 i system in a complete and accurate form? *

-

-

,

is MS. WILLIAMS: I would answer that by saying, the i, h

i

'
14_ l. steps they are going through, which is checking pAece of ~

d

4

L >

15 i design change paper and making sure that it is complete to
I

16 the package. They are-making'sure that dra, wing, number !.

4

I
T

|
S-100 say, has all of the.right design changes listed in17 i

'

| the. tracking system against it. And if they are incor oratin
18

19 the drawing, that .

-

they are so noted as' incorporated..

,

3

20 MR. TERAO: Maybe my question is a little simple.4

t

t 21 I'm just asking, how do they correct a package that is

i 22 . , inaccurate;or incomplete. Is there a way to get a comp *ete i!

23 package that is-accurate?

4

- 24 - MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
I
P

2 MR. TERAO: How- would they fo that 7i i
''

-i
J-

*
-, , - r 1 , r , , , . ,
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3pb3_
1 MS. WILLIANS: They would do that at the culmination

i

-
of going through this purging or validation process. ! -2

Wha: |-
3 .

.

.stepsLare they going through in that process? I

|

4 MR. TERAO: Would they have to go back to Gibbs 5
I

-5 Hill?'

6 .MS. WILLIAMS: To obtain a copy of that design e

!

7 change?
!

8 MR. TERAO : -Yes, to get a complete, accurate
g

9
{ package. i

$

>
.

i10 ! MS, WI;;IAMS: We did not find that it was so '

a

11 ' mu:.. : hat they pnys cally could no: iccate the design
'

12 changes. It is how they were logged in the system that was I.

!

l ~

13 ,| -the problem. _They were physically there.
a. .

14 ;i . -Whenever we wanted to request a CMC or a CCA wea

15 't were able to cbtain it. i

16 MR. TERAO: My question is still, do you know if
|..

17 it is'pessible to get a complete package up-to-date, corrected
18 | with_all of the latest drawings? Can they do that? -|

*

.19 .Ti. WILLIAMS: They can do it now to the e.ttent '

20 that that validation process is complete. They have to go
21

through that process in. order to make sure that they havet

i22 accounted for all of the change paper. That is why I
t

.

23
| qualify the answer. I do not know if it is complete. If

24
that is complete and they have accounted for every one of the

,
25

CMCs and DCAs anf DDAs and all of their old types of chance
;.

I

-i
ht

||

.
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3pb4-
- 3 . papers, then.yes you can go into the temputerized system and

2 get a listing, and a complete package then, if you want to .'

3 ask for a hard copy of it from DCC.

4 I'm not answering your question?

5 MR. TERAO: You keep speaking in terms of '

,

6 validation as meaning that the package is accurate, the

7 package is complete.

8 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

!

.
9 MR. TERAO: Let's go back to the question. Suppose

they were to find a package that were missing design changes10 i
i
'

11 and drawings. How can they assure, what steps would they ~

l
'
i .

have to take to brine that package up-to-date? Can it be ,'
-

12 i

I
i- 13 i done?
!

14 | MS. WILLIAMS: ,I think I see the difference. '

15 You're saying, look at a drawing and how do you know where
*

; . .

'

to look for all of the outstanding design c.)anges?16 i

i,

17 MR. TERAO: No. You know what the -- you m'ght,

i

18 know what the design changes should be, and you could knew

that you are missing some, or you might know that you are I
19

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

22 How in the process then, would they get that
n package.up-to-date?

.

24 MS. WILLIAMS: If you know the design change that
i 25 you are missing, you would simply go request it. They are .
!

r

* t

I

.
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-3pb5 1 'in the system. *

2 MR. TERAO: You don't see any problems with ! -
I -

!
3 finding a package inaccurate as far as having the lacest I

i

drawings or all of the design changes, because you feel that |4
.

|
it-can b'e corrected by just going and getting whatever5'

t6 design changes.are necessary? I
,

i.7 Ms. WILLIAMS: If .you know what design change you

8 need,.you won't have so much problem finding it. That was

9 our experience in our audit.
;

i'to To me, the concern was making sure they ac:cunced

11 - | fcr all of the fesign changes for the persen who does nce -

i
12 | knew what design changes they should have as part of that

I
'

.

13 i package.,,_ !

>

|14 MR. TERAO: .In your conclusion -- just en DC-0101 -

15 .! you said you have confidence that the newly developedl ,

16 computerized document listing is accurace, with respect te
,

17 design-changes outstanding against affected design do:urents.
I

18 -j I guess I still do not understand how you get |
l'

19 ithe confidence that this' computerized listing was a: curate, .

|El if you found inaccuracies in the manual-system.
21 MS. WILLIAMS: Our confidence is born cu: of going
2 through and assessing whether they were conducting a t

M. validation process which would pick up all of the
'

24 . discrepancies.

25 p'
MR. TERAO: I will stop at this point,_but we |

,

.
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..

probably have to discuss it when we get into the DCs --3pb' 1

h MR.YOUNGBLOOD: Is that something you're going to
2 ,

be discussing further in your. presentation?3

MS. WILLIAMS: No, that would be the end of the
4

5 design control questions, as it were in the letter, we

can talk about any aspect you wish. I just took the letter,
6

.7 each question and summarized it.

8 MR. BACHMANN: Off the record.

9 (Discussion of f the record.)
! |

10 _f MR. BACHMANN: Back on the record. i
)

11 MR.-SHULMAN: Can-I try one ?. ore shot at ,

i
f

clarification'12 i-

{ 13 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: I think the questien, on the
j .

14 last question you said you were going co cover that. I' -

-1

15 | think that is exactly what we want to cover, is if the
,

i . !

16 uninitiated were coming in and checking the system, c. -

|
,

17 'someone was coming in to make sure it was up-to-date, what |

18 are the things'that -- how would they know all of the things
.

I i

19 that they are supposed to validate? And how would they

20 know that something was missing? And how would they. correct

21 that?

M MS. WILLIAMS: To try to rephrase the question |

2- then, if an auditor, an outside auditor, were to come in
.

~24 today.and to check the system --

25 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Either that or.someone who is
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3pb7 g just doing the-job ch'ecking.

2 MR. BURWELL: He wants to inspect something. He's
'

.

going to go get a package of drawing or whatever he needs.3

4 to' inspect it. The question then, what has he got in his
5 hand. Perhaps he did his inspection and now the system is

going in, moving into its validation procedure.6 ',

_

~

7 Nevertheless, his inspection record --
,

a MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Let's back it up one step and

say we are transferring this from the manual system to the9

; ' to ecmputer system. -What kind of criteria do I have to go by .

11 :l' that picks everything enat is supposed to be a change? And!

l, 'how is one assured that everything that is supposed to be !
12

|
.

;-
'

,

- -

13 changed and transferred, is indeed-transferred t0 the
'

14 | cenputer system? ~
.

15 . i Is that getting it I--

.

16 MR. BURWELL: That is a little b,it of a separate !,
I

. 17 question.
4

18 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: But it is preliminary to the
!

,

.

19 other.
m

I, .

20 "2. BURWELL - Preliminary or following, either i,

i
,

21 way.
'

22 ,
.

MS. WILLIAMS: Tell me when I co off on.the wrtne.'

n track here. If I were going in ---
~

.

I
24 MR. .YOUNGBLOOD: Is there someone back of you I'

2:-| ;that wants te chime in'en any of those. questions?

.

|
t

i
__,_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ - - '- - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ' - ^ ' ^ - - - - - ' ' - ^ - - - - ' - - ~ ~ '
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t_ Ms. WILLIAMS: I think I'm pretty familiar with
2 .the system. I would go in and check this validation process ;
3 that-is going on, that was not completed when we were there.

And maybe I can explain what that process is and see if that4

helps, go through that one more time, because I think I went5.

6 a little quickly over that.
g

7 The only way -- because of the number of design
a changes outstanding, to ensure that they have correctly

accounted for. each piece of design change paper is to go
f

9

through them one by one and make sure thatto ,

they are assigh.ed I
f,against the appropriate drawing. The thing that enables them ~

11

!

12 -| to do that is that they are sequentially numbered.
| So you
'

13 can be ensured that i -

you account for each ene by going one',
,

14 two, three, four, or in blocks of 100, or however you want,

^

15 i
|

to structure that program. !

,

16 | In carrying out this check which, it is our
*

I17

understanding they are doing for the CMCs in the DCAs, they

have assigned an engineer in the DCCO grcup who is : gni: ant
18

f of that discipline.to
So the electrical drawings would ~have

20 an electrical engineer who is checking to make sure that
21 it is an electrical design change,.that it is applicable to

22 that drawing, and whether or not it is incorporated in a
n'

determination as to whether it has been designed verified.
24

And-then the paperwork follows where they update
25 -the database if that is necessary. So to go back here a.

|

1

I
4

t

t

.

am
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- 3pb9 - g minute. Knowing that'they have sequentially numbered design
2 changes, they parcel them cut by discipline. This check is ,;

t
3 conducted to make sure it is allocated against the appropriatei

4 drawing, to make sure there is any cross-references to other
5 drawings that may be affected. And that information is then
6 updated into the database.

7 So I think that what you want to do is make sure
a that in fact that activity is either completed or being
s conducted, that there is a good mechanism that is worktng i-

0 i

to i ifor getting that entered into the database. And only be ;

i
11 i ;oing through them sequentially can you tell that they hate -

i

12 all been incorporated. You could do it with a technical I

|
I -

13 person if you wanted to, with an auditor.-

'

14 | Before I pursue the question any further, dces -

;
'

'
15 that in any way set the stage for what process is being

:
.*

conducted to assure the completeness of the, packages?16

6.
!

17 MR. TERAO: It basically tells me that there is;

18 | a processing place,.yes.
4

,

19 MS. WILLIAMS: So you might want to go back and
|
!3) check that process.

21. MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Is this something that is being
u checked in one of your other phases that were doing fer the i

2 hearing?
-

i

24 MS. WILLIAMS: I guess _there is some discussitn
M on firming up the scope, and maybe today's neeting is part

-

t

-~
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13pbl0 1 of that.
.

2 MR. TERAO: Probably a lot more difficult task |

3 than just assuring that the process is there is to assure

4 that the process is working. Did CYGNA look into that aspect?

-5 MS, WILLIAMS: We really came in when that was

6 just starting to happen. We found discrepancies, and then

7 we wanted to find out what they were doing to resolve these

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

9 we found these omissions frem your tracking system, or

|
10 ; complex between what a control docupent holder thinks are

11 the oa: standing changes and what you central OCC syster
I
I -

12 j thinks are the outstanding changes., so how can you assure
. |

-

13 : us that this will be straightened out in an appropriate
i

^
14 manner? i

"
t

|
'

15 | So DCTG was not originally part of our audit.
;

*

16 This was actually an expansion of our audit ,that we-got in:c,

17 | looking at how that system worked. And we becane, to the

18 extent that I have explained it today, familiar with that '

,

19 system because we wanted to, assure ourselves that apprcpriate

2 actions were being taken.

21 But we did not get into, say, auditing that

n activity as part of our= review.

2 MR. TERAO: So it appears'that'your conclusion, f

24 your_ confidence that the newly developed computers document |
1

2 listing is accurate with respect to design changes is |-

i
a

l
i

I

-
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!

based on the fact that the system is in place? Not |3pb11 g

| |

end 3. 2 necessarily that the system is working accurately.
,

'
3

i

0

5
,,

I
t
'

6

7
i

| |

8 '

|

9 ? |
e

i
10 .

,

11 !
r
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|
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13
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| -
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!
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age 4-1- 1 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. Ano then there is the
1

[ 2 as-built watkdown, which is our second check, so it i s -

|
3 t w'o f o l d .

,

l

4
.

.

!MR. YOUNGELOOD: That is on-the Last conclex area '
.

! i
5 t h a t - y o u '' r e coing that?

I 1

6 :MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. ''
,

I-
7 MR. 9URWELL: Yes, that is on the scent fuel = col
8 isystem.

|
8' 1

*

MS. WILLIAMS: We are crocesing to do one on the I
| .

I

j 10 - . : _ :,,, ::-f t m; .ater system for Phase IV.
. .I11 > -

~;, ;IRAO: I nave no further cuestions en t9is
.

;t
d

12 | carticular issue, antess anyone eLse has any.
| .

, (P'' 13 j M R . -.. P I G O T T : Do you have your answers.to your '

t '

.

14 ~2uestions? Are t9ere any outstanding cuestions? If there
15 t

,c,, ,, ,,nt 3:37 ,,g3 4g,
;t, g,

16
MR. TERA 0: 'I uncerstand what Nanley has said. I '

., ,

II ,

! . M3. .ILLIAMS: Moving on ---|i

II
MR. SURWELL: Before'we go away from thst, I woutot

II

like to go back forijust a moment to the question that
j

20j. I had earlier on the inscector.im

21
You showed the process of - validation-crocess-

' I-
22 '

that.they are going through, ultimately Leading'*o'*se *

23 ;

SuLLetin 79-14 resconse.r

t

24 :

New in'tne course of alL this,.there seems to
t

M ,

be a num er.cf'engoing inscections for conformance of the~ j
| ,

| -| '|-
|
.

_ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .;_.._.__.___.______.____...___.____..________._.__.___ ___________.__.__m.__m.-.._.-__________m_
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2 , h '

m c 4-2 1 piping succorts to the design documents. i
r,

I l'
Do you remember any incidents in which you !-

.3 ~

that the spent fuel cool system was not inconcluded
!4

conformance with the drawings and thin went back' and later !,
I

found that there was a document thati was found to relateeth ,l

4 s 1

this, that did bring'the system in conformance with tne
7

complete package?

8
In a sense, I am asking you, did you find,

' ' '
incomcLete oackages when you did the revies of the scent i'

4

IN ifuel 000L cooling system walkdown? !

i

11-
MS. WILLIAMS: No. Our ceservations .ere more

that we had all of the change :acer and we had the drawing,
N i{' j but that we needed to go anc ensure that the i n s t a l l a t i o.a ,;

\

I4 | for exameLe, cermitted en4-for-end reversals of snutters
s e

l. ,

or it was/ permissible to have a certain cercentage void '

<

14'

under a baseplate or things like that,.but oc violations of

the fact that it was not,

in conformance with the des ing Or
;.

13
Ii

*

the change pacer, but more that we e9ded u: locki9; at t*e
: 19

specifications to make sure that it was anything tnat--

20

we were seeing that we thought was in any'wayNa'cotential,
'

21

violation -- was covered in scecific'ations. It-was just
~

I

the nature of the things that we found. We_ did not f. ' 9 c
,

,
,

El ..
; ,-'

dimensional' disagreements where the,re was no change sacer ~'
i

'

34#

that addressed it or anything of that nature. -
r

26 '
,

M4. 80RWELL: Fine. Thank ydu.,

1

i

e

f

' '.04 4

==

<
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|
'

mgc 4-3 1 MR. Yout4GBLdOD: Any further cuestions?
!

|
2 (flo re s pon s e . ) i-

3 MS. WILLIAMS: This question certains to the RHA,

|

4 system, which was the system we conducted our design review

!' 5 on. Specifically it was a pipe stress cuestion.,

$ 4 We had an Obs e rva tion PI-00-01. We have been asked
7 to provide an explanation as to whether butt welds on the

' 8- straight sections of the ploe, precisely three and four-inen

f
8 Schedule 40, comoty with aLL of the current code

|
|

_

| 10 reouirements. '

! :

! 11 To give a very crief nistory of that one, I am '

12 !going to turn to the observaation for a second to show i

|**
13[ now three and four-inch pice was,erced in on, ano tnen I
14 wiLL come back to our resconse on :nat.
II

(Slide.)
t.

1 le This is just a slide of PI-00-01 .where we did an i
17

oeservation. Giebs & HILL did not soecify any weld
18

mismatch in determining the stress factors. Our resolution
1

II i

of that is shown on Section 2 of Attachment A to that |-
t

! E observation where we dis:uss a Gibbs S Hill response to
21

certain size pipes where they cite the -- as contained
, ,

e
2 down here, the Moore paper where it says, "A mismatch,

should be consiJered for s t rit s t indices c1Ly for T tess
.

than .237 inches." And thei we go on to discuss thicknesses
y <.

greater than .237 inches where Glees & HitL did use the

I

'";L
- _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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i
i

age 4-4 1 accropriate stress intensification factor of 1.3 for
4

2 thicknesses greater than .1875 inches. So we have *

3 narrowed down the range there, which turns out to be si:es
4 three and four Schedule 40 cicing, which is specificalLy
5

the cuestion in the Letter.

8
(Slide.)

7 Later codes for Equation 8 and 9 use stress
8 indices for the crimary stress check. We have what Gioes &
I HILL implied with later codes, the later. code case. They

;

I10 turne'd out to ce less restrictive on the butt welds, and
II I am going to snow that comoarison for huations 3 and 9 ~

12 i
right now.

I3 h'
*

(Slide.) !
-

14 .

Tne too ecuation is a code of record. The Later
0

code equation is the second one where we substitute.d the |.

16
values of 8 and 3 f r butt welds. By subs.titution you3 2

II

can comoare the two ecuations, and knowing that .751 ust
14

be greater than or ecual to one, the ecuation for t9e Later
I' ~

code case is 1, and also that the allowaote for the later
#

code case is 1.SSg as ocoosed t o 2S ' w e ave c net.uded tnatH
21

for those two Equations 8 and 9, that the later code case
22

is less restrictive than the code case that was emot.oye:
22

..

in the Giebs & Hitt design for Equations 8 and 9.
I

24 ,

For Equation 10, in the thermal condition, we
28

do not believe that an accropriate stress intensificattoa j
-.

I
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oge -5 1
factor was used, where they used 1 instead of 1.8; however, |

'

2 it is our belief that the moments on those straight runs of
"I

3 pipe are low enough, such that you have sufficient margin i

4 that it is not going to be a design concern.
!

f5 MR. TERAO: How did you conclude that the moments
I
4

6 are tower in straight runs?

7 MS. WILLIAMS: Based on our review of the-stress

8 analysis for the RHR system where they were low, and then

9 where butt welos typically occur on the straignt runs, which

10 is in regions of Los moment. That is our experience.

'

11 MR. TERAO: You .ent cack ano Lco<ec at cicing -'

!

12 stress analyses, determined where tne, butt welds would be

13 in Straight runs, Locked at the moments at those ocints and i
I

,

I4 comoareo tnem to toe moments in the other carts of the ! e

15 system?

16 MS. WILLIAMS: As you approach the hub of our j
i

,

17 transition joints or sometning like that. that SIF 4s going f

18 to govern. We did have the'information on the RHR system |

18 where tne moments were low enough on the straight runs

# where we beLieve we wil( have butt welds which are not

21 governed by SIFs for transition joints, elbows of simttar

E tyoes, and thought they were sufficiently low enougn to j

i

23 atLeviate any design concern there may be for having used

24 ,n 3gp of 3,

| That is based on the fact.tnat butt welds26
..

.
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I
mgc 4-6 1 typically occur on Long straight runs, and if they occur i

f
|c2

near the elbow, then the SIF of the elbow is going to govern. 'c

3 ;

MR. TERAO: Did you ac tua lLy comoare the moments '

4 at'the butt weles in the straignt cicing with the moments
5 at e(bows or Ts, reducers?

i
ii6' MS WILLIAMS: I do not have a chart that shows |
t'7 that comparison with me.- But yes, that was certainly cart
t8

of the basis by which you would be abLe to make an assessment
9

Like.that, is that we would go in and look at the moments.
10 .I did not bring a c r, a r t atong nat shews you what tnat

||
11 .co1: arisen is on t*e RHR system.
12 i~

MR. S H U LM A ,*J : We can have such a chart, Nancy?
.

et!. s 13 ! MS. WILLIAMS: We can oeveloo that by( |
loo'ing at<

14 '
: ethe stress analysis. We have to get the documentation. !

15
MR. TERAO: Can you teLL from the isomet,ric wnere !

16
butt welds would be in straight picing?

..

II IMS. WILLIAMS: That is cased on our excerience. ,'

18

You would have to go to the full oiece drawings.

MR. SURWELL: Would that give'it to you? The
20

reason for my question is that typically you have got to
21

fit a pipe uc. You weld the one end, and then.you have got
{

22' t

to openly connect this pioe over to another ciece of
23

equicment. '| -

- 1

24'
Don't they typically make a short scool ciece

28
, insertion in order to lengthen'a straight oiece of ice o

,

,



s.

.-.

38
,

i

mgc 4-7' 1 .make this fit.uo? Would you not have to go to either a
!

2: visual inscection or to sone as-built records, and I'm not
Q

'

3
.sure that even as-buitt records would oick that uo, wouLd

i4 it? Do you know? ;
'

5 MS, WILLIAMS: You would have to do what you said. j
6 .

You would have to go in and do that check to make sure that
7

our experience-is correct. You cannot do that by looking at
8 the analysis.

9

What we have done is narrowed it down to tnree
10 and four-inen picing. If you want to go_in and verify :nai

.

'
11

and :Lcse the loco on tnis, wnien is certainty cessi:Le,
12

then what you would do'is to go in and check the location of
.<

'' 13 :
i che butt welds. You wouLa have to find out what the mest f

14 I

accurate ciece of documentation is to crovide you with t r. a t; '

15
information,

t

16
MR. TERA 0: My. concern is stilL;tbat the RHR

II

ciping is not three or four-inen cioing.
I8 t'

MS. WILLIAMS: That's-ri;9t. We did :t lots atI

to
three or four-inch piping as part of.the RHR. This i

I-

20

' observation was based on the RHR system, but it is a much
21

more general observation, whicn is why it is Labeled the
" 00 series. We have narrewed it down to three and four-ince., f
2s [

but our conclusion tnat we are discussing now is onty based '

.
24 - i

on our experience that we don't beLieve that is where tne
1butt welds are claced.
!
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mgc 4-8 1 What we would have to do is go close the loc: by
2 Looking at three and four-inch picing ano ascertaining ; c

8
whether that is true or not.

4 ;

MR. TERAO: Are you intending to do that? i

5 1

MS. WILLIAMS: We have been discussing doing tnat f,
8 I '

as part of these three, yes.

7 Given the somewhat changing environment in terms
:

8 of Level of detail and making sure that we assess aLL of tne !
8 generic. issues in an accropriate manner, I tnink that.it wou(d

10 r
. be accrocriate to close the loco on thi s, ye s. '

|
II

! :1 R . TERA 0: Going cack t tne E:uatice 9, on

12
the crimary stresses, you mace a statement tnat tne coce

|13
- thanges in ene winter of '31 adden:a atlowed a hignerC'

|
I

allowable stress.
;

18 ! Woute the ninimum wall thienness at tne cuttI
16

,

welds themseLves be covered by the increase _in attowable L
I17 .

stresses?|
$

i 'gg

Maybe I shouLdfre:hrase'that. Did you look at, I

19

to addition to the mismatch ratio at butt welds in straignt
20

piping, did you a(so look at the minimum wall thickness
21

allowed for the same butt welds when counterboring of the |
.

M
oice is-recuired? i

'

t-n
1MS. WILLIAMS: I would have to-check that.

24'
MR. TERA 0: The cuestion i's , w h en a cice is I

Icounterbored at tne 'same -Loca tion _ as straight cice, wne9
i

?

'

I

o
u -
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'

sgr '-9 I it is counterbored, there is usuaLLy a tolerance given for

2 the minimum wall atlowed. <

3 - What is the definition at Comanche Peak for the |
i

4 minimum wall atlowed in counterboring the pipe? Woutc that

|5 be the minimum watL per the 12 =ercent, 12.5 percent

criteria, or would it be the minimum wall cer NCN0 36/4G? |6

7 MS, WILLIAMS: I think the best way to handle that

8 is, I can make a phone call at the break. UnfortunateLy,

8 John MinichieLto could not be here today, ar.d he is the
.

10 cerson to ask tnat ouestion of. I wilL make a chcne call -|

11 and see if I can get tne answer inneciately.
'

i
I MR. TERAO: That''*ouLd atso affect tne stress

I '

factor.'; intensification *
,

t I

I14 | MS. WILLIAMS: Let ne ask Jo9n that bef0re I try !,

>

15
answering something like that.

,

'

16 MR. LYNCH: I would like to ask a cuestion to j
i

17
understand your topicat accroacn.

-
1. 'While you concede that the stress intensification

,
'

i
19 factor was' improperly used fc. piping of - certain tnickness, I

- 20
is your basis for finding tnis acceptacle =ecause the stress

21
' Level was low there?

MS. WILLIAMS: For the three and four-inch'eicing

23
Tnermal- Ecuation-10? Our discussica of Low stress levets

24
la r low moments only certains to' Thermal Ecuation 10 for.

I-25 . .

cic'ng, Schedule 40. {three and four-inch .
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i

' t.1

. -

~

mgef 4-10 _1 MR. LYNCH: What assurance do you have that other
*

'

!2 piping-systems that you did not look at, that the stress ''

3
-level was comparably low so that the use of an inaccrocciate

|

.
1

|4 stress intensification factor would not be acceptacle there? |,
.

End 4 ;5 |
*
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.

g MS. WILLIAMS: To close that loop, we have to go

2 back and look at three and four inch, Schedule 40 piping -

!

3 and check that the location of the bute welds is such that

4 that is not a concern. That the mcments are low enough that

5 that is not a concern.
!

'6 | MR. LYNCH: I have a problem philosophically.

~7 What you're doing is checking design process. Are you saying

8 that though_you may find something in error in the design

9 process, you're buying off on it because the stress level j,

! !!
I10 ~l is low? >

'
f

11 MS. WILLIAMS: We are buying of f on it en two *

I' '
12 things. This part:cular system is they were low, so that-

1

1 .I is ene example of it. But it is our experience that_that is
i ,'

_ _

14 i not going to be a problem. And that is part of the judgment {
~

15 i that we made. We did not believe it was going to be desigg. |
|

16 i concern, that :it was going to af f ect the' health and safety
~

,

I17 _of the public, or that it was going to truly-affect the

18 outocce of the. stress analysis. I,

| __ e
'

19 To close the loop though, just to make sure that -

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

21 take.
1
l'

22 . MR. SHULMAN: In Phases-III and-IV, we would look l
' i

23 at other: samples of: spot checks, since you have -- if they

i-
24 -are that' low, we are. talking about-fairly.. low stresses.

Well below half of> allowable. Th,at is what we have tos

__ -.
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' Spb2 ' :1. confirm, particularly'on III and IV. Specifically for three

2- and four inch pipe. .

e

3 MR. TERAO: The stresses may be half cf the i

allowable because it is based on a stress intensificatien4

1

:5 factor of one. If you use a stress intensification.fac:cr
6: of 1.8'then you are c1cse --

7- MR. SHULMAN: But we have to confirm that it is
8 significantly less than half of allowable, otherwise it
9-i would be .9. I

|-1
1i

10 l -

.MS.. WILLIAMS: I.wculd like to make One Other !

i
i

.

'

11 note.
,

There are cases where we do expand :ne se:pe and go '~

,,

i
'

=12 ; --outside of the system.tha: we--locked at. That happened in
,

!

d '

[ several-instances in the cbservations, and even in items'on
-

13
-

3
'

; 714' check. lists. ,I don't want this te be construed as . indicative ;
q

15 ;l ' that we never go and-expand the secpe, because;we!de.I

.i'

} -.
.

:16 In this case we did make.the jud ment tha t ..we
|, ,

.

17 . 7 did not feel it was a"proble . -IfLwe:jliicfc:herwise,|we '

.Ij would have-gone..in and looked-;at;it. What we're'saying'here i
.18 '

.

S
_ i

19 I 'is we closed-the'loopfby looking|at-fit ~for the.three.and
-

.

.

.

- 20 - ifour. inch, Schedule 40 pipe.-
. .

1 21 : MR. WEINGART: LComparing the internal stresses,

22 c. | .we(are:talkingJabout the; stresses thatzwere typically that
t

: 23, low in! he=systemLin the'RHR that-we looked at. OurJjud; ten:t

24 . .wasibased.~en'the:high thermal stresses will~ occur'a:-the
~

. -

gy'

( 25 ' 3, , nozzles,telbows:and fittings. Atythese'poin:s ihev didiuse" I
.1 -s

3 _

~

| .

., ''

,

-

.

.
.

. a
.

.
-

L

Il- M ~1-- _ . , - - suaO.___. -.x_.
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Spb3
1 the proper SIF. -

2 MR. TERAO: It may be true tha t the high thermal
.

3 stresses occur at nozzles and fittings, but the stresses

due to seismic may occur in the middle of a simply supported4

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 are back to using stress indices as allowed by the later
i

9 code, which shows by this argument that that is okay.

to | This slide shows-that the only point of concern
,

11 would ce :or equation 10, which is your secondary stresses, -

<!
1

| in which case you still have to use the SIF, which is where12

I

(~~ 13 the problem was. |
r

14 ! Our logic further followed that, typically for I '

.

large thermal stresses, which we use in evaluating equation15

!

16 | 10, those-are typically nozzles, elbows, fittings. {
17 MR. SHULMAN: That is the judgment that we hate

;

i
- !-

| to confirm, is the differences between equations 8, 9 and
'18

' .

19 10, and there is a confirmation that the stresses are indeed
2 significantly lower:for the'-- for all cases on three and

I
.21 four inch. piping, where they omitted the appropriate stress

22 ; j -intensification factor.
I i

23 MR. TERAO: And CYGNA is going to con #4-- -">**

24 MR. SHULMAN: 'Yes. ,We agree in-that one case,
.

25 ! in this observation as part of Phase _III and IV, we have to '||

:!
!

I
a

[.
_
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l

Spb4 1- -confirm that that is in fact true.

"

2 MR. TERAO: Are we going to get an answer from .

!

3 Mr. Minichiello today? '

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

5 MR. TERAO: I have no further questions on this !

61 observa' tion.

7c MR.-BACHMANN: We will take a five-minute break
8 now, go-off the record.

91 (Recess.) |
1

10 MR. BACHMANN: Back on the record. |
b

'1-
11 MR. TERAC : I talked to tr. Minichiello and

12 clarified'our concern regarding the minimum wall-thickness I
;

-
.

q/~ .13 of pipe. I basically asked him 'at girth,- butt welds. between
> .

14 i; _ straight; piping, is the minimum wall: allowed-after: counter-
.

. -

;
v
t

15- ! boring of the pipe,-is it the mini. urn wall of minus 12-1/2 percer. . '
|

16 - tolerance? Or is it the-minimum wall.NCND.3640 of the j
. ;.

~ 17 ASME code? I

..
,

18 The reason for the-question;is that the factor !

19 - .of one.is permitted when the tolerance, minimum wall j

2 tolerance-is within 12-1/2 percent of|th code.-- 12-1/2-

21; percent.of the nominal: wall thickness. But. stress :;
-l

22 - : intensification. factor .of one is |not- permitted if the l.
< 4 .

D' minimum wall is defined. as ' that minimum wall .as calculated '
.

; 24
.

per_ NCND' 3640 of ~the code, which 1could be much less than -_

.
- ,

.I
.- 2- Ethe nominal wall minus 12-1/2; percent. T
t.
,

-

.

I:

.
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5pb5

1 In other words, if the minimum wall at counterbore
p

: is the NCND 3640, then use of a higher stress intensification .

3 factor of one is required.

4 MR. YOUNGBLCOD: He is going to follow up on

|
5 that then?

6 MR. TERAO: Yes. He understands the question,

7 and he will review the specification, the piping specification.

8 I believe it is MS-200 spec.

9 MR. YOUNGBLCOD: Doe s that complete everything j
i
.

10 on question 2 then, at this stace? '

!

11 (No response.)

12 MS. WILLIAMS: Question 3, dealing with pipe ,

t -

13 ! stress again on the RHR-system,-refers to Gibbs & Hill's !
i

~

t

, 14 | use of the 20 percent increase in allowables for welded
-

15 i attachments. -

s

!! '!

16 '-
(Slide.)

.
,

I17 If you look at the problem in light of 'later

18 codes and code cases for straight pipe, you arrive at the |

19 - following conclusions. That in the case of SA106B piping,

23 the Gibbs & Hill allowable is less than the current Code
21 Case allowables. -

1
I22 - -In the case of stainless steel 304 and 316, the

M Gibbs & Hill allowable is also less than the current Code
24 Case allowables. When you get-in the-304 and 316 stainless,

25 . for temperatures greater than 400 degrees, then there is some.

!

,-
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Sph6 1 difference between the Gibbs & Hill allowable and that-of

2 later Code Cases.
"

.

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

4 (Slide.)

$ Referring to the 316 and 304 stainless, looking

6 - across to t he comparison of Gibbs & Hill and the code, you

7 will see for temperatures of 400 degrees, in the case of
4

8 the 31G, that the Gibbs & Hill is slightly greater than that

9 of the current Code Case allowables. Going and looking-at'

10 . the 304 stainless for condition, which on this chart showsi

:
4,

11- i us 650 degrees,.but actually is 550 if you read off of the
I i
l i

12 i charts. There is also a slight increase, or difference,
.

13 between.the current Code Case allowables and that which
1-

- 14 ! Gibbs & Hill uses.
i
'

|

15 i Now we looked at that,-and we-looked at the
- I -

;

|

16 margins where the. welded attachments on the RER' system, and i
. g.

Ithe worst ratio of allowables of the actual stress levsis :-17 i

I ,

18 to allowable was in'theEneighborhood of .56. We had almes't .I.,

'19 a=50 percent-design margin.for the welded attachments on
~

1D the'RHR system dealing with straight piping.

21- .So we felt that those margins were.certainly

Zt outweighing what is less than a 10 percent difference in j

2 ~the Gibbs & Hill allowable versus the current Code Case-

24- 'allowables. -On that basis, we made.a. judgment. Ue felt

2 there was.no' design impact.

A
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g In going on to elbows, which are a much more

limited application, at the Comanche Peak plant. If you .

.

3 go through a derivation of comparing the current Code Cases

4 to that which was employed in the plant, you are going to

5- find that there is.not this significant margin -- let me |
!

|
6 rephrase that -- the potential exists that they exceed the !

~- 7 h
7 current Code Case allowables. I

3 And our feeling was that the stress method, the

g large stress method was sufficiently conservative to outweigh;

10 the differences that you would get in 1 coking at the elbow '

11 welded attachments. It is really a two-fold reascn.

Il12 ; One is we felt the method was conservative. And;
i

I
.

^-- - = two, that there.is a very limited appl. cation in weldedgg mk

(/
14 attachments to elbows at Comanche Peak.

-

-

1

15 r MR. TERAO: Perhaps the welded attachments on
| '

the RHR system were found acceptable using this 20 percent,
16 '

i

increase.17 '

|
Have you considered what the effects of the

,

. .18 welded attachments could be on other systems, other than

19. i' -RHR, when the 20 percent' increase is allowable?
w

- "
20 MS. WILLIAMS: You would be able to narrow that
21 with the case' of the stainless = steel,' which is over 400

| !

1 degrees, and we consider that in the sense that we felt that |22
-

t

23 it would not be a problem.

i
' 24 1 To close-the lcop on that again as with question

!
25 2, what-you.want~to do is go back and icok at a further

.

y .
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Spb8 1 sampling of welded attachments, using that material in

2 systems that exhibit characteristics running at temperatures
.

3 greater than 400 degrees. This is another case where we
4 -made a judgment. It was a judgment based on our experience

5 and our understanding of the type of evaluations that were

6 done there.

7 If you want to go back and demonstrate that that
,

a was an accurate judgment, you would have to look at that

9 situation. I would narrow it down to just looking at those
10 specific parameters.

11 MR. TERAO: My concern is, on the RHR system it -

12 is relatively low temperature system. It may not see too

13 many pressure or thermal cycles. Whereas systems such as,

main steam or feedwater sees many large numbers of pressure14
'-

15 and thermal cycles that can impose local stresses at the
16 welded attachments.

. . .

17 And these stresses generally are not considered
13 in the analysis. They are Class II and III pipings, so there
19 is a certain amount of uncertainty in the~ actual stresses
20 for these types of systems.

21- If a 20 percent increase were allowed on those
22 systems, and'if' pressure cycles, thermal cycles, thermal
2 gradients were neglected, and if there was a small design
24 margin, how could that be accepted?..

'
M MS. WILLIAMS: Well, first, again I would narrow

i
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5pb9 .1 it down to the specific case. And I recognize that the

.viewgraph does not provide the detail, but we went through '2
.

3 a|similar comparison as we did in question 2, which is

two pages of calculations, which I did not put on a viewgraph,4

-5 which we can make available to you.

6 To make a' compa~rison, and to narrow it down to

7 the situation where we think that your only concern would'

be with the stainless steel and the temperature range greaters

'than-400 degrees.s' ;

10 MR. TERAO: That is not my only concern. One

11 iconcern'of course is the stainless steel greater than 400 ~

12 degrees. But even in carbon steel pipine, where you.can
.

have large numbers of pressure and thermal cycles that are
-

-13

14 not explicitly accounted for in the design, :it is_ basically
~

715 covered by NC-3645, which states that localized venting should
16 be minimized.

. - -

17 It does not say that you have to do an explicit
18 analysis. Now for those systems where you'do see_large

'19 pressure and thermal: cycles :that could result in! 1arge - t

20 local: stresses in the piping, _ increased allowable'added to
21 .the uncertainties in those loadings, may not be acceptable.
E MR.: SHULMAN: I am a^littleLconfused'here. Are

23 :you questioning the 20 percent increase in allowable? Or
~

.24- _are'youiquestioning~1ater code. versions? I think,part-of

M -Nancy's problem is, were~Cibbs'&. Hill to use.later versions:

.

g
_-
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Spblo 1 of the code, the only' case where those allowables that

2 Gibbs.& Hill use would exceed the allowables of later versions .

3 of the code would be in the case of 304 and 316 stainless

4 steel. And only when the temperatures were above 400 degrees,,

5 Above 400 --'

6 MS. WILLIAMS: Above 400.

7 MR. SHULMAN: I am confused as to whether you

8 agree with that premise, or are you disagreeing with that?

9 MR. TERAO: The Code Case itself that you are

10 referring to is N-318. Now that Code Case goes into varying
4

!

11 detailed analysis of the different loadines at a local welded:!~
l

12 - attachment. It covers not only the external loading, but '

.

13 I .the internal thermal loadings.
i

'

.

- 14 Not only the primary, but the secondary and peak
15 loadings. If that has been done, then there would be no i

I

1

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

17 af 20 percent, not knowing for certain what loadings were
18 considered, may not give you-the same safety margin as

!
! 19' _using the Code Case.

20 MR. WEINGART: 'Our comparison was not necessarily

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

' 22 later code itself, where we~ compared the allowables that

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

end 5.- 24 in the Isrge stresses'that were calculated'by Gibbs & Hill.,

25

m

v'w
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1 MR. TERAO: "I don't think that would be.

2 appropriate. You are referring to the NCND-36 equations?
3 Those only calculate pressure membrane and general ending

'4- stresses.

5 MR. WEINGART: Which is part of what the Code
.

6 Case-specifically refers to, 318. And in 318 you will see

7 the analogous equations, where they add in the 313. They add

8 the membrane bending stresses to the stresses that you find
-

9 in the equation from the code 8, 9, 10, the same allowables.

10 New your question,-I'm not cuite sure I follow how
11 your question' relates. Ycu are saying there is additional

..

12
.

loadings which should be apolied.
.

13 ~ MR. SHULMAN: To use 318, the stress analysis
14 has to be treated differently. I think.that's what you're i

ia

~15 raying. You have to consider other stress distributions,
f

16 MR. TERAO: Thermal gradients. ,I,think the general
.

17 concern is why was tne increase in the ASME code allowables
- 18 - used? Why.was it permitted?-

- 19 .
MS. WILLIAMS: -That was our question to Gibbs &

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

thatwasmade1thattheyfeltwasadequateoraccrooriateat21

22 the' time. And then what we set-out to do was to assess whether
2

we were: comfortable with thats decision, that they were usine;
114 in their design.-
25

_

We ' felt 'that it would not be a croblem, 'and accented

.--

- - -
_ _ _ _ _ _ .__



. - . . -_ _ .

_.

.

l

53

61b2:

. 1 it on that basis. I guess what you are saying is that ycu still;

. 2 have a concern as to whether that was aoprocriate. -

3 MR. SHULMAN: The real question is the manner in

4 which stresses were calculated. Is it conservative relative
5 to what Code Case 318 requires?

6 MR. TERAO: I guess what I am saying is when t he

7 ASME code recognized that higher stresses are needed for --.

a to account for local welded attachments, a good deal of

.9 engineering and analysis and a rational basis was develoced.

10 ' in order to come uo with the Code Case and 318, whereas the
,

t

11 acoroach ancarently Gibbs & Hill used, is,they just felt that ..

'

12 20 percent increase was accectable.

r
.

1 13 Now it(~ is nroved that 20 cercent increase-is not
>

* ;.

14 ' acceptable for all piping, all materials. Knowinc. what we
15 know today, with the Code Case, how can we accept.the 20

-.

16 percent. increase tnat really had'no justifia_ble' basis?
.17 MS. WILLIAMS: We went through a similar line

t
18 of questioning when we wrote ue .the observation. -I cuess

.

- 19- what we are getting down to now is do we-agree that it'is~

.

20 acceptable, in light of current day practices, and you have
$

21 some specific concerns on'that, that this_does not address --
i

22 that our resconse does not address, or .that you disacree,Leven
. 2. with our-comcarison.- .

24 So.far, on this response, I want to make sure that-,

- 2 - we are talking the same concerns here, so we can fccus .in on -

-
.

t y - v er a s - -
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1 it.- We thought it was'a concern, too. We dic not think there
2 was a basis for it. There was some room for interoretation -

3 o,f the codes, as they existed back then. We had a conference
4 call, teleonone call, with Gibbs & Hill, where they exnlained
5 their logic cehind that.

6 We thought about it some more, to discern whether
7 we thought it was really a croelem, given that we had a

50 percent margin in the system and given that we felt8
that

9 there was only specific concerns, such as in the case of.the
i

10 stainless steel. We felt.that enere was no ultimate cesign
11 impact on using tha*

!
12 :

And now we are discussing that basis,whether that
-

13 is an adequate basis for saying that is acceotable.
i

14 MR. TERAO: The main concern is reachine the
.

3

!15 pressure bouncary of- the oice. There are many ways that an
,

16 engineer can meet the intent of NC-36.45, in order to
|

17

minimize the excessive localized bendine in the oine. |
One :

l'18 can use cads, saddles.
One can avoid welded attachments that4

19
can induce localized bendings, such as shear lugs would intend

so
to induce shear-on the pice rather than stantions,Lwhich can

,

21 ' induce the localized bending into the pipe.
M

And I guess the chilosoohy'is if shear lugs-break,
2

it would fali and_ shear, and it would not necessarily breach
24

the pressure boundary of the cioe, 'whereas welded. stantions
26 to the pipe --Lif that fails, it would. induce a localized'

-
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. ~

bending into the wall-of the pipe.1

-2
So the intent of NC-36.45 can be met by using -- -

3- shall I say -
good engineering cractices and recognizing

4 what you are trying to avoid. Do you find that these kinds
5 of engineering practices were used by Gibbs & E111?
6 HS. WILLIAMS: They used the SYLNOZ, S-Y-L-N-O-Z,
7

program, where it was deemed necessary that they use cads.
8 It probably .does not

address the concern' o f trying to avoid
9 the_use altogether,

the use of welded attachments altogether,
10 which I think I hear you saying.
11

,. MR. TERAO:
I wonder'if there was a reasonable I

i~
12

basis for either using or not using pads on cicing, where*

13 . local stresses can be significant?
.

lWas there any screeninc
!-

14

done by Gibbs & Hill, for example, limitations on temneraturesi,
15 o f the pipe,

pressures of the pice, where a certain tyne of
attachment was or was not allowed?

- ,
16 I

iIs there any kind of
17 _

quicance of that given'.in any other orocedures or stecs?
,

18 j

Let me see if Lee can answer that.
19'

MR. WEINGART:
What we found was that it was

20

totally based on the results of adding the SYLNO2 stresses toC

21

the Code equations, it would increase the allowables. And
22 - if they pass, that

. there was'no further requirements imposed.
2

*
'

Now-if I underst1nd your concern correctly, you're
24 .saying that just acding tnose stresses to the equations 8, 9,
2

and' 10, and showing that 'those stresses met the allowables,

'
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I would not be " sufficient.
2 MR. TERAO: What I am saying is nerhaos in the
3 RHR tnat may be accrocriate. The thermal cradients and the
4 number of cycles are relatively small. The use of that

c
5

procedure, for example NYLNOZ, only calculates external loadings
4

6 and not internal loadings. Tne use of that program may not
7 be appropriate, for example, in evaluating the main steam or
8 feedwater pipe or the tnermal gradients can be quite large.
9 MR. NEINGART: You do not consider for Class 2 and :

10 piping.

I
11~ MR. TERAO: Thc reason for not considering, for
12 not having to have an exclicit analysis, is because most

,

13 Class 2 and 3 cicings don't see the tyee of oressure anc
|

i

14
temnerature eveles that Class 1 =inine sees. The main steam

_

15 and feedwater sees considerable and significant numbers I

16 of cycles througout the life of the clant.. b.

17 |One should use a little encineering rationale
18 there, in order to determine whether tnose stresses should

,

19 be calculated. 'Just because the codes -- the Code does not
20 say don't-calculate, the code only.says that one should
21-

avoid excessive localized tending and thermal gra'dients in
M- the pipe.

23
MR. SHULMAN: We do not knew, at this coint, what

24 'they did on the main steam and feedwater.
15

MS. WILLIAMS: 'TheLmain steam is a subject fer

. '



.

.

..

*
i

61b6 57

t- our Phase III review. Correct me if I am wrong, but I think
2 that

they minimize the use of welded attachments on the main *

3 steam system. That's not true? Okay.
o'

4 MR. NEINGART: If I understand what you are saying,
5

you are not limitina your argument to just welded attachments.
6 It

is piping analysis in general for high temoerature lines
,

7
or lines that will see signiticant temoerature transients

a or pressure transients.

9 MR. TERAO:
The overall concern is have welded.

10 attachments been properly considered? Anc is this 20
11 percent increase aoprtpriate?

My position, at this point, is [~
;

12
it may be approcriate for some piping systems ?

but other.
,

13 piping systems it may not.be accrocriate.
--

Now you nave-
14 looked at -- CYGUA has locked at,

' the effect of the 20 cercent
-

15

increase on RHR and concluded that
.

I

it does'not imoact ~ fRER.
16

Our. question is:how did it ~ imoa,ct the other nicing
.

17- systems?

18
MS. WILLIAMS: We might be able.to cick un on that

19

soecific concern on Phase III, .since we are looking-at the .

20 mainsteam. 'It might be an aporopriate olace to evalute that.
21 (Pause.)
22

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: We were just discussing what your
M

responses .will be, with regard to these question. Obviously,.
24

some of them will require some response-from Phase III or
25- Phase-IV.

Phase III or Phase IV, I believe,;are.being done

-, - ,
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basically in response' to th e hearing board,I
and so forth.

2
Do you plan to give us these resconses separately ;

3 for the IAP, and not as part of your oackage that you are
doing for the total Phase III and Phase IV?4

5 MR. PIGOTT: Are you referring to the scecific
6 questions being asked today?-

7 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yes.

8 MR. PIGOTT: We can answer your soecific cuestions

in'the context of Phases I and II without recuiring that9

10 they be rolled into whatever.
11

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: You may roll them into that "
i

12 recort,.but we would like a secarate resconse.
~

13 MR. PIGGOTT: The timing may be another cuestion.
.

,
'

I don' t know if we are in .a position yet to give you those |-
14 i

,

.
15 answers.

t

16 MS. WILLIAMS: Not quite yet. }ht are still
_

17 evaluating Phase III,

18 MR. SHULMAN: What would the time frame be, given
i

19 that they are part of the Phase III and IV evaluation?
XF

MR. YOUNGBLCOD: We cannot finish our recort until
21 - you give us these resconses. The timing is' sort-of --

22
~

MR. BACHMANN: There were certain scecific resnonsed
2

that were requested and that were referred to Phase III,
24 cossibly Phase IV. Those very scecific answers, if they can
25

be pulled out and forwarded, as'Mr. Youngblood said. are.

_.

S
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1-
necessary for us to complete the Staff's evaluation, the

2 Staff's review of the IAP. And if at all cossible, we woulc .'
3 like to get

those -- coviously -- as soon as cossible. We
4 . wo uld

appreciate being made aware of any of these reconses,

and of course we will all have the transcriot so we can see
5

6 exactly what
they were that will be delayed, or that could.

7

not readily become available within a reasonable ceriod of time
4

a
as soon as you are aware or them, and let us know. ~And see

if there is a possibility, if they can be worked around or
e

~10 something.

11
' We definitely would like to wrae uo this review ~

.

|
12

. Some of these, as far as I know, are comoletely indiscensible
13 to completing'the review. '

_

$e
14 MR. PIGOTT: We.will have to look at the ~

,

' 15

questions and determine how fast we get the answers. As
16

we get to the answers outside of Phase III and IV certainly
.,

i .

17 ,,

MR. YOUNGBLOOD:
i The reaso n I said that is I would

18 expect that
to take a little longer than maybe eulline the

up separate ones out. It is -- we are certainly interested in'

20 Phase III and Pnase IV.
t

21

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

MR. PIGOTT:
You.do need these for this carticular

24 phase of your review?
j 26

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yes.

.

~s Me

, - , , , n
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1 MR. BACHMANN: Back on the record.
2 MS. WILLIAMS: Cable trays, item four.

.p
3- (S lide. ) ''

4 .

This is an apparent omission on one of our tables
5

contained in the-design criteria. It was an appropriate

6 ' question. It was omitted. It was not.because we did not.

7
perform the review using that criteria. It just was not

,
8

filled in so we have provided, an'd this will show up:in a
: -

8 revision to the design criteria, what the safe shutdown-2

,

10
column should read using the 1.6 bump factor in allowables.

11
MR. BACHMANN: Will you provide this as an official

12 amendment to your report?
,

[" 33, g7ttyg33 .When we issue official Rev. O, yes.
13

.

N
14

It is in one of-the errata sheets that will be provided..

15 - t
MR. RINDALDI: In your-testimony, you. address "

16 this number, Walsh No. 5, question. I was'given some papers |.
17

on your testimony, on cable trays. You addressed the Walsh
is No. 5. -

"
My question is.mainly.when you compute --

#
MR. WILLIAMS: Which part:of'Walsh 5?

;
. MR.:RINALDI: The attachment that you have,_page

[
22 enelof one, for example,Lhere. Let me'ask a general question.

[ ""
I' don't think you need to look at numbers, Nancy.

24

Basically the factor cf safety.that you use in
" - |the computation for~the bolts, it is related to the same load

_.

L
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1

factor that you. have*, the 1.6 that we are talking about right
2

You alternate between factors of 3,now.
4 and 5 and it is -

3

not clear why you keep on changing and 7902 recommends 4 and
4 . then for OBE you use 4, other cases you use up to 5. I don't
5

think that this point is clear, what was done or what you
6 have accepted.
7

MS. WILLIAMS: We will start with the anchor bolt
a

safety factrs, which is the only thing that that would refer
8 to.

10
MR. RINALDI: The 1.6.

11

MS. WILLIAMS: That does not apply to anchor bolts
12

That is the key and really part of Mr. Walsh's question is
13

(, -whether 1.6 is a bump factor allowable for the SSE condition
,

14-

in using the structural design. 2

15

You look at the chart and when you get down, the
18 ,

bump factors on anchor bolts, you will find that
'

there'really,
II

, .

are none. You have built in safety factors-that the
18

manufacturer requires if you follow his installation
18 i

procedures,.which give you permissible capacities for the
8

bolt.
That is when we start discussing safety factors of

21 4 and 5
U

Now, Hilti, when you look at their table for
23

-capacity, built
into that number is a safety. factor of 4.

24

Gibbs-& Hill originally started'doing their design using
#

safety fa<: tors of - 5 in some cases, but that is not required.

..
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i
1

7902 addre'sses various types of anchor bolts where
2 the sleeve pipe inserts require safecy factors of 5..

Hilti's -!
3

requires. safety factors of 4, which is in accordance with
4

,the manufacturer's manual and they only use Hilti's in the
5

case of the cable trays. So you can forget about the safety
6

factor of 5 being required for anything because it did not
7 use a sleeve type redhead insert.
8

The fact that Gibbs & Hill used a factor of 3 for
8

some parts of this calculation, that is fine but it is not
to required.

II . ~So a safety factor of four refers to Hilti type
12

anchor bolts, expansion -- concrete expansion type anchor
I bolts.

14 a
This calculation here on Attachment W-2 is an

15

assessment of what safety factor they really have in their
|,

18

' bolts, using the type of design approach that-they do on the
.

17
cable trays.

18

Now that is another subject.'
18

tiR. RINDALDI: I would like to refer you to-a
2D.

specific part. You have page one of six, Attachment W-5-3.
21

You have CYGNA's approach at the bottom of the page. Maybe
22 if you explain that sentence.
E

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

manner.

,

es
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. 1
.

There is 'the OBE and the SSE condition that you
2

designed the cable trays for prior to -- and this is shcwn
'

3
on Attachment W-5-2. It is just a one-sheet attachment.

4

They went through and basically normalized those
5

equations so that they only had - they picked the worst case
6

between OBE and SS.7 and they did their design to that case
7 .

What this sheet on W-5-2 is, a reflection of how
8

they went through and assessed what that worst case was
9 .

So now they have chosen what the governing loadine
to

| condition is and they use that throughout their design but-
| now inherent

q- II

in doing this is the fact r-
that ycu are allowing12

a bump factor of 1.6 in your numbers.
13

.

(. Now you have taken and compared the OBE and the k

-
~

,

- "
SSE.

The fact that you are comparing the SSE, you are "
15,

acknowledging that you are allowing the 1.6 bump factor in
,

' " ,

your allowables for that condition, but anchor bolts are notI -

allowed at 1.6 bump factor.
18

i
That

^ is where we get into the next attachment,
which is,

"well, how important is this to the design?" Was"
that an omission?

Was it'really a concern? When we were up -21

there doing the review, we stumbled on this as well .just22 ,

as Mr. Walsh has in this question.
23

Then we went back and we found out that. in" fact~" -

*

Gibbs &
Hill had addressed it back in 1979 as well.. There3 .

.

.

were internal memorandums on it. We did our own calculations

,

T b ''
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1. here to make sure that we agreed with what they did. This

2 attachment,-W-5-3, is a summarization of our calculations
c

.

3
where we went back and checked whether we think the ancho.

4 bolts are okay _ given using that design approach of normalized
5 or governing loading conditions.

6 MR. RINALDI: I understand the general statement.
7 Can you addresas 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?

10 MR. RINALDI: Through all of the computations on
i11 the following page. ~

'

12 -
MS. WILLIAMS: We are checking to make sure that

< 13 the anchor bolts, whether or not the anchor bolts meet the,

14 required safety factor of'four given that approach. Tue
15

safety' factor of three is what we agree would be acceptable
16

for the SSE condition:and we.went through,and did some checks
.

17 and discussed it with the manufacturers and evaluated those
18 conditions. So 3 and 4 refer to the anchor bolts, 4 being

.

19
what is normally required, 3 being a minimum'that we would

*
20

think was allowable and we wanted to set out to see if thev '

, -

21 '

-met the 3.

E
MR._RINALDI: What is the basis for accepting the

23 37 Why do you determine that it'was an acceptable number?
24 E A minimum acceptable number?

25
Is that document anywhere?
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1

MS. WILLIAMS: MS-129-4, I don't believe we
2 included that here. No, we did not include this as part of
3 ,

the response. I do'not think I sent it out.
4

MR. RINALDI: I have not looked at great depth.
5

I just looked at it this morning. This is one of the questions
6

if.possible I would like to be clarified on, MS-129-4 that
7

you' indicate.

8

The other' thing is you also attached some report,
8

which is Attachment W-5-4. It refers to seismic testing of
to electric cable support systems. I believe this was some
11

,

i

research work done to qualify various cable trays. The second
12

page to your attachment, figure 1, shows some configuration
'

13

f- of typical cable trays. .
-

14

Are these pretty much the same as what we are- "

15

talking about, the Comanche Peak site?
16

MS. WILLIAMS: We are relying,on,,this paper to be .
. .

17

|clear.. This is the damptin values. John, do you want to
18

comment on that?
18

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

" time. They did use different types.
21 '

MS.. WILLIAMS: There are several papers we did not
" ~

include here. We put this in as a sample. It is our belief,
23

-based on the various test reports available in the industry, '

t

24

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

" - can be-very-high.

:

-
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1 t1R . RINALDI: I understand your point.
2 All I c.m trying -- since this is an attachment

.

3 to'your testimony, I eanted to make sure that there was ar

4 real solid tie between the field use of the cable trays and
5 the one we referred to in the document. That is what I was
6~ trying to de by my question.
7-

MS. WILLIAMS: I understand your question, but I
~

8 would point out that there is more of a generic discussion
8 on'our pa.t. We will check on that.

10 MR. RINALDI: Going back on the cable trays,,

t.11
relating to the damping value, I guess the big question is

.

12 the djmping factor related to welded structure versus bolted.

('' 13
It is a fact, I understand, that these trays are

14

clamped down to the brackets and the welding is only for the |
,

15
trays themselves, only the weld applies to the trays and not

. 16
to the connection in the trays and the supports, right?

.
~'

17
MS. WILLIAMS: Basically that is true. They have

18
various clamping configurations that I think when you were

18 at the review we had the catalogue out. The welding is
8'

basically within the members of the support structures,

21-

themselves.,3 .

* L\ - 'h
22 '

, MR. RINALDI: Out of the trays are cla= ped and,

U;3- bracket support?
24

MS WILLIAMS: 'Yet, we look at it as a system

because of that.

.

I

}} ,, k. ''e
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1- MR. RINALdI: Any welding used in the brackets is
2

minimum?.'You indicated there is some welding of bracket '-

.

3
supports that does exist at the site.

4

MS. WILLIAMS: It is the bracket to the tray -- the
5

bracket to the support, not--the bracket to the tray. They,

8

have . those ' fiction type bracket connections with the tray
7

and they also have bolted connections between the tray and
8

the support. Those are the two types of configurations I
'

'

tielieve 'we found in cur review.
10

MR. RINALDI: Is it possible to obtain a sketch
11

showing what the welding exactly -- what it looks like, what
12

y,,re talking about?

% II

I want to be very clear, if possible.~

'

I4
, MS. WILLIAMS: It is on one of the drawings. I

15 |
| just have to get the drawing number for you. I think you f

16 have a set.
. . -

MR. RINALDI: I have a set.
I

MS. WILLIAMS: It is in the bottom lefthar.d corner
8

of a drawing if I remember properly.

M{t. RINALDI: I do not_have any more questions on *

; 21
this item, on the March 30th letter.

. 22
(S lide . ) -

~

23

MS. WILLIAMS: Item 5, cable trays. Did we verify
*

that the construction drawings matched with the design
25

drawings or the design?

__
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-1
Cur review, we looked at the design drawings which

2
are the S-900 series drawings, and we checked to make sure I.

3
that they in fact matched with the design analysis. The

4 reason it is important in the cable trays is because they
5

used a generic design approach where they have certain
6

standard details, standard design calculations and they apply
7

that as an envelope to certain specific designs which they
8

have produced, the structural design drawingr. 4.
t

9
Now we did go and make sure that each one's

10-

standard details that we looked at was a correct match with
.

.

!_11
'

the analysis which qualified that support. "
.

12

I want to make the distinction between that and
g

- 13 I
.

g
a construction drawing where.we were not really going into |

14

the field and checking the construction drawings that may be ~
'

;

15

developed from the S-900 series of drawings to make sure thatiI
i is , -

the design matched with the qualifying calculations.
!

17
MR. RINALDI: What is the tie to assure that the1

18

S-900 drawings are indeed pursued in the-field for field
*

19 drawings?

E*

MS. WILLIAMS: There are two ways. You can go in
21

and make -- to look and.make sure that-the installed conditier,4

22 '

matches the S-900 series drawing or you can compare the,

23

construction drawings-with the S-900 drawings.-

$ d' .

| Quite often some-sites,.because we'did not icok
25

at construction.in.the case of Comanche I can only say-this

;

t

!

~

i
r

gr 4 m .% w m o = --s =4 ti9. +r-- r-+m.
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1 in general, they can 6se their structural drawings as con-
2 struction and they take off details from there for the

.

3 connections in items such as that, which is what I presume
4 they do at Comanche, but it was not part of the scope of our
5 review.

6 MR. RINALDI: Do you know if it was part of the

-7 scope of any other work at the site, of any other group?
8 MS. WILLIAMS: I cannot speak for other groups.

I
.

9 I can only say that we are going to do walkdcwn of the cable
10 trays for Phase IV, where you would'make that link.
11 MR. RINALDI: When would that take place? ''

12 MS. WILLIAMS: I would say that is about six

13 weeks. I don't have my schedules here with me but to give
.

. , . .,

'

14 you a rough time frame.
-

15 MR. RINALDI: The S-900 drawings do indeed show
16 compliance with the design, the 15 Standard Design, of the

, ,

17 cable ~ tray supports.

18 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

19 MR. RINALDI: Thank you.

2- MS. WILLIAMS: Item 6 is electrical --

21 MR. BACHMANN: This might be.a good time to break

22 .for lunch. We will break for lunch and reconvene at 1:15.
23

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

24
was recessed, to reconvene at 1:15 p.m., this

.nd 7. . 25 same day.)

-
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AFTERNOON SESSION
2

(1:20 c.m.) '

3
MR. BACHMANN: On the record.

4
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Let's continue where we were.

S
this morning. We are at Question 6 now on the March 30,

8

$984 L'etter to CYGNA and Comar.che Peak.
7

MR. PIGOTT: If I may interruct, before we go off
I

'

into looking at WaLsh Questions with respect to cable trays,
'

in the middle of the resoonse to 4 and 5, a t the risk of
10

.being r epe t i ti ve, I was going to ask Nancy to succinctly
11

state our answers to 4 anc 5 again, so that we have them at
12 '

an,pg,g, in the record.

C% 13
.

MR. YOUNGSLOOD: Would it be worth oursuing, for
I4

1-those o f us he re and those of us that nay be. reading this '
5

transcript, how you see the overall work that CYGNA is
~

doing, what celates to the IAP and what may f e tat e to.the '

rest of it that relates to what the hearing is going to be.
-

18

They both interweave each-other.
__ .

Would that take some thinking before you would
=

attemot to do'that?-
21

MR. PIGOTT: May I answer that?
22

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
23

MR. PIGOTT: I nad contemotated at the' end of'

1 24

our presentation -- I. don't know-if
the Staff wouLd want to.26

caucus, but I thought that
we would caucus and go througn-

s-.

1

|
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1

and pick out the ques'tions that you have asked, and then try
2 and make an assessment as to whether or not they are within
3 the IAP or if they are within 3 and 4, and give.you some kind

i d
I

4 of a timeframe also as to how long it may take to answer
5 those questions and perhaps address your concerns in that
6 way.

7
MR. YOUNGSLOOD: ALL right. I wiLL cite that what

8 is in the IAP is in the IAP. If you are going to pick ue
9 some of that in what you.are doing in Phase III and IV, then

10

that is a serendipity part of it you will feed into tne IAP..
11

,

MR. PIGOTT: Right. L
|12

MR. YOUNGSLOOD: Do you think maybe you can do
13 that after.we get through it?-i
14

,

! MR. PIG 0TT: -If you give us fifteen minutes at the
|

~

15
! end of the meeting, I think that we can probabty, at least,

16 give you an initial shot at it. '

. - '

17
MS. WILLIAMS: Of the things that

i are discussingwe
18

here, not going through the Walsh-Ooyle cuestions andi

say 4a; j19

which ones are in scope and out of scope.
; 20

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: No.
21

MS. WILLIAMS: Okay.
22

Frank, to answer some of your cuestions,.I have
23

~the drawing numbers that you were asking for on the
24

connection details. Those are
,

2323-S-090 through 0903.
26

. The first-one is 0901. It is 01 through 03. Those show

!
I

'

|

L
_
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moc 8-3 I
connection details-in various portions of those drawings

2

where they are always bcLted to the tray sucoort in those *

3

connections, but you can find them on those drawings.
4

MR. RINALDI: We are also talking about the welding
5

of succorts,'right?

6
MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. And then the clarification

7

on that one is that the welds and supports are found on the
8

' support members but not the tray to the succort or the
9-

anchorage of the tray to the succort.
10

MR. RINALDI: You were going to indicate the--
.

11 .

cuestion tnis morning was also related to at what Location '

12

the welding did occur and to identify these locations.a

( 13

.
MS. WILLIAMS: I understood your question to e- *

l
the connections of_the trays to the tray supports.

.

15

MR. RINALDI: That is one cart. We are talking
:

*} 16

Labout the clamping devices, the trays'and tMe succorts. We j
17 i

are trying to determine whether the clamping was the onty way
1.

.-

that the trays were attached to the succorts, the cable tray
19

supports.

2

Also, I think you-indicated that welding occurs
21 I

I a lon g the support at certain locations. I was asking if you
22

could clarify the locations by reference to drawings.
23 .

,

'MS. WILLIAMS: Those, you would
24

. look1at the standard '

details for the cable tray supports themselves where you
26

would see which portions of them are welded, which had the3

|
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.

.0900 series.
2 MR. RUSS: Those are the drawings in question.

;
3 'Those will show the details you require.

.

4 MS. WILLIAMS: In general, what you will finc is
'|

5 that the' members.for the supports, member-to-memoer, are
8 welded. Sometimes the members are welded to the clip angle
7 or'the angle which forms the baseplate.
8 .MR. RINALDI: I'm not very clear right now from

.

8
your explanation of exactly what is going on, other than

' 10
reviewing the drawing-in detail for the field concitions.

i

. 11 I understand you have given me an answer. I do not think
1..

.

' 12

it is very clear at this point exactly what is going on,
. 13

where the connections are with the clamos.
.

14
MS. WILLIAMS: You will find that in those details. -

15

The othat reference was to the report which was
16 i

attached to Wa ls h-5. I think that when you.go through the b
17 i;

report, there will be a reference in there'to an ANCO Test '

18

Laboratory report performed.for Bechtel LA where they did
18.

over 2000 tests vn'all kinds of trays. One of the

conclusions that comes out of that report is that the tray
,.

I
21

dynamic. characteristics are not so much a function of tray
E

type.

, So that~should lead you through-it, when you read
'N

through it.

As far:as the table goes for_ Question 4,-I guess it.

J

4

-w -p.- 9 , _ .g . --
.
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ege 3-5 1 w a s , : -- i s ~ t h a t one answered? I just wanted to make sure
2

that I'm not getting lost in Walsh-5 versus answering your -

3
questions here in the March Letter.

4 MR. RINALDI: In the March Letter was the very
S simple phrase that something was missing.
6

MS. WILLIAMS: Item 5, you want to look at the

7 drawings some more?

8
MR. RINALDI: Not just the drawings. The field

8 conditions.and construction drawings. Seing there are a l L'

of :he questions about the systems, I think the only way to|
I

satisfy-anybooy's concern is to tie the whole chain,
i

MS. WILLIAMS: That is out of the scope of our,

['~
10

review.

MR. YOUNGSLOOD: Th a't would be looked at in Phase IV
,

,

15 I
at the walkdown.

16
MR. BURUELL: When you did your walkdown on the -

17

spent fuel pool cooling system, I think you did look at some
18

cable trays and the supports, the cable tray supports.
2

MS. WILLIAMS: Only to the extent that the spacing
20

was there and they provided adequate support to the power
21

train to the pump, but the structure was actuaLLy the
22

foundations in that review.
23

MR. BURWELL: But in doing that review, did you
24

review the supports against the field drawings or the
25

generic?

-
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I-ac 3-6' MS. WILLIAMS: We reviewed .them against the

2 applicable drawings and found them to be in general
3

conformance, but not to the level of detail in comparing

4
the analysis -- making sure the analysis matches t h'e cable

5
tray suoports in the construction drawings. It was not a

6
detailed review of what I think would be required to answer

what Frank is saying. I'would not ceLy on looking at that

8
to answer Frank's question,

n

'
MR. SURWELL: Okay. But I was only trying to get

10
at, what did you use on the walkdown? I was not trying to

. get aLL across the bridge there.

12
MS. WILLIAMS: We used the 900 structural design

/ 13
( drawings and the spec.

14
MR. PIGOTT: No. 5,is recognized as not within the #

16 -
scope of this report. It is not being asked that we pursue |

16
,

it further at this time. . - -

17
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: That-is incorrect. Our question

18
is, CYGNA should describe how it verified that i

j
19

construction drawings have been correctly prepared fron the__

20
-15 Standard Design drawings.

n
If you cannot do that within what you did before,

22

then you can do that within what you are proposing to do.
23

We would like that answer.
24

MR. PIG 0TT: That's what I want to know.
26

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: If you cannot do that in wnat you
I

.. . .

._
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moc.8-7 1 are' proposing to do, de want to propose that you go do that.

.

2 MR. PIG 0TT: And in proposing that we do it, that!

3 it be done in-a manner that can be used for your writeoff
4 of the IAP?

f
i

5 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yes.

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

7 question why we did not include Reg Guide 1.106 and Branch
8 Tech,nical Position ICSa-18 as part of our review criteria
I for the RHR system. *

*

10
(Slide.)

11 Ecth of these guidelines are concerned with power
i

12
Isupplied to the MOVs. To quickly reiterate the scoce ,

13 |of t he elec t ri c a L c on t rol- revi ew for the RHR system, we. _ _ , '

14
-

checked the power supply to the pump, and we evaluated the | -

15 i

control circuitry associated with a motor-operated valve, |
16 *

the isolation valve in the isolation tank...We did not .I..

h '

look at a control circuit and power circuit associated with '
Iis !a given comoonent. My understanding of the history was t'at '

l19

we were going to do that with the pump, and then it w a, s
20

decided that perhaps we should look at a motor-operated valve
21

instead.

22
This got a little split there. We were not

'23
Looking at both power and controls to one c.cm p o n e n t . Our

I 24
review scope included the valve control circuits only. We

,

! 28
defined the valve control circuit as beginning with the,

i

*d + e
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control circuit transformer through the rest of the control
2 circuit .for the valve. The overload protection was correctly .:

-

3 .not included in the~ design. In other words, it was checked.
4

If it had been a necessary part of the design, then we wout3
5

have referenced those in'our design criteria. But for the
'

6
particular~ design of this particular. valve, it was not

-

part of the design, not required to be part of the[ design.
8

There are two valves in series, though. The valve
';-

in'ouestion that we looked at is 87018, and we did Lookust
10

87029, which is the next valve in series, to be sure that
they had separate cower succlies, so the single failure

j criteria was met.

f' '. .

MR. CH0PRA: Can you go back to the original
14 I

question? Did you say that the control circuitry of the |
-,

15
;

valve was not included in your scope?
16 .

MS. WILLIAMS: The control circuit.of the valve -

j 17
; was included. We take that from the control transformer,

18 4 %

for the balance of 'che control circuit.!

19 ;

MR. SHOP 9A: It would not include the overload
20

devices?.
E

MS. WILLIAMS: It was not applicable to this
22

carticular valve.
23

MR. MOERSFELDER: The overload contacts were
24

'

,

correctly not included in the starting coil circuit.
28

MR. LI: But the justification was not included.1

5

- n. .c -



.-

79 |

i.

mge 3-9 1. I think we imposed that Branch Technical Position for
2 overload, the MOVs. The concern is, it may damage the "

3
valve, and during a critical moment, it cannot perform the

4 safety function.

6
MR. MOER$FELDER: I beLieve you are sceaking of

4
Reg Guide 1.106 that talks about the terminal overleacs.

7
MR. LI: Right.

8
MR. MOERSFCLDER: It said the the'rmal overload

8
crotection devices witL not needlessly crevent the motor.

10 from cerforming its safety function. Agreed?
11 !..MR. LI: Okay.

12 I'
MR. MOERSFELDER: Therefore they are wilLing to'

g 13
i sacrifice the motor to make every cossible attemot to move

14
that valve.

15
MR. CH0PRA: In normal conditions, they are

16 ibypassed. The overload conditions - - . -

17
MR. M0ERSFELDER: The overloads are not in the

18
circuit at all.

19
MR. CH0PRA: They are not in the circuit. Okay.

In othe r words, your scope did include to review this cortion
|

,

21
of the design, 1.106.

22
MR. MOERSFELDER: The review of the control

23

circuit, yes, did verify,_in fact, that the thermal overloacs
24

would not prevent the cerformance of the turbine function.
26

MR. LI: Do you intend to amend your recort to
I
i
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-include'the. statement you just made?

2
MR. MOERSFELDER: Yes.

|..

3
MR. LI: I think this is.part of the controt-

4
circuit. It is not excluded. It should be in the scoce,

5

in our judgment, but the justification is acceptable. You
'6

have to amend it in the report.
; 7

MR. MOERSFELDER: Att right.
8End 3

9

10

11
,

,..

12 -

-

13

1

'

14 i
i

i i-
5 la '

|
16 *

f

i 17

.

4

18 -

I'4

.

19.

.

21

. 22

23
-

24

*

3

,

3

I-
2

I
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4

- 9pbl; g' MS. WILLIANS: I will jump to the February letter !

.2- now.

.-
.

: 3 -_ MR. YOUNGBLOOD: What about item 7?
|

4 MS. WILLIAMS: There was a request to do 'hoth
5: el'ectrical items together.

6 MR. CHOPRA: Can you put that viewgraph'back
7 again? I'm not clear -- on your response.,

e

a- (Slide.~)

e MR. LI: We're talking about the 88113. You,
'

mentioned the single failure and refer to the 87013,10

87023. -I'
|.I think the single failure we are referring to involves11
"'

,n 88118. That is on a single valve.,
t

"

13 MS. WILLIAMS: The review scope was 87013. That
.. _

* *

' ~

14 was the I.D. numbeg .ar the oscillation valve that was [' *
15 originally chosen as part of the scope. Isn't that right? ''

I.16
Now we came into contact with checking the logic

.

< ... ,,,

17.
between that valve.and the other valves you are talkingJ

'

)
;

18 about. We did evaluate the logic between the valves.
f

i Butt

: 1st as:far as doing a roudine evaluation, the base of that was
.

30 * 18701B.
'

21 MR. LI:- I think the scope;is 88113. That's where
,

'

21 .the problem came from. s
a

.

El'
.MR. MOERSFELDER: Maybe that isLthe source of

.

24 the confusion. We have to go back and check. What.we
26 reviewed wasLthe. 87028, 87013.

, _ . . _ . . -_ , __ _ - ,
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90b2. -1 MR. BURWEL$: My understanding was that the 3911 --
:

2 that is why this particular thing confuses us -- that is the <

3 gist of the' misunderstanding, the gist of why you asked the-

4 question.
,

5 MR. LI: 2.2 of this diagram. Here we referred,

:
! 8 to this one.

7 MR. MOERSTELDER: On the right side is the 8701

r 8 and -02 combination.
A

; 9 MR. lit. Interfaced with this valve. We are
i
5 10 ' talking about this valve, not those valves.

11 MR. BURWELL: We're talking about the'one in the
.

b

) 12 little doghouse, which is 8811..

$.
13

4
'

MS. WILLIA.1S: That's how it was written up.
,

i d
14 MR. LI: Texas Utilities' response primarily they:

15 addressed our concerns. They asked you to amend,,to clarify
i
,

; 18 the interlock.
.. .

17 MS. WILLIAMS: I have not seen that letter yet,
'

,

18 that is response to the February letter. You're right'in1

19 .saying the intended scope was.the isolation valve. If you-i-
' N want to'go through--- since you did do, since you were part

.

21 of the review -- if .that would be' at all helpful' and take.

I 22 it fromjthere.--

D. MR.'MOERSFELDER: The response that we h'ad prepared
[ 24 for you for ' the technical, . Bennch . Technicall Position,
,

'N' related to'the-8701, 8702, where with'the two valves
:
j r.

.

f'

( . - . , _ 3
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9pb3| t. directly in series like the figure.shows, I don't think

there would have been a question of single failure criteria.2-
.

3 In the case of the 8811A, there are not two
4 valves in' series. I think that is 'the crux of your question.
5 I too have not,seen the April 2nd letter before, so we

6' will'have to review that.
7. MS. WILLIAMS: The original scope, I.think, is

a what you're going to have to explain. Can you_go through ~
9 what that was?

,

10 MR. MOERSTELDER:, I think now in light of this,
i

we have to go back and review exactly -- we have to know h*
11

with~our review that we actually performed, we have toLgo12
.

.

back and see, or reconfirm for ourselves what we did review,- 13 -_,

i
1

14 to what extent. ~

15 MS. WILLIAMS: I think what I am hearing -- I -

|,

16 want to make sure I am clear on this --'is that the pecgram.

4
, , ,

17 plan where this figure was contained is not --
18 MR. MOERSFELDER: I want to check that. I want

19 to verify that. * '

; 3D MS. WILLINMS: We'will provide an answer to the~

j . 21 February' letter, which I think wi11 still require some
22 further checking, knowing that is how A11has explained the
2- -review scope. 'You have to take his answer in that light,

,

24 and this clarification'in that'11ght.
2- If we all agree there is something else that needs

!

|

|

, ,. , - - -- . , , -- ,
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;9pb4:
1 to be checked,.then so be it. In any case, this was a

,

2 .smamary of that question -- of our response.

3 The question was,'we have'a checklist. EE-02
.

where we reference a pressure-and there is some question as4

5- to whether we-were reviewing for compliance with Section
g 7.6.5 of-the FSAR. iWe will show you that checklist very
7 briefly. '

,

.

g (Slide.)

The. source of confusion is Item 1, subiten V-wheres

to - we are checking for compliance with Section 7 of the FSAR.

We are not so specific as to say.Section 7.6. There is a
11

*

12 note over in the comments column discussing the 425 psi' gauge
is pressure. .,

.

--

14 It is my understanding that the correct number
.

.

for that pressure, correct valve is again, the S701.15
*

te (Slide.) '

. - -

17 MR. MOERSTELDER: Let me ask one other question.

In the review that-we did, we concentrated on the controlsIs

to part of the control' valve. We did not concentrate on the
a electrical power supply to the valve. i

.,

What you are really
21 ' asking about here does involve the power supply to_ the valve.
22 MR. LI: No, it is interlocked The interlock is.

23 part of the concrol. The other concerns' relate to interleck
24 MR.1MOERSFELDER: That part of the responso is
-2 not prepared. We'will'.have to review that further.,

i

h

,

, , - , . - ~ y _c- .,.p ,., , . . . - . . - - , _ .-.m,,
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9pb5 g MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Do you understand what your
9

2 question is?
-

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

4 MR. LI: When you review Texas Utilities' response,

5 the April 2nd letter, I would like to bring your attention
6 to clarify two items. In the middle of the paragraph, it
7 says operator action, the third line from the bottom of the
8 second paragraph. It says operator action is required to

close the refueling water storage tank, the RHR pump, suctions

to isolation valve, the 8812A/S.immediately following the
,

i11 opening of the containment sump isolation valve. '

I

* ut I think this statement does not quite agree
.

13 with the FSAR Section 7.6.5. The FSAR requires'some kind of
-

automatic interlock, and this says needs operator action.14
Sc

15 I want you to check which one is correct.
,

16 - The second item, the last paragraph on the first
,

17 page. It says, the reactor coolant system pressure must be

below approximately 425 psig before the RHR isolation valveis

1s will open. I talked to our system people, our reactor systems:

a people, and this statement is questionable. It must be below
21 -- I want to verify that-because during the small LOCA

- 22 - situation the pressure ~may be above 425 psig, but you still
2 have to open this valve.

.

24 ..

I want you to verify this, these two items.
2 MR. MOERSTELDER: The last sentence in the last

L
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t ' paragraph. -

e

2 MS. WILLIAMS: Second to the last.
.

.

3 MR._YOUNGBLCOD: First sentence, the bottom
..

4 . paragraph of page 1.

.5- MR. LI: Texas Utilities recommends in the last
4

. paragraph of this section, the CYGNA comments regarding
.

| direct interlock between containment sump isolation valve7

and th's reactor coolant systemIpressure is not clear, anda

Lit should be clarified or reworded.e
You may have to revise

10 your report to make it a correct assessment.

11 MR. SACHMANN: Let me ask a question here. The- *

:
6

statement'that was just read by Jer. Li and the Texasm

f, ' Utilities'' letter, where they suggest thatis

the CYGNA comment |
- i14

is not clear and should be clarified or reworded, did you e
.

15 have this letter prior to arriving here?
16

.

MR. MOERSTELDER: No, I did not.

17
. .

MS. WILLIAMS: part of our confusion is on the
18 scope issue. It is an apples ~and orange' question to some
19 extent.

..

20
MR. BACHMANN: The~ reason I brought that.up is,

21
had you had it.perhaps you might have been pr paring-

22 . clarification. But since you ' did not have it before ''this
23 . meeting,'no questions.

24
MR. BURWELL: The same type of question' -- there

'

is an' April 6th le'tter'from Mr. Smith to Mr. Youngblood
28

.

.

|

.
'
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- 9pb7_ g' dealing with Texas Utilities ' commen'ts on CYGNA's work. I

2 assume you have that.
.;

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

4 right now.
,

5 MR. BACHMANN: It appears we have no further

.g questions from-the Staff at this time concerning the.

7 electrical instrumentation.and control.
g The next area that we want to move into, in a

.

,_ sense, back to, is the document control area.
.

to MS. WILLIAMS: Do you want question number 77
,
'

11 MR. BACHMANM: I guess so. *

I

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

g 13 MR. BACHMANN: Mr. Spraul, who was not here this
'

14 morning is here now and that was his particular cuestion. !*
,

is We can move into 7 then,

t
i16 MS. WILLIAMS: The question was with regard to

17 observation WD-02-02. That observation deals with end-f:r-en$
i

reversal of snubbers that we found during the spent fuelis t

13 - pool cooling walkdown. We were asked to identify that
as procedure on the checklist.

21 (Slide.)
2 The procedure-in question'is a Brown & Root -

23 installation procedure, CP-CPM 9.17. The reason we*

** . ,

24 -encountered that procedure was.in an attempt to resolve this~

' 2s - observation on the end-for-end rev'ersals, it is not on the

,

b

,, ,+- - 4 w 9 . - -----e---ay-4- , ,r,v-- - ,-, -g w, , - -, ,,# , , - . _
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1 . checklist because wha't we were doing was as-built

2 confirmation of the drawings to the installed hardware, as
.

3 opposed to-an evaluation of the installation procedures.

4 In this particular case we found that there was

5 .a discrepancy between the drawings and the insta11cd

6 condition and the place where'that was permitted happened to

7 be an installation procedure. So that was really part of

a the resolution and that is where it is documented, as opposed
9 to something we were checking on the original review.

10 MR. SPRAULt What is CYGNA's position regarding
;

11 support drawings, as related to as-built drawings? Ce the
"

;

12 support drawings constitute part of the as-built package?
"

!13 , MS. WI,LLIAMS: They use the support drawings to.

14 stamp them as-built once they have done their walkdowns. !~
t

15 It is a somewhat dynamic process, in the sense that it is
:

16 going on on a continuous basis. We use the, drawings that
17 were as-built at the time, the spent fuel pool cooling, if

,

18 there were any outstanding design changes then we would have
,

19 incorporated them as well.
|

20 They were stamped as-built in the spen't fuel
21 pool cooling system. When you say package, that is a
22 QC. We did not go into-QC and ask for the as-built package.
23 We went to DCC. and asked for the drawing.
24 MR. SPRAUL: The as-built' stamped drawing did not.

.

25 reflect this reversal allowance.
,

.

L
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i MS. WILLIAMS: That's right.

2 MR. SP RAUL: Does it now?
.

3 MS WILLIAMS: No, because this procedure permits

that deviation from the drawing.4

5 MR. SPRAUL: So at 30 years frcm now when

6 someone wants to look at this, it takes the drawing, more
7 than the drawing to reflect the as-built, right? It takes

8 I the drawing plus the procedure? Oces the drawing reference

9 the procedure? ,

to I MS. WILLIAMS: No, it does not reference the
! ,

11 ( procedure. I cannot say that they did not go back and I
*-

,

12 as-built those drawings. But at this point in time, no.,
there is no reference to the procedure. You find it because jis i

|
14 i it is called a snubber installation precedure, so it is .

a natural place to look when you are trying to find out15 t
I

-

t
is what the discrepancy -- what the reason for the discrepancy

,

17 is.

18 There is no reference then at this point in time,
.

19 it is not in the drawing. * *

7) MR. SPRAUL: And you still use the term discrepancy?
21 MS. WILLIAMS: It is an observation in this case.
22 MR. BURWELL: If cre is not ccmpletely familiar
23 with all of the procedures, there le no way they can
24 guarantee that the as-built and the as-built drawings
25 | really are in sync? How many other places may there be

i

|

.
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something that is completely different and people say, well,g.
,

. - 2 the procedures must allow this?
.+

.3 MS. WILLIAMS: I cannot tell you how many'other4

.

,

4 places, obviously.
.

;
3 MR.-YOUNGBLOOD: Obviously you cannot. But are

there other places where there might be real confusion about4

f

the as-built drawing does not represent the as-built?7
!- ^

_a MS, WILLIAMS: I see. Let me think back on the
'

observations that we had for the walkdowns-- Let me just
3

.
<-

; to scan this.
.

11 MR. SHULMAN:- Should not the as-built drawing *

12 represent the as-built?
1

r- 13 MS.cWILLIAMS: Yes, :it should represent .the
; 14 as-built. I do not think'it is inappropriate that they
|1

,

*

is allow for something like that in.a procedure.though.,

1.
16 MR. SHULMAN: The other questio.n.~ is should the I

,

.. . t,

{ 17 as-built reference.the procedure then?
I,
'

i . 18 MS. WILLIAMS: 'Their as-built program should
to

reference the procedure,.but not necessarily the drawing.
--

,

30 MR. YOUNGBLOOD:
,

Then how do you know by looking
,

.

21 at the drawing that it-is all right for that1to be different?
I

21 MS. WILLIAMS: -You'would have to go-out and-find
,

;

25 : 'out why.it's different.

.t24
MR. YOUNGBLOOD:- Anything on that drawing that,

q f

4,
28 may differ, you have got to go back and hunt?

*
s,

' s
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9pb11' g MS. WILLIAb5: .Yes.

2. MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Does that not lead one to say,
..

3 gee, that is probably okay in the procedures somewhere. I
.

:4- . willaskip it then. It does not make any difference if.it

8. matches what the as-built-is or not.

4 .I am playing devil's advocate here.,. I think there
y- should be a tie-in. If you can tell.me that there should

a not be a' tie-in, great.
.

- ,- Ms. WILLIAMS: I think the tie-in should be that-
to somewhere in.the as-built program there is some link which

you know which procedures are associated with the installatic ,11

a so that'you can check what they, permit.

('', If you want to go cut there and check an'as-builtis

i14 knowing that something like this exists, you.probably want
j .,

6is to know what all of those procedures are. And that would I

to make-.the correct. package. I think;that the a's-buiit, program,'

. ,.

17 the 79-14 program, should reference.those. And they do
-.

1s' have a 79-14 walkdown procedure.-

ts I would check there to see if that is where the
end 9. so link is.'

21 -

22

23

.

24

. 2s

.

e e
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'mgc 10-1 1
MR. YOUNGsL000: I think you ought to think on it,

2
and whatever your response is, the Acolicant wilL want to '

O

think on it, too, and see what their response should be on
4

that.

O
MR. BACHMANN: I would like to add sometning to

O

that as long as we are on this sort of general subject of
I

the as-built versus the -- as-built item versus the
8

,cuote, unquote as-built drawing.

O

There were a couple of other observat iens. I onty
10

bring this up because we seem to be in the general area.
I

Perhaos you can give us a feeling for them -- WD-07-01
12

and WD-07-02, both of which similar problems -- similar, -

( not identical.

14 2

Could you comment? The first one was the di f f erence
15

in the grounding on the spent fuel ocol cooling pumo, and
16

the other one was the fact that the temper-ature indicator '

17
*

was not installed. These were CYGNA observations.
18

MS. WILLIAMS: WD-07-01 deals with a recuirement
,

19
for safety-related motors per Gibbs & Hill drawing E1-170-301,

20

that they be double-grounded. That is for 1E or safety-
21

related motors. This was at the too of Attachment A for
22

that observation review record. We had noted that this
23

observation was invalid or not valid because a further
24 ]

review revealed that-the detail on the grounding details we
25

were using to check this pump against were not stamped 1E..
-

1

.
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'

mge-10-2 1 That is for personnel safety'only, so it was not a requirement~

2 from a safety standpoint.
-

,

3 MR. SPRAUL: That was confusing to me. When I

{ 4 read the observation, I thought alL of the pump motors were

5. to be-doubl'e-grounded, not just the safety-related cumo~

,

.

4~ me; ors.

]- 7' MS. WILLIAMS: But the requirement is for

8 personnel safety...

,

9 MR. SPRAUL: But they are alL to be double grounded
10 whether or not they are safety-related. As I read that-

,

11 observation, I got the impression.that they were aLL supposed
12 to be double grounded. The particular one that'you-Looked

.

j [f' 13 at did not happen to be safety-related. *

s I

14 | *

MS. . WILLIAMS: The requi rement 'i s not safety-relate:L
i

! 15 The pump was safety-related. It i s not a safety'r,equirenent.
16 And we were doing this review looking for -- to make sure

.

17 that there was no safety imoact'on any of the discrepancies~

18 or observations that we had.
,

,

18
MR. S P R A UL': But this observation being.not,_

i- # safety-related,'there was no follow-up.- It.was just droceed
,

21 6er se. Is'that'right?

| 22
MS. WILLIAMS: We do-not view something forf.

E personnel safety as part of our charter, no. '

.

I'*

MR. SPRAUL: ;So you have your scope: Limited to
'I

; rafety-related-comconents, if you wilL, safety-related
,

4

O

, , , . . _ . - - - , . - , g,-v - , . . , . v,--, , . - , , , , . , e-. , . - , , -
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I-qe 10-3 activities and hardware and so forth. But if you find

2 something wrong outside that scope, there is no fotLow-up -

3
to see that it is corrected or anything like that?

4 MS. WILLIAMS: It does not fall within the same
5

QA type requirements, when you come right down to it. Our

6
overalL objective is to -- is public safety and whether there -

7
is any design impact, so it really does not fit into those

I
objectives. Again, it featly does not fall into the same

'
control requirements from a QA standcoint.

10
MR. SPRAUL: I assume the answer to my question is

11 '"

no.

I'2
MS. WILLIAMS: That's right, and I'm trying to say

f- i 13 -
I why, because I think it is important.

f
MR. IPPOLITO: Let me inte.rject here. What I hear

15
you saying is that a Class 1E or safety requirement for

16

these motors is -- in order to meet Class.1E requires only
17

a single ground that wilL assure that that, motor functions
18

correctly, but that there is an added recuirement, added

19
by whomever, that says double-grounded, and the second

20
ground is required only to provide further assurance of

21
personnel safety, OSHA requirements. Maybe no OSHA

22
recuirements, but to provide addi ti ona L. s a f e ty to the plant

23
personnel. It is not celated to t he ope ra tional safety ef'

y
.

the plant.

26

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.*

.
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mge 10-4 1- MR. IPPOLITO: So therefore when you apprentty
S

found an installation with onLy one, you said to yourseLf,,, '

3
"The safety has been satisfied, although the personnel

4 protection was not satisfied."

5 Am I reading you right?
6

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
7

MR. BACHMANN: I have been informed by Mr. Scraul/

8
that that finishes off the questions that the Staff has at

8 this time on the items, up to Item 7.
10

At'this time, Staff would like to go back to tne
11

- document control area, now that Mr. Soraul is here, and .

)
r

U
I

perhaps recap a bit of what you said, for his benefit, that | -

' I3 !

was-said this morning, and then we can have Questions on
.

!

14 : _

that.,

|
15

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Off the record.
.

-

16 '

(Discussion off the record.) - *.

17
MR. BACHf1 ANN: Back on the record.

I
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: At this point, we are gaining

19
on where it is we are at this point. Why don't we attemet

2
to get into the March 22nd Letter that.we sent with regard

21

to advanced notice of documentation?
22

Our basic _ouestion at this ceint, one of our
u

23

basic questions, in view of the.Aoril 12th submittal oy the
: 34
't Applicant, as compared to your April 10th response to our.

Question, does that change anything with regard tb your,

.

._ . _
- -
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mne 10-5 1 response?

2 MR. PIGCTT: With respect to April 12th? You
~

3 are speaking to the motion?

4 MR. YOUNG 8LOOD: Yes.

5 MR. PIGOTT: I guess I could probably respond to

6 that one. I have reviewed the testimony supplied with that

7 motion. I guess the most careful way to cover it would be

8 to specifically mention the various pieces of testimony.
9 The testimony provided by Mr. Hutchinson, I see

,

1

10 nothing in that testimony that is inconsistent with the
,

11 letter that we wrote on Acril 10, 1984.
;

U MR. IPPOLITO: Off the record for a moment. -

( 13 (Discussion off the record.)
_

14 MR. IPPOLITO: Sack on the record. '
,

15 Let me ask some questions. It is a fact, on the |

16
date in question you did provide to the Applicants a list

II of drawings that you wanted the next morning?
|

U MR. PIGOTT: No. On the date in ouestion, we filed
iU a list whe re we asked for computer printouts to be returned.

20
We did not ask for drawings.,

21 'IMR. IPPOLITO: Fine. You asked for a printout?

22
MR. PIGOTT: Yes.

23
MR. IPPOLITO: -And you provided that the afternoon

24 b e ~f o r e ? - You got the printout?

25 i
MR.. PIG 0TT: Yes.

,

,

. -
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mge.10-6 1 MR. I P P O LI T"0 : Let me ask you a question. The

2 purpose you wanted this printout - was for what purpose? -

3 MR. PIGOTT: There were a couple of reasons. They

4
are-reflected in the letter of April 10 on Page 2 -- to

5 determine in effect whe ther or not the base information had
- 6 been put into this document control computer. That was one,

7 thing. And then secondly to determine whether the documents
8 were being distributed under proper control.

8 MR. IPP O LI TO : Let me assume for the moment that I

i
10 you walked into a document control center or whatever it
11 is called and said, "Give me thi s printout right now," and
12

that printout was lacking a number of items on it.
.

[d
N 13

How wouLd this have affected what you were trying. ' . '
14 - ~

go y,74fy7
f

15
MR. PIGOTT: I'm go.ng to turn to the person who

|
16

did it on that one.
. .

17
MS. WILLIAMS: That is not what we were verifying.

18
We were not verifying accuracy of.the orintout, the Listing

19
out outstanding CMCs and DCAs. That was part of the DCTG

20
discussion, which is further on in this letter, that we make

21
the distinction that that'was a-separate and distinct

22
evaluation.

23
The purpose of this follow up was that we had

an observation whe re they were -- there were discrecancies
25

between what the control-document holders felt were the

.

4

*



.

.. --

.

98
1

mge 10-7 1 List of outstanding CMCs and DCAs and what the central DCC
'

2
system was saying were the correct listing of outstanding -

3 1

CMCs and DCA1 against a given drawing. That was the
4' ;

accuracy between two sets of lists.

5 Now the fact that they have implemented this
6 computerized ' data base system where the sa :ellites have
7

remote access to the same data base, you somewhat a llevi a te
8

that potential discrepancy between two manual Logs being
8

maintained. ~

|
10

The other part of it was the tightening up of
|

11
| Ine cistetoution controls, which is also part of-our check

12
of the satellite system, to see whether, in fact, that was

N I3
.

a good solution for the file custodian system which'they
14

were previously operating under.

15 l
MR. IPPOLITO: I am afraid you have lost me.

You wanted a. printout, and t h e p r.i n t o u t was to
.

17
verify what?

.

18
MS. WILLIAMS: Was to verify - we wanted the

I' |

printout, which was who are the controlled holders of this
Document X. And they would say, "Okay, Satellites 304, 301,

-

and what have you are the control holders of that document."
22

.That is the distribution list we are talking about. Anc
23

we also wanted a listing, computerized listing or a manual
24

in the case of the piping drawings, of. what the outstanding
25 '

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

. . ~
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mge 10-8 1 Those were the two documents that we requested, one for
2 distribution, one for a list of outstanding change documents. ~

3 MR. IPPOLITO: And the purpose for this was what?
4 MS. WILLIAMS: for the distribution. We wanted
5

to go to what were the satellites which superseded the file
6

custodian system and see that the control document holder,
7 in fact, was cognizant of that drawing and that the
I distribution system was being tightened up.
I

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me stoo you there. What if-
10

the printout did not contain aLL of the things that you have
11 .

Listed here?

MS. WILLIAMS: AlL of the drawings? AlL of the
-

13-

changes? That was not the purpose of the check, though.
'

i ;

We did not care, reaLly. We were trying to check the !,

i

distribution system, who was the control distribution'ho(der.
16

But the accuracy of that listing i s a who le -o the r issue -

altogether, and that is when you get into the DCTG !

verficiation process again. That was an eoualLy large
2 |

problem with a different solution.

20
MR. IPPOLITO: I guess I stilL do not see --

you have a Listing. I am not sure how you have generated "

22
this listing.

23
MS. WILLIAMS: Rar. dom sample.

-24
MR. IPPOLITO: Fine.' If this listing does not'

25

show up on your-printout,-there is no way that you can check
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mgc 10-9 1 >

whether or not that change is where it should be.
2

MS. WILLIAMS: This is not a list of changes. t

-

3 This is a list of drawings.
4

MR. IPPOLITO: How do you know whether the missing
5 drawing - what happened to it? Does the man have it out
6

there in the field? Isn't that what you were checking?
7

MS. WILLIAMS: No, not quite. This is a list of
8 drawings. We wanted to know what the outstanding design

*
I

changes were for these drawings, each one of these drawings.
10

We got a separate computer Listing or a copy of a manual
11

Leg, 32 drawings, whatever is here. We got 32 printouts or
..

'

12
32 total manual and computer printouts.

1 i
-

1Now on those pr,intouts are who are the satellitess
14

-

who are responsible for controlling that drawing,'and
|

;

I

secondly, what are the outstanding' design changes ,for each
16 of these drawings.

Those are the two documents that we walk -

17
away with.

:

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Two types of documents.
I

MS. WILLIAMS: Right. Nowhere in that process
2.

are we asking them, is this list of, design changes accurate
21

for this drawing? You take Drawing VRHL, the f .i r s t one on
22

the list, we.were not'asking whether the List of design
23

changes was accurate. That was a separate effort,'secarate
24

observation, separate solution.
26

MR. SPRAUL: You wanted'to see which satellites

|

.
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were responsible for 'that particular drawing?
2 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, and to see i f they were .

3 fotLowing the procedures.
4

MR. SPRAUL: The next day you went out to the
5

satellite, and how did you determine whether they recognized
6

their responsibility?

7
MS. WILLIAMS: We went out to the satetlites.

8
This is the secon d f ot Low up review, and we had done a

8

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

10

procedures were not quite adequate to implement the system-
11 !.

that they were attempting to imcLement, the satetlite system, '.

and also that the clerks were not very familiar with their
13..

jobs --
somewhat understandable, because it was a new

'
14

_

system, and they were stitt in the process of imolementing
,

18

it and aLL of the start uo probiems that would be, associated I
16 with a new system.

End 10 17
, ,

-

18

19-

.

21 H

I

22
'

5
'

i
|

l
i

24
'

.

26

I

e
9
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111bl-
1 We went to. assure that the clerks knew what their-

2 job was, that
the satellites had the drawings they were '

.

3 supposed to have, anc that they were controlling them in the
4 manner they were supposec to ce controlling them. We cbserved

,

the process of the satellites during the ' day, we checked scme
5

1000 pieces of change paper during the day.6

7 MR. SPRAUL: This li'st is what you took out to the
8 satellites and said show me?,

Satellite 301, tnat you do have
9 control of this carticular drawing? Or something like that?

10 Is that the way it works.
'

11 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes,'and watched how their regular -

12

operations were handled, in eeneral, observed their access
|

13
to the c6mputerized~ data base system, checked that !

their
\, 14-

books contained all of the CMCs and .DCAs .that were required to ! ~,i
,

15 be there,
as a controlled holder of that document. And we

16 would go to several satellites,-

if that was aoprocriate for
17

eacn one of these drawings, checking that crocess.
. - -

1 -
<

18
MR. BURWELL: Just so I understand, let's just

.

. 19 - take an example.
Let's take number three, RH-1-00-3-Oll-542R. i

.2
I think you saic thatLycu went out to the' resoonsible-satellite

.

21 station. You . asked for this hanger package. You then checked
,

22

the hanger package to est5blish that all-of the outstandine -
2-

change pacer listed in your nrintout was, in fact, in that
24 package?- Is that-what you dic? -
25

MS. WILLIAMS: That.was one of:the-things we did,

t
?

)
. -

Y ,.
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i

1 yes. ~

2 MR. IPPOLITO: Going back to my cuestion. IF .

3 in doing this, following Mr. Burwell's examole, you round
4 X number of pieces et paper missing from that document, wnat
5 would you do then?

6 MS, WILLIAMS: We would write another observation
7- or revise the existing observation, as a system not
8 functioning properly.
9 MR. PIGOTT: You had an earlier question, as

to perhaps now all of the documents coming un-on vour recuest.
11 MR. IPPOLITO: That's right. ~

12 MR. PIGOTT: I'm not sure that was answered. I.

.

13 believe that would have reflected that they did not'have
14 their data base in clace, that they were imniementine this

I

. ; a

i
is

program, and on'e of the things was to -see whether or not they !
!.16 had put everything in there.

17
. - -

MR.,IPPOLITO: That-is fine. I'm sorry. I thought
i18 her response to me was so what? You nad looked at it .f-

19 before. Let me repeat it. If you still'found that tnis
.

'

20.
data base- did- not contain some of these drawings, what would

21- you do then?

N' MS. WILLIAMS: We probably would. nave gone in
2

and tried to find out if that was a function of the fact
,

4

. 24
that they were still turning the data base over anc mercinc

.25 .it'with DCC.

. _ . _ .



, . -

, --.

104

Lllb3

1 MR. IPPOLIT5: You would nursue it and trv to
2 find out why?

'

-

3 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. But findinc drawings in the

4- system has not oeen so much the nroblem, as the listings
~5 of changes associated with the drawings and discreeancies

8 between tne numerous number of lists that existec onsite,
1

7 which is where the comnuterized data base is a good attemet

8 to clean it up, because you're only worxing with one source
.

9 for the list.

10 MR. IPPOLITO: So effectively, my hycotnesizing4

11 that some of the changes were not in the cackage, or if some ~

12 of the drawings were not in the data base, could have altered
.

{ 13 your evaluation in both of those areas?

s14 MS. WILLIAMS: ~Yes.

. 15 MR. IPPOLITO: Could you identify any other

16 instances in which you orovided a listinc or, requested L,
17 information in advance of your needing it and whether it is
18 for_ verification or tor the original basic' review?

19 'MS. WILLIAMS: This was the only example.

20 - 101. IPPOLITO: This is the only example?

~21 MS. WILLIAMS: Normally, in the technical reviews,
I

E :our reviewers go down,- they make the request, they take the~

23 drawings. In many. cases, it was myself. I was.there just i

24 physically, took the drawings. The turnaround time was within -

. 25 : hours, in receiving.the drawings. This was a second follow un
f

!

!

|

I
, _ . - . _ _ .
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for the satellites an'd we were really checking to see that
1

'2

they were moving along the right lines and imnlementine
-

3 the new program and felt that
the empnasis was not entirely

4 on the accuracy of the listings.
'

-5
And for those reasons, thought also that the time

6
frame was relatively short, that it was not totally inaporocrikt.

7 in such a setting. But in general, that is not how wei

8 conduct the audits.
9

MR. .IPPOLITO: I liked your statement, exceot
to for the statement general.

-

11 .

MS. MILLIAMS: Let me tak e it out then. |

4

12 t(Laughter.)

. 13' .

MR. IPPOLITO: It is a very important ooint and(
-

14 I'm sure you. share that with me. Obviously, I do not want 1 -'
15

to place words or characterize your audits
I think it is

, |
.

16 important that
you -- what your response is r,egarding -- is

t

17 this the exception to the rule?
.

I guess that is the cuestion j
18 I want to ask and I want your answer. i

!
19

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.. .

The answer ~is this is the# exception to the rule.
21

MR. IPPOLITO: The one and only excection to the
H rule?

23
i- MS. . WILLIAMS: Yes,

24. .

MR. SPRAUL: Roughly, for this list of drawines
; 25 here,
i can you give me some idea of how many change notices or.
t

i

D

i'
, - - - -
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engineering change ord'er are reflected for the averace1

2 drawing? Or something like that? Are we talking about one
.

3 or two per drawing? 23, 50,.100, you know, what order of
4 magnitude are you talking about?

5 MS. WILLIAMS: It varies. The total for the

6 list was' roughly 1000.

7- MR, SPRAUL: 1000 changed notices.

8 MS. WILLIAMS: Of change paper associated with
9- these 32 drawings.

10 MR. SPRAUL: Would you like to-comment on the-
.

feasibility of _ somebody taking this from the time that111

f

{~you
12 gave it and putting those 1000 change ~ notices crocerlv into

. '13 the data. base, if they were not there?
~

14 MS. WILLIAMS: It would not be into the cata base. s

15 It would be physically in the satellites, recocnizing that
16 they have to be in more than one satellite,. ,In other words,

,

17
more than one satellite can have-control over one of these

18 drawings. 'And you are dealing with so many. We did not think
19 it'was very feasible.

20; MR. IPPOLITO: Did you find the next morning, when
21

you went to get these documents, did you find everything in-
21 o rder?

' i

23 MS. WILLIAMS: We did not - have any discrecancies.
. 24 VOICE: We -may have ~ ceen missing a few'on the

list when the paperwork was brought over. I think there-were
2

1

|
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1 a few missing. -

2
MS. WILLIAMS: A log itself -- as far as when vou [3 went into the satellites. t

Were there any CMCs or DCAs missing?.*

4 VOICE: No.

5
MR. IPPOLITO: Were you surorised by this?

6

MS. WILLIAMS:- No, it was already our second
7 folicw up.

We had eeen pursuing this system since July and
8 it was now October. They had been putting a fairly intensive
9 effort,

on a documented plan for developing this system.'
10 I don' t think it is unreasonable to expec't that they woule
11 i ,

have been sicwly getting it !. .cleaned up. .I

t

{ MR. IPPOLITO: What
12

if your experience would have
13 been different?

-

Let's start with 10 nercent of the chances-

14s

Ie
|

were missing.
How would that have affected your evaluation?

,

s

[15
MS. NILLIAMS: .iIt would have very negativelv|

{16
affected our evaluation.

.

I

That is a large cercentace.
17

.--

MR. IPPOLITO: Let's droo it then, five_oercent.
18 Is that still a large number?
19

MS. WILLIAMS: Even then, it woula's'till be' written
M i up.

\
21

MR. IPPOLITO: Obviously, nothing is perfect. No ulc.M -it~be half a percent? You would expect? You obviously must
D'

have some criteria that says this verification -- I guess 't
jnat24 is what you call it --

that you were doing. .You know, I
~

i

25

conclude-that, based on half a cercent,1 they are doing the
{

:

|

a
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1 right job.
.

2 MS. WILLIAMS:
We use MIL Standard 105D for the*

s

3 sampling,
in ceveloping the standard size for an accectable

4 limit.
And I believe for this sample size, one error was

5 eermissible.

6 MR. IPPOLITO:
One error means one chance missing

7 from one drawing;

3 MS. WILLIAMS: In this sample, 32 drawings.
3 MR. IPPOLITO: One change in one drawine is

to acceccable, two changes --

11 MS. WILLIAMS: I s not accectable. ~

12 MR. IPPOLITO: Wnether it is in the same drawing?
13 I want to make sure.,

One change missing.from any one of

32 drawings or is it one change missing from all 32 drawings
14

<

.

15 MS. WILLIAMS: It is one change missinc.from
i16 one drawing,

because tnat drawing would not be adequate. Your
17 accectability limits are based on 32,

,

so'one out of 32 was
18 not correct.

i

19
MR. IPPOLITO: That is acceotable, but two is not

30 acceptable?

21
MS. WILLIAMS: That's right. Then what we would

do is expand our sample size to continue along the samoling
22

23

process until we got a good handle on how good or bad the
24 situation was.
2

MR. IPPOLITO: Basically, if you found greater than

s

)

1

- , - -
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1 one, it would have caused you to continue your verification
2 program until such time as you felt that you could identify *

.3 = the problem and identify the problem in a very decided manner?

4 MS. WILLIAMS: Right, depending on how many

5 errors there were, as to whether we would stoo and say you
6 have a lot more work'to do on this system. We're not even
7 going to go audit it anymore until it gets cleaned uo, or

8 continue the sample size because we think that mient be

9 isolated.

10 MR. IPPOLITO: Basically what you did, the next
'

11 morning, when you got down there, yoc accarentiv found evervthl.5:
|12 okay and your review stopped at that coint, or your verificati6n

[ 13 stopped at that point?
'

| _

f14 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.-

15 MR. SPRAUL: I missed most of this morning, is |
|

16 their effort going to cick up the piping a,nd,pice succort
..

17 drawings under the same system? Was that ciscussed thisj

18 morning?

19 MS. WILLIAMS: There are pioing and cice supcort.

20 drawings on this list. I will go thro, ugh it again, if vou

21 wish.

22 MR. SPRAUL: Dces it take long?

23 MS. WILLIAMS: I will try not to.

24 MR. BACEMANN: I think what Mr. Soraul is incicatinct,

3 you' re talking about the computerited . system? We're talking

.

%
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1 about the computerized versus the what we now call manual.

2 MS. WILLIAMS: I should nake that distinction. .

-

3 There is an old definition of manual and a new
4 ' definition of manual. When we first started our review, back
5 in the June-July time frame, of 1983, everything in DCC was
6 still on a manual system. This is old manual. Everything is
7 manual.

8 And then parallel, at this point in time, tney were

~ developing the computerized data base using a data base that.9

Gibbs 1 Hill had in existence to track desicn verifications,10

g

11 Since it was the data base Gibos & Hill used for desien ~

i12 verification, not every tyne of crawing was at that time' '

f.i 13 entered in, because not all drawings were under Gibbs & Hill's,
I

. 14 resconsibility.
i

15 Pipe supports were not in Gibbs &-Hill's resconsibi-
1

16 lity. And then sometime in'-- I believe i.t was Aucust, late
.... , -

17 ' July or August, some time around there -- there was a merger
18 of the DCC and what we call the DCTG data base. This data

f

19 base in the.one I just referred to, that they were taking frem'
30 Gibbs & Hill and adapting for their purposes onsite.
H Then DCC began to run off of this comeuterized data
M base. However, certain types of drawings still were' maintained
23 on a manual system, and those are the cloing and oire succert

- a24 - drawings. And that is the new manual locks. They~are.still

2 manual.

I'

.

e

n - 4



111b10

1 It is their' intention, I understand, to cut that

2 into the com=uterized data base when they have comcleted all
'

-

3 of the vendor certifications and everything is as built.

4 And in the case of.large core, they have incorporated all of

~5' the desion changes. They are not coing to carry design changes
t-- 6 against large core cicing and nice succorts.

7 MR~. SPRAUL: Of the sample of 32, how many were

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

:nd 11 9

10

i

11
.,

i

12 -

'

13

'

14
_.

15

l
16

. . .

17

18

19
-

r

21 -

22

#
.|

.i

24 -*

1

1
1

1
I
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1 MS. WILLIAMS: There are seven" piping and pipe
2 support drawings -- eight. You are right. There are eight

,

3 manuals.

4
MR. SPRAUL: And these eight had roughly their

5

fair percentage of design changes relative to the rest of
6 them? There is no big difference as far as design change
7

documents for these eight as opposed to the other 24?
8

MS. WILLIAMS: The piping and pipe support drawinga
. 9

do not carry as many design changes as the electricals and
. 10

structurais which are en the computerized database. The
11

electricals and structurals have the mest significant number g'
12

of design changes being carried against them..

The piping
~

, 13
-and-pipe supports are a manageable number.

-
14 ,'

MR. SPRAUL: 4If there were a problem still existing- "

15 in the new manual system, >

!as opposed to the old thermal i

16 !
system, with a sample size of eight with relatively few

, ,

17

changes-involved as opposed to the rest of the drawings,
18

the feasibility of double-checking to make sure that these
19 things were right when you got to them the next morning is
2 more feasible?

x
21

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. We never did have a problem
22

with the piping and' pipe support drawings in our original
23

audit. '

|

24 *
.

Looking at the observations, DC 101 through;104,
25

they are fired against the electrical'and structural drawings !,

,

I

.
,

!

.
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1

MR. SPRAUL: That is because of the large number
2

as opposed to the relatively small number on the piping and *

3
pipe supports?

4

MS. WILLIAMS: That could be a reason. That is
5

supposition.

6.

MR. IPPOLITO: Would it not be improper, since the
7 database,

whether it is the manual or the computerized one,
8.

these are living databases -- changes are made, let's say
8

daily.

10

How did you factor that into what you were doing
II

about verification?
12

MS.iWILLIAMS: We were always operating with the
13

(. list as it existed for a given point in time. I am not cuite,' I4

sure I understand your qu,estion beyond that. -

15

MR. IPPOLITO: What ,I am trying to say is it jus:
;- 10

,may have happened that on the day that you,. asked -- rece'ived
.I

the information or the changes attributed to these drawings
18

,

a change just came about.
I8

How would you know that that change just ca'me about
", and that it is a valid change?

,

*I
MS. WILLIAMS: Theifirst point would be.that there

E'
-

is a time lag between a change.being issued against a
,

23
,

. drawing and it being entered into the system sent to all of
24

the distribution points and the logistics associated with
25

any system that ~ operates like that.,

< ,

4

.
#

#
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1

I understand that the turnaround time had been
2 long, i.e., a week or something, which was now down to fairlij '

3 rapid 24-48 hour turnaround.

4
MR. IPPOLITO: Was this both for the new manual

5 and the compQter database?
,

6
MS. WILLIM15: That is my understanding. Our.

7
focus was on trying to understand the computerized fatabase

8
and how it was functioning, how it was intended to function.

8

And as I answer that question, I am mainly aiming
to at that. The way in which we would see that process happening
11

would be, for example, if we looked at the centralized log '

12

and then went out to the satellites and the paperwork had not
I3{ fet arrived to match the log, The real time-data being a

{
_14

more rapid process of entering something into the database, f
15

iit is then locked up against the drawing but yet the paper has
is

not reached the satellite yet. We did not happen to run into .
17

that but that is certainly a feasible occurrance.
f18

MR. IPPOLITO: Therefore, had there been a
19

discrepancy, like more than one missing document, I think
8

what you are telling me -- or are you telling me that one of
21

the first steps you would take is to_make sure it is not a
' 22 document in process?

|

MS. NILLINIS: Ees.
*

MR. BACHI1 ANN: I have an overall question. This
25'

is ~ sort of a content question.

I
.

_ - _ _



. .-

- |

!

12rg4 -

115
1

Earlier on you had used the word or words that this
2.

was sort of a second followup. '

-3
Have you done thi.s type of shall we say testing

4 of the satallites prior to the one in question?
5

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
6

MR. BACHMANN: In other words, had you gone down
7

with a list of' drawings and checked the satellites to see that
8 they had it?

9
MS WILLIAMS : 'Ycs, and it was a longer duration

10 audit with our people there. They went in and pulled the
11

documents and we have some internal memoranda indicating that ~
12

there were still problems and discrepancies with the system.
.

13-

MR. BACHMANN: In that time, had they been given
14

the list ahead of time or had that just been a real time -- i
~

15
come in, Nancy, let's look at the situation?

>

16 l
MS. WILLIAMS: To the best of 7.y knowledge --

,

17-
Mt. BIBO: We went

, to document control and said
18 these,are the printouts. It did take some. time to get them.
II

We were onsite at the time.
#

We went in and said this is what we want, the,

- 21 information was given. It did'take some. time during the
22 day to get t.se information.
E

MR. BACHMANN: Was it about the same size sample?
! '"

MS, WILLIAMS: -I think it was.|
25

1 It might have been larger for that matter. It was
t

*

. , . . . _ . . ... --_
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1 :

at least 32. *

\

2
,

!
MR. BIBO:

I do not remember the exact -- mayte' -

3
32, maybe a little bit less.

4

MS. WILLIAMS: I believe it was 32.
5

MR. BIBO: We requested the same information
6

relative to the distribution of all of the loads and a listI
of all changes.

8

MR. BACHMANN: Did this turn up discrepancies?
(9
.

MS '. WILLIAMS: Yes.
t

10

MR. BACEMANN: Can you give us an idea of the
<gg
|

magnitude or the number of discrepancies versus the sample? F-
I

'
12

MS. WILLIAMS: We had five -- I am guessing now,
13

I would say it is around there.
.

/
I It was enough that we did not

14-

even expand the sample. |
We said there is still a problem and -

..
i

15

we are going to come back when the system has been checked
16

and corrected.
17 . . -

MR. SHUL 1AN: Five out of about 1000 ?
4

18

MS. WILLIAMS: Out of 32. We're missing a designI'
__ change.

20

I think it was basically missing a design change.
21

I do n ct know if it was a distribution problem or just missinc
22

it and I would have to go back in our minutes and check
23 - .

MR. BACHMANN: So this particular situation was
24

to verify that they had. fixed it for the first time. Am2
I charai,terizing that correctly?

.- - - .
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1

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, to see if they had corrected
2

the problems we saw on the first followup.
.

3
MR. BACHMANN: Yes. And the second time through

4 you corrected the problems?
5

MS, WILLIAMS: They had revised procedures. The
6

clerks knew better what their what their job was and there
7

was the checking and the distribution, the functioning, and
8

then whether they contained all of the documents -- the
8

satellites contained all of the documents they were supposed
10 to.

11

MR. BACHMANN: Going back to the DC checklist as a
12 whole,

this particular inspection, which I guess was October
,

13 either 24th or 25th,
f this is dated the 24th, I assume the

14
inspection itself was the 25th?

15 .

gg,-gyggyggg y,3,

16

MR. BACHMANN:- How significant was this particular
17

.

action that you took compared to the entire DC section of the
18 IAP?

Based on all o f the checklists, how much did it weight
18

in your final conclusions in the DC area?
8

MS WILLIAMS: I think we felt they were heading
21

along the right directions toward implementing a system that
22

was going to correct their-problems.
23

-It weighted in that it closed out the numbers, i.e.
24 ,

going in and checking.
25

MR. SHULMAN: Was it one-third? One-fourth?

4

>- . , - - - = -- r- +-
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i MS. WILLIAMS: That is hard to quantify. Ne would
2

not have closed it out if it were not I successful audit. -

3
MR. IPPOLITO: Let me ask that another way.

4
This was the second time you went. Let's say it

5

would have failed -- it failed your test and then you said
6

I think in answer to a previous question that you had not
7 closed this out,-but I think you said thatjyou would go and
8 probably go and get another sample?
9

MS. WILLIAMS: If it was so bad, like in our.
10 first followup, we would just wait until it was corrected.
11

MR. BACHMANN: The entire DC set of checklists, ..

12 the DC area, the ones that you used the DC checklists on,
13

("' had this not gone through and come up with, within the one
14 mistake out of 32,,

that entire section would still be open?
-

\
.

-
15

MS. WILLIAMS: Not so much the checklist as the
16 observations.

The checklists are the revi. ewer's tools.
,

. .

17
MR. BACE!iANN: I did not mean closing out the

18 checklist.,

I meant closing out the areas represented by the:

19 DC checklists.
|

30
115. WILLIAliS :

i An observation is borne out of
21

one item on a checklist, so that does not have any effect:
i

i 2
on the balance of that checklist.: That is why I like to

23
focus on observations.

24
MR. BACHMANN: The overall DC area would have!

25

stayed open until this!particular audit had come out right?
,

!

- _ .-. , -
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l' MS, WILLIA 3tS: No. That particular aspect of that
.

2 area would have remained open. '

3 MR. BACHMANN: Of the DC area?
4 MS. WILLIAMS: Of the DCC system, it is a particular
5 area in their design change control system that we felt was
6 weak. We wrote an observation.
7 MR. BACEMANN: I will go back again to my question
8

and say how big is this compared to the overall design control
8 system, this particular part?

10 MS. WILLIAMS: I think the proper functioning of
11

th'e system is an important part to control the paper. . . .

12
MR. BACHMANN: Necessary?

'

13
MS. WILLIAMS: To control the' paper, yes,

14
_

MR. IPPOLITO: LAs a following question,.how many
15

times -- I will use the word " pulse" the system before you
16 say, ": tan, you've got serious problems here"_'

.

. 17
You did it once and it failed.. Assuming you fail'ed

I
18

the second time, how many times would you try to pulse it
18

before you say you have got to fix something?
20

MS.' WILLIAMS: That is a question.on degree of;

21
aeriousness and here we felt they were moving along the

22 appropriate corrective action path.
D

MR. IPPOLITO: _ Would you go_back two more times
24

before you threw up your hands and said that the system is
25

. now working?- Cne more time? Five more-times?~

.

_ _ _ _ _
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1
MS.WILLINP.S: No one likes to spend their time

2

futilely and if we really felt it was bad, we would not .

3 keep going down. We felt that they were moving in the right
4

direction. It is tough to answer hypothetical questions to
5

some extent.

6
MR. IPPOLITO: I do not think it is a hypothetical

7 question.

8

If you were in the verification process -- and I
8 am saying what is your criteria? How many times to you fail?,

10

If one assumes with every attempt at verification you have
11 failed, an assumption, wou.id

you keep going back'two times,; ..
12

ithree times, four times? At what point would you say "enough*?
"~t 13

I think it is a legitimate question to_ask.
14 .

33, gyntyggg, - I think if ~ the system had not been
is

corrected when we went back this time,_it.would have-(a)
16 remained open.

.

17

The next question is, would we have raised it to
18

a FFR, which is our way of saying this is really a problem,
19

Potential Finding Report, where we did that in the cable
'O

trays. That is probably the course of action we would have
-

21 taken.
E'

MR. IPPOLITO: If this one verification had proved
23

negative?

24
.

*

MS. WILLIAMS: I should say the potential exists
'"

there.

.

, - , -
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1 MR. SHULMA1: Would it matter if you had fbdnd
2 t5n) problems or six pro #blems as to whether you would have
3 made that decision?
4 MS, WILLIAMS: I think it is a,1so a function of
5- whether we think they had corrected their procedures, whether
6 the people know their jobs, whether this evidence shows
7 that it is functioning properly.

8 It is more than ' just as aspect of finding one or
-

8 two errors of whether we overall think it is a valuable
10 system.

11 ..

MR. IPPOLITO: Isn't the end result, is it working?
12 - One can design a system that makes every bit of logic there

[' 13 is but isn't-the end result, you know,f is it -- when you ;
14 pulse the system and it keeps-coming up, you know, not up
15 - to speed, don't you have to suspect one of these other.

i

16 parameters?
-- - -

17
- MS . WILLIAMS: Yes, you have to suspect it and

18 if we_really believe, suspect that they have a breakdown,
4

_

s
19 then it becomes a Potential Finding Report, it gets raised
# toca higher level of visibility and we discuss with our

' 21
senior review team and in-house-what~we think. It is either

22 -necessary.for them to correct it or. discuss what the' root
'23

cause' problems.might be further-and just sit back and totally
'nd 12.. 24

-re-evaluate and re-assess _where they_are going with it.
2,

. . _ . _ _ _
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13pbl 1 MR. IPPOLITO: Could this reach a level, you may
2 have to revise your system? *

3 MS. WILLIAMS: It could.

4 MR. BACHMANN: I would like to refer to the first
5 paragraph, page 3 of the April 10th response. This is

6 going to be similar to a question that I asked before. You

7 state that the documents requested were not -- on October

8 24, were not for the purpose of detecting problems not

solely relied upon, whether TUGCO had resolved its problems9

10 with respect to accurate listings of CMCs and DCAs.

11 The next sentence states that that verification ,~

12 required an assessment of the design change tracking group
13 activities. The documents requested, not solely relied upon,

e

14 ~ would you have given equal weight to the verification of
.

15 the DCTG to this particular verification? More weight?

16 Less weight?
. . .

17 There is an indication that both are relied upon.
18 This verification and the verification at the design -- of
19 the design change tracking group. I'm trying to get a

20 feeling for which is the more important or the equally
21 important. Is one much more important than the other?
22 Can you comment on that?

2 MS. WILLIAMS: ,I think they are equally important,
24 but they are also separate 'roblems. The satellite systemp

2 in this. list is a control and distribution problem. The

!=
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13pb2 g :DCTG is lui accuracy problem with their listings and their,

2 database. -

N .,

3 [' .This paragraph is trying to make a distinction

that the DCTG and the verification process for the ce=puterized't. 4

5' database is separate from what our purpose was with that*
,

f 6 list-to check the distribution problems, and the implementation

7 of the satellite system.

g MR. BACHMANN: My question was sort of to the

, extent that -- I think you have answered. You said they are

of equal weight within the scope of your entire investigation10

11 of the design control program. h.
i

12 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
.

'

13 HR. BACHMANN: That is really the answer I wasq

I
_.

14 looking for.

15 - KK. 1EEOLITO: Cn page 3, the first paragraph
16 ' in quotes, this is page 3 of your April 10th letter. The

, _

17 last sentence syfs, "CYGNA did not rely solely on the review
j
i

la of documents to ascertain'whether either. problem had been
i

is resolved."
'

20 Could you tell me what other things you relied !

n on?

22 MS. WILLIAMS: This is the procedures, did they
23 revise the procedures. Our' assessment of whether we think
;* .that they are' viable procedures, our assessment as-to whether

the clerks'. understand their jobs, whether they are carrying25

4f ,

; ) ."*
. . - r ~
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13pb3 1 them out. And then of course, you want to go and check

2 the documents themselves. So there are a couple of aspects -

'3 to it.

4 MR. IPPOLITO: But the proof of the pudding is
5 -in the eating thereof.

6 MS. WILLIAMS: It has got to work.

7 MR. IPPOLITO: Right. Wouldn't you say that that.

8- is the ruling criteria? Everything that you have just
9

stated, you know, the procedures are there, the people are
10 there and.all of that. You can test them and they all could
11 prove satisfactory.

F
f

i12

But the end result, not bore out, you know, all
13 , of this. -All of these good ingredients that went into
14 amaking the pudding.
15

MS . WILLIAMS : I agree. I think they carry some j
16 weight. If you do find errors you have to look at them

-

in light of the-fact,
-

17

are they even going down the right
is pa th . This is even a system that we think is going to work

: 19 and comply with the regulations.
20

It has got to work, and it is approved. The
21

other one pretty'much puts it in perspective. It puts.

E
any-errors in perspective, more likely.

23 '
MR. BACHMANN: I have.a .ory basic question. In

24

. answer to one question on how the 32 documents were chosen,.

25: lyou stated they were by-random. Could you just expand a I
_

1

|

|

' G .' |- - ,
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13pb4
1 little bit on that? Did -- this is, if I recall correctly
2 the spent fuel pool cooling system documents.

..

3 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

4 MR. BACHMANN: Did you take a gigantic list of

all the documents that were in the -- throw darts at it? You
5

6 picked them at random from what sort of a pool?

7 MS. WILLIAMS: These are from the RHR system.

3 You are right, though. The original review of the spent
9 . fuel pool cooling system, but because we did a random

-

10 sample and a first followup using the spent fuel pool cooling ,

11 we decided to use the RHR. That is not relevant. --

12 I just wanted to make it accurate.

1: MR. BACHMANN: The first followup, when you found
14 prcblems was with the spent fucl pccl. And the second ona

-

15 to see if they had corrected the problem. On the second !

t16 followup you chose the RHR system.
|

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

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

i19 reviewers are using cross-discipline for doing the technical
,

20 evaluation. Given that list, then they just randomly picked
21 one off of 25 pages of drawings, or whatever the total number
22 is.

23 MR. BACHMANN: Do you have a vague idea of
24 'approximately how many drawings the 32 -- 32 out of, '

i

are

25 we talking 1,000? ^

.

I

1

!
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13pb5
i MS. WILLIA 5S: I did remember that number. I

2 would have to go back and check. -

3 MR. BACHMANN: Do you have a general number?

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

5 MR.,IPPOLITO: But the sample size was based on

6 MIL Standard 105?

7 MS. WILLIAMS: You can see a range and a quality

a level and 32 would be the given sample, yes.

9 MR. IPPOLITO: Are y6u at all surprised -- let

to me make the assumption again, the second verification, it

11 showed a number of failures. It exceeded your acceptance ~

12 Critaria.

(' 13 Since une fact that the Applicant knew that the
\

o

14 two systems you were reviewing -- how much weight would it

15 be if you were to find continual mistakes in those two
16 systems, when you post it with the verifica, tion? .Doesn't

,,

it i that add a degree of wonderment that maybe it is a bigger
18 problem. Let's face'it, you know. The way we have identified

~

is the systems and all that, you know, it is prenotice if you
20 will. And here we have two prenotice systems, or portions
21 of systems.

22 And if on the reverification -- on the first time
El .around you found some problems. And then if you were to

24 accept my premise that the second time around you would find
25 problems. Isn't that a significant finding?

.



_ _ _ _ . _ . _ - . ._ _ _ . _ - _ . _

127-

13pb6
1 - MS. WILLIAMS: We thought it was, too.- And that's

2 why we wrote an_ observation. We would have expanded into -

-3 other systems also if we found it was a continuing problem.
'

4 We would not have stuck with those two systems with the

5 " knowledge" that that is what CYGNA was in their review.

6 MR. IPPOLITO: I think it expands on a question
'

7 I previously answered. You si i the audit that we made --
a that. portion which made it open, and what you are saying,
s that audit would remain open.,

10 Again, on my premise that the second time, the<

;. 11 second go-around proved negative. What you are . indicating ~

~ 12 - to me is that, hey, if that were the case, I.would then

{ 13 go look at other systems.
,

I14 MS. WILLIAMS: Just as we did not stick with the
e

*

.

15 spent fuel for the second followup, we would not stick with
16 the RHR or the spent fuel for anything beyond that.
17 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: In Phase III and Phase IV, de

1

18 you plan to do any of this in Phase III and Phase IV?
1 19 MS. WILLIAMS: It seems like it.would be a good

3D idea.
.

21 - MR. YOUNGBLOOD: . Without prenotification?

22 MS. WILLIAMS: Without prenotification.

23 MR. PIGOTT: In this letter' and what has been
6

24 s'tated today, I think, in . justification of what we _ tho- h t..,

25 was a reasonable procedure of -- at the:- time for making 'this
,

a - - , , , , , - , . - , - . e--
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following review.l

I. hope it is not construed that we're
,

saying that it would have been impossible for someone to
2

*

have affected our review,3

as a result of having it for this
4 period of time.

5 We reasonably did not expect it for the number
6 of reasons stated.

.

Sut we are not going so far as to say

that it was impossible for guaranteeing that something could
7

not have happened to affect these results.a

We are only
3

saying that l't was reasonable, given the circumstances, and

what we were atempting to do at that particular time.to

11 MR. IPPOLITO: I understand your statement. ~
^

12 MR. BACEMANN: I happened to think of another

(- It was stated earlier that of the 1,000 changes
.

13 question.
:

't4
approximately associated with the 32 drawings, -

that it would
15

not be reasonably considered feasible for changes to be
16 made. In perspective, I-would like to kind to, sort of
17

question -- not question, but.get a little better understanding
. . --

of how this would work.is i

13
,

If someone, this hypothetical person has -- knows

which of these 32 drawings from each of:the satellites --
a

21'

what is.the worst they could do,-in your e'stimation to bring
22 things up to speed?

What would they actually have to do
23

' if they had'this list and you had the guy out there who
24

wants to make sure that itLis perfect for you. Wha t' do you
m-

understand they could possibly do if they wanted to?
.

-

4

.w - -, - y
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1 MS WILLIAMS: They could go and make sure that

2 for each satellite that is responsible for a given drawing, '

3 that all of the DCAs and CMCs applicable to that drawing
4

4 are physically located within that satellite.

5 MR. BACHMANN: How would they physically do that,

if you can explain briefly as far as the computerized system6

,

7 and the manual system?

8 MS. WILLIAMS: They still keep hard copies of the

9 CMCs and DCAs in the satellites. They could take the listingI
.

e

Ito of the outstanding CMCs and DCAs from the central system, l'-
.

11 just as we are getting it, find out that satellite, for I
i

12 example 304 is responsible for holding that drawing. Go to
,

[' that satellite and make sure that all of the CMCs and DCAs13

applicable to that drawing are physically there.
-

14

15 MR. BACHMANN: On a given typical drawing, and
16 let's take the -- let's forget the piping ones which are

[
l17 smaller. But on a given typical drawing, how long did it
|

take your people to verify that all of the changes were with18

19 that drawing on a given drawing? Can you give any .
20 guesstimate, when your people went out and looked at the

21 drawing? .

Et MR. BIBO: It varied. You could find that a
u particular drawing was a satellite and there were 35 design
24 ch'ange s , and the computerized listing which showed them

.

2- numerically,. You go to the hard copy'of the satellite,

., . . - . . - -
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13pb9 1 where they were filed * numerically in the books, and you

just' verified that each one of them was, in fact, in the2

3 book.

4 MR. BACHMANN: The drawing of 35 changes?

5 MK. BIBO: ThatHis a guess.

3 MR. BACHMANN: Let's assume 35. I am talking

7 about a CYGNA auditor. Now how long would it take to go
.

through those and verify 35 changes in a given drawing?8

9 MR. BIBO: It depends -- there may have been
10 15 changes right in a row, numerically, which would be in
11 one book. You could go through 15 in one_ book in a matter ~

12 of seconds. You_would not have to go to various books.
e5

13 It could take anywhere from five minutes to a
14 half hour.

e

15 MR. BACHMANN: That's the answer.
'

' 16 MR. BIBO: Here again, it depends on the number
_

17 of changes. In one of the satellites the changes were
18 physically in a package with the drawings. In that case,

i19 it was really_ quick. You could pull out the package, 35
20 design changes were right there. You could verify them

21 - against the computer list.

3 It also varied from satellite to satellite and
23 how they were filed. It is a little bit difficult to answer.

end' 13.24 'I just wanted you to' understand.

25
.

4- - -#
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1 MR. IPPOLITO: Is it safe to say a half hour oer
2 drawing?

..

3' MR. BIBO: No, I would say it would be less than
4 that.

5 MS. WILLIAMS: .It.was ten hours for the audit?
-6 MR. BIBO: I was there two days.
:7 MR. BACHMANN: It took two days to verify the 32
8 drawings?.

1

9 MR. BIBO: Verify that.the drawing for that carticu-
10 lar satellite --

11 ,

MR. IPPOLITO: One~cerson, two-days? ~

;-
12 MR. BIBO: Yes.
13''' MR. BACHMANN: How many necole were involved

.

in |14 the audit of the 32 crawings? ,i .

15 MR. BIBO: The last review of the 32 drawings?.

16 - Just myself.

17
.. '

MR. BACHMANN: You hit each of the J2, on 'all of
-

18 - the satellites?_ !

f.19 MR. BIBO: Right.
-Some oft the satellites miy only

30 have had one drawing. Like I said, it varied.
21

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: You went.from satellite to
2. satellite on this? The last satellite you went to was a day
D'

and a half after you gave them the list?
That is a cuestion

24 .
_I'am'asking, not a statement I am makine,#

although it'

2 _ sounded that way.
.

4

, _ , -
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1 MR. BIBO: I think there were seven satellites, ,{

; 2 300 to 307. Satellites 307 to 304 were physically in one .

3 place. Yes, it may have been a day before I got to the last
.

4 satellite.

5 MR. PIGOTT: To be clear on the timing, Ms. Williams
4

.8 came in.on'the first day and provided the list. Mr. Bibot.

c'ame in on the seond day and then worked two cays.7

8' MS. WILLIAMS:
.

It was three days total and they
9 did not know the sequence of satellites.

10 MR. BACHMANN: We would like to take a. ten minute
. 11 break now, if it is all richt with everyone. F

I

i 12 ' (Recess.)
i

13 MR. BACHMANN: Back on the record. '
- .

14 Mr. Youngblood'had a coucle of follow uc,
15

additional questions, to what we were talking apout just befcrei
18 the break.

. - -

17 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: One of the cuestions I had would
is - be if you were to do the check again on the satellites,

'
19 . without prenotification, would it be -- since it takes a |
El day or a day and a half, two days to do this -- would it bei

21 less' apt to be biased by someone doing somethine with the.

22 cackages if you werefto have someone'at all sever .stellites
El

at the same time, or .what do you think- the nrocability of vour
,

24 - evaluation beine biased is? Would be, not only with the
,

,
_

MF 12 hour notice, but also'an extra. day and a half notice,
-

that 4

'

..

.

1
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some satellite could change uo, modify, get the packages
2

together, be sure all of the notices are in there? Since
3- you do not find an error.
4 MS, WILLIAMS: Is that cossible?
5

MR.'.YOUNGBLOOD: I'm asking you that cuestion and
8

I don't think'-- maybe you can give me an extemocraneous
7-

answer. That is a question I want to lay out to CYGNA.
8

MS. WILLIAMS: Let me make sure I.understanc it.
9 Not CYGNA people at seven satellites?

10
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yes.

11 '
MS. WILLIAMS: If you were to ec back and redo it |'

12 iand put a CYGNA person at |each one, would that reduce the I

13

. (' possibility of any interference?
14

,

'

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yes. i

.

15
MR. PIGOTT: What's the answer?

16
MS. WILLIAMS: Certainir.

17
. ~ '

(Laughter. )
18 | !

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: What was the other cuestion?
19

MR. BURWELL: May I proceed along the same cath,
2D

shall we say rather than requesting a list for a request one,
21

two, three, go do your thing, and then request three, four,
22 you.know, as you go. Would that imorove' your chances of
23

maintaining control over the -- over what you are reviewine?
24

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: It would certainly increase eneir
'3

work effort if they had'to go to one drawing, and then cc to
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: .1 three satellizes, and'then go back anc get another drawing
2 and go to the same three satellites. "

3 MS. WILLIAMS: There is a oossiblity, since the
4

remote access to the cata base is available at the satellites,
5

of us having internally a_ sample selectec and knowing because
6 the satellites are divided by discioline, the electrical
7 satellites say with ,our list that only we know what we _ want,
8 and'then asx them to dial up on the screen, right then anc
9 there, and see what they should see. And then go, right then

10 and there, and check enem. Widt the advent of the CRTs in the :

11' satellites, I would think that is a viable way to go.
12

MR. BACHMANN: Were these CRTs in these satellites
13 in October of '83, at the time of your audit?

,

14 e

MS. WILLIAMS: I think they had just recently 6

|15

them in and were getting them ready, and the bugs out.put .

16
MR. BACHMANN: Would they have had the cacability .

17 to do that on October 25th, 1983?
18 55. WILLIAMS: They were coerational in Octocer,

,
19

yes, but we did not know that they_were coerational until we
20 got down there. To some extent, it went into us asking for
21 the outstanding listings. If we had gone and done that right
22

at the satellite, it would have been the same information.
23 -

.We just did not know that portion of it was going to be' a
. 24 . operational.

25
MR. SP RAUL: You are'saying that there are ways

.

e

,m e n-, - -
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that you could orovide more assurance of unbiased audit1

2 results? '

3 MS. WILLIAMS: Absolutely.

4 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Our corporate memory has lost
5 us now. Noone here remembers what the other question was,
6 so will forget it for now.

7 (Laughter.)

8 You were going to give us a little bit on tha
9

overall scope of what CYGNA is do'ing and what oortion of it,<

10 at this point, as you know, would raoly to our IAP.
11 MR. PIGOTT: Do you want that now? There is one

j ..
'

Et item which is a curning interes,

to us before we leave today,
<

13
and that is to talk.about how we imolement the protocol from

14 this time forward. -

I

15 f

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: We can go with that first, if you
.

16 want to. There is a little wrap up we wa,n,t_to do. We want ...

17
to ask a few questions, for the record, that we picked uo

18
during some site visits that we made, or aucits that we made.

19
And we want to ask the questions so that we can cet the

20
answers formally on the record, rather than just havine it

21
^

been something that somebody nicked un verbally.
%I

,

MS, WILLIAMS: We went through each of the itens
23

on the March letter and identified what we think the onen
24

items are and what our follow up would be, and where that
25 might be in time. So I wanted to take just a moment and go

.

- .-
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.

1 . through that. -

'

2
In Item 1, which is dealing with document '

3 control questions, it is our understanding that there was a
4

. question on the validation of the data base and whether it
5

would be appropriate to go in and assess how well that
z

6
-activity had been performed or was being cerformed. We

+

7
'think that is an appropriate thing to do anc would crocose

a
that. that could be accomplished by the end of May.

kn the second, in the document. control center,
9

10
would be a'reaucit of the satellite system.

Me, just briefly,
'11

ciscussed that now as the possibilities of how that may ~

12
be conducted and we think it is cossible to conduct tnat -

13

c sometime by mid-May.
.

- 14
And Item'2, -

there was a discussion of three inen*

15 and four inch Schedule 40 eining. We think it would be j
'

; 16

appropriate to make a sampling of three and four inch lines
, ,

17
and make a check to ensure that

,

the orecer SIFs at the but:;

la
weld locations does not result in any stresses above the

19 allowables.
.

20

For Item 3, we will evaluate the concerns with
21

respect to the increased-allowable that we have discussed
'M today.-

We are going'to have to get back''to you on what we
23

think our course of action woulc be on'that in the next -
24

'

couple of days.
25,

MR. BACHMANN: On Item 2, you talkad about the

,

m Mg, g

r+ . - . --- _ , , ,c , - . . , - . - - .
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1 stressing justification factors of the butt welds. Did you

2 mean to give us any time frame on that?
-

3 MS. WILLIAMS: That one, bv the end of May, would
4 be-appropriate.

5 MR. SHULMAN: On the one that Nancy just mentioned,
.

6 we cannot give a time frame yet. We're not totally sure of

7 our. approach.

8 MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Let me interject nere, also.

9 These are things that we winnowed our.of our discussion. af ter
10 we read the transcript, obviously. We always want the string
11 to be able to add or modify. '

12 MS, WILLIAMS: Okay.

13
MR. YOUNGBLCOD: I assume on cuestion two there ;

14 was a special question? Dave got on the chone and talked
*

',18 to someone. Was that being wranced uo in that cue,stion i

16 also? Or were you sceaking to it?.

17
MR. SHULMAN: We wracted it uo in the cuestion,

18
but we can give an answer now on the snecific cuestion that

19 Dave asked.-

- -

20
MR. WEINGART: In regard to the counterbore

21
Dave Terao asked about earlier, ch'ecking into the fabrication

22 specification, it states that. field countercoring shall not
23 reduce the wall thickness of the pice to ce less than
24 minimum wall thickness. And that minimum wall thickness
2

is defined as being within the 12 1/2 cercent of the nominal '

_
e
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1 wall thickness. I believe that was your question.
i

2
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: I interruoted you. Do you -

3 want to continue? .

4 MR. IPPOLITO: I think when you startec to
5 oroceed down this question list, that you have before-ycu,
8 you referred to the Maren 22nd letter? I think you.really

;7
meant the Maren 30th letter.

8 MS. WILLIAMS: If it is the one with the seven
9 items, yes.

I10
MR. IPPOLITO: For the record, it is the March !

,

-

11 30th record.
I *

u
MS. WILLIAMS: On Item 4, I have*nothing.

13
MR. YOUNGBLOOD:-( You're going to correct that in

14 .a revision?
.

-15
MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. On Item 5', we will be

18

checking the construction drawings and the installation for
I
i

17
cable tray supoorts as part of Phase IV.

,

I18 '

t

MR. PIGOTT: Am I correct that you want that
19

oulled out so that you can have it available to finish off
-

30
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Anything you were doing in Phase

21 III and Phase IV,
that can be used for the 1AP, I think the

22

Applicant will want you to rescond to us on the IAP, rather
23

than. waiting until you finish all of Phase III and Phase
IV.

24
MR. SHULMAN: That is an issue in terms of

.

25 timing.,
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' _' f - I MR. PIGOTT: We have not really looked at the
I

i

!' timing on that one, because ocviously you want .i

2 .,

that one first. j
3

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: iI am not anxious for you to
4 freeze :the timing on it now,

if you're just giving something j
5 that you think, that's all right.
6

MS. WILLIAMS: Item 6, I want to clarify somethina
7

that threw me off balance during the course of today's
8 discussions. Tnat is, that 8811B is the basis for our
9

review scoce on the electrical controls.
10

Ncw cersonally, I was left with the feeling that
!11

maybe something had disconnected internally, on what the [12
basis for our review scope was.

I think it was- a communicatians-,

. 13

problem, on what question we hac answered with res=ect to }
s e

14
-

which valves. ,

.

15 '

My first coint, t

8811B was tne basis for. a review.18 However,
there are three other valves which are interlocked17 , ,

in some manner of speaking with that
.

valve. As such, they
18

make up part of the review of the comolete systems or
19 .

control logic review for that I

vaive.
30

The thing that is missing is that we need to21

address the question in the March letter with regard to
2 .8811B, rather than 87018.

That was our miscommunication with23
regard to answering the letter.

24 -
MR. BURNELL:

I think you meant the February 6th
25

letter, not the March letter.

.

m - -
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1 i
MS. WILLIAMS: I think .the clarification was4

2 appropriate, that the 425 psig guage coes apply to theS-
'
'3 correction that we stated. We stuck with that valve inl'

4
answering the March letter and that is what we did not

5 intend to do.
6

MR. MOERSFELDER: Mr. Li was questioning me about
7

Branch Technical Position 18 and I could not answer that on
8 the basis of 8811.,

9 MS. WILLIAMS: Were you one off on the 425 nsi
10 and keat'on that valve. It was not the basis for that '

11 review.
7. .

12
MR. SHULMAN:

The review was the accrooriate scoce.
13

We got tongue-tied when we were talking a coup'le of hours
14

We were not sure whether that was clear or not.
ago.

15
MS, wrLLygg3: gg.was not clear in my mind.

end14 18 |

i
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MR. YOUNGSLOOD: If when we get your answer, it is
2

stiLL not clear, we wilL ask you again. '

3
MS. WILLIAMS: I thought that was necessary tos

4
at,749y,

5
g;,, 7, g.m not sure we finished that discussion.s

%

6

The way it was left so far was whether the as-built procedure
7- would i r. any way link you to the snubber installation
8

procedure or somehow'close the loop on ' completing what the
I

as-built should look like. 9
10-

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: That's right.
U .

MS, WILLIAMS: That's alL I have.
12

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: We want to discuss protocol some. --

I'm sure everyone in the room is interested.
14 c

MR. PIGOTT: Do you want me to start?
15

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: Yeah, why not? You can start
16

with the last sentence in your, Letter to urf if you want tc. '

17

MR. SACHMANN: Are you talking about the letter
18

of April 10th?

19

MR. YOUNGBLOOD: No. That is not the one that
2

I saw -- maybe it is - yes, it is the Last sentence on
21

Page 3.
, 12

MR. PIG 0TT: That is 4 good place to start. I
23

think it accurately reflects the way we have interpreted
-

24

and applied the protocol. The face-to-face exchanges to
26

resolve technical issues do'not fall within Paragraph 3 of
j

.

? -

i
- . - - -

-
. . -



.

142

mge 15-2 1

the protocol, which would define it as a meeting and require
2 'the appecpriate notice to the NRC.
3

Also, as we indicated earlier, it is apparent that
4

there has been more than one interpretation apolied to the
5 proto, cot. We have since at least this date and probab ty a
4

($ ggt, bit before adopted what we reflect in here, the very
7

conservative position that face-to-face exchanges of any
8

type have to be noticed. But frankly, that is really not
I

a workable way.for us to proceed.
10

. MR. IPPOLITO: Why did you pecocse it, then?
II

MR. PIGOTT: Because of the exposure that we
2

currently have in the hearing arena, because of the what--

we cerceived to be a very strict interpretation of that
c

"
document coming at leart from the Board, and for that matter,

15

from Mr. Eisenhut's letter as perhaps reflecting itaff's
16

interpretation of that letter at this time,*and we felt until
17

something more workable is put together, that we did not nave *

18
!the unilateral capability of implementing some alternate

19

interpretation of that protocol. So on the grounds of being
20

better safe than sorry, we took the most conservative view
21

until such time as we can work out something more cractical,
22

which is'what we are hoping we can do today.
23

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me ask you, I think I an allowed
24

to because I am a new kid on the block to ask the ouestion,
26

had you had any discussions with the Staff as to the

.
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,e '15-3 1 understanding of this protocol before you got started?
2 MR.'PIGOTT: I'm going to leave that to Nancy.
3 Perhaps you can best discuss that.

!

I4 MS. WILLIAMS: No. I

5 l
MR. IPPOLITO: At what time did you determine that

6 .this protocol was ambiguous or however you want to
I

characterize it?,

8 MR. PIGOTT: I would hav' :o say coming out of

I
the hearings in February, the on the 19th and 20th,--

10
the issue arose. It acaeares it accears frem that-

"
transcript that the Chairman perceived, if not an ambiguity,

.

12

what he considered to be some, difference between the way

C. .'
13

it was being applied and.the way he would read it. I would
. -

14

have to say, to .gy knowledge, that would be the first
.

15
indication of varying interpretations.

.

16
Nancy, do you have an earlier time?

17
MS. WILLIAMS: No. I would say it is the

18
February hearings and subsequent d i '. c u s s i o n s .

,

19 *
*

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me ask a question, then, and.

this could be a criticism of t he 'S t a f f as well.
21

In' February, it looked as if we were not in synch.

22
as to what the protocol meant. Why didn't you come forward

23

and say, "Let's clear this up now," in February?
24

MS. WILLIAMS: I'm not sure it was at least clear
25.

in my mind that the discrepancy existed with the Staff, so
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mge 15-4 1 much as with other parties involved in the hearings, and we
2 had made what we thought was a logical interpretation of
3 the intent.

4 When you start interpreting it more Literally and
5

you start to Listen to what some of the variou.:

6 interpretations may be, it is about that time that we
*

7 started considering that we should be talking it over with
I the Staff.

8
MR. IPPOLITO: Let me ask'you, how do you

10
understand -- what are the elements that would cause you to

11 ..

call a meeting in othe r words, meeting Item 3? Why
--

12 would you call a meeting? To discuss what?
'' 13

MR. PIG 0TT: As it is now? At least would guess,

,

I4
in the current atmosphere, resolution of corrective actions,

15

,, would, I guess, look at it practically, not think that
16

technical eschanges, either face-to-face ar-on the t e l ec h on e ,-

should reach the level of a meeting, if we were to discuss '

whether or not certain factual -- certain facts rise to the
level'of an observation, I would think that would be the

20
first point at which - weLL, I guess the key is, you are

21'
probably talking about discretionary rather than purely

i 22

technical interpretations, and I woutd guess that when you
23

- are,getting into judgments, you probabLy have to think about
!

24'

meetings.

26
MR. IPPOLITO: What do you mean by technical

.

e
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age 15-5 1 discussions? I'm not trying to trio you up or anything.
2 I'm,Looking at th6 oratocol.

3
In my quick looking-at it right now again, I

4 :cannot find the word " technical" in the protocol.
6

M3. WILLIAMS: " Technical staff to resolve open
6 items." It is essentially the sntire content of what we
7 do.

8
MR.' SHULMAN: The biggest problem we have is that

'
Item 2 says "teLecons." That does not define other types

10 of interactions of a very similar nature. You couLd have
11

.

no more imoLication than a t e ,' e c o n in terms of resolving
12 technical issues. If it is a meeting in AL's offices in
"

New York to talk about cable trays, between Nancy and some l

14 1 <

of our cable tray experts'and pecole from Gibbs.& Hill,
la

how do.we handle that right now? It seems to fall into a
is

hole between 2 and 3 right now. That is vhere we are having -

our probtem. We do not think that is any different than a '

telecon , but if we look at our interpretation of this right
__

now, almost being overty defensive and cautious about it,
20

it does not enable us to clearly put it in Item 2. And
21

that is the kind of thing more than anything, I think, we
22

want to get clarification on.

:J
MR. IPPOL*TO: What I want to do is understand

24

how you have behaved, what has to be done about these? What
25

I would line to know is, what has been happening?

. . . '
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i I have started off with No. 3 saying, you know,

2 why would you call a meeting? What are the bases for you '

3 calling a meeting right now? Have you had any meetings with
4 the - with TUGCO?

5 MR. PIG 0TT: Have we had any meetings, or have
6. . we noticed any meetings? We have not noticed any meetings.t

7 MR. IPPOLITO: Under Item 3.
8 MR. PIG 0TT: We have not noticed any meetings.
8

MR. IPPOLITO: You have not had meetings fotLewing
M

the Protocot 3?

11
MR. PIGOTT: Not to the best of my knowledge.

12
MR. YOUNG 8LOOD: In going over the draft report,

%
13

a meeting was called for that, to get together and discuss '

14 .

that. We have done that.
8

Are you talking about outside?
16

MR. BURWELL: That is our meeting?
-

17
MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, with your reviewers. "estly

all of our work is asking ouestions to either find out if

there is a document that we have not encountered that would

address our concerns or ask them for an answer on a
21

technical cuestion with that information in hand. Then we

go away internally and evaluate whether we stilL think it

is a problem, whether they have to in'itiate corrective

actions, or what our opinion on the_ situation is. But we
26

do not go and discuss that with the Applicant.

.

,
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cge 15-7 1 The first time they see our assessment of the
*

2 probLes is in the draft report. 0

3 MR. IpPOLITO: Getting to Protocol No. 2, it

4 says - what it says here, you can-talk to them on the
5 telephone to resolve open findings.,
0>

As you are doing I want to underline "open--

7 findings" -- what are open findings as it celates to what
8 - you p, opt, do?

8
MS. WILLIAMS: It could be an unsatisfactory item

10
on a c h e c k L 'i s t . It could be an observation. It could be a

11 cotential finding report.
, .

12
MR. IPPOLITO: In othe r words, this is something

- 13
that you have in an evaluation you have completed, and you

e

14 have'a piece of paper in front of you; is that correct?
15

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes, and we write that "in teLecon,"
16

whether it is face-to-face or over t he phone ,-to a s k them
--

II '
what their position on it is, and that is the extent of the

18
conversation.

18
MR. SHULMAN: Let's clarify that. That is what

,

i
we had done in the past. As it is now, it is only over the

'

21 phone. That's what we're trying to resolve.
22

MS. WILLIAMS:- Or in writing.

MR. IPPOLITO: But what you have said is, you have
*

24

also had telecons to obtain clarification of procedures,.

26

to obtain procedures, pick up the phone, "Please send me

1
'

j
- . .
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age 15-8 1

send me Procedure fDs." xYZ." Is that what you do by telechene?
2

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes. ~

3
$

MR. IPPOLITO: And you can also go over and ask for
4

it. You do both?
5

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
6

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't have any more questions.
7 Do you have any?
8

MR. YOUNGSLOOD: I woutd make a? atement. The
I

protocol was not intended to keep you from doing your job of
10 ,

gathering and collecting in' formation. As long as you are
II

i doing that, that is what you nave been hired to do. Once
.

you start trying to get into the resolution of some of these
13

' ( things, it starts getting to be a gray area in here, when
144

you do a telephone call trying to get a resolution to some
15

,

of the corrective actions and so forth. And in those cases,
16 i

you probabLy should get the project manager.on the Line |
-

17

with you whenever you have any discussions, or if you want
16

to have a general discussion about chitoscohy or some thing
19

Like that, you probably should get the PM on the phone with
2

you, so that it is a three way party.
21

MR. SHULMAN: I have a question independent of
22

the content of the conversation. We understand the criterion
23

for the c o n t e n,t .
24

Do you view a technical telephone call between
26

two people any differently than a meeting between t'w o

,

I
. _ .

,
-. - .. . . _ . -
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age 15-9 l' technical people? That is the issue. If we wa Lk out of
2

here with that resolved, we would feel like we had '

3

accomplished a major part of what we need to go to work.
4

MR. YOUNG 8LOOD: You mean technical issues to
5

get clarification or to collect further information with
8 regard to your evaluation? In that case, I wouLd not.
? I personally wouLd not view, them differently.
8

MR. BURWELL: May I supplement that a little bit?
8

I guess I am speaking on my own judgments.
End 13 10

.

11
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1 Although peu have not used ' my words, I read
2 somewhat in what you have said the same idea. To me, fr/e -

3 - to' face conversations for the purpose of collecting informa-
i

4 tion in dealing in factual understanding, dealing in facts,
'

'S' would fall under Item 2.If you began to deal in judgmental1

-6 questions, then I might look on it slightly as being -- ,

7 )-,

MR. SHULMAN: You would say the same thing about
-

: e a telephone call, wouldn't you?
9 MR. BURWELL: Yes. Whether or not it is a

10
, telephone call or it is a face to face meeting, to me,it

11
should hang on a movement into a discussion of judgmental I'4

u elements.
'*- 13 '

MR. SHULMAN: Rightly or wrongly, that has been
14 our hangup basically. We understand the concerns about the

.
,

i

i

is
content of those discussions.- We just'do -- we want to makei

16
sure that there is'no difference between,whether there is a

...

~

-

17
' telephone conversation or two people or even three people

is
meeting to discuss the same things that they would be allcwed;

is to discuss under Item 2 in a phone call.
20 -,

MR. IPPOLITO: You have just heard two personal
21 views,.

'
22

MR.' PIGOTT: Underline personal.

E
,_ MR, IPPOLITO: Again, being the new kid on the

24
block, I thought the purpose of the ' protocol, at least one

26

og the significant purposes, was an-attempt at putting on.-
I

*

! n .

, . . __, _ _ - - __ - . _ _ _ _ -_ _ _ ._ _ _ ._ __
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1

paper certain rules for performing an independent design
2

review that would provide the greatest .

assurance of under-
3 line independent --

to maintain the independence during the
4 review. While not trying to handcuff you to do a review, I
5

think that was the purpose.
6

But what we have here is I think no previous
7

discussion as to the understanding of the protocol, both on
k

'

8
your part and our part. I think at this point we have

8

progressed quite deeply into this independent design review.
,

' s to
We could always have a clarification at

,

this point on how
11

to proceed, you know, from here until you conclude.
_

12

Let me say that
the review that the Staff wanted/' 13

\ I em not talking about the additional review that'

the Boardj 14 ,may'want --
I think what,has to be done here is to understand

I3-

what you did and to assess whether or not it has affected3
16 independence. -

. . -

17

That is why my question was to understand-just
18

what did you do -- and obviously I focused on the -- on two
8

and three and .I'tnink you will agree with me that these arei#
the troublesome areas.

21

I think what I want, I would like to know
22

specifically what you did or how you treated two and I
thinkD

your answer on three is we have never had a meeting, a pre-24

noticed meeting with the Applicants.
25

.

I think I need to understand what you did for

4
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1

Item 2 and your understanding that certain things could be
2 discussed face to face as being equivalent to Item 2. e

3
Now if you think you can tell me no, that's fine.

4
If you feel you need to take some time to think about it,

5 that is okay too.

6
Am I making myself clear?

7
MR. PIGOTT: Yes, and I think we can probably

8
answer it now.

8
MR. IPPOLITO: Fine.

10
MS. WILLIAMS: I will describe the activities under

11 Item 2, then. ..

12
MR. IPPOLITO: I don't want to limit you to Item 2.

-

13
MS. WILLIAMS: That is pretty much everything "e

14 do. "

15

I will discuss our communications in general. Ma be
16 that would be a better way to put it.

... .--

17
There are two major things: we collect data and

18
we kind of go away and do our reviews and then we come back

18 with questions.

#
The questions could be, is there a document that

21

will answer this or where is this missing piece of information.
22

That-is kind of the first layer of tions,
23

where we have gone through the review and we out
24

something is incomplete or something does not quite fit or
25

-make sense.

|
'
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1
'

Then we gec that new set of information and we
2

assess now what the picture looks like and we have internal -

3
meetings and reviews to assess what the'open items are,

4

the discrepancies, the observations, or anything that we feel
5

is not apparently adequate at that time and then we would
,

6
ask the question -- to take, for example, the 20 percent

7

allowable on the welded attachment, please provide justifi-
8 cation for use of a 20 percent allowable.
8

We could do that over the, phone or we could de
10 that face to face. We will get the answer to that and in
11

most cases what we will do is take that internally and assess .

12

that and determine whether we feel that that is an adequate.

13
answer or not.

14
MR. IPPOLITO: You said in most cases.

.

15
MS. WILLIAMS: I should stop using that then. That

16 -is what we do.
,,

17

Sometimes we might go back with another question
18

based.on their answer and that is the extent of the
18 !

communications.
20

It could be done with more than one party involved
21

in talking.- It could be two of our reviewers and two of
8

their reviewers or something of that nature. 3at is the
23

type of questions which we ask.
' 24

'our assessment on those answers -- of those
25

answers -- is a totally internal matter and that gets

.

~ ~
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documented on the obs'ervation review record and then that1

2 gets issued.
..

3 Texas Utilities does not see those documents
4 before the report goes out and we do not discuss whether they
5 should take corrective action until that point in time and
6 provide them with any direction that they should be taking.
7 In the case'of document control system, they were
8 taking corrective action at the time, so we would have a
9 conversation which was along the lines of "When is it going

to t'o be ready? We will come down and re-audit it and perform2

11 the re-audit." "-

12
We take the results in hand and go back internally

- 13 and assess that.
'

14 What we consider to be technical exchanges of -
,

15 information, all interpretations and evaluations of that
16 1.are internal to CYGNA. I

. -

17
MR. YOUNGBLOOD: You just reminded me of my other ;

18 question.

19 You did an audit. You found a lot of problems

2- with it. And you said we will come back and audit this
. 21 again later. Why weren't those observations, instead of

H going back and doing it later?
23 MS. WILLIAiS: This is Rev 1 of the observation.
24 There was a Rev'O of the observation, which is on our file
2 at CYGNA which is the results of the first audit. In that, I

1

i

'

.

l_

1



. .. _ __ __

.
-

'

16rg6-

155
i

.

1 heard your answer. I

2
MR. IPPOLITO: Any other questions on the protocol ?t

3
(Pause.)

4
MR. BACHMANN: After referring to Mr. Ippolito,

5
the Staff's conclusion at this point and subject to definite

6

further discussions, would be to leave the actions taken by
7

CYGNA vis-a-vis the protocol, as you have stated in your
8 letter, for the time being, for the present.

1 8

As Mr. Ippolito stated before, you have_ heard some
10

personal observations. The Staff will be discussing what
11

we have talked about today, probably tomorrow or very, very
12

shortly, believe me.
.

13
; . We will be getting-back to you on a better, or

14

least a more complete interpretation of what we have ~at ~

15 discussed.
|

- 16

It will be the Staff's suggestion that-the steps .

17

described by CYGNA's, let's say, new interpretation or current
18

interpretation of the protocol ~, especially as described on
48

page four of the April 10 letter, last paragraph, beginning
..

'O with "During the interim .
. . " with CYGNA adopting the. -

II

most conservative interpretation, be left.in p' lace until the
33

Staff has'had a chance to discuss amongst themselves what - '

*'
we have discussed today.

24 -

We are not going to hang you up very long. We
I

. simply have got to have a chance to. discuss'this a little-

.

-M,

, n' ,n
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1 bit-further and make a definitive statement to you, which
2 should be done in very short order.

.

3 MR. IPPOLITO: Let me add to that, I do not like

4 leaving you in the position that you are being left. Had I

5 had the background and understanding of why these three steps
6 in the protocol were written the way the y were written, if
7 I had that understanding, you would have gotten an answer
8 right now.

!9 I don't have an understanding and until I get that|,

I10 understanding I just will not give you an answer right new. i

|
11 "

Let me say this to you: whatever comes out, we

12 will meet and we will have a thorough discussion of whatever
13 _ protocol, whether it is these or any other protocol that

,

'

14 might be devised for carrying us from.this point forward. '

15 I know you prefer to walk away with an answer
i

16 today but I cannot do it.
.b .4

, , . _

17 liR. PIGOTT: I understand that,-and obviously
18 you recognize this conservative approach virtually stops our
18 activity.

20 MR. IPPOLITO: I will not agree with that. I

21' cannot agree with that because you can still go fact-finding.
22- MR. PIGOTT: By telephone.

E MR. IPPOLITO: You are on site, so instead of

M walking to-trailer number three or whatever it it, you pick
15 up the' phone and call trailer number three.

-

.

b e-o epse se D

9

+- d
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(Electrical /I&C)mammenemm
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.

e Both regulatory guidelines are concerned with
power supplies to MOV's.

.

i

The review scope included volve control circuitse ,

.

.only. -

( Although the approved scope only included one :e
valve, there are two valves in series which are
powered from separate sources.-

.. .

|

)
:

i

;

1
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t
nummmuna RHR ! solation 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 iri
conformance with FSAR Section 7.6.5 requirements.
Conversely, the Cygno report is silent on the control and
interlock requirements described in FSAR Sectio'n 7.6.5.
Cygna should explain this inconsistency arid' confirm that ;

the design is consistent with the FSAR. |
'|

l

s

.

.es .

_ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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.

Mii' Independent Design
* ' " ' ' Review Checklist*

ELECTRICAL (litSTIttBENTS & CDilitDI.)

em A. Inoersfelder/J. Dady #fg [M Chseemse use. EE*02

/ oete '' ' # # 'd

Seesefeesere

Itos yee i: pas Ceemente

1. Does the design of the control Circuits Canoly with the '-

following regulations, industry standards and project.
specific licensing requirements:

Gibbs & Mill Instrumentation and Control Diagram 1 Although the drawing is not marked
Nuclear Safety Related, it isa.

2323 M1 2263 06, Rev. 57 classified as Class 1.

(, I Defines requirement that valve 1-88115
D. CP$(S/FSAR, Section 7? he interlocked to prevent opening until l

pressure decays to 425 psig.

c. Gibbs 8 Mill Instrumentation and Control Diagram 1 1. Drawing is not marted Nuclear
Safety Related, but is noted as )

2323-M1-2260 05, Rev. 47 Class 1. |
2. Logic diagram for Loop Inlet 1

!Isolation valve has no reference to
Note 4 eicit describes Alternate )
PwSupply connections. .

3. Loop A inlet / outlet isolation valve
logic does not agree with Loop 8 after
Alternate Shutdown capability change.
FSAR section 7.6 indicates that
inlet / outlet valve logic is tdentical
for both loops. This discrepenCy is

_ due to modifications required to meet
fire p'rotection regulations.*

Sheet t of a
Tesas Utilities Services Inc.; gg
Ineesendent Assessment Program

_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . -
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.

.

mmmmmmam RHR isolation Valve -

.-

.

NRC letter of February 6,1984 from
Mr. B.J. Youngblood to Mr. R.J. Gary

Response

..

Cygna's review found that valve 1-87018, note

( l-881IB, is interlocked to prevent opening until
the RCS pressure decays to 425 psig.

e The Cygna review did corroborate that volve
1-881 iB meets the interlocking . requirements

. . .

described in FSAR paragraph 7.6.5.

_.



_ _ _ _ _ _ .

Item 7

Immmmmunim (Walkdowns) -

|

.-

Cygna should identify the Texas Utilities procedure which
served as the basis for closing Observation WD-02-02 on
the checklist.

.

(
.

Oge

|

|
|

1
. .-
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Itein 7 Response

(Walkdowns)ammmmmmmm .

1

l
.

Brown & Root installation procedure CP-CPM
.

e
9.17 allows end-for--end reversal of snubbers.

|

e The checklist does not reference the procedure
since it is an installatidn procedure. The

~

waikdowns were intended to verify whether or
(' not the installed hardware matched the as-built ;

Idrowings. .

,

- .

-
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1 MR. PIGOTT: We recognize that.

.

2
MR. IPPOLITO: It may hinder you in scme respects -

3 but I will not agree that this is going to bring it to a

4
full-stop, especially if we are talking about a short period

5 of time.

6
MR. PIGOTT: It perhaps does not stop collection

7 of data purely and simply by telephone. It does bring to a

8
stop interpretations of data or finding out what people mean

8 by particular documents, that part of it -- other than the
10

gathering. That is about where we are at in the process but
II ..

I understand your position. You have got to understand all

12
the corners of it beforo you are ready to respond.

- 13
.Let me say, myself and Nancy, we will be in town,

14-

tomorrow and available if there is anything we can do further
15

on this subject.

16 ) MR. IPPOLITO: Would you give Mr. Burwell a place --

I of contact. I am not going to premise it will be tomorrow.
10

MR. PIGOTT: We are anxious _and we will be back
I' in hearing on Tuesda.y. It r.akes Monday very difficult for

8
meeting.

21
Obviously it is an important matter to us and to

22 ~

the Applicant, I suspect.

MR. IPPOLITO: I hear you.

MR. BACHMANN: Does that take care of comments
25

on the protocol situation?
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.

I
!!R. REYNOLDS: We filed a letter yesterday with

2
Mr. Eisenhut dated April 18th, from Mr. Schmidt. We would -

3

appreciate it if Mr. Ippolito would review that letter before
4

he makes his decision on the protocol question.
5

MR. IPPOLITO: I am in receipt of that letter .I
-

6

yyyy.use whatever facts I need to make a decision, all
7 available facts.

;

8 '

MR. BACH!iANN: Dave Termo has some followup
8

questions.

MR. TERAO: I will try to make it short. I would
II

like to talk about pipe supports for a moment here, pipe
. . .

12

supports-and standard industry practice.
I3

.In'your April'10th letter, you refer to the
I4

Board memorandum, on March 15th, 1984, where it states,
15 "We ar's concerned that whenever CYGNA relies on industry
I8

practice it be able to specify the scope of-that practice. -

17

It also should be able to obtain and review th'e engineering
18

analysis that supports the alleged practice. Then and only
18

then will the Board know whether this practice comports with
20

the applicable regulations and code sections."
21

I fthink one thing that I would like to reach an
22

understanding with CYGNA on, recognizing that CYGNA has
! O

performed other independent design verifications'on Fermi 21

24 '

and Grand Gulf. I am sure it has had many experiences going
,

25

through other plants -- I also recognize that in the:

, - - _ - _ - - - - _



. _ .._ .

16rg10
159

1 February hearing, the"re was some discussion about -- I think
2

Mr. Ward testified that CYGNA was not to comment on good .-

3 versus poor engineering practice,
4

I do not want to talk about good versus poor
~

5
engineering practice. What I want to talk about is standard

8

engineering practice versus non-standard engineering practice.
7

From CYGNA's experience, I would like to understand
8

if CYGNA considers the pipe supports at Comanche Peak to
'

conform to standard engineering practice, or -- in other
10

words, in your opinion do you think the pipe supports,,

11

typical pipe supports at Comanche Peak are in conformance ~

12End 16. with standard engineering practice 7r not?
13

14

4 15

1

16
.

.. .

17

18

19

2 *

21.

-

i-

O

2d
f

'
1

,

*s' - - - - - - T- - - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _-
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mgc 17-1 1 MR. PIGOTT: For the systems we looked at?
8 1MR. TERAO: For the walkdown you performed on the -

3 spent fuel pool cooling system. It is not typical. The
4

supports on the spent fuel pool cooling system are simple'

<

5 i

from what you have visually seen in the rest of the plant ;

6
informally. Recognizing that it is not like the spent fuel

'

7
pool cooling system supports, would you say those supports

8 are' typical of standard industry practice?
8 F

MS. WILLIAMS: I think as time goes on, we are
10

Learning more and more about what is common at Comanene Peak.
11

We started with the spent fuel, which was a reLatively simcLe
..

12
system. We went to the RHR; it was stilL relativeLy simoLe.

- 13

Now we are doing the component cooling water and the main
.

14 |
steam. We are finding that there are a lot of unit designs. ;

,,.,,s
| -

15 |

I am not commenting on whether that is good or bad by saying !
16

.that. I am just saying we are becoming more. knowledgeable -

17

on the gamut of designs that are in place at Comanche Peak,
I

and we are discussing that.amongst ourselves right now.
II

MR. TERAO: The reason I feel this is a very
2 ,

important point is, if according to the Board. memorandum,
21

if you are to justify engineering practice or industry
22

practice, let's say, I think a more important ouestion is,
23

does Comanche Peak's support design, if they are not industry
24

practice, is it va lid to use standard engineering procedures,
26

practices, for the support designs applicable to Comanebe
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.

ege 17-2 1 Peak?

2 MS. WILLIAMS: I think that is a fair question, but
.

3 I am not sure we are ready to answer i t today.
4 MR. IPPOLITO: I cannot Leave it Like that. The
5 obvious next question is, when can you answer it?
6

MS. WILLIAMS: We have got some questions
I

outstanding on the pipe supports that we are reviewing in
8 Phase III. It is within the scope of Phase III with what
8

we looked at in Phase II and Phase I that we are getting
10

this understanding of waht the general practices at
11 .

Comanche Peak are, and we are at the point now where we
12

have to have some in-house meetings and project reviews to
C- discuss that. We are going to be doing that over the course

of the next month. -

MR. SHULMAN: Part of the reason -- I'm not sure
~

there is one answer t o it. There may be severeL answers -

17

to different aspects that may come out of Phase III and
18

Phase IV.
19

MS. WILLIAMS: Nonstandard practice does not mean
20 - * * * ' * "they do not meet the codes. It may mean they are unit
21

designs. We want to assure oursel'ves that atL proper
.

22
considerations have been given to them.

23
MR. TERAO: But again, I want to point out that

24

nonstandard practice in support design can invalidate~

26
standard engineering assumptions or practices, ignoring

.

- _ . _ - - _ _ _ . - _ _ -- - _ _ - r
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age 17-3 I

some of the things t h"e rest of the industry may do --
I

MS. WILLIAMS: That's right.
3 .

s, MR. SHULMAN: We agree with that.
4

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.
5

MR. BACHMANN: Any more on this particular item?
6

MR. YOUNG 8LOOD: We should discuss a little bit --

7

ordinarily we would think of, if you have gotten everything
8

swrapped up, then you would send in a final report. This,

8

'may take another iteration before you send in a final r,e c o r t .
10 I don't know. This is something you may want to meet with.
II

us and the Applicant to discuss or something.
12

MR.- B ACHMANN: I think that might stand a little

('.
II

,'

bit of clarification, since the November 1983 submittal'

was entitled " Draft Final." There were indications on -- in '

15

the testimony on the transcript during the February hearings
'16

that certain of the observations and resolutions of those -

17

observations would be updated in time for the final filing.
18

Can someone out that in perspective on what are
19

the steps in producing a final report sometime? Is -tha t5
-dependent upon certain other things occurring? Could you

21
please clarify that for us?

22

MS. WILLIAMS: ALL those.that we know need
28

updating or revision at this time, they are sitting in my
24

office. They _are revised. We recently received the
26

Applicant's comments on the report, and now we need to go

._. .
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oge 17-4 1 through and see if there are any additional comments that
I need to be incorporated. And then there are two vehicles ,i

3 !
we can use for issuing it. We can either do an errata and i

4 a new cover sheet which says this is Rev 0, no longer draft, |

1

5 !

or we can just reissue the enti re report.
,

6 MR. BACHMANN: I understood the reason for
7 entitling it the Draft Final Report was so that you couLd
8 take the former course w'ithout reissue.
8 MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

10
MR. BACHMANN: Do you have a timeframe for when

11 ..

you feel this might be done,and if there are any hanguos or
12 imoediments to that, can you Let us know?
13''

M.R . PIGOTT: We did have frankly, as a result--

of'this meeting, we wilL probably have to determine whether '.

.

or not the items discussed today should properly be
16

considered and included in whatever comes.out as the final -

report. So although we felt at one time we were fairly
18

close to a final, I would have to think that we have to
8 |

reassess just exactly where we are before we can put out '

that final-final.

4

MR. BACHMANN: I don't know if we mentioned it
22

earlier, but other than the Staff and CYGNA, I guess we
23

only have representatives of the Applicant here.
24

Did anyone from the Applicant's side want to make
i

any statements or comments on the record?

..
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cge 17-5 1
MR. PEYNOLD': No.S

MR.'BACHMANN: They indicate no. *

[ 3
.

Does CYGNA wish to make any more s ta t emen ts abouti
'

4

what we discussed today just for the record, anything you

happen to think about before we wrap this up?
6

(No response.)
.

..

MR. BACHMANN: Staff, any other comments?-
6

(No response.)

9
MR.'BACHMANN: The meeting is closed..

10
(Whe reupon, at 4: 52 p.m., the meeting was

11
a d j. ourned.) -

'

12

13
.

1

.

15

|16 '

.. .

17
.

16

19

9

.

.

23

23

24

15,



CERTIFICATE OF PROCEEDING

t
.

This is co certify that the attached proceedings before the2

NRC COMMISSION |
. 3 i

1

In the Matter of: Meeting with Cygna Energy Service (for,

Comanche Peak)
Date of Proceeding: 19 April 1984,

Place of Proceeding: Bethesda, Md., -

were held as herein appears, and that this is the original,

transcript for the file of the commission.,

s
,

,, Barbara Whitlock

Official Reporter - Typed
il

f'f
fg

,2

em 3 Official Reporter - Signature
.

15

16
.. . .

17

te

19

20

|

21

22

23

.

24

2S

!

(
!

|
\

- _ . . _ _



. _ _ _ . _.

t

.

|

TEXAS UTILITIES SERVICES, INC.
INDEPENDENT ASSEESSMENT PROGRAM |

lCOMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION

|

~

APRIL 19,1984

(:.
.

CYGNA RESPONSE TO
'

NRC QUESTIONS -- -.
.

OF FEBRUARY 6 AND.

MARCH 30,1984

1
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. .

.

' Item I l

(Design Change Control)m a m m m unnu .

!

.

.

Cygno should provide on 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.

i
!

*

|

|

_.
_ _ _ _ _ - __ _ _ ___
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O

Item i Response
(Design Change Control)ammmmmuum .

.

|
|

(1) e As-built walkdown of a completed system

e Data base validation activities which were .

onging at the time of the Cygna review.

[
.

e te y

|

. . _
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1

g Independent
.

Liiiiniiiiiiiiiini:iii Assessment Program

Purpoae

I

Provide supplementary evidence and additionale
ossurance regarding the overall design quality of .

the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES)

e Address the concerns and comments expressed byi (. 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
| tk mC

.

I
!

i

!

-

. _ - __
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l

: .

dihl-ito Program Objectives -

;

,
.

| !

e Provide an assessment of the adequacy of the
design control program

.

| e Provide an assessment of the design adequacy of a
! selected system

Verify a selected as-built configurationo
|

Evaluate the extent of implementation of selectede
...

design control program elements

|

|-

,

|

-- .- - ..,,, _ . . . _ _ . _ . . _ . _ .._ - . _ - _ _ . _ . . . - _
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dql, t tu
Review Scope I

Selection Criteria
-

i

-

.

!

,.

include a cross-section of disciplinese

include characteristics which cannot be verified by
~

e

norrnal means, such as performance testing

( .E include several organizational interfaces ,
.

-

e include design changes
.

,

;
.

include other specific concerns identified by thee
NRC -

~

'

_
.

$

%
~

. e

'
,

1

E

'

*

- , , . -hn . - ., _ ___ __._, _., __ _ _ _ _

''
--
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.

p.

1 System
dqLian,tni Selection Criteria -i'

i
l
'

..

.

.

~

Safety < elatede
1

reactor operation
.

-

reactor protection-

( -

Design and materials interface with Westinghouse .e

e Design and materials interface with Gibbs & Hill
.. ...

e ~ Demanding design parameters

e Turned-over to the start-up group
-

_

2

s

I

r.

1

-- - - . _ _ . - . - .__-_ -
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. l
'g Spent Fuel Pool

L a. Cooling Element :
:

!

i-

|

i

n !

Cooling Water Pump Heat Exchanger

f(CPS-SFAHSF-02)(CPX-SFAPSF 01) g

k s
umu,3

!
. .. .

~,Train A y

( |

|
|
,

1

|

!

l

| \

! I Suction Screens

- (TYP 4 Places)
,

:: n n I- r n
:: ina n; :

Unit I _!! !!. ! ! |:i Unit 2 fs
3. ..

- ~ ~

_ ,,,,,,

.

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ ____ _ _ _ _ _
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' ' ' RHR Train "B" Element

ES4 DUAL HEAT EXCHANGER

TBX-RHAHRS-02

% / AL,ERNATE POWER SOURCES
.

e e uV sarEcuaRo sus,

1 1
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1
c

1

'

.

Review Scopet -

= = = = = = = =

! ,
M Design Analysts | |

j Contrs! !
! !

!

; g-
I

. . .

8Gtbos & Hill ! ks ange j ;;* Design Control H
,

1 | 1

{ PfD9f48 j
~ L m-=~- J

e

fTexasuttitttes' kQuality Assurance Texas utt11ttes' Interface
Licensing * Quality Assurance === *| Design Control num men

M trol
Commitments Program

|
Program j _

|

f I I
Remaining A*~6"'t* ! I

e 17 Criteria mal ''" U'85188 | ... |- * -10CFR50. App. 3
1 : :

,

|
,

I I

" fam$ Des 1gn

l
Cygne Revisw Scope

_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ __
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Item i Response (continued)

(Design Change Control)========m .

.

(2) e 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 bee
entered into the data base upon final
vendor certification and incorporation of ..

all design changes.

I Srnall bore piping'and pipe supports will bee
entered into the dcta base upon final

. vendor certification.

Pipe supports are part of -the as-built -e
verification program.

e Vendor certification includes a final check
of each support as-built configuration and
associated analyses.

Piping is field checked to a 79-14 as-builte
verification walkdown procedure.i

.

_-___ -___.-_-_.--__._____ _ -______ - - __ - - - - ___ -._--.-__---- - - -___. - - - - - - - - - - -- -
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|
|

!

Item 2 |

(Pipe Stress)'

mmmmmmmu .

|

:-

.

Regarding Observation PI-OO-01, Cygna should provide an
odequate explanation of whether girth butt welds
between straight sections of piping (sizes 3 and 4 inch,
schedule.40) conform to the ASME Code requirernents for -

welded joints.
.

(

... .

e

|

l
1

*

i
i

|
|

.

__.. _-.-
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Observation .

AL... Record
muuuuuuuuuuus

oneemmes me. General n om.e. me. O

oseeeeenen me. Pl.00-01 anse 1 ee 1 i

'

ereesseees er m.t. mani A . t A sete 10/6/03
nee ee av J.C. Mistchiello M _ ddf Deee 10/18/83

/ '

1.0 Bessription

81bts and Mill does not specify any sold mismatch (6) den deter =1ning stress
intensification factors for tutt solas.

,

1

2.0 Boquirement )

2.1 Brown and Root Inspection procedure CP-CPM 6.90. Rev. 5. Section 3.10.1.3 - '

allows 1/32* radial mismaten.

2.2 A331E So11er and Pressure vessel Code.1974 edition. Section !!!. Ff gure
NC 3673.2(b).1 states that

1 = 1.8 for t ( 3/16* or f > .1,

for as-solded butt welds.
a

3.0 Document asference

Computer atput for the as. built analyses of stress problems A81-69. Rev. O,
and A3 1 70. Rev. O.

4.0 Potential Design Impact .- - -

Use of an $1F of 1.8 rather than the value dich mas used (1.0) may reselt in
stresses greater snan allowatiss.

,

Atteclummets 1

l

A. $servation ROCord Review |

.

Essent

leseetoe | Esteamme I | Othee (Beeetty)

Tesas Utilities Services. Inc.
Independent Assessment Program; 83090

_ __ - - __ __
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Observation ..

Record Reviewatu a

"'
. Attachment A

" * * * * * " * - ncm awee m.. anaerat
oe ..u me.e!-00-01 ****' 1 '' ?

.

vee me

vene oneee,eteen s

emees I

'
commente

i

|

1.0 prehable Cause

Inadequate procedures.
~

2.0 Rosalution

Cygna is concerned primarily with unids at elbow to pipe joints for the
,

following reasons:

a. Welds at reducers will be taken care of by the reducer. 51F = 2.0.

b. Welds at tapered transition joints (TTJ) will be taten care of by the
TTJ. $1F = 1.g.

c. Idelds in long straight runs (between spool pieces) will typically have
auch lower load and stress levels than naar elbows.

. In response to Cygna's coment. Gibbs and Hill referenced itJRES/CR-0371 " Stress ...

Indices for $1rth Fillet Welded Joints including Radial Weld Shrintage.
Misaatch and Tapered Wall Transitions * by E.C. Rodabaugh and 5.E. Moore
(1978). In it. Rodabaugh and Moore state that sisaatch should be considered
for stress indices only for t ( 0.237*. This mes adopted by the A$mE Code in
the Summer 1981 addenda for transition joints (para. MS-3683.5(a)) and melds
(para.18 3643.4). While it has not yet been changed in subsection NC. 4

pargraph IIC-3473.2(b) does altos the $1F (1) to be calculate 4 based on tne
-

e

stress indices (C2 **d "2) using
,

1 = C K /2. |22
;

e ass i

cas==ar x. v., 4 e.= . 14i u I

| *"*=' sw (LL r A_1- _g 1. s &- m" o n 'h I |
| '*'"' *** * ' 'M%(/ MJL1ho ** h/eS$

esmer no ou tem 4_[u,, K J ~ fff
-

e.= g//7C
_

TesasUtilitiesSerNeI.Inc.# i
,

Independent Assessment program; 43090 )l

|'

'
1

|

|
'

,

|

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Observation.

at,,, Record Review
" Attachment A

-

Co eu.i m.. eenersi " * ' ' * * " * - n |
o ..u n..e!-o0-c1 ** 2 '' ?

v m. ,

v.u on.. ..uc. x

Ca.o.s I

C. mat s st e

Therefore, for outt selds with t > 0.237*
,

C2*I E2 * I*O

1 = 0.9 < 1 therefore 1 = 1.0

For elds with t < .1875. Gibbs and Mill nas used an $1F of 1.8. so it is only
those sales on plaing enere .1875 < t < .237 unien may have unconservative
51F's. From the piping toecification, this situation involves only 3* sen 40
ene a* sen 40 piping. For these, the $1F for an elbow (1.8 ano 2.0, respec-
tiveis) are nuai to or ice.ser snan ene sir for the nutt .io. nus, sne
attes ane Mtil analyses are acceptaole ano cygna constoers this ooservation
cios.o.

. . .. ...

.a

W M t. M 0.w ,,(,,as

~ w artc m . Lit.Yu- ~ ii . . -:, 3

~ ~~~== %Qfwihlh - n * ~ tucAn
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Item 2' Response

(Pipe Stress) .summanum
.

e Later Codes use stress indices for the
Primary stress checks instead of SIF's.

..

A comparison of the Code of record withe
later codes shows the later code is less

b restrictive for pri: nary stress checks on
- butt welds..

. .

.

t

!
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Item 2 Response (continued)

(Pipe Stress)ammmm

Code of Record

- PD Mo + .75i a Sy h
41 Y'

Later Code

PD Mo + B < l .5 Sh -

Bg 2Tt Z~ -
-

-

.

( For butt welds B; = .5
B= 1.02

Substituting
.. .

PD ~Mo + a < l.5Sh
4t Y~

.

In conclusion:
.

.75 i >_ l
)

and '

S < l .S Shh
;

.

6

- . . _ _ _
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Item 3
(Pipe Stress). . -mmmm -

!
'

.

Cygna should provide on explanation on whether the use
of a 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.

(

. .

, ,

(

;

|

| 1,

,
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Item 3 Response
(Pipe Stress) .|a m u mmmumnn

|.-

J

e The Gibbs and Hill allowable is less than the Code
Case allow' ables for all conditions for sal 06 B
piping.

.,

e The Gibbs and Hill allowable is less than the Code |

( Case allowable for all conditions, except j
~

emergency, for 304 and 316 stainless steel piping. |
l

l

l

e 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 cpproximately 400 F.

-

. .

_

d
I

&
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:

TABLE 1

CW4PARISON W GIS8S & HILL TO
CODE LIMITS FOR ELDED ATTAQ9ENTS

Temp. S S 1.5 S 1.5 S 2.16 S 1.8 5
Material ('F) (k$1) (k51) (G&H)H (Codel (G4H)g (Codei .

A106B 200 15 31.9 22.5 47.9 32.4 37.4
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
358 400 18.1 21.4 27.2 32.1 39.1 38.5

650 16.7 18.5 28.1 27.8 36.1 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 31.1 35.0 37.3

650 15.9 17.9 23.9 36.9 34.3 32.2
- . . .

..

-

|

|

.

|
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Item 4

Nm'amenJm (Cable Troy Supports)
,

,

1

Cygna should revise Exhibit 4.3-1, Allowable Stresses, of
Design- Criteria DC-3 to include the Safe Shutdown
allowables. .

(

-

,

.. ,

- - - - - . _ . _ . _ _ _ - _ . - -
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Item 4 Re:ponse

(Cable Troy Supports)monumman -|,

.

EIMIBIT 4.3.-1
-

as e maaar E STaf55E5
-

. Lead Case

Operattne Safe Shutdown *

Stress value K51 value tsi

Tension 0.6 F 21.6 0.96F, 34.56j

Shear 0.4 F 14.4 0.64py -23.04y

Web Crippling 0.75 F, 27.0 1.2 F 43.2y
Compressicn F per AISC 1.6 F per A15C

$$ction1.5.1.3 Sectio,n 1.5.1.3

( Sending F per A!$C 1.6 F, per 4tsCg
Section 1.5.1.4 Section 1.5.1.4

8 earing 0.9 F 32.4 1.44F, 51.84y

Bolts 307:
Tension Per A!5C Appendt: 1.5 : Allowables per

and Section 1.5.2 and A!5C Appendia section
Shear 1.6.3 1.5.2 and 1.6.3

'

Anchor Bolt See Exhibit 4.4-1 See Eshtbit 4.4 1
'

|
Welds (Fillet. Full or
Partial Penetration):

Shear 0.3 F 21.C 0.48F 33.6# #(deld 4etal) (weld Metall

Tension 0.6 F 21.6 0.96F 34.56 1

(Base # etal) (Sase# etal)M M -

Cometned Stress As per A!5C As per 415C
Sect 1on 1.6.1 Section 1.6.1

*1.6 Operating Allowable

|
|

|

|

- -
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Item 5 '

mammmmmu (Cable Troy Supports)
-

.

I

How did Cygna verify that construction drawings were
correctly prepared from the 15 standard design drawings?

1

.

.

.

ee,

f
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Item 5 Response

(Cable Troy Supports) -
' mammunnan

.

!

Cygna's review did not include verification of
i

e
field-prepared construction drawings.

Structural design as shown on the 2323-S-900e
series drawings were checked for consistency ..

'

with design calculations.

('

.g.

.

_. _ -
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Item 6

(Electrical /l&C) .

mamannamnn

.

;

Why weren't R.G.1.106 and BTP ICSB18 (PSB) included in
Cygna Design Criteria DC-S for the electrical design
review?

.

e

.

O

e De

!

!

I
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l' [ ,', NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
g, ; wasmucTom. o. c.2osss.

,

y.e.,;
** .-

FE3 6 IS84 -

: Docket No. 50-445

.

. Mr. R. J. Gary
Executive Vice President .,

Texas Utilities Generating Company
Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Street . -

.

L. B. 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

; Dear Mr. Gary: .

Subject: Independe'nt 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 E, Document No. DC-5
: Cygna describes the electrical system review criteria to include the control
'

circuit (the manual and automatic logic) that operates valve 1-88116. This/'. review is detailed in Appendix H, Checklist EE-02. FSAR Section 7.6.5 (FSAR\. Pages 7.6-17 through 7.6-19) describes the control and interlock requirements,

for the recirculation sump isolation valves (8811A and 8811B). These valves ~

open automatically when two of four refueling water'sterage-ta*4evel signals
are less than the Lo-Lo-1 level setpoint in conjunction with the initiation of
the engineered safety 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:

t

| 1. RWST/RHR pump suction isolation valves, 8812A and 88129.
! 2. RHR inner or outer isolation valves 8701A, 87013, 8702A,

and 87029.
>

In the Cygna Report, Appendix H, Checklist No. EE-02, it only mentions that valve: '

!

1-88118 should be interlocked to prevent opening until the pressure decays to
425 psig. The interlock described by Checklist EE-02 is not in confonnance 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.

|

| 44wCWw-
L-______- .- - -. - -- - - - - - - - - - - -
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.

Mr. R. J. Gary -2- . O :; Ep

.

Cygna shou?d be in:tructed to explain this inconsistency and te ccnfirm that
the cert-ci a..d inte-locks circuitry fer valve 1-88119 is desigr.ed cer.sistert
wi h - - cescriptice ' wen in FSAR Sect''.c 7.5.5. Teras Utilities shouldt

conr.tni en the d-sige acecuecy of tne cc ::rci and inte-inck c rcuite; for the
-ect cu'a: ice :urp ir.daticn valves.

Texas Utiti:ies shculd give us your overview on the Cygna recort inc!uding,any
statements, comments, or corrections you 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
design, revision and review of cable tray supports (p. 4-12) prepared for the; and the Cygna
suggestion that the anchor bolt embedment lengths be deleted from t} e support
drawings (p. 4-10).

,

'

Sincer y,
f

I f%slA/V\,.
_

, -

B. oungbloo , Chief.

Licens ng Branch No. 1
Divis on of Licensing

I-

{ cc: See next page.

.
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(T.L.L.Kammerzell gr, p,, g, gary<

. ''C8 ".esident Executive Vice President
~

, , , ,

fh0 i'o
' "' "#h0ie ! eet

'
a fa St e

,

L.B. 81-- ---

San r:eaccisco, CA 94111 Dallas, Texas 75201
:
4

.
i _sa- Si s: ..

; fubje::: Inde;endent Assessment Progra= on Cc anche Peak Steam Electric
5 atien Ferfersec by CYGNA.

,

r,
.

( This le::er cen:eens the Inde;encen- Assessment Pr:gra on the Cc anche eak'

S ea: E'ect-ic Statien perfc-red by CYGNA for the Texas Utilities (TUSCO).P.e:s ly certain informatie.n has been develoced during the Cc=anche Peak
-

c:erati .g license hearings before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Ecard which
raises cuestiens conce ning.the adecuacy of inde:endence daintained between
the CY3"A staff and the TUGC0 staff during the ccurse c' CYGNA's review.

-

1. v.'e understand that CYG"A gave the TUGC0 advance notice cf the documenta-fen
... . .

aseded to cenduct CYGNA's review. These documents were then used to asce-tain
,

!

the accuracy of d: curs tati:n c:nteci ;a:erwork as weil as he ade:vac'y cf
c:- -oi cf cccunent distributicn (Tr. 92E2 9372).

~

'

2. Ents: :- -he t-anscri;- (Tr. 9377-9322), it a;; ears :ht: C?G"A die ri:
fc'. icv the Orctccci a: ached te r.y letter to Mr..

.

Gary da ed Se: e-ber 23,
1923 with res;ect ic n:-ice ~ of all meetings between TUSCO a-d CYG"A.

We wculd like CYGMA's corrents en these catters and CYG.'iA's assessment of whether
'

these ratters affect -Fe ade;uacy of the independence naintained by CYG"A durins*
|'ts re'.'ew. L'e w:u'd also like the separate cc :ents c' T!.'GC0 en these eat ars",a-d I;.'G:?'s assessre-t cf ubether these catters affect :he idecuacy cf the,

*
, .

e *

0 .

4
0

. . . . - - .__ .- . -- .- --. - . . - .
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'-dependence of. CYG|;A's review. In addition,9e recuire CY2 iia's assess en: of
'sether its review vtas fvily inde;e". dent, with a detailed basis fcr CY3'iA's cen-

clusion. In any areas in which CYGNA's review was, in their view, not fullv
independent, we wish their assesstent of how such ratters ray affect anv ccn-

~

clusien drawn by CYGliA. ~

Full respcnses will be irportant in ! RC assessment of :he degree to schich we
eel we can rely upon the CYG'iA evaluation and report to provide the tiRC staff

with additicnal assurance that the Cemanche Peak plant has been designed and
constructed in acccedance with the application and !!RC Regulations.

Sincerely,
. .

e *
g

I
r\

[ua rre lllfl f Lt%i/JJ '
. :1senhut, Cirector.

Division of!l.icensing

cc: See c. ext page ..

..
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Pr. M. D.-Spence Mr. L. L. Kamnerzell
President Vice President
Texas l'tilities Generating Company CYGT1A Energy Services
a00 I. Olive St., L.B. 81 101 California Street
Callas, Texas 75201 Suite 1000

San Francisco, CA 94111

Cear Vr. l'am erzel1:
*

Sab/ set: Independent Assesstent Progran (IAP) Perforned by CYGNA

As a result cf cur review of the *:over.ber 5, 1983 draft CYG.':A reper of its -

Independent Assessment Program (IAP) for the Comanche Peak Stean Electric
St1 tion, l'rit 1, the NF.C staff has a number of questions which we would likh

, to discuss with the CYGNA reviewers. The specific matters are described in "

f. :.~.e enciesed recuest for additional information.
.

Le believe that a reeting in approximately two weeks would be appropriag.
Pr. Eurwell, the f RC Project Manacer will contact your staff and the CYGt:A

.

peniect ranager in the next few days to schedule such a netting. All expla-
raticns, assessment or other additional information provided at the meeting
should be subsequently documented in the final CYGNA report or by a succle-
ment to the report.

. . .

Sincerely,
_

4

- ' r ;,.

_.=:/OLLWt Gkud
-

Darrell G. Eisenhut, Directer
Division of Licensing

.

Enclosure:
As stated

.cc: See next page

C.ntact: 5. Burwell
(301) 492-7563

-

;

-
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CCI'ANCHE PEAK b' ' O 5 34
i

for. M. D. Spence
.

President '

.

Texas Utilities Generating Ccmpany
4C0 N. Olive St., L.B. 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

cc: Nicholas S. Reynolds, Esq. Mr. James E- Cummins.

Bishop, Liberman, Cook, Resident Inspector / Comanche Peak
Purcell & Reynolds Nuclear Power Station

1200 Seventeenth Street, N. W. c/o U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
:ashington, D. C. 20036 Commission

P. O. Sox 38
: P.cbert A. Uooldridge, Esc. Glen Rose. Texas 76043

- Ucesham, Forsythe, Sampels &
Wealdridge fir. John T. Collins

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

Suite-1000
"*. Mener C. Schnidt Arlington, Texas 76011
i'anecer - Nuclear Services

..~

exas Utilities Ger.erating Cenpany fr. Lanny Alan Sinkin
2001 Bryan Tower 114 W. 7th, Suite 220
Callas, Texas 75201 Austin, Texas 78701 '

_

[ , '' r . H. P.. Rcck B. R. Clerents
- Gibbs and Hill, Inc. Vice President Nuclear'

393 Seventh Avenue Texas Utilities Generating Company -

!ew Ycrk, New York 10001 Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Street

Mr. A. T. Parker L. B. 81 .

.Uestirchcuse Electric Corporation Dallas, Texas 75201
P. 0. Box 355 -- --

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230 William P.urchette, Esq.*

Law Office of Northcutt Ely
Ta.id .1. Preister Waternate 600 Building
Assistar.t Attorney General Unshington, D. C. 20027
Envirennental Protection Division
P. C. Box 1254P, Capitol Station l's. Bille Garde.

Austin, Texas 7071.1 Gnvernrent Accountsbility Prc|ect
1901 Q Street, N.1'.

I!rs. Juanita Ellis, President Uashington, D. C. 20009
Citizens Association for Sound'

Energy Ms. Nancy H. Williams
'426 Scuth Polk CYGl!A
Callas, Texas 75224 101 California Street

San Francisco, Crlifornia ft111-5E94

;

.
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RECUEST FOR ADDITIONAL If'F0FFATION

FROM CYGNA RELATING TO THE'
1

CYGNA INDEpE!iDENT ASSESSMENT OF THE !
-

.

c
C0!".At:CHE PEAK STEAM ELECTP.IC STATI0ff, UNIT 1

4

1. In two related observations (DC-01-01 and DC-01-02), CYGNA found that
' design changes cenerated against drawings and specifications were not
edequately recoverable by the. document control system. In the observation
record review for these two observations, CYGNA described its reinspection
cf the decurent control system after the applicant had made improvements.
CYG!!A closed these observations based on their confidence that the newly
devele;ad cceputerized document listing is accurate with respect to design
charges outstanding against affected design documents and that adequate
; regrans have been put in place to assure that the plant is constructed in
ecccedance with the design and associated design changes. Mcwever, the
CYG!A Recort did not provide a discussion on the adecuacy of the docunent
ce". trol systen to assure the plant was constructed in accordance with all
cesi;n changes prior to the introduction o# the corputerized decurent -

listing system. Seccndly, the CYG!!A Report did not provide inferration
(data) en the adequacy of the document controls on piping and pipe supports! -.

which were not included in the computerized document listing at the time ',

c' the CYGNA reinspection. -

CYG!!A should provide an adequate explanation or assessnent on how the
decurent centrols assure that design changes and inspections made ptlor to -

the availability of the computerized document listing are resolved in a
manner which assures that the plant is constructed in accordance with the>

design and associated design changes. The NRC staff is considering recuiring
an additienal assessment by CYGNA of whether the implementation of the appli-
cant's cresent document control system does identify and make available all --

outstanding design change documentation as nay be needed in the inspection
of systems and components, esoecially the outstanding design changes associated

; wi-h the-piping and pipe supports.

2. In cbservation PI-00-01, the applicant's piping designer (Gibbs & Hill)
die not specify any weld mismatch (S) when deternining the stress intensi-
ficatinn factor for as-built girth butt welds. Consecuently, a stress,

inter.:i'ication factor of 1.0 was used in the piping . analyses. CYP!A vias>

concerned.that the use of a stress intensification factor of 1.8, which is
specified in the ASME Code in Figure NC--3673.2(b)-1 for a wall thickness

.

(t) less than 3/16 inch or a mismatch ratio (5/t) greater than 0.1, could
result in exceeding the allowable stress limit. For welds with a wall
thic!:ress less than 3/16 inch, the applicant used a stress intensification

.

4
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factor (SIF) of 1.S-as recuired. Fce welds in piping wikh wall thicknessas '

greater than 0.237 inch the. stress intensification factor was also shown to
be acceptable. Hewever, the NRC staff does no: find that an adecuate .iusti-

'

fication was provided to allcw the use of an SIF equal to 1 fnr girth butt
welds between straight piping with wall thicknesses between 0.1875 and 0.237

'

inch. CYGNA should provide an adequate explanation of whether girth butt
welds between straight sections of piping (sizes 3 and 4 inch, schedule 40)
confern to the ASME Coce requirements for welded joints.,

3. In observation PI-00-02 CYGNA noted that the applicant's piping desicner<

uses a 20 percent increase in the upset and energency condition allowable
,

stresses when considering localized stresses in welded attachments in .

'ec=bination with general nembrane and hending stresses. CYGNA concluded; .

j that the observation was closed based upon a finding that later codes allcw
'

the use of stress indices which result in an increase in the allcwable
stresses for upset and energency conditions. CYGNA shculd provide an
adecuate explanation on whether the use of the 20 percent increase in

4 allevable stresses consistently results in calculated design stresses
which are within the stresses allowable under more recent Ccde Cases 'cr .

a'l welced attachnent designs and r.aterials.

A. ' With regard to the design review of cable tray suports, the aliceable stresses
table (Exhibit A.3-1) is arranged to provice allewable stress values-for-

i / operatino and safe shutdcwn conditions. However, no values are provided
'

fer rany sa#e shutdown conditions. The MRC staff believes CYGNA should
revise the report to provide the missing values. -*

: 5. In the design of the 40 cable tray supports within the CYGNA scope of review,
! construction drawings for each support were orepared in the field frem the
i 15 sta-dard designs prepared and analyzed by the architect-engineer. CYG':A

should describe how it verified that construction drawings-have been correctly;
-

: prepared from the 15 standard. design drawings. -. 7 .-
6. With regard tn design review of electrical, instrurentation, and centrol

systers, the MRC staff reviewed the CYGUA criteria and checklists fer the
-electrical design review (CYGNA Report, Apcendix E, Occurer.t No. CC-5, Sec-
'tions 2.0, 3.'0, 4.0 and 5.0) to determine the adequacy of the criteria for-

assuring. compliance with HRC' regulatory reouirenents. The PRC staff notes
that the review criteria did not include NRC Reguletory Guide 1.105 relativer
to bypassing of noter overload protection circuits an'd URC Standard Review
Plan-Section 8.3, Appendix EA, Branch Technical Position ICSB 18(PSB) relatfve
to the single' failure of safety related valves. The NRC staff could not'

deternine whether these two reculatory guidelines we-e included in the elec-
trical design review of the valve control circuitry. CYGNA should supple-
rea.t the design review criteria and checklist for this valve and assess t"e
design o' the valve control circuitry arainst these ti.o regulatory guidelir.cs,
or otherwise ,iustify their omission.

,
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7. One observation (1.'D-02-021 addressed a concern that sore. snubbers were
~

installed 180* fron the configuraticn shown en the piping support draw-
ines. CYGNA closed this observation based on a procedure which indicates
this installation'is acceptable since the snubbers will still perform
-heir intended. function. This procedure should be identified in the
checklist.
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TEXAS UTILITIE5 GENERATING COMPANYLog # Txx-4134u r w . , ro w s. . u,o s o r,. u u ve .v. r.i.... .. . .. u.. ..r:24. m oi File # 10010

April 2, 1984

Mr. B. J. Youngblood
Chief, Licensing Branch No. 1
Division of Licensing
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washing. ton, 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 and tne two recommendations made in the CYGNA IAP Report-

regaroing:

and review of cable tray supports and, (2) that the anchor bolt embedment(1) that a standard instruction be prepared for the design, revision
lengths be deleted from the support drawing.
presently reviewing the CYGNA IAP Report and any formal comments will beIn addition, Texas utilities is
submitted to the NRC Staff and to CYGNA in the near future.
Containment Suma Isolation valves

The NRC Staff requested that Texas Utilities review the control and interlock
mechanisms of the containment sump isolation valves (1-SSilA/B).
IAP Report Appendix H, Checklist Number EE-02 reviews the control circuitry ofIn the CYGNA

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.

During the injection mode, the RWST/RHR pump suction isolation valves are openand allow flow to the RCS.
sump isolation valves are closed.These valves can only be opened if the containment

automatically when two of four refueling water storage tank level signals areThe containment sump isolation valves open
less than the lo-lo-1 level setpoint, coincident with an engineered safetyfeature actuation signal (5 signal). Furthermore, the design allows for
during an accident. automatic switchover from the ECCS injection mode to the recirculation mode

isolation valves 8812A/S immediately following the opening of the containmentOperator action is required to close RWST/RHR pump suction
sump isolation valves (cold leg recirculation mode)..

In addition, 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 RCS
pressure must be below approximately 425 psig before the RHR isolation valveswill open.

Thus, the containment sump isolation valves are interlocked so that
they must be closed before the following valves can be opened:
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1. RWST/RHR pump suction isolation valves (8812A/B);

2. RHR inner or outer isolation valves 8701A, 87018, 8702A and 87028. (below354 psig RCS pressure setpoint)

FSAR Section 7.6.2.1 describes the control logic of the inner and outer RHR
isolation valves (8702A/B and 8701A/B). These valves are nonnally closed and. ;

,

can only be opened after the RCS pressure is reduced below approximately 425'
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 sump
isolation valve and RC pressure is not' clear and should be clarified or
reworded. The design of the control and interlock circuitry fo'r the
recirculation sump isolation valves, RHR isolation valves and RWST/RHR 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 Instructions - Cable Tray Suecorts

A standard set of instructions for the design, revisions and review of cable
tray supports as suggested by CYGNA is being prepared and will be provided tof.

CYGNA prior to May 1.
j

Anchor Bolt Embedment Lenaths

CYGNA suggested that anchor bolt embedment lengths should be removed from pipe
support drawings. This suggestion was made to ensure that there would be no
confusion between the embesment length shown on the drawing and the enbedment-
length used for design calculations. ~'' "'

Installation procedure CEI-20 (Rev. 9, 12/16/83), " Installation of 'Hilti'
Drilled-in Bolts" requires that anchor bolts be embedded to a minimum depth
below the surface of the 2000 psi (28-day strength) structural concrete prior to
setting (torquing). A table 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 4i times the diameter of the bolt for
Kwik-Bolts and 61 times the diameter' of the bolt for Super Kwik-Bolts).

The instruction has been revised to state that the minimum enbedment length
shall be 'that specified in the anchor bolt installation procedure and that
specified on the drawing. Quality control procedures ensure compliance to these
instructions.

.

Original design calculations to ensure adequate qualification of the anchor bolt;

design assumes the minimum anchor bolt enbedment lengths required based on the
CEl-20 procedure. If, for an initial calculation, a greater embedment depth is

,

necessary than required by the CEI-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 snbecment lengths in the CEI-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 CEI-20 provides
a minimum embedment length required, the design calculations can be based on a
conservative estimate of the actual embedment length. Therefore, there may be
differences between the drawing minimum embedment length and the enbedment
length used in the calculations, but, as CYGNA rightly states, the differences .,
has no design impact. We feel that no further changes are required.

'
Summary

Texas Utilities will provide formal comments regarding the CYGNA IAP Report. In
-

addition, a standard set of instructions for cable tray support design, revicw
* -

and revision will be provided to CYGNA prior to May 1.

If there are any questions regarding the remaining concerns or those discussed
above, please contact us.

. . .

Very truly yours,

A'

at ..

H. C. Schmidt
Manager, Nuclear Services
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