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POLICY ISSUE

(Information) BNV oad

Eisenhut,

The Commissioners

TERFORD UNIT 3

To provide the Commission with information relating to
. 14 ’ s s » » =
sotentially significant safety issues at the waterTord
e 3 £1 & i
Init 3 facility as presented to the applicant.

In April 2, 1984, the staff began a major review effort,
Targely conducted on site, designed to comoiete those issues
necessary for the staff to reach its censing decisicn on
laterford Unit 3 These 1ssues covered a number of licensing
snd inspection areas including allegations of imoroper '
~onstruction practices at tbe“a:i'zt, The staff compieted
its field work on May 25, 1984, after six weeks on site, and
nas identified a numper of items that coula potentially affect
the safe operation of the plant. The itsues reoresent an
axtensive audit of information related to the oiant They
were nresented to the applicant for action Sefore the staff
aublishes 1te SSER which will document its assessment oF thase
and al! of the other areas examined. This meeting was heid on

June 8, 1984,

The issues, summarized by topic, were presented at the
neeting and are provided as Enclosure 1. A transcript of the
meeting was made and is also enclosed (Enciosure 2) for your
information. In addition, Enclosure 3 is a recent letter to
LPSL formalizing the staff's questions for the utility,
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The Commissioners -2 -

The applicant has been requested to propose a program and
schedule for a detailed and thorough assessment of the
concerns, addressing both their root cause, the generic
implications and the proposed applicant action to preclude
such problems in the future. The applicant's proposed
program will be evaluated by the staff before corsideration
of issuance of an operating license for Waterford Unit 3,

N Yoz

111iam J. Dircks
ecutive Director for Operations

Enclosures:

1. Summary of Meeting I[ssues

2. Transcript of Meeting

3. Letter to J. M, Cain from
D. G, Eisenhut dated
June 13, 1984
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ENCLOSURE 1

SUMMARY OF MEETING I[SSUES




ENCLOSURE 1

INQUIRY TEAM

CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL TESTING (CMT) PERSONNEL

UNDERSIZED WELDS

SYSTEMS TRANSFERS WITHOUT ADEQUATE CLOSEOUT OF LP&L QA CONSTRUCTION
WALKDOWN FINDINGS
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CIVIL/STRUCTURAL AND PIPING/MECHANICAL TEAM

BACKFILL SOIL DENSITY

CADWELDS

WELDING INSTRUMENTATION CABINET SUPPORT

INSPECTION OF SHOP WELDS DURING HYDRO-TESTS

STRUCTURAL INSPECTORS QUALIFICATIONS

INSPECTION RECORDS ON MAIN STEAMLINE RESTRAINT FRAMING

SPEED LETTERS AND ENGINEERING INFORMATION RENUEST (STRUCTURAL AREAS)

WELDS ON CONTAINMENT SPRAY PIPING SUPPORTS



0A_RECORDS REVIEW TEAM FINDINGS

UNQUALIFIED OR INCORRECTLY CERTIFIED QA/QC INSPECTION PERSONNEL

INADEQUATE OF MISSING QA DOCUMENTATION (RECORDS)

INADEQUATE REVIEW OF QA DOCUMENTATION

INADEOUATE DISPOSITION AND CLOSURE OF NONCONFORMANCE REPORTS

WELDER QUALIFICATION AND WELDING PROBLEMS

LOWER TIERED CORRECTIVE ACTION DOCUMENTS WERE NOT UPGRADED TO
NONCONFORMANCE REPORTS

VENDCR DOCUMENTATION/CONDITIONAL RELEASE SYSTEM

QA PROGRAM BREAKDCWN BETWEEN EBASCO AND MERCURY COMPANY
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NON-SEISMIC EQUIPMENT (Category 2) INTERFACE WITH SAFETY EQUIPMENT
(Category 1) DURING SAFE SHUTDOWN EARTHQUAKE,

e —

EXPANSION TYPE ANCHORS IN CONCRETE FOR CATEGORY I STRUCTURES



ENCLOSURE 2

TRANSCRIPT OF MEETING
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ORIGINAL
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

- —

WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION

Location:

Date:

Bethesda, Maryland Pages: 1 - 52

June 8, 1984
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
7920 Norfolk Avenue

Roem P-~118

Bethesda, Maryland

June 8, 1984

The Commission met, pursuant to notice, at

SPEAKZIRS AND ATTENDERS:

MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR,
MR.
MS.

COLLINS
DENTON

CRUTCHFIELD

HARRISON
SHAOC
THATCHER
PERANICH
EISENHUT
LEDDICK
GUARD
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' PROCEEDINGS

MR, DENTON: This is a meeting between
the NRC staff and the management of Louisiana Harbor ==
to discuss the results of our special review team. I
know we've had an unprecedented effort going con at
your facility the past few menths.

The pecple I have with me here at the table
are -- Eisenhut, Director of the Division of Licensinag,
John Collins, the Regicnal Administzator, =-=- Jim
Tayler, Deputy Director of the Division of Special
Enforcement, =- C:utch!icld on my left, whc's ==
review teanm.

The hears of this meeting is being transcribed.
S0, 1'4d 113. o request that anycns that w;nts;to
comment, identify themself so that the Reporter can
xnow who you are.

I want %o turn the meeting at this point
sver to Darzyl Eisenhut, who will describe in more
detail what we hope to accemplish.

MR, EISENHUT: As you all know, there are
a number of ilssues ~-~-

(BAD TAPE =~ CHANGED TAPES)

MR, EISENHUT: Those relate to the classical
FSAR iLssues. There's a few of thcse. There's a major

affort underway reviewing base mat (Phonetic). There's

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
DC Area 1611902 » ld:. & Annap. 169-6136
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a number of areas before the Hearing Board, I guess

a couple of areas, at least, principally the base mat
there. And we've had a number of efforts gcing on

at the plant, that is the review team that was going-
forth, both in the areas of, of what I'll call routine
matters, routine inspections and what I'll call the
special review team effort.

Today's focus in principally that special
review team effors. Denny Crutchfield, who has been
identified previcusly over on the left here, was a
couple of months age appbtn:od the overall principal
manager %o orchestzate, guide and direct all agency
matters relating =2 the NRC's functicns cn, ¢n
Waterford, chat is the licensing matters, all hearing
matters, investigation matters that from a technical
standpoint, inspecticn matters and a special review
teanm.

The special review team was an effort the
staff undertook. It was a, basically, staff iniciated
effort that was layed out taking informatiocn that
we had gleamed from various sources, information we'd
received from the Office of the Investigations.

The staff went and sought out that infore
maticn in scmewhat of a now.?dnovol approach. Today

we're here to try to summarize the principal problems

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
D.C Arse 2611902 » ld:. & Annap. 169-6236
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that. have been identified as a result of that effort.
We do0 -- I say the potential significant issue because
thay're really in a fora where there are now questions
back to the utility. And you're going to have to ==
we'll put, put the quasticns to the utility. Scme are
potentially significant. Bit we felt we didn't want’
to delay any further. These things are falling out of
our review. We will put these guesticns together in

a formal letter tc LP&L. We will be drafting and

putsing together a staff safety evaluaticn, summarizing

a lot of :ﬁc details wo‘lookcd at, including these
areas.

We'.l be putting all that together. As
Harold mentiored, we're, we're keeping a :zans;:ipt ot
the meeting today to facilitate going forth with the
details of that.

foday we're going to really concentrate
s those areas where we have identified problems which
cequire iiformation back from the utility. And we're
not trying to resolve them today. We're trying to
just idantify those.

The meeting today will follow sort of the
standard poiicy. At the end of the meeting, I'll give
anyone, interested parties, members of the public,

an opportunity to make a short statement. It won't be

NRC/44
Tape 2

FREE STATE REPORTING INC,
Court Reperting *» Depositions
D.C. Arse 2611902 « Balt. & Annep. 269-6236
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in the form of questions and answers or a dialogue.
I% will be basically a short statement.

The meeting today has two parts. The first
rart is the review task team effort. This is the
special review team, the guestions. Again, I want to
concentrate -- these are by nc means the full scope
we looked at, but these are the areas we want to
emphasize today with questions.

The second part is the staff has some
major questions we'd liko to put to LP&L today on how
LP&L h;l b;on going about handling safety concerns
that have been raised within their own company. That
will be the seccond part, though. )

And at this time,' I'd like %o tuzn ého
meeting over to Mr, Crutchfield who has been managing
and directing this overall activity, and I'm sure
he'll introduce the rest of his staff and go forth
from there.

MR. CRUTCHFIELD: Thank you. What we
have done is identified four teams on-site that we
had look into specific areas. These teams were led

by Mark Peranich at the far end ¢of the table, who is

from I4E Headquarters. He was looking into the inquiry

team which is a number of gquality assurance, quality

control areas specifically identified last summer.

-

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
Court Reporting * Depositions
D.C. Arsa 1611902 « Bait. & Annap. 2169-6236



1 Larry Shao from our Office of Research locked into the
2 civil structural of piping and mechanical errors. Jeff
3 Harrison from Region III, right here on my immediate

4 left, is looking into the quality control, quality

5 assurance aspects. Dale Thatcher, the thizd person

5 down there, is from NRR Headguarters. He locked into
? | the instrumentaticn and control areas.

3 ; what I'd like to each of them do now is

9 | =0 summarize for LP&L the findings of their team

10 efforts =o date. 1I'd like to start with Mark, if

' you would, please.

12 MR, PERANICH: All right. The, the inquiry
,]i seam conducted inspecticns on the perind. A majority
" of these findings will be addressed in the ins;cction
6 | report that will be released through Region IV offices. |
s | There are a number of areas, though, each week, the == |
vy | licensing needs =o Iollow-up and to insure proper !
18 disposition. i
,9} The f£irst c¢f those areas pertains to the ,
20! qualifications of the concrete material -- perscnnel.
2,i This relates to a preoblem that was first identified
2| A8 far as a generic problem by the LP&L QA task force
z:E verification effort. The matter was addressed ;
2% through your system of NCR's and dispesition. ‘
2 OQur particular area of concern relates to the |
| |
I
C.R. J
WRC/44 FREE STATE REPORTING INC.

Court Raporting ¢ Depositions
D.C. Area 161-1902 ¢ Bait. & Annap. 269-6236
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dispositioning of certain personnel that were
qualified by written statements by their supervisors,
managers or co-workers. We feel further follow-up
on your part is necessary in that area.

The other matter pertains, generally, to
the LP&L QA construction status and transfer findings.
In particular, walk-down findings associated with 13
systems that was being reviewed by your general
contractor during the last week of our inspection for
adequate disposition of the LP&L QA walk=-down £indings.

.Thnso invelved undersized wells which was
being handled separate from the general undersized well
problem which the staff found acceptable. You were
dispesitioning those s2parately on ancther NCR.

You require follow-up to disposition that and provide
a supplement to your current SED 74.

The other area pertains to the remaining
hardware findings and any other effect that their
disposition may have on systems already transferred
to operations.

Those are the three areas or two general
areas in three categories that the inquiry tean
findings indicates you should take relatively
immediate action on. The other findings of the inquiry
team will be discussed in the inquiry team report.

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
Court Reporti Depeositions
D.C. Area 261-1902 » .l'd:. & Annap. 269-62136



MR. EISENHUT: Let's see, Mark, if I could.
Let me make sure I put this in the proper context.
These are questions that we believe LP&L needs to
follow-up on, give us your answer to, either lay ocut
a program, lay out your -- how you're going to
address these quoltions,ﬂihahthis happens to be cne

of the simplest, smallest areas of the four we're

addressing, but I want to make sure yocu understand

that these are matters which we feel must be addressed

to our satisfaction prior to a licensing decisicn on

this plant.

MR, PERANICH: I understand.

MR, EISENHUT: §o, I think as we go fzom
area %0 area tc area, I want to make sure that you
have a good appreciation of exactly what the issue
is as best we can do today, so that you'll know what
you should, should embark upen.

You will be getting a detailed report,
as I menticned earlier. You will be getting a letter
from me, but to facilitate timewise, we wanted to
make sure, you know, if you have any questions, to
explore this, to make sure you understand, now is
the time to do it as we go from one area to ancother.

MR, LEDDICK: Let me, let me -- as I undezstand

it, two areas that you're talking about. One was

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
Court Reporting » Depositions
D.C Area 261-1902 » lol:. & Annap. 269-6236
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-=- concerning the qualification of some of the
personnel that were involved in the inspection and
testing back years before.

MR. PERANICH: Yes -- concrete material
-= prior to 1982, at which time apprepriate corrective
action was taken by your subcontractor, Geo Testing.
Prior to that time, there were a number of their
personnel that were reviewed for qualificaticns. There
was a lack of documentation pertaining to training
or certification.

'MR. LEDDICK: Okay. I'm familiar wish this
issue. I think ycu talked to ocur pecple at the tine.

MR. PERANICH: VYes.

MR, LEDDICK: The second cne is the one I'm
not quite sure I understand. And I believe that
you're dealing with the walk-dcwn procedures that
have been taken place prior to the =-- of transfer?

MR, PERANICH: Yes. LP&lL have performed
walk == well, status and transfer views. LP&L and
Ebasco. The LP&L QA construction groups had identified
certain hardware findings which were trvansmitted to
Ebasco for disposition. There's a question on whether
these hardware findings were adequately dispositioned
at the time these systems were transferred back to

LP&L construction and onto to LP&L QA cperations and

FREE STATE lﬂ!b:?ﬂ*ﬂll“:
D.C. Area “Mgdl . ld:. & Annep. 269-6236
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accepted by the cperation staff.

One area pertains to the undersized wells
which is being handled, I believe on NCR separately
from the basic one which evaluated the broad problem
with undersized wells. And the other pertains to

just the -- assuring the appropriate dispesiticn of

the hardware findings and whether, if any, they affected

any of the testing that occurred.

MR. LEDDICK: The time frame that you're
talking abcut when these various things took place,
that's whaé, I guess, I'nood L0 ==

MR. PERANICH: Okay. The time frame of
when they tcck place were in the '81/'84 pczioé when
these systems were transferred. “

MR, LEDDICK: All right.

MR. PERANICH: Would, would it help you
if I gave you the system numbers?

MR. LEDDICX: Anything you've goct would be
helpful to pin this down.

MR. PERANICH: Uhm ==

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Are you talking
about mainly hangars?

MR, PERANICH: Nope. I == this occurred

during the last week of inspection. We did not get a

time to complete ocur total review of the findings, but

S

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
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there were hardware findings such as missing bolts

from gear bcxes, missing bolts from valves, high

peintin instrumentation lines, that sort of thing.

MR, CRUTCHFIELD: Mike, we'll be giving
you additional details in a letter that comes to you,
identifies specifically what time, what systems are
invelved in situation ==

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: =-- additicnal under-
sized wells that you're ta.xing about.

MR. LEDDICX: Well, anything I can get i

o

a timely fashion which I need -~ that's ceen ny

problem for a long time is getting informaticn so

"

can deal with ict.

MR. CRUTCHFIELD: I understand., Ckay.
The next area I think we'd like %o have addressed
is a civil strzuctural in the piping mechanical area.
And Larry Shao, who is the Deputy Director of Research
Division over there will summarize those issues for
us.

MR, SHAO: The civil structural -- mechanical
piping team investigate about 90 allegaticns -- 30
allegaticns. We feel most of the allegations can be
closed, but we do have a few cpen items. And let me
highlight these open items.

The team cannot locate certain soil density

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
D.C. Area 3"-.:“ 0“..'..:. & Annap. 269-62136
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testing records for certain layers of soil, and as I
understand, LP&L is looking at this record right now.
The safety issue in this area is the seismic response
may be influenced by soil densities. ’

MR, EISENHUT: Let's see. Larry, let me
ask you., As I understand if, the original allegation
was that there were missing test records for soil
relating to scil back£ill. I think the staff conclusion
was that, that allegation has been substantiated,
at least the soil reccrds tocday haven't been located.
So, I ﬁhinﬁ that lcavcs.you with scme == with scme
opticns and that is aither you can find the records.

I mean that's obviously a -- on a number of the
allegations we locked at where there were qucséicns
relating to records being missing, cne of tho'optionl,
obviously, is if you can find the records, that could
go a long way to resolving the matter.

However, correct me, my technical staff --
but this is a qQuestion about the soil backfill
capability under an earthquake situatiou and the seismic
response to that.

This is sort of a -- I interrupted because
this is sort of a typical kind of question we have.

We have not been able to conclude the adequacy of

the suil's backfill question because there are missing

FREE STATE lﬂlcgfﬂwznln:
Court Reporting epositions
D.C Area 20M=03 - ld:. & Annap. 269-6236
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test records about the densities. Therefore, the
question will be to you folks to come back to us with
how are vou going to address this prcblem.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I understand.

MR. EISENHUT: And all I want to do today
is lay the problem on, on your menu, so to speak. This
is another matter. It's a kind of matter where ycu're
geing to have to address to cur satisfacticn pricr €0
us going foreh with the license. I said, cbvicusly,
you can == there are different ways to address these
problams. This one ac;uilky £zem a technizal or
technolegy standroint is one cf the easier cnes. You
can conduct a raview of the scil packages and go out
and [.nd the documents. Ycou can §o back and céhduct
toltiﬁql of the soil in the areas where the reccrds
are missing. You could cecnduct analyses ©0 justify
that the soil density is not a critical facter in
the overall seismic respense to the building or tihe
site or the area where this is guestioned. 30, therze's
a number of different ways that you :an approach these
problems.

I think the key element is, though, on a
number of these just like on Mr. Peranich's area and
as we get into some of the more detailed cones, we can

highlight the problem to you. We caa identify the

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
Court Reporting ¢ Depesitions
D.C. Area 2611902 « Balt. & Annap. 269-6236
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issues. The balls in your court, so to speak. I
wanted to make sure we all understood where we are
on these kinds of issues.

MR. LEDDICK: May I make a generic response
-=- based on this particular -- I think this particular
issue is cne that we can deal with. I think that we’
can find backup records. The biggest problem we've
been facing is related to the way that allegations
are leals with. 1It's been very, very difficult for
us to know what the allegation was, and we're not
terribly interested in Qho that, but we're terzibly
interested in knowing what is the allegation. And
that has been a very difficult thing for us to deal
with, !

MR. DENTON: Right. I can appreciate that.
It's been a difficult subiect for us, too, but as I
menticned, in the first place, in this project we did
it a little different.

Usually we have the situation where
someone brings us a box of allegations or a box of
affidavits and said, those are my allegations. This
proeject we didn't., Generally, these allegations are
what I'll ca.l internally generated guestions. We
sought out pecple. We talked to people. We followed

up every possible lead we had. We didn't want to say,

14
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here's 500 guestions for you. We locked at them and
followed up on all of them, but we came down to the
conclusion these are the areas where we believe there
is a technical question that you need to answer.

And I appreciate it's taken scme time.
We've had a -- Denny didn't menticn it, but I think
we've had scmething on the order of anywhere f£rom 40

to 60 people working a large fraction of their tinme

at the site and geing through records and going through

documents, <cing field walk-downs, doing ghvsical
ins;octicn; o2 pocr compenents, and it just took this
leng =0 get =c the peint where we are now down to
these issues.

As I said, the review process is nct
completed. Mr. Peranich menticned, for sxample, that
he hadn't gotten to following up on scme cf hls itams.
Sut these are the issues identified to cate, and we
wanted to bring this list to you as scon as we
could. By no means -- I dorn't want to infer this i3
the whole list. There may woli be other matters
coming to you as we wrap up our review but, certainly,
this is the principle matters that we're aware of,
that we're trying to identify.

MR. LEDDICK: I understand and I =--

MR. DENTON: The process just is a very

15
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tnorough process.

MR. LEDDICK: I don't want to be critical of
the individuals, Bob, because I think they really gave,
gave it their all. I'm really critical of the process,
though, where so much time and effort is spent protecting
the allegers, many of who which I would have pinned
a medal on if I could have identified them, for
telling me in a timely fashion what problems I might
have had, that it's been hard, hard to cocmmunicate.

MR. EISENHEUT: That's why Item 2 is on the
agenda bac;use the basic contention that I have, which
is my contention, is that much of this informaticn
was available to you for several months if you.had.
fcllcwed up on it adequately, but we'll -- thaé's
Item 2 in the agenda.

Larry, I interrupted you.

MR. SHAQ: Okay. The second item, we had
srouble in finding ocut the exact number of -- wells
used, the number of -- wells tested and the number cf
-- wells rojcétod in each structure. I understand
the LP&L is working on this subject.

MR. LEDDICK: Certainly, certainly, our, ==
we are going to be providing a great deal of data that
you den't have, providing -- we're assembling

information that's presently in our reccrds in a -- in

e ——————————————————S—————
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a fashion that it can be used for an analysis.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Good.

MR, SHAO: Okay. The data is =-- the
information will be used to evalue the testing
results. That's the purpose of this -- getting this
information.

The third item is we cannot locate records
to show the shop wells of TMB piping we inspected
during hydrotests. The piping was manufacturered Dy
-- hydrctest, put it tcgether and do the hydrotest, but
there wers records that éhcwed that the f£ield -- but
shere were nn recerds to shcow the shcp wells were
inspected. According to NRC Code, ycu have o inspect
all wells during hydrotest. :

MR. EISENHUT: Either in the shop where
they're fabricated or if ycu deferred in tle shop,
they would be inspected during the Zield hydrotest.

In this issue, it's my understanding that
based?anormation we've gseen, is that when it was
fabricated by Dravo (Phonetic) in the shop, the
inspection of the wells during a hydrotest were
deferred to the field hydrotest, but in the field
hydrotest, the only records that exist are the records

for the check of the wells that were field fabricated,

nct the shop fabricated wells.

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
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MR. LEDDICK: I understand the gquestion,
but I don't believe the prcblem is quite in that
fashion, but that's cne we'll have to respcnd to.

MR. EISENHUT: That is our understanding
of the problem as we see it. That is there's --

MR, SHAO: I suspect ycu have inspected, but
so far, we haven't came upcn the records.

MR. EISENRUT: And I think the ASME reguire-
ment that you have inspected becth the shop and the field
wells during a hydrotest. And I'm nct addressing =--

.MR. LEDDICK: No, I'm ==

MR. EISENHUT: -- the, the significance of
the test on the findings of the test or what it really
means. There might be == .

MR. SHAO: It's most likely =-- it's most
lilely when an inspector inspects wells, he wouldn't
inspect every well -- inspecticn of field wells. So
far we didn't come upon the records.

MR, CRUTCHFIELD: 1It's a question of
documentation.

MR. LEDDICK: But it's rot == I'm familiar
enough with this one is that it’'s not missing documen=-
tation. 1It's interpretation cf the documentaticn we

probably have. That's the issue.

MR. CRUTCHFIELD: The documentation that

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
Court Reporting ¢ Depositins
D.C. Area 261-1902 ¢ Balt. & Annap. 269-6236
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we have from Thompkins and Beckworth is a certifica-
tion that the wells were, indeed, inspected. The
procedure that they called out that they utilized was
to inspect field wells cnly.

And, therefore, if we put the documenta-
tion together, we don't c2e evidence that a hydrotest
was visually inspected io>r the shadow wells, but
that's the documentation thuse were missing.

MR, SHAO: Yea*s. The procedure only called
for inspecticn of £i2ld wells, were silent on the ==

R, LIDDICX: This has a poctential for a lot
cf argument, but I taink we will or I will tzy to
answer it --

MR, CRUTCEFIZLD: You understand thé issue?

MR. LEDDICX: I do understand the issue.

MR, SHAC: The next item scmething similar
to == we have == § gcut cf the 13 structure inspector
review for gualificaticns, do not have the proper
certificaticn.

MR. LEDDICK: Sorry, which ==

MR. SHAO: These are the inspectors, the
-= inspector for J.A. Jones ==

MR. EISENEUT: This is a gquestion about the
size of the welding or =--

MR. LEDDICK: No, this is =-- J.A. Jcnes ==
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but these are the inspector for J.A. Jones and =-- work

2 on -- and J.A. Jones work on general scil and concrete.

3 The next one, we find -- we found out that

4 incomplete inspecticn record related to beth -- main

s stream line =-- and I understand yocur staff is working ;

6 on this methcd.

? MR, LEDDICX: Would you please repeat the last |
i l
9 MR, SHAO: That incomplete inspecticn ’
. 10 records relating to the == main stream line restrain |
" £raming. éhe main stream line restrain framing.
12 The next cne is we kncw that Ebasce is 1
13| reviewing the speed letters related to Zuke Jenes and also 1
14 the engineering information requests for itams.:hat ;
15 safety impact. We =-=- allowed them to complete a |
6 % review for license.
1 | The next item is the welding and th
'8 ; inspection records for wells on the containment spray
9 ! piping supports are not complete. Again, I think your
20 staff is working on the subject. !
Pa] MR. LEDDICK: Would ycu repeat it, please? i
2 MR. SHAO: 1It's a weld on the containment E
23 spray piping supports. The welding and the inspectiocon i
24 records are nct complete. ;
25 MR. LEDDICK: This is a documentation ;
|
C.R. o
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Tape 2 Court Reporting » Depositions

D.C. Area 261-1902 ¢ Bait. & Annap. 269-6236




CQR.
NRC/44
Tape 2

8

9

21

problem?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Well, it might be a
safety problem.

MR. LEDDICK: I'm trying to understand what
he said.

MR. SHAO: VYes, if we came upon the record, we
can evaluate the ==

MR. LEDDICK: Record, missing record, is
+hat what -- missing recerd, all right.

MR. EISENHUT: Let me -- being passed out
ncw is a typed up list of the billets of the items
we're going through. We're not going through them
in exac=ly the order on the pages here. So, it's a
littla bic difficult, but all the items are here. That
happens tc be the =-=- on Page 2, the last item on the
typed up list. This is just a list which will help
veu for the ease of reference and keep track, keep track
where we are.

MR, SHAO: These are all the items I have.

MR, CRUTCHFIZLD: Let's see, there's a
follow=up ==

MR. SHAO: There's cne more item. There's
ane more item. We could not f£ind documentation of the
welding on the instrumentaticn cabinets supports.

MR, EISENEUT: 1It's the third item on

L
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% ! Page 2 there. As I uhderstand this, theze ... a

2 question of the adequacy of the welding on the

3 instrument cabinets, cabinets supports inside, inside

4 the containment building.

H It appears the documentation was just

8 missing, which means there's nc way to determine

7 the welding was adequate cr not adequate. Again, you

8 could either lccate the welding records., You could

9 cut cut the wells, rework the == I mean there's a

10| number of sclutions to the problem.

1" | MR, SHAO: Well, you can't == £o see whether

12 | the weld is ckay.
13i MR. LEDDICK: VYeah, I'm familiar with this.
- 14% MR. EISENHUT: Okay, but I think :h; point
18 | is, again, all of these issues, and I think we shculd
| have touched on all the issues on Page 2, I think all

o

of these issues you ought to understand. They are all
18 | in a mode of where we don't feel we have an aceguacte
19 technical bases from a safety standpoint to go forth
20 and following up on our previcus dialogue. It really,
N at this point, has nothing to do with an alleged --

2 these are gquestions that I feel I need to adequately
23 address prior to going forth.

24 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Larry, did yocu cover
28 all the --

C.R.
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MR. SHEAO: 'I covered =--

MR. LEDDICX: To the best of my knowledge,
corrective action was flowing on all of these. I ==
however, I am not personally acquainted with some of
these, but as far as I can determine, those that I am
aware of, corrective action has been underway for a
considerable pericd cf time.

MR, EISENHUT: Well, then, gee, your
previous ccmment that not knowing the issue and the
allegation was a big impact, really must not have been
a big impact up to this point, at least.

MR, LEDDICX: I said there was a generic
statement. In fact, let me just clariiy. Du:?nq the
time that the constructicn appraisal team was on site,
that was very easy for us to communicate, and we did I
think a marvelcus jcb of communicating.

When the allegation team was on site, the
rules that they were operating under made it very

difficult for them to communicate to us and vice

versa. 1I'm not sure how many surprises there were, but

I think it's the rules that you're coperating under

that bothered me and I'm sure they bothered you, too.
MR. CRUTCHFIELD: Before we go conto to Jay

Harrison, Mark has identified those systems, Mike,

that you're interested in. He'll give you the system
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numbers now.

MR. PERANICH: They're either systems or sub-

systems. And tﬁc numbers are 18-3, 36-1, 36-3, 43(b),
43(b) (9), 46(c), 46(e), 46(h), S55(a), 56(1)! 59, 63(b),
71(b) (2), 72(a) and 91(e).

Now, our, our interest in this area is to
assure that the LP&L hardware walk-dewn findings were

either adegquately dispositicned or adequately

identified on the Ebasco and LPSsL status and transfer

letters to the cperation staZf.
‘And if they were nct, what effect, if any,
which they may have on the activities that occurred

within cperating such as testing?

MR. CRUTCHFIELD: Okay. Anything else?
Thank you, Mark. Jay Harriscn frcm Region III was
in charge of our guality assurance and gquality control

]
l
team, and he'll summarize the f£indings to date of his i
efforts at the site. '

|

MR. HARRISON: In response tc =-- first of
all, in response to Mr. Leddick's comment that we

didn't pass all the information along as we normally
would have done in an inspecticn, I'd like to say that
the majority of cur findings were passed onto the team
escorts interface pecple in most cases.

wWe did plan‘to have a couple of meetings

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.

Court Reperting ¢ Depositions
D.C. Area 261-1902 ¢ Bait. & Annap. 269-6236




N

a2

23

24

——————————————————————

with Mr. Leddick Jluring this review which we did not
have. I did meet with some LP&L and Ebasco management
pecple and various supervisors about three weeks ago
and did highlight my problem areas or the areas that
my team found and did provide them a list of various
nonconformance reports, welders that we had problems
with as far as gualifications. So, all the specific
information you need on pecple's names, welder's
numbers and so forth was all given to your staff about
three weeks ago.

| ‘:n :evicwinq'thc, the areas that we locked
into, we ended up with approximately eight findings as
of today, eight major £indings. And the first issue
was on inspection personnel, in that we found ;hat the
c:cdontiils on gquality assurance and guality control
inspectors had not been verified by their employers
o assure that the backgrounds and education met the
requirements of the agency standards.

The specific findings were 137 of 100
mercury inspectors fall in this category, that is,
were not qualified to have been certified. And,
additionally, 38 Thompkins Beckworth inspectors were
reviewed, and 14 of those were also found not to have
been gqualified to have been certified.

Additicnally, we could find no evidence

25
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that backgi.-... :..:-58 had been performed for any
QA/QC perscnnel at the site. There's an IE circular
80-22 that makes the =-- a requirement that some type
of action be taken by the utility to assure these
checks are done.

LPsL did respond —to this finding, but ==

MR. LEDDICK: Would you give me the number,
again, please?

MR. HARRISON: 80-22 circular. LP&L did

respond to this circular, but it appears that the

response oﬁly cncompasldd personnel working in the

cperation area, not the construction area. we feel
«his is significant because unqualified inspectors
reviewing and accepting construction work activities
ecould have accepted work that is unacceptable.

The seconéd area or the second problem
that we found a majer problem is missing iastrumenta-
tion documentaticn. The Ebasco spec originally
required that certain instrumentation be installed
to a code, to be 31.1 in lieu of ASME. We have no
problem with that since the design consideraticns are
slie same; however, it appears that no records were
ever generated for these installations for local men
and instruments.

The type of records that we could £ind ne
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evidence of weould be things like base materials,
welding material, inspections, etc. Some of the
systems affected were safety injection, charging.
I think that's the only, only examples I have are
those two systems.

MR. LEDDICK: What systems, please?

MR. HARRISON: Safety injection and
charging.

MR. LEDDICX: Nothing about local acunted
instruments?
.Mn. HARRISON; Yes. It's where there's a
double iseclation valve and from the second isolaticn
valve for the instrument, there appears that no
records were ever generated or inspections wc:; ever
performed.

MR. LEDDICK: And there's a regquirement
for that?

MR. HARRISON: Yes.

MR. LEDDICK: Ia 31.1?

MR. HARRISON: No. In Appendix 3. The
commitment was to == was to == 50 Appendix B. And
B 31.1 does not require =-- now, LP&L discovered this
problem, I think it was in 1982, and had the require-
ment changed to ASME code requirement, to require

records. So, lI'm not sure -- I can't tell from looking

27
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a<» many instruments are affected, but we do have scme
examples that -- I think there were five instruments
that, specifically, are affected.

MR. LEDDICK: Are these safety related
instruments?

MR. EA!EISONQ f:s. The third majorzr
problem was instrumentation expansion locp separatioen.
On the reactor cocling system, instrumeutation lines
ran in -- were iastalled in a tube track for a supporting
purpcse an? also a separation criteria purpcse, where
you had installed expansicn locps in the system or
locps for expansion and where the tubing exited and
reentered the tube track, a separation c:itozig
violaticn} This is on a reactor ccoling system,
though. Pecple when we left were looking at the
problem to see if it was generic or if it was an
isclated case.

The fourth area is lower -- corrective
action documents were not being upgraded to nen-
conformance reports. And that is that field change
requests, design change notices, engineering deficiency
notices which are a design type of document were
being issued for after the fact nonconformances in, in
lieu of a before the fact design change.

Also, that the discrepancy notices of
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D.C. Area 161-1902 » ld:. & Annep. 169-6236



NRC/ 44
Tape 2

1|
18

19 |

N

2 |

23 |

24

2%

29

Thompkins Beckworth were not upgraded to Ebasco NCRs as
required by the procedures. They don't get upgraded.
They don't get the requirement for affordability
review of 50.55(e).

I gave a -~ about three weeks ago I gave
a list of all these reference examples, prcblems to
your staff. So, they know which cnes that we used as
examples.

MR, EISENHUT: And let's see, Jay, we're
geing to put in the lnt:’: we send you, we will
identify :ﬁo sample -- we locked -- sample size we
loocked at. We'll identify the sample number where
we found, for example, field changes, changes that
should have been upgraded to NCRs in cur opinién, v
and we'll give you a sample listing or example list
of the == of such cases. We won't necessarily give
you all of the cnes we've identified, but we'll
certainly give you encugh that you can adequately
know what the problem is so you can ¢go out and devise
a program to address that kind of an element.

MR. HARRISON: Let me just give you cone
example so you'll understand where we're coming fxom,
One of these changes identified a problem with a
snubber and == as non safety related, installed on a

reactor cooling system. It's a standard snuboer. And
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the thing was issued and closed ocut by engineering.

We could find no evidence that the problem of the
procurement and installaticn of a non-safety --
snubber on a reactor ccoling system was ever properly
identified, disposition and closed ocut. That's just
one example.

A £ifth major procblem area is a prcblem
with a vendor documentation, in that the conditional
release system, as described in Ebasco program, was
not complied with and that equipment furnished by
combustion‘onqinoc:s oi the NSSS System was released
to the site conditicnally; however, the conditicnal
release ;t.:h. site by the vendcr was not picked up
ip your systems. During our review, we dot-zm;nod
that one precblem, for example, was the reactor
vessel and internals, there was socme missing documenta-
tion of problems with tech manual not furnished,
as-built drawings not furnished. This missing
documentation, supposedly, was received before we
left th. site, however, we did not review it as far
as I'm aware.

S0, by not putting this in your system,
there's no way that we can tell if all prcblems were
identified and if the problems were properly corrected.

The sixth item is the dispesition of non-
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conformance reports. The staff found that a large
percent -- and the numbers will be in the letter when
you get it or in the report -- of nonconformance
reports were not properly dispositioned in that they
either did not address the ncnconformance itself or
they did not address tho‘aBAZano:mance corrective
action properly or that the close-out of the non-
conformance was not documented., If a resinspectiocon
was required, there were nc records to substantiate
the reinspection was ever performed.

MR, EISENHUT: AaAnd, and, Jay, I guess the
peint vou made is we're giving == these, these are
some large numbers. In the letter that we send ycu,
we've given you -- we're going to give you a list of
examples. The list of examples is on the order of 25,
and those are examples.

The same thing holds, I think back when
we were talking of field change requests that should
have been NCR's, etc. I don't want to leave the
impression that these are a few isclated cases we
found. I'm just locking at tha field change requests.
We reviewed 63 FERs and 21 revisions, and out of those
§3, it appears 35 should have been NCRs, in cux
epinien.

Another cne, just looking at engineering

i
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discrepancy notices. We reviewed 66 -- 76. Of the
76, it appeared that S1 should have been NCRs. So,
I'm -- I want to leave the impression that this
potentially is a -~ is not an isclated case and these
are scme significant issues and significant problems
and questicns that are before you to, to address.
These are pretty broad kind of numbers =--

MR, LEDDICK: I understand. Some of this
is debatable, toec. I hope you understand that.

MR. EISENKUT:_ oh, I appreciate that, and

that's ==

MR, LEDDICK: It's a matter of opinion, much

of this.

MR, EISENHUT: That's why I =--

MR. LEDDICK: Not all of it but much of
it.

MR. HARRISON: We =-=- as you know, from
about four or five man years in these eficrts. So,
you'll find elaborate substantiation I think behind
all of these, and they do indicate, you know, a very
sericus problem for you.

MR. LEDDICK: We are taking it sericus.

MR. HARRISON: I would hope so. I would
also like to give you one example of an NCR that

we feel was improperly dispositioned.

32

i

FREE STATE REPORTING INC.
Court Reporting ¢ Depositions
D.C. Area 261-1902 ¢ Balt. & Annacp. 269-6236



There was NCR written on a preoblem that
welds were painted prior to the initial inspection
being performed. A letter was written to justify
the reinspection of these welds. The welds were
inspected through paint. So, ycu've got scme source
of a primer on a well that fever received divisicnal
inspection. We, we feel that the painting of wells
could mask all types of visual defects, cracks,
porosity, etc. The letter said you conly had t2 strip

paint off cne well cut of X numcer ¢f aundreds of wells.

And we 2cci that that's totally unacceptable.

The next issue is that NCRs were missing.
Scme NCRs were written and were never included into
the NCR system. We found == I think thers wer; around
12 NCRs that were missing and had never been placed
in the file or ever in a log book but they had been
either been destroyed, thrown away or couldn't be
located. We could not determine, but there was no
evidence that these NCRs still existed. An NCR, cnce
it's written, is a historical record. 1It's very
difficult for us now tc determine if this may have
any impact on the integrity or the safety of the
system.

The next area was -- we have a problem with

welder qualificaticns and scme welding prohlems aside
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from the welder qualifications. This issue mainly
evolves around the Mercury Cempany and lack of procper
action to correct those problems. For example, we
found welders were not qualified to correct welding

5 procedure. The welder qualifications did not reflect
that a welder was a gqualified to a process, although
? he took tests. I don't know if it's a record keeping

3 problem. The Mercury records were -- scme of them were

very difficult to go through and detsi mine was

0 everything there that was required, as were the welder

1" | gualification records.

12 Additicnally, we found that the requirement

for the rebaking of low hydrogen electrcdes was not
14 | being complied with in accordance with ASME and
15 and AWS codes. That is that the required temperature

and time frames and the site required procedures

17 was different than the codes.

'8 We brought this up the first week of our

9 inspecticn, and we asked that if you did scmething

20 different, to provide justification. Ané we're down

2 | the rood now over two months, and I've not seen anything

2 yet from anybody at LP&L or Ebasco.
23 Additionally, we also discovered or

24 vuserved doing this review that even though you had

5 -- the rods were being rebaked at a lower temperature .
C.R. J
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for a longer period of time, in the Etazz- - .=i:se

that the electrodes were beiny issued out of the rebake

open while they supposedly they were in a rebake cycle.
And the final item that I have is a --

we locked into the QA breakdown =-- QA program breakdown

between Ebasco and Mercury Cempany, and we found that

even though the NRC had identified this problem and

had taken enforcement action in the form a civil

penalty in 1982, that the corrective acticn committed |

to by LP&L was not fcllowed up on or was not ccmpleted.
‘We also found that t=he audit program for

she site for Ebasco or any contracter that we lococked at,

which was many, had never been completely aucdited fcz

the -- for the history of the préject. Ia oth;ﬁ

words, ycu had an audit schedule, and that schecdule

was not complied with.
Alsc, for what audits were dcne, corrective
action recommendations were made, but that corrective

action was not carried cut and/or was not effective in

that the problems continued to occur, to occur.
That's all I have.
MR, EISENHUT: Let's see. Does, dces
LPsL have any questions or clarifications, you know,
of Mr. Harrison before we -- I guess -- otherwise,

before we go to the next area?
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MR. CRUTCHFIELD: The next area is Dale

Thatcher, who had the instrumentation and centrol
effort down to the site, roughly a dozen issues that
he lcoked into down there. Dlale?

MR. THATCHER: Ckay. Out of those dozen
areas, we found two major aresas of concern. The first
area, we -- that there was inadeguate documentation
demonstrating that the nonseismic equipment will nect
physically degrade the safety eguipment as a rezult
©f an earthquake. This aspect of the design is
covered by’:cqui:cmcnts in Regulatory Guide 129.

And although we found that this area was considered,
we concluded there was -- there was inadeguate
document to dcﬁonstra:o that it had been adcqugﬁaly '
addressed.

The second area invelved incomplete
inspection of drilled in expansion type anchors
concrete. It's the category cne structures. The
inspecticn that was done did not include certain
atrributes or characteristics of these type of
anchors. And although it appeared that they were
installed in these attributes or characteristics,
the inspection that was dcone was not confirmed that
it was so inspected. That's basically all we have.

MR. EISENHUT: Any questions on, on this
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area? I started to say, -- ..., ..°se are the only,
only problem areas that we've identified, but I
shouldn't say the conly.

Let me -- let me follow=-up on My. Harrison's
comments. While as we went through a number of those
areas, if you're not really sensitive to the overall
area of QA/QC, they socund like an Item 1 and Item 2
and an Item 3. There's another item, I guess, and
that is the overall collective significance of what
all of these QC findings tell you. And I certainly
hope that ;hen veu're addressing these, cna of the
things we certainly will ask yocu in the letter we
send ycu but I think it's something that you ogqht
tc be a lot more sensitive to and tgat is, you.ncod
to sit back and reflect that what dces this all tell
you about what's been going on in the overall area
of quality control at your plant for the last few
years, even if a small fracticn of each of these
items is borne out anéd we all agree to the prcblems.
That is, I think you really need to lock at what
the roct cause of these problems has been in the
past, whether you think it's addressed tcday for
looking in the future, whether you need to locok back
at it now and say, well, what impact did it have on

the plant, physically and its bottom line safety.

R -1
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That is as ycu look at one item and find one item,
to look at the generic concern or the collective
significance of this. _

I must say that as I look at it, I ==
if all of these matters are borne out to come cut
as -~ and everything stands up, which we don't expect
every s;nqlc item to be accurately ccme cut in the
end as being a deficiency, but if they did, even a
large number ¢f them, it would certainly locok like
this is a process programmatically where ycu've got
a majof qogo:ic guestion that's got to be addressed.
So, I think you need to address that in your -- when
you continue to avaluate each ¢f these items. _?air .
encugh, Jay? : \

MR. HARRISON: Yes.

MR. EISENHUT: Denny, are ycu going to go
on to the seccnd part of the agenda?

MR. CRUTCHFIZLD: Okay. The seccond area
of the agenda, if you will, we'd like to talk about
is the process whereby the -- there were allegations
available within the LP&L system, that we are
concerned about the way they were handled.

Back in January of this year, Mr. Leddick,

you issued a memo to all QA personnel on site,

indicating to them that there would be surveys cor

38
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interviz

o

‘- «-2= over the next several weeks and
exit interviews with them as they left the site after
their term of employment or the job was dcne.

We broke that do?n into two parts and
looked into that. The survey aspect of it, you locked,
you talked to those folks.: -You tried to categorize
what the issues were. You went back to Mr. Barkhurst,
Mr. Garretts, as well as Ebascoc, to get them to
assess the issues, respondedé to those issues and
respended to the individual employees, individual
QA folks with your assessment of it.

The seccnd aspect was the ceonduct of the
exit interviews. Thcse interviews Occurred with
some of your QA folks,at least twe,talking to the
pecple as they left the site. Yocu documented the
concerns that those folks had. Yeou indicated what
they were. And, again, your process is beginaing <o
start whereby ycu send them out to Mr. Barkhurst,
Ebasco and whoever to get the answers to those.

Now, one of the -- scme of the problems
we have identified are the following: You have nct
followed up in many cases the items that were listed,
either on the survey or the exit survey. An issue
was raised and it was drecpped. There may have been

some guesticns that cculd have elaborated the specific
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issue or given you additional information to go track
down potential. problems. Instead of that, the, the
issue was raised. In some cases you said not enough
information, drop the issue. In other cases, you
could have asked guestions that would have elaborated
and got you the information you needed to go forth.

One area, scwecne said there is an
instrument line problem. There was no indicition cf
any follow-up to that, that you went Zforward and did
anything, to ask further gQuestions or that you went
out and checked what speéitic lines were involved.

There's a question abcocut a possible forgery
of an NCR. There's no indication that there was any
fcllow-up activity there, to see whetler, indc;a,
there was a fcorgery or whether there was nct a forgery.
And overall, we're concerned that you're handling
those responses has not been adequate.

MR, EISENHUT: I guess Denny put it another
way. Let me -- let me turn it around a little bit.
We went back and I don't believe == I don't have all ~--
any of the literature. So, I don't remember the
specifics. But it was something in the January time
frame of this year.

In January, you undertook to say that ycu're

going to conduct == you asked everyone on your staff
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"2 gquality arena, do you have any concerns . You
gave them scmething on a five or six point guestionnaire
to £fill cut. They all filled them out. They started
coming back tc you scmetime in January.

It now appears to us in some of the very
same questions we're now addTessing, sitting here on
June 8th, are some of the same guestions “hat you had
on your -- back in January. Certainly in January/

Tebruary time frame ycu started getting thcse

questicnnai;cs back in.

And I think the basic ccncern we have is,
and it's basically a gquestion at this point is, how,
ycﬁ knecw, what have you put in place con hew you're
going %o go abcut handling such concerns? Are you
really committed tec follow-up when ycu jet a QC
inspector or a QC perscnnel %tell ycu, I have gquestions.
This thing was not adequately followed up on. This
thing was a forged doccument. This thing was not
sroperly handled. When it appears to us that It tock
some menths for these issues to be handled and followed
up on.

So, I think one thing we're really locking
to you for is, is give us a better feeling, a better
handle on why we should have confidence now that the

issues that we're bringing up really are geing to be
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adequately dealt with and resolved.

Now, it also appears and this is more in
the form of a‘question. It's certainly -- we're
not to the point where we come down definitively
on any of this. It appears that we went in and did an
audit internally of your guesticns or your interview
sheets, survey sheets, and it appears that the staff
may well have been there a mcnth or so ago and we
were there before LPsL management actually reviewed
those detailed survevs and locked at the concermns.
It just dién't seem =0 u; like a QA prccess vigorously
pursing these kinds of issues as they arise in the
crganization.

Now, let me make it in the form of ; -- of
a guestion, and I think it's the kind of questicn
yeu're going to have to ccme back to us with an answer
that shows that the process is a lot more healthy
than the bleak picture I painted, and I graat that
Denny and I painted it as bleak as we saw i1t ©o be,
but that's the facts as we see them today. And I
think it behcove to you to put together the best
possible argument, to show that this was == it was
and is a healthy process pursuing these kinds cf
concerns. It certainly shouldn't take the, the NRC

to bring up the issue before they're dealt with and,
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hopefully, you'll be able to demconstrate that, but I
think that is something that you're going to have to
address.

New, I had the other gquestion, yocu brought
it up earlier today again, that, gee, you really don't
knew wi.at these cconcerns ;i;: The process has been a
laborious time consuming process. It's been a process
you can't get your hands arcund the concerns. It's,
it's something that's been drawn out, but at the
same time, I contend thgt many of these you had since
Janua:?/?eéruary time frame.

MR. DENTCON: Let me answer that one,
Darryl. I missed the part of the discussion about
the dates. Perhaps you've been tceo praoccupicd
with dates to realize the problems that have been
brought to you.

I think where we go from here will depend
on your response to the issues that we raised. We
intend to tell you what we found and expect you to
come back with a basis for demonstrating you
meet the Commission's regquirements. We den't find
that you meet them tcday in a number of areas.
Perhaps you've got mere information, more records,
more calculaticns that we haven't seen but, clearly,

we wanted foday to move the burden back to you, and I
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resolve a corrective action plan after that. And I'm
not sure that, that pecple realize how many people
are involved in that sort of thing.

That was a massive inspection and we, in
fact, had to use -- I think we figured that for every
inspector invelved in the construction appraisal,
we had at least three or four of our guality assurance
and engineering pecple involved cn a daily basis
dealing with that and that's --

MR. DENTON: Well, ¢f course, we cnly send
- :oami :; plants where we think thera's scme
indicaticn they may not be meeting reguirements. SC,
I agree it takes zurden cn, Ca you =2 sespond but,
nevertheless, heras we ares tcday. we've passed‘al:.g
sur f£indings in dozens of areas. We'll fcrmaliz
shem next week, as scon as the team members can get
their reports written and lock forward te your
response in these areas.

So, I think, you know, you're pushing
toward an early licensing date is out the window
until you've come back with an adequate respcnse
in each of these areas.

MR. EISENHUT: That's the point I was

making. 1It's each of the areas address the collective

judgments. And, thirdly, was the last issue == got to

N T
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demonstrate that you have a, a program that you and
we both can have confidence in pursuing these issues
and other issues as we go forth.

Those are basically the elements you must
address.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: == ask if there
are any other parties?

MR. DENTON: Yeah, I was going te. I
wanted to make sure Denny and -- got anymcre comments,
guestions oOr ==

| .MR. EISENHUT: Any cocther members of the
special tfam and also I wanted tc ask John if he had
any other ccmments, questicns ~- ‘

MR. COLLINS: Well, I'd, I'd like t$ say
scmething with regards to the issues we're ncw talking
about, particularly in the area that Jay worked
through and Mark Peranich.

A number of those issues had a good
corrective action program was put in place as a
result of the civil penalty. These things would have
either surfaced and been corrected or at least
there would have been programs to correct them as they
were identified.

I really feel that because you did not

take strong corrective action, it caused a lot of
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these to surface by us now. You should have surfaced
them yourself for your own QA organization.

MR, EISENEUT: Let's see. I was going to
ask if there's any other interested groups or parties,
local organizations frem around the plant, is there
anyone else would like to make any comrents -- conclusion
of the meeting?

Miss Guard?

MS. GUARD: (INAUDIBLE).

MR. EISENEUT: Any others? 1If not, Miss
Guard why don't you just go ahead.

MS. GUARD: 1I'm 3illy Guard with Government

-= I think my cocmments would like to, to start by

saying that you stopped short of saying that what
you've diszovered is a QA/QC breakdown on this plant,
sut I think that's what you've described. You have
not talked about any corrective action program and
passed that back LP&L at this time.

And I'm not sure if, if in between the
lines of what you've said, that's what you told them.
I have to agree with the comment that Mr. Leddick
made a little while ago, that he has a lot of
problems with the procedures that this particular
-= and I would like to agree with that, but, obviocusly,

for different reasons.
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I understand that the industry and the
agency are facing a lot of sericus problems at plants
nearing completion and that the agency has sincerely
been attempting to find solutions or what to do about
those situations and that this team effort grew out of
that recognition. And I think that that's a step in
the right directicn.

Being very familiar with what happened at
Zimmer and Midland, I understand cur plants ziving
at the ihd of _the rcpe yi:h ne adequate® assurance that.they
buile ﬁho ;ay they're supposed to be built has caused
a lot of problems for a lot of utility companies.

And, so, I'm not cbjecting tc the acticns
that you tcck in that regard. What I am objocﬁinq to
is the fact that this experimental team effort was
not covered under any procedures that let Mr. Leddick
know when he was going to f£ind out what he knew, that
let the public knew when Mr. Leddick found out details
of what they were finding at the plant and that
essentially has no accountability. And those are
campl;intl that I passed cn both to you and to Mr.
Crutchfield. This is an animal without a name. It's
not an inspection team. It's not an evaluaticn effort.
There's no guarantee that what you found is going to

be evaluated in a sense that enforcement acticn would
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be evaluated in.

And so I see, Mr. Eisenhut and Mr. Denton,
that essentially what this team is something that
does an inspection or an investigation or scme
variation on that theme and puts it all in yocur lap.
And I don't think the procedures in your agency were -
designed to let things like this fall into the laps.
of two or three pecple. I think they were designed to
make sure that all of us felt very comfortable with
what was going on.

‘I have no coﬁplaints with the team's
effocrt. As you said, this is not an effort that
resulted from a basket, a bushel basket full of
allegations being layed at your doorstep, and jcu':o
responding to these in the regular way that you had
to deal with that.

I think that the feedback I have gotten
from on the site from the work force, the management
pecple from others, is that this has Dbeen an extremely
comprehensive effort and I congratulate Mr. Crutchfield,
you and your team, for doing that.

I don't have any complaints or don't have
any argument with what you have done. My argument is
with how it was done and how it's going %o be handled.

I hope this experiment works because the effort that's
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about to happen at Comanche Peak and other troubled
plzants like Grand Gulf, possibly Sharon Harris (Phonetic)
and others are and may need this kind of effort. It
isn't going to work if it entirely beoils down to the
dcéisian that you have to make the night before one

of these meetings about what you're geing to say.

MR, DENTON: Thank you for your comments.
It was == I den't want to appear argumentative., It
is an effort to integrate all of the offices of the
Commission. And that's 3hy we have == region == and
we had OI involvcd heavily sc that we woul?n't agpear
uncecordinated, sc that we could get everybody invelved
in determining whether this plant needs scme Commissicn's
regulations or nct, not just the pecple. |

MS. GUARD: I hope it werks.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Any other =--

MR, COLLINS: Letmme say something with
regards to enforcement. All of the findings of the ~--
of the inguiry team, task force, those will all be
viewed in terms of potential enforcement actions aleng
with the == findings, along with the fire protecticn,
protection inspection and along with continuing
routine inspections. They'll all be viewed for
potential enforcement actions.

Yes. So, I think =~ pretty closely establish
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policy, the staff doing an internal review. Do the
safety review first and then decide what to do from
an enforcement stand.

MR. DENTON: And there will be a detailed
safety evaluation written that describes the actions
of the review time. Would ¥ou like to have the last’
word ==

MR. LEDDICK: Yes. I appreciate the
professicnal effcrts of the pecple around the site.
They were very thorough, and I think shat they did the
best job tﬁcy could pcsiibly do.

The == assure I give you the absclute

assurance. I am trying to deal with scme of these

questicns. I don't want %o laave the impression that

we don't take vou sericusly because we cert inly &o.
Probably take you absolutely sericusly. We must get
a license and we must do it right. We have to do it
right.

One of my problems is I cannot deal with
the past other than to correct anything that needs
correcting. There are two aspects of the past. One
is did the plant get built properly and, two, are the
recor is proper that support it? Both ¢f those have to
be looked at.

The peint that Mr., Eisenhut is making,
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though, is extremely important, and I, I think he
already knows some of the things that we've =-- deal
with and that is the future operating with an cperating
license has to be done primarily by appointed staff to
-= gupporting cast and we have gone out of cur way to
assemble an experienced staff, We've gone out of our
way to put together a good training program. We've gone
out of our way to be thorough about dealing with our
tech specs, our FSAR, cur as-built conditicn of the
plant, the procedures that we have to uise to cperate the
-= that :o;lly worked - and I think that we've got

a loet to be proud of.

52

There are =-- the way we dc business in dealing

with the preblems is fairly standard and :noy';o ceen
locked at by a lot of people so far. We intend to
excel that, that whole thing.

And once again, I can only deal with the
present and the future. I untend to do that
vigorously but we do take you seriously. No gquestion
about that.

MR. CRUTCHFIELD: Well, I think that will
be all. Thank you very much for coming.

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned).
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ROCEEDINGS

This is to certify that the attached proceedings before
the NRC COMMISSION
In the matter of:

Waterford Steam Electric Station

Date of Proceeding: June 8, 1984
Place of Proceeding: Bethesda, Maryland
were held as herein appears, and that this is the original

transcript for the file of the Commission.

Tom lo:ggﬁ

3fficia. Reporter - Typea
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ENCLOSURE 3

WATERFORD 3 REVIEW

Letter to J. M, Cain from D, G, Efsenhut, dated June 13, 1984



M\ UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D, C. 20858
TBouth June 13, 1984
Mr. J. M, Cain = A .

President & Chief Executive Officer
Loufisiana Power and Light Company
317 Baronne Street

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Mr, Cain:
SUBJECT: WATERFORD 3 REVIEW

On April 2, 1584, the staff began an intensive review effort largely
conductes onsite, degigred to complete those fssues nl:t!llr¥ for the
staf?f to reach 1ts Ticensing decisfon on Waterford Unit 3. These fssues
covered a number of areas including allegations of improper construction
sractices at the facility., As we indicated to you, the staff would
promptly notify you of {ssues that could potentially affect the safe
operation of the plant,

We have recently identified the ftems 1isted fn the enclosure that have
potential safety implications for which we require additional information,
It should be noted that th'i are bein ?rovfdoa to your before the NRC
staff publication of fts SSER which will document its assessment of the
sfgnificance of these and all of the other fssues examined, The fssues

in t:o !?C1OSUPO represent an extensive staff audit of information related
to the plant,

As a result, you are requested to propose a program and schedule for a
detailed and thorough assessment of the concerns, This program plan and
implementation schedule will be evaluated by the staff before consideration
of fssuance of an operating license for Waterford 3, This pro?rnm plan
should fnclude and address the cause of each of these potentfal problems
fdentified; the generic implications and the root cause of the concern on



”". J. ”o c.'” * z . J\m. 13' 1’8‘

other safety-related systems, programs or areas; and the collective
significance of these deficiencies., Your pro?ram plan should include the
proposed LP&L actfon to assure that such problems will be precluded from

occurring in the future.

Darrell G, Efsdphut, Director
Divisfon of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Sincerely,

Enclosure:
As stated

. C¢ w/enclosure:
See next page



Mr. J. M, Cain e

Mr, R, S. Leddick

Vice President - Nuclear Operations
Louisfana Power & Light Company

142 Delaronde Street

New Orleans, Loufsfana 70174

W. Malcolm Stevenson, Esq.
Monroe & Leman

1432 Whitney Building

New Orleans, Louisiana 70130

Mr, £, Blake

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge
1800 M Street, NW

Washington, o¢ 20036

Mr, Gary L. Groesch
2257 Bayou Road "
New Orleans, Louisiana 70119

e, F. J, Drummond

‘rolect Manager - Nuclear
Louisfana Power and Light Company
142 Delaronde Street

New Orleans, Loufsfana 70174

Mro KO w. c°°.

Nuclear Support and Licensing Manager
Loutsfana Power & Light Company

142 Delaronde Street

New Orleans, Louisfana 70174

Luke Fontana, Esq.
824 Esplanade Avenue
New Orlears, Loufsfana 70116

Stephen M, Irving, Esq.
§35 North 6th Street
Baton Rouge, Louisfana 70802

Resident Inspector/Waterford NPS
P. 0, Box 82
Killona, Louisiana 70066

Mr, Jack rogcr

Middle South Services, Inc.
P, 0. Box 61000

New Orleans, Louisfana 70161

June 13, 1984

Regional Administrator - Region IV
_U. 5, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
=611 Ryan Plaza Drive k.

Suite 1000

Arlington, Texas 76012

Carole M, Burstein, Esq.
445 Walnut Street
New Orleans, Louisfana 70118
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ENCLOSURE

POTENTIAL SAFETY IMPLICATIONS

Inspection P!:!gnngi Issues

As a part of the NRC staff's review, the credentials of quality
assurance and quality control inspectors were examined. Included in
this effort were the verification of previous job experience and
qualifications and certification of personnel as inspectors.

The following items were found:

(1) NRC reviewed inspector certifications for 37 of the 100 Mercury QC
inspectors, including certificatfons for all Level Il personnel,
Twelve inspector certifications we~e found questionable due to
insufficient education or experience.

(2) The certification records of 38 Tompkins-Beckwith (T-8) OC
{nspectors were selected at random and reviewed, Fourteen
{nspector certifications were found questionable due to
insufficient education cor experience.

(3) A 30% sample by the staff of inspector certifications of the
Mercury QC work force revealed that no verification of past
employment was documented, A sample by the staff of {nspector
certifications of the Tompkins-Beckwith CC work force produced
similar results.

The safety significance of these findings is that unqualified inspectors
may have inspected safety-related systems, thereby rendering verification
of the quality of these systems indeterminant, LPAL shall: (1) verify
the professional credentials of 100% of the site QA/QC personnel,
including supervisors and managers, (2) reinspect the work performed by
inspectors found unqualified, and (3 verify the proper certification of
the remaining site QA/QC personnel to ANSI N45,2,6-1973,

Missing N1 In nt Lin ion

The staff examined the documentation concerning fnstallation of
safety-related N1 instrument lines. Part of that review dealt with the
situation where there is a change of desfgn classification for systems.
As a result of the staff raview it was determined that communications
between LPSL and Ebasco prompted a revisfon to be written by Ebasco to an
LPAL drawing to clarify the “class break" for N1 {nstrument lines. The
revision imposed ASME Class requirements for all installations between
the process ;191n and the instruments for instrument lines installed
after April 7, 1982, Prior to the revision a class break was defined to
show the location where ASME class stopped and ANSI B31.1 applied.

Although ANSI 831.1 does not relate to records retention, 10 CFR 50
Appendix B does require special process controls, traceability,
fnstallation and inspection records., Therefore, for locally mounted

N1 {nstruments, even though they were installed prior to April 7, 1982,



these records could not be located, Examples of :he instruments 1ines
with no supporting installation and inspection records for zones
classified as ANSI B31.1 are LT-SI-03058; LT-SI-0305D; PS-CH-0224X;
PS-CH-0224Y and PS-CH-0224Z,

Examples of the type of deficient data are weld reports, welder
identification, weld filler materfal, base matarial and weld inspection
results, o —— : - .

The NRC staff concluded that based upon the 'ack of quality records, for
instrumentation installation to 831.1 the requirements of 10 CFR S50,
Appendix B and the related other QA program elements may not have been
complied with,

The lack of documentation to demonstrate tne quality of installation of
these safety related Tines calls into question the acceptability of these
fnstalled compcnents.

LPAL shall; (1) Provide the missing documentation required by 10 CFR 50
Sppendix 8 for the 831.1 instrumentation for Tocal mounted instruments;
(2) Review other design changes and documentation for all safety-related
N1 instrumentation systems to assure ail system installations were
pronerly documented and inspected; anc (3) If the documentation cannot
be located, action must be tiken to assure affected portions cf
safety-related system comply with NRC requirements.

Instrumentation Expansion Loop Separation

As a part of fts review of NCRs the staff identified a concurn in NCR
W3-7702, This NCR was written as a result of Mercury OCR Package 1782.
Orawing 172-L-012-C Revision 4 haq a handwritten note on it fdentifying
two 1ines OPR.RC-5116 SMB (HP) and OPT-RC-9116 SMA (HP) where the
separation criteria had been vio'ated. The violation occurs where these
instrument lines from different trains leave the tube tracks and form an
expansion loop before returning to the continuation of the tube track.
Lack of separation could result in faflure of redundant lines that could
prevent a safety function,

LPAL shall correct the separation criterfa violation found in System
§2A, They shall also provide a program for review of other
safety-related systems for separation criteria violations and take the
necessary corrective actions,

r Tier Corrective Actiors Are Not Bein radec to NCRs

The staff reviewed the Cor-ective Action system to verify if lower tier
corrective action documents were being properly upgraded to NCRs as
required by 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B Criteria XV and XVI. Specifically
the staff {ookod at a nurber of Field Change Requests (FCRs), Design
Change Notices (OCNs), and Engineering Deficiency Notices (EDNs ) selected



from printouts of safety-related equipment and systems document fssuance
logs. The selected documents were reviewed for content and basis for
fssuance (1.e., before the fact design change or after the fact
nonconformnnccs. Finally a walkdown was performed to verify proper
identification and change control completion. In addition
Tompkins-Beckwith (T-B) Discrepancy Notices (ONs) were reviewed.

As a result of its review the staff found that the following fssues.

a. Field Change Requests - Sixty-three FCRs and 21 revisicns to FCRs
were evaluated, It appears as though 35 should have been NCRs and
another 4 reflected conditions that may have warranted an NCR, The
1ist below provides examples of FCRs that should have been NCRs.

F-MP-1818 F-AS-1631

F-AS-3698 F-£-3089

F-AS-3648 F-MP-2138

F-AS-2338 F-MP-2151

F-MP.1434 F-£-2288

b. Design ChanYQ Notices - Fourteen DCNs and 5 revisions to DCNs were

reviewed, [t appears as though 4 of those should have been upgraded
to NCRs. Listed below are examples of these. ~ ’

DCN-703 and Revisfon 1

DCN-1C-478

DCN-ME-30

DCN-E-790

It appears as though the proolems {dentified in DCN-703 are related
gg ;g?-?P-ZIBB and may have been reportable under 10 CFR Parts 21 or
. . .

¢. Engineering Oiscrepancy Notice (EONs) - Seventy-six EDNs were
reviewed for proper identification and contrel, Of those 76, it
appears as though 51 of those should have been NCRs., Examples of
these are listed below.

EON-EC-1476
EDN-E-1548

EON-EC-1502
EON-EC-1479

In addition during the review, another 35 were "voided" with no
action taken, The voiding action was performed by a clerk.
Examples of voided EDNs are as follows:

EON-EC-0630
EON-EC-1175
EON-EC-1176
EDN-EC~1140
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d. Tompkins-Beckwith - The staff reviewed a sample of the handling of
information requests and Discrepancy Notices by Ebasco. As a result
of that review it appeared that a number of these items should have
been upgraded to NCRs. Examples of these are listed below.

W-6519 W-5755

W-6183 W-742

W-6322 W=5812 . « M
W-3656" W-381" '
W-1876 W-5824*

W-4112 W-5047

W-5692 W-5416

W-6243 W-5916

W-6349 W-2108

W-728 W-4968*

W-4648* W-4369*

The asterisked (*) items all related to incorrect heat numbers being
entered incorrectly or clerical errors being made on rod slips.

[n summary, the staff found that the QA program requirements for
nencenformance identification, control and proper action do not appear to
have been complied with,

LP&L shall review all FCRs, OCNs EDNs, and T-8 ONs to assure that proper
corrective action was taken, including an adequate review by QA. This
sction shall include the steps required by 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion AVI, Corrective Action, and for Construction Deficiency
feporting, 50.35(e). Also included in this review shall be the
examinaticn of improper voiding of all other design changes or
discrepancies notfces that affected safety-related systems or that were
misclassified as non-safety related.

Jendor Documentation - Conditional Releases

As a part of the staff review of the QA program, the staff evaluated the
Ebasco vendor QA program. [n assessing this program, the staff
specifically looked at the recefpt inspectfon program and the conditional
release system,

ks a result of its evaluation, the staff found certain deficiencies with
the handling of conditional certification of equipment (C of E) for
Combustion Engineering supplied equipment. For example, one conditional
C of £ for the reactor vessel and internals was issusd because as-built
drawings, material certifications, and the fabrication plans had not been
forwarded when the equipment was delivered to LPAL in 1976, The missing
documents were sent to Ebasco sometime in 1978, according to the Ebasco
quality records supervisor, but were apparently lost prior to being
placed in the Ebasco document control system, The conditional
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certification of equipment was found when a check of all files was made
in April or May 1984, The missing documents have been requested from CE,
and a deficiency report was issued and placed on a master deficiency
1ist. This problem has existed since July 20, 1976.

The safety significance of this is that problems with the vendor QA
records could affect installed safety related equipment. LP&L shall
examine their records and determine if all conditional certifications of
equipment have been identified, reviewed, and premptly resolved.

Dispositioning of Nonconformance and Discrepancy Reports

The staff conducted a review of Ebasco nonconformance reports (NCRs)
randomly selected from the Ebasco QA vault and the NCR tracking system.
The selected NCRs were reviewed for content, compliance with procedures,
accuracy, completeness of the disposition and final closure. Of the
NCRs reviewed it is the staff's judgement that approximately one third
contained questionable dispositions. Other NCRs were found still cpen.

The implied safety significance is that improperly dispositioned NCRs or
lack of NCR closure could place the quality of installation in questicn,

For example, Ebasce NCR W3-5564 identifies that welds were painted before
the final weld inspection was performed. The NCR was closed out with a
letter stating that the final inspection will be performed to inspect

only for undersizing and lack of weld material where installation drawing
calls for weld material. No paint was to be removed therefore the
inspector could not inspect for welding defects.

The NCRs reviewed by the staff dealt with a wide variety of issues. The
following 1s a 1ist of example Ebasco NCRs that the staff feels contain
questionable dispositions or exceeded closure time requirements.

Ebasco W3 NCR

NCR-7139 NCR-7177 NCR-3912 NCR-7182 NCR-5563
NCR-7181 NCR-7184 NCR-6159 NCR-6723 NRC-3819
NCR-7547 NCR-6221 NCR-1650 NCR-6511 NCR-6623
NCR-4219 NCR-5586 NCR-7432 NCR-7180 NCR-4137
NCR-6165 NCR-4088 NCR-7099 NCR-6786 NCR-6597
NCR-7533 NCR-7179 NCR-7140 NCR-5565

The staff also found similar type problems related to Mercury NCRs in

that the dispositions were questionable; supporting documentation could
not be located; rework appears to have not been accomplished; NCRs were
not processed; a sufficient basis was not provided; and closure basis
was fnadequate.



The following NCRs fall into these categories:

Mercury NCRs

180 420 528 568 625
255 429 540 §91 656
268 438 554 594 658
363 487 . — 5§95 ' .
380 491 5657~ 614

Additifonally during this review the staff found problems with Ebasce
discrepancy reports (DRs) in that it appears some DRs should have been
elevated to NCRs; closure references were incorrect or inappropriate;
closure action was improper; documentation was fnaccurate; closure was
via a DR, should have been an NCR; disposition failed to address the
discrepancy; and the disposition of "use-as-is" had insufficient
basis.

The fol!owihg ORs fall into these categories:

Ebasco DRs R!‘ﬁ!! to Turnover Packages
Q2-CS-1C-27 B0-1C-1143
02/3-FW/1C-851 Ql1-RC-LWS-RC-2
Q2-51-1C-89 LW3-RC-29
QMC-APQ-P4TE Q2-LW3-SI-10F/E
CH-1C-342 CC-1C-6

The staff concludes that some Ebasco and Mercury NCRs and Ebasco ORs
were questionably dispositioned and that LPAL shall (1) Propose a
program thai assures that all NCRs and ORs are appropriately upgraded
and adequately dispositioned and corrective action completed, and

(2) correct any problem detected.

kfi11 Soil Censiti

The staff found that reco-ds are missing for the fn-place density test
of backfill 1n Area 5 (first 5' starting at Elevation -41.25'), These
documents are important because the seismic response of the plant s a
function of the sofl densities,

LPAL shall (1) Conduct a review of all soil packages for completeness
and technical adequacy and locate all records and provide closure on
technical questions, or (2) conduct a review of all sofl packages for
completeness and technical adequacy and where scil violumes cannot be
verified by records as meeting criterfa, perform and document actual
sofl conditions by utilizing penetration tests or other methods, or

(3) Justify by analysis that the sofl volumes with missing records, or
technical problems as defined after the records review, are not critical
fn the structural capability of the plant under sefsmic loads.
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Visual Examination of Shop Welds During Hydrostatic Testing

The staff's review of hydrosta.ic tests conducted by Tompkins-Beckwith
(T-B) for their installed ASME Class 1 and Class 2 piping systems found
a lack of proof of the visual inspection of all shop welds during the
tests. Inspection of all welds for leakage fs required by the ASME Code
and is essentfal to ensure the structural integrity of the piping system.
LP&L shall provide documented evidence that shop welds were indeed
inspected during the hydro tests. If the appropriate inspection
documents do not exist or cannot be located, LPAL shall submit 2
statement attesting to shop weld inspection by the responsible personnel
of LPAL or Ebasco who had witnessed the hydro tests.

Welder Certification

The staff reviewed the records for the installation of the supports for
certain of the ins.rumentation cabinets ‘n the Reactor Containment
Buflding (RCB), -The review included an examination of procurement
records for the support material, weld rod control documents, welder
certification records, and QC inspection records.

Based on the staff review 1t appears that documentatfon is missing on
the support welds and it 1s not clear that the welders were certified
for al) of the weld positicns used. Thus the quality of the supports
for the instrument cabinets are indeterminant,

LPSL shall attempt to locate the miss1n7 documents and determine 1f the
welders were 2ppropriately certified, [f the documentation cannot De
located, appropriate action must be taken to assure the gquality of the
cabinet supports.

n r 11¢ i A nd Feql

The NRC staff reviewed the aqualification and certifications of QC
{nspectors in the civil/structural area. The review included the
qualifications of four Ebasco inspectors, five J. A, Jones inspectors
and efght Fegles inspectors., The finspector qualifications were
compared against the requirements of ANSI N4§,2.6 and the contractor's
procedures,

The staff found that four of the five J. A, Jones inspectors and two of
the eight Fegles inspectors failed to meet the applicable certification
requirements related to relevant experfence. Since these inspectors
were involved in the inspection of safety-related activities, the fact
that they may not have been qualified to perform such fnspections,
renders the quality of the inspected construction activities as
fndeterminant,
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LP&L shall review all finspector qualifications and certifications for

J. A, Jones and Fegles against the project requirements and provide the
fnformation in such a form that each requirement is clearly shown to
have been met by each inspector. [f an inspector is found to not meet
the qualification requirements, the licensee shall then review the
records to determine the inspections made by the unqualified individuals
and provide a statement on the impact of the deficiencies noted on the
safety of the project. - S

Cadwelding

The staff reviewed the Cadweld activities related to the deficiencies
identified in NCR-W3-6234, The staff is concerned that the applicant has
provided only limited data (in other than the raw form) to the NRC on the
statistics of the Cadweld testing program conducted during construction,
The data provided stated that for the base mat 3,673 splices were made
with 81 tests run, showing an average strength of 95,397 psi with a range
of 60,750 - 107,051 psi., For the entire project the applicant has stated
that 14,293 splices were made of which 531 were tested with 6 of those
failing to meet tensile requirements., [t fs noted that the above NCR has
been recpened as a result of the CAT inspection and all {ssues have not
been resolved,

LP&L shall provide the Caldweld data for the project in such a form
that 1t can be readily compared to the acceptance criterfa used for the
Waterford 3 project. This will require breaking down the Cadweld data
by duilding or structural element such as the base mat, NPIS walls that
are not part of RAB or FHB, containment interior structures etc.
Additionally, the data should be broken down by test program tygo
(production or sister), bar size, bar position and cadwelder. Data
shall be provided in each category on total splices made, visua!
rejects, production tests and failures, and sister tests and failures,
Pata shall also be provided on welder qualification and requalification
fncluding dates.

Based on discussions with LPAL representatives the NRC staff has been
informed that efforts in this ares are underway, but this information
18 needed for staff review,

Main Steamline Framing Restraints

As part of the NRC staff's review, the installatfon and fnspection of
the main steamline framing restraints above the steam generators was
examined to determine {f the as-buflt drawings reflect the actual
fnstallation., The NRC staff found no problems with as-buflt conditions,
but found that severa)l bolted connections had not been inspected

(or documented) for the frlm1n?. The failure to perform (or document)
the inspections render the quality of these framing restraints as
fndetearminant,




13,

14, -

18,

Based on discussions with LPSL representatives the staff was informed
that the subject inspections are in progress. LP&L shall complete the

_{inspections of the restraints and make the documentation of such

inspections available to the staff,
Missi R

During the NRC's review of Ebasco's NCR Processing System the card index

file of NCRs was examined and the staff noted that there are missin

reports in the consecutively numbered NCRs, Specifically W3-27, 814,

859, 981, 1053, 1102, 1109, 1228, 1349, and 1438 are missing from your

a:rd 1?401 file. Others were also noted to be missing from the Ebasco
vault,

LPEL shall (1) obtain the missing NCRs, explain why these NCRs were not
maintained in the f11ing system, review them for proper voiding, and
(2) assure that when an issue s rafsed to an NCR, 1% {5 then

properly filed for tracking and cleosure.

A n +are and EIR

During the Ebasco CA review of J. A, Jones speed letters and angineering
information requests, several ftems that could affect plant safety were
noted. Based on its sample of these actions, the staff coes not expect
that any of these ftems will significantly affect plant safety,
Nevertheless, the applicant should complete the acticns identifie¢ in
these reviews and {ssues rafsed shall be resolved promptly.

we'! f "D" Level Materia! Insi ntainmen

The staff reviewed the welding of “0" leve! materfal for containment
attachments, The containment spray system structural component welds
were chosen for specific detailed review, The welds on the containment
spray piping supports were checked for weld rod traceadility and welder
fdentification and certification, The applicant was unable to produce
the documentation sought for the staff review,

The applicant shall (1) locate the documentation and verify the adequacy
of the information, or ;2 perform a materfal analysis and NOE work, or
(3) rework the welds., The staff shall be promptly fnformed of the
a:pl;ccnt;s approach and the documentation shall be made available for
staff review,
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ry nd Exit Intervi f QA Personnel

In a memorandum dated January 3, 1984, R, S, Leddick, LP&L Vice
President for Nuclear Operations, directed that the LP&L Quality
Assurance (QA) personne! conduct interviews of the on-site contractor
QA personnel to elicit any concerns the contractor staff may have
regarding the quality of construction of Waterford Unit 3. That
memorandum also indicated that exit jnterviews would be similarly
conducted with the contractor personnel prior to their leaving the
Waterford 3 project. A total of 407 such interviews were conducted
beginning in January 1984, Individual responses were sent to the
specific employee(s) who raised the concern,

Exit interviews with the contractor QA employees (resigned, transferred,
or terminated) began on January 16, 1984, A compilation of the concerns
raised during those interviews were forwarded for followup on May 22, 1984,

The NRC staff reviewed all of the questionaire forms and responses to
the questions fcentified by the LPAL QA staff. In some cases, the NRC
review identified additional potential issues, beyond those identified
by LPAL, and responses that did not address the irtent of the concerns.
Nevertheless, the staff found that the majority of the concerns rafsed
are being or have been addressed as part of all of the other NRC review
efforts assocfated with Waterford 3, 5

As 2 result of the staff review, it 1s not evident that the survey and
exit interviews have been vigorously pursued by LP&L to irvestigate
the fssues rafsed for safety significance, root cause, and generic
implications. For example, the exit interviews began in Jaruvary and
are continuing, MHowever, the process of reviewing the content of
those interviews did not begin until late May 1984, For some of the
{nterviews, additional Information should have been obtained from the
person intarviewed but the interviewers did not indicate on the form
whether or not they sought additional facts, Finally for a number of
areas, fssues or gotcnt al problems were acknowledged but it s not
clear that any followup action occurred.

The NRC staff 1s concerned that the LPAL program to investigate fssues
does not promptly and thoroughly examine the specific areas and the
provronnntic implications of them, Other successful programs have
util1zed independently staffed groups to assess each fssue rafsed and
formally report to senfor utility management on thefr findings and
recommended corrective actions. These elements are not evident in the
LPAL process. As a result, LPSL should develop and implement a forma)
program for handlin’ fesues rafsed by iIndividuals, One of the first
tasks to be dealt with by the program should be the review of the
responses previously provided to the QA survey and during the exit
intarviews,
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Qc v!rifiggtign of Expansfon Anchor Characteristics

A review of Mercury Construction Procedure SP-666, Revision 8,
"Drilled-In Expansion Type Anchors in Concrete for Cato?ory I
Structures,” revealed that it does not require QC verification of many
characteristics necessary to ensure proper installation of concrete
expansion anchors. These characteristics include:

Spacing between adjacent anchors

Spacing between an anchor and the edge of a concrete surface
Spacing between an anchor and an embedded plate

Minimum anchor embedment depth

Grouting of unused/abandcned holes in the concrete

Mounting plate size

Size of holes in mounting plates and hole distance from plate edges

Although most of the 2bove characteristics are addressed in Section 6.1
"{nstallatien," they are not Included within Section 6.2 "Inszection,”
as items requiring OC verification., I[n addition, QC Inscection Report
Form 277A, Rev, May 1582, "Equioment Installation (Anchors),” coes not
11st these attributes as inspection points.

Therefore, Procedure SP-666 should be revised to Include 21l necessary
inspection attributes, and a refnspection program should te initfated.
This program should be of sufficient size and scope to indicate whether
these concrete anchors, in gereral, are able %o perform their intended
function, Detailed results should be made available to the NAC staff
for review,

Documentation of Walkdowns of "Qﬂ{i’!’&lVR!JISIQ Equisment

A review of the design and evaluation of the non-sa‘ety instrument air
piping, tubing, and their supports indicated that the general
recommendations of Regulatory Guide 1.29, "Sefsmic Degign Clagsification”
were considered, This non-safety equipment {s fnstalled ‘n areas with
safety related equipment, such as the containment and auxiliary building
areas. From the information provided relative to this system, it f{s
:9p:rtnt that the potential for system failure was considered in the
esign.

Also a number of procedures and controls were implemented to further
assure that these non-safety related components would not affect safety
related equipment, However, the followup documentation of the final
walkdowns did not 118t the reviewed equipment in detai! and therefore
it could not be concluded that the instrument air piping and tubing
(and their supports) had been adequately addressed regarding potential
physical damage to safety-related equipment,
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