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FRFEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT RESPONSE FOIA NUMBER(S) Fo IH -9 "} ¥ 7 "‘f Q carAN 22 1388

PART |1 B - APPLICABLE FOIA EXEMPTIONS

g

Records subject to the request that are described in the enclosed Appendices S?.ﬁ_N_D__.L are being withheld in thes entirety or in part under FOIA
Exemptions and for the reasons set forth below pursuant to 5 U.S.C 552(b) and 10 CFR 9.6(a) of NRC Regulations

1. The withheld information s properdy classified pursuant 10 Executive Order 12368 (EXEMPTION 1)

2. The withheld informaton reiates solely 10 the intenal parsonnel rules and procedures of NRC (EXEMPTION 21

3. The withheid information is specifically exempted from public dsciosure by statute indicated. (EXEMPTION 3

Section 141.145 of the At~ Ensrgy Act which prohibits the dsciosure of Restncted Data or Formerty Restrictad Data (42 U S C 2161 2188)

Section 147 of the Atomc Energy Act which prohitits the duciosure of Unclassiied Safeguards information (42 U S C 2167

4. The withheid information is & trade secret o commercial or fingncal nformation that s being withheld for the reasonis) indicated (EXEMPTION &)

The infor=—stion i§ considered 10 be confidental b ssiness (propretary) information

The information 8 considered 10 be proprietary wformation pursuant to 10 CFR 2 790(di(1)

The information was submitied and recened in confidence from a foregn source pursuant to 10 CFR 2 7901d.(2)

6. The withheid information conmsts of inleragency of INTASQeNcy records tHat are not avallable through Jscovery Juring litgation  Deciosure of pri ! informaton
would tend 1o nhibit the open and frank exchange of deas essential 1o (e deliberative process Where records are withhaid in thew entrety, the facts are (nextricably

ntertwined with the mnw-onfhvod-ommrw agable factual porbons because the relesse Of the 'acts would permit an
Indirect InQuty N0 precdecsons process of the agency (EXEMPTION i

6. The withheld information is exempted from public disciosure because its disclosure would 1esult in a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. (EXEMPTION 6

4
X 7 The withheld information conssts of investigatory records compied for law enforcement purposes and s beng withheld for the ressan(s! indicated (EXEMPTION 7)

l Disciosure would interters with an enforcement proceeding Decause it could reveal the scope. drection and focus of enforcement sMons and thus could
POssibly sflow them 10 take action 10 shweld potential wrongdowng or 8 violation of NRC requirements from investigators (EXEMPTION 7(A))

Dusciosure would constitute an unwarnsniad nvasion of personal privacy (EXEMPTION 2(CH)

The information consists of names of individuals and other information the disclosure of which would reveal identives of confidentl sources (EXEMPTION 7(01)

"

PART i1 C - DENYING OFFICIALS

Pursuant 10 10 CFR 9.9 and or § 15 0f the U S. Nuclear Regulatory Commssion reguiations, 1 has been determined that the information withheld @ exempt from production of isclosure
810 that its production of disciosure 8 cONtrary 10 the public interest The persons responsible for the denal are those officials Wentified bolow as denying oMficials and the Director
Onvision of Rules and Records. OFice of Adminstration. for any denals 1hat may be appealed 10 the Executive Director for Operations (DO

STS——

“DENYING OFFICIAL TITLE OFFICE ~_HECORDS DENED APPELLATE OFFICIAL

‘ 5 ' ' 1 SECRETARY i £
-
-

A

NEal

PART I D - APPEAL RIGHTS

The denial by each denying official identified in Part 1| C may be appesied to the Appellate Official identified in that section. Any such appeal must be in
mmmamwmm«mmuy\ohx.gtotmmm.Appwsmustbomfmdumw‘lnlomimmormMOwaMovto
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S  Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20655, and should clearly state on the envelope and in the letter
that it is an ‘Appeal from an Initial FOIA Decision. '
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10.

11,

12,
13,

Undated
Undated
10/19/79
3/9/83

5/31/83
6/10/83
10/6/83
8/15/83
10/20/83

3/5/84

3/11/84

3/16/84
3/23/84

FOIA-84-743
(9th Partial)

APPENDIX R
RELEASED RECORDS

Nonconformance Report, DC0-83-SC-NOO7, Page 2 (1 page).
Handwritten Notes (1 page).
Ltr To Mr. V. Tennyson from J. Tompson, (5 pages).

Inter-0Office Communication to Quality Control Supervisors,
From A, E., Moses, Subject: Inspection Sianatures (1 page).

Howard P, Foley Company Receiving Inspection Report (1 page).
PGAE Nonconformance Report (1 page).

Pullman Power Products Field Warehouse Requisition (2 pages).
Howard P, Foley Company Inspection Report (3 pages).
Inter-Office Memo to J. Thompson/Q.A, Manager from L. R,
::;:??/Qua11ty Director, Subject: Level ! Signatures (1

Problem Statement, Allegation #(s): 166, ATS No, (z):
RV-84A-0021 (1 page).

Double space report: Task: Allegation or Concern No. 166,
ATS No.: RV-B4-A-0021 (6 pages).

Problem Statement, Allegation No(s): 142 (5 pages).
LTR to Mr. John B, Martin, from J. 0, Schuvler, Subject:

Docket No. 50-775, OL-DPR-76, Diablo Canyon Unit 1, Welding of
ASTM A-325 Type 1 Rolts (5 pages)
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10,
11

12,
13,

14,
15,
16,
17.
18,
19.
20,

21,

Indated
Undated
Undated
Undated
Undated

Undated

12/20/83
1/84
1/2/84
1/4/84
1/17/84
2/21/84

3/1/84
3/1/84
3/1/84
3/5/84
3/1€/84
3/16/84
3/22/84

3/23/84

FOTA-84-743
(9th Partial)

APPENDIX S
PORTIONS OF RECORDS WITHHELD
EXEMPTIONS 6 AND 7(C)
Handwritten notes (2 pages).
Handwritten notes (1 page).
Handwritten notes (4 pages).
Handwritten notes No. 132 (1 page!.
Typed questions (? pages).

Telecon from M, M, Mendonca and M, Padovan, #196-199,
RV-84A-0027, Handwritten (2 pages)

The Howard P. Foley Company Inspection Report (2 pages).
Allegation Da*ta Form (4 pages).

Allegation #166, ATS. NO., RV-R4A-0021 (1 page).

Ltr to Mark Padovan (29 pages).

Summary of Special Insp. Related Information (175 pages).
Summary of Special Inip. Related Information (1 page).

Allegation Data Form w/attachment dated 3/12/84 memo for file
RV-84-A-0033 (2 pages).

Allegation Data Form RV-84-0037 w/attachments (11 pages).
Allegation Data Form RV-84-N036 w/attachments (# rages).
Allegation Data Furm RV-84-A-0034 w/attachment (2 pages).
Problem Statement, Allegation #26 (2 pages).

Problem Statement, Allegation #139 w/attachments (4 pages).
Problem Statement, Allegation #213 w/attachments (5 pages).

?rob]em ?tatement. ATS No. RVB84A0043/05-84-018 w/attachments
7 pages).

Ltr to Albert Hensler from Ross A, Scarano, Subject:
RY-84-A-0037 w/attachments (5 pages).



FOIA-R4-743
(9th Partial)

APPENDIX T
TOTALLY WITHHELD - EXEMPTIONS 6 & 7C

: . - \
Inter-office Communication (1 page).

4 " \
ion of Quality Documents (1 paage).

[ \
Cocument Neficiency Notice (1 page).

n ' : {1 \
Inter-office Communication (1 page).




80

9'

10.

1.

12.

9/6/83

12/83

3/84

7/84

7/84

1/31/84

2/14/84

3/20/84

3/15/84

3/15/84

6/11/84

6/26/84

RE: FOIA-84-743
FOIA-84-744
FOIA-84-776
APPENDIX U

RECORDS ALREADY AVAILABLE IN PDR

StCY-83-366, Diablo Canyon Unit 1 Verification Program
Staff Recommendations. Accession No. 8309270639. (14 pages)

NUREG- 0675, Supplement No., 21, “SER". Accession No.
8401170143, (275 pagec)

NUREG-0675, Supplement No. 22, “SER®. Accession No.
8403300300, (400 pages)

NUREG-0675, Supplement No. 25, "SER*. Accession No.
8408160080, (122 pages)

NURCG-0675, Supplement No. 26, "SER". Accession No.
8408220346. (204 pages)

NRC meetin? transcript, *Diablo on Review of Small Bore
Piping Analysis". Accession No. 8402130076. (162 pages)

ASLAB, "Joint Intervenors' Motion to Augment or, in the
Alternative, to Reopen the Record, by Joel R. Keynolds.
Accession No. 8402170053. (24 pages)

ASLAB (ALAB-763), "Decision". Accession No. 8403210156,
(122 pages)

ASLAB, "Affidavit of James P. Knight". Accession No.
8403190102, (16 pages)

ASLAB, "Affidavit of Dr. Mark Hartzman". Accession No.
8403150106, (22 pages)

ASLAB, "Joint I..tervenors' Reply to PGAE and Nrc Staff

Responses..." by Joel R. Reynolds. Accession No. 8406150299,
(19 pages)

PGSE letter to NRC, from J. 0, Schuyler to Harold R.
Denton, No. DCL-84-239, "Joint Intervenor Allegations”.
Accession No. 8407050122. (172 pages)




13.

4,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

6/1/84

8/10/84

8/10/84

2/7/84

2/15/84

4/84

4/18/84

6/26/84

RE: FOIA-84-743
FOIA-84-744
FOIA-84-776

APPENDIX U
[Continued)
RECORDS ALREADY AVAILABLE IN PDR

PGAE letter to NRC from J. 0. Schuyler to Darrell G.
Eisenhut, No. DCL-84-203, “License Condition 2.c (11) -
Final Report"., Accessfon No. 8406110231, (66 pages)

NRC Decisifon, CLI-84-12. Accession No. 8408140009. (29
pages)

NRC Decision, CLI-84-13, Accession No. 8408140006, (25
pages)

PGAE letter to NRC, from J. 0. Schuyler to Eisenhut, No.
DCL-84-046. "Small Bore Piping“. Accession No. 8402090241,
(52 pages)

PGSE Letter to NRC, from J. 0. Schuyler to John B,
Martin, No. DCL-84-060, "Snubber O§t1m1zat1on Program",
Accession No. 8402210061, (2 pages

PGSE letter to NRC, from Schuyler to Denton, No.
DCL-84-131, "Response to Board Notification 84-071",
Access‘on No. 8404150003. (121 pages)

NRC letter to PGAE, from Eisenhut to Schuyler, "Order
to Modify Facility Operating License No. DPR-76 (DCNPP,
Unit 1)*. Accession No. 8405020134, (5 pages)

PG&E letter to NRC, from Schuyler to Eisnhut, No.
DCL-84-238, "Additional Information Re?arding Piping and
Supports®. Accession No. 8406290309. (20 pages)



GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

msutate for Policy Studies
1901 Que Street N W.. Washingten D C 20009 (202)234-9382

September 13, 1984

Director
Office of Administration 'Riiww“ra ""U;Mﬂm
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission lm

Washington DC 20555 Fo TA-£Y- 7¢/ 3
To Whom It May Concern: @l—b ld q-[‘)-?l/

Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 5 U,S.C. §SS2, the Government
Accountability Project (GAP) request copies of any and all agency records and
information, including but not limited to notes, letters, memoranda, drafts,
minutes, diaries, logs, calendars, tapes, transcripts, summaries, interview reports,
procedures, instructions, files, graphs, engineering analyses, charts,maps, photo-
graphs, agreements, handwritten notes, studies, data sheets, notebooks, bouks, tele-
phone messages, computations, voice recordings, any other data compilations, interim
aad/or final reports, status reports, and any other records relevant to and/or
generated in connection with the Safety Evaluacion Report related to the operatiem
of the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1 and 2, NUREG-0675, Supplement No. 26,
wvhich provided the NRC Staff's further findings on whistleblower charges. We request

that each responsive document be identified by the allegation number(s) to which it
may relate,

If any of the materials covered by this request have been destroyed and/or removed,
please provide all surrounding documentation, including but not limited to a de-
scription of the action(s) taken, relevant date(s), and justification(s) for the
actio (s). '

GAP request that fees be waived, because " findings i{nformation can be considered as
primarily benefitting the general public," 5 U.S.C. 3552(a)(4)(A). GAP is a non-
¢rofit, non-partisan public interest organization concerned with honest and open
government, Through legal representation, advice, national conferences, films, pub-
lications and public outreach, the project promates. whistleblowers as agents of
government accountability, We are requesting the above information as part of an on-

going monitoring project on the adequacy of the NRC's efforts to protect public safety
and health at nuclear power plants.

For any documents or portions that you deny due to a specific FOIA exemption, please
provide an index itemizing and describing the documents or portion of documents
vithheld, The index should provide a detalled justification of your grounds for
claiming each exemption, explaining why each exemption is relevant to the document

or portion of the document withheld, This index is required under Vaughm v, Rosen(I),
484 F.2d. 820 (D.C. Cir, 1973), cert. denied, 415 U.8, 977 (1974),

We look forward to your response to this request within ten days.

mas Devine Crystal Dixon
Legal Director, GAP Legal Iutern



GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

Institute for Policy Studies
1901 Que Stieet N W  Waoshington D C 20009 (202,234 Q&L

September 13, 1984

FREEDOK OF INFORMATION

Director ACI REQUESTY
Cffice of Administration =

U.$. Nuclear Regulatory Commission IA "/' 7‘-/!,(
Washington DC 20555 QQC

'd 9-17-¢¢

To Whom It May Concern:

Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 5 U.S.C. §SSZ. the Government
Accountability Project (CAP) request copiles of any and all agency records and
information, including but oot limited to notes, letters, memoranda, drafts,
minutes, diaries, logs, calendars, tapes, transcripts, summaries, interview reports,
procedures, instructions, files, graphs, engineering analyses, charts, maps, photo~
graphs, agreements, handwritten notes, studies, data sheets, notebooks, books, tele-
phone messages, computations, voice recordings. any otber data compilations, interim
and/or final reports, status reports, and any other records relevant to and/or
generated in connection with the Safety Evaluation Report related to the operation of
the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1 and 2, NUREG-0675, Supplement No. 22,
which provided the NRC Staff's further findings on whistleblower charges. We request

that each responsive document be identified by the allegation number(s) to which it
may relate,

If any of the materials covered by this request has been destroyed and/or removed,
please provide all surrounding documentation, including but not limited to a de-

scription of the action(s) taken, relevant date(s), and justification(s) for the
action(s).

GAP request that fees be vaived, because " findings information can be considered as
primarily benefitting the general public," 5 U.S.C. §552(a)(4)(A). GAP s & non-
profit, non-partisan public interest organization concerned with honest and open
goverument. Through legal represeatation, advice, national conferences, films, pub-
lications and public cutreach, the project promotes whistleblowers as agents of
government accountability., We are requesting the adove information as part of an on-

going monitoring project on the adequacy of the FRC's efforts to protect public safety
and health at nuclear power plants.

Por any documents or portions that you deny due to a specific FOILA exemption, please
provide an index itemizing and describing the documents or portion of documente
withheld, The index shou’d provide a detailed justification of your grounds for
claining each exemption, explaining why each exemption is relevant to the document

or portion of the document withheld. This index is required under Vaughn v. Rosen 1),
484 7,24, 820 (D.C., Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 415 U.8. 977 (1974).

We look forward to your response to this request withis ten days.

Yourp truly
\7,4“4@4«.4/ Cuystale R

Thoaas Devine - o Crystal Dixon
Legal Director . Legal Intern
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT
1555 Connecricut Avenve, N W Suite 202
Washington, DC. 20036 (202) 2328550

Freedom of Information Act Regquest

REEDOM OF INFORMATION
. ACT REQUESY
Director

Off‘ice of Administration POIA ’,‘/' 776
Nuclear Regulatory Commission ) - -
Nashington, D.C. 20555 (Cor d 10-4-&Y
To Whom It May Concern:

Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 5 U.S.C. 5552. the Government
Accountability Project (GAP), requests copies of any and all agency records and
information, including but not 1imited to notes, letters, memoranda, drafts,
minutes, diaries, 1cgs, calendars, tapes, transcripts, summaries, interview
reports, procedures, instructions, engineering analyses, drawings, files, graphs,
charts, maps, photographs, agreements, handwritten notes, studigs, data sheets,
notedooks, books, telephone messages, computations, voice recordings, computer
run-offs, any other data compi1ctions; interim and/or fira) reports, status
reports, and any and all other records relevant to and/or generated in connection
with the "Safety Evaluation Report" related to the operation of Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2 (Docket Nos. 50-275 and 50-323). This report
was published by the NRC Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation in July 1984,

This request includes al) agency records as defined in 10 C.F.R. §3.3a(b) and the
NRC Manual, Appendix 0211, Parts 1.A.2 and A.3 (approved October 8, 1980), whether
they currently exist in the NRC official, “working," fnvestigative or other files,
Or at any other location, including private residences.

1f any records as defined in 10 C.F.R. $9.3a(b) and the NRC Manyal, supra, and
covered by this request have been destroyed and/or removed after this request,
please provide a1l surrounding records, including but not 1imited to a Yist of
811 records which have been or are destroyed and/or removed, a description of the
action(s) taken relevant to, generated in connection with, and/or 1ssued in order
to implement the action(s).

GAP requests that fees be waived, because "finding the information can be con-
sidered as primarily benefitting the general public," § U.S.C.8552(a)(4)(a). GAP
s @ non-profit, nonpartisan public interest organization concerned with honest
and open government. Through public outreach, the Project promotes whistleblowers
85 agents of yovernment accountability. Through its Citizens Clinic, GAP of fers
assistance to local public interest and citizens groups seeking to ensure the

"’f’,,—~—"”"’4ﬂ—'.



Director
Office of Administration
Page Two

health and safety of their communities, The Citizens Clinic is currently
assisting citizens groups, local governments and intervenors in connection
with investigations of the Ciablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant in California.

We are requesting the above information as part of an ongoing monitoring project
on the adequacy of the NRC's efforts to protect public safety and health at
nuclear power plants.

For any documeits or portions that you deny due to a specific FOIA exemption,
please provide an index itemizing and describing the documents or portions of
documents withheld, The index should provide a detailed justification of your
grounds for claiming each exemption, explaining why each exemption is relevant to
the document or portion of the document withheld. This index is required under

Vaughn v. Rosen (1), 484 F.2d 820 (D.C.Cir, 1973), cert. denied, 415 U.S. 977
4).

Yours truly,

\//é'w.éév‘tw
Themas Devine
Legal Director

$ oty
/\Ll‘@b (j ! .(1' fi
_ l(/civ\\
ichard E£. Condit

Legal Intern



PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
-+ DwE — 77 BEALE STREET + SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94106 « (418) 7814210 + Twx 810 372.6587

v © SCHuYiLER

VR MY March 23. 1984

NG AR MO CEnERaY On

PGandE Letter No.: DCL-84-113

Mr. John B, Martin, Regional Administrator

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regfon ¥
1450 Maria Lane, Suite 210

Walnut Creek, CA 94596-5368

Re: Docket No., 50-275, OL-DPR-76
Diablo Canyon Unit 1
Welding of ASTM A-325 Type 1 Bolts

Dear Mr. Martin:

PGandE Letter No., DCL-84-067 dated February 17, 1984, provided the NRC
Region V Staff with the basis for acceptance of welded ASTM A-325 bolting in
pipe support design. PGandE Letter DCL-84-078, dated February 29, 1984,
supplemented the information previously provided and identified additional
testing to be performed on A-325 welded bolts by PGandE.

The enclosure to this letter provides the results of the PGandE test1ng
program anc describes further action regarding the welding of ASTM A-325 bolts.

Kindly acknowledge receipt of this material on the enclosed copy of this
lTetter and return it in the enclosed addressed envelope.

Sincerely,
r

Enclosure
cc: T. W. Bishop

D. G. Eisenhut

H. E. Schierling

Service List

Lo 1 R-3
-’/‘./,



PGandE Letter No: DCL-84-113

ENCLOSURE
WELDING OF A-325 TYPE 1 BOLTS

BACKGROUND

PGandE Letter No. DCL-84-06/, dated February 17, 1984, provided the basis for
acceptance of welded AST™ A-325 bolting in pipe support desigr. PGandE Letter
No. DCL-84-078 dated February 29, 1984, supplemented the information
previously provided and detailed a testing and examination program to
demonstrate qualification of these welded bolt installatfons. 1In the February
29, 1984 letter, PGandf also fdentified two discrepancy reports prepared to
document the inappropriate specification and application of welded A-325
bolting. These are PGandE Engineering Discrepancy Report No. 84-015-P and
Contractor (Pullman Power Proa:cts) Discrepancy Report No. 5739.

The following summarizes results of the PGandT program assocfated with closure

of these Discrepancy Reports and describes further action regarding the issue
of welding 5/8" ASTM A-325 Type 1 bolts,

RESULTS

Th: results of PGandE actfon to close the Discrepancy Reports are described
below:

Pipe supports using welded A-325 Type 1 studs were reviewed. This review
revealed that ten pipe supports specified the welding of A-325 bolts to A-36
base materfal. A1l ten supports are on the CCW system and attached to the
containment fan cooler support structure. These hangers are 43-4G, 43-5G,
43-6G, 43-7G, 43-8G, 43-9G, 59N-1G, 59N-2G, S9N-3G, and 59N-4G. Further
review of the corresponding as-builts for these hangers showed that efght of
the ten supports actually used A-325 welded studs, and two of the ten supports
used A-307 welded studs.

To reinforce the assertions made that the A-325 Type 1 bolts were indeed
weldable, PGandE performed additional tests at the jobsite. Four 5/8" A-325
studs were welded to A-36 plate using a full penetration weld, and welding
parameters used for the existing installations. The welding procedure
utilized low hydrogen E7018 electrodes and an ambient preheat.

These welds were subsequently examined using visual and 1iquid penetrant
methods. The results of these examinations showed no cracking in the weld or
heat affected zone of the A-325 stud material.

Further, these four test samples and 80 of the installed bolts were

satisfactorily torque tested to a load equivalent to the 20,000 psi allowable
stress for A-307 Lolts established by the ASIC Manual.

0642d/0005K «1-



The NRC witnessed the above welding examinations and torque testing and the
torque testing of bolting on supports 43-6G, 7G, and 8G.

'A chemical analysis of ty:1cal A-325 Type 1 bolts at the jobsite was also
performed. The results showed a range of carbon from 0.39 to 0.4) percent,
with only trace amounts of alloying elements.

The test results support the fact that 5/8" A-325 bolts in question can be
satisfactorily welded to A-36 plate using low hydrogen type electrodes and
that the as-built condition meets design requirements and applicable AISC
requirements.

Even though the welded A-325 bolts have been demonstrated to be acceptable,
PGandE has elected to revise these pipe supports to weld the base plates to
the far cooler structure in 1ieu of using the subject A-325 bolted
connection, This decisfon was made to eliminate further questions which may
arise concerning the application/acceptability of welded A-325 Type 1 bolts.

0642d/0005K .2



-I_anuary 2, 1984

Mr. Mark Padovan
R:sident USNRC

P. O. Box 369

Avila Beach, CA 93424

Dear Mr. Padovan:

This letter (s the information we discussed in my Dec. 23
phone conversation with you. 1 was a quality control inspector for
Pullman Power Products, Diabloe Canyon from July 25 to Dec. 15 of
1983, During this time I worked in the rupture restraint and piping
support programs performing visual, dimentional, and welding inspec-
tions in unit | and unit 2.

Dates mentioned in this report before Dec. are approximate
because all paperwork including personal notes, inspection logs and
memos were confiscated by Pullman. Information copies of the doc-
uments that | needec to properly make this report were flatly denied
by Pullman. However, should you find that this report has no legal
standing without that data: could the NRC make those papers avail-
able to me so that | may assemble a legal report?

The allegations in this report have serious consequences,
The incildents are presented in a chronolegy to show how Pullman
provicec for evaluation of deviations presented by myself and others.

Sept 20

1. Deviation from the requirements of contract specification 8711
¢, Failure to notify purchaser (PG&E) of past and .present devi-
ations,

3. Failure to notify the Commission as required by 10 CFR 21.2) b)

Addressed memo to Harold Xarmer Pullman's QA manager, re-
garding PG&E's contract specification 8711, Sec. |, Para 7. 10.1.

The contract stated that all GTAW shall be performed with a power

supply equiped with 1) High frequency for arc initiation, 2) Rheostat
for stepless control of current,

Tnformation In this record was deleted
in accordance wi'h tha Fresdom of | ormation
Act, exemplpn

FoA €4 « T4 9-10 ﬂﬂ_«-




Research indicated that in the 1977 revision of weld pro-
cedures Pullman had failed to include this requirement in their
updated Weld Procedure Specifications, WPSs. Further, PGAE
approved of the Pullman changes to the weld procedures and in
“gifect ceased to enforce PG&Es own procurement document.

In verbal discussion with Harold Kamer ! informed him
that none of Pullmans GTAW machines could presently meet the
specifications of 8711, Harolds reply was " if PG&E doesn't en-
force the contract Pullman doesn't intend to! I then informed Har-
old that in lieu of the high frequency the welders were scratch
starting each time the arc had to be initiated thus contaminating
the weld with tungsten. [ also told him of the defects ! was
seeing as a result of no current control devices and no off/on
switch on the power supplies Pullman was using. The defects
occur at the end of the weld cycle when the welder tries to ex-
tinguish the arc by pulling the tungsten electrode directly out of
the area over the weld pool. The weld pool is kept molten as
the arc elongates but then starts to freeze as the arc and mag-
netic field collapse, oscillating the still liquid pool, and creating
a hole at the center point of the weld pool.

PG&E's contract writers were aware of these types of de-
fects typical to GTAW when they wrote 871l specifying the type
of equipment to be used. Certainly a higher level of quality is
obtained when using the proper equipment and if this higher level
of quality was thought to be obtained when documents such as the
FSAR were written: then a problem has occurec.

No reply to my memo has been recorded as of my termination
date 12/15/83,

.. Failure to impliment the quality assurance program as spec-
fied 1n 10 CFR 80 appendix B, criter;ta II & X,

A welder was going to start welding when ! asked him to at-
tach an argon flow meter near the torch in his GTAW process, The
welder refused to cooperate saying that as long as there wasn't a
heldpoint on the process sheet for it the inspector didn't have to
check 1t, The welder's foreman and my QC supervisor were called
in 10 meciate. The QC supervisor, Merle Edgerton, said he thought
mY .nspection was a it excessive. ! reminded Merle that a 20 CFE
flow mte was specified by the WPS and that if 1 was not allowed to
check it, when ! thought it necessary then he coulc ret somecre
else tc co the job.

I was requested to verform inspections elsewhere anc left,

2



Sept 26

|. Failure to issue and maintain adequate document control
as required in 10 CFR 50, appendix B, criteria VI.
[ requestecd a copy of Pullman's welding procedures at
least five times from my superiors Gary Sawer, Jim Cunningham,
Russ Nole K Pat Watson, and Harold Kamer. Mr, Karner's response
was that too many copies of the weld procedures had already been

issued and that the logistics of controling them had become un-
managable,

l. Failure to provide adaquate control over inspection and pro-
cess monituring as required in 10 CFR 50 appendix B8,
criteria X,

| was requestecd to inspect a full penetration weld attaching
& stanchion t0 a pipe. Upon amiving | found tl.e craft had welced
the cover plate on the free end of the stanchion. I didn't accept
the work because ! was not given an opportunity to evaluate the
profile of the back side of the weld. QC supervisor, Russ Nclle,
instructed me t© accept the work, | protested that the cover should
be removed by breaking the tack welds and the back side of the
weld inspectsd. Russ weculd not permit the cover to be removed
saying that the visual inspector had limitations that sometimes 2.id
net allow the inspector to view the back side of full penetration
weld

Started to notice that the welding machines were not cal-
\brated on a regular basis and that tong type portable amp meters
were not .ssued a.cd were rarely seen in the field.

()
(8]
o
o

l. Cver-extention of weld procedure 1o situation outside scorpe
of original qualification limits. Violation of I CFR 50
appencix B, criteria IX.

Il was asked to inspect the fit-up of a thresced stud being
welded t0 the containment liner. After looking at the weld procec-
Jre teing used [ determined that welding small diameter stucs was
not inciuded in the scope of the procecure. I called Harolé Karner
anc pointed out that there was almost no similarity between the
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original procedure qualified on pipe and the present appiication.

Harold assured me that the 7/8 procedure was qualified
for the situation and that they had welded thousands of the studs
using that procedure. I replied to Harold that if Pullman had in-
"tended welding thousands of them perhaps a procedure should have
been qualified which specifically included the solutions to prob-
lems unique to welded studs, It was decided that since ! had
such deep reservations about the procedure being used another in-
spector was asked to perform the inspection.

Later, QC superviser Russ Nolle cames out to explain how
WPS 7/8 was used to weld studs. Russ told me that the backing
strip could be deleted provided a back grind was used. I count-
ered Russ by peointing out that if back grinding was intenced then
the procedure would have included direction as to what the re-
quirements of the back grind would be.

Further research on this subject has shown that the stud
material most often being used by Pullman is a bolt material, A 307.
The stud is made by taking an A 307 bolt and cutting off the heac,
then the boit is cut with a chisel point and subseguently called a
stud. The problem is that A 307 is not a Pl material and can not
De used in the present Pullman welding procedure 7/8. (See attach-
ments | & 2 for information copy of part of WPS 7/8.)

Further, bolting material A 307 was never intendsd as a
welced stud because the only chemical limitations on the product
are phospheorus and sulfur contents. lastly, the materia! can not
Pe tracec because individual heats of steel are not identified in
the finished procuct. (See attachments 3 4,4&5%)

I, Woerk periormed without instructions. procedures, or craw'-
ing control n violation of 10 CFR 30, appendex B, cri-
terias V & VI,

| hacd noted that in the rupture restraint work .n unit tWo

fillet welds originally performed by American Bridge hac enchroached
on the areas around bolt holes that resulted in many beoits not
seating properly. As a solution the fillet welds were ground back,
However, | asked the RR engineer if measures were being taken

to revise the weld sizes in the area of the bolts on the weld

sheets, RR engineer, Dale Warren repiiec that to his knowlecdge
the crawings were not being revisecd.



Qect 12

|, Failure to update procedures to current criteria as required
in procurement document 8833-XR, violation of 10 CFR 50,
appendix B, criteria VI.

Upon rejection of out of tolerance washers t> criteria set
forth in ESD 243 pertaining to hardened steel washers, Dale Warren
the unit two RR engineer found that the information presented in the
ESD was out of date. I relayed the information to Harold Karner
the QA manager, who then failed to notify other inspectors that
the ESD was cut of date and that new criteria was in effect. As
of Dec. 15 ESD 243 had still not been revised and the other in-
spectors still did not know of the new criteria.

Qet. 17

\. Failure to provide for inspector evaluation of defects found

in items verses the requiuments of the procurement documents.
2. Misdirection to inspector by QC supervisor, denial to procure-
ment documents, and itimidation for performing inspection
activities as described in 10 CFR 50, appendix B, criteria I.

I had founc defects in A-490 bolts sent to the field for in-
stalation in Rupture Restraint work being performed in unit two.
The bolts had forging laps visable on the head and ! had occason-
ally seen lorgitudnal quench cracks or the shaft. 1 consulted the
procecures, ESD 243 and found that the ESD hac no rejection ¢ri-
teria for the bolts.

[ rejectec the bolts and then proceeded to search for the pro-
Curements referenc in the ESD to find the proper status of the
\1ems in question. While making copies of an ASTM stancard in
the office Russ Nolle asked me outside for a discussion. Russ
$aic that I would no longer be allowed to look at or make copies
of: the AISC Construction Manual, the ANS! or ASTM Stancarcs
or the ASME Codes. By seeking information in these documents
YOu are beyond your scope as an inspector, "you have yeur ESDs."

I replied that ESD 243 did not address inspection criteria
for A-430 bolts. Russ said to me "any conditions found outside
of the scope of the ESDs shall be accepted.” I told Russ that !
would not be able to abide by that and if the ESDs did not cover
the situation. then, ! would seek \nspection criteria elsewhere.

Riss got pissed ancd saic that he and Earold Karner have "had it
<P t© here' pointing to his neck. "You got one foot out the coor
Mr. lockert one more wrong move and you're gone."

9



Oct 20

| . Deviaticn from the technical requirements incl ded in the
procurement documents 8833-XR and AWS DI1.0-69.

2. Failure of both PG&E and Pullman to regularly review the
status and adequacy of the QA program in violation of
10 CFR 50, appendix B, criteria II.

I had reviewed Pullman's ESD 202, Welding Electrode Con-
trel, verses my own copy of AWS DI.1-83, Structural Welding Code.
In the area of storage of low-hydrogen electrodes I had found a
discrepency in that Pullman's requirements were below those speci-
fied in the code.

[ sent a memo to Frank Lyautey, assistant QA manager, tel-
ling him what I had found and asking him to check his copy of
AWS DI,0-83, the document referenced in 8833-XR, to see if we
really had a problem. Pullman's ESD stated that the minimum re-
quired storage temperature for low=-hydrogen electrodes was 228'F
while [ had noticed that AWS required 2:0° F.

Some time later I was contacted by Frank and informed that
[ was correct in that the 63 version of the code also required the
higher temperature. Frank went on to assure me that he had per-
scnaly checked the logs and that no viclations had occured and

that he was issuing a memo immeciately to notify all other con-
cemec parties.

Qet, 24

i. Cver-extension of welding procedures outside the scope of
original qualification limits. Misuse of prequalified pro-
cecdures per AWS in violation of 10 CFR S50.appendix B

criteria IX,

[ examined the procedure qualification requirements of AWS
Dl.l and compared them to Pullman's Rupture Restraint welding pro-
sram. It appearad to me that Pullman had taken a8 WPS qualifiec
under the ASME Sec. IX criteria and transferec the gqualification to
the AWS criteria. To my knowledge this is semiss ble in that the
mechanical requirements of the PQR (tension anc bend tests) are
transferable to both codes.

However, one of the main points in the application of the
WPS to field welding is that !oint design is an essentia) variatle
in the AWS DI.| code while in ASME it (s not. I started to look

at the process sheets coming Qut o the f{ield and noticed that
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Pullman was welding a variety of seven different joint cesigns and
calling it all out as one WPS 7/8. )

A closer examination of Pullman's RR welding program re-
vealed that they were working with two documents: WPS 7/8 and
-8 Welding Technique Specification called AWS |.] ( see attachments
6 thru U and 12 thru 14.) The welding procedure 7/8 when applied
to AWS welding only qualifies the original joint design used (n the
PQR because joint design is an essential variable., The Welding
Technique Specification AWS l.1 has been vused as some kind of
prequalified procedure not able to stand on its own but in some
way attached to WPS 7/8.

A close look at AWS 1.1 will show how the nature of this
document changes:

l. The title of the document says "Welding Technigue Speci-

fication” but notice that it alsc called a WPS on pages 2
& 3 (upper right comer).

2. Note that the Supporting PQRs are prequalifies Why
would a technigque specification require any Qqualification
record? A technique specification has no lega! bearing
under any code but a WPS surely would,

:. The perm.ssible base metals listed include A-513 and
A-388. The former is not listed under the steel specifi-
cation requirements of AWS Dl.l, Table 4.].] and the lartter
requires special welding procedures for «mpact loading or
weathering applications (see note & of Table 4.1.1)

In order for Pullman to uSe prequalified jcint designs for
15 use in rupture restraints all mancatory code requirments must
be met as shown in AWS Dl.l, Table El not 10 mention the leas:
of which is a written WPS. Pullman can not use prequalified joint
designs because "Welding Technique Specification AWS | 1" i$ not
a WPS nor dces WPS 7/8 extend into the realm of precualified
procecures because it dces not ‘ncorporate all aspects of D1
either,

My first comments on the apparent discrepency were with
Russ Nolle. Russ Sa.id not to get excited because someore hac
alreacdy caught it in an audit. (Could Russ be refering to audit #
periormed by Harold Hudson back in March of 837)

- -
N
- -

|



L, 2

|. Attempt to decieve Pullman QC inspector of PG&E's Viocla-
tion of its own procurement documents.

2. Failure to notify the Commission of deviation from procure-
ment document 8711, violation of 10 CFR 21.2L

I was still concerned that work was being performed out-
side the scope of 871, PG&E's contract with Pullman for piping
and pipe supports. Recently, ! had heard of 200 welds in sched-
ule 10 stainless steel pipe that had failed to meet radiographic
stancards. | researched the problem by asking the reader of the
radiographs, Pullman's Level III NDT Mike Mckray, what types of
cdefec's he was seeing. Mike told me that many of the defects
appeared to be grouped either at the start or end of weld passes
ancd that because of the thickness of the pipe defects (porosity
mostly) larger than the head of a pin had to be rejected.

Thinking that the lack of dated GTAW equipment might be
contributing to the problem I called PGAE's NPO Weiding Engineer
Dave Stupi. Dave had asked for several days to research the
8711 contract himself so that this was my second contact with him.
Cave told me that 87! was a very old document written at leas:
tén years ago and that [ had probebly stumbled on an old copy
that had never been updated. Dave refered me t0 ancther PG&E

eng.neer and said ! was not to include him in any more discus-
sions on the matter.

Nov 2

Presented Harold Kamer, Pullman QA Manager, written noti-
fication of my finding with regards to rupture restraint welding
with the WPS 7/8 & AWS |.! combination.

Nov, 8

l. Failure to recognize a significant conditicn adverse to qual-

ity failure to take corrective action, viclation of 10 CFR 350,
appendix B, criteria XV1.

[ performed an inspection directly uncemeaxh the unit two
pressurizer in which 1 observed old work that would be absolute.

Y
uracceptable under any coce. Welds were on Rupture Restraints
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originally built by another contractor, American Bridge, with the
manual SAW or, possibly, FCAW process. I brought my cdncerns
to Russ Nolle but he said no, nothing can be done about it be-
-cause it was another contractor and already accepted.

v, 16

. Failure to take corrective action to preclude repetition of
significant condition adverse to quality in violation of
10 CFR 50, appendix B, criteria XV1.

2. Failure to provide evaluation in a timely manner and co -
ercion to perform inspections to procedures shown to rea-
sonably questionable, violation of 10 CFR 50, appencix B,
criteria II.

Two weeks before | had informed Harold Karmer the prob-
lems I was having justifying the welding being periormed on rup-
ture restraints, Now | was being asked to inspect again t¢ pro-
cecures | had shown were questionable.

[ told my leadman, Jim Cunningham, what ! had found and
that [ had not received a proper response from Mr. Kamer. Un-
tll 1l get one I don't feel ! should g0 inspect., TJim told Russ Nclle
and Russ acompanied me to Harold's office.

[ explained to Harcld my situation. Harold said ! was en-
titled t© my cpinicn but that PGA&E had already approved the pre-
sent procedures. Further, he said I had a choise: I could go out
and inspect or [ could look for a new job. I informed Harclid that
| had deore everything in my power (0 get a quality problem cor-
rectec anc that if he was going to threaten me with my job then

L

| hac no real choise but to go and \nspect,

Dec, &

Temporarily assigned to the area |0 fab shop. The area |°
fab shop also houses the welder qualification test bay so that !
had the opportunity to witness some of the welders as they per-
formed their tests. After some questions ! had directed at the
the welders, I noticed that there were perhaps six or seven welders

rrocec.ing through the activities of the test with no QC interaction.
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later on, in the afternocon, after ocbserving more testing
with no QC participation | walked into the small office area and
struck up a conversation with the production foreman, Art Savacou.
I asked Art where the QC inspector was at. Art replied they
didn't have one at the moment but that he and Pat Watson had
&n understanding” ! thought that was pretty interesting so I asked
Art if he was qualified as an inspector. Art replied no.

Dec. §

1. Failure to provide for assurance that all prerequisites for
' testing have been met, violation of 10 CFR 50, appendix
B. criteria XI.

I learned this moming that the QC normally assigned to
the welder qualification tests had quit on Dec. 7 at 09:00. A:-
ter further observance of tests being periormed with no QC inter-
action, [ checked the requirements ~f Pullman's Quality Assurance
Manual and reviewed the statements in ASME. Sec III.

Wrote memo to Pat Watson, the area 10 leadman/welding
qualification supervisor, noting that Bill Bailey was gone anc that
[ had observed an apparent lack of QC participation in the testing.
! reminded Pat that the QA Manual's paragraph XFP 5.2 specifically
stated that a fieid inspector shall be assigned tc the test shop
and that ASME. Sec IIl, paragraph NA 3764.] d would not allow a
prosuction icreman to cetermine the quality of production welders

When Pat care on his walk through the fab shop ! handed
him the memo. Pat after reading the memo would not accept it
anc walked off., Sometime later Pat returnec and finally accepted
he memo.

At approx.mately 14:00, Frank Lyautey and Chris Nears ap-
peared and wanted to know what was goung on, Frank is the as-
sistant QA manager and Chris is Pullman's \relding engineer from
Williamspert PA. | related the story and told Frank that ! had
notified the proper person in the chain of command about the ap-
parent ciscrepency, Frank explained that Bill Ba.ley had guit
and that a new mspect% was scheduled to start in the welder
qualifications on the 127, 1In the absence of either inspector

Pat Watson was performing duties as field inspector in the test
shop.

[ admitted to Frank that I had seen Pat Watson .n the
test bay twice on Thursday, the gth but that for the majority
cf the time | had noted no QC at all. Frank assured me there
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was no problem and then Pat Watson joined us and he assured me
the inspections had been performed. | asked Pat what his inten-
sions were regarding the welders | had seen qualifying with-no
QC around. Pat said he had no requalification tests in mind be-
cause there was no quality problem. Frank then asked me to
join Chris Neary and add any comments I had to Chris' revision
of Pullman's rupture restraint welding,

My discussion with Chris covered his intensions to:

. Restrict application of WPS 7/8 to the criginal joint

design shown in the PQR. (Note that there is no joint

shown in the PQR but only a reference to sheet 2 of 10 ?)

2.Use of prequalified procedures for all other applications.

After examination of Chris' notes I brought up the point that
he intended to use the same eight or nine prequalified joint designs
they had been using before but that he was still grouping them all
under one procedure number, AWS 1.l. I said this could be con-
fusing and that it did not appear to satisfy the requirement of a
written procedure for each procedure. For instance, how can a
single bevel corner joint have the same written procedure and num-
Der as a double V butt weld that requires back grinding and welder
access from both sices”?

| reminded Chr.s that under AWS joint design is considered

n essential variable. Chris did not see that this was a problem .

. . reviewed the events leading up to the confrontaticn on the
37" and determined that there still existed some doubt as to wether
the qualification tests had been performed proeperly. Frank Lyautey
anc Pat Watson had personally assured me that there was no prob-
lem, yet they had not willingly showed me evidence of the in-
spection records. In my own mind several guestions rema.ned to
De answered:

!, Why had | obse.ved the gualification tests being per-
formed with ne QC including Pat Watson present’

2. Why did Art Savacou the procuction foreman whe had ap-

pearec t© be running the shiow refer to an "understanding"
with Pat Watsen,

3. Did Harocld Kamer know of the problems I had witnessecd
in the test shop.



I refered to the QA Manual and found instructions that
said the QA manager was to be informed of problems affecting
quality. I initiated DCN 1/1640-02]1 that told of what I had ob-
served and that it appeared Pullman was performing work outside
the scope of its own QA Manual, The Deficient Condition Notice
required an engineers signature to be submitted so I asked Mike,
the area 10 engineer, to cosign the DCN.

Mike declined tc sign the DCN because it showed no
hard evidence of a hold point being passed. Mike did say, how-
ever, tha. if | did provide evidence then he would sign the DCN,

Dec.l3

!. Failure to provide inspector access to records showing
that a function pertaining to quality was adequately per-
formed, in violation of 10 CFR 50, appendix B, cri-
teria I,

After informing RR engineer Dale Warren that I would not
accept their previcus performance of a stich weld observed on
the construction of square beams, | decided that I would inspect
the records of the test shop during the time of Bill Bailey's ab-
sence,

[ went to the test bay and explained to Art Savacou that
[ had reason to doubt that the welder qualificaticn test surviel-
\ance inspections i.e. materials, process, position, fitup, root-
pass, WPS parmameter verification, final visual, bend tests had
teen periormed.

Art refused me access to the records saying that only his
Cirect supervision could look at the recards. 1 informed Art that
Sy doing sc he was denying a QC inspector the right to inspect
recercs. Art's reply was "what are they g¢going to do- put me in
jaul?"

[ left the test bay and contacted Pat Watson asking to
see h.s records for Dec. 7.8 &9 concerning welder gualifications.
After some discussion Pat showed me what he had, the records
showed a summary of the welders who had qualified, who passed,
who fa.led., I told Pat that this was just a summary and that the
records did not show wether the required inspections hacd been
periormed. Upon leaving, 1 reminded Pat that! was still waiting
for a written response (o the memo.

12



Dec 14

1. Failure to notify authorized personnel of changes in Buauty
_ Assurance Program in viclation of 10 CFR 50, appendix B,
. criteria V1.

For the events of the moming supposedly causing my termi-
nation see Pullman's Termination Notice to Payroll Dept., pages |
and 2 and my grievance addressed to Mr. Stieger, pages l-5. (At-
tackhments 1S through 2!)

In the afternoon after checking a portable rod oven that had
yielded repeated violations of the minimum temperature allowable
for low-hydrogen electrode storage, I asked the welder to get a-
nother rod can because this one appeared defective., The QA rod
room attendent came over after checking the can and asked what
the problem was, | replied that it was below the 250 F min. re-
quirec by AWS DIl.1.

He said that the ESD only required 225 F, I replied that
IST 202 had been changed back in October. The QA rod rcom at-
tencdant dicn't believe me because he had n't recieved a memo on
the subject. | showed him my copy of Dl.l and he agreed that
was what the code read but that he couldn't change the rod oven
temperatures until he recieved word from his supervisor,

ec, IS

Sce page four of grievance (attachment number 21.)

The events | have presented have been shown to be un
disregard of procurement documents, cocdes and standarcs, anc
Feceral Regulations, Of course, only the Commission has the
fight to interpretation of the Federal Regulations but that does
not mean that each person invelved in the nuclear industry is
denied theiur own inference.

I have provided what documentation I could and I ask
that the NRC provide me access to the records on site so that
I may provide you with the necessary hanger and rupture restrain
numbers for your own investigation. All events anc conversations
are true and accurate :© the best ¢f my knowledge.

Respectfully, _ /. 7
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

L
PGwE <4 5 seaur s1reer « san FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 4106 + (415) 701429 + Tw1 910 372 6587 :

v O BeENUYLER
L A T

N Y S FQDTU.", 29. 1904

Poandc Letter Wo: uwCL-04-030

Hr. Jonn B, Hartin, Kegional adninistrator

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cormission, Region ¥
1450 Haria Lane, Suite 210

Walnut Creek, CA 94596-560

Re: wvocket Wo. 50-275, OL-UPR-76
viabio Canyon Unit )
SECY 34-61, Itens 45 and 167

vear Wr. iartin:

At the January 19, 1904 exit interview at Diablo Canyon Power Plant, tie WRC
raised questions regarding contractor quality records. In response to tuose
questions, Puandd s providing the enclosed description of tue progran for
A. F. Foley Company quality records review and turnover to Puandt,

With regard to Pullnan Pover Products ("Pullman®) records, Pullman turned all
quality records over to Puandt in 1977 and 193). A snall portion of tnese

records has been returned to Pullman to facilitate modifications performed
folioving the turnover,

Quality records of all other contractors have been turined over to Puande.

Kindly acknowledge receipt of this naterial on the enclosed copy of this
letter and return it in tie enclosed addressed envelope,

Sincerely,

Enclosure
cc: V. u, cisennut

H. E. Scnierling
Service List

- Fls
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PCandE Lette;.ﬂo. DCL-84-080
’

ENCLOSURE

PGandE RESPONSE ON FOLE

—~——— —

QUALITY ASSURANCE RECORDS

————————

1. REQUEST POR INPORMATION

On Jenuary 17 and 19, 1984, repres.:ntatives of NRC Regiom V requ.sted Pacific
Gas and Electric Cozpany (F3andE) to describe tbe program for H, P, Foley

b
Company (HPF) Quality records review and turnover tc¢ PCandE,

iI. PROGPAM DESCRIPTION

The program for review and turnover of Unit 1 records from HPF t
consiets of the following elementa:

Record Definition

Record Eeview

Verification That Records Cover All Activities and VWork
Turnover Program

Records Storage

The detailes of these elements, including & discussion of past and current
practices, follow:

A. RECORD DEFINITION

cifications for HPF work require the con
records for a period of ten years and
ategories of qQuality records consie
end of this ten year period, the ¢
obtain direction for records dis
losing records retention is att

e O e D
o ® "1
® O o

(&9

dis

O

PGandE will provide additional written direction to HPF by March 5,
further defining quality recorde and identifying those record vhich
turned over to PGandE,

B. RECORD REVIEW

¥Poley Quality records have been continuously reviewed by HPP and PCandE
1970, During the entire period of HPF involvezent at Diablo Canyon, each
quality control (Qr) discipline supervisor has been responsidble for perfec
an independent tecnnical record reviev of quality records associated with
perforzed in that discipline, This Tespone.bility has continued until the
present and is documented in Kpp Procedure QCP-17, Hovever, a significant
change in record review rethodology occured in June 1483,

The details are
provided in Section B,.2,
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B.1 REVIEW OF Hpp 1970 - 1977 RECORDS

From 1970 to 1977, HPP's work vas limited to electrical 1uotil&ntion
activities. During this period, the quality of the phylica¥ vork aund

Organications, The audits covered construction activities, equipzent
installations, docuzentation Packuges, and other quality-related elezents .
During that period, GC/QC performed 90 audits while QA performed 34 audite,
Additionally, KPP coonucted its own extensive Program to audits ap?
inspections of records, Indeed, in the period 1970 to 1977 aloue, }FP
conducted some 600 audits of records activities,

io 1976, These audite specifically centered on document control, quality,
adequacy, and retrievability. These random sample audits consisted of
detailed technical reviews of electrical Quality records, including
discropancy reports, The audits resulted in no nonconforcance reports (NCRa)
or modifications; bovever, some of the clerical and/or adzinistrative firdinpgs

The reviev of al} rezaining records was completed in early 1977 and bes been
documented in a 90-pege audit report, Findings identified during this reviey
vere resolved without plant zodification, Follow-up sudits vere performed by
PGandE to verify that HPF haq properly identified apd implezented corrective
action., As a result, PGandE has a high level of confidence that HPF hes
adequate docuzentation to Support the quality of the Diadlo Canyon work.

B.2 REVIEW OF WpF 1977 - 1984 RECORDS

In 1977 HPP's 8c0pe of work was eclarged to include the installation of
pechanical equipment, instruzentation, HYAC, as wvell as misce)laneous civil
and architectural 1netallation. Nonetbeless. from 1977 through 1981, the vast
majority of HPF activities was concentrated on electrical and ivstruseztatiop
vork, including TMI related work, However, beginning in 1982, KPF's vork
activity increased siguificantly due to construction activities &8sociested

vith rodifications arising from the Corrective Actiow Prograz (detailes ip the
PGandE Phase I Pina) Report),

During the period frop 1677 through 1983, Hpp QA and PCandp QA and QC

performed 358 wudits of HPF's construction activities and issocisted
documentation,
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The increase in HPp's vork force (from 403 ip September 1981 to 3,371 at the
peak of conetruction 4p August 1983) pPrompted additional actibns to assure
that HPP quality records documented during this period were (JQquato.
Accordingly, in the Spring of 1983, PCandE directed Hpp to perform a review of
the technical and administrative adequacy of all HPF records completed during
and after September 1981, The "cutoff" date of September 1981 was chosen in
order to assure that al) Quality records completed during and after the
increase in Hpp vork were included io the review, Thie new review program was
applied both to pPreviously-reviewed and dccepted records closed between
Septemder 1981 and June 1983 and to pew records completed after June 1983,

The results of the review of these “uev" records completed after June 1983 are
0ot part of the sanple used to dray conclusionsy concerning the adequacy of
pre-September 1981 records. The results of this nev review provide important

information concerning the adequacy of all HPF quality records and quality
vork,

The review vas divided into two paris--technical and adzmivistrative, The
technical review verified that Quality records properly documented the
iostallation ae described by current design documents, The administrative
review verified that the records were properly prepared by qualified
individuals, The administrative reviev ircluded verification that records
vere properly corrected, all blanks were filled, sheets were properly
oumbered, and Proper reference was made to procedures and other documents,
The administrative review also verified that iospectors were certified or

qualified, initials vere in accordance vith the signature register, and
records received pProper management approval,

B.2.1 RESULTS OF WPF POST-SEPTENBER 1981 RECORDS REVIEW

The techrnical review of records required for fuel load aod for operational
modes 3, 4, and 5 is DOV con, lete, Very few additinal records are required to
be reviewed for modes 2 and 1, The adoinistrative review of all quality
records is 8pproximately 35¢ complete, Both of these reviews have identified
& total of 32 deficiencies, Resolution of these deficiencies has resulted in

the idectification of the following items wvhich required or Ray require
Physical rework or sodification:

1. Oge electrical Taceway support was added due to anp Overspan counditiog,

& Five electrical racewsy supports required re-steunciling to correct
idectification bumbers,

3. Cadle traceadility could not be readily estadlished f

Tbe rezmsinder of the fivdings were resolved without Physical rework or
modification, Resolution involved clarification ard correction of records,
Physical inspection and verification of the adequacy of icstallations and, in

80ze cases, reviev and acceptance by Engineering of the a8-built condition of
plant installations, :
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No eignificant systematic or geueric problems were identified io this review,

Tbe ove electrical raceway support which required phyeical work as & result of

the reviev does not indicate any systematic or generic problem when one

considers the large number of installations for which quality records were

revieved, Nor did the electrical racevay support re-stenciling represent a

significant finding, eince the phyeical work required was not necessary for
“4be supports to meet all design requirements, .

As for the cable traceability matter, this particular itex had not previously

been revieved in detail, Accordingly, prior to pover ascepsion, KPP wil)
verify traceadility of all design Class I cable installations,

B.3 EEMAINING REVIEW ACTIVITIES OP KPF RECORDS

Io respouse to questions from representatives of NRC Region V concerning HPP
records reviev and turnover, PCandE proposee the following prograz for the
rezaining record review activity, The progrum is based upon the results of
the post-Septezber 1981 records review as discussed in Section B,2,1, This
four-part program will provide added sssurance that the quality records
docuzenting HPF's work are of acceptable quality., The program includes
reviews by HPF and PCandE and spens the entire time period associsted wit™ HPF
wvork, Purther, this prograz provides for both techunical and administrative
reviews of the records where appropriate, Howvever, sone categories of work
bave been e'cluded from further review as noted in Attachment 2,

l, KPF post-September 1981 records review., HPF vill revise the procedures
for the post-Septezber 198) records review prograz to enhance its

effectiveness, and will cocplete the program prior to commercial
operation,

2. HPF pre-September 1981 records review, HPF will perform a detailed
docuzent review to sssure that records were properly prepared, This will
be done prior to cozmercial operation,

3. HPF review of cable ‘raceability. To provide further assurance of
8ppropriate documentation of Class I cable ionstallation, HPF will verify
their traceadility prior .o pever ascension,

4, PGandf records review., PGandEl vill perform a review of docuzent packages
turced over by HPF t. assure tiey have been properly prepared., This
review will include inspection, on a randonm basis, of construction itexzs
which are cozmplete and accepted by HPF to verify that HPF quality records
adequately document installation according to design documents,

Tbe details of this four-part prograz follow,
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B.3.1 HPF POST-SEPTEMBER 1981 RECORDS REVIEW,

L]
o

HPF will complete its post-September 1981 recorde reviev, This review has
been structured to the criteria and Bcope as described in Attachment 2. Besed

upon the review completed to date, the following changes are being made to
record review procedures:

(1) Clarification of the definition of conditions wvbich require issuance of
an NCR,

(2) Clarification of the definition of approval levels and documentation
requirements for quality record changes anl/or rorrections,

(3) Additiona) training of KPF document analysts in HPF's quality
adninistrative procedures,

The folloving actions, which will be reviewed angd

approved by PGCandE, are
being taken: '

(1) PGardE vill direct HPP to modify their Procedure QCP-3, Processing and
Control of Deviations and Nonconformances, to further clarify conditions
vhich require the issuance of a Konconfornance Report, ioeludi
pPrograzzatic problems oot directly 8ssociated with the quality of

installatiop and their related corrective actions, This item is
scheduled to be completed by March 15, 1984

(2) HpF iostructions which outline the

revised to 8pecify the approval levels and ducuzentation required for
changes or corrections to quality records, This is scheduled to be

(3) KPF bas iocorporated into its traicing prograz for docuzent acalysts,
Bpecific directions which assure a uniform method of conducting docusent
reviews, Training zaterials, such as 8pecifications and procedures as
vell as any discussion on applicabdle quality ad~inistrative iostructions,
are docuzented and placed in a training file for each ivdividual

The HPF review of records completed after Septezber 1981 will be cozpleted
prior to cozmzercisl Operation,

B.3.2 HPF PRE-SEPTEMBER 1381 RECORDS REVIEW

HPP? is perforzing a review of records completed priop to Septezbder 1981, Tre
criteria and 8cope of the review is provided in Attachment s

Tbis HPF review has been initiated, and will be cozpleted, including record
turnover, prior to comzercial operation, An interi

B Teport on progress of tre
review, iocluding eny fivdings and their siguificance, wil) be provided prior
to pover ascension,
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B.3.3 HPF REVIEW OF CABLE TRACEABILITY

To provide assurance of appropriate documentation of Class I giblo
iustallation, HPP will verify traceability prior to power ascension, This
verification effort will {nclude a review of each pull package by circuit,

- B.3.4 PGandE RECORDS REVIEW

"(4) Required backup documentation is supplied

In addition to the HPF review, PCandE will perform its own adrinistrative
reviev of documentation packages turued over to PCandE by HPF., Thie review
vill parallel the HPF record turnover and will include:

(1) Verification that all documentation packages listed on HPF's index are
included,

(2) Verification that all documentation packages have been certified by HPF
as being complete and correct,

(3) Ac audit of the documentation packages, Each package in the(sazpling
will de completely revieved to ensure that the package contents @
cozplete, correct, legible, and inrluded according to the package index,

(4) Cross-references will de developed of Foley NCRs to Foley work packages
using PGandE's computer-based Records Mavagezent System (RMS). This work
vill be coapleted during entry of all contractor docuzents into the RMS,

Verificstion of all reviews will be documented on Docuzent Review Reports
(DREs). Duriung the review process, document packages and/or individual

docuzents identified as missing, incomplete, incorrect, and/or illegidble will
be referred to HPF for corrective action, PGandE will perform follow-up

revievs on the corrections of the deficiencies noted and, if generic problems
are apparent, they will be investigated and resolved.

Additicnally, PGandE GC/QC will continue to inspect, oo a random bdasis,

coustruction items which are complete and accepted by the contractor to
coufirz the following:

(1) Icstallation meets latest design docuzents,

(2) Icspection records are cozplete regarding inspection activities,

(3) Procedure and specification requirezents are met,

(e.g., veld records, megger
test records, pull tension calculations), '
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C. VERIFICATION THAT RECORDS COVER ALL ACTIVITIES AND WORK

.
To verify that all required Quality records are in place and ;;niinble for
transfer to PCandE, HPF will perform crosschecks between work initiation
docuzents and existing nuality recorde, This program will be vontrolled by

- @pproved procedures and cozpleted for each work package and wvork activity
“ prior to record turuover to PGandE.

D. TURNOVER PROGRAM

Previous direction to KiP regarding quality records turnover bas been provided
by PCandE correspondence, The following procedures and instructions provide
additional direction for records turnover:

(1) PGandE Quality Assurance Policy Statement - Quality Assurance Msnual,
Section XVII, Quality Assurance Records,

(2) PGaudE Procedure for Eeceipt, Review, Indexing, and Storage of Records -
Quality Assurance Department Records Management Handbook, Part 11I.

Io addition, the following procedures and inetructions have been recectly
prepared to provide further direction for records turnover,

(1) General Comstruction Imstruction QCPI-3, Document Review of Cottractor
Cenerated Records.

(2) Generai Construction Imstruction QCFI-4, Coutractor'es Record Turocover,

(3) KPP Procedure QCP-34, Safekeeping, Processing, and Turnover of Quality
Assurance Records (this procedure has been approved by PGandE).

(4) HPP Quality Assurance Imstructions (QAls) implementing QCP-34. PGandE

vill reviev and approve these QAls to verify proper implezentation of
QCP’}‘ .

In addition, a PCandE turoover task force has been established to review
federal, industry, and PCaudE documentation requirezents regarding contractor

records, This task force is currently creating a geuneric turnover interface
procedure which outlines the QA Program records turnover requirecents, All
existiag turnover procedures and ipstructions will be reviewed and revised to
cozply with the turscover ioterface requirements outlined iv the genmeric
turcover interface procedure,

'E. RECORDS STORAGE

Curreotly most HPF quality records are stored in 1 hour fire-rated file
cadbinets, The KPP records storage building is being upgraded to include
eutozatic halon fire suppression and alarzs, The facility upgrade vill de
completed by March 31, 1984, In the ioterim, a continuous security and fire
watch will be posted in addition to the existing strict access control,
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After the facility hae been upgraded, all completed HPF quality records will
contioue to be stored iu 1 hour-fire rated file cabivets within the facility,
As HPF quality records are turned over to PCandE, the records will be removed

from the KPF vault and stored in the GC/QC records storage vnurg’vbich meets
the ANSI N45.2.9 single etorage facility criteria, i



The following quote, tak
io PGandE specifications
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PGandE Letter No. DLCL-84-087

ATTACHMENT 1

—

eo from PGandE specification 8802 ie a typical section
ot the use and Taiotenance of contractor records:

4.1211 Records: Contractor shall use, collect, and maiotain records
and data esseatial to document the quality of material supplied and
vork performed under this Specification., Records are considered one
of the principal forme of objective evidence of quality,and
procedures shall assure that records are cozplete and reliadble, All
records shall be collected and filed at one locatiou at
wanufacturing shops or at the work 8ite. Records collected shall
ioclude, as & mitizum, the following: dravings, specifications,
purchase orders, work orders, inspection reports, test reports, work
performance records, work procedures, qualification records for
procedures, equipzent and personnvel, nonconforzance repoits,
corrective action records, and audit records, Inspeciion and test
reports skall indicate the nature of observations or tests, and
acceptable limits of observations or tests, the results, the type of
ponconforzeances observed, and the identity of the observing
persoupel, Work performance records shall indicate acceptadbility of
the work &nd/or caterial or uecessary corrective action in cases of
nouconforzances, All records shall be preserved by Contractor for
use by Cocpany for ten years., If Company bhes not requested custody
of the records and documents before the end of the ten-year period,
Contractor sbhall request dieposition instructions from Cozpany.
Until such tize as they may be transferred to Compeny, the records
and documents shall be available for inspection and review by
Company arnd regulatory agencies, Upon request, duplicate copies of

records and docuzents for specific items shall be provided promptly
by Contractor to Comstructor,



PGaundE Letter No. DCL-84-080

-t

ATTACHMENT 2

CRITERIA AND SCOPE OF HPF REVIEW OF RECORDS

"1, CRITERIA

A, A1l appropriate spaces on the records shall be filled in, pages

shall be in numerical order, and the records package shall be
complete,

B. All data on the records shall be clear and legible,

C. Signatures, initiale and dates shall be suthoriced, approved, and
affixed vhere required,

D.  Records shall be accurate and properly idvntified, Appropriate
inspection report references 8hall be affiyed,

E. Records shall be indexed and packsged for turoover to PGandE,

Any prodlecs identified vill be promptly corrected in accordance with the
modified document review process procedures and, if required, will be
docuzented in accordance vith the modified oonconformance procedure,

II. SCOPE

¢ith the exception of certain categories of records in specific time periods,
811 records will be revieved, These exceptions include records of
ivstallations for which other documents confirem ivstallation and/or
perfo-msnce to the extent necessary to validate proper plant operation and

maiotenance, The following ie & list of record categories that are excluded
from the review,

A.  Vire Termivations, Perforzance is proven by imstrument loop tests,
electrical dry rup tests, and startup functional teasts., These tests are
perforzed and documented by PGandE, Terminations are as-built and
recorded oo PGandE Engineering record dravings,

B, Wire Icstallation, Performance iu proven by instrument loop tests,
electrical dry run tests, megger tests, and startup functional tests,
These tests are performed acd documented by PGandE, The as-built
configuration of circuits ie recorded on PGandE record dravings,
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Recevay Iustallation, A1ll racevays were walked dowo ip 1982 and 1983 by
Project personnel to verify spacing and location of suppprts, The
resulting recorded data were revieved and accepted or mofifications were
issued, 1In 1983, Project personnel walked dowvn all Design Class I
racevays to verify separation of redundant circuits, Therefore,
ivstallations completed prior to 1982 are documented and known to be
correct and no further review of these documents is planned, Records
cimpleted in 1982 and later will be reviewved,

Racevay Support Installation. A1l racevay supports vere valked down and
as-built by Project personuel im 1982 and 1983, Tte resulting data were
revieved and accepted by Eugineering or modifications were issued,
Therefore, all installations completed prior to 1982 are documented and
kuowvo to be correct and no further reviev of these documents is planned,
Records completed in 1982 and later vill be reviewed, Welding and anchor
bolt installation quality vas not verified as a part of these valkdowns
and ergiceering evaluations, However, the quality of anchor bolt
ivstallations has been verified by other reviews and our findings are
docuzected in letters to the NRC dated January 27, Feb-uary 7, and

February 16, 1984, Therefore, all welding records associsted vith these
installations will be reviewed.

HVAC Duct Installation. The HVAC systex has been tested by Project
persornel and consultants to verify air flovs at all locations cocply
vith design criteria, The results are docuzented, Also, startup tests
beve teer performed, documented, and resultes accepted. The duct
coufigurstion and location are as-built and shown on PCandg dravings,

HVAC Support Installation., All HVAC supports were walked down and
as-built by Project personnel in 1982 and 1983, The resulting data were
revieved and accepted by Evgiveering or modificaticsns vere issued,
Therefore, all installations accomplished prior to 1982 are docuzented
and kcown to be correct and no further review of these docuzents is
planned, Records completed in 1982 and later will be revieved, WVelding
acd acchor bolt installation quality was not verified as & part of these
valkdowns and engineering evaluations, However, the quality of anchor
bolt icetallations has been verified by other reviews and our findings
are docuzented in letters to the NRC dated January 27, February 7, acd

Februsry 16, 1984, Therefore, all velding records associated vith these
ivatallations will be reviewved,




