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In the Matter of )
) |

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY, ET AL. ) Docket Nos. 50-424
) 50-425

(Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, )
Units 1 and 2) ) j

. .

APPLICANTS' RESPONSE TO GANE AND CPG ;

SUPPLEMENTS TO PETITIONS FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE ,

I. Introduction

By Memorandum and Order dated March 9, 1984, the Atomic

Safety and Licensing Board established a schedule for the fil-

ing of proposed contentions and responses. On April 11, 1984,

Petitioners Campaign For a. Prosperous Georgia (CPG) and

Georgians Against Nuclear Energy (GANE) filed supplements to

their petitions for leave to intervene, each setting forth

thirteen proposed contentions.1/ Applicants herein provide

1/ Georgians Against Nuclear Energy Supplement to Petition
for Leave to Intervene and Request for Hearing (April,11, 1984)
(hereinafter GANE Supplement); Campaign for a Prosperous
Georgia Supplement to Petition for Leave to Intervene and Re-
quest for Hearing (April 11, 1984) (hereinafter CPG Supple-
ment).
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their response to.the two suppl'ements. In the 'following sec- [
- I

tion II, Applicants address the existing standards for admissi- |

; bility of proposed contentions; and in section III, Applicants

,(apply those standards to Petitioners' contentions.
!*

I

I II. Standards'For the Admissibility of Contentions ;
t

| The Commission's Rules of Practice, at 10 C.F.R. 5 2.714, !

' require that a petitioner submit a list of contentions which

| petitioner seeks to have litigated and set forth the basis for j
:

each contention with reasonable specificity. This standard re- !

quires that m' contention state.a cognizable issue with particu- |1

r

larity, Alabama Power Company (Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant,
,

'

Units 1 and 2), ALAB-182, 7 A.E.C. 210, 216-17 (1974), and in-
,

clude a " reason" in supportI. Houston Lighting and Power [
1 i

Company (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1), (
P

ALAB-590, 11 N.R.C. 542, 548 (1980). t

:

As a general proposition, a Licensing Board should not !
I |

address the merits of a contention in determining admissibili- |4

1 ;

ty. Houston Lighting and Power Company (Allens Creek Nuclear i

Generating Station, Unit 1), ALAB-590, 11 N.R.C. 542, 548 |
-

1

] (1980). However, a contention and its basis must be scruti-
:.

nized to determine if a specific, litigable issue has been !
I

-

i .

. ,

! pleaded. Joseph M. Farley, supra, ALAB-182, 7 A.E.C. at 216. j
.

iSuch scrutiny is necessary 1) "to assure. that the proposed-
i

! . issues are proper for adjudication," 2) "to help assure at the ;
"

c ;

1
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pleading stage that the hearing' process is not improperly in- ;

voked," and 3) "to help assure that other parties are suffi-

*

ciently put on notice so that they will know at least generally

~

what they will have to defend against or oppose." Philadelphia

|Electric Company, et al. (Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station,

Units 2 and 3), ALAB-216, 8 A.E.C. l'3 , 20 21 (1974) (footnotes :

omitted). In this regard, there must be strict observance of ;

the requirements governing intervention. Id. at 21. Elabora- !

I

tion of principles particularly applicable to Petitioners' con- '

tentions follows.

f
A. The Issues Must be Proper for Adjudication in the

*
Proceeding

'

At the broadest' level, a contention is not cognizable un-
,

less it addresses a matter that is within the scope of the
1

issues set forth in the Commission's Notice and Opportunity for

Hearing in the proceeding. See Northern Indiana Public Service

Company (Bailly Generating Station, Nuclear 1), ALAB-619, 12

N.R.C. 558, 565 (1980); Portland General Electric Company, et

al. (Trojan Nuclear Plant), ALAB-534, 9 N.R.C. 287, 289-90 n.6

(1979); Public Service Company of Indiana, Inc. (Marble Hill

Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-316, 3 N.R.C. i

167, 170-71 (1976). A contention must be relevant and material

to those matters defined in 10 C.F.R. 5 2.104(c).,

To establish relevance, a petitioner, in setting forth the L

basis for its contention, should establish a nexus between the
,

,

-3-
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substance of the contention and the statutory and regulatory-

'

scope of the Board's jurisdiction. Public Service Company of

New Hampshire, et al. (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2), j

LBP-82-lO6, 16 N.R.C. 1649, 1654 (1982). With respect to any
,

safety issue, it should specify a regulation with which appli-

cant is allegedly'not complying and provide sufficient detail

to permit the Board to determine how the regulation is being i

violated; or it should allege with particularity the existence
,

-

and detail of a substantial safety issue on which the regula- [

tions are silent. Id. at 1656. This requirement is often re-

ferred to as the " legal basis" for a contention.

To establish materiality, the contention must provide a

foundation sufficient to warrant further exploration. Peach

Bottom, supra, ALAB-216, 8 A.E.C. at 21; Duquesne Light Company

(Beaver Valley Power. Station, Unit No. 1), ALAB-109, 6 A.E.C.

243, 246 (1973). See also Seabrook, supra, LBP-82-106, 16

N.R.C. at 1655, citing Consumers Power Company (Midland Plant,

Units 1 and 2), CLI-74-5, 7 A.E.C. 19, 32 n.27 (1974), rev'd

sub nom., Aeschliman v. NRC, 547 F.2d 622 (D.C. Cir. 1976),

rev'd sub nom., Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRDC, 435
,

U.S. 519, 553-54 (1978), for the proposition that a contention f

must be sufficient to require reasonable minds to inquire fur-

ther. In this regard, the basis for the contention should pro-

vide either a reasonably logical and technically credible ex-

planation (Philadelphia Electric Company (Limerick Generating ;

,

-4-
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' Station, Units 1 and'2), ALAB-765, 19 N.R.C. slip op.,

at 13 (March 30, 1984), or a plausible and referenced authority

for the factual assertions in the contention. The petitioner's

personal opinion alone is not adequate for this purpose. This

materiality requirement is often referred to as " factual

basis."

A contention must also have application to the facility in

question. ' Beaver Valley, supra, ALAB-109, 6 A.E.C. at 246 n.5.

A contention should refer to and address documentation, avail-

able in the public domain, that is relevant to this facility.

Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company, et al. (Perry Nuclear-

Power Plant, Units 1 & 2), LBP-81-24, 14 N.R.C. 175, 184

(1981). The Commission itself has recently emphasized peti-

tioners' duties in this regard. See generally Duke Power

Company, et al. (Catawba Nuclear Station, Unita 1 and 2),

CLI-83-19, 17 N.R.C. 1041 (1983). The Commiscion held that.a

petitioner has an ironclad obligation "to diligently uncover

and apply all publicly available information to the prompt for-

mulation of contentions." Id. at 1048. This requirement for

specific reference to relevant documentation. applies with spe-

cial force to an a'pplicant's Final Safety Analysis Report and

Environmental Report, but may also include applicable NRC Staff

regulatory guides and other published reports. If a contention

inaccurately describes an applicant's preposal or misstates the

content of licensing documents, it should be rejected. See

-5-
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Carolina Power & Light Company, and North Carolina Eastern

Municipal Power Agency (Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant,
.

'

Units 1 and 2), LBP-82-119A, 16 N.R.C. 2069, 2076 (1982); Duke

Power Company, et al. (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2),

LBP-32-107A, 16 N.R.C. 1791, 1804 (1982); Philadelphia Electric

Company (Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 and 2),
,

LBP-82-43A, 15 N.R.C. 1423, 1504-05 (1982).

B. The Hearing Process Must Not Be Improperly Invoked

A contention is not appropriate for litigation if it col-

laterally attacks a Commission rule or regulation. 10 C.F.R.

$ 2.758.2/ Similarly, as a general proposition, Licensing

Boards should not accept in , individual proceedings contentions
which are or are about to become the subject of general

rulemaking by the Commission. Potomac Electric Power Company

i

2/ A party may obtain a waiver of a rule, but only if it sub-
mits to the Licensing Board for certification to the Commission
a petition setting forth with particularity special circum-,

stances with respect to the subject matter of the particular
proceeding which are such that the rule or regulatiori (or pro-
vision thereof) fails to serve the purposes for which the rule
or regulation was adopted. The petition must be accompanied by
supporting affidavit. Opportunity is provided for other par-
ties to respond to the petition, including the submission of
reply affidavits. If the Licensing Board determines that a
prima facie showing has been made in support of waiver or ex-
ception, it shall, before ruling, certify directly to the Com-
mission for a determination on the matter. If the Licensing
Board does not determine that such a prima facie showing has
been made', it must deny the petition. 10 C.F.R. $ 2.758;
Potomac Electric Power Company (Douglas Point Nuclear
Generating Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-218, 8 A.E.C. 79, 89
(1974).

,

-6.
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(Douglas Point Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 and 2),

ALAB-218, 8 A.E.C. 79, 85 (1974). This policy avoids wasteful

duplication of effort (id.), and it also avoids regulatory in-

consistency. In the same vein, Commission policy statements ''

and policy declarations are binding on the Boards. Mississippi

Power & Licht Company, et al. (Grand Gulf Nuclear Station,

Units 1 and 2), ALAB-704, 16 N.R.C. 1725, 1732 (1982); Northern

States Power Company (Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant,

Units 1 and 2), ALAB-455, 7 N.R.C. 41, 51 (1978), remanded on

other grounds sub nom., Minnesota v. NRC, 602 F.2d 412 (D.C.

Cir. 1979). .

The general proposition that Boards should not decide

issues which are the subject of rulemaking, however, is not

absolute. Some issues may be litigated. The key to this de-

termination is whether the Commission intended complete de-

ferral o( all issues to the future rulemakings. See Cleveland
.

Electric Illuminating Company, et al. (Perry Nuclear Power

Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-675, 15 N.R.C. 1105, 1112 (1982).

~

C. The Parties Must Be Put on Notice of the Issues

The notice aspect of the requirement is a natural out-

growth of fundamental notions of fairness applied to the party

with.the burden of proof. As the Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Board has observed:
,

.

-7-
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The applicant is entitled to a fair chance
to defend. It is therefore entitled to be
told at the outset, with clarity and
precision, what arguments are being
advanced and what relief is being
asked. So is the Board below. It. . .

should not be necessary to speculate about-

what a pleading is supposed to mean.

Kansas Gas and Electric Company, et al. (Wolf Creek Generating

Station, Unit No. 1), ALAB-279, 1 N.R.C. 559, 576 (1975) (em-

phasis added; footnote omitted). Moreover, the Licensing Board

is entitled to adequate notice of a petitioner's specific con-

tantions to enable it to guard against the obstructionism of

its processes. As noted by the Supreme Court in upholding the

Commission's requirements.for a threshold showing of materiali-

ty:

[I]t is still incumbent upon intorve-. . .

nors who wish to participate to structure
their participation so that it is mean-
ingful, so that it alerts the agency to the *

intervenors' position and contention. . . .

Indeed, administrative proceedings should
not be a game or forum to engage in un-
justified obstructionism by making cryptic
and obscure reference to matters that
"ought to be" considered. . . . .

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation v. Natural Resources

Defense Council, 435 U.S. 519, 553-554 (1978).
.

The specificity requirement transcends " notice pleading"

allowed in the federal courts, which has been found to be in-

sufficient for NRC litensing proceedings. See Wolf Creek,

supra, ALAB-279, 1 N.R.C. at 575 n.32 (1975). It does not,

however, require the petition to detail the evidence which will-

-8-
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'

be offered in support of each contention. Peach Bottom, supra,

ALAB-216, 8 A.E.C. 13, 20 (1974) 3/ In short, the standard

falls somewhere in between, and "[t]he degree of specificity

with which the basis for a contention must be alleged initially

involves the exercise of judgment on a case-by-case basis."

Id.

III. Petitioners' Contentions

Petitioners have adopted a uniform format in pleading

their contentions. Each contention is set out in single-spaced

format, and is followed by a discussion of the contention.4/

GANE contentions 5 through 13 are identical to CPG contentions -
'

5 through 13. Applicants d,iscuss below GANE contentions 1
,

through 4, then GANE/ CPG contentions 5 through 13, and then CPG
, ,

contentions 1 through 4.

Petitioners' discussions of their contentions appear to
,

serve two purposes. First, they purport to provide Petition-
.

ers' basis for each contention; and second, they serve in most I

i

3/ See also Missouri Power and Light Company (Grand Gulf Nu-
clear Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-130, 6 A.E.C. 423, 426
(1973); Houston Lighting and Power Company (Allens Creek Nucle-
ar Generating Station, Unit 1), ALAB-590, 11 N.R.C. 542,
548-549 (1980).

4/ GANE contentions 1 and 2 are not set out in a single-
ispaced format. However, Applicants assume GANE intended the

same format for its contentions 1 and 2, and that the first '

"paragraphs after the headings "GANE 1" and "GANE 2" are the ac-
tual contentions. ,

-9-
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.

instances to provide'much needed specificity. Without the dis-

cussion, virtually all the contentions would lack any basis
,

whatsoever and would also be so broad as to be unlitigable.5/

Accordingly, any contention admitted should be limited to the
'

specific subjects addressed by the Petitioners in their dis-

cus,sion of that contention.

A. GANE-1: Radioactive Releases
'

GANE-1 contains three allegations: (1) Applicants have

not correctly assessed the potential routine and accidental re-
,

leases of radionuclides from Vogtle; (2) Applicants have not

correctly assessed the health effects of ionizing radiation; ;,

and (3) Applicants underestimate the human cost in the NEPA
,

cost benefit analysis.

1. Radioactive releases.

GANE does not explain why Applicants' release estimates
,

'
are incorrect, but simply asserts Applicants fail "to meet the

requirements of 10 C.F.'a. 50.34, 50.36, 20.103, 20.203, and Ap-

pendix I of Part 50." GANE Supplement at 1..

10 C.F.R. Il 50.34 and 50.36 pertain to the contents of

license applications and to technical specifications, and they

5/ See, in particular, Appl'icants' discussion of !

GANE-8/ CPG-8, GANE-10/ CPG-10, and GANE-11/ CPG-11. For example,
in GANE-11/ CPG-11, Petitioners allege inadequate consideration
of " generic defects in the Westinghouse PWR." The discussion
.of the contention, however, addresses several specific
Unresolved Safety Issues.

-10-
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are not spdcifically' applicable to radioactive releases. Pre-

sumably, GANE intended to refer to 10 C.F.R $$ 50.34a, which

requires estimates of radioactive releases during normal plant
-

i, .

operation, and to 10 C.F.R. 6 50.36a, which requires as a tech-

nical specification Applicants' compliance with 10 C.F.R.
,

I 20.106 and the ALARA (as low as reasonably achievable) stan- |

dards. None of these provisions applies to releases during an !

; accident. -

Applicants comply with 10 C.F.R. $ 50.34a. Applicants'

'

calculated releases of radioactive materials in liquid
f

effluents during normal plant operation are set forth in Table

11.2.3-1 of the FSAR.6/ Calculated airborne releases are set <

|
forth in Table 11.3.3-2. Bdth sets of calculations were de- ,

rived by standard methodology -- the use of the NRC's PWR-GALE
.

6/ Applicants use the following abbreviations to refer to li-
censing documents:

FSAR - Applicants' Final Safety Analysis Report

PSAR - Applicants' Preliminary Safety Analysis Report

CP-ER - Applicants' Construction Permit Stage Environ-
mental Report

OL-ER - Applicants' Operating License Stage Environmental
Report ;

CP-FES - The NRC Staff's Construction Permit Stage Final
Environmental Statement

,

CP-SER - The NRC Staff's Construction Permit Stage Safety
Evaluation Report

-11--

i t
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computer code and plant specific parameters. FSt.R, $$ 11.2.3.2

|-

and 11.3.3.3. Accidental releases are evaluated in the ESAR at
'

$ 15.7 and Appendix 15A. (See also OL-ER, $$ 7.1, 7A.) GANE

makes no attempt to address these estimates and points to no

error in the methodology or result. In fact, GANE provides no..

specificity and no basis to conclude that any of the release

estimates are in error.

GANE's reference to 10 C.F.R. $$ 20.103, 20.203, and
.

10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I, and its attempted reference to

10 C.F.R. I 50.36a, could be read to imply that GANE, in addi-
|

tion to disputing Applicants' calculated releases, is also as-

sorting that Applicants' calculated releases exceed permissible

limits. If so, the contention falls far short of the specif-

icity demanded by the Commission's Rules of Practice.
,

Applicants should not be required to guess what issues GANE |
,

seeks to raise. Moreover, GANE's citations to sections in 10

C.F.R. Part 20 are peculiar. 10 C.F.R. $ 20.203 governs warn-
1

ing signs and labels; and 10 C.F.R. $ 20.103 applies to expo-
|

sures in restricted areas.

Nevertheless, even if one assumes that GANE is indeed at- |

tempting to assert that Applicants' estimated releases exceed |

permissible levels and ignores that its assertion is insuffi-

'ciently articulated, its pleadings are still inadequate. In
i

Tables 11.2.3-2 and 11.3.3-3 of the ESAR, Applicants compare
*

their calculated airborne and effluent concentrations with 10

-12- |

|
.
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C.F.R. Part 20 limits, and these tables indicate that the cal-
'

culated concentrations aro very small fractions of the 10|

C.F.R. Part 20 limits. In Tables 11.2.3-4 and 11.3.3-4 of the

| FSAR, Applicants estimate annual doses to individuals from lig-
;

uid, gaseous, and particulate effluents, and demonstrate com-

pliance with 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I. (See also OL-ER,

Tables 5.2-5 and 5.2-6.)
GANE does not address or refute these comparisons; in-

stead, in its discussion of CANE-1, CANE asserts that Appli-

cants fail "to thoroughly assess the risk from routine and ac-

cidental radioactive releases on the food chain in its
*

|
,

| assessment of recreation activities (VEGP-OLSER-2, 2.1-8 and |

VEGP-FSAR-2, 2.1.3-2) in violation of 10 C.F.R.

"20.106. 2/ CANE Supplement at 2. But 10 C.F.R. l 20.106. .

| does not require risk assessment; 10 C.F.R. I 20.106 requires

Applicants to meet the limits on concentrations of radioactive

materials in air and water specified in 10 C.F.R. Part 20, Ap-

pendix B,8/ as Applicants have demonstrated they will do.

2/ The sections of the FSAR and OL-ER to which GANE refers
are merely site descriptions, and are not intended to assess
risk or potential releases.

8/ The 10 C.F.R. Part 20 standards are based on the recommen-
3ations of the Federal Radiation Council (FRC), and parallel
recommendations of the National Council on Radiation Protection
and Measurements (NCRP) and the International Commission on
Radiological Protection (ICRP). The radiation protection
guides established by the FRC for individual members of the

(Continued Next Page)
8
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GANE also cites'J. Gofman, Poisoned Power (1971), for the
~

proposition that "an adult man consuming two pounds of fish per

year from this stretch of Savannah River is exposed to

cesium-137 levels in excess of the maximum allowable amount."

GANE Supplement at 2. However, Gofman's statement in this book
,

actually reads as follows: 1

i
-

|

These levels (in 10 C.F.R. Part 20, Appen- )
dix B] are set so that a whole-body dosage
of 0.5 rads per year would result from
breathing such mir for one year, or drink-
ing about two quarts of such contaminated
water per day. But what do such levels l

~

(Continued) j
1

public are 500 millirem per year to the total body and bone
marrow (one tenth the maximum occupational dose) and 1500,

millirem per year to the thyroid and bone. The guide for aver-
age dose to the population is 5 rem in 30 years to the gonads
(an annual average dose of 170 millirem per person averaged
over the population). These guidelines apply to exposures from
all sources other than medical procedures and natural back-
ground. See Rulemaking Hearing: Numerical Guides for Design
Objectives and Limiting Conditions for Operation to Meet the
Criterion "As Low As Practicable" for Radioactive Material in
Light-Water-cooled Nuclear Power Reactor Effluents, CLI-75-5, 1
N.R.C. 277, 279-80 (1975). The concentrations in 10 C.F.R.
Part 20, Appendix B are the estimated concentrations of the
individual radionuclides which may be permitted in air or water
used continuously by an average or " standard" man without re-
sulting in a radiation dose that would exceed the maximum per-
missible individual dose. Rogers & Gamertsfelder, USA
Regulations for the Control of Releases of Radioactivity Into
the Environment in Effluents from Nuclear Facilities, reprinted
in, International Atomic Energy Agency, Environmental Aspects

I
of Nuclear Power Stations 128, 129 (Vienna, 1971). The Commis- j
sion has determined that "any biological effects that might
occur at the low levels of these standards have such a low
probability of occurrence that they would escape detection by j

present-day methods of observation and measurement. Rulemaking i

*

Hearing, supra, CLI-75-5, 1 N.R.C. at 280. |
i.

1

-14-
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really mean in terms of what could occur,
and probably will occur if such levels are
allowed in an unrestricted area where peo-
ple live?

|
|* **

Let's look at the concentration in water.
The MPC [ Maximum Permissible Concentration]
is based upon the calculation that a
150-lb. standard man consuming 2200 grams
of water at the MPC per day would receive a
dose of 0.5 rad. The concentration. . .

of Cs-137 in fish flesh, caught in a river,
would be 1000 times higher than the concen-
tration in the water. Thus a man eating
1-lb. of fish a week, grown in water at the
MPC, would receive a dosage of 15 rad /yr or
30 times the 0.5 rad guideline and 90 times
the 0.17 rad guideline.

J. Gofman & A. Tamplin, Poisoned Power 120-21 (1979 ed.).

GANE's source, therefore, refers to an adult man eating 1 pound

of fish per week grown in water at tho MPC, not to an adult man

consuming two pounds of fish per year grown in Savannah River I

water, as GANE implies.9/

The radioactive concentrations in Savannah River due to

Vogtle releases will be far below MFC. For cesium-137, the es-

timated concentration in the Savannah River will be less than

1/10,000 of the MPCt10/ See FSAR, Table 11.2.3-2. GANE does
|

9/ Furthermore, Gofman was clearly attacking the adequacy of
10 C.F.R. Part 20, and GANE is merely incorporating by refer-
ence this challenge to the rules. On this ground alone, the
. assertion is not cognizable in this proceeding. j

1

10/ To achieve the dose that concerned Gofman, a man'would I

have to eat several tons of fish per week from the Savannah |
River. ;

1

)
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not address this calculated concentration. Furthermore, Appli-

cants have not ignored bioaccumulation in fish and the fish-man

exposure pathway. Maximum doses from liquid releases were cal-
,

culated using the LADTAP II Code and Regulatory Guide 1.109

(Rev. 1, October 1977). FSAR, $ 11.2.3.5. Regulatory Guide

1.109, 5 C.1.b. and Appendix A, provide guidance for assessing

the aquatic food pathway and give a bioaccumulation factor

2x10+U3+D. Using this methodology, and assuming that ar. adult

would consume 21 kilograms of Savannah River fish per year,

Applicants calculated the contribution from the fish exposure

pathway to the annual total body done of an adult to be .791

millirem (FSAR, Table 11.2.3-4), or 1/632 of the 500 millirem

ITRC standard for individuals. See note 8 supra. In addition,

neither this dose nor the total maximum dose from all exposure

pathways exceed the ALARA standard in 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appen-

dix I.11/

11/ The ALARA standard in 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I does
not supplant the 10 C.F.R. Part 20 standards. The Part 20 lim-
its are still those at which "any biological effects that might
occur have such low probability of occurence that they would
escape detection." Rulemaking Hearing, note 8 supra, CLI-75-5,
1 N.R.C. at 280. Instead, the ALARA concept embodies a policy
decision that despite the safety of Part 20 concentrations,
every effort should be made to minimize exposure. Accordingly,
the low as reasonably acheivable limits were derived by consid-
ering the technological and economic feasibility of methods to
reduce radioactive releases. See generally id. The result, 10
C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I, established ALARA design objectives
for light-water reactors. For gaseous effluents, the' design
objective is 5 millirem per year per unit total body dose, 15

(Continued Next Page)

-16-
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GANE next refers to airborne particulates and asserts that

the milk exposure pathway " poses significant health risks not

assessed by applicant." Again, GANE makes no attempt to

| address Applicants' licensing documents. Applicants did indeed -

assess the dose to the nearest individual from this pathway in

the FSAR at Table 11.3.3-4 (sheet 4), using the GASPAR Code,

site specific parameters, and the guidance in Reg. Guide 1.109,

l C.3 and Appendix C. FSAR, i 11.3.3.6. GANE does not refute

these calculations or the methodology.12/ The estimated doses

are well within the ALARA limits. .

!
Finally, CANE asserts that Applicants fail "to include

doses to which pregnant or lactating women would be exposed."

Applicants submit that the doses these women may receive are

the same doses any other adult would receive, and as stated

above, Applicants have calculated maximum doses to individuals.

FSAR, Tables 11.2.3-4 and 11.3.3-4. To the extent that GANE's

|

(Continued)

millirem per year per unit dose to the sking for radiciodines i
and particulates, the design objective is 15 millirem per year !

| per unit to any organ; and for liquid effluents, the design ob- !

jactive is 3 millirem per year per unit total body dose, 5
millirem per year per site total body dose, and 10 millirem per
year per site dose to any organ.

12/ GANE also makes reference to a 1961 accidental release of
radioiodine from the Savannah River Plant but provides no ex-
planation of the relevance of this accident to-Vogtle, and no '

indication that 23 years later a similar accident is likely to
occur at what can be assumed to be a vastly different facility.

.

-17-
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contention may have meant to refer to the health effects of
~

doses to pregnant and lactating women, Applicants discuss

health effects issues below. 1

2. Health Effects
'

GANE alleges that Applicants fail to meet the requirements

of 10 C.F.R. Il 50.34, 50.36, 20.103., 20.203, and 10 C.F.R. |
|

Part 50, Appendix I, by not adequately assessing the somatic, '

teratogenic, and genetic effects of ionizing radiation. GANE

Supplement at 1. Not one of those regulations requires Appli-

cants to assess health effects. Applicants must comply with 10

C.F.R. Part 20 and 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I (ALARA). If

they do so, operation of the plant is deemed safe with respect

to radiological releases. See Rulemaking Hearing, note 8

supra, CLI-75-5, 1 N.R.C. at 280 (1975). (The obligations of

Applicants and the Staff with respect to including an assess-

ment of health effects in cost benefit analysea under 10 C.F.R.

Part 51 are discussed in the next section.)
3. NEPA Cost Benefit Analysis

With respect to health effects, GANE alleges that Appli-

cants underestimate "the human cost of the project in the

cost-benefit analysis required by 10 C.F.R. 51.21, 51.20(b) and

|(c), and 51.23(a)."13/ GANE Supplement at 1. This statement

I
i

13/ A new 10 C.F.R. Part 51 has been promulgated, but has not !
yet taken effect. 49 Fed. Reg. 9352 (1984).

!

l
!
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suggests that perhaps GANE is attempting to raise Applicants'

alleged failure to adequately assess health effects as a NEPA

issue. *

Neither 10 C.F.R. 5 51.20 (which governs Applicants' Con-

struction Permit Stage Environmental Report) nor 10 C.F.R.

l 51.21 (which governs Applicants' Operating License Stage En-

vironmental Report) requires Applicants to attempt to quantify
'

health effects. With respect to releases from normal plant

operation, an applicant typically addresses radiological ef-

facts by providing release and dose estimates. 10 C.F.R.

5 51.23, on the other hand, governs the Draft Environmental

Statement, a document generated by the NRC Staff. Accordingly,

there is no legal basis for GANE's implying tha't the environ-

mental information that Applicants have reported is deficient.

10 C.F.R. 6 51.23 does require the NRC Staff to consider

in its cost-benefit analysis the radiological effects of the<

facility, and projected health effects are normally provided in

the Staff's environmental statements. However, the scope of

review at the operating lice.nse stage does not require

reevaluation of environmental matters considered before the

' construction permit was issued unless there are sufficiently

changed circumstances. Philadelphia Electric Company (Limerick

Generating Station, Units 1 and 2), LBP-82-43A, 15 N.R.C. 1423,

1459, 1461 (1982), citing Calvert Cliff's coordinatino

Committee, Inc. v. AEC, 449 F.2d 1109, 1128 (D.C. Cir. 1971).

.

-19-
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Accordingly, absent allegations of significant, new informa-
"

tion, the health effects associated with the operation of the

Vogtle plant are not a proper issue in this proceeding. Cf.

id. at 1461. See also Detroit Edison Company, et al. (Enrico

Fermi Atomic Power Plant, Unit 2), LBP-79-1, 9 N.R.C. 73, 86 -

(1979).

GANE refers to no significant new information on health

effects in general that would necessitate a further evaluation

by the NRC Staff, much less to some significant new information

peculiar to Vogtle's releases which might prompt a Staff

reevaluation.14/ The Staff previously concluded that the

health effects of radioactive releases from Vogtle were insig-

nificant. CP-FES, 5 10.1.2.5. In the Construction Permit pro-

ceeding, the Licensing Board concurred with this conclusion.

'

Georgia Power Company (Alvin W. Vogtle Nuclear Plant, Unita 1,
,

2, 3, and 4), LBP-74-39, 7 A.E.C. 895, 907-908 (1974). GANE's

reference to J. Gofman, Poisoned Power (1971) (GANE Supplement

14/ In Public Service Company of Oklahoma (Black Fox Station,
with Units 1 and 2), CLI-80-31, 12 N.R.C. 264 (1980), the Com-
mission permitted litigation of the health effects of ionizing
radiation as a NEPA issue in a construction permit proceeding.
However, the Commission stated that a full NEPA record is al-
ready in existence (from the 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix !
rulemaking proceeding) and "no useful purpose would be served
by litigating health effects of radioactive releases when there
is no serious contest as to the result." Accordingly, even in
a construction permit proceeding, a petitioner must allege sig-
nificant new scientific evidence belying the insignificance of
routine releases.

,

'

-20-
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at 2), for the assertion that embryos are more susceptible to

leukemia when exposed to radiation is certainly not new infor-

mation.
|*

CANE also alleges, in its discussion of GANE-1, that

Applicants have failed to assess the cumulative effects of j

|
Vogtle and Savannah River Plants, as required by 10 C.F.R.

I Sl.20(b) (applicable to the Construction Permit Stage Envi-

ronmental Report). CANE Supplement at 1. This allegation is

redundant of CANE-2, which deals solely with cumulative im-

pacts; accordingly, it should be rejected pursuant to 10 C.F.R.

I 2.714(e). Aside from its redundancy, this allegation in

CANE-1 once again fails to address relevant documentation.

Applicants extensively assessed the existing radiological bur-

den, including the Savannah River Plant releases, in its Con-

struction Permit Stage Environmental Report. CP-ER, il 2.8 et

s*2 Applicants then evaluated the combined population doses

from Vogtle, the Savannah River Plant, and other nearby facili-

ties. Tne combined dose was 0.05 percent of the population

dose due to natural background. CP-ER, 5 5.4.4. The NRC Staff

also assessed the radiation background due to nearby nuclear

facilities. CP-FES, i 2.8.2. The Staff concluded that the

combined population dose from these facilities would be less

than 0.2 percent of the dose from natural background

radioactivity. Id., I 11.7.7. In CANE-1, CANE provides no new

Iinformation or circumstances 11/ that might change these

11/ The proposed reopening of the L-Reactor at the Savannah
River Plant, raised as an issue in CANE-2, is addronned below
in Applicants' response to that contention.

I
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conclusions made at the construction permit stage.
.

4. Conclusion

For all of the foregoing reasons, CANE-1 should be re-
,

|

jected in its entirety.
.

B. CANE-2: Cumulative Effects

CANE-2 alleges that Applicants have failed to assess the

combined environmental and health effects of Vogtle and the Sa-

vannah River Plant. CANE cites "10 C.F.R. 20.103, 50.34(a)(4),

51.23(b), 104, 105, 106, and 201." OANE Supplement at 3. 10

C.F.R. I 50.34(a)(4), which pertains to the preliminary safety

analysis report, is irrelevant and is not further discussed.

104, 105, 106 and 201 presumably refer to 10 C.F.R. Il 20.104,

20.105, 20.106, and 20.201.

1. Environmental Assessment I

10 C.F.R. I 51.23(c), (not i 51.23(b) which CANE

cites), requires the NRC Staff (not Applicants)16/ to assess

" cumulative impacts as may reasonably appear significant." As

discussed above with respect to CANE-1, the Staff performed

such an assessment at the construction permit stage and con-

cluded that the cumulative impact of the Vogtle and Savannah

River Plants, as well as other nearby facilities, was j

4

16/ Note, however, that Applicants' preoperational
radiological monitoring program fully assessed the existing
radiological burden in the vicinity of the site. See Appli-
cants' oL-ER, t 6.4 et seg.

-22-
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f insignificant. The only supposedly new information offered by
I

CANE to resurrect this issue is the proposed restart of the
, ,

f
L-Reactor.12/ Since the Staff has not yet issued its operating'

license stage draft environmental statement, it is premature to

allege the Staff's noncompliance. Nevertheless, Applicants
!

submit that a supplemental assessment by the Staff of cumula-

tive effects is unnecessary. The cumulative effects of the

L-Reactor and Vogtle are already being fully evaluated by the

Department of Energy in its environmental impact statement for

the L-Reactor.18/ NEPA does not require federal agencies to

conduct duplicative evaluations. As the Supreme Court has in-

dicated, an agency can evaluate the environmental impact of the

first of several proposals by itself, and leave evaluation of

the cumulative effects of subsequent proposals to the environ-

mental impact statements on those subsequent proposals. Kleppe

v. Sierra club, 427 U.S. 390, 415 n.26 (1976).

12/ The information Applicants provided in their Construction
Permit Stage Environmental Report on gamma and beta radiation,
and on iodine and tritium, from the Savannah River Plant in-
cluded figures from six years in which the L-Reactor was in i

operation. CP-ER, l 5.5.

18/ See U.S. Department of Energy, " Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, L 'Aeactor Operation, Savannah River Plant" l 5.2
(Sept. 1983). CANE does not address the evaluation of cumula-
tive effects in this DEIS, although CANE is obviously aware of
this evaluation. (CANE cites comments on the L-Reactor DEIS). |

Nor does CANE attempt to show that because of the releases from |
'

the L-Reactor, the effects attributable to Vogtle will be sig- i

nificant. Without such a showing, cumulative effects need not i

be evaluated. Westside Property owners v. Schlessinger, 597 |
F.2d 1214, 1217 (9th Cir. 1979). '

1
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Here, at the construction permit stage of Vogtle, cumula-

tiveeffectsofVogtletogetherwithnearby[acilitieswere
evaluated. To the extent additional or different facilities

are proposed for operation thereafter, Kleppe teaches that the

need for an updated cumulative assessment may be considered in

conjunction with that subsequent facility. DOE is apparently

doing just that in its evaluation of the L-Reactor. To the ex-

tent CANE quarrels with that evaluation, its recourse is in

that proceeding, not here in the Vogtle proceeding. This is
!

particularly appropriate in the instant circumstances where the |

focus is on the L-Reactor, whose releases (the precise nature

1
of which may be sensitive from a disclosure standpoint) and ad-

1

ditions to cumulative effects are best explored in a proceeding

involving its operator, DOE.

*2. Safety Consequences

CANE-2 refers to assessment of health effects sepa-

rate from assessment of environmental effects. CAME also ref-

erences sections of 10 C.F.R. Part 20, Standards for Protection

Against Radiution. Part 20 establishes maximum permissible
'

concentrations of radioactive materials in air and water in re-

stricted and unrestricted areas. It is possible, therefore,

that GAME-2 is attempting to assert that the combined effnets

| of the Savannah River Plant and Vogtle releases create a safety

|
hazard in violation or these regulations. However, such

vagueness in pleading denies Applicants reasonable notice of

the issues against which they mus,t defend.
|

l
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|
Furthermore, if'0ANE is indeed attempting to raise a safe- |

'

ty issue, it fails the basis requirement utterly. Applicants
i

have calculated the releases and concentrations that will re- .

|
'

suit from operation of the Vogtle plant. These estimates are

llocated at TSAR, Table 11.3.3-3. CANE, however, ignores these

figures. *

Section 20.106(e) does authorize NRO to reduce the release
concentrations otherwise allowable for Vogtle if it appears

that because of radioactive releases from other facilities in

the area the daily intake of radioactive material from all I

pathways of exposure by a suitable sample of an exposed popula-

tion would exceed one-third of the daily intake resulting fron |
|

exposure to concentration limits specified by Part 20. Savan- |

nah River reports annually the releases of radioactive materi-

als from its facilities, rurthermore, the results of Appli- !

1cants' preoperational monitoring program, reported in

Applicants' OL-ER at il 6.4 33 s3g., necessarily include the
contribution from the Savannah River Plant to the existing |

|

radiological burden in the vicinity of the plant. In addition,
i
|

the DOE draft environmental impact statement prepared in con =

nection with its proposal to reopen the L= reactor contains es-

timates of incremental releases from that facility. The Savan-

nah River releases and estimates, which have also been ignored

by Petitioners, are far below the levels which would invo%e
.

Section 20.100(e) for Vogtle.

-25-
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In fine, CANE ignores both Applicants' estimated releases
'

and the Savannah River Plant reported and estimated releases.

It makes no attempt to address them. It identifies no
,

radionuclide-that will be pr'oduced by the two facilities in

concentrations exceeding to 10 C.F.R. Part 20 limits (and none

exists).
1

3. C.qA11M319D

CANE-2 appears intended to raise as a NEPA issue the

need to assess the cumulative effects of Vogtle and the

L-Reactor. 'this contention lacks legal basis, since there is
|

! no requirement that the NRO duplicate the evaluation of cumula-
|

| tive effects performed by the Department of Energy. All other

cumulative effects of the Savannah River Plant and Vogtle have

been fully assessed, and OANE offers no basis to reconsider

them.

It is also possible that CANE is attempting to raise a

safety issue, but in this regard its pleadings are so vague and

so lacking in basis that such an issue must be rejected.

C. gME-3 : Psycholoalcal_5_ttegg

CANEa3 states that Applicants have failed to show

that "the fear caused by living adjacent to a nuclear facility

will not threaten the security and well being of the community,

in violation of various laws and rules and regulations." OANE

supplement at 8. CANE provides no basis for its allegation

=26=
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that operation of the Vogtle Plant in fact will induce fear and

accompanying stress in the public. Nor does CANE identify the

" laws and rules and regulations" to which it vaguely refers.

Applicants are aware of no requirement that fear on the part of

the public to operation of the Vogtle plant constitutes a basis

for challenging plant operation. To the contrary, the Supreme

Court recently has held that fear of the threat posed by a nu-

clear plant's operation is not cognizable under the National

Environmental Policy Act. Metropolitan Edison Ceypany v.

People Against Nuclear Energy, 103 S.Ct. 1556, 1561 (1983);

E22gare CANE-3 (alleging that " Childhood fears of nuclear ca-

tastrophe may last a lifetime and cause irreparable damages"

and " fears and anxieties will threaten the security and

well-being of our community").

Morevyer, in licensing nuclear power plants, absent evi-

dance of a " unique and traumatic" nuclear accident in the vi-
,

cinity of the plant, the Commission has instructed its licens--

ing boards not to entertain psychological stress contentions.

CantLdetatinn_of Psycholquical Stress !ssuost Policy Statement,

47 red. Reg. 31762 (1982). Cleveland _ Electric 111uminatina

9.93Rayy, eta b (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Unita 1 & 2),

LBP-82-69, 16 H.R.C. 751 (1982); Carolina Power & Licht Company

AILd Nort)LQaroJJnsLKasitrn Muntslp_al P_ower Agoney (Shearon

Harris Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), LBP-82-119A, 16

N.R.C. 2069, 2084, 2085, 2095, 2096 (1982). The Vogtle

-27-
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operating license proceeding falls squarely within this
. i

rule 19/'
.

D. GANE-4: Electromagnetic Radiation ,

i

GANE-4 alleges that Applicants have underestimated the

risk of the electromagnetic radiation from transmission lines, ;

in violation of 10 C.F.R. 55 51.20, 51.21 and NEPA. As a
i

basis, GANE argues that Applicants claim the effects of the~

transmission lines as a benefit, when in fact " growing scien-

tific evidence" indicates a hazard.20/
GANE's assertion that Applicants claim the effects of

transmission lines as a benefit is unfounded. GANE does-not i

address Applicants' Environmental Reports, wherein Applicants

- considered the effects of the transmission lines. CP-ER, [
t

5.5.4.1.4; OL-ER, 5 5.5 g seq. Instead, GANE refers to a com- ;
,

pany brochure and to other,. unidentified Georgia Power Company f
,

#

19/- The Commission's Policy Statement was issued prior to the!

,

L Supreme-Court's reversal of the Court of Appeals' decision in
the PANE case; consequently, the Policy Statement allows for
consideration of psychologic'al stress in the circumstances al-
~ 1 owed by the Ccurt of Appeals but subsequently reversed by the

'

Supreme Court. 'See 47 Fed. Reg. at 31762-63.
-

;
I

.2jb/ GANE also interjects, in it'$ Supplement at 10, that Appli- t|'
. ;

' '
cants' provide "no: assurance that-[the]' level [of the field in-
- tensity] wilL*not be increased in the future.''! Aside from the |
. fact that the; transmission lines canno't be op'e' ated at voltages ;r
' greater than thalvfor which they wereldesigned (and henc'e it
would require the ; construction .of a ne'w transmission system to 't

increase fiel'd~ intensity), Applicants'7 submit that'NEPA requires

L only an evaldation of the system as proposed. ;
'

1. - .
"

,

- :
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environmental impact' studies to support its assertion. 'GANE

does not claim that such effects are claimed as a benefit in

Applicants' Environmental Reports, and they are not. There-

fore, this assertion is irrelevant.

GANE's reference to " growing scientific evidence" also

lacks basis. GANE asserts that Applicants have not addressed

"the most recent health risk data on effects of exposure to

high voltage fields." GANE Supplement at 11. GANE refers to

the testimc.ty of a "Dr. Moreno" [actually "Marino"] in a pro-

ceeding before the New York Public Service Commission. The

proceeding was held in 1976-1978 and was censidered in

Pennsylvania Power and Light Company and Allegheny Electric s
,

.

Cooperative, Inc. (Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1

and 2), LBP-82-30, 15 N.R.C. 771 (1982). The Susquehanna Li-

censing Board considered the Marino testimony, but concluded

that no evidence exists to date that the operation of 500kv

power lines 21/ will have an adverse biological health effect on

humans. Id. at 790-93, 830-34. The Board noted that the New

York Public Service Commission had also rejected the testimony.

Id. at 792.

GANE also refers to an unpublished paper by Karl Z.

Morgan, which he presented in Congressional hearings in 1978.

21/ Plant Vogtle's transmission lines are 500 kv or less.
CP-ER, 5 5.4.1.1.

-29-
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(Attachment 1.')- Professor Morgan propounds that low level
t

ionizing radiation is dangerous. But transmission lines gener-

ate no ionizing radiation. With respect to non-ionizing radia- :
t

tion, Morgan merely cautions, as a passing note, that there may i
i

i be effects of which we are unaware.22/ This paper is admit- ;
r

tedly exclusively confined to Morgan's discussion of ionizing ;
.

radiation and as such provides no basis for GANE's proposed [
: !

contention on transmission lines. [

Neither the Marino testimony nor the Morgan article f
,

presents significant new information necessary for reexamina- f
tion of the environmental evaluations of transmission lines |

made at the construction permit stage,23/ and therefore they do (
i
.

|1

22/ Professor Morgan's full and only statement on this point [,

! is as follows: "These non-ionizing radiations (sonic, ul- !

trasonic, infrasonic, ultraviolet, infrared, microwave, i
'

radiofrequency, and long wave), like ionizing radiation, may be
multiplying their presence so rapidly in the human environment !4

| that they too are resulting in health hazards in some areas be- '

fore we are sufficiently aware of the magnitude of the preb-
,

lem." !
*

j2 l/ GANE also refers to a Colorado study, but does not identi-j
fy it. Petitioners are probably referring to a 1976-1977 study,

'

in the Denver area, conducted by Nancy Werthheimer and Ed
Leeper and published in the American Journal of Epidemiology in
1979. This study, however, related principally to high current ,

configurations rather than to high voltage lines. While the !
*

.

'

-study established no cause and effect relationship, Werthheimer >,

and Leeper stated, "it was particularly homes close to . . .

transforming points (substations and local transformers) that
!were over-represented among our cancer cases." Furthermore,'

L the existing epidemiological evidence (including the ;

Werthheimer/Leeper study) was considered by the Susquehanna
Board. The Board found that "some tests do-show results that

(Continued Next Page)3

1
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not provide a sufficient basis for the contention.24/
- !

Finally, GANE refers to a finding by Robert Helliwell of '

'

!

Stanford University that " electromagnetic radiation from the

Canadian power system was being injected into the earth's mag- i,

i
netic ducts." GANE then hypothesizes that the interaction of f

:

this radiation with electrons will produce x-rays, which in
,

turn will produce ultraviolet light, which in turn will produce

skin cancer. GANE does not identify any source for Robert

Helliwell's findings. Petitioners' allegation probably relates f

to a series of letters between Dr. Helliwell and Dr. Marino, !
I

appended to the Marino testimony in the New York Public Service'

;

.

Commission proceeding. (Attachment 2.) However, in these let- |
t

ters, Dr. Helliwell stated that he did not believe that ;

.

'

t

i

(Continued) ,

could be interpreted as adverse, but these are so flawed that ;

the results are inconclusive." Susquehanna, supra, LBP-82-30, !
15 N.R.C. at 792. Accordingly, the Werthheimer/Leeper study is !

not significant new information that would warrant a supplemen- |

tal-evaluation of the effects of transmission lines.

'
Similarly, GANE refers to a conversation'with H. Richard

| Payne of EPA, who purportedly stated that " evidence exists :

; showing an effect" from exposure. GANE does not quantify this |
effect, does not indicate the duration of.the exposure, does 1

not reveal the evidence on which this conclusion was based, and
does not even reveal the context in which the remark was made.
Such vague and obscure references do not provide an adequate

ibasis.

| 24/ Philadelphia Electric Company (Limerick Generating Sta-
j. tion, Units 1 and 2), LBP-82-43A, 15 N.R.C. 1423, 1459, 1461 i
' (1982); Detroit Edison Company, et al. (Enrico Fermi Atomic

Power Plant, Unit 2), LBP-79-1, 9 N.R.C. 73, 86 (1979).
!. i

'
!
i

*
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significant X-rays or ultraviolet radiation would be produced

from power line radiation into the magnetosphere. Dr.

Helliwell concluded "that the introduction of power lines capa-

ble of. radiating high harmonics [necessary for power line radi-

ation into the magnetosphere] should not alter the average in-

tensity of any radiation that might reach the surface of the

earth." Dr.'Helliwell continued, "I see no reason to be con-

cerned about the effects on our environment of power line radi-

ation that enters the magnetosphere."
*

GANE makes no attempt to quantify and provides no basis

for its absurd hypothesis that Vogtle transmission lines will

increase ultraviolet radiation and increase the incidence of

skin cancer. The environmental evaluation required by NEPA is

subject to a rule of reason. Scientists' Institute for Public

Information, Inc. v. AEC, 481 F.2d 1079, 1091-92 (D.C. Cir.

1973). It does not require an assessment of remote, specula-

tive consequences. Life of the Land v. Brinegar, 485 F.2d 460,

472 (9th Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 416 U.S. 961 (1974); NRDC v.

Morton, '458 F.2d 827, 837-38 (D.C. Cir. 1972), cited in

Carolina Power and Light Company and North Carolina Eastern

Municipal Power Agency (Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant,

Units 1 and 2), LBP-82-119A, 16 N.R.C. 2069, 2085 (1982). ;

For the reasons discussed above, GANE-4 should be re-

jected.
,

1
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| E. GANE-5/ CPG-5: Seismicity

GANE-5/ CPG-5 contends that Applicants have not properly

assessed and considered the geology of the site, in light of

new data made available by the U.S. Geological Survey. In

their discussion of this contention, Petitioners refer to the

"Millett fault," and each states, " Petitioner disputes appli-

cant's claim that the fault is not capable." GANE Supplement ,

at 12; CPG Supplement at 10. Petitioners also refer to the

Charleston Earthquake and assert that "even if Applicant is

correct that the Millett Earthquake fault is not capable--a

premise Petitioner disputes--the area is of a similar geology

'to Charleston and therefore poses a risk of a devastating ,

earthquake, perhaps as high as XII on the Mercalli scale." Id.

at 13.
,

,

Petitioners make no attempt to address specifically Appli- !

cants' design and relevant analyses. Applicants have ignored

neither seismic design and siting criteria nor the Charleston

Earthquake. Applicants' extensive assessment of seismology and ;

geology can be found in the FSAR at $ 2.5 et seg. The informa- r

tion provided by Applicants, and ignored by Petitioners, is i

briefly summarized below. {
,

1. The Millett Fault |
|

The Millett fault was postulated by the U.S. Geological

Survey in 1982 on the basis of groundwater and other indirect-

3 indications. Faye & Prowell, " Effects of Late Cretaceous and
t

-

,
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Cenozoic Faulting on'the Geology and Hydrology of the Coastal

Plain Near the Savannah River, Georgia and South Carolina,"
r

USGS Open-File Report 82-156, at 73 (1982). See FSAR, 5

2.5.1.2.3.1. Applicants promptly made further studies to de-

termine the existence of this postulated fault, but found no i

evidence of its existence within the depths to which the inves-

tigation extended. FSAR, $$ 2.5.1.2.3.1, 2.5.2.3 citing

Bechtel Power Corporation, " Studies of Postulated Millett

Fault," Unpublished Report for Georgia Power Company (1982). ,

Furthermore, even if the Millett fault did exist at a depth

below which Applicants' investigation extended, it could not be

capable by virtue of the age of the undisturbed overlying sedi-

ments. FSAR, $ 2.5.1.2.3.1.

Petitioners state that they dispute Applicants' conclu-

sion. Petitioners, however, give no reason for their dispute.

Their unsupported skepticism does not constitute a basis. Nor .

is Petitioners' dispute with Applicants alone. The NRC en-

dorsed Applicants' studies which concluded that the Millett

Fault was not capable. NRC Staff Review of Vogtle Report

" Studies of Postulated Millett Fault" (March 16, 1983). More-

over, a subsequent report by USGS (authored by Prowell, the ge-

ologist who was co-author of USGS open File Report 82-156), re-

leased after Applicants' studies were made available to USGS,

does not list the Millett structure among all cretaceous and ,

cenozoic age faults in the eastern United States. Prowell,

!

|
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"Index of Faults of Cretaceous and Cenozoic Age in the Eastern

United States," USGS Map MF-1289 (1983). In short, Petitioners

have no basis for their bald assertion, and they simply present

no information that would make a reasonable man inquire further

as to the Millett Fault.

2. The Charleston Earthauake

Applicants' safe shutdown and operating basis earthquake

were derived from the 1886 Intensity X Charleston earthquake.

FSAR 55 2.5.2.4 to 2.5.2.7. Studies, discussed in the FSAR,

have defined a linear north-northwest trending zone of seismic

activity, about 15 miles long and two miles wide, in the imme-,

diate Charleston-Summerville area. The closest approach of

this Charleston-Summerville seismic zone to the site is 78

miles. Because of the historical clustering of earthquakes in

this zone, because of the continuing microearthquakes there at

levels higher than normal background in the southeastern United

States, and because of the geologic features peculiar to that

area, Applicants concluded that high activity earthquake clus-

tering will remained confined to the Charleston-Summerville

seismic zone. FSAR, 55 2.5(c'), 2.5.2.3.

Based on an earthquake of the same intensity as the

Charleston earthquake but occurring only 78 miles from the

plant, the maximum credible site intensity is VI-VII to VII on

the Modified Mercalli Scale. FSAR, 55 2.5.2.4, 2.5.2.6. How-

ever, for conservatism, a safe shutdown' earthquake intensity of

-35-
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VII-VIII was chosen for Plant Vogtle. Id. The seismic design

bases were considered and approved at the construction permit

~ stage by the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards and by

the U.S. Geological Survey. Safety Evaluation Report, Appen-

dix, G, at G-1 (Supp. 1, May 1, 1974); id., Appendix H, at H-4.

Seismic design was also considered and approved by the Licens-

ing Board du' ring the construction permit proceeding. Georgia

Power Company (Alvin W. Vogtle Nuclear Plant, Units 1, 2, 3 and

4), LBP-74-39, 7 A.E.C. 895, 914-(1974).

The only support Petitioner's offer in support of their as-
sertion that there is a risk of an intensity XII earthquake 25/

at the Vogtle site is a 1982 USGS letter stating in part that

"no geologic structure or feature can be identified

unequivocally as the cource of the 1886 Charleston earthquake"

(emphasis added). This staterant is not new. In fact, USGS,

in approving the seismic design criteria for the Vogtle plant

at the construction permit stage,. expressly rec ognized that be-

cause the structural features underlying the Coastal Plain are
,

so poorly known, epicenters in the region cannot be related di-

rectly to appropriate geologic features. USGS went on to con-

clude:

.

'

25/ The Charleston earthquake was only of intensity X. See
FSAR, 5 2.5.2.1, at p. 2.5.2-4.

-36-
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The large earthquake of 1886 at Charleston,
S.C.,. dominates the seismicity of the south- i

eastern United States. The tectonic structures
.in the vicinity of this earthquake are not well4 ,

defined, but.there does appear to be a concen-
tration of seismic activity in the basin south ,

of the Cape Fear Arch and particularly in the
'

Charleston, S.C., area. Available geological
and seismological evidence indicates that the

,

; higher intensity earthquakes are localized along
the deepest part of the axis of the basin. i

Therefore,.it should be assumed that the Vogtle i

site could again experience ground vibration ,

similar to or somewhat higher than that reported !

in 1886. It should'be assumed, also, that mod-
erate earthquakes, up to intensity VI (MM), sim- :

ilar to those which have occurred elsewhere in
the Coastal Plain could occur in the general vi-

,

cinity of the site.

CP-SER, Appendix H, at H-3 (Supp. 1, May 1, 1974). i
i

The recent USGS statement is also consistent with Appli- !
;

cants' correlation of earthquake activity with geologic struc- [

|'tures and tectonic provinces. See FSAR, 5:2.5.2.3. It does-'

not support Petitioners' assertion that the geology of the

Vogtle area is of a similar geology to Charleston. The USGS-
i

was not addressing the geology of the Vogtle site '(as it had [

done dispositively at the construction permit stage); rather, ,

|

it was addressing the remote possibility that an earthquake i

similar to the Charleston earthquake could occur anywhere on

the eastern seaboard. This is a generic issue relating to'

every nuclear power plant in the eastern United States. To the

'

extent this observation relates to Vogtle, it is a generic

issue being addressed by the NRC. Furthermore, until' studies -

have-been completed, it is the NRC's position that'for the
';,

-37-
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"licensing of nuclear power plants, the Charleston earthquake

should be restricted to the immediate Charleston vicinity.

Memorandum from Richard H. Vollmer, Director, Division of Engi-

neering to Harold R. Denton, Director, Office of Nuclear Reac-
i

tor Regulation, Enclosure 2 (March 2, 1983)(Division of Engi-

neering Geoscience Plan to Address USGS Clarification Relating f
to Seismic Design Earthquakes in the Eastern Seaboard of the !

United States).
,

,

3. Conclusion ;

With respect to the postulated Millett fault, Petitioners

~

baldy assert that they " dispute" Applicants' conclusion. With
,

respect to the Charleston earthquake, Petitioners misapply a ;

,

: statement in a USGS letter. The statement does not support Pe- |

ititioners' assertion that the Vogtle area is of similar geology

to Charleston. Instead, it addresses a generic issue--an
r

issue, however, that was recognized in Applicants' analyses and [
t

USGS's' prior approval of the Vogtle seismic design criteria. *

Neither of these assertions is material; neither casts rea-

|
sonable doubt on Applicants' proposal and analyses; neither is

| -an adequate basis for the contention. Accordingly,

GANE-5/ CPG-5 should be rejected. ,

F. GANE-6/ CPG-6: Pressurized Thermal Shock;

Petitioners contend that Applicants cannot guarantee the :

: i

safe operation of the reactor for the life of the plant due to *

unresolved questions of thermal shock effects on irradiated

;

-38 ' t
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reactor vessels. GANE Supplement at 13; CPG Supplement 11.

This issue is a generic issue, Unresolved Safety Issue (USI)

A-49, " Pressurized Thermal Shock." See NUREG-0606, " Unresolved

Safety Issues Summary" (7ol. 6, No. 1, Feb. 17, 1984) at 42.

It is the subject of an NRC Task Action Plan. See NUREG-0649,

" Task Action Plans for Unresolved Safety Issues Related to Nu-
.

clear Power Plants" (Feb. 1980).
An Unresolved Safety Issue may be raised in a licensing

proceeding. However, the mere identification of an Unresolved

Safety Issue is not a sufficient contention. A petitioner who

wishes to litigate an Unresolved Safety Issue must establish a ,

nexus between the license application and the task action plan

by showing both:

(1) that the undertaken or contemplated project
has safety significance insofar as the re-
actor under review is concerned, and

'

(2) that the fashion in which the application
deals with the matter in question is.

unsatisfactory, that because of the failure
to consider a particular item there has
been insufficient assessment of a specific
type of risk for the reactor, or that the
short-term solution offered in the applica-
tion to a problem under Staff study is in-
adequate.

Gulf States Utilities Company (River Bend Station, Units 1 and
i

'

i 2, ALAB-444, 6 N.R.C. 760, 773 (1977).

Petitioners make no attempt to demonstrate the signifi-
!

cance of USI A-49 to Vogtle. Instead, they discuss the Rancho i

Seco Reactor. They do indicate that Applicants have described
,

.

-39-
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the copper and phosphorous levels in the reactor vessel (FSAR,

$ 5.3.3), but do not allege that these would have an adverse

effect; and as indicated in the FSAR, the effect of fluence and

copper content will be factored into the Technical Specifica-

tion pressure-temperature limits for the reactor vessel. FSAR,

$ 5.3.2. Applicants, in demonstrating compliance with

10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendices G and H, considered the copper,

nickel, and phospherous content of the reactor vessel compo-

nents in their calculations of end-of-life reference nil

ductility temperatures. The caiculated end-of-life reference

nil ductility temperatures are significantly less than that at

which operation of the plant would not be permitted under NRC

criteria. Special core designs were not used in the calcula-

tions and are not necessary. FSAR, Q251.1. Similarly, Peti-

tieners do no't address the design of the Vogtle reactor-ves-

sels, described in the FSAR, 6 5.3.3.1; nor do they address

Applicants' Material Surveillance program (FSAR, 5 5.3.1.6).

Petitioners also make no attempt to address the second

prong of the River Bend test. They do not address the Vogtle

application, they do not specify a " type of risk" that has not

been assessed, and they do not address short-term solutions.

In this regard, the potential for a PTS event occurs only after

the reactor has been operating a substantial period of time

.(i.e., after the vessel has lost its fracture toughness prop-
:
!erties and is embrittled by neutron radiation).2s/ There is,

2s/ The probability of such an event is also dependent upon a
variety of other plant-specific factors, such as the particular

(Continued Next Page)
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therefore, no short-term hazard. See Virginia Electric and

Power Company (North Anna Nuclear Power Station, Units 1 and

2), ALAB-491, 8 N.R.C. 245, 248 n.6 (1978).

Accordingly, Petitioners provide no basis for their con-

tention.

There is a second reason why this contention should not be

raised in this proceeding. The Commission recently published a

proposed rule which would require certain actions to be taken

by applicants and licensees to identify any corrective actions

that might be required to prevent or mitigate potential PTS

events. Proposed Rule, " Analysis of Potential Pressurized

Thermal Shock Events," 49 Fed. Reg. 4498 (1984). Accordingly,

because this matter is being fully addressed by the Commission

in a generic rulemaking proceeding, it is not an appropriate

matter for litigation in this proceeding.
.

G. GANE-7/ CPG-7: Groundwater

GANE-7/ CPG-7 contends that Applicants have not adequately

assessed "the value" of the groundwater below the Vogtle site.

GANE-7/ CPG-7 also asserts that Applicants fail "to provide ade-

quate assurance that the groundwater will not be contaminated."

(Continued)
'

material composition of the vessel and vessel welds and the
presence of flaws which are capable of propagation. See
NUREG-0606, supra, at 42. '
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Petitioners cite 10 C.F.R. SS 51.20(a)-(c), 50.34(a)(1), and

100.10(c)(3). GANE Supplement at 14-15; CPG Supplement at

12-13.
.

This contention appears to raise two distinct issues. The

first part of the contention, addressing Applicants' assessment

'of the value of groundwater, raises an environmental issue, and

Petitioners' citation to 10 C.F.R. 5 51.20(a)-(c) presumably

relates to this issue. The second part of the contention, ad-

dressing Applicants' alleged failure to provide adequate assur-

ance that groundwater will not be contaminated, appears to

raise a health and safety issue, and presumably corresponds to

Petitioners' citation to 10 C.F.R. 55 50.34(a)(1) and

100.10(c)(3).
1. Environmental Consideration of Groundwater

Petitioners again ignore information provided in Appli-

cants' Environmental Reports. Applicants conducted an exten-

sive investigation to define the characteristics of the ground-

water at the site and to determine the significance of

accidental spillage. This assessment is documented in Appli-

cants' Construction Permit and Operating License Stage Environ-

mental Reports. CP-ER, 5 2.5.4; OL-ER S 7A.4. Two aquifers,

exist at the site; a shallow water table aquifer and the deep,

confined Tuscaloosa akuifer.22/ Furthermore, a relatively

22/ There is actually a third aquifer in the region, the prin-
cipal artesian (or upper confined) aquifer. However, at the

(Continued Next Page)
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impermeable 60- to 70-foot thick marl forms an aquiclude be-

tween the two aquifers and makes contamination of the confined

Tuscaloosa aquifer particularly unlikely. Id. at p. 2.5-9.

See also OL-ER, $ 2.1.3.8.1.2. Thus, only the water table

aquifer likely would be affected by an accidental release, and

this aquifer lies largely within the exclusion radius of the

plant. Water movement indicates that spillage at the plant

site would eventually find its way to Mathes Pond (also known

as Mallard Pond), where it could be intercepted. CP-ER

5 2.5.4, at p. 2.5-18. Moreover, the time of migration of a '

spill to Mathes Pond would be controlled by the permeabilities

of the soil and is estimated to be on the order of 350 years.~

Id.,.S 5.4.3.28/ Based on this assessment, Applicants conclud-

ed that there vill be no significant impact on groundwater even

in the unlikely event that a spill or other accidental release

to the groundwater occurred. Id., $ 11.2, and Attachment A at

p. 11-A-3. Because the environmental impact is insignificant,

there is no need to assess the "value" of the groundwater.

(Continued)

Vogtle site, the two confined aquifers (the Tuscaloosa and
principal artesian aquifers) are not isolated from each other
hydraulically, and are simply referred to as the Tuscaloosa
aquifer in the CP-ER.

28/ The specific calculation is given in the FSAR at
5 2.4.13.1.
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Petitioners do not address Applicants' analysis or even
.

acknowledge its existence. Petitioners do not specify how this
I

analysis is inadequate. They merely assert that the ground-
,

water aquifer could become contaminated and perhaps so too

could the Tuscaloosa aquifer.29/ They proffer no significant

new information necessary for a contention addressing environ-

mental matters previously evaluated at the construction permit
,

stage. See cases cited in note 24, supra. Furthermore, Appli-

cants have assessed the remoteness of such contamination, and

Petitioners provide no grounds'to dispute this. Accordingly,

there is no basis to doubt Applicants' evaluation of the envi- ,

ronmental effect on groundwater; and there is no basis, legal

or factual, for Petitioners' contention that Applicants have

inadequately assessed the value of groundwater. GANE-7/ CPG-7,

as it relates to environmental considerations, lacks basis and

[
specificity, and it should be rejected.

29/ GANE does state that, "It is known that just south of the
"

| plant site, this clay changes into a limeston . GANE. . .

i does not explain the relevance of this remark, but perhaps at-
! tempts to imply that seepage from the water table aquifer at
| the plant can find its way to the confined aquifer. However,

the water table aquifer is isolated on an interfluvial high and
is intercepted by Beaverdam Creek. CP-ER, 9 2.5.4. The lime-
stone formation actually occurs several miles to the souteast
(FSAR, S 2.4.12.1.1.2) and outside the area intercepted by Bea-
verdam Creek. GANE's vague implication is simply irrelevant.

,

Similarly, Petitioners' unsupported assertion that the 50-footi

i hydraulic head on the water table aquifer will push it through
fractures in the marl is unfounded. This pressure differential
demonstrates the effectiveness of the marl as an aquiclude.

i
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2. Safety Considerations with Respect to Groundwater

Petitioners refer to 10 C.F.R. 6 50.34(a)(1) and'10 C.F.R.
$ 100.10(c)(3) in support of their assertion that Applicants

fail "to provide adequate assurance that groundwater will not

be contaminated." GANE Supplement at 15; CPG Supplement at 13.

However, neither of these sections nor any other section ex-
,

plicitly requires Applicants to provide adequate assurance that

groundwater will not be contaminated.30/ What is relevant is

whether Vogtle has been properly built and whether there is

reasonable assurance that it can be operated without endan- i

gering the health and safety of the public. See 10 C.F.R.
,

S 2.104(c). ,

Petitioners do not allege any design or construction defi- ,

ciency. They do not even allege that there is a real hazard.

They do not say how Applicants' radwaste program is inadequate

or indicate any mechanism whereby a significant spill might
i

occur. Applicants have described their liquid waste management
#

system (FSAR, $ 11.2) and have demonstrated that routine re-

j leases will not exceed permissible levels. Applicants have i

also assessed the possibility of accidental releases. FSAR,

+

| 30/ 10 C.F.R. 5 50.34(a)(1) applies to an applicant's prelimi-
nary safety evaluation report and site evaluation factors.
Similarly, 10 C.F.R. $ 100.10(c)(3) governs site evaluation.
But Applicants' construction permit is not at issue in this
proceeding. Cf. Duquesne Light Company et al. (Beaver Valley
Power Station, Unit 2), LBP-84-6, 19 N.R.C. slip op. at,;

; 20 (Jan. 27, 1984).
|

(

|
r

| -45-

i

<
__



. .

.

.

$ 15.7. See also OL-ER, $$ 7.1, 7A. It is Applicants' demon-

strated compliance with the Commission's regulations that pro-

vides reasonable assurance that Vogtle can be operated safely.

Petitioners do not dispute this compliance or suggest any sce-

nario, credible or otherwise, that might question the efficacy

of such compliance. GANE-7/ CPG-7, as it relates to the rea-

sonable assurance that Vogtle can be operated safely, is devoid

of specificity and basis, and it should be rejected.

H. G7"E-8/ CPG-8 Quality Assurance

GANE-8/ CPG-8 contends that Applicants have failed to en-

force an adequate construction quality assurance program, as

required by 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix B. In their discussion

of this contention, Petitioners refer to a few NRC documents

and a number of Applicants' files addressing several discrete

topics. These references indicate that occasionally a minor

problem in construction or quality assurance has been identi-

fied. But Petitioners do not centend that identified problems

i have not been promptly and adequately remedied. Instead, Peti-

tioners unsoundly infer broad programmatic deficiencies and un-
|
|

! fairly impugn Applicants' dedication to quality. Petitioners

conclude that Vogtle " mirrors similar situations at the Zimmer

Nuclear Plant and the Byron Nuclear Plant," and as a result,

| " Plant integrity cannot be assured." GANE Supplement'at 21,

CPG Supplement at 19.

| -46-

!

l



. .

,

.

In determining relevance and materiality, a Licensing

Board must view QA allegations in the context of the enormity

of nuclear power plant construction. As the Appeal Board has
i

indicated:

In any project even remotely approaching in
magnitude and complexity'the erection of a nu-
clear power plant, there inevitably will be some
construction defects tied to quality assurance
lapses. It would therefore be totally unreason-
able to hinge the grant of an NRC operating
license upon a demonstration of error-free con-
struction. Nor is such a result mandated by ei-
ther the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
or the Commission's implementing regulations.
What they require is simply a finding of rea-
sonable assurance that, as built, the facility
can and will be operated without endangering the

,

public health.and safety. 42 U.S.C. SS 2133(d),
2232(c); 10 C.F.R. 5 50.57(a)(3)(i). Thus, in ,

examining claims of quality assurance !
deficiencies, one must look to the implication
of those deficiencies in terms of safe plant r

operation.

Union Electric Company (Callaway Plant, Unit 1), ALAB-740, 18

N.R.C. 343, 346 (1983) (footnote omitted). See also Pacific
,

Gas and Electric Company (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant,

Units 1 and 2), ALAB-756, 18 N.R.C. slip op. at 7,

i

(December 19, 1983). Beyond this customary scrutiny, there may

remain a question whether there has been a breakdown of quality

assurance "of such dimensions to raise legitimate doubt as to

the overall integrity of the facility." Callaway, supra,

ALAB-740, 18 N.R.O. at 346. ,

In this context, an average number of relatively innocuous

deficiencies does not provide a basis for a contention alleging

t

-47-
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a general breakdown in quality assurance. They do not rea-

sonably imply a " pervasive failure to carry out the quality as-
~

surance program" which might stand in the way of the requisite

safety finding. Id. at 346.31/

The illogic and utter lack of basis for Petitioners' con-

clusion that Vogtle is another' Byron or Zimmer is evident from

the very documents they cite.32/ The inferences Petitioners
,

draw from each are unfounded. Applicants have attached the

very documents to which Petitioners refer and as discussed-

below, these documents demonstrate that Petitioners' allega-

tions lack factual basis.

31/ The mat.eriality of allegations forming the basis of a QA
contention is vital to observe the intent of the Commission's
basis with specificity requirement. Because of the size and
complexity of nuclear power plant construction, and the rigor
of the NRC's and applicants' own inspection programs, no nucle-
ar power plant can be constructed without a certain number of
nonconformances. If these nonconformances automatically form
the basis for litigation of an applicant's entire QA program,
the integrity of the plant, and applicant's character, then a
contention of unparalleled breadth could be raised in every li-
censing proceeding without regard to the purposes of the basis
with specificity requirement, as enumerated in Peach Bottom,,

supra, ALAB-216, 8 A.E.C. at 20-21.'

32/ The illogic of Petitioners' conclusion is also revealed by
i

the Commission's April 4, 1984 Report to Congress, submitted
pursuant to Section 13 of the NRC Authorization Act For Fiscal

'. Years 1982 and 1983 (P.L. 97-415) (referred to as the Ford
| Amendment). The Commission cited Vogtle as an example of a nu-

clear power plant construction project with a successful quali-
,

ty assurance program -- a project which has experienced no'

major problems.
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1. Welding.

Petitioners assert that " repeated violations of NRC reg-

ulations by Applicant in the construction methods applied to

pipe fittings and welds must be interpreted as undermining con-

fidence in the capability of the coolant and containment sys-

tems to perform their essential tasks." GANE Suppleneht at 17;

CPG Supplement at 15. But Petitioners do not allege that there

have been " repeated violations involving construction methods

applied to welds and pipe fittings." Instead, they state that

" potential deficiencies involving welds were raised as an issue

at least as early as April 29, 1981" and they cite "I&E file

#X7BG03-M18." The "I&E" prefix to this citation is incorrect

and misleading; file X7BGO3-M18 is not an NRC file, but one

created by Applicants. (Attachment 3.) As Petitioners ignore

or misunderstand, the contents of this file were actually the

result of Applicants' inspections and endorse the comprehen-

siveness of Applicants' quality assurance program. Applicants

conducted inspection of welds on containment liner penetrations

-- work performed by Chicago Bridge and Iron (CB&I) in its fa-

cilities in Birmingham. These inspections revealed some prob-

lems associated with weld cleanup and some conditions (such as

slag, porosity, arc strikes) that should have been eliminated

prior to testing. Applicants therefore issued a nonconformance

report and reported the matter to the Commission. The

discrepancies were found not to affect adversely the plant's
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structural integrity,' and the work was subsequently approved

for use-as-is. There was no NRC inspection involved and no vi-

olation. This file demonstrates the effectiveness of Appli-

cants' QA program.

2. Inspectign/ Testing

Having failed to allege facts that would even remotely

call into question Applicants' weld construction methods, Peti-

tioners, in mid-sentence, change the subject. Petitioners con-

tinue, stating, " problems involving the appropriate inspection

of welds have occurred as recently as September 1983." GANE

Supplement at 17; CPG Supplement at 15. Petitioners refer to

I&E Report 83-15, Applicants' file X7BG10, and "IR 50-424 and

50-425" (presumably I&E Report 83-18).

As recounted in I&E Report 83-15 (Attachment 4), an NRC

inspection discovered that the process sheet for examination of

one coolant pressure boundary weld on isometric drawing-
P

IKA-1201-119-02, Rev. 10, failed to specify performance of a

required examination. Applicants promptly investigated the

matter and found that the piping contractor's engineer had pre-

pared the wrong process sheets for welds on the isometric draw-

ing in question, but-had prepared the correct sheets for the

welds on all other primary loop isometrics (20 drawings in

all). Applicants acknowledged the. violation, which the NRC

'

classified as severity level IV.33/ File X7BG10, Log GN-288,

33/ For facility construction, 10 C.F.R. Part 2, Appendix C,
Supplement II describes five severity levels. A severity level.

(Continued Naxt Page)
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Letter from D. Foster to the Office of Inspection and Enforce-

ment, USNRC (November 28, 1984). (Attachment 5.)

In I&E Report 83-18 (Attachment 6), the NRC issued a no-

tice of severity level V violation ("of minor safety or envi-

ronmental significance"). An NRC inspector had examined the

Reactor Closure Heads Internal Cladding, had observed question-

able surface conditions, and concluded that these conditions

did not appear to meet the criteria for performing a meaningful

liquid penetrant examination. Reexamination of two suspect

areas of the cladding by liquid penetrant methods revealed lin- .

;

ear and rounded indications greater than acceptable limits. ;

Applicants determined, however, that the reactor vessel manu- |

facturer had properly performed the examination, and that the

indications were apparently caused by gritblasting, which had
,

been used as a form of post-examination cleaning.34/ The
,

(Continued) i

I violation is one that involves a structure or system that is
completed in such a manner that it would not have satisfied its
intended safety related purpose. A severity level II violation
is one involving a breakdown in the quality assurance program |

or the completion of a structure or component in such a manner
that it could have adverse effect on the safety of operations.
A severity level III violation involves a QA deficiency related
to a single work activity. Severity level IV is a violation
not amounting to levels I through III (and therefore not indic- 1

ative of a programmatic or systemwide problem or a problem that
could have an adverse effect on the safety of operations). A
severity level V violation is one having minor safety,or envi-
ronmental significance. Applicants have never received a se-
verity level I, II, or III violation.

34/ File X7BGlO, Log GN-295, Letter from D. Foster to I&E
(Dec. 14, 1983). (Attachment 7.) Gritblasting as a method of

(Continued Next Page)
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entire cladding surface of the closure heads of both units was

subsequently cleaned, repaired where necessary, and liquid

penetrant examined.

3. Implementation of Procedures

Petitioners next proclaim that "Any quality assurance pro-

gram predicated on implementation of dictated procedures with-

out due re' gard to the exercise of critical judgement and stan-

dards of professional practice must be considered woefully

inadequate." GANE Supplement at 17-18; CPG Supplement at
*

15-16. With this peroration as predicate, Petitioners refer to

"IR 52 50-424 Appendix A Report Details." They are probably

attempting to refer to I&E Report 83-16.

In I&E Report 83-16 (Attachment 8), the NRC issued another

notice of severity level V violation. CB&I's Radiographic Ex-

amination Procedure for welds did not specify that the heat-

affected zone of a weld should be included in the area of in-

terest for radiography of welds, to which film density

requirements applied. Applicants disputed the violation.

Applicants did not deny that the heat-affected zone of a weld

should be given proper consideration during inspections, but
i

i

(Continued)

post-examination cleaning was in accordance with paragraph
NB-5113 of the ASME B&PV Code, Section III. It was not, as Pe-
titioners allege, a departure from standard procedure, and the
results were entirely unforeseen. Id.

:
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I
with respect to radiography procedures, Applicants observed

- |

that the pertinent ASME Code does not require the heat-affected !

one to be included in the area of interest. The radiography

d9nsity requirement is restricted to the weld metal. File

X7BG10, Log GN-263, Letter from D. Foster to Office of Inspec-

tion and Enforcement, USNRC (Sept. 30, 1983). (Attachment 9.)

The dispute was mooted, however, because the area in queu-

tion was removed to allow installation of a penetration assen-

bly, and the NRC withdrew the violation. Letter from R. Lewis

to R. Kelly (Dec. 22, 1983). (Attachment 10.)

Petitioners criticize Applicants' defense of the CB&I Ra-

diography procedures as " erroneously equat[ing] methods of

quality assurance with simple compliance to written proce-

dures." CANE Supplement at 18; CPG Supplement at 16. But it

is this statement which evinces a misunderstanding of QA proca-

dures. Testing procedures are intended to be explicit and com-

plate; and the ASME Codes, many sections of which have been in-

corporated into the NRC's regulations (see 10 C.F.R. I 50.55),

establish the standards of professional practice.

Petitioners also refer to a "related matter" in I&E Report

82-29 (Attachment 11). GANE Supplement at 18; CPG Supplement

at 16. In this report, an NRC inspector suggested the need to

clarify welding procedures. This suggestion stemmed from a

discussion between the inspector, a wolding supervisor, and a

site QA supervisor as to whether welding could continue in a

-53-
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"very light misting rain." (No violation was involved). The

discussion was merely the result of imprecision in the written

procedures, which left room for differing professional judg-

ments.

4. Procurement

Petitioners next assert that "[in) addition to these pro- i

,

cedural aspects of quality annurance [i.e., the matters dis-

cussed above), there are other questions involving the appli- |
t

cant's ' controlling the quality of the . component or. .

system to predetermined requirements.'" GANE Supplement at

18-19; CPG Supplement at 16-17. Petitioners allege that the
.

Applicants' diesel generators,35/ manufactured by Transamerica

Delaval, have had several problems involving the governor lube

oil cooler assembly, the air valve assembly, piston skirts, and

certain cables. A potential problem involving the governor

lube oil cooler assemblies was determined to be inapplicable to

the Vogtle diesel generators, however, because of the way in

which those assemblies were installed. Witn respect to the air

valve assembly, Transamerica Delaval notified the NRC in May

1982 that the capscrew that secures this assembly might be 1/4"

too long and should be replaced with a shorter screw. File

X7BG03-M29: Letter from R. Boyer, Transamerica Delaval, to

35/ Petitioners incorrectly refer to the diesel generators as
standby steam generators.

-54-

- _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



.- o
,

e

i

Director, Office of inspection and Enforcement,'USNRC (May 13,

1982); Log CN-186, Letter from D. Foster to Office of Inspec-

i

]
tion and Enforcement, USNRC (Aug. 6, 1982). (Attachment 12.)

| Transamerica Delaval also notified Applicants in October 1982
I

that potentially defective piston skirts might have been in-
i
i stalled, but Transamerica Delaval committed to test, and repair |

|

i or replace where necessary, all piston skirts. File
'

i
X75003-M36: Letter from R. Boyer, Transamerica Delaval, to Di-

!

I rector, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, USNRC (Oct. 28,

} 1982); Log GN-219, Letter from D. Foster to Office of Inspec-

I tion and Enforcement, USNRC (March 1, 1983). (Attachment 13.)

j Finally, in November 1982, Transamerica Delaval reported that
I

j certain cable in the diesel generators had recently failed the

IEEE-383 insulation flame test; accordingly: this cable is
i

i' being replaced. File X78GO3-M49: Letter from R. Boyer,

I Transamerica Delaval,-to Director, Office of Inspection and En-

forcement (Sept. 27, 1983); Log GN-274, Letter from D. Foster

to Office of Inspection and Enforcement, USNRC (Nov. 3, 1983).-

| (Attachment 14.)
I Petitioners conclude that "[by] failing to make a general

i assessment of the suitability of the TD diesel generator system
i

j for such an extremely important emergency function, the appli-

cant has brought its own quality control capabilities into

question, undermining confidence in the safe functioning of its

operating plant in direct contradiction to NRC QA

i,
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requiremshts."* GANE' Suppl ment at 19; CPG Supplement at 17.

However, Petitioners are not disputing that such an assessment

was madef.but are criticizing Applicants for lack of precogni-

tion. Pit'iti' ners ' inference is unsupported and unreasonable.o

Petitioners- also address subcontractor quality assurance

and refer to an' August 22, 1983, meeting on this subject.36/

Petitioners stat'el hat a' topic of this meeting was job intimi-t

dation of quality control workers. However, as the letter

which Petitioners cite cleanly indicates, this meeting was held

at Applicants' request to dfsc"uss with the NRC the results of

three separate subjects related to investigations conducted by

Applicants. Applicants had investigated whether the salary ad-

ministration practices and personnel policies of Pullman Power
~

s .-

Products could have a detr1 mental effect on the attitude of
~

quality control personnel with regard to the quality of work-

manship. Applicants had also investigated allegations made to

them by.a Walsh Company boilermaker. Finally Applicants had

reinspected over 35.,000 welds in piping spool pieces manufac-

tured by Pullman Power Products, and-had issued nonconformance ;

36/ In their supplements, Petitioners interject a reference to
I&E Report 83-04, which has nothing to do with procurement.
This report discusses an incident in which winds damaged weath-
er protection for freshly poured concrete and responsible per-
sonnel were not promptly notified. The NRC issued a severity
level V violation. Procedures were changed to make sure this
would not happen again. File X7BGlO, Log GN-222, Letter from
D. Foster to Office of Inspection and Enforcement, USNRC (March
22, 1983). (Attachment 15.)

-56-
,

k

e1, %- _ __ _ - - . . , , ., ,. -- _ , _ - -- ,._



._ . - .. - - . -. . . . -

* * i
,

.

i

reports for defects found.32/ See Letter from J. O'Reilly,'

Regional Administrator, USNRC, to D. Foster (Sept. 28, 1983).

(Attachment 16.) Again, these investigations are supportive
.

indications of a comprehensive QA program, and do not support a ,

~

contention which alleges fault in a QA program.
;

Petitioners then assert that "[p]rocurement failures con-

tinue after numerous I&E Bulletins from past QA/QC inaction." '
,

;

GANE Supplement at 20; CPG Supplement at 18. However, the only (
I&E Bulletin which Petitioners mention as being relevant to

,

t
- procurement is I&E Bulletin 83-06 (see Attachment 17), a Bulle-

tin addreseed to every nuclear power plant operating or under !
,

i
construction. This one Bulletin certainly does not constitute ;

" numerous I&E Bulletins" and has nothing to do with QA/QC inac- |
I -

tion on the part of Applicants and their subcontractors. ;,

r

!
|

; 32/ With respect to Applicants' reinspection of the-spool [,

welds, the NRC's most recent Systematic Assessment of Licensee i

Performance (SALP) Report, which Petitioners cite, stated: i

Another activity. relating to piping systems [
was the reinspection of approximately {

i 15,000 piping spool pieces that had been
fabricated by Pullman Power Products. The
reinspection was needed to ascertain the ;

acceptability of fabrication welds after !
code rejectable deficiencies had been found ;

in a sampling of spool pieces stored at the |
i plant site. The extensive reinspection i

program.was handled in a thorough manner,
and resulted in the satisfactory resolution t

; of a-generic quality problem.
,

.

I&E Report 84-01 (Attachment 28) at 30. The SALP Report is
discussed further below. '

>

:-

,

i'
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Furthermore, Petitioners do not cite a single I&E Report even

suggesting a deficiency with Applicants' procurement program.

Instead, Petitioners list several letters in which Applicants

reported to the NRC potential deficiencies in components: .cer-

tain relay cards (Attachment 18), trip breakers (Attachment

19), valve operators (Attachment 20), and cable terminations

(Attachment 21), and Boveri Electric Inc. circuit breakers (At-

tachment 22).3g/ All these potential deficiencies were discov-

ered by Applicants or the manufacturer and corrective action

addressed. Petitioners' references to these matters are in

fact testimony to an effective quality assurance program and

prompt, full disclosure. There is simply no negative implica-

tion.

5. Completeness of the Vogtle QA Program

Petitioners next contend that " repeated questions" have

been raised about changes in the Vogtle QA program and that

"there are questions" about the completeness of the Vogtle QA

program. CANE Supplement at 20; CPG Supplement at 18. They

refer to a Staff request in 1982 for additional information

about a change in Applicants' QA program. (See Attachment 24.)

Applicants had proposed a Field Change Notice (FCN) procedure

33/ Petitioners also refer to "AKR-30 and AKR-50" circuit
breakers. Presumably, Petitioners intend to refer to General
Electric type AK-2 circuit breakers (see Attachment 23), but
these are not used in safety-related systems at Vogtle.
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to supplement the customary Field Change Request (FCR) proce-

dure. The FCN procedure permitted, under certain conditions,

the commencement of work relating to a design change before

final engineering approval of the change. Because this was a

new procedure, the NRC asked several questions before approving

the procedure.

Petitioners also refer to a November 29, 1983 NRC Memoran-

dum For Assigned Reviews For the Vogtle Electric Generating

Plant. (Attachment 25.) As a step in the NRC's review of

Applicants''FSAR, assigned reviewers were asked to check Appli-

cants' equipment qualification list and assure that all perti-

nent equipment within each reviewer's area of responsibility

had been included.

These are simply examples of normal NRC review practices.

Such absolutely routine correspondence certainly does not sup-

port the allegations of " repeated questions" about changes and

existing questions concerning the completeness of the Vogtle QA

program.

6. Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance

Finally, and ironically, Petitioners refer to the contents

of the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)

Board Assessment," an annual inspection report issued by the .

NRC Staff.39/_ First, they state that "Four allegations made by
.

39/ Petitioners also refer to a 1982 arrest report (the result
of an investigation initiated by Applicants), and assert that

(Continued Next Page)
.
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a former employee pertain to inadequate concrete QC testing and

falsification of concrete QC test records.'" GANE Supplement at

21; CPG Supplement at 19. Petitioners offer ao citation, but

it is clear they are quoting from I&E Report 83-06 (the July

1981-October 1982 SALP). (Attachment 27.) This SALP Report

' concluded that Applicants' program in this area was in category

1 and stated:40/
(A]n investigation was performed, by a regional
inspector and an investigator of four allega-
tions made by a former employee pertaining to
inadequate concrete QC testing and falsification
of concrete QC records. Two allegations were
not substantiated. The remaining two allega-
tions were partially substantiated. However,
the licensee's QA program had detected and cor-
rected the problems prior to the investigation.
During the investigation, one violation was
identified. This violation was not asso-. . .

ciated with any of the allegations but was iden-
tified during review of concrete records. The
licens.ee was cooperative with NRC investigators.

I&E Report 83-06, at 29.

(Continued)

drug and alcohol use continues to take place on the site. Pe-
titioners provide no basis for this charge, nor do they suggest
how it related to sny of the other assorted topics addressed in
this contention. (Attachment 26.)

40/ Category 1 is the highest performance level and is defined
as follows: " Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate Licenseec

| management attention are aggressive and oriented toward nuclear
r safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such
L that a high level of performance with respect to operationsl

safety or construction is being achieved." I&E Report 83-06,
at 1.

,

{
-
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Petitioners state that four other violations are described .[
- i

in the SALP. The first mentioned by Petitioners is a $40,000 !

civil penalty for " valve mispositioning." However, no such vi-

olation and penalty is described in the Vogtle SALP. No such

violation has ever occurred at Vogtle (or could occur at a

plant under construction). In fact, no civil penalty has ever

been assessed against Vogtle. Second, Petitioners state

"tes'ing procedures have identified discrepancies involvingtc

cadwell (sic] operators." Again, no citation is given, but in

I&E Report 83-06, the Staff identified a " deviation [not a vio-

lation] from the PSAR commitments regarding the failure to sam-

pie and tast cadwelds in accordance with the recommendations of

Regulatory Guide 1.10." I&E Report 83-06, at 28. The Staff.

noted that Applicants were responsive in correcting the devia-
,

tion (id.), and took the deviation into account in de'termining

Applicants' Category 1 performance ranking. Id. at 29. I

Petitioners state that "[P]rotection of equipment proce- ;

dures have been ne'glected." GANE Supplement at 21; CPG Supple-

ment at 19. This was a severity level V violation noted in I&E

Report 83-06 at 34. Petitioners also refer to " failure to es-
t

tablish adequate radiography procedures." Applicants know of

no description in either of the two Vogtle SALPs of a failure I

to establish adequate radiography procedures, although a sever-

ity level V violation for improperly storing radiographic

records was discussed in I&E Report 84-01, the November
:
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1982-October 1983 SA5P (Attachment 28). I&E' Report 84-01, at

39. The NRC's discussion of Applicants' radiography program

and practices belies Petitioners' reliance on the SALP. I&E

Report 84-01 stated:

The licensee has demonstrated sound technical
decision making commensurate with quality assur-
ance concerns. This was best exemplified by the
licensee response to IE Bulletin 82-01. This
bulletin pertained to problems where two vendors
knowingly supplied altered radiographs. The
licensee expanded the scope of the bulletin by
performing an independent review of the radio-
graphs for all of the shop fabricated welds for
the components furnished by six other vendors.
This inspection has identified numerous
nonconformances with these radiographs. The
licensee was working with the vendors to recolve
the issue. This action was typical for the
Vogtle project, where the specifics of a problem
were expanded in a generic fashion to assure
that a problem did not exist in related areas.

Id-
The irony in Petitioners' reference to the SALP is partic-

ularly apparent by review of the overall conclusions of the

NRC. The NRC examined all I&E Reports relevant to Vogtle and
_

issued since October 1981 (which includes all I&E Reports cited

'by Petitioners). The NRC,.in the principal source proffered by

Petitioners as the basis for their contention, found no indica-
-

tion of a programmatic breakdown. .I&E Report 83-06, at 3; I&E

Report 84-01, at 3. In I&E Report 83-06, the Staff concluded:

GPC has developed, and is " implementing, a vigor-
ous construction project management effort with
well qualified and experienced personnel. . Major
strengths were noted in.the areas of containment
and other safety related structures, licensing
activities, and quality assurance program.
,
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I&E Report 83-06, at'3. And in I&E Report 84-01, the Staff

concluded:

The licensee continues to implement a vigorous
construction project management effort with well
qualified and experienced personnel. Major
strengths were noted in the areas of safety re-

,

lated components and the quality assurance pro-
gram. No major weaknesses were identified.

I&E Report 84-01, at 3.
,

Conclusion

Petitioners' purported synopsis of Applicants' QA program

is at very best hyperbole, and their inferences and conclusions

are absolutely unfounded. Applicants attach'the very documents

and files Petitioners refer to as a basis for their contention.

Even a cursory review of these documents reveals that they pro-

vide no basis whatsoever for a contention attacking the suffi-

ciency of Applicants' entire QA program.

.

I.- GANE-9/ CPG-9: Design Description
'

In GANE-9/ CPG-9, Petitioners contend that Applicants have

failed to include in the PSAR and FSAR an adequate discussion

of novel design features. The only specific advanced by Peti-

'tioners is Applicants' alleged failure to adequately explain a

recent proposal to eliminate the need to postulate longitudinal
f

and circumferential pipe breaks in the Vogtle reactor coolant

systems primary loop. See GANE Supplement at 22; CPG Supple-

'

ment at 20. i

f
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This proposal does not constitute a basis for the conten-

tion. The requirement to provide special attention to novel

design features applies only to the PSAR, which is not at issue

in this proceeding. The FSAR need only provide a description

of design sufficient to permit understanding. 10 C.F.R.

$ 50.34(b). Applicants' proposal has not yet been included in

the.FSAR because it is just that -- a proposal. On October 5,

1983, Applicants proposed eliminating the need to postulate

longitudinal and circumferential pipe breaks in the reactor
.

coolant system primary loop (hot leg, cold leg, and cross-over

pipes.) This proposal would only affect the need for RCS pipe

whip restraints and jet barriers. The proposal was based on a

generic Westinghouse fracture mechanics analysis.which

addressed Unresolved Safety Issue A-2 and which supported the

leak-before-break concept, on a specific plant applicability

report, and on the availability of the installed reactor

coolant pressure boundary leak detection system which satisfied

Regulatory Guide 1.45. See Letter from D. O. Foster to Harold

Denton (October 25, 1983). Petitioners provide no reason to

suppose that Applicants' proposal raises a safety issue.

Subsequently, the NRC issued generic Letter 84-04 which

summarized the results of Staff's review of the Westinghouse

fracture mechanics analysis. The NRC concluded that the analy-

sis provided an acceptable basis for the application of alter-

native pipe break criteria to Westinghouse PWR's, such as

-64-
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Vogtle; however, to obtain NRC' concurrence with alternative

pipe break criteria, an applicant must request an exemption to

General Design Criteria 4. Applicants applied for an exemption

on April 12, 1984. See Letter from D. Foster to H. Denton

(April 12, 1984). The application for an exemption has not yet

been approved, and no design change has yet been made.

Even if Applicants' proposal had been approved, making the

FSAR momentarily incomplete, Petitioners would still have no

basis for their contention. Applicants' proposal and letters

to the Commission contain the same information as would an
'

amendment to the FSAR; and Petitioners' assertion that they

have insufficient information is frivolous,as a matter of law.

Applicants' letters clearly indicate the proposed design change

-- the elimination of RCS Pipe Whip Restraints and Jet Barri-

ers. Letter from D. Foster to H. Denton (October 25, 1983),
.

Enclosure C. As is evident from their reference to this let-

ter, Petitioners are aware of this information. Petitioners

know exactly what the design change would be; they know the de-

sign basis; and they have considerable information on the leak-

before-break concept and the Staff's review of Westinghouse's

generic fracture mechanics analysis. This information is cer-

tainly sufficient to permit " understanding of the systems de-

signs and their relationship to safety evaluations." 10 C.F.R.

5 50.34(b).41/

.

41/ Petitioners quote 10 C.F.R. 5 50.34(b) and emphasize the
phrase "the basis with technical justification therefor." GANE

(Continued Next Page)
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Accordingly, GANE-9/ CPG-9 lacks legal and factual basis
.

and should be denied.

J. GANE-10/ CPG-lO: Environmental Qualification

GANE-10/ CPG-10 is an extremely broad contention.-- far

broader than the corresponding discussion of the contention,

which presumably is meant to provide basis with specificity.'

GANE-lO/ CPG-lO broadly alleges that Applicants have not shewn
I

that safety-related electrical and mechanical equipment and
,

components will be environmentally qualified. Hundreds of- ;

pieces of equipment are being or have been qualified (see FSAR,

Table 3.11.N.1-1), and the documentation will be tens of thou- !

sands of pages long. This contention would put every item at {
issue and would deprive Applicants of reasonable notice of what !

they must defend. The contention, as worded, is overly-broad i

and devoid of the requisite specificity. E

In the discussion accompanying this contention, on the

other hand, Petitioners raise'several particular concerns with f
certain testing methods and pieces of equipment.42/ Applicants

|s.

(Continued) ;

Supplement at 22; CPG Supplement at 20. However, this phrase !
clearly applies to the description of performance requirements, !

and the performance requirements of Applicants' RCS-will remain
. unchanged. |

,

42/ Without exception, these concerns are taken from the Union !

of Concerned Scientists' Supplemental Petition for Emergency

(Continued Next Page) :,

'
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address these concerns below. To the extent this contention is

admitted at all, it must be limited specifically to Petition-

ers' identified particular concerns. Unless the contention is

so limited, the reasons for requiring specificity, and the in-

tent of the Commission in promulgating 10 C.F.R. 5 2.714, will

have been effectively abrogated.
*

. .

1. Integrated Dose v. Dose Rate

Petitioners allege that Applicants' testing methods are

inadequate because Applicants consider only integrated radia-

tion dose. Petitioners assert that cable insulation and jack-

ets, seals, rings, and gaskets, that contain polymers must be

environmentally qualified on a, dose-rate basis. Applicants do

not object to this allegation ac it relates to the polymer .

bearing components enumerated.

2. Synergism

Petitioners refer to a SANDIA study demonstrating

synergism in cable,' presumably to imply that Applicants'

testing methods are inadequate. 10 C.F.P.. 5 50.49(e)(7) re-
quires consideration of synergistic effects "when these effects

are believed to have a significant effect on equipment perfor-

mance." Applicants' test methods comply with this directive.

(Continued)

and Remedial' Action (February 7, 1984), which is presently be-
fore the Commission. See Statement of Policy on Environmental
Qualification, 49 Fed. Reg. 8422, 8425 (1984).
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See FSAR, Table 3.ll.'B.3-1 (Sheet 11). Applicants' FSAR states

that synergistic effects have been identified for cable and >

that consideration of synergism for this item is therefore ap- |

propriate. Id. Petitioners ignore this. Petitioners therefore

do not address Applicants' testing methods. Petitioners fail

to identify any equipment'for which synergistic effects should '

but will not be considered. Accordingly, this allegation lacks
,

both basis and specificity. To the extent Petitioners might be j

asserting that synergism must be considered for all equipment

qualification, the allegation is an attack on the Commission's |

environmental qualification rule.-

3. Cable in Multiconductor Configurations

'

Petitioners allege that the qualification of cable in ;

multiconductor configurations may have been based on tests of '

'

the cable in a single conductor configuration, and such tests

may not be representative. Applicants do not object to this
,

allegation. i
,

4. Terminal Blocks j

i Petitioners allege that terminal blocks must be tested

under accident conditions. Applicants do not object to this
;

allegation. ;'

5. Solenoids Valves

Petitioners allege that ASCO solenoid valves are not ade-

quately qualified against temperature. Applicants do not ob- ;

jact to this allegation.
;

' -68-

.



_ _ _ _ _ - . - _ .

. .

,

.

6. Limitorque' Motor Operators

Petitioners allege that Limitorque Motor Operators are not

adequately qualified against steam spray. Applicants do not

object to this allegation.

7. Hydrogen Recombiners

Petitioners allege that Rockwell International 'ost-LOCAp

hydrogen recombiners fail environmental qualification tests

against radiation. Applicants, however, do not use the

Rockwell (catalytic-type) recombiner, but rather use a-

Westinghouse (electric) recombiner (as is apparent by the ref-

erence to the Westinghouse development program which Petition-

ers noted). This alleg~ation is irrelevant, and there is no

basis for a contention addressing Applicants' post-LOCA hydro-

gen recombiners.

8. Qualification Against Fire

Petitioners contend that Applicants have not satisfied 10

C.F.R. I 50.48. Petitioners assert that this provision "re-

quires a showing that safety equipment is capable of surviving

a fire in order to shut the plant down." GAME Supplement at

26; CPG Supplement at 24. Petitioners are in effect alleging

that 10 C.F.R. I 50.48 imposes additional environmental quali-

fication criteria.

Petitioners misstate and are clearly attacking the Commis-

sion's rules. 10 C.F.R. I 50.48 does not require that all

safety related equipment be capable of surviving a fire (an

-69-
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impossible requirement), but instead requires a number of

other, specified measures to ensure the. capability to safely

shut down the plant in the event of a fire. 10 C.F.R. 5

50.48(a).43/ These measures include fire detection and sup-

pression systems, separation of redundant systems, the use of

fire barriers, and the use of noncombustible and heat resis-

tant materials wherever practical.
,

Petitioners leave no doubt that their real dispute is with

the Commission. They state, "Since the NRC has no testing

program to establish that the necessary safety equipment is

qualified to withstand the fire environment, there is no assur-

ance that Applicants' equipment can withstand such

conditions . " and they cite the recent UCS Petition in. .

which this challenge to the adequacy of the Commission's fire

protection rule'is being raised. GANE~ Supplement at 26; CPG

Supplement at 24 (emphasis added).

Accordingly, this allegation must be rejected as lacking

legal basis and as an attack on the Commission's environmental

qualification and fire protection rules.

9. Seismic Qualification

Petitioners assert that Applicants have not used suitable

seismic qualifications of safety related equipment, because

43/ 10 C.F.R. I 50.48 n.3 incorporates by reference certain
NRC documents providing basic fire protection guidance.

|

|
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margins of safety have been reduced by changes in design

criteria and qualification methods. Petitioners refer to

NUREG-0606, " Unresolved Safety Issues Summary" (August 20,

1982). Although they do not identify which unresolved safety

issue is the purported basis for this contention, it is clear

that they must be referring to UST A-46, " Seismic Qualification

of Equipment in Operating Plants." USI A-46 requires an'as-

sessment of operating plants in order to determine whether

backfitting is necessary. Vogtle, on the other hand, is still

under construction, and current standards apply. Petitioners

do not allege, much less provide a basis for concluding, that

Vogtle does not meet current standards. This allegation lacks

basis and must be rejected.

10. " Shortcomings" in Qualification Methodologies*

Petitioners next refer to a number of general questions

which SANDIA proposes to examine. Petitioners apparently con-

tend that topics for research to improve qualification proce-

dures " raise fundamental doubts" about present equipment quali-

fication. But with respect to its proposed topics of research,

SANDIA did not say that present methodology was inadequate; and

there is no allegation that Applicants are not using state of

the art methods of environmental. qualification. Petitioners do

not allege that SANDIA's questions are likely to be answered

soon. Furthermore, even if future research resulted in im-

proved methods of qualification,.it does not follow that
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present methods would be invalid, Finally, Petitioners make no

attempt to identify particular equipment whose qualification

might be in doubt. This allegation lacks specificity, and

vague references to subjects of research do not provide an ade-

quate basis. The allegation should be rejected.

'11. Accident Parameters

Petitioners refer to statements made by Steven Hanauer

(former NRC Assistant Director for Plant Systems) and Robert

Pollard (a UCS engineer) in support of an assertion that acci-

dent parameters for purposes of environmental qualification

need to be redefined. Petitioners, however, do not specify

what parameters are inadequate. Moreover, both these state-

ments were made in 1979 and were based on considerations

stemming from the TMI accident. The Commission's environmental

qualification rule, however, was promulgated in 1983 and sub-

stantially upgraded the environmental qualification require-

ments (48 Fed. Reg. 2729 (1983)); and it requires qualification

against the most severe design basis accident. To the extent

that the general concerns in the statements might not have been

resolved, they would constitute attacks on the standards which

the Commission has' defined.

Accordingly, this allegation lacks specificity by failing

to allege any accident parameter that is inadequate, and it

'

lacks basis. It should be rejected.
.
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K. GANE-11/ CPG-11: Unresolved Safety Issues
.

GANE-11/ CPG-11 is yet another contention wh'ich, as worded,

is far broader than its basis. GANE-11/ CPG-ll vaguely alleges

inadequate consideration of " generic defects in the

Westinghouse PWR." However, Petitioners' discussion of this

contention merely addresses several generic Unresolved Safety

Issues: Unresolved Safety Issue (USI) A-1, which addresses

water hammer; USIs A-3, A-4, and A-5, which address Steam Gen-

erator Tube Integrity;44/ and USI A-49, which addresses pres-

surized thermal shock. GANE Supplement at 28; CPG Supplement

at 26; comoare NUREG-0606, " Unresolved Safety Issues Summary,"

(Vol. 6 No. 1, Feb. 17, 1984) at 11, 14, and 42. Again, as

with GANE-lO/ CPG-10 in particular, if admitted at all, this

contention should be limited to the specific concerns identi-

fied and particularized by Petitioners. In any event, each of

these Unresolved Safety Issues is the subject of an NRC Task

Action Plan. See NUREG 0649, " Task Action Plans for Unresolved

Safety Issues Related to Nuclear Power Plants" (Feb. 1980). As

previously discussed with respect to GANE-6/ CPG-6, a petitioner

who wishes to litigate an Unresolved Safety Issue must

44/ In the first sentence of Petitioners' discussion of this
contention, the terms " corrosion-induced wastage," " cracking,"
" reduction in tube diameter," and " vibration induced fatigue
cracks" are drawn from the description of USIs A-3, A-4, and
A-5. The term." degradation due to bubble collapse water ham-
mer" presumably refers to USI A-1.
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establish a nexus between the license application and the task
.

action plan by showing both:

(1) that the undertaken or contemplated project has safe-
ty significance insofar as the reactor under review
is concerned, and

(2) that the fashion in which the application deals with
the matter in question is unsatisfactory, that be-
cause of the failure to consider a particular item
there has been insufficient assessment of a specific
type of risk for the reactor, or that the short-term
solution offered in the application to a problem
under Staff. study is inadequate.

Gulf States Utilities Company (River Bend Station, Units 1 and

2), ALAB-444, 6 N.R.C. 760, 773 (1977). Applicants now address

the particular concerns identified by Petitioners.

1. USI A-1: Water Hammer

Petitioners raise this Unresolved Safety Issue only as it

relates to steam generators. See GANE Supplement at 28; CPG

Supplement at 26. Petitioners make no~ attempt to show that

this Unresolved Safety Issue has any significance for Vogtle.

They also make no attempt to address the fashion in which the

application deals with the matter. Applicants describe the

measures taken to protect against water hammer in their FSAR at

5 5.4.2.2, 10.4.7.2.1, and 10.4.7.2.2.1. This includes the use

of J tubes and a feed ring in Applicants' topfeeding steam gen-

erators--a proven design concept. See NUREG-0927, " Evaluation

of Water Hammer Experience in Nuclear Power Plants" (May 1983)

at 2-38. A separate auxiliary feedwater line and nozzle also

minimizes the potential for water hammer. FSAR, 5 5.4.2.2.
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Petitioners totally fail to satisfy the pleading standards for
.

this unresolved safety issue.

2. USI A-3, A-4, and A-5: Steam Generator Tube Integrity

Applicants provide an extensive description of their steam

generators and water chemistry program in the FSAR at 5 5.4.2

and 5 10.3.5 respectively. Petitioners, however, make no at-

tempt to address Applicants' proposals or show that USI A-3

through A-5 have any significance with respect to Vogtle. In-

stead, Petitioners merely paraphrase the description of these

USIs. See NUREG-0606, supra, at 14. This certainly does not

satisfy the pleading requirements for Unresolved Safety Issues.

Applicants have addressed the forms of tube degradation

that have been experienced in other Westinghouse steam genera-

tors: wastage, intergranular attack, and cracking. Wastage is

characterized by a general loss of metal from the tube wail as

a result of a chemical corrosive reaction. Intergranular at-

tack is a chemical' reaction in which the grain boundaries of

the Inconel 600 tube are attacked by acidic or caustic solu-

tions. Both of these forms of tube degration occur only in

steam generators using sodium phosphate as a chemical additive

to control the pH of the steam generator secondary water.

Vogtle, hcwever, uses all volatile treatment (AVT)--hydrazine

and ammonium hydroxide. See FSAR, 5 10.3.5.2.

Stress corrosion cracking -- other than due to denting --

has been experienced only in the Westinghouse Model 51 steam

-75-
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generators constructed in the early 1970s. The Vogtle steam

. generators,however,areWestinghouseModelh,andincreased
'

margin against stress corrosion cracking has been obtained by

the use of thermally treated Inconel-600 tubing, particularly

effective in resisting caustic corrosion. FSAR, 5 5.4.2.4.3.

Stress corrosion cracking may also occur due to denting.

Denting is caused by rapid corrosion of carbon-steel tube sup-

port plates at cylindrical holes where the tubes pass through

support plates. Vogtle's design, however, reflects technical

advances to avoid denting, which Petitioners ignore. At
.

Vogtle, the tube support plates used in the Model F are

ferritic stainless steel, which is resistant to corrosion in

the AVT environment.. Furthermore, the support plates are de-

signed with quatrefoil tube holes rather.than cylindrical

holes, and this design promotes high velocity flow along the

tube and should minimize the accumulation of impurities at the

support plate locations. FSAR, 5 5.4.2.4.3.

Instead of addressing Applicants' proposals, Petition'ers

assert that there is not " sufficient technical information cur-

rently available to deal with a steam generator tube rupture

(SGTR) accident as occurred in a Westinghouse Plant at the

Borselle [ sic] Nuclear Power Station." GANE Supplement at 28;

CPG Supplement at 26. Petitioners refer to Board Notification

83-151 and a Memorandum from Roger Mattson to Darrell'Eisenhut

(September 26, 1983) concerning this Board' Notification.

1
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Borssele, however, is not a Westinghouse plant, and as is read-

ily apparent from these sources, no SGTR accident occurred at

Borssele. Rather, the operators of the Borssele Nuclear Power

Plant modified their SGTR procedures and revised the ECCS

actuation logic to avoid ECCS actuation in the event of an SGTR

accident. This revision was intended to improve the man-

ageability of SGTR events, and it intrigued the NRC Staff. The

Staff therefore requested the Westinghouse Owners Group to
,

evaluate the potential benefits and detriments of the revi-

; sion.45/ Accordingly, Petitioners' reference to an accident at
~

Borssele lacks factual basis. Moreover, Petitioners do not at-

: tempt to demonstrate the relevance to Vogtle of the Borssele

revision to ECCS actuation logic. They do not allege that

Vogtle cannot be safely operated without this revision.

Petitioners have failed to satisfy the pleading standards

for this unresolved safety issue (Steam Generator Tube Integri-
,

ty); they have failed to provide any degree of specificity; and i

they have failed to provide any basis in support of their con-

tantion. These infirmities in contention dictate its rejec-
i

tion.
i

;
*

45/ The Westinghouse Owners Group responded on February 17,
1984. Letter from J. J. Sheppard to Darrell G. Eisenhut (Feb. :

'
17, 1984). The Group concluded that because of inherent dif-
forences in design, the arguments for reinstating the coin- t

cident signal logic in the Borssele reactor was not directly [
relevant to Westinghouse reactors, and such a change would de-
grade protection against a stuck-open PORV. ;

i
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-3. USI A-49: ' Pressurized Thermal Shock

Again, Petitioners do not address Applicants' treatment _of

~this issue and fail to show its significance.46/ Again, they

merely paraphrase the description of the unresolved issue.

Th"ey thus tail to satisfy the pleading requirements for

unresolved' safety issues.

Furthermore, pressurized thermal shock is the subject of

GANE-6/ CPG-6. This issue in GANE-11/ CPG-11 is therefore redun-

dant and should be rejected pursuant to 10 C.F.R. I 2.714(e).

L. GANE-12/ CPG-12: Acid Releases

Petitioners allege that Applicants have not properly as-

sessed the amount of salt and hydrochloric acid release from

the cooling towers and the extent of consequent adverse agri-

cultural and e,nvironmental damage.
,

Petitioners provide absolutely no basis-for their asser-

tion that " thousands of pounds per day" of hydrochloric acid

would be emitted from the cooling towers;42/ and the hypothesis

that any hydrochloric acid could be emitted from the cooling

a

46/ Applicants' treatment of this unresolved issue is dis-
cussed with respect to GANE-6/ CPG-6, above.

42/ Petitioners assert that hydrochloric acid was brought up
by the NRC Staff at the Construction Permit hearing, and they.
refer to a personal comr.unication with N. Herring, who made's
limited appearance during the construction permit proceeding.
Applicants, however, have reviewed the transcripts of'the con-
struction permit proceeding and have found no discussion at all
of possible hydrochloric acid releases from the coeling towers.
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towers defies the fundamental laws of chemistry. The cooling

tower water is alkaline. OL-ER, Table 3.6-2 (sheet 2).48/ Any

hydrochloric acid produced by chlor.4. nation would be rapidly

neutralized.49/

Petitioners also state absolutely no basis for their as-

sertion that the impact from salt releases has not been ade-

quately assessed. The Staff assessed the effect of salt emis-

sions at the construction permit stage and concluded they would

be negligible. CP-FES, 5 5.5.1.1.50/ Petitioners provide no

basis or new information to dispute this conclusion.51/ Fur-

thermore, che 205 lb/ acre / year maximum salt cepositicn estimate

which the Staff considered was revised in Applicants' Operating

License State Environmental Report to reflect current design

parameters and expected operating conditions. Petitioners

cited NRC Staff question E290.3, which addressed the prev'ouslyi

calculated emission, and were therefore certainly aware of the
,

revision. Applicants' Operating License Stage Environmental

Report estimates the maximum salt deposition to be 31

48/ In fact, sulphuric acid is added to the cooling tower
water to reduce alkalinity.

49/ Fundamental physical laws may be considered by a Board in
rejecting a contention. Philadelphia Electric Company (Limer-
ick Generating Station, Unics 1 and 2), ALAB-765, 19 N.R.C.

slip op. at 13 n.13 (March 30, 1984).,

50/ Petitioners incorrectly cite the FSAR instead of the FES.
'

51/ See cases cited in note 24, supra.
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lbs/ acre / year on-site, and 21 lbs/ acre / year offsite. See OL

Supp. ER, 9 3.6.4.2 and responses to questions E290.3 and

E451.17 (at the back of the Operating License Stage Environ-

mental Report). To the extent Petitioners would argue that this

is a change since the construction permit stage environmental

review, it would be ludicrous to assert as a basis a reduction

in the effect by an order of magnitude.

Accordingly, Petitioners have failed to address Appli-

cants' proposal and have failed to provide any basis for their

concerns. GANE-12/ CPG-12 should be rejected.

M. GANE-13/ CPG-13: Emergency Planning
,

GANE-13/ CPG-13 addresses emergency planning. The emergen-

cy plan, however, is being extensively revised. Applicants

therefore submit that ruling on this contention should be de-

ferred until the revised plan has been submitted to the Commis-

sion. Applicants will ensure that Petitioners are provided a

|
copy, and Applicants will not object on timeliness grounds to

new or revised emergency planning contentions which are filed

within a reasonable time thereafter.

N. CPG-1: Timely Completion of the Plant

| CPG 1 contends that there is no reasonable assurance that

Plant Vogtle will be completed on a timely basis, as required

by 10 C.F.R. Part 2, Appendix A, Section VIII(b)(1). ,

!
!

|
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CPG does not state what a timely basis for completed con-
'

struction is. Applicants submit, however, that construction is

timely if it is completed prior to the expiration of the con-

struction permit. Pursuant to the Vogtle construction permit,

Applicants' construction completion dates are March 31, 1988

for Unit 1 and September 30, 1989 for Unit 2. Furthermore, in

Washington Public Power Supply System, et al. (WPPSS Nuclear

Power Project No. 1), LBP-83-66, 18 N.R.C. 780, 781 (1983), a

Licensing Board ruled that the issue whether a facility is

being completed on a timely basis can only be properly raised

in the context of an applicant's application for an extension

of its construction completion date. No such extension is

pending before the Board in this proceeding.
,

Even if timely completion of construction were cognizable

in this proceeding, CPG raises no litigable issue. CPG merely

asserts that economic considerations could force the cancella-

tion of the units. But if the Vogtle units were cancelled, the

CPG contention would be moot. Moreover, it is readily apparent

from its discussion of CPG-1 that CPG is in reality seeking to

relitigate whether the construction permit should have been

granted and whether Applicants are financially sound. Neither

of these issues is proper for adjudication in this proceeding.

In an operating license proceeding, a Licensing Board has no

general jurisdiction over the construction of the plant, and it

cannot suspend a previously issued permit. Consumers Power
e
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Company (Midland Plant Units 1 and 2), ALAB-674, 15 N.R.C. 1101 ;

(1992). And financial qualifications are not litigble in this

, ,proteading because they are the subject of general rulemaking.
,

1

fropout_d Rule Elimination of Review of Financial |
__

,,
Qualifications of Electric Utilities in Operatino License

Reviewa and Hearings,ior Nuclear Power Plants, 49 Fed. Reg.
'

13044 (1964). S?e Applicants' response to CPG-3, below.

O. CPG-2: Hied fo'_ Powerr
,

,

CPG-2 contends that there is no reasonable assurance that

the production capacity of Plant Vogtle will be needed, as re-

quired by NEPA and 10 C.F.R 5 50.42. |,

'

The Commission has determined, however, that experience
:

has consistently demonstrated that.a constructed nuclear power

plant will always be needed, either to meet incremental energy
,

needs or to replace older, less economical generating capacity. ;

47 Fed. Reg.-12940, 12942 (1702). The Commission has therefore

directet,that in ore; sting license proceedings " Presiding offi- |

ceern shall not admit contentions proffered by any party con-

corning the need for power. ." 10 C.F.R. I 51.53(c).. .

|Furthermore, CPG's refarence to 10 C.F.R. I 50.42 is misplaced.

10 C.F.R. I 50.42 applies to the allocation of nuclear fuel and

to antitrust considerations, neither of which is an appropriate

issue 'n this proceeding. See 10 C.F.R. $ 2.104(c).
,

a02-
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P. CPG-3: Financial Qualifications

CPG-3 contends that there is no reasonable assurance that

Applicants are financially qualified to operate and subso-

quently decommission the facility. CPG Supplement at 6.
I

1

Since the Commission's rule b.arring consideration of

financial qualifications in an operating license proceeding was

recently remanded by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 61 strict

of Columbia circuit,52/ the Commission has commenced a

rulemaking proceeding to revalidate its previous proscription. ;

49 Fed. Reg. 8445 (1984). Because financial qualifications are

the subject of this rulemaking, they are an inappropriate sub-

ject for a contention in thie proceeding.

Even if this rulemaking were not underway (or did not bar

litigation of financial qualifications in this proceeding), )

Applicants submit that the contention should, at the very

least, be deferred. The Commission has already held several

meetings to consider the financial qualifications issue and is

likely to provide the Licensing Boards with further guidance.

There is no reason not to await such guidance, and deferral i

would avoid imposing an unnecessary and undue burden on Appli-

cants, particularly with respect to discovery obligations.

I

!

5_2/ tiew En_ gland _ Coalition on !!uclo_ar Pollution v.11RC, tio .
82-1581 (D.C. Cir. February 7, 1904).
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Q. CPG-4: Alternative Energy Sources

CPG-4 contends that Applicants have not reasonablp ex-

plored alternatives to the plant as required by NEPA and "other

laws, rules,-and regulations." CPG asserts.th'at conservation

may be less costly.

CPG does not identify the "other laws, rules, .and regula-

tions" that require assessment of alternatives in the operating

license stage, and in fact the Commission's. regulations specif-

ically proscribe consideration of alternatives. 10.C.F.R. $

51.53(c) states " Presiding officers shall not admit contentions

proffered by any party concerning . alternative energy. .

sources for the proposed plant in operating license proceed-

ings." This proscription is not inconsistent with NEPA. It

merely reflects the fact that the Commission has determined

generically that no viable alternatives to a completed plant

are-likely'to exist which could tip the NEPA cost benefit bal-
*

ance against issuance of the operating license. 47 Fed. Reg.

12940 (1982). '

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW, PITTMAN, POTTS & TROWBRIDGE

,

d'b./ W ,h.
George F. Trowbridge, P.C.

,

Ernest L. Blake, P.C.
David R. Lewis

s

Counsel for Applicants

Dated: May '7, 1984

s
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Significance of Human Exposure to Iow-Level Radiation

by .

. .

_, , Karl Z. Morgan
- Neely Professor

School of Nuclear Engineering
Georgia 'istitute of Technology

Atlanta, Georgia 30332

Although in this presentation I will, speak only about the effects of
ionizing radiation (x,y,8,*n) on man, I. purposely have not qualified the

word Radiation in the above title in order to remind us that there are'
other forms of radiation (sonic, ultrasonic,^ 1nfrasonic, ultra violet,
infrared, microwave, radio frequency and long wave). These non-ionizing
radiations, like ionizing radiation, may be maltiplying their presence

so rapidly in the human environment that they too are resulting in "

health hazards in some areas.before we are sufficiently aware of the
.

magnitude of the problem. Letusresolvenotto[repeatwiththemthe
mistakes we have made with ionizing radiation by underestimating their
risks of chronic damage.

When I began as one of the five first health physicists at the

Metallurgical Laboratory at Chicago under Dr. A. H. Compton early in

|
1943, I was reminded of the suffering and death that had been a
retribution to many persons who through ignorance and carelessness had
not shown proper respect for the danger of chronic damage (cancer) asso-
ciated with excessive exposure to x-rays and radium. As health physicists,

and as forerunners of a new profession (e.g. 3400 members of the U.S.-
,

Canadian Health Physics Society in 1977), we were charged with the
responsibility of devoting our new profession to the task of minimizing

,

radiation exposure and making this new industry of atomic energy one of
the safest of modern industries in spite of the fact that we would be

building nuclear reactors (called piles in those days) that would produce
levels of radiation behind thich walled containment that were many
billions of times greater than man had here-to-fore conceived of. Also,

although only one ten millionth of a gram (0.1pg) of radium was the
*
Presented before the Congressional Hearings in Washington, D.C.,
January 24, 1978
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maximum permissible body burden for a radiation worker, there would be
hundreds of pounds of plutonium in a reactor (e.g. 3 metric tons in a
1000 MWe LMFBR) and we even then had good reason to believe plutonium

would be as radiotoxic (or moreso) as radium. Looking back over these

past 35 years I believe in many ways we have made a remarkable safe.ty

record. By contrast many other , industries (chemical, coal burning power
plants, ground transportation, etc.) from their beginning gave very
little attention to minimizing associated occupational hazards and environ-
mental problems. This, however, does not mean we have a perfect record

in the nuclear industry for we have made many mistakes and only by
comparisons with the bad record of other industries does atomic energy
have a good record. It should be emphasized also that in so far as
unnecessary exposure to ion 5 zing radiation is concerned the finger of -

guilt should be pointed first toward the medical professions from whence
more than 90% of our exposure from man made sources derives. I have

shown that this medical exposure could be reduced to 10% of its present
amount while at the same time improving medical radiography. This is a
long neglected area that deserves more attention form' all of us.

~

The problem of control of radiation exposure during the past 35
years has been made especially difficult because each year new evidence
has shown that the risks of radiation induced malignancies is greater

than we had thought the year before and from time to time there have been
quantum drops in the levels of maximum permissible exposure.

During the first half of this 35 years of the atomic age (1942-1960)
a large number of scientists, perhaps most who were knowledgeable in
health physics and radiobiology, accepted the threshold bypothesis or
the theory that there is a safe level of exposure to ionizing radiation
and so long as a person does not exceed this threshold or safe level no
harm will result or the radiation damage on the average vill be repaired
as fast as it is produced. During the last half of this period (1960-present)
an overwhelming amount of data have been accumulated that show there is

net safe level of exposure and no dose of radiation can be so low that the
risk of it causing a malignancy is zero. The que.. Lion before us at this

meeting today, therefore, is not, Is there a risk from low level exposure?

2.

-
.
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or, What is a safe level of exposure? Rather it is, How great is this

risk? o'r, How large may a particular radiation risk be before it exceeds

the expected benefits?

One of the problems we face today is that many scientists had
accepted the threshold hypothesis as a cardinal law and had lived with
this hypothesis so long that they became staid or petrified in their

thinking and now they cannot believe or accept the fact that the thres-

hold hypothesis was wrong and it cannot be applied to the induction of
'

malignancies by radiation. It is obvious to all scientists in this field

as well as to the diehards for the threshold hypothesis that.at least

for some types of radiation damage and for some kinds of radiation exposure

there is some repair going on in the body of the radiation damage, but

the diehards do not seem willing or able to accept the preponderance of^
evidence that there is never complete repair of radiation damage in the

practical case since even at very low exposure there are many thousands
of interactions of the radiation with cells of the human body (for example

one rad of x-rays of 1 MeV energy corresponds to 2.2 billion photons per

2em acting on the body). It is inconceivable that all the billions of
,

irradiated and. damaged cells would be repaired. There are undoubtedly

many mechanisms of radiation damage that contribute to the development
of a malignancy following an exposure to radiation; perhaps the most

significant damage from a low exposure would be to the nucleus of one

of the billions of cells that are irradiated. There are 46 chromosoms

in the nucleus of each normal somatic cell of the human body and along

| each chromosom is coded millions of bits of information like an immense

| . library which enables or instructs the cell to func. tion properly and to

| divide at the appropriate time. When radiation passes through the human
1

body, four principal things can happen: 1) the radiation passes through'

the cell without producing any damage, 2) the radiation kills the cell

| or renders it incapable of cell division, 3) the radiation damages the

cell such that the damage is repaired adequately and 4) the cell is
|

| damaged such that it survives and multiplies in its perturbated form over

i a period of years (5 to 70 years in forming a clone of cells that event-
~

r

1

ually is diagnosed as a malignancy. It is only this last event that

! concerns us here with somatic damage from low level exposure. It seems
'

i

3
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obvious that if this etiology or a similar series of events leads to >

the development of a malignancy, there can be no dose so low that the
risk is zero. Thus the risk of induction of cancer from radiation'
exposure increases more.or less with the increase or accumulation of ;

radiation exposure and the risk is simply one of chance, just the same j

as the risk or chance of an accid,ent each time we take an automobile
trip.

It is very evident also that all persons do not -run the same risk j
~

of developing a malignancy from a given radiation exposure and that the ;

risk of some types of cancer are greater for some people than are the ;

risks of other types of cancer. Dr. Burch( } has shown for example that
!,

the final onset of a malignancy may require a series of events and a ,

certain type of leukemia may require as many as three successive events i

(like throwing three electrical switches which are connected in series). |

Thus, for example, one switch may be thrown genetically so that if.one :

twin dies of a particular type of leukemia ( l switch thrown genetically), i

the other twin has a high probability of eventually suffering similar .

consequences. Some of these switches may be thrown by viruses, bacteria, ,

- Ichemicals, mechanical insults or by radiation and when one of these agents
throws its switch in a cell of the body, it seems to pave the way or make
it easier for radiation to throw its switch in this cell. Thus the
studies of Dr. Bross( ' } have shown that children (age 1-4) with allergic
diseases such as asthma or hives have a 300-400% increased risk of dying

of leukemia compared with other children (i.e. allergic diseases throw
one switch). Children who received in utero diagnostic x-ray exposure i

have a. 40 to 50% increase in risk of dying of leukemia (in confirmation
of the extensive studies in the United Kingdom conducted by Drs. Alice
Stewart and George Kneal(5)) while children with two switches thrown f

(i.e. in utero exposure and later developing a virus disease) have 5000%
increase in risk of dying of leukemia. Studies of Stewart and Kneal, |

-

B. MacMahon,( } BEIR Committee,( and Bross as well as those of*

'

many other researchers show that children have a higher risk of dying
of radiation induced leukemia than do middle aged persons. Also, it

.

4

.
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has been shown by others, for example Hempelmann et al., Albert et al.,(')
Silverman and Hoffman,( etc., that radiation induced thyroid carcinoma'

presents a higher risk in children than in an adult population. There are
studies also which indicate women have a much higher risk of certain types
of radiation induced malignancies than do men and that older and younger i

men (see report of Mancuso, Stewart and Kneal(1 ) on increased malignancies

among Hanford radiation workers) have a higher risk of radiation induced
malignancies than do men of middle age. After publication of the studies .

of E. Saenger and E. A. Tompkins( } supported by the Bureau of Radio-

logical Health which was interpreted to show that there is no risk of
131thyroid carcinoma from exposure of young people to I, the BEIR Committee {

wisely pointed out that the conclusions of Saenger and Tompkins that there
is no increased cancer risk cannot be justified by their failure to find-

~ a clear cut increase in thyroid carcinoma among hyperthyroid patients
treated with 1311. I believe their failure to observe an increased
cancer risk can be explained in several ways, two of which are the followup
period was too short and high doses produce cell sterilization (or destruc-
tion of the thyroid cells that are likely targets to develop a malignancy
without seriously damaging extrathyroid tissue. Hempelmann, Modsil et al.

- and many others have shown that radiation exposure to the thyroid does

, increase the risk of thyroid carcinoca at low doses (at least down to 6.5 rad)~
and that the risk seems to increase linearly.vith the magnitude of the

Incidentally, E. B. Lewis ( pointed out that after examining thisdose.

data of Saenger and Tompkins he observed that they failed to note there

was a significant increase in leukemia among persons between ages 50 and

79 who received the I treatments. He ) noted also that the statistical131

method used by Tompkins " lacks the power to detect even large differences
between the two groups." Parenthetically, I might remark that we hear
the Hanford Study of Mancuso, Stewart and Kneal was moved recently in-house

to Oak Ridge where Dr. Tompkins will be responsible for the statistical
method.

5



_ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _

'

i
e

!m.. ..

. . ,

*
:

.

|

!
As stated above the cancer risk from exposure to ionizing radiation

is certainly much greater than was thought to be the case some years ago.
During the 29 years I was director of the Health Physics Division at j

Oak Ridge National Laboratory, my Division worked closely with the Atomic j
,

'

Bomb Casulty Commission (ABCC) and was responsible for determining the
radiation dose received by the su,rvivors of the bombings at Heroshima ',
and Nagasaki, Japan. Thus I have a great interest in the success of ;

these studies. In the early period, following the deaths from radiation
sickness that occurred shortly after the atomic explosions, it appeared ;

to many scientists the principal chronic risk from the radiation exposure !

*

was only an excess of cases of leukemia. The number of excess leukemias

reached a peak about six years after the bombing and since then it has
slowly declined. During this period many persons jumped to the conclusion
that the only chronic risk among these survivors was that of developing
leukemia. Unfortunately, however, as the study of these survivors has ,

f

continued and extended further into the incubation periods of the various,

-

malignancies, other forms of cancer (bone, breast, lung) have shown a
significant increase above the controls. Probably with the passage of

time we will find that this exposure has resulted .in an increase of
statistical significance in many or most kinds of malignancies that are (
common among human populations.

.,

^ During the first half of this atomic age (1942-1960) almost everyone i
-

assumed that the genetic risk from low level radiation exposure far i
t

exceeded the risks of chronic somatic damage such as cancer or life i

I
shortening. During the last half of the atomic age, however, it has be-
come increasingly c' lear that this assumption also is unwarranted and j

f

untenable. The BEIR(7) committee pointed out "until recently, it has |

been taken for granted that genetic risks from exposure of populations j
'

to ionizing radiation near background levels (~ 100 mrem /y) were of much

| greater import than were somatic risks. However, this assumption can no.
~

longer be made if linear non-threshold relationships are accepted as a
basis for estimating cancer risks." The committee then went on to supply !

'
many pages of data most of which lend strong support of the linear hypothesis.

.
In-1971 the Internation'a1 Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP)(20) j

.

made a similar observation, "It could be concluded that the ratio of |

'

6
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somatic to genetic effects after a given exposure is 60 times greater than

was thought 15 years ago." This discussion, however, is not to depreciate
the seriousness of genetic risks from exposure to ionizing radiation but

rather to emphasize that the scientific community was rather smug 15
years ago (as some scientist still are today) in its belief that somatic !

risk is far less than genetic risk and somatic risk is almost negligible
at low doses but now most of us realize the risk of inducing cancer at low

doses of radiation is far greater than we once thought it to be and it may
be as great or greater for the human race than genetic risk. Never-the-

less I wish here to pause and sound a warning that I'm sure my long time
friend and associate the genetist, Dr. H. J. Muller, would urge me to !

make were he alive today, namely the BEIR report only treated the long term
recessive mutation question in a superficial way and it may well be that i

many and perhaps most of our. human diseases are related to a genetic factor
and especially to the 10,000 non-visible or "small" mutations that result

per visible mutation that we can observe. It may be that in the long run

Muller's small mutations that result in such things as lack of vigor,
,

susceptibility to disease, a slight reduction in mentality and physique,

etc. will be a greater burden to society than the easily identifiabl'e
dominant mutations because small mutations are eliminated so slowly from
the' gene pool.

As stated above, there has been a number of reductions in the permissible

j exposure levels for occupational workers and for members of the public during

I '

the past 35 years even though many of those in organizations which set the

standards at national National Council on Radiation Protection, (NCRP) and

international (ICRP) levels (radiologists, nuclear energy workers, etc.)

! would nevei admit there was any real need for greater conservatism. Table 1

indicates some of the quantum drops in permissible exposure levels during >

the past 35 years. The occupational maximum permissible exposure level

i has dropped by a factor of 10 and the level for members of the public by a

factor of 300. Our concern for the environment and the concentrations of

| radionuclides in air, water and food likewise have undergone evolutionary. I

! jumps. For example, in 1943-44 I was faced with setting the maximum per-

missible concentration of radioactive material in White Oak Lake which

impounds the liquid radioactive waste discharged from Oak Ridge National

Laboratory. The only standard I had to go by was the NCRP value of 0.1R/d

| 7. >
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. TABLE 1. CHANGES IN LEVELS OF PERMISSIBLE EXPOSURE '

TO IONIZING RADIATION

FOR RADIATION WORKERS:
i

Recommended Values ' Comments
,

Recommended by A. Mutscheller and R. M.
Sievent in 1925. This was recommended0.1 erythema dose /y 2 R/y by ICRP in 1934 and used world-wide until(-1R/wk for 200 kV x-ray I

I 1950. t

0.1 R/ day (or 0.5 R/wk) 36 R/y Recommended by NCRP on March 17, 1934, i

'
' Recommended by NCRP on March 7, 1949 and

O.3 rem /wk 15 rem 67 ICRP in July,1950 for total body exposure. !
~

L

' Recommended by ICRP in April, 1956 and
5 rem /y 5ren/y NCRP on January 8, 1957 for total body

, exposure.

.

FOR MEMBERS OF TEE PUBLIC: ,

t

' Suggested by NCRP in September, 1952 for .

0.03 rem /wk 1.5 rem /y <

jany body organ.
;

' Suggested by NCRP on April 15, 1958 and |e

0.5 rem /y 0.5 rem /y by ICRP in July, 1959 for gonads or :

total body.
s

i

Suggested by ICRP on September 9, 1958
|

5 rem /30 y 0.17 rem /y {forgonadsortotalbody.
! Suggested by USEPA on January 13, 1977

25 mrem /y 0.025 rem /y ,

_

for any body organ except thyroid
,

I- SUSEested by USERDA in 1974 for persons
5 mram/y 0.005 rem /y [living near a nuclear power plant. ,

i

i NOTE: (1) 1 R = 0.88 rem.
|

(2) See Reference 16 for additional information.'

r

'

.

!
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because-this was before lower levels were set.for the population at large. (
'Some of my engineering associates at ORNL were very much provoked at my

conservatism and they insisted I set the level at 100 R/d because of the
.

.

'

rather unlikely event persons would drink or swim in this water (signs ,

. and fences as well as the turbidity of the water discouraged fishing and
swimming in' White Oak Lake). Today we recognize this higher level would
have been over 6 million times the value we probably would use today
(5 mrem /y = 0.0000 15 R/d). I stuck to my guns, however, and used the
0.1 R/d instead of 100 R/d but in the context of today's standards I ;

deserve no praise because this value is 6000 what some would insist on '

our using today even though shortly below where White Oak Lake empties
into the Clinch River and leaves the reservation it is diluted by a

Lfactor of over one hundred thousand. *

!

Much of what has been said about the risks of exposure to low levels

of ionizing radiation would have considerably less weight if it could be

shown that although the linear hypothesis holds at intermediate to high
;

levels of exposure it provides a very large element of conservatism at

low doses and dose rates. I am amazed and appalled at the large number of
scientists (mostly associated in some way with EP3A - now DOE) and radio- '

logists who in spite of an overwhel=ing amount of data supporting the linear
hypothesis at low doses, are still saying we have no hu=an exposure data

,

at low doses and that there is a large factor of conservatism in this

j hypothesis when it is applied to low doses. I take the opposite position,

,

namely that we have a large amount.of such data. Much of it is human i

exposure data showing a statistically significant increase in a number of ,

types of malignancies as a consequence of exposure to low doses of
radiation and the number of malignancies increases progressively as the

| dose accumulates. These doses in some cases are considerably lower than
;

the present levels of maximum permissible occupational exposure. In fact,

I have gone further; I(1 and many others(25,26,27) h

,

some cases (e.g. internal exposure to plutonium) the linear hypothesis

f is non-conservative and the present MFC values for plutonium and trans-
I

| plutonic elements (21) should be reduced considerably, (see reference 17
|

|
' attached as an appendix to this paper). ;

!

!

l
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Table 2 indicates th's magnitude of the cancer risk and that this risk
has beeb shown to increase linearly with the accumulated dose down to very
low values, i.e. down to less than 1 rad for leukemia or other forms of
cancer resulting from pelvimetries, and to 6.5 rad for thyroid carcinoma
resulting from x-ray therapy of the scalp for ringworm (tinea capatis).
It must be pointed out that these doses (0.8 and 6.5 rad) are not the
doses below which the linear hyp'othesis breaks down but the lowest points

on the human exposure curves for these two malignancies and we have every
reason to believe the linearity of these curves continues on down to zero*

dose and that there is a similar linearity for other types of cancer that
simply have a longer incubation period. It should be emphasized also that

this 0.8 rad is only 5% of the 15 rad permitted each year to the active bone
marrow of the radiation worker and that the 6.5 rad is'only 22% of the .

30 rad permitted each year to his thyroids. (The MPC values given by ICRP

and NCRP for members of the public are calculated on the basis of 10% of
these dose rates, i.e. 1.5 rem /y for bone marrow and 3 rem /y for thyroid).
Also, from this table we note that if a million children each received 1
rad from in utero exposure we would expect from 300 to 3000 leukemias,

depending upon whether or not the child had certain respiratory diseases,
some of which, as indicated by Bross ( ' act synergistically with radi-

ation exposure. There is not as much data on adults as for children but
as seen from Table 2 their risk may not be less by more than a ' factor of

,

Furthermore studies of Stewart,( ' ) MacMahon,( ' } and many
three.

others indicate that following in utero exposure the incidence of focal
cancers (such as central nervous system tumors) is about that of
leukemia so the number of fatal malignancies might be twice the numbers

given above (i.e. 600 to 6000 cancers for a million children exposed to only
i

L 1 rad).

In 1970 Jablon and Kato( pointed out that their data on the

!~ survivors of the atomic bombings who were exposed in utero do not support
the findings'of Stewart,( ' ) MacMahon(0' ) and others. They indicated

i

that on the basis of findings of Stewart and Kneale and upon the corre- |
i

|
sponding linear hypothesis they should expect 36.9 excess cancers in this
group during 10 years after exposure and there had been only one (a case of !

,

l
6
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TABLE 2. CANCER RISK AND KNOWN RANGE OF NEARITY
,

Linearity of Risk Per Person
Dose Down To: Per Rad Comments References

0. 3 - 1.0x10~L Hiroshima & Nagasaki 7, 18, 19,
<10 Rad 0.5 - 1.7x10~ C atom bomb survivors 20

Av. 370 Rad 0.2 - 0. 3x10' L Ankylosing spondylites 7, 20
patients

3 x 10 L Pelvisetry Exposures - 5, 22
0.2 - 0.8 Rad 6 x 10 C Stewart & Kneale

, .

- 1.0 Rad 3 - 30x10~L Pelvimetry Exposures - 3, 4

Bross et al

X-Ray Therapy - 8
20 Rad 0. 5 - 1.1x10 T Hempelmann

X-Ray for Tines
6.5 Rad 1.2 x 10-"T Capitis - 10

Modan et al -

4 = Leukemia risk / person.. rad
C = Total cancer risk / person. rad
T = Thyroid cancer risk / person. rad

'

.

D

.
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liver cancer). As a consequence many persons (who were desperately

trying to disprove the linear hypothesis and show low level exposure
'

is harmless) were quick to proclaim that there was something wrong with
the retrospective studies of cancer induction by diagnostic in utero x-ray

as reported by Stewart, MacMahon and others and that now we could relax.
Unfortunately (for in utero exposed children), this was not the case.
Dr. Stewart and a number of othsr writers ( ' ' '' ' '' } have pub-

'

lished reports which give strong. support of the studies of Stewart,

MacMahon, etc. of cancer induction by diagnostic in utero x-ray such that

there is now little doubt the Japanese studies greatly. underestimate

this cancer risk. In fact Jablon and Kato( ' in their original

publication gave an explanation that now seems to be one of the principle
reasons they observed such an unusually 3ow cancer rate among children
who had received in utero exposure at the time of the bombing; they said
" Conceivably such a result might follow if there were an excessive 'pon-s

,

taneous abortion-rate for fetuses by large doses." Thus the fetuses which were
most likely to have developed into cases of radiation induced leukemia
received such high doses that they did not survive to become statistics. In

fact the record indicates there was an unusually high incidence of abortions

and r. ate of infant mortality following the atomic bombings. Many studies ( 1

have shown that during periods of stress and community disasters it is the
infants and young children that suffer the most. It is known that during

such periods of suffering and unrest incipient cancers can easily be

mistaken for acute infections. Also, it seems likely that the Japanese

control group.nay have had a greater cancer risk than normal. -

In conclusion, I have given a-very simplified picture of events that

probably lead to the production of cancer in humans and from such a theory
as well as a large amount of data on low level human exposure to ionizing

,

radiation it seems evident tha't all forms of cancer can be caused by low

level exposure, that tLe linear hypothesis when applied to low level
exposure is not conserv 'ive and thus there can be no dose so low that the
risk of radiation induc . cancer is zero. In the case of radiation exposure

the risk is simply an increase in risk that the person will develop cancer
.

.

e

[ 12
L

-

'

-- ,



._

. ~ . - . ' ' -

.

.

but this cancer may not develop and be recognized until 5, 20 or 50
years later. In comparison with other industries, I believe the nuclear
energy has a remarkable safety record. However, I believe it has many

black spots on this record such as, for example: 1- The West Valley,

N. Y. reprocessing plant and the Kerr-McGee fabrication plant near
Oklahoma City which broke every conceivable health physics rule of good <

radiation safety, 2- The practice of " burning-out" temporary employees ;

on some of the " hot" operations is inexcusable. The steam generators

of the PWR have continued to account for high occupational exposures in

the nuclear power plants and the solution is not to hire temporary
employees to divide up the dose but rather to correct the source of the
trouble. Other industries are not innocent. For example we recall

,

I exposures from shoefitting machines, radium dial watches, smoke detecto,rs
241Am and 226Ra, color TV and industrial radiography. Thecontaining

shadow of improper concern or understanding of radiation risks also falls
on the military with its exposure of young men on Test Smoky. The worst

offender, however, has been the medical profession. For example, after

years of effort we finally outlawed mass chest x-ray programs only to have
'

the profession get underway a mass ma=mography program. Like the mass

chest x-ray program this was much harder to stop than it was to get it |

underway. The dentists are better only in that the dose they deliver to -

the population is less than that in medical diagnosis, but their failure
to take radiation protection measures ( has without question increased

;

significantly the number of CNS tumors, thyroid carcinomas and leukemias *

among our population. Is it a wonder that the cancer rate continues to
rise in the U.S.? When will our government agencies that are responsible ,

4

for the recognition, prevention and control of radiation hazards from
low exposure to ionizing radiation awaken to their tasks of serving
the people?

f
J
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Page 1 of 6

@
VETERANS ADMINISTRATION

HosesTAi.
Invene Avswus Ano unevansmr Puct '

SYRACUSE. NEW YORK 13210

In REPLY ,

==,== w.
'

January 16,1976.

Dr. R. A. Helliwell
Radioscience Laboratory
Stanford University .

Stanford, California 94305

Dear Dr. Helliwell:

I have read with much interest your recent article in the
Journal of Geophysical Research (volume 80, page 4249). Would
you kindly send me a reprint? ,

The New York Public Service Comission is currently holding
a hearing to detemine the environmental compatibility of high
voltage transmission lines (765 kv). My collegue, Dr. Robert
Becker, and myself, are serving as expert witnesses for the
State in the area of the biological impact of the proposed lines. [

,

For those of us who are unfamilar with your field, your report 1,

(appears to describe an effect which ought to be studied further
from the environmental impact viewpoint. For instance, if the
total radiated power were given (at each hamonic) of the
70 mile transmission line being proposed, would it be possible to
compute the magnitude of the electron and energy shower on the t

ionosphere that would result? Also, how does the magnitude of the j
h
J stimulated emission compare to that normally present? If you ;

could provide me with same rough answere to these questions, it {
,

would help greatly in our preliminary evaluation of the
environmental significance of the effect which you have described. ]|

,

i

!

'

There is one further point on which I would like to seek ~

information. I would expect that the largest power radiated from '

a power system would be at 60 hertz. Would the effect which you
have observed therefore be stronger at this frequency, as compared ,

Iwith that seen at the various hamonics?

Sincerely,
'

,

.

Andrew A. Marino, ph.D. ,

Biophysicist

I

PD care for him who s/pril Aare lw2rne sieg basth:, spQfps N4 n:pgw, gp jeg gqq % mygg i,jg gg
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'

eQs STANFORD ELECTRONICS LABORATORIES i
,

-py
- - - STANFORD. CALIFORNIA 94303

. .

20 January 1976 |

;

Andrew A. Marino fVeterans Administration Hospital
!Irving Avenue and University Place

Syracuse, New York 13210 |
I

!.

Dear Dr. Marino: q

Enclosed is a reprint of our recent article in the Journal q|;

of Geophysical Research.
:'

,

We have had great difficulty modeling the Canadian power system |

for purposes of computing the radiated power. One of the problems'

is that we do not know the ground currents, which detennine the i

effective area of the antenna (assumed to be a loop). On the other j

hand observations of the power line radiation in the magnetosphere i

suggests that it is no stronger than the natural emissions which i

occur there. One of the observed functions of the power line ;
i

radiation is to phase lock the oscillations which are started by
other sources.

:We would not expect that a new transmission line would produce1
|a noticeable change in the electron precipitation from the magneto-

sphere. Although we indicate in our paper that power line radiation :

exercises control of the radiation belt, I think that it is fair |.

to say that in the absence of power line radiation the belt intensity ;

nwould simply build up to the point where more spontaneous emissions
would occur and we would observe about the same amount of total .i

!precipitation.

We expect the power that is radiated at 60 Hz to be relatively ,

small because of the very long wavelength involved. The efficiency i
'

of the power system as a radiator increases rapidly with frequency
-

and hence we would expect the peak in radiation to occur at some
|fairly high hannonic, depending upon the wave form on the system. '

We have noticed in our own studies that the principal power line
activity in the magnetosphere seems to be concentrated in the range
2000 to 6000 Hz.

Very truly yours,

p} } jy). Uli

R. A. Helliwell |
' Professor j

i

!) RAH:ms '

| Enc.
,

J

.. -, . _ . . , - - - _ - - - . _ _ . . - , , , , , . . _ _ , . , , . . . , - , , , _ . . . . . . . - . _ , , _ . _ . - . . . - _ , - - _ _ , . - - _ , - . , - - _ - - - - . .
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STANFORD ELECTRONICS LABORATORIES.

i
,

=

7 STANFORD CALIFORNIA 94303
- .) . *

*

=mo March 1, 1977

.

.

.
.

.

Mrs. Louise B. Young
755 Sheridan Road -

Winnetka, Illinois 60093

/ Dear Mrs. Young:-

hnle you for your letter of February 6,1977. Although power
line radiation may cause X-rays, I believe it is not a significant

,

,~

factor, on the average, for a simple reason. If msn-made inputs to
, the magnetosphere were diminished, the concentration of radiation belt

particles would simply increase until natural wave activity produced
the same average precipitation as before. However a detailed under-

.

:

standing of this question must await further research.-

Very truly yours,
-

a
< -

| 64/l

R. A. Helliwell
Professor
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|
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V / A% STANFORD ELECTRONICS LABORATO..HiS
-

O~ f hI*( *
STANFORD. CA1.lFORNI A "4 M 3

1 March 1977*

.,

{ u.m N NbN URK }
'

. S. RVICE CCMMISSION. .-

.f
Mr. Henry J. Nowak

.

m0
- g g.,g ' -

P' Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. . . - -

300 Erie Blvd. West i CASE NO- t--

Syracuse, N.Y. 13202 g -fg-

- Dear Mr. Nowak:
. -

In response to your letter of January 27, 1977, I have examined
the reference testimony by Andrew A. Marino. Although his description
of my experiments is generally correct, his conclusions
regardng the biological effects of transmission line radiation are,
in my' opinion, not supported by data. My specific comments are as
follows.

'
.

- On page 47, lines 5, 6, and 7 is the statement " Electrons which
have surrendered energy to the wave drop out of the magnetosphere and
rain down on the ionosphere." This statement is not strictly correct I'

since.only a small fraction of the electrons that exchange energy with

h the wave are actually scattered into the loss cone and hence reach the
, j ionosphere.

.7
l On page 47, it is correctly stated that there is a normal background

i count of electrons on the ionosphere due to galactic sources. However
there is also another source, namely natural electromagnetic noise in'

i .

the magnetosphere. This source produces a more or less continuous;
drizzle of electrons into the ionosphere. Whistlers excited by lightning

r discharges add additional waves in whistler ducts which produce enhanced
counts of electrons and hence Bremsstrahlung X-rays. A recent paper
in Science summarizes some of the pertinent results on precipitation
(Energetic Radiation Belt Precipitation: A Natural Depletion Mechanism

*

for Stratospheric Ozone, by Richard M. Thorne, Science, 21 January 1977,
.

pp. 287-89). Figure 2 of that paper shows, for example, that the
galactic cosmic ray flux produces most of the electrons below an altitude''

.Y . of about 25 km. Above that altitude Bremsstrahlung X-rays, intense

polar cap absorption events and electron precipitation become important.
..: However the electron precipitation events from all sources are confined
r. mainly to altitudes above 60 km. The X-rays produced by these precipita-

tion events reach lower altitudes but do not penetrate significantly

below 20 km altitude.-

'
.,.

1 ,. On pages 48-491s a statement that the X-rays would produce UV
|?,3'- radiation that might cause biological effects. I do not have'an answer
L* as to how much UV is produced by the X-rays. However I would be surprised

.. '

Q if it were of any significance compared to solar UV.

Q'; ~ :.;; '.i-q
| sg , *. , , p .1 e*
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The critical factor.- however, is the following. Disturbances created*

h by radio waves are not expected in any way to alter the average release l

of energy from the radiation belts. Their role is simply one of control. !

If all of the transmitters on the carth's surface, including the power !

transmission lines, were turned off, then I would expect that the radiation i
.

-
.

i r. ' a belt would increase in intensity until ve:1cus natural wave generation |

mechanisms acted to return the precipitation rate to its previous value. j'

Therefore I conclude that the introduction of power lines capable of |
'

radiating high harmonics should not alter the average intensity of any |

radiation that might reach tha surface of the earth. , [
:

The expericents we are perfor.ning are basically perturbation experiments.

which are aimed at obtaining new knowledga of the physical processes going |
on in the magnetcaphere. We do not expect that these experiments will !'

have any significant ef fect on tho average behavior of the radiation belts |
or on the outputs therefrom. With regard to weather modification, there !

is too little kr.owledge about any of tha physics to speculate on that j
matter. However, we hope that our experiments may contribute to an improved
understanding of the relationship:cf climate to the radiation belts. I i

see no reascu to be concerned abcut theeffects on our environment of I-

power line radiation that anters tha magnetosphere.- '(,

I
Published research papers dealing with pcvar line radiation in the t

'

[magnetosphere are listed in the attached bibliagraphy.

Yery tr'ly yours, j
'

u.

. f'Q
,

.R. A. Helliwell f!

Professor
.

.
*Enc. ,
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Attachment 3
Georgia Power Comcany *

333 Piecmont Avenue '.

Atlanta. Georgia 30308
Teleonone 404 5264526 '

'
'

-
Maihng Address: i

Post othee Sox 4545 9

,- Atlanta. Georgia 30302

W. E Ehroneperger*
Seaior Vice Pres cont & Group Executwo- the southern ewtne system* Power Suooty*

-

?

;

.

April 29, 1981

i

United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission !Office of Inspection and Enforcement ;

Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street le: X78G03 D
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 log: GN-129

|

-Attention: Mr. James P. O'Rielly -

;.

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant-Units 1 and 2
.

--!50-424 and-50-425; Containment Liner Penetrations

Gentlemen: - t

i
'

- Georgia Power Company verbally notified Mr. Paul Kellogg of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission on March 26, 1981, of a potentially signi-
ficant deficiency concerning welds on containment liner penetrations.

Georgia Power Company nas conducted weld inspections of the
.

. penetrations in question and has begun an engineering evaluation to deter-
,

mine the significance of this problem. Additionally, Georgia Power !

Company is reviewing the need to conduct a quality assurance audit at the
,vendor manufacturing facility. It is expected these evaluations will be

concluded in June,1981. Georgia Power Company expects to submit a final
report to the Comission conceirning the reportability of this potential
deficiency on or before July 17, 1981. !

|

| This response conta. ins no proprietary information and may be placed
| in the NRC Public Docuwnt Room upon receipt.

;

Yours truly, t

i 'scsJdg{,Nt.

W. E. Ehrensper r V
Senior Vice President & Group Executive-

,

l Power Supply
i

CWH:skf
t

xc: See Page 2

, - - - - . - ,.,-.n. .b . . .+- . - . . - , ,----- ,. -----.. - r - - , , - , - . - - - - - - - - , , , , - ~ - , -
*
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Mr. James P. O'Rielly
50-424; 50-425; Containment Liner Penetrations'

April 2, 1981
Page 2

'

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Victor J. Stello, Jr. , Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, DC 20555 |

J. H. Miller, Jr.
F. G. Mitchell, Jr. -

R. J. Kelly

C. F.-Whitmer
R. E. Conway
D. E. Dutton
R. W. Staffa
H. C. Nix
K. M. Gillespie ,

L. T. Gucwa
C. R. Miles, Jr.

-

|
*

E. D. Groover
D. L. McCrary "

t
R. A. Thomas
O. Batum 3

J. A. Bailey--

_ M. Z. Jeric ,

,

B. L. Lex ;

!

:
5

[*

[

t
<

!.

k

r

!

- . - - - - . - . - - m - -, , n.- - -, - . _ _ , . - _ . , , . . , ,. _ . , _ . _ _. . . ~ _ _ , , , . , , . . , _ _ _ , , _. , .,_ __
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,- kGeorpa Power Company

Post Ofnce Box 4545 La
Atlanta. Georga 3o3o2

Vogtie Project= * 522 e

,

July 21,1981

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission File: X78G02-M18
Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-139
Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Ref.: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant-Units 1 and 2, 50-424 and 50-425;
Containment Liner Penetrations; letter GN-129, dated April 20, 1981.

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly

Gentlemen:

In our previous letter, Georgia Power Company indicatec a final
response concerning the reportability of the above-referenced item would- ,

be submitted to the Commission on or before July 17, 1981. Georgia_

Power Company has recently received an engineering evaluation concerning
these penetrations, which preliminarily indicated that the above item
was not reportable under 10 CFR 50.55e or Part 10 CFR 21. Currently this
evaluation is being reviewed by Georgia Power Company.

Georgia Power Company now expects to submit a final report to the
Commission by August 7, 1981, concerning the reportability of the above
item.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed
in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

'f_t

< as-
Doug Du on
Project eneral Manager

RCW: sew

._
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Mr. James P. O'Reilly
50-424; 50-425; Containment Liner Penetrations
July 21, 1981
page two

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Victor J. Stello, Jr., Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, D.C. 20555

J. H. Miller, Jr.
R. J. Kelly
R. E. Conway
G. F. Head
R. H. Pinson
C. F. Whitmer
D. L. McCrary
R. A. Thomas
J. A. Bailey

-

0. Batum
D. E. Dutton
K. M. Gillespie
E. D. Groover
L.'T. Gucwa-

B. L. Lex
~

C. R. Miles, Jr.

H. C. Nix '-

R. W. Staffa
J. L. Vota

.



Georgia Power Company
- Post office Boa 4545 hm

Atlanta. Georgia 30302

Vogtie Projeetrei., hon. 4o4 522. "

Southern Company Services. Inc.
Post office Bos 2625
8ermengham Alabama 35202
Telephone 205 870-6011

August 7, 1981

.

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Region II, Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street File: X78G03-M18
Atlanta, Georgia 30303'' Log: GN-141

Ref.: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Units. 1 and 2
50-424, 50-425; Containment Liner Penetrations - Unit 1

.

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly

Gentlemen:

Georgia Power Company'has concluded its evaluation concerning the
investigation regarding the reportability of the above-referenced item.

| It has been concluded that the welding defects associated with the
containment liner penetrations would not adversely affect the safety of
operations and are not reportable under 10CFR50.55(e) or Part 10CFR21.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed

|
in the fiRC public document room upon receipt.

1

Yo s ly,

Uh".

Doug Dutton

|
Project General Manager

CWH: sewi

!

| '

|
|

---
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Mr. James P. O'Reilly
50-424, 50-425; Containment Liner Penetrations - Unit 1
August 7, 1981
page two

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Victor J. Stello, Jr... Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, D.C. 20555

J. H. Miller, Jr.
R. J. Kelly
R. E. Conway
G. F. Head .,,
R. H. Pinson
C. F. Whitmer
D. L. McCrary

-

R. A. Thomas ,

J. A. Bailey
O. Batum
O. E. Dutton
K. M. Gillespie
E. D. Groover
L. T. Gucwa
B. L. Lex
C. R. Miles, Jr.

H. C. Nix
R. W. Staffa
J. L. Vota

.

L

1

|

|

I

: .

.

~

i

t
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Georgia Power Company [

' ATTN: fir. R. J. Kelly Qe C-b , ,,m:
Executive Vice President

P. O. Box 4545 P of
Atlanta, GA ' 30302 --

'

Gentlemen:

S'J3 JECT: REPORT NCS. 50-424/83-15 AND 50 425/83-15

' This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. E. H. Girard.
of this office on September 27 - 30, 1983, of activities authorized by .*iRC-

Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-1CS and CPPR-109 for the Vogtle facility. Cur ;

preliminary findings were discussed with Mr. H. H. Gregcry, !!!, Project .

*

Constructicn Manager, at the ccnclusion of the inspection.
.

* Areas examined during the inscection and our findings are discussed in the
enclosed inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of
selective examinations of procedures and repre:entative records, interviews with

{
personnel, and observations by the inspector. -

During the inspection, it was found that certain activities under ycur Itcense
apcear to violate tiRC requirements. This item and references to pertinent
requiracents are listed in the Notice of' Violation enclosed herewith as

; Appendix A. Elements to be included in ycur respense are celinenes in
Appendix A.

We have examined actions you have taken with regard to previcusly icantified -[
enforcement aatters and unresolved items. The sta us cf snese items is discussed
in the enclosed report.

One new unresolved item is identified in the enclosed inspecticn report. This
item will be examined during subsecuent inspections.

IIn accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter, its enclosures, 3rd
your reply will be placed in NRC's Public Occument Rcom upon ccroleti:n of our r

evaluation of the reply. If you wish to withhold information contained in the
inspection re;cet, please notify tnis office by tele:none and include a written ;

applicati:n, c3 withhold information contained tharein, in ycur res;0nse. Such
acplicatica run :e c nsistant with the esquirecants :f 2.790(b}(1).

,

;*

{
-

.

.

f

., _ _ , . , _ . . _ . _ , _ , , , . _ . - , _ . , _ _ _ _ _ , , . . , , , ___. _ , , . _ . , , _ _ , . _
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Georgia Pcwer Company 2 GCT 2 41933
,

.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosures are not subjec: to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Sudget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, FL 96-511.

'

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to discuss
them with you.

Sincerely, -

-

N .

/:c..In L ~

-

[Ji hard C.s Lewis, Director !

Di' vision of Project and ;

Resident Programs j

Enclosures:
1. Appendix A, Notice of Violation
2. -Inspection Report Nos. 50-424/33-15

and 50-425/83-15

Icc w/encis:.

H. H. Gregory, III, Construccion -

Project Manager..

E. D. Groover, QA Site Superviser ,

D. 0.. Foster, Vice President
and General Manager

G. Bockhold, Jr. , Plant Manager

.

E

t

*

.

- ,- ., -- -. . , . . , , -. . - , , . , ._,n vn , - - . - _ , .-. - -. . - , . . . . _ _ . .
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APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF' VIOLATION

Georgia Power Company- Docket No. 50-424
Vogtle

,
license No. CPPR-108

,

As a result of the inspection conducted on Se?tember 27 - 30,1983, and in
'

accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, Al FR 9937 (March 9,1982), the
following violation was identified.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, a , implemented by 17.1.5 of. the PSAR,
requires that activities af fecting quality be prescribed by documented .
instructions, procedures or drawings assuring that the activities are_
accomplished. 10 CFR 50.55(a) requires inspection of reactor coolant
pressure boundary piping welds in accordance with the ASME Boiler and
Pressure Vessel Code, Section III (hereafter "the Code"). The Code requires
penetrant examination (an activity affecting quality) of reactor coolant
pressure boundary piping welds.-

--

Contrary to the above, the licensee's instruction sheet for specifying
*

examinations of reactor coolant pressure boundary weld 119-W-05 ..'( o n
Isometric Drawing 1X4-1201-119-02 R10) failed to specify performance of the
Code required penetrant examination.

This is a Severity Level IV Violaticn (Suppler:ent ::).

Pursuant to the previsions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are hereby required to submit. to
this offica within thirty days of -he date of this Notice, a written statement or
explanatica in reply, including: (1) admission or denial of the alleged viola-
tion; (2) the reasons for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps
which have been taken and the results achieved; (4) corrective steps which will
be taken to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will
be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your response time for good
cause shown.

C 24 33Da m

.

.
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Report !!os. : 50-424/83-15 and 50-425/83-15

Licensee: Georgia Pcwer Company
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302

Docket tios.: 50-424 and 50-42a

License ||cs.: ChPR-103andC?PR-109

Facility tiane: Vogtle 1 and 2

Inspection at " :'b st3 near Waynes' acro, Georgia

Inspec cr: , 'r' /o. 9 3
.

., c

E. h ' ci ra ro Oa:e 5ignec

. /[f'( /o M9 43-
/ '

Aposcved by:'.
<

vv.
J./J/81ake, Section Cntef Oaie 5tgnea

'

Ehgir.eering Program Eranch

{ Oivisica of Engineering and Operaticnal Progra.ms
.

.

SUPJ!ARY

Ins:ac:icn en Saptem:er 27-30, 1933

Areas Inspacted

This rcutine, unanncurced inspaction involved 20 11spector-hours cr. site in the
areas of licensee acti:n on previcus enfor:erent ca:ters ad rea::ce ::clant iccp
piping welding.

.,

*

Results

Of the :wo areas inspected, no violations or devia-ions w:re icentified in one
area; one apparent violation was fcund in one area (Violati:n - Failure to
Provide for' Code Raquired Penetrant Examination - paragra;h 5.d).

.

.

S
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-REPORT DETAILS
.

1. Persons Contacted ~

Licensee: Employees

*H. H.' Gregory, III, Project Construction Manager
~

~

*N. .Googe,- Assistant Project Construction Manager
*G.'A. McCarley, Project Compliance Coordinator ~

.

*E. O. Groover, QA Site Manager
C. .Sarver, Senior QA Engineer

*L. T. Ellgass, Associate QA Field Representative

Other licensee employeesicontactad included GC inspectors, cccstruction .-

craftsmen, and office personnel.=

Other Organization

J.-P. Runfan, QA Manager, Pullman Pcwer Prcducts

NRC~ Resident Inspecter
..

W. F. Sanders
.

* Attended exit interv'lew

2. Exit Interview:

The inspection secpe and findings were summari:ed en September 30, 1933,
with those' persons indicated in paragraph 1 abcve. The inspector described
the areas inspected and discussed in detail' _tne violatin listed belcw.
Although the ~ concern : addressed by _ item 421, 425/E3-15-02 was centioned
during the exit interview, the item was formally iden f fied as an unresolved
item in a' telephone call to the licensee on October 1?,1983. f;c dissenting
comments were received from the licensee.

' Violation 424/83-15-01, Failure to Provide for Code Required Penetrant
| Examination, paragraph 5.d.

Unresolved ' Item 424, 425/33-15-02, Errene:us Respense Statement, paragraph
3.a..-

3. Licensee Acticn en Previcus Enforcement '4atters

a. .(Ceen) Violation ('24, 425/81-08-02): Undersi:e structural 'delds. The
inspector examined examples of structural welcs similar to tnose

:accressed in the subject violation to verify :neir compliance with size
recuirements; and examinec tne licensee's specifi:ation X2A901, Section
5.1, to determir.e whether the welds originally questioned were within

b



*

.

..
,

,

.

.

-

2..

the specification as stated in the licensee's letter of response dated
September 2, 1981. Structural welds examinea by the ir. spec:ce were as
follows:

Orawing AX2011F009R10 --

Connecticns 23, 24, 25, 3(T,' 59, and 60 in Control Suildtrg Roca ,,

A23

Orawing AX2011F011R7-

Connections 325 and 326 in Contec1 Suilcing Rccc AIS

.The inspector's review of the specificatien reference described in the
licensee's response letter found that the response was apcarently in
error in the statement (relative to the welds that were the subject of
the original violation) "These velds -were found to be within the
specification requirements of X2Ap01 - Section C5.1.F.8.d, Revision 4,"
which states the following: " Undercut (underfill) ret exceeding'3/32.

inch shall be acceptable for the full length of the weld". It did not
appear that the specification centained sucn a statement. Tne inspec-

'

tor indicated his concern regarding the erroneous response statecents
'and its source. The licensee was unable to iccediately provide any

explanation. The licensee was informed that the source of tha. subject
response statement .and its significance wculd be examinec further in
subsecuent inspection as an unresolved item, identifiec t24,
a25/83-15-02, Erroneous Res:ense Statement. The licensee was aisc
infor ed that the criginal viciaticn woule remain : pan ;erding their
submittal of a clarifying response and its accap able review by Ragt:n

*II in a subsequent inspection.

b. (0 pen) Unresolved Item (424, 425/32-23-01): Article 3 Basis.' This
item documented an NRC inspector's concern as to the licensee's basis
for electing to use Article 3 of ASME Secticn V (7?S75) as the source
of examination requirements for radiography of containment liner welds.
This item was last addressed in inspection repcrt 424, 425/83-02.
During that inspection the torc inspector further examined and discussed
concerns relative to this item with the licensee. As stated in the
report for that inspection, it was the inspector's understanding that
the licensee would research this area further and provide additional
inforr'ation to ir.dicate whetner' ap::li:able Coce recuirenants had been
violated. When questionec regarding the item auring the current
inspectica the licansee was unsale ts provice any #ucther infor?ation.
This ..as discussed with the Plant Prcjec- Manager, wno stated that 1e
would assure that the infor.?ation was catainec for review and ci:cus y
sica in a subsecuent i;3C inspection. The item will remain cpen pending
the p.e; ten II's review of the informatice t: be provided.

*

.
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4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to
determine .whether they are acceptable or t ay involve violations or devia- |

tions. A new unresolved item identified during this is discusseo in para-
graph 3.a. ,

,

*
.

~

5. Reactor Coolant Loop Piping Welding - Unit 1 i

I'The inspector examined welding and welding related activities for. reactor :

coolant loop, (RCL), piping activities to determine their ccapliance with ;

SAR comitments and Regulatory requirements, including the requirerents of
the applicable code, ASME Secticn III (77W77). The inspector's exaninatiens '

-

and findings are described belcw.
'

a. Welding Peccedure 5;ecifications (55171)
~

The inspector reviewed examples of the weiding procedure soecifica-
tions, (WPS's), for RCL piping and their qualifiestion records to
verify their compliance with procedural centent requiretrents of the [

-

code and code qualification test reoutrements (inclucin procer testing-

and results). The following peccedures and their quali.icati:n racceds
were reviewed: '

250-III/I-3-XI-Al
24-III/I-8-XI-12
32-I!!/!-3-12 .

29-111/1-3-13-1 |

b. Observation of Welding Activities (55173) -

The inspector observed welding relatet a:tisities in ;r:gress :n the 1

follcwing piping welds:
|

WELO t10. ISO PIPE SIZE

119-W-05 1X4-1201-119-02R10 3" Dia. x .433 wall ;.

005-W-03 1X40L4A17-R10 31" 01a. x 2.5" wall ;

005-W-04 1X40L4A17-R10 31" Dia. x 3.25" wall |

005-W-02 1X40L4A17-R10 31" Dia. x 2.5" wall :
!

006 4 -02 IX4CL4A1 M 13 31" 313. x 2.5" wall
006 L;3 1X 0L4A17-n0 31" Dia. x 3.5" wall

f

As a;:lic21e ?J the werk in ;r:grels t1e wellir; w1s 4 Win 4 A to
! determine whacher: !

(1) Work was conducted in sc::rdance alth a cecurant which coordio tas i,

and sequences c;erations, references pecesjure, estactisNs holc ;

points, and provides fcr product 1:n and ins;e: tion approval. |
1 !

t(2) Weld identification and 1: cation were as s;ecifiad.

!
'

.-
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(3) Applicable drawings ware at the work statien and readily avail,-
able.

(4) Welding procedure essential variables were c:mplied with.

(5) Welding technique and saquence requirecents bere adhered to.
~

(6) Base and welding materials were properly idantified, verified, and
traceable.

,

| (7) Wald joint ge: metry was as specified.

(8) Alignment was in acccedance with requirements.

(9) Tempersry attachments v.ere st: ached by qualified weldars.
.

(10)Purgegaswasinaccordarcewithprecedurara;uiraments.

(11) Praheat and inter; ass it'" par.!tures were in act:rdance .itth pr:-
cedures. .

(12) Weldi.g equipment was in goed c:ndition.
,

(13) Interpass cleaning was in accordance with apolicable pr:ctdures.

(14) Wald history records were adaquate.

(15) :nspecti. n pers:frel ware pr porly cuali'ied.
.

:n cbserving welding-relatad activities :he insp2:::e ec 44 the #:!':w-
ing iters c/ concern relative to con:rol of weldirg:

The welding amperage set for weld C05-W-04 en ena tutcma:i:-

welding machine was nc:ed generally at tce up;er limit cf the
procedure and on one occasion it exceeded the procacure lintt by 1
amp. (300 versus the 299 limit). The inspec:ce informed li:ensee
and the welding operators were cauticned.

The welding r12 chine for weld 119.W 05 was located up many flights-

of stairs and several Fundred feet fecm w*e a :he weldin; was
cerfor ad. In questiening, the welcar s:sted ha hac ntvar seen
arterar;a chens nace w1:n :ang ratses ce similar cavi:ss. The ;
irs:ec::e informid the licenses tha: he was c.:ncerac: :33; :'1:w- ,

ic; s J n gens; disneces be:'..enn .radines sne welds, ar.:. :ne 11:'<
of im::erage ener.ks en welding, cculd leac :: unsa:isfae:ary .e'.:s.
*re **:srsei siste: teay did per/cen surseillances en ..eidir;
at:ersaa anc ircica:2d 9ey wculd eneck. furtnse into che ta;;arfard ta<e actico if necessary. The inspec: r did not consicer tne
3 ove ccoCerns significant encugh, by tht3selves, to '..ar*1nt

,

issuance of a violation.
|
,

h
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c. Welder Qualifications (55177)

The inspector checked the licensee's procedures and reviewed :he
qualification records and qualification status list relative tc the

|- welders and welding operators cbserved welding en the welds identified +

in 5.b. above to:
~

(1) Cetermine whether procedures had been< established to qualify '

welders and welding operators in acccedance with the ccde.

(2) Cetermine whether the welders and welding operaters were currantly j
qualified.

(3) Cetermine the accuracy of qualification status records and their !
compliaace with the ccde.

d. riondestructive Examination (55073) I,

1

i The inspecter asked to observe penetrant examiration cf ccepleted weld
119-W-05 on ISO 1X4-1201-119-02R10. The licensae's. examiner agreed but ;

| noted that the weld process sheet (used to specify weld inspections)-

did not require the examination. The inspector cbserved the examina- !
.

.

| tion to determine whether the examiner cctrplied with applicable c:de * (
' and procedural raquirements. _ ,

|

,

The inspector r.otad that the applicable coda required the penetrant I
| examination and that the failure to specify the examination in the [

process sheet was considered a nonc nfor-'ancs with the requirements of :

10 CFR 50, Appendix 8. Criterion V. The inspec ce infonred the lican-

see that tais nonconformance would-be icentifiad as vic13tien 424/33-
15-01, Failure to provice for Code Required pena: rant Ixamination.

Within the areas examined, cne violation was identified, as described in d
above.

I
f-

.

.
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Attachment 5
,

t

3e:rgia Power CGN'Cany*

333 P'eornoet Ave %e
At:arfa. Georta ;0209
Teteocore 404 5261726

.

o t Off a4545
Atlanta. Georg a 30102 L

Georgia Power
D. O. Foster *e er.tva - ac~e 5.1Y-
wce Pres.Jeri arc Generat Ma9ager
Vogtie Proiect

.

November 28, 1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Consnission File: X78G10
Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-288
Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Reference: 50-424/83-15, 50-425/83-15
,

Attention: Mr. R. C. Lewis

Gentlemen:

The Georgia Power Company wishes to submit the following infomation
concerning the violation discussed in your inspection report 50-424/83-15
and 50-425/83-15:

Violation 50-424/83-15-01, " Failure to Provide for Code Required Penetrant
Examination" - Severity Level IV.
(1) Georgia Power Company acknowledges the discrepancy identified in this

violation.
(2) The reasons for the violation are as follows:

a. Thepipingcontractor's(PullmanPowerProducts) engineer
erroneously prepared the wrong process sheets for the welds on
isometric drawing 1KA-1201-119-02, Rev.10.

b. The piping contractor's QA document reviewer failed to detect
the error in the process sheets.

(3) The lack of penetrant examination requirements in process sheets
i associated with isometric drawing 1KA-1201-119-02, Rev. 10, is

considered to be an isolated case. All other primary loop piping
isometrics (twenty drawings in all) and all. associated process
sheets were examined and found to provide for penetrant examinations.
Isometric drawing 1KA-1201-119-02, Rev.10, and all associated process
sheets, including the one for reactor coolant pressure boundary weld
119-W-05, have been revised to assure that required penetrant examina-
tions are perfonned.

(4) Pullman Power Products engineering and QA personnel have been
admonished to review process sheets closely to assure compliance
with all applicable requirements.

. - - . . - . __ - .. . _ . .
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(5) Full compliance with applicable regulatory and code requirements was achieved
on November 16, 1983.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed in the
NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

Yours truly,
;

'

-

''' D. O. Foster

'REF/DOF/cc

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Victor J. Stello,'Jr., Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, D. C. 20555

xc: R. J. Kelly J. A. Bailey
R. E. Conway O. Batum
G. F. Head H. H. Gregory
J. T. Beckham C. W. Hayes

'D. N. MacLemore E. D. Groover
D. E. Dutton L. T. Gucwa '

'W. F. Sanders M. Malcom
R. H. Pinson G. Bockhold

,

B. M. Guthrie P. D. Rice
R. A. Thomas J. L. Vota

3
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Georgia Power Company y gS L \O
ATTN: Mr. R. J. Kelly ( t l' p# DExecutive Vice President
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302

{,b , y p
| Gentlemen: C)o9 '

SUBJECT: REPORT NOS. 50-424/83-18 AND 50-425/83-18

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. W. F. Sanders of
this office on August 16 - September 30, 1983, of activities authorized by NRC
Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-108 and CPPR-109 for the A. W. Vogtle facility..

Our preliminary findings were discussed with Mr. H. H. Gregory, III, Construction :

Project Manager, at the conclusion of the inspection.

Areas examined during the inspection and our findings are discussed in the
enclosed inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of
selective examinations of procedures and representative records, interviews with

- personnel, and observations by the inspector.
'

Ouring the ' inspection, it was found that certain activities under your license
appear to violate NRC requirements. This item and references to pertinent

'
,

requirements are listed in the Notice of Violation enclosed herewith as,

Appendix A. Elements to be included in your response are delineated in.

Appendix A.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter, its enclosures, and '

| your reply will be placed in NRC's Public Document Room upon completion of our
i evaluation of the reply. If you wish to withhold information contained in the

inspection report, please notify this office by telephone and include a written
i application, to withhold information contained therein, in your response. Such '

application,must be consistent with the requirements of 2.790(b)(1).
~

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosures are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

I

e

.
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-

#- ( ( NOV 0 71983
'.

f

Georgia Power Company 2

4..
a

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to discuss
them with you.

Sincerely,

gqtt 4
Hugh C. Dance, Chief
Project Branch 2
Division of Project and

Resident Programs
.

Enclosures:
1. Appendix A, Notice of Violation
2. Inspection Report Nos. 50-424/83-18

and 50-425/83-18

cc w/encis:
H. H. Gregory, III, Construction

Project Manager
" E. D. Groover, QA Site Supervisor

D. O. Foster, Vice President-

and General Manager
G. Bockhold, Jr., Plant Manager

.
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APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Georgia Power Company Docket Nos. 50-424 and 50-425
A. W. Vogtle Units 1 and 2 License Nos. CPPR-108 and CPPR-109

As a result of the inspection conducted on August 16 - September 30, 1983, and
in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9,1982), the
following violation was identified.

'

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX as implemented by paragraph 17 of the
PSAR requires measures be established to assure that special processes,
including nondestructive testing, be controlled and accomplished in accor-
dance with applicable codes. ASME B&PV Code, 1971 Edition with Summer 1971
Addenda has been identified as the applicable code for the Closure Head Weld*

Metal Cladding. ASME B&PV Code Section III, Paragraph NS 5352 describes
acceptance standards for relevant indications.

.

*

Contrary to the above, adequate measures had not been established to assure
that special processes, including nondestructive testing, were controlled-

and accomplished in accordance with applicable codes in that the re-examina-
tion of the cladding by Liquid Penetrant methods revealed linear indications
and rounded indications greater than the acceptable limits of the applicable.

code. This nondestructive examiniation was previously performed and certified,

by the nuclear steam system supplier manufacturer.
_,

This is a Severity Level V Violation (Supplement II).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are hereby required to submit to
this office within thirty days of the date of this Notice, a written statement or
explanation in reply, including: (1) admission or denial of the alleged viola-
tion; (2) the reasons for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps
which have been taken and the results achieved; (4) corrective steps which will

. be taken to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will
be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your response time for good
cause shown.

Date:
.

e

b

S
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Report Nos.: 50-424/83-18 and 50-425/83-18

Licensee: Georgia Power Company
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302

.

Docket Nos.: 50-424 and 50-425

License Nos.: CPPR-108 and CPPR-109

Facility Name: Alvin Vogtle 1 and 2

Inspection at Vogtle Nuclear Station, Waynesboro, Georgia !

//// .3Inspector:,< Y e &
'

,)K F. Sa er
f / // Da(e Signed

'-

O!?3Approved by:\ s FA w A L4 2 II-

V1 Paic'le'ra, Chief, Projects Section 28 DM,e' 5 fVned
Division of Project and Resident Programs-

SUMMARY

Inspection on August 16 - September 30, 1983

Areas Inspected
. .

This routine unannounced inspection involved 216 inspector-hours on site in the
areas of closure head control rod drive mechanism welding; inspection of piping;
closure head cladding welding; construction progress in primary containment
Units 1 and 2, auxiliary building and control butiding.

Results

Of the four areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified in three
areas; one violation was found in one area (closure head cladding welding -
paragraph 6),

i

9

9

8
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REPORT DETAILS
.

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees
.

*H H. Gregory III, Project Construction Manager
*M. H. Googe, Assistant Project Construction Manager
*E. D. Groover, Quality Assurance Site Manager
*R. W. McManus, Manager of Quality Control
*W. C. Lyon, Inspection Supervisor
'G. A. McCarley, Project Compliance Coordinator
*J. R. Petro, Sr., Quality Assurance Field Representative
*R. H. Robinson, Engineering Supervisor

Other licensee employees contacted included construction craftsmen, techni- i

cians, mechanics, and office personnel. "

Other Organizations

*J. B. McLachlan, Project Field Engineer, Bechtel Power Corporation
*J. Rudd, Site Quality Assurance Supervisor, Bechtel Power Corporation-

*D. Wieland, Site Manager, Westinghouse Electric Corporation
*W. Reed, Site Engineer, Westinghouse Electric Corporation

,

* Attended exit interview
. .

2. Exit Interview -

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on September 29, 1983, f

with those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The inspector described
the areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection findings.

(0 pen) Violation 424, 425/83-18-01 " Failure to Control a Special Process
in the Nondestructive Examination (NDE) of the Closure Head Cladding" -
Paragraph 6.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters '

Not inspected.

4 Unresolved Items

Unresolved items were not identified during this inspection.
;

.

I

e ;

.

.
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S. Independent Inspection Effort
||

- Periodic inspections were made throughout this reporting period in the form '

of general type inspections in different areas of both facilities. The !
areas were selected on the basis of the scheduled activities and varied to '

; provide wide coverage. Observations were made of activities in progress to j
note defective items or items of noncompliance with the required codes and i
regulatory requirements. On these inspections, particular note was made of ithe presence of quality control evidence in the form of available process }sheets, drawings, material identification, material protection, performance<

of tests, and housekeeping. i

l
Interviews were made with craft personnel, supervisors, coordinators, ;

quality control inspectors, and others and they were available in the work '

areas. Observations were made in the following areas: Primary Containment ;

Structures 1 and 2, Auxiliary Building, Control Building, and Electrical |,

Storage. !,

. !,
-

,

No violations or deviations were identified. !,

I
! 6. Closure Head Cladding

i

; A visual inspection of Unit 1 and Unit 2 Reactor Closure Heads Internal '

Cladding disclosed questionable surface conditions, which did not appear to
meet the criteria for performing a meaningful Liquid Penetrant Examination :

.: (LPE). The following surface conditions were apparent: {

a. Streaks of weld flux / slag were observed in the valleys between some of !
i the weld beads. The edges of the weld beads in these areas did not
i merge smoothly with each other.'

i ;

b. Arc strikes were observed in several areas,;

i c. Foreign material in the form of very small droplets of molten metal i

were observed in several areas. -

These observations and concerns were described to the Licensee's Quality
Control Department, which subsequently inspected the cladding and reported ;

the results to the Nuclear Steam System Supplier (NSSS). This was followed -

later with representative sample areas selected and reinspected by a NOE !

Specialist representing the NSSS manufacturer. The inspector witnessed the ,

| examination and results which are described below
!

Unit 1 Two areas approximately one foot square each were examined by the {Solvent Liquid Penetrant Examination (LPE) method in accordance :

with ASME Section V. This revealed a circular indication of 7/32" ;

in one grea and is" circular in the other. (ASME Section III !

allows 3/16" round maximum).
'

,

;'

,
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i Unit 2 One area approximately 18" x 2' was examined by the LPE method.
This revealed several indications which exceeded the Code allow- }

( able. The most severe indication was approximately long"

linear. |
:

These conditions 'ndicate a failure to establish adequate measures to assure |
that special processes including non-destructive testing are controlled and :

I accomplished in accordance with applicable codes and is in violation of j
10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion IX. This violation is identified ts 424, :
425/83-18-01.q

7. Investigation of Civil Work by Licensee |
>

'

On August 5,1983,' the licensee notified the Regional Office that several
employees of the Civil Contractor had informed them that they had concerns !
regarding the quality of certain work at the Vogtle Plant. They also stated ;

that these concerns would be investigated by a special team and appropriate '

corrective action taken. A four-member team consisting of a team leader, -[
two team members, and General Counsel were formed at the direction of the

,

Senior Vice-President, Engineering and Construction, and given the principal' !

duties as follows: i
..

- a. Obtain formal statements from the concerned employees. -

b. Identify the work in question. f,

i
c. Evaluate the concerns utilizing document reviews, interviews, engineer- [

ing studies, non-destructive examinations and destructive examinations
;

as appropriate.

d. Recommend corrective action. ;
;

; e. Prepare complete documentation of the investigation.
,

i
! This was considered a licensee identified matter and was monitored through- '

out the investigation period by the NRC Resident Inspector. This was !
followed by a review of the documentation to evaluate the depth and scope of
the inquiry and review corrective actions relative to safety implications.

,

The records show that twenty-three (23) individual quality concerns were !

] reported by eleven (11) of the thirty-four (34) crew members. The investi- |
gation revealed that in thirteen (13) of the twenty-three (23) cases, the |,

concern was either allowed by. design documents or had been previously |i

| reported and investigated through the Quality Control System and deviation f
reports. The remaining concerns were reviewed for safety significance, !

'
additional testing, verification of design requirements and corrective
actions. This review was supplemented by a review of randomly selected
transcripts of interviews conducted under oath and recorded by court |

| reporters, j
!,

I

i
i

*
I t
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No violations or deviations were identified.

8. Control Rod Drive Mechanism Welding
!

An inspection was made of the activities related to the welding of the [mechanism Lower Canopy Seals on the Unit I closure head. The welding
procedure employs an automatic gas shielded tungsten are that moves 360' :
around the fixed position weld joint by means of a motor-driven carriage. A :

,

special weld joint configuration employs a preplaced "Y" type consumable |
insert. The following documents were reviewed:

i

Weld Procedure Specification (WPS)-80.5.25, Rev. E
;

Procedure Qual'ification Record (PQR) 151

Liquid Penetration Report Por Nisco ES-100-2 - !

Visua.1 Inspection Report of Macro Examination-

Weld Procedure Specification for Repair (SWPS)-132-2, Rev. J ',

Procedure Qualification Record PQR-152, Rev. A-
'

It was noted that the procedure qualification was made by welding six
~

>

successful test assemblies representing the geometric configurations and
using the appropriate material combination in accordance with ASME Section,

III, NB 4366 and NB 4367. Visual examinations of the Qualification cross-,

section samples and visual examination of a small repair was made by the
inspector. --

!

No violations or deviations were identified. *

i
9. IE Bulletin Followup |

79-BU-15 (Closed) Deep Draft Pump Deficiencies - On September 11, 1979 the |licensee submitted a response to IE Bulletin 79-15. Vollmer, NRR, memo ;

dated June 22, 1981, stated that this subject will be included in the normal ;

licensing reviews. This item is closed.
.

!

!

.

.
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December 14, 1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission File: X78G10
Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-295
Region II - Suite 3100 '

101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Reference: 50-424/83-18, 50-425/83-18

Attention: Mr. R. C. Lewis

Gentlemen:

The Georgia Power Company wishes to submit the following information
concerning the violation discussed in your inspection report 50-424/83-18
and 50-425/83-18:
Violation 50-424,425/83-18-01, " Failure to Control a Special Process in
the Nondestructive Examination (NDE) of the Closure Head Cladding" -
Severity Level IV.
(1) Georgia Power Company acknowledges the discrepancies identified in

this violation.
(2) The reasons for the violation are as follows:

a. The contract with the reactor vessel manufacturer, Combustion
Engineering, called for liquid penetrant examination (PT) of
the Unit 1 closure head cladding surface prior to gritblasting.
PT is normally done in the finished condition but is not
recomended on gritblasted surfaces. Combustion Engineerirg*

maintains that the three unacceptable rounded indications found
in the Unit 1 closure head by PT at the site were not present at
the surface during the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code acceptance
PT at the Combustion Engineering shop. These indications were found,
upon excavation, to be slag inclusions which apparently opened due
to the gritblasting operation after the liquid penetrant examination.
The gritblasting was considered post-examination cleaning by the i

Authorized Nuclear Inspector, Combustion Engineering, and Westinghouse
Power Corporation, the NSSS supplier, in accordance with Paragraph
NB-5113, Section III, of the ASME Code. The Unit 2 closure head was
not gritblasted as Combustion Engineering discontinued this practice ,

in 1978. No unacceptable indications were found in the Unit 2 i

closure head.
b. Georgia Power Company cannot determine how or exactly when surface

defects which appear to be arc strikes were inflicted on the Unit
2 closure head. They apparently occurred at some time between the )
PT examination at the Combustion Engineering shop and the inspection
at the jobsite.

|

.
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(3) The closure head manufacturer, Combustion Engineering, was contracted to
perform the following corrective actions:
a. The Unit 1 closure head cladding was thoroughly cleaned and buffed

to minimize minor surface imperfections. 100% of the surface was
thenliquidpenetrant(PT) examined. Three unacceptable rounded
indications, identified as. slag inclusions, were removed by grinding.
Two of the indications were on a slag line in the same plane and
extended to the base metal but did not violate the pressure boundary.
The cladding was then weld reoaired using approved procedures, heat
treated,liquidpenetrantexamined(repairedareasonly),andstress
relieved,

b. The Unit 2 closure head was not gritblasted as was the Unit I head.
Some discoloration of the surface, however, raised some questions on
the acceptability of some areas of the cladding. Therefore, the Unit
2 cladding surface was also thoroughly cleaned, buffed, and liquid
penetrant examined over 100% of its area. No unacceptable indications
were found. The apparent are strikes and son.e slag pockets were
effectively removed during the surface cleaning and buffing. -

c. All of the cleanir.g buffing, repairing, and PT operations performed.

on the Unit I and Unit 2 closure heads have been properly documented.
The documentation was reviewed and approved cy the Authorized Nuclear
Inspector. Any questiens which arose regarding procedures and materials
were closely scrutinized and resolved. All corrective actions per-
formed by Combustion Engineering were witnessed by Georgia Power.

(4) Action to prevent further violations is not applicable in this case.
Combustion Engineering has discontinued the practice of gritblasting
closure heads following PT, but they have not n.anufactured a reactor
vessel strca 1978.

(5) Full ccmpliance with applicable regulatory and code requirements was
achieved on Decemt:er 5,1983. -

,

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed in,

the NRC Public Docu: tent Room upon receipt.

Your truly-
,

/-

l o
.O. Fos [er'

i

itEF/DOF/cc
! .

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Victor J. Stello, Jr., Director
Office qf Irspection and Enforcement
Washington, D. C'. 20555

xc: R. J. Kelly D. E. Dutton- J. A. Bailey L. T. Gucwa
R. E. Conway W. F. Sanders 0, Patum M. Malcom
G. F. Head R. H. Pinson H. H. Gregory, III G. Bockholdi

-

( J. T. Secxham 8. M. Guthrie C. W. Hayes P. D. Rice
! D. 1. MacLemore R. A Thor..a4 E. D. Groover J. L. Vota

I
+:
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Georgia Power Company
ATTN: Mr. R. J. Kelly

Executive Vice President
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT NOS. 50-424/83-16 AND 50-425/83-16

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. W. P. Kleinsorge of
this office on August 9 - 12, 1983, of activities authorized by NRC Construction
Pemit Nos. CPPR-108 and CPPR-109 for the Vogtle facility. Our preliminary
findings were discussed with Mr. H. H. Gregory, III, Project Construction
Manager, at the conclusion of the inspection. . .

Areas examined during the inspection and our findings are discussed in the
enclosed inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of
selective examinations of procedures and representative records, interviews with
personnel, and observations by the inspector.

/ During the inspection, it was found that certain activities under your license
appear to violate NRC requirements. This item and references to pertinent
requirements are listed in the Notice of Violation enclosed herewith as
Appendix A. Elements to be included in your response are delineated in
Appendix A.

'In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter, its enclosures, and
your reply will be placed in NRC's Public Document Room upon completion of our
svaluation of the reply. If you wish to withhold information contained in the
inspection report, please notify this office by telephone or include a written
application, to withhnid information contained therein, in your response. Such
application must be consistent with the requirements of 2.790(b)(1).

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosures are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

3sg .e ise
-
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.



b
t

"

.

'

i

AUG 31 ng3 -

Georgia Power Company 2 -

,- <.

*s

Should you tave any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to discuss ,

them with you.
.

Sincerely,

~(W
r . ,

H. C. Dance, Chief i

Froject Branch 2
Division of Project and-

,

Resident Programs

Enclosures. ,

1. Appendix A, Notice'of Violation
2. Inspection Report Nos. 50-424/83-16 ' >

and 50-425/83-16 -

.

cc w/encis: ,

H. H. Gregory. III, Construction ..,
''Project Manager

E. D. Groover, QA Site Supervisor |
. D. O. Foster, Vice President i

and General Manager ;_'

G. Bockhold, Jr., Plant Manager i'-

'
, .

.i

i
f

.

h

;

$.,

I
,

n

b

b

'

i

,

+

~~'

- , - - - , w ., - , , - - , ._,,
,

, _ _



|-

,

!

< ;

'
.

i

'APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

i

Georgia Power Company Docket Nos. 50-424 and 50-425 i

Vogtle License Nos. CPPR-108 and CPPR-109 :

!

As a result of the inspection conducted on August 9 - 12, 1983, and in accordance !
with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9, 1982), the following ;

violation was identified. '

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX as implemented by paragraph 17.1.'9 of *

the PSAR requires measures be established to assure that special processes ;

including nondestructive testing be controlled and accomplished in !
accordance with applicable codes. ASME B&PV Code Sections V and VIII 1974 -

edition with addenda through sumer 1975 was identified as the applicable . (
code for the containment liner plate welding. ASME B&PV Code Section V |
paragraph T-233, specifies a maximum radiographic film density of 3.80 in
the area of interest. ASME B&PV Code, Section VIII paragraph UW-58 requires
spot radiography of butt welded joints. The heat affected zone has been
interpreted to be included in the area of interest for radiography of welds. *

Contrary to the above, adequate measures had not been established to assure''

that special processes including nondestructive testing were controlled and |,

| accomplished in accordance with applicable codes in that: i

| :
-

| 1. CB&I Procedure RTIN, Revision 4, " Radiograph Examination Procedure for
'

.

Welds" does not specify that the heat affected zone is included in the
area of interest. |

2. As the result of the above lack of specificity, radiographic film
density on accepted film SRT-8 R-2, the final acceptance radiograph
for Unit 1458A, Seam No. 2 in the containment dome, in some locations
of the heat affected zone was 4.11 to 4.38.

This is a Severity Level V Violation (Supplement II).

| Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are hereby required to submit to
this office within thirty days of the date of this Notice, a written statement or
explanation in reply, including: (1) admi.ssion or denial of the alleged viola- ,

tion; (2) the reasons for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps |
which have been taken and the results achieved; (4) corrective steps which will

7

be taken to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will '

be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your response time for good >

cause shown.
i

-

Date: AUG :: 11983
P
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,fy g REGION 1f:
3 f a 101 MARlETTA STREET N.W.

* * 8 ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30303
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Report Nos.: 50-424/83-16 and 50-425/83-16

Licensee: Georgia Power Company
'

P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302 j

Docket Nos.: 50-424 and 50-425
t

License Nos.: CPPR-108 and CPPR-109

Facility Name: Vogtle 1 and 2

Inspection at o near Wa :Mr Georgia
f g ym jq

/af,__ s . m (_ /. / /Inspector: .

W(*P.
,

r D Signed
j .a

Approved by: \ .# .9-7/G 3
J. 4 MTe, Section Chief Date Signed
E eering Program Branch
i ision of Engineering and Operational Programs

,

t

|SUMMARY.

| Inspection on August 9 - 12, 1983 |

1 e
'

} Areas Inspected

This routine, unannounced inspection involved 33 inspector-hours on site in the ,

areas of construction progress (Units 1 and 2) and, steel structures and supports
(Units 1 and 2).

!
'

Results
,

;

1 Of the two areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified in one
area; one apparent violation was found in one area (Violation " Failure to -

Establish Adequate Radiography Procedure" - paragraph 6b). No deviations were
found.

|

t

|

[

i

- . . - . . . . . . . - . . - . -
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- REPORT DETAILS*'

|1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Engloyees

*H. H. Gregory, III, Project Construction Manager
*E. D. Groover, QA Site Manager
*H. W. Swain, Mechanical QC SS
*W. E. Mundy, Sr., QA Field Representative

Other licensee employees contacted included construction craftsmen,
technicians, mechanics, and office personnel.

Other Organizations

*J. Mamon, PFE-QE, Bechtel Power Company Corp. (BPC)
*S. K. Thomas, PFE-Civil BPC

~

*C. L. Fields, Superintendent, Chicago Bridge and Iron, (CB&I)
*L. S. Savage, QA Technician CB&I.

J. P. Runyan, QA Manager Pullman Power Products (PPP)

NRC Resident Inspector
-.

W. F. Sanderss'

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on August 12, 1983, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The inspector described the
areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection findings listed
below. No dissenting comments were received from the licensee.

(0 pen) Violation 424,425/83-16-01: " Failure to Provide Adequate Radiography
Procedure" - paragraph 6b.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcenent Matters

Not inspected.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items were not identified during this inspection.

-

\
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.(
5. Independent Inspection Effort

,

Construction Progress

The inspector conducted a general inspection of power block site to observe
construction progress and construction activities such as welding, material
handling and control, housekeeping, and storage.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.

6. Steel Structures and Supports (Units 1 and 2)

The inspector observed welding work activities and reviewed records for
steel structures and supports as described below to determine whether
applicable code and procedure requirements were being met. The applicable !

code for containment fabrication welded by CB&I is the ASME B and PV Code
Section III,1974 edition with addenda through summer 1975, and
Section VIII,1974 edition with addenda through summer 1975. The applicable ;
code for electrical and civil structures described herein welded by Cleve-
land and Ingalls is AWS D1.1-75. The applicable code for HVAC supports- I

described herein, welded by Pullman /Kenith - Fortsom Co. (P/K-F), is AWS ';
D1.1-77. The applicable code for pipe supports described herein, welded by ;
PPP, is AWS D1.1-79. j

.

-( a. Review of Quality Program j
1

.

The inspector reviewed the below listed documents to ascertain whether |
the structural welding program had been approved by the licensee and '

whether adequate plans and procedures had been established to assure
that structural welding would be controlled and accomplished consistent
with commitments and regulatory requirements. .

; *
,

Document No. Title :

r
GPC-GD-T-01, Rev. 9 "Nonconformance Control" (
GPC-ED-T-17, Rev. O " Electrical Rework Request" j

,

GPC-CD-T-16, Rev. 4 " Structural Steel and Q-Decking" !

GPC-QC-T-05, Rev. 4 " Visual Inspection" !

!

PPP-IX-59, dtd 12/21/81 " Installation and Removal of i

'Temporary Welded Attachments To
Structures Embeds and Steel
Members (Specification X2P01)"

I

PPP-IX-50, dtd 6/15/83 " Pipe Support Field Installation
,

j and Fabrication Procedure"
;

P/K-F-V500, Rev. 7 " Repair / Adjustment" :

,

|
;-

- . - - . - . - . - . - . . . - . _ - _ - . - - - - -- - --
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b. Special Welding Activities (551588)(Units 1 & 2)

The inspector examined special welding activities including weld repair
as described below to determine whether applicable code and procedure
requirements were being met.

Records of the following repair welds were examined relative to the
following: welding procedure used; repair welding procedure includes
all pertinent requirements; repair welding procedure qualification;
repair welder performance qualification; ANI witnessed performance
qualification; repair area does not exceed limits; base and filler |
material as specified; base material repairs documented; NDE performed, '

and records complete.

Ingalls
,

!

Connection No. Unit Drawing No. |

88 1 AX2011F018, R-5
~

163 2 AX2011F017, R-7
277 2 AX2011F017, R-7

. ;
l

230 2 AX2011F017, R-7 !
2 1 AX2011F014, R-5 '

( Cleveland i
.

Deviation No. Unit Drawing No.

ED-2110 1 AX2011N110, R-7
ED-1975 1 AX2011N110, R-7
ED-1973 1 AX2011N110, R-7
ED-1783 1 AX2011N110, R-7 '

PPP

Hanger No. Unit

V1-1202-003-H005, R-6 1
'

VA-1210-047-H003, R-4 1&2
VA-1210-093-H028, R-4 1&2 !

V1-1202-005-H008, R-3 1

V1-1202-124-H001, R-2 1
|

:

,

1
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. P/K-F
!

Hanger No. Unit '

05-2093101-5, R-0 2
05-2118109-41, R-0 2 .

108A131-25, R-1 1 i
1081143-14 R-0 1 ,

i2118109-42, R-1 2
.

CB&I
!

Film No. Unit
'

SRT-163, R-1 1 ,

SRT-299, R-2 1 !
SRT-105, R-1 1 ,

SRT-149, R-1 1
I

SRT-79, R-1 1
-

;

SRT-83, R-1 1
'

SRT-52, R-1 1
'

.
'

SRT-36, R-1 1

SRT-8, R-2 1

r SRT-231, R-1 1-

SRT-111, R-2 2 *
-

'

-SRT-49 R-1 2 i

SRT-0-1, R-1 2 Seam 1, 458A -

SRT-9-10, R-1 2 Seam 1, 458A :

SRT-254, R-1 2
SRT-245, R-1 2 i

SRT-225, R-1 2
-

; SRT-210, R-1 2
i SRT-176, R-1 2

SRT-178, R-1 2

With regard to the inspection above, the inspector noted that the
radiographic film density, on accepted Film SRT-8, R-2, the final
acceptance radiograph for Unit 1, 458A, Seam No. 2 in the containment

'
,

dome in some locations of the Heat Affected Zone (HAZ) was 4.11 to
4.38. This is contrary to ASME B&PV Code Section V, paragraph T-233,
which specifies a maximum radiographic film density of 3.80 in the

'

area of interest.
,

,

ASME B&PV Code, Section VIII, paragraph UW-58, requires spot radio- i

graphy of butt welded joints. The HAZ has been interpreted by NRC i

Region II to be included as part of a weld and therefore included in! ,

| the area of interest. CB&I Procedure RTIN, Revision 4, " Radiograph '

Examination Procedure for Welds", does not specify that the HAZ is part
,

of a weld. The lack of the above specificity resulted in the radio-
l graphic film density in the HAZ of the radiograph in question to exceed

,

?

|
.

4 I
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the maximum allowed by the ASME Code. Therefore, CBI Procedure RTIN
Rev. 4, is inadequate in that it does not assure examination of the
total area of interest as specified in ASME Section VIII. Failure to

,

establish adequate measure to assure that special processes including '

nondestructive testing are controlled and accomplished in accordance
with applicable codes is a violation of 10 CFR 50 Appendix B,-

Criterion IX. This violation will be identified as 424,425/83-16-01:
"7ailure to Establish Adequate Radiography Procedure".

c. E"1 der Quclification (55157B)(Units 1 and 2)

The inspector reviewed the GPC, PPP, CB&I and P/K-F programs for
qualification of welders and welding operators for compliance with OA
procedures and ASME Code requirements. The applicable Code for welder
qualification is ASME B&PV Code, Section IX as invoked by GPC
Specification X2AG06,' Rev. 4 and X4AZ01, Section P.1, Rev. 8.

fThe following welder qualification status records and " Records of
Performance Qualification Test" were reviewed relative to the repair-
welds listed in paragraph 6b.

,

WELDER SYMBOL ORGANIZATION
,
,

FT Ingalls.

HA Ingalls i

JR Ingalls
JN Ingalls i

Ingalls !ABB -

BYY Ingalls
GD Cleveland
RFF Cleveland
PI Cleveland +

RY Cleveland
KGI PPP

VT PPP

DM1 PPP

FY1 PPP

RP1 PPP |
CE PPP :

99 P/K-F
633 P/K-F
622 P/K-F
366 P/K-F <

i

d. Welding Filler Material Control (55152B)(Units 1 & 2) '

The inspector reviewed the GPC program for control of welding materials i

to determine whether materials are being purchased, accepted, stored,
,

b

i
-

;

E
I

[
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and handled in accordance with QA procedures and. applicable code r

requirements. The following specifi.c areas were examined: !

,

Welding material purchasing and receiving records for the-

following materials were reviewed for conformance with applicable 6

procedures and code requirements:

Tyjyt Size Heat, Lot / Batch No. j

E-7018 3/32" GG-074 f
E-7018 1/8" 095 AAA
E-7018 3/32 084 AAA I

e. Visual Inspection of Welds (55155)(Unit 1)

The inspector visually examined completed and accepted welds as !
described below to determine whether applicable code and procedure !

requirements were being met. .
~

!
(1) The below listed welds were examined relative to the following:

location, length, size and shape; weld surface finish and
appearance (including inside diameter of pipe welds when :
accessible); transitions between different wall thicknesses;. weld
reinforcement -- height and appearance; joint configuration of.<

. permanent attachments and structural supports; removal of .
'

temporary attachments; arc strikes and weld spatter; finish- .

grinding or machining of weld surface -- surface finish and
absence of wall thinning; surface defects -- cracks, laps, and |lack of penetration, lack of fusion, porosity, slag, oxide film !
and undercut exceeding prescribed limits.

Three welds on the north brace for TS-110247 were examined. ,

(2) Quality records for the above welds were examined relative to the '

following: records covering visual and dimensional inspections ,

indicate that the specified inspections were completed; the '

records reflect adequate quality; history records are adequate. '

s

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified
except as noted in paragraph No. 6b.,

l
,

- . - - , . _.. . - , _ . . - - - , - - - _ _ - , - - . _ _ - _ - . . - - , . - . . . . - - _ .
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Te eone -;;; 5:5r:6
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Georgia Power'

0. o. Foster m mi + n c s,s er.-
, :a P ++ce-r and Ge era Mar ager
V0gtte Pacre:t

September 30, 1983 -

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
office of Inspection and Enforcement

- Region II - Suite 3100 File: X7BG10
101 Marietta Street Log: GN-263 '

Atlanta, Georgia 30303
;

Reference: 50-424/83-16
50-425/83-16'

'

Attention: R. C. Lewis

Gentlemen:

The Georgia Power Company wishes to submit the following ,

6

information concerning the violation discussed in your inspection
report 50-424/83-16 and 50'425/83-16.-

We do not concur with the finding identified concerning
" Failure to Establish Adequate Radiography Procedure" nor do
we concur with the interpretation of the ASME Boiler and Pressure .

Vessel Code, 1974 Edition through Summer 1975 Addenda (hereafter
referred to as the " Code"), that the " area of interest", used
primarily in Section V of the Code to define the area of a weld ~
to be shown on a radiograph, includes the heat-affected zone. Our
position is based on the following information gathered by our code
experts:

1. Paragraph T-282 of Article 2, Section V of the code
gives the minimum requirements for radiography
procedures.- This paragraph contains no requirement

| for including the heat affected zone in the area of ,
'

| interest and specifying this in the procedure.

| 2. Paragraph UW-52 of Section VIII of the Code requires
spot radiography of vessels that have butt-welded ,

joints that are not radiographed for their full
length. UW-52 refers to paragraph UW-51 for standards
relative to radiographic examination of welded joints.

j Neither of these paragraphs require that the heat-
' affected zone be included in the area of interest.

Paragraph UW-51 requires that radiographs be examined
in accordance with Article 2, Section V of the Code.

l
,

i

|

|
1

m -- m __
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United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
September 30, 1983 ,

Page 2
,

3. Appendix A of Section V of the Code gives the follow-
ing definition: Area of Interest - This includes the
portion of the object in the radiograph that is to be
interpreted.

4. Code Interpretation III-82-27 dated April 9, 1983,
File No. NI-81-162, reads:

Question: What extent of area beyond the weld
metal is to be included in the radiographing of
welds when required by NX-5200?
Reply: The radiography requirement of NX-5200
is limited to the width of the weld metal.

Since Section III of the Code is more restrictive than
Sections V or VIII, we hold that this interpretation
is also valid for those sections.

.

The Georgia Power Company is committed to meeting the require-
ments of the Code in the examination of welds at Plant Vogtle. -

While we do not deny that the heat-affected zone of a weld should
be given proper consideration during welding inspections, it remains
our position that failure to designate the heat-affected zone as
part of the area of interest in radiography procedures and failure
to maintain film density of 3.80 over the entire heat-affected zone
of a radiograph do not constitute violations of the Code. To
further clarify this question, we have addressed the following
question to the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code Committee fon
Section VIII:

To what extent of area beyond weld metal is to be included
in the radiographing of welds when required by UW-52 and
required for interpretation by UW-51(b), (1) through (4)?

When a reply to this question is received, the Georgia Pcwer Company
will take whatever actions that are necessary to ensure we are in
full compliance with Code requirements.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be
placed in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

Yo s tru y, j
-

: <

D. O. Fos er
REF/DOF/cc

,

I

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ;

Attn: Victor J. Stello, Jr., Director !
I

Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, D. C. 20555 |

xc: R. J. Kelly D. E. Dutton J. A. Bailey L. T. Gucwa i
'

R. E. Conway W. F. Sanders O. Batum M. Kalcom
G. F. Head R. H. Pinson H. H. Gregory III G. Bockhold i

J. T. Beckham, Jr. B. M. Guthrie 9tI E . Folker P. D. Rice

D. N. MacLemore R. A. Thomas E. D. Groover J. L. Vota

h - L -- g
I
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UNITED STATES
#y aseg#o * NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONg

8 REGION 11o
5 Y 101 MARIETTA STREET, N.W. -

* * ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

' \*****/ -

CEO22593

Georgia Power Company
ATTN: Mr. R. J. Kelly

Executive Vice President
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT N05. 50-424/83-16 AND 50-425/83-16

Thank you for your response of September 30, 1983, to our tiotice of Violation
issued on August 31, 1983, concerning activities conducted under NRC Construction
Permit Nos. CPPR-108 and CPPR-109. We have evaluated your response and found
that it meets the requirements of 10 CFR 2.201. We have elected to withdraw the
violation and correct our records accordingly, but not for the reasons cited in
your response.

.

The violation is withdrawn. We have subsequently learned that the area in -
question has been removed to allow for the installation of a penetration assembly,
therefore, there is no longer a safety concern about the uninspected heat affected
zone (HAZ). This coupled with the fact that it took a particular repair sequence
to cause the thickness conditions which resulted in the unacceptable radiograph,
gives us reasonable assurance that the finding was an isolated instance.

.

About your response - Initerpretations of the code by " Code Experts" make your
response appear to set aside engineering reason when you consider that, based on
failure analysis experience, the technical world realizes that the heat affected
zone of a weld is the most critical area of the weldment. After you have received
a response to your question regarding the extent of radiographic area coverage of
welds from the ASME Boiler anc Pressure Vessel Code Committee for Section VIII,
we would appreciate receiving a letter giving your reassessment of your technicalc

I position.

We appreciate your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

[. d.
Richara C. Lewis, Director
Division of Project and

Resident Programs

cc: H. H. Gregory, III, Construction
Project Manager

E. O. Groover, QA Site Supervisor'

| 0. O. Foster, Vice President
and General Manager

G. Bockhold, Jr., Plant Manager

|

_ _
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UNITED STATES
* vase 4/ #o NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONg

_ REGION 11! .n
101 MameTTA ST. N.W. SutTE 3100 4[ * f* h*

3 g
' * I ATLANTA GEORGIA 30303 .

*%, ~ /
JAN 111983 !

i i :. :m* ,

%- w. . , |

Georgia Power Company .'

ATTN: Mr. R. J. Kelly

Executive Vice President |

P. O. Box 4545-

Atlanta, GA 30302
,

Gentlemen: |

SUBJECT: REPORT NOS. 50-424/82-29 AND 50-425/82-29

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. W. F. Sanders of
this office on November 15 - December 13, 1982, of activities authorized by NRC

'

Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-108 and CPPR-109 for the A.-W. Votgle facility.
Our preliminary findings were discussed with Mr. H. H. Gregory, III, Construction ,

Manager, at the conclusion of the inspection.

Areas examined during the inspection and our findings are discussed in the i

enclosed inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of
selective examinations of procedures and representative records, interview's with ,

'

personnel, and observations by the inspector.

During the inspection, it was found that certain activities under your license |
appear to violate NRC requirements. This item and references to pertinent :_,

requirements are listed in the Notice of Violation enclosed herewith as
Appendix A. Elements to be included in your' response are delineated in
Appendix A.

One new unresolved item is identified in the enclosed inspection report. This ,

item will be examined during subsequent inspections. i
<

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosures will
be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room unless you notify this office, by !

telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written :
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of the i
date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the requirements

,

! of 2.790(b)(1).
!

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosures are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

,
-

- _ , - ._ , , - - . . - - - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . ~ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ . . _ _ .
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N 112983
Georgia Power Company 2

.

t

Should you hava any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to discuss
them with you.

Sincerely,.

Es
R. C. ewis, Director
Division of Project and

Resident Programs

Enclosures:
1. Appendix A, Notice of Violation
2. Inspection Report Nos. 50-424/82-29

and 50-425/82-29

cc w/ encl:
H. H. Gregory, III, Construction

-

Project Manager
E. D. Groover, QA Site Supervisor
D. O. Foster, Project General Manager
M. Manry, Plant Manager.

,,

.

.
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APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Georgia Power Company Docket Nos. 50-424 & 425
A. W. Vogtle 1 and 2 License Nos. CPPR-108 & 109

'

As a result of the inspection conducted on November 15 - December 13, 1982, and
in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9,1982), the
following violation was identified.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and the accepted QA program (PSAR Section
17), requires in part:, activities affecting quality shall be prescribed
by documented procedures and shall be accomplished in accordance with these
procedures. Procedures shall include appropriate quantitative or quali-
tative acceptance criteria.

Contrary to the above, activities affecting quality were not prescribed by
documented procedures in all aspects, and were not accomplished in accor-
dance with the existing procecures in that on December 1,1982, twenty .
seven electrical equipment cabinets were found stored in place on the !'B"
level of the control building without the required protection for damage -

from dust, dirt, moisture, vandalism and rodents.

,

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement II).

- Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are hereby required to submit to
this office within thirty days of the date of this Notice, a written statement or
explanation in reply, including: (1) admission or denial of the alleged viola-
tion; (2) the reasons for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps
which have been taken and the results achieved; (4) corrective steps which will
be taken to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will
be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your response time for good
caUse shown.

g,,,
JAN 11 $83

e

- - - - - - . _ - - _ . . - - - . . _ . , - - , _ - , . - -.
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UNITED STATES
~

perd,Io
.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION. g
REGION 11! ,,

101 MARieTTA ST., N.W SU(TE 3100
3 3
* 8 ATLANTA, GEORGIA 31XIO3 ,

:% ,

...../s

: Report Nos. 50-424/82-29 and 50-425/82-29

Licensee: Georgia Power Company
| P. O. Box 4545
( Atlanta, GA 30302

Facility Name: A. W. Vogtle Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2
i i

Docket Nos. 50-424 and 50-425 .

| License Nos. CPPR-108 and CPPR-109

f Inspection at Vogtle nuclear plant site near Waynesboro, Georgia

Inspector: hN /6 Ed.a. , -

7F. Sandersj / // 7 Dar6 Signed |

Approved by: { /$vn / k YT.?tM' / //! $
V."L. Sfownlee, Chief, Section 28, Division of Oate Signed .

Projects and Resident Programs

~
SUMMARY

Inspection on November 15 - December 13, 1982 .

i

Areas Inspected

This routine inspection involved 136 resident inspector-hours on site in the
areas of primary containment welding, storage of electrical equipment, concrete
placement, heavy lifting equipment, and general observation of construction
activities in progress. ;

i

Results
,

5

Of the five areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified in four
areas; one violation was found in one area (electrical equipment storage -
paragraph 5.a.)

|

|
!

,

!

>

>

.

!

.

h
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted
~

f
Licensee Employees

*0. O. Foster, Vice President and General Manager
*W. T. Nickerson, Manager, General Plant Construction, Nuclear
*H. H. Gregory, III, Construction Project Manager !

*M. H. Googe, Assistant Construction Project Manager ,

*E. D. Groover, QA Site Supervisor i

*R. W. McManus, Manager of Quality Control <

"J. E. Sanders, Project Section Supervisor .

*H. W. Swain, Mechical Quality Control Section Supervisor ;

Other licensee employees contacted included construction craftsmen, ;
'

technicians and office personnel,
,

!

Other Organizations

*J. S. McLachlan, Bechtel Resident Engineer ,

*W. C. Uhouse, Bechtel Engineer "N" Stamp Engineer >

"L. Fields, Chicago Bridge and Iron, Site QA Supervisor-

,

:* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview ,

The inspection scope and findings were summ'arized on December 13, 1982, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The inspector described the >

'areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection findings listed
below.

(0 pen) Violation 424, 425/82-29-01 " Failure to control the Storage and |
preservation of Electrical equipment." Paragraph 5.a. t

(0 pen) Unresolved Item 424, 425/82-29-02 " Ambient conditions for welding." ,

| Paragraph 5.b.
!

!

l 3. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings
f

Not inspected. i
i

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to |
determine whether they are acceptable or may involve violations or r

deviations. A new unresolved item was identified during this inspection and I
r

is discussed in paragraph 5.b. ;
| ,

.

i

O
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5. Independent Inspection Effort

Periodic inspections were made throughout this reporting period in the form
of general type inspections in different areas of both facilities. The

areas were selected on the basis of the scheduled activities and were varied i

ito provide wide coverage. Observations were made of activities in progress
to note defective items or items of noncompliance with the required codes i

and regulatory requirements. On these inspections, particular note was made !

of the presence of quality control inspectors, supervisors and quality ,

control evidence in the form of available process sheets, drawings, material !

identification, material protection, performance of tests and housekeeping.
,

Interviews were made with craft personnel, supervisors, coordinators, i

quality control inspectors, and others as they were available in the work
areas. Observations were made in the following areas: primary containment i

structures units 1 and 2, auxiliary building, control building, fuel
handling building, fabrication of containment dome, storage of electrical ;

; equipment and heavy lift equipment. Within these areas inspected one~ j

violations was identified in the storage of electrical equipment and one ;'

unresolved item was identified in the #2 containment dome welding, f
i

a) On December 1,1982 an inspection was made of the electrical control ;

cabinets " stored in place" for compliance to the requirements of Vogtle '

-

Field Project Manual procedure, GO-T-09 Rev. 3, and ANSI 45.2.2 The
first items inspected were in room 71 of the control building "B"_

level, which contained ,(8) cabinets of Rod Control Equipment. :
r

1-1606-U3-RPS-001-Rod Power Supply Control Cabinets |
t

1-1606-56-002-Reactor Trip Switchgear Breakers ;

i 1-1606-U3-FLR-001-Power Cabinets |
*

|

1-1606-03-FLR-002-Power Cabinets
|
I 1-1606-03-FLR-004-Power Cabinets

1-1606-U3-FLR-005-Power Cabinets

1-1606-03-FLR-006-Power Cabinets

|
1-1606-U3-FLR-007-Full Length Logic Cabinet

The inspector observed the following conditions on the side and bottoms
of the cabinets: The plastic coverings are loose, torn and/or usecured
at the bottoms, providing minimal protection for dust, moisture, and
entry of rodents. An inspection was also made of the tops of the Rod
Power Supply Control Cabinets and the Reactor Trip Switch Gear Breaker

| Cabinets where it was noted that the cabinets were being used as
|

!

i

i

e

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



. _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ - . ___ _ .__

|.

'

-
. .

.

, t
~

!

3 |,

i

platforms to work on electrical cable trays and supports. The i
detrimental conditions noted here consisted of worn and torn plastic i

covering which exposed the cabinets and the top ventilating grills to
the entry of dirt, moisture, and foreign material. A layer of dust,

,

accumulation of trash and an open can of paint primer was observed. ;

Immediate action was taken by the licensee to remove the primer.
;

Additional inspections were made in other areas on the same level with
similar deficient conditions apparent, however, none were observed to

;

be as severe as the conditions in Room 71. Other equipment inspected i

included: |

fRm 76-1-1805-53-1305-480V Switch Gear.

Rm 76-1-1805-53-1304-480v Switch Gear.

Rm 76-1-1805-53-1305-480V Motor Control Center. !
i

'

Rm 68-1-1805-53-NBS-480V Motor Control Center.

Rm 50-1-1805-53-BL1-480V Switch Gear.

Rm 50-1-1805-53-NBR-480V Motor Control Center.< .

''

Rm 50-1-1805-53-1308-480V Switch Gear.

Rm 53-1-1807-Y3-12-Essential AC Inverter.

Rm 53-1-1806-Q3-DP2-125VDC Distribution Panel.

Rm 53-1-1807-Q3-VN1-120VAC Essential Panel
i

Rm 53-1-1807-Q3-VN2-120VAC Essential Panel:
:

j Rm 53-1-1807-Q3-RNI-120VAC Reg Instrument Panel

Rm 53-1-1807-Q3-SNI-120VAC Reg Instrument Panel

Rm 53-1-1806-Q3-OP5-125VDC Distribution Panel

Rm 52-1-1806-53-DCA-125VOC Motor Control Center

i Rm 52-1-1806-53-OSA-125VDC Switch gear

Rm 52-1-1807-Y3-IAI Vital AC inverter

! Rm 48-1-1806-53-050125VOC Switchgear

!

|
.

L
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- Rm 48-1-1807-Y3-104 Vital AC inverter !

i Rm 47-1-1806-53-DCB-125VOC Motor Control Center
i,

Rm 47-1-1807-Y31-B12-Vital AC inverter i

Rm 61-1-1805-53-807-480VAC Switchgear |
; i

Upon the completion of the inspection, immediate actions were taken by |
the licensee in the form of removing the old coverings, opening the !
cabinets, removal of any dirt inside by the use of brushing and [
vacuuming, and all openings were covered with screen to prevent the :

possible entry of rodents. The inspector was informed that additional i

; measures to preclude recurrance were bring developed in the areas of L

! inspection criteria, inspection frequency and appropriate revisions to |

the Project Engineering Instructions and Field Project Manual. These .

items will be inspected after the program is in final form. This item ;'

is a violation (50-424/82-29-01 and 50-425/82-29-01). ,;

b) On November 18, the inspector observed welding being performed on the ~i

No. 2 primary containment dome sections after a very light misting rain !
had commenced. Although the rain was apparent and could be felt with {
the open hand it was not enough at this time to completely cov'er a flat i

_

surface, however, if this condition were to continue it would have '-

become detrimental to the quality of the weld. After discussing ths ;<

condition with the welding supervisor and the site QA supervisor, work i

; was stopped for the day although they were of the opinion that this !

condition was acceptable for welding and that this position could be [: substantiated by the " General Welding Procedure Specification for the r
Shielded Metal Arc Process" CBI-CWPS-SMAW(WPS-800) Rev. 10, paragraph i'

.

: 11.1 which states in part: " Welding shall not be performed when the |

| surfaces of the pieces to be joined are wet from rain, snow, or ice, in |
the welding area." Further discussions with the Licensee, Architect |2

Engineer and contractor have emphasized the need for clarification of |<

1 the requirements to control the ambient conditions necessary for |

| quailty welds in these structures. This item .is unresolved pending i

; clarification by the licensee (50-424/82-27-02 and 50-425/82-29-02). j
-

i c) An inspection of the activities relative to the load testing of the |
Transi-lift Series II (Lampson Crane) and the load testing for the !
placement of the primary containment dome and NSSS equipment. The |

equipment tested consisted of a Lampson transi-lift mobile lift crane -

series II equiped with 340 feet of boom, 190 feet of mast, 120 feet of I

stinger with 2160 kips of counter weights, the main falls (265'), load
; block, the reactor load links and the steam generator links. |

!

The planning and requirements are detailed in the Bechtel Procedure'

HRP-42, Rev.1, which ircorporated the requirements of ANSI N-45.2.2
and Regulatory Guide 1.38. The inspector noted that the required test :.

load for the steam generator was based on 1.1 x the lift load of 834.7 |
'

! |
6 t

i

!

|
-

.

- -
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kips.on a test load of 918.2 kips. An additional test load was applied
for the Primary Containment Dome with 1.1 x lift load of 1061.7 kips
which equaled 1168.0 kips.

No items of noncompliance were identified.
~

,

'

6. Concrete Placement

An inspection was made of the activities related to the concrete placement
No. A-113-002 in the control building at the 260' EL level 3. Observations ,

were made to ensure the slump tests and air tests are within the
specification allowances. A review was made of the prepour sign off
documentation on the pour card. Observations were made of the concrete ;

drop, and vibrating.
r

The following documents were used for the inspections and the acceptance r

tcriteria. -
r

.ja. Specification X2AP01 - .

b. Field Procedure CD-T-02, Concrete Quality Control

c. PSAR Section 3 and 17
%

No items of noncompliance were identified. ,

t

| 7. Construction Quality Assurance Case Studies i
;

'

On December 6, 1982, a special study of nuclear Quality Assurance was !

j conducted by the Division of Engineering and Quality Assurance IE:H00 and !

i was performed by a six member team over a 5 day period. The study was i

|
concluded and summarized to the licensee by a description of the findings in j

the following 4 categories:

Root Causes - Reviews for the presence of underlying indicators of (a. ~

problems similar to those sites which have experienced severe quality
fproblems.

i|
b. Observation of good practices which were apparent. i

c. Prior to Operating License - QA/QC planned programs and actions. [

!

d. Potential improvements - Observation of areas where reviews should be'

made for improvement. ;
t

No items of noncompliance were identified, t

i
;

|

!
'

.

!

l

!

l
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May 13. 1982 -

.

G. |

Director Office of Inspection & Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission

|

Washington, D.C. 20555
|

(.$. Dear Sir: .

i

,

In accordance with the requirements of Title 10. Chapter 1. Code of Federal I

t

Regulations Part 21. Transamerica Delaval. Inc., hereby notifies the Comi-
sion of a potential defect in a component of a DSRV or DSR Standby Diesel
Generator. There exists a potential problem with the starting air valve l

assembly which could result in engine non-availability.

Transamerica Delaval has supplied the DSR and DSRY engines, with the potential
defect, to the following sites:

Long Island Lighting Shoreham 74010/12 i

Middle South Energy Grand Gulf 74033/36 !

Gulf States Utilities River Band 74039/40 !
'

Carolina Power & Light Shearon Harris 74046/49 |

Duke Power Company Catawba 75017/20 ;t.

Southern California Edison San Onofre 75041/42 |

Cleveland Electric Illum. Perry 75051/54 |

Tennessee Valley Authority Bellefonte 75080/83 i
'

Washington Public Power Unit 1 75084/85

Texas Utilities Services Camanche Peak 76001/04 .

!
Georgia Power Wgtle 76021/24
Washington Public Power Unit 4 76031/32
Consumers Power Midland 77001/04 ,

Tennessee Valley Authority Hartsville/Phipps Send 77024/35

C:+,'
Only one of these units has been placed in comercial operation - Southern
California Edison San Onofre. This station has been operating in excess of ,

five years without any failure of the starting air valve assembly reported. ;

iThe starting air valve assembly was manufactured and installed in the cylinder '

head by Transamerica Delaval.
I:

I The potential defect is related to the length of the capscrew which holds the
starting air valve assembly in the cylinder head. If this capscrew bottoms |

in the tapped hole in the cylinder head before the assembly is properly seated. |

the torque wrench reading would be misleading and the assembly could fail, j

!

,I
.

,

!
*
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rU.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission -

CS
May 13, 1982 '

<

? Page 2

Our review of this potential defect was completed on May 11, 1982.
b., . |

~ The starting air valve assembly has been reviewed by Engineering. If all '

dimension tolerance is stacked in one direction, the installed clearance
is less than desirable. A capscrew 1/4" shorter still gives adequate
thread engagement and eliminates any possibility that the capscrew will <

bottom in the tapped hole. We have changed the capscrew to 2-3/4" length. ,

'

It is impossible to detemine if this problem exists in an installed assembly.
The capscrews which are installed are 3" long. This potential problem can be
eliminated by removing the capscrews and cutting 1/4" off and re-installing
or by replacing the existing capscrews with a new 2-3/4" long capscrew.

A copy of this letter will be sent to each of the cognizant parties as listed !

in paragraph 2 no later than June 1,1982. Transamerica Delaval will furnish.-

parts and technical services as required by request and in accordance with ,

'

each individual contract.'

Since the " correction of this potential defect depends on action by others, }
we can not estimate when the action will be completed. ,

t

Very truly yours, ,

t
- ?

$&etq
-R. E. Boyer, Manager

Quality Assurance

. REB:cjb''

|

i-

. . |

(~

i

(
I-

, .

f
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August 6, 1982

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Region II -' Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street File: X78G03-M29
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 Log: GN-186

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Units 1 and 2
50-424, 50-425; Starting Air Valves, Diesel Generators

,

Gentlemen:

On July 7,1982, Georgia Power Company reported a potential
daficiency concerning the starting air valve assembly on the standby

- diesel generators to Mr. Virgil Brownlee. Georgia Power Company
has concluded this condition is reportable as a significant deficiencym

.
and a substantial safety hazard. Enclosed is our report for this item.

'

This response contains no proprietary infonnation and may be
placed in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

'

Very truly yo ,

/

.

| D. O. Foster
Project General Manageri

|
DOF/CWH/tlp

i Enclosure

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
! Attn: Victor J. Stello, Jr., Director
! Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Washington, D.C. 20555

R. J. Kelly J. A. Bailey R. W. Staffa
R. E. Conway 0. Batum J. L. Vota
G. F. Head H. H. Gregory, III W. F. Sanders
J. T. Beckham, Jr. E. D. Groover
J. H. Boykin L. T. Gucwa
D. E. Dutton M. Malcom

'

R. H. Pinson C. R. Miles, Jr.
D. L. McCrary M. Manry
R. A. Thomas P. D. Rice

f
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!Evalua Aon for a Significant DeficAsncy
i

'

Evaluation for a Substantial Safety Hazard
'

Introduction: On July 7, 1982, Mr. C. W. Hayes, Vogtle Project
!

QA Manager, informed Mr. Virgil Brownlee on the NRC of a poten-

tial deficiency concerning DeLaval diesel generators.

Background: On May 13, 1982, Transamerica DeLaval notified the
;

NRC of a defect in components of DSRV or DSR diesel generators. !
!

A potential. problem exists with the starting air valve assembly |
t

that could result in engine non-availability. Plant Vogtle ;

was identified as a site where this defect could exist. .

|

The potential defect is related to the length of the cap- e

screw which holds the starting air valve assembly in the cylinder
,

head. If the capscrew " bottoms" in the tapped hole in the cy- . :

linder. head before the assembly is properly seated, the torque i

!
wrench reading would be misleading and the assembly could. fail.

,

t
.

The starting air valve assembly was manufactured and installed '

in the cylinder head by Transamerica DeLaval. Field inspection |,

!

at the Vogtle site has confirmed the use of deficient capscrews.
!

j Analysis of Safety Implications: The standby diesel generator

provides an emergency source of onsite power to safety-related

equipment to ensure its' continued operation following an acci-
,

i
>

dent occurring coincident with a loss of offsite power. Because I

|

| the design and fabrication of the diesel generators for each !

,

unit is the same,.a common made failure could be postulated in
!

the starting air valve assembly of both engines due to improperly

sized capscrews. The result of the common made failure is a

loss of power to both trains of the emergency core cooling system

,

and most of the emergency safety features (ESF) equipment.(ECCS)
,

.

,

&
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Conclusions: This condition represents a deficiency found in f
design and construction, which, were it to have remained uncor- i

:

: rected could have affected adversely the safety of operations |

of the nuclear power plant and any time throughout the expected f

lifetime of the plant.

Due to the problems presented by the potential failure .

of diesel generators, this condition also represents a signifi-
'e

.

cant deficiency in the final design such that the design of the
,

deisel generators does not conform to the criteria and bases4

i

stated in the safety analysis report. '
,

Additionally, this condition has been reported to the NRC |

as a Part 10CFR21 by Transamerica DeLaval since it could cause ~

a loss of redundancy and required safety functions may not be-

able to be performed. .

!

Corrective Action: In their report to the NRC, Transamerica 5P~ |
|

DeLaval describes two possible corrective actions. These are:
,

(1) Remove the existing capscrews, cut off the screw,"

reinstall the shortened screw.

(2) Remove the existing capscrew and replace with 2-3/4"

capscrew available through Transamerica DeLaval. I

I

| The use of shortened screws provides adequate thread
|

engagement while eliminating the possibility of bottoming in

the tapped hole.
!
:

Corrective action will be verified at the Vogtle site |
by E. D. Groover and will be completed by 11/30/82.

Conclusion: This condition represents a reportable significant j

| deficiency and a Part 10CFR21. Because Transamerica DeLaval |
|

has previously reported this condition to the NRC as a Part 10CFR21, |
!

I
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Georgia' Power Company is reporting this condition as a Part

10CFR50. 55 (e) (significant deficiency.)
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,

October 28,1982
t
<

!,
*

Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission |

.

-

Washington, D.C. 20555 |
t

I
Dear Sir:

!

In accordance with the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 1. Code of |

Federal Regulations, Part 21. Transamerica Delaval. Inc. hereby notifies
'

the Connission of a potential defect in a component of the DSRV or DSR
Standby Diesel Generator. There exists a potential problem with the
engine piston skirt casting which could result in engine non-availability. .

Transamerica Delaval has supplied the DSR and DSRV engines to the''

following utilities:-

Duke Power Company Catawba S/N 75017
S/N 75018-

5/N 75019-

S/N 75020

! Tennessee Valley Authority Stride S/N 77026 77031

S/N 77027 77032 -

5/N 77028 77033
$/N 77029 77034
S/N 77030 77035

Texas Utilities Connanche Peak S/N 76003-

Gulf States Utilities River Send S/N 74039
S/N 74040

Carolina Power & Light Shearon Harris S/N 74046
S/N 74047

Georgia Power Co. Vogtle S/N 76021'

S/N 76022
S/N 76023
S/N 76024

.

At present none of these units have been placed in connercial
operation.

The Piston Skirts were manufactured and installed in the engine by
Transamerica Delaval.

~

. - - -. -
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s: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission.

October 28,1982
Page,2

The potential problem is the possibility of residul stress caused by the
metht,ti of heat treating of Piston Skirts used between December 1978 and
October 1981.

ThirJ residual stress in combination with operating. stress could cause
cracking of the Piston Skirt during operation which could result in
engir,e failure _1f undetected.

.We recomend that tne Pistons be removed from the engines and returned
to Transamerica Delaval's plant in Oakland, Calif. Transamerica Delaval -

will. inspect, stress relieve, and return the Pistons for reinstallation.
Any Piston Skirts which are found defective will be replaced.

A c6py of this letter will be'sent toleach of the cognizrit partics listed
in peragraph 2 no later than November 18, 1982. Transamerica Delaval has
in stock sufficient Piston Skirts and related parts to handle this change.
The engine Instruction Manual contains instructions on how to replace
Pistons, and each site has a copy of the Instruction Manual. Transamerica
Delaval will furnish related parts and technical services as required upon
request and in accordance with each individual contract.

All of the sites involved are in various states of construction, so we can-
not estimate when 'the change out will be completed. Removal of Pistons re-
quires the ability to bar the engine over. This can only be done after the
engine is installed on its foundation and the flywheel has,been installed.

Our evaluation of this atter was concluded on October 27, 1982.

Sincerely,

GLb
R. E. Soyer, Manager
Quality Assurance

REB:hw
'
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Georga Power Company -

Post Of6ce Box 4545
%'

Atlanta, Georga 30302 .

Vogtle Projectre <x s2 2.

March 1, 1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street File: X78G03-M36
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 Log: GN-219

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Units 1 and 2
50-424; 50-425; Delaval Diesel Generator -

Piston Skirt Cracking

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly

Gentlemen:

Georgia Power Company has concluded its evaluation concerning the
above referenced subject and has determined a significant deficiency
and a substantial safety hazard could exist. However, since Transamerica
Delaval has already reported this defect to the NRC in their letter of'
October 28, 1982, Georgia Power Company is reporting this ccncern as a

.

significant deficiency.

Enclosed is our evaluation concerning the piston skirts.-

This report contains no proprietary information and may be placed in
the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

Yours truly,

I
_u m.

/mD 0 FosterCWH/D0F/tlp o
Enclosure

xc: U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

R. J. Kelly 0. Batum
R. E. Conway H. H. Gregory, III
G. F. Head E. D. Groover
J. T. Beckham, Jr. L. T. Gutwa
J. H. Boykin M. Malcom
D. E. Dutton M. Manry
R. H. Pinson P. D. Rice
D. L. McCrary J. L. Vota
R. A. Thomas W. F. Sanders
J. A. Dailey

-
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EVALUATION FOR A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD
EVALUATION FOR A SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCY :

2

Transamerica Delaval Diesel Generators .

Piston Skirt Cracking

Initial Report:
.

On December 23, 1982, Mr. E. D. Groover, Georgia Power Company, '

QA site supervisor reported a potential deficiency to Mr. Virgil Brownlee
of the USNRC Region'II concerning the potential problem of piston skirt
cracking in Delaval diesel generators.

Background:
.

On October 28, 1982, Transamerica Delaval notified the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission of a potential defect in components furnished for DSRV
or DSR Standby Diesel Generators. The defect concerned engine piston skirt >

castings which could result in engine nonavailability. The potential defect
concerns the possibility of existence of residual stresses in the piston
skirts manufactured between December 1978 and October 1981. The residual. -

stresses result from the method of heat treating the piston skirts. This
residual stress, in combination with operating stress, could cause cracking
of the piston skirt during operation which, could result in engine failure ;

if undetected. j
-

.

The Vogtle Project architect / engineer was notified of this potential
defect by Transamerica Delaval in a letter dated November 18, 1982. Georgia
Power Company received notification from the architect / engineer in December i
1982. !

i
'

Analysis of Safety Implications:

The standby diesel generators provide an emergency source of onsite '

power to the safety-related equipment to ensure its continued operation :
!following an accident occurring coincident with loss of offsite power.

Because the design and fabrication of the piston skirts for the diesel
generators furnished for the Vogtle Project is essentially the same, it is [
reasonable to postulate a common made failure of a piston skirt on both
engines. This would cause the failure of both engines, resulting in a
loss of power to both trains of the emergency core cooling system (ECCS),

1

and most of the emergency safety features (ESF) equipnent. Since the piston
skirts furnished for Vogtla can be assumed to contain high residual stresses due
to the method of heat treatment, it is reasonable to assume a failure of the ;

emergency onsita power supply and the consequential failure of the ECCS and
ESF systems.

,

Review of Part 10 CFR 50 45(e) and Part 21:
'

I The holder of a construction permit is to notify the Commission of'

each deficiency found in design and construction which, were it to have
i

.., , . . - .-. ,-- - - - - . . . . - . , - . . . - . . , - - - -. . - - . . . . . -
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Evaluation for a Substantial Safety Hazard
Evaluation for a Significant Deficiency
Delaval Diesel Generator-Piston Skirt Castings

- remained uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety of operations
of the nuclear power plant at any time throughout the expected lifetime of
the plant. For this deficiency, failure of the diesel generators results in
the unavailability of the ECCS and ESF systems, which could affect safety
of operations.

Georgia Power Company has determined that this concern does not represent
a significant breakdown in any portion of the quality assurance program at
Transamerica Delaval. This concern does represent a significant deviation
from performance specifications that will require an extensive repair to establish
the adequacy of the diesel generators to perform their intended safety function.

Guidance supplied by the NRC for Part 10 CFR 21 states that "a deviation
that causes or could cause a failure in a redundant basic component is a
reportable defect under Part 10 CFR 21 since the loss of safety function of
a basic component is considered a major reduction in the degree of protection
provided to the public health and safety. It is also possible that
the defect exists in the redundant basic component which could result
in a loss of safety function. The existence of a defective basic
component, considering a single failure of its counterpart redundant -

basic component, could result in a loss of safety function." Based upon
this guidance from NUREG-0302, Revision 1, page 21.3(k).2, it as
been concluded a defect does exist and that this concern is reportable
under Part 10 CFR 21.

Conclusion:

Georgia Power Company has concluded that the improper heat treatment
of the piston skirt castings represents a reportable deficiency and
substantial safety hazard. Since the NRC has been adequately informed
of the existence of the defect by a previous letter from Transamerica
Delaval, Georgia Power Company is reporting this concern as a significant
deficiency. NRC guidance indicates that duplic~ ate reporting is not
required if the Commission has been adequately informed and if the re-
quired information is provided should a notification be required.

Corrective Action:

In their report to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Transamerica
Delaval describes the following corrective action:

"After the engines have been installed on their foundations
and flywheels installed so the engine can be barred over,
remove all pistons from the engines and return them to
the Transamerica Delaval plant in Oakland, California.
Transamerica Delaval will then inspect, stress relieve and
return the pistons for reinstallation. Any piston
skirts found defective will be replaced."

Because of the magnitude of the effort associated with this corrective
action, Georgia Power Company is investigating with Transamerica Delaval,
Inc. a number of questions regarding the logistics of the piston replace-

_ - _ _ _ _
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Evaluation for a Substantial Safety Hazard
Evaluation for a Significant Deficiency
Dt;aval Diesel Generator-Piston Skirt Castings

- ment. Also, based upon the current construction schedule, the diesel
generator building will not be completed until 1985. Since the engines
must be installed on their foundations and barred over, Georgia Power
Company cannot begin corrective action until 1985, and currently
estimates corrective action will be completed by December 1986.

Mr. W. R. Evans, Georgia Power Company's mechanical Project ,

Section Supervisor, is responsible for the corrective action. i

i

i
.

6
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Georgia Power
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November 3,1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement File: X78G03-M49
Region II-Suite 3100 Log: GN-274
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Reference: Vogu e Electric Generating Plant-Units 1 and 2
50-424, 50-425; Transamerica Delaval-Class lE Cable

Attention: Mr. James P'.O'Reilly.

Gentlemen:
.

Georgia Power Company has completed an evaluation of the above
referenced subject and, based upon the results of the evaluation, has
concluded that it constitutes a significant deficiency pursuant to the
requirements of Part 10 CFR 50.55(e). Since Transamerica Delaval reported
this problem as a substantial safety hazard in their September 27, 1983,
letter to the NRC, Georgia Power Company is not reporting this event under
Part 10 CFR 21. Enclosed is a copy of our evaluation and a copy of the,

letter from Transamerica Delaval to the NRC.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed
in the NRC public Document Room upon receipt.

Yu t ly /.

.d.Foste
#

00F/[EF/cc

enclosure

xc: U. S. Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk

-

..

Washington, D. C. 20555

xc: R. J. Kelly R. H. Pinson E. D. Groover
R. E. Conway B. M. Guthrie L. T. Gucwa
G. F. Head R. A. Thomas M. Malcom
J. T. Beckham, Jr. J. A. Bailey G. Bockhold
D. N. MacLemore 0. Batum P. D. Rt.e
D. E. Dutton H. H. Gregory, III J. L. Vota
W. F. Sanders C. W. Hayes

!
- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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EVALUATION FOR A SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCY ,

TRANSAMERICA DELAVAL-CLASS lE ELECTRICAL CABLES.

4

~

Initial Report:

On October 3,1983, Mr. C. W. Hayes of Georgia Power Company reported a potential
deficiency to Mr. J. Rogge of the NRC concerning the qualification of certain
class lE electrical cables on the Transamerica Delaval diesel generators.

Backgrcund Information:

On November 4,1983, Transamerica Delaval reported the failure of some 1E electrical
cable to pass the IEEE-383 flame test. The November 4, 1982, letter referenced
a Service Information Memo (SIM) No. 361 dated October 21, 1982. At this time,
Transamerica Delaval stated that the loss of these cables would not adversely
affect the engine's ability to carry out its specified function. Replacement
of the following cables with class 1E cable was recommended.

(a) Shielded cable from the terminal block to the Airpax tachometer relay
in the engine control panel.

(b) Shielded cable from the Airpax magnetic pickups to the junction boxes
-

installed on the side of the engine.

(c) The multiconductor cable from the engine side mounted junction box to the
,

Woodward governor actuator.
,

!

Transamerica Delaval conducted another review in September, 1983, and on
September 27, 1983, they reported to the NRC a substantial safety hazard concern-
ing the engine mounted electrical cables which could result in engine performance
deterioration. The cables in question are: ,

(a) Shielded cables which run from the magnetic pick-ups to the engine junction
boxes.

(b) The multiconductor cable which runs from the engine terminal box to the
Woodward governor actuator.

For item (a), Transamerica Delaval concluded a problem could exist only if the
ambient temperature exceeded 129 F.

Engineering Evaluation:

| The multiconductor cable to the Woodward governor actuator provides automatic '

: engine control for the proper loading of the diesels. Failure of this cable
I would result in the governor operating as a hydraulic speed sensing governor.

Operation in this manner would allow the engine to run and carry load, but would
provide a slightly slower response to load change or load pick-up. Load pick-up
may not be achieved within the 9.5 second time limit in the Vogtle Electric
Generating Plant (VEGP) FSAR, Section 8.3.1.1.3F.

E
!

.

-
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Evaluation for a Significant Deficiency
Transamerica Delaval-Class lE Electrical Cables ,

Page 2
_

*
4_

The multiconductor cable is rated for 75'C (167*F). Evaluation has shown that
if the ambient temperature is 98.5'F and if the diesel generator is required
to be operated, the heat from the diesel and the ambient temperature will
result in the exceeding of the 75'C rating. Section 9.4.7.1.1 of the VEGP

t

FSAR concerning the Diesel Generator Building Ventilation System indicates the '

maximum ambient temperature of the building will be 120'F with the diesel
generator operating. Therefore operation of the diesels would result in the
exceeding of the temperature rating.

~

,

'

The standby diesel generators provide an emergency source of onsite power to
.

'

safety-related equipment to ensure continued operation following an accident
occurring coincident with a loss of offsite power. Failure of the multiconductor
cable could result in the failure of the diesel generator to pick-up loads
properly.

A review was made to determine if a breakdown had occurred in the quality
assurance program of Transamerica Delaval. This review concluded that the
program is adequate. A full-scope audit was conducted by Bechtel Procurement

.

Supplier Quality Department on September 14-16, 1983.

Other cable reviewed was:
'

* the shielded cable from the terminal block to the Airpax tachometer
relay.in the engine control panel.,

* The shielded cable on the engine from the Airpax magnetic pickups to
the junction boxes.

These shielded cables provide the " ready to load" signal required to automatically
close the diesel generator output circuit breaker. This signal also indicates
that starting air should be turned off. As analyzed by Delaval, these cables

i are rated for 80*C (170*F). The expected operating temperature would exceed the
manufacturer's rating when the ambient temperature is greater than 129"F. Since
the design bases of'the diesel generator building will keep the ambient temperature
below 120'F, the cables would satisfactorily operate, except when a fire exists.
(Note, these cables failed the IEEE-383 flame test.)

Corrective Action:

The above referenced cables will be replaced with 90'C (194*F) IEEE-qualified
|- cable. These cables are fully qualified and the 90*C rating will ensure their ;
! temperature rating will not be exceeded. Georgia Power Company has ordered
i replacement cable. These cables will be replaced when the diesel generator is
i disassembled for the heat-treatment of the piston skirts. Mr. W. R. Evans
L of Georgia Power Company will be responsible for this corrective action.
L

| Conclusion:

A significant deficiency exists since a failure of the diesels to perform their
designed function is possible under certain conditions, which could occur during
the lifetime of the units . This is representative of a deficiency in the final
design as approved and released for construction such that the design does not
conform to the bases stated in the VEGP FSAR.

.

. _ . , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , - . . . ._ _ _ . _ . - _ _ _ _ __ _
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Transamenca I';;*",' ';WOZ"L., o .!.

Delaval = am * a=
P.O. Box 2161
Cakland. California 94621
(415) 577 7400

?
-

Septenber 27, 1983

Director, Office of In W m & Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Conmission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sir,
;

In accordance with the requirement of Title 10, Chapter 1, code of
Federal Regulations, Part 21, Transamerica Delaval, Inc., hereby
notifies the en=f asion of a potential defect in a cmponent of a
DSRV or DSR Standby Diesel Generator. There exists a potential

,

problem with Endna Mounted Electrical Cables which could result '

in engine performance detericration. -

Transamerica Delaval has supplied the DSR and DSRV End nas with the ~

potential proble to the following sites:
1

Utility Site Serial No, Model..

-

Tong Island Lighting Shoreham 74010/12 DSR 48
Middle South Energy GrundrM 74033/36 DSRV 16
Duke Power Coupany Catawba 75017/20 DSRV 16
Southern California Edison San Onofre 75041/42 DSRV 20
TVA Bellefonte 75080/83 DSRV 16
Texas Utilities Services C = he Peak 76001/04 DSRV 16
Georgia Power Vogtle 76021/24 DSRV 16
Consmers Power Midland 77001/04 DSRV 12
TVA Hartsville/Phipps Bend 77024/35 DSRV 16

These Electrical Cables are installed by Transamerica Delaval.

h potential problem with the Electrical Cables is that the manufacturers
tecperature rating for the cable insulation may be exceeded during opera-
tion of the Diesel Generator. -

.
..

.,,,
! There are two Cables in question. One is.the Shielded Cables which run

from the magnetic pickups to the engine junction boxes. These Cables
are rated for 80*C. The maxirrum expected operation ts:perature depends on
artient temperature. Failure of these Cables could prevent the closing of
the output breaker depending on how this signal is used in the plant.

'

e

-

!
,

t
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Transamenca .

Delaval

T:
Page 2
Septarber 27, 1983
U.S. Nuclear Ragn1=tnry en niasion

'Ihe second cable is the Fbiti-conductor Cable which runs frcm the on
engine camimi box to the thy *-ed Governor Actuator. This Cable is
rated for 75'C. The operating tenperature of chis Cable also depends ,

en anbient tarperature. Failure of this Cable would result in the !

Governor operating as a Hydraulic Speed Sensing Governor. Operation
in this manner would allow the Engine to run and carry load, but would
provide a slightly slower response to load change or load pick-up.

;

In the care of the Governor Cable, if the anbient temperature exceeds . !

98.5'F. , the rated insn1=einn temperature would be exceeded. This
- would be the situation for all sites listed in paragraph two.

In the case of the Magnetic Pickup Cable, the expected operating
tenperature of the Cable would exceed the marmfacturers rating when
the anbient tanperature is greater than 129'F. Long Island Lighting
has an ambient tenperature of 130*F. The other sites listed in para-
graph 2 have an anbient temperature lower than 125*F.

I

! Our review of this potential defect was concludad on September 26, 1983.

A copy of this letter will be sent to each of the cogn4=t parties as
listed in paragraph two, no later than October 14, 1983. Transamerica ,

Delaval will furnish parts and technical services as required, by re- |

quest, and in cccordance with each irdividual contract.
, ,

'

We ran=,and that these Cables be replaced with 90*C rated cable. We i

have available cable and instruction for this charge out.

Since the correction of this potential defect depends on action by
others, we cannot esticate when the action will be cocplete.

|| Very Truly Yours, ,-
|

[

9*
R. E. Boyer, W: nager
Quality Assurance

.

REB:hw

_ - _ _ _ _ _ ._ _ _ _ . -



. _

.

t

VEGP-ESAR-9
,

9.4.7 DIESEL GENERATOR BUILDING VENTILATION SYSTEM
!

The diesel generator building heating, ventilation, and air- |
conditioning (HVAC) system functions to remove heat from the !

building during diesel generator operation and to supply
~

sufficient heat, when diesels are not operating, to allow easy
starting of the diesel generators and to allow personnel
occupancy. The system is divided into two subsystems, one
engineered safety features (ESF) and one non-ESF. A separate i

HVAC system is provided for each of the two diesel generator
,

building trains. '

i

9.4.7.1 Design Bases

; '

9.4.7.1.1 Safety Design Bases
'

f
I

A. The system is designed on the basis of limiting the .!
maximum temperature of the building to 120*F with the '

5diesel generator operating. The building is
ventilated with 100-percent outside air at summer ;

-

design temperatures and employs recirculation and -.. ~

outside ventilation air as the outside air !

- temperatures drop toward winter temperatures, j
;

B. The safety functions of the diesel building i

ventilation system can be' performed, assuming a single ;

active component failure coincident with the loss of j
,

offsite power. j:

.

C. The diesel generator building ventilation system is
connected to the 480-V ac Class 1E bus of the same
train as the diesel generator set being ventilated. ,

D. The diesel generator building ventilation system is
protected from the effects of natural phenomena, such
as earthquakes, hurricanes, floods, and tornado -

missiles. i
i

,

9.4.7.1.2 Power Generation Design Bases f
A. The non-ESF heating system maintains the buildingj,

temperature at 50*F minimum when the diesel generators
are not running. ;

B. The non-ESF subsystem ventilates the building as '

required to allow for maintenance and personnel ;

access.
,, ,

f

9.4.7-1 .
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9.4.7.1.3 Codes and Standards

The diesel generator building HVAC system is designed to |

conform to applicable codes and standards listed in table
3.2.2-1. -

.
.

i

.

9.4.7.2 System Description
,

9.4.7.2.1 General Description .

Figure 9.4.7-1 shows the diesel generator ventilation system. t
t

Component data are provided in table 9.4.7-1. Figure 9.4.7-2
'

is a flow diagram. :
c,

The non-ESF subsystem consists of 10 unit heaters, one non-ESF
normal exhaust fan with a motor-operated backdraft damper to
prevent backflow, and associated control for each diesel ,

generator room. The ESF subsystem consists of two 50-percent.
,!capacity supply fans. Each diesel generator room is provided

with two air inlets / outlets located on the second floor and t
'

- discharge / intake openings located in the penthouse. Automatic
dampers are provided in each opening. ;

!. An exhaust fan is provided for continuously venting the fuel
-

oil day tank room.

i

9.4.7.2.2 Component Description
,

A. Non-ESF Normal Exhaust Fans

The non-ESF exhaust fans are propeller type and are V-
'

belt driven by electric motors. These fans are .

located on the floor of the diesel generator building |
penthouse and installed in series with a ;

motor-operated damper.
,

B. Non-ESF Exhaust Fans ,

!

The non-ESF fuel oil day tank room exhaust fan is a :

centrifugal type, directly driven by electric motor. |
!

C. Unit Heaters

Each unit heater consists of a resistance heater and a !

'an, both in one metal housing. [f

t
;

'

!

9.4.7-2 f.

,
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D. ESF Supply Fans

The two 50-percent-capacity EST exhaust fans for each
diesel generator room are heavy duty, vaneaxial type,'

directly driven by electric motors. These fans are
located in the penthouse of the diesel generator
building and are provided with backdraft dampers.

9.4.7.2.3 System Operation

During normal plant power operation, the diesel generator room
is ventilated by the non-EST fan exhausting to the atmosphere
at el 266 ft 0 in. Supply air for the normal ventilation is
drawn in through motor-operated intake dampers in.the wall
openings located on the first floor (el 224 ft 0 in.). The
exhaust fan motors are started automatically by separate room

*

thermostats whenever the temperature in the building exceeds ,

thermostat settings of 90*F.

Each of the 10 unit heaters operates on a separate thermostatic
- control to maintain a 50*F minimum still-air temperature by

heating and recirculating the air in the room. These heaters.-

.
operate automatically and independently from the ventilation
system. The fuel oil day tank room exhaust fan exhausts air to-

the atmosphere at el 241 ft 0 in.

Manual switchover to emergency operations is accomplished from
the main control room. The ESF fans are manually activated

! after a high-temperature alarm is initiated in the control .

panel. During emergency operation, the airflows are reversed,
and the air is drawn in through the openings at level 2 (el 266
ft 0 in.) and exhausted through the openings at el 224 ft 0 in.

4

|.
i

9.4.7.3 Safety Evaluation'

-

!c A. The ESF supply fans are sized to supply sufficient
outside' air to hold the maximum temperature in the,

building to the required limits.
*

B. Two 50-percent-capacity fans are provided to ensure
that a single failure cannot cause complete loss of
the safety function, as indicated in table 9.4.7-2.s,

C. The ESF supply fans are connected to the safety bus of
the same train as the diesel generator in that room.

;
Thus, a failure of one emergency power train cannoti -

cause loss of function of the redundant generator and
power train.g,

!-
i 9.4.7-3
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D. The safety-related portions of the diesel generator
building ventilation system are located in the diesel
building, which is designed to withstand the effects
of earthquakes, tornadoes, hurricanes, floods, tornado
missiles, and other appropriate natural phenomena.
The ESF fans are designed and constructed as Seismic
Category 1 to ensure that they will function during
and after a safe shutdown earthquake (SSE). Sections
3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.7, and 3.8 provide the bases for the
adequacy of the structural design of the diesel
generator building.

9.4.7.4 Tests and Inspections
,

The system is designed to permit periodic inspection; it is
tested for function and capability in the preoperational

'

testing. Fans are tested.in accordance with Air Moving and
Conditioning Association (AMCA) Standard 210.'2' ,

.

9.4.7.5 Instrumentation Acolications
..

Unit heaters are controlled by thermostats. Air flowing-

.thgough the ESF supply fans is monitored by temperature and
flow instrumentation. These fans are operable from both the '

control room and remote shutdown panel.

The following instrumentation for the diesel generator building
ventilation' system is provided in the control roomt

e Alarm for high temperature in the diesel generator
building.

Alarm for low temperature in the diesel generatore
.

building.

o Alarm for low airflow.
.

e Position indication of intake and discharge louvers.

e Indication of the operational status of fans.

'

.

9.4.7 ,4. .
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Cecrgia Power Company
m ?- tATTN: Mr. R. J. Xelly (%, .IExecutive Vice President

J P. O. Box 4545 C.M "
Atlanta, GA 30302 g3%

Gentlemen:
I>

SUBJECT: REPORT'NOS. 50-424/83-04 AND 50-425/83-04 |
This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. J. R. Harris of ,

this office on January 11-14, 1983, of activities authorized by NRC Construction |
Pennit Nos. CPPR-108 and CPPR-109 for the Vogtle facility. Our preliminary ;

findings were discussed with Mr. H. H. Gregory, Construction Project Manager, at 1'

the conclusion of the inspection.
.

Areas examined during the inspection and our findings are discussed in the
~

i.

'

enclosed inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of-
selective examinations of procedures and representative records, interviews with
personnel, and observations by the inspector,

e

During the inspection, it was found that certain act,1vities under your license ;

appear to violate NRC requirements. This item and references to pertinent '

requirements are listed in the Notice of Violation enclosed herewith as f

Appendix A. Elements to be included in your response are delineated in
| Appendix A. i

,

We have examined actions you have taken with regard to previously identified !

enforcement matters. These are discussed in the enclosed inspection repcrt. |
:.

; In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the encicsures will |-
be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room unless you notify this office, by
telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written applica- |

tion to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of the cate of |
th1s letter. Such application must be consistent with the requirements of ;

2.790(b)(1). {
The responses directed by this letter and the enclosures are not subject to the {4

' clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the :
; Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511. i

!
!

I
1

L

i<

|.

|

!
*

,
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Georgia Power Company 2
,

.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to discuss
them with you.

Sincerely,
.

..

H. C. Dance, Chief *

Project Branch 2
Division of Project and

Resident Programs

tnclosures:
1. Appendix A,. Notice of Violation
2. Inspection Report Nos. 50-424/83-04

ana 50-425/83-04

cc w/encls: -

H. H. Gregory, III, Construction
Project Manager

E. D. Groover, QA Site Supervisor
D. O. Foster, Project General Manager
M. Manry, Plant Manager

..

.

4

5
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APPENDIX A
-

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Georgia Power Company Docket Nos. 50-424
Vogtle License Nos. CPPR-108

As a retult of the inspection conducted on January 11-14, 1983, and in accordance
with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9, 1982), the following
violation was identifiec.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, as implemented by Vogtle PSAR
, section 17.1.5 recuires in part that activities affecting quality shall be

prescribed by documented instructions and shall be accomplishea in accord-
ance with these instructions. Specification X2AP01 requires during cold
weather (when ambient temperatures are generally belcw 40*F) that newly -

placed concrete shall be protected from freezing by covering and/or heating
and that the concrete surface temperature shall be maintained 10*F above the
temperature at which the concrete was placed.

Contrary to the above, on the day after placement and with an ambient
temperature of 34*F, concrete from pour number A-093-007 was uncovered
and the concrete surface temperature was 13 degrees below the placement
temperature of 58'F.

This is a Severity Level V Violation (Supplement II).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are hereby required to submit to
this office within thirty days of the date of this Notice, a written statement or
explanation in reply, including: (1) admission or denial of the alleged viola-
tion; (2) the reasons for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps
which have been taken and the results achieved; (4) corrective steps which will
be taken to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will
be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your response time for gcod
cause shown.

FEB 221983Date:
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Report Nos.: 50-424/83-04 and 50-425/83-04

Licensee: Georgia Power Company
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302

Docket Nos.: 50-424 and 50-425

License Nos.: CPPR-108 and CPPR-109

Facility Name: Vogtle

Inspection at Vogtle site near Waynesboro, Georgia

/M h /w [w 1//4)f 3inspector: >m
d. R. harris Oatd'5igneo<

Nd 1// # / Z.3*

Approved by:'T. E. Cbnl'on,' 5dction Chiefm %
.

/ Latt Signeo
'Engineering Programs Branch

Division of Engineering and Operational Programs
-

~

SUMMARY

Inspection on January 11-14, 1983

Areas Inspected

This routine, unannounced inspection involved twenty-six inspector-hours on site
in the areas of previous enforcement matters and structural con rete.

Results

Of the two areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identifited in one
area; one violation was found in one area (Failure to provide proper cold weather
protection to newly placed concrete, Paragraph 6).

.



,___-______ - __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _________ ___ ____ _

I.

,

.

. <

u

REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees
"

*H. H. Gregory, III, Project Manager, Construction
"J. O. Dorough, Assistant Construction Project Manager
*E. D. Groover, QA Site Manager
"R. W. McManus, Manager Quality Control

1

*N. Brooks, Assistant Project Section Supervisor Civil
*N. L. Blocker, Civil QC Sect' ion Supervisor
*D. Tamplin, Civil Area Engineer

Other licensee employees contacted included three construction craftsnen,
six technicians, two security force members anc two office personnel.

,

Other Organizations

*W. G. Uheuse, Resident Engineer, Bechtel
,

'J. W. Duffy, Assistant Project Manager, Walsh Construction Ccrpany '

*G. Ryan, Quality Assurance - Quality Control Coordinator, Walsh-

Construction Company.

NRC Resident Inspector

*W. F. Sanders

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summari:ed on January 14, 1983, witn
those persons indicated in Paragraph 1 above. The licer.see acknowledged the
inspection findings. The following items were opened:

a. Violation 424/83-04-01, Improper Concrete Cold Weather Protection
b. Inspector Followup Item 424-425/83-04-02, Procedure and Specificatier

Inconsistencies in Cold Weather Protection Reouirements
,

3. Licensee Action on Pr:vious Enfercement Natters

(Closed) Deviation (424,425/82-26-01), Failure to Perform Seoarate Test
Cycles for Each Cadweld Splicing Crew. The inspector examined the
licensee's response dated December 7, 1982, and implementation of the i
response. Examination of records and observation cf ongoing Cadweld
operations showed that separate test cycles are now being maintained for i

each splicing crew. This item is closed.

,

f
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4 Unresolved Items I

| Unresolved items were not identified during this inspection. I
! . :

| 5. Indepencent Inspection (92706) i

The inspector examined the following:
!

a. Soils and concrete laboratory and currentness of calibration of !
4

3 laboratory equipment. !

i b. Ongoing cadweld operations in the Unit 2 powerblock. !

] c. Completed concrete structures in Unit 1 and Unit 2 powerblock. [
; !
i Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identifieo. i
! :.

j 6. Containment, Structural Concrete !! (47054) - Unit 1 and Unit 2 I
,

i The inspector observed partial placement of pour numbers A-093-007, [
*

' A-093-030, A-113-033A, A-113-020 and 1-44A-082-C80A in the Unit I and Unit 2 4

powerblock. Acceptance criteria examined by the inspector appear in the {following documents: -

: :

! a. Specification X2AP01, Forming, Placing, Finishing and Curing Concrete.-

i b. Procedure CD-T-02, Concrete Quality Control. j'

c. PSAR Sections 3 and 17.
,

i'

Forms were tight and clean. Rebar was properly installed and clean. j
Placement activities pertaining to delivery time, free fall, flow distance,

|

'

layer thickness, and consolidation conformed to specification requirements. ;
Concrete placement activities were continuously monitored by construction i,

and QC inspectors. Examination of batch tickets showed that the specified
design mixes were being delivered. Samples of plastic concrete were ;+

obta'ned from designated sampling points and were tested in accordance with |
;

i specification requirements. Test results showed that plastic concrete being a

; placed met requirements for slump, air content, and temperature. Post |
j placement inspection disclosed the following NRC inspector identified items.

!

Specification X2AP01, Revision 14, Forming, Placing, Finishing, and Curing [,

; Concrete. Section C3.2 Paragraphs J4 and J5, requires during cola weather
|

1- (when~ daily temperature are generally below 40'F) that newly placed concrete ;
; be pretected from freezin by covering or heating anc that the concrete i

surface temperature be ma ntained 10*F above the temperature at which the,

' concrete was placed. Observations of post placement controls en pour number i

A-093-007 on the first day after placement showed that the concrete was not :

i covered and that the concrete surface was 13 degrees less than the placement
t temperature of 58'F. Failure to provide proper cold weather protection on |
i pour number A-093-007 was identified to the licensee as violation 50-424/ ,

j 83 04-01, Improper Cold Weather Protection. '

! i

| !-

i
.

1
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Review of procedure CD-T-02, Concrete Quality Control and Specification
X2AP01, Forming, Placing, Finishing, and Curing Concrete indicated that the
cold weather requirements specified in specificaticn X2AP01 are not clearly

-defined in procedure CD-T-02. Apparent inconsistencies between specifica-
tion X2AP01 and procedure CD-T-02 was identified to the licensee as
Inspector Followup Iteni number 50-424/83-04-02 and 50-425/83-04-02,
Procedure / Specification Inconsistencies in Cold Weather Protection Require-

*ments.

.
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Georpa Power Company

Post Omco Box 4545
Atlanta, George 30302
T a a = no 404 52 s2. Vogtle Project

March 22, 1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement-

Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta' Street File: X78G10
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 Log: GN-222

Reference: 50-424/83-04
50-425/83-04

Attention: R. C. Lewis

Gentlemen:

The Georgia Power Company wishes to submit the following infor-
mation concerning the violation discussed in your inspection report
50-424/83-04 and 50-425/83-04.

We cencur with the violation concerning improper concrete cold
weather protection.

During the placement of A-093-007 adequate housing was provided
for weather protection; however, during the hours following, winds
damaged the weather protection and the remaining parts of the housing
were removed. Eight to ten hours passed before the responsible Georgia.

Power Company personnel were infonned that the protection had been
removed. Immediate action was then taken to protect the concrete.
As a result of an inspection conducted January 18 through January 21,
1983 the failure to comply with specification X2AP01 was reported
on a deviation report and evaluated by engineering.

To prevent reoccurrence, specification X2AP01 was revised to
clarify cold weather requirements and procedure CD-T-02 was revised
to incorporate more detailed requirements for cold weather concreting.

Full compliance was achieved February 21, 1983.

. .
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i U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
March 22, 1983
Page Two

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed
in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

Yours truly,

w 1_,
.

Jgb . Foster

CWH/00F/ dab

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission -

Attn: Victor J. Stello, Jr., Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, D. C. 20,555

R. J. Kelly_

R. E. Conway
~

G. F. Head
J. T. Beckham, Jr.
J. H. Boykin
D. E. Dutton
R. H. Pinson
D. L. McCrary
R. A. Thomas
J. A. Bailey *

0. Batum
'

H. H. Gregory, III
E. D. Groover
L. T. Gucwa
M. Malcom
C. R. Miles, Jr.
M. Manry
R. W. Staffa
J. L. Vota
W. F. Sanders

,
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SEP 281983s.

E33 E: 2e .:n 3 3 me to
Georgia Power Company D ClO9
ATTN: Mr. R. J. Kelly A^bExecutive Vice President c.

P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302 C 0 S. . DDE

' W
Gentlemen:

!

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MEETING - DOCKET NOS. 50-424 AND 50-425, V0GTLE 1 AND 2

This refers to the management meeting conducted, at your request, at the Georgia
'

Power Headquarters Office on August 22, 1983, among members of your staff, myself
and others of my staff. This meeting was held to discuss your findings con-
carning the investigation of subcontractor quality assurance performance at Plant

*

Vogtle. A summary of this meeting and list of attendees are enclosed.
|

It is our opinion that this meeting was beneficial and has provided a better.
understanding of the investigation, evaluation and corrective actions being
implemented by Georgia Power Company with regard to quality workmansh.ip at the
Vogtle site.

In accordance with section 2.790 of NRC's " Rules of Practica", Title 10, Code of
Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter will be placed in the NRC's Public ;

Document Room.- .

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, we will be pleased to
discuss them.

Sincargly,

/ --

: ,

L$ev
i James P. O'Reilly '

,

Regional Administrator

Enclosures:
1. Summary of Meeting
2. Attendance List

cc w/encis: .

H. H. Gregory, III, Construction f

Project Manager ,

!
| E. D. Groover, QA Site Suoervisor

0. O. Foster, Vice President
and General Manager

G. Bockhold, Jr. , Plant Manager

|

|

l
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ENCLOSURE 1

MEETING SUMMARY.

Licensee: Georgia Power Company

Facility: Plant Vogtle Units 1 and 2

Docket Nos: 50-424 and 50-425

SUBJECT: SUBCONTRACTOR QUALITY ASSURANCE PERFORMANCE

The meeting conducted on August 22, 1983, covered the following three subjects
with regard to subcontractor quality assurance performance.

1. The measures taken by Georgia Power Company to investigate allegations made
by Pullman Power Products quality control personnel were discussed. A
special task force was formed by Georgia Power Company to investigate the
allegations. This investigation was conducted over a two week period and
consisted of personnel interviews, observations of work progress and a
review of relevant documentation. Specific technical areas covered were
pipe support installation and piping installation.

Since there was an expressed concern that salary administration practices
and personnel policies in the Pullman site organization could have a detri-
mental effect on the attitude of quality control personnel with regard to
the quality of workmanship, the investigation focused on three specific
areas:

The rationale used in establishing salary increases in early 1983*
* Certain disciplinary actions

,

*
| Transfer or job rotation practices among QC inspectors

i The Georgia Power Company investigation found that, although there are
| improvements which are still needed, the overall quality control program for
i the installation of the piping systems at Plant Vogtle, with the changes

which have been implemented to date, is effective. The investigation found
that the QC inspectors are well qualified and knowledgeable, and found no
evidence that Pullman Power Products management had used the salary admini-

i

| stration program to intimidate Quality Control Personnel. There was no
| indication that "short cuts" were being taken nor that the inspectors were
| being called on by their superiors to overlook problems. The investigation
' found that the craftsmen performing the work do not have adequate detail

knowledge of the specifications and procedures and that considerable confu-
sion existed concerning allowable dimensional tolerances.

|

|
t

A
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Enclosure 1 2
_

b

The task force recommended that craft training be enhanced, that dimen-
sional tolerances be clarified, that Pullman Power Products consider more
formal salary administration and other personnel programs and that other i

iimprovements be made to the quality control program,

2. Status of investigation dealing with allegations made by a Walsh Company
boilermaker that improper welding and work practices had occurred at the
Vogtle site was presented. Specifically, there were 23 concerns expressed
by the Walsh employee which dealt with 12 separate items. The investiga-
tion began on August 8 and includes interview as well as confirmatory i

nondestructive examinations. To date, of the 23 items of concern,15 items ;

have been completed. Georgia Power Company expects to complete the inves- .

tigation by August 31, 1983. ;

3. A summary of defects found during the reinspection of Pullman Power
Products manufactured piping spool pieces was presented. Georgia Power
Company stated that there are an estimated 15,611 spools on site. Over
35,000 welds in these spools have been reinspected of which 966 welds . ,

required the resolution of a Non-conformance Report (NCR). Defects
requiring an NCR include:

Defect Percent of Total NCRS |

i
~ Linear Indication 7 |.

Cracks 1 i

Undercut 11 i

Invalid PT (PT over slag) 20 ;

Incomplete Penetration 10 |
Porosite 3 i-

Incomplete Weld 1 I
Lack of Fusion 2 i

Slag 16 !

! Arc Strikes 13 :

Miscellaneous (Wrong ID 16 f
rust, melt thru, physical |,

| damage) |
!

Georgia Power Company has evaluated each NCR and has concluded that ;

none could affect the safety of operation. |

!

|
|

7

:

| t
i

:

.

- ,p y,,,- f ,---..-y-w,-.-w .w-#. - - - ,-...--,----r--- -----,m--%- ,3%----m -wrw.,--,e-m.-----.w-m-.%.e,--,.--.-,--._,,w,- ----



-

_

s

n *

/
.

t-

ENCLOSURE 2

'

ATTENDANCE LIST

,

Gecrgia Power Comcany Representatives<
,

R. E Conway,' Senior Vice Presicent, Engineering st-action
and Project Management

;D. O. Fostar, Vice President and General Manager,'ca.- oroject

i E. E. Dutton, Vice P.*esident, Generating Plant Proje<,:,
W. E. Ehrensparger, Consultant
P. D. Rice, Ge.1eral hanager, Quality Assurance and Radiological Health
and Safety

,

H. H. Gregory, 11I, Ccastruction Project Manager, Vogtle
W. T. Nickerson, Manager, Nuc* ear Generating Plant Construction

-C. W. Hayes, Vogtle Quality Arsuranct Manager
K. D. Handy, Assistant to Senior Vica President
W. D. Drinkard. Section Supervising Engineer

U. S. Nuclear Raquiatory Commission
'

J. P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator
R. C. Lewis, Director, Division of Project and Resident Programs
(DPRP),RII

H. C. Dance, Chief, Project Branch 2, DPRP, RII ~

' A. R. Herdt, Chief. Engineering Program Branch, 0' vision of Engineering
.

and Operational Programs, RII'
V. W. Panciera, Chief, Project Section 28, OPRP, RII
W. F. Sanders, Senior Residen,,t Inspector, DPRP, RII,

\

-- .



. - - _ - - . . - - . _ - _ _ _ - _ - - - . _ _ -. - -_.

Attachm nt 17 I

SSINS No.: 6520 t*

OMB No.:'3150-0011 I.

IEB 83-06 j
'

'

UNITED STATES !*

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
~

ii
'

-
- 0FFICE OF INSPECTION AN') EHFORCEMENT |

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555 ;

July 22, 1983
;

,

;

IE BULLETIN NO. 83-06: NONCONFORMING MATERIALS SUPPLIED BY TU8E-LINE
CORPORATION FACILITIES AT LONG ISLAND CITY, NEW YORK; I
HOUSTON, TEXAS; AND CAROL STREAM, ILLINOIS j

:

I,.

.

Addressees: >

i For action: j

All nuclear power reactor facilities or fuel facilities holding an operating !
.

!license (OL) or construction permit (CP).
!

Purpose:
,

Power reactor and nuclear fuel facilities received initial notification of non- i
t

conformities with materials supplied by Tube-Line Corporation (T-L) in Informa-
tion Notice No. 83-07 dated March 7, 1983. This bulletin is being issued as a [,

result of the findings from Region IV Vendor Program Branch inspections at the
-

'

T-L facilities at Long Island City, New York; Houston, Texas; and Carol Stream,
Illinois. It was concluded from these inspections that there are potential ;' *

generic safety implications at plants which either.have received direct shipment :-
; imaterials furnished by T-L (i.e., pipe fittings and flanges) or receive piping

subassemblies and other components from holders of ASME Certificates of Authori- !

| zation which incorporate these materials. Therefore, we ask all recipients of |
this bulletin to review the information herein for applicability to their |

ifacilities and: (1) to take appropriate actions to confirm the adequacy of
affected components for intended service; or (2) submit reports stating that |
T-L materials received from the referenced manufacturing locations will not be f

used in safety-related systems at their facilities, j

)|tf Description of Circumstances:
i

*

; 1. On December 6, 1982, Capitol Pipe and Steel Products Company (CPSP Co.) |

sent a letter to the NRC which identified nonconformities with certain
:

: materials that they had obtained from T-L and furnished to their customers. )
| In this letter, CPSP Co. identified the customers who had received the T-L .

|:

materials and stated that the customers had been notified in regard to the
material nonconfomities. The products identified by CPSP Co. were carbon ;

steel pipe fittings (caps, tees, and elbows) and flanges. The nonconform- !

itiesidentifiedwereshipmentfromanunapprovednuclearsource,failureto|.

;

i

; 8306270408
'

'
;

i Wut z .7. 1su. ;'

.....
.

I

;,

'
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ZEB 83-065
July 22, 1983
Page 2 of 6

|
'

perform required heat trutment, and failure to perform nondestructive
e.vaminations in accordance wh.n tM applicable provisians of the ASME Code.*

2. A 10'CFR Part 21 report dated January 10, 1983, was received from the
Babcock & Wilcox Company (B&W) which additionally addressed T-L carbon
steel materials that had been furnished by CPSP Co.. This report stated'

.

'

that certain materials furnished to B&W had been supplied by the Houston, ;

Texas, facility of T-L which was not an approved nuclear supplier per
NCA-3800 requirements. It was adoitionally stated that B&W had performed j
mechanical testing of four heats of received fittings and flanges and had
found that the strength properties in two heats of flange materials were
lower than shown on the materia!. certifications; one heat was below the

,

minimum requirement in the procurenent specification. Subsequent testing '

initiated by Carolina Power & Light Company has' further ioentified strength
properties ,in fittings (caps) that were below material specification i

requirements and differences in chemical analysis from that reported on the
T-L Certified Material Test Report.

3. Direct inspections by the Region IV' Vendor Program Branch'have identified
discrepant conditions at both the.T-L carbon steel facilities in
Long Island City, New York; and Houston, Texas; and the stainless steel '

facility in Carol Streamn Illinois, Known and intended recipients of -

these materials ere listen in Table 1 - Carbon Steel (see Attachment 2) -

and Table 2 - Stainless Steel'(see Attachment 3).
.

. 4. As a result of the, inspections performed by the Region IV Vendor Program
Branch, the following additional pertinent information has been obtained" in regard to materials furnished by T-L:

;,

a. Certain carbon steel snaterials were procured from unsurveyed sources
and improperly certified to CPSP Co. and Dravo Corporation, Marietta,

.

Ohio, as having been manufactured in accordance with the quality
program which CPSP Co. and Dravo Corpor3 tion had audited and approved

.

as meeting the requirements of NCA-3800 in Section III of the ASME-

Code.. Similarly, certain stainiess' steel materials.were procured from
~

unsurveyed sources and improperly certified to customers as having
~

been manufactured in accordance with the requirements of NCA-3800 and
referencing the T-L (Carol Stream) ASME Certificate of Authorization
No. QSC-435. It was additionally established at T-L (Carol . Stream)
that the basis for approval of scoe vendors of materials and services
(i.e.. heat treatment, NDE, mechanical testing, and chemical analysis),

| was a self-evaluation form filled out by the vendor.
'1

( b. Numerous instances were observed at T-L (Long Island City) in which
comercial carbon steel' materials (i.e., materials procured solely

| in accordance with.a material specf fication) had been procured and
| manufacturing had been completed before the establishment of the
| T-L quality program. These materials were then furnished to CPSP Co.
| and Dravo Corporation and improperly certified as being both in |

accordance'with specified Section Ill of the AS) ~ Code requirements
and as having been manufactured in accordance with the quality program

-
- EL2 ,2',,

.
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which these companies had audited and approved as meeting the require--

ments of Section III of the ASME Code. Similar procurement and certi-t

fication of commercial stainless steel materials was identified by
direct inspection at T-L (Carol Stream).

1

Several 3", 600 lb. ASTM A105 carbon steel weld neck flange forgingsc.
(e.g., 362 from T-L Heat Code EUVA and 1480 from T-L Heat Code EKP)
which have not been appropriately heat treated have been shipped to
various customers (both nuclear and non-nuclear). Similarly, the
NRC has been notified that documentation was not available to demon-
strate that approximately 530 SA-182 stainless steel flanges received

jthe required solution annealing heat treatment. These flanges have
ibeen shipped to various customers. '

d. Direct inspection has resulted in the current identification that
T-L (Carol Stream) furnished 521 stainless steel fittings welded with,

filler metal to various customers and that vendor documentation for e

these fittings does not indicate compliance with Section III of the !

ASME Code requirements in regard to:
i

(1) Manufacture by a holder of a ASME Certificate of Authorization |
,

for an NPT symbol using the ASME accepted QA program.

(2) Use of welders and welding procedure specifications which have
been qualified in accordance with the requirements of Section IX -

of the ASME Code.
-

:

(3) Inspection during manufacture by an Authorized Nuclear Inspector i

and certification by issue and signing of a Partial Data Report
!Form NM-1. '

Foreign material manufacturers were surveyed and approved by T-L !e.
(Long Island City) representatives as having documented quality~

assurance programs which were in compliance with the requirements of
NCA-3800 in Section III of the ASME Code. Interviews and examinations ;

of available survey / audit records established, however, the following:

(1) Certain manufacturers were approved although they did not, in - !.
fact, have documented quality assurance programs.

(2) Other manufacturers were approved although their documented
quality assurance programs were not available in the English
language and the auditors were unable to read the applicable,

quality assurance manuals,
t I

(3) Certain manufacturers were maintained on the Qualified Supplier
List af ter . identification that previous surveys / audits had ;
improperly stated that the documented quality assurance programs '

were in full compliance with the requirements of NCA-3800 in :
Section III of the ASME Code.

!

[

:

. . . . . - - - -
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'

f. Materials were procured for T-L (Long Island City) without specifica-
. i

|

tion of the applicable nondestructive examination (NDE) requirements"

contained in Section III of the ASME Code. Subsequent purchase orders
to NDE subcontractors referenced either that only commercial NDE was
required or specified that a paragraph in Section III of the ASME Code
was applicable without reference to or assuring use of an approved NDE
procedure. Failure to assure use of approved subcontractor NDE proce- ,

dures was also identified at T-L (Carol Stream). It was further ,

established that T-L (Carol Stream): (1) failed to have records |

demonstrating that UT and PT was performed; (2) had no records of eye {
examinations being given to their level II examiner; (3) failed to have

'

qualification records of their NDE subcontractor's personnel; and
(4) did not address acceptance criteria in their PT procedure. ;

5. Tube-Line Corporation representatives, in a letter to Region IV dated
April 8,1983, stated they would send letters to all identified end-users t

of their carbon steel products in nuclear facilities. The letters would ,

request meetings with the affected end-users to detemine whether the ;

:products met the necessary requirements, or to determine whether upgrading
or replacements are necessary. Additionally T-L, in letters to Region IV :

(dated April 25, April 27, May 3 May 6, and May 13,1983), stated they -

'

would send letters to the identified end-users of their stainless steel
products of concern. 7

6. The information available.to date indicates that T-L started supplying
.

ASME Code components to the nuclear industry in 1981. ,

Actions To Be Taken by Holders of Ocerating Licenses or Construction Pemits:'

1. Review the lists of purchasing and receiving companies given in Attachments
2 and 3 and determine if any T-L supplied ASME Code materials have been
furnished to your facility. The lists of purchasing and receiving companies
given in Attachments 2 and 3 have been developed based on correspondence from ,

T-L and inspections at T-L; however, NRC has not verified the completeness
,

of these lists. ;'

:

2. For ASME Code materials furnished by T-L which are either not yet installed in '

safety-related* systems at your facility or are installed in safety-related,

;

systems of plants under construction, the following actions are requested:'

(perform action a and either action b or c)
,

a. Provide a list of T-L supplied materials and identify the systems
in which these materials are/will be installed. |,

,

,

*For the purpose of the applicable actions of this bulletin " safety-related"
constitutes those systems covered by the definition given in 10 CFR Part 100,
Appendix A Sections III.(c)(1), III.(c)(2), and III.(c)(3). In assessing the
impact of T-L supplied materials in other systems at their facilities, licensees
should consider the provisions of GDC 1 to 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix A.

L

-

t
-

!
P
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b. Implement a program which provides assurance that received materials
comply with ASME Code Section III and applicable procurement specification
requirements, or which demonstrates that such materials are suitable for ,

intended service. This program should include specific verification :

that received austenitic stainless steels are in a nonsensitizcd
condition,

c. Replace fittings and flanges with materials which have been manufactured
in full compliance with ASME Code Section III and the applicable procure-
ment specification requirements.

3. For ASME Code materials furnished by T-L which are installed in safety-
related* systems in operating plants, the following actions are requested:

a. Provide a list of the T-L supplied materials and identify the systems
in which the materials are installed.

b. Implement a program as discussed in 2b or 2c above.

c. Provice a basis for continued plant operation if the program requested
~

by Item 3b has not been completed by the time of the bulletin response.

4. Provide a written report within 120 days of the date of this bulletin that 'U
either:

a. States that no T-L supplied materials have been furnished for your ,

facility for use in safety-related systems,

b. Provides the results of those actions taken in response to Items
2a, 2b, and 2c above, as they apply to materials not yet installed -

and to materials installed in plants under construction. The report
should include your plan and schedule for completing actions 2b
and/or 2c.

c. Provides the results of those actions taken in response to Items 3a,
3b, and 3c above, as they apply to materials installed in operating
plants. The report should include your plan and schedule for completing
item 3b and your basis for continued oper; tion if item 3b has not been
completed.

Although the specific details involving the nonconforming materials
supplied by T-L may not directly apply for your facility, you are
requested to review the general concerns expressed in the bulletin for
applicability at your facility. Your response should describe the results
of the review, and if the general concerns apply, you should describe the
short-term and long-term corrective actions to be taken and the schedules
thereof,

,

*For the purpose of the applicable actions of this bulletin " safety-related"
constitutes those systems covered by the definition given in 10 CFR Part 100,
Appendix A Sections III.(c)(1), III.(c)(2), and III.(c)(3). In assessing the
impact of T-L supplied materials in other systems at their facilities, licensees
should consider the provisions of GDC 1 to 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix A.

.
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The written reports required by Items 4a, 4b and 4c above shall be submitted toi
'

the appropriate Regional Administrator under oath or affirmation under the pro-
visions of Section 182a, Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended. In addition, the
original copy of the cover letters and a copy of the reports shall be transmitted
to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Document Control Desk, Washington, D.C.
20555 for reproduction and distribution.

This request for information was approved by the Office of Management and Budget ;

under clearance number 3150-0011. :

Although no specific request or requirement is intended, the following information
would help the NRC evaluate the cost of implementing this bulletin:

1. Utility staff time to perform requested inspections and evaluations.

2. Radiation exposure attributed to requested inspections.

3. Utility staff time spent to prepare written responses.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact the Regional
Administrator of the appropriate NRC Regional Office, or the technical contact ~

listed below.
.

.

'
-,

Richard C. Y ung, eccor.

Office of I stection nd Enforcement

Technical Contact: J. R. Fair, IE

(301) 492-4509
.

Attachments:
1. List of Recently Issued IE Bulletins .

'2. Table 1 - Listing of known and intended recipier:s F ae-Line
Corporation furnished carbon steel materials

3. Table 2 - Listing of known and intended recipients of Tute *. ire
Corporation furnished stainless steel materials

i

!

:

.
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Aitachment1
IEB 83-06
July 22, 1023~

LIST OF RECENTLY ISSUED IE BULLETINS--

Bulletin Date of
No. Subject Issue Issued to

|
8eb 83-05 ASME Nuclear Code Pumps and 05/13/83 Utilities with power !

Spare Parts Manufactured by reactor facilities
The Hayward Tyler Pump holding an OL or CP '

Company use or plan to use
*

ASME Nuclear Code
Pumps Mfg by Hayward i

Tyler Pump Co.

83-04 Failure of the Undervoltage 03/11/83 All PWR facilities !Trip Function of Reactor Trip holding an OL except i
Breakers W DB type breakers,

Yor action and other
nuclear reactor facil-
ities for informa-
tion

i

83-03 Check Valve Failures in Raw 03/11/83 All power reactor
Water Cooling Systems of facilities holding
Diesel Generators an OL or CP

83-02
-

Stress Corrosion Cracking 03/04/83 Table 1 BWRs for '

!
in Large-Diameter Stainless action and all other
Steel Recirculation System licensees and holders i
Piping at BWR Plants of a CP

!-

83-01 Failure of Reactor Trip 02/25/83 All PWR facilities
Breakers (Westinghouse 08-50) holding an OL and
to Open on Automatic Trip other power reactor
Signal facilities for :

information-

82-04 Deficiencies in Primary Con- 12/03/82 All power reactor
tainment Electrical Pene- facilities holding :tration Assemblies an OL or CP

82-03 Stress Corrosion Cracking in 10/28/82 Operating BWRs in
Rev. 1 Thick-Wall Large-Diameter Table 1 for action

Stainless Steel, Recircula- and other OLs and cps
tion System Piping at BWR for information
Plants

;

OL = Operating License
CP = Construction Permit

-

'

-
,

b
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Attachment 2
|

IER 83-06
I July 22, 1983

Page 1 of 3

'

TABLE 1 - CARBON STEEL

PURCHASER RECEIVING COMPANY NUCLEAR PLANTIII(If Known)

Dravo Corporation Dravo Corp. Seabrook, Units 1 & 2'

Wo1f Creek
,

Capitol Pipe & Steel Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) Bellefonte
Products Company

' TVA Watts Bar,

TVA Sequoyah:

Pipe Lining & Coating Co., College Point, NY --

1 - Metal Bellows Co., Chatsworth, CA --

Peter Kiewit WPPSS

| I Pullman Power Products, Paramount, CA --

I
: I Carolina Power & Light Co. Shearon Harris

]
Duke Power Co. Catawba

RECO Industries, Richmond, VA Shearon Harris
i Catawba
1

Florida Power & Light Co. St. Lucie .-

Babcock & Wilcox Co. , Barbe'rton, Oil --

3 .,

'

; 1
I$ (1) The NRC has not verified that the list of Nuclear Plants receiving Tube-Line materials through any of the listed
: i purchasing and receiving companies is complete.

- - - - - - . , - _ . . - , _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _,,
,.

_ __ ,_ _ _
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Attachment 2
IEB 83-06
July 22, 1983
Page 2 of 3

TABLE 1 - CARBON STEEL

PURCHASER RECEIVING COMPANY NUCLEAR PLANTIII(If Known)
Capitol Pipe & Steel Georgia Power Co. E. 1. HatchProducts Company

Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Citffs
,

Stone & Webster Engineering Corp. Nine Mile Point, Unit 2
Pittsburgh Des Moines Beaver Valley, Unit 2

Duke P'wer Co. Oconeeo

Koch Process Systems, Westborough, MA --

i Chicago Bridge & Iron, Birmingham, AL --

Public Service Electric & Gas Co. Salem
'

Baldwin Associates Clinton

Magnetrol, Downers Grove IL --

Florida Power 8. Light Co. Turkey Point

Stone & Webster Engineering Corp. Millstone, Unit 3

Westinghouse --

.

.

(1) The NRC has not vehified that the list of Nuclear Plants receiving Tube-Line materials through any of the liste
purchasing and receiving companies is complete.4

.
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- Attachment 2' IEB 83-06
July 22, D33
Page 3 of 3

TABLE 1 - CARBON STEEL ,

PURCHASER RECEIVING COMPANY NUCLEAR PLANTII)(If Known)

Capitol Pipe & Steel Crane Chempump, Warrington, PA --

Products Company
,

ITT Grinnell, Milwaukee, WI --

Ionics, Inc., Bridgeville, PA --

.

Portland Eng. , Co. , Portland, ME --

| Hap Dong Express, Inc., Brooklyn, NY --

l

Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse
'

United McGill Corp., Columbus, OH --

Woolley Mfg., Canton, OH ~
--

Cherne Contracting Monticello

B. F. Shaw, Wilmington, DL TVA

Prefex McQuary, New Berlin, WI --

I Northeast Utilities, Waterford, CT --

'

[
GPU Nuclear, Salem, NJ --

,

ll) The NRC has not verified that the list of Nuclear Plants receiving Tube-Line materials through any nf the listed
purchasing and receiving companies is complete.

t . ._. ,__ . . t. ._- . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ .
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Attachment 3
IEB 83-06
July 22, 1983
Page.1 of 2

.

TABLE 2 - STAINLESS STEEL

IIIPURCHASERS RECEIVING COMPANY DISCREPANCY NUCLEAR PLANTI2I(If Known)

Capitol Pipe & Steel Bechtel Power Corp. B Palisades
Products Company Tennessee Valley Authority B Watts Bar

Baldwin Associates A Clinton
Metal Bellows, Chattsworth, CA - --

UE&C - Davis-Besse
SMUD - --

Chicago Tube & Iron Co. Comonwealth Edison Co. A&B Byron Sta' tion

! Guyon Alloys Reco Industries, Richmor.d VA A&B --

Northeast Utilities A Millstone Units 1 & ?
Pittsburgh Des Moines Steel B San Onofre

Corp., Provo, UT
Bechtel Power Corp. A Hope Creek
Bechtel Power Corp. A&B Limerick
Baldwin Associates B Clinton
D. G. O'Brien A Niagara Mohawk
Bell Schneider A Ginna; ,

Duke Power - Catawba
i Bechtel - Palisades
' Midland

Portland Engineering, - --

Portland, ME <

Tubeco Tubeco., Inc., Brooklyn, NY B --

Joliet Valves, Inc. Comonwealth Edison Co. B Quad Cities
Liquid Carbonics, c/o B --

j R. Alger Co. , Kenner, LA -

I

(1) Discrepancy: A. Solution Annealing Heat Treatment Not Performed
B. Fittings Welded with Filler Metal

(2) The NRC has not verified the list of Nuclear Plants receiving Tube-Line materials through any of the liste.:
purchasing and receiving companies is complete.

, . . - .- . . _- . -_ - . . . - . - . -- . . . . - -
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Page 2 of 2

. TABLE 2 - STAINLESS STEEL
-

.

>

PURCHASERS RECEIVING COMPANY DISCREPANCYII) NUCLEAR PLANTI2 (If Known)
: Liquid Carbonics, A

'

Buenos Aires, Argentina
--

Joliet Valves, Inc., A BraidwoodMinooka, IL
'

Barr Saunders Connonwealth Edison Co. A. Zion:

Gulf Alloy Gulf Alloy, Houston, TX A
Carolina Power & Light

--

H. B. Robinson-

Hub, Inc. Hub, Inc. . . Tucker, GA A
Niagra Mohawk

--

Nine Mile Pt.-

Georgia Power
Hatch-

Florida Power & Light Turkey Pt.; -

Atlas Alloys Atlas Alloys -
--

Louis P. Canuso inc. Bechtel
Susquehanna-

TEK TEK -
-- .

Gray Pipe Gray Pipe -
--

Liberty Equipment Bingham-Willamette. -

Portland, OR --

Bechtel
Midland-

Consolidated Pipe & Georgia Power
Supply Co. Hatch-

Vogtle
.

~
(1) Discrepancy: A. Solution Annealing Heat Treatment Not Performed,

B. Fittings Welded with Filler Metal
(2) The NRC has not verified the list of Nuclear Plants redelving Tube-Line materials through any of the listedI

purchasing and receiving companies is complete.,

; .
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Georgia Power
'

'

D. O. Foster . _ . . _ . . . .: . . _ _

p y *,1 m y. ~ . . , * *

..c

'

November 23, 1983

'

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission Reference:
Office of Inspection and Enforcement RII: JP0: i

Region II - Suite 3100 50-424
; 101 Marietta Street 50-425 ;
' Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly File: X7BC24 ,

Log: GN-287 ;

Gentlemen: i

The following is submitted in response to I&E Bulletin 83-06, "Non- !
"

confonning Materials Supplied by Tube-Line Corporation Facilities at Long
Island City, New York; Houston, Texas; and Carol Stream, Illinois:"

'

|

The attached list contains all ASME III Code materials supplied by Tube-
Line Corporation to the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant (VEGP) through
primary vendors as of 11/18/83. Sub-vendors have been contacted and re-'

quested to provide information regarding any ASME code materials supplied
by Tube-Line Corporation used in VEGP components. This information will
be provided to the NRC when it becomes available.

Georgia Power Company has submitted one fitting from each heat of material
supplied by Tube-Line Corporation to the Vogtle Froject Architectural - :.'

Engineer and "N" Certificate Holder, Bechtel Power Corporation,- for chemical
and physical property analysis. Copies of the Certified Material Test

'

Reports (CMTR's) were sent with each fitting. Bechtel will conduct a Supplier
Quality Audit of Tube-Line Corporation and their sub-suppliers to verify by
objective evidence that a program for material traceability was established i

during the time of manufacture and that no welding was performed on the fittings.
If the audit produces satisfactory results, the sample of fittings from the

2'jobsite will be tested for chemical and physical properties.

After satisfactory completion of the Tube-Line audit and material property
tests, Bechtel will recommend that the Vogtle Project invoke Code Case N-242--
1 in order to make the remainder of the fittings (other than the sample

!

tested) supplied by Tube-Line acceptable for ASME Section III applications.
Code Case N-242-1 has been accepted by the USNRC as discussed in Regulatory
Guide 1.85.

i

e
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Mr. James P. O'Reilly
50-424/50-425
November 23, 1983

'. Page 2

This reply contains no proprietary information and may be placed in the NRC's '

Public Document Room.

Very truly yo ,

f _

-

. O. Foster

dF/00F/cc

D. O. Foster states that he is the Vice President and General Manager of Vogtle
Project and is authorized to execute this oath on behalf of Georgia Power
Company and that to the best of his knowledge and belief the facts set forth in
this letter are true.

7 /-
~

GPC: _,f , .

D. D. Foster

Sworn to and subscribed before me thisf 3 day of November, 1983.

'

"
!

attachment

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

0. Batum
| J. A. Bailey
| E. D. Groover
! L. T. Gucwa
! M. Malcom
| G. Bockhold, Jr.

P. D. Rice

|
|

!
|
|
|

. _ _ _ _ -
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The following ASME III materials, supplied by Tube-Line Corporation, have been
I received at the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant as of 11/18/83. System

designations are not made until the materials are released from storage and in-i

stalled in the plant.

Description Quantity

1" Elbow, BW, seamless, 90* LR, S/160, SA-403, WP304L, Class 1 150
3/4" 150

"

1" 127
"

11" 126
"

2" 169
"

1" Elbow, BW, seamless, 90* LR, S/40S, SA-403, WP304L, Class 2 200
3/4" 200

"

1" 200
"

li" 200
"

2" 200
"

1" Elbow, BW, seamless, 45' LR, S/160, SA-403, WP304L, Class 1 80
3/4" 81

"

1" 80
"

li" 80 .

"

2" 78
"

i" Elbow, BW, seamless, 45* LR, S/40S, SA-403, WP304L, Class 2 100 -

3/4" 100 -
"

1" 100
"

li" 98
"

2" 100
"

1" Tee, BW, seamless, S/160, SA-403, WP304L, Class 1 53' 3/4" 100
"

1" 50
"

li" 50
"

2" 50
"

1" Tee, BW, seamless, S/40S, SA-403, WP304L, Class 2 100
3/4" 100

"

1" 100
"

li" 100
"

2" 100
"

1" Cap, BW, seamless, S/40S, SA-403, WP304L. Class 2 50
3/4" 50

"

1" 50
"

li" 50
"

2" 50
"

3/4"xi" Reducer, concentric, BW, seamless, S/405, SA-403, WP304L, Class 2 40
1 x3/4" 50j .".x )"

"

"
40

ll"xl" 50
"

1}"x3/4" 40"

1}"xi" 20
"

'

2"xli" 100
"

2"xl" "
50

2"x3/4" 30
"

2"xi" 20
"

3/4"xi" Reducer, eccentric, BW, seamless, S/405, SA-403, WP304L, Class 2 5
1"x3/4" 5

"

1"x}" 5
"



.

-2-

[ 1)"xl" Reducer, eccentric, BW, seamless, S/40S, SA-403, WP304L, Class 2 5
"

~

5li"x3/4"
li"xi" 5"

2"xil" 5"

2"xl" 5"

2"x3/4" 5"

2"x)" 5"

1" Flange, SW, RF, 2500#, S/160 Bore, SA-182, F316, Class 1 10

3/4" 25"

1" 25"

11" 25"

2" 25"

1" Flange, WN, RF, 2500#, S/160, SA-182, F?i6, Class 1 10

3/4" 20"

1" 20"

11" 20"

2" 20"

1" Flange, SW, RF, 1500#, S/160 Bore, SA-182, F316, Class 2 80

3/4" 100"

1" 100 .

"

11" 100"

2". 102"

1" Flange, SW, RF, 1500(, S/805 Bore, SA-182, F316, Class 2 10 -

3/4" 20"

1" 20"

11" 20"~

2" 20"
-

1" Flange, SW, RF, 600#, S/40S Bore, SA-182, F316, Class 2 10

3/4" 20"

1" 20"

11" 20"

2" 20"

1" Flange, SW, RF, 300#, S/40S Bore, SA-182, F316, Class 2 150

3/4" 205"

1" 200"

11" 200"

2" 200"

1" Flange, SW, RF,150#, S/40S Bore, SA-182, F316, Class 2 150

3/4" 200"

1" 200"

11" 200"

2" 200"

1"' Flange, WN, RF, 1500#,-S/160, SA-182, F316, Class 2 50

3/4" 75"

1" 75"

1)" 75"

2" 75"

}" Flange, WN, RF, 1500#, S/40S, SA-182,.F316, Class 2 50

3/4" 75"

1" 75"

11" 75"

.
2" 75"



.
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i" Flange, blind, RF, 2500#, SA-182, F316, Class 1 30-

"3/4" 40-g
"1" 40

li" 40
"

2" 40
"

1" Flange, blind, RF, 1500#, SA-182, F316, Class 2 40

3/.4" 50
"

3 50
"

11" 50
"

2" 50
"

1" Flange, blind, RF, 600#, SA-182, F316, Class 2 10
3/4" 20

"

1" 20
"

11" 20
"

2" 20
"

1" Flange, blind, RF, 300#, SA-182, F316, Class 2 50
3/4" 68

"

1" 75
"

:

li" 75
"

2" 75
"

1" Flange, blind, RF,150#, SA-182, F316, Class 2 75 -

3/4" 100
"

1" 100
'"

11" 100
"

2" 100
"

2" Flange, orifice, WN, RF, 2500#, S/160, SA-182, F316, Class 1 5 pr.
1" 5 pr.

"-

2" Flange, orifice, WN, RF,1500#, S/160, SA-182, F316, Class 2 10 pr.-

16" 19 pr."

1" 10 pr."

3/4" 10 pr."

2" Flange, orifice, WN, RF,1500# S/80S, SA-182, F316, Class 2 4 pr.
11" 8 pr."

1" 8 pr."
,

3/4" 4 pr."

2" Flange, orifice, WN, RF, 600#, S/40S, SA-182, F316, Class 2 4 pr
11" 4 pr.

"

1" 4 pr."

3/4"
_

4 pr."

2" Flange, orifice, WN, RF, 300#, S/40S, SA-182, F316, Class 2 20 pr. -

11" 16 pr."

1" 20 pr."

3/4" 15 pr."

2" Flange, SW, FF, 300#, S/40S Bore, SA-182, F316, Class 2 6
11" 6

"

1" 6
"

3/4" 6
"

1" 6
"

2" Flange, SW, FF,150#, S/405, SA-182, F316, Class 2. 6
li" "

6 -

1" "
6

3/4" 6
"

go- 6
"

-4" Slip-on, RF, 150#, A-105, Grade 79 8

-- _ . - ..
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Some of.the materials listed above have been installed in the following safety-
.related systems: i

Nuclear Service Cooling Water System - Units 1 and 2 I

Safety Injection System - Units 1 and 2
Residual Heat Removal System - Unit 1
Containment Spray System - Units 1 and 2
Chemical Volume and Control System - Units 1 and 2
Containment and Auxiliary Building Drain System - Radioactive - Unit 1

.

e

:

l

L

.
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Georgia Power0. O. Foster
' D'?! Ce*f aa3 P'0|ec
; n ua 3;e, -

-

4 a,, e
March 22, 1984

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission Reference:
Office of Inspection and Enforcement RII: JP0:
Region II - Suite 3100 50-424 -

101 Marietta Street 50-425
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly File: X7BC24
Log: GN-331

Gentlemen:

The following is submitted further to our letter of November 23, 1983 ~

(File: X7BC24, Log: GN-287), in response to I & E Bulletin 83-06, "Non-
conforming Materials Supplied by Tube-Line Corporation Facilities at Long
Island City, New York; Houston, Texas; and Carol Stream Illinois:"

"
The Vogtle Project Architect / Engineer and "N" Cdrtificate Holder, Bechtel
Power Corporation, has completed its Supplier Quality Audit of Tube-Line
Corporation's Carol Stream Facility. As a result of the audit, Bechtel's-

recommendations regarding the actions required to resolve I & E Bulletin
83-06 have changed significantly from those related in our earlier res-
ponse. The audit verified that although Tube-Line sub-vendors' quality
assurance programs did not meet all the requirements of Subsection NA-3700/
NCA-3800 of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code (hereafter referred to
as the " Code"), Tube-Line audit checklists indicated that in all cases
suppliers' material identification and control programs were satisfactory.

Based on the results of the audit, Bechtel now recommends that GPC invoke
subarticle NX-2600 from the 1977 Edition of Section III of the Code in lieu
of invoking Code Case N-242-1. All fittings supplied to the Vogtle Project
directly from Tube-Line are two inches and smaller. Subarticle NX-2600
exempts two inches and smaller flanges and fittings from all NA 3700/NCA
3800 quality program requirements except for-the requirements of NA 3767.4.
Actions are being taken to satisfy the requirements of NA 3767.4 for this
material.

To date, ninety-three (93) separate heats of materials two inches and
smaller have been identified which were supplied to the Vogtle Project by
Tube-Line. In lieu of performing chemical and physical property analyses
on each of the ninety-three heats, Bechtel now reconinends that only a re-
presentative sample of fourteen (14) heats (fifteen percent of the identified
heats) be tested. The adoption of NX-2600 allows random sampling in lieu of
testing each heat since testing is now for verification of original test

. results rather than for the fulfillment of code requirements. The attached
list provides the heat identifications made to date as well as the subvcador
supplying the material to Tube-Line.

- .
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United States Nuc' ear Regulatory Commission
Page Two

.-

s

In addition to material two inches and smaller, eight 4" raised-face,
150#, ASTM A-105, Grade 79, slip-on flanges have been identified as being
supplied by Tube-Line through Johnston Pump Company of Glendora, California.
These flanges were used in the fabrication of two Unit 2 Diesel Oil Storage
Tank Pumps (Plant Equipment Nos. 2-2403-P4-001 and 2-2403-P4-002), which
are Seismic Category 1, safety-related, Code Section III, Class 3 compon-
ents. These fittings will require a complete evaluation relative to Code
requirements.

Georgia Power Company is continuing to search all incoming material docu-
mentation packages for material supplied by Tube-Line Corporation. We will
continue to keep the USNRC informed of the progress of our evaluation of
this matter.

This report contains no proprietary information and may be placed in the
NRC's Public Document Room.

Verygulyy
-

h /k|~~'

.

D. O. Foster

REF/DOF/tdm
-

-

Attachment

D. O. Foster states that he is the Vice President and Project General
Manager of Vogtle Project and is authorized to execute this oath on behalf
of Georgia Power Company and that to the best of his knowledge and belief
thefactssetforthinthipletteraretrue.

! ./ /
GPC: [ ,

D. O. FosteV

Sworn to and subscribed before me this O /,3 day of \ larch, 1984.

L a.m L
v v

- - y
* : : , e.t": cecsa, sta at Large

. .:,2r. . 7, liv

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

0. Batum M. Malcom
J. A. Bailey G. Backhold, Jr.
E. D. Groover P. D. Rice
L. T. Gucwa

. . .
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SUMMARY OF HEAT NUMBERS AND-PURCHASE ORDER (
ITEM NUMBERS BY VENDOR i

i !

'
!

VENDOR HEAT 4 P.O. ITEM 4's i
!

1) NBK (Tokyo) AABK 131
Nippon Benkan Kogyo AABL 132
T/L P.O. Reg'ts: AABS 554, 555
1) ASTM Mat'l AABT 558.

2) Heat Treated (HT) AACG 99
AACF 062 i

1900*F Water Quench AACS 133 e

AADA 161 !
AADAB 552, 572, 573
AADAC 571, 575, 551
AADC 097, 098
AAEB 063 .

AAEBT 536 ;
AAEBU 537-

,

! AAEBUA 538
i AAECD 539 |

AAECE 540*

AAEP 553-
,

4 _ AAES 559 I

AAET 578
AAYW 065 r

ABYA 064 :
ABYB 574 [
ABYC 577 i
ACHA 065, 557 '

2) KUZE (Tokyo? AAWW 100 i
TaIEyo Sangyo Co. Ltd AAWU 99 i
T/L P.O. Reg'ts: AAWV 96
1) ASTM Mat'l ABTA 556
2) Heat Treated ABTB 560 !

ABZN 555 ;

1900* for 1 hr/ inch ABZO 559 '

Water Quenched ABZY 554 |

ACKQ 576 |
ACKR 579

,
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VENDOR HEAT 4 P.O. ITEM #'s

'

3) METALFAR ABHA 670
(Como, Italy) ABJB 669, 727, 614, 611, 666,
T/L P.O. Req'ts: 730
1) ASTM Mat'l ABNE 667, 729, 612
2) No Heat Treatment ABOC 651, 641, 596, 636, 637,
Tubeline Subcontracted 591, 642, 592, 609, 722,
HT, Chemical & 597, 638, 652, 653, 598,

*

Physical Tests 643, 593
ABOD 668, 728, 613
ABPD 610
ABRD 585, 590, 650, 691, t

584, 694, 595
ABRE 647, 594, 599, 639, 644,

653, 654, 695, 696, 699,
700, 703, 704, 707, 70&,
581, 587, 582, 646, 586,
643

ABUD 605, 659, 660, 604,'692, -

588, 583, 648
ABUE 615, 726, 693, 694, 697,

701, 702, 705, 706, 601,-

602, 603, 654, 656, 657,,

658, 600, 640, 655, 695,
645

ABUF 698, 694, 598, 584, 649
ABWA 608, 663, 723, 661, 725,

606
ABWB 609, 664

'

ACAB 607, 665, 724, 610, 662,
721, 607

4) HACKNEY ABVAG 552
(Dallas, Texas) gg)
T/L P.O. Reg'ts: ABVA 134gy,1) ASTM Mat'l
2) Heat Treated

5) MACLINE ACBB 132
(Montreal, Canada) ACBC 134 !
T/L P.O. Req'ts: ACBD 135 ,

1) ASTM Mat'l ACNA 131
2) Heat Treated
HT was not performed ,

by Macline. Sub-
contracted by T/L

,

f
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P.O. P.O. P.O.
VENDOR HEAT # ITEM # NUMBER DATE

6) CUSTOM ALLOY PAUA LATER # 8172 6/30/81
(Califon, N.J. ) PAUAB LATER # 8172 6/30/81
T/L P.O. Reg'ts: PAUAC LATER # 8172 6/30/81
1) ASME III Class 3 PAUAD LATER # 8172 6/30/81

to NCA-3800 PAUAF LATER # 8172 6/30/81
2) Heat Treated PAUAG LATER # 8172 6/30/81

PAUAH LATER # 8172 6/30/81
T/L relieved in house * PAUAI LATER # 8172 6/30/81
then subcontracted PAUAJ LATER # 8172 6/30/81
UT/PT - T/L did some PAUAK LATER 4 8172 6/30/81
PT in house to a PAUAL LATER # 8172 6/30/81
procedure without PAUAM LATER # 8172 6/30/81
acceptance criteria PAUAN LATER # 8172 6/30/81
meeting NB requirements. PAUAO LATER # 8172 6/30/81
Mat'l furnished as PAUAP LATER # 8172 6/30/81
Class 1 to Consolidated PAUAQ LATER # 8172 6/30/81

PAUAR LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUAS LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUAT LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUAV LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUAW LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUB LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUE LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUF LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUG LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUH LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUI LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUJ LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUK LATER 4 8172 6/30/81
PAUL LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUM LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUO LATER # 8172 6/30/81

-PAUQ LATER 4 8172 6/30/81
PAUT LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUW LATER # 8172 6/30/81
PAUX LATER 4 8172 G/30/81
PAUY LATER 4 8172 6/30/81

7) CAPITOL HEAT #'s 698
LATER 699

705
'

707

l

|
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Attachment 18
Georgo Power Corroany .

.

Post Offica Box 4345
Attants. Georgo 30302
Teieonone 404 5264526

Rf&',"e To '2L's'""'" '"*' GeorgiaPower g
"

-

J C""'MM"ai southem companyservices L
"'

o. o. Foeter
Vice President and General Manager
Vogtte Project

July 20, 1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission File: X78603-M45Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-244Region II-Suite 3100 *

101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Units 1 and 2
40-424, 40-425, NSSS Protection System Relay Cards

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly

Gentlemen:
.

O

On June 16, 1983, Georgia Power Company reported a potential deficiency
to the NRC concerning Westinghouse NSSS Protection System Relay Cards.
Westinghouse reported this problem and a solution to the NRC in Westinghouse
letter NS-EPR-2774, dated June 1, 1983. At this time, Georgia Power Company,

"

is reviewing the design at Plant Vogtle to determine if any modifications
,

are needed. Georgia Power Company will submit a final report on this issue
to the NRC by August 30, 1983.

Your tr ly,

. O. Foste

DOF/REF/cc

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

R. J. Kelly R. H. Pinson E. D. GrooverD. O. Foster 8. M. Guthrie L. T. GucwaG. F. Head R. A. Thomas M. fialcom
J. T. Beckham Jr. J. A. Bailey G. Bockhold
D. N. MacLemore 0. Batum P. D. RiceD. E. Dutton H. H. Gregory III J. L. VotaW. F. Sanders HC E. Folker

.
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Georgia Power-

D. O. Foster a v ;;g .w,, yect 5,ev-
V c. Pre. cart and Gv,eri: *.haa :er

vcgtfe P*eiect
September 6, 1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission File: X78G03 - M45
Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-253
Region II-Suite 3100 <

101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 ,
Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Units 1 and 2

50-424, 50-425; Westinghouse NSSS Protection System
Relay Cards, GPC Letter GN-244, dated July 20, 1983 i

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly i

Gentlemen:

Georgia Power Company has completed its evaluation and determined
that the above referenced concern represents a significant deficiency
for the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant-Units 1 and 2. Westinghouse -

i

had previously infomed the NRC of the existence of this problem in
their letter NS-EPR-2774, dated June 1,1983. Since Vogtle was refer- ~

''enced in this letter, Georgia Power Company considers this Westinghouse
letter to constitute notification of a substantial safety hazard as
required in Part 10 CFR 21. Enclosed is a copy of our evaluation.

I acknowledge that cur evaluation report is six days late of our.

committed response date of August 30, 1983. An extension was verbally i

granted by Mr. J. Roggi of your office.
This response does not contain any proprietary infomation and may

be placed in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.
You s truly;/

jf) l ' |s
,(.A W

D.O.Fosfer ;.

DOF/REF/cc

enclosure
xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Document Control Desk ,

>

Washington, D. C. 20555
,

R. J. Kelly R. H. Pinson E. D. Groover '

R. E. Conway B. M. Guthrie L. T. Gucwa
G. F. Head R. A. Thomas M. Malcom
J. T. Beckham Jr. J. A. Bailey G. Bockhold .

| D. N. MacLemore 0. Batum P. D. Rice
D. E. Dutton H. H. Gregory III J. L. Vota
W. F. Sanders R. E. Folker

.
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EVALUATION FOR A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD
EVALUATION FOR A SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCY

5
Westinchouse NSSS Protection System Relay Cards

Initial Reoort:

The failure of NTC card relays in the process protection system during seismic test-
ing was initially reported by Westinghouse to the NRC in their letter NS-EPR-2774,dated June 1, 1983. Georgia Power Company reported this concern to the NRC as apotential deficiency on June 16, 1983. In an interim recort to the NRC, Georgia
Power Company indicated that the NRC could expect a final report on August 30, 1983.
Background Information:

The 7300 series temperature channel test (NTC) card provides a means of conveniently
testing the temperature measurement channels while the system is online. .

This is
accomplished by switching the resistance temperature detector (RTD) bulb outputs tomonitorinn test points.

During seismic testing of the temperature channel test (NTC) card, contact bounce was
experienced in the mercury relay utilized on this card. The intermittent contact
bounce will result in signal saturation of the downstream RTD amplifier (NRA) card ~

in the TH0T and T
The Vogtle Electric Generating Plant uses unfiltered signals. COLD circuits of the Westinghouse 7300 orocess protection sys' tem.

'

Saturation of the
downstream RTD amplifier (NRA) card could delay initiation of the overtemoerature
Delta T and overpressure Delta T trips.-

-

The overtemperature Delta T trip is designed to protect against a departure from
nucleate boiling (DNB) which causes a large decrease in the heat transfer coefficient
between the fuel rods and the reactor coolant, resulting in high fuel clad temperatures.

The overpower Delta T trip is designed to protect against a high fuel power density
(excessive kw/ft) and subsequent fuel rod cladding failure and fuel meltdown.
Engineerina Evaluation:,

The intermittent contact bounce of the 7300 temoerature channel test (NTC) card willresult in signal saturation of the downstream RTD amplifier (NRA) card in the T
C circuits. HOT andT

inkk9ation of the overtemperature Delta T and overpower Delta T trips. Saturation of the NRA card on the unfiltered signal could delayFailure to
obtain these trips could result in the departure from nucleate boilinn (DNB) ratiobeing reduced below 1.30. This is a violation of a safety limit.
Conclusion:

.

The failure mode identified by Westinghouse in conducting seismic testing of the Temp-
erature Channel Test (NTC) card represents a significant deficiency found in design

-

- .-
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Georgia Power

D. O. Foster ~ ~ : +'" "? c *, stem

v ce Pres cert a-d Gene as Ma a;er
Vc; tie Protect

November 3, 1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission File: X78G03-M48
Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-275
Region II-Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Units 1 and 2
50-424, 50-425; Westinghouse-NLP Printed Circuit Cards

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly

Gentlemen:
'

,

On October 4,1983, Mr. C. W. Hayes identified a potential deficiency -

to Mr. J. Rogge concerning the possibility of heat sinks becoming detached
from the back of Westinghouse NLP printed circuit cards. Since these sinks
are metallic,the possibility exists that some circuits could be shorted out..

At this time, Georgia Power Company is conducting a review to determine
which, if anf, cabinets contain these printed circuit cards. Georgia Power
Company also intends to conduct an engineering review to ensure possible
system interaction effects are also reviewed.

Based upon the completion schedule proposed by the architect / engineer,
Georgia Power Company expects to submit a final report to the NRC on this
concern by December 21, 1983.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed
in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

]You t ul

'| /

t i

O. Fost r.

'

DOF/R$F/cc
~

xc: U. S. Regulatory Comission
Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

'

xc: R. J. Kelly R. H. Pinson E. D. Groover
R. E. Conway B. M. Guthrie L. T. Gucwa
G. F. Head R. A. Thomas M. Malcom
J. T. Beckham, Jr. J. A. Bailey G. Bockhold
D. N. MacLemore 0. Batum P. D. Rice
D. E. Dutton H. H. Gregory, III J. L. Vota
W. F. Sanders C. W. Hayes
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December 27, 1983-

UnitedStatesNuclearRegulatoryCdmmission File: X7BG03-M48'

Office of Inspection.and Enforcemerit- Log: GN- 298
Region II - Suite 3100 4

101 Marietta Street '

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Raference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Unit's'1 and 2
50-424, 50-425; Westinghouse NLP Printed Circuit Cards;
Letter GN-275 dated 11/3/83

Attention: 'Mr. James P. O'Reilly . f

Gentlemen:
. , ,

In our previous letter on this subject, Georgia Power Company1

indicated that the NRC could expect to receive notification from Georgia
_

Power Company concerning the results of our evaluation by December 21, 1983.
Some' delays have been expitiienced on completing the' engineering evaluation-

as planned. 'The evaluation is now scheduled for completion during the
week of January 8,1984. Georgia Power Company expects to inform the NRC
of the results of this evaluation on January 13, 1984.

This response does not contain an'y proprietary information and may
ce placed in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

Yours truly, i
,

4

D. 9.' Foster -

CdF/dF/sb [
i s

xc: U.!5.sRegulatory Commission 1

Document Central Desk :

Wa:,hington, D.C. 20555 |
'

'|' - m

R. J.' Kelly D. E. Dutton J. ' A .' b ai l ey L. T. Gucwa
R. E. Conway W. F. Sanders 0. Satun M. Malcom t

1 G. F. Head R. H. Pinson H. H. Gregory, III G. Bockhold, Jr.
J. T. Beckham, Jr. B.-M. Guthrie C. '.i. Hayes P. D. Rice t

D. N. MacLemore R. A. Thomas E. D. Groover J. L. Vota i,
> 's s.
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January 11, 1984

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission File: X78G03-M48
Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-303
Region II-Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Unit 1, 6

50-424; Westinghouse NLP' Printed Circuit Cards
GN-275, dated 11/3/83, GN-298, dated 12/27/83

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly
.

Gentlemen:

Georgia Power Company has completed its investigetion into the above
referenced concern and has concluded that a reportable event could exist.;

Based upon NRC guidance.in NUREG-0302, Revision 1 and other NRC correspondence,
Georgia Power Company is reporting this concern under 10 CFR 50.55(e), since
duplicate reporting of a 10 CFR Part 21 and 10 CFR 50.55(e) event is not
required. Enclosed is a copy of the evaluation performed for this concern.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed
in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

rul ,p 'Yours e j

*s

. O. Foster

00F/IkF/cc<

xc: U. S. Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555 -

R. J. Kelly D. E. Dutton J. A. Bailey L. T. Gucwa -

R. E. Conway W. F. Sanders 0. Batum M. Malcom
G. F. Head R. H. Pinson H. H. Gregory, III G. Bockhold, Jr.
J. T. Beckham, Jr. B. M. Guthrie C. W. Hayes P. D. Rice
D. N. MacLemora R. A. Thomas E. D. Groover J. L. Vota

. . ..



'

~

.

EVALUATION FCR A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD

,

EVALUATION;f0F,A SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCY

' Westinghouse NLP Printed Circuit Cards

Iniiial Report:

On June 1,1983, Westinghouse (E. P. Rahe) informed the NRC (R. C. DeYoung) of. tvo
potential problems within the Westinghcuse 7300 Process Protection System.. One of |

these problems involved heat sink adhesive failures of printed circuit cards. (Theother|
concern involved the failure of NTC relay cards.and was reported by Georgia Power |
Company to the NRC on September 6, 1983.)

1

Westinghouse did not list the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant in their list of |
plants having potentially defective NLP cards. Subsequent investigations
identified that three defective NLP cards were located in the balance of plant (30P)
process cabinet. Gaorgia Power Company notified the NRC of this potencial concern
on 0ctober 4, 1983.

,

Background Information: .

Heat sinkadhIsivefailureswerezidentifedat several utilities and were reported to *

Westinghouse as. field deficiencies All reported field failures have occurred'only on
~

the loop power supply (NLP) cards. Westinghouse has determined that NLP printed
circuit cards shipped from Westinghouse Industry Electronic Division (WIED) between
August 1, 1980, and Septemb4r 1, 1982, were equipped with a thettal heat sink assenbly
on the inverter transistors that is. subject to potential failure in the adhesive bond
in the ther=al link assembly. The adhesive bond is be. tween in insulating washer and
the; thermal link'.' Failure of the bond can cause tha. heat sink place to separste from
tht, thermal links'and fall off of the printed circuit board. The place,.is made of
conductive metal and under certain circumstances could cause shorting of the low level
signals if it became wedged between cards in the card ^ frame. Westinghouse has not de-
fined the adhesive failure mechanism or the expected number of- hours of syste= operation
before failure. For Plant Vogtle, the por,antially defective hesi^ sink assembly' tan be
recogniced by the hex nuts aisible on the' top side of the assembly- The engineating
review identified the following defective cards in the balance of plant process cabinet
1604QSPP1 (C-1) for Unir 1 only.

'

'

1. PQY-3000 Provides pownr' supply to instrumentation loop P-3000 which controls--

the ' atmospheric power operated relief valve ?v-3000.'

2. QY-27913 Provides an isolated signal for the Train A diesel generator power--

output indication and computer input.,

'. /
3. FQY-77744 Provides power supply to instrumentation loop F-7774 which provides--

the auccmatic start rignal to a reactor =akeup pump.
|

An' analysis of potential ~ interactions was conducted to~ determine if there was a
,

potential impact on plant safety. The analysir assumed the preexistence of a short
circuit resulting from potencial physical interactions with the NLP card conductive
plate concurrent with the most limiting single active failure following the onset of
an. event (transient or accident concicion) requiring 7 response from the impacted card.

;' ,
. 1
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Engineering Evaluation:
,

A ' total of 12 potential interactions were identified and analyzed for impact
I on plaat safety. Of these 12 interactions, 2 resulted in unacceptable conse-
i

quences.

In cr. case the potential interactions of an NLP card conductive plate could
render the train A penetration area ESF filtration unit inoperable. Failure
of the train A unit concurrent with a single failure of the train 3 unit
following a LOCA results in the inability to maintain a negative pressure
in the penetration area. This could result in the unfiltered release of
radioactivity to the environment in excess of analyzed releases. Although a
qualitative assessment of this scenario indicates that the total offsite
doses, including the unfiltered release, are within the 10 CFR 100 guidelines,
the scenario represents an unanalyzed event which is not considered in the
present safety analysis.

.

l
|

The.other case involved the potential interaction of an NLP card conductive place
which renders the isolation valve on the auxiliary component cooling water (ACCW)
return header from the reactor coolant pump (RCP) #2 thermal barrier inoperable.
This valva functions to automatically isolate the ACCW return header in the event
of a charmal barrier failure. A backup isolation valve is provided for re- .

dundancy. Failure of one valve due to the instrument loop interaction with 1

the NLP card conductive place concurrent with a single failure in the backup
valve results in the inability to mitigate the consequences of a thermal

'~
barrier failure and the transport of reactor coolant to the auxiliary building
environment through the ACCW surge tank overflow. Although a qualitative assess-"

ment of this scenario indicates that the total offsite dose is a small fraction
ofthe 10 CFR 100 guidelines, the scenario represents an unanalyzed event which
is not considered in the present safety analysis.

It should be pointed out that the potential interaction of these heat sinks
with other systems is a low probability event. The system interaction study
was conducted to identify possible failure modes.

Review for Reportability

NUREG-0302 Revision 1, " Remarks Presented at Public Regional Meetings to
Discuss Regulations for Reporting of Defects and Noncompliance" was reviewed
for guidance relating to what the NRC may consider to be a major reduction
in the degree of protection provided to public health and safety. The
following guidance was obtained from page 21.3(k)-1 concerning the definition
of. substantial safety hazard:

-

Question 1: Please elaborate on the definition of " Substantial Safety Hazard"
as used in Part 21. For instance, give examples of what the NRC would con-
sider to be a " major reduction in the degree of protection provided to public
health and safety."

_.

6
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Resoonse:

Appendix A to NUREG-0090-7, Report to Congress on Abnormal Occurrences, June
1977 lists a number of events that may help to illustrate the NRC concept of
" Substantial Safety Hazard." Specific illustrations of what we would consider
to be " major reduction in the degree of protection provided to public health
and ~ safety" include:

o Exposure in excess of 25 rems, whole body (10 CFR 20.403(a)(1))

o Exposure of an individual in an unrestricted area to more chan 0.5 rem
in one calendar year (10 CFR 20.105(a))

o Release of radioactive material to an unrestricted area in excess of
500 times the limit of Appendix B, Table II, 10 CFR Part 20 (10 CFR 20.403(b))

,

o Exceeding a safety limit as defined in the facility technical specifications

o A deficiency which seriously compromised the ability of a confinement -

system to perform its designated function
. .

Also, in the section concerning "Rema' ks br The Office of Standards Develops.entr

to Public Regional Meetings on 10 CFR Part 21 by W. E. Campbell, Jr." page 6
states:

,

" Basic component" as applied to nuclear power reactors means a plant structure,'-

system, component or part thereof necessary to assure (1) integrity of the
reactor coolant pressure boundary or (2) the capability to shut down the
reactor and maintain it in a safe shut down condition or (3) the capability
to prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents which could result in
potential offsite exposures comparable to those referred to in Section 100.11
of Title 10. (This definition also appears in Part 10 CFR 21 as definition of
a basic component).

NOTE: Attachment A is a restatement of Sec. 100.11.
Attachment B is a restatement of Sec. 20.403
Attachment C is a restatement of Sec. 20.105

Based upon NRC guidance in the above referenced reports and attachments, Georgia
Power Company realizes that these events may not exceed ? art 10 CFR 100 limits
and may therefore not be considered reportable under Part 10 CFR 21 or 10 CFR 50.55(e).
However, the assumed failure of one train of the ESF B train penetratien area
filtration unit and resulting failure of the A train from the failure of the NLP
card does represent a potential system interaction that results in the inability
of a confinement system to perform its designated function. Thus this event can
constitute a substantial safety hazard due to the potential to have unfiltered
plant re', eases to the atmosphere. Since the magnitude of the releases have not
been absolutely quantified, Georgia Power Company considers this concern reportable
since the health and safety of the public may be affected.

.
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! Also, guidance in 10 CFR 50.55(e) requires the reporting of any event that could-

adversely affect the safety of operations of the nuclear power plant at any time,

throughout the expected lifetime of the plant. The potential to have plant
releases in excess of those analyzed in the FSAR does constitute an effect
on the safety of operations since health and safety of the public may be affected.

|

|
|

\
|
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ATTACHMENT A
Restatement of Sec. 100.11

Sec. 100.11. Determination of exclusion area, low population zone, and population
-

center distance - (a) As an aid in evaluating a proposed site, an applicant shouldt

assume a fission produce release from the core, the expected demonstrable leak rate
from the containment and the meteorological conditions pertinent to his site to
derive an exclusion area, a low population zone and population center distance. For
the purpose of this analysis, which shall set forth the basis for the numerical
values used, the applicant should determine the following:

(1) An exclusion area of such size that an individual located at any point
on its boundary for two hours immediately following onset of the postulated
fission product release would not receive a total radiation dose to the whole body
in excess of 25 rem or a total radiation dose in excess of 300 rem to the thyroidfrom iodine exposure.

(2) A low population zone of such size that an individual located at any
point on its outer boundary who is exposed to the radioactive cloud resulting from
the postulated fission product release (during the entire period of its passage)
would not receive a total radiation dose to the whole body in. excess of 25 rem or a
total radiation dose in excess of 300 rem to the thyroid from iodine exposure.

.

(3) A population center distance of at least one and one-third c1=es the
distance from the reactor to the outer boundary of the low population zone. In
applying this guide, the boundary of the population center shall be determined
upon consideration of population distribution. Political boundaries are not control 13ing in the application of this guide. Where very large cities are involved, a greates
distance may be necessary because of total integrated population dose consideration.

(b) For sites for multiple reactor facilities consideration should be given to thefollowing:

(1) If the reactors are independent to the extent that an accident in one
reactor would not initiate an accident in another, the size of the exclusion area,
low population zone and population center distance shall be fulfilled with respect
to each reactor individually. The envelopes of the plan overlay of the areas so
calculated shall then be taken as their respective boundaries.

(2) If tha reactors are interconnected to the extent that an accident in one
reactor could affect the safety of operation of any other, the size of the exclusion
area, low population zone and population center distance shall be based upon the
assumption that all interconnected reactors emit their postulated fission product
releases simultaneously. This requirement may be reduced in relacion to the
degree of coupling between reactors, the probability of concomitant accidents and the
probability that an individual would not be exposed to the radiation effects from
simultaneous releases. The applicant would be expected to justify to the satisfactioni
of the Commission the basis for such a reduction in the source term.

(3) The applicant is expected to show that the simultanous operation of
multiple reactors at.a site will not result in total radioactive effluent releases
beyond the allowable limits of applicable regulations.

' '
_ _ _ _ . __. __ _ _ _ . . _ _
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ATTACHMENT 3
RESTATEMENT OF 10 CFR 20 SEC. 20.403

t

-- Sec. 20.403. Notifications of incidents - (a) Immediate notification. Each
licensee shall immediately report any events involving byproduct, source or
special nuclear material possessed by the licensee that may have caused or
threatens to cause:

(1) Exposure of the whole body of any individual to 25 rems or = ore of
radiation; exposure of the skin of the whole body of any individual of 150 rems
or more of radiacon; or exposure of the feet, ankles, hands or forearms of any
individual to 375 rems or more of radiation; or

(2) The release of radioactive material in concentrations which, if
averaged over a period of 24 hours, would exceed 5,000 times the limits specified
for such materials in Appendix 3, Table II; or

(3) A loss of one working week or more of the operation of any facilities
affected; or

(4) Damage to property in excess of $200,000.

(b) Twenty-four hour notification. Each licensee shall within 24 hours of dis-
covery of the event, report any event involving licensed material possessed by
the licensee that may have caused or threatens to cause: .

(1) Exposure of the whole body of any individual to 5 rems or more of
radiation; exposure of the skin of the whole body of any individual to 30 remsr

or more of radiation; or exposure of the feet, ankles, hands, or forear=s to 75_

rems or more of radiation; or

(2) The release of radioactive material in concentrations which, if aver-
aged over a period of 24 hours, would exceed 500 times the limits specified for
such materials in Appendix B, Table II; or

(3) A loss of one day or more 'of the operation of any fac;11:1es affected; oj

(4) Damage to property in excess of $2000.
'

(c) Any report filed with the Commission pursuant to this section shall be pre-
pared so that names of individuals who have received exposure to radiation will
be stated in a separate part of the report.

(d) Reports made by licensees in response to the require =ents of this section
must be made as follows:

(1) Licensees that have an installed Emergency Notification System shall
make the reports required by paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section to the.NRC
Operations Center in accordance with 9 50.72 of this chapter.

(2) All other licensees shall make the reports required by paragraphs
(a) and (b) of this section by telephone and by celegram, =ailgram, or f acsimile
to the Administrator of the appropriate NRC Regional Office listed in Appendix D
of this part.

Note: Item (b)2 of Sec. 20.403 refers to Appendix 3; Table II refers te
concentrations in air and water above natural backgrounds. This table is
not reproduced due to its length.

.



ATTACHMENT C
RESTATEMENT OF SECTION 20.105

.

.

Sec. 20.105. Permissible levels of radiation in unrestricted areas.
(a) There may be included in any application for a license or for
amendment of a license proposed limits upon levels of radiation in
unrestricted areas resulting from the applicant's possession or use of
radioactive material and other sources of radiation. Such applications
should include information as to anticipated average radiation levels
and anticipated occupancy times for each unrestricted area involved.
The Commission will approve the proposed limits if the applicant demon-
secaces that the proposed limits are not likely to cause any individual
to receive a dose to the whole body in any period of one calendar year
in excess of 0.5 rem.

(b) Except as authorized by the Commission pursuant to paragraph (a)
of this section, no licensee shall possess, use or transfer licensed material
,in such a manner as to create in any unrestricted area from radioactive
material and other sources of radiation in his possession:

(1) Radiation levels which, if an individual were continuously present
in the area, could result in his receiving a dose of excess of two milli-
rems in any one hour, or -

.

(2) Radiation levels which, if an individual were continuously
present in the area, could result in his receiving a dose in excess of
100 millirems in any seven consecutive days.

(c) In addition to other requirements of this part, licensees engaged in
uranium fuel cycle operations subject coche provisions of 40 C. F. R.
Part 190, " Environmental Radiation Protection Standards for Nuclear Power
Operations," shall comply with that part.

.

W



Attachment 19,

Georgia Power Cornocry .g
Post Offica Box 4343 -

.,

J Atlanti Georgia 30302
L Teleonone 404 5264526

- $%"c*lf cSE'2e'2 Georgia Power g" " * ' " " * " ' '

- CESEa*ETE''
~

Southern CompanyServices L

D. O. Foster
Vice Presicent ano General Manager
Vogtte Proiect

June 13, 1983
.

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission File: X78G03-M40
Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-235
Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Units 1 and 2
50-424, 50-425; Westinghouse 05-416 Reactor Trip Breakers

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly
.

Gentlemen:

On May 5, 1983, Mr. C. W. Hayes, Quality Assurance Manager - Plant Vogtle,
reported a potential deficiency to the NRC concerning the above referenced
subject. At this time, Georgia Power Company is still reviewing this subject.
Georgia Power Company expects to resolve this item and submit a final report if-

necessary, by September 9, 1983.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed in
the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

.
'

Your truly,

e .

D. O. Foster

00F/CWH/skr

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

'

R. J. Kelly R. H. Pinson E. D. Groover
R. E. Conway D. L. McCrary L. T. Gucwa
G. F. Head R. A. Thomas M. Malcom
J. T. Beckham, Jr. J. A. Bailey G. Bockhold
D. N. MacLemore 0. Batum P. D. Rice
D. E. Dutton H. H. Gregory, III J. L. Vota
W. F. Sanders

-
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Georgia Power
-

D. o. Foster ~e sz:eem m *c s,;e-
v.ce Pces ae 't ar'd General Maaager
Vogtle P'ciect

September 6,1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission File: X78G03-M40
Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-254
Region II-Sutie 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant-Units 1 and 2 ;

50-424, 50-425; Westinghouse 05-416 Reactor Trip Breakers, i

GPC Letter GN-235, dated June 13, 1983

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly
.

Gentlemen:

Georgia Power Company has completed its evaluation and determined <

that the above referenced concern represents a significant deficiency for
the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant-Units 1 and 2. Westinghouse had pre-
vfously informed the NRC of the existence of this problem in their letter
NS-EPR-2744, dated March 31, 1983. Since Vogtle was referenced in this
letter, Georgia Power Company considers this Westinghouse letter to
constitute notification of a substantial safety hazard as required in Part
10 CFR 21. Enclosed is a copy of our evaluation.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed
in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

Youfs truly~,7

D. O. Foster

00F/REF/cc

enclosure

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

R. J. Jelly R. H. Pinson E. D. Groover
R. E. Conway B. M. Guthrie L. T. Gucwa
G. F. Head R. A. Thomas M. Malcom
J. T. Beckham Jr. J. A. Bailey G. Bocknold
D. N. MacLemore 0. Batum P. D. Rice
D. E. Dutton H. H. Gregory III J. L. Vota
W. F. Sanders R. E. Fo1ker

.. .
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _
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EVALUATION FOR A SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCY
-.

Westinghouse 05-416 Reactor Trip Switchgear Breakers

Initial Report:
'

On May 5,1983, Georgia Power Company notified the NRC of a potential de-
-

In an interimficiency concerning the reactor trip switchgear breakers.
report dated 6/13/83 Georgia Power Company stated a final report would be
submitted by September 9,1983.

.

Background Information:

In their letter NS-EPR-2744 dated 3/31/83, Westinghouse informed the NRC
that operating utility customers had been informed of the potential for '

intermittent malfunction of the reactor trip switchaear that employs theIn this letter, Westinghouse statedDS-416 undervoltage (UV) trip device.
that they were requesting additional information from the operating

.
*

uttif ties to assist in their evaluation of this unreviewed safety question.
-

Westinghouse also enclosed a table indicating all units under construction
*

or currently operating that would employ the 0S-416 breakers. Vogtle Electric
Generating Station-Units 1 and 2 was included on this Itst. .

~

-

x

On April 20, 1983. Westinghouse advised the NRC that the potential for mis-
operation of the 05-416 reactor trip switchgear undervoltage attachments "

was reportable under 10 CFR 21 and 10 CFR 50.55(e).
-

Additional information is also contained in I & E Information Notice 83-18,
-

" Failures of the Undervoltage Trip Function of Reactor Trip System Breakers."
-

I & E Bulletin 83-04 was directed to plants using RTS breakers with under-
.

voltage trip devices other than those using Westinghouse 08-type breakers (see
I & E Bulletin 83-01). Failures of Westinghouse type 05-416 breakers were* At McGuire, a
experienced during the tests required by Bulletin 83-04.
Westinghouse 0S-416 breaker inte mittently failed to trip on successive tests.

* Enaineerina Evaluation:
.

-

The design of the reactor trip switchgear for the Vogtle Electric Generating
Station feeds the automatic protection signals to the undervoltage trip
attachment of the reactor trip breakers. The manual signals are fed to theThe undervoltage
undervoltage trip and to a shunt trip coil of each breaker.
trip attachment on the reactor trip switchgear allows for a safe shutdown of
the reactor when power to the switchgear is below acceptable limits.

The
A potential for misoperation exists based on the reported malfunctions.
deviations from the recommended clearances could increase the potential for
misoperation of the attachment, thereby creating a condition wherein the
reactor trip switchgear might not open on automatic demand from the reactor
protection system.

.

W-D
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The Westinghouse evaluation also indicated a discrepancy in the design of
the retaining ring. The groove in the shaft receiving the retainin
was not increased in width to be consistent with an earlier (1972) g ringretaining -

ring design change. The new retaining ring is wider than the original design
and does -not seat properly in the existing grooves. This discrepancy increases
the potential for malfunction of the 05-416 undervoltage attachment thereby
creating a condition wherein the reactor trip switchgear might not open on
automatic demand from the reactor protection system.

Review for Reportability:

Part 10 CFR 50.55(e) requires the reporting of a deficiency found in design
and construction which, were it to have remained uncorrected, could have adversely
affected the safety of operation of the nuclear power plant at any time through-
out the expected lifetime of the plant. The data in the bulletins and informa- ,

tion notice indicated that a breaker problem does exist that could affect plant
Isafety.

This event also represents a significant deficiency in final design as approve'd
and released for construction such that the final design does not conform to
the criterion and bases stated in the safety analysis report. <

Conclusion:

This concern is reportable under 10 CFR 50.55(e). Westinghouse has already
reported the concern to the NRC as a Part 10 CFR 21 through their referenced
correspondence to the NRC.

Corrective Action:

(1) Westinghouse has issued a technical bulletin addressing testing procedures
for undervoltage and shunt trip mechanisms for model DB and DS circuit
breaker shunts and undervoltage coils. Georgia Power Company will in-
corporate the Westinghouse technical bulletin into plant maintenance pro--

cedures.

(2) Westinghouse has committed to replace the undervoltage trip attachments on
05-416 reactor trip switchgear.

(3) Unit 1 breakers have been repaired. Unit 2 breakers are being held at
the jobsite pending Westinghouse instructions. Georgia Power Comoany
expects to have the Unit 2 breakers repaired and returned to the jobsite
by July 31, 1984

-

-_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ . - _ _ _ _ _ . - . _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ _



Attachment 20
,

cm Po r comoany - k-

i Post Omce Box 4545 L
Atlanta, Georgia 303o2

Tei ohon. 4o4 522eso Vogtle Project

soumern company services, inc.
Post Omco Box 2625
Birmngham, Alabama 35202
Telephone 205 870-6ott

December 12, 1980

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, GA 30302

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly File: X78G03-M15
Log: GN-102 -

Reference: 59-424, 50-425, Westinghouse 3" Gate Valve Closure Problem

Gentlemen:
,

'

On November 13, 1980, Mr. Charles Hayes of Georgia Power Company
reported to Mr. John Rausch of the NRC a potential deficiency concerning~

Westinghouse EMD Division manufactured three-inch gate valves Models 3GM88
and 3GM99. The problem associated with the valves was tt .c full stroke
was not accomplished during pre-operational testing at a domestic station.

Georgia Power Company is conducting engineering evaluations on the
, uses of the above type valves in piping systems at Plant Vogtle. These

evaluations will determine whether or not a deficiency exists.
|

At this time, Georgia Power Company cannot commit to a firm date for'

the final report concerning this problem. We will submit an interim report
to the Commission on or before March 3,1981.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed
in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

|

_,\
\f,f%7Av=

i oug Dutton
Project General Manager

|
CWH:tp

xc: (See Page 2)

. . ..
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Mr. James P. O'Reilly
Westinghouse 3" Gate Valve Closure Problem--

i December 12, 1980
Page 2

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Attn: Victor Stello, Jr. , Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, DC 20555

M. D. Hunt, NRC - Region II
J. H. Miller, Jr.
W. E. Ehrensperger
F. G. Mitchell, Jr.
R. J. Kelly
C. F. Whitmer
R. E. Conway
D. E. Dutton
H. C. Nix . .,

R. W. Staffa --

K. H. Gillespie
L. T. Gucwa

.

C. R. iiiles, Jr. -

E. D. Groover s

D. L. 'McCrary
R. A. Thomas,

0. Batum-

'

J. A. Bailey-

M. Z. Jeric
B. L. Lex

.

O

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _
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March 5, 1981 ;

!
:

i

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement -

Region II - Suite 3100 !

101 Marietta Street !

Atlanta, GA 30302 !

File: X78G03M15 |

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly Log: GN-117 !
!

Reference: 59-424; 59-425; Westinghousa 3" Gate Valve Closure Problem
,

Gentlemen: [
'

.

On November 13, 1980, Georgia Power Company infomed Mr. John Rausch
of the NRC of a potential deficiency involving Westinghouse END Division 3" H
gate valves (Models 3GM88 and 3GM99). The valves did not fully close under i

'preoperational test conditions.
'A review of the piping systems at Plant Vogtle - Units 1 and 2 re---

vealed the valves were used for:
'

(1) PORV Block Valves HV-8000A,8 RCS 3GM88
(2) Nomal Charging Iso- HV-8105 CVCS 3GM99

lation Valves HV-8106 CVCS 3GM99

Georgia Power Company has also contracted with the vendor for the '

PORY block valves to be upgraded. Since this proposal was presented to
,,

Georgia Power Company prior to having knowledge of this problem, the PORY
'

,
' block valves are being deleted from the review for a potential deficiency i

and substantial safety hazard. !
,

r

Georgia Power Company is currently in the final review stage for de-
temining whether or not this problem is reportable under 10CFR50.55(e) and
10CFR21. A final report should be submitted to the Commission on or before !
April 17, 1981.

This response contains no proprietary infomation and may be placed '

in the NRC Public Document Room upon request.

; Yours truly, ,

Silt (4/261f O1 :

W. E. Ehrensperg d /;

: WEE:tp
! xc: (See Page 2) '

;

_ , _ -. . .-_. ._ _
_ . _-_, _ ___ _ _ ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _. a
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GeorgiaPower d
.:
L

Mr. Janes P. O'Reilly
Westinghouse 3" Gate Valve Closure Problem -

March 5,1981
Page 2

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Victor Stello, Jr., Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement '

Washington, DC 20555

M. D. Hunt, NRC - Region II
J. H. Miller, Jr.
W. E. Ehrensperger
F. G. Mitchell, Jr.
R. J. Kelly
C. F. Whitmer.
R. E. Conway

4

'D. E. Dutton .

R. W. Staffa
H. C. Nix

'

K. M. Gillespie -

L. T. Gucwa
C. R. Miles, Jr.
E. D. Groover~

- D. L. McCrary
R. A. Thomas
0. Batum
J. A. Bailey
M. Z. Jeric
B. L. Lex '

.

- - - - _ - _ - _ _ _ - . . - _ . - - _ - _ _ - . _ _ - - _
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1 Post Office Box 4545
AUanta. Georgia 303o2

Vogtle Proj.ectTeisphone 404 522-e060

soumem company sennces, inc.
Post Office Box 2625
Bunngham, Alabama 35202
Telephone 205 870-6011

March 18,1981

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
. Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street File: X7BG03-M17Atlanta, GA 30303

Log: GN-119

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly .

Reference: 59-424; 59-425 Westinghouse 4" Gate Valve Closure Problem
..

Gentlemen:

On February 12, 1981 Mr. John Rausch was notified of a potential sig--

nificant deficiency concerning Westinghouse 4" gate valves, models 46M87 and-

46M88. Westinghouse 4". gate valves (above models) are used for the following
applications at Plant Vogtle:

(a) Baron Injection Tank Isolation HV 8801 A & B
(b) SI Pump Hot Leg Recirculation HV 8802 A & B

Isolation
(c) Baron Injection Tank Isolation HV 8803 A & B
(d) SI Pump Discharge HV 8821 A & B
(e) SI Pump Injection Isolation HV 8835

Georgia Power Company is conducting an evaluation to detemine if any
additional 4" gate valves have been purchased for use in other safety systems
at Plant Vogtle - Units 1 & 2. Evaluations are being conducted to review
the significance of a failure of any of the above valves to close.

Georgia Power Company expects to file an interim report with the Com-
mission on May 1,1981, concerning the closure problem with the 4" valves.

This response contains no proprietary infomation and may be placed in
the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

\;

l
- gDoug Du + ton

! Project General Manager

DED:tp
xc: (See Page 2)
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2. Mr. James P. O'Reilly
L Westinghouse 4" Gate Valve Closure Problem

March 18,1981
Page 2

xc: U. S. fluclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Victor Stello, Jr., Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, DC 20555

J. H. itiller, Jr.

W. E. Ehrensperger
F. G. Mitchell, Jr. *

R. J. Kelly
C. F. Whitmer
R. E. Conway-

D. E. Dutton,

R.11. Staffa
H. C. Nix
K. M. Gillespie

,

L. T. Gucwa
C. R. Miles , Jr.
E. D. Groover . . .

D. L. McCrary
R. A. Thomas
0. Batum"

J. A. Bailey-

fi. 2. Jeric
B. L. Lex

"
. .. . . .
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Georgia Powern.E. con..,
* * * ' * * * * *

:n swe em x s,.seen

April 21, 1981

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30302

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly File: X7BG01-M16
Log: GN-128

.

Reference: 50-424, 50-425 Westinghouse 3" Gate Valve Closure Problem
Reference Interim Report GN-117, dated 3/5/81

Gentlemen:

Georgia Power Company has reviewed the problem concerning the
' failure of Westinghouse 3" gate valves to fully close under certain ,

conditions. Based on the possibility that the safety analysis of
the plant could have been invalidated by the failure of the valves
to close, Georgia Power Company has decided this represents a
reportable deficiency and a reportable safety hazard. Enclosed is
our final evaluation for this problem.

.

This response contains no proprietary infomation and may be
placed in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

Yours truly,

f.$ W?
R. E. Conway

CWH: sew

Enclosure

xc: (see page two)
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GeorgiaPbwer d

Mr. James P. O'Reilly
Westinghouse 3" Gate Valve Closure Problem
April 21, 1981
page two

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Mr. Victor Stello, Jr. , Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington 0.C. 20555

J. H. Miller, Jr.
.

W. E. Ehrensperger
F. G. Mitchell, Jr.
R. J. Kelly
C. F. Whitmer
D. E. Dutton
R. W. Staffa
H. C. Nix-

K. M. Gillespie
L. T. Gucwa
C. R. Miles, Jr.

E. D. Groover
D. L. McCrary
R. A. Thomas
0. Batum
J. A. Bailey
M. Z. Jeric
B. L. Lex
J. L. Vota

4
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.' EVALUATION FOR A POTENTIAL DEFICIENCY
WESTINGHOUSE 3" GATE VALVE CLOSURE PROBLEM

'

Initial Report:

On November 13, 1980, Georgia Power Company infonned Mr. John Rausch

of the NRC of a potential deficiency involving Westinghouse EMD Division 3"

gate valves (models 3GM78 and 3GM88). Some valves undergoing preoperational

tests failed to fully close.

|

Background:

On October 29, 1980, Westinghouse verbally advised Georgia Power Company

that during preoperational testing at a domestic station and at a foreign '

'

station, problems were encountered when testing the Westinghouse Electro-

Mechanical Division manufactured 3" gate valves, Class 1 Model 3GMS8,1500 lb.

Westinghouse furnishes this valve to its customers in Class 1, 2, and 3
,

applications. In the Class 2 and 3 applications the Identification Number '

only is changed to GM78 and GM58, respectively. The tested valves failed to |
completely close under preoperational test conditions (i.e., approximately

2700 psi as flow approaches zero) which is less severe than the equipment i

specification design conditions (i.e., 2750 psi as flow approaches zero). The

valves stroked to significantly restrict flow (87".), but the full stroke

was not accomplished to trip the " closed" position indication contacts in

the motor operator or to seat the valve line within the valve body. Westinghouse

also advised the later redesign version of 3GM88, that is 3G'199, may also be

subject to the same problems.

Engineering Evaluation:

A detailed plant review for Plant Vogtle-Units 1 and 2 indicated that sc"le

of the above Model 3GM88 valves were to be used in piping systems. These

systems and valves were:

, . , _ - - _ - - - - - - ._ _ __ _
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.

Evaluation for a Potential Deficiency
Westinghouse 3" Gate Valve Closure Problem
page two

Model Tag No. System Function

31988 HV-8000A RCS PORY Block Valve
3GM88 HV-80008 RCS PORV Block Valve
3GM78 HV-8105 CVCS Nomal Charging Isolation Valve
3GM78 HV-8106 CVCS Nomal Charging Isolation Valve

(Note: 3GM78 indicates a 3GM88 valve used in a Class 2 application. Also,
HV-8105 and HV-8106 have a functional requirement to close against
2750 psi.)

The consequences of incomplete closures of the block valves have been
|

reviewed, and it has been detemined that the failure of a PORV to close (and I

assuming no block valve) is an analyzed condition as detailed in WCAP-9600.
,

Georgia Power Company has accepted the cold shutdown modification program. This

. program will assure that the upgraded replacement valves for the PORV block
<

" valves will be designed in accordance with the Westinghouse functional require-

ments.

The failure of valves HV-8105 and HV-8106 to close could invalidate the

safety analysis of the plant since the analysis was made assuming these valves

fully close.
'

Reportability: *

Since the failure of the charging line isolation valves to fully close

could invalidate the plant W,ety analysis, it can be concluded that the safety

of operation of the plant could have been affected adversoly at any time through-

out the expected lifetime of the plant.

Additionally, the problem represents a significant deficiency from

performance specifications which required extensive evaluation and reac:ign

to establish the adequacy of the valves to perfom their intended safety

function.

It can be concluded that failure of the valves to fully close constitutes

a reportable deficiency and a reportable safety hazard.



_.

Evaluation for a Potet al Deficiency -

Westinghouse 3" Gate Valve Closure Problem
page three

.

1. c rrective Action:o

Modifications for the 3" valves have been qualified by testing by

Westinghouse. These modifications are as follows:

For Model 3GM88 (note 3GM78 is Class 2 application of 3GM88 valve)
(1) Change the operator gear ratio to insure 80% voltage closing

capability.

(2) Implement limit closing control utilizing the capabilities of
spring compensation on the Limitorque 58-00 operators.

The engineering valves test program was comprised of a series of flow tests

performed in a hydraulic test laboratory using a centrifugal charging pump

to provide flow and pressure. These tests consisted of 75 to 100 closing and

opening cycles against flows and pressures as high as 600 gpm and 2600 psid. -

respectively. These cycles provided the expected valve seat to disc wear,

which resulted in stabilized valve closing loeds. Once the stabilized level

was reached, closing tests were run at lower flows and differential pressures

to determine the extent of the closure problem.

Georgia Power Company will correct the valves by following the above

instructions, and the corrective action will be completed by December 31, 1981.

Summa ry:

Based on the possibility that the safety analysis of the plant could

have been invalidated, the problem with Westinghouse 3" gate valves to fully

close has been considered a reportable deficiency and a reportable safety

hazard.

:

.
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Vogtle Project. rete hone .o. ." ""

,,

Southern Com,any Services. Inc.

h Post Othce Boa 2625
Y 8stm+ngham. Alabama 35202

Tele hone 205 670-6011

May 1, 1981

United States Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly File: X78G03 - M17
Log: GN-131

Reference: 50-424; 50-425 Westinghouse 4" Gate Valve Closure Problem .

Reference GN-119, 3/18/81

Gentlemen: -

In our March 19, 1981, letter concerning the 4" Gate Valve closure
problem, Georgia Power Company scated an evaluation was being conducted
to determine if any additional 4" Gate Valves had been purchased. Ours.

list in the letter of March 18, 1981, is complete.

Georgia Power Company has been advised by Westinghouse that additional
infomation concerning system reviews and corrective actions will be sent
by generic letters in May to various utilities. Based on this infomation,

Georgia Power Company expects to submit a final response by June 12, 1981.
,

This response contains no proprietary information and may be pljced
in the NRC f.511c Document Room upon receipt.

r y, ,

l

%

N
Doug 0 tton
Project eneral Manager

*'CWH:skf

xc: (see page two)

.
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Mr. James P. O'Reilly
Westinghouse 4'' Gate Valve Closure Problem ,

.

9 May 1, 1981 ,

i' page two

:

xc: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: flr. Victor Stello Jr. , Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, D.C. 20555 ,

J. H. Miller, Jr.
W. E. Ehrensperger
F. G. Mitchell, Jr.

i
'

R. J. Kelly

C. F. Whitmar
D. E. Dutton
R. W. Staffa
H. C. Nix
K. M. Gillespie
L. T. Gucwa
C. R. Miles , Jr.

-

E. D. Groover
D. L. licCrary ' '

R. A. Thomas
0. Batum<

J. A. Bailey

M. Z. Jerics.,

B. L. Lex ;
~J. L. Vota

i

I
*

.

. . - - -, , - . . . . _ , - - . , . - _ . - , - -. ..n..-.. .,n.. , , ,, ,-...- - - , , - , . - .- ,-- -
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Georgia Power Company

ofF Post Office Boa 4545
Atlanta. Georgia 30302
T.i.pnon. 4o4 522 6o. Vogtie Projeet'

Southern Company Services. Inc.
Post Office Bos 2625
Sirmmgham. Alabama 35202
Telephone 205 870-6011

July 2, 1981

United States Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly File: X7BG03-M17
Log: GN-136

Reference: 50-424; 50-425 Westinghouse 4" Gate Valve Closure Problem
Part 10CFR50.55(e) Evaluation and Response to I.E. Bulletin 81-02.

Gentlemen: ..

Further to our March 19, 1981 and May 1,1981 letters, enclosed is
'- Georgia Power Company's evaluation of the 4" gate valve closure problem,

This report contains the infonnation required by Parts 10CFR50.55(e)s
and 10CFR21 and I.E. Bulletin 81-02.

Westinghouse has stated the failure of the valve to close would
invalidate the safety analysis, but has been unable to develop plant
specific consequences as required by the bulletin.

Georgia Power Company considers these valves a reportable deficiency
and a reportable safety hazard. Georgia Power Company submitted an eval-
uation for Westinghouse 3" valves on April 21, 1981.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed
in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

|

| r ly, ,

\ ,

b1
Doug tton

'

I

Projec General Manager

| CWH/skr

Attachments

!

l

.
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Mr. James P. O'Rt ly i

Westi.nghouse 4" Gate Valve Closure Problem
July 2, 1981
page two .

.

~

'

xc: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
iAttention: Mr. Victor Stello, Jr. , Director

Office of Inspection and Enforcement
'

Washington, D.C. 20555

J. H. Miller, Jr.
R. J. Kelly
R. E. Conway .

F. G. Mitchell, Jr.

C.-F. Whitmer.

D. L. McCrary
R. A. Thomas
J. A. Bailey
O. Batum
D. E. Dutton
K. M. Gillespie
E. D. Groover
L. T. Gucwa

-

M. Z. Jeric
B. L. Lex ...

C. R. Miles, Jr.

H. C. Nix
R. W. Staffa'

,

J. L. Vota i
s. ,

P

>

.

;

-

.

|

|

|

.

-- . , , - ..,...n.- . . - - . -. ,.,. ,,,.., . , .., -. .- - . ,. n. ~ , . - , . - . .
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g FVALUATION FOA POTENTIAL DEFICIENCY

Initial Report:
-

On February 12, 1981, M*. John Rausch, NP.C Inspector, was notified of a potential
deficiency concerning Westinghouse 4" gate valves.,

'

$ Backarctad:
< . . ,

4 'c
The EMD 'ranufactured gate vslve closing problem first surfaced when several valves''

failed to fully close against high flow and high differential pressure conditions
i.

8
during plant start-up testing at the Almaraz Nuclear Station in Spain and during'

the EPRI PORV block valve tests at Duke Power's Marshall Station.Typically, these
+ ''of tha flow Jassage unsealed.. vales operated through 75 percent of'their full disc travel leaving about 5 percent\

Subsequent strain gage testing showed the stem
thrust loads required to fully close the valve to be 50 percent larger than original

>

design , calculations predicted.
S., ,

In these originel design calculations, the stem thrust required to fully seat the
wedge or disc against flow was calculated using what were considered valve industry

-

sta0dard c%ations which are 'part of the actuator manufacturer's sizing criteria.
This aalculated required' stem thrust load was then used to size the Limitorquemoto'r operator that powers the valve. Since the strain gage testing showed the
actual required thrust load to be 50 percent higher than the calculated load which

+

was used to size the operators, the operators do not have the capacity to fullyclose the valve particularly under thele difficult 90 percent voltage requirement.
, To determine the 'scUrce of the higher than expected valve closing loads, a series,of analyses and tests were initiated.,

The testing programs as listed on Attachment 1include;
and motor operrtor testing. full flow tetting, mechanical fixture testing, seat friction factor testing,

Kinematic, force, flow, deflection, and stress analyses.have been performed. Although this work is not totally complete, it indicates that
higher than expened seat friction forces are the source of the majority of the
excess load. ' Backseat friction reactions and stem-disc connection reactions alsosontr*bute. '

,

Ossig'n-wise little can be d' one to reduce the actual required loads so attention
Oust focus on increasing the forca capabilities of the valve actuators.'

on the valve being considerad the f]rce capability can be increased by someDepending
,

combination of gearing char.ges,, motor size changes, and operator frame sizechanges.
In some valve sizes these changes have potcattal for overstressing valve

parts so other changes to the valve may also be required.,

y
J Engineering Evaluation: '

,

Whe fd lure of the valves to close could invalidate the Westinghouse safety analysis.
. The vaives'arfectad .re.: '

i,

~ .

\

; J \
*

, s

\

' . . \

%
_ 's Y

1,

_
w

_
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- E A UATION FOR POTENTIAL DEFICIENCY

Valve WEMD
Location Model

Valve Function Number Reference

Boron Injection Tank Isolation 8801A 4GM88
8801B 4GM88

SI Pump Hot Leg Recirculation Isolation 8802A 4GM88
88028 4GM88

Boron Injection Tank Isolation 8803A 4GM88
88038 4GM88

SI Pump Discharge x 0 Isolation 8821A 4GM87
88218 4GM87

SI Pump CC Injection Isolation 8835 4GM88
'

.

Reportability:
,

Since the failure of the valves to close could invalidate the Westinghouse safety
analysis, these valves represent a deficiency found in the design and construction
which, were it to have remained uncorrected, could have adversely affected the safety
of operations of the nuclear power plant at any time throughout the expected lifetime
of the plant.

The 4" gate valve closure problem also represents a significant deviation from performance
specifications which will require extensive evaluation and repair to establish the
adequacy of these components to perform their intended safety function.

..

Corrective Action:

Westinghouse is currently conducting flow tests to determine the modifications necessary
to close the valves. Note that in the background discussion, the requirement for
closing against the original equipment spec 4fication is extremely conservative and
only a small percentage of the valves will be made capable of closing against the
original equipment specification. Westinghouse has furnished the following recommended
corrective actions. Georgia Power Company will modify the valves to these requirements
or to other requirements which are developed by Westinghouse through the 4" valve test-
ing program. Modifications are expected to be completed by March 1982.

Model 4GM87 (Tentative):

1. Change operator gear ratio to guarantee adequate thrust capability at 80 percent
.vol tage.

to Rewire the operator for limit closing control.;

.

1

J

, . _ _ _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ - , . _ . . . _ -.--. ,._ _ _, , - , _ _ _ _ _ _ - . - .-
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E' VALUATION"FOR POTENTIAL _$2CiENCY
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?-

Model 4GM88 (Tentative): ,

,

1. Change to Limitorque SB-0-25 motor operator. |
i

Rewire the operator for limit closing cankrol.2. ,

3. Change 'to new yoke that will accept an SS-0-25. ,

i

4. Change valve internals to accept higher operator stall loads.
a. New stem (same size: 1.25'' 9)
b. New stem disc connection -

c. Remachined/valv'e cisc to accept new stem-disc connection parts,
i j

'

,
; .,

'- /-,

*
s

# 4

'
.

/

|!

.

<

' 1.y .,

,e..

/

I

J

3

f
i

.%
f i

?

.' .-g
'

-e - ,
, ,

f $ $ f

f ,

d '

> :

> r

~!~, , <;
'

| . t

e,

'

( .|fy |

- . . ,
f ,

}

I f f f ; y
'

y a p 1e

>
/ /,

5 , - 9 , *A
,

,..+'f;

# j (

'

z .|
2:

4 4
'

'# ,,b

- ?

. -
l' a

,

. ,

-- - .,4+ . - . -- -- - - - - . . _ -_ ., . } ., _
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" ACTIVE" VALVE APPLICATIONS

MAXIMUM AP (PSID)
AS FLOW APPROACHES ZERO VALVE CAPABILITY

VALVE WEMD AP (PSID) BELOW' WHICH SATISFIES FUNCTION
VALVE LOCATION H0 DEL EQUIPMENT FUNCTIONAL (1) VALVE WILL CLOSE REQUIREMENT

FUNCTION NUMBER REFERENCE SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENT (AS SHIPPED) (AS SHIPPED)

.

Boron Injection 8801 4GM88 2750 1200 750 No

Tank Isolation A&8
.

SI Pump Hot Leg 8802 4GM88 2750 1200 750 No

Recirculation A&B
Isolation

Boron injection 8803 4GM88 2750 1200 750 No
Tank Isolation A&B

SI Pump 8821 4GM87 1500 1500 750 No
Discharge A&B
x 0 Isolation

(cross over)
,

S1 Pump CC 8835 4GH88 2750 1200 750 No
Injection

*
Isolation

I

.

NOTE: .

(1) Functional requirements under final review'.

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



Georoa Pow;r C:,rr:any .

t fest Off.ce Box 4345
*

Atlanta. Georg a 30302
Teleonona 404 526-6523

" ' ' ' " * " " *Rfs,"cie";"*2l2 ~

Geartia Power
soutEern companyservices L(%e'"%'idi'2i' '

.

w

0. O. Foster
wee Presicent and General Manager
Vogtte Proiect

-January 24, 1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street File: X7BG03-M37
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 Log: GN-211

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Units 1 and 2
50-424; 50-425; Reliance Electric Company - Cable Termination

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly

Gentlemen: .

On December 23, 1982, Mr. E. D. Groover of Georgia Power Company
reported a potential deficiency concerning the above referenced subject
to Mr. V. L. Brownlee of the US NRC.

Georgia Power Company is obtaining the information necessary to com-
plete our evaluation to determine the reportability of this item. Baseds'
upon our latest schedule, Georgia Power Company expects to notify the NRC
of the results of this evaluation by May 6,1983.

This response contains no proprietary information and may be placed
in the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

Yours truly,
i f

La w -

j
p_,. O. Foster

CWH/DOF/tlp

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
: Attn: Victor J. Stello, Jr. , Director

| Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Washington, D.C. 20555i

! R. J. Kelly D. L. McCrary M. Malcom
R. E. Conway R. A. Thomas C. R. Miles, Jr.

G. F. Head J. A. Bailey M. Manry
J. T. Beckham, Jr. O. Batum P. D. Rice

,

J. H. Boykin H. H. Gregory, III R. W. Staffar

| D. E. Dutton E. D. Groover J. L. Vota
R. H. Pinson L. T. Gucwa W. F. Sanders

i

.



Georg:a Power Cctreany
'

P:st Off.ce Box 4545
Atlanta. Georg:a 30302
Teleonoce 404 526-s525

Soutnesn Corrcany Services. Inc

Georgia PowerPesiomce so 2s25
*

Birmingnam. Alacama 35202

Southern CompanyServices LTe4eonene 205 87o-sois

D. O. Foster
%ce Pres. cent and Generai Manager
Vcgtle Project

May 6, 1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement File: X7BG03-M37
Region II - Suite 3100 Log: GN-227
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant - Units 1 and 2
50-424; 50-425 Reliance Electric - Cable Terminations

,

Gentlemen:
.~

Georgia Power Company has been informed by the architectural engineer
that the engineering evaluation for the above referenced subject will not
be completed until June 1983. Based on this infomation, Georgia Power_

Company now expects to submit a final report to the NRC on the above
'' referenced subject by July 29, 1983.

This response contains no proprietary infomation and may be placed
in the Public Document Room upon receipt.

Very truly ,

/

..

D. O. Fos er

D0F/CWH/jr

! xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

R. J. Kelly R. H. Pinson H. H. Gregory, III
R. E. Conway D. L. McCrary E. D. Groover
G. F. Head R. A. Thomas L. T. Gucwa
J. T. Beckham, Jr. J. A. Bailey M. Malcom
J. H. Boykin 0. Batum P. D. Rice

'

O. E. Dutton G. Bockhold J. L. Vota
W. F. Sanders

.

|

-

O



Georgia Pcw;r Comcany
Post Office Box 4345 .

Atlanta.Georg:a 30302
Telepnone 404 526-6526

Southern Company Serwces. Inc.

Georgia PowerPost Office Box 2625
Birmingnam. Alacama 35202a

i reseonone 205 870-60n Southern CompanyServices L

o. o. roeter
Vice Prescent and General Manager

..YVogtie Project

July 28,1983

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission File: X78G03-M37Office of Inspection and Enforcement Log: GN-245Region II - Suite 3100
101 Marietta Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Reference: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant-Units 1 and 2,
50-424, 50-425; Reliance Electric-Cable Terminations

Attention: Mr. James P. O'Reilly

Gentlemen:
.

Georgia Power Company has concluded its evaluation to detemine if a ''

reportable occurrence does exist. The evaluation has concluded that the
event is reportable under 10 CFR 50.55(e) and 10 CFR 21. According to -

NRC guidance on the subject of duplicate reporting, Georgia Power Company
is reporting this event under 10 CFR 50.55(e). Enclosed is our evaluations
for this event.

This report contains no proprietary information and may be placed in
the NRC Public Document Room upon receipt.

./ _Yo s ly g j
l /i
'. Wr

D. O. Foster,

DOF/CWH/cc

enclosure

xc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

R. J. Kelly R. H. Pinson E. D. Groover
R. E. Conway S. M. Guthrie L. T. Gucwa
G. F. Head R. A. Thomas M. Malcom
J. T. Beckham Jr. J. A. Bailey G. Bockhold
D. N. MacLemore 0. Batum P. D. Rice-

D. E. Dutton H. H. Gregory III J. L. Vota
j W. F. Sanders R. E. Folker
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EVALUATION FOR A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD
EVALUATION FOR A SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCY-

1

Reliance Electric Cable Terminations

Initial Report:
::

On December 23, 1982, Mr. ,E. D. Groover of Georgia Power reported

a potential deficiency to Mr. Virgil Brownlee of the USNRC. The deficiency

concerned cable terminations in panels and cabinets received from Reliance

Electric.

j,ackground Information:

Georgia Power Company (GPC) identified the following potential problems

concerning the panels delivered to GPC by Reliance Electric:

(1) Connectors crimped with tools other than manufacturer of connector.
-

.

- (2) Manufacturer of connector may not certify terminations.

'{ (3) Uninsulated versus insulated connections installed.

(4) Halogenated compounds used in conflict with the design manual.

(5) End of conductor nc c'ush with or extends beyond connector barrel,
as required by specification.

.

A meeting was held at the jobsite on January 12 and 13,1983, between

engineering and Reliance Electric to review the above referenced audit
a

findings and to perform an inspection of the cited problems. Reliance

,

Electric manufactured panels for the following specifications:

X3AE01 - Q Electrical Auxiliary Boards
X3AE02 - NON Q Protective Relay Panels

. X3AE04 - NOM Q Miscellaneous Control Panels
X3AE06 - Q Isolation Device Panels
X3AE08 - Q Auxiliary Relay Panels

|

X3AE09 - NON Q Fault Recorder Panels
X3AE10 - NON Q Underfrequency Panels
X3AH05 - Q Junction Boxes-

| X3AB01 - Q and NON Q Mixcellaneous Control Panels
..

Cable and wire terminations inside Class lE control panels-and cabinets |

| are an integral part of the electrical circuits which have been designed to
| .

~ . - . - , _ -. - . . . . _ - - - - _. .- . - _ - - - - . - - . , - - _ _ - - - .
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./
i perform safety control functions as well as to provide necessary indications of

various safety systems.

- Engineering Evaluation:
.

-

A. A review of the Audit Finding Report was performed by engineering to
assess the potential deficiencies with respect to project criteria and
applicable procurement specifications. The following conclusions were
established:

a. The applicable procurement specifications provide general criteria
.

and installation requirements for wiring inside panels and cabinets.

The specification requires that the vendor utilize the proper crimp-
ing tools for the application of wire connectors when terminating. It

- is the responsibility of the supplier to utilize the proper crimping
tools and to maintain compliance to nis in-house quality control
procedures. ~

" Reliance's in-house quali.ty program includes procedures for cable .

terminations, inspection and tool calibration. Their tool calibration
program references conformance to UL 486A " Wire Connectors and -

- Soldering Lugs" as the basis for the application 'of the proper tool.
Standard UL 486A delineates the acceptance criteria (by testing) for%
an acceptable connection of a cable conductor (wire) to a connector.

'

b. All terminations in Class lE panels were made using insulated lug
barrels.

c. The procurement specifications prohibit the use of polyvinylchloride
(PVC) or other halogenated compounds in the i.nsulation of cables or
connectors. However, the project design criteria allow limited
usage of such materials outside the reactor containment building on
a case-by-case basis. Deviations from the specifications require the
vendors to submit supplier Document Deviation Requests (SDDRs)
quantifying the amount of PVC utilized. Engineering assessment and.

disposition of the SDDR is required prior to shipment. SDDRs for
the cited panels were not submitted by the vendor prior to shipment.

B. Based on engineering's inspection of all Reliance Class-lE panel terminations,
j the following observations and conclusions were made:

a. The majority of terminations appear to have been applied correctly
I with good workmanship.

b. Several panels contained terminations where crimps on the lug
. (connector) barrel were misaligned along the axis causing:

e Partial crimping of he wires at the tongue end of the barrel.

e Compression of lugs .i the sides of the barrel rather than top or
bottom.

_ _ _ . . __ . . .. ... - . - -
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e Distortion of lug insulation due to misaligned tool application.-

e Wires extending too far past the tongue end of the barrel.

e Wire strands were cut as they entered the lug (minimal- quantity ,

'

noticed)

The above do not meet the specification requirements or Reliance's in-
house procedures for cable terminations. They are considered to be
due to poor workmanship and not a result of the type of tool used.

c. Minimal (less than four ounces per panel) use of PVC was observed ;

in Class lE panels. The application was found to exist only on
,

the insulation of lug (connector) barrels.e
,

,

'

d. Uninsulated lugs were found to be used on power supply circuits inside
several non-Class lE panels. This however is considered to be an
acceptable application. -

Review of Reportability Requirements: 'i

Part 10 CFR 50.55(e) requires the holder of the Construction Permit to
-

f

' notify the Convitission of each deficiency found in the design and construction ;

which, were it to have remained uncorrected, could have affected adversely
'

the safety of operations of the nuclear power plant at any time throughout

the expected lifetime of the plant. Also, the deficiency must represent
t

either:

(1) a significant breakdown in any portion of the quality assur- |
'

ance program conducted in accordance with the requirements, or !

(2) a significant deficiency in the construction of a component which
will require extensive repair to meet the criteria and bases
stated in the Safety Analysis Report

.

Cable and wire terminations inside Class lE control panels and cabinets

are an integral part of electrical circuits which have been designed to

perform safety control functions as well as provide necessary indication of

various safety systems. Although no terminations were found to have -

t
-

loose connections, the potential for a break in electrical continuity at an i

improperly crimped connector does exist. Therefore, the safety of operations

could have been adversely affe.cted.
. _ _ -- - - -. - - - . _ - - . -
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This event also represents a significant deficiency in the construc-

tion of safety-related components due to the large number of connections that

were reworked.

Additionally, a review was made to determine if there was a significant

breakdown in the quality assurance program of Reliance Electric. This

review concluded that the concern with "the end of the conductor not flush

with or extending beyond the connector board" was the result of poor workman-

ship and should have been detected by inspection personnel employed by Re-

liance Electric. This indicates a breakdown in the quality assurance pro-

gram with regard to the following: .

(1) Criteria II - Quality Assurance Program - Training of
inspection personnel <

_
(2) Criteria V - Instruction, Procedures and Drawings - -

Inadequate or non-existence of procedures which includeg appropriate acceptance criteria

(3) Criteria VI - Document Control - Distribution to and use
of inspection procedures at locations where needed.

|-
It should be noted that Bechtel's Procurement Sepplier Quality

,

Department conducted an audit of Reliance on September 29 through October 1,

1982. Although this audit was prior to the identification of these workman- :

ship deficiencies, it a s a verification of the quality program in effect

i at the time the deficiencies occurred. This audit, which noted several i

discrepancies with each of the above criteria, resulted in a stop work

notice.
,

l
Major degradation is considered to be a loss of redundancy if in con-

junction with a single-failure, a required safety function could not be

performed. Due to the large number of questionable wiring connections, require?..

safety function may not have been able to be perfor.ned. Thus, this alsc represc

a substantial safety hazard.

|' - - - - , _ _ - _ .
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fConclusion:

This event represents a significant deficiency and substantial safety

hazard, and is reportable under Part'10 CFR 21 and Part 10 CFR 50.55(e). '

Corrective Action:
1

The following corrective actions were taken to resolve the deficiencies
,

and poor workmanship on terminations in all Reliance panels at the Vogtle
'-
.

jobsite.

1

1. Deviation reports were generated at the jobsite to disposition the i

minimal use of PVC as permitted by the. project design criteria. |
-

2. An acceptance criteria on terminations was developed by engineering and i

given to Reliance for ther use in reworking all terminations which exhibited 1
conditions as described in 6.0 B.b above. Rework of all unacceptable
terminations (per criteria) by Reliance was completed on April 21, 1983. -

;

A 3. Reliance was requested to certify through sample tes*.ing (by an independent >

qualified facility) that crimps made using tools from manufacturers -

different from lug the manufacturers comply with UL 486A as referenced
'in their calibration procedures. Tests were performed by Underwriters

Laboratories for Reliance and a report submitted to them on April 26, 1983. ;

Engineering's evaluation of the report concluded that compliance to UL 486A :
was satisfied. !

i4. Reliance was directed by engineering that all future terminations made
in their facilities shall be performed using calibrated tools manufactured !

by the same vendor as for the connectors. Crimps made with crimping :

tools other than those made with the connector manufacturers' recommended ;

tools shall be certified for compliance to standard UL 486A (following
acceptance by independent laboratory) testing of Reliance crimping methods.
Reliance has subsequently decided to utilize only tools recommended by the
connector manufacturer.

'

5. Subsequently, Reliance has extensively revised their QA Manual (Issue 4,
'

revision 1) which Bechtel reviewed and approved on November 16, 1982.
Bechtel's Procurement Supplier Quality Department audit of December 10,

;1982, verified adequate implementation of the program and procedures with
regard to each of the above criteria. t

,

.

h

t

,. . . _ _ . _ . , . . . . - . , , , - . . -_ . , . - _ . , , - , , , , - . _ _ - . _ . ~ - _ __ _ . -- _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _
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,' Brown Beverl
. p_BC :.-.

'

== ;

ISwitchgear Products Olvision secer se nin,

! - mes, sod &Nordstown ked ;..
-

seroie wouse.m tsen !
menaptgessnco ;

( March 19, 1984 i

:

|'

|
|

l
I

l- Document control Desk.,
|U. 3. Muelear Regulatory Commission j

| Washington, D. O. 20555
|

Subjects EE Control Device ;

(10 CFR Part 21 Report) - i

Gentiseen j

on Marca 22, 1963 steus severi issued a report to the NRC on a potentially . |
reportable deficianay of a broken contact carrier in the control device of |
the 7.5 E7 through 13 E7, 500 through 750 M7As 5 E7 350-3000 and all IE7 !

,'

aironic breakers. This report ins a follow-up to a 10CF150.55(e) report ;

filed by the W. I. Zimmar Power station on February 23, 1983.
|

The report and its enclosed 23-4303 were specifically issued for circuit |,

(, breakers annufactured between Marsh 1974 and Aly 1978. ,

t

Recently a non-nuclear customer repo.rted a similar condition of a limit '

switch breaking in a 13 H750 aircuit breaker manufactured after July 1978. !

No reports of this condition have been received from any nuclear station. '

i

on the circuit breakare mannisatured berveen March 1974 and Aly 1978 the f

breaking of the contant carrier could be amused by the ~ overtravel of the
lever due to the location of the lever stop. Instructions for lever stop
adjustaants were issued la II-8303. |

| An evaluation af this uset recent condition, wherein the contact carrier was
broken shows that the breakage una caused by the gaps between the 1sver and !*lever stop and the limit switch arank and lever adjusting screw not being |adjusted properly in the factory. Proper adjustment of the gap setting cor- !

rected this condition, i

steps have been takan to assure that proper procedures are being followed.
Instruction of assembly and inspection personnel has been conducted and an
audit of these procedures is being assouplished periodically.

'The gap setting between the lever stop and lever had always been considered
to be a factory adjustment and was not included in the General Instruction ;

3ecks D 6.2.2.7-1 (8.2.7-4) and II 6.2.1.7 (8.2.7-3). ,

!
-

;.

.

. _ _ . . . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ . __ _ _ _
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Document Control Desk
March 19, 1984
page 2

3rown Boveri is sending addandums to these instruction books to all Nuclear
Stations whera 7.3EE. 15EK and SEK350-3000 circuit breakers have been deliv-
ared after July 1978. It is recommended that.the settings for the control .

relay be chechad and ad, justed if required, during checkout or at the next
maintenance period. -

Tha instruction book addendums are included as analosures to this letter.
(Exhthits A & 3). Also included is a list of Raclear stations where the
7.5EE, 13EK and SEK330-3000 circuit breakars have been delivered after July
1978. (Exhibit C). Not all of these circuit breakers are used in Class 1E
applications. The ERY oircuit breakars have not been utilised in Class 12
applications.

-

A copy of the Brown Bevert report to the ERC of March 22, 1943 (Enhibit D) is
enclosed to facilitate your review of this matter and to consunicate to users
the differenes in breakers delivered between March 1974 to July 1978 and sub-
sequent years.

It should be noted that a broken limit switch carrier will probably cause the'*

slastriaal elose to be inoperative,. but has no offset on the manual closing
and the electrinal'or amehanical tripp&ag of the circuit breaker.

,

*

.

D. D

vice er ide.t

.

DDD/,ja

Enslosures

ces W. D. Donaldson
W. E. Laubach
I. W. Rhoads
L. E. Schmidt
J. 1. Silvescio
W. 1. W11 h1=

'. W. Laudan, NRC

.

w-.- - , , . . - . . , . - . . _ . . - - - . , - . , ,,. . . . _ . . . - . - . _ . - - . . . . - , . _ _-w._.-__<_ _ .- _. ,- -. - _ _ _ . .. - . , . - - . - _ - _ . - - - . , _ _ _ , - -__
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[B,,Q=
.- .:.
- Brown L mrl-

"

Switchgear Products Division seenr.wn in
mes, age &Norrteesen'

Spring House, R4194T7
Phone:314MN00

i
I

IIIIIIT "A" '

|

ADDElQXDi TO BI0liN BOYERI-

INgTIDCTION 300K 6.2.2.7-1 (3.2.7.4)

INSTALIATION AND MAINTINANCE INSTIUCTIONS !
!

T!PE 7.5EK500, 15EK500 AND 15EE750 [
.

I
!

-

f

*

.:

5.10 CONTROL RELAY AN UgTHINT (See Figura 7) !
!

The control relay does not normally require any adjustment in the |( fiald. Iowever, if necessary, adjust the gap between the contral !
.

device lever adjusting screw and the limit switch crank arm for :

a gap no less than 0.06" and no more than 0.09" with the closing '

springs charged. With the closing springs discharged, the gap
between the lever stop and the lever to be 1/64" to 1/16".

!
|

t

|

iNOTE: Figure 7 will have a note to add shlas under the lever i
stop "es required"to adjust gap between lever and lever

|stop. ;

. ;

I |

!

!

I

!

,

!
:

,

,

I
.

i
!

- - - - - - , - - , , - - - - - , . - - . . . , ~ - . , - , , , , . . . , . _ . . . , , - . . - , - , - , - . . - . . , , . , - - - - - - - - - - - . - . , , _ - . - . . . - - . _ , . ,- - -
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EBC
.:...

.sm.n sov.,4-

-

Switchgear Products Division eso am n so.w ine.
(. Rte,aos &Norristown Mead

opting House,m1 tert
Phonsumis)em7mo

:
I

IIRIBIT "B"
|I

ADDENDtDt TO 130WN BOVERI
|
L

| INSTRUCTION 300K IB 6.2.1-7 (8.2.7-2) !

| !
ITFI 5EK 350-3000 ONLY i

!
t

'
I

!

I

i
.

-

I
!

1

i
I

5.10 CONTROL RIZAY AnmsTMENT $'

(Sea Figure 6) . i
'

,

The control relay does not normally require any adjuatment in fthe fiald. The gap between the control device lever and the
limit switch crank should be.between 0.06" sad 0.09" with the !

,

elastag springs charged. If the gap asasurement is incorrect !
adjust all SEE aircuit breakers except 5EE350, 3000 by shianing j.

either at the lever bracket or the control device mounting |screws as illustrated in Figure 6. Before changing shima at '

tha two control device serews, loosen all three screws, replace
shias and then tighten all three screws. The 5EK350, 3000 is

|
-

adjusted by means of an adjusting head screw fastened to the
;

lever. With the closing springs discharged, the gap between
|the lever stop and lever to be 1/64" to 1/16". .
j
i
!

!

!
!

l

!

!

!

.

9

.

-we cw w = -- vwmew--w-www--m,- --w errow w,-w--p, yw-- w wge eeww w ww'r.-www-r--e ,www-rwrer- aw w-w ww ww w-w-w----w-r,v- is-- -ewwwn-ww-www-w
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sh sovert BBC.

. - .o.,

Switohgear Products Diviolon sec s, in
nsaage &NordeWwn,

SpdagHouse,M4iM77.

Phone:Wie4287400

IIIIBIT "C"

7.5 ER, 15 EK AND 5EK350-3000A

C:12CUIT nmin

MANUFACTUEED AFTEK 1978

TAIWAN KCE8EING
.

m..powns + voorls -

PRIZADELFEIA ELECTEIC LIMIRICK (NON 13)
.

PSI MARBLE EILL

FSNE $EABROOK (NON 13)-

|

FSI&G EOFE CREEK

SCE SAN ONOFRE,

EL&P 50UTE TEIAS

T7A SEQUOTAE

TVA EARTSVILLE/FEIFF5 BEND ,

TFA YELLOW CREIK

WPPSS UNITS 1 & 4

l
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'.cISOC Brown Boveri Electric,Inc.
Fown sovent

| Manufacturer of I.T R Electrfeel power Eaulement
.

.
-

March 22, 1983

EXHI3IT "D",

.

Mr. Victor Stello, Jr., Director
office of Inspection & Enforcement
U. 8. Nualsar Regulatory Commission
Washinston, D. C. 20553

Reference W. E. Zinner Nuclear Power Station !
10CFR$0.55(e) Report Dated yebruary 23, 1983 '

3rown leveri Electria Control Device for
Medium Voltage Circuit Ersakers i

.

1Dear Mr. 8ts110:
- ?

on February 23,1983, the W. E. 21sumer Nucisar Power Station filed an interia ''

10CF150.35(e) Raport with Region III of the U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory identi-
| fying a potentially reportabla defiaiency of a broken limit switch carrier en -,

:.

the EK control device used on seas Brown Beveri Electric IDC circuit breakers. !I This particular control device is used on circuit breaker typea 7.5KV throush i
'

13KY, 300 through 750MYAl SEE 350, 3000; and all EKV circuit breakers.
'

The purpose of this report is to furnish the NRC with supplemental information
to the report filed by C G & I and clarify the extent of this potential
problem at other Nualsar Power plants.

sacioned is a copy of the 35E En81asering Analysis of the broken limit switch
carrier of this IK control device and a copy of the 332 IB-8303 which prevides
instructions for inspection and corrective action, if required, for the control c

device. '

i
,

Factory Spesification records indicate that circuit breakers manufactured
between March,1974 sad July,1978, inclusive, could be subject to this condi- '

i . tion.- The date of annufacture for the circuit breaker is stamped on the l

,

| nameplate which is sounted in the lower front right hand corner.
[

'

A broken limit switah carrier will probably cause the electrical close to be
inoperative, but has no affect on the manual closing and elsetrical or manual

|

,

tripping of the aircuit breaker.-
t
!

Nothnally, the sein protective function of the circuit breaker is to provide !trip function under all conditions but there may be applications where it is !important that the circuit breaker be able to close on demand. '

!

|.

!.

|

|
.

\ !
_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ _-M------------- - - - - - - - - - -
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\

C Brown Beverl Electric, Inc.
i
1*

e
-

4 novem

1.

l
.

' March 22, 1943 |

|Fage 2
j

|
\

-

\.

Enslosed is a list of hal'sr Power Stations for which these circuit breakersa

were samufactured during the period of Marsh, 1974 through July, 1978. Also,
since a dimension "B" has been added to Figure 2 of the enclosed 15-8303, this
iniornation will be transmitted to all Nuclear Power Stations utilising these icircuit breakara. The dimension "3" vaw previously considered to be a factory
aheck only, however this information will be added to the general Instruction
Bulletin, Il 6.2.2.7-1 (8.2.7.4) for'the R circuit breakats.

,

| '

I
,

i

!
k >"h , '

{
[L

.

>D. ALL
)e President . '

>
,

ER/ja
Enclosure !

,

!

CG4E f
ca: W. 7. Cooper *-

W. E. Laubach
!W. J. Leister

I. W. Rhoads !

L. E. Schmidt
J. F. Silverio

*

C. J. Village
.

>

!
.

t

i

!
i i
|

!
i

-

,

f

$

!
t

l,

'

t

.

__ , _, _,_ , . , _ . - - - - , , - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - '"
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hp Brown Boveri ElectrictInc. f
'

-

.

. .

.

. .

,

,

i
r
!

t

!

,

INCLOSURE TO 3/22/8312TTER TO

VICTOR 8TELLO. JR. - NRC i

!
'

L

l

I
-

DETROIT EDISON CQXPANY FERMI '

.

i

CtaDIONWEALTE EDI'80N MSALLE COUNTT !

l
'

CON 8tBIER$ POWER MIDLAND i_

SOUTIIEN CALIFORNIA EDISCN SAN ONCFRE 2 & 3 |
-

|

|

CINCINNATI GAS & ELECTRIC
'

-
ZIMMER I

!-

L.

DUKE TOWER COMPANT McGUIRE |P
i

TVA .BELLEFONTE +

.

I

,

,

.

. ;

i

e

L

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

__
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J..rw Brown Boveri Electric, Inc. ;
,

.

ascwr. assim
!'

'

Manufacturer of I T-E Esotrical Power Equipment !
. . .... .

- t..
. . -

j
.

..

ANALYSIS OF HK CONTROL OtVICE. (LINIT SWITCH) FAILURE l'

(HK BREAKIR TYPE 3 - 7.5KV THRU 15XV.':500 THRU 750 MVA: 5NK350, 3000) !j. .h.NKVBREAKERS'
~

.

i
'' '

. . . .
,

;_ . . . . ___..-... . .. . . . : . . . . . . 1.
. {

.. .

SACKGROUNO !
'

" '

.

.
,

* *

One defective HK contro.1 device. 88C part number 191921-76, was returned from
|the Cincinnati Gas and. Electric Co. to the 88C production plant in Columbia.

south Carolina far evaluation. ;
The device was returned on BBC RSA B10112,

Material Non-conformance Report 101180 dated 2-10-83. :.

I,

NATUM QF FAILURE ', f
'

-

When the failed device was examined at Columbia, the plastic contact carrier, i
'

containing.the thres limit switch contacts (2 L5h contacts 1-L5a contact),was found broken. Re: typical HK wiring diagram 196270 attached. The most
common reason for breaking the carrier is due to excessive overtravel of the

- .

lever. See 15-8303 attached, Fig.1. This overtravel overdrives the limit swite(
-

crank which causes breakage of the carrier. The overtravel of the leveris limited by the lever stop and'as long as the dim "B". Fig. g', is not greaterthan 1/18 inch, breakage should not occur. ,

substantiated this. Tests conducted in July.of 1978 have. |
-

t

APPECT OF FAILURI ON BREAKER OPERAT!0N i
. .

;-

i
Failu're of these contacts can affect the electrical closing function of the

.

!
breaker, i.e., the closing springs may not charge electrically and if the springs !
are charged el.actrically or mechanically, the breaker may not be able to close

ielectrically.
The failure of the limit switch contacts does not affect the manual!closing of the breaker and does 'not affect electrical or manual tripping of the !breaker.

'!
'

CQRRECT!VI ACTION !
-

, ,

'

Instruction Bulletin - The dim. "B", 15-8303 Fig. 2. has always been considered !

to be a factory check and therefore the Instruction Sulletin has not addressed !dia. "B" . However, due to its importance, dim. "B" will be added to the general.Instruction tulletin, Il 6.2.2.7-1 (8.2.7.4). ,' -

,1

BreakeN in.the field - 15-8303 has been issued for the inspection and/or cor-
!rection ochecks ~ou.f. breaker in the field for obtaining dim. "B". This bulletin also it and corrects for dim. "A". however dim. "A" has no affect on the |overtrevel of the contact carrier.
|

.

!
-

. ,
.

.

.

9g

b

. * j.
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,4(i ''i5rown BovCd Eectdc, Inc. -

.

Page 2 .,
. ,

. . ;.

ANALYSIS OF HK CONTROL DIVICE.(LIMIT SWITCH) FAILURE
3

.
'

'

I.(HK BREAKER TYPE 3 T.8KV THRU 15KY. 500 THRU 750 MVA; 5HK350, 3000)
- ;. - -

'

ALL HKV IREAXIRS ': y,.~ !' '

-

!
.

, Npa .. .

.3 '

,

r
* * i

. .:: ~ : -.. . .

"- Factory specification" rice' rds indicate that breakers manuf
.

.

actured between.Ma'rch 19and . duly 1978. 'inclusiv.eg art subject to exceeding dim."B". limits and therefore sbe checked per I568303. '

,

.. .-
... . gg;g . .... .. I

. - -
,

..

-

A broken limit switch carrier will probably cause the electrical close to be !

inoperative but it has no affect on manual closing or electrical or manual !-

tripping.'

Corrective action should be taken as outlined above.
!

|
'

- e .

. .

..

-

| |
t

.
. |

!

Prepared by: - Approved by:
--D. M. Lewis

L. H. Scimidt |
Dates Z - LL - d.F .

'

-- Date:_ 4 -e r - Arse
-

. .

. . ,

,

i
'

Attached
18-4303 !

'

196270 |.. -

|

e .

-

|

|

| ?
' '

|

|-

I
|

. .

-
\

.
,

e' .

!.

..

.,

.

e

, . . - . . , - - - - ,,w, . - - - , - - . , . , , , - - , _ _
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' INSTRUCTIONS FOR INSPECTING. ADJUSTING AN0/0R REPLACEMENT
'

.

0F PARTS FOR OBTAIN!NG LIMIT SWITCH ADJU5TaiNW
- .,.

'

ON BROWN B0 VERI. 7.5XV THRU 15XV. 800 THRU 750 MVA:
,.

i

5HK350. 3000t ALL HXV BR!aFIRS !

.

15-8303
I

- -

t

| ,
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1.1
pbr general breaker instruction, refer to the appropriate Brown loved i

.
.

Instruction 5u11etin. .!-

,
,

t. .

1.2
The breaker must be removed from the switchboard. 5-

!'

1.3
Unless otherwise stated, the brea.ker is to remain open' with closing spMngrI

discharged. !
-

- ,

.

. 1. 4
The reason for a gap at Dim. "A" is to insure the "L5a"' contact is made. lThe gap at Dim. "5

is to insure that the "LSb" contacts are made and to !limit the overtravel of the'1ever so that the limit switch plastic carMer
-

inside the control relay is not broken. |
, ,

!1.5 This Instruction Bulletin supe'sedes 18-7803.
!'

.

!
,, . -

! 2. INSPECTION 'AND ADJUSTMENT POR O!M."A" (See Ff g.'1) !
'

!2.1 Charge tho' closing spMngs al'actrically or inanually. !
~'

.

.

2.2 Check Dim. "A" with feel.or or pin gages..

.

2.3
If required. readjust the screw (4) to Dia. "A" after first loosening
the. jam nu,t (5) and then retightening the Jam nut after the adjustment. !,

,

2.4 close and open the breaker to dischargs the closing spMngs.
'

,

'3. I'NSPECTION AND ADJUSTMENT POR DIM. "B"(See FigJs 1 and 2) 1
'

3.1 For this procedure, the breaker is to be open and the closing springr
. :

discharged.
;

3.2 Check Dia. "B" with feeler op pin gages. (See Fig. 2)2
-

. .. '
.

If Dia. "B" is not within dimensfons, it is necessary to shim the lever stop(7
1 3.3 * e *

!

up or down as required. This is done by adding or removing shims (2) at the
lever stop. (See Fig.1) Note that 1f all shims are removed and the Dim."B" i

still exceeds the max, allowed the length of the lever stop should be checked)i:

| The lever stops made after Jul 1978 are 217/32 long.. previous to this, the'

1gngth was 2 25/32. If.requi d install the shorter lever stop (7).
.

.

. * ' . .
. .

-
.

'. .

.
..

- *,__.,,.--__.- __..._._... . ,._- . . . - - _ _ - .
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- SSINS'No.. 6835(g ( . In 83-76 '

\y \ UNIILD STATES

,th NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'

-

/ OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

November 2, 1983

IE INFORMATION NOTICE NO. 83-76: REACTOR TRIP BREAKER MALFUNCTIONS
3

(UNDERVOLTAGE TRIP DEVICES ON
GE TYPE AK-2-25 BREAKERS) .

.

Addressees:

'All nuclear power reactor facilities holding an operatng license (0L)
or construction permit (CP).

.

Purpose:

To advise licensees of malfunctions of the undervoltage trip attachments in
General Electric Type AK-2-25 breakers which are used in safety-related
systems. Although no specific action is being required by the NRC at this
time, it is expected that licensees will review the general problem described
for applicability to their facilities and take appropriate action.

Description of Circumstances: i

-

Five malfunctions of the undervoltage (UV) trip device used on General Electric
Type AK-2-25 reactor trip breakers (RTB) occurred at the San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station, Units 2 and 3. On October 28, 1983, with Unit 3 in Mode 3
(Hot Standby), while routine monthly surveillance was being performed on the ;

reactor protection system, the undervoltage armatures for RTBs #5 and #8 were
observed to be in a midposition rather than fully down and in contact with the
air gap adjusting screw (See Figure 1). The RTBs were reset, observed to
operate properly, and the undervoltage armatures were observed to be properly
positioned at that time.

On October 31, 1983, with both Units 2 and 3 in Mode 1 (Power Operation),
the positions of all the undervoltage armatures of the RTBs were visually
inspected. This inspection revealed that undervoltage armatures of RTB #4
on Unit 2 and RTBs #5 and #8 on Unit 3 were not properly positioned. It has
been established that the Unit 3 breakers had been tripped and reset subse-
quent to the October 28, 1983 event without further UV armature position
verification. These RTBs were reset, observed to operate properly and the
undervoltage armatures remained properly positioned.

' Southern California Edison Company, the licensee, has indicated that these
malfunctions (i.e., the undervoltage armature in midposition rather than in
contact with the air gap adjusting screw) could result in the RTB failing to
trip within the specified criteria of the undervoltage trip device. Southern
California Edison Company's preliminary conclusion is that the undervoltage'
armature can remain in a midposition as a result of interference (vertical)w
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between.the undervoltage armature and the copper-:, hading ring around the core,

of the coil (See Figure 1). *-s

7 ' No action or written response to this notice is' required; however, licensees
using AK-2 type breakers with undervoitage trip devices may. find it, prudent'

to visually inspect each undervoltage armature to assure it is in its proper
position after each operation. If the UV armature were tolbe found in ans

improper posit. ion, the NRC would consider the RTB to be. inoperable. If you'

s

, ' hap any questions regarding this notice, please contcct the Regional
Administrator of the appropriate NRC Regional Office, or a Techn'ical Contact
listed bel'ow.

+
s

's t ,

*r

'

i, ->m,. ; warfL. dan, irec or ~.'
.

'

~ -I Division Emergency P.aparedness
and Enc 'neering Response . . _s g~ Office oi Inspection and Enforcement ,

Technical Contact.s: 1. Vil h!va, IE

(301) 492-9635
,

- 'J. T. Beard, NRR ',
. _

_('301) 492-7465
*
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o UNITED STATESg
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Docket Nos.: 50-424 / SEP 2 01982 ;; ;
- ',
. .

'# T.g! - and 50-425 ''

. . ,.a... ; . . .\ . . .<

u. .

+'
..

"
'

, .

# ?Mr. Doug E."Dutton ,

i

| Vice President - Generating Plant Projects ' SET TlAECHI- 3
| . Georgia Power Company

'

| Post Office Box 4545 -

'

At1anta, Georgia 20302 ji

Dear IN[Dutton:-| .

, ! [ |
Subject: Controls for Field Change Notices - Request for Additional Information i

Alv1,a W. Vogtle Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 e>

|
'

ij
|

'

On October 15,1981,,after conference calls with NRC Headquarters and Region II *
and IV and at the request cf the NRC, Georgia Power Company (GPC) submittet
a"descrf . tion of the Field Change Notice (FCN) modification of the Vogtle PSAR *

f,

' and the, related controls. The normal method of handling field changes Dy, the
Fielhchang'e3equest (FCR) system and the FCN system was described:as follows s

'in the October 15, 1981 GPC submittal-
s- iy ,_

" Georgia,. Power Company's (GPC) normal method for site originated changes :
,

'to approved design documents is the Field Change Request (FCR). The FCR' '

is' transmitted to Engineering and no sork relating to the chang'e is
authorized until the FCR is approved. The change requested by an FCR,,

if approved, is incorporated into the design by a desfgn change notice
(DCN) which is forwarded to GPC for its use. The provisions of the OCN
are than routinely incorporated into other approved design documents as
they are revised. This method will continue to be,the preferred method'

r
'

| ; for implementing field originated changes.'

f "The Field Change Notice (FCN) will be used only when GPC must be' gin |
implementing a change prior to final Engineering approval. The construc- ||

: /'_ tion site field procedures establish the required approval for FCN's. i

Only individuals (Assistant Project Section Supervisor level or above) :,

authorized in writing by the Manager of Field Operations may approve FCN's.
Authorized personnel may only approve FCN's within their respective

' ' . discipline. These authorized individuals are experienced in nuclear
/ power plant construction engineering. They are knowledgable with and i

'have access to the Engineering criteria and procedures.

"Once the FCN is approved by GPC it is telecopied to the Engineering
home office for review and approval. FCN's are controlled and tracked
by use of logs at both the site and the Engitteering office. / Engineering !
is to notify GPC within five (working) days after issue if their review,

,

indicated the FCN is not acceptable. In such cases GPC will place the
- affected work on hold as requirtd by our nonconformance' report (NCR) :

" procedure. AcceptabMFEN's are incorporated interthE design by a design t

, change notice (GC.L) within five (working) days 'after receipt."' -

'
t

-
,

,

-
. ,

- - 9, --e:s - - - , - - , - - , , , - - - - - - - - - - ~ - . - . --- - - - - -
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Mr. Doug E. Dutton -2- SEP 2 01982 ,

!
,

Checks and audits of the system, which has been in use for approximately one ,

year, are made by GPC's QA/QC organization. !
i

Concern has been expressed within NRC regarding GPC's FCN system. One concern '

is that because the revised system permits construction to proceed prior to i

final engineering approval, it can lead to implementation of marginally acceptable !
design changes and general abuse of the process. A second concern is that the
FCN system may be contrary to the following requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix |
B: !

;

a) Criterion VI. Document control measures "shall assure that !

documents, including changes, are reviewed for adequacy and i
approved for release by authorized personnel and are distributed |
to and used at the location where the prescribed activity is
performed. Changes to documents shall be reviewed and approved by |
the same organizations that performed the original review and approval |
unless the applicant designates another responsible organization." . j

,

b) Criterion V. " Activities affecting quality shall be prescribed !
by document instructions, procedures, or drawings, of a type '-t;
appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accomplished in !

accordance with these instructions,, procedures, or drawings." |.,

.

c) Criterion III. " Design changes, including field changes, shall {
'-

be subject to design control measures commensurate with those !

applied to the original design and be approved by the organization j
that performed the original design unless the applicant designates i

another responsible organization."
,!

Because of the differences in viewpoint regarding the acceptability of GPC's
.

FCN system, a m($ ting was held in Bethesda on August 3,1982 to discuss these :

, concerns. The meeting was attended by representatives of NRR (LB#1 and QAB), j

|- IE (QAB), OELD, and NRC Regions II and IV. ,
l

i

! As a result'of the August 3rd meeting, we find that additional information is !
required to permit the staff to further assess the acceptability of GPC's !

FCN system. Therefore, we request your response to the enclosed questions *

by October 20, 1982. '

!

.!
:
!

|

; ;

;
~

f

r

!

!

__ _ _ . _______ _.__ _-_. __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ._ _ _ . _ . _ __ _
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Mr. Doug E. Dutton -3- SEP 2 01982

Please contact J. Grant, Project Manager, at 301-492-7793 f f you have any
questions concerning the enclosed request.

3

be %* *

Gd B. J. Youngblood, Chief
' Licensing Branch No.1

Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
Request for Additional Information

cc: See next page
.

6

%

e

.-
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- .

Mr. Doug Dutton
I' Vice President - Project
' ~ ~

Management *

Georgia Power Company
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, Georgia 30302

.

cc: -Mr. L. T. Gucwa
Chief Nuclear Engineer

*

Georgia Power Company
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, Georgia 30302

iMr. Ruble A. Thomas
Vice President
Southern Services, Inc. ' -

P. O. Box 2625
Birmingham, Alabama 35202

Mr.~ J. A. Bailey
-Project Licensing Manager

Southern Company Services, Inc.
P. O. Box 2625
Birmingham, Alabama 35202

_

'
George F. Trowbridge, Esq.<

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge-

1800 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

Mr. D. O. Foster
Georgia Power Company
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, Georgia 30302

Mr. James P. O'Rei'lly
.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region II

101 Marietta Street, Suite 3100
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Mr. William S. Sanders
Resident Inspector / Nuclear. Regulatory Commission
Post Office Box 572
Waynesboro, Georgia 30830

,

. .
,

4
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.

Request for Addition.al Jnforma. tion
Georgia Power Company - Vogtle

Field Change Notices
-

.

260 Quality Assurance Branch

260.1 Discuss how GPC's FCN system satisfies the following requirements of
* Appendix'B to 10 CFR Part 50:

a) Criterion VI. Document control measures "shall assure that
documents, including changes, are reviewed for adequacy and
approved for release by authorized personnel and are distri-
buted to and used at the location where the prescribed activity
is performed. Changes to documents shall be reviewed and
approved by the same organizations that perfomed the original
review and approval unless the applicant designates another
responsible organization." |

,

' ~

b) Criterion V. " Activities affecting quality shall be prescribed.
by documented instructions, procedures, or drawings, of a type i

, appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accomplished in i

accordance with these instructions, procedures, or drawings."

c) Criterion III. " Design changes, including field changes, shall
'

! be subject to design control measures commensurate with those
i

- applied to the original design and be approved by the organization
| that perfomed the original design unless the applicant designates

another responsible organization." -

260.2 Describe the criteria established by GPC for restricting the types of design
changes that can be approved under the field change notice (FCN) system.

260.3 Describe in m6re detail the criteria for Bechtel notifying GPC of acceptable
FCNs and unacceptable FCNs.

260.4 Provide a detailed sumary of the pertinent experience under the field change
request (FCR) method and the FCN method of handling field changes since
initiating the FCN method.

260.5 Describe the GPC organizational arrangement at the site including the
position, responsibilities, and authority of the individuals authorized to
approve FCNs, i.e., Assistant Project Section Supervisor level or above.
Describe the extent that these individuals are isolated from the pressures
of construction schedules and cost.

.

. - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _
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260.6 Describe in greater detail the qualifications of the individuals at the
(. Assistant Project Section Supervisor level or above who are authorized,

to approve FCNs.
-

.

260.7 Discuss the advisability of GPC individuals authorize'd to approve FCNs
contacting Bech'tel Project Engineering in Los Angeles by telephone /telefax

'to obtai'n preliminary approval before implementing FCNs, of using Bechtel
,

on-site engineering personnel to assist or perform the FCN activities
currently performed by GPC, or of Bechtel Project Engineering being
represented on-site to the extent that they can accomodate field changes
in an expeditious manner.

.

.

e
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'

Docket flo. 50-424/425 ,

|*

MEMORANDUM FOR: Assigned Reviewers for Vogtle Electric Generating
Plant

i
*

FROM: James G. Partlow, Acting Director
Division of Quality Assurance, .

'

Safeguards, a'nd Inspection Programs, IE

M. A. Miller, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 4 ,

Division of Licensing, NRR |
-

.

SUBJECT: DETERMINATION OF ACCEPTABILITY OF LIST OF V0GTLE |

ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT ITEMS UNDER QA PROGRAM

Th.is memorandum.is written to reques.t that all reviewers assigned to the Vogtle i

Electric Generating Plant FSAR application review the information given in the
'.

i
FSAR Table 3.2.2-1 to determine if it is an adequate list of items that should
be controlled under the Appendix B quality assurance (QA) program.

|-
~

The criterion to be used in determining whether items should be controlled by
requirements of the Appendix B QA programs is as follows-

:

Structures, systems, and components that prevent or mitigate the |

consequences of postulated accidents that.could cause undue risk
.

,

'

to the health and safety of the public. Additional guidance in
this regard is provided in the regulatory position of Regulatory |

Guide 1.29, " Seismic Design Classification." j

It is our intent to arrive at a safety-related list for the Vogtle Electric i

Generating Station application that is generally consistent, both in scope ,

and level of detail, to safety-related lists shown in the past OL applications. t

Therefore, it is expected that the list will be directed primarily to the ;

system level of detail (i.e., there is no need to identify and list every
>

i

safety-related.componnat or structure within a system). However, if a com- !

ponent consists of a combination of safety-related and nonsafety-related |

functions (e.g., reactor coolant pump), you should ascertain that the safety-
related portions of that component are included in the list. It is requested

,

that adequate justification be provided for substantive additions, deletions, >

or expansion in level of detail should such situations arise.
:

[

;

!
,

}

!

_. __ , , _ . _ . _ - . . _ . _ - _ . - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . . _ . _ . - - --



__________________ _ _ _ _ _ _

2-Assigred Reviewers -

NOV 2 81983

In conducting your review, you should use the applicant's FSAR Table 3.2.2-1.-

You are requested to:

1. Provide a listing of those items that fall within your areas of review
responsibility. ,

2. ' Identify those safety-related items that should be added to the FSAR
and provide the justification for these additions based on the above
criterion. Included in your considerations should be the need to
expand the level of detail of specific items for clarity.

to assure
Confer with your counterparts in other branches, as necessary, ion are3.
that those items whose responsibility for review you may quest-

indeed addressed by at least one reviewer.

Your response should be transmitted by memorandum to the QA Branch by no later
than December 9,1983. If you have any questions, contact J. Spraul on x24530. ,

'

- .. . .. .

Jame s G. Partlow, Acting Director
Division of Quality Assurance,i

Safeguards, and Inspection Programs
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

M. A. Miller, Project Manager
Licensing Branch Np. 4
Division of Licensing-

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: E. Adensam, NRR

-

,
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,

f, PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE PNO-II-82-115

This preliminary notification constitutes EAitLY notice of events of POSSIBLE safety or
public interest significance. The information is as initially received without verifi--

! cation or evaluation, and is basically all that is known by the Region II staff on
this date.

I FACILITY: Georgia Power Company Licensee Emergency Classification:
i Vogtle Units 1 and 2 Notification of Unusual Eventi Docket Nos. 50-424 and 50-425 Alert
| Waynesboro, Georgia Site Area Emergency.

| General Emergency
i.......

f..
,- X Not Applicable

6. SUSJECT: ARRESTS OF CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES ON DRUG CHARGES
'"

th' investigation into drug sales and use, initiated by the licensee, has # $$ -tad in the arrest of 12 persons employed by two contractors at the Vogtle
construction site. No licensee employees are involved. Further arrests are expected.

: Armsts were made on October 21 and 22 by the sheriff of Burke County, Georgia, on a
'i. variety of drug-related charges. Substances involved include marijuana, cocaine and -

.valjun -
i

,. -..

JVogtle Unit 1 is 29 percent complete, and Unit 2 is 10 percent complete. No fuel is on
?sitg. * ,

p:. .

. Media interest has occurred. The licensee notified the media in the plant area of the
' arrests and referred them to the sheriff for more details. The NRC does not plan a '

f news release. ,

,

Region II was advised of the investigation at its outset and has been kept infonned
j periodically during its course.
.

; The Information Assessment Team was notified. '

Tha State of Georgia has been informed. I

This information is current'as of 9 a.m. today.

Contact: D. R. McGuire, RII 242-5545 R. C. Lewis, RII 242-5680 !
,

i

h|| DISTRIBUTION:
,

i
l. H. Street /o'.y([ MNBB3*.ouPhillips E/W Willste MAIL: !] Chairman Palladino IDT NRRg3yl Triot$ NMSS/f;0o %MI6MB |j Comm. Gilinsky PA OIA RES 00T: Trans Only
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UNITED STATES
. . .

!#g neog'o NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION-
:

"
! REGION'll:.' .; ::,,

y { 1 m marrra sraw sm aios - " . -
T / ^ " ^'*'" M8f h 'in

'
,,, .

t MAR 9 1983
' F, U %% ' i '3%, ". . . . # 7.

-%3- G,1Georgia Power Comoany '

ATTN: Mr. R. J. Kelly ( ~, h 6v
Executive.Vice President

P. 0. Box 4545 D__ _\
!

Atlanta, GA 30302 (_

Gentlamen: M-MU'
i

SUBJECT: REPORT NOS. 50-321/83-06, 50-366/83-06, 50-424/83-06, AND 50-425/83-06
?.

The NRC Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) Board nas completed I
its periodic evaluation of the performance of the subject facilities. The Hatch

i

facility, Units 1 and 2, and the Vogtle facility, Units 1 and 2, were evaluated !
; for the period of July 1,1981 through October 31, 1982. The results of the ;

evaluation are documented in the enclosed SALP Board Assessment. This evaluation -.

will be discussed with you at your offices in Atlanta, Georgia on March 17, 1983.- |
1 -

The performance of your Hatch facility Units 1 and 2, was evaluated in the
' functional areas of plant operations, radiological controls, maintenance, sur-, ,

veillance, fire protection. emergency preparedness, security and safeguards, ,

refueling, licensing activities, and quality assurance. '

Construction performance at the Vogtle facility, Units 1 and 2, was evaluated in -

the functional areas of soils and foundation, containment and other safety
i related structures, piping systems and supports, safety related components, ;

licensing activities and, construction . quality assurance program. The SALP
Board's evaluation of your performance in these functional areas is contained in ;

the SALP Board Assessment which is enclosed with this letter. i

The SALP Board evaluation process consists of categorizing performance in each of !
the functional areas. The categories which we have used to evaluate the per- i,

formance of your facilities are defined in section II of the enclosed SALP Board i
Assessment. Any comments which you have concerning our evaluation of the per- i

formance of your facility should be submitted to this office within twenty days
,

following the date of our meeting in Atlanta, Georgia. !.

!
! Your comments, if any, and the SALP Board Assessment, will both apoear as -

enclosures to the Region II Administrator's letter which issues the SALP Board, ,

Assessment as an NRC Report. In addition to the issuance of the assessment, this ;

letter will, if appropriate, state the NRC position on matters relating to the I

status of your safety programs. ;
,
'

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter, the enclosure, and
youn resconse, if any, will be placed in the NRC's Public Occument Room unless
you notify this office, by telephone, within ten days following the date of our :

meeting in Atlanta, Georgia, and submit written appli:ation to withhold informa- '
,

..
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Georgia Power Company 2 .

'

_

i.
'

.

tion contained therein within twenty days following the date of our meeting.
Such application must be consistent with the requirements of 10 CFR 2.790(b)(1).

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to discuss
them with you.

Sincerely,
,

W C,.j

R. C. Lewis, Director
'

Division of Project and
Resident Programs

Region II SALP Board Chairman .

Enclosure: -
SALP Board Assessment for

~

!
'Georgia Power Company

...

cc w/ enc 1:
J. T. Beckham, Vice President "

and General Manager, Nuclear
Generation-

H. C. Nix, Plant Manager -

C. E. Belflower, Site QA Supervisor
H. H. Gregory, III, Construction '

Project Manager
E. O. Groover, QA Site Supervisor
0. O. Foster, Project General Manager !

M. Manry, Plant Manager

.
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCMMISSION !
'

REGION II

,

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

BOARD ASSESSMENT

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY
.

EDWIN I. HATCH NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2 i

DOCKET NUMBERS 50-321 AND 50-366
"

|} ALVIN W. V0GTLE NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2
*

DOCKET NUMBERS 50-424 AND 50-425
.

:

JULY 1, 1981 THROUGH OCTOBER 31, 1982
,.

.

INSPECTION
'

REPORT NUMBERS

| 50-321/83-06; 50-366/83-06
50-424/83-06; 50-425/83-06 -

;

!

I

>
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:
'I. INTR 00LCTION ;,

! A formal licensee performance assessment program has been implemented in i

1 accordance with the procedures discussed in the Federal Register Notice of !

March 22, 1982. This program, the Systematic Assessment of Licensee 1
Performanci (SALP), is applicable to each operator of a power reactor or '

,

holder of a construction permit (hereinafter referred to as the licensee).
- .Ihe SALP. program is an integrated.NRC staff effort to collect available i

observations of licensee performance on a periodic basis and evaluate !
performance based on these observations. Positive and negative attributes !
of licensee performance are considered with emphasis placed on understanding |

,

the reasons for a licensee's performance in important functional areas. and |3

T sharing this understanding with the licensee. The SALP process is oriented !
toward furthering NRC's understanding of the manner in which: (1) the l
licensee directs, guides, and provides resources for. assuring plant safety;*

;

and (2) such resources are used and applied. The integrated SALP assessment !
is intended to be sufficiently diagnostic to provide meaningful guidance to :
the licensee. The SALP program supplements the normal regulatory processes' |t

used to ensure compliance with NRC rules and regulations.

II. CRITERIA .

Licensee performance is assessed in certain functional areas depending on
whether the facility has been in the construction, preoperational, or,

' operating phase during the SALP review period. These functional areas -

| encompass a wide spectrum of regulatory programs and represent significant
nuclear safety and environmental. activities. A functional area may not be i

assessed because of little or no licensee activities in this area, or lack '

of meaningful NRC observations.

! One or more of the following evaluation criteria were ustd to assess each I

functional area: ,

~

4Management involvement in assuring quality.

Approach to the resolution of technical issues from a safety standpoint !.

Responsiveness to NRC initiatives
:|

.

Enforcement history.

| Reporting and analysis of reportable events ;.

Staffing (including management) !.

| Training effectiveness and qualification
|

.

The SALP Board has categorized. functional area performance at one of three i
performance levels. These levels are defined as follows:

'

!

Category 1: Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee j
management attention and involvment are aggressive and oriented toward

|nuclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such i

that a high level of performance with respect to operational safety or i

{ construction is being achieved. j|

,

,

f*

|

, L
1
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Category 2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels.
Licensee management attention and involvement are evident and are
concerned with nuclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and are
reasonably effective such that satisfactory performance witn respect to
operational safety or construction is being achieved.

Category 3: Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased.

; Licensee management attention or involvement is acceptable and
considers nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee
resources appear to be strained or not effectively used such that
minimally satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety
or construction is being achieved.

III. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

A. Overall Utility Evaluation
,

The Georgia Power Company (GPC) corporate organization has developed
into a strong and well managed group which exhibits excellent control ~

over the nuclear projects. They are responsive to NRC concerns and
initiatives with increased commitment to improving performance
throughout the nuclear projects. The corporate staff is highly
energetic in resolving technical issues and in presenting a complete -

,

assessment of safety significances. Examples of resolved technical -

issues for each . facility are, for Hatch, the chemical intrusion event
- and for Vogtle, the Millet Fault Study. A particular strongpoint for
Vogtle is the concept of a Project Management Board whereby GPC
coroorate staff, Westinghouse, Bechtel, and Southern Company Services,
Inc. can direct and resolve issues. No significant utility weaknesses
have been identified.

B. Overall Facility Evaluation - Hatch 1 and 2

The Hatch facility appears to be well managed. The licensee has
demonstrated strong corporate management support for, and commitment
to, the improvement of overall plant performance. Increased corporate,

management involvement at the site, the addition of sufficient'

resources to resolve technical issues, and several site management
changes have enhanced overall plant management effectiveness and plant
performance. Improvements have been made in the area of radiation
protection where the previous SALP' report had identified a weakness in
the licensee's contamination control program. A major strong area was
noted in the area of licensing activities while no significant weak

.
areas were identified. Although there have been two civil penalties

' assessed during the period, improvements in the areas of security and
operations have been made.

.

O

.
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C. Facility ~ Performance - Hatch 1 and 2

Tabulation of ratings for each functional area:

Operations (Units 1 and 2)
,

1. Plant Operations - Category 2
;2. Radiological Controls - Category 2

3. Maintenance - Category 2
.

4. Surveillance - Category 2
5. Fire Protection - Category 2
6. Emergency Preparedness - Category 2
7. Security and Safeguards - Category 2
8. Refueling - Not Rated
9. Licensing Activities - Category 1

10. Quality Assurance Program - Category 2
,

D. Overall Facility Evaluation - Vogtle 1 and 2 '

,

GPC has developed, and is implementing, a vigorous construction project
management effort with well qualified and experienced personnel. Major '

strengths were noted in the areas of containment and other safety
''

related structures, licensing activities, and quality assurance
- program.

Although the number and severity levels of the violations in the areas
inspected were significant, they do not indicate a programmatic
breakdown; they appear to be a result of a failure to prepare adequate
procedures to implement NRC requirements and licensee commitments.
There were no significant weaknesses identified.

E. Facility Performance - Vogtle 1 and 2

! Tabulation of ratings for each functional area:

Construction (Units 1 and 2)
:

1. Soils and Foundation - Category 2
2. Containment and Other Safety Related Structures - Category 1

,

3. Piping Systems and Supports - Category 2
4. Safety Related Components - Category 2 '

5. Support Systems - Not rated
6. Electrical Power Supply and Distribution - Not rated '

7. Instrumentation and Control Systems - Not rated
8. Licensing Activities - Category 1
9. Quality Assurance Program - Category 2

.

O
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F. SALP Board Members:

R. C. Lewis, Director, Division of Project and Resident Drograms
(OPRP) (Chairman), Region II (RII)

J. A. 01shinski, Director, Division of Engineering and Operational
Programs, RII

J. P. Stohr, Ofrector, Division of Emergency Preparedness and
Materials Safety Programs, RII

H. C. Dance, Chief, Project Branch 2, DPRP, RII

G. SALP Board Attendees:

V. L. Brownlee, Chief, Project Section 28, OPRP, RII
M. V. Sinkule, Chief, Operational Support Section, Program Supoort

Staff, RII

R. V. Crienjak, Senior Resident Inspector, OPRP, RII
M. B. Fairtile, Project Manager, Operating Reactors Branch 4

.

Division of Licensing (OL), Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
(NRR) . . .

M. A. Miller, Project Manager, Licensing Branch 4, OL, NRR ~

P. Holmes-Ray, Resident Inspector, OPRP, RII

M
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IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS FOR HATCH UNITS 1 AND 2 s.{

.
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A. Functional Area Evaluations ,

Licensee Activities

Major Unit 1 outages occurred during the appraisal period as follows:
October 9 through November 26, 1981 to repair leaking fuel;
December 25. 1981 through February 8,1982 to investigate and repair :
damage to the main turbine; April 24 through June 12, 1982 for a
chemical intrusion outage; July 3 through July 11, 1982 for investi-
gation of main safety relief valve problems; and from October 9,1982 i

through the end of the review period for performing torus modifications
and refueling. -

!

Major Unit 2 outages occurred from February 19 through May 25, 1982 for i

performance of torus modifications and refueling. The torus modifi- !

cation program was completed for Unit 2. ;

Inspection Activities

Routine NRC inspections were performed curing this evaluation period. ~2

An emergency preparedness appraisal was conducted in Decemoer 1981, and
a performance appraisal team inspection was conducted in April and i

" May of 1982. Additionally, special inspections were performed .

involving steam relief valve problems and successive ruptures of valve |
'-

diapnrams in the high pressure coolant injection (HPCI) system. >

i

1. Plant Operations

a. Analysis

During the evaluation period, two inspections were performed
by regional based inspectors in the area of plant operations.
These complimented the routine inspections performed by the
resident inspection staff. In the area of plant operations, :

16 violations were identified as follows: r

(1) Severity Level III violation (6 examples) regarding the
HPCI valve diaphram problem. A 350,000 civil canalty
was assessed for facility changes which were made
without prior NRC approval or without the licensee
having conducted an evaluation as required. ,

(2) Severity Level IV violation for failure to maintain two
independent plant service water (PSW) loops operable.

(3) Severity Level IV violation for failure to verify PSW
system valve position.

,

(4) Severity Level IV violation for a PSW valve not beingm

locked open as required by procedures.

.

._ - , _ , _ - - - . , - .
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5) Severity Level IV violation for failure to declare
Unit 2 "A" loop RHR system inoceraole wnen a portion of
a control panel was'deenergized.

(6) Severity Level IV violation for failure to follow
procedures requiring opening of safety relief valves to
prevent plant overpressurization after a scram.

(7) Severity Level IV violation for loading fuel with a
control rod withdrawn.

(8) Severity Level IV violation for failure to declare the
reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) system inoperaole.

(9) Severity Level IV violation for failure to report
nonconservative setting,s for components of the RCIC
system. -

(10) Severity Level V violation for failure to follow
procedures (3 examples). .,

(11) Severity Level V violation for failure to maintain,

isolation valves to low vacuum switches locked opened.

(12) Severity Level V violation for failure to operate the
HPCI system in accordance with plant procedures.-

(13) Severity Level V violation for failure to make appropri-
ate notifications to the NRC. (2 examples).

(14) Severity Level V violation for failure to maintain the
motor cooling water inlet valve for "A" residual heats

removal (RHR) service water pump locked open.

(15) Severity Level V violation for valves in the RHR service
water system not being locked in the appropriate
positions.

(16) Severity Level V violation for failure to make a one
hour notification to NRC of a reactor scram.

Mar:agement involvement and control to assure that quality of
operation and product are accomplished, has improved during
this assessment period. Corporate management was involved in
site activities on a more frequent basis. Decision making
was usually at a level which ensured adequate management
review, Resolution of technical issues was generally
performed in a timely manner.

-.

( The increased management involvement resulted in improved
t resolution of technical issues. Safety considerations were

|
L
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E consistantly given priority over economic considerations.
: This was evident when management freely extenced planned

shutdowns or kept the plant shut down during unplanned events
such as the chemical intrusion and the safety relief valve
problems until the safety consequences were uncerstood or
the needed changes were made.

;.

Records were generally well maintained and available. ;*

Corrective action systems not only address significant
problems, but generally, addressed nonreportable concerns.

i

Procedures and policies were occasionally violated as shown
by several violations listed above. |

.

'Responsiveness to NRC initiatives was generally sound and ,

thorough. Generally, acceptable resolutions were proposed.
,

The licensee has had no problems meeting deadlines in this!

area. Key staff positions have been identified and .

authorities and responsibilities for these positions have i

been defined. The training and qualification programs
contributed to an adequate understanding of areas of respon- --i
sibility.

' ' ' Licensee event report submittals were acceptable with respect
to information required by the LER suomittal form. The-

information, to the extent it.was provided, appeared to be
technically accurate and understandable. There appeared to be !
a general tendency, though, to provide no additional descrip-
tive information than the available space on the form
allowed. Screening of the LERs for trend and patterns
provicec cases which appeared to be indicative of management
weaknesses in the areas of: late or incorrectly oerformed-

surveillance tests, incorrect operating personnel actions or
activities; and deficient technician workmenship; and :
inadequate procedures. *

,

There was one Severity Level III violation identified during !;

this period. This violation was not incicative of a program-' a

matic breakdown. However, there were indications of a minor ;

programmatic breakdown with regard to timely recorting of '

events and prevention of recurrence of violations. Although >

;
. events are normally recorted in a timely manner, there were <

four violations for instances in which time requirements were
not met. With regard to prevention of recurrence of
violations, the corrective actions were timely in most cases, ;
but apparently ineffective in some instances. There were >

several repeat violations for improper positioning and
locking of valves and for failure to follow procedures. The !

.

,- root cause for the 16 operations area violations seemed to be
lack of attention to detail on the part of the plant staff...

| Some improvement was noted in the closing months of the SALP ,

I
:

i
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period; however, continued effort for licensee improvement in this|
area is needed.

Area,s of improvement over the previous SALP period were:

A program to reduce the number of alarmed annunciators.- .

was undertaken and has proven to be effective.

The noise level in the control room has been reduced by.

improvements to the ventilation system; and

An onsite simulator was placed in operation. This.

provides a means for improving plant-specific training.
The simulator was used effectively during the 1982
emergency preparedness drill.

b. Conclusion
.

Category 2
.-

c. Board Comments

The board is aware of a number of improvements that have
occurred during the period. However, licensee management,

''

must continue to be involved to ensure additional improve-
ments are implemented.-

2. Radiological Controls

a. Analysis

Six routine inspections were performed during the evaluation
period by regional based inspectors. This. included a con-
firmatory measurements inspection using the Region II mobile

. laboratory and an environmental protection inspection.
| Additionally, routine inspections were performed in this area
'

by the resident inspectors. Two special reactive inspections
were performed by regional based inspectors in this area
during the review period. They covered overflow of thet

; radwaste management system and subsequent flooding of the
condensate bay and the radwaste building, and high
conductivity in the reactor coolant system due to solvent
intrusion. Four violations were identified as follows:

i (1) Severity Level V violation concerning first line super-
visors with less than the minimum experience required by
the technical specifications for their assigned'

positions.

| -

|

!

!
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(2) Severity Level V violation for failure of management i
personnel to conduct timely reviews of environmental j
data sheets. !

I
(3) Severity Level V violation for failure to correct misuse |

of personnel dosimetry. |
|
i(4) Severity Level V violation concerning incomplete

licensee audits to determine compliance with environ- !
mental technical specification requirements. |

!
The above violations are not indicative of significant !

programmatic deficiencies. Licensee management is adeouately i
involved in radiological controls and is generally responsive |
to NRC concerns. Changes in senior site management since the !

last review period have resulted in increased management !.

aware. ness of radiological concerns and have helped to ;
expedite necessary improvements. Increased corporate -

!

involvement and cooperation has produced improvements in I
emergency planning, staffing and organization ALARA, train- !
ing, personnel contamination control, and low level racwasta "'

management, j,

~

Licensee audits in this area were constructive and resulted .

~

in improvements in the licensee's program. Radiological !

problems are properly identified and reported.

Radioactive waste handling was satisfactory due to a constant
effort in radwaste management. A review of records of the
transport of radioactive material revealed no violations with
NRC or Department of Transportation regulations. This is an i

.

improvement since the last review period. Inspections of ;
liquid and gaseous radioactive effluent releases revealed ;
compliance with applicable regulations, technical specifi- ;

.

cations, and licensee procedural requirements. By comparison
to other facilities of similar size, effluent releases are t

considered normal.

The licensee's permanent health physics staff, although I
'

smaller,in size than generally found at similar size ifacilities, has improved since the last review period and is ,

adequate for routine plant operations. However, the staff i

may be placed under considerable stress during a nonroutine '

event. Further improvements in health physics, the staffing
level and personnel qualifications are still needed.

Personnel radiation exposure totals for this review period !
show a significant increase compared to previous periods. j-

This increase is attributable to extensive plant modifi-
cations required by NRC and the nuclear steam supply system-

>

j vendor. In general, the management controls exercised by the !

i

|
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licensee during maintenance outages have been adeouate and
have resulted in exposure totals less than projected. :
Improvements have been seen in the licensee's dosimetry i

program due to constant attention and thorougn work effort in ;>

this area.
,

The quality control and confirmatory measurements inspection
performed during the review period, using the Region II
mobile laboratory, identified no violations. The results of
liquid and gaseous affluent samples analyzed during the
inspection by both the licensee and the NRC showec agreement.

1 The need was identified for upgrading quality control activi-
! ties associated with sampling and analysis of reactor coolant
',

and feedwater samples. All other aspects of the laboratory
program were found to be satisfactory.

The environmental protection inspection performed during the
review period identified violation (4) above regarding
failure to conduct annual quality assurance audits of the~

radiochemical analytical program. This violation is not -

indicative of programmatic weaknesses. In general, all
remaining requirements of the environmental program were well
managed and were oriented toward continued maintenance of-

effective environmental protection. No additional problem
areas were disclosed during the aopraisal period.

; b. Conclusion

! Category 2

c. Board Comments,

Nont

3. Maintenance

a. Analysis

i During the evaluation period, five inspections were performed
by regional based inspectors in the area of plant main-
tenance. Thes.e complimented the routine inspections
performed by the resident inspection staff. In this area,

one violation was identiffed as follows:

Severity Level V violation for failure to follow pro-,

cedures during welding operations.
,

Corrective action was timely and effective for the above
violation.. ,

,
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' Management involvement and control in assuring quality nas
been satisfactory. There is evidence of prior planning and
assignment of priorities. Activities are controlled by
defined procedures. Corporate management is frequently
involved in site activities; decision making is usually at a
level that ensures adequate management review. Reviews are
generally timely, thorough, and technically sound. Records
are generally complete, well maintained, and available.
Procurement is generally well controlled and documented.

In resolving technical issues, the licensee's understanding
of the issues is usually apparent; conservatism is generally
exhibited,

b. Conclusion
.

Category 2
.

c. Board Comments
*

.

The board believes that the high component failure rate as '

identified in paragraph IV.B.l.a. of this report, is
indicative of inadequate management attention in the
preventive maintenance area and improvements are needed.

..

4. Surveillance ;

a. Analysis !

1

During the evaluation period, one inspection was performed by
'regional based inspectors in the area of inservice

,

inspection. This complimented the routine inspections
performed by the resident inspection staff. In the area of ;

routine plant surveillance, two violations were identified: !
!

(1) Severity Level IV violation for an inadequate surveil- ,

lance testing of the standby gas treatment system.
,

!

(2) Severity Level V violation for an inadequate surveil-
lance procedure for testing a portion of the RHR system.

,

'

Management involvement and control in assuring quality has
been satisfactory. There is evidence of prior planning and
assignment of priorities. Policies have been well stated,
disseminated, and understood. Decision making is usually at
a level that ensures adequate management review. Audits are
generally complete and thorough; reviews generally timely,
thorough, and technically sound. Records are usually
complete, well maintained, and available. Procedures and
policies are rarely violated.

.

O
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Resolution of technical issues by the licensee is usually
performed in a sound, thorough, conservative, and timely
manner.

j Responsiveness to NRC initiatives has been above average in
the surveillance area. Acceptacle resolutions have been'

proposed initially in most cases. These resolutions have
been technically sound and have been arrived at in a timely
manner. The licensee's responsiveness to resolving problems
associated with the emergency core cooling system (ECCS)
functional testing program is one example of their fine
performance.

One discrepancy identified during the recorting period found
that the ECCS functional tests did not fully test the
complete path from the sensor to the activated device,
including some trips and alarms. Once informed of the ~

problem, the licensee responsed immediately by initiating a
program complete with special procedures to ensure oper- .,

ability of all Unit 2 ECCS systems. Unit 2 was operating
with Unit I shut down for commencement of a four month outage
at the time of discovery. 'The licensee committed to a_

complete review of all surveillances which' test operability
-

of the ECCS systems. Subsequent to the reporting period, the .

*

licensee has completed the review of all these surveillances.
4

b. Conclusion

Category 2

c. Board Comments ~~
4

None

5. Fire Protection

a. Analysis

During this, assessment period, one inspection was conducted
by regional personnel. Additional inspections were performed<

' in this area by the resident inspectors. The follcwing
violations were identified:

,

(1) Severity Level IV violation for failure to post fire
watches for nonfunctional fire barriers.

'

(2) Severity Level V violation for failure to report a fire
main rupture to NRC within 24 hours..

. _ _ _ _ _ . --
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'(3) Severity Level V violation for failure to implement the
ifire protection program, for improper issuance of fire

prevention welding permits and for unauthori:ed storage
of combustible materials within a safety related !
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) !

equipment room. {
The licensee's fire protection and prevention administrative !
procedures were reviewed and found to comply with NRC guida-
lines. Adherence to these procedures was, as a whole, i

!satisfactory, with the exception of the above icentified
violations. The plant fire brigade was found tc be ade- !

quately organi:ed, well trainec. and provided with sufficient ;

fire fighting equipment. The fixed plant fire protection |
equipment and systems were found to be adequate with the 1

exception of a number of deficient fire doors and shutoff I

fire protection water spray systems supplying the charcoal, [,

filter units for several HVAC systems. The deficient fire
doors were included in the above nonfunctional fire barrier [

'

violation and have been repaired and restored to service.
The filter fire protection systems were shut off due to ;

leaking deluge valves apparently caused by the system's being !
supplied from water systems having too low a head pressure. i
However, these deluge valves were capable of being manually ,

operated. Subsequently, the valves have been replaced and/or j

a new h.igher pressure water supply has been provided to each i

system. The systems were reported restored to automatic !
operation in June and July of 1982. An NRC review of the !
maintenance and tests of the fire protection systens was not '

made during this assessment period, but was reviewed during (
the previous assessment period and found to be satisfactory, i

except for the above identifed shutoff fire protection !

systems. [
l

Overall, management involvement and control of the major fire
protection elements is adequate. The responsiveness to NRC |

initiatives is generally timely, with major violations rare. '

Fire protection related events have been properly reported, [
except for item (2) above. Staffing and training of the i

fire protection program is adequate,

b. Conclusion i
i

Category 2 '

Ic. Board Comments
:
'

None.

,

i
-

i.

I
,

| |
6

'

i

.
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,5. Emergency Preparedness |\
\ '

'' , ,.k a. Analysis s

s
''

Ouring the evaluation period, three insoections were per-.

- formed in the area of emergency preparedness. One inspection.' involved the observation of a full scale radiological
emergency exercise, one'was an overall appraisal of the'

,

s . ,\ emergency preparedness program for the Hatch facility, and
the" third was a routine \ inspection.,

.,

\ Durtag the emergency exarcise of' Octooer 21-22, 1981, five
NV deficiencies were fcentified; these resulted in a Confir-

i mation of Action letter to the licensee, dated Novemoer 3,,
'

198,1.

These deficiencies involved: -'
> -

Plant manager's role with respect to command and control*

g' .
. . ,

functional responsibilities;

s
'

Assignment.of responsibility and training associated'

_

.

with eme.cgency notifications;,.

'

Function and staffing of the technical support center;'- +
._

! I.' Control.,[ staffing,andequipmentfortheoperational.

c, support caster; and- !
,

ss e,
,

Differ 9ncis hetgeen 'the utility and the State regarding?- '
.

.

offsite dosa calcu htions and protective action decision
g

,y making.- '

\'

The-emergency preoarednesi appraisal was conducted
November 30'- Decemoer 11, 1981. Five programmatic
deficiencies were identiff sd and documented in a Confirmation'

of Action letter to %.w IMcensee dated December 17, 1981.
These deficiencies Jr.vilvete

|
| Lack of clarification and definition of the emergency.

organization;
'

Failure to establish or implement a comprehensive..

coordinated program for training emergency response-

personnel;
3

| \

' .Not }4ving equipmnt for obtaining and handling a post-i , .., ' ' * 3 accident sample of the containment atmosphere;'

.
, , g , -

| \ Inaaequate procedures for offsite radiological surveying. , 3,
i

,. . and containment atmosphere post accident sampling; and;
j\ o t s - ,.

o s
s

,

' ' %} sz
''

.

i.

''
t

,
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Inadeouate initial cose assessment procedure and.

capaDility.

Region II concerns with the overall state of emergency
preparedness at plant Hatch were discussed with Georgia Power
Company management at a meeting in the Region II office on
January 7, 1982.

,

Georgia Power Company has been responsive to the expressed
,

concerns and has taken promot action to correct the identi-
fied deficiencies and,.in general, to upgrade the emergency
prepareoness program in accorcance with current criteria and |
regulations. A routine safety inspection in August 1982 i

verified that all deficiencies had been corrected and that ,

the licensee had devoted considerable resources and effort to i

upgrading the emergency preparedness program for the Hatch
facility. Additional inspection effort subsequent to this 1-

assessment period indicated that the licensee's effort had ' ~
. upgraded the program substantially. '

..J
'

b. Conclusion; ,

'

Category 2.-

~

c. Board Comments'

.

-
;

.

During the initial * portion of the reporting period, licensee
performance was considered to be category 3. However

'licensee management has been responsive to identified
deficiencies, and the level of performance improved to

'

category 2 at the end of the reporting period. ;
;

7. Security and Safeguards

Ia. Analysis
:

! Five routine unannounced inspections and one special r

announced inspection were performed by regional based
,

inspectors. Additional routine inspections by the resident j

| inspectors were performed throughout the evaluation period. !

Three violations were identified as follows:
,

i

(1) Severity Level III violation for failure to conduct a i
'thorough search of a vehicle prior to its entry into the

protected area and the failure to provide compensatory .

protection at the vehicle gate when the intrusion alarm
: system was placed in the ACCESS mode. A s20,000 Civil ;
' Penalty was assessed for failure to conduct a tnorough '

[ search of a vehicle prior to entering a protected area. !

.

.

'

.

p

,
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,

(2) Severity Level V violation for failure to search for
explosives with explosive detection equipment or concuct
a physical hands-on search cf personnel entering the ;

protected area. -

(3) Severity Level V violation concerning the failure to
provide sufficient authorized escorts and to maintain ;

continuous surveillance of escort-required visitors
'

within the protected area.

Violations (1) and (2) above were due to failure to control
access to the protected area. While Violation (1) was the I

subject of civi* penalty, the following mitigating circum-
,

stances applied: the driver was authorized unescortec access :
to the protected area; driver and vehicle were escorted in [
and out of the protected area; the steering wheel and doors
to the cab were locked while in the protected area, and the ,

vehicle escort guard had the keys during this time. The '
cause was inadequate procedures for control of vehicles
entering the protected area. A new Security Local Order was .-

prepared; security personnel were retrained; and, a permanent
'manned post was established at the vehicle gate. This

appears to be adequate to prevent further reccurence.

Violation (2) involved noncompliance with the physical i

secur.ity clan and was -attributed to personnel error.
Security procedures were changed to increase the amount of j

required supervision to ensure compliance. '

These violations indicated a programmatic and systemmatic
deficiency in access controls of the protected area.

.

The licensee providtd prompt and thorough corrective actions ;

to the above violations and all identified technical issues '

raised during security inspections. These violations were not
indicative of the total effectiveness and proficiency of the
security program at the Hatch plant.

,

Corporate and site managements' support and security aware-
ness is positive as indicated by their professional approach ,

to provide a safe and secure environment onsite; their'

responsiveness to all NRC comments and discussions; and the
non-adversary relation with onsite personnel. The propri- !

etary security guard force is adequately staffed to meet all ,

commitments of the security plan and of the contingency plan.
Review of the training and qualification plan, observations '

of on-the-job training and structured training classes, and
interviews with security force personnel indicated that tne i

'security training, as programmed, was being efficiently and
' effectively implemented. This was also demonstrated by the ;

positive morale of the security force.

,

b

- _ - . - - . . - - - - . . - - - . - . , _ _ , . . _ ~ , - _ _ , , _ . . . . . - . , - , ..-_.. _-.--_ v.
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b. ' Conclusion

Category 2

c. Board Comments

None

8. Refueling

a. Analysis

Although observed by the resident inscection staff, both tne
refueling of Unit 2 and tne Unit i fuel movements during ne
chemical intrusion event, an in-depth review of the refueling
program was not performed. One violation, however, was
identified on Unit 1 as follows-

t

Severity Level 'IV violation for loading fuel into the !

reactor with a control rod withdrawn. ~^

This violation was due to improper training and an inadequate
_

procedure. Immediate and appropriate corrective actions were
initiated and completed by the licensee. The example is not~

an indication of a programmatic breakdown.

b. Conclusion

Not Rated

c. Board Comments

!

| There was insufficient inspection activity in this area to
' determine a rating.

| 9. Licensing Activities

a. Analysis
;

| The assessment was based on an evaluation of the following |
l significant licensing actions:

-Responses to NUREG-0737 items
-Appendix R activities
-Torus modifications
-Implementation of. equipment qualification program

.

'-Reload reviews!

-Operator licensing
-Scram discharge volume system modifications.

I

|

_. .- -,, ._ -_, ,, ,
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' For the individual licensing actions in the above list. (management involvement and control was excellent. The ttechnical comoetence comonstratec by the licensee anc his '

consultant. Becntel, during the Appendix R alternate safe
|

shutdown review, was excellent. In addition, the licensee's
responsiveness to NRC questions on fire protection was i

excellent. Management promotly became involved in issues. |kept NRC informed, and provided NRC with completion !

schedules. >

i

The licensee has demonstrated an uncerstancing of the safety !consequences of technical issues anc nas proviced ac:eotaole ~

resolutions to problems. Resolution is sometimes namoerec by ,

the need to factor in the inputs of Soutnern Comoany
Services, Inc. and Bechtel, wnose offices are located away !

from the licensee's corporate neacquarters. t

Regarding licensee responsiveness, a certain number of - -
i

submittals were late; but the licensee always reauested an '

extension of time and had acequate reasons for the delay. In
many instances the delay was cue to a large build-up of NRC "'

requirements at the time.

As noted in the previous SALP assessment, the licensee's,

corporate staff is limited in size but appears t'o be compo:ed i
of highly qualified individuals. Additional technical !

competence is provided by the efficient use of consultants !

such as General Electric, Soutnern Company Services Inc.,
and Bechtel.

During the current SALP interval, five individuals out of )thirteen failed the senior reactor operator examination, and
five out of eighteen failed the reactor operator examination.
This amounted to ten failures out of a total of 31 examina- !

t
'

tions. '

|

b. Conclusion

Category 1

c. Board Comments

A high level of- performance with respect to licensing
activities has been acheived.

,

10. Quality Assurance Program

a. Analysis

Five -inspections were performed in this area during the i
,

review period. Two of these inspections were conducted to
f

e

i

P
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review licensee actions taken as a result of previous inspec-
tions. Two of the remaining inspections involved the areas '

'

of training and requalification training of personnel.
During the inspections of the training areas, three viola- |
tions were identified and are discussed in the operations i

area. There were three violations identified during this '

period specific to quality assur'ance programs:4

,

(1) Severity Level IV violation for failure to provide |

quality assurance (QA) incoctrination to all non-QA I

personnel.

(2) Severity Level V violation for failure to adequately ,

cescribe the process to be used to review procedures to '

assure that quality requirements were incorporated, j
|

(3) Severity Level V violation for failure to apply quality !

control (QC) hold-tags to equipmen't that had not been - L

inspected. I

Audits performed by management and QA personnel were not
always timely, as evidenced by failure to submit an audit
schedule by four of the seven memoers of the Safety Review -

Board. This was identified as an inspector follow-up item.

Committees were properly staffed, and functioned where
| required. Reviews were generally timely, thorough, and
| technically sound. Violation (2), above, involves failure to ,

provide adequate control for maintenance and testing equip-
ment found outside their calibration requirements. .

.

A corrective action system existed to identify and address
nonreportable concerns; however, several items disclosed.by .

the system were not given suoervised management attention to i

correct the particular concerns. In addition, several
'

inspector follow-up items from previous inspection reports
(81-17 and 81-27) indicated that adequate attention was not
provided to correct the items of concern in a timely manner.

Procurement activities were generally well controlled.
Violation (3) was associated with this area. The licensee's [
responsiveness to NRC enforcement actions was poor, in that ;
time extensions and repeated submittals were required to

'

obtain acceptable responses. This was apparently due to a ;

lack of thoroughness or depth of review in the initial
submittals. ,

i
'

Key positions were identified and authorities and responsi-

,
bilities were defined. Staffing appeared to be adequate as
discussed in inspection reports S1-20 and 82-24.

:

i
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The training and cualification program was not effectively
'

applied for a significant segment of the staff, as ciscussed
,

in inspection reports 81-20 and 82-24. One violation of tnis

area is identified in item (1) above.
i

Although significant improvement was achieved in early 1981, |
as stated in the previous SALP assessment, several areas
continue to indicate the need for increased management
attention to QA requirements. Near the end of the appraisal -

period, the licensee made organizational changes intenced to L

fcreate a stronger corporate QA staff. A new corocrate QA
manager was recently hired to provide more effective v.tanage- ,

ment involvement and control in assuring cuality at tne Haten
plant. The licensee apoears to ce oroviding more meaningful
support and attention to the operational QA program.

4

b. Conclusion
!,

Category 2 r

'

c. Board Comments t

Although licensee performance during the initial portion of I-

the period was marginal, licensee management appears to be_

making the changes necessary to improve performance in the
area. It is recommended that increased licensee management
attention be continued in this area. ;

B. Supporting Data
:

1. Reports Data
'

a. Licensee Event Reports (LERs) !

Unit 1:
,

,

Of the more than 190 LERs submitted almost 50% were
identified by the licensee as having been caused by component
failures. These failures were evenly diviced between

,

electrical malfunctions anc mecnanical failures. The elec-
trical malfunctions were in turn evenly divided between ,

'circuit failures and amplifier or set-ooint drift requiring
recalibration or adjustment. Roughly 10% of the LERs were~
tied to various types of personnel error; approximately 7%
were procedural in nature,' and the rest were assignec to
design / fabrication or some other non-repetitive cause.

,

*

.

k
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' A detailed breakdown of causes as submitted by the licensee
is as follows-

!

Cause. Number of LERs

Component Failure 96
Other 40 :

Perscnnel Error 38
Design, Manufacturing 11 |

Construction / Installation
Defective Procedures 5

External Cause 3

Unit 2:

Of the more than 185 LERs reviewed, the distribution with
respect to cause is remarkably similar to that shown for
Unit 1. Once again about 50% were due to component failure;-
an even split between mechanical and electrical; the 1,atter
evenly divided between circuit failure and drift. Personnel

'

errors contributed to 11% of the reports, and procedure
problems were cited for a little over 7% of the reports. A
detailed breakdown as submitted by the licensee is as
follows:

_

Cause Numbers of LERs

Component Failure 104
Other 33
Personnel Error 26
Defective Procedures 10
Design, Manufacturing 9

Construction / Installation
| External Cause 1

b. Part 21 Reports

Unit 1: 1

| - Unit 2: 0

2. Investigation and Allegation Review
|

| No major investigations were performed during the reporting
j period.

3. Enforcement Actions

a. Violations
t

-

l
l

,

k
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Severity Level I, II - No violations !

Severity Level III - 2 violations |
'Severity Level IV_ - 11 violations
'Severity Level V - 19 violatioris '

Severity Level VI - no violations

b. Civil Penalties

March 29, 1982 - concerning facility changes which were made
witnout prior NRC approval or without having conducted an
evaluation as required.

July 13, 1982 - concerning an inadeouate search of a vehicle
and the lack of a posted guard at a gate while tne alarm zone
was in ACCESS.

c. Orders -
-

'

No orders were issued. -

d. Administrative Actions

,
(1) Confirmation of Action Letters

November 3, 1981 - concerning resolution of emergency
preparedness program deficiencies.

December 17, 1981 - concerning emergency preparedness
program deficiencies.

(2) Management Conferences

May 17, 1982 - enforcement conference involving an
unauthorized handgun in the Protected Area.

July 26, 1982 - enforcement conference concerning the
loading of fuel witn control rods withdrawn.

4. Reactor Trips

During the evaluation period 12 trips were experience on Unit 1
| and 13 were experienced on Unit 2. These unplanned trips are

delineated below.

a. Unit 1

7/6/81 Condenser vacuum switches valved out
8/10/81 Auto scram on RPS
8/11/81 IRM spike'-

8/14/82 Turbine stop valve fast closure

10/1/81 APRM functional test error
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11/27/81 MSIV closure and group 1 isolation on A and B
channels - spurious signal.

2/12/82 Low reactor water level
"4/24/82 High conductivity due to chemical intrusion
"6/1/82 High conductivity due to chemical intrusion ,

"6/12/82 Blown gaskets on "A" water box !
7/3/82 False high water pressure indications '

8/13/82 High level in A and 8 moisture separators

b. Unit 2
3

9/2/81 Turbine control valve fast closure ,

9/9/81 MSIV closure group 1 isolation unknown
'cause

10/1/81 Turbine control valve and MSIV fast closure
10/5/81 Moisture Separator high level trip
11/4/81 MSIV closure due to loss of service air
11/27/81 Unidentified cause ~

1/23/82 Low reactor water level ,

2/17/82 Low reactor water level
6/5/82 Fast Closure - controller failed upscale
6/18/82 Low reactor water level
7/18/82 Low suction on condensate booster pump

*7/30/82 Diesel generator problems
8/25/82 MSIV closure above to hign steam flow

* Forced to manually scram to stay within LCO.

,

L

>.

b
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A. Functional Area Evaluations

Licensee Activities ,

Between July 1, 1981 to October 31, 1982, the construction has pro-
gressed from 22.4% to 37.1". completion. Unit 1 progressed from 27% to
43". over the same period. Staffing for the project has gradually
increased to the present level of manpower. i

,

'Construction 7626 ,

Engineering 797
'

Power Generation 141
Others 32

Total 5M6

The manpower was distributed ove'r the following shifts:

A - Day shift, ten hours for four days (Monday - Thursday) !
B - Night shift, ten hours for four days (Monday - Thursday)
C - Day shift, twelve hours for tnree days (Friday - Suncay) "'

O - Night shift, twelve hours for tnree aays (triday - Sunday)

The Unit 1 primary containment building has progressed to the spring
line on the outside with all of the concrete in place inside to and
including the refueling floor at elevation 220. The Unit 1-containment
dome has been fabricated, with the containment spray pipiri beinga
installed prior to final placement.

,

During this period, the Millet fault was investigated and evaluated. .

The report has been completed and presently is under review by NRC.
The investigation concluded that tne postulated fault is incapable anc !

has no impact on the design of the Vogtle project.

During this period, GPC management volunteered the Vogtle project for a
pilot construction QA program developed by the Institute for Nuclear

i

Power Operations (INPO) and also volunteered for an INPO designed self- ;

evaluation program.

Inspection Activities
'

IRoutine inspection programs were performed during this evaluation
period. In November 1981, an NRC Resident Inspector (Construction) was
permanently assigned to the facility.

1. Sofis and Foundation

a. Analysis

Portions of six onsite inspections, performed by regional I--

inspectors during the evaluation period, were made in this

,

. . , , , . . . - - - - ,. .,..._. _ .. . _ ~ __ _.-- _ . - - -
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area. The *esident inspector also conducted periodic
inspections. The insoectors reviewed quality assurance (QA)
implementing procedures, coserved work activities including
site preparation and foundations, compaction of Category I
backfill, installation of caisons for the radioactive waste
building foundation and review of quality records. No

violations or deviations were identified.

The quality assurance and cuality control (QA/QC) orocedures
and controls met NRC requirements. Work activities were<

found to have been cerformed in accordance with QA/QC
procedure requirements. The QA records were generally
complete, well maintained, and retrievable. No construction
deficiency reports (CDRs) were sucmitted by the licensee in
this area.

,

,

Managemerit involvement, resolution of technical issues, and.

staffing and training were adequate for the level of activlty
involved.

In addition to the inspections, an investigation was per- '

formed by a regional inspector and an investigator, of three
- allegations made by a former employee pertaining to improper

QA testing of backfill materials and falsifications of-.

backfill QC test results. Two of the allegations were not -|
substantiated. The one allegation which was substantiated
had been identified by the licensee's QA program and cor-
rected prior to the investigation. No violations or devia-
tions were identified in this area during the investigation.
The licensee was very cooperative with the NRC investigators.

b. Conclusion >

.

Category 2
(

c. Board Comments [
i

None ;

2. Containment and Other Safety Related Structures

a. Analysi s

Portions of several regional office insoections were per-
formed in the area of structural concrete construction ,

activities during the evaluation period. The resident
|
' inspector also conducted periodic inspections. The inspec-

tions involved review of QA implementing procedures; obser-
vations of work activities including containment structure; ;.

containment concrete; weld procedures; weld material embeds;~

| grounding cable; rebar installations; layout of walls and
i !

|

|
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lines; plate welds; and review of ouality records. Five
'

violations and two caviations were identified. One of the ;

violations was identified during the investigation discussed ;

below. The violations and deviations were as follows: ;
<

(1) Severity Level V violation for failure to have docu- !
mented instructions or procedures to control survey work j
activities relating to concete embed locations and '

equipment installation.

(2) Severity Level V violation for insufficient weld metal
'

on structural steel welcments.

(3) Severity Level V violation for a weld procedure not !
meeting code requirements. |

(4) Severity Level VI violation for failure to control - !

welding expendables such as red marker and masking tape.

(5) Severity Level VI violation concerning failure to E
identify on the revelant QA records, the data recorder

,

or inspector who ' performed the testing related to_ ,

quality control of concrete. '

(6) Deviation for failure to perform sepsrate tensile test
'

|
~

j
cycles for each splice crew as required by Regulatory i

Guide 1.10. '

(7) Deviation from Preliminary Safety Analysis Report ;

ccmmitments regarding failure to samole and test cad- '

welds in accorcance with the recommencations of '

Regulatory Guide 1.10.
P

The violations and the ceviations are not indicative of a |
programmatic breakdown, but are a result of a failure to >

prepare adequate procecures to imolement NRC requirements and i
licensee commitments. The violations and deviations are con-
sidered minor. With the exception of the identified viola-
tions and deviations, QA/QC procedures and controls were

;found to meet NRC requirements. Work activities was found to
have been performed in accordance with QA/QC procedure i

requirements. Except for the area noted in the violations i

which were the result of an inadequate procedure, QA records .

!are generally complete, well maintained, and retrievable. No
CCRs were identified by the licensee in this area. '

Management involvement, resolution of technicp.1 issues,
-

staffing, and training were definitely above average for the'
.

level of activity involved. The licensee was responsive in-

correcting the violations and deviations. Training, instruc-
tion, experience, and procedure revision resulted in improved
performance in this area.
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In addition to the inspections, an investigation was per-
formed, by a regional inspector and an investigator of four

,

allegations made by a former employee pertaining to
inadequate concrete QC testing and falsification of concrete
OC test records. Two allegations were not substantiated.
The remaining two allegations were partially suostantiated.
However, the licensee's QA program had detected and corrected
the problems prior to the investigation. During the investi-
gation, one violation was identified, (5) above. This
violation was not associated with any of the allegations but
was identified during review of :oncrete recorcs. The
licensee was cooperative with NRC investigators.

b. Conclusion

Category 1

c. Board Comments
"

..

A high level of performance with respect to containment and <

other safety related structures has been achieved. No
decrease in licensee or NRC attention in this area is recom-
mended.

3. Piping Systems anu Supports

a. Analysis

During this evaluaton pe-tod, portions of seven inspections
performed by regional based inspectors addressed this area.
Additionally, routine inspections of this area were performed
by the resident inspector. Inspections included observations
of piping prior to concrete placement, hydrostatic testing of
imbedded piping, welder qualification, storage of piping,
inspection of pipe supports, welding, noncestructive
examinations, and handling. Four violations were identified:

(1) Severity Level IV violation for failure to store pipe
off ground.

(2) Severity Level V violation for failure to provide
adequ&te procedural requirements for visual inspection
of weld transitions at joints of piping with differing
wall thicknesses.

(3) Severity Level V violation for failure to follow
procedural requirements for removal of an arc strike on
piping,

s
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(4) Severity Level VI violaticn concerning pre weld clean- !
liness and control of wel' ding materials.

[
A review of the violations does not indicate a breakdown of
the program; the violations are considered minor in nature.
No repetitive violations were identified, and corrective
actions appeared to be prompt and effective. Improvements
have been made in this area and further improvements are
expected with the use of automatic pipe welding equipment
(Diametric) on the large bore pipe. A training and qualifi-
cation orogram is underway to utili:e eight ofeces of this
equipment. This equipment, with training and experience,
should result in a reduction of weld defects and improved
performance in this area.

Within this report period, certain weld deficiencies were
discovered on fabricated pipe spool pieces which were in ,

controlled storage at the site. This prompted an extensive
program to reinspect all of the spool pieces on site*

;

(approximately 15,611 pieces) and institute an inspection -.

plan for future shipments.
r

The organization in this functional area appears to be
adequately staffed with trained and qualified persennel.
Procedural requirements implemented in this area appear !
generally satisfactory, but not outstanding.

b. Conclusion

Category 2
.

c. Board Comments !
.

None

4. Safety Related Components

a. Analysis

During this evaluation period, portions of three inspections
performed by regional bas =d inspectors addressed this area.
Additionally, the resident inspector performed routine *

inspections in this area. The inspections involved observa-
tions of the reactor pressure vessels, steam generator
modifications, diesel generators, and storage of safety-
related equipment. One violation was identified:

Severity Level VI violation for failure to load test a
transporter of steam generators.

.

,+. y , -.. _ _ - . . _ _ . . , , _ . , , _ r._ . _ _ , . _ ,, . ,. _. - _ _ . ,c , , , _ . . .~
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A related violation concerning the storage of a :narging pump
was identified and is addressed in tne cuality assurance
program section of this report.

.

The violation noted above is not consicered indicative of any
programmatic breakdown. The procedural requirements imple-
mented in this area appear satisfactory but not outstanding.

b. Conclusion

Category 2

c. Board Comments

'
None

5. Support Systems
.

;

a. Analysis "

;

. .d

No inspections were performed in this area cue to the early
stages of construction activity.

,b. Conclusion

Not rated ;

c. Board Comments

There was not sufficient licensee and NRC inspection
activities in this area to justify a rating.

6. Electrical Power Supply and Distribution

a. Analysis

During the evaluation period, four inspections we., conducted
by regional based inspectors. Additionally, inspections ano
routine surveillance were performec by the resident inspector
on review of crawings, procedures, records, storage of
equipment, maintenance, and installations. One violation was
identified:

Severity Level V violation for failure to perform
periodic maintenance.

This violation resulted from personnel failure rather than a

system breakdown; it was corrected by reinstructing the
personnel involved. During this period, two concerns were; ,

identified. One related to electrical control panels. A
reinspection was made of the panels received as a follow-up

,

, , , , . - _ . .,-r e- --
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to IE Information Notice 32-34. Rev. 1. This icentifiec weid !

ceficiencies in tne'panei receivec from Reliance Electric
,

Comoany. This promoted an insoection of tne supplier's :
facili.ty by the licensee. The results of this insoection !

confirmed orablems whien warrantec licensee issue of a
temocrary stop work order. Because of these events, a
cecision was made to perform an inspection of.the electrical
components. in the control canels on site. The insoection ;

identified deficiencies in the certifications anc integrity
of electrical connectors, identification of components, use
of halogenated mate-fals, anc cuestionable wiring. This item
was designatec as a CDR.

A second concern involved cable tray bolts. During this
period, a problem was identified relative to defective caole
tray bolts which fracture at the bolt heads. Two types of
splice bolts were furnishec in bulk. One tyoe had a silver -
colored zine finish mace of C-1022 material and tne otner - -
type has a gold-colored iridite finish made of C-1018
materia 1 After the evaluation was comoleted by the
licer: crogram to enange all of the installed bolts to *

the g ..-colored C-1018 material was instituted as corrective
; action. This was determinec to be a CDR.

The program for the installation of cable and electrical
equipment is in a very early stage with the total overall
construction progress of Unit 1 is estimated to be 41%.
These described problems, identified in the early stages nave
shown the licensee to be very responsive to problems and to
have the resources to develoo corrective actions with
technical competence.

b. Conclusion

Not rated

c. Board Comments
'

It was recogni:ed by the Board that licensee performance in
this area was very good. However, it was felt that cue to
the early stages of construction, sufficient observations of

- the licensee's activities had not oeen made to warrant a
rating.

7. Instrumentation and Control Systems

a. Analysis

No inspections were performed in this area due to the early.

. stages of construction activity.

__ _ _ __ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _-
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b. Conclusion

Not rated

c. Board Comments

There was not sufficient licensee or NRC inspection activity
in this area to determine a rating.

8. Licensing Activities

a. Analysis

This assessment was based on an evaluation of tne following
Itcensing activities:

-Millett Fault Study - -

-QA Program Changes
-High Critical Damping Values for

Cable Tray Supports . . ,

-Content of Environmental Report

Because substantially more staff time was involved in the
Millett Fault Study, this activity has been weighted more
dieavily in the evaluation.

Management is stengly involved in assuring quality and is
highly aware of licensing issues which ensure adeouate
management review. Management involvement was especially
evident in the Millett Fault Study.

The approach to resolution of technical issues from a safety
standpoint was an area of strong performance. Resolution in

-

almost all cases was timely and offered a sound anc thorough
interpretation of the issues.

The licensee was very responsive and prompt to NRC
initiatives and suggestions, offering cooperation and
information. There acceared to be adequate staffing in those
licensing activities tnat were evaluated.

The evaluation is limited due to the post construction permit
licensing stage of Vogtle. Other than tne Millett. Fault
Study, the licensing activities for Vogtle have provided
limited staff / licensee interaction. Therefore, the conclu-
sions are largely, but not entirely, based on the Millett
Fault Study. Specifically, management attontion was more
than adequate with management actively involved with,

, licensing issues. Tecnnical issues were resolved in a timely
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fashion with a high regard for safety. The licensee is
responsive and cooperative to NRC initiatives. ;

b. Conclusion

Category 1 !

!c. Board Comments

A high level of performance with respect to licensing
activities has been acnieved.

9. Quality Assurance Program

a. Analysis

One corporate OA inspection and five onsite QA insoections -
were performed during the assessment period by regional based i

i inspectors. Additionally, routine inspections of the QA
program and organization were made by the resicent inspector. 7

'Four violations were identified as follows-
l

'

(1) Severity Level IV violation for failure to take prompt
corrective action. During April 1981, the licensee'

,

identified in a OA audit that controls were inadequate
to maintain the protective cover integrity for a
chemical and volume control system (CVCS) pump. Anotner .

0A audit in January 1982 identified that similar in-
,

place storage control appeared inadequate. In May 1982, '

an inspector found the condition still existed for the
pump identified in April 1981 and four additional CVCS
pumps were inadequately protected.

(2) Severity Level V violation for failure to provide ,

protection required to prevent damage or deterioration
of 14 pieces of equipment installed or stored in the ,

Unit 2 auxiliary building. |

(3) Severity Level V violation for failure to perform
quarterly maintenance on two safety relatec components
during the first and second quarters of calendar year !

1982. ;
i

(4) Severity Level VI violation for a failure to obtain a
statement of receipt from all procedure manual holders
for controlled procedure changes.

- Violation (4) was limited to the corporate office. Viola-
i tions (1), (2), and (3) listed above involve failurs to

,

implement stora5e and maintenance requirements which indi-
cates a need for continuing licensee and inspector attention.

,

,

. . . . - . - . _ - .. _ ._ . .. .. - .. - - . - _ - - - . -
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.The licensee cesignated Southern Company Services Inc. (SCS)
as the lead organization to audit the Bechtel design and i
procurement supplier quality assurance activities. Becnte i

audits Westingnouse, the nucle'ar steam supply system i

supplier, and other vendors for the licensee. The licensee !

and Alabama Power Company conduct joint audits of the SCS QA
department. The licensee's QA staff has been actively

,

involved, and routinely audits, site construction activity.
The audits were generally complete and thorougn. Records
were generally complete, well maintained, and retrievaole.

,

The corrective action systems generally recogni:ed and i
addressed nonreportable concerns. Procurement activities ;were generally well controlled and documented.

The licensee's and contractor's approach to the resolution of -,

| technical safety issues was generally viable, conservative,
and thorough in approach, and usually provided timely resolu_
tion.

The licensee's responsiveness to NRC initiatives, such as -

bulletins, circulars, and notices, is considered viable and
generally sound. Bechtel, as the architect engineer,
reviewed all such NRC initiatives for design input and
transmits their response to the licensee. The licensee also,

reviews these initiatives and tracked the status of applic-
able correspondence. Corporate management maintained a
continuing involvement in QA matters and routinely assessed
the effectiveness of the program during quarterly committee
meetings. The Senior Vice President for Project Management
visited the Vogtle site approximately every six weeks to

'

review construction status, inspection and audit activities,:

| and site trend analyses.
|

There was evidence of orf or planning, assignment of priorf-
ties, and defined procedures used to control activities. QA
policies were adequately stated and understood. The system
'of audits was effective, but construction site followup and
corrective action were not always effective as evidenced in
item (1) above.

Staffing of QA positions appears to be adequate. Key
positions were identified, and authorities and responsi-
bilities were defined. Management independence was retained.
QA staffing has increased with the expanded workload.

The training and qualification program contributed to an
understanding of work and a reasonable adherence to pro-
cedures. A defined program is being implemented.

!
~

Staffing has been adequate for the status of construction.'

Positions were clearly identified with authorities and

-
. _ _ _ _ _ _
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tresponsibilities well defined. Training and oualifications
. ere well definea and imolemented. Personnel were acequatelyw
trained to understand the authority and responsibilities of
their. positions.

During this reporting period the QA staff has been increased
from 11 to 14 persons. The Quality Control department has -

223 inspectors and 20 supervisors. The above figures do not
include the contractor's QA staff or internal auditors,

b. Conclusion

Category 2

c. Board Comments

None

8. Supporting Data -

'

1. Reports Data .

a. Construction Deficiency Reports

During the period, eight CDRs were reported. Four were
caused by errors associated with the design of the component; -

two were due to manufacturing / fabrication errors; and, the
cause for two of the deficiencies has not yet been deter-

mined.

2. Investigation and Allegation Review

No major investigations were conducted curing the reporting
period.

3. Enforcement Action,

a. Violations

Severity Level I, II, III - No violations
Severity Level IV - 2 violations
Severity Level V - 8 violations'

Severity Level VI - 5 violations ,

b. Civil Penalties

None

c. Orders
.

- -. ,.. .- , - - - - - - - - . , ,
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None

d. Administrative Actions

(1) Confirmation of Action Letters
.

None

(2) Management Conferences

None

.

eq

e

e

e
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* uNITO STATIS

[ \ NUCLEAR REIULATCRY COMMisslON
*

, p' ' ''

[ REGION 11%
101 MARIeTTA STREET.N.W.{ ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30303

\....._

,

MAR 0 61984
'

~

Georgia Power Company
fATTN: Mr. R. J. Kelly '

Executive Vice President
P. O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302

' Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT NOS. 50-321/84-01,50-366/84-01,50-424/64-bl,ANb50-425/84-01

The NRC Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) Board has completed
its periodic evaluation of the performance of the subject facilities. The Hatch -
and Vogtle facilities were evaluated for the period November 1,1982 through
October 31, 1983. The results of the evaluation are documented in the enclosed
SALP Board Assessment. In the past, as a part of the SALP program, we have
routinely met with Georgia Power Company officials to discuss the results of ther
SALP Board's evaluation. The format of the SALP program has recently been -
revised so that this meeting is no longer a requirement, but may be held as a
public meeti.ig at the discretion of the licensee or NRC. In consideration of

#

this revised format, please contact this office within ten days of the date of
this letter to discuss the need for a meeting.

The performance of your Hatch facility was evaluated in the functional areas of
plant operations, radiological controls, maintenance, surveillance, emergen :y'
preparedness, security and safeguards, licensing activities, and the quality
assurance program.

Construction performance at thi Vogtle facility was evaluated in the functional
areas of soils and foundations, containment and other safety related structures,
piping systems and supports, safety related components, electrical power supply
and distribution, licensing activities, and the quality assurance program.

The SALP Board's evaluation of your performance in these functional areas is
contained in the SALP Board Assessment which is enclosed with this letter.

| The- SALP Board evaluation process consists of categorizing performance in each
|

functional area. The categories which we have used to evaluate the performance
|

of your facilities are defined in section II of the enclosed SALP Board Assess-
! ment. Any comments which you have concerning our evaluation of the performance

of your facilities should be submitted to this office within thirty days'

following the date of this letter.

Your comments, i f any, and the SALP Board Assessment, will both appear as.
enclosures to the Region II Administrator's letter which issues the SALP Board
Assessment as an NRC Report. In addition to the issuance of the assessment, this
letter will, if appropriate, state the NRC position on matters relating to the
status of your safety programs.

.

s

.
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Georgia Power Company 2

t In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 (a), a copy of this letter, the enclosure ar.d'

your response, if any, will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room unless
you notify this_ office, by telephone, within ten days following the date of this
letter and submit written application to withhold information contained therein
within thirty days of the date of the letter. Such application must be
consistent with the requirements of 10 CFR 2.790 (b)(1).

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to discuss
them with you.

Sincerely,
I

Gb av '

hard C Lewis, Director
0 vision f Project and

Resident Programs
Region II SALP Board Chairman

. .

Enclosure:
SALP Board Assessment for <

Georgia Power Company

cc w/ encl:
J. T. Beckham, Vice President

and General Manager, Nuclear
Generation

-

H. C. Nix, Site General Manager
C. E. Belflower, Site QA Supervisor

'

.

*



..

.

..
,

-

%.

.

-
-

_

<

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION II

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

BOARD ASSESSMENT

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY
EDWIN I. HATCH NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2

DOCKET NUMBERS 50-321 AND 50-366
,

V0GTLE ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2
00CKET NUMBERS 50-424 ANO 50-425 _.

NOVEMBER 1, 1982 THROUGH OCTOBER 31, 1983

i

INSPECTION
REPORT NUMBERS

50-321/84-01; 50-366/84-01
50-424/84-01; 50-425/84-01
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I. INTRODUCTION )"

A formal _Jicensee performance assessment program has been implemented in |
accordance-with the procedures discussed in the Federal Register Notice of !

March 22, 1982. This program, the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perfor- ;
mance (SAlp), is applicable to each operator of a power reactor or holder of :
a construction permit (hereinafter referred to as licensee). The SALP ;

program is an integrated NRC staff effort to collect available observations |
of licensee performance on a periodic basis and evaluate performance based r

on these observations. Positive and negative attributes of licensee perfor- |
mance are considered with emphasis placed on understanding the reasons for a !

licensee's performance in important functional areas, and sharing this
understanding with the licensee. The SALP process is oriented toward
furthering NRC's understanding of the manner in which: (1) the licensee
directs, guides, and provides resources for assuring plant safety; and (2)
such resources are used and applied. The integrated SALP assessment is
intended to be sufficiently diagnostic to provide meaningful guidance to the
licensee. The SALP program supplements the normal regulatory processes used
to ensure compliance with NRC rules and regulations.

.

/

II. CRITERIA -

,

Licensee performance is assessed in certain functional areas depending on
whether the facility has been in the construction, preoperational, or
operating phase during the SALP period. These functional areas encompass a
wide spectrum of regulatory programs and represent significant nuclear
safety and environmental activities. Functional areas may not be assessed
because of little or no licensee activities in these areas, or lack of
meaningful NRC observations.

One or more of the following evaluation criteria were used to assess eacn
functional area:

Management involvement in assuring quality.

Approach to the resolution of technical issues from a safety standpoint.

Responsiveness to NRC initiatives.

Enforcement history.

Reporting and analysis of reportable events.

Staffing (including management).

Training effectiveness and qualification.

|
The SALP Board has categorized functional area performance at one of threer

i- performance levels. These levels are defined as follows:

Category 1: Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee
management attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward
nuclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such
that a high level of performance with respect to operational safety or
construction is being achieved.

|
L

-

.

I
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Category.2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels.
Licensee.. management attention and involvement are evident and are :
concerned with nuclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and are
reasonably effective such that satisfactory performance with respect to
operational safety or construction is being achieved. !

I

Cateoory 3: Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased. |

Licensee management attention or involvement is acceptable and I

considers nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee |
resources appaar to be strained or not effectively used such that I
minimally satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety |

or construction is being achieved. ;

!

III. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

A. Overall Utility Evaluation

The Georgia Power Company corporate management has taken a number of
'measures to improve the effectiveness of its nuclear operations and.-

construction activities. These measures have been responsive to NRC
' concerns and in general have provided resources needed to resolve
technical issues aggressively. Particularly noteworthy has been the ,

technical support and management direction provided at Vogtle to
investigate. and correct pipe weld and hanger deficiencies, vendor r

radiograph inadequacies, and poor electrical equipment storage
N practices. ,

In some areas at Hatch the same aggressive approach has been evident f
and effective; namely security, emergency preparedness, and inservice |
inspection and testing.. However, in other areas there continues to ;

exist significant deficiencies which indicate that corporate management
'

efforts have not been totally effective. It is recognized that (
corrective measures are in progress and that a major effort has been ,

made to strengthen the quality assurance (QA) corporate organization i

and its control over -site related QA activities. However, to date j
quality related concerns continue to exist in the operations and

'

.

maintenance areas.
:

'

'B . Overall Facility Evaluation - Hatch 1 and 2

The licensee, as discussed in the previous SALP assessment, has
continued to demonstrate strong corporate management support for, and .
commitment to, the improvement of overall plant performance; however,
weaknesses were still evident. Major strengths identified during this
assessment were in the areas of emergency preparedness, and security >

and safeguards. Major weaknesses were in the areas of plant operations,
,

maintenance, and the quality assurance program. Corporate management '

involvement, management application of resources to resolve technical
issues, and site management organizational and personnel changes have
not been completely effective in correctly evaluating and solving .

. ;
.

r
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several problem areas (e.g., adherence to procedures, and identifica-
tion and elimination of the " root cause" of problems). Overall plant
oper4tions.have not continued to improve due to lack of attention to
details and failure to follow procedures. Performance in the main-
tenance area has deteriorated, apparently due to inadequate procedures
for performing maintenance and specifying appropriate post maintenance
testing. The lack of effectiveness in quality assurance is exemplified
by the failure to identify weaknesses in plant operations and mainte-
nance.

,

C. Facility Performance - Hatch 1 and 2

Tabulation of ratings for each functional area:

Operations (Units 1 and 2)

1. Plant Operatiots - Category 3
2. Radiological Controls - Category 2
3. Maintenance - Category 3 .

4. Surveillance - Category 2
5. Fire Protection - Not Rated
6. Emergency Preparedness - Category 1
7. Security and Safeguards - Category 1
8. Refueling - Not Rated

'

9. Licensing Activities - Category 2 ;

. 10. Quality Assurance Program - Category 3 ;

0. Overall Facility Evaluation - Vogtle I and 2

The licensee continues to implement a vigorous construction project i
.

management effort with well qualified and experienced personnel. Major t

strengths were noted in the areas of safety related components and the
quality assurance program. No major weaknesses were identified. |

'

Although the number and severity levels of the violations in the areas
inspected were significant, they do not indicate a programmatic break- !

idown; they appear to be a result of a failure to prepare adequate
procedures to implement NRC requirements and licensee commitments.

E. Facility Performance - Vogtle 1 and 2 i

Tabulation of rating for each functional area:
.

Construction (Units 1 and 2)
!

1. Soils and Foundations - Category 2
~ 2. Containment and Other Safety Related Structures - Category 2

3. Piping Systems and Supports - Category 2
4. Safety Related Components - Category 1
5. Support Systems - Not Rated

i

;

r

[
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6. Electrical Power Supply and Distribution - Category 2
7. Instrumentation and Control Systems - Not Rated
8. 11 censing Activities - Category 2
9. Quality Assurance Program - Category 1

F. SALP Board Members:

R. C. Lewis, Director, Division of Project and Resident Programs
(DPRP) (Chairman), Region II (RII)

J. A. 01shinski, Director, Division of Engineering and Operational
Programs (DEOP), RII

J. P. Stohr, Director, Division of Emergency Preparedness and
Materials Safety Programs (DEPMSP), RII

H. C. Dance, Chief, Project Branch 2, DPRP, RII
E. G. Adensam, Chief, Licensing Branch 4, Division of

Licensing (OL), Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR)

G. SALP Board Attendees:

V. W. Panciera, Chief, Project Section 28, DPRP, RII
~

M. V. Sinkule, Chief, Operational Support Section (OSS), OPRP, RII
R. V. Crienjak, Senior Resident Inspector, Hatch, DPRP, RII e

W. F. Sanders, Senior Resident Inspector, Vogtle, DPRP, RII
G. W. Rivenbark, Project Manager, Operating Reactors Branch 4, DL, NRR
M. A. Miller, Project Manager, Licensing Branch 4, OL, NRR'

P. Holmes-Ray, Resident Inspector, Hatch, DPRP, RIIs_

J. F. Rogge, Project Engineer, Project Section 2B, OPRP, RII
D. S. Price, Reactor Inspector, 055, DPRP, RIIr

| V. L. Brownlee, Chief, Project Section 2A, DPRP, RII
| G. R. Jenkins, Chief, Emergency Preparedness Section, DEPMSP, RII

D. R. McGuire, Chief, Physical Security Section OEPMSP, RII
F. Jape, Chief, Test Programs Section (TPS), DEOP, RII
H. L. Whitener, Reactor Inspector, TPS, DEOP, RII
T. C. MacArthur, Radiation Specialist, OSS, DPRP, RII
K. P. Barr, Chief, Facilities Radiation Protection Section, DEOP, RII
J. J. Blake, Chief, Materials and Mechanical Section, OEOP, RII
T. E. Conlon, Chief, Plant Systems section, DEOP, RII
C. M. Upright, Chief, Management Programs Section, DEOP, RII

!

.
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IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS FOR HATCH UNITS 1 AND 2 . _

.-

,

.

r
l

>

|

f

f

e

,

I i
'

| _

i
c

*
.

I

I.
._ _ . _ _ . . . - . - _ _ . . . _ _ . - , ,



_ _ _ _

. ,

|
*

,

I-

!

.,qal Area Evaluations

Licensee-' Activities

During the assessment period, major licensee activities at Hatch ;

included refueling, torus modifications, recirculation piping weld
overlay (units 1 and 2), and restoration of safety related cable trays. ;

:

fInspection Activities,

During _ the assessment period, the routine inspection program was ,

conducted by resident and regional inspection staffs. Special inspec- |

tions were conducted of the full-scale emergency preparedness exercise, !

safety related cable tray restoration, an event involving the shut down |

of the unit 2 reactor by en unapproved method, and the monitoring of
weld overlaying of units 1 and 2 recirculation piping. j

-

i

1. Plant Operations

a. Analysis

During this evaluation period, inspections of plant 54
operations were performed by the resident and regional |

inspection staffs. [
.

.

Events have occurred which indicated a need for improvement !'

in the operations area. A significant event which !

illustrates the need for improvement was prompted by the |
'

licensee staff conducting a fast power reduction to preclude ;
'

a reactor scram due to decreasing condenser vacuum. The

on-shift operators and their supervisors recognized that the .

normal method of reducing power would not achieve a
sufficiently timely power reduction to avoid a scram. These ;

individuals and two shift technical advisers made a ;

" consensus decision" to achieve a rapid power reduction by j
i

bypassing both the Rod Worth Minimizer and the Rod Sequence
Control System, and by selectively scramming individual

icontrol rods, without an approved procedure, from the Scram
Time Test Panel which is out of sight and out of normal voice
communications with the reactor control console. The :

" consensus decision" and the resulting actions resulted in a !

control rod configuration that had not been analyzed from a |
reactor safety viewpoint. j

Additionally, poor performance in other plant activities has !

reflected negatively on the performance of operations. For
instance, the long term deterioration of cable trays as a j

result of maintenance activities-detected early in this :

1ssessment period and the misalignment of systems following a j

efueling outage indicate that operating personnel have not j
. amonstrated a, control of activities involving maintenance. i

-

!
i

h

!

t

-
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' Management involvement and control was increased during this

assessment peried. The licensee has implemented programs to'

improve procedural compliance and retrain operators in proper-

- operational philosophy. An Operations Manager was added to
the plant staff providing an additional level of management.
Corporate management was frequently involved in site
activities. The above listed measures have resulted in
positive improvements; however, additional attention is
required. Areas have been identified which require continued i

efforts to improve performance. Philosophy of operations
should become a formal part of the Hatch operator training,

and requalification programs. Management effort in ensuring
procedural compliance should be strengthened.

Decision making was usually at a level which ensured adequate
management review. Resol _ution of technical issues was i
generally performed in a timely manner. Responsiveness to i
NRC initiatives was generally sound and thorough. Generally, ;
acceptable resolutions were proposed. .

'

|Events were reported in a timely manner and contained a
narrative section which provided a greater amount of infor-

*

mation than was possible on the licensee event report form. ';

However, as noted in the maintenance section of this assess-
#

ment, the licensee's review of the event did not always
'

identify the root cause. Thus, corrective action t? prevent%

recurrence was often incomplete.
I

j Several other areas have improved since the previous SALP
assessment. .New management techniques have been implemented

| which have improved shift-to-shift communications. Traf fic
'

flow through the control room has been reduced by the
addition of an additional air lock. -Outage management and
control has improved through the implementation of a better
and more comprehensive outage scheduling and tracking system.

Twenty-two senior reactor operator exams, twenty-one reactor
operator exams and eleven instructor certification exams were

~

administered. Seventy-seven percent of the senior reactor
'

| operator, forty-eight percent of the reactor operator and
forty-eight percent of the instructor certification exams

'

were passed. A special NRC training assessment identified *

| some weakness in lesson plans, problem research techniques,
| and simulator lesson plans for initial train ng. These !
|- weaknesses have contributed to the significant failure rates

,

identified above for reactor operators and instructors. '

| Strong areas identified were in non-licensed operator
| training, lesson plans, simulator lesson plans for requal-

ification training, and health physics and chemistry'

training.

!

.
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Procedure violations continued to be a concern as shown by'

' several of the violations listed below.

Seven violations were identified during the assessment
period:.

(1) Severity Level II violation for a reactor power
reduction by means not analyzed in the Final Safety
Analysis Report.

(2) Severity Level IV violation for failure to notify the
NRC Operations Center of an event which required the
initiation of the licensee's emergency plan or any
section of that plan.

(3) Severity Level IV violation for failure to follow
procedures concerning the use of adjustable wrenches to
override spring loaded key switches.

(4) Severity Level IV violation for failure to fo'llow
procedures concerning valves not locked in position.

<

(5) Severity Level V violation for failure to follow
procedures concerning a valve out of position and a
valve not locked in position. -

.

(6) Severity Level V violation for failure to followc

procedures concerning an improper valve alignment.
.

(7) Severity Level V violation for failure to report within
twenty-four hours to NRC when both fire suppression
water supplies were below technical specification,

limits,

b. Conclusion

Category 3 -,

|
' c. Board Comments

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during
the previous SALP assessment. While the board recognizes
that management has been responsive to correcting deft-
ciencies to the significant events that have occurred at

,

| . Hatch, additional licensee management attention should be
directed to this area and NRC inspection effort should
also be increased.

.

.
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k Radiological Controls |.. ,

. t

._ a . -Analysis !
,

~

During this evaluation period inspections were performed by ;
*

the regional inspection staff. This included a confirmatory '

measurements inspection using the Region II :nobile laboratory i
'

and an environmental protection inspection.
i

'Senior site management and corporate officials have exhibited
a responsive awareness to radiological concerns and have
initiated actions for improvements. |4

;

To strengthen the radiological safety program a Health |
Physics / Chemistry Manager position was established during '

this past SALP assessment period. Also, a technical group to !
support the health physics / chemistry operation was ;

established and partially filled. The number of health ,

physics personnel has been increased with emphasis being
placed on company hires as opposed to contract personnel.
Rigid qualifications were established for the hiring of
contract personnel. The licensee was negotiating with a .

contractor to establish and coordinate the radiation protec-
tion controls and coverage of the forthcoming unit 2 outage
to replace the recirculation piping."

v
A radioactive waste sorting and storage facility was
completed during this assessment period. Assignment of i

personnel in the waste management area appears to be adequate i

to ensure proper management of radioactive wastes. Because
,

of leaking fuel the unit 1 power level was reduced to |
approximately 70 percent of full power. A resequencing of f
the control rods was used to maintain radioactivity levels of :

'

. gaseous affluents at acceptable values. The leaking fuel was
replaced in November 1983. Effluent releases were considered

|
normal for an operating plant of this type and rated
capacity. . ;

!Licensee audits of the r'adiological control program have
identified weaknesses and problem areas that needed atten- |

'
tion. Audit reports showed that the licensee has been
responsive and taken corrective actions to improve the
program.'

,

!

Radiation exposures to individuals have not exceeded regula- -

tory limits. Total radiation exposure doses were directly'

related to, and consistent with, the outage work performed
during the assessment period. Management controls and ALARA |

considerations have been effective in reducing expo;ures to |
-

individuals. ,

. .
,

i

!

'

-

:
'

* ~~
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D , One quality control (QC) and confirmatory measurement inspec-

tion was performed during the evaluation period using the
- Region II Mobile Laboratory. With the exception of one ,

violation (3 below), analyses between the licensee and NRC"

.

were in agreement. The inspection identified a need to -

Idetermine the cause of a high systematic bias in tritium
analysis of ground water samples. All other aspects of the j
laboratory program were satisfactory. >

!

Three violations and one deviation were identified during the
evaluation period. These were not indicative of significant '

programmatic deficiencies. Licensee management was i
adequately involved in radiological controls and was :

!generally responsive to NRC concerns.
!

The following violations and deviation were identified: ',
'

(1) Severity Level IV violation for failure to conduct
annual audits of the radioanalytical program to ensure-
conformance of facility operation to all provisions of *

the environmental technical specifications.
]

(2) Severity Level IV violation concerning the disposal of
radioactive waste by an unauthorized method in that a
container of compacted radioactive waste shipped to the j

~

e Chem-Nuclear burial site contained free standing liquid. ;

(3) Severity Level IV violation concerning the use of an ,

inaccurate computer software program for computing
gaseous effluents. {

(4) Deviation for failure to implement a commitment to
,

develop and conduct annual QA audits of contractor 2

activities related to the environmental monitoring i

program.
i

b. Conclusion
i,

| Category 2 !

!

c. Board Comments !

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during
| the previous SALP assessment. No decrease in licensee or NRC ,

attention in this area is recommended. !
,

b

!
. :.

.

I

!

>
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3. Maintenance |
b~

- ;

'

_a. A.nalysis

During this evaluation period, inspections were performed by
the resident and regional inspection staffs. Two special
inspections were also conducted. One concerned the failure
to restore safety related cable trays properly after main- |
tenance, and a second involved the failure to restore systems '

to an operational status.
,

Overall performance in the mainteitance area has deteriorated
since the previous SALP assessment. Management review and ,

attention should be increased to improve performance in |
~

adherence to procedures, problem area identification, proper >

assignment of functional testing following maintenance,
,

proper identification of." root causes", and QC involvement. ;

!
Adherence to procedures was considered weak during the. ,

licensee's actions to repair reactor coolant recirculation ~ !
piping cracking. Site personnel made the decision to deviate
from procedures but did not change the procedures because the .2
personnel considered the deviations to be technically accept- ,

able. -

!,

:

In other cases, poorly stated or ill understood procedures
for the control and maintenance of safety related equipment
resulted in violations (2, 3, 4, 5, and 6).

During this evaluation period, the licensee demonstrated a
slowness to identify problem areas with regard to cable tray *
restoration. This- problem was identified during a resident*

inspection and was at first attributed by the licensee to be
a localized housekeeping problem. Later, after additional
concerns were expressed by the staff, the licensee realized ;

the problem to be widespread and indicative of faulty main- [
tenance practices. Once appropriate management attention was '

focused on the cable tray deficiencies the licensee was able
to resolve the concerns with regard to operability of the ;

cables during seismic or fire threatening events. '

Inadequate functional testing was also illustrated by the
condition of the cable trays as described above. In#

,

addition, functional testing was not adequate during startup *

of the plant following an extensive outage in that systems ;

were returned to service without being fully restored to an ;

operable condition (violations 2 and 3). ;
1

i

L

*#

g
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%" Recent reviews of LERs, related to maintenance activities
# have revealed problems in identifying specific " root causes".

The corrective action for an event was usually limited to the___
- actions taken to effect repairs and not to the root cause of

the failure.

Involvement of the QA and QC organizations in maintenance
activities was at times, inadequate, as evidenced by the
cable tray restoration. QC involvement tended to be limited ;

during the actual performance of maintenance.
.

Six violations were identified: '

(1) Severity Level III violation and associated civil
penalty for improper cable tray restoration. !

(2) Severity Level IV violation for improper return to
service of systems prior to restart of Unit 2.

.

(3) Severity Level IV violation for the improper return to
service following maintenance on main steam isolation
valve leakage detection system.

(4) Severity Level IV violation for failure to follow
maintenance procedures during repair of the residual'

heat removal system.s

(5) Severity Level V violation for improper procedure change
being used for qualification of class 1 pipe welders. t

"

(6) Severity Level V violation for failure to color code
cables as required by maintenance procedures.

b. Conclusion
l'

: Category 3

c. Board Comments
,

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during !

the previous SALP assessment. Licensee management involve- '

"ment in this area was acceptable, however, weaknesses were
evident. Increased licensee management attentict. should be ;

,

directed to this area and NRC inspection effort should also [
be increased.

,

i
i

F

i

1

~ . . ;
|-

!
;

i
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4. Surveillance j.

. i

_. 4 Analysis
.

During this evaluation period inspections were performed by
the resident and regional inspection staffs.

General Surveillance Activities

Overall, the surveillance program appeared to be an effective
and smoothly operating program.

A major strength in the surveillance program was the ;

effective use of a computer tracking system to ensure that |
surveillances were scheduled and performed as required. I

Although the number of violations in this area has doubled
since the last SALP assessment this is not indicative of a
degradation of the overall program at Hatch. Two of the _
violations (2 and 3) were caused by failures to fo'llow
procedures or by personnel error, and were not attributabie
to an inadequate surveillance program or a programmatic
problem. Corrective actions taken by the licensee should be

| effective in preventing recurrence of the violations.

In general, decision making was usually at a level which
ensured adequate management review, audits were complete and
thorough, and reviews were timely and technically sound.

One exception, however, was the changing of the surveillance
test method for the automatic depressurization system (A05).
This change was processed by the engineering support staff

' and was reviewed and approved without the basic verification
[

that it complied with the technical specifications (item 4).

Inservice Inspection

Licensee management involvement in inservice inspection (ISI)
and inservice testing (IST) activities appeared to be
adequate. Corporate management was usually involved in site
activities. Reviews were adequate in timeliness, thorough-

,

ness and technical content. Records were generally complete,
well maintained, and available. Procedures and policies were
occasionally violated as evidenced by the violations below.
Corrective action systems recognized and addressed most
non-reportable concerns.

,

*aes

.,,4"*

e
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l_. The licensee's performance involving IST was satisfactory
- as indicated by the small number of regulatory issues that i

~' were attributed to the licensee. This satisfactory i

_ performance is attributed to the timeliness and technically |
sound solutions offered by the licensee to NRC initiatives.

|

i
Resolution of technical issues sometimes lacked thoroughness
or depth, and resolution was sometimes delayed as illustrated
by one violation (5 below). This problem was first :
identified in March 1982, and was not resolved until
May 1983. This was not repetitive and was not indicative of
a programmatic breakdown. While key positions were
identified, and authorities and responsibilities defined, the
licensee's level III examiners need to be more involved in
disposition of ISI findings.

Containment Leak Rate Testing

During the performance of local leak rate testing an inade-
quate surveillance procedure was used. The procedure fail'ed
to identify position of some valves involved in Type C tests
as well as having several other inadequacies. <

The weaknesses in this local leak rate procedure indicated at
least in this instance, that the level of management involve-
ment and control was not sufficient to assure a quality
product. Further, the licensee's response to the violation
resolving the quality of the Type C tests was marginally
acceptable. The resolution was accepted after further
communications with the licensee and consideration that an
integrated leak rate test had been performed during the
outage after the completion of Type C testing. The
licensee's resolution to the technical issue did not indicate*

a sound, thorough, conservative, and timely approach to the
i s s u.e .i

The licensee and consultant (Bechtel) performed an adequate
| integrated leak rate test using an acceptable procedure. The
! licensee was two hours into the foar hour stabilization
I period when increasing temperature in containment forced the
| licensee to adjust the containment back to test pressure.
l Concern was expressed during the test by the NRC inspector
i regarding a decision to not restart the four hour stabiliza-

tio.1 ' period. While the licensee did restart the stabiliza--

tion period, the initial decision was not indicative of a
sound and conservative technical decision.-

Four violations were identified as follows:

(1) Severity Level IV violation for use of unapproved valve
lineups for local leak rate testing.

,

.
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k (2) Severity Level IV violation for failure to take control !
, room ventilation system filter samples when required

(3) Severity Level IV violation for failure to properly
change a surveillance procedure.

(4) Severity Level IV violation for improper plant review
board review which changed the ADS surveillance to a

.

method different from that required by technical I
specifications. ,

(5) Severity Level V violation concerning failure to follow
procedure for evaluation of ISI non-destructive
examinations (liquid penetrant) indications. i

b. Conclusion
:

Category 2 |
,

'

c. Board Comments ,

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during -

the previous SALP assessment. No decrease in licensee or NRC
attention in this area is recommended. i

5. Fire Protections

a. Analysis
t

During this assessment period, inspections were conducted by
the resident inspection staff. During this period, certain
weaknesses were noted as discussed in the maintenance

'

section. These involved a number of cable trays which were
not adequately protected from fire because of improper :

restoration following maintenance in that protective jackets !

and fire stops were not reinstalled. The large number of ,

deficiencies found should have been identified by site i

personnel who were tasked with fire protection responsibi- t

lities. t

'One procedure adherence problem led to a violation wnen fire
'

protection personnel did not provide a deviation report !

,

concerning the inoperability of a fire protection system.
'This report would have caused the operations staff to post a

fire watch as required by technical specifications. !

One violation was identified as follows: i

Severity Level IV violation for failure to establish a
fire watch within one hour. ' j

*
|

!

i
^

- !
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k- b. , Conclusion

~. Not Rated

c. Board Comments .

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during
the previous SALP assessment. There was insufficient inspec-
tion activity in this area, during this cssessment period, to
justify a rating. It should be noted that certain post-main-
tenance fire protection restorations were not adequate which
resulted in system inoperability and that this condition was
not detected by the plant staff. No decrease in licensee or
NRC attention in this area is recommended.

6. Emeigency Preparedness

a. Analysis

During the evaluation period, inspections were performed by
the resident and regional inspection staffs. These
inspections included evaluation of two full-scale exercises <

(December 1982 and October 1983), and one routine inspection
- (July 1983). There were no violations or deviations

identified.^

v
Subsequent to the 1982 emergency exercise, the NRC issued a
letter to Georgia Power Company acknowledging the substantial
improvement in the e.atch emergency preparedness program as
demonstrated by that exercise, as well as the innovative use
of the plant simulator in the exercise.

An emergency plan deficiency was identified during the
routine inspection in July 1983. The plan deficiency was
significant in that the licensee's emergency plan and imple- ;

menting procedures did not adequately address general
'

emergency protective action recommendations based on plant
accident conditions prior to any s'abstantial release of
radioactivity. i

Of four inspector follcw-up items identified dering the
exercise in October 1983, one involved the readability of
meteorological instrt,ments in the control room. The licensee i

had-identified to NRC a prior open item on the issue as
- complete and ready for inspection. However, the NRC fourd .

that the problem had not been solved, and supported the |
finding by requesting a trained operator to make readings. :

The operator made several errors which were attributed to the ;
equipment. ;'

;

.

E
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iWith the e'xceptions noted above regarding the meteorological
instrumentation, the licensee's approach to the resolution of '

' technical issues was quite thorough. The licensee generally
,

evaluated each NRC identified problem from the perspective of L-

identifying and resolving the underlying cause.-

As in the previous year, the 1983 Hatch exercise was fully i

successful. In the months prior to the exercise, the
licensee devoted special ef fort through meetings, training,

,

and resource assistance to the state and counties to assist I

in resolving off-site issues that were identified during the |
1982 exercise.

The licensee has been responsive to expressed NRC concerns
and has taken generally prompt action on all open items. ,

There was definite evidence of management commitment to the !
emergency preparedness program. For example, for the i

October 1983 exercise, the scenario was exceptionally
detailed and contained contingencies for possible unplanned
events. The licensee also made a large commitmsnt to -
training and to providing personnel for control and :

,

evaluation of the exercise.

b. Conclusion

Category 1 !
,

c. Board Comments

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during i
the previous'SALP assessment. Licensee management attention f

and involvement in this area were aggressive. No decrease in
i

licensee or NRC attention is recommended. -

>.

7. Security and Safeguards
I

a. Analysis '

' In:pections were performed by the resident and regional ,

-

'
inspection staffs.

Corporate and site managements' support and security aware-
ness was positive as indicated by their professional approach '

to providing a safe and secure onsite environment; their
responsiveness to all NRC comments and discussions; and the i

non-adversary relation with onsite personnel. The proprie- !

tary security guard force was adequately staffed to meet all ,

commitments of the security plan and of the contingency plan. i
'

Review of the training and qualification plan, observations ,

of on-the-job training, and interviews with security force
personnel indicated that security training, as programmed,

t ,

-

;.

,

0
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was being efficiently and effectively implemented. This was I.,
' also demonstrated by the positive morale of the security ,

' force. |

The licensee had instituted an intensive drug and alcohol
abuse prevention program for. all employees, with initial ;

attention given to employees and contractors at the nuclear ;

facility. This self-intiated effort exceeded proposed NRC i
criteria. |

While the identified violations reflected continued
deficiencies in the area of access controls to the facility,
the licensee has taken strong measures to prevent security
personnel error, provide improved procedures, and renovate ,

access portal hardware. During the most recent security
inspection the issue of access controls received extensive
review and resulted in no violations being identified.

iThe licensee provided prompt and thorough corrective actions
to the violations and all identified technical issues raised.
during security inspections. These violations were not
indicative of the total effectiveness and proficiency of the

.

4security program at the Hatch plant.

Two violations were identified:
'

(1) Severity Level IV violation for an authorized employee
wearing the wrong picture badge inside the protected
area.

(2) Severity Level IV violation for escorts not maintaining '

contact with visitors while within the protected area. ;

'

b. Conclusion

Category 1

c. Board Comments

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during >

the previous SALP assessment. Licensee resources were L

effectively used in this area such that a high level of
performance was achieved. No decrease in licensee or NRC |

attention'is recommended. !

:

t
,

;

!.

i
;

4
. ;

i

1

- - ,,- -- --, -- .- . ------ ,,n,-.n.,,. ,,w,...-,--n,,---,,,.-.-, n,..--~n-...,,,,n, --,,,-,---,---,r,-.,v . - - - -



_ _

'

.

.

..

19 |
-

-

8. Refueling

__.a . Analysis
t

Unit 1 and unit 2 refueling operations were inspected by the
resident inspection staff, however, no indepth review of the
refueling program was conducted. No violations or deviations I

were identified.

During the unit 2 refueling operating problems were
discovered by the licensee with the refueling bridge,
grapple, and mast. Corrective action was prompt and
adequate. Problems were also encountered when rigging the
steam separator back into the reactor vessel, causing some ;

'

damage to the separator and the vessel. Repairs were made
and reassembly of the vessel was completed with no further ;

problems.

Refueling personnel demonstrated appropriate response during
a fuel misorientation problem. Refueling activity was
stopped at the first point which allowed for identification.
Management review identified the root cause to be a lack of ,

QC coverage in the area of computer generated loading
patterns.

-

b. Conclusions_ .

Not Rated ,

c. Board Comments

There was insufficient inspection activity in this area to
justify a rating.

9. Licensing Activities

a. Analysis

The assessment was based on an appraisal of the following
| significant licensing activities: ;

I
i

Appendix R activities j( -

MK 1 torus modifications '
-

'

Equipment environmental qualificttion-

Safety Relief (S/R) valve failure evaluation-

Reload reviews' ' -

Scram discharge volume system modifications ;-

Appendix I activities-

Purge and vent system modifications .-

', Pipe crack inspection and repair-
!

'

i

*
>

A
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~

Low low set points modifications 6-

Inservice inspection program-

Control of heavy loac: activities !- -

Missing pipe whip restraints |
-

-

Temporary technical specification change to t-

lower reactor low water limit (emergency basis) f
Temporary technical specification change to extend :-

allowable time to inert containment (emergency basis) .

Temporary order change related to leak detection |-

'requirements (emergency basis)
!

.'

Management involvement in assuring quality varied. For the [
2 licensing actions in the above list, while there were some |

exceptions, there was usually evidence of prior planning and ;
'

assignment of priorities, and the reviews were generally !
timely, thorough, and technically sound. An area that needed f

,

improvement, however, was in the preparation of evaluations
supporting the no significant hazards consideration determin- i

ation. These determinations have been required only since- :
May 1983 and everyone is on a learning curvs. However, the*

quality and thoroughness of these determination evaluations !
are lower than the quality of the balance of the submittals. ~

The licensee has demonstrated an understanding of the safety
,.

consequences of technical issues and has generally provided
acceptable and conservative resolutions to problems. Reso-- :

lutions were sometimes slowed by the need to include the I

inputs of Southern Company Services and Bechtel, whose i

offices are geographically separate from the licensee's j

corporate headquarters, and the scheduling of reviews of {
items by the site review committee. i

,,

?,

! The. licensee's responsiveness to NRC initietives was
adequate. Generally timely, viable, sound, and thorough'

responses were provided.t

,

b. Conclusion I

j
\

Category 2-

c. Board Comments

'
i Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 1 during

the previous SALP assessment. No decrease in licensee or NRC. j
,

! attention in this area is recommended. ;

,

!

^

-

'
i

*

: ,
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10. Quality. Assurance Program

~a;. Analysis 1
i

During this evaluation period routine inspections were .

performed by the resident and regional inspection staff: - 3

:

Significant corporate QA organizational changes were imple- !

mented during the assessment period. The licensee created ;

and filled a new position, General Manager, Quality Assurance |

and Radiological Health and Safety (GMQA). The GMQA is i

responsible to the Executive Vice President Power Supply for i

the overall ' control of the licensee's QA program. Further
reorganization details depict the following corporate level
QA personnel reporting directly to GMQA: the Plant Hatch QA
Manager (HQAM), the QA Engineering / Support Manager (QAE/SM), i

the QA Coordinator for - Fossil and Hydro Projects, the QA ,

Special Projects Assistant (QASPA), and a Radiological Health -

and Safety Representative (RHSR). The RHSR has no line QA
functions. The QA Site Manager (QASM) located at the plant
site reports to the HQAM.

. . ,

The new QAE/SM position was established to support the Hatch
QA programs by providing increased participation in solvingt , . -

quality-related problems, increased oversight of architec-
tural/ engineer (A/E) and contractor QA activities, regulatory'-

i:- and associated document review, assessment of trends, and
procurement QA activities.

The QASPA position was created to develop and direct QA
,

trainirg programs for organizations performing quality-'

related activities. Additionally, the QASPA will direct or

|
accomplish special QA projects as directed by the GMQA. ,

i1

i
The above mentioned organizational changes have been bene- |
ficial to the QA program. Under this revised organization, |

'

- identical QA manager positions have been established for both i

Vogtle and Hatch making them solely responsible for the QA t

f. programs of- their respective projects subordinate to the
|

GMQA. The creation of an QAE/SM and staff appears to be a >

major improvement in that it strengthens the licensee's QA |
| '

capability to assess their program and should provide'

increased QA oversight of A/E design activities (oriented !
!

| more towards technical / engineering review versus the usual,

program compliance verification approach), suppliers, and !"
'

vendors. Additionally, it appears that the licensee has
,

appointed c ~ strong GMQA who possesses valuable and broad;

experience in nuclear and QA activities. The GMQA appears ;

dedicated to strengthening and upgrading the licensee's |

overall QA program and has necessary management support and j
; attention in this endeavor.*

i _

i
'

9

'
6
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;

Licensee quality assurance policies were adequately stated-

" and understood. The licensee revised the QA procedures for
pursuing and resolving problems identified by NRC and QA-

- procedures related to audit finding categorization. The
licensee also issued new procedures for conducting QA '

surveillance activities and for annual QA Department assess- !

ments of line organization performance. j
Decision making appeared to be at a level that ensured
appropriate management review. Corporate management was.
closely involved in site activities. Audits were generally

'

complete and timely; however, corrective actions for audit'

findings were inadequate. This problem had been recognized
by upper licensee management and newly created QA staff
positions were implemented to provide timely resolution of
audit findings. Establishing this new system received total

The licens'e QA staff categorizedupper management support. e -

:

| all previously identified audit findings according to their . -

safety significance and firm commitments for their resolution ''

'

were established.

Records were generally complete and available for review. A ,

'new record vault has been proposed and is due for construc-
tion during 1984. Procurement activities were generally well,

controlled and documented.
,

4

Design change activities met regulatory requirements; ;!

.

however, design change procedures are difficult to use. A t

! backlog of design changes has accumulated for which '

~ documentation was being gathered to permit closecut. The i

engineering staff responsible fc.e design changes was being !

supplemented by consultants to assist in design change !

closure. Progress had been achieved. Licensee management j

should continue their efforts to close out completed design j

changes and consider upgrading existing design control ;

procedures. :

The licensee's responsiveness to NRC initiatives was i

technically sound. Their response to inadequate corrective i'

i

|
actions on previously identified QA staff audit findings was !

j vigorous and well managed. Corrective actions were handled |

|
by the regulatory compliance group; however, this system had

- not been totally tested under heavy workload conditions.
Staffing appeared to be adequate, although some QA personnel :
on site were relatively new. These personnel were being
effectively trained but it will take time for positive

|' results. Plant personnel were being rotated into the QA I

,

department to provide needed expertise in various areas. One i

! qualified senior reactor operator on loan to the QA Depart- |

| ment was being trained as a lead auditor. !

|
-

-

,
<

' .

i
*
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While improvements have been made in the QA corporate struc-
. ture and in strengthening the on site QA organizations and

functions, quality related deficiencies continue to be noted
% 1n the operations and maintenance areas. The extent of these

deficiencies as described in the operations and maintenance
sections of this report indicates that the Quality Assurance
Program has been ineffective in identifying weaknesses in
these areas, and as a result quality related deficiencies
have been allowed to remain unnoticed by plant management
until a significant event has occurred. The QA program
should increase the scope and depth of audits in these areas
to identify problems with the effectiveness of QC,
operations, and maintenance organizations, and provide
suitable corrective actions. Management effort will be
necessary to increase the level of thoroughness of the
audits.

The following violations were identified:

(1) Severity Level IV violation for failure of th'e QA;
Department to assure conditions adverse to quality are
promptly corrected. This was a repeat violation.

(2) Severity Level IV violation for failure to respond .to
e audit finding within required timeframes.
'

(3) Severity Level V violation for failure to annually
update qualification records of lead auditors.

b. Conclusion

Category 3
.

c. Board Comments

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during
the previous SALP assessment. It appears, on the surface
from a review of'the QA program and its implementation at the
Hatch facility, that the program is effective. However, when

facility's histo for thisan everall evaluation of the
period is conducted, it becomes readily appare,rynt that the
implementation of the QA program at Hatch is inadequate in
identifying problems and/or ineffective in bringing about
adequate corrective actions. Specific issues which are
examples of these problems includes inadequate procedures,

| Type C testing, a high operator examination failure rate,
independent verification, cable tray restoration, and a high

[

component failure rate. Increased licensee managementi

attention is required in this area to assure that licensee

.-

- . _ . - . . - _ - - - _ . - . _ - - _ - _ . .. _ .__ - . . - . - . - . - - _.



__

..
*

24

'

personnel are effective in performing the OA functions as
. required by NRC regulations. Increased NRC inspection effort

should be directed to this area.
_. ,

B. Supporting Data

1. Reports Data

a. Licensee Event Reports (LERs)

During the assessment period, there were 111 LERs reported on
unit 1 and 134 on unit 2. The distribution by Licensee Cause
Code and SALP Functional Area is as follows:

Cause Code Unit 1 Unit 2

Personnel Error 12 24
Design, Manufacturing, 5 5

Construction / Installation
External Cause 0 1

--

Defective Procedures 6 3
Componen*. Failure 64 77

*

"

Other 24 24

Total 111 134

Functional Area Unit 1 Unit 2

Plant Operations 50 64
Radiological Controls 2 1

Maintenance 4 3

Surveillance 44 43
Fire Protection 2 3
Security 1 0
Refueling 3 2
Quality Assurance 4 15
Other 1 3

!

Total 111 134

Of the 111 LERs submitted on unit 1, 58% were due to some
kind of component failure. Of these failures, 42% were
mechanical, 45% were electrical, and the remaining were
attributed to other miscellaneous causes. There were 134
LERs submitted for unit 2 during the evaluation period, of
which 57% were due to component failure. Of these failures,.

37% were mechanical and 45% were electrical. The remainder
were assigned various miscellaneous causes. Although not a
regulatory requirement, it was noted that the licensee does
not report component failures to the nuclear plant reli-
ability data system.

.

.
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t
'- b. . Part 21 Reports

q None

2. Investigation and Allegation Review

One allegation involving radiological sampling techniques was
closed during the assessment period. The allegation was not
substantiated.

3. Enforcement Actions

a. Violations

Severity Level I - O violations
Severity Level II - 1 violation
Severity Level III - 1 violation
Severity Level IV - 18 violations
Severity Level V - 7 violations .

b. Civil Penalties
4

Three violations classified as a single Severity Level II
event with a civil penalty were assessed on December 27,

''

1983, for a July 14, 1983 improper shutdown of the unit 2
s_ plant. -

One violation classified as a Severity Level III with a civil
penalty was assessed on June 2,1983, for failure to provide
required quality controls following modification and main-
tenance relating to electrical cable trays.

c. Orders

No orders relating to enforcement matters were issued.

d. Administrative Actions - Confirmation of Action Letters

No Confirmation of Action Letters were issued during this
review period.

;

4. Management Conferences

Two management meetings were conducted on March 18 and 22, 1983,
to discuss the quality control problems associated with tb:

'
modification and maintenance of electrical cable trays.

'
,

A management meeting was held on April 29, 1983, to discuss the '

status of the recirculation system weld inspections.

.
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An enforcement conference was held on July 21, 1983, to discuss'

the management control over reactor operation pertaining to the
.4,uly 14, 1983 improper shutdown of unit 2. Subsequent enforcement
conferences were held by the Director of Inspection and Enforce-
ment on November 2 and 14, 1983 to discuss the significance of the
event with all personnel involved.

An enforcement conference was held on August 10, 1983, to discuss
the adequacy of startup preparations for unit 2.

A management meeting was held on September 28, 1983, to brief NRC
on the scheduling of the Hatch outage to support the replacement
of recirculation system piping on unit 2.

*

.
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V. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS FOR V0GTLE UNITS 1 AND 2
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A. Functional Area Evaluations ,

- |
Licensee.. Ac.tivities

-

Between November 1, 1982 and October 31, 1983, the construction project
progressed from 37*4 to 52% completion. Unit 1 and common progressed i

from 43% to 61%. Unit 2 was 20's ccmplete. Staffing for the project
has gradually increased to the present level of manpower. ;

Work on the containment buildings continued to progress. In the unit 1 |
containment building, the first dome placement was completed on !
October 29, 1983, and continued to be erected at the required rate. In
the unit 2 containment building, interior concrete placement continued,
with the secondary shield and refue. ling canal walls being completed to
the 217 foot elevation.'

Progress in the other power block buildings continued. In the !
auxiliary building, large bore piping and hanger installation !

progressed on levels A, B, C, and 1, and the erection of small bore ;

piping and hanger contird in all available areas. Work in the fuel' ;

handling building co: :,i n :ed, with heating, ventilation and |
.

air-conditioning (HVAC) duct installation progressing on levels 1 and 3 .j''

of the center section and on level 1 of the east wing. In the control '

ibuilding, civil activities continued to progress with the greater
emphasis on work on the west wing level 1.

Turbine building work continued to progress. In the unit 1 turbine
building, large piping was being erected on levels A, 1, and 2, and
small bore pipe erection continued on level A. Work continued on the,

: unit I turbine generator installation schedule; the General Electric i

Company is expected to start the main turbine work in February 1984.
,

.

Inspection Activities
|

'

!Routine inspection programs were performed during this evaluation
period. The Regional Construction Assessment Team conducted an indepth '

review of the site project management. ;

1. Soils and Foundations
.

i

a. Analysis
,

Inspections were performed by the resident and regional ;

i inspection staffs. The NRC reviewed quality assurance <

implementing procedures, observed back fill operations, i

examined . calibration controls on soil testing equipment, and i

made o'uservations of concrete placement. !
l
i

.

!!
'

.

-
.
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Work activities were performed in accordance with procedurei f

requirements and testing was being done with equipment having ,

current calibration data. Discussions with QC inspectors '

indicated that the inspectors were knowledegable in specifi--._
- cation arui procedure requirements and were documenting their

taspections on apolicable documents.

Management involvement, resolution of technical issues, and
staffing were adequate for the level of activity involved.

No violations or deviations were identified.

b. Conclusion
',

Category 2
1

c. Board Comments ,

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during ,

the pervious SALP assessment. No decrease in licensee or NRC
attention in this area is recommended.

2. Containment and Other Safety Related Structures -

a. Analysis

Inspections were performed by the resident and regional
inspections staffs. The inspections involved review of QA
implementing procedures; observation of work activities
including containment structural steel; containment concrete;
rebar installation; layout of wa l.l s and piping lines;
grounding cable; embed plates; review of quality records;
observation of polar crane support installation; lifting and
setting of containment dome; and review of spare penetra-
tions.

Management involvement, resolution of technical issues,
staffing, and training were adequate for the level of
activity involved. Violations involving concrete placement
and installation of structural steel were identified. The
violations were not indicative of a programmatic breakdown, i

but were a result of failure to prepare adequate procedures '

to implement' licensee commit.ments. A similar problem
regarding inadequate procedures was identified in the ,

previous SALP evaluation. With ths exception of the identi- i

fied violations, QA and QC procedures and controls were found
to meet NRC requirements and work activities were found to'

have been performed in a.ccordance with QA and QC procedure
requirements. QA records were generally complete, well
naintained, and retrievable. The licensee was responsive in
correcting the violation concerning the concrete placement.

.- t

o

'

',.
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I

i

Response to the violation concerning structural steel was
inadequate in that it did not address all of the examples !

-

cited in the violation. The licensee was preparing a !_

- supplemental response on this item at the close of the i,

assessment period..

The following violations were identified: j

(1) Severity Level IV violation for failure to implement I
procedures and drawings or provide acceptance criteria )
for bolting, modification or removal of structural !

steel, and verify that expansion anchors and embed !
plates complied with design requirements. I

(2) Severity Level V violation for failure to provide proper
cold weather protection on a concrete placement.

:

b. Conclusion i
t

Category 2 I
*

c. Board Comments J

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 1 during
the previous SALP assessment. No decrease in licensee or NRC ;

attention in this area is recommended. [
'

-

3. Piping Systems and Supports f
a. Analysis

:-

Inspections were performed by the resident and regional
1

inspection staffs. Additionally, a major inspection by the i
Regional Construction Assessment Team was also performed. !

iThe licensee was in the early construction phases for the

: installation of safety-related supports. The NRC inspection
j identified a weakness in that instructions were not adequate i

j with respect to weld size,. dimensions, and tolerances. These
: problems were identified for four pipe hangers which had been
! inspected and accepted by the hanger QC inspectors. The -

| licensee was very responsive to this concern and has taken
i appropriate action to correct the problem. In addition to :

correcting the hardware, the licensee conducted an extensive ;|

retraining program for QC inspectors, craft personnel, |
engineers, and supervisors involved with support work. This
corrective action demonstrated a thoroughness on the part of |
the licensee to correct the problem while still in the early r

i stages of construction, j
!

. . t

!
"

'
|
- i

L i
'

i
;
(
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i

Another activity relating to piping systems was the
reinspection of approximately 15,000 piping spool pieces that
had been fabricated by Pullman Power Products. The i_.,

reinspection was needed to ascertain the acceptability of
fabrication welds after code rejectable deficiencies had
been found in a sampling of spool pieces stored at the plant

'!

site. The extensive reinspection program was handled in a
thorough manner, and resulted in the satisfactory resolution

i of a generic quality problem.

A strength of the licensee's program appeared to be in the
arrangement for the use of the Westinghouse Vogtle Structural
Analysis Mobile Unit (V-SAMU). The V-SAMU was to be used for
analysis and design of class 2, 3 and non-nuclear small bore
piping systems. This on-site capability will expedite
resolution of many engineering or construction problems as
they are identified.

The procedures for control of construction activities
appeared to be adequate to insure a quality product in th'e'
area of supports and restraints.

,

~

.

Practices used in welding large diameter reactor coolant loop
piping appear excellent as are the quality of the welds being
produced. The practices and procedures for welding on other
piping and piping supports are adequate.

One violation was identified:

Severity Level IV violation concerning a failure to
provide adequate instructions, procedures and drawings
with respect to welding, dimensions, and tolerances for
pipe supports,

b. Conclusion

Category 2
.

c. Board' Comments

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during
the previous SALP assessment. No decrease in licensee or NRC
attention in this area is recommended.

.

O
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S. 4. Safety Related Components

_a.. Analysis

Inspections were conducted by the resident and regional
inspection staffs. These inspections involved the pre-
paration and setting of the reactor pressure vessel and steam
generators; storage of safety-related equipment; load test of
the containment dome lifting equipment, and ron-destructive
examination of the reactor pressure vessel closure head
cladding.

.

The procedures and controls utilized to perform the movement
and placing of various large pieces of safety-related
components provided evidence of prior planning and assignment
of priorities. The proper precautions, commensurate with the
potential damage, were in place at the time of the move. The
licensee incorporated the lessons learned from another
construction site which had dropped a piece of equipment
being moved.

'

The licensee demonstrated a technically sound and thorough-

a

response to the violation involving the reactor vessel
closure head cladding. A complete reinspection of the head
cladding has been completed and the repairs are planned. The
resolution of this problem has been timely due to the
adequate staff attention which the licensee placed on this
item.

The violations were not considered to be indicative of
programmatic * breakdowns due to licensee evaluations that
these were isolated cases.

Two violations were identified:

(1) Severity Level IV violation concerning failure to
provide for code required penetrant examination of a
completed weld.

.

(2) Severity Level V violation concerning the proper
performance of liquid penetrant examination on the
reactor vessel closure head.

b. Conclusion

Category 1

.

Se
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I c. Board Comments
,.

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during i
'

~~ '

the previous SALP assessment. Licensee resources were
ieffectively used such that a high level of performance wa,s

achieved. No decrease in licensee or NRC attention in this ,

area is recommended. |

S. Support Systems

a. Analysis |

During this evaluation period, resident monitoring of the
activities in correcting the licensee identified problem with .

the Heating, Ventilation and Cool,ing Systems (HVAC) |
.

concerning the duct work supports was conducted. '

Licensee management has demonstrated excellent involvement .

and control in resolving the HVAC problem where the ,
contractor was not following the prescribed installation !
procedures, and in ambiguities between the engineering :
drawings and fabrication drawings. The licensee identified ,
this problem during a corporate quality assurance audit and

'~
has since determined the root cause to be a quality assurance .

program breakdown at the fabrication shop for the duct
supports. The licensee has also taken appropriate action to_

prevent a recurrence by designating the architect / engineer to L

perform a review of shop detail drawings for conformance to
design drawings. The licensee completed an evaluation and
finalized a report in a timely fashion which will prevent

'duct support as-built conditions, shop drawings, and
engineering design drawings from being in disagreement.

,

.

No violations were identified in this area. !

b. Conclusion |
.

Not Rated
,

"

c. Board Comments

There was insufficient inspection activity in this area to
justify a rating.

,

i
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t 6. Electrical Power Supply and Distribution
i

*

a. Analysis i

~. .

~

During this evaluation period, inspections were performed by
resident and regional inspection staffs. The areas inspected
included electrical component receipt, storage and handling;
in place storage of electrical equipment; quality assurance; ;
followup on the licensee's inspection of control panel weld '

problems; and training, qualification and certification of
technical inspectors. '

r

Management involvement to assure quality has been evident on
tw; issues rtgarding electrical components. The first issue,
pertaining to welds in the control panels, was quickly
expanded in scope when the inspection identified problems
with component identity, incorrect wiring, and questionable
qualification of connectors. It should also be noted that
concern for the welding on control panels was transmitted in

1

IE Notice 82-34, Revision 1. In addition to this review the
licensee inspected electrical terminations. This resulted in
a full inspection, a consicerable amount of field correction

..of equipment by the vendor, and the issuance of a Part 21
|report.

, . .

The second issue was in the area of in plant storage of
electrical components. NRC issued a violation concerning the'

;

storage of equipment with little protection. ' The licensee
response to this issue was very prompt and extensive. The

i corrective action consisted of a complete inspection of the
equipment, the installation of protective covering and in
some instances, th,e erection of cages to prevent unauthorized

,

access. The one weakness on the part of the licensee was in |

the area of self-identification of the problem. In this
'

regard, the indications of the problem had been identified by
QC inspectors, but the licensee did not recognize the
magnitude of the problem. The storage of electrical equip-
ment in the warehouse was found to not have the same problems
as identified for the in plant storage.

Electrical installation of cable was in the very early stages
and inspections have been correspondingly limited. The

,licensee appeared to be well organized and prepared to i

commence cable pulling. The start of cable pulling has been '

delayed due to improper Uni-strut support locking fasteners.
The extensiveness of the fastener problem was indicative of a.

failure of the QC inspection procedures for the Uni-strut
fasteners. The licensee identified the problem and is now
performing complete reinspection.

,

*
.

,

.

i*

i
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1
. The following violation was identified:'

i~ - Severity Level IV violation concerning the in place
'' electrical cabinets not being adequately protected for

dirt, moisture, vandalism, and rodents,

b. Conclusion

Category 2
:
'

c. Board Comments

No decrease in licensee or NRC attention in this area is !

recommended. -

7. Instrumentation and Control Systems |

a. Analysis
.

No inspections were performed in this area during the
evaluation period due to the early stage of facility
completion. ~ ' ,

b

b. Conclusion 7..

'- Not Rated

c. Board Comments |

There was insufficient inspection activity in this area to |
justify a rating. ,

i

8. Licensing Activities
!

a. Analysis i.
i

~

The evaluation was based on NRC eva1uation of the following
licensing activities:

J

Category 1 Compaction |-

Caseload Forecast '-

Content of the. Final Safety Analysis Report-

Centent of the Environmental Report-

Management involvement was evident in assurir.g quality based ,

on a very favorable impression made by licensee management at
the Caseload Forecast Panel (CFP) site visit and subsequent! ,

meetings with NRC staff. High levels of management were i

represented at the CFP visit. The individuals in attendance i

' were very knowledgeable about the Vogtle project and they '

e.
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|

!
f

3 appeared to place appropriate emphasis on assuring quality atx- the plant.
<

,

The licensee's approach to the resolution of technical issues k__
- from a safety standpoint appeared adequate. This conclusion j

was based on resolution of compaction of Category I backfill
around safety-related piping. The licensee, once staff !

,

concerns were identified, addressed them in a timely manner. !
After discussions on the compaction issue, the licensee

iproposed a satisfactory solution which accounted for' staff !
.

safety concerns.
. |

<

The licensee was prompt and very responsive to NRC inquiries, !
2

particularily offering cooperation and information on the :

compaction issue when the review required several telephone j
,

conversations and supplemental submittals. However, this ,

approach was typical of the licensee's response on most i
licensing issues. !

1

; The licensee appeared to be technically competent based on - !'

the involvement with the licensee's staff at the Caseload fForecast Panel visit and on the compaction issue. The staff (
appeared technically competent with the appropriate persons
' involved on both issues.

!
-

The NRC staff review of the content of the Final Safety [
. Analysis Report (FSAR) and the Environmental Report (ER)

indicated that the information provided did not provide, '

i

enough detail, in some instances, to address a topic ,

'

adequately. In the ER, for example, the licensee's frequent
,

t

reference to the FSAR sometimes hindered the review. !

This assessment area was limited due to the early licensing |
review stage of Vegtle. On the selected activities, the >

contact and involvement has been very slight and does not
provide a basis for an overall detailed evaluation. For
typical licensing activities, such as the caseload and the

|i compaction issue, the licensee's performance has been more :
; than adequate. However, the content of the FSAR and ER needs !

upgrading be. fore the staff can adequately review the plant. !
t

b. Conclusion
t

Category 2 i
.

'c. Board Comments

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category I during (the previous SALP assessment. The rating during the present
[SALP assessment period was based upon limited activity in the
I'; area.

,

i-
.

. - -
,

i , t

'
.
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9. Quality Assurance Program
;

.

a. An.alysis i

Inspections were performed by the resident and regional
inspection staffs. A special team inspection was conducted i

to assess overall management control of the Vogtle project. [

Significant corporate QA organizational changes were imple- !

mented during the assessment period. The licensee filled a i

new position, General Manager, Quality Assurance and !

Radiological Health and Safety (GMQA). The GMQA is !

responsible to the Executive Vice President Power Supply for ;

the overall control of the licensee QA program. Further :

4reorganization details depict the following corporate level
QA personnel reporting directly to GMQA: the Plant Vogtle QA j
Manager (VQAM), the QA Engineering / Support Manager (QAE/SM), ,

the QA Coordinator for Fossil and Hydro Projects, the QA ,

Special Projects Assistant (QASPA), and a Radiological Health j
and Safety Representative (RH5R). The RH5R has no line QA
functions. .,

The QA Site Manager (QASM) located at the plant site and a ;

Project QA Engineer report to the VQAM. The VQAM has three !

QA engineers assigned to perform engineering evaluations on I^

1QA activities.s

The new QA Engineering / Support Manager position was
established to support the Vogtle QA programs by providing
increased participation in solving quality-related problems, i
increased oversight of architectural / engineer (A/E) and F

contractor QA activities, regulatory and associated document
review, assessment of trends, and procurement QA activities. ,

l
The QASPA position was created to develop and direct QA i

training programs for organizations performing quality- |
i related activities Additionally, the QASPA will direct or >

accomplish special QA projects as directed by the GMQA. !

! !
*

! The above mentioned organizational changes have been |
beneficial to the QA program. Thz joo title of Manager to |

! the GMQA, VQAM, and QASM has upgraded the QA organization
'

i image in the eyes of construction and licensee management.
Under this revised organization, identical QA manager post-
tions have been established for both Vogtle and Hatch making ;

4

them solely responsible for the QA programs of their respec- !
tive projects subordinate to the GMQA. The creation of a |-

QAE/5M and staff appears to be a major improvement in that it .,

1strengthens the licensee's QA capability to assess their
program and should provide increased QA oversight of A/E |

'

.
,

i.
,

|

i
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'
t

i design activities (oriented more towards technical /
. engineering review versus the usual program compliance '

verification approach), suppliers, and vendors. Addition-
ally, it appears the licensee has appointed a strong GMQA who !

-

'

possesses valuable broad experience in nuclear and QA '

activities. He appears dedicated to strengthening and
upgrading the licensee's overall QA program and has necessary
management support and attention in this endeavor.

There was evidence that licensee management has re-examined i

; the QA program, worked toward upgrading standards, obtained *

better qualified personnel, and in general promoted OA
acceptance at all levels. The GMQA presented to the

:

licensee's management an assessment audit of the QA Depart- i
ment operations identifying particular concerns and needed
improvement areas for which resolutions were proposed and
management responded with affirmative support.

[

Management periodically reviewed the QA program. The design i

assurance audits, the audit plan, the audit followup of * '

corrective actions for the audit findings, and the tracking '

of Bechtel, licensee and NRC audit findings were reviewed and - .Jwere generally complete and thorough.
,

iThe licensee's responsiveness to NRC initiatives was
considered adequate. The construction quality assurance '

program update was submitted as required by 10 CFR 50.55(f),
a new regulation.

There was evidence of prior planning, assignment of
priorities, and defined procedures used to control ;

activities. QA policies were adequately stated and under- |
stood..

The procurement activities were reviewed and found well
controlled and documented. There has been no indications of
QA programmatic breakdowns. ,

t

Staffing of QA positions appeared to be adequate. Key
positions were identified, and authorities and responsibi-

,

lities were defined. Management independence was retained. !
QA staffing has increased with the expanded workload. !

The training and qualification program contributed to an
understanding of work and a reasonable adherence to

1

procedures. A defined program was being implemented, i

!

,

b

~~
.

i

SS
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T Staffing has been adequate for the status of construction.
. Positions were clearly identified with authorities and
responsibilities well defined. Personnel were adequately .^^
trained to understand the authority and responsibilities of ;

their positions. |
-

During this reporting period, the onsite QA staff has been
increased from 14 to 19 persons. i

i
The licensee has demonstrated sound technical decision making
commensurate with quality assurance concerns. This was best !exemplified by the licensee response to IE Bulletin 82-01.

[This bulletin pertained to problems where two vendors
.

knowingly supplied altered radiographs. The licensee i

!expanded the scope of the bulletin by performing an
independent review of the radiographs for all of the shop :
fabricated welds for the, components furnished by six other i

,

vendors. This inspection has identified numerous noncon-
iformances with these radiographs. The licenses was working :

with the vendors to resolve the issue. This action was !

typical for the Vogtle project, where the specifics of a |
problem were expanded in a generic fashion to assure that a .-

problem did not exist in related areas.
,

!

Two violations were identified:
,

'

(1) Severity Level V violation concerning the failure to
properly store radiographic records, '

'(2) Severity Level V violation concerning the failure to
,

review and approve weld acceptance criteria. ,

,

b. Conclusion
i

Category 1
.

c. Board Comments t

.

Performance in this area was evaluated as Category 2 during
the previous SALP assessment. Licensee mangement involvement
in this area was aggressive. No decrease in licensee or NRC !

attention is recommended. ie

,

i
e

.

t
'

i
i |

*
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\ B. Supporting Data
.

.

1. Reports Data
. -

.

al Construction Deficiency Reports (CDR)

During the period, seventeen CORs were reported. Eight were..

caused by errors associated wit'1 the design of the component; -

nine wdre due to manufacturing / fabrication errors. Three
additional items were considered and later determined to benot reportable.,

The reports were reported in a timely manner. The telephone
reports provided sufficient information; however, the initial
written reports could provide a more detailed description of
the problem. This will provide NRC with sufficient
information to allow evaluation. The events are properly
identified and analyzed. Corrective action was effective as
indicated by a lack of repetition.

.

2. Investigation and Allegation Review

Five allegations were closed during this assessment period. Three
-c

.

involved facility construction deficiencies and were unsubstanti-~

ated; one involved equipment storage and resulted in the issuance
of a violation; and one involved the use of uncertified con-' -
struction materials and, although substantiated, did not involve
a violation of NRC regulation.

3. Enforcement Action

a. Violations

: Severity Level I, II, III - No violations'

Severity Level IV - 4 violations
Severity Level V - 4 violations

b. Civil Penalties

None
,

c. Orders
'

None

d. Administrative Action
!

No Conf.irmation of Action Letters were issued during this
review period.4

!

:

e
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! 4 Management Conferences

A management meeting was held on January 14, 1983, to discuss the
7es01ts of the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations related

| utility Self Evaluation.

A management meeting was held on March 2,1983, to discuss field
change controls.

A management meeting was held on June 24, 1983, to discuss quality
workmanship by field contractors.

A management meeting was held on August 22, 1983, to discuss the
licensee findings concerning quality workmanship by field
contractors.

No enforcement meetings were conducted.
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