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PGandE Letter No.: DCL-B4-186

ENCLOSURE

SSER 22, Allegation #123

It is alleged that:

PGandE did not recefve authorization from the Building

Commissioner to accept evidence of previous welder

qualification.
Contrary to the implication of'this allegation, there 1s no requirement for
the Owner or Engineer of a nuclear power plant to obtain approval of welder
qualifications from a local Building Commissioner. Inspection of construction
of a nuclear power plant, by federal law, does not reside at the local level.
In addition, under the AWS Code (AWS D1.) Section 5.4.2), acceptance of
previous qualification of welders is not assigned to the loca) Building
Commissioner but rather to the Engineer. At Diablo Canyon, the Engineer is
PGandE. In the one case where welders were qualified offsite, they were
qualified to Project procedures by an independent laboratory and subsequently
accepted by the Engineer, consistent with the AWS Code. Consequently, there

has been no code violation, and no corrective action is necessary.
SSER 22, Allegation #129

A1l of the concerns contained in NRC Item No. 129 are the result of a letter
from an anonymous alleger to Mr. Mark Padovan of the NRC dated

January 2, 1984, (Padovan letter). These allegations correspond directly with
the previously filed allegations of Mr. Steven Lockert. These concerns are

addressed sequentially below.
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A. It 1s alleged that:

01890

Sept 20

1. Deviation from the requirements of contract
specification 871

Fatlure to notify purchaser (PGAE) of past and
present deviations

Failure to notify the Commission as required by
10 CFR 21.21b)

4 ~
. -

Addressed memo to MHarold Karner, Pullman's QA Manager
regarding PGAE's contract specification 8711, Sec. 1, para
7.10.1. stated that all GTAW shall be performed with a

power supply equipped with 1) High frequency for arc
inftiation, 2) Rheostat for stepless control of current.

Research indicated that in the 1977 revision of weld
procedures Pullman had failed to include this requirement
in their updated Weld Procedure Specifications, WPSs.
Further, PGAE approved of the Pullman changes to the weld
procedures and in effect ceased to enforce PGAE'S own
procurement document.

In verbal discussion with Harold Karner 1 informed
him that none of Pullman's GTAW machines could presently
meet the specifications of 8711, Harold's reply was "if
PGAE doesn't enforce the contract Pullman doesn't intend
to." 1 then informed Harold that in 1ieu of the high
frequency the welders were scratch starting each time the
arc had to be initiated thus contaminating the weld with
tungsten. 1 also told him of the defects | was seeing as a
result of no current control devices and no off/on switch
on the power supplies Pullman was using. The defects occur
at the end of the weld cycle when the welder tries to
extinguish the arc by pulling the tungsten electrode
directly out of the area over the weld pool. The weld pool
is kept molten as the arc elongates but then starts to
freeze as the arc and magnetic field collapse, oscillating
the sti1] 1iquid pool, and creating a hole at the center
point of the weld pool.

PGAE's contract writers were aware of these types of
defects typical to GTAN when they wrote 8711 specifying the
type of equipment to be used. Certainly a higher level of
quality 1s obtained when using the proper equipment and {f
this higher level of quality was thought to be obtained
when documents such as the FSAR were written: then a
problem has occured (sic).



No reply to my memo has been recorded as of my
termination dated 12/15/83. (giting Padovan letter at 1-2.)
The technical background of this allegation has been addressed in PGandf -
response dated March 19, 1984, to Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA,
Breismeister, et al. Aff. at 27-29.

As discussed in the response, no deviation from contract specification 871
exists because, as permitted by the specification, PGandE supplies the GTAW
welding machines and high frequency units when they are beneficial. Al
welders using the GTAW process are qualified using the scratch starting method
to assure they can make sound production welds. No corrective action is

required as a result of this allegation.

B. It 1s alleged that:

sept 22

1. Fatlure to impliment (sic) the quality assurance program
as specified in 10 CFR 50, appendix B, criteria 11 & X.

A welder was going to start welding when 1 asked him to attach
an argon flow meter near the torch in his GTAW process. The welder
refused to cooperate saying that as long as there wasn't a holdpoint
on the process sheet for it the inspector didn't have to check it.
The welder's foreman and my QC supervisor were called in to mediate.
The QC supervisor, Merle Edgerton, said he thought my inspection was
a bit excessive. 1 reminded Merle that a 20 CFH flow rate was
specified by the WPS and that 1f I was not allowed to check 1t, when
I thought 1t necessary, then he could get someone else to do the job.

I was requested to perform inspections elsewhere and left.
(citing Padovan letter at 2.)
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The technical basis of this allegation has been addressed in PGandf response
dated March 19, 1984, to Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA,
Brefsmeister, et ). Aff. at 33; Karner et al. Aff. at 18.

The welder in question was 7ollowing WPS 134 which does not restrict the
location of the flowmeter. In fact, the flowmeter wa: installed at the gas
bottles on a different elevation. The fact that the alleger was not satisfied
with the actual location of the flowmeter does not constitute a breakdown in
the QA program. Nor does the fact that the welder refused to cooperate
reflect a breakdown of any kind. In this case, the alleger could have
ascertained the desired flowrate 1f he had chosen to look at the flowmeter
installed at the bottles. The process sheet does not indicate whether the
flowrate was ever checked by the inspector as no such inspection is
specifically required. The weld was subsequently visually inspected, and
acceplance was noted on the process sheet. Thus, there was no breakdown in

the QA program, and no corrective action s required.

C. It is alleged that:

sept 26

Fatlure to 1ssue and maintain adequate document
control as required in 10 CFR 50, appendix B,
criteria vI.

I requested a copy of Pullman's welding procedures at
least five times from my superiors Gary Sawer (sic), Jim
Cunningham, Russ Nole (sic), Pat Watson, and Marold
Karner. Mr. Karner's response was that too many copies of
the weld procedures had already been 1ssued and that the
logistics of controling them had become unmanagable (sic).
(citing Padovan letter at 3.)
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This allegation has been addressed in PGandf response dated March 19, 1984, to

Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Breismeister, et al. Aff. at

33-34. As stated in the response, there are sufficient controlled copies.of
welding procedures in the plant, at various locations, which are available to

all personnel. No corrective action s required as a result of the allegation.

It 1s alleged that:
Oct. 4

Fallure to provide adequate control over
inspection and process monitoring as required in
10 CFR 50, appendix B, criteria X.

I was requested to inspect a full pentration weld
attaching a stanchion to a pipe. Upon arriving 1 found the
craft had welded the cover plate on the free end of the
stanchion., 1 didn't accept the work because I was not
given an opportunity to evaluate the profile of the back
side of the weld. 0QC supervisor, Russ Nolle, instructed me
to accept the work. 1 protested that the cover should be
removed by breaking the tack welds and the back side of the
weld inspected. Russ would not permit the cover to be
removed saying that the visual inspector had 1imitations
that sometimes did not allow the inspector to view the back
side of full penetration welds.

Started to notice that the welding machines were not

calibrated on a regular basis and that tong type portable

amp meters were not issued and were rarely seen in the

field (citing Padovan letter at 3.)
This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Karner, et al. Aff, at 22-24;
Breismeister, et al. Aff. at 26. As stated in that response, no root pass
inspection was required by procedure or code, and there was no need to remove

the welded cover for inspectifon (ESD 215 and ANSI B31.7). Thus, Mr. Nolle was

correct when he did not permit the welded cover to be removed.




A welding audit program has been implemented which requires a measurement of

actual welding amperage using calibrated tong testers. This audit of each

welder is performed on a three month frequency. Audit results, which are’

documented, show excellent compliance by the welders to the requirements of

the welding procedure specifications.

No corrective action Is required as a resu’t of this allegation.

E. It is alleged that there was:

01890

Qct &

1) Over-extention (sic) of weld procedure to
situation outside scope of original qualification
1imits. Vviolaifon of 10 CFR 50, appendix B,
criteria IX.

I was asked to inspect the fit-up of a threaded stud
being welded to the containment liner. After looking at
the weld procedure being used I determined that welding
small diameter studs was not included in the scope of the
procedure. 1 called Harold Karner and pointed out that
there was almost no similarity between the original
procedure qualified on pipe and the present application.

Harold assured me that the 7/8 procedure was qualified
for the situation and that they had welded thousands of the
studs using that procedure. 1 replied to Harold that if
Puliman had intended welding thousands of them perhaps a
procedure should have been qualified which specifically
included the solutions to problems unique to welded studs.
It was decided that since 1 had such deep reservations
about the procedure being used another inspector was asked
to perform the inspection.

Later, QC supervisor Russ Nolle came out to explain
how WPS 7/8 was used to weld studs. Russ told me that the
backing strip could be deleted provided a back grind was
used. 1 countered Russ by pointing out that 1f back
grinding was intended then the procedure would have
included direction as to what the requirements of the back
grind would be.



Further research on this subject has shown that the
stud material most often being used by Pullman 1s a bolt
material, A 307. The stuc is made by taking an A 307 bolt
and cutting off the head, then the bolt {s cut with a
chisel point and subsequently called a stud. The problem
is that A 307 1s not a Pl materfal and can not be used in
the present Pullman welding procedure 7/8. (see attachments
1 & 2 for information copy of part of WPS 7/8.)

Further, bolting material A 307 was never intended as

a welded stud because the only chemical 1imitations on the

product are phosphorus and sulfur contents. Lastly, the

material can not be traced because individual heats of

steel are not identified in the finished product. (citing

Padovan letter at 3-4.)
This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Breismeister, et al. Aff. at 1-6,
11-13. A 307 1s considered a P) material based on ASME Section 11l and Code
Case N-71. Weld joint geometry i1s not an essential variable. There has not
been an overextension of the weld procedure specification beyond qualification
1imits, and hence, no violation of 10 CFR 50. WPS 7/8 was modified to include

back grinding as an acceptable process. No additional action is required.

F. It 1s alleged that:
Oct. 10

1. Work performed without instructions, procedures,
or drawing control in violation of 10 CFR 50,
appendix B, criterfa v & VI.

1 had noted that in the rupture restraint work in
unit two fillet welds originally performed by American
Bridge had encroached on the areas around bolt holes that
resulted in many bolts not seating properly. As a solution
the fillet welds were ground back. However, 1 asked the RR
enginecr {f measures were being taken to revise the weld
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size in the area of the bolt on the weld sheets. RR

engineer, Dale Warren, replied that to his knowledge the

::a:f:gs were not being revised. (citing Padovan letter
This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Breismeister, et al. Aff. at
38-39. The fillet welds in question are actually fillet caps over full
penetration welds. They were in excess of weld size required by design.
Authorication to grind was provided on American Bridge Drawings. A1l grinding
was controlled by process sheets to assure that grinding would not compromise

the design; therefore, no drawing revisions were required. Since the

allegation s incorrect, no corrective action is required.

G. It is alleged that:
Oct 12

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

Upon rejection of out of tolerance washers to
criteria set forth in ESD 243 pertaining to hardened steel
washers, Dale Warren, the unit two RR engineer found that
the information presented in the ESD was out of date. 1
relayed the information to Harold Karner, the QA Manager,
who then failed to notify other inspectors that the ESD was
out of date and that new criteria was (sic) in effect. As
of December 15 ESD 243 had stil]l not been revised and the
other inspectors still did not know the new criteria.
(citing Padovan letter at 5.)

This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Geske, et al. Aff. at 22-23. As

stated in the response, tne Pullman ESD was more conservative than the current
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industry standard. Because ESD 243 was more than adequate, there was no
pressing need to advise all other inspectors of a pending revision. ESD 243
is in the process of being revised. The revision, which will be issued oh or
about May 25, 1984, will, inter alia, conform ESD 243 to the present ASTM A436
industry standard. Contrary to the allegation, Specification B8833XR does not
have a requirement for updating to current criteria for materials. No further

action is required.

H. It is alleged that:
RE. 19

1. Failure to provide for inspector evaluation of
defects found in items verses (sic) the
requirements of the procurement documents.

2. Misdirection to inspector by QC supervisor,
denifal to procurement documents, and
itimidation (sic) for performing inspection
activities as described in 10 CFR 50, appendix
B, Criteria 1.

I had found defects in A-490 bolts sent to the field
for installation in Rupture Restraint work being performed
in unit two. The bolts had forging laps visable (sic) on
the head and I had occasfonally seen longitudnal (sic)
quench cracks on the shaft. 1 consulted the procedures,
ESD 243, and found that the ESD had no rejection criteria
for the bolts.

I rejected the bolts and then proceeded to search for
the procurements referenced in the ESD to find the proper
status of the 1tems in question. While making copies of an
ASTM standard in the office Russ Nolle asked me outside for
a discussion. Russ said that I would no longer be allowed
to look at or make copies of: the AISC Construction
Manual, the ANSI or ASTM Standards or the ASME Codes. By
seeking information in those documents you are beyond your
scope as an inspector, “"you heave your ESDs.*

I replied that ESD 243 did not address inspection

criteria for A-490 bolts. Russ said to me "any conditions
found outside of the scope of the ESD shall be accepted.®
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I told Russ that I would not be able to abide by that {f
the ESDs did not cover the situation, then, I would seek
inspection criteria elsewhere. Russ got pissed and said
that he and Harold Karner have “had 1t up to here. "
pointing to his neck. "You got one foot out the door, Mr.
Lockert, one more wrong move and you're gone. (citing
Padovan letter at 5.)

This allegation has been addressed in PGandf response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Geske, et al. Aff. at 21-22;
Karner, et al. Aff. at 18-21. As stated in the response, the acceptance (and
thus, rejection) criteria for the bolts are contained in the procurement
documents and are not required to be in ESD 243. Thus, no corrective action

is required as a result of this allegation.

I. 1t is alleged that:
Oct 20

1. Deviation from the technical requirements
included in the procurement documents B8833-XR
and AWS D1.0-69.

2. Failure of both PGandE and Pullman to regularly
review the status and adequacy of the QA program
in violation of 10 CFR 50, appendix B, criteria
11.

1 had reviewed Puliman's ESD 202, Welding Electrode
Control, verses (sic) my own copy of AWS D1.1-83,
Structural wWelding Code. In the area of storage of
low-hydrogen electrodes I had found a discrepency (sic) in
that Pullman's requirements were below those specified in
the code.

1 sent a memo to Frank Lyautey, assistant QA manager,
telling him what I had found and asking him to check his
copy of AWS D1.0-69, the document referenced in BB33-XR, to
see if we really had a problem. Puliman's ESD stated that
the minimum required storage temperature for low-hydrogen
electrodes was 225°F while 1 had noticed that AWS required
250°F.
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Some time later I was contacted by Frank and informed
that I was correct in that the 69 version of the code also
required the higher temperature. Frank went on to assure
me that he had personally checked the logs and that no
violations had occured (sic) and that he was issuing a memo
immediately to notify all other concerned partifes. (gciting
Padovan letter at 6.)

This allegation has been addressed in PGandf response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Breismeister, et al. Aff. at
30-32. On December 20, 1983, Pullman revised its procedure to require storage
at 250°F even though tests showed that storage at 225°F would not have an
adverse impact on the welding program or the hardware. No further action is

required.

J. It is alleged that:
Oct. 24

1. Over-extension of welding procedures outside the
scope of original qualification 1imits. Misuse
of prequalified procedures per AWS in violation
of 10 CFR 50, appendix B, criteria IX.

I examined the procedure qualification requirements
of AWS D1.1 and compared them to Pullman's Rupture
Restraint welding program. It appeared to me that Pullman
had taken a WPS qualified under the ASME Sec. IX criteria
and transferred the qualification to the AWS criteria. To
my knowledge this is permissible in that the mechanical
requirements of the PQR (tension and bend tests) are
transferable to both codes.

However, one of the main points in the application of
the WPS to field welding 1s that joint design 1s an
essential variable in the AWS D1.1 code while in ASME 1t is
not. 1 started to look at the process sheets coming out to
the field and noticed that Pullman was welding a variety of
seven different joint designs and calling 1t all out as one
WPS 7/8.
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A closer examination of Pullman's RR welding program
revealed that they were working with two documents: WPS
7/8 and a Welding Technique Specification called AWS 1.1
(see attachments 6 thru 1) und 12 thru 14.) The welding
procedure 7/8 when applied to AWS welding only qualifies
the original joint design used in the PQR because joint
design 1s an essential varfable. The Welding Technique
Specification AWS 1.1 has been used as some kind of
prequalified procedure not able to stand on 1ts own but in
some way attached to WPS 7/8.

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

1. The title of the document says "Welding
Technique Specification® but notice that 1t fis
also called a WPS on pages 2 & 3 (upper right
corner).

2. Note that the supporting PQRs are prequalified.
Why would a technique specification require any
qualification record? A technigue specification
has no legal bearing under any code but a WPS
surely would.

3. The permissible base metals 1isted include A-515
and A-588. The former 1s not listed under the
steel specification requirements of AWS D1.1,
Table 4.1.1 and the latter requires special
welding procedures for impact loading or
weathering applications (see note 6 of Table
9:5:%:)

In order for Pullman to use prequalified joint
designs for 1ts use in rupture restraints al)l mandatory
code requirements must be met as shown in AWS D1.1, Table
E1, not to mention the least of which s a written WPS.
Pullman can not use prequalified joint designs because
*welding Technique Specifications AWS 1.1" 1s not a WPS nor
does WPS 7/8 extend into the realm of prequalified
procedures because it does not incorporate all aspects of
D1.1 either.

My first comments on the apparent discrepency were
with Russ Nolle. Russ said not to get excited because
someone had already caught 1t in an audit. (Could Russ be
refering (sic) to audit #35 performed by Harold HWudson back
in March of 837) (citing Padovan letter at 6-7.)
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This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Breismeister, gt al. Aff. at 1-6,
16-21, 24-26, 28 and 33; Karner, gt a). Aff. at 25. There was no
overextension of welding procedures, as explained in the response. WPS were
consistent with AWS D1.1, and the use of the materia)l was approved by PGandE
as Engineer. No corrective action s required.

K. It is alleged that:

Qct. 25

Attempt to deceive Pulliman QC inspector of
PGandl's violation of 1ts own procurement
documents .,

2. Fallure to notify the Commission of deviation
from procurement document 8711, violation of
10 CFR 20,21,

I was sti1] concerned that work was being performed
outside the scope of 8711, PGandt's contract with Pulliman
for piping and pipe supports. Recently, 1 had heard of 200
welds in schedule 10 stainless stee)l pipe that had failed
to meet radiographic standards. 1 researched the problem
by asking the reader of the radiographs, Pullman's Leve)
I11 NOT Mike Mckray (sic), what types of defects he was
seeing. Mike told me that many of the defects appeared to
be grouped either at the start or end of weld passes and
that because of the thickness of the pipe defects (poresity
mostly) larger than the head of a pin had to be rejected.

Thinking that the lack of dated GTAW equipment might
be contributing to the problem I called PGandt's NPO
Welding Engineer Dave Stupi. Dave had asked for severa)
days to research the 8711 contract himself so that this was
my second contact with him. Dave told me that 871) was a
very old document written at least ten years ago and that 1|
had probebly (sic) stumbled on an old copy that had never
been updated. Dave refered (sic) me to another PGandt
engineer and sald 1 was not to include him in any more
discussions on the matter. (giting Padovan letter at 8.)
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This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Breismeister, gt al. Aff. at
26-30, Exhibit 2, Stup! Aff. As pointed out, there was no procurement
contract violation because PGandf supplied the GTAW equipment as allowed in
the contract. As discussed in the CQA response, the equipment used for
welding was appropriate for the applications and did not coniribute to the
defects. This allegation is slightly different from the previous allegation
regarding the welding equipment. Contrary to the implication, there 1s no
code or specification requirement to have dated GTAW equipment. Regarding
Lockert's discussion with Stupi, the best evidence of what the contract
specification required was the contract itself rather than someone's knowledge

of 1ts contents. These allegations have no merit, and no action 1s required.

L. It 1s alleged that:
Noy. 8

1. Fallure to recognize a significant condition
adverse to quality, fallure to take corrective
action, violation of 10 CFR 50, appendix B,
criteria xvi.

1 performed an inspection directly underneath the
unit two pressurizer in which 1 observed old work that
would be absolutely unacceptable under any code. Welds
were on Rupture Restraints originally built by another
contractor, American Bridge, with the manual SAW or,
possibly, FCAW process. 1 brought my concerns to Russ
Nolle but he sald no, nothing can be done about 1t because
1t was another contractor and already accepted. (citing
Padovan letter at 8-9.)
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This allegation has been addressed in PGandf response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Brefsmeister, gt al. Aff. at 41-42
and Exhibit 8, Nolle. The alleger was, in fact, advised of the appropriate
manner in which to address his concern, 1.e., by initiating a Discrepancy
Report. As he took no such action, there was neither a *fatlure to recognize®

nor a *fatlure to take corrective action.®

The welds on rupture restraints under the Unit 2 pressurizer have once again
been reinspected and reanalyzed after the anonymous allegers' plant tour on
the night of April 11, 1984, The results of this review were forwarded to
Region V in PGandf letter DCL-84-170, Item 5 (NRC Tag 5). The analyzed welds
were found to be cosmetically unattractive but technically acceptable. For
example, during this review, the two apparent worst welds identified in the
weldcd connections were evaluated. Although these have a significant length
of undercut, approximately 95% of the undercut weld lengths are within the
original AWS D1.1 acceptance 1imits. The remaining undercut 1s outside the
1imits of the original AWS D)1.) Code edition but 1s consistent with current
AWS D1.1 criteria in effect since 1980. Further, the effect of the weld
discontinuities In the two worst welds in a single weld connection was
evaluated and found to satisfy loading requirements. This concern has been

appropriately reviewed, and no further action s required.
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M. It 1s alleged that:

Nov. 16
1. Fatlure to take corrective action to preclude
repetition of significant condition adverse to
quality in violation of 10 CFR 50, appendix B,
criteria xvl.
2 Fatlure to provide evaluation in a timely manner

and coercion to perform inspections to
procedures shown to (sic) reasonably
questionable, violation of 10 CFR 50, appendix
B, criteria 11.

Two weeks before 1 had informed Marold Karner the
problems 1 was having justifying the welding being
performed on rupture restraints. Now | was being asked to
inspect again to procedures 1 had shown were questionable.

I told my leadman, Jim Cunningham, what I had found
and that 1 had not received a proper response from Mr.
Karner. Until | get one I don't feel I should go inspect.
J1;1toid Russ Nolle and Russ accompanied me to Marold's
office.

I explained to Marold my situation. Harold sald 1 was
entitled to my opinfon but that PGandt had already approved
the present procedures. Further, he said 1 had a
choise (sic): 1 could go out and inspect or I could look
for a new job. 1 informed Marold that 1 had done
everything in my power to get # quality problem corrected
and that 1f he was going to th eaten me with my job then 1
had no real choise (sic) but to go and inspect. (citing
Padovan letter at 9.)

This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Karner, et al. Aff. at 26-27. The
procedure in place was appropriately qualified and approved, and the condition
in question was evaluated in a timely manner. As no coercion took place, no

corrective action s required.
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N. It is alleged that:

Dec. 8

Temporarily assigned to the area 10 fab shop. The
area 10 fab shop also houses the welder qualification test
bay so that I had the opportunity to witness some of the
welders as they performed their tests. After some
questions I had directed at the welders, I noticed that
there were perhaps six or seven weld r; proceding (sic)
through the activities of the test with no QC interaction.

Later on, in the afternoon, after observing more
testing with no QC participation 1 walked into the small
office area and struck up a conversation with the
production foreman, Art Savacou (sic). 1 asked Art where
the QC inspector was at. Arti replied they didn't have one
at the moment but that he and Pat Watson had “"an
understanding.® 1 thought that was pretty interesting so I
asked Art 1f he was qualified as an inspector. Art replied
no. (citing Padovan letter at 9-10.)

This allegation has been addressed in PGandf response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Wotion to Reopen on CQA, Neary, gt al. Aff. at 1-5. As
stated in the response, the presence of a QC inspector is not required by code

during welder performance qualification. Puliman, in accordance with ESD 216,

assigns a QC inspector to:

*Maintain surveil.ance of welder performance qualification testing,
examine specimen testing, record test results, maintain welder
qualification records, monitor production welding, and notify the

Production Superintendent of re-qualification requirements.*

The proper performance of these duties does not require the constant presence

of the assigned individual.
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Mr. Pat MWatson, QC Welding Supervisor, was qualified and performed the
surveillance dutfes for the 4ays in question. Mr. Savacoo! did not perform
any inspection activities. A))] welders were qualified in accordance with -code

requirements, and no corrective action 1s required.

0. It is alleged that:
Dec. 9

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

I learned this morning that the QC normally assigned
to the welder qualification tests had quit on December 7 at
09:00. After further observance of tests being performed
with no QC interaction, I checked the requirements of
Pullman's Quality Assurance Manual and reviewed the
statements in ASME, Sec. II1.

Wrote memo to Pat Watson, the area 10 leadman/welding
qualification supervisor, noting that Bil)l Bailey was gone
and that I had observed an apparent lack of QC
participation in the testing. I reminded Pat that the QA
Manual's paragraph KFP 15.2 specifically stated that a
field inspector shall be assigned to the test shop and that
ASME, Sec. 111, paragraph NA 3764.1d would not allow a
production foreman to determine the quality of production
welders.

When Pat came on his walk through the fab shop 1
handed him the memo. Pat after reading the memo would not
accept 1t and walked off. Sometime later Pat returned and
finally accepted the memo.

At approximately 14:00, Frank Lyautey and Chris Neary
appeared and wanted to know what was going on. Frank is
the assistant QA manager and Chris 1s Pullman's welding
engineer from Willfamsport, PA. 1 related the story and
told Frank that 1 had notified the proper person in the
chain of command about the apparent discrepency (sic).
Frank explained that Bi11 Bailey had quit and that a new
inspector was scheduled to start in the welder
qualifications on the 12th. In the absence of either
inspector, Pat Watson was performing duties as field
inspector in the test shop.
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1 admitted to Frank that 1 had seen Pat Watson in the
test bay twice on Thursday, the Bth, but that for the
majoriily of the time I had noted no QC at all. Frank
assured me there was no problem and then Pat Watson joined
us and he assured me the inspections had been performed. 1
asked Pat what his intentions were regarding the welders 1
had seen qualifying with no QC around. Pat said he had no
requalification tests in mind because there was no quality
problem. Frank then asked me to join Chris Neary and add
any comments 1 had to Chris' revision of Puliman's rupture
restraint welding.

My discussion with Chris covered his intentions to:

1. Restrict application of WPS 7/8 to the original
Joint design shown in the PQR, (Note that there
is no joint shown in the PQR but only a
reference to sheet 2 of 107)

2. Use of prequzlified procedures for all other
applications.

After examination of Chris' notes 1 brought up the
point that he intended to use the same eight or nine
prequalified joint designs they had been using before but
that he was still grouping them all under one procedure
number, AWS 1.1. 1 said this could be confusing and that
it did not appear to satisfy the requirement of a written
procedure for each procedure. For instance, how can a
single bevel corner joint have the same written procedure
and number as a double V butt weld that requires back
grinding and welder access from both sides?

I reminded Chris that under AWS joint design is
considered an essential varifable. Chris did not see that
this was a problem. (citing Padovan letter at 10-11.)
This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Neary, ¢t al. Aff. at 1-5;
Breismeister, et al. Aff. at 1-6, at 1-6, 16-21, 23-26. Regarding the first
portion of the allegation, there is no code requirement for QC participation

during welder performance qualification and KFP 15.2 does not "specifically
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require the assigment of a QC inspector to the test shop*. Contrary to the
second portion of the allegation, 1t 1s neither confusing nor a code violation
to have more than one joint configuration addressed in a WPS. No correcttve

action 1s required.

P. It 1s alleged that:
ec. 1

I reviewed the events leading up to the confrontation
on the 9th and determined that there still existed some
doubt as to whether the qualification tests had been
performed properly. Frank Lyautey and Pat Watson had
personally assured me that there was no problem, yet, they
had not willingly showed (sic) me evidence of the
inspection records. In my own mind several questions
remained to be answered:

1. Why had I observed the qualification tests being
performed with no QC including Pat Watson
present?

2. Why did Art Savacou (sic) the production foreman
who had appeared to be running the show refer to
an “"understanding” with Pat Watson.

3. Did Harold Karner know of the problems I had
witnessed in the test shop.

I refered (sic) to the QA Manual and found
instructions that said the QA manager was to be informed of
problems affecting quality. 1 initiated DCN 1/1640-021
that told of what 1 had observed and that it appeared
Puliman was performing work outside the scope of its own QA
Manual. The Deficient Condition Notice required an
engineers (sic) signature to be submitted so I asked Mike,
the area 10 engineer, to cosign the DCN.

Mike declined to sign the DCN because i1t showed no
hard evidence of a hold point being passed. Mike did say,
however, that if I did provide evidence then he would sign
the DCN. (citing Padovan letter at 11-12.)
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This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Neary, et al. Aff. at 1-5; Karner,
et al. Aff. at 27-28. As stated in the response, a QC inspector is not
required, by code, to be present during welder qualification tests. Pullman
QA Manual, Sectfon KFP-15, paragraph 15.2, only requires that a QC inspector
be available for "Qualification and certification of all welding personnel in
accordance with ASME Section IX for the process and position used.® Mr. Pat
Watson, QC Supervisor, was performing the duties of a QC Inspector for welder
qualifications during the days in question. The “understanding® between Mr.
Watson and Mr. Art Savacool, the Production Foreman, was that the performance
tests would be stopped and held at QC inspection points by Mr. Savacool if Mr.

Watson was not immediately available to review the work performed.

The draft DCN was not cosigned by the Area Engineer because it was his opinion

thal no evidence of a discrepancy existed.

Since all requirements for welder qualification testing have been met, no

corrective action is required as a result of this allegation.

Q. It is alleged that:
ec. 13
1. Failure to provide inspector access to records
showing that a function pertaining to quality

was adequately performed, in violation of 10 CFR
50, appendix B, criteria I.
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After informing RR engineer Dale Warren that I would
not accept their previous performance of a stich (sic) weld
observed on the construction of square beams, 1 decided
that I would inspect the records of the test shop during
the time of Bi11 Bailey's absence.

I went to the test bay and explained to Art Savacou
(sic) that I had reason to doubt that the welder
qualification test surveillance inspections 1.e. materials,
process, position, fitup, rootpass, WPS parameter
verification, final visual, bend tests had been performed.

Art refused me access to the records saying that only

his direct supervision could look at the records. 1

informed Art that by doing so he was denying a QC inspector

the right to inspect records. Art's reply was "what are

they going to do - put me in jail?*

I left the test bay and contacted Pat Watson asking

to see his records for Dec. 7, 8, & 9 concerning welder

qualifications. After some discussion Pat showed me what

he had, the records showed a summary of the welders who had

qualified, who passed, who failed. I told Pat that this

was just a summary and that the records did not show

wether (sic) the required inspections had been performed.

Upon leaving, I reminded Pat that I was stil] waiting for a

written response to memo. (citing Padovan letter at 12.)
This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to
Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Karner, et al. Aff. at 28-29 and
Exhibit 5, Savacool Aff.; Neary, et al. Aff. at 2-3. As discussed in that
response, the Production Foreman's actual comment in reply to Mr. Lockert's
demands for weld records can be attributed to Mr. Lockert's attitude and the
fact that the records were neither in the Production Foreman's control, nor
were they his responsibility. Also, contrary to Mr. Lockert's claims, the
tests were properly monitored and the results were documented. Mr. Lockert

was shown those records. Mr. Lockert's subsequent memo on the subject was an
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informal method of communicating his concern and was responded to by an
informal verbal reply. This seemed to satisfy Mr. Lockert at the time. No

corrective action s required.

R. It 1s alleged that:
Dec 14

1. Failure to notify authorized personnel of
changes in Quality Assurance Program in
violation of 10 CFR 50, appendix B, criteria VI.

For the events of the morning supposedly causing my
termination see Pullman's Termination Notice to Payrol)
Dept., pages 1 and 2 and my grievance addressed to Mr.
Stieger, pages 1-5. (Attachments 15 through 21).

In the afternoon after checking a portable rod oven
that had yielded repeated violations of the minimum
temperature allowable for low-hydrogen electrode storage, I
asked the welder to get another rod can because this one
appeared defective. The QA rod room attendent (sic) came
over after checking the can and asked what the problem
was. I replied that it was below the 250 F min. required
by AWS D1.1.

He said that the ESD only required 225 F. I replied
that ESD 202 had been changed back in October. The QA rod
room attendant didn't believe me because he had n't (sic)
received a memo on the subject. 1 showed him my copy of
D1.1 and he agreed that was what the code read but that he
couldn't change the rod oven temperatures until he
recieved (sic) word from his supervisor. (citing Padovan
letter at 13.)

This allegation has been addressed in PGandE response dated March 19, 1984, to

Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen on CQA, Breismeister, et al. Aff. at 30-32.
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As stated in that response, ESD 202 was initially written to ASME Code
standards and not those of AWS D1.1. Though there is adequate technical
Justification for a minimum rod oven temperature of 225°F, 1t 1s now a
requirement that Pulliman maintain minimum rod oven temperatures of 250°F.
This requirement, to which Mr. Lockert was inspecting, was not formally
incorporated into ESD 202 until December 20, 1983. No further action fis

required.

SSER 22, Allegation #136

It is alleged that:

Foley audit findings were not properly handled. (Two

examples were provided by the alleger.) The alleged

problem .2ems to be that Fole' response to the audit did

not re.lly address the finding.
This item of concern pertains to the origin and disposition of Audit PA125,
finding 10, which was part of an audit conducted January 17 through
January 26, 1983. Applicable H. P. Foley procedure QCP-17 and Audit PA125,

finding 10, and 1ts disposition have been examined.

The disposition of finding 10 by the Foley QA Director was appropriate. The
finding stated that QC inspectors were not signing off hold points on the Work
Process Traveler. As stzted in procedure QCP-17, the Work Process Traveler is
included in the work package and is used to identify the appropriate
inspection procedures to production personnel so that the<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>