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: WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
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Tran*
MAR 11 1985
Mr. Thomas Devine
Ms. Crystal Dixon
Government Accountability Project IN RESPONSE REFER
1555 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 202 TO FOIA-84-741

Washington, DC 20036
Dear Mr. Devine and Ms. Dixon:

This is in further response to your letter dated September 13, 1984, in
which you requested, pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act, all
documents associated with the August 20, 1984, Director's decision under

10 CFR 2.206 in response to petitions filed on behalf of the San Luis
Obispo Mothers for Peace.

The documents listed on the enclosed appendix are being placed in the

NRC Public Document Room. They will be filed in the PDR folder FOIA-84-741
under your name.

The NRC has not completed its review of the remaining documents subject
to your request. We will respond as soon as that review is completed.

Pur; for

.M, Felton, Director
Division of Rules and Records
Office of Administration

Sincerely,

Enclosure: As stated

8506200406 850311
PDR_ FOIA
DEVINEB4-741 PDR



Appendix y . POIA~84-741

11/29/83 Memo to Commissioners from W.J. Dircks; Plans for Dealing with
Allegations Relating to Diablo Canyon. (10 pages)

undated NRC Table of Status Allegations Submitted by GAP on 2/2/84
and the Joint Intervenors on 2/22/84. (32 pages)



GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

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

September 13, 1984

Director FREEDOM

Office of Administration m%mw
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission FOI -
Washington, D.C. 20555 | R-04_-5 Yy

To Whom It May Concern: Q‘t H 9"7 - ‘/

Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 5 U.S.C. B552, the Government
Accountability Project (GAP) requests copies of any and all agency records and
information, including but not limited to notes, letters, memoranda, drafts,
minutes, diaries, logs, calendars, tapes, transcripts, summaries, interview
reports, procedures, instructions, files, graphs, engineering analyses, charts,
maps, photographs, agreements, handwritten notes, studies, data sheets, notebooks,
books, telephone messages, computations, voice recordings, any other data compila-
tions, interim and/or final reports, status reports, and any other records relevaat
to and/or generated in connection with the August 20, 1984 directors' decision under
10 C.F.R. 2.206 in response to various petitions filed pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 2.20%
by the Government Accountability Project (GAP) on behalf of the San Louis Obispo,
Mothers for Peace. We request that each responsive document be identified by the
allegation number(s) to which it may relate.

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

the action(s).

GAP requests that fees be waived, because "findings information can be considered
as primarily benefitting the general publie," 5 U.S.C. §552(a) (4)(A). GAP is a
non-profit, non-partisan public interest organization concerned with honest and
open government. Through legal representation, advice, national conferences,
films, publications and public outreach, the project promotes whistleblowers as
agents of government accountability. We are requesting the above information as
part of an on-going monitoring project on the adequacy of the NRC's efforts to
protect public safety and health at nuclear power plants.

For any documents or portions that you deny due to the specific FOIA exempt ion,

please provide an index itemizing and describing the documents or portions of
documents withheld, The index should provide a detailed justification of your
grounds for claiming each exemption, explaining why each exemption is relevant

to the document or portion of the document withheld. This index is required under
Vaughn v. Rosen(l), 484 F.2d. 820 (D.C. Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 415 U,S. 977 (1.974).

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

Yours trul '
eraeDims/ g Ay

Legal Director Legal Intern
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November 29, 1983 0 RIF
TRehm
JRoe
WIDircks
MEMORANDUM FOR: Cheirmen Palladino Rehm R/F

Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
Commissioner Berntha)

FROM: William J. Dircks
Executive Director
for Operations

SUBJECT: PLANS FOR DEALING WITH ALLEGATIONS RELATING TO
DIABLO CANYON

Enclosed for your information is my guidance fo;(dea1ing with the
spproximately 72 Diablo Canyon allegations and the staff work plan developed
to implement that guidance.

Action plans which assign staff and outline the &pproach to resolution have
been developed for each allegation. These detziled worksheets are zveilable
should eny Commissioner desire to review them. The initiz] on-site work will
be conducted this week with approximately 17 staff assigned.  Other related
work has begun or will begin promptly.

" The interim report will be provided to me by December 1° - & dzte selected

s0 25 to be approximately 10 deys prior to the current estimate of the
licensees criticelity reaciness. I will provide it to you promptly after
receipt.

(Sizned Wiliiam J. Sutis

William J. Dircks
Executive Director
for Operations

Enclosure:
ks steted

cc: OPE
0GC

bee: V. Stello.” '(»\\\(-,’\
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November 17, 18983

MEMORANDUM FOR: John B. Mzrtin, Regicnzl Administrztor, Region V
Harold R. Denton, Director, NRR
Richard C. DeYoung, Director, IE

FROM: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operztions

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF ALLEGATIONS QUTSTANDING ON DIABLO CANYON
NUCLEAR POWER PLANT

gl

At the Commission meeting of October 28, 1983, the staff was directed to
pursue a1l cutstanding allegations to resolution. In addition, the
Commission directed the staff to provide 2 status repert "...addressing
these metters...” prior to the suthorizetion of criticality and low power
testing.

1 have designated Jack Martin, Reéion ¥, 2s having line responsibility for
this activity. T. Bishop has been further designated by Jack Martin to
direct this effort. He is charged with the responsibility to:

L jdentify in coordination with NRR, IE and O 211 outstanding
ellegetions;

. develop 2 work plan and schedule in concert with NRR and IE which will
direct the effort of offices involved to pursue all zllegztions to
conclusion;

provide & coordinated status report to EDO approximately 10 days prior
" ¢o Commission consideration of criticelity and Tow power testing by
Dieblo Canyon; and

produce & finzl report which will provide finzl conclusions on 21l
cutstending 2llegations,

In the way of general guidance, ! would point out that it is necessary to
begin development of & work plan on 2 high priority basis. This pian should
reflect & scnpin? and prioritization of zliegations so that the required
status report will be able to provide to the mzximum extent fezsible,

rezsonzble information to the Commission on which they can make a
determination on Diablo Canyon in regard to criticelity and Tow power
licensing. Compietion of tne eveluztion of 211 aliegations must be
sccemoiicted, but it is more importent thzt they be reviewed correctly than
thet & perticular completion tire be met.




-

I expect 211 Offices involved to give full support to Mr. Bishop in this
effort. The OEDO should be contacted if problems develop or assitance is
needed.

(Signed) Wiikiam J. Dircks

William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

cc: B. Hayes
€. Cunningham
V. Stello
R. Minogue
T. Bishop, RY
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DIABLO CANYON ALLEGATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
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NOVEMBER 23, 1983

Approval:
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J. B, Martin, Administrator, Date
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111,

DIABLO CANYON ALLEGATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Purpose

The purpose of the Diablo Canyon Allegetion Management Program is to:

Provide for 2 systematic examination anc znzlysis of 2llegztions
and expressions of concern pertzining to design, construction,
operation and management of safety-related structures, systems,
and components at the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Piant; and to

Provide for an assessment of those allegztions and concerns that
question Diablo Canyon criticality readiness, prior to & Commission
consideration of restoration of the license for reactor criticality
and Tow power (less than 5%) testing; and to

Provide for an assessment of those afﬁegations and concerns that
question plant readiness for power ascension testing and full power
operations, prior to @ Commission consideration of this issue.

Scope

The Diablo Canyon Allegation Management Program is intended to encompass
all 2llegation, or expressions of concern which may de construed as
allegation, which pertain to design, construction, operation, and manage-
ment of safety-related structures, systems, and components, at Diablo

"Canyon. In‘this regard, the Allegztion Mzmzgement Progrem will zlso

address certzin concerns rzised by Intervenors and members of Congress
(e.g. implications of a 1877 audit by Nuclear Services Corporation of 2

Diablo Canyon Contractor). The program reguires that all NRC Offices

receiving new Diablo Canyon allegations forward those zllegations to the
1legation Mznagement Staff in 2 timely menner,

Methodoloay/Approach

The Diablo Canyon Aliegation Manzgement Program requires the comtined
efforts of NRC offices to identify &1l &llegations upon receipt and
coordinate resolution of the allegations with the Dizblo Canyon Allegation
Management Staff. The Diablo Canyon Allegation Management Stzff is 2
coordinztion group made up of representatives of Region V, NRR, If and
ELD, es identified in Attachment 1.

The Allegation Management Program requires development, updating and
maintenance of 2 comprehensive 1isting of 21legations related to Diablo
Canyon and provides for 2 coordinated zssessment &nd resolution. The
management program is not intended to circumvent any other established
NRC management program (e.g. the Allegation Tracking System) or relieve

i
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any NRC office of its normal organizational and techniczl responsibili-

ties.

To the contrary, the Allegation Management Program is intended to

complement and coordinate the activities of the NRC Offices as they
relate to Diablo Canyon 2llegations.

The

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)
(7)

(8)

Allegatic.: Management Program includes the following elements:

Development of a comprehensive 1isting of Diablo Canyon 2llegztions.
The format for the 1isting is provided in Attachment 2. The distri-
bution of the actual 1ist is controlled and limited.

Use of procedures to maintain anonymity and confidentiality of
21legers when requested.

Confirmation with the a1leger (where possible and appropriate)
that the NRC has an accurate understanding of the concern,

Definition of an action plan for each allegation which provides an
epproach to resolution. The action plan shall include such items as:
technical approach to resolution; identification of lead/support
responsibilities, resource reguirements, schedule for completion; and
includes an initial assessment of the potential-significance of the
allegation. The format for an allegation action plan is provided in

Attachment 3.

Responsible Lead Office management review and 2greement on the action
plan for ezch allegation.

Implementation of the action plan.

Status reporting and preliminary assessments of &llegations
significance and programmatic implications in time to support
Commis. jon consideration of Diablo Canyon licensing actions.

Feedback to the 2lleger, where pessible, for further assurance that
eveluetions accurately address concerns.

Schedule

Actions related to Diable Canyon allegations shall be zccomplished in
accordance with the following general schedule:

Approval of Allegation Manzgement Program and Individual 11/23/83
Action Plang



On-site review/inspection effort* 11/28 -
12/9/83
Individual item status/preliminary 2ssessment reports 12/8/83
Pre-criticality project status assessment report : 12/18/83
Updated individual item stetus/qssessment reports (la;er)
Pre-power zscension Project Assessment Report (later)

It is anticipated that during the course of this program additional
allegations will be received and that findings resulting from the review
or inspection of current zllegations may require expanded examinations.
Accordingly, new individual allegation action plans will be developed and
existing pians may be expanded. The thoroughness of NRC evaluations
shall not be influenced by the timingc of licensing decisions by the
Commission. However, full effort shall be made to provide the Commission
with as comprehensive and accurate assessments of edllegztion significance
2s is possible.

V. Protection of Individuals . oes @By

The identity of persons providing 21legations to the NRC shall not be
"disclosed 2s & matter of practice. In addition,-for those individuels
expressly recuesting confidentiality a1l efforts shall be made to protect
the individuals identity. This will include: 1imited and controlled
distribution of allegation documentation and correspondence; minimal use
of names, identifying titles, or position descriptions in written
meterial; enlarged sampling of activities so that it is not evideat to
perscnnel outside the NRC that the particular sample selection is related
to the 2lleger; and other indirect approaches towazrd investigation/inspec-
tion of allegations. During the course of NRC reviews or inspections,
similar efforts shall be made to protect the identity of licensee or
contracter employees who provide information which may be construed as
being critical of licensee or crntractor activities.

Receiving, clarifying, evaluating, and documenting 2allegations may involve
direct NRC staff contact with allegers and will involve representation of
the 2allegers concerns in NRC documentation and other communications.

These oral and written communications shall be professional and cbjective
in nature and shall not reflect & pre-judgementa) or defensive posture

on the part of the NRC staff, Further, these communications shall not
infer criticism of the allegers' motives, or technical expertise.

*Technical review, inspection, and investigation activities for many of the
allegations have been in progrese for some time. The 11/28-12/9/83 on-site
review refers to the consolideted team effort to address the bulk of the
known 21iegations.
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Development and Retention of Supporting Data

An individua) recorc file shzall be developed and meintzined for each
allegation by the lead NRC office. This file will contain or reference
pertinent documentation associated with the 2llegation. Resolution of
each 21legation shall be supported with 2 clearly auditeble record trail.
Accordingly, the rece=d file shall contain or make reference to 21
significant records r2lied upon to reach resclution,

Records of personnel interviews shzll be developed and retained in those
instances where inter.iews are relied upon by the NRC staff for decisions
of technical adequac'. Interview records shzll, 25 2 minimum contain:

the date, time, locetion of the interview; the name of the interviewer
and interviewee; and 2 summary of questions 2sked and relevant information
obtained.

Upon issuance of reports which close out allegations, those records which
are appropriately referenced in the NRC reporis and zre tracezble through
some other means (e.g. meeting transcripts, permeznent licensee records,
etc.) may be removed from the zllegation record file.

Special NRC Actions e

As addressed in certain allegation action plans, it may be appropriate to

"initiate actions which are not routineTy recuired for &2TTegation fellow-

up. These may include: dssuing requests for information to the licensee
under 10 CFR 50.54 (f), Confirmation of Action letters or orders; or
requests to the Department of Justice to grant immunity.for certain
individuals. Actions such as these, if required, shall be handled in
accoroance with established NRC procedures.

Manpower Accounting

Offices sh211 implement established manpower accounting systems to monitor
resource expenditures related to this ability.



Organization

Attachment 1

Diablo Canyon Allecation Management Staff

Region V
NRR

Name

T. W. Bishop
6. W. Knighton
R. F. Heishman
J. Lieberman

Position

Steff Leader
Member
Member
Member
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LEGEND FOR J STIFICATION

1 = The allegation is/is aot & specific safely or quality isswe or a genevalized concern & = The allegation infis not a significent safet, or
2 = The sta | has/has not previously addressed this issue concern
3 = The i(snw has been previously dealt with or is now being dealt with by PGEE 22 = SSER 22

21 = SSER 21
iR = lnlpoxlnnn Report
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LECEND FOR J STIFICATION

I = The all gation isfis not a specific safety or quality issue or a generalized concern & = The allegat on is/is not » significant safel or
2 = The stes f has/has not previously sddressed this issue concern
3 = The iss ¢ has been pieviowsly dealt with or iz now being dealt with by PG” 22 = SSER 22
21 = SSER 2}
IR = Inspection Report
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| | | | | ; | | | ) lor |
| 1 t 212 ) 212 | ANONY- |MR. KARNER TORE UP A DCN THAT A QC INSPECTOR MAD WRITTEN TO PROTEST | | | 1 ey Y
— Ttk (il [MOUS | HARASSMENT BY SUPERINTENUENT iCH BABINEAY i N L 1 Jiseot]
Pricng = P | | i i 101 |}
| | 213 213 | | ARONY- | WHEN SOME QC INSPECTORS WERE TESTFD TO BE CERTIFIED FOR WELD INSPECTIONS| | | | s |
RN PES e | Mous | TNE ANSWERS TO THE TESTS WERE LYING ON THE TABLE T | | | | Jie ot}
| i : 1 1 | | ' T | i | 101 |
| | b 214 | 214 ) | ANGIY~ | PGAE HAS ATTEMPTED TO MINIMIZE ACCOUNTABILITY BY ZSTABLISHING A POLICY ) | | | TOR
RIS CURIEES i TSk S . W DOCUMENT DESTRUCTION AND CREATION OF SANITIZED RECORDS | | | | Jte notf
| | | | | ' | | | ON I
! | i 215 | | |ANONY- _THE PLANT IS BEING DESICNED AND BUILT THROUGH MEMORANDA RATHER THAN | \ | | has | !
AN COUSES Rl TR Tl __|UNDER CONTROLLED PROCEDURES (SEE #8) _ __ _____ ____ . | | | -
| | i | ) i \MANAGEMENT INSTRUCTED A DESICN ENGINEER TO AFPPROVE. P1PE SUFPORT | "’ i | 1~ IR/ |
) | 1 216 | | /NKNOWN | REVISIONS MARKED ON AS-BUTLT DRAWINGS WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN | | \ | or |
' S T N i O (i - - | 1 &
| | | | | | | | | | 'wrr(2)
| | | 217 | | | STOKES | MARAGEMENT KEPT PERSONNEL PARTICIPATING IN THE QUICK FIX PROGRAM | | | \ f5ae |
RS il el Y BUSSRE S [GNORANT OF THE GROUND RULES T~ | | I DR . S
| | I | | | | | | INRATE]
| | I 218 | | | STOKES |A QUICK FIX MEMO DID NOT SUCCEED IN CLEARING UP CONFUSION, BECAUSE IT | | } | |han |} |
e ENETL Bl = | | |MISSED MORE OF THE PROGRAM THAN IT_COVERED | | | \ jrot |
| | ) | \ | TN JUNE, 1983 WEMO, MANAGEMINT DIRECTED THAT PSDIC'S "ARE T0 BE TReATED | | - | |RR{? |
| | I 219 | | | STOXES | IN THE SAME MANNER AS THE ORICINAL 'APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION' | 1 | | jhas | |
Iﬂ N I 7_ __J : l g~ _l B _»lMAUlNC" _ 1 ' l L_._1"n( \
| | | i i - | ATTROUGH QUICE FIXES DFRE SURJECT TO LATRR REVIEW, WARKCEHFRT - ‘BEniet SR BaNmR .x;am{ i
| | | 220 | | § STOKES |REPRESENTATIVES TOLD MR. STOKES THAT THE PINDINGS WERE ACCEPTED AT A i I | I {has ) ‘
TIREE TN Dualt SN TGN W . SSE . | | i - {
| | { | i ' e T | \ -9 | (NRRTY
! [ 1221 | [ | *STOKES | THE USCONTROLLED QUICK FIX AUTHORITY WAS ABUSED | | I | {has |
| | | R e eSO X " WEEE i | | 1 1 g
| | | | | | | T 7 1 i - | \NRATY
| | { 222 | | | STOKES |THE QUICK FIX PROGRAM IMPROPERLY SUBSTITUTED FOR TilF FORMAL DESLGN AND | i | | fhas |
l i | | 1 1 | CONSTRUCTION QA REPORTING SYSTEM THROUGHOUT THE PROCRAM FOR MANCER I ) | | [not |

v . A ——



LEGEND FOR JUSTIFICATION *

1 = The allegation is/is not a specific safety or quality issue or a generalized concern & = The allegation in/is not a significant salety or
2 = The stall has/has not previously addressed this issue concern

21 = SSER 2}

\

\

|

|

|

|

3 = The issue has been previously dealt with or is now being deall with by PGSE 22 = SSER 22 |
IR = Inspection Report |
|

|

|

|

~ ALLEGATION SOURCE DOCUMENT  ALLEGER| CHARACTERTZATION wLins | oL ] MW}
12/2/8&[2/22/%4)3/2/8613/2/84]|3/23/84] ] | FOLLOW| | | | |
| GAP JI__|caP_| J1_| Gar | | ‘ | UP | CLOSED | PGa PGE | NRC |
| | | | ) | | \ | | |
I ! 200 | 200 | | | NUMBER SKIPPED | | | | | |
| Lo i o 5 e v l | [ |
| | | | | | | | | 2y | | |
| | ! 202 ¥ 202 | | ANONY- | HOLDS DRILLED BY BOSTROM-BERGEN AND AMERICAN BRIDGE DID NOT MATCH THE | | Ihae | | |
| b | $ |MOUS | DESIGN DRAWING., PULLMAN QC INSPECTORS CONCERN WAS REBUKED | | | N |
| | | | | | | Ingr | | | ) | |
} | | 203 | 203 | | ANONY~ | FAULTY QC FOR PAINT AND OTHER PROTECTIVE COVERING 1(22) | | | | | |
| | | .| jmwous | -, oo | _ ! T |
] | | | | | | INRR | | i | | |
| | | 206 | 204 | JANONY= | ADDITIONAL ADVERSE IMPACT OF FAULTY QUALITY CONTROLLED PAINT J0B (see 1(22) | | ! | | \
I | {0\ | _____|MOUS | ABOVE) . oo _|__ | | | \
{ | | | | | | Ingr | | | | |
| | 1 205 | 205 | {ANONY~ | PGAE HAD NO QC PROGRAM FOR PAINT JOB BEFORE 12/8) 122y | | | | }
| | | | J___mus )} Rth , 1100 | | [ | n
| | | | | | I INRR | | | | |
| | | 206 | 206 | JANONY~- | PLANT SPEC USED BY PAINT FOREMAN DID NOT CONFORM TO THAT OF Twe Recomps!(22) | | | | |
| | | | IR IMOUS | DEPARTMENT ; Lboo | { | |
| | | | | | | lver | | | | |
| | | 207 | z07 1 |ARONY- | CORRECTIVE ACTION FOR QC PAINT VIOLATIONS HAD BEEN PROSPECTIVE ONLY ey | ' | | |
| | | | | _|Mous | {190 _ | | | i
| | | | | | | INRR | ) | | |
| | | 208 ) 208 | |ANONY- | QUALITY OF AN UNKNOWN PERCENTAGE OF PAINT AND OTMER PROTECTIVE COATINGS|(22) | | | | |
| J | | R |MOUS | IS INDETERMINATE i 1100 | | | | |
| | | | | | | INRR | | | | |
| | f 209 | 209 | JANONY- | MO EVIDENCE OF ANY EFFORTS BY PCA&E TO ASSESS SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE oF THEI(22) | | | | |
| | | | | IMOUS | NON-EXISTENCE OF ANY QUALITY CONTROL FOR PAINT ligo | | | | |
| | | | | | | | MpR | | | | |
| | | | | JANONY~- | PAINT INSPECTORS HAVE NOT BEEN INSTRUCTED THAT THEY CAN WRITE A NON- be22) | | | | |
i | | | | |MOUS | CONFORMANCE REPORT (NCR) 1100 | | | | |
| | | | | | | A QC INSPECTOR WAS TOLD HE COULD NO LONGER BE ALLOVED TG OCCASIONALLY ) | | | y
| | ! | | JANONY~ | ACT AS A TEMPORARY LEADMAN, BECAUSE HWE WAS NOT SUFFICIENTLY "“PROPUCTION | i | l@srtl
! | | | | jMOUS | ORIENTED" | | | | is not)




LEGEND FOR JUSTIFICATION

I = The allegation (s/is not a specific safety or quality issue or a generalized concern & = The allegation isfis not a significant safety or
2 = The stalf haz/has not previousiy addressed Lhi. issue concern
3 = The issue has been previously deait with or is now being dealt with by PGAE 22 = SSER 22

21 = SSER 1
IR = Inspection Report

) ALLEGATION SOURCE_DOCUMENT _ |ALLEGER| i _ __ CHARACTFRIZATION B i OLD 1T Wew |
12/2/8412/22/8413/2/84|3/2/84|3/23]84| | |FOLLOW| | | | |
| CAP_ | JI__ | cGAP | JT | GAP | | - ) ] | UP | CLOSED | FGEF | PGE | NRC |
I ) | | | | I [ ) | DL
] | | 190§ 190 | JANONY- | THE ABOVE INDIVIDUAL WAS TRANSFETRED TO A FABRICATION s:oP FROM A WELDFR! | | | |is nog
| | | | | _|MUS | POSITION E. | | jo1 |
| | | | | | | | | | 1(a) | |
| | 191y 191 {ANONY- | THE ABOYE INDIVIDUAL WAS LAID OFF DESPITE HIS FOREMAN'S REQUEST TO Kpi® | | | ite | )
| & | | b |\MOUS  HIM | I _ gmot_ ||
I | | | | I | | | | | ks) |
{ | | 192 192 | ANONY- | PGEZ MAY WAVE RSCEIVED STAINLESS STEEL THAT ARE OUT OF COMPLIANCE wiTH | | ! | lgs |
] | | 2 e [MOUS | RELEVANY CODE DUE TO A 12/9/83 PURCHASE ORDER ERROR | | oo | loot |
| | | | | ) | | | | ka) |
| | 1193 | 193 | JANONY- | THE STFEL RECEIVED FROM THE ABOVE PURCHASE ORDER WILL CAUSE WFLDED | | | | l1s |
| | =t i - ]W"'S_“,_Jq‘mrs, BE_SUSCEPTIVE _TO CORROSION | | | [
| | | | | | | | ! | kay |
| ! PIse | 196 | JANONY- | THE ABOVE PURCHASE ORDER ERROR HAS NCT YET BEEN CORRECTED PRIOR TO | | | | T |
' | i ] | IMOUS | OPERATION i |. | | | — T
| | | | | | ) } 1(22) ! | | |
| i 1N 1 ) |ANONY~ | pc4E BORROWED THREE CLASS ONE STEFL PLATES FROM PULLMAN TO COVER A | 1z 82-01 | | | |
| : I | | {MOUS | TRENCH i _ | | | | | |
| | | ! | | | | 1(22) | | | |
| | 1196 | 196 | JANONY= | pyLLMAN QC MANAGPR CONVINCED [NSPECTOR TO ACCEPT THE ABOVE PLATES | lir R2-01 | I | |
| I I | | jMoUs | | | | I | |
| | | | | | | | | | ka) | |
| | 1197 | 197 | |ANONY= | PULLMAN QC MANAGER UNSATISPACTORILY DISPOSITIONED A DCN OF UNMARKED | | | Lin | |
| | | | o - IMOUS | T00LS USED ON_STAINLESS STEEL | | | lnot | |
| I | | | | I | ) | | ko) sl
| | 1198 | 198 ) IANONY- | puLLMAN CQ LEADMAN ORDERED THE INSPECTOR TO REMOVE HOLD TAG ON WORK DONE] | | | | not |
| | | | | IMOUS | ON STIAINLESS STEEL WITH_UNMARKED TOQLS (SFE ABOVE) B . | | | | Jor |
| | | | | ! | PULIMAN MANAGCER NEVER RESPONDED TO AN INSPECTORYS MEMO ABOUT A | 1 (22) | | | |
| | 1199 ) 199 | IANONY~ | POTENTIALLY WIDESPRPAD PROBLEM WITH BASEPLATES MOUNTED OVER CONCRETE | | 190 | | | |
I | k- | | |MOUS | WITH vOIDS | | | | |
| | | | | | | | I (22) | | | |
| | | 200 | 200 | |ANONY - | PULLMAN QC MANAGER CENSORED DR TO REMOVE ALl RS FERENCES TO TWO OF THI | {109, 10 | | | |
| | [ | | | MOUS | THREE UNQUALIFIED MATERIALS USED | { | ) | |
\_}v 1 o
b .
,,,,,, - P B SRR - » preswra—.




LEGEND FOR "I ITIFICATION

I = The slleqation is,is not = spccilic salecy or quality issue or a generali ! tomvern & = Tihw allegation in/is oot a sigasficant safety or
2 = The staff hea=/has not previcoelv addressed Lhis issue concern
3 ihe isaue has been previously deall with or is now Leoong dealt with by PGAE 22 = SSER 22
21 = SSER 21
IR Inspection Report

~ ALLEGATION SOURCE DOCUMENT JALLEGER| CHARACTERTZATION | 0LD | NEW |
12/2/86)2722/86)3/2/84)3/2/8B4|13/2}/04) | |FOLLOW] | | | | |
| GAP JI_ | GAP | J1 ) car | _ | wp ) CLOSED | PGSL | PGE | NRC | |
\ | | | | b(22) | | | | ! |
| | J179 | 119 | |ANONY - |PULLMAN QA MANAGFR FIRED THE INSPECTOR WHO PURSUED THE ABOVE PROBLEM 1y | | | | |
| | | L. | iMous | . | o1 | | | i |
| | | | | | I 3 ! } l¢z) | |
| f 1180 | 180 | 'AKONY- |REVISED PULLMAN ESD223 ALLOWS EXTRA WELDINGS NOT REQUIRED BY THE DESTGN, | | | I hae | | |
| | | ’ | IMOUS [I’HUS CREATED URACCOUNTED RESIDUAL STRESS | | ) | | | |
| ] | | | | | | ) ) () | | |
\ ) 1181 | 181 | JANONY- |THE ABOVE REVISION SUCGESTS QA STANDARDS HAVE COLLAPSED | I I Ihan ! :
| | | | | |mous | | | i | ) | |
| | | | | | | | | | ) | | |
| [ 1182 | 182 | JANONY- 'PGAE ACCEPTED THE ABOVE REVISION OF PULLMAN | | | Ihae | | |
! | | | | Imovs | ! | " | | ‘
! | | | | | | | | | () | | |
| | b183 | 183 | |ANONY - |PGSE ACCEPTED WEIDS THAT FAILED MT | { | Ihas | |
| | | | } Imous | | | | | N |
| | | | | | ) | | I 12y | |
| | 1186 | 184 | |ANONY- IPGSE DIRECTED PULLMAN TO ACCEPT WELDS THAT WERE NOT TESTED PROPERLY | | | Ihas | |
| | | I | IMmous | i , | | | | | }
| { | | | | ! | | | 2y | |
| | 185 i 185 | ISTOKES IWELD PROCEDURES ARE NOT APPLIED CONSISTENTLY | | | Ihae | |
| | | | | b | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | ) Iz 1| |
| | lins ) 186 ) ISTOKES [IGNORANCE OF INSTALLATION PROCEDURES DUE TD MANAGEMENT POLICY | | | Ihas | |
e | L ] il : .. | i | L i |
| | | | | | | | | | la) | |
| | l 187 ' 187 | JANOKY- [PULLMAN QC MANAGFR PROHIBITED INSPECTORS CHECKING A-490 BOLTS CARBON | | ! lis | |
| | | ) | IMOUS  ICONTENT SPECIPICATION WHICH IS NOT PART OF INSPECTIOR'S JOB | | | [not__| |
| | | | | | | | | | | a) !
| | lin8 | 188 ) IANONY- [PULLMAN QC MABAGUR FIRED AN INSPECTOR WHO HAD PROTESTED THAT CERTAIN | | | | ks |
! | | ) | IMous MELDS WERE NOT ADEQUATELY PREPARED FOR MAGNETIC PARTICLE TESTING | | | | hot a1}
| | | | | | AN INDIVIDUAL PREVIOUSLY FIRED FOR COMPLAINING ABOUT IMPROPER HDE PRAC | | | | ¢y |
| ! ling | 189 | IANONY- [TICE WAS HARRASSED WHEN HE TRIED TO QUALIFY AS A WELDER IN THE PULLMAN | | | | bs not!
| | | | | IMous [TEST BOOTH | | | | jex |




LYGEND FOR

JUSTIFICATION

1 = The allegation in/in not a specific safety or quality issu> or a generalized concern h The allegation ia/is not a significant salety
2 = The siafl has/has not previously addressed this (ssue concern
3 = The issue has been previously dealt with or is now being deall with by PGSE 22 = S5SER 22

21 = SSER 2}
IR = Inspection Report

| ALLEGATION SOURCE DOCUMENT | ALLEGER| ~_ CHARACTER[ZAT(ON |
12/2/84)2/22/V613/2/8613/2/84]37.3/84) | |
| GAP | J1 | GAP_| JI | GA® | l {
| | ! | | | | |
| 168 | | | | [COOPER |AFTER COOPER INFORMED MANAGEMENT IN 1981 THAT RHR PUMP FAILURES WAD |
| | | ] | |BEEN_OCCURRING AT OTHER PLANTS, NE WAS SENT AWAY |
| | | | | ] { |
| 16% | | | | LOOPER | PGSR CONTENTION THAT THIS SYSTEM (RUR) IS NOT SAFETY RELATED 1S INCOK |
I | | = | | _JRECT (BASED ON IN1) |
| | | | | | | )
I 1o | | | | KOOPER |PGSE OFFICIALS FAILED TO CORRECT A FALSE STATEMENT TO NRC THAT THE |
| | J | i I | COMPANY WAS IGNORANT OF INACCURACIES IN IT'S PLANT MAKUAL FOR OPERATORS
| | | | | | | |
' | a1 an | WNONY- | pULLMAN DOES NOT COMPLY WITH AWS SYMBOL CONVENTION FOR WELD GRINDIN |
| | | | | hous ! i
| | | | ) | | |
! | vz Vin | WNONY- | PULLMAN MANAGEMENT INSTRUCT INSPECTORS TO VIOLATE CONTRACT SPECIFICATION]
| | | b | MOUS  |BY STAMPING ON THE WELD BECAUSE IT WAS NOT PROWIBITED |
| | | | | | | |
| | by L | ANNOY- | PGRE ACCEPTED OUT-OF-CODE PRACTICE OF A FILLET WELD |
| | | i | hous | |
| | ! | | | | |
| | F17e 1o | ANNOY- | PULLMAN INSPECTOE CANNOT CORRECT WELD SYMBOL DEFICIENCIES ON PREVIOUSLY-|
| ! : | { f;)us :ALCErILU WORK ONLY FPGSE HAS THMAT AUTHORLITY |
| | | |
| | I 175 1 s | | ANNOY- | FAILED TO IMPLEMENT AWS SYMBOLOGY RESULTED IN UNDERSIZED WELDS ON |
| | | | | | MOUS | CONTAINMENT LINER STUD WELDING
| | | | ) |
| | | 176 : 176 ) | ANNOY- | COPPER CHILL BARS WERE USED INSTEAD OF BACKING STRIPS - A PRACTICE NOT

| | | | |MOUS | ALLOWED BY WPS

| | | | | |
| | 22 a2 | | AKNOY- | PULLMAN TOOK NO CORRECTIVE ACTION TO THE PROBLEM IDENTIFIED ABOVE
! | | | | {Mous |
| | | | | | |

! 178 V118 | | ANNOY- ) PULLMAN QA MANACER REPRIMANDED THE INSPECTOR WHO PURSURD THE AROVI

} | | | HOUS | PROBLEM !

T ——————
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LEGEND FOR

JUSTIFICATION

1 = The allegation is/is not a specific safety or quality (ssue or a generalized concern h The allegation i1s/in
2 = The stafi has/has not previously addressed this (ssue concern
] : The issue has been previously dealt with or (s now being dealt with by PG&E 22 = SSER 22

21 = SSER 2)

IR = Inspection Report

ALLEGAT (ON_SOURCE DOCVMENT _
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| ALLEGER | CHARACTERTZAT[ON
|
| |
| |
JCOOPER |AFTER COOPER INFORMED MANAGEMENT IN 198] THAT RHR PUMP FAILURES WAI
l IBEEN OCCURRING AT OTHER PLANTS, HE WAS SENT AWAY
| |
KOOPER | PGAE CONTENTION THAT THIS SYSTEM (RMR) IS NOT SAFETY RELATED 15 INCOR
: __JRECT (BASED ON INL)
|
COOPER | PCSE OFFICIALS PAILED TO CORRECT A FALSE STATEMENT TO NRC THAT THE
| COMPANY WAS IGNORANT OF INACCURACIES IN IT'S PLANT MAKUAL FOR OPERATORS
|
WNONY- | PULLMAN DOES NOT COMPLY WITH AWS SYMBOL CONVENTION FOR WELD CRINDIN
hous | .
I |
WNONY- | PULLMAN MANAGEMENT INSTRUCT INSPECTORS TO VIOLATE CONTRACT SPECIFICATION
Mous | BY STAMPING ON THE WELD BECAUSE IT WAS NOT PROMIBITED
| |
ANNOY- | PCSE ACCEPTED OUT-OF-CODE PRACTICF OF A FILLET WELD
Jovs |
| |
ANNOY- | PULLMAN INSPECTOR CANNOT CORRECT WELD SYMBOL DEFICTENCIES ON PREVIONSLY
'DUS | ACCEPTED WORK _OPMLY_PGS&E HAS TUAT AUTHORITY
| |
| ANNOY- | FAILED TO IMPTEMENT AWS SYMBOLOGY RESULTED IN UNDERSIZED WPIDS ON
{MOUS | CONTAINMENT LINER STUD WELDING
| |
| ANNOY- | COPPER CHILL BARS WERE USED INSTEAD OF BACKING STRIPS - A PRACTICE NOT
| MOUS | ALLOWED BY WIS
| |
| AKNOY- | PULLMAN TOOK N0 CORRECTIVE ACTION TO THE PROBLEM IDENTIFIED ABOVY
| MOUS |
) |
| ANNOY- | PULLMAN QA MANAGER REPRIMANDED THE INSPECTOR WHO PURSUPD THE ARDVF
|MOUS | PROBLEM
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GERD FOR JUSTIFICATION
= The alle ;ation is/is aot a specific safety or quality issue or a generalized concern The allegation iwn/ 2 antl safely ox
The ataf§ has/has not previously addressed this issue concern

The issu+ has been previously dealt with or is now being dealt with by PGEE SSER 22
SSER 2!
Inspection Report

ALLEGATION SOURCE DOCUMENT _ |ALLEGER| CHAHACTERTZATION |
2/2/8&12/22/%613/2/8413/2/84)3/23/86| | | FOLLOW)
GAP JI | GAP JI | GAP | | | P |
| { | | |

| |COOPER |ALLEGER REPRIMANDED FOR DISCLOSING THE POTENTIAL FOR RHR PUMP FATLURE | la

v } | {

| | | |

|

ol ICOOPER |PGE FAILED IO NOTIFY NRC OF RMR DESIGN DEFECT
| COOPER | PGAE REJECTED COOFER'S CHALLEMCE OF RHR DESICN

|

|

|

|

| ;
| | | |
| ICOOPER IRHR CORRECTIVE ACTION WAS FOR OPERATORS TO LEAVE THE CONTROL ROOM T¢ |
) | | IMANUALLY OPERATE VALVE BREAKERS TO PROTECT RHR PUMPS

| | |

|

|

|

[

|

|

|

!

}
|
i
I
|
|
1

lcooPER IMANACEMENT DID NOT SPECIFY AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION TO PREVENT RECURREN
| |RHR_PROBLEM
| :
|COOPER INRC APPROVAL WAS NOT OBTAINED FOR RHR CORRECTIVE ACTION OF
| JOPERATOR RESPONSE
f |
ICOOPER |NO CONTROL FROM ANNUNCIATOR TO ALERT THE OPERATOR WHEN THE RHR P
| ) | IN_ DANGER
i | !
| ICOOPER |COOPER DID NOT RECEIVE ANY RESPONSE TO QA VIOLATIONS HE REPORTEI
| ISPURIOUS VALVE CLOSURE
| |
| ICOOPER |IT 1S IMPOSSIBLE T0 DETERMINE TVHAT REMOVING THE SSPS OUTPUT FUSH
| | |CAUSE VALVES 8701 & B702 TO AUTO CLOSE
| {
ICOOPER |PCAE FAILED TO MAKL THE OFFICIAL DRAWINGS ACCURATFE BY DISCLO
| JICONNECTIONS RESPONSIBLE FOR SPURIOUS CLOSINGS
| |
ICOOPER IPGAE DOES NOT NOTIFY THE ORICINATOR OF A DEFICIENCY
} IDECISION HAS BEFN REACHED
|
IPCLE AKD ARC HAVE FRRONEOUSLY CLAITMED THAT TME POSS
JVALVE CLOSURES IS ONLY SIX IN TEN MILLION




LEGEND FOR

TUSTIFICATION

| = The alle ation is/is not » specilic safsiy or quality issve or a generalized concern A The allegation |
2 The stal hasn/has not previously addressed this issue concern
L The insu  has been previously dealt with or s now being dealt with by PGAE 22 SSER 22

ALLEGAT ON SOURCE DOCUMENT

21 =~ SSER 21
IR = Inspection Report

| ALLEGER CHARACTERIZATION
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IFOLLOW]
v _|

|
| IDESICN DRAWING EXAGERATED THE LOAD RATINGS OF U-BOLTS UP TO FOUR TIMES | |

| STOKES | THEIR RATING

I |
| !

| STOKES |ANGLE MFMRERS (PIPE SUPPORTS) WERE UP TO POUR TIMES TOO LONGC FOR ALLOW

|ABLE BENDING STRESS
|

|
|
| STOKES IMANAGEMENT DID NOT SUPPLY BLANK DISCREPANCY REPORT PORMS
| |
| |
| STOKES IMANAGEMENT RETALIATED ° AGAINST THOSE WHO WROTE DISCREPANCY REPORTS
-
|
1 COOPER |PGAE TECHNICIANS 'WERE ROUTINELY DENIED ACCESS TO NECESSARY INFORMATI
| 1TO PERFORM THEIR JOBS" _
| '
| COOPER IPCGAF VERBALLY REPRIMANDED THOSE WO REQUESTED INFORMATION TO DO THEIR
| Lions
| |
COOPER ITECHNICIANS WERE DENIED CURRENT DRAWINGS AND OTHER REFFRENCE MATERIAL
] |
| |
| cooPER IPCAE FOREMAN PURGED THE TECHNICIANS PILES OF UNCONTROLLED DRAWINGS
| |
) |
| COOPER IRHR HOT LEC SUCTION VALVES ARE PRONE TO CLOSURES
| |
| )
| COOPER WPGAE AND NRC RATIONALIZATION FOR THE RHR VALVES MI REPRESENTS TN
| PLANT'S CIRCULIRY
|

| COOPER WOAE AND NRC MISREPRESENTS THE CIRCUITRY BY CLAIMING RHR PROTECTION
| HUROUCH RELIANCE ON CERTAIN ACTUATORS
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JUSTIFICATION

The alleation is/is not a specific safety or quality isswe or a genersalized concern 4 The allegation is/is not
= The staf” has/has not previcusly addressed this issue concern
= The insu:' has been previously dealt with or is now being dealt with by PGAE 22 SSFR 22
21 = SSER 21
iR Inspection Report
“ALLEGAT ON_SOURCE DOCUMENT _  |ALLEGER| CHARACTERIZAT 10N
2/2/8412/227 413/ 2/84)3/2/8413/23/84) |
GAP | JI | GAP | J1 | GAP_ | | i
i | | | ) )
Alas | | | | ) sTOXES | ENGINEERS DID NOT WORK WITH CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS UNTIL AUGUST 1963
| | | | Wl P el = =ds
| | | | | |
AL45 | ) | | | STOKES | MANAGEMENT IDENTIFIED ENGINEERS THAT FAILED PIPE SUPPORTS AND TRANS
| | J | | |PERRED THEM FROM THE ASSIGNMENTS
| | | i | |
Al46 | | | | | STOKES | ENCINEERING CALCULATIONS THAT FAILED PIPE SUPPORTS WERE DESTROYED
| | | = * . .
{ | | | i
AlG7 | | i | | STOKES | MANAGEMENT STATED CALCULATIONS WERE BECHTEL. PROPERTY AND BECHTEL COULD
, i . !l : x }pzsraox THEM_LF THEY WANIED
A4S | | | | | STOKES |NEW ENGCINEERS ASSIGNED TO CONDUCT ROUTINE REVIEWS FOR ACCURACY OF PRF
| | | | i n | VIOUS WORK PERFORMED COMPLETE REANALYSIS OF FALLED SUPPORTS
) ) | | | |
ISTL R | | | | STOKES | HARDWARE WAS REDEFINED TWFRFRY RITLASSIFYING A DESICN FLAW AS AN
[ | | | N |ADDITYIONAL, FACIOR OF SAFETY !
| | | | i |
A1S0 | : } | | STOKES | UNDOCUMENTED PIPE SUPPORTS WERE CONSTRUCTED NEAR PREVIOUSLY FAILI®
| | | | | | SUPPORTS TO REDO THE CALCULATIONS AND PASS THE SUPPORT
| ‘ | | | |
A1) | | | | STOYES | MAMAGEMENT INSTRUCTED ENGINEERS TO CERTIFY THE MODIFICATIONS DID NOT
| | | | | |AFFECT THE FSAR, WITHOUT VERIFYING THE CONCLUSION
| | | | | |
B142 | | | | | STOKES | THE. DESIGN DRAWINGS INACCURATELY REPRESENTED THFE NRATURE OF FLARE BEVEL
| | | { | |WELDS, WHICH MISLEAD QA INSPECTORS
| | | ! i )
R14&1 ) | ) | | STOKES |
| | | | | | FLARE BEVEL WELDS DID NOT ACHIEVE FULL PENETRATION
! | | | i I
a1es | ! | | } STOKES |
| | } ! | | FATLURE TO VERIFY THE PROPFR LOCATION OF HILTI-BOLTS
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LECEND FOR JUSTIFICATION

= The alleation in/is not a specific safety or quality issur or a generalized concern. & = The allegation ins/is not » significant safety ox
= The staf has/has not previously addressed this issuve convern
I = The issu- han been previously dealt with or is now heing dealt with by PGAE 22 = SSER 22
21 = SSER 2)
IR = Inspection Report

| _____ALLEGAT ON SOURCE DOCUMENT  |ALLEGER| _____ CHARACTERIZATION | OLD | WEN |
12/2/864)2/22/ 413/2/84]3,2/8413/23/84) | | FOLLOW] | | | |
| GAP JI | GAP | JI | o} ) - W e | _UP | CLOSED | PGAE | PGE | NRC |
| ] | ] | |PULLMAN TENPORARTLY WADE TOOD OF THREATS TO "CET RID OF™ AN ) | | | | |
P 1335 | 133 |} | | |HUDSON | INSPECTOR. INSPECTOR WAS CALLED BACK AFTER CONGRESSIONAL MEARINGS ON | | | ) | o1 |
| § | e | | RETALIATION B | } | ] | |
| i | | | | | | | 122) | | |
b 13 ) 134 ) | | | UNKNOWN| PULLMAN INSPECTOR FIRED POR PURSUING A DLN OVER THE OBJECTIONS OF N1s | | h20,13d ] |
| | | R - | 1/12/B4) LEADMAR ~ | | ~ {(2)has - F |
| | ! | | | | { | 1(22) ! i
1135 | 135 | | | | UNKNOWN| PULLMAN INSPECTORS WERE DENIED RAISES FOR HOLDING UP PRODUCTION FORFMAN | | h20.13d | [
| | | | | | 1/12/84) AND NOT COOPERATING WITH THE CRAFT | | I{2)hns | ) |
| | | | | | | | | | I | |
116 | 136 | | | | HUDSON | PULLMAN INSPECTORS ARE INTIMADATED KNOWING THEY CAN BE FIRED FOR DOING | | | | lot 1
| } | g .0 } | IHEIR JOB_TOO WELL | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | I | | 2
P13z 1 | | | |COOPER | PGSR CONSTRUCTION HAS RELIED ON INTIMIDATION AND RETALIATION TO Avoin | | | | {has |
| e | | | | )CORRECTING REGULATORY VIOLATIONS | [ | | |01 |
| | | | | | | | 1(22) | | | |
I 138 | 138 | | | | UNKNOWN| PULLMAN QA MANACEMENT HAS A PHILOSOPHY OF SCHEDULING IS A HIGHER ) I Dshop | | | |
| | | DL 1 1/12/86| PRIORITY THAN QUALITY | jALf tdavie | . 3 |
\ | | | | | | | | | ey | |
b1y | o1y | | | I HUDSON | PULLMAN QA HAD TO MEET ITS SCHEDULE WITH INADEQUATE RESOURCES | | | IO |
| ] | | | o | 'L | | | rot |
| | | | | I ) | 1¢22) | { | |
I w0 | 140 | | | | HUDSON | PULLMAN DEMONSTRATED ANTI-QA PRILOSOPHY BY CIRCUMVENTING PG&E 0OA j 1128 ] | | '
| | | | | | | PARTICIPATION IN PULLMAN QA PROGRAM ISSUES | | | | | ]
| ! | | | | | | 1(22) | | | |
Fowsr |oar | | | | HUDSON | i 1103-119 l | | |
| | | | | | | PGAE QA/QC WAS NOT ANY BETTER THAN PULIMAN'S | |214-217 | | | |
| | | | | | | i(21)82 | | | | |
I Al42 | | | | | STOKES |ENCINEERS IN THE SEISMIC DESICN REVIEW PROGRAM ONLY RECEIVED MINIMAL I5% | | | | |
| | ] | | | I TRAINING | | | ! | |
| | ! | | | } K21y 79 | | | | |
I A14) | } | | | STOKES IMANAGCEMENT FATLED TO ISSUE CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS FOR ENGINEERS TO USH 152 | I | | |
| i | | | ! IIN SAMPLE CALCULATIONS ! I | | |
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JUSTIFICATION

allegation

is/is

has/has not

IR = lospection Report

ON SOURCE DOCUMENT  |ALLEGER| CHARACTERIZATION
411/2/8413/2/84)3/237 84| |

| GAP | _JI | |

| | | |

| | | 1 COOPER | PCSE CONSTRUCTION PERSONNEL CAN ROT REPORT VIOLATIONS

| I ] |

| | | | |

! | | ICOOPER | TECHNICIAN NPPR'S REQUIRED FOREMAN APPROVAL

| | | RESERY .

| | | | |

| | | |COOPER |PGAE VOIDED NPPR'S WITHOUT EXPLANATION

{ | A | . |

| | | | |

| | | | COOPER |CONSTRUCTION PERSONNEL ORDERED NOT TO WRITE NPPR'S

| | N | el

i | | ) |

| | | | LOCRERT!LOCKERT COULD NOT RESEARCH PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS

| | ! | .

| | | | |

| | ! :w,ln.cm :rm.lm OA MANAGER ORDERED HUDSON NOT TO IDENTIFY ANYMORE PROBLEMS

| )

) | | | |

| | | | LOCKERTLOCKERT DISMISSED FOR BEING OUT OF KIS INSPECTION AREA

| | | R

| | | g, !

. | ; Hmmw:mwwm.:.s VICTIMIZED BY CONSTRUCTION WORKERS

| | o

| | | | |

: : l :mrrr.m :')A MAKAGEMENT ENFORCED ILLEGAL POLICIES THROUCH THREATS

)

| | | | IPULLMAN fJA MARACFMENT THREATENED AN INSPECTOR WITH “LOSS OF MIS JOBR"

| | | lLockERT!IF HE CONTINUED TO RESEARCH CODES AND STANDARDS AFTER BEING TOLD NOT

] | | | Mo

| ) | H |

| | i JUNKNOWNIQA TNSPECTOR FIRED POR BEING "OUT OF HIS ASSIONED WORK AREA

! | ! 11/12/84)

a specific safety or quality issue or a generalized concern

previously addressed this (ssue concern

issue has been previcusiy dealt with or is now being dealt with by PGAE

22 = SSER 22
21 = SSER 21

& = The allegation

not a wignif
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LECEND FOR JUSTIFICATION

I = The sllegation in/is mot a specific safety or quality issuwe or a renerealized concern & = The allegation in/is net a significant safety or
2 = The staff han/has not previously addressed this isgue concern
3 = The in-ue has been previously dealt with or is now being dealt with by PGAE 22 = SSER 22

21 = SSER 2
IR = Inspection Report

I ALLEGATION SOURCE DOCUMENT _ _JALLEGER] ~_CHARACTERI ZAT 10N | 01D | W
i12/2/8412/22/8413/2/8413/2/84]3/23] 84| | [ FOLLOW) | | |
| GAP | J1 jeap | 11 1_caP | | | _UP | CLOSED | PGAE | PGE §
| | | | | | I | 1 (22) | | |
(N0 E R I § § O | ! IUNRNOWN | UNDOCUMENTED ADDITION OF “HIMS UNDERMINES SEISMIC CALCULATIONS | I 190 | | |
| | ! * - [1/16/86) J | R R
) I | | ) | | | | [ (2) ()l
Pz o 2 ) ! ! |VINKNOWN | PROCEDURES UNRELIABLE - COPPER AND STAINLESS TUBING INSTALLAT10N | | | has/isl
| | | E. | [1/16/84] | | | fnot |
| | | | | | | | | | t2)(ol
I 13 | 13 g | | JUNKNOWN | RESUBMITTED TEST PROCEDJRES QUESTIONABLE (TUBING) | | | has/1sl
| I | . 11/716/84| | | | oot I
| | | | | | | | | ! t2) )l
[ § D U U | | |UNKNOWN | WELDING AND NDL PROCEDURES QUALIFIED APTER THE FACT QUESTIONARLE | ) ! hae/inl
| | L | . l1/16/84 | ‘ | | | {not | _
| | | | | | | | 1(22) { | |
s 1 s | ] {UNKNOWN | QC TRAINING INADEQUATZ | 157, 193 | | |
| ! i | S 11/12/84 | I | ) | |
I | | | | | | | 1(22) | | |
I 16 | 16 | | | IUNENOWN 1QC INSPECTOR QUALIFICATIONS INDETERMINATE | 57. 193 | | |
| | | | . | | | , | | !
| | | | | | | | 1(22) | | |
R R T B B b A | | [UNENOWN |QA MANACEMENT ROUTINELY CMANGED ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA | 1102, 194 | | |
I | { | | I | | | | | |
| | | ) | | | I | | ©2) |
e | s | | | ILOCKERT |NO REJECTION CRITER A (PIPE RUPTURE RESTRAINT BOI TS) | | | I§ ,11
| | | | | | | | | | KZhas
| I I I | ] i I I l RIT1RY
119 | s ) | ! fLOCKERT |QA INSPECTORS NOT WROMPTLY NOTIFIED OF SPECIFICATION CHANCES | | | 1191195
| | ! | | | I > | | | '1:‘)'\.1'1
{ i | | | | & | 1 (22) | | |
bizo V 120 | | | [URKNOWN | PROMPT VIOLATION DISCLOSURE TO NRC 1S NOT POSSIBLE ) 124 12 f | |
| ! | | | |'/12/84 ; ! I | | |
| | ! | | | | | (22) | | |
bzt 1o | | [UNKNOWN |C INSPECTORS NOT TRAINED TO REPORT VIOLATIONS L1268, 19 | f |
J | | | | /12784 4 $+ | ’ |




LEGERD FOR JUSTIFICATION
I = The allegation is/is oot a specific safely or quality issve or a generalized concern b = The allegation is/in not a significant
2 = The stafl’ has/har not previously addeessed this issue concen
3 = The issu: has been previously dealt with or is now being deall with by PGAE 22 SSER 22

21 = SSER 21

IR Inspection Report
| ALLEGATTON SOURTE DOCUMENT | ALLEGER | CHARACTERIZAT 10 | OLD
V2/72/8412/22/84|2/2/84)3/2/R6|3/2V/RE} i LFOLLOW|
| GAP | NI 1 Ga? @ N : i | . = ) | ur | CLOSED
i | | H i | | PULLMAN'S APPROVED VENDORS LIST IS DEFICIENT IN THAT "MICROSURFACYK | |
I 100 © 100 | | | |HUDSON | ENGINEERING™ DID NOT HAVE ADEQUATE QA PER MR. HUDSON'S OCTOBRER 19A1 | |
| { | | | | | AUDLY | |
| | | | | | | | |
1ot ) 100 ) | | I UDSON | EFFECTS OF LACK GF "MICPOS!'SFACE ENGINEERING" QA UPON CALIBRATIONS, | |
| | | | | | | TOOLS. AND MEASUREMENTS NCI DETERMINED | |
| | ) | i | | | 1(2) has
| 102 | 102 | | | MupsoN/ | PGAE HAS STIFLED PULLMAN INSPECTOR'S REPORTS OF PAULTY BOSTROM-PERGEN | 1(3)
| | ] | | | LOCKERT| AND AMERICAN BRIDGE WELDS, BY DIRECTING THEM NOT TO ISSUE DR'S i |
| | | | | | | 1(2) has
| 103 ) 103 | | ) | UNKNOWN ) SHOP WELDS AND PARDURARE OF BOSTRON-BERGER AND AMERICAN BRIDCE WAS | |
i | | | | | _{OBVIOUSLY DEFECTIVE | )
| | ! H | | | | 1(2) has
§ 8¢ T L | ! | HUDSON/] IN 1982 PG&R "MPROPERLY DIRECTED PULLMAN NOT TO INSPECT THESE WELDS | ()
| | | | | | LOCKERT| DURING THE WALKDOWN PROGRAM | |
| | | | | { | | |
1 105 | 105 | | | ) oRENowN | | |
| | i i | 1/16/84 | CONTRACTOR FO? PID NOT USE RICHT PARTS (1.E. BEAM CLAMPS) I |
| | ! | | | | | ‘
} 106 ¢ 106 | | | UNKNOWN | } |
| | | | “/,,,/mdwmmt SIZE BEAM CLAMPS USED BY FOLEY TECHNICALLY INADEQUATE ) |
| | | | | | | | 1(21) &6}
| 107 | W7 | | | UNKNOWN| | 1(22) 163 &
| | ' | I | 1“6,3“)&0 MATERIAL TRACEABILITY FOR IN-CORE THERMO COUPLES (POLEY) | ' 18
| | | | | | | | 1(21) F63
| 1R ¢ 108 | | | UNKNOWN | ' 1(22) €63 &
i ) \ | ) 1 1/16/84) TN-CORE THERMOCOUPLES MISCLASSIFIED BY FOLEY 1118
g | | | | | | ‘ |
| 109 ; 109 I | | UNKROWN | | !
| | | I | | 1/16/84 | WORKER TUREATENED WITH JOB 1.0SS WHEN REPORT ING 107 & 108 | "
| i | | | { | | 1(22)
} 1o 110 | | | UNKNOWN | ) 1190
| | | | | 11716/84] SHIMS TO LEVEL PIPE SUPPORT BASE PLATES UNDOCUMFPHTED | |
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LEGEND FOR

2 The stall has/has not previowsly addresaed this issue concern
3 The insue has been previously dealt with or is now being dealt with by PGRE 22 = SSER 22

21 = SSER 21

IR = Inspection Report

“ALLEGAT[ON_SOURCE DOCUMINT | ALLEGER| CHARACTER1ZATION
127284 2/22/8613/2/06| 3/ 2/8413/23/84) |
| GAP | 31 | GAP | J1 | GAP | |
| | | | | |
189 | 89y | | | |MUDSON ) PROCEDURES ESD 246 & 247 QUALIPIED AFTER-THE-FACT WITH DIFFERENT
I | | i | ) BQUIPMENT THAN THAT ORIGIMALLY USED
| | | | | | |
f9o | 90 | | | IWUDSON | PULLMAN INTERNAL AUDIT # 101 WAS DELIBERATELY LEFT OPEN FOR OVER ONF
| | | - | | | YEAR BY THE SITE QA MANAGER
| | | | | | |
I 9 I 91 | | | \HUDSON ! PULLMAN CORPORATE QA DIRECTOR REFUSED TO ADDRESS INTERNAL AUDIT 3
| | | | | s :wmm BALSED THE ISSUE OF EXCESSIVE TIME TO RESQLVE JALOI
| | | | | |
l 92 | 92 | | | |HUDSON | IN JANUARY 1983 MR. HUDSON WAS REMOVED AS INTERNAL AUDITOR FOR NOT
| ) | | | i | CLOSING ENOUGH AUDITS ALTHOUGH OTHERS WERE THE CAUSE OF DELZY
| | | | I o o8
1 9% | 9 | | | [HUDSON | WHEN INFORMED OF NON-COMPLIANCE WITH I0CFR50 APP. B, MR. KARNER STATED
| | | & . | THAT PULLMAN WAS NOT COMMITTED TO APPENDIX B
| | | | | | |
19 | 9 | | | |HWUDSON | HYDROSTATIC TEST PROCEDURES FOR TESTS BEFORE JANUARY 27, 1975 ARE
| | | | | | | MISSING DOCUMENTS, PAGES, AND REQUIREMENTS
| | | | | | |
1 9% ) 95 | ) | |HUDSON | HYDROSTATIC TEST DOCUMENTATION AFTER 1975 ARE MISSING OA DOCUMENTS
| | | | | | __ | (1.E, F78 RELEASE-QC RELFASE)
| | | | | | |
196 | 9 | | | |WUDSON | HYDROSTATIC TEST REQUIREMENTS FORMS DIR WOT CONTAIN FLUID TYPE,
| | | | | ) | PRESSURE, AND TEMPERATURE (28 CASES)
| | i | | | |
97 | W2 | | | |HUDSON | IN 28 CASES PULLMAN'S TEST DOCUMENTATION DOES NOT SATISFY PGAE REQUIRE
| | | | | | | MENTS (EXAMFLE USE OF 24RS VS 2812 PSIC)
| | | | | | ) POST 1978 HYDROSTATIC RETESTE DID NOT ALWAVE WAVE ASSITHED OC FITI
| 98 | 98 ! | | {HUDSOR | PIPE RELEASE, DESPITE OTHER RECORDS STATING QC VERIFICATION
| | | | | | |
| | ! | | ) |
I 99 | 99 | | | |"UD‘»0N | MR, HUDSON WAS AARASSED BY MR, KARKFR FOR SPEALING TO THE NRC TOO LOW
| | | | ) | | IN MAY 1982
‘v’/

= The allegation is/is aot a sprcific
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LEGEND FOR JUITIFICATION

I = The ailegation is/is not » specific safety or quality issue or a generalized concern. & = The allegation is/is not & significant safety or
2 = The stafl has/has not previously addressed this issue. concern
1 = The issuer has been previously dealt with or is now being dealt with by PGAE, 22 = SSER 22

21 = SSER 21
IR = laspection Report

| “ALLEGATION SOURCE_DOCUMENT  |ALLEGER] i "~ CHARACTERIZATION [ oLD | NEW |
12/2/8612/22/84)3/2/84]3/2/84)3/23/84]| | IFOLLOW| | | | ' |
| GAP | Ji | GAP | J1 | GAP | | | UP | CLOSED | P | PGE | NRC | |
| | | | | | | i 1(22) | ! | |
{18 |} 78 ] | | JHUDSON | THERE WAS NO INVESTIGATION THAT IDEMTIFIED WHERE ESD 270 WAS USED | 1122 PARA. A | | | |
| | | I I 1 Pt THSAONN , ) c ! | | bl
| | | | | | | | 1(22) H | } |
| 79 | 79 | | | JHUDSON | PULLMAN ESD 241 FOR UT OF VALVE YOKE RODS WAS PERFORMED WITHOUT A | 1122 PARA | ) i | |
| | | o ) | | VALID PQT _ e . _ " | iB1 | } | ] |
| | | | | | |ESD 241 WAS USED POR TESTS FROM DECEMBER 17-20, 1971 BEFORE THE | 1(22) | | | | |
180 | 80 | | ] | RUDSON | PROCEDURE WAS ISSUED (DECEMBER 26, 1973) OR APPROVED BY PGSF | 1122 rara. | | | | |
' | | | %1 | I(FEBRUARY 12, 1974) | 182 { | | | |
} | | | ) | | | 1(22) i | | |
| Bi | 81 | | | IHUDSON | PULLMAN ESD 241 WAS NOT CONSISTENT WITH DRESSER (THE VENDORS) | 1122 paRA ‘ | | ) |
| | | | | | | INSTRUCTIONS FOR KDE | In) | | | | |
| | | i | | | | 1¢22) ) | i | ‘
|82 | 82 | | | |HUDSON |PER PULLMAN INTERNAL AUDIT 101 CONCLUDED TMAT TEST DOCUMENTS FAILED 10 | 1122 PARA. ) | | |
| | { | | | IMEET EITHER ESD 241 OR (DRESSER) VENDOR REQUIREMENTS | n6 | | | |
| | | | | | | | 1(22) | | | |
| 83 P 83 ) | | |NUDSON |ESD 241 AND UT TEST DOCUMENTS DID NOT DOCUMENT PGLE REQUIREMENTS FOR | 1122 PARA. | | | |
| | | 1 | ] | BACKUP INSPECTION OF YOKE ROD END CRACKING | IB4 | | | |
| | ! | | } | | 1€22) | | | | ‘
| 84 | B4 | [ | [HUDSON |MR. KARNTR AND MR, GUYLER DISMISSED MR. MUDSOR'S DISCREPANCY REPORT ON | 1122 PARA. | | | | |
| | g | 0 |TME BASIS OF FOLLOWING PG&E INSTRUCTLONS | |nn \ | | | :
L | | { | | | ! 1(22) | | | | |
8 | 85 | | | |HUDSON |NRC REPORTING AND CONTRACT SPECIFICATION VIOLATIONS OCCURRED SINCE ONLY | 1122 PARA | | | | |
[ | | \ | |2 OF 7 DEFICIENT NDE PROCEDURES WERE IDENTIFLED TO PGSE | Ic | | | | |
| | | | ! | 1(32) | | | | ‘
| B6 | B6 | I | |HUDSON |MR. KARNER PREVENTED THE INTERNAL AUDITOR FROM RESEARCHING THE USE OF | {122 PARA. ) | | |
| | | | | | |ESD 246, ALTHOUGH ESD 247 WAS TRACED TO CRACKED WELDS | In | | ) |
1 A2 | 87 | | | | | | | | | | |
[SKIPP-|SKIPP~ | | | | | | | | ) | |
ED | FD | | { | | | I | | | |
|88 | 88 | | | | | l [ | | | |
|SKIPP-|SKIPP- | | | | | | | | | | |
| ED | ED | i | | | | | | | | |




LEGEND FOR JUSTIFICATION

1 = The allegation in/is not » specific gafety or gquality issue or 3 gencralized convern 4 = The allegation 1s/is not
2 = The staff has/has nel previously addressed this issue concern
) The issue has been previously dealt with or is now being dealt with by PGAE 22 = SSER 22

21 = SSER 21
IR = Imspection Report

| ALLEGATION SOURCE_DOCUMENT | ALLECER| CHARACTERIZATION
sL’J/M‘Z/HIMIVZIBAI3/2/0“)/21““ |
| GAP | J1 | GAP_ j_Jt | oA ) | i I | ! !
| | | | | | { VALVE MEASUREMENTS FROM EQUIPMENT THAT FALLED MINIMUM RELIABILITY
1 62 t 87 | } | | HUDSON ) STANDARDS WERE IMPROPERLY USED TO ACCEPT VALVES AS SUFFICIENTLY
| | | | e __lamick - e . .
| ) | | ) | |
| 68 | 68 ) | [ | HUDSON | ALTHOUGH FORTY-TWO DATA REPORTS DISCLOSED THAT VALVES WERE BELOW MINI
: { = : l l' ! :mm THICKNESS, THEY WERE MARKED AS "ACCEPTED WITHOUT EXPLANATION
P69 | 69 | | | 1 HupsoN | IN 11 CASES, TME MFASUREMINTS whké [NCOMPLETE, WITH MISSING DATA FOR
| | | L e | 1 BEQUIRED AREAS OF THE VALVE b i
| | | ' ! | i
§ @ | 0 | | 1 | HUDSON |WIA #34 COULD NOT FIND EVIDENCE THAT ALL REQUIRED VALVES/WELDS WERE
| ) | (ASEE || EXAMINED AND/OR PEPAIRED
| [
N : n : : :mmmu :nu #34 REPORTED THE LACK OF DOCUMENTATION INDICATING THAT WELD REPAIR
| | | Tl | |ON e VALVES WERE NOT CONTROLLED
: | | | | ) |
| 72 | | | | 'mmmn |
| | | | | S | NONE OF THE VALVES MEET AEC AND PGSE DESIGN REQUIRFMENTS
1
} 73 ', : : : :mmsnn :nr.cmsr OF MANAGEMENT'S DECISION NOT TO DEVELOP CORRECTIVE ACTION, THE
Ui | | j & | QUALITY OF THE WELDS MAY BE AS INDETERMINATE NOW AS IN 157/
|
: 74 : : : : }nunson | NONDESTRUCTIVE TEST PROCEDURES ALSO LACKED DOCUMENTATION OF PROCEDURE
\ | | { ' x l !r)[lA_l.lF!(l_AT!(jN RECORDS (}lHTFST?}V : I N
| | | | [ | | THE CORRPGTIVE ACTION FOR PROCEDURE FSD 234 CONSISTED OF UNREL IABLE,
P71 | | | |MUDSON | "AFTFR THE FACT" PROCEDURE QUALIFICATION TESTS, WHOSE USE WAS NOT
| ) { ) | | |CONTROLLED
| | | | | |
176 | | | ) {HUDSON | 1A #101 DID NOT FIND EVIDENCE THAT MANAGEMENT REVIEWED AND APPROVED
| | } | L | | THE_PROCEDURES FOR THE PQT
| | | | | ) |
{177 3 ) | | |HUDSOR |QA MANAGER, WAROLD KARNER DIRECTED THAT THE PROCEDURF QUALIFICATION
[ N | \ | [ {RECORDS FOR FSD 210 SHOULD BE USED FOR ESD 270 _
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LECEND FOR JUSTIRICATION

1 = The allegation is/is not a specific salety or quality issue or a gencralized concern & = The allegation is/is not a significant safet - or
2 = The satafl has/han not peeviously addressed this insue concern
Y} = The issue has been previously dealt with or is now being dealt with by PGAE 22 = ESER 22

21 = SSER 21
IR = Inspection Report

| ALLEGATION SOURCE DOCUMENT |ALLEGER| CHARACTER1ZAT JON | 01D | NEW |
12/2/8412/22/84)3/2/86)\3/2/8&|3/23/84) | IFOLLOWY | | | |
| GAP | JT | GAP | JI_ | Gar | | | UP_ | CILOSED | PGAE | PGE | NRC |
| | [ | ) | | | | | i iy |
| 5% | 56 | | | | HUDSON | RECORDS REFLECT QC-ACCEPTED WFLDS WHERE NONE EXISTED REMOVAL OF SAFETY. | | | | In not| |
| ! { | , } :RFMTHD WELDS WITHOUT QC RECORDS OF THLER DISAPPEARANCE : | i | | | |
< (4 |
! 57 : 57 | : | Il.()(.Kl'.R”‘{T!.IIR HAVE. EREN KEPAIRED WITHOUT REVISING THE RELEVANT DRAWINGS TO NOTE | : l| :1: ) :
| | I . I ) lmu DIFFERENCES | | | [not | | |
| | | | | | | BECHTEL & PCAE MANACEMENT MANIPULATED THE UT PROCEDURE TO LOWER THE | | 1(22) | | | ;
| S8 | S8 | | | | UNKNOWN] NUMBER OF REJECTED INDICATIONS IN UT EXAMINATIONS OF PULL PENETRATION | | N2y 103 | [
| | | | | | JWELDS IN 1982 ) . ) | | 1189 | | |
| { | | } | JPULLMAN'S INTERNAL AUDITOR COULD FIND NO EVIDENCE THAT THE V1 TRASGH I | 1(22) | | | |
b 59 | s9 | | ) | HUDSON | THICKNESS MEASUREMENT PROCEDURE FOR RFACTOR COGLENT PRESSURE BOUNDARY | 1121 AL, A2 ) | | |
| | | | ] | | VALVES WAS QUALIFIED | | > | | | |
| | | | | | | | 1(22) | | | |
I 60 | &0 | | | FHUDSON | PULLMAN'S AUDITOR COULD FIND NO EVIDENCE OF 'PROCEDURE VERITICATION | 21, A) | | | !
| | | | | ! _|TESTS' FOR THE TRANSDUCERS . | | | | | |
| | | | | | L IN 1982 PULLMAN'S INTERNAL AUDITOR COULD FIND NO EVIDIACE THAT } . | | | )
| 6l { & | | | | HUDSON | MANAGEMENT CONDUCTED THE MEASUREMENTS WITH A QUALIFICALION TEST, | 112) | | | |
| | ] | ! | | DEZPITE WARNING IN 198) ; | R | ! | | ‘
| | i ) ) | I PULLMAN QA MANAGER HAROLD KARNFR REEVSTH TO TALE CORRECTIVE ACTION WHEN | 1(22) | | | |
(Y I a2 | I ) I HUDSON | THE AUDITOR DISCLOSED THE LACK OF PROCEDURE QUALIFICATION RECORDS OR | f121 | I | | ‘
! | | | | | I TESTS FOR ESD'S 236 & 244 | | | | | |
| | | | | { 'IULLMAGR'S LINGUISTIC DISTINCTION [HFROFERLY EXCLUDES NONDESTRUCT IV | 1(22) | ! ) |
s -1 & | | I BUDNSON | MEASUREMENTS FROM THE SCOPE OF 10CFRS0, APPENDIX B, CRITERION IX, | 121 | | | |
| ! | | | ) |DESPITE THEIR SIGNIFICANCE TO PLANT SAFETY | | | { | |
| | | | | | IMR, HUDSON'S UNSCHEDULED INTERNAL AUDIT (UIA) #34 OF VALVE WALL THICK | 1(22) | | | |
64 | I | ) | IHUDSON INESS DATA REPORTS DEMONSTRATED THAT THE DATA REPORTS ARE | 112 | | | )
| | | J | | | INCOMPLETE AND NOI TRACEABLE | | | ) | |
| | | | | | IDATA REPORTS OFPFERED UNRELIABLE, INCONSISTENT INFORMATION WiTH ORICINAL | 1(22) | | | |
I 65 I &5 | | | FHUDSON | INFORMATION BEING WHITED-OUT AND ALTERED WITHOUT SICNATURE | Irze, n | | | |
| | | I | f JOR EXPLANATION | | | | | |
| | | | ! | INECESSARY RECORDS WFRE NOT CONSISTENTLY AVAILABLE TO DEMONSTRATI | 1(22) | | | |
1 ¢ I 66 | H | FHODSON | CALIBRATION OF THE MEASURING EQUIPMENT CAUSING RESULTS SKEWED .62 461 | 1121, » | | | |
| | | | { | OVER AKC MAXIMUM ERROR | | | | | |
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LEGEND FOR JU (TIFICATION

I = The alle ation in/is oot a specific salely or quality issue or a generalized concern & = The allegation infis not a significant safery or
2 = The atal has/has not previously addressed this issue. voncern
7 = The issu: has been previously deall wilth or is now being deall with by PGEE 22 = SSER 22

21 = SSER 21
IR = laspection Report

| ALLEGATION SOURCE DOCUMENT  |ALLEGER| A ' _CHARACTERIZATION | oLD | M
V2/2/R4)2/22/84)3/2/8613/2/84|3/23/84) | |FOLLOW| | | | |
{ GAP | JI | GAP | JI ) car | | ) ] UP | CLOSED | PCAE | PGE | WNRC |
| | | | | | | | 2 | ! | |
b 3¢ § 3% | | | Inupson ) PGAE IMPROPERLY SUBSTITUTED CODE 92/93 FOR PIPE RUPTURE RESTRATNTS | 1214-217 | | | |
| ] | i | | | ¥MEN_PROCESS SHEETS SPECIFiED WORK WOULD BE DONE TQ CODE 7/8 | | | | | |
| | | | | I | THE SWITCH FROM CODE 7/8 TO CODE 92/93 WAS BASED ON PREMISE THAT BOTH | 1(22) | | [ |
Iss | » 1 | | | HUDSON | PROCEDURES WERE QUALIFIED TO UNLIMITED THICKNESS AND TECHNICALLY | 1216 | | | |
| | | . i g | EQUIVALENT L= 1 P | b | | | |
| | | | | | | | 1(22) | ) | |
I % | 36 | | | |HUDSON | PULLMAN WELDERS WORKING UNDER WELDING PROCEDURES THAT ARE NOT QUALIFIED | 1214-217 | | | |
| | | | | i | FOR_THEIR ASSICNMENTS ; =l . ) | ) b N ]
| [ j | [ | | PULLMAN DID NOT REGULARLY CALIBRATE ITS WELDING MACHINES AND } | 1(22) | | |
| v A ) | | | LOCRERT! FAILED TO ISSUE EQUIPMENT THAT WOULD CONTROL THE AMPERACE FOR | | 1129 | | |
| | | N | | IweLDS R WL o e e £ | | | | | l
i | | | | | ISINCE 1977 PULLMAN HAS USED GCTAW WELDING MACHINES THAT VIOLATE CONTRACT | | 1(22) | | |
w | mw | | | | LOCKERT| SPECIFICATIONS DUE TO ABSENCE OF ELECTRICAL CURRENT CONTROLS AND AN | | 1129 | | |
| | | . } | ON-OFF SWLTCH | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | 122y | | |
I 19 I 39 | | | | LOCKERTI THE EFFECT OF THE IMPROPER EQUIPMENT WAS THAT WELDS CONSISTENTLY WERE | { 1129 | | {
| | ! B B | CONZAMINATED WITH TUNCSTEN ol N ) 3 | | { | | | ‘
| | | | | | | PULLMAN QA MANAGER, HARCLD KARNER, REFUSED TO WONOR CONTRACT SPECTFICA- | | | | lor | |
I 40 I 40 | ) | | LOCRERT! TIONS, AFTER MR, LOCKERT EXPLAINED THE EFFECT ON THE QUALITY OF THI | | | | | | ‘
| | | — e | WELDS, MR, LOCKERT WAS LATER DISMISSED | | | | | |
| | | | n | | | | e | |
| & I 41 | | | | LOCKERTI MR . LOCKERT WAS TOLD NOT TO DISCUSS DEFICIENT GTAW MACHIKES WITH PGSE'S | | e | | | |
| | | | | | INPO WELDING ENGINEER | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | 1(22) | | ) |
fa2 + 52 1 | | | LOCKERT! FROM 1969 TO 1983, PULLMAN'S PROCEDURES FOR STORAGE OF CERTAIN WELDING | | 1129 | | | |
| ' | | | | | ELECTRODES WERE DEFICIENT | | | I |
| ; | | | | { i i 1(22) | | | |
| &) | 43 | } | | LOCKERT! ALTROUCH MANACEMENT OFFICIALS PROMISED TO CORRECT WELD ROD STORACE 1 | 1129 | i |
| | | i | | | VIOLATIONS, CORRFCTIVE ACTION WAS INEFFECTIVE | | g ... 1§ | |
| | } | | | ) ) | 1(22) | | |
| A | 44 | | | | HUDSON 'T“F INTEGRITY OF WELD INSPECTIONS IS COMPROMISED RY PROSPECTIVE WELDING } | 1123 : | |
! | | | | | _ | INSPECIORS CHPATING ON QUALILFICATION TESTS ) | | | | |




LEGEND FOR JU TIVICATION

1 = The alle ‘tion is/is mot a specific safety or quality issue or a generalized concern 4 The allegation in/is not a signilicant safety or
2 = The stal has/has not previously addressed this issue concern
3 = The issu' has been previously dealt with or is now being dealt with by PCAE 22 = SSER 22
21 = SSER 21
IR = Inspection Report
Auprnum SOURCE mcumn JALLEGER| ! CHARACTERIZATION | oLD | NEW 1
127278402722/ 36|3/2/84]3/2/8413/23/84) | | FOLLOW] ! | | |
| Gap | JI | GAP_ | JI | GAP | | =y 5 » ) | _UP | CLOSED | PGRE | PGE | NRC |
| | i | | | PULLMAN QA MANACER FAL ED TO RESPOND TO AN INSPECTOR'S WRITTEN | I (22) | | | |
I 23 I 23 | i i JLOCKERTINOTIFICA™ U8 _p Tol IMPROPER SUBSTITUTION OF A WELDINC TECHNIQUE FOR | I 106-108 | | | I
| | | | ) | |A¥ APPROVED PECCEDURE | | | 1 |
| | | | | | IPULLMAN QA MANACER COERCED AN INSPECTOR TO CONDUCT INSPECTIONS FOR 22y | | | | |
| 24 24 | ! | | LOCKERT | COMPL.IANCE BY OFFERING THE ALTERNATIVE OP "LOOKING FOR A NEW JOB" li20 | | | | |
| | | | | | a1 ! , = Iy | | Lo |
| | | | | | | | | (22) | | | |
1 25 I 25 | | | ILOCKERTIEVEN IF WELD TECHNIQUE SPECIFICATION NO. AWS 1-]1 WERE AN APPROVED | I 106-108 I | { | |
| | | ! i | | PRGCEDURE, _ITS USE WAS INADEQUATE | | 109-110 ) ! | | |
| | | | ) lnunson | | i (22) i | | |
I 26 I 28 | | | |LOCKERTIAWS 1-1 FAILED TO CORRECT THE IMPROPER USFE OF CODE 7/8, MUE To ™E usg | | 106108 | ! | |
{ i | | | { __ _JOF UNACCEPTABLE STEEL : I | | | L]
) | I | | \ | | I (22) | | | | |
I 27 I 27 | | | Inupeon L IMPROPYR ‘e OF INFERIOR STEEL WAS APPROVED RY AN OFFICTAI | 1 106-108 | | ! | |
I | | ! } } __|WHO RECORDS SHOWED WAS SIMVLIANEOUS CONSTRUCILON & QA OFFICIAL | | A | | | | |
| | | | | I | PC&FE CONTRACT REQUIREMENT FOR CHARPY STRENGTH TESTS WAS IMPROPERLY | I (22) | | | !
| 78 | 28 | | | IHUDSON (WAIVED POR CODE 7/8 AND OTHER WELDING PROCEDURES ON PIPE RUPTURE | I 114 | | | |
I | I | | |____ |RESTRAINTS | | | . | | |
| | | | | L imwnown | | | l(2zy | | | |
29 | 29 | | | [1/716/84 | FATLURE TO COMPLY WITH WELD PROCEDURE REQUIREMENTS LED TO “TRULY | | hes | | | |
| | | | | _|AFF1DAY | PATHETIC" WELDS FOR IHME PIPE RUPTURE RESIRAINIS | - | | | I |
| | | | | | | PULLMAN IMPROPERLY GRANTED ITSELF A GENERIC EXEMPTION FROM AWS DESI | I (22) | | | | |
lyw | 3 | | | lMunsoR | FABRICATION, AND ERECTION REQUIREMENTS FOR All. STRUCTUKAL STEEL PIPE | I 109, 110 | | | ’ |
| | | | ! ) | SUPPORT_WELDING | e | ) | |
| } | } | | | | 1 (22) | | | | i
I n o3 | | | Iwopson 1CODE RR/89 NAS BEEN USED TO WELD STEEL SHAPES AND PLATES IN THE CURRENT | b 1is, 117 | | | | |
| | ! | | | IDESIGN MODIELCATIONS | | | | } |
| | i | I | | | I (22) | | » | |
T Lk ek | | {HUPSON | CODE BR/RY HAS BEEN USED TO WFLD PLATES AND SHAPES TO RUPTURE RESTRAINTS! I 118, 119 | | | | |
{ | | | | | |WITH 2 WELDING PROCESSES - SMAW & GTAW | i | | | | |
| | | | } ! | I 22) | { | i
| I 33 T | | | IHUDSON | PCAR TMPORPERLY RESPONDED TO THE MISUSE OF CODE 88/289 | I 118 1 | | | |
| ) | | } | | | | | | | |
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LEGEND FOR N IFICATION

|} The alle ation is/is pot a sprv\‘.r safety or quality issur of 2 lrnl‘!!l',)!n' concern The allegation 18/18 aot a significant safety oFf
Py * The stial has/has not |v'vnmmly addressed this 18sue concern
) The issu has been p:fv:»mnlv dealt with or 15 now being deall with hy PGAE 22 SSER 22
21 SSER 21
IR Inspection Report

| AHI(.A! N SOURCE DOCUMENT JALLEGER] CHARACTERIZATION | OLD
12/2/86\2/22/ f-l!/)/ﬂ’r!\/)/l‘ol\/?!/liul | | FOLLOW | \
| GAP | JE | GAP { J1 | GAap_ | | | _up | _CLOSED | PGRE | POE nc“}
s ’ | | | | | | s V 177) {
) | | ! \ \ {LOCR FRT { PULLMAN WELDERS HAVE BEEN QUALI FI1ED WITHOUT ANY QA COVERAGE | | y 123 | }
| | | | | l | § 129 1
| | | i | | | { (7% |

| | ILOCKERT | MANAGEMENT DID NOT DEMONSTRATE ANY COMMITMENT TO WELDER QUALIFICATLIONS | | | 128

| | | L WHEN NOTIFIED OF [HE VIOLATION | | | 129

| | | | | {(22) |

| | JLOCKERT | PULLMAN REFUSED TO PROCESS A FORMAL OX REPORT ON THE UNCONTR WWLED | | 128 |

| | | j WELDING QUALILF ICATION TESTS | | |

* | ; ' : } ey

! | JLOCKERT | A PRODUCTION OFFICIAL REFUSED THE Of INEPECTOR ACLRESS TO IN PECTION | | | 129

| | | | RECORDS | | |

| ) | | 1 (22) | |

| | jLOCKERT | (A INSPECTOR TERMINATED IN RETALIATION FOR PURSING WELDER QUAI IFICATION [120, | |

| | | | TEST VIOLATIONS 1w on| {

| | } | ) (22) | {

| | JLOCKERT | PULLMAN OA MANACER TOLD NRC THAT THE QC INSPECTOR QUIT, WHEN HI WAS 2o, |

| | | | ACTUALLY FIRED j13e o1 |

| ! | | | 1 (22} |

' | jWuDpsoN | FROM 197&-1979, WELDER QUALTFI( ATIONS ARE INDETERMI NATE | | 103119 |

| | 1 | | | |

| | | | | | (22) |

| | MUDSON | PGAE ( HANGED CONTRACT SPECIFICATIONS THROUGH NOTES WITROUT CONTROLLED ! | 1-119

| | | | REVIEW AND APPROVAL (AWALTINC SPYCIFICS FROM PGAE SEE £215) | ) |

| | | | | ) (22) |

| | IHUDSON | WELDE R QUALIPICATIONS CONNOT BE VERIFIED BY RECONSTRUCTING WFLD R | 103119 6 |

| | | | | JIAE IRB) 17 |

| { | | | | (22) |

| | mupson | IMPROPER WELD PROCEDURE WAS USED TO WELD TUBE STEFL 10 PIPE SUPPORT | 1 1010 |

| | | | | | |

| \ | | | I« ) |

| | HUDSON | ASME BASED WELD FROX ERDU'RE CODE 7/8 WAS IMPROPERLY SED TO WELD THR | | -1 |

| | ) |} WELD ¢ DS ON CLASS 1 PIPE SUPPORTS | | |




