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AIR and WATER

PO"IIﬁOII Pﬂ"" March 5, 1984 oqler / He
BROAD AXE, PA. -’

U.S. Nuclear Reculatory Commission Cs aao’/"'/ "

. Atomic Safety and Licensing Board-)g ¢ t!w !ﬂ"g

'T5 £he Mattesdof PHILADELPEIA ELECTRIC COMPANY (Limerick Gen ratlng/”
Station Units 1 and 2) Docket Nos- 50-352 and 50- 3536’16 D

Judce Lawrence Brenner, Chairman; Dr. Peter Morris; D

Gentlemen:

9/76 IE Report 76-06-01
AWP?-138 Firding report #093- Contradiction on elevat-
ion of deficient beam (257' vs 253')
AWPP-13S  NCR #1980
AWPP-129B 5Samples of NCR's demonstrating routine "use

as is".
3/77 AWPP-140 Applicant's lack of control of performance
3/77 AWPP-141 Lack of Applicant control.
3/77 2" 2-142A Applicant failure to control performance.
2/77 AWPP-144 (77.02-C1) Applicant arbitrarily interperts

rules and ignores interpretation of speci-

fications.

3/77 AWPP-15z (50-352/77-02) Example of Applicant's failure
to control performance of welding.
6/7e AWPP-155 (50-352/78-03;78/04 letter from Bruce Grier)

Example of failure to take proper and correc-
tive action.

6/78 AWPP-156 (50-352/78-03) Notice of Violation 5/10/78=--
Improper action followed by imoroper corrective
action by Applicant.

8/78 AWPP-156 (50-352/78-04) Notice of Violation dated 6/16/78

& 3% Applicant failed to take proper and effective

corrective action.

12/78 AWPP-176 (€0-353/78-08) Failure of Applicant to con-
trol performance resulting in inability to in-

8509300336 840305
-+~ , PDR  ADOCK 05000352
(/>>Cgi G PDR
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AIR and WATER
Pollution Patrol

BROAD AXE, PA
(2)

Chronology'continued:
. spect welds.

12/78-1/79 AWPP-180 (50-353/78-08) Under response to item of non-
compliance (response to Appenxis A) Applicant's
answer ignores the seriousness of infraction.
1f welds can no longer be performed discussion
of correction at final routine inspection is an

apparent excuse to cover lack of control and

lack of corrective action after improper weld-

ing has been discovered.

12/78-1/79 AWPP180b NCR 1366 demonstrates routine "use as is" follow
up--as it might relate to AWPP 180.

4/79 AWPP-181 Letter to P.E. from Robt. Carlson re inspection
50-352/78-12 Letter shows total lack of control
and failure to conircl performance and an effort

to avoid proper corrective action after improper
welding has been performed/

7/7% AWFP-186 See Infraction and Engrieering change.

7/79 AWPP-187 Infraction detailed that could result in damage
from stress to subseguent cracking. This is care-
less contempt for safety proceedure.It is again
a failure to contro! performance by Licensee.

And if, as it seems, no further action was taken
it shows Applicant did no* take proper corrective
action after deficiency is found.

7/79(ref) AWPP-189 (50-352/79-07-02) See underlined statements.

Under (1) it appears Applicant arbitrarily makes
decsisions on rules without specific description.
Under (2) There is an indication of incomplete
control by Licensee.

Under (3) An indication is shown VIA acceptance
of weld joint by Q.C. encineer on 4/9/79 that

only certain welding activity is checked. There
could be rany such undiscovered deficient welds
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AIR and WATER
Pollution Patrol

BROAD AXE, PA
(3)

Chronology continued:

7/79

10/79

10/79

6/80

6(?)/80

8-9(?).,/80

11/80

1/81

AWPP-190

AWPP-194

AWPP 204

AWPP-210

AWPP=-235

AWPP 236

AWPP~-237

AWPP-242

to cause subseguent problems.

(ref 50-352/79-07-05) Under (4) there is more
evidence of lack of control of performance with
welding on the critical liner of the reactor

core.

Discussion weld performance 10/79. Again improper
Applicant control of welding performance. Further,
Applicant's Q.A. engineers issued p285 finding re-
port on the day the NRC inspector found work not
in conformance with required perocedure. The
Applicant appears to try to cover up its non-con-
trol of performance by a late copy-cat finding
report AFTER the Applicant was notified of in-
correct proce dure occuring because of Licensee's
lack of control of performance.

Referring to unresolved item (352/79-11-02) licen-
see's memo dated 1/23/80 demonstrates improper
follow up by Applicant after a deficiency is dis-
covered.

Further deficiency relative to Applicant's pri-
mary responsibility to control all activities.
Under (3) it is shown there is improper inspection
proceedure by Applicant found by NRC inspector”
similar to 76-06-01.

See underlining, indicates Applicant's failure to
pOnttOl pe¢sformance and Q.C. Licensee is arbi-
trarily ignoring required "hold point".

re above under response to item of non-compliance-B
Applicant's inadequate control VIA Q.C. and Q.A.
is shown.

see underlining =--improper follow-up on infract-
ion and improper action after deficiency is found.



AIR and WATER
Pollution Patrol

BROAD AXE, PA
(4)

Chronology continued:

2/81 AWPP-243 See underlining on welding defieiency.
2/81 AWPP-244 Under 352/81-01-02 -Violation of specified pro-
(re above ref) -\\;edure as underlined.
?2/81 AWPP-246 re 50-352/81-05; 06 see underlined--refering to
| -\__,,///welding inadeguacies disovered but not properly
corrected. Further, improper welding accepted
" by Licensee on_2/6/80.
ulet Bpp rdn gl o ity o apy 0 e B T
under A and B severd violation of welding procedure
by Applicant.
11/83 AWPP260A Notice of Violation re inspection of 10/17 and
11/30/83. Under (1) evidence of continued lack
of control of performance responsibility of Applicant.
Under (2) Again évidence of carless performance
and failure. to properly identify infractions.
?2/81 ALPP-247 Same referenee as AWPP 246 see underlining under

Viclation B.

11/83 AWPP 260B Under 3 of above reference demonstrated Applicant's
non-conformance as it relates to reporting.
1/84 AWPP 260C Relating to 12/83 meeting of P.E. and Bechtel Power

with resident inspectors concerning evident weak-

ness in Q.A. and Q.C. programs involving completed
construction. This item shows PECO's Q.C. and Q.A.
programs, almost 8 years after the infamous "broom=-
stick affair" is deficient to the point of threat-

ening accidents during operation.

Respectfully submitted

Ai%i% water Paldlution Patrol
C:\ i ;:2

Fra R. Romano, Chairman

61 Forest Ave.
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| - FINDING REPORT ., mmsgn  N-093

e
'ﬂ!_;,ﬁ Limerick Units 1 & 2
2 o, e [0 averr [ sunverieance XX NRC " Penitet '

QUALITY ABSRRARCE [ wer (] CORRECTIVE ACTiow REC'D, ,, Bechtel Power Corp.
B Item of Noncompliance PRINL CORTRACTON
C.X. Soppet - Project Manager 4, REFERENCES

«. ISSUED TO
p a) ANS P1.1-7 d ?
. ORGANIZATION Bechtel Power Corporation ) oditgbhs 2. and 72 & 74

.. THOSE CONTACTED _T. Alton - K. Bishop VEC 108879

5. 10 CFR S0, APPENDIX B CRITERIA X poA LJiE0nL

ve. FINDING (USE AND REFERENCE ADDITIONAL SWEETS AS REGUIRED)

Two welds from the beam to the clip on beams 23287 and 232B9 in unit 2 on
267 were both incomplete and unacceptable and were made with the aid"

of a broom stick handle attached to the stinger to reach the joint to be -

welded; which is contrary to AWS section 3.1.2. . -

Furthér, inspection surveillance records indicated that these bean
¢onnections were inspectec.

(y DISCUSSION  (usE AND REFERENCE ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS REGUIRED)

Bechtel issued NCR Nu. 1980 identifying the non-conforming condition. If/ 4

. ' Tl Caedide €t abenTim 243
V7L . /750 /i\.t\,w-- 8 : '
A frwd oy Lpot woi3 fufire S 2doundiin 257 (PR Fpp.

+2 RECOMMENDATION (usE AND REFERENCE ADDITIONAL SHECTS AS REQUIRED)

Pe QA aeraRieci omuy
IDENTIFIED A. Both Inspector 10/27/76 u"‘ T 031 sea e,

WANE TInt BATE R TIT

IBENTIFIED BIsTRIBUTION
" ™ TITE it | A. Teller - TLC

' %m.-a‘ Site QAE 10/29/76] P.L. Sauk =
ok L it it | PLE-6234
4 pwrp /3¢

. S— 5§ 1 S A ————
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BHEEY 2 or 3

N-093
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FINDING REPORT etk rick Units 1 8§ 2

ARALITY Aszenanst

- s Ememe,

DEC 101873 crar reauner

(OIE ARD RETERENEL

1s. CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO F SOLVE FINDING  (aotriamas sorerc'se acesratns

1. Issuance of NCR 1580 to acknowledge the nonconforming condition
and to acquire dispositioning to correct same.

2. A Reinspection of all other work performed by the particular
inspector who accepted the welds in qucstion was accomplished
wherever accessible.

/ MW"‘/ QL Mf'\/

{77 35-0 ud.(.q o

b,gAz_ R dad
M{F‘/W’d 2 S ewed
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w. CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE (o1t sos wtrtnency

ADRITIONAL SRLETE A REQWINELD)

A training class was held 10-25-76 for re-indoctrination and
re-orientation in the various aspects of acceptarce of completed work,
reviewing or inspection criteria and ultimate responsibilities

for weld inspections with all personnel in attendance from both the
QC and field welding groups.

Pem DIRECVE -frr1239 St TS VIE ~e
Broom Srie. EZTCWIIMS
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ACTION TARKEN BY I&.é&
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v, P.E. ACCEPTANCE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION

RESOLYES FinDing

00RO

i

UNACCEPTABLE (SEE SNEET 3 OF 3) Z? ' ‘

USE * AS 13* é& b/;i%;‘;f [ mz.g,x I et
.

TENPORARY USE UNTIL RESOLOTION
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se. PEASON UNACSEPTABLE (wst sms SEPERLNEE SOBITIONAL SREETE A .:.’.,.J“S_w f _&
ol :jﬂ'

VAl .

1.- The 13 finding, 4hat" generated®nts NCR, was Feplied 30 and beasShECEIVED & .
reference to further coz=itaents by )oehtol Power Corp. > - _—

l
|
Dy
|

2. This NIR should seflect those further co==itzents refe: 0')..03 in P"?. p)qvo.

U.v l\.,

Zdentty Mo docoment ond comPenmts which wmdicate

2/ welds Fhaf rc;a/r; e wvsa of wald extemtroas

Shaf be 1enfi¥red v ad 4
Aead Wc(/ fﬂyff)&::'. Z’F" 7 .’%"

 pwaw RE Zenc /DL Moss | r. Wetsluzeist AR/ 5
T . . mast : nnt ' L AL |

ACTICN ThalN %_i /u/‘)l ACTIEN VI ;M(/‘Z/
sier J.R.Reindy A1, et LT s '

]

REVISED CBERECTlVE ACTION  (ost ame oEreatsct 4e0)Ti0naL SSECTS 41 REOUIAES)

?0!-266 latc‘ 12-17-76 states uut any weld t.hu requires tbo use of-weld
extenéion bolders will be identified and approved by the Lead Sctaff Field
Welding Engineer prior to use. . :
This requirenent is being tncorpouud {n the latest revision of Job Rule e

G-16 "Welding”.

: by /,, prequive Fe-
CovrecTive ou,f/u.' T /::) > ‘,gf(»‘/ldf
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License No. CPPR-106 ¢

43”0, ’

APPENDIX A
NCTICE OF VIOLATION

Based or the results of an NRC inspection conducted on March 8-11, 1977,
it appears that certain of your activities were not conducted 1n full
compliance with conditions of ycur Facility License CPPR-106 as in-
¢icated below. Items A and B are categorized as Infractions and Item C
is categorized as a Deficiency.

Criterion V of Appendix B of 10 CFR 50 states, in part, that: “Act-
fvities affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instruct-
fons, procedures, or drawings, of a type appropriate to the cig—
cumstances and shall be accomplished in accordance with these
instructions, procedures, or drawings.” The Limerick PSAR Appendix

D.1 end D.4, including Answer to Question #17, describes the application
of this criterion and others to site subcontractors and vendors. Bechte
drawing C-236, Rev. €, establishes 3/16-inch as fillet weld size for
velding carbon steel stiffeners to stiinless steel 1iner plate of the
cpent fuel pocl structure. Subcontractor procedure CVT-01, Rev. 0,
estzblishes visval inspection requirements for such no\ding. "Fillet
welds shall be of the specified size with full throat and legs of
uniform size."”

Contrary to the above, on March 11, 1877, fillet welds at several
locations on the liner plate were less than the specified 3/16-1inch
! n_sccor th ap-

SRR i etags and Brec Sur
) wings and proce he measures established to control

special processes, and the program for inspection of liner/stiffener
wo1d1n?. which were estzblished to comply with Criteria IX and X of
Appendix B of 10 CFR 50, were not effectively implement

Criterion XIII of Appendix E of 10 CFR 50 states, in part, that:
"Measures shal) be established to control the handling . . . and
preservation of meteriz) and equipment irn accordance with work and
inspection instructions to prevent damage or deterforation.” The
Limerick PSAR, paragraph D.4.9, states, in part, that: “Vendors

%5%1F'9 /%o



shall have written instruction to govern the handiing . . . and

" preservation of the items under contract so as to prevent degra-

dztior of quality . . ." The Bechtel Technical Specification 8031-
C-45 for the Spent Fuel Pool Liner requires, in paragraphs 7, 9, 14
and 16, that: “The application of heat to ., . . austenitic stain-
less steel is not permitted . . . (and) Iron contamination of
stainiess steel shall be prevented . . . Handling . . . procedures
shall include measures to protect liners surfaces . . . from damage."”

Contrary to the above, on March 8, 1977, the following conditions

(,gxisted during field erection of the Spent Fuel Pool Liner: (1)
S

tainless stee) exterior surfaces had been contaminated with the
slag/ iron residue from a thermal metal cutting process. Several
areas exhibited large accumulations of fired slag/iron deposits
which indicate that the base metal was subjected to uncontrolled
elevated temperatures and {ron contamination. This cendition had
0t been prevented by control measures. (2) Stainless steel interior
surfaces had been contaminated by an unidentified residue which had
apperently been deposited in the presence of high heat which had
burned a sheeting material in contact with the steel at several
locations and of several square feet area. This condition had not
e ma———

een prevented by contrel me!!!E!!i

Criterion V of Appendix B of 10 CFR 50 requires, in part, that:
"Activities affecting quality shall be . . . accomplished in accordance

with these . . . procedures.”

The Limerick FSAR, Appendix D, paregraph D.1 states, in part, that:
“(Philadelphia Eleciric) 1s responsible for coordinating the (Quality
Assurance) program to assure that all necessary control require-
ments and procedures are followed . . .* Bechtel Job Rule 6-5 for
Design Document Control, paragraph 4.2.3.4, directs that “"Upon
receipt from Project Engineering of an acceptable Quality Assurance
Manual (and changes thereto) 1t is forwarded to Document Control

for logging . . .

Contrary to the above, on March 3, 1977, the latest approved amend-
ments (Nos. 3 and &) to Tcsting and Inspection Procedure 3.20.A.1
were not entered in two controlled volumes of the Pezbody Testing
Quality Assurance Plan at separate on-site locations,

e
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Infractions

7-02-01: Failure to Assure that Scecifica

ccomplisnec Relative to Minimum Size © et Welds on
Steel Sti“fener Attachments to the Stzinless Steel Liner
of the Sgent ruel Pool -

The inspeztor viewed "the spent fuel pool liner structure being
erected on a concrete pad south of the reactor building. On
each of four sides of the 1iner structure, segments of the
fillet we'ds on verious vertical stiffeners appeared marginal
when viewed from a distance. The inspector obtained a ;?llct
weld gage from the licensee quality assurance representative
and measured the weld size 2t several locations (e.g. #45 A15)
which appesred suspect. At Teast one location on each side of
the liner assembly did not meet the 3/16-1inch criteria shown
on the design drawing C-236. This is cont-ary to the visual
inspection criteria of part 5.6 of POM procedure CVT-01 which
requires "Fillet welds shall be of the specified size with
full tnroat and legs of uniform size."

.- -

The existence of the above condition required tmu_m,g%mmc
w 1d \ . gnes . L] '» . - - men

. - . This 1z contrary
to criteria v, reiazive to implementition of criteria IX and X
of Appencix B of 10 CFR 50, which require accomplishment and
inspection of welding to assurc adherence to specifications
end procedures,

The inspector examined the following documents relative to the
above:

Bechtel Drawing #C-236, Rev, 0
POM Welding Specification WS-17
FOM Procedure CVT-01, Rev. 0

77-02-02: Failure to Prevent Damage and Deterioration of the
Spent Fuel Pcol Liner

The inspector observed that the stainless steel exterfor surfaces
of the spent fuel pool liner assembly had been exposed to the
molten slag/iron meterial resulting from a carbon steel thermal
cutting process. This was evidenced by the spray patterns of
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Therefore, the SFPL material was not handled in accordance
with work instructions as directed by 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XI1I, which states, in part, that: “Measures shall
pe established to control the handling . . . and preservation
of materia)l . . . in accordance with work . . . instructions
to prevent cdamage or deterforation.®

The licensee stated that the statement in the Bechtel Specification
£031-C-45, paragraph 14 pertaining to the prevention of {ron
contamination of stzinless steel is only applicable to the

final cleaning 2spects and coes not apply to the fabrication/instal-

lation activities.
ma*mqnmn
provisions 1in

Eg“w‘mntm not recog ° .
e specificetion and implementing procedures, and was not

that such a nar

con with th , the
related commitments, and the governing criteria of 10 CFR
50, Appendix B,

Deficiencies

77-02-03: Feflure to Distribute the Peabody Testing Quality Assuran:
PTan (OAP) in Accorcance with Job instructions

During a review of ti
§) o1 g AP, the inspector noted certain
{nconsistencies in the amendment numbering sequence to one of
the procedures. Further investigation of the Bechtel's Master

cmm;_&z;&, The Bechte elu Orawing Control Regis

indicate 2t amendment No. 2 was the latest approved amendment,
The inspector examined the subcontract Field Engineer's and

the on site Peabody Testing Quality Centrol Group's copies of
the QAP (copies 35-02-4 and 35-02-8, respectively) and verified
that amendment Nc. & was the latest approved edition. Those
manuals controlled by Bechtel had not received the latest
amendments (Nos. 3 and &) due to a faflure to fully implement
distribution instructions. T ————— —— . et " o ——
M

Bechte) Job Rule G-5 for Design Document Control, paragraph
4.2.3.4, directs thet “upon receipt from Project Engineering
of an acceptable Quality Assurance Manual (and changes thereto)
it {s forwarded to Document Control for logging and control
number assignment.” In this instance, Engineering/ Frocurement
had received the amencments but hac not forwarded them to
Document Control for logging fn a timely manner. A Bechtel

« OF
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h. Criterion V of Appeadix B of 10 CFR SO ptates, in part, that:

le 4

ﬁ Contrary to the cdove, on Marsh 11, 1977, fillet velds at

vondition identified above har rvaulted in

1.

2.

"Activities affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented
ingtructione, jrocedures, or dravicge, of a type appropriate W
e circuzstances and ohall be sccocplished in accorcance with
these instructions, procedures, or dravings." The Liserick
PELR Appendix D.1 wnd D4, including Aaswer to Quastion #17,
descrides the application of this criterion and others to site
subcuntractore wnd vendors. Bechtel draving C-235, Rev. 6,
establishes 3/16-imch as fillet veid size for wolding carben
pteel otiffeners to stainiess steel liner plete of the spant
fuel pool ntructure. Bubcontractor procedure CVI-01, Eev, O,
establiehes vistual inepoction requirecents for sush wve

"Fillet welde shall be of the specified size vith fu)1 thro;t
axd lege of uwniforz sice." .

several locaticns oz the ‘lrzer plate vare less thas the specified
3/16~inck size and bal less thas fi1) throat. sing gad
pube uality insnes - ot b

=6 VIl EUDIICRLTe Qracirgy GEd ProecLres.
‘ oses, and 'n.mnﬁ.g;
y which were eetallie

\

e following!

A pon-conforzance report issued to pnddo//ogrrccun action for the

Correstive 8t

A2l cozpleted welae have heen reinspectod at the site to assure
that their size is in scoordansce with dravicg require=ents. Aay
undersized veide have beex repaired and reluspected. :

Astion Yo prevent returrencs.

The vendnr Plant wud Tield Buperintendents have been reinatructod

to asnure thot velds ueet draving reguirecents, 7oe Plant aand Sit
Q.4 Departeants have bapn reizstructed in the draving reguiresest
and vill verily vouplawnse with the rogquiresests dyrisg the vieusl

inspection of the volds. rfv)ﬁ /;‘,

I /2
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ’
REGION | RLCEIVED AUG 2 8 m

$3) PARK AVENUE
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVAMIA u«(’JG 29 1978

MG 24 W0 oo ppony

Docket No. 50-352

GU‘ “ - -
Philadelphia Electric Company o= o L2 (352/"3 03)
Attention: Mr. V. S. Boyer F\\.E,'. Qual 1-1-1 (;sz/y’e,o‘)

Vice President
Engineering and Research
2301 Market Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101

Gentlemen:
Subject: Inspections 50-352/78-03 and 50-352/78-04
This refers to your letter dated June 12 in response to our letter

dated May 10, and {our letter dated July 20 in response to our
etter dated June 16, 1978.

he information presented in your r!nrw
p7_violation issued his Of g0gs _no t _the reguirem

Section 2,201 of the MR "Rules of Practice,” Part e 10
J of Fecera] Reguiations. Pursuant to these requirements, you are

A% requested to submit 7Ts office within ten (10) days of your receipt
ﬂnﬂ of this notice a written explanation or statement in reply to the afore-

ment oned Notices of Violation which includes: (1) corrective steps

which have been taken by you and the results achieved; (2) corrective

steps which will be taken to avoid further {tems of noncompliance; and

(3) the date when full compliance will be achieved.

The enclasure to this letter is provided to assist you in your under-
standing of our areas of concern. Should you have eny questions con-
cerning these items, we will be pleased to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

ﬁ.f.’l’-' // /J"o-);’./

lo}én M. Grier
Director

Enclosure: Areas of Concern

el s¢
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ENCLOSURE
AREAS OF CONCERN
Notice of Violation dated May 10, 1578 50-552/78'¢3

This 1tem of noncompliance concerned one instance of feilure to
fully implement the requirements of Liquid Penetrant Test Procedure
IPPT-340-39-02, Revision 0. Namely, liquid penetrant test indica-
tions in excess of the acceptance standards were observed by subcon-
tractor test personnel when pipe weld No. HBC-183-1-FW-B was tested
nd accepted on April 2, 1678, however, 1t was not verified whether
or not actual defects were present.

Our bases for the above finding included the following: (1) on
April 6 ar NRC inspector observed th - aring powd '

LAE TN e s tect Trdications w L_were in excess o' the

’ 7g Stardardc on Apr S was re g Dy
quelifiec examiner from the 1icensee's constructor in the presence
of an NRC {nspector and both ok ne Lo

a SR °n-;. recorcs or o gence were no
agila nsicating 4% had b VEC LT ps *hat the Trcicatinn

NG LRanRAs T Botedl Cefects prig Eg}cs::g;;ggc ef -=,u=_g.gp

PECO's response to this aooerent item of noncompliance was

Timited to actions which attested to the quality of the particular
weld, Fyrther corrective actions are required to assure that:

(1) subcontractor test personnel are properly implementing

the testing procedure with respect to the processin gf

indications which exceed acceptance standards, and ?2 other previous
1iquid penetrant test indications which exceeded acceptance standards
were not accepted without teking suftable actions to verify whether
the indications represented actua) defects.

iotice of Viclatien dated June 16, 1978 S0- !‘7./'?8'04-

This 1tem of noncompliance concerned one instance of failure to
contro) devietions from quality standards for Class | sefsmic
structures. Namely, Bechtel Drawing No. C-875, Revision 6, was
approved and 1ssued to implement modifications to radial beams
inside the contzinment structure even though this drawinx contained
fnstructions which were contrary to requirements of the AWS D1.)
Structura)l Welding Code, an applicable quality standard.
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ur bases for the above findings included the following:

(1) the aforementioned Bechte] drawing specifies the use of a
we\din? procedure applicable to prequalified weld joints a1though
the weld joints called out on the drawing do not meet al) of the
requirements of Section 2 of the AWS D1.1 code for prequalifiec
joints, and (2) the drawing permitted the use of fillers in a
manner contrary to requirements of Section 2 of the AWS D1.1 code.

The designs of the weld joints were significantly different

from that specified for AWS prequalified weld joints. Differences
included shape and type of weld joint and weld size, ¢.0., weld
sizes specified for fillers for Beam Nos. 24, 25 and 29 were less
than that required for BTC-P4 welds by paragraph 2.10.3 of the

applicable AWS code.
PECO's response to this apparent ftem of noncomplfance indicated

that clarifying revisions had been made to drawings, but stated
that code requirements were met, F ace
;,%g*;;; to assure that (1) the requiremenis © AWS D1.1 have been
n the performance of the modifications, and (2) suitable
measures are provided and implemented to contro) deviations from

ty standards during the design process.
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3 > APPENDIX A
NOTICE OF VIOLATION
Pniladelphia Electric Company Docket No. 50-352
«

Tris refers to the inspection conducted by a representative of the
Region 1 (Philadelphia) office at the Limerick Generating Station, Unit
1, Limerick, Pennsylvania, of activities authorized by NRC License No.
CPPR-106.
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During this inspection, conducted on December 26-29, 1578, and January
2, 1878, the following apparent item of noncompliance was identified:

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, states, in part, that: "Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures, or drawings ... and shall be accomplished in accordance
with these instructions, procedures, or drawings.”

Tie Limerick PSAR, Appendix D, Quality Assurance Program, Paragraph
0.6.4, states, in part, that: “(Bechtel) quality control engineers
.. are responsible for preparing inspection plans in accordance
with the Field Inspection Manual, (and) Performing Quality Control
Inspections.” Bechtel Project Special Provisions Procedure G-6.)
states in Section 3.1.5 trat “"an Inspection Point (1) in the Quality
Contro) Instruction (QC1) is a mandatory inspection point beyond
which work shall not proceed past the point where the designated
activity 1s no longer inspectable”.

PEPRT N- 14 155008 12-27-97
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8.3ﬁ Liceosee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

ah .
(Closed) Unresolved (352/78-03-05): Bechtel Job Rule JR-E-1 was
completely revised (Revision 9, issued July 26, 1978) based upon
IEEE Standard 43-1974 requirements. A memo was issued by Bechtel,
dated August 7, 1978, listing motors that are to be meggered in
accordance with the Job Rule (E-1, Revision 9), in lieu of the
vendors instructions. The GE supplied motors for the core spray,
RHR and reactor recirculation pumps were on this list. This item
is considered resolved.

(Closed) Unresolved (352/78-02-02): Bechtel Drawing C-637 was
revised (Revision B) to state which "Guides" 1isted on the drawing
are mandatory end will require prior engineering approval for
deviation. Bechtel issued a checklist {No. 15) which 1ists the C-
637 Drawing mandatory inspection criteria. The project QC instruc-
tions for concrete preplacement (8031/C-1.20, Revision 10) were
revise¢ to incorporate checklist No. 15,

The inspector reviewed PECO Surveillance Report No. G-19 which
detailed the search that PECO had performed to ascertain that for
the Limerick Units no other design "Guideline" document existed.
This ftem is considered resolved.

§. Se‘etv Relatec Pizing Installation (Unit 1)

d. The inspector observed welding of safety related p1pin? at
various stages of weld completion to determine if regu ltcrw
recuirements and PSAR committments are adhered to. The following
weld joints in various stages of completion were inspectied.

MEB-127-1/7-ME7
FSK-EBB-126-3/9-No. 5]
No items of noncompliance were identified.
The inspector reviewed the weld history cards and quality

control inspection reports for the above weld joints. For
weld joint FSK-EBB-129-3/8-No. §1 (the welding of a two inch

e e e
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ipple to the pipe spool) the inspector observed that there
were three (prior to N!1d1ng) inspection hold points listed on
Quality Control Inspection Report No. M55 which were not

. s19:ogjoff as acceptable. These inspection hold points were
as follows:

(1) Activity #2.2 - verification of materials

(2) Activity #2.3 - inspection for cleanliness and surface
defects, and

(3) ;h; duthorized code inspector's hold point for activity

Further investigation indicated that neither the authorized
code inspector nor the Bechtel QC tn?inccr were notified prior
to the welding of the 2" nipple to pipe spool that construction
was ready for them to perform their respective inspections.

The work had proceeded beyond the point where it was not
feasible to adaquately perform the cleanliness and surface
defect inspections (activity 2.3) as described in QC inspec~
tion (No. B031/P-1.10). The licensee was informed that this
was contrary to the requirements of the Project Special Pro-
visions Procedure G-€.1, Revision 1, and Appendix B, Criterion
vV of 10 CFR 50.

f noncom (352/78-

Preservice Inspection (PSI) Activities (Unit 1)

The licensee has contracted Nuclear Energy Services, Inc. (NES) to
perform the PSI examinations required b{ Section X1 of the ASML
Botler and Pressure Vesse) Code. The vitrasonic examination of
piping welds 1s governed by Appendix I11 of Section XI, 1974 Edifon,
Winter 1875 Addenda as modified by Paragreph 1WA-2232 of the Sumer

1876 Addenca.

The inspector observed IIDE in progress, reviewed KDi data and
interviewed personnel with resoect to the data end observations,

L T
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ATTACHMENT 1
PESPONSE TO APPENDIX A Y

| Re =<3 &80

Item of Nonmcompliance pp e ) e o ho/d /4 ,
“ “ ‘7?\'4 z sy pecTiant s "”'# ?'
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion q?"tatos. in~gpart,/ that: & i

"Activities affecting quality shall be prescridbed by documented
instructions, procedures, or dravings ... and shall be accomplished
in sccordance with these instructions, procedures, or dravings."

The Limerick PSAR, Appendix D, Quality Assurance Program, Para-
graph D.6.4, states, in part, that: “(Bechtel) quality control
engineers... are responsible for preparing inspection plans in
accordance vith the Field Inspection Manual, (and) Performing
Quality Control Inspections." Bechtel Project Special Provisions
Procedure G-6.) states in Section 3.1.5 that "an Inspection Point

(1) 4n the Quality Control Instructicon (QCI) 4is & mandatory inspectic
point beyond which work shall not proceed past the point where the
designated activity 4is no longer inspectable”.

Contrary to the above, on December 2, 1978, the velding of a two
inch nipple onto pipe spool piece FSK-EBB-129-3/9 had proceeded
beyond the point wvhere some of the designated mandatory inspections
could not be performed.

Response to Item of Noncompliance

| The required inspections have been performed and documented.
tret A review of other open inspection plans indicates th -

My -
av®™ Qu o OLF AT NXTd podints have Resl PYPIFEEC. ¥
19~ hold points are missed they are ddentified prior to
fhf;u final Anspectiong s an ne, since in~process »
P inspect ©
zttff M inal s2ions. In order to avoid further items of noncom-
v‘*:* A piTance, the Tield Staff Engineering and Area Supervision vere
" draeinstructed at & meeting on January 2, 1979, on their quality
,‘,'IV | velated responsibilities concerning hold points,

.f .

e ol cussion
" v ‘.
.dug-'ﬂ' It .8 requested that this item of noncompliance be reclassifind
i) é s a4 unresolved item since the Quality Control Instructions eon
01‘“. Athe Limerick project are designed to identify missed inspections

| Al 5’ or ho'd points., We do not consider it appropriate to identify
'gﬁsJ‘l this a9 an item of noncompliance since revievs of the in-process

‘y‘.y inspec-dons and final inspectisns vhich follov would have

;D} identitied the condition.
o™
» 4 V/

&
0"' !5’ -
o ¥ . 1-1/1
wer o s 50-352/78-12
4o A*FI" s0-353/78-08
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Philadelphia, PA 1910 ﬁ

Gentlemen:
Subject: Inspection 50-352/78-12

This refers to your letter dated March 2, 1979, in response to our
letter dated Janyary 31, 1878,

Thank you for informing us of the corrective and preventive actions
documented in the response portion of your letter. These actions will
be exanined during a subsequent inspection of your licensed program,

Your letter reguested that this item of noncompliance be reclassified as
an unresolved item since the Quality Control Instructions on the Limerick
project are designed to identify missed inspections or hold points. You
indicated that subsequent reviews would have identified the condition.

he Office of Inspection and Enforcement Inspection Report 50-352/78-12
noted in Paragraph 9 that the missed 1nspcction hold points included

some inspection requirements which wer r f
adequately because of work chWﬂ"E‘% 0 u'guqu‘n'f iocni!ﬁcotion

by yoyr praccam could teTy cOmpensate

0f s o Trcnectoons, Ne o) 1.,1 e oSt .n..m-.ﬂm
eithee b the code Autho d inspecfor or Dy the Bechte] OC inspector
QL he gdesignated Boll. o0 . Therefore, reciassificatign 0f the

te~ of noncompliance would not be appropriate.
,Q Sincerely,
. O
'.
‘“’”*"’ % 77 G
3“'" Robert T. Clrlsorm Chief

Reactor Construction and Engineering

(\/' ] : Support Branch
/'

. /‘\»\”
s
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APPENDIX A
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Philadelphia Electric Company Docket No. 50-352

Tris refers to the inspection conducted by 2 representative of the Region 1
(Pniladelphia) office at the Limerick Generating Station, Unit 1, Limerick,
pennsylvania, of activities authorized by NRC License No. CPPR-106.

During this inspection, conducted on July 5, 6, and 8, 1978, the following
apparent items of noncompliance were identified:

A.

F.R.
N-l1®

¥R
N-lef

Appendix B of 10 CFR 50, Criterion V, states, in part: “Activities affecting
quality... shall be accomplished in accordance with these instructions,
procedures or drawings."

The Limerick PSAR, Agpendix D, Quality Assurance Program, Paragraph 0.6.4,
states, in part, that: "Bechtel Construction Department... is responsible
for construction of the plant to approved engineering specifications,
dravings, and procedures...”

Bechte) Power Corporation Project Special Provision Procedure 6-6.1, Revision
2, states in Section 4.4, "Engineering changes which effect completed work
that requires further construction, shall have a new inspecticn recorc
initiztec by construction QC. The new inspection record is developed to
cover the inspection of the work required to accomplish the engineering
change."

Contrary to the above, as of July 6, 1879, a Field Design Change WNotice No.
5 to Design Drawing 2-292 effected the completed an. -C accepted weld joint
on a pipe restraint, identified as PR-S. A new inspection record was not
developed to cover the inspection of the work required to accomplish the
engineering change. 'As & result, the work required by the engineering
change was not accomplished on PR-8,=

This item is an infraction,

kopendix B of 10 CFR 50, Criterion V, states, in part: "Activities affecting
quality... shall be accomplished in accordance with these instructions,
procedures or drawings.”

The Limerick PSAR, Appencix D, Quality Assurance Program, Paragraph D.6.4,
states, in part, thet: “Bechtel Construction Depariment... is responsible
for construction of the plant to approved engineering specifications,
drawings, and procedures...”

4
‘/f- '( ‘b:////( .[1
Li. A7 y

e s



APPELDIX A 3

Gechtel Primary Containment Specification C2 (Revision 9), Section 10.1.14,
applies to temporary brackets among other things, and states that: “Preheat
at 200°F minimum shall be applied to all carbon steel seams whose thickness
exceeds 1-1/4" regardless of ambient temperature.”

N'lb" Contrary to the above, as of July 6, 1578, temporary brackets were welded
at severa) locations on the liner plate, where the plate thickness was 1-
1/2 inches, and no preheat was applied. .

This item is an 1nfractjp_n.» —




a. Primary Steam and Feedwater Piping Restraints

The inspector inspected pipe restraint weld joints in various stages
of completion. The restraints inspected were jdentified as PR-9, PR~
42, PR-47, PR-12, PR-43, PR-11, and PR-44. The following items were

found during this inspection:

(1) A backing bar {s used when welding the two circumferential pieces
of a restraint together. The inspector notes that the backing
bar is attached to the restraint by various amounts of weld,
tince there are no requirements for the amount of weld to be used.

E R There are instances where the backing bar is either tack welded
O LA on both edges, or one edge is welded to the restraint. The
e lbq n inspector also could not find in various documents any acceptance
,1? criteria for what is the allowable gap between the backing bar
J) 4-*1"3,()‘ and restraint. The inspector questioned the QC engineer what
N th i, he used for an acceptance criteria. i

t, M"( - was "tight against th t.* The Tnspectdf Tnformed the
W# : b*"'} licensee E considered unrescived pending review of their
g i evaluation of this Situdsion (A52/75-07=02)-
b (2) The inspector also noted during his inspection of the pipe restraints

that the restraints supplied by Chicago Bridge and Iron had a
cope or access hole where the horizontal and vertical weld joints

T
(&

F.R. coincide. This was apparently done to assure that a full penetra-
, ~ " therefore, it is questionable that the required full penetration
o s be
- The inspector informed the licensee

tion weld is obtained. The Mississippi Valley Company supplied
: Y . ghis item 32
"bj;f/)' /’Zonsidered unresolved pending review of their evaluation 2/79-
7'03]'

N =Gl [ /e’ restraints do not have an access hole at the weld joint junction,
M/d’ _weld can be obtained. Th $
valuated
0,';

!
ﬂ'J (3) During the inspection of completed restraint, identified as PR-S,
the inspector noted that the tacking bar was welded on one edge
only and was warped. The completed weld joint (horizontal) was

< R approximately 1/4 of an inch misaligned. Tmﬂd_jp?mg_j!s

g ol ed by QC engi Apri . A review of Drawing C-

- ‘@3 262, Revision B, indicated that & Field Change Request No. C-
5542F was issued on April §, 1879 to provide for fitup tolerances

for restraints. This request was approved 2s Field Des'i?n Change

: ;. aJ@ No. 5 and it requires that when there is 2 misalignment (1/2"
Shca. @47 maximum) the backing bar is to be removec after one side of weld
ofast %1 joint has been welded and a six to one taper sha1l be provided at

M’ o the weld joint where the backing bar wes. This was not done.
W This is contrary to the Limerick ProcedW




FR.

which requires 2 new inspection for additional work to be accom-

N-108 plished to completed work due to an engineering change. The

FR.

, Nt
N‘lbr}b_}L ']ﬁﬁons ipenetratiorys XSA and XSB), which were 1~ nches thick,
' i

licensee was informed that this was an item of noncompliance
(352/79-07-04).

(4) During the above inspection of restraints, the {nspector also
noted that temporary brackets (used for construction aids, were
welded to the containment to temporarily support or align piping.
The inspector asked to see documentation for these temporary
welds to determine if they were being controlled. The inspecto
found that these welds were treated as

r
pnse - - thu

ODIrol_wAS oL i0volved and we)

ality LU |d history information was
nted. Seyeral of the we

were made on | -

y erefore, requiring & minimum preheat of 2000F. IE: !ggggigf_ugs

E.,. ¢+~ Specification L2 which recuire thmnlﬂm_g%mﬁg_nnsh-
‘ ments be controlled (use of qualified welders and procedures,
preheat, and nondestructive examination of liner after removal

of temporary attachment.), and that this 4s an Ytem of noncomplianc
i (352/75-07-05).

Reactor Ccolant Pressure Bomcrds (Unit 1)

A review of two pipe spool Quality Assurance Document packages wes performed
to verify compliance with Specification P-312, the ASME 111 Code, and
Regulatory Requirements. The following pipe spool document packages were
reviewec:

Pipe Soool Size Nuclezr Class Material
CA-105-1-3 20" ] 304 Stainless Steel
DCA-105-1-4 20" 1 304 Stainless Steel

The documents reviewed consisted of the material test reports, shop fabrica-
tion and inspection records.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompliance,
or deviations. Three unresolved items disclosed during this inspection are
discussed in Paragraphs 3 and 4.

;
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- Reviewed QC inspection report (QCIR-M41-B21-G001-2-1) for this
weld joint

. Verified that weldor was prorerly qualified

- Verified preheat and interpass temperatures were controlled in
accordance with procedure (PI-AT=LH/CVN) requirsments

- Verified that quality control inspection and authorized inspec-
tor hold points were adhered to

No items of noncompliance were identified for the above inspection.

During the above inspection the inspector noted that the ocpposite weld
joint end prep (WA3) had to be modified (mitered) in the field for align-
ment purposes. The inspector during his plant tour observed the final
stages of machining of the weld end prep on October 16, 1975. During the

investigation of the various documents invelved in this modificaticn, the
inspector determined that the documents were issued after the sachini

was practically_complete. The Bechte]l re=work MoL.ce P-726 was 1siued ©
October 16, 1978. The General Electric (supplier of pipe spool piece)

issued the field deviation disposition request on October 16, 1979. The

{nspector informed_the licensee th is was ceal to the G E_speci-
GQcation 22A2513, which requires G.E. approval priee -workipg. The

,;%Iicensee ed that one of theTr QA engineers alsoc uncevered this wnd

ssued a 3GdiY finding report (number P-285, dated October 16,

1978). 1S or informed the licensee that this item is considered

pending review by an NRC {nspector of the corrective action taken
" assure that the requirements of procedures, specifications and instruc-

tions will be adhered to for safety related activities inside the contain-

g

ment. (352/79-11-01).

Also during the above inspection the inspector noticed a non-

Aﬁ
‘)“~fl {o.
¢ ‘44‘ /5 conformance (NCR) tag (#3795) on a reactor recirculation restraint

located at azimuth 90° and elevation 278'. The tag stated that
there was a crack in the fillet weld (attachment weld for restraint
to biological shield). The inspector reviewed the NCR report which

Tn.was validated October 12, 1978 and held discussions with Bechtel

welding engineer and the piping foreman to determine the cause for
the crack. It was both of their opinions that it was caused by
improper sequencing of the weld. The inspector reviewed the weldor's
qualification and found that he was properly qualified on October 3,
1979, for this welding. It appezrs that this was his first production

X (, MP)‘ A s
QX\,/:;,&? o‘;/
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weld onsite. The ipn infcrmed the licensee that the AS DL
Section 3.L11;e§u1:'1§_f_-;&&m or sha velop welds
sequences_which Loatreidistonts : the licensee's
E&Eﬂ"iha&_&he cracking of weld w m

d_and_that .they .are_eya Lhe-Gause.  The Ticensee also
stated that the engineering disposition for the NCR (sixty days from
issue) will state the cause and corrective action. The inspector
also stated that he is concerned, that since the welds for attaching
restraints to the biological shield wall do not receive any nom
destructive examinations other than a visual (no magnification) that
there may be giher gracks not detectable bK _She naked-eye. This
iter is unresolved pending review by the NRC inspectar the
licensee's corrective actions (352/79-11-02).

Observed postweld heat treatment (PWHT) of feedwater weld joint
(DLA=107-1-7 to DLA=107-1-1 at FW #50), to determine that require-
ments of Bechtel Job Rule G-33 Revision 6 and ASME Code are achered
to. The following activities were inspected:

- Verified recorder (W361) was in calibratien

- Observed placing of thermocouples, installation of heaters and
wrapping of insulation blankets

. Observed portions of heat up rates holding temperatures and
cooldown rates

- Reviewed various types of documentation (workorder, QC records,
recorder chart etc.) associated with this PwHT

No items of noncompliance were identified.

d.

The inspector reviewed welder training records for the past three
months and complied a 1ist of weldors who are welding safety related
items where only a visual examination is required. Two reactor
recirculation restraints were randomly selected where the welds
attaching the restraints to shield wall were made in accordance with
Bechtel drawing C-956 Revision 2 requirements and accepted by
quality control. The restraints were at location azimuth 105° and
135° on the shield wall and welds were accepted by QC on October 17,
1679 and November 1, 1978, respectively. No weld defects were noted
(inspector used 5x magnification), however, the inspector noted that
the restraint at the 125° azimuth the vertical welds were ground
while at 105° it was not. The inspector questioned the Bechtel QC
engineer what was the maximum reinforcement allowed by AWSD1.1 code
and used for acceptance. He replied that one-eighth was the require-
ment. The code appears to be unclear and the licensee and Bechtel
are to evaluate what maximum reinforcement is allowed for this
particular joint configuration. This ftem is unresolved pending
review of code and design requirements (352/75-11-

evPl -
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Crackino of Welds in Reactor Recirculation Pipe Restraints (Unit 1)

The inspector reviewed nonconformance report (NCR) No. 4018 which
involved the cracking of weld joints during the welding of a reactor
recirculation pipe restraint, located at azimuth 0° and elevation 278.
This restraint was being welded to an embed in the biological shield
and this is the second restraint that has cracked during welding

(see unresclved item in inspection Report 352/79-11). The licensee
was informed that the NCR did not evaluate the possible cause for

the cracking and that the NRC inspector is concerned that the final
welds on these particular type of restraints do not receive a non-
destructive examination (1iquid penetrant or magnetic particle exam-
ination). This item is considered unresolved pending review of
licensee's evaluation as to the cause of cracking and their decision
on performing NDE other than visual for these restraints (352/80-03-02).

Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

{Oper) unresolved item (352/79-11-02): the inspector reviewed the
status of the licensee's evaluation of the cause as of the cracking
of pipe restraint weld. The following memoranda or letters were

viewed:

-- Licensee QA organization's memo dated Oct. 22, 1979 to their
engineering division requesting they evaluate that liquid penetrant
(LP) or magnetic particle (MP) examination be performed on
reactor recirculation restraint based upon the compiex welding and

| cracking of welds. :

. Licensee's pemo dated Jan. 23, 1980 concluded that LP or MP js not
Y Fequired due tp cracking caused by improper weld sequencing.

On Feb. 16, 1980 the licensee's QA organization issued a memo to
their engineering division to re-evaluate the need for LP or MP of

was used,

M the completed restraint weld joints due to another reactor
\’;//////recircu1ation restraint cracking, whereby the proper weld sequence

-- Bechtel letter jated Nov. B, 1979 evaluating the cause of cracking.
The conclusion drawn was improper weld sequencing.

-- Bechtel field memo, cated 10/29/79 was an evalyation as to cause
of weld cracking. The conclusion drawn wes improper weld sequencing

was used by the weldor.

This item is considered still open pending review of the licensee's
engineering reply to their QA organization's memo dated Feb. 15, 1980.

Aeltas



APPENDIX A
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Pniladelphia Electric Company Docket No. 50-?52

(o

~his refers to the inspecticn conducted by rep.csentatives of the Region 1
(77iladephia) office and the Senior Resident Inspector at the Limerick
senerating Station, Unit 1, Limerick, Pennsylvania of activities authorized
oy HRC License No. CPPR-106.

Juring this inspection conducted on June 16, 1980 - June 27, 1980, the
‘o!lowing apparent items of noncompliance werg jdentified.
- e : E
~. Appendix B of 10 CFR 50, Criterion V, states in part: “Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
o procedures, or drawings and shall be accomplished in accordance with
A these instructions, procedures or drawings.

|(
61‘9‘ <$”( The Limerick PSAR, Appendix D, Quality Assurance Program, paragraph

¢ "D 4,3.2 states in part: “The subcontracter shall have written procedures
ei' " for control of the required testing and inspection programs on the
GQT L//fitem under contract. These procedures shall cover all nondesctructive
N 6L e testing...". ‘

J Schneider Inc. procedure PPM 5.1 Revisicn O requires that Quality

Control inspection personnel have experience and training and be
certified as qualified prior to performing inspections.

Contrary to the above, on June 18, 1980 an individual who worked for
Schneider Inc. as a QC inspector performed receipt inspections without
L_being properly certified as a qualified inspector.

This item is a deficiency.
—

8. Appendix B of 10 CFR 50, Criterion V, states in part: “Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures, or drawings... and shall be accomplished in accordance
with these instructions, procedures, or drawings."”

I The Limerick PSAR, Appendix D, Quality Assurance Program, paragraph
i D.4.8 states, in part. "The subcontractor shall have instructions
governing the control of measurements. These instructions shall
include, as appropriate, calibration to standards and accuracy requirements...

b€



2. Plant Tours (Unit Nos. 1 and 2)

The ‘inspector routinely toured the facility and outlying areas inspecting
ongoing work. He observed pipe welding, installed structural steel and
equipment supports, electrical and instrumentation,installed equipment

and quality control aciivities.

During the observation of main steam line pipe welding activities, the
inspector examined a neaarby rigid strut main steam line support, EBB-102-
H15. He noted that the structural beam supporting the rigid strut had
copes and welding undercut which do not meet AISC and AWS codes. This
beam and similar beams are located in the Turbine Building which 1s not a
seismic category I structure. However, the main steam line is seismic
category I at this location. The PSAR acknowledges that the Turbine
Building is not seismically designed and that the main steam 1ine and its
supports will be attached %o this structure. The facility "Q-List®,
which designates equipment important to safety, implies that the subject
beams are safety related and that the boundary of the *"Q-List" 15 the weld
.. attaching the beam to the building steel. These beams are not currently
designated as "Q-Listed". This matter 1s considered unresolved pending
determination that these beams are part of the pipe support and *Q-Listed".

(80-20-04)
3. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findinas

‘)(c10$¢d) Noncompliance (352/77-12-01 and 353/77-12-01)
A (Open) Unresolved Item (352/77-12-02)
v Nonconforming field welds (77-12-01) and shop welds (77-12-02) on the
RHR heat exchanger supports. Reference I1E Report 352/78-05.

A -
»rhe licensee responded to the item of noncompliance on the field welds by:

~
/4(<?5 / a. Re-inspecting all field welds.

\ 2 0’) b
N _b. Re- ing a sample of welds previously accepted by the quality
(},\’(}'-j\ fy&: con%roq‘rnspectors EW

i)l
‘ ' c. Holding training classes for quality control welding inspectors.

W:' \
Aﬂfé\ / The inspector reviewed Nonconformance Reports Nos. 2870, 2971, 2972 and
A 2973 which documented the re-inspection of the RHR heat exchanger supports
_,1b -__-_3> and the disposition of those identified_as unacceptable. . He reviewed
the Field Inspection Reports Nos. C63-24, 40, 41, 42, 43, 46 and 47
which document the sample re-inspection of the quality control inspectors




Nuclear
Weld Joint Svstem ‘Class Statusf
ECC-106-1/1-FW62  Reactor Water Cleanup 111 Fal
EBB-106-1/8-FWé Main Steam By-pass 11 Fil
GBC-101-14-W038 Main Steam Relief 111 :
HCB-107-1/2-FWo1 Liquid Rad Waste I1 F&R
BWR-PD-JREC-1/4 WA3 Reactor Recirculation 1 1

* F-Fit-up; I-Intermediate weld passes; R-Root pass

During the observation of welding activities on weld joint BWR-PD-1REC-1/4
WA3, the inspector noted that the weld groove preparation on the pipe elbow
was being ground approximately 3/16* into the base material and around the ’
circumference approximately 49°. Further investigation disclosed that no
written authorization existed for this alteration to the weld groove.
General Electric Specification 22A2284, Revision 2, “Field Erection of
Reactor Recirculation Piping®, paragraph 4.7.1. Piping Butt Joint End
Preparation, requires that, » ..Existing piping butt joint end preparation
shall not be remachined, filed, round or otherwise changed without prior
approval of General Dlectric®. The failure to perform welding activities in

accordance with applicable specifications is an item of noncompliance with

R50, Appendix B, Criter{o X 52/80-20-5”. .

A e

JIhe 4nspector noted that 4he dicensae has m;;mmwmm
pipe welding ipspection program in that certain.inspections are_no_longer.
*Hold Point*. The quality control verificaticn of purge gas, cleanliness,’
tack welds, and alignment are no longer performed on 2 1 basis. This
change is reflected in Bechtel Quality Assurance Manual - ASME Section III,
Division 1, WD-1, paragraph 7.4. A note permits the Lead Welding Quality
Control Engineer to determine if these attributes are checked on a
“surveillance” or *inspection* basis. In this case, inspection meaning 2

hold point beyond which work may not proceed and surveillance meaning work
may proceed without the check being made. The surveillances are made at

the option of the i{nspector.




Item of Noncompliance = B

Infraction

Avp.;dix B, of 10CFR50, Criterion V, states in part: "Activities
affecting quality...shall be accomplished in accordance with thesc
instructions, procedures oOT dravings...".

The Limerick PSAR, Appendix D, Quality Assurance Program, paragraph
D.6.4 states, in part, that: "Bechtel Construction Department...

is responsible for comstruction of the plant to approved enginecring
specifications, drawings and procedures...”.

Limerick Project Stundard for Visual Examination Acceptance Criteria
for Welded structures, 8031-G-20, paragraph 4.1.6.1 staces, in
part, "...undercut not exceeding 1/32" may be accepted...".

Contrary to the fore oing, on November 14, 1980, 10 zsas of
‘,—ay_ngggcut”iicicaing 1/32" 4p depth wvere observed on the feedvater
pire restraint depicted oo draving C-836, Revision 5.

Response

The subject feedwater pipe restaint wvas inspected by Bechtel Powver
Corporation inspectors subsequent to the NRC 4identification of the
deficiencies. Additional deficiencies identified wvere recorded

on a Bechtel Pover Corporation Nonconformance Report for emgineering
evaluation. As a result of this inspection, further inspections arc
required in order to perform an engineering evaluation of the
conditions. The additional inspections and engineering evaluation
will be completed by May 1981 and rework, if required, will be
completed by July 1, 1981.

To prevent recurrence, the manufacturer sent a representative to

the site to observe the conditions first hand. In additionm to this,
a Philadelphia Electric Company audit of the vendor involved to
check on the effectiveness of his welding inspection program will

be conducted during the 3rd week of January 1981.

Sheet 2 of 2
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M APPENDIX A

lb NOTICE OF VIOLATION

-

philadelphia Electric Company ’ ' ~ Docket No. 50-3¢

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101
License No. CPPR-106

B
-

As a result of the inspection conducted on January 5-30, 1981, and in accordance
with the Interim Enforcement Policy, 45 FR 66754 (October 7, 1980), the followinc
violations were identified:

A.

¥.R.
N-2324

F.R.
K-2%28

Sontrary to.the fqgggoins,_Dn_Januacx_li.dlﬂﬂl..she NRC_jnspector discQuErs

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, states, “...conditions adverse to
quality, such as...nonconformances, are promptly jdentified...that the
cause of the condition is determined and corrective action taken to pre-
clude repetition... and the corrective action taken shall be documented anc
reported to appropriate levels of management.”.

The Limerick PSAR, Appendix D, paragraph D;4.12. states, in part, that:
", ..The program shall provide input for the fnitiation of corrective action

and follow-up as appropriate.”.

Project Special Provisions Notice, SF/PSP G-3.1, Revision 3, paragraph
3.1.5, states, "If a deficiency to the code reguirements are identified
within the code boundary of an_ ASME item, it shall be controlled by the use
of nonconformance reports.”. . — -

through observation and document review that_rejectable nondes

jesting indications were jdentified and aispositioned.on.ln-nroc:ss_aswork
Notices instead of Nonconformance Reports as_required. Specifically, an
ASME Nuclear Class 1 pipe weld, DLA- 07-17FW 11, was liquid penetrant
tested and rejectable linear indications were identified, "outside the
areas of interest,” (the adjacent base material). The indications were
dispositioned on In-process Rework Notice No. W 655.

This is a Severity Level V Violation (Supplement II).

T CFR 50. Appendix B, Criterion V, states, in part, that, “Activities 47
fecting quality shall be...accomplished in accordance with these instructic

procedures, Or drawings."”.

The Limerick PSAR, Appendix D, paragraph 6.4, states, in part, that, “Bech’
Construction Department...is responsible for construction of the plant 0

approved engineering specifications...”.

Bechtel Specification for Forming, Placing, Finishing and Curing of Concre
8031-C-36, paragraph 14.0, states, in part, that, "Imperfections in formed
concrete shall be repaired as soon as practicable but no later than 28 day

after forms removal.”.

WS
e'i/»;'.?t-/:e,
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APPENDIX A 2

Contrary to the above, on January 15, 1981, a concrete imperfection was ob-
served on approximate elevation 279", in Reactor Building No. 1, in the
west slab construction joint RS-P-1-4, measuring approximately 2" deep by
1" high by 1' in length. The Quality Control Inspection Record No. C-140-
RS-P-1-4, executed on October 10, 1977, did not record this condition.

This is a Severity Level V Violation (Supplement 1I).

c. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX, states, in part, that, " . .Welding...
(1s) contrgIled...in accordance with applicable codes, standards, specifi-

cationS... «

The Limerick PSAR, Appendix D, paragraph D.6.4, states, in part, that,
vgechtel Construction Department...is responsible for construction of the
plant to approved engineering speciftcations...';

8 welding Procedure specification Pl-A-LH (Sheet), Revision 0, requires that
N

welding be performed in accordance with the General welding Standard, GWS-
Structural. The GHS, in paragraph 5.1 and Table GSW - Structural - 1,
requires that for E7018 electrodes and material thickness in excess of 1k"
through 2%", the welding preneat be maintained at 150° F.

Lontrary_to the above, on Januz 21, 1981, the weldin ‘on_the _safety-
related electrical ;uﬁports;}lc{éﬁ'é&uons'isi?n of a‘g/B plate

Velded to 2 structural.baam,f]aggg’greater than 14" thick, did not
preheat applied to 2 temperature 0 150° T

This is a Severity Level V violation (Supplement II).

pursuant to the provisions of 2.201, Philadelphia Electric Company is hereby
required to submit to this office within twenty-five days of the date of this
Notice, a written statement or explanation in reply, including: (1) the cor-
rective steps which have been taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective
steps which will be taken to avoid further violations; and (3) the date when
£u11 compliance will be achieved. Under the authority of Sec:ion 182 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, this response shall be submitted under

path or affirmation.

FEB 2 7 1881
Dated % —

y Kbert 1. carison, Lhie
Reactor Construction and Engineering

Support Branch

o P.?43

—
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following observations were made during the tours:

A concrete defect was observed at elevation 283, in the West
concrete slab, No. RS-P-1-4. The defect was in the construction
"joint of the slab to wall and measured approximately- 2" deep by i

in height by 1' in length. A review of the Quality Control Inspection
Record No. C-140-RS-P-1-4 disclosed that inspectiqns for defects had
been completed and had not identified the defect. Paragraph 2.2.b

of the QCIR states that, *surfaces inspected for major defects". The
failure to identify and evaluate the aforementioned defect is contrary
to the requirements of 10CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion Y, and an_item
of noncompliance. (352/€1-01-01)

Observation of electrician welders making cable tray and conduit hange:
support attachments to building structural steel disclosed that they
were being made without the required preheat being applied. The weld,
R-431-4, was being made to the flange of a W36x300 structural beam of
the reactor building. The prescribed welding procedure specification,
P1-A-LH (Sheet), Revision 0, requires that welding be performed in
accordance with General Welding Standard, GWS-Structural. The
standard GHS-Structural further imposes preheat requirements for the
welding of structural components in Section 5.0 and table GWS-
sructural-1. It requires that, for materials in excess of 1"
through 2%", a preheat of 150% he applied before welding and maintair
throughout. The inspector felt the weld immediately after the welder
conpleted 2 weld and observed that the metal was only warm to the touc
not uncomfortable. The welder acknowledged that preheat was not
enployed. MM:.IQ.prshggt“sgry’c}_ury stee] base mater.
ccordance with requirements js-contrar "LFR 50, Appendi
riterion IX, and i £ noncomplizance. (352/81-01-02)

While touring the reactor pressure vessel (RPV), it was noted that
chenically treated lumber and a trash bag were being stored in the
recirculation loop nozzle. The lumber 1is treated to be fire retarcen
Supervisory personnel were unable to confirm if these materials are
acceptable for use inside the RPV. The material control document,
ASM-1, dated August 3, 1579, titled, "Approved Site Material for Supp
of Reactor Pressure vessel Internals Installation", does not specific
address the fire retardent wood. It does specify certain types of
plastics for use. However, at the time of this inspection, the
acceptability of these materials was indeterminate. This matter is
considered unresolved pending confirmation of the acceptability of

these materials. (352/81-0]-03)

The inspector examined welding on the RPV shroud 1ifting device. He
noted that no preheat was being employed 2s specified by the welding
procedure (W)-1/1-08-1L, Further inspection revezled that the shrout
1ifting device is not considered "Q" listed and beyond the normal
scope ¢f quality control inspection. The inspector stated that, et
the 1ifting device is not safety related, it is employed to place tht
shroud in the vessel. Both of these items are safety related and ev
precaution should be taken to preclude construction damage to them.

it
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-3$» The inspector noted that

on to provide preheat for subsequent welds.

The inspector witnessed parts of the nondestructive tests performed on
-the 1ifting device. -He also made selected visual amd dimensional
examinations of the device and verified they conformed to the

drawing No. LM 005/1. The inspector had no further .questions concerni

this matter at this time. -

The licensee took acti

workmen were grinding on a valve body to

remove liquid penetrant test indications. These indications were
found while testing the pipe to valve weld, HCC-101-6/12 FW 7, and
documented on Peabody Testing Report PET-PT-7420. The repairs were
being carried out under an In Process Rework Notice (IPRN), No. W-652.
The valves are ASME Code valves and should not have rejectable indicat
when they arrive in the ¢ield. Furthermore, if defects are noted in
this type of equipment, A Nonconformance Report should be written. It
was determined that these valves are not "Q" listed and normz1ly beyor
the purview of the {RC. However, the practice of dispositioning
potentially harmful €efects in ASME Code pressure boundary parts on
IPRN's in lieu of 2 Nonconformance Report was cause for further inves-

tigation.

A review of the IPRN lcg revealed that other similar, safety relatec
components have been dispositionsd using IPRN's. Specifically, IPRN !
d 2 rejectable linear 1iquid penetrant test indicat

w655, dispositione
"outside the arez of interest" (i.e., the base metal) on the nuclear

Class 1 pipe weld DLA=107-1/16 FW 11.

The Project Special Provisions Notice, SF/PSPG-3.1, Revision 3
"Control of Nonconforming Items", paragraph 3.1.5, requires that,

"If a deficiency to the code requirements is identified within the
e controlled by the use of

code boundary of an ASME item, it shall b
nonconformance reports”. The failure to disposition nonconforming

conditions on ASME 111 Code base materials in accordance with the
foregoing Project Special Provision is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appenc:
Criterion V and an iten of noncompliance. (352/81-01-04)

Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findinas

(352/79-11-05) Storage requirements for
Two aspects of generator storage were not
tructions: (1) The energizing

jodic test meggering of the

(Closed) Unresolved Iten
energency diese) generators.
adequately addressed in the storage ins
of alternztor space heaters and (2) per

windings.

A review of the electrical quality control records for maintenance and
storage disclosed that periodic mezgering of the fields and armatures of
the generators is being accomplished. A computer card for each generatic

ing records were verified fc

is printed out each test period. The megger
d 286501 for the time periods

energency diesel generators 2AG501 an
A7,
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RESPONSE TO APPENDIX A % \~ g
& 0

B g\
FAYR ‘ -
Violation = A

9
(kﬁ ATTACEMENT 1 \ﬁ M
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10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, states, {n part, that: “Measures
shall be established to assure that conditions adverse to quality ....
are promptly identified and corrected.” .

SO
The Limerick PSAR, paragraph D.4.12, states, in part: "The program shal
provide input for the ipitiation of corrective action and followup as
appropriate.“

The Limerick Quality Assurance Plan, Volume 1, Appendix §, "Procedure fc
Processing Field Initiatecd Finding Reports”, paragraph $-5.1.7, states:
"The Responsible Organization shall take or have corrective action
taken -

Contrary to the above, welding inadegquacies ver WIS d 144 1N
in gh;t_rjcld_iipd;q;_ggpgr;<ﬁ:§73:_§isuc on November 1, 1979 for corrg
€{ve action cn an NRC finding vhich resultet BaNuUATY "
forvarding of a citatien for noncozpliance with fire damper velding
requiresents, was improperly closed out by the architect-engineer and

that closure was acceptec by the Jicensee on February 6, J580. Closure
vas based on contractor rovork‘é?‘?!?i’!iﬁ?er installations to assure

compliance with the approved Field Change Regquest FCR=-C635]1 requirement
for altercate, interiz welcing of fire damper exterior welds which do n«
peet accessidbility regquirements and upen future fire damper installatio
in accordance with FCRC6351 or an alternate acceptable method. NRC
inspection in April 1981 disclosed that fire protection dampers FPD-202
FPD-201-31, and FPD-202-44 had exterior welds without sufficient access
for inspection. —

[ —

'\ This is a Severity level 1V Violation (Supplement 11.D.1) spplicable tec
CFPR-106., ™

Response to Viclation

Cerrective acticns taken by the Licensee to ensure that identified Iter
of Noncompliance will be completely corrected and will not recur wvere:

1. A ceviev was performed on the Licensee responses since 1979 to NRC
ltems of Noncompliance. Any response which compitted to future
actions wvas followved up to ensure that the actions werTe satisfacte

accomplished.

- Philadelphia Electric Companv Finding Report N-173 was initally
closed out based on a commirmeat by the HVAC Subcontractor to
perform » reinspection of all previously installed fire dampers.
In the future, all finding reports generated as & result of NRC
ltems of Noncompliance with acceptable resolutions will not be
closed out until the corrective actions have been satisfactorily
accomplished and verified.

—

)
$0-352/81-
./}‘PP F4% $0-353/81-
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R.A. Mulford
#nou E. C. McCabde NRC 10 E.R. Valters PECO
Name Organizatiosn Name Organization
§/20/81 9:40 an

DATE TIME

SUBJECT: PECC Respozse to Ins. Report Fos. 50-352/80-21 & 50-353/80-15 wherein
PECO requested NAC to reconsider violation resulting from QC doing susveillances
on weld fitup. These surveillances are done on randoem basis rather than

utilizing a statistically dased saxpling method. /.
{;.» IJP—TF F ’) (".VT(‘&/S ~e/d Slov/} /17 Sheo!d be 57 2ﬁ(‘ F
Sed.

DISCUSSION SUMMARY (Commitments, Problems, Agreements, Ectc.) T
-

ECM: We have prepared a draft of a lettler vhich disagrees with PECO's responsa.
Eowever, we believe it would be desiradle to discuss this matter defore

aoy letters are writtea.

)L.'."./F.?d: We 2gree. Could you describe your position on PECO's response.

ECM: Yes, it is the NRC's positioz that:

1)  The PSAR App. D paragraph L.3.2 requires a 100% weld fitup inspection.
2) Feedback to appropriate managecent must be provided on fitup probdlems.
3) Verification on revork must be obtained.

L) Proper fitup caanot be verified without 100% inspectiocn.

§) PRadiography does pot always shov mismatch of pipe.

§) Perzit bolders in Reg. I currently perfoxm 100% fitup inspecticn
(based on recollections of personnel at Reg. I).

|
|
\
\
7) Vezfification by oanpl'i.ne is acceptadle if performed under guidwce 1
of Reg. Guide 1.28 or ANSI LS.2. ) .
8) This 100% fitup wvas included in program proviocusly accepied by NRC ‘
but was changed without NEC's concusTexnce. (Note: This apparently
refers to Bechtel BQAM which was revised abdo ye \

| ERE ey

Also, the NRC could interpret your response go infer that adll
inspection izpedes the progress of the work. hAY 2 # 1099

vork, and we had no intention to convey such an infasrence to the
t

4
I will contact responsible people and tentativel L J_.ﬁ_;m‘*
Reg. I Eeadquarters to discuss this patter. I wi = :E “%‘r e

ERW: I assure you the PECO/Bechtel do mot believe tha Wak‘.mw'
mee
d de

a mutually agreeable date. " —

S -~ 1
T

Ca s Thank o
B2 you TR R R R R R

-— - . e S S— -

AwPPay(, A




SUPPLEMENTARY SHEET .

QUALITY ASTURANCE Limerick Generating Station . P
FOR Yie o
suasect FECO Response to Ins. Report Nos. 50-352/80-21 &

50-353/80-19
oare ___5/20/81 SHEET MO .2 OF _2
NOTE: Subsequent phone calls involving Bechtel, HEC

and Bechtel personnel determined that meeting
will be held during the week of 6/15 (either 6/16,
6/17, or 6/18). ERW will notify NBC of exact date
withiz pext fev days.

Hinf el
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A. Mulford .

C. Kigtner ' |
B. Eutt/local File

,1 ect File
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In sédition to the above actions, the HVAC Subcontractor has inspected
ell 148 installed trayp door fire dacpers to determine if the wvelds
vere accessible for inspection. Any velds found to be inaccessible for
inspection were fixed in sccordance vith the option allowed by
Draving C~616. Eleven (11) of the inaccessible wvelds wvere determined,
due to size limirations and existing interference problems, to be
neither accessible for inspection mer fixable per the allowved option
of Draving C-616. These eleven were evaluated and dispositioned as
acceptable "use-as-is" by Bechtel Project Engineering since they will
mee: the actual design requirements. ’

]
The corrective actions taken by the EVAC Subcontractor to prevent
recurrence were: 1) Quality Comtrol Inspectors have had training cours
in the requirements of AWS DIl.l and Specification 6-20, 2) A special
training session was held for the Quality Contrel Inspectors regarding
the actions to be taken when, and if, welds or other attributes cannot
be adequately inspected because of accessibility, and 3) the Site
Inspection Procedure, PPM-5.3 was revised to include a requirement in
the in-process inspection plan for checkiug wvelds for accessibilicy
for inspection.

~he above actions taken by the EVAC Subcontractor were completed by
June 24, 1981.

Violation - B

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, rriterion V', requires in part that: "Activities
affecting guality shall be ... accomplished in accordance with these
instructions, procedures, OT dravings."

*he Limerick PSAR, Appendix D, paragraph 6.4, states in part: "Bechte!l
Construction Department .... is responsible for construction of the
plant to approved engineering specifications .«

Bechtel specification 8031-C-4la, paragraph 4.4, states ip part: "All
velding shall be in accordance vith the "Structural Welding Code," AWC

Dl.1

The "Structural Welding Code", AWS D1.l1, regquires in paragraph 3.6.4:
"For buildings....undercut shall not be mere than 0.0l inches deep

vhen its direction is transverse t© primary tensile stress in the part
that is undercut, nor more than 1/32 inches for all other situations.

Contrary to the above, on April 22, 1981, wvelding undercut in excess ©
1/32 inches was observed on the Xorth Reactor Building Exhaust Stack {

velds on bean mexbers 22D2 and 24D4R.

This is a severity LlLevel V Violation (Supplement 11), spplicadle toO
CPPR-106 and CPPR-107. —

e

' 1
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APPENDIX A
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Docket No. 50-352

Phi1ade1ph1i Electric Company
License Nc. CPPR-106

Limerick Generating Station, Unit 1 .,
% 0

\:\ .
During the January 11-29,.1982 dnspection, and in accordance with the Interim
Tnforcement Policy, 45FR66754 (October 7, 1980), the following viclations were

identified:

A. 10 CFR 50.55a requires that Class 1 valves comply with the ASME Draft Code
for Pumps and valves (DCPV), which specifies in Section 314.1.6 that repair
welding procedures be qualified in accordance with ASME Code Section IX.
ASME Code Section IX, Paragraph V-6 requires welding procedure regg;ljj%;_
caetion if there is 2 c'ﬁange“!ri"!he Text treating Temperature. The repair
welding procedure, QAP-49D, dated Way 7 1971, and Procedure Dualification
Record QAP-49D, dated October 26, 1371, 1imit post-weld heat treatment tem-
peratures to 1100°-1300° (Fahrenheit). Further, DCPV Section 314 specifies
that nondestructive tests must be performed after any hest treatment.

Contrary to the above, from December 20, 1971 to February 12, 1972, Class
1 Main Steam Isolation Valve B21F022D, Serial No. 3-683, was repair welded,
::21ographgp. and post-weld heat sreated/tempered at 13400F, ™ e

This is a Severity Level IV Viplation (Supplement I1).

8. 10 CFR 50 Appendix B Criterion V requires that activities affectinag quality
be performed in accordance with procedures. Project Special Provision Notice
PSP G-6.1, Revision 3, Paragraph 3.1.5, specifies that inspection holé
points are mandatory and work shall not proceed to a point where work is ne
longer inspectable. Quality Control Instruction W-2.00, Paragraph 2.4.a.1,
requires that minimum preheat and interpass temperatures be verified for
full penetration groove welds as a hold point inspection.

Contrary to the above, reviews on January 21, 1982, disclosed that the pre-
heat and interpass temperature hald point inspections for full penetration

groove welds_listed on Quality Control lnshectton Record T:'IH}'.EHM
een performed, and the welds had been completed without them,

This {s a Severity Level VI Violation (Supplement II).

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, Philadelphia Electric Company is hereby recuired to sub-
mit to this of fice, within 30 days of the date of this Notice, a writien reply,
including: (1) the corrective steps which have been taken and the results achievec
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION | S.
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Pniladelphia Electric Company Docket No. 50-352 _ 3
Limerick Generatirg Station, Unit 1 License No. CPPR-106 .

In
\Y .+ As a result of the inspection conducted between October 17 and November 30, 1983 ¢ ™
i { and fn accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR 2, Appendix C) pub- :
if‘j . lished in the Federal Register Notice (47 FR 9987) dated March §, 1982, the fol-qht
JNU ¢ lowing violations were identified: ’
\‘\ T ng_/
&g W 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V requires that activities affecting qual~-
I fty be prescribed by appropriate procedures and accomplished in accordance ™
I with these procedures. z
- ek
\k v’ o Bechtel Power Company Job Rule M-2]1 {s the procedure established to provide -
Y\'§ ¢ direction to construction personnel regarding cleanliness controls on sys- _ .
?\g’j tems which have been turned-over to the licensee's Startup organization. "
;:— - Contrary to_the above, as of November 30, 19t Rule M-21 had not Deen |
< O ~ QPs‘étﬂvolinwlem:m‘.;g 13; .mdcnudhy.g.m._:.ei_:ruosmxju.m.nug &
- eanliness controls wing disassembly of a feedwater system gonltjinment .
< A ﬁ?alation valve HV41-1F0I10A. The valve body was open, the internal surfaces SE
of the valve and its atiached piping were exposed 1o the containmeni sgis \
mn&_@ﬁwdmwg&g? !na'eggmMod quality had accumulated ipn the )
2 valee. -
- & - This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement II). ;:g
2 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires the establishment of a program ‘

"’ /‘ ‘.. 2

. @

that assures that examinations, measurements, or tests of material or pro- “_°
ducts processed be performed for each work operation where necessary to Qj
assure quality.

Section 17.2A.10 of the Final Safety Analysis Report and Volume 1, Section

10 of the Limerick Generating Station Quality Assurance Plan establish this J
program. /

Contrary to the above, the program established for engineering and quality
fnspection of pipe support hangers failed to assure the quality of two

Q’E_ safety-related hangers in that, as of November 7, 1983 hangers VRR-IRS-

HHA-1 and HHB-1, for the reactor recirculation system suction piping, were
fnadequately designed and installed, and the fnadequacies were not identi- ,
fied ¢ ‘ng the engineering and quality inspectipns which had been completed.

This 1s a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement II). (:“__,
5 '/’. 0‘. A ’ ‘
i;jiﬁ" e g ﬁft P 4
" ] f{'/"’ & -"f,l A1 \ K d, o
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Appendix A 2

3. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V requires that activities affecting qual-
fty be prescribed by documented procedures and accomplished in accordance

with the established procedures.

Project procedure PSP-G-3.1 specifies nonconformance reporting requirements
and permits only one nonconforming condition to be reported in each noncon-
formance report (NCR).

Contrary to the above, the project procedure for NCR reporting was not feol-
lowed in that, as of November 30, 1983, NCR 6507 was revised to include

additional nonconformances.
This is a Severity Level V Violation (Supplement II).

Pursu-nt to 10 CFR 2.201, Philadelphia Electric Company is hereby required to
submit to this office, within 30 days of the date of the letter transmitting
this Notice, a written reply including: (1) corrective steps taken and the re-
sults achieved; (2) the corrective steps taken to avoid further violations; and
(3) the date when full compliance will be achieved. Where good cause is shown,
consideration will be given to extending your response time.
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JAN 10 1984 / M
Docket Nos. 56-352; 50-353 ' ,Z:M/ 4 &Q '

Philadelphia Electric Company f \ 0(8 . W

ATTN: Mr. John S. Kemper S ;
Vice President ?Qco
Engineering and Research
2301 Market Street M ;;ﬁ}“ g/J"
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101 (¢

.J,
B, :
Gentlemen: o M:i k'el,qﬂ

Subject: Combined Inspection 50-352/83-19; 50-353/83-07

This refers to the routine resident safety inspection by Messrs. S. K. Chaudhary
and J. T. Wiggins on October 17 - November 30, 1983 at the Limerick Generating
Station, Limerick, Pennsylvania. The inspection consisted of document reviews,
interviews, and observation of activities, and the results have been discussed
with Messrs. G. M. Leitch and J. M. Corcoran of your staff.

Apparent violations of NRC requirements are cited in Appendix A and categorized
under the NRC Enforcement Policy, 10 CFR 2 Appendix C (47 FR 9987), March 3, 1982.
A reply is required and should be prepared in accordance with Appendix A. It is
exempt from the Office of Management and Budget's clearance procedures under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511,

In a December 2, 1983 meeting with senior Philadelphia Electric and Bechtel Power
representatives onsite, the resident inspectors expressed NRC's concern over apparent

weaknesses in the Quality Assumuuwml_%mm applied to systems
for which construction has been essentially completed and which are then turned-
over to your Startup organization for tescing. Because the violations specified
in Items 1 and 2 of the enclosed Notice appear to result from these weakresses,
you are requested to incorporate in your reply to the Notice, those programmatic
corrective actions to be implemented to strengthen your controls over turmed-over
systems.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosures will
be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office, by
telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information concained therein within thirty days of the
daft; g;ol(:hgzllctter. Such application must be consistent with the requirements
of 2. b)(1).



Philadelphia Electric Company 2 JAN 10 184

Your cooperation is appreciated.
Sincerely,

S

Richard W. Starostecki, Director
Division of Project and Resident
Enclosures: Programs
1. Appendix A, Notice of Violation
2. NRC Region I Combined Report
50-352/83-19; 50-353/83-07

cc w/encl:

Y. S. Boyer, Senfor Vice President, Nuclear Power
Troy B. Conner, Jr., Esquire

Eugene J. Bradley, Esquire

Limerick Hearing Service List

Public Document Room (PDR)

Local Public Document Room (LPCR)

Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)

NRC Resident Inspector

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania



AIR and WATER

Pollution Patrol aﬂ(;fs

BROAD AXE, PA m’( 76,0"

Here are facts backed by official documentation to prove there
has been an apparant fraud by Philadelphia Electric (P.E.) involv-
ing crucial, safety related welding infractions at the Limerick
nuclear reactor.

On November 10, 1976, reacting to an unannounced Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission (NRC) inspection report, Mr. Robert Carlson,
of the NRC, wrote a letter (item 1) to P.E. Vice-President for Eng-
ineering and Research, Mr. Vincent Boyer. 1In that letter, Mr. Carl-
son notified Mr. Boyer of serious violations in mandatory construc-
tion procedures involving welding infractions in the on-going con-
struction at the Limerick reactor. (See Inspection Report No. 50-
353/76-06 (item 2), and in partucular "Notice of Violation", Appen-
dix A, Part A (item 3) of Mr. Carlson's letter.

As discussed under Part A, the most glaring example of repeat-
ed welding violations had to do with the welding of safety-related
items by non-qualified welders, using vnapproved methods in contempt
of specified procedures.

In this most glaring example, detailed on Page 5 of "Summary
of Findings" under 76-06-01 (item 4), inspectors were recording as
0.X. improperly performed welds. On learning of these repeated vio-
lations from workmen, the MRC inspector, over the objection of Phila-
delphia Electric, demanded an immediate inspection of questioned
welds, and found them to be grossly deficient...but recorded as O0.K.
(described in item & above).

On December 15, 1976, Vincent Boyer responded to Mr. Carlson's
November 19 notice of violations, by writing to Mr. James P.O. O'R-
eilley, Director, NRC Office of Inspection and Enforcement, at Reg~
ion 1, King of Prussia, Pa. (item 5). Mr. Boyer wrote, “the inspec-
tor involved is no longer employed by the contractor and a reinspec-
tion of all other work performed by him has been accomplished_where
accessible”. (see p 1 & 2 of attachment 1 of Mr. Boyer's Dec. '
1976 letter (item 6) (underlining mine).

The Air & Water Pollution Patrol, a Pennsylvania incorporated
environmental group is intervening before the NRC Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board contending a high potential for accident exists at
Limerick. This situation exists because P.E.'s Vice-President Boyer
should have requirred inspection of all welds, both accessible and
inaccessible, which now, at great risk, are embedded in concrete,
and are no longer accessible for inspection.



AIR and WATER

Pollution Patrol
BROAD AXE, PA.

(2)

50-353--Welding--76-06-01 (cont.)

And now, seven years later, in order to counter our contention,
P.E. has suddenly changed its story. Mark Wetterhahn, P.E.'s coun-
sel, in correspondence of April 27, 1983 (item 7), responding to
questioning by the Licensing Board relating to the possible impact
of safety at Limerick, emphatically stated, “all welds inspected by
the particular inspector, not only accessible welds were re-examined”
(underlining by P.E.). (See p. 43 & 46)

Apparantly to further remove any doubts caused by our insistent
contention, a follow-up letter of May 20 (item 8) from P.E.'s Counsel
to the licensing Board, contained various work records, in particular
Finding Report No. N 093 (ltem 9), that was stated to be sent as ab-
solute proof that all welds...accessible as well as inaccessible
welds were inspected (see p.2 of May 20 latter, lines 7.8,9,10, 11).
(Report No. N093 does not even discuss inaccessible welds.)

In an order dated July 26, ISBi: the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board, in spite of ordering that Air & Water Pollution Patrol's wel-
ding contention be thrown out, requested affadavits from Philadelphia
Electric to affirm their emphatic statements contined in their April
27 letter that "all welds...not only where accessible were re-exam-
ined" (*item 10)

Unable to substantiate, via affidavit, information which had pre-
viously and repeatedly been submitted as fact, Philadelphia Electric,
through its Counsel Mark Wetterhahn's letter to the ptomic Safety and
Licensing Board, dated August 19, 1983 (item 11) wrote:

In the course of preparing to respond to -
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's request
contained in its Second Special Prehearing Ord-
er (LPB-83-39) dated July 26, 1983, at 38-39 for
an affidavit to verify the statements contained
in Counsel's May 20, 1983 letter to the Licen-

sing Board, it was learned that all inspections
rformed by the subj ualit controg inspector
had not been identifi

spected as previous!

As a result of Philadelphia Electric Counsel's August 10, 1983
letter above, and the Air & Water Pollution Patrol's request for re-
consideration of its Quality Assurance Contention, identified as
AWPP VI-1l, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board reversed its posi-
tionthrough its October 28, 1983 *Memorandun and Order Confirming
Rulings Made At Prehearing Conference”. (item 12)



AIR and WATER

Pollution Patrol

BROAD AXE, PA .
(3) .

50-353~-~Welding--76-06-01 (cont.)

can be seen on p5 of that Order, our Quality Assurance Con-
tention was only "partially admitted"™ thus eliminating an extremely .
serious known concrete defect (item 13) in the drywell wall. surround-
ing the primary containment enclosing the reactor core.

The partial contention, after eliminating concrete and other re-
lated infractions, however, was more than just a contention. It was
a proven fact, as we made known to the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board, that (as the contention reads)" Applicant has failed to con-
trol performance of welding and performance there-of in accordance
with Quality Control and Quality Assurance procedures and require-
ments, and has failed to take proper and corrective and preventive

actions when improper welding has been discovered” Item:s 14 & 15 is a
confused attempt, via "engineering analysis " to cover one such failure.

Just as at Zimmer, Air & Water Pollution Patrol has hundreds
of documented infractions of specified procedures in concrete work
and safety related welding.

Just as at Zimmer, it is already known there have been slip-
shod inspections of safety related work.

Just as at Zimmer, it is already known there have been falsifi-
cation of records.

Just as at Zimmer, workmen have anonymously reported completed
and inspected as 0.K work which was later shown to be improperly

done.
Just as at Zimmer, there was deliberate sabotage.

Just as at Zimmer, so-called cualified workers were found to
be performing improper welds and performing welding procedures for
which they were not qualified.

And just as at Zimmer, the Contractor, the Applicant, and in-
spectros by-passed safety codes and standards, ignored their own
quality assurance program, and then covered up flagrant violations,
throuch false statements.

And just as the Nuclear Regulatory Commission was part of the
whole sorid Zimmer indictment of the nuclear establishment, that
same Nuclear Regulatory Commission, during much the same time was
meting out gentle responses to infractions at Limerick.

And this same federal agency, while watching Zimmer and Phila-



AIR and WATER

Pollution Patrol
BROAD AXE, PA.

(4) .

50-353--Welding~--76-06-01 (cont.)

delphia Zlectric (as stated in the Inquirer, Jan. 24, 1984) repeat-
edly refused to insist, on safe nuclear standards even when workers
and others submitted evidence of contempt for specified procedures

in safety related construction work. (Ws may have a Limerick work-
er who might testify to this).

while Philadelphia Electric has, as ordered by the Atomic
safety and Licensing Board, placed all discovery documents we re-
quested at 2300 Market St. in Philadelphia, the time alloted to
Air and Water Pollution Patrol to ferret out all the details was
totally insufficient, so that we could not fully search out the
welding affair.

We have repeatedly pleaded with the Atomic Safety and Licen-
sing Board (one motion for extended time is in right now) but have
been refused. This is consitant with NRC non-cooperation.

AWPP has enouch information, documents, logs, etc, so we could
help direct where more information is. Such an effort for th: peo-
ple of Moncgomery County and Philadelphia to avert an accidet
from known fraudulent welding and other consturction defects. would
be a highly necessary effort to avert possible tragedy.

Air & Water Pollution Patrol is very small in membership and
is at the end of out-of-pocket money. We cannot hold on any longer
without Federal or Congressional aid, not in money but in a com-
plete investigation at Limerick, similar to that done at Zimmer.
It would be a shame to allow negligence, contempt for public safety,
dereliction of duty by the NRC, and selfishness of Philadelphia
Electric, to go unchallenged simply by default.

Sincerely yours,

AIR & WATER POLLUTION PATROL
rra“.i. Romano, Ehairman

61 Forest Ave.

Ambler, Pa. 19002



LUCLCAR REGHULATORY
rLCION

43 rARA Avim

S |
- ﬁ. .
S :
£ er<
Z "ING OF PRUIMA, u-m-‘y.u. n7/

sovenber 10, 1976

| ,
Philada!zhta Elescric Co=pany License Zo. CPPR-107
o\tt.ﬂt“t‘% vr. V. 5. Bayer . iaspection Nu. 16-0%
Vice Presiceat , Docket Zo. 50-2%)
{ Engimecring asd Research : -
2701 Market Screec : ,
Philadelpaia, 7ezrsylvania 19101

Ceatlenen:

Tbis relfeTs to tha tacpecticn conducted 57 . A. Tocth of this ofiice on
Cezader 16, 19-22, 1576 at the Lizerick Geseratizg Stacion of activitics
authorized 57 ZRT License ue. COP2-107 ani to the éisc=ssic=s of cuv
findirks held b7 liz. Tetd wich tir. J. Corcoran of yous stafl at the
ceaclusion of tte {=gpeccion, and co & subsequent telephose discussion -
Setvess we, Tozh aad lir. Corcoram on voverder 2, 1975.

Areas era~ized duTing this facpeccion are sascrided ia the 0flfce of
Izspaction and z=fcrcezent [=spection Repors wnich is enzlosed with this
leccer. =ichia these sreas, the inspectica soasistes of seleciive
eveninacinne of sracedures and repregentziive cesavdsg, imsscvicrz with
PTE IS, webbUCe_aBlS cace by the ilaspecior, and odservaticns oy tne
icspactor. -

Based on the results of this inspectiva, Lz appears that carcain of your
sctivitics vers c3% tonducced in full cerp-iasce wigh S=L requirezenis.
as set fortk iz cthe “otice of Tielacioen, eaclasad bercvich as Appendix
A. These ite=s of soacocnliance have bean categerized into the levals
as descrited I3 our corzespocdance Co Fou lated Dece=der 31, 1974, This
sotice is sant Co you pursuant to the provisicns of Swctisa 2.201 of ke
v2C's "Rules of Practice™, Parz 2, Tictle 15, Code of Foderal sasuiations.
Section 2.201 reguires you te subait to this office, wizsia cweaty (20)
days of your recaips of this cotice, 3 vritten statez2at or explanation
ia reply i=cludi=g: (1) corrective steps “hich have beuas caken by You
and the resulcs achieved: (2) corcective steps which will be tazen to
svoid further ice=s of nonco=piiance; aad (3) the date when f4li cuspliance
will be achieved.



=i

In accoréanze with Sectien 2.790 ¢f the :2C's "Rules of Practice”™, Part
2, Titlie 29, Coia of Federal Regulations, & copy of this letter and the
enclosures wil! be placed in the LAC's Public Docuzent Roo=. If chis
repart cs=iaias aay inforzatica that you {or your coatracter) believe to
be propriviary, It is mectasary that you =ake & vristee appiication
vithin 26 Jars to this office to vithhold such inforracioa froa public
disclossre. AaT such applicacion Dust be .ceo:aanteé by an afffdavic
executed L~ he ovner of the infor=ation, vhiech idencifies the docuzaent
or pari scigst teo be withheld, asd vhich coatains 3 geacezeat of ceasons
hich h2izesses wich speciflcicy the ite=s vhich will be coasidercd by
the Co—=iisizn as lisced in subparagraph (3) (&) of Section 2.790. The
{nfor=atiz= sought ts be vithheld shall da tscorporated as far as possible
{nto a scparate parc of the affidavic. If we do not hear fro= you ia
chis rerizs withir the specified period, the report vill be placed 12
che Pub.oiz Tocuzent RIC3.

Should wvou lave an¥ questions cencerning €his {nspeccion, Ve will be
pleased t: Ciscuss thea with you.

Sincerely,
K/_.ov'_?:-/—‘

. Robert T. Carlsen, Calel
: Reacter Construction a=d Engineering
. Support Braach

Enclosures:
1. Appe=éix A, Zotice of Violation
2. 1E lzspection Report Xo. $0-353/76-06
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U. S$. WUCLEX RECULATORY CCTIISSION
OFriCe OF LNFTUCTION LD RFCICMET
- ! RECLO: T
£ Imspection Repore Mot $0= 353/ Th= 0 . Docket Ro: 30-351
Licensee: seiladelphia Eleceric Comnany . License 2ot crre-197
| 2301 warket Street - Peiorliy:
Philalelphia, senasvivania 19101 Cacerory:
safegazrés
Croup:
Lozatien: Lizerick, Zennsvivania .
"')-:.' e: Li: et L S\'R - 1«‘ e (C.’-)

Typa 0f Tidpuctios: Routine, Unanneunced

a1}
Dates of imspastienm: Octoser 16, 19-33, 197¢

. e 6=2 .
Dates of Previcus Incpecciont July 16-25, 1978

e L

ALY 7 We2-78

Peporting Iaspecists A
A. D. Toth, Keactor L=spector ¢

Accompasyizg Inspesiavss Nene p—
. DATE

DAL

DATL

Octer Acceapanying Perssancl: Sone ’ ;
DATZ

\Zinrse & | 1 /9/7&

Reviewved Ej: , id
£, meiaig. pecine Ciniet . Construction Profeces Sewtioca 7/ DifZ
sctar EnpLructicn 0{-.:-.:;.-..~cna; SuppeTt Lranck :
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License Xo. CPPR-177 ..;\\
)
APPENDIX A

“OTICE OF YIOLATION

Bascd oa the resules of the unC iaspaction comducted oa Occober 16, i%~
22, 1976, 1ic appears chat certada of your sesivicien ware 20t conduste?
tn full coepliance with conditions of yeur 1L Tacilizy License “o.
CPPR-107 as indlcazed below. Thase lce=s ace iniraziieas.

A. 10 CFR 50, Appendix 2, Crizerion L% coquiras fa pare, “Measures

. shall be escadiished to assure chac special procosses, fncludiz
velding, ...ave coatrallcd and acsar=llzhed by qualilled sersonnal
using qualificd prececurcs {n accsréance with asniicatle colus.
scandards, speciffcatlians, criceria and ocher special zequire~
cents.”

v

Coatrary to the above, the escablished zsasuces vere fasufifcicns
co assuce that weiding ef structural sceel &= Sepzes=ber 22, 27°¢
vas scce=plished im accoriarce wizh the asplicadle Avs-D.1.1. Tae
fillet velds en siructucal steel beas com=ecciczs at elevacioz 233,
celi=ns 23+C a=2 &, 2I2 =3T Seet the JUSLITF TUQLITISARTS of the
AWS Structural Veidizg Code. .

Velding electzode holders were uced attached o extension scicks
which vere not “desizned oc aanulactuced so as Co enable gualified
wvelders...co atcaia the rasvics prescrided” ia the 2SS code, moOr
vece procedures altecrnacively qualiiied co escablish cthat acceptadle
veld qualicy coull e actained wich sveh scicks. GCualicy contral
surveillance f(aspectiors conducted ond cocu=ented did mot ftde=cify
ané effect correction of che condicioc.

8. 10 CFR 50, Agpendix 2, Criterion X requires {a perz, “A prograz for
inspection of activities affeccing qualicy shall %2 escatlished and
exccuced by or for the ocganizacion pericr=ing tha aceivicy te
verify cocfer=ance vith che decuzcnced (asceucticns...shali de
pecformad for each vock operaction vheve necessacy to assure qualicy.”

Contrary to che above, cke inspeccien of sccivicies ducing Octeder
1976 did nec verif{y conforaance vieh Specificacion A-26 Revision 2
requirenents (of pcztection of cachined surfaces during sandblascing
and paincing opecations on she contairzenc doza, and such arotectinz
was not maintaizsed and the aschined sur{aces were {nadvercancly
painced and possibly sandblacted.
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Teems of <Conro=nltance

Tre felloving theee (teas apscared to {nvolve mercczaliance wizh
rey - lacions el the Nuelear zeaulacory Ce=mirsicz of condizlozs cf
the agplicadle v3C licensc. These {cons are fairaccioas.

76=C6=N1:

ratlere To weld Seructural Seeel Por AWS Code

puring obsecvation of weldirg of steuctural sceel ac area 1Y elevziice=
283, iche faspeccor obscrved thac one steel [loor tes= passed close €2
colus= H at wall line 2). The ciearance vas su:h as to lizic access

te the required fillec welds of angle clips to chs Seax end and the
enbsd oa vall ¥o. 23. Interviess vith crafc acs supervision serseazel
cevealed the plan to perform the veldirg vith che eleccrede holler
fastezed to the end of a broc=stick; the persoazel staced, and licez3ee
ané cencraczor CA ard € persannel lzter confir=ed that chis apprsach
haé Leen used cn che siailar Liciced sccess veléd jolacs ac elevatic=

/-25!. colunes £ and Il ac wvall 23.

X

The fnspector deterained chat the weld procedure *l-A-L2 (Scracturall
Zev. C had nct besn qualifie? using electrode helcer exzcnsicas, ner
32 the wveldor e qualifie? using such excercions. Althoueh the
arplicable Codz ALS DL-1=72 dees not soecifically address the use of
electiade holder exteasions wich respect €O pmduru’celéec eualilli~
excfons, 1€ €aes {a Parc 3.1.2 require that equiy=ant 2 desizned a=d
casulscrured se as 0 caable qualified velders to actain cthe results
pceseribd {a the AWS Code. The (nspeciof considered chat an eiccerrde
tolder attsgh L : tnis rec: oV
gitisractocy dY qualificacion tesc for ria 8 e1‘feceat veld ecexfigus-
acions to be velded ac che Liciced accers jotnts. The lizersee div~
reel, and the fasgeccor cequested chat srovisicas be =ace Co per=it
a?. v;.su‘ {asceccion of the liaited access velds pecfor=ed at elevazicen
753 on steel be== piecc nuadecs 23287, An elevater holst and an {aszec”
cien cirror and light vece asde availatle to the Lfaspeccor. The 3
Waﬂy vith the requitcoenss ef A=S-D-1-1 Seitiea 3
- oci=anship,” in chac che velds vere of unaccerzable profile, con~
caincd excessive wndercuc, and vere fncoaplece ac the wpoer and lover
wlge of the argle clip (cooc pass comnlece, enlv). For che veld joincs
desigoated F) La the cecord dzaving of che Lz=pocess checklise, ali

‘\_o fospcction jtens had_bueen checked=of L by the Secheel gualicy control
fospector, iaciud Ticy verificacion. The (C 1as pection

s pec ¢ “fFinal C
apparenily did not coaply vith the requircoents of ALS-D-1-1 Seccioa L3

*laspectioa.” The {nspeccor cevieved the folioving docmentacion
celacive to the above iftem:
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ve, Jazes p. O'RelllT. sizecseT

Cniced States qucieas Teg=aazosy cez=issiad

cffice of laspectisaz s=< T=f3Tce=ea=l, Teg-os

631 2ask Avenus

zing ©° s-ussia, Pa. L3538

Subject: Lo e 2 =z:1 Leztes daced vevertes 10, 1976

Te: Stite Taspectios ¢ Cetobes 16, 19-22, 137¢
ssspeciis= %e3szs %6 23-35![76-05 ‘
tizeziczk Cazezeiis €zazien = vetz 2 4
Tile: QTAL tesel=l (76-08)

Dear MT- 0'xetlly:

ve offez :=e s-tlsvwiz=g ceszcnses =2 che sudlect Leccer
regarii=s {ce=s de:::££c£ dgrvizg -=e w2C visic <o Lizesick
Ceneratzizi stacion = ==tz = 03 cezades i5, 19-22, 1576 fors
{aspection of cons::c::t:: activities nucho:t:c( by SRC Liceasse
wo. c2Pa-107. .
Acczachaentl T - zespozse =2 Lces A of A:vc:dtx A
of sudject lsccer.
Accachceasl 22 - Tespoase =3 1ze= 3 of Appeséix A
e® subject tacsec.
Accachaeat 2es Zespo=se =° tce= € of Appeniix A
of subject leczeT.

The due date fgor chis caspo=se VaS excecded =0 NDece=Ses 13,
1976 ic & celecon wizh yourv scall o3 Jecezders 2, 1976, shouid you
have acy questions ss=cer3izg ckase tceas, Ve voulld be ylcascé t?
discuss thes with ycu. .

Siaco:cxy.

-, o

v . | .
o, éﬁ PP gum
L

A:cuehs.ncs

G
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e s20nse =2 vTee= A cf ammenéti 2

\.locl.-:’
celeel-8=

“10 CF2 50, Appendix 3, Cricecion 1% requires 1= parc,
"weasures shall be escablisheld co assure ttac special
procegses, {=ciudizg veldlicg, --- are conzTuliled and
oeeoazlithcd by qualified persocnel using guatiftled
procedure {c accordance vith "ylienblc-cczci. scazcaris,

specificaciors, sritecia and others special :ogu;ro:cgzc.'.
13

Coctzary to the above, the eszadlisted acascoes vere
{asufficient =0 assuce that weldizg o2 gscsssural szeel
ot Septenber 23, 1876 wvas aczo=plisted in sccordance
with tle applicadle A%S=D.1.1. <3he #2413t welds o=
scrucsural sceel Seas concectioz=s 8t elevazion 183,
colu=as 23-C and g, ¢1¢ not meel che gualizT reguiveszencts
of 3he ALS §zructural Welling Czée. . :

“eléiag eleczrode Rollers vere gseéd azcackel TO exzezsics
sticvs vhich wvere act "iesigaed =7 =azufacssred so as I3
eunble qualified velders ... €O aztais cthe results pre~

sccided” in the A%S code, noT Vere 7:oeclurcs'c1:c:a;:1v¢1y

qualified to estadlish cthat azceptable veld qualicy couls

be accafaed vigh such sticks. Qualilizy coczzoL sucrTeillazce

{nspections csnducted aad docunezted did ==t tdectify azc
effect correctios of the condicioz.”

"Alchough the applicatle Code AYS Dl=1=72 foes not -,.::!1:;217
adédcess the use of elezzrode holder extensions wvich zespelt

to ::oecéu:c/vo!dc: cualificacioas, {z does i= Pacc. 3.1.2

reguire chat equip=enl be desigzed aad aszzfacturel SO0 us 3

eaable qualified welders to actaiz the rerzlcs prcoc:tbc!.
che AYS Code.” -

‘Pespocse
1. The followving cocrrective aeasuces have been taken:
a. The fillec velds oo structural szeel been
couaections A&t elevation 253, coluzns 23-C
and E, bave been repaired. '
b. The Luspecter, vho origiaally .cenpicd chese

tvo wvelds, is Be longer a=ployed 5Y the con~-
cractor aad a ceinspectios= of all other vork



70:!o:=e¢ sy =i= =as dDeel c:::::i:shcé. where

azcessitle. el App::x::5:31~ 3t% wwells Te-

- Tgpecies, FS teflziessies Vvese =szed ezt

“cocTective 883L3E has Sees TALeZ.

Action taken 20 yreveat recusTe=ce:

a. A ctralaling class vas cocézzzel nczsher 25, 15758
for tc-&ndoe::tnncio: and :c-e::t::a:i:: ¢tz ==e

‘warious aspec:ts of acceptazce ¢! cezpiezed wvork,
revieviag of iaspectiioen crizeTis, aad tte respc="
sibilicies of wveldics ¢=gpecsaTs- ALl ©C az=¢d
ciqld weldizg 7.:00::01 vese :q;u::ct co aszez?
ehis craini=g class.

A Prolect Csazvel Mez=oTaziz=, PCv-229, was
{ssued p:eh:%t::n; che use 0F ==su=!o:::aé
extensions.

c. gifeczive Secez=ter 16, 197¢ all wells chas
require the cse ¢f wvelld exce=sic=s shall Se
identiftled az? approved by =te 1ess vell
esgineer. :

.

e
(1



c.

1% C?i $0, Appundix E, Critecion ¥V requizes in pare, "Activicies.
27 citag qualizy shall be preserised Ly docuranzed Instructisati...
sl s'.%"u be sevvmpilsiwe la accordance with these insteussiaas...”

, en dctover 20, 1976 :!'.c‘doeuet.a: conzrol
ule JA=C=53 *nre not {=pliezented for deslig=
acr flange of ctrustural steel

Co-irary to the udorve
res .ice=ents of Seb
eazisivne to plaze Rolez in tha WP
bLeass at eluvatics 25

3 of Area 13 of che reactor teiiding.
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%,\ . pefore the Atomic Safety and Licensicd poard

=
x§; In the Matter of - 5 LW%

)

)

Phihdclphia Electric Company ) Docket Nos. 50-352
) $0-353
)

)

APPLICANT'S ANSWER 1O THE FURTHER PARTICULARIZATION
OF INTERVENORS e ANDITIONALLY ADMITTED CONTENTIONS

(Limerick Generating scation,
Onits 1 and 2}

Introducti.ou

Introct=—-—

Iz its *Memorandun and Ocrder continuing informal
piscovery. providing for further Spctticati.on of Condition~
ally Admitted Contentions and Noting pismissal of ECNP®
(rchnuti 10, 1983) (‘Hcm:md\m afxd ozder®) . che Atomic
safety and Licensing Doaid ('Li.ccnunq poard” oOF *poard”)

required, inter alia, that:

The intervenocs shall putlcuhtlu all
conditionauy admitted contentions. with -
the exception of emergency phnninq
contentions, co the fullest extent
p:ucticab'l.c in light of the information
supplied since the special p:chcar::q
In e

conference. dging
articularity of such contentions. and
pases SU su t © th
pa:ttcnh: ized contentions, the poard
will take o accoun jevel of
( information puuntly available = ©on
Appucmt's plans as they apply ®° a

contention. Acco:dtnqu. intervenors
should explain why they believe missing
information prevents a contention from
. being pa:ticuh:tzcd peyond what is set
¢orth in the upcoming refiling of the



2
the publ:.c." This contenticn\* is completely lacking in
pasis. Initially, the examples given fail to establish any
pattern as alleged by intervenor Romano. There is no link
among the deficiencies which were found by the lluchi:
Regulatory Commission. A number of non-conformances are not

unexpected for a project of this size. There is absolqtlly ’

no showing that there is a pattern Or 1ink among these % "

.
r
~~

K} ‘
nonconformances nor that their number has been extzaordi- Y- &
nary. WNor has Mr. Romano demonstrated how these occurrences’ /

t .
could "increase the risk of an accident during opg:ation.' “",;

- ,°.’
: R
Applicant submits that the Commission has not set up this A5

Board to duplicate the Staff's role of providing oversight
of construction of the facility. Applicant sees nothing
which would in any way present a specific litigable issue
regarding the overall quality usurinco program at the
Limerick Gcncintinq station. In particular, with regard €0
subpart a, Applicant submits that this is bu.cd upon &
misunderstanding of the actions taken subsequent €O the
indicated Notice of violation. As set forth in documents
made available to Mr.' Romano. all welds inspected by the ;
particular Lnspcceo:; not only accessible vcl‘s, von’%
reexamined. Thecefore, this subpart is lacking iam founda<
tion and is without basis. .
tne;rvcno: gomano states that he is unable at this time
to proviae fucther specificity regarding his contention.

Applicant submits that the enumerated reasons gor not doing
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so do not constitute good cause which would allow him tO
amend his contention in the future.

Intervenor alleges that the Appltht has failed to
supply certain documents requested during informal dlscov-l
ery. He asserts that "certain inspection reports and
related correspondence known to exist have not been provided
(or not properly jdentified in the large volume of documents
produced in Applicant's discovery room $0O that intervenor
could locate them).® Applicant asserts that it has made
every effort to respond fairly and completely to the discov~
ery requests of Mr. Romano. The documents responsive o his
requests were of a technical nature and it is possible that
he, as a layman, does not underscand their import. Mr.
Romano has never specifically brought €O Applicant's atten<
tion any particular documents he believes were not provided
and should have been as responsive to his requests. To the
extent possible, documents have been segregated in separate
folders responsive to each specific request.

Wwith regard to the second reason, Bechtel Power Corpo~
ration has stated that they would not make available the
name and the employment records of an individual inspector
*except in response to & subpoena or other lawful process.”
Applicant does not understand how the refusal to provch b
single n;nc and cesume would prevent specification of these
quality assurance contentions.

The third ceason given {s the loss in mail of one of

intervenors two September 3, 1982 written discovery requests
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to Aéplicant. while Mr. Romano states that other parties on
the service list did receive the letter, Applicant has
inquired of staff counsel who stated that this letter was
not received by the NRC Staff. 1In any c\.rent. a complete
response to that letter was u.nt to Mr. Romano on April 6,
1983 and, on that date, documents responsive to that request
were placed in the Applicant's document room.

Finally, Applicant sees no’' connection between any
allegations of conditions at Three Mile Island or at the
Midland site in relation to the construction of the Limerick
Generating Station. Certainly, Mr. Romano does not demon-
strate any ;uch relationship.

In response to the note contained in the section
stating that Mr. Lewis "intends ¢to discontinue his par=
ticipation in the QA/QC contention. . .", Applicant intends

to respond to any argument Mr. Lewis might present at the

prehearing conference.
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Commission

washington, D.C. 20555

In the Matter of
Philadelphia Electric Company
(Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 and 2)
. Docket Nos. 50-352 and 50-353

Gentlemen:

This lcttnf is being submitted

CABLE ADDRESS ATONLAW

in response to the

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's *Order Regarding Quality

Assurance Documents® (May 13, 1983).

Attachment 1 is a cCoOpy

of NRC I&E Inspection Report No. §0-353/76-06, including the
Attachment 2 is Applicant's

related Notice of Violation.
response thereto which is a
O'Reilly dated December

which only the first is
Romano.

R. T. Carlson to V. §. Boy
Boyer's December 15, 1976 letter.
revieved these three documents and
accurate ccpies of the inspection report

lette
1976 wi
relevant to the
Attachment 3 is a December 29,
er acknowledging receip
Counsel for the Staf
agrazes that they are
and letter sent by

it“and Wr. Boyer's letter received by it.

¢ from V. S. Soyer to J. P.
«h three attachments of
matter raised by Mr.
1976 letter from
t of Mr.

f has
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page 2

whe remainder of the attachments hereto (Nos. 4 - 2)
ere those documents which were made available tc Mr. Romano

wy =

¢ dance with my conversation with Mr. Romano yesterday, I am
& sending tO h by Federal Express a copy of this letter and
( actachzents such that he may make any preseantation to the
Z cemaindet ©f this letter discusses how the documents made

available to Mr. Romano demonstrate that all suspect welds,
o cather thah those which were merely accessible, were rein-

i spected.

Attaghment & is a Philadelphia Electric Company Quality
Assurance Finding Report No. N-093 which was issued to the
sechtel Pewer Corporation (October 27, 1976). This Finding
Report is the method by which, inter alia, NRC items of
noncompliance are entered into the quality assurance system
of the Philadelphia Electric Company for followup and
disposition. Page 2 of the finding report notes the issu-
ance of Nonconformance Report No. ("NCR®) 1980 which was
utilized by Bechtel  to disposition the specific welds which
vers found to be deficient by the NRC inspector. Bechtel
NCR No. 1980 is provided as Attachment Se.

pECO Quality Assurance Firding PReport N-093 also
requires & reiospection of all other accessible velds
inspected bY the particular Bechtel Quality Control Iaspec-
tor whe 6eccepted the deficient welds described in the
subjeet NRC Inspection Report and NCR No. 1980. Bechtel
field Inspection Reports (sometimes referred to as "QCGl-l
Reports"” after the form utilized) which have control Nos.
c-63=7 through C-63-19, issued from October 26, 1976 through
November 8, 1976, (Attachment 6) document the reinspection
and disposition of wvelds examined in 1976 in response to
pECco fLAdANY Feport N=093 and which form the basis for Mr.

3coyer's lasser,

pechtel Pield Inspection Reports Control Nos. C-63-20
and C-63=21, both dated January 17, 1377, (Attachment 7)
docunent @dditional reinspection of welds which were subse-
quently determined to have been possidbly inspected by the
particular pechtel Quality Control Inspector involved. No
unsatisfaetory velds vere found.

‘sechtel Pield Inspection Report Control No. C=-63-22
dated ”cu 4, 1377 (Asvaghment §), documents the couprehen=-
sive peview conducted to determine which of the welds
inspected BY the particular Bechtel Quality Control Inspec-
tor were hot accessible as a result of being embedded in

- e . . - ——— - - - RS

in response to his informal discovery request. In accor-

Boaréd that he desires regarding these documents. The

L



Jucge Lawrence 3rfannerl
Judge Richazd F. Cole

Sucge Feter A. MorIis

say 20, 1963

2ace 13

sancrete and which of the welds not previously accessible,
e.q., due to constructicn scaffolding, were then sufficient-
1y accessible fcr inspection. -

The results of this review are documented in Bechtel
Field Inspection Report No. C-63-22. Page 8 of 8 is a
summary correlation between the original Welding Inspection
plans in which the particular Quality Control Inspector
participated and the Field Inspection Reports which document
the reinspection of the affected welds. Bechtel Field In-
spection Reports Control Nos. C-63-24 through C-63-32 and
C-41A-493 dated July 1, 1977 through July 6, 1977 (Attach-
ment 9) document reinspections not previously performed -
because of accessibility problems ia 1976.

Field Inspection Reports Control Nes. c-63-30, C-63-31,
C-63=32 and C-41A-493 describe reinspecticns cf certain
welds which were partially embedded in concrete. NCR~-2710
which was generated as a result (not provided) demonstrates
the acceptability of these welds. That nonceonformance
report documents that, for purposes of analysis, it was
assumed that only the reinspected portions were sound and
that the remaining embedded partion of the weld was nonexis-
tent or failure of the entire weld was assumed- . In all
cases, the function of the structural member was not
impaired.

1 would note that Field Inspecticn Report Control No.
C-41A-493 which is similar to the other nine in this catego-
was inadvertently not provided ¢o Mr. Romano during
discovery. If the Board has any questions concerning chis
matter, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Mark J. Wetterhahn
Counsel for the Applicant

MJW:sdd
Enclosures

cc: Service List
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. CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO & SOLVE FINDING - osrvisees secrein sesmiacs;

1. Issuance of NCR 1980 to acknowledge the nonconforaing conditien
and to acguire dispositioning to corTect same. ’ .o .

2. A Reinspection of all other work perforned by the particular
{aspector who accepted the velds in question vas accoaplished
vherever accsssible. !
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CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE  {TIC HC0 sereaenee

training class was held 10-25-76 for re-indoctrination and
re-orientation in the various aspects of accepzace of ccapleted work,
reviswing or inspection eriteria and uliizate responsibilities

for veld inspections with all personnel in attsndancs from both the

QC and field vcldf.ng gTouUPS.
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v. ORGANIZATION Bechtel Powver Corporation

- v N-093
FINDING REPORT b - - —
p, Limerick Units 1 ¢ 2
e e [0 et [ suavticianet 5 W& NRC ’ veniter .
ARTITTINE mEH (J samaecrive action agace, ' ;. E2chtel Pover Corp.
g &2 Itea of Noncompliance ' PRISE cemtaacTan
o 1ssuep 1o C:K- Sopper - Project Manager ]
..

a) AWS D1 472 snd 72 § 74

Tvo welds £r23 the beas to the clip on beazs 25287 and 23239 in unit

- welded; which is contracy to AUS section 3:1.2. -
Furzher, i:spcc.:ibn surveillance Tecords indicated that <lhese Sean
¢onnections were inspected. ‘

.

editions .
». TAOSE CONTACTED _T. Alton - K. Bishop weC 10/
0. 10 CFR 20, APPENOIT B CRITIRIA X fi. A moLAQT
ve. FINDING (usc ame sereninee 4031Tiomae Sweers as neswincs) . T e

domn
Elev. 257 were both incozplece and unacceptable and were made with the afd’ *
of a brcaz stick handle atzached o the stinger to reach the joint to be .

1 DISCUSSION  (use ane 2eriaevcet aooitiowaL sMECTS 48 REgVIRED)
b

Bezhtel issued NCR No. 1930 identifying the aon-canforaing condition.

1o RECOUNENDATION (use ano aE7tmever 4001TiowaL SNECTS AS REQUINED)

PL QA aertegnct Emt

/

(LIS R A &) A. Both !an'CtO? 10/27/76 .JE, 3 033 HIET N " 10206
nant Tine oalt twrte ezt
RARLAT Y] SitTRiaution
T T it | A. Teller - TIC
155Ee wr M Sec=.a. Site QAE 10/29/76| P.L. S3uk =
waw( TN 'YST; PL3-6233
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UKITED STATES OF AMERICA .,,),‘4ki*,,Ja“AL
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ’
ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD .}M I’gh
BEFORE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGES: (/
Lawrence Brenner, Ch‘irlan

Dr. Richard F. Cole
Dr. Peter A. Morris - C)”

In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-352-OL
$0-353-0L
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

: LBP-B83-39
(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2) July 26, 1983

T — ———epasr

SECOND SPECIAL PREMEARING CONFERENCE ORbER

The Board held a special prehearing conference in Philadelphia on
May 9-11, 1983, to discuss proposed contentions and further scheduling
of these proceedings. On May 16, 1983, we }ssucd a "Memorandum and
Order Confirming Schedules Established During Prchcar1n§ Conference®.
Our order today provides further rulings on the basis of that special
prehearing conference, including rulings on the admissibility of conten-
tions and the provision of specific dates for schedules which were

previously described only in terms of triggering events,

In its filings prior to the special prehearing conference and at
the conference itself, LEA indicated that a number of contentions were
being dropped. These are Contentions [<1; 1-2; 1-5; 1-6; 1-13; 1-16(c)
- (§); 1-17; 1-18; 1-19; 1-20; 1-21; 1-22; 1-24; 1-25; 1-27; 1-28; 1-29;
1-32; 1-33A, C, F, G, W, 1 & L; 1-34; 1-35; 1-36; 1-37; 1-39; 1-43;
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welds were reinspected. Given Applicant's asserted follow-up, however, - 4
ft may be thet Applicant's letter of December l?. 1976, only intended to
report on reinspections performed by that till: If so, 1t would
certainly have been useful for Applicant to havclindicated fn that

resporse that further inspections and analyses would be performed.

AT ' The Bechte! 1nsp¢ct on repurts do not by themselves make clear that

., othe welds listed ere those which had been inspected by the same ,.
- ,‘\\/ ——————— O —

e inspector cited in NRC Staff inspection rtport 76-06, or thlt the other ?”"§
. e

——— —————— a—

statements in courtel's letter are accurate doscriptions of.;ng;nVDVt'
(2ttachments &-§). In addition, we have no sworn affidavit<Tetesting to

the fact that the structural analyses, showing the assumed absence of
the erbedded welds as acceptable, were performed. (The details of these
structurz) analyses are beyond the scope of the contention that QA/QC
foliow-up ectior to this Staff irspection report was improperly 1imited

to reinspection of accessible welds.) However, it presently appears ;1;'

from counsei s representations of facts that there is no basis to ldﬂt},r ugt*'

—= gver, this part of ANPP'Ss contention. We will not do so, subject 13425,::""
Applicent providing, 2s soon as practicable, appropriate affidavits of
knowledgeable persons verifying the accuracy of the statements in its

counsel's letter of May 20, 1983.

hothing in AWPP's letter to the Bozrd of May 2%, 1982, responding e
to Applicant's counsel's letter of May 20, 1983, remedies the fatal ’
absenze ¢ bases fcr believing that Applicent limited its follow-ud

ecticr %o accessitle welds.
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AWPP seeks to conduct further discovery to better specify the
contention. We have already permitted AWPP about a year to examine
QA/QC documents and it has been unable to frame an admissible
contention. Further discovery {s unwarranted given AHPP'S.fI‘lUF! to
specify with any reasonable particularity what it would seek to litigate
ithin the broad area of QA/QC. The fact that AWPP has not received
details of everything it might need to actually litigate a Zase at an
evidentiary hearing does not excuse its failure now to state an |

acnissible contention with reasonable specificity and basis.
geut
"‘;ﬂ_"., -
For the reasons stated, this contention which had been condi- . o
tionally admitted in an earlier form, subject to AWPP providing better 3
specificity and basis, is rejected, subject to our acceptance of the

2fficavits to be filed by Applicant.
DISCOVERY

Discovery may begin immediately on contentions admitted by the
Board in this order. A1l discovery requests must be served by
October 14, 1983. Discovery is subject to the directions and time

limrits set forth in our Order of May 16, 1983.



1)

2)

3)

&)

o8]

ORDER

Contentions 1-8, 1-15 and 1-33M are admittad for litigation.
The litigation is to be within the scope described in this

memorandum and order.

COﬂunt‘Dﬂl "‘. l". l'lo. l’ll. l.lz. l‘l‘. ‘.l“. l'l‘b.

" 1e23, 1-26, 1-30, 1-31, 1-38, 1-60, VI-1 (provided appropriate

confirmetory affidavits are filed by Applicant), and the five

new probabilistic risk assessment contentions are denfed.

Discovery on the admitted contentions may start fmmediately
ard will follow our finstructions set forth in this memorandum
and order end our "Memorandum and Order Confirming Schedules
Esteb]{shed During Prehearing Conference® (May 16, 1983).

pursuent to 10 C.F.R. § 2.751a(d), parties normally may file
objections (requests for reconsideration) to this Order with
the Licensing Board within five days after service (ten days
in the cese of the Staff) of the Order. Parties may not file

replies to the objections unless the Board so directs.
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August 10, 1983 CABLE ABSRESS ATONLAW

Judge Lawrence Brenner Judge Richard F. Cole

Atomic Safety and Atomic Safety and .
Licensing Board Licensing Board ' -
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Commission .
Washington, D.C. 20555 Wwashington, D.C. 20555

Judge Peter A. Morris

Atomic Safety and _ {
Licensing Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

washington, D.C. 20555

In the Matter of . -*
L Philadelphia Electric Conpun{ v
(Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 and 2) e
Docket Nos, 50-352 and 50-3%53

Gentlemen:

In the course of preparing to respond to the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board's request contained in its Second
Special Prehearing Conference Order (LBP-81-39) dated July
26, 1983 at 38-39 for an affidavit to verify the statements
contained in counsel's May 20, 1983 letter to the Licensing
poard, it was learned that all inspections performed by the
subject quality control inspector had not been identified
and therefore not reinspectec as previously believed.

The Applicant is reviewing the entire matter
thoroughly, and will report to the Licensing Board as soon
as possible. The affidavit of John §. Kemper, Vice
President, Engineering and Research, setting forth the
present status of the review is attached. We presently




Judge Lawrence Brenner
Judge Peter A. Morris
Judge Richard F. Cole
August 10, 1983

Page 2

expect to complete the
one month.

MIW:sdd
cc: Service List

Enclosure

eview and report to the poard within

Sincerely,

Z

Mark J. Wetterhahn
Counsel for the Applicant




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
BEFORE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGES: / o
Lawrence Brenner, Chairman , | v :
Or. Richard F. Cole U/
Or. Peter A, Morris

Docket Nos. 50-352-0L
50-353-0L

In the Matter of
PHIL ADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

October 28, 1983
OIS e taaea s

(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2)

— . Sl S N S N St

MEMORANOUM AND ORDER
CONFIRMING RULINGS MADE AT PREMEARING CONFERENCE

The Board hereby confirms the rulings made on the record of the
prehearing conference held on October 17 and 18, 1983, at Phoenixville,

Pennsylvania.

Admissibility of Contentions

LEA 1-4]1 (U.S.1, A-17 - systems interactions)

LEA Contention [-41(a) was admitted as respecified in LEA's filing
of September 28, 1983. The contention is set forth with reasonable
bases and specificity and is not otherwise legally barred. Tr. 4809-13.

Subsection (b) was withdrawn, Tr, 4807-08.




Applicant has failed to control performance of welding and
inspection thereof in accordance with quality control and
quality assurance procedures and requirements, and has failed
to take proper and effective corrective and preventive actions
when improper welding has been discovered.

Tr. 4912-14.

The Applicant and NRC Staff shall promptly make available, in the
greater Philadelphia/King of Prussia are2 for inspection and copying by
AWPP, all documents regarding welding pertinent to the Limerick
facility. This includes documents in the possession of consultants,
contractors or other agents utilized by the Applicant and Staff. The
term "documents” includes, but is not limited to, reports of inspections
and audits, whether internal or external, and related correspondence.
Within thirty days of completion of discovery (including responses
relevant to Contention VI-k), AWPP shall file a list of all instances of
improprieties with regard to welding and/or inspection and correction
thereof, which will form part of its case on the merits of the
contention. For each instance listed, AWPP shall identify the
particular portions of inspection reports or other documents which

relate to such instance. AWPP shall also briefly state what it 1s about




conclusion
.For the reasons discussed above, the conditionally
admitted contentions should be denied and no further consid-
eration need be given to them at this time by the Licensing

Board.

Respectfully submitted,
CONNER & WETTERHAHN, P.C.

Mark J. Wetterhahn
Counsel for Applicant

April) 27, 1983
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l////COnttary to t‘: above, on September 15, 1976, concrete repair
vork above the personnel hatch of the containment drywell wall
uncovered #9 and #14 parallel reinforcing steel tied together
in direct contact at two places.

Following identification of this noncompliance by the inspector,
the licensee site quality assurance organization immediately
{ssued finding reports No. C-88 and C-89, which require evalu-
ation and corrective action by the contractor. The licensee's
response to & previous noncompliance regarding reinforcing

steel clearances is documented in his August 27, 1975 letter

to NRC.

c. 76-09-01: Intr.Ction: "‘-..—-—h_—‘:“—'.—i—l—‘!'r—.-r—o
Imolement Nonconformance Control System For Loss of Concrete
Mix Proportion Control

Critericn XV of Appendix B of 10 CFR 50 requires that "“Non~
conforming items shall be reviewed and accepted, rejected,
repaired, or reworked in accordance with documented procedures.”

Criterion XVII requires that inspection and test records shall
as & minimum identify the inspector or data recorder, the type
of observation, the results, the acceptability and the action
taken in connection with any deficiencies noted.

Bechtel Field Inspection Manual Procedure G-3 Rev. 6 requires
that nonconformances shall be identified and reported in a
controlled manner. It provides that use-as-is determinations
require Project Engineer approval prior to implementation, and
concurrence by the Project Field Quality Control Engineer. It
requires documentation of engineering rationale wvhere a use-
as-is determination is made. It provides a standard Non-
conformance Report for the mechanics of obtaining and documenting
the above actions. '

Contrary to the above, on September 16, 1976, the quality
control inspection reports for June 23-24, 1976 concrete
placement of the containment drywell walls did not reflect: (a)
that concrete ingredient proportions were suspect for six
truck loads of concrete, and may not have been within specifi-
cations) (b) that this situation had been reviewed by appro-
priate personnel; (¢) that the concrete use-as~is decision was
supported by engineering rltionalc;((d) that this matter was
fdentified and reported in the controlled manner provided by
the nonconformance report system.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION //}r'
thn'-"f

pefore the Atomic Safet and Licensing Board

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-352
$0-3S3

philadelphia Electric Company

(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2)

AFFIDAVIT OF VINCENT S. BOYER
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, NUCLEAR POWER
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

vincent §. Boyer being first duly sworn according to law
deposes and states:

1. My name is Vincent S. Boyer. 1 am Senior Vice President,
Nuclear Power, of the Philadelphia Electric Company (Company) .
In this position, I have overall responsibility for the nuclear
power activities of the Company, including the Limerick Generating
station.

2. On August 10, 1983, John S. Kemper, Vice President,
Engineering and Research, executed an affidavit dealing with
the Company's continuing investigation to assure that welds
which in 1976 were the responsibility of a certain Quality
control inspector had been reinspected or otherwise dispositioned.
The affidavit reflected the fact ehaé_the Company had discovered,
contrary to its previous belief, that not all such welds had been
jdentified. This affidavit provides a progress report on the

ongoing investigation and discusses the findings to date.



3. The Board's Special Prehearing Conference Order,
LBP-82-43A, 15 NRC 1423, 1520-21 (June 1, 1982), provided
for iﬁform&l discovery. Pursuant to that Order, on September 3,
1982 the Air and Water Pollution Patrol (AWPP) requested certain
documents relacing to NRC Inspection Report 76-06. This request
was designated “"Discovery 2 (Enclosure 2)." As it relates to
this matter, the following documents were requested:

*(7) Provide record of all welds accepted

by inspector who accepted welds at ele-
vation 253, columns 23G and #, and provide
record showing percentage of welds inspected
by inspector in (%) above that were rein-
spected.”

4. By letter dated January 11, 1983, the documents which
had been identified as responsive to this request were made
available to AWPP. These documents were later provided to the
Board by counsel for the Company on May 20, 1983 pursuant to its
Order Regarding Quality Assurance Documents (May 13, 1981).

In order to understand the status of the Company's continuing

investigation, it is necessary to discuss certain of the docu-
ments provided to AWP? and the Board. The same designation of
attachments is used as was utilized in the May 20, 1983 letter.

§. A letter from V. S. Boyer to J. P. O'Reilly dated
December 15, 1976, designated Attachment 2 stated that, with
respect to the structural welds which were cited in NRC Inspec-

tion Report 76-06 the corrective action therein was as follows:

“1. The following corrective measures have been
taken:

a. The fillet welds on structural steel
beam connections at elevatiocn 253,
columns 23-G and H, have been repaired.



b. The inspector, who originally

accepted these two welds, is
no longer employed by the con-
tractor and a reinspection of .
all other work performed by him
has been accomplished, where
accessible. Of approximately

’__,49350 welds reinspected, two de-
ficiencies were noted and cor-
rective action has been taken."

6. The above-quoted statement was based upon a Bechtel
response included as part of Attachment 4, Philadelphia Elec-
tric Company Quality Assurance Finding Report No. N-093 dated
October 27, 1976. That response at Sheet 2 of 3 states that
the following corrective action was taken to resolve the finding:

"A reinspection of all other work

performed by the particular inspector

who accepted the welds in question

was accomplished wherever accessible.”
That same page carries the handwritten notation that Bechtel
Field Inspection Reports C-63-7 through C-63-19 (identified
collectively as Attachment 6) provide the basis for the above
quoted statement.

7. Additional welds which were the responsibility of the

subject inspector were jdentified in early 1977. See Bechtel

Field Inspection Reports Nos. C-63-20 and C-63-21, collectively

identified as Attachment 7.

g§. On April 5, 1977, Bechtel Field Inspection Report
Cc-63-22 was initiated in order ¢o redetermine the accessibility
for inspection of the installed structural steel beams and columns
previously identified in Attachments 6 and 7 to allow further
reinspection and assure that all accessible welds were inspected.

This Field Inspection Report is jdentified as Attachment 8.



9. Attachment 9 contains additional Bechtel Field In-
spection Reports which were initiated to document further
inspections which resulited from the preparation of Bechtel
Field Inspection Report C-63-22 (Attachment 8).

10. Page 8 of 8 of Bechtel Field Inspection Report c-63-22
is a reconciliation of all Weld Inspection Plans that had been
identified as the responsibility of the subject inspector against
the Bechtel Field Inspection reports which indicated that such
welds had been reinspected. It was thus concluded by Company

personnel on the basis of the Bechtel reports that all welds

which had been the responsibility of the subject inspector had

“57\*\\pggn reinspected or analyzed, and a non-conformance report (NCR-

. B el
2710 referenced in Attachment 9)/dispositioned t inaccessible ;>
how

or deficient welds.

11. In preparing its response to the Licensing Board's
Second Special Prehearing Conference Order, LBP-83-39, July 26,
1983, and to review independently the validity of the information
contained in reports previously submitted to the Board and AWPP,

the Company conducted a review of the original quality assurance

— .

inspector at the facility. This review took approximately four

weeks and 2500 manhours.

12. As a result of this extensive review, it was determined

that the subject inspector had responsibility for a total of

I—
—

709 saféz;>relaccd welds at the facility, of which €62 were

structural welds and 47 were on components other than structural

|

|

|
welding records prepared during the term of employment of subject

|




v

steel, such as hangers (43), pipes (2), and electrical
conduié supports (2). It was also determined that the :
review program which was initiated as a result of NRC

Inspection Report 76-06 and completed by the end of July,
1977, resulted in 403 accessible welds having been rein-

spected with four minor deficiencies noted. Thirty-one

welds remained inaccessible but were dispositioned. F>

Eantl

13. The remaining 228 structural welds include 16 which
are totally accessible and 212 which are partially or totalii‘
inaccessible. The 16 totally accessible welds have now been
reinspected with one minor deficiency found. An engineering
analysis is continuing tO disposition the 212 partially or
totally inaccessible welds and the one deficient accessible
weld. This analysis is expected to be completed in approxi-
mately one month. The 47 non-structural welds are all totally
accessible and have now been reinspected with 19 minor de-
ficiencies found, all of which are hanger welds. Although
these hanger weld deficiencies would be dispositioned normally
as part of the final hanger completion and inspection program,

they will instead be specially dispositioned within one month.

14. The Company's review of this matter is continuing.
The program includes a further physical reinspection of a

gepresentative number. of the welds for which the subject

-
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There are initial irdiva

inspector was respons ible.

not yoi confirmed, that some additional deficiencies uy.

be present. . \

. /m,.fz.'é?a
; ""Vincent S. Boyer

sworn to me this _{‘2 datc £\ g.' ™ Z&(;, 1983
/ —vﬂ!} ’/(’4@4

Notary Publ¥C N\ __
Notary Public. Philsceiohis. Philsdeiphia Co.
My Commussion WI,, T2 cnru/ Q? /gf/

-



AIR and WATER

Pollution Patrol
BROAD AXE, PA.

DIRECTORY
Re First Set of AWPP
Interrogatories
p-1 New Things
P-2 Questions not answered .+

p-3 Contradictions

p_‘“" et rLisasarnrs O rdan d{ anlols A-\ {30—34-*\.‘ *‘}W 51‘1“"’ ’1 c—-‘wn‘

p-5 New Facts of Evidence
p-6

p-7 Central Ideas

p-8

p-9 Evasion of Interrogatories and misinformationM/J,gJ',o"e“-p

4»?4%3.&“_



AIR and WATER

Pollution Patrol
BROAD AXE, PA

(1)

Re 1st Set of Awpp Interrogatories

New Things

{a) All IE reports since contention was admitted

(b) Material obtained during Discovery--like NRC #1980 with
all its detail--add dates, different elevations

(c) Pattern of predetermined response to infraction in the
form of "use as is", and Rational--the weld is 0.K. because
it won't have to carry over 230 lbs NRC 1366 (give full
non-conforming condition wordage)

Even a strong human being can support that weight!



AIR and WATER

Pollution Patrol
BROAD AXE, PA

(2)

_Questions Not Answered




(b)

(c)

(d)

AIR and WATER
Pollution Patrol

BROAD AXE, PA
(3)

Contradictions

Re 353-76-01 Amswer to lst set (6) was that G.P. Auclair
was a qualified welder.

Did Applicant mean G.A. Auclair was qualified to be
welding the 76-06-01 welds in controversary? Do you mean
G. P. Auclair was gqualified by qualification test for

the six different weld configurations to be welded at

the limitied access jounts?

l1st Set (8)

Applicant's Boyer and Corcoran re welding extension and
understending 76-06-01 say "any such equipment needed for
use at Limerick would be procured from a vendor of such

equipment” - well it was needed...why wasn't it available

to the welders in the "broomstick affair". (also see p-9 in d)



AIR and WATER

Pollution Patrol
BROAD AXE, PA

(5)

New Facts Or New Things

(a) See First page at (a) (b) ( 4)
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

Cct ‘(.’?U_,,

Docket Nos. 50-3S52
50-353

In the Matter of
Philadelphia Electric Company

(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2)

APPLICANT'S SECOND INTERIM REPORT TO
LICENSING BOARD RELATING TO CONTENTION VIi-1

Applicant is hereby forwarding to the Licensing Board
and parties the attached Affidavit of Vincent S. Boyer,
Senior Vice President, Nuclear Power, Philadelphia Electric
Company dated September 29, 1983. This report updates Mr.
Boyer's affidavit dated September 16, 1983 which was
transmitted to the Board and parties by Applicant's Interim
Report to the Licensing Board Relating to Contention VI-l of
the same date.

Respectfully submitted,
CONNER & WETTERHAHN, P.C.

Mark J. Wetterhahn
Counsel for Philadelphia
Electric Company

October 4, 1983



structural steel, such as hangers (577), pipes (2), and
electrical conduit supports (2).
13' It was also determined that the review program
which was initiated as a result of NRC Inspection Report
76-06 and completed by the end of July, 1977 had identified
426 structural welds, 423 being accessible and 3 inaccessible.
The 423 accessible welds were reinspected with 6 minor defi-
ciencies noted. Four of these were reworked, and 2 were found
acceptable by engineering analysis. The 3 inaccessible welds
were found by engineering analysis to be acceptable. \\
rhe extensive August, 1983 review jdentified 228 additional Q?
structural welds, 16 being totally accessible and 212 partially 1f*:
or totally inaccessible. The 16 totally accessible welds have gk
now been reinspected with one minor deficiency found. This J E{.
L7

weld, together with the 212 partially or totally inaccessible
f

welds, have been found by engineering analz;;a to be acceptable.

The non-structural welds, totalling S81, are all totally
accessible. Of these, $77 represent hanger ueldq with 534 of
the 577 being wcids of hangers which were conpletely reinspected
prior to August, 1983 as part of a separate hanger inspection
program. The remaining 43 hanger welds for which final in-
spections had not yet been made, together with the 4 non-hanger
welds, have now been reinspected. These hangers contained 19
minor deficiencies which would have normally been dispositioned
as part of the final hanger completion and inspection program.

They, instead, will be specially dispositioned within one week.



- 3 =

3. The number of structural welds previously reported was
reduced from 662 to 654 due to the elimination of 8 welds which,
in 1976, U;t. classified as safety-related welds but due to their
location and function, were subsequently reclassified as non-safety
related welds.

4. In the interest of reporting all possible safety-related
welds which could be considered to be the responsibility of the
subject inspector, a number of welds which were initially examined
by him, but which were subsequently reinspected for programmatic
reasons beginning in late 1980, are being included. This explains
the increase, noted above, in the number of safety-related non-
structural welds from 47 to S8l1. In December, 1980 a general hanger
reinspection program was initiated due to job conditions which re-
sulted in additional hanger work being required after partial in-
spections had been performed. This reinspection program required
a final QC inspection of all welds of all safety-related hangers
regardless of their previous inspection status. The subject in-
spector had made inspections of 534 welds on partially completed
hangers which had subsequently been subject to modification and
completely reinspected prior to August, 1983. A current reinspection
by Philadelphia Electric Company of 60 of these 534 completed hanger
welds was performed with one minor deficiency being detected which
has been found by engineering analysis to be acceptable.

S. The reported numbers relating to the review program of
safety-related structural welds completed by the end of July, 1977
are changed due to the initial inclusion of non-safety grade welds

in the inaccessible count and a corresponding error in the breakdown



of the number of accessible and inaccessible welds. The corrected
count is that by the end of July, 1977, 423 accessible welds were
rcinspected (corrected from 403) and 3 inaccessible welds (corrected
from 31) were identified and dispositioned satisfactorily where re-
quired.

6. The Company's physical reinspection program, as reported
in paragraph 14 of the September 16, 1983 affidavit, involved further
physical reinspection of 67 safety-related structural welds. Fifteen
of these were from the 1983 reinspection group of 16 accessible welds
discussed in paragraph 13 of the September 16, 1983 affidavit and 52
were from the 1976/77 reinspection group of 423 accessible welds.
Six deficiencies were identified from the latter group, and these

have been found by engineering analysis to be acceptable.

z% Cowras -
vincent S. Bo&et E;

date of [Decrenpir- |, 1983

/QE‘JLQ»M

Sworn to me this 2 T4

Notary Public

PATRICIA D. SCHOLL
Notary Pubkc. Phisdeiphia. Phitadetohia Co.
My Commussion Expwes February 10, 1986




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMLSSION

Before the Atomic safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-352

philadelphia Electzic Company
$0-353

(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2)

AFFIDAVIT OF VINCENT S. BOYER
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, NUCLEAR POWER
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

Vincent S. Boyer being first duly sworn according to law
deposes and states:

1. On September 16, 1983, I executed an affidavit which was
submitted to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board dealing with the
Company's review of welds which in 1976 were the responsibility of
a certain Quality control inspector. That affidavit indicated that
the review was continuing. The purpose of this affidavit is to up-

date and correct information p:cviously reported.

2. To reflect the current status of the review, paragraphs 12
and 13 of the September 16, 1983 affidavit would be modified as set

forth below with the reasons for these changes being discussed here-

with and in subsequent paragraphs.
12' As a result of this extensive review, it was determined
chat the subject inspector had responsibility for a total of
1235 safety-related weld inspections at the facility, of which

6§54 were structural welds and 581 were oOn components other than



AIR and WATER
Pollution Patrol

BROAD AXE, PA
(7)

Central Ideas



AIR- and WATER
Pollution Patrol

W BROAD AXE, PA.

Directory - - page 2 subject

Evasion Of Interrogatories and Misinformation in Answers

(a)

(b)

(c)

(@)

™o First Set Of Interrogatories

Ist set (6)
Applicant evades other welders who used ungualified

extensions - by referring only to G.P. AuclLir. But according
to line 2,3, 2nd par. under 76-06-01, it is stated:"nor
had the welder been qualified using such extensions. (broomstick)
Applicant evades the gist of the guestion which is that
there possibly were other "broomstick" incidents by other
welders. Where and who?
Ist set (7)
Applicant says 76-06-01 involved two bean connections

as area 13 at El1, 253. However, 76-06-01 under "Failure

to weld Structural Steel as per AWS Tode states broom-

stick affair involved welds at E1, 283 - and E1l 253. That

involves more than two welds

lst set (9)

Applicant's Boyer, Corcoran, Clohecy - evaded the Interrog-
atory re Applicant's disagreement over inspectors request for
"visual inspection of the limited access welds performed at
elevation 253 on steel beam piece numbers 232B7. They evade
it by saying, they, quote: "disagree with AWPP's character-
ization of thelnspection Report identified in this Inter-

rogatory". (76-06-01)



AIR and WATER
Pollution Patrel

FROAD AXE, PA.
{9a)

(d) continued:
But under 76-06-01: Failure to Weld Structural Steel as
per AWS Code: The inspector considered that an electrode
holder attacehd to a2 stick did not meet this requirement
unless proven satisfactory by qualification tests for the
six different weld configuarations to be welded at the
limited access joints.
Further, re Interrogatory #9, Applicant said what J.M.
Corcoran disagreed about was the need for certain quali-
fication tests {what tests) Part 3.1.2 regquires proper
eguipment in order to insure results prescribed in AWS Code.
while the Applicant stated AWPP mischaracterized the dis-
agreement, the NRC inspector concluded:The welds were
found to not comply with the requirements of AWS-D-1-1
Section 3 "Workmanship," in that the welds were of Un-
acceptable profile, contained wxcessive undercut, and
were incomplete at the upper and lower edge of the angle
clip (root pass complete, only). For the weld joints des-
ignated #3 in the record drawing of the in-process check-
list, all inspection items had been checked-off by the
Bechtel guality control inspector, incluidng “Final Quality
Verification." The QC inspection apparently did not com-
ply with the requirements of AWS-D-1-1 Section 6 "Inspection.”

On Friday, March 2, 1984 Applicant's Mr. Wetterhahn on a
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ATTACHMENT 1 /

Letter from R. T. Carlson to V. S. Boyer, dated 11/10/76,
transmitting NRC IE Inspection Report NoO. 50-353/76-06




AIR and WATER

Pollution Patrol
BROAD AXE, PA.

(9b)

telecon including Staff's Ann Hodgdon suddenly on opening

the conversation stated that V.C.Ferretti (of the 76-06-01
broomstick affail) quote:"Was not fired"--as if making a
confession to evasive wording of Applicant's answers to
AWPP's 12th set, interrogatory 7k of Jan 14, 1984
The evasion is evident in its answer to Interrogatory No. 11
of AWPP's First set of Interrogatories dated Nov. 11, 1983,
as to the name of the inspector involved in the 76-06-01
falsification of welding records, and specifically,"was
inspector (who falsified welding records in the 76-06-01
affair) separated from employment from Bechtel and/or
Applicant in 1976? Applicant answered that the inspector
was V.C. Ferretti, who was employed by Bechtel Power Corp.
until his separation in 1976. Now Applicant's counsel,

ur months later,blurts out "Ferretti was not fired"-thus
throwing me off Mr. Ferretti's trail, including the certainty
of deposing him. This is another reason for extending

discovery.



AIR and WATEDR
Pollution Patrol
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EVASION OF INTERROAGATORILS AND MISINFORMATION IN ANSWERS
TO TENTH SET OF INTERROGATORIES

Applicant on page 4 of Discovery 25 dated Feb. 1, 1984
evades Interrogatory 2a of AWPP's 10th Interrogatory--
Applicant deos not state the procedure that came up with

(a)

709 number of welds.
(b) Applicant on page 5 evades question 2b.Why so unsure?



AIR and WATER
Pollution Patrol

BROAD AXE, PA.

EVASION OF INTERROGATORIES AND MISINFORMATION IN ANSWERS

TO THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES

(a)

In Answer to iInterrogaotry No. 3 of AWPP's 3rd Set of
Interrocatories dated Nov. 23, 1983 which asks "Indi-
cate name of welders who more than one time, were invol-
ved in reported deficient welds, and who never the less
were not discharged or separated from work at Limerick"
Applicant states at p.6 of Discovery 17, of 12/19/83 that
"Therefore, not all welders who performed deficient welds,
identified by the NRC as welding infractions, have been
identified".

And on the same page Applicant states welders involved
with unacceptable welding performance or non-adherence to
specified welding procedures are retrained they are not

necessarily discharged.



AIR and WATER
Pollution Patrol

BROAD AXE, PA

EVASION OF INTERROGATORIES AND MISINFORMATION IN ANSWERS
TO TWZLTH SET OF INTERROGATORIES

(a)The 16 accessible welds refered to in par 13 of Oct. 4,1983
Affidavit were previously O0.K'd...but now one deficiency is
found on re-inspection. If one out of 16 is characteristic
(or even one out of 32 on re-inspection is found to have a
deficiency, that 's 3%. 3% of the thousands of welds would
be unacceptable, that's why 76-06-01 is a warning that there
are other more serious welding deficiencies.

(b) As per paragraph 6 page 4 of Boyer's Sept. 29, 1983 Affidavit
there were 423 welds, buc Applicant's answer to 7g of 12th
Interrogatory is stated as 439.

(¢} As to 7h of AWPP 12th Interrogatory Applicant does not andw-
er ...Applicant mearly says PECO just decided what to check
with no concern to meet statistical procedures re validity
of results.

(d)
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Ccnfusion on Number of Welds, and
Zmployment Status of Inspector Involved In
76-06-01 Broomstick Affair

(a) T™he Dec. 15, 1976-Vincent Boyer letter to Mr. James O'
Re.illey stating "the inspector involved (in 76-06-01)

is no longer employed by the Contractor". Further, Mr.

Boyer informed that in the re-inspection of the welds

inspected by the inspector no loncer employed, approx-

imately 350 welds were re-inspected.

{b) The Sept. 16, 1983 Affidavit of Vincent S. Boyer sub-
mitted to the Atomic Safety & Licensing Board, at 1l &
12, referred to "original gquality assurance welding

records prepared during the term of employment of sub-

ject inspector (76-06-01) at the facility (Limerick),and
after extensive review it was determined the subject in-

spector had responsibility for a total of 709 saftey

related welds.

Two weeks later, on September 29, 1583, Vincent S§. Boyer
submitted another affidavit to the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board stating at 12' under 2: "As a result of this extensive
review it was determined that the subject inspector (re 76-06-01
and ostensibly fired) had responsipility for a total of 1235

safety-related weld inspections at the facility..." (Parenthesis
by AWPP).
The above confusion is an example of breakdown in Quality

Assurance that makes it apparently possible to exist more times
than is brought to the surface.



(a)

(b)

(c)

AIR and WATER
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BROAD AXE, PA

Confusion on Employment Status of Inspector
Involved In 76-06-01 Broomstick Affair

The Dec. 15, 1976--Vincent Boyer letter to Mr. James O'Reilley
stated "the Inspector involved (in 76-06-01) is no longer
emploved by the Contractor”.

In Applicant's Dec. 5, 1983 Answer to AWPP's First Set of
Interrogatories at no. ll, Applicant again states the in-
spector involved in the 76-06-01 broomstick affair "was em-
ployed by Bechtel Power Corporation until his separation

in 1976".

Finally on March 2, 1984 Applicant's Mr. Wetterhahn on

a telecon with Staff's Ann Hogdon suddenly on opening the
conversation stated that "inspector involved in the 76-06-
01 "broomstick affair" was not fired , as if making a con-
fession.

Certainly if the broomstick affair inspector was "not fired"
after his responsibility in the infraction described in
76-06-01, the Applicant, the Contractor and the NRC were

blatantly negligent.



