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In the Matter of

TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY,
et al.
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(Comanche Peak Steam Flectric
Statior, Units 1 and 2

Tt Nt Nt Nt Nt St St

CASE REQUEST FOR IMPOSITION OF FINE,
FOR SUSPENSION OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES,
AND FOR A HEARING ON APPLICATION TO RENEW CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
On August 1, 1985, the construction permit for Unit 1 of the
above-identified plant expired. In direct violation of NRC
regulations (§50.10), construction continued on the unit for six
months, at least until January 27, 1986. TUEC, in its filing
dated January 29,1986, seeking an extension of the completion
date of the expired permit, indicates that it has voluntarily
halted some but not all construction on Unit 1 but that it may
recommence construction without permission of the NRC. The
purpose of this filing is to request the Commission to act
immediately on four issues related to these events:
1) appropriateness of imposition of
fines against TUEC for its six-month violation
of §50.10, its continued construction
activities, and its reservation of the right
to recommence any other construction
activities at Unit 1 without a valid permit;

2) whether any construction can continue
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at Unit 1, including CPRT work, when no
construction permit exists;

» 3) the existence of a significant
hazards consideration related to the proposed
continuation of construction at Unit 1;

4) The need for a full adjudicatory
hearing on the requested amendment to the

expired construction permit pursuant to 42

U.8.Cu §2239.
A. Fines.

In its general statement of policy and procedure for
enforcement actions, the Commission established a substantial
commitment to enforcement of its regulations and to the
imposition of fines for willful violations of requirements,
including careless disregard of regulations.

The six-month continuation of construction after expiration
of its construction permit without even applying for an amendment
to the permit 1s precisely the kind of careless disregard of
requirements to which fines should be applied. The admitted
continuation of some construction activities and intent to
reserve the right to commence other corstruction activities is
the willfulness for which particularly severe penalties should be
imposed.

In addition, as the following discussion makes clear, TUEC
has extensively violated QA/QC requirements, has failed to
properly design the facility and has consistently ignored the

warnings from NRC inspections and independent audits to correct
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QA/QC and design problems. Even today violations of procedures
are occurring in the implementation of the CPRT and rework
program. All of this conduct warrants the full imposition of the
_ enforcement authority of the NRC. The gross misconduct of TUEC

requires swift, certain, and severe punishment.

B. Halt Construction.

Because TUEC has filed a request to renew its construction
permit for Unit 1, the Commission must decide a threshhold legal
question: whether a request to renew an expired construction
permit is in che nature of an application for a new permit
subject to the obligatory requirement for a hearing under 42
U.S.C. $2239, or whether i1t 1s in the nature of an amendment and
subject to the discretionary hearing requirements of $50.92. Wwe
believe it is unavoidable that the filing being made by TUEC now,
regardless of how it is titled, is an application for a new
construction permit. There cannot be an amendment unless there
is something to amend. By its terms the Unit 1 construction
permit expired six months ago. That permit concluded with the
statement that "[t]his permit is effective as of its date of

issuance and shall exp.re on the latest completion date indicated

in paragraph 3.A above" (emphasis added). §50.55(b) provides
similarly:

If the proposed construction or
modification of the facility 1s not completed
by the latest completion date, the permit
shall expire and all rights thereunder shall be
forfeited: Provided, however, That upon gocd
cause shown the Commission will extend the
completion date for a reasonable period of
time. The Commission will recognize, among
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other things, developmental problems
attributable to the experimental nature of the
facility or fire, flood, explosion, strike,
sabotage, domestic violence, enemy action, an
act of the elements, and other acts beyond the
control of the permit holder, as a basis for
extending the completion date.

Unlike the statutory and regulatory language, relied upon by
TUEC in its application, related to the FCC, the NRC statute and
regulations unequivocally require forfeiture of a license unless

a good cause finding is made after an application for renewal is
filed. The relevant FCC language, relied upon extensively in the
cases cited by TUEC, is that the FCC license may be extended "for
such further time as the Commission may allow" or for good cause.
47 U.S.C. §319(b). The NRC may only extend for good cause, and
unless and until a timely request for such a finding is made the
permit is forfeited. This is the clear purport of 10 CFR 32.109
explicitly granting an automatic extension of a license if a

timely renewal application is filed.

Unless construction permits are deemed to be mere
formalities, their expiration must make a substantial difference.
That difference is, at a minimum, that a new permit must be
sought to continue construction.l

The facts already known about TUEC and the work at Unit 1
disclose an unparalleled failure to obey the most fundamental

requirements for construction of a nuclear facility. Thus there

is a particular need here for the Commission to adhere strictly

1

The situation here is markedly different than in the more
usual case of an application being filed prior to expiration of
the permit but no action being taken by the Staff until after

the permit expires. In that case §2.109 authorizes continuation
of licenses.



to the legal requirement that a utility without a constcruction

permit mus®t be subject to a construction permit hearing as a

precondition to being allowed to undertake construction
2

activities. Where, as here, there has already been a hearing

and decisions on issues which could arise in the new proceeding,
the prior decisions would be binding absent the existence of
significant new evidence. Such new evidence exists here and is
disclosed in four ways:
1) inspections and audits of TUEC by NRC
and independent organizations:
2) decisions and other memoranda of the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Koard:
3) the findings of Staff investigations
of allegations by former workers at Unit 1 as
detailed in the TRT reports, the SSERs, and
the EG&G findings on harassment and
intimidation of QA/QC inspectors:
4) admissions by spokespersons for TUEC
or as contained in deficiency reports, NCRs,

or other TUEC (or TUEC-agent) generated

2

TUEC seeks to invoke the doctrine of nunc pro tunc to overcome
its failure to file the extension request before the permit
expired. The doctrine 1s applicable only where the act in
question was actually performed before and mere formalities were
omitted. Here the acts in ‘,uestion, timely filing for an
extension and conducting construction activities only with a
valid permit, were not performed. Nunc pro tunc is not a
substitute for compliance with substantive requirements of the
NRC. Had TUEC filed the request on time but deleted a required

signature by inadvertence, perhaps nunc pro tunc could apply, but
surely not here.




documents.

Attached to this letter is a detailed summary of the facts
disclosed by these sources, all of which arose since the
construction permit was 1ssued.

All of this information demonstrates quite clearly that the
findings made in the original construction permit that there is
reasonable assurance that TUEC will conduct its construction
activities in compliance with the rules and regulations of the
Commission (Finding l1.A) and that TUEC is technically qualified
to design and construct the proposed facility (Finding 1.F) were
erroneous. In addition, contrary to the requirement of the
construction permit, TUEC has not constructed Unit 1 in
accordance with the principal architectural and engineering
criteria commitments contained in the application and the

hearing record for the construction permig,

All of the events which have transpired since construction
was authorized and which are summarized in the attachment to this
letter, if known at the time of the construction permit
consideration, would have resulted in a denial of the
construction permit. In a closely parallel situation involving

the Midland facility, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal

Board sent a letter to the then Director of Regulation strongly

urging the suspension of construction of the Midland facility
because, after final action on the permit application had been
taken, it was revealed that "first line quality assurance
inspectors were allowing items to pass their inspection which, in
fact, did not meet applicable QA standards." Letter from Alan

Rosenthal, Jack Buck, and William Parker to L. Manning Muntzing
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(11/26/73), p. 1. 1In that case only one area of plant

construction, Cadweld splices, had been found deficient. In the

instant case the Staff has concluded in SSER 11 (Appendix P, P

P-35):

The pattern of failures by QA and QC personnel
to detect and document deficiencies suggests
an ineffective B&R and TUGCO inspection
system. This pattern, coupled with (a) the
past problems in the document control system,
(b) deficiencies in the QC gualification
program, (c) ineffectiveness of the quality
audit and surveillance systems, (d) a
rudimentary and ineffective trending and
corrective action system, (e) QC problems as
shown in QA/QC Category 8, AQ-50; and (f)
instances of improper workmanship of hardware
as found by all of the TRT groups, challenges
the adequacy of the QC inspection program at
CPSES on a system-wide basis.

There, as here, the issue is whether an applicant is capable of
properly implementing a QA/QC program.

The full text of the Appeal Board letter is attached.
Virtually every conclusion contained in it can be made in this
case many times over. Significantly, the Staff issued an order
to show cause why construction should not be suspended in that
case, and eventually Midland was abandoned begause the utility

was incapable of building the plant properly. In this case the

argument for not allowing construction unless and until a new

3

We are not seeking a show cause order here because none is
required. 1In this case no lawful construction can be undertaken
because no construction permit exists. Thus construction caanot
legally recommence unless and until it is authorized. Wwhatever
special discretion may exist under $2.206 is inapplicable where
no permit has been issued. The fact that TUEC did not keep track
of its construction permit expiration date is symptomatic of its
careless disregard for the Commission's rules and requlations and
destroys any possible presumptions in its favor.




construction permit 1s 1ssued is even more compelling.

C. Significant Hazard Considerations.

Should the Commission treat the TUEC filing as an
application to extend the completion date of the expired permit,
it still would have to hold a hearing to determine whether to
grant the extension. Pursuant to §50.92 and 42 U.s.C. §2239, a

hearing is required on every proposed amendment to a construction

permit involving a significant hazard consideration. Allowing

TUEC, which has had an abysmal construction record, to continue
construction would jeopardize the plant by allowing incompetents
to construct, reinspect, and repair components essential for safe
operation of Unit 1.

In authorizing an extension of the TUEC construction permit
in 1981 without making a significant hazard consideration
determination and without a hearing, the S5taff relied upon facts
and circumstances which are not present here. Thus, i1f the
precedent of the prior decision is followed here, a finding
should now be made that the proposed renewal of the construction
permit does raise significant hazard considerations (i.e.,
whether TUEC is technically qualified and competent to construct
a nuclear plant, whether there is reasonable assurance it will
follow Commission regulations in conducting construction, whether
it can and will implement a proper QA/QC program, and whether it
can and will meet the architectural and engineering commitments
it has made in the application, in the hearing record and to the
Staff), that a hearing before the ASLB should be conducted and

that no construction should be allowed on Unit 1 unless and until




it is authorized by the ASLB.

Unlike the 1981 extension, the present reqguest for renewal
is not based upon good cause. Then the need for additional time
was caused by factors allegedly beyond TUEC's control, such as
delivery delays and regulatory changes. Now the need for further
time is a direct result of TUEC's failure to design the plant
properly, to properly construct the plant, and to properly
implement the QA/QC program. These failures are detailed in
Board decisions, in the TRT and SSER findings, and in TUEC's own
description of the situation in its Case Management Plan and in
its present filing. The persistence of these problems 1is
documented in past NRC and independent audits and in the
disclosures and admissions from TUEC that even the current CPRT
and rework is not being prouperly conducted.4 A significant
portion of the work was done without a TUEC QA/QC program in

direct violation of Appendix B. Widespread use of illegal

“inspection quotas” has infected all of the reinspection and

4

PUEC alleges that all CPRT activities are outside the scope of
its construction permit and thus it may pursue them irrespective
of the status of its permit. This outrageous view challenges
thirty years of AEC/NRC practice and challenges the ability of
the NRC to ever adequately regulate a nuclear facility. TUEC
intends to use the output of the CPRT to support its claim that
the plant was properly constructed. It has submitted the CPRT
plan to the Staff for review and sought the ASLB approval of the
plan. It will eventually attempt to use the CPRT work as a
substitute for the Appendix B requirements. [f the CPR. is not
within the scope of the permit, then all construction can be
conducted outside the jurisdiction of the NRC and only the
finished product submitted for approval. The scheme of nuclear
regulation is to assure NRC control of construction activities,
including inspection of construction work, and the completed
facility. TUEC's attempt to evade NRC supervision of the CPRT is
yet another manifestation of its disregard for both the letter
and the spirit of the NRC regulations.



rework efforts as partially conceded by TUEC spokespersons and
found by NRC investigators. Major deficiencies in the
construction and rework of deficiencies found in the electrical

|
area have been revealed.

TUEC has conceded that the cause of this delay is not
related to efforts to answer legitimate safety concerns but is a
litigation device intended to be used for purposes of defeating
contentions raised by CASE, which contentions TUEC deems to be
without merit. In its Opposition to "Motion to Compel Responses
to CASE's November 15, 1985, Interrocatories” (1/27/86), p. 18,

TUEC states:

CPRT is, to state the matter again, the means
by which the Applicants intend to present
their case on the issues now before this
Board. The argument that CPRT is addressing
itself to relevant non-litigation matters
cannot be sustained.

This statement should be contrasted to the self-serving statement

contained in TUEC's January 24, 1986, letter to Harold Denton (p.

1):

Physical construction on Comanche Peak Unit
l was essentially completed in early 1985,
However, major efforts to reinspect and
reanalyze various structures, systems, and
components have been ongoing since the fall of

5

Although changes have been made in TUEC personnel since 1984,
many key people still remain, particularly at the upper
management level, at the level of Messrs. Brandt and Purdy and
those supervisors working under them. Moreover, recent
disclosures about the conduct of CPRT and rework activities
disclose that, while some faces have changed, the problems have
remained. lllegal inspection quotas, conduct of rework and CPRT
activities without a TUEC QA/QC program, deficiencies in the
records for cable tray supports, and other plant components and

violations of confidentiality by and ineffectiveness of SAFETEAM
activities demonstrate that with TUEC no matter how much things
change they are still the same.
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1984 in order to respond to the questions
raised by the NRC Staff's Technical Review
Team ("TRT"), by the Board and parties in the
ASLB operating license proceedings, and raised
by other external sources. The TRT was formed
by senior NRC Staff management in March of
1984 to consolidate and carry out the various
reviews necessary for the Staff to reach its
decision regarding plant licensing.

Applicants formed the Comanche Peak Response
Team and submitted a Program Plan to respond
to the TRT's questions, the ASLB issues, and
the other external sources issues.

Which TUEC should the Commission believe? Neither, since

there is other evidence of misstatements and misrepresentations by

TUEC and its agents. See, e.g9.. Board Memorandum (Reopening

Discovery; Misleading Statement), 12/18/84, pp. 1-2:

+ « « we find Applicants' testimony [related
to cinched down u-bolts] to be misleading, to
reflect adversely on the credibility of
Applicants' expert witnesses and to be cause
for reopening discovery.

Board Memorandum (Reconsideration of Misrepresentation

Memorandum), 11/25/85; In the Matter of Wi.liam Dunham V. Brown &

Root, Department of Labor Docket No. 84-ERA-l, Recommended
Decision and Order, 11/30/84, finding as inherently untrustworthy
witnesses certain key supervisory employees at the Comanche Peak
facility. Id., Slip Op. p. 7.

Admittedly, at this point it is not possible to conclusively
determine what is the motive for the delaying events which
necessitate the requested renewal of the construction permit.
What is clear is that TUEC's averments are inherently subject to
question, that the work which is delaying construction has been

caused by TUEC's past blunders, and that any extension could not
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6
be for a good cause.

D. Hearing.

Although in this filing we make a substantial showing that
the construction permit renewal should be denied, our primary
purpose is to establish beyond any question that significant
hazard considerations are involved and thus a hearing is
required. The distinction between whether a significant hazard
consideration exists and whether there is in fact a significant
hazard which would warrant rejection of the proposed permit
renewal is extremely important. We are not now seeking a ruling
on the latter issue at this time. All that needs to be
considered now is whether there are legitimate .ssues that relate
to significant hazards, thus requiring a notice of hearing under
$2.105. It will be for the ASLB to decide whether the facts
warrant rejection of the application. We believe it is
overwhelmingly clear that the Staff's own findings, not to
mention all the other data and Board orders, disclose a very
substantial basis for questioning the technical competence and
commitment of TUEC to build a safe nuclear power plant. The
SSERs and Board decisions particularly identify safety-related
components whose design or construction was improper. Obviously,
if an applicant cannot properly build a nuclear plant and if, as

here, the findings that underlay the original construction permit

6

TUEC must accept direct responsibility for all of these
blunders as the overall manager of the plant. In the Matter of
Texas Utilities Generatiny Company (CPSES), LBP-74-88, RAI-74-12,

pp. 1047, 55, Finding 23. Moreover TUEC has never indicated that
anyone else is to blame.

al3=




are no longer valid, that is a significant hazard. In such a
Case there is no choice but to grant the relief sought here by

CASE, make the significant hazard finding, and notice the

_hearing.
CONCLUSION

This request and its attachments are intended to be included
as part of the record to be considered in making the decisions
sought here. 1In addition, the entire record of the operating
license proceeding, the TRT, SSERs, and EG&G reports, all
transcripts of meetings between Staff and any of the parties, all
allegations received by the Staff related to Unit 1 construction
and investigations conducted by the Staff :nto those allegations,
all SAFETEAM investigations, all NCR and other deficiency papers
generated with respect to Unit 1, and any and all other material
in the Commission's possession related to Unit 1 are also to be
included as part of the record CASE puts before the Commission
for its determination on these requentl.7

Should the Commission receive filings from TUEC or others
relevant to the renewal request or this request, CASE wishes to
be promptly notified and copied through its undersigned counsel

and reserves the right to submit further data in support of its

7

The scope of the record of what the Commission should review
in deciding whether a significant hazard consideration exists
may be broader than the scope of the record in deciding whether
to approve the application. The latter is controlled by the
parties and the rules of practice. The former calls upon the
Staff to use all knowledge available to it. See Office of
communication of the United Church of Christ v. F.C.C., 425 F.2d

' o i C‘.ro. 156551

-l3e




position at any time.

As the foregoing discussion reveals, the issues relevant to
TUEC's request for a permit renewal involve the same facts and
issues as some of the matters now pending before the ASLB.

There, as here, TUEC's competence in constructing the plant is at
issue. There the question of competence affects the quality of

what has been constructed. Here it affects whether TUEC can be
8
allowed to continue construction. In both instances, the record

will consist of the same underlying facts. For efficiency, we
propose the issues raised by TUEC's application and the issues in

the OL proceeding be combined for hearing before the sitting

ASLB.

The Commission decision, Washington Public Power Supply System
(WPPSS No. 2), CLI-82-29, lv «RC 1221 (1982), defined the good
cause requirement in the context of an intervenor seeking to
relitigate safety and environnental issues disposed of in the
original construction permit proceeding. Unlike that case, we
are looking at facts which could not have been previously
litigated because they arcse out of construction activities
undertaken after the permit was issued. In this case the proper
issue for good cause is the narrow one defined by the regulation
-= i.,e., did TUEC cause the delay -~ and the general issue of
whether they should be allowed to continue to construct Unit | in
light of their past performance in constructing it. It would
turn logic on its ear to conclude that the Commission could find
good cause for the extension necessitated by the delay for which
TUEC was responsible without looking to see if the TUEC
responsibility arose from its own incompetence. A utility whose
cause for delay is its gross misconduct should have to reapply
for a license having lost the presumptive validity of its permit.
To the extent CLI-82-29 is deemed in conflict with this analysis
we respectfully submit that it was in error and urge its
reconsideration and rejection as applied to this case,

~14=




For the reasons

granted.

Dated:

January 31,

given,

1986

we request that the relief be

Resvectfully submitted,

ANTHONY 2. ROISMAN '

BILLIE P. GARDE

Trial Lawyers for Public Justice
2000 P Street, NwW, #6l11
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 463-8600

Counsel for CASE
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ATOMIC UNL!LLY COMMILSION EXHIBIT A
ATYOMIC LATLYY EMiy ¢ R aNG AV A PABEL -
VASHINGTYON, D C 20545

November 26, 1973

.

L. Manning Muntzing
Pirector of Regulation

QUALITY ASSURANCE LEFICILNCINS ENCOMTLERED
AT KIDLAND FACILITY

The Appecal Pancl rceently reccived a copy’ of the

November 13, 197 dotification of an Incidant or Occur-
rence issued by tho Dircctorate of Requlatory Opurations
in connection with the Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2.

This notification rclates Lo a Region III inspection of
the Midland facility which took place on November 6-8,
1973 and "identificd serious deficicucies associated with
Cadweld splicing of concrete reinforcing bars". It is
stated that "[t)hese deficiencies involved inideqguate pro-
cedures for installing Cadweld splices, for material
contrel, and for Jocumenting required quality parameters®.

In addition, the notification reveals that the inspectors
detorminad that "inspection technigques were inadsquate

and acceptance critcria used for quality requircments wvere
boing misapplied”. Ue acena: that {hig waos irtonded co

b a diplomatic vay of reporting that ths first lin
quality assurance inscectors were allowirg items to pass
Ltheir inspection wiiich, in fact, did not neet applicable
Ch standards.

The notification points out that Consunicrs Power has  °
suspended all Cadueld splicing operations at the site and
that those operations would rot be resurcd until certain
specified corrective action had been taeken. It is
further indicated, howaever, that "[o)ther unrelated work
will continue at the site".

The Midland construction pernit procceding is, of course,

noe longes before the Appeal Bourd vhich had bona assigned

to it. 1Indeed, the period of tire allotiad for Conmission
roview of the last foecal Boavd Sucision in

his now clansed, vith the result that thore has been final
agency action (which is subject, of course, to the outeono




of the judicial review which is now in progress).  Accord-
ingly, the Midland Appeal Loard clearly lacks Jurisdict ion
Lo Lake of f5Ciul Cognizanc: of the dirrequloritics disclosed
by the inspection, let alone issve any orders vith respeet

thereto.

Nonetheless, in view of the record that was adduced during
the course of the adjndicatnry proceeding as wvell as of
ccrtain rulings which were made therein, the noambars ol

the Midlana hvpeal Board feel constraincd.to record J)
theiy cxirome dismay respeeting this latest deveolepizent;
and (2) their. firm belief that more drastic action “gainst
Consumers Power and its architect-engincor shoula be
Promptly considered. 1In this connection, had the construe-
tion permit proceceding stili been before our Boare at the
time that the results of the Novermber 6-8 inspection were
announced, it is a virtual certainty that we would have
ordered forthwith a ce i nstruction activities
== to continue in cffe - 2til such time as
Properly trained quality assurance inspectors, fully inde-
pendent of the construction organization, were available on
site.’! We shall bricfly outline the reasons vhy we would
have taken that action.

1. As you will recall, in ALAB-106, RAI-73-3 182
(March 26, 1973), we deal: specifically with the contcention
of one of tha intervenor groups (the Saginaw Intervenors)
that the evidence of record established that the epplicant
iz "i{ncanable of, and Carnat Le valied upan to. Sevioim
adequatice cuality assurance ang quality control"™. Bascd
UBOn our review of the evidance relating to the work at the
Midland site performed under an exemption, ve made the
eérxzress firnding that "neither the applicant nor the
architect-cngincer has provided reasonable assurance that
the QA Program will be implerented Properly #* » »
have in this project not dermonstrated their concern uit
maintaining QA pPrograms in synchronization with their con-
structicon Programs, nor have they deronstrated that they
will have Properly trained pPcople on site to inplement the
OA program". 1@, 0 One of tha considerations which
led to thisg finding was the disclesure in one inspection
report of record that "the QA and ¢ inspecticon Perzonnel
pPrcsent at the, concreote pour location did not Promptly
identity and ¢orrect apparent deviations fronm the ACI1-301
Standard regarding consolidation of concrete", Ihid.
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November 26, 1973

- DBeecause of the "no reasonable asszurance® determination

found to be compelled by the record, we gave scrious
thought to revoking the construction permits which had
been issved under the Licensing Roard's authorization.

We did not do so only because (1) the prior failurcs of
the applicant and the architect-engineer to obse-ve re-*
quirad QA practices and procedurc: had occured in 1979
(beforc the construction wvorl under the cexemption had
términated); and (2) we had the solemn assurance of the
applicant that all of those prior deficiencies were heing
rectified as coustruction was being resumed under the
‘permits. In the circumstances, we thought it would be
enough to impose specific reporting conditions which were
designed to make certain tha% the applicant was making
good on its prowmise and that there would be an adcquate
QA program for the resumed constiruction.

On the basis of one of the reports called for by LLAB-106,
and a nunmber of inspection reports supplicd by the staff

in responsc to a later order of the Board (and a request

of one of its mcmbors), we denied in ALAB-=147, RAI-73-9 G36
(September 18, 1973), the rmotion of the Saginaw Inter-
venors to revole, or stay the effect of, the construction
permils pending a definitive determinaticn that the

Sppiicant and the architest-angipeng were comslving and
vould continue to comply vith the QA requlations in con-
structing the NMidland facility. We found that "there is
now a rcasonable assurance that approvriate QA action is
being taken by the applicunt” and also that, apart from a
deficicncy vhich we perceived in its OA organization, tLhare
was no Qn problem pertaining to the architect-engineer
requiring a direction of corrective action. Jd. at 637,

640 (I'n. 10).

2. Against this baclqground, our present ccncera
should not be difficult to underctand. _Jhe only reasonable
conclusion which we can draw {rem the disclesures of the
November 6-8 inspection is that the assurances vhich ve
had rcceived from the applicant were false and that, in
point of farct, it and the architect-angincar still hava
not manifested bLoth an ability and a willincness to ta'a
the cteps neccusary to invure propar OA activities. Indced,
the OA deficiency referred to in Lhe notification becars a
startling rescoblance to tie deficiency referred to in
ALAB-10G respecting the QA and OC personnel present ot the



-‘.-.o.o-.’C P L AL PP e s ant & e

et &5 s Banw =

‘L. Manning Muntzing

L PR .‘: < TR
ML

Ay g b
0.5 Vitiee ‘Jl\ 20

concrete pour location (vhich is

\
- A - Novenber 26, 1973

mentioncd above). It

would thus appear, vith tha henefit of }indsight, that
it was not cnough for us sinply to impose reporting
conditions in ALZB-106. It alno scems cvadent that, con-

trary to our firnding In ALAR=-147

(vhich necess 1Ly wvas

founded on the naterials then hefore us), there is not a
reasonable assurance that appropriate CA action is now

heing taken. If anything, there
that cxactly the opposite is the

3. A.fcw wouks ago, tuo of
reguested and obtaincd a meeting
other regulatory ofl{icials to cx

architcct-cngincer 18 taken into

is a solid assurance
casc. .

the menbers of this Board
vith you and several

plore the question of the
_extent to which the QA "trach record” of an applicant or

account by the staff in

its appraisal of cspplications for construction croits.
1! k

While that discussion was wholly

generic and intentionally

was not addrcssed to any specific reocios, it obviously
hag a special significance Lo the present situation

regaxrding Midland., If we recall

correctly, we were told

that the point micht be reached wvhere the staff wvould be
compellecd to conclude that incorrigihility was involved,
and then to act accorcingly. \Whether Or not we would

agree that a bad “track record”

ehould coma into nlay

vul, iu ;vu»..'u Ch i \-..slbua.ta;.nn\.\.‘-. L;-;b case \-'O\-‘M.‘. Seun
to rect your oun tost what we have here is a pattcrn of
repcated, flaqrant and significant OA violationz of a non-
routine character -~ coupled vith an unrcdeemed promise

of reformation.

mhe staff has decalt affirmatively with this most recently

detected serious oA shortecaing

by requiring the pronpt

sucpension of all Cadweld splicing pencding the takiny of
nccessaly corrective action. But: there remains the
unrezolved question 2s to wvhether the samwc Or coually
gerious QA shortconings nay beé infecting othexr aspacts

of the construction vorl:., It is

difficult to understand

kow any construction activity can be allowed to proceed

until that qucstion is settled.

4. Ve vould make only this

.
onc further o»arvation.

e cxpresuly noted in ALAB-100 that the "staff's enforce=
ment rcuponsibilitics are in no vay limited by the
(reporting] concitions herein grescribvd, and the staff

is frce to tahka any ronacial action ovoed and above these
conditions which it moy decm necessary . PAT-73-3 at 186,
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Novembey 26, 1973

.
-

We did not (and, of course, could not anpropriately)
attempt to direct that, if a particular sitvation were to
arise, the staff should pursuc a specific course. Once
the adjudicatory procceding is over, the on-goina supcr-
vision of construction activitics is your function and
not ours. But implicit in that stateecnt == and in the
choice we macde not to revoke the construction permit --
was the assumntion that the astaff would not countenance
for long a continuation of the deplorahle OA perf{ormance
which the record revealed had obtained Cduring the con-
struction work under the cxciption. '
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Alan S. Rosenthal

fohn Ji. Duck
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g--'.:-_-'.,' EAS ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
LAY & - ) WASHINGTON, D.C. 20343
H ~ - .s&
; QLIS 2 December 3, 1973
: Docket Nos. 50-329
50-330
Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman John I1. Puck, Esq.
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Atomic Safety and Licensing
Bozrd Appeal Board
, U. S. Atomic Energy Commission U. S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545 Washington, D. C. 20545

William C. Parler, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board

: U. S. Atomic Energy Commission

Vashington, D. C. 20545

P RE: QUALITY ASSURANCE DEFICIENCIZS ENCOUNTLERED AT
MIDLAND FACILITY

Centlemen:

This is in response to your memorandum on this subject dated November
= 26, 1972, We are alzs concerned oz ts gquality assuraace implementatica
1' at the hlidland tacitity. It was tor this reason that we initiated the action
which led to the shutdown of cadwelding at that facility by Consumers
Power Company. As 2 practical matter, the shutdown of cadwelding at
this site severely limits Class I construction at the site in that cadwelding
‘- " must be completed before additional Class I structural work can proceed.

-

A reinspection of November 20-21, 1973, revealed that that which the
licensee believed to be sufficient with regard to cadwelding procedures
gtill was inadequate. This raised doubts about the licensee's overall imple-
. mentation of its quality assurance program.

e mm————-
.

We are today issuing to this licensee an order confirming the continuing
suspension of the cadwelding and orcering the licensce 1o show cause why
all activities under the construction permits should not be suspenced.

. JL Lok
L. Manning Mun!zing k>

Dircctor of Regulation

-




APPPNDIX B




SUMMARY OF NRC INSPECTIONS AND INDEPENDENT AUDITS
FROM 1976 TO JANUARY 1985

In 1976 an internal NRC trend analysis of Comanche Peak

stated:

During the early part of 1976, it became apparent to the
principal inspector that the effectiveness of the licensee's
QA/QC Program was in a state of degradation as a result of a
domineering and over-powering control by the contractor's
site construction management. (NRC Trend Analysis 1976,
Staff Exhibit 184, p. 1, Hems 3, £, and g)

In 1979 the NRC found that the QA/QC program was ineffective

because the Applicant

has been led down a poor path by Brown and Root during past
years. It appears to [the RRI] that Brown and Root has, 1in
many instances, provided construction procedures to fulfill
Appendix B that provide a minimum amount of direction to the
construction force and yet comply to the words, if not the
spirit of Appendix B.

What I have begun to see, but have difficulty proving is
that the Brown & Root construction philosophy 1is to build
something anyway they want to and then put 1t up to the
engineer to document and approve the "as built" condition.
If the engineer refuses, he is blamed for being too
conservative and not responsive to the client's needs and
thus the driving force behind my request for a special
engineering audit of site operations.

- * -

Only recently has there been a real effort on the part of
the licensee itself or on the part of Brown & Root, tO write
explicit instructions to the line i1nspectors on what they
were to inspect. Previously, the procedures were frequently
pretty general, again not too bad 1f the inspectors were
knowledgeable in the subject being inspected but terrible 1if
they are not. In a couple of cases I have been able o show
them that their people are essentially incumpetent, even
though they have been through the site training and
certified as competent.

* - -

++s too often an installation clearly accomplished other
than as originally designed and buildable has been approved
the licensee's onsite engineering are as fulfilling
requirements. In effect, the engineer has approved a non=-
conforming condition in advance of QC being called. QC has




been signing for the as-built condition and the underlying
problem is not addrecsed. (NRC staff Exhibit, p. 2(f))

The report continues on page 3 about trends indicative of
poor per formance,

It seems likely to me that the licensee will use his full

powers to be less open with us in the area of identified

construction deficiencies than he has in the past. I thuink
he will take maximum advantage of part 50.55(e) and the

[NRC] guidance to go through the necessary formalities but

avoid, if at all possiple, having to report to us. (supra)

In 1980, the first annual Systematic Assessment of Licensing
Performance repoct (IE Report #80-25, NRC Staff Exhibit 181),
continued to report problems with the QA/QC program, unqualified
personnel, and attitude toward regulations.

The report concludes the following about the effectiveness
and attitudes of licensing personnel in complying with NRC
reguirements:

Licensee construction and engineering management -- the NRC

personnel stated that 1t appears there is a continuing

tendency to engineer away construction problems rather than
enforce compliance to drawings and specifications.

Again the Applicant promised to reform and correct its
programmatic and personnel weaknesses by taking unspecific
"management action with the engineering and construction
personnel to alleviate this situation.” (p. 5)

In 1981 Comanche Peai: underwent a survey conducted by the
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) in connection
with obtaining an extension on Brown and Root's Authorization (N-
stamp). That survey failed to provide Brown & Root the sought=-
after extension. Instead the survey team decided that a re-

survey was reguired. In a November 23, 1981 letter from ASME

Manager of Accredidation to then QA Director R.J. Vurpillat, the




following observations were noted. (CASE Exhibit 590)

The deficiencies noted in your program include, but are not
limited to, the following items which require corrective
action:

I. Quality Assurance Manual

(A) The manual was vague, failed to establish required
controls, responsibilities, or provide for objective
evidence that required activities were satisfactorily
performed.

(B) The manual established the Summer addenda 1974 for
piping and wWinter addenda 1974 for component supports
as the Code effectivity. The manual addressed
activities only permitted by later Code addenda; such
as NC-2610, NA-3867.4(f) and supply of material - NCA-
3820(e), without any identification of the
applicability of these provisions.

(C) The manual control system did not include the

exhibits displayed in the manual or any manual approval
method.

(D) The program elements of process control,
nonconformity control and document control required
significant changes.

(E) The design control elemen: (control) of field
change design information and feed back of constructiorn
information to the Owner) was missing from the manual.

(F) All elements required changes to provide
definitive information since few auditable controls
were included.

II. Implementation

(A) Document Control - The manual requires that the
File Custodians in each department maintain a log of
design changes received from the Owner. The File
Custodian is to mark the involved document to indicate
that a design change had been received and then the
document user checks the log to find the applicablrs
design changel(s).

r
I The log being maintained by the QA Department File

I Custodian contained numerous mistakes and was miss.ng
. information. Three of three design packages, chec ced
| by the team, contained design changes not proper!l:

J identified in the log.

|

!

1

|

|

(B) Instruction Procedures & Drawings - B&R
Construction Procedure 6.9G, reviewed by the Site QA




Manager, was in direct conflict with the QA Manual and
the Code (NA-5241) in that it stated that the ANI would
sign a blank process sheet and then B&R would add the
ANI hold points. The AIA representatives stated that
this procedure was not honored by them and that they
had requested the procedure to be revised. The
procedure has not been revised.

The purpose of the Site QA Manager's review is to

assure that the procedure complies with the Code and
the QA Manual.

(C) Control of Purchased Materials, Items and Services

(1) Vendor Control - B&R procured plate material
from a vendor that they had surveyed and qualified as a
Material Supplier of bolting and plate materials. The
material had been formed into a saddle configuration by
this vendor. The B&R survey and qualification of this
vendor did not address review of any operation relative
to forming and the B&R purchase order did not de.ine a
forming process or procedure.

(2) The same material addressed in Cl was
observed in the Production shop with work in process.
This material had not been receipt inspected in non-
compliance with the QA Manual and the material was not
identified as Fequired by the B&R purch: se order. B&R
had divided the material and transferred the material
identification incorrectly. B&R does nat verify the
transfer of material identification and during the
review of the menual stated that this verification was
unnecessary. (e: 1asis added)

(D) Control of Construction Processes -

(1) Process Sheets were observed in production
that had not been reviewed with the ANI for establish-
ment of hold points in noncompliance with the B&R QA
Manual and NA-5241 of the Code. The process sheets CC=-
068-002-833R and AF-035-023-833A are included in this
finding although numerous Such process sheets are in
production. (See B above)

(2) welding Procedure Specification 11012 for
welding wih impact test requirements did not specify
the travel speed but instead controlled the heat input
by Volt/amp range and maximum bead width for a given
electrode diameter, The Procedure Qualification Record

OlOABL27 for this WPA recorded a beam width greater
than that allowed by the wWPS,

(E) Nonconformity Control - Nonconformity Control
Report (NCR) M-2952 reported that a spool piece had
been welded into the system backwards. B&R QA




determined the disposition to be rework and not repair
and thereby the disposition to cut the spool piece out
and reweld it in the correct configuration was not
reviewed by welding engineering, as would have been
required by a repair designation. There appeared to be
no consideration of the heat input effects on the

material, etc. as would be expected with this type of
nonconformance.

(F) Identification and Control of Material and Items -
Component Supports are procured as stamped items by the
Owner. The Code Data Report does not list Code Case N-
225. The Component Support 1s supplied to B&R with
only the Code Data Report by the Owner. B&R then cuts
the component support, removing the welds, and uses the
material to fairicate other component supports. B&R
does not have the Certificate of Compliance (C of C)
for the matarial.

(G) Authorized Nuclear Inspector Involvement - The ANI
hold points on process sheets have been bypassed on
numerous occasions. The ANI logbook documents these
conditions and the volume would indicate a significant
breakdown of the program and interface between B&R and
the Authorized Inspection Agency personnel (See B and
D=1 above).

According to a Brown and Root interoffice about the ASME
Resurvey team's exit interview held on January 20, 1982 (CASE
Exhibit 604), ASME still found problems with the QA program.

That was confirmed by a letter from Hartford Steam Boller to ASME
dated February 8, 1982 (CASE Exhibit 605) which detailed three
findings of the ASME Resurvey Team which required resolution.

Finding #1 of ASME Resurvey Team; consists of deficiency,
proposed corrective action, and summary of verification of
actual corrective actions taken. [Clearly shows B&R QA
Program problems with vendor supplied items, although
problem was supposedly taken care of after ASME identified
problem.] (CASE Exhibit 606)

Finding #2 of ASME Resurvey Team; consists of deficiency,
proposed corrective action, and summary of verification of
actual corrective actions taken. [This finding is another
indication whereby B&R procured items from a supplier not on
the approved list. The corrective action was to verify that
the supplier held ASME N stamp and to then add them to
approved suppliers list. Again, raises questions about how
many other vendor items were procured by B&R from non-
approved suppliers that were not caught by either ASME or



B&R QA program, neither of which are designed to catch each
and every problem.] (CASE Exhibit 610)

Finding #3 of the ASME Resurvey Team; consists of
deficiency, proposed corrective action, and summary of
verification of actual corrective actions taken. Finding
relates to welding materials received from vendor which were
receipt inspected and accepted but not identified and
documented as having had the receipt inspection. [rhe
material was scrapped (see CASE Exhibit 613). However, as a
result of this finding, it was necessary to retrain

receiving inspectors in proper use of procedures. Seems to

be somewhat late in the game to be training inspectors in

receiving inspections (Feb. 1982).] (Case Exhibit 611)

The 1982 SALP reviewed the following noncompliances, during
the 1981-82 review period. The following deficiencies were
identified by Region IV IE inspectors:

- Personnel not properly trained and indoctrinated

Failure to follow procedures for verification of the
performance of automatic welding machines

Failure to follow nonconformance procedures for
electrical cable

Failure to follow procedures for hoisting safety-
related components

Failure to update procedures

Failure to provide appropriate instructions for
installation of Class IE equipment

Failure to follow welding procedures

Failure to provide instructions and procedures
appropriate to installation of Class IE battery
chargers

Failure to follow procedures for cable pulling

Failure to follow procedures for reporting and repair
of damaged electrical cable

Failure to follow welding procedures
Failure to follow electrical inspection procedures

Failure to establish quality assurance program for
Class 5 pipe support systems




- Failure to follow inspection procedure for returning
inspection stamps

- Failure to follow inspecticn procedure to initial and
date operations traveler

- Failure to report a significant construction deficiency
(50.55(e))

- Failure to follow construction procedures required by
drawings

In Spring of 1982 the CPSES Quarterly Report on QA
Department and QA Program Activities for the First Quarter of

1982 (CASE Exhibit 620U) reported:

(1) The constant revision of the QA procedures and
instructions prevented the QA/QC program from being
adequately implemented and followed by management, QA/QC,
and Construction personnel alike.

(2) Internal, external, and vendor audits for the lst
Quarter of 1982 reveal deficiencies which have been
recurring since the inception of the QA/QC program at
Comanche Peak.

(3) Trend evaluations performed on deficiency control
documents reveal that recent trends in both construction and
engineering type problems are mere extrapolations of past
deficiency trends, indicating that corrective actions taken
on previous deficiencies did not prevent recurrence.

On December 3, 1982, the second SALP report was issued which
again noted deficiencies or violations in:

- plant operations and preoperational testing, noting
that tests were scheduled "out of sequence with con
struction status, coupled with the lack of timely test
procedure generation, are examples of lack of
experience" (p. 4)

- failure to follow Quality Assurance Procedures for
inspection of cocatings (81-15)

- failure to perform inspections of installation acti-
vities related to Unit 1 Containment Polar Crane (82-
11)

- failure to properly indoctrinate and train personnel

performing activities affecting quality (82-11)

- inadequate control of procurement document and













conducted to the latest design documents.

4. Findings also indicate a number of instances where
nonconforming conditions were identified; however,
various methods (e.g., punchlists, inspection reports,
verbal, and other informal methods) were used to
address and resolve these nonconformances. These
methods do not comply with requirements to identify
nonconforming conditions and provide corrective actions
tOo prevent recurrence.

5. The licensee's Quality Assurance audit program should
have been more effective in detecting and obtaining
correction of deficiencies 1in safety-related work: such
as those in the HVAC system, mechanical equipment, and
electrical components.

In summary, the identified weaknesses reguire increased

dedication by management at all levels to assure completed

installations meet design requirements and that inspection
documentation reflects that the completed installations have
been adequately inspected to the latest design document.

On September 13, 1984 the [echnical Review Team issued its
first of three reports into the "allegations of improper
construction practices at the facility." (p. 1) This report
covered the areas of electrical/instrumentation, civil/structural
and test programs.

This report provided the utility with a confirmation of
allegations that:

1) electrical quality control inspectors were not aware of

certain inspection attributes for witnessing the

installation of "nuclear heat shrinkable cable insulation

sleeves

2) inspection reports didn't contain the "witnessing"
attribute for splice installation

3) lack of cable splice qualification requirements and
circulit operability

4) drawings and "as-built" cable terminations are in
disagreement

5) improperly closed NCRs on vendor-installed GE motor
control centers

6) violations of minimum separation requirements for

-)y=



safety-related cable within flexible conduits

7) violation of minimum separation requirements between
safety and non-safety cables

8) no requirement NRC review of separation criteria has
been performed

9) wviclation of separation criteria inside control panels

10) inconsistent support installation for non-safety
related conduits with seismic requirements

11) lack of verification documentation for electrical QC
inspections

12) totally compromised testing and certification programs
for QC inspectors

13) omission and unauthorized cutting of rebar from reactor
cavity

14) wunauthorized cutting of rebar from the fuel handling
building

15) questionable concrete strength tests
16) questionable “"air-gaps" between concrete structures
17) inadequate control room design (seismic)

18) inadequate, incomplete, and unreliable heat functional
test procedures

19) wunreliable CILRT results

20) wuse of unqualified craft personnel to perform start-up
tests.

On November 29, 1984 the TRT issued its second of three
reports into their investigation of allegations in the mechanical
and miscellaneous areas. They found that:

1) No fillet weld inspection criteria existed for certain
types of skewed welds.

"... although the small sample of welds inspected by
the TRT are acceptable, due to deficiencies in
inspection records and the apparent lack of inspection
criteria, the TRT is not certain whether other type
skewed welds were inspected properly. This is a
generic issue involving many NF supports in various
safety-related systems." (p. 2)

-12-




2) No evidence existed that anchor bolts were properly
installed, and not cut.

"The TRT concludes that such unauthorized bolt-cutting
and lack of installation inspection records is a
violation of Criticism XVII in Appendix B of 10 C.F.R.

50 and ... General Design Criterion 1 of 10 C.F.R." (p. 2)

3) Piping systems (Main Steam, Aux. Steam and Feedwater)
are routed from the Electrical Control Building (seismic Cat
I) to the Turbine Building (non-seismic Cat I) without any
isolation.

4) Uncontrolled repairs (plug welds) of holes in pipe
supports, cable tray supports and base plates (confirmed in
cable tray supports, Unit 2).

"Although the effects of unauthorized, undocumented and
uninspected plug welds in some locations ... will be
inconsequential, their effect in critical locations in
critically located supports or base plates could affect
their structural integrity and intended function." (p. 4)

"+.++ inadequate requirements and construction practices
for the support of the main steam line during flushing,
and for temporary supports for piping and equipment in
general. In particular, evaluations to assure the
adequacy of temporary supports during flushing and
installation were not required. The deficiencies in
the analyses, specifications and construction practice
identified above constitute a violation of Criterion V
of Appendix B to 10 C.F.R. 50." (p. 5)
“".+. a design change in the RPVRI support ring (i.e.
locating the ring outside rather than inside the
insulation) resulted in a limited clearance between the
RPVRI and the shield wall. The TRT review of the
50.55(e) report revealed that TUEC failed to (1)
address the fundamental issue of design change impact
on annulus cooling flow, and (2) determine whether Unit
2 was similarly affected." (p. 6)

7) Polar Crane bracket and seismic connections exceeded
design requirements.

Finally, severel weeks ago the Technical Review Team

released a 25-page ;ummary of its findings which, according to

the January 8 repo: ', indicates:

A. TUEC fai:ed to periodically assess the overall
effectiveness of the site QA program in that there have
been nc rvgular reviews of program adequacy by senior










ADMISSIONS BY SPOKESPERSONS FOR TUEC
(OR AS CONTAINED IN DEFICIENCY REPORTS, NCRs,
OR OTHER TUEC-GENERATED DOCUMENTS)

December 18-19, 1985, Meeting between NRC and TUGCO regarding

breakdown in the Unit 1 cable tray as-built program and status of

CPRT program plan activities:

The NRC inspection of the Comanche Peak Unit 1
cable tray as-built program was discussed
first. The purpose of this inspection was to
verify the accuracy of the as-built data
developed by EBASCO which would be used in
their reanalysis of the cable tray supports.
T. Westerman (NRC) presented a summary of the
findings identified in the November 18-23,
1985 inspection. Out of 32 cable tray
supports inspected, the independent NRC
inspection team found 19 supports which had
discrepancies.

W. Counsil (TUGCO) then presented a summary of
the actions, and the consequential findings,
taken by Texas Utilities after being informed
by V. Noonan (NRC) on December 3, 1985 of the
NRC inspection results. The first action was
a stop-work order; the second was to develop a
sampling program. This sampling program was
to confirm the NRC findings and to insure that
this problem was confined to Unit 1. TUGCO's
preliminary findings identified that there are
deviations from the as-built program on Unit 1
and that the problem is confined to Unit 1.

W. Counsil said that the results from an
investigation he ordered indicated that a
supervisor had reinterpreted work procedures
to eliminate double-checking of inspection
results and that the supervisor had placed
production guotas on inspection teams.

January 13, 1985, Summary of Meeting Held on December 18-19,
1985 re Discussion of Comanche Peak Unit 1 cable tray as-built

program anu status of CPRT program plan activities.

Similar problems have been discovered by the staff in other

areas of the plant. Additionally, the record produced through

-l B



discovery and investigation confirms that a major breakdown in

during the life of construction. See, generally, record of

compliance with federal and/or corporate procedures occurred
recent 50.55(e) reports, significant design alequacy review

reports, ncnconformance reports, and all other identifications of

deficiencies.

.y



FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF STAFF INVESTIGATIONS
OF ALLEGATIONS BY FORMER WORKERS AT UNIT 1 AS DETAILED IN
THE SSERS: AND THE EG&G FINDINGS

Five Supplemental Safety Evaluation Reports have been issued
since January 1985 which detail the findings and conclusions of
the NRC's Technical Review Team into allegations provided to the
TRT by allegers. SSER #7, which deals with electrical and
instrumentation issues, SSER #8, which addresses miscellaneous
quality and hardware issues, SSER #9, which deals with protective
coatings allegations, SSER #10, which addresses mechanical and
piping concerns, and SSER #11 on QA/QC allegations.

The significance of the TRT's findings is demonstrated by
the conclusions of the QA/QC Group regarding the implementation
of the QA/QC program approved by the original FSAR. The
summary, pages P-27 to P-35 Of SSER #11, are attached in
their entirety. The undeniable conclusion of the TRT's findings

is that the QA/QC program at Comanche Peak failed over the life
of construction. (*xhihit pg->)

* * * *

In September 1985 the EG&G issued its supplementary report
into the alleged climate of intimidation. The supplement, while
only reviewing a selection of the harassment and intmidation
incidents pursued during the licensing case and none of the
incidents of harassment of craft personnel, engineering
personnel, or auditors, still reached the conclusion that some
incidents of harassment had occurred. The report concluded:

In summary, a number of managerial
practices exist which, while not intimidating,

may not have been conducive to good job
performance. The job skills of inspectors may



have been negatively impacted by poor
communication with their supervisors,
inadequacy in their job training, and
infrequent feedback on performance. Some
evidence exists that inspectors were asked to
perform tasks without adequately understanding
what was expected or why the work was
performed. Difficulties in dealing with
crafts were apparently accepted rather than
managed, with little attention devoted to
fostering more cooperative working
relationships. A lack of clarity prevailed
regarding appropriate employee interfaces with
the NRC. The general lack of supervisory
attention to the human dimension may have
generated mistrust, suspicion, and some lack
of credibility with employees.

149
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records stored in the permanent plant records vault (PPRV) was reviewed ang :2
found to be acceptable. Included in the documentation packages were completeg te
records for piping, piping supports (hangers), assembled and/or installed com- ret
ponents, fabrication and inspection/testing data, including walkdown inspectig, ana
check lists and the applicable N-5 data reports. In-process and final inspec- mo
tion and acceptances for completed record packages appeared to have been per-

formed to the latest revision of drawings and specifications. The
However, the history of recurring document control deficiencies prior to t:,

‘
g July 1984 raises concerns about certain aspects of the quality of construction
é For example, the TRT observed deficiencies in coating inspection reports which BAR
' included: inadequate description or location of areas or items coated, ‘mprop- met
er changes anq corrections: lack of signatures or acceptance for inprocess ang the
i f1n§l inspections; and missing dates and times. These deficiencies were sig- to
nificant enough to render the inspection reports unacceptable as quality nott
records and inadequate to provide documentation of material traceability. One the
specific traceability and records problem was that paint mixing slips were not pers
retained as permanent records, but were discarded after the inspector in the rul
coating applications area transcribed the information onto his own report
Thus, the original record of the mixing inspection, including inspection accep- The
tance, was lost. In procedural control, the TRT mechanical and piping group 1nad
observed that uncontrolled and unauthorized procedures were used to perform
cold-springing (realign piping) during its installation. The
L ——. — . o quid
MTth respect to draw ng control prior to 1984, the TRT found deficiencies that pote
the craf? Jrde

+" included: distributicn of incomplete or obsolete drawing packages to
0CC satellite error rates,

e

and QC personnel; ina iequate driwing control; high
and procedural non-cunpliance. _ Tne TRT QA QC Group concludes that although 3 3
many of the document control i1nadequacies have been corrected, the impiicaticns
of past inadequacies on construction and nspection nave potential generic sig- The ¢
nificance which has not yet been fully analyzed Dy TUEC oract
- ., - ’ recur
4.3 Training and Qualifications ar cc
1th the training, certifi- (1)

The TRT QA/QC Group found a pattern of 1nadequacies =
cation and qualification program at CPSLS, because of the many deficiencies

identified. These problems can De directly traceable to TUEC's and B&R's "'min-

imal requirement” training, certification, and gualification program, the Tack (2)
of or failure to follow procedures and guidelines; and a lack of programmatic

controls to assure that the program achieved and maintained reguirements as set {

forth by 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 8
(4) 1

The TRT Electrical and [nstrumentaticn, Protective Coatings, and Civil and
concerns about electrical 1n- (5)

Structural Groups also assessed allegations and
concrete inspectors. These inspectors were

! spectors, coatings inspectors, and
all trained, certified, and gqualified under the same program (non-ASME) as the (h) 1
inspection personnel reviewed Dy the QA/QC Group. Each TRT group found exam= i
ples of the same kinds of deficiencies: no verification of education or work
experience; an jdentical certification test taken after the examinee failed the (7) E
£irst one; no guidelines proviced for the use of waiver for QJT; no time 1imit
on how many times an examination could be retaken; and inspectors with ques~ The fa
tionable gqualifications. proper
Comanct
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There were also Many problems with the certification testing program for the
non-ASME inspectors. There was no time limit between a failed test ang 3 re-
test, there were different scoring methods to grade the origi

The TRT also found that many craftsmen that transferred into QC inspection hag
no prior background or experience in inspection This was especially true in
the coatings area when painters were made “iastant" QC paint inspectors

B&R had procedures for ASME personne] training and certification that minimally
met the requirements of ANSI N45.2 5 ang Regulatory Gy, ge 1.58, but in practice
these guidelines were not always followed. Although TUEC and B&R had committed
to follow the requirements set forth in ANSI N45.2 6 ang Regulatory Guide 1.58,
both chose to follow the "exception to the rule" and used "other factors” as

the normal method of qualification More than 80 percent of the 'nspection

personnel (both ASME and non-ASME) were Qualified ynder the “exception to the
rule" factor.

The TRT QA/QC Group also found that some QA auditors lacked experience, were
inadequately trained, or hag questionable qualifications

The TRT QA/QC Group concludes that deficiencies in procedural requirements and
guidelines in TUEC's training, certification, and qualification programs have
potential quality significance Further evaluation by TUEC

L 1S required
arder to determine the impact of the 1eficiencies on the safety of the p

project

4.4 Construction and Testi"g

The tables in Attachment : to Appendix P indicate those items gi construction
practice which were considered to be deficient Following is a 1ist of these
recurring practices for which construction craft personnel was either a primary
Or contributing factor ang had a plant-wide impact.

(1) Craft personnel failed to fol)

Ow design documents or tnstallation
procedures.

(2) Unauthorized work was performed in absence of procedures

(3) Housekeeping Procedures were not followed

(4) Use and return of equipment . tools, and materials were not per requirements

(5) There was loss, damage, ang Interchange of valve parts

(6) There was improper transfer of heat numbers onto SCrap metal which was
used in a pipe support.

(7) Equipment repairs and rework were performed without preper documentation

The fact that the TRT found these recurring practices

Indicates a lack of
Proper first-level supervision

Comanche Peak SSER 11 P-29




In conclusion, these types of improper workmansnip by craft personnel, coypeq
with lack of proper supervision of craft personnel during construction, haye
potential for significant quality and safety impact on critical plant Systems

and structures.

For several entries on the tables in Attachment 1 to Appendix P, there were
allegations or concerns involving construction practice that were neither sub-
stantiated nor refuted. These were not included in the above conclusion, by

are unresolved QA/QC issues.

There were only two entries on the tables in Attachment 1 which involved the
area of testing. Both of these entries indicated that the deficient practice
was not frequent enough as to imply a generic problem. One concern involveq
several hot functional test objectives that were not met. The other deficient
practice was that TUEC's method for calculating leak rate was not consistent
with TUEC's FSAR commitment.

4.5 Nonconformances and Corrective Actions

The TRT QA/QC Group identified deficiencies during its overall review of the
nonconformance system. Most of the deficiencies related to implementation of
the NCR system in specific areas; for example, coatings NCRs that were dispo-
sitioned "use-as-is" lacked sufficient engineering justification (Protective
Coatings Category 5A), and some instances were noted in the Mechanical and
Piping area in which NCR corrective action was not considered to be satisfacto-

ry. There was also an instance of the use of pieces of nonconforming pipe while

on NCR hold. Improper disposition of the NCR allowed the installation of the
pipe (Mechanica! and Piping Categories 13 and 20).

The TRT also noted a generic deficiency in the corrective action system. Some
of the specific deficiencies noted are:

a. The B&R corrective action system was generally bypassed, as shown in the
following examples:

(1) There were no definitive instructions to describe the types of prob-
lems that required corrective action. Minimal procedural instruc-
tions resulted in corrective action decisions frequently being left

to the judgment of the QA Manager.
(2) Since June 1983, BAR had issued no corrective action requests (CARs)

and was substituting memos and letters of concern for this function
This shortcut had become a regular method of operation and appeared

to bypass the CAR system.

b. The TUEC corrective action system was poorly structured and ineffective |
that:

(1) Controlling procedures were brief and general.

(2) There was no translation of FSAR requirements on trending and no de-
tails on how trend analyses were to be accomplished.

(3) Quarterly reports were not issued in a timely manner.

Comanche Peak SSER 11 P-30
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TUEC's audit program consisted of internal and external audits of design, con-
struction, engineering, and procurement activities. TUEC assumed the responsi-
0ility for external audits of vendors.

B e T o e

Region IV found that T
ments, and that the program was not implemented in
The lack of an established audit program was also
For example, Region IV Report No. 50-
lish and implement a comprehensive sy . iodi ' Non-
compliances identified were: annual audits were not adequately addressed by
audit implementation Procedures; planning and staffing to perform 1983 audits

) site organization performing Nuclear Steam

ervices was not audited by TUEC from 1977

through 1981; and audits of vendors that manufacture or fabricate parts, compo-
nents, and equipment for safety-relateqd Systems were not conducted in compli-
ance with annual or other applicable requirements dating back to August 1978
Assessments by the Miscellaneous and Mechanical and Piping Groups concurred
with the QA/QC Group that the augit frequency of vendors did not comply with
ANSI N45.2 12 requirements.

- T

Review of the past administration of the audit prooram disclosed that during
1981 and 1982, the height of construction, the audit staff consisted of four
auditors. From 1982 to 1984, the audit staff has increased from 4 to 12

Also, on occasions, individuals Participating on the audit teams were not QA
auditors. As such, 3 potential existed to compromise thei~ independence

TRT reviewed the technical background, experience, anc training of auditors, 3
well as the quality of audit reports. The TRT determined auditor staffing ang
qualifications to be questionable, which rendered the udit results for 1981
through 1983 potentially ineffactive. )

The TRT and Region IV reviewed the scope of the QA program audited during 1983
Of approximately 650 safety-related procedures, 165 (25% overall) were audited
In looking at quality procedures, TUEC dudited 24% of TUGCO's Implementing pro-
cedures and 39% of B&R procedures for a composite 32% dudit rate. Although
audits on a sampling basis are acceptable, there was no evidence that all
safety-related areas were audited. The audits did not encompass all aspects of
the QA program in order to determine effectiveness.

With respect to audit corrective action followup, it was 'earned that TUEC QA
had not been verifying that corrective action on previous audit findings was
accomplished. For example, audit TCP-111, In1tiated to verify corrective ac-
tions on previous audit findings, was started prior to the TRT's review. TUEC
emphasized that TCP-111 be considered a "Punch List of Completion Tasks" to
verify that corrective action had been implemented and not an attempt to re-
write or change previous audit findings. Another specific example of ineffec-
tive followup action was found that pertained to a deficiency identified in
audit TCP-23, performed in September 1981. Audit TCP-68, conducted in March
1983, attempted to verify corrective action of TCP=23's audit finding, but logs
that would document the corrective action had been destroyed. A new deficiency
was written at that time and the response was accepted, but the corrective ac-

tion implementation is still unverifieq report;

ficant
24r1hq

In correlating nonconformance reporting to the audit finding/corrective action .
L'J@neﬁ

reporting tracking system, the TRT noted that during 1983, 18 NCRs identified

Comanche Peak SSER 11 P-32 Comanch
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tions and capabilities; incomplete assessment of the QA program on an annual
basis; inadequate corrective action to prevent recurrence of identified defi-
ciencies and insufficient management direction and understanding. In summa-
tion, the QA/QE Group finds the past audit and reporting system less than ade-
quate, and the audit and reporting program at the time of the TRT review was
questionable.

4.8 Inadequate Procedures

Criterion V to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that QA/QC procedures be written
to prescribe activities affecting quality. The TRT found that procedures in
some areas did not comply with this guideline. For example, material contro)

procedures did not adequately address requirements for physical inventory contrg

material traceability, material handling, and segregation of paints. TUEC re-
quirements for authorized nuclear inspector involvement in the TUEC inspection
process were unclear. Quality control personnel inspected without written
procedures or formal accept/reject criteria. Some inspection procedures lacked
comprehensive inspection and reinspection criteria for inspectors. Require-
ments for reinspection of repair work were not clear.

The TRT found that construction procedures provided inadequate instructions to
craft and QC personnel for installation of temporary supports, steam generator
bolting, jam nuts, thread engagement, R:chmond anchor bolt inserts, repair of
misdrilled holes/plug welding, mixing of paints, and protection of unpainted
threads and surfaces. Procedures do not specify design standards for fabricat-
ed threads, interchangeability of valve parts, and reactor vessel cleanliness
requirements. There were inadequate welding procedures for welding of thin-
wall stainless steel pipe for preventing hoop shrinkage. Procedures did not
provide clear precautionary directions regarding prohibited construction meth-
ods, such as unauthorized welding to rebar, and restricted use of various tools
Requirements to paint the threads of component support bolting contradict
requirements of another procedure to maintain threads free of extraneous
_nateriais. — .
e — - — lac,
In summary, the TRT QA/QC Group concludes that construction and inspection pro-
cedures in some areas were inadequate, contradictory, uncontrolled, or nonexis-

tent. :
" 9 Qverall Assess nd Conclusions —-\ .

Appendix P consolidates all gquality issues identified by all TRT Groups in re-
lation to eight quality attributes. As noted in the introduction, the scope of
the TRT review and inspection was limited to the QA/QC concerns raised by the
allegations. Appendix P focuses on problem areas that need further identifica-
tion. This identification of problem areas will facilitate the preparation of
a corrective action plan, which should provide reasonable assurance that the
facility has been properly constructed.

Based on its assessment of the total TRT effort, the QA/QC Group finds that
QA/QC problems at Comanche Peak appear to be the result of the following condi-
tions that existed prior to 1384

a. TUEC senior management was not actively involved in site QA/QC
activities.
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b. The training and qualification of QA/QC, craft, and other personne!
were not administered and monitored effectively.

¢. Design engineering activities were not effective in providing craft
and Q€ personnel with adequate procedures, instructions, and other
design documents.

d. The control of documents, and subsequently of records, was replete
with recurrent deficiencies.

e. Some craft personnel appeared to be insensitive to QA/QC concerns at
times, possibly because of lack of training, tight schedules, and
excessive schedule emphasis Oy construction management.

F. Quality management was lax in 1ts responsibilities to direct and
oversee an effective site Quality Program.

g. Some QC personnel exhibited repeated lapses in effectively executing
| their responsibilities for inspection activities.
]
The pattern of failures by QA and QC personnel to detect and document deficien-
cies suggests an ineffective B&R and TUGCO inspection system. This pat-
tern, coupled with (a) the past problems in the document control system, (b) defi-
ciencies in the QC gualification program, (c) ineffectiveness of the quality
audit and surveillance systems, (d) a rudimentary and ineffective trending and
corrective action system, (e) QC problems as shown in QA/QC Category 8, AQ-50:
and (f) instances of improper workmanship of hardware as found by all of the TRT
groups, challenges the adequacy of the QC inspection program at CPSES on a
system-wide basis.

Corrective action will require high-level management attention and a new man- '

agement emphasis on the importance of Gua’'.ty as a vital element of an adeguate
construction program.
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| AUDIT REPORT

O Subject: Audit of Texas Utilities Generating Company, Dallas Affices
and Comanche Peak Steam Zlectric Station Construction Site

Jate of Audit: vay 1-12, 1978 .

Audit Scope: A management audit was conducted of the Juality Assurance
Program of Taxas Utilities Generating Company during tne
weeks of May | and May 3, 7978. The purnose of the audic
#as T3 cetermine the adequacy of the Juality Assurance

r Program as related t3 Nuclear Regulatory Commission require-
; ments ang the affactiveness of implementation <0 Meet program
R requirements and authoricy delegations. Activitias were

dudited at dotr the TUGCT offices in Dallas and at she
Comanche Peak construction site. Activities of the Architecs,
Engineer ang Constructor were aydi ted anly at the canstruction
site. The scope of the audfs included commi hents made in

the °SAR, the Carporate JuaTity Assurance Manual, the Comancre
Pea Juality issurance ?Tan, she Projeact Procedyres vanua!l

ang the 3rown % Roat Juality Assurance Manuals and Procadyres
related =2 the Comanche “eak 5i-a.

Auditors: Callas affice, May T-3, 7978
J. P. Jacksom, MAC udis Team .2ader
J. ™. Nerris, MAC Auditor

Comanche 2eak Construction Site, May & & 3, May 3-12, 1373
J. P, Jacksom, MAC fudiz Team _sacer
3. M. Nerris, MAC Auditar
4. A. Hendronm, MAC Auditar May 3-12 only)

Personne] NAME CCMPANY TITLE
= bt s 1 %" 5 s A ==
Contacted or E & P Ak Y
Interviewed: 3. N. Zracman 260 A Manager, *-1-2
R. & Tolsom T6GC0 Mgr, Site Surveillance, *.! .2
R. V. Fleck TUGCD/ Gar civ. [nspec. Supv., *-!

B

J. V. Hawking TUGC T/ Gan Prod. Assurance (JA), *-I

fnoc
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TUGCO AUDIT REPQRT

Findings:
(Cont'd)

w
.

OC ODAs and campieted documentation must reflect the
status of the applicanie changes.

Special processing markings for later in-service
inspections are carelessiy appliied. The circle and
arrow used for such marxing is sometimes incomplate
and not recognizable for its intended purpose. [n cne
instance only a portion of the circle resembling the
‘etter ‘C* was discermible. Failure to sraperly

mare these Tocators now il cause delay and 2cssic’e
error when in-service inspections are made in hignly
irradfated areas.

Jisposftion af nonconfarming items does not 2lwavs
icnieve the requisite review by appropriately qualified
lesfgr personnel. A procedure, Timited %3 defacts in
ncrete, was recently fssued which bDypasses e astas-
Tisheg nonconformance contral system and, %hus, ¢i37ates
requlatory requirements i~ this regard. [n ather
instances, the 0C 2CA >royram has beem ysed %2 >ypass
e nonconformance regcrting system. The noncanfarmance
contral system snould e the means for maintaining in-
soector integrity, identifying sroblem areas anc orovize
2 driving force for their correction.

The recards storage facility does not currently nave 10y
neans of internal fire grotection during hours = is
snmanned, 2ithough i< s understcod some method °s
ailanned. Quality Assurance records, such as Jersannal
jualifications, are not maintained in the Recaris Canter,
Sut are maintaineg in fireproof file cabinets in 3 srii'er
inger the cognizance of 3rownr § Ro0t training zcordinatar,

Apcraximately Twenty-four percent of Central Staff 3.2' s
"ave not Deen conducted as scheduled. Combining Central
3taff audits, site audits ang site surveillance activisias
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TUGCO AUDLIT REPORT

Findings:
(Cont'd)

by TUGCO and by Brown & Root into 2 single, cohesive
program would provide improved visidility so the overal]
audit and surveilTance effort and permit evaluation and
ajustment ta the aucit schedule %o attainable and et
effective frequencies.
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TUGCO OBSERVATIONS & RECCMMENDATIONS -

II.

e

piping, electrical and startup activities anead.

MAC had occasfon throughout the audit to assess the gqualifications and
experience of 20-30 inspectors throughout the construction site. These
observations are worth mentioning:

1. The inspectors are generally young and inexperienced with many having

as little as six months experience in inspection.

2. There was am 20vious need for more seasaned inspectors 72 work w»ith
the novice inspectors on 2 day-to-day basis.

3. Toc much responsibiTity is placed on the inspectors with respect 3
preparatior of inspection planning, resolution of site proplems ang
. determination of the design configuration base for performance cf
fnspections.

QUALITY ASSURANCEZ PROGRAM

The Quality Assurance Program is defined in three dasic documents:

The Corporate Juality Assurance Manual
Chapter 17 of the PSAR i
The Comanche Peax Juality Assyrance 2lan

These documents are not im total agreement with one anctner. I'7ce %thare
is na other nuclear 27ant currently 27anned and since the aytheristy ie'e-
gations identified in the Corporate Manual are n0t in conscnance 13"
practices on Comanche Peak, TUGCE should consider discontinuance 2f =ne
Corporate Manual unless there are other projects %0 wnich 1T 's <2 Je
applied. [f a Corporata Manual is required at a Tater date, a new 2ne
could be prepared Sasad on Comanche Peak axperiance iand the requirements
of any new orojecss %3 which 1t would Se applied.

The Comsvche Peax Tua'isy issurance ?lan addrasse
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TUGCO-€BSZRVATIONS & RECOMMENTATIONS

Jrganization

Cesigm Contral

Procurement Administration
Inspection

Nenconformance Contral
Oocument Control

Recards

Audics

With the expandec resconsinilities of the TUGED Juality Assurance lepar=-
ment, the plan needs =3 de 2xpanded to address all etghteen criteria %o
reflect the creation and “unctions of the Procurement Jepartment and =3
be consistent with the authority delegations and “unctions s=ill resting
with Gibbs & Hi1T and with 3rown 3 Root.

There needs =3 2e 2 27an for procedural identifization and develooment

and a schedule ang assigned responsidilities far their =ampleticn, including
& complete architecture of Quality Assurance srocedures, project sracedures
and interfacing sraocedures of the Architact/Ingineer ana Constructar. “he
effort snould de %z ninimize the number 3f srocedures reguired and =a
eliminate dusTicating ar overlasping zrocedyres through consolidation 3¢
detafT and joint approvals of the organizations invalved. [t is recarmended
that the Quality Assurance Manager use nis orjanization as sne driving

force %0 achieve raquired sracedural zoverage 3n schedyle.

[t was noted %hat TUGCY s planning an cotaining its own Code manua'.

The stated reasor far tnis ~as the fear =nat 3rowm & 200% would n0% icniave
Code acceptance. The audizors feel shat the 3rowm L 00t manual wou! 4 te
acceptable o the Coce Survey Team ang that (55 weld oractices as sxemp! -
fied in the Weld Shop are sery acceptatle. The auditors are af she
opinion that obtaining a Code Stamp will e 241#¥iculs whnere 21! *he wark

of implementing the zraogram is performed 5y 2%hers.

OESIGN CONTROL

The present system o€ 2xpedizing field cnanges >y referring design cnanges
Lo the original desism zrjanization for approval after the fact dces 7ot

fnac
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Iv.

meet the intent of 10CFRSQ Appendix 3 nar of ANSI N45.2.11, wnien reguire
that field changes de subject to design controls Commensurate w«ith those
exercised on the original design. TUGCC audits have already discloseq
that the Arcmuct/Enginegr.nas N0t Deen reviewing fialg originated changes
on 2 concurrent basis, thus the design engineer's comments Tay de receivag
after the specific construc=ian work is complete resulting in S0ssidle
Toss of design integricy, undue pressure an the Jesigner to justify wnat
14s deen done, lass 3¢ “esigner msonsidilicy ar nossidle 2xtensive
repairs. [t is recommenceq hat 2 system far 2xpediting review ang
2pproval by the original lesigner de 2szanTisned on all safety ralatas
changes using te'epnone, telecopier or talex as necessary o coordinata
and Jdocument change aporavals.

PROCUREMENT J0CLMENT CINTROL

Except fur site procurements, sne Comanche Peak Quality Assurance Tam
does not provide far 2 rev aw oF Srecurement documents and theis changes
prior to placing & sur-nasa order. This fs cantrary g requiremgnss 3¢
TOCFRSQ Appendix 3. -ritarion IV and ANSC N45.2.73, "Quality Assyrarce
Requirements for Consrs! 3¢ Procurement.....*. There is 1 review of o=
curement documents 5y Juality Assurance WrIng Cesizn Review, 2yt s aas
ascertained that tnis «as a reviaw of the drawings ind ssecificasiong

and not the purchase arter ar contracs.

Procurement document reviaw oy Cuality Assurance snould assure that al?
necessary requirements “ir access =3 the supglter’s facilities are Srevi e
and that necessary zantm~'s and documentatiam nave seen soecified ara

that the appropriata infiguration has seen efined. The review shou'1
2150 assure that requirements ‘mposed are icorooriate %2 the pracuremens
and that there are no axcessive requirements faor Wality orogram develss-
ment or for the delivary 3¢ JNnecessary Jocumentation, Some of *he arae
curement Dackages rev-awed icoeared =a Tave 20T sTanket requirements ‘-~

b B 1 >
Jualfty Assurance oragrims 1nd accessive recuirements ‘or Jocumentatiin
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V. INSTRUCTIONS
A. Inspectfon Planning

The current system of providing inspection instructions or check!ists =2

the inspectors is tog generic im nature. [n the case of concrete inspection
planning the inspector “i11s out & simpie pour card with an attacned
Concrete Placement Checklist, a Reinforcing Steel, Zlectrical, Mecnanical
and Smbedded [tem °lacement Checklist and a Stainless Steel Liner Checklise,
the cambination af wnich:

I. Provides no ‘nfarmaction with respect %2 Jnigque, ampecments ar
penetrations <2 e incorporated n the sour.

Z. Places an undue Surdem ot the inspector in attempting %o letermire
appTicable drawings, specifications, asplicanie revisions and
applicable OC 2CA's. “uch of this input should de provided 3y
clerical support uncer the direction and subsequent appreval af
2 qual ity enginear.

Inspectors estimatad that 45-70% of <hai~ time is spent on Zdocu-
mentation rather than physical inspectiom activity. «ell thougnt
out planning cau'd d0 much =3 alleviate snis sisuation.

Traceadility

4 4 observed that Comanche Peak nas 25Tagi‘sne¢ A orogram of
unnecessary matertal craceability wnicn,based 2n 2ne estimate, 2ansumes
at Teast 2 three-man 'avel of effort ind Jem™ans a5 713N a5 2 ¢ =an
Tevel of effart i ine zonstders 217 the supcert “uncTions requi=eg =3
implement the program. ATT anchor 201%5 ang 3 saries cacwe!ds are
fully traceable = ~ea: numbers such that wnrsugn an elagorate ang
extensive system 3f macoing 2l! installatisng, thne czapapilisy exisss

of fdentifying sach smpedced anchor 201%, 3 series cacwelds and 3ther
standard embeds =2 "3 "eat number. There 2x13%3 10 such NREC ar
industry requirement “:~ Snis segree of Traceasitisy. I8 i3 intar.
esting %0 note that -acar Zoes not mequire traceanility on Comanche Seax

(and snouTdn's), MAC <~ows 3f no ather oro ect *hat imposes this require-

fnac
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ment and cou not Tdentify a Comanche Peak specification ar »
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requiring it. Accordingly, it fs recommended that this sracsi

dropped immediately. Such 2 move would ennance inspectar nora’

those involved are aware that the practice serves no Jsefy]

Procedure Simplification

Newly establisned aroced

sedy
®! T3 Al - - o
Juadlity Assurance issue

far example, the ~ecens

Jointly preca

-

mended that imporTant dures such

revised and fssued as a single procadure a

Quality Assurance. Similarly, those orace

P, g IQ

electrical should e revised and jointly
Peak praocasdure

B
- -
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Procedures [n

The present sys
on constructs
worked out wi
procedyres, te
tte procedurs
approval autho

-
Root policy

~
-
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Construction Work

n discussions with constructicm management

that 2 new scheme of constructicn planning

new scheme orovides for a detailed material

drawings which provides detailed instructions
civil, mechanical and electriczal items %o

of work. This forma)

office and praviding =
material takeoff Tiss will

Since the matertal takeoff | process accomplisned

engineers well in advance af =ne work, it provides 2 significant meas
of preplanning, incTuding zhe processing of necessary design changes

-

accomplish the work. Such an effort wi

T -
.-

with respect [T embedments or
acommended, Nowever that
srocedure. As such,

“? SO assure tha

appeared
Records Management Systam on
appeared o de functioning s

im An -
1 doCcamnentT Cont

CONTROL OF PURCH

The QuaTity Assurance
responsibiTities for

@il lanca. JGCQ ha

aNcCe ancd sNOows avicen
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Supplier Compliance.

There does not appear %2 be any method of Assuring that the Tatest co
£4m, "4 < e Tsad » - - 1 '3
riguration is suppiied to the personnel performing source inspectian

prior 0 shipment of orocured items. The s c@ 1nspector appear

o¢ at tThe mercy of the suyoplf leterminin -hanges have

identified and incoroorac ! it {s con e that

'el"!

shipped tQ the site thnat 4c¢ the desired figuration

though regQuirements 3¢ =n ocument nave Deen met.

o -

. -~ -~ - - ot -
reCceipts can cauyse de 175 JNwarrantad COsSts In neeting the

configuration.

recommended nat a ned of

-
b -
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TUGCO OBSERVATIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS <10~

that hairline cracks will be seen and difficule ta accurately define
large fndfcations. The use of fridfum 192 meets the minimum requirements
of ther Cbde, but by not providing optimum fdenti®icacion of observed
anomo ] fés it does three undesiranle things. First 1t causes unnecessary
removal and repair of fndications that cam be seen but not properly
fdentified; secondly, 1t masks narrow cracks, tight Tack of weld pene-
tration and non-fusion wnich can de detrimental to sarvice life; thirdly,
it does not provide an adequate dase line for fn-service inspections
performed after the plant has jone inta operatfor. Failure to have clear
identif{cation of the original indications at that potnt cam cause delays,
the cost of which greatly exceeds the cost of sroviding bettar fdentifi-
catfon and necessary repair of defects found in the construction phase.

Recommendation - [t is recommended that TUGCO require x-ray for shog walds,
and consider its use where practical for construction welds. X-ray
machines in the range of thirty pounds of weight are avaflanle and are
nearly as portable as the isotope. BSecause of its smaller focal spot

size and variable valtage, x-ray can Jtve superior radfography. The
feedback of information L3 welders can improve the quality of welds and
minimize the potential for defects. The ability ta dfscriminate between
indfcations having roundness or sharpness at the ends can eliminate repair.
The ability to positively identify in the constructiom ghase those indf-
cations which have a potential for growth and fatTure can cemmit eccnamical
repafr without radfation hazards that are inherent i# found later im the
operating phase.

HQTdfng

NG causes for concern and no procedural noncompliances were found in
review of the weld shop. There seemed to be 2 general gpinfom that
after radfography repairs are being required that are acceptable within
the Code. A review of a small quantity of rejected #4im indicates this
jeneralization may be valid. [+ was disclosed during the audit thar
radiographs may be reviewed Oy as many as five 'ndividuals. Such ex-
cessive raview leads to supercritical evaluation of #1 m and to excessive
repair. As previously stated, hetter radiography permits Hetter
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GCO CBSZRVATIONS § RECOMMENCATIONS L&

identification of conditions acceptanle within the Code. Unnecessary
repatrs fncrease cost ana reduce pipe rel fabilisy,

Recommendations - Have ra&iograpns which have deen rejected for defacts
reviewed by TUGCO Leve! [II radiographer. [f a reasonable statissical
sampie shows that excessive ~epair of welds "as deen requireq, estadiisn
the poifcy that Code accestasle indications snal’ remain untouched, Sus
shall be recorded an :ne rengr=s.

As an econamy, consider recucing the numper 2f sersons serfarming
sequential review of ~adiograpons.

NOE Jualifications
e ————————————————————

rew

The site NDE Level I[ID sizuation is inciear. Only Level [I carti®izzsian
2y Srown % Ro0t was availanle ‘or the NOE Sucervisar;: however, ‘= is
understood that TUGCY nas ‘ssued 3 Tettar identifying nim as Level [::

-h e

Recommendation - Clarify the authorisy and ~asoonsidility of the VOE

supervisor in agministering tests ang evaiazing ang certifying cer-
sonnel. This is very imgortant 15 ~elacad 23 C3de wcrx, since the

wevel IT] will e working Lncer =ne WLharity 3f the nglcer 3f 2ne
stamp.

-
-cce

INSPECTION

There were no deficianciaes noted ~elative %3 inspectian; Towever s
was noted that z Targe numter of iaspecticn sarsanne! are receiviag
thefr first nuclear canssrucsion @xperience an the smanche Seak s$ite,

As a2 consequence, i* is necessary 0 imgrove the juality af inzpectian
planning and %3 increase -ne Tevel of supervision ang Wality enginearing

-

support. Inspecticn 2larning snoyld fentify the ~ecyuired zanfiguritian
including applfcaste .C

. s b i
- . - ™, -~ - ~ - - . - .
- A3, N& Teatures 2 e serifiag e 1nspecticn

MeT0d and acceptance :fttar‘a ‘n arder w3 inim

-

-
.
i

»

-
-

and arror,

fmoc
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XI.

XII.

CONTROL
A review was made of the TUGCO startup adminissracive aroceduyres, with
:he following observations.

T. The procedures appear %o be written around the old crganization;
that is, in several instances they refer %0 the Srown § Rget J4/7C

- - -

input required in the preparation aof ‘startup work requests’.

Z. It was noted that an unique system ‘s deing established %3 nandle
nonconformances during the startup onase. It is recommended nat
wherever 20ssidle existing schemes u=ilized in construction e Used
during the startup process. This is impartant since most personne!
favalvea in dispositioning such items as nonconfarmances and lesign
changes will be the same persons involved in construction.

CONTROL OF MEASURING § TEST SQUISMENT

[t was observed that aut of 22 frstruments sampled which are uti)lizas 4
civil, structural, mechanical and electrical work, approximately 32

percent had not deen withdrawn from the cal sration laberatory since 123
Tast calisration daze. This is particularly significant wnen i:

[

recognized that the present System is such that i€ 2 zalinration zave
becomes due, the instrument is recalisrated whether or not % nas -een

issued for use. [t is recommended tnat consideration be given 23 s =2y

changing the calibration date rather than J01ng through a calibrasian
cycle i the ool has not Seen used.

[t was noted that many canstruction *aols are calibrated. [t is
fmpartant ta note =nat zalibration of construction 230Ts is not
necessary with respect to 10CFRSQ Appendix 3. Although calibratian
and mé intenance is axtremaly important an construction tsols, it may
be that freguencies may ne relaxed.

INSPECTION, TEST inD GPERATING STATUS

No deficiencies were ngrted in *nis area., Material and equioment
observed n recefving inspection, in the warenouse and outside storage

fnac
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area appeared t0 de adequat jentified.

HANDLING, STORAGE

Exterior storage pract i be

of many items are damag reported
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ave not Heen ¢ oL temporar
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damage.
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cause intergranula

CONTROL OF NONC
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be discontinued. [f tolerances are

acceptable, then the design

Lt is recommended tha
identifying the crara
and acceptance ter
such criteria.

identification

Lt s m™easonable

there will be several

not reflect adverse'y anm

identify nonconformances

inspectors and 'eaves .nx
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combining the audit and surveillance activities into a single, conesive
effort. Such am integrated effort could cover required areas more
efficiently, without dupiicatiom and at z frequency that can be main-
tained. Such am audit program should Se descrided 1n written procedures
and include a descripticn af sath the formal audit and the continuous
audit plan (surveilTance) and the method of conducting ore- and post-audit
meetings should be descrized =2 asreclude lTater criticisms Dy outside
organizations. The resulting auait srogram shou'd ce a superior too! for
management assessment ¥ aragram ‘mplementation and affactiveness.
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