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SUBJECT: ‘J REVISED QUESTIONS FROM UDALL SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF

Today, the staff of the Subcommittee on Energy and the En-
vironment provided the attached revised list of Comments related
to Diablo Canyon.
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Generic Comments (BC-X)

GC-1. A statement to the following effect is made repeatedly -0
with respect to the Fegien V method used to inquire into the NSCZ “¢=
findings: "The inspector’s approach to resolving this issue was

) ~ to assess the validity of the NSC finding and Fullman response, - ;3~4
jg;_f ) and evaluate the NRC findings for conformance with the specified ! f”
s Tt FPullman program." (E.g. B3- =>7, Item 24.) This implies thet there "~

is & documentec Fullman response to the NSC finding. (E. g "The  =ws>e
licensee conducted an audit of Fullman, during the pericd. o¢

—Aprxl 2 through June 1. 1978, in response to the NSC audit’ .nd !‘FHE?‘
.the Pullman rcsponse. ‘See Dra#t 83-37, p."37. This ltcton.nt -
;-does not appoar “in® the anal 84-37 - where is the Pullman " “ﬁf

.,--

TF response? What interviews were conducted with PGYE, Pullman, and Pty
. NSC past and present personnel in the course of preparing 83~ a??uﬂd&??
" How were such xntﬁrvxews documented? where is the documentation? "7vid
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GC-2. Inspectxon Report 83-37 refers to correctxve actions taken"
in response to the NSC audit. It is unclear in certain instances '}
as to whether the corrective actions were talken with respect to g I
: Q& deficiencies that existed Prior to the audit; e.g. to uhat - BiJee
B extent did the corrective actions inveolve activity to insure at‘aﬁ-"
tRFRs 7 inadequate workmanship did not escape detection as a consequence *°

of the QA deficiencies that existed prior to the NSC audit.
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| v 3 _ GC-3. Inspection Report BI-I7 contains several references to the -
L wmmier - 90 day welders’ log. Does the NREC have the log in its N
¥ o o possession? If not, is it readily accessible? Where is it? What

- dcfxcxencxes exist in this log vis- a-vxs the ASME code™ i ¥
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-? . -

- 14
..3 = - “.,r(._b _,0‘« ._J. A ,., 'ﬁ ST P v b= 5 ._,'."4

FR S S

TGC:4 Inspectzon Roport 83-37 statos iq‘geveral placoi that,v-#”'
”Pullman Ppractices uer.‘~consxst¢nt”&u1th the ASME’ coden‘
. "consistent” mean ‘in compliancc with" ?'f!s %" thc _NRC_ position

‘that uh.rcvor consxstent" is used that 1t!may be roplacod by “in
: complian:c uith 2. géeds 3¢ : P o Nt
- 2 P R

Thcri-xs no xnd1catxon o#‘chxon Vv havxng sought th. vicus :
of NSC éither to elaborate on the 1977 4xndxngs or to comment on‘?‘n.

the 41nd1ngs and conclusions of the Region V anuxry.;; ‘.ﬂ
-~ e, :“s—c, .,:'wv-“’ ,.Q‘A—',__.a.'),_,~--4 "':-,.'-‘.ﬂ"A» g 40% T
P P, L -~ 2 e - . d ~ l.,’/’i‘i 3
Lol GC- 6. Fage 3 of the draft states a sample of .S staxnless steol i f@
3 welds were sampled for delta ferrite and that 100 radxographs RO 2 s
K were selected to verify field weld and inspection review - ¢ ' *f 2PN
adequacy. What is the basis for selectihg these welds? On uhat_~, X,
dates were these welds produu@d“h Dxd these welds ropr.sent AN & Jifase
-- adequate stat1st1cal sample” 3 LT g 2. { s ol e
- g . o L o
& z """\c‘\", . - : £ L . ; - g ....’n“'\.s‘. g .'..“‘. ;
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Crit¢r1on I, NaC Audtt_fxndxng S (Fxnal P-3, Draft, p.‘ “.,, 3 ‘_?¥§Zi;
Did the Fact 64 04 personnel urxtxng and Opprcvxng Engxnoorxng :?5? 
Specxfxr.txons, pcrformxng uoldxng engzneer;ng 4unctions, ‘and 2;{,;:;
e TS . LTI R e g M
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. approving welding engineering changes ccnstitute & viclatiorn of
( Appendix B requirements”

Criterion Il, NSC Audit Findirg 4. (Final p.4-%, Draét, Peai~Ses )8

Is it the NRC conclusion that upper management performed
scheduled reviews of nonconformance reports, personnel
qualifications, and corrective actions as required by NRC
regulations for the time periods addrecssed by the NSC audit”™ Note
handwritten notation in draft report: "In conclusion, factual
records do not support tha N3C finding." The corresponding B2 1% oo
3 ‘statement in the final report is: "The inspector concludes the‘tiig$~\
- --historical records of coporate management audits do provide WP
““levidence that reviews 0f nonconformance reprots, personnel 75743
qualifications and corrective actions were performed." Note 1iﬁ.;.
$a % comment in final report: "In addition, Fullman Power Products has 4=
’ since proved programmatic improvements ..." etc. What was the -
Ty program prior to the improvements? What was it after the ' - N
improvements were instituted? . ] xee

o
o
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Criterion V, NSC Audit Fingding 1. (Final p. S, Drast, p.39-40.):
NSC stated: “"There is no requirement that activities affecting
Quality shall be prescribecd by documented instructions, :
procedures, and drawings." Region V states, apparently in l
reference to fabrication of Piping assemblies and erection of

pipe in the plant, that KFF-B established appropriate .
instructions and procedures. Region V seems to imply that KFPS-7 ~

established procedures for Pipe supports. KFFS-7, however, uasq“;,mi
. not issued until December 1973. _ Were the QA procedures for,, .. ... ¢y
“ei dnstallation of pipe procedures prescrebided by documented . . ;S=y

:*1ﬁstruction,'pro;edurgs etc.”prior to December 19737 ;ﬂorQGVQr;::-.\_
?f'thc_draftistatés'that‘ESD-264, dated 9/15/78, provided a specific igys

... procedure "to implement precisely the QA program qlomontszptfggvﬁ "ﬁ
_KFP-8 apq“EEPS:Z,"J;Ihgr{pQSQSﬁstatcmant_doos not Appoagligltho;;‘ iy
‘“final reportiZEIn that_th» specific procedures for implementing ” SEidited
‘“precisely the DA program elements of KFP-8 and KFPS-7" were iR
" apparently not promulgated until only September 1S5, 1978 what “;T? ‘
. is the basis for assurance that KFF-8 and KFFS-7 were adequately Li-2.7
ke - implemented prior to September 1978. > o, f{ﬁgﬂfgiz'zgiff?
: - P Bveiny ™ i . ‘.“.‘:. |
Criterion V, NSC Audit Finding 2. (Final p. S-4, Draft, p.40-41): 3
NSC states that hanger package review was not described in It g i
" procedures. Region V states that hanger package review was Jineee |
- described in KFFS-2 dated December I, 1973 and that supplementary
s, - . requirements were incorporated into ESD-254 dated December 30, ‘uvhges |
Pl 1977. What was the basis for reviews conducted prior to December v+
,ﬁﬁ S, 19737 _The draft, but not the final report, states that o
Q}@A_ ESD-2ST provided additional detailed informetion concerning . .- |
e hanger drawing centrel!s. What is tle date of ESD-2537 Is it RER
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NRC™s position that hanger Paclage review was described in &
{ manner that complied with the Appenciy B requirements for all
periods covered by the NSC audit?
NSC states that other activities not described in procedures o .
included preheating for welding, use of Note-0-Grams, use Rszjection
Notices, and maintenance of Field Quality Inspector Daily Logs. ¥
is it the NRC's position-that all such activities were described - _ .
in proceduras in a manner that complied with the Appendix B 224
requiremetns for all periods covered by the NSC audit? . oy

' g o L a > ANV 3 i o -.'.,a‘.. _ . . . ! Voo .:-. r - Sas ol , ;-.--._:-.0’-.: -
. - Criterion V, NSC Audit Finding 3. (Final p. 6-8,.Dra{;,'pr}fg:yf}-ﬁ:.
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e ., 2= NSC found that isometric Package review was not sufficiently —~--2%

A=t - - described. «The draft of B3-37 states that “Field procedure 5 %
- ' ESD-254 (issued S/6/7%) appears to provide an adeqguate ocutline o -
- . Quide for review of isometric drawing packages." The final Fdibes
;;;i""“'roport adds that May &, 1975 was the earliest date that could be 7
Rl o - .found for ESD-254 and that while most piping installations had '
L been completed prior to May 1975, the inspector found that the

: final complete document review of isometric drawing packages were
¢ ot performed after ESD-254 was in effect. e

Note that draft states that post heat treatment requirements are
prescribed in ESD-218. The draft does not indicate that ESD-218

,f - was issued in October 1977. The final repcort states that post

TS weld heat treatment requirements “were always prescribed by weld

e ra procedure specificaticns."” The final report does not refer to @ -
Al - Specific procedures in effect prior to ESD-218. What is the st
Shen ..basis for the conclusion that post weld heat treatment S, ey e
;;g" . “requirements were in compliance with Appendix B prior to issugncf;g"'

- T 0f TESD-218 in .October:-19777, TS ude i RS [l e R v

apasy demmesenaq gi £ thE " NRC* Sta¥#f ‘posItidn that, Tn the Time per .

ET T Tiby the NSC audit, non-conformance rep-rting requirements comp)ied 395
e With’ the ‘requirements of. Appendix ‘B? sErias o vEk H ST S Vi o

2. B3-37_stgtes that the “internal audit program, implemented - e iin i

ald - by on-site personnel, (prior to 1978) was determined to be of ' HET

T il ] S T

lod encompassed >

marginal quality,”a redundant program of comprehensive quglity‘-kfﬁﬁf;
- was performed concur-rently." The redundant program appears to " i
have been one "directed and condcuted by Corporate management A T

S BT

personnel." Did the redundant program find the that the internal ?}¢¥5
audit program, implemented by on-site personnel to be of Ly ¥ ‘.,ﬂ,ﬁ_
"marginal quality?" Did the.corporate audits encompass 1bvolve“’ g

\ review of weld and welder quidity, and 0.A. programs applied to‘ﬂ:;iii
- ~weld and welder guality? On what dates were the corporate audits

. conducted and what were their findings? et TR RN ¥ ol T T,
Regions V concluded that, notwithsanding the deficiencies in-the 7~

internal audit program and the failure of the corporate audit ;}%E?*'
B program to discover these deficiencies in a timely manner .(e.g. o« 5% -

they arpear nu: tc have been crorrected until 1978)., . B3=37 .%o owgin.
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‘$§§?‘jfﬁﬁ;,NSC found that no procedure or requirement prohibits changing or,_SEs."
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i s _Bogion_vJsgptcd thpt;prgpgﬁto 1977, insufficinnt;rnquir.mcqtq&ij'
5% eﬁgixistcd to control the changing or alteration of quality records -

concludes that "no major brealdown of the Quality Assurance
program had occurred, nor hac arv signficiant problems gcne
undetected, due to cdeficiencies identified with the internal
auditing program."” Is it the NEC PCEition that the NSC findings
go not indicate that "significant problems [had) gore urndetected"
until 1974 and, to & lesser extent, betweenrn 1574 ang 1777°

Criterion VI, NSC Audit Finding Sa. (Final p. 8-9, Dra¢t. p. S4-5%);
NSC stated that & Frocess Sheet for Isometric 2-14-77 was changecd
approximately 19 months after the worlk was cone. Region V states %
that the process sheet (which Region V states should should h.V.hin'

-« . been in reference to 2-14-47) that "no evidence could be found to ..

C#indicate that there had been an attempt to alter the dates or “7?}9&”
signatures on either or both these documents. " Does NRC believe -
the NSC finding to have been in error? How does NSC explain the
apparent discrepancy between its findings and those of the NRC? ..

* " How does Region V know that the sheets 1t examined were in fact
the same sheets examined by NEC?

Criterion VI, NSC Audit Finding 9b. (Final p. 9-11. Drast, p.61-64):

NSC concluded that FW=-14673 was performed without normal
contreols. Region V stated in the draft, that "although it was
not the usual practice"” the weld was Ccarried out in accordance
with the then existing design change contrcl system. Is it the
NRC position that this departure from the usual practice did not

viclate the NRC's 0A requirements? What s NSC's response to the
NRC finding? .. : . " .
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dit Finding 10. (Final p.13-15. Draft, p.38-39):" "
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=»-ralteration of records and documetns necessary to tfickmuork.;~;~

323;}nd docuypents. - Region V also concluded in the final report that =

-. neither NSC, nor NRC nor Pullman audits had "identified any " .7 3.
unapproved technical changes or other substantive changes which j;’f{fl
“would have adversely affected construction Quality." What was -

done to reach this conclusion? Note that the conclusion [ BRI

» gt

stated in the draft was less +irm; it said: “Pullman’s corrective
acticn is complete and appeers to be effective. Previous
inadequacy of management policy or written instructions in this
area is not considered to haw resulted in any adverse impact on

T quality related activities." o .
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Criterion VIII, NSC Audit Finding 12. (Final p.14-15. Drast, p.S?{S:

NSC stated that ESD-223 did not give adequate instructions for
the identification and contro! of Clsss I kspe supports. chion“_;
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V reviewes ESD-I27 and stated that SpEecific revisiont were gated
November 11, 1975 and May 25, 157&. Regiorn V stated that the
Prececure revisions contained adquate 0&/0C instructiocne for the
control and identification of Class 1 pice supports. Is it the
NRC position that the instructions were adequate prior to the

1975 and 1976 revisions” What is the bas:is for confidence in

the adequacy of instructione Prior to the 1975 and 1574 revisions .
in ESD-2237 : - 3

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 10b. (Final p.17-18, Draft
P.b6=7.)2 eI o N '
* ".'--—:-;_’.;;&'-'.{

-“NSC found that frem August 1872 through December 1972 a‘nfﬁctf'ﬁﬂggg&

R .o . day Welders’ Log was not maintained nor did a Weekly Qualified ~ Sugii
ST - Welders’ .List exist for that time. :Region V agreed there was néﬁqﬁ;f
R=ilacesw L weekly log but-<that a 90-day log did exist. Did Region V seek 0 .
-y g determine the reason for the discrepant findings?. - - . A
= Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 10c. (Final p.18-19, Draft
- pes _p-7"a.)3 " - B M— St
NSC found that the Ninety Dav Welders® LOg was not sufficiently
detailed to determine if the welder was qualfiied to perform
certain procedures. The draft stated that the "%0 day qualified
i welders’ log was sufficiently detailed to determine whether a
- welder was qualified to perform certain procedures." The draft
;( gid not state that the 90 cday welders’ log complied with
applicable code requirements. The final report, stetes, daia
b (AT depending upon the manner in which a sentence is interpreted, o frafEv
e T either that the log complied with the code or, alternatively, % e

that the welder complied with the code requirements. Is it the

o . —

Get. .- NRC position that for the period covered by the NSC audit that -~ te =7

j;g;”;&;f,j;xhc,SO_dax uclqgrsjéloq.ﬁas in;compliancc with qodeArequirgmcnts?jggﬁg
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e .- Notetalso that Redion V baged its conc!usf6;‘3n part upen oy
jé&%;g;f-discussions,uith"xho;{OngrVeuthorizodulnspoctor.L:Doos73 record
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s --n_ 0f these discussions exi

e i L4 'Eju;“hlt}wgl.thq;supstgnco’of'such§:§,< :
ol discussions? nEEaY TSR It S, AR VARG T T AR
e R . A o it TRt L ST SR AR 12 S 1 ITTRET
T SR -if_ Criterion IX,-NSC Audit Finding 10d. (Final p.19-20. Draft ,;”l*
: :* . p.q-Io.):‘ -_-_"..- g P ) = A . g ] o 5 _.,,ég‘:r.r” ~ —:‘g‘.‘.’. -
oo - TTLL Ly e e g inINTY i . L aen LR sy emema -t__ :
NSC states that no procedure stated what the Field Quality - Sk
Assurance Inspector was to use as the primary means to determine - -
welder qualification. Region V appears to agree that s procedure
did not exist but that weld filler metal withdrawal sheets and -.i -
welder qualification records were used to determine welder - - 5l
3 “Qualification and that thig method satisfied code requirements? U7 °
Rz Is it the NRC staff position that, the absence of a specific W
. procedure notwithstanding, the method used by inspectors to ff:“:Liff
D ascertain welder qualifications complied with code requirements? “iT%7:
% i X Sy s Lo
.:..-— Critarion I¥%, NEC Audit Finding 10h,101. (Final p.22-23, Dfl;ft"_.__;'::;'_._;
A : . ! it
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L P.13=16.)3

\ The draft focuses on Questior as to whether auditors’
chservations need be recorded on the "procecs sheet or the
inspectors’ daily work shest." The dr&ft does not indicate that
the inspector examined the welder audit sheetzs. The final does
state that the inspector e:amined welder audit sheets but does
not indicate the period covered by the examination. The final
version of B3-I77 states in 10h that the welder audits were "a
FPullman program requirement in eicess of the ASME code .
requirements” and twice in 101 that the pProgram requirerents
"appeared"” in excess of code requiremenrts. The DRAFT did riot

5 For : ‘mention that the code did not reguire & welder audit. i . '”i;}i{,
= b 3 . - Y N o - 3 -y, . T . PR
et .|:_ R oy s . ~a ) ert ey ,,‘...' ; "‘».-' o R n. 5 - ’ A 'f- v - -E‘-.e‘:."ig .
Qﬁﬁf&k'-;_- Draft 10i (p.1%) says"..rocords of the 9/7C revision and 11/73 Py oo
Ly " implemented procedure are not available." Final drops this part :

- stating (p.23) "“The November 1573 revision apparently was issued -
and implemented beginning in November 1973. .. welder audit et
sheetes indicate that the required welder audits were performed e
peginning November 1, 1973." The following statement appears in
the draft but not the final: "The welder audit sheets eramined
indicate the ferrite control measurements were performed on welds
by the auditors." Why was this statement dropped” ls the ot
statement accurate”™ Was there a requirement to male ferrite :
coritrol measurements?

{ What is the significance of failing to adhere to ESD-219 if the
' ASME code does not reguire welder audits®

<.
- ) .‘ »
<

Note following statement in draft does not appear in final: s 2
"Since the record of the $/77 revision is not available, the D a
‘inspector could not determine when the procedure was approved for Mo
_."implemor.tation and, thus, was not able to corroborate the Pullm‘n'-"e:‘?;..

ﬂiiitatomont that the September .1973 reviéfon was made to initiate

T, ~ B e R g TR e sl . R oS T S B P -
e E months. " AR T I LN R R ¢ e e e T EMTGe . D
kL e i L Kbt e -8

A o T2
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S the auditing of welders."” ..The draft and final state thag{:thork e e
= -inspector was not able to corroborate the NSC statement that *;f?"%?ﬁ;
 Pullman was in non-compliance with the procedure for about*23 o

$ e~ + - . o [ - .' g
P g T8

f; the i%af#’s conclusion that neither Item 10h nor ltem fbi ilﬂla;f
-were identifiable items of noncompliance or deviation rest on the
assumption that welders’ audits were not required by the ASME code”

4 - - -
b

e

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 10j. (Final p.23-2 y Draft

pP.16-18.): - e )
L: Note change from draft which relied on the examina‘ion of 2%
EL welds to find that "..there is a high probability that other :
e stainless steeel welds installed in the plant comply with T s £
A delta-ferrite acceptance criteria." The final report cites a <
;gl "random sample of 25 stainless steel welds” as “"an additional i
Ay check." Primary reliance for the final report’s conclusion that -

"the inspector was not able to corraobor-te thet Fillnan was in 7
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The NSC #inding-that-"Hangers are not welded in accordance with =

.temperatures.”. .The draft also states that "ESD-218 (Fostweld ._-s:‘?"gz;‘. o
“Heat and Preheat Treatment Frocedure) was revised 12/30/77 to s oo
“priascribe preheat” requirements and ind bz T B

“about b/# 12/30/777".aDoes this mean that the procedures were or’
- were not ‘adequate prio g

noncompliance with this Procedure regquirement for 12 morths" was
Lased on the assumption that stainlese steel welding did not*

-~ -

begin until early 1973, I4 it is troe that on-site stainless stee]l
walding did not begin until 1973, what 1s the relevance of the o
eamination of the 25 welds sirce the NSC ¢inding applied to the e
pre 1973 period?

Is there a documented basis for the statement "Basad on s o, B
discussions with FGYE perscnnel it éppears that steainless steel - - -
welding on site began in early 19777~ ’ A
Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 10k. (Final p.24-25, Draft . = iBh “{Eﬁf;’-
Pe130=1210 03 oo i BT i S~ S Sy P
e S Dt T g SR .-.:..-‘3.,_..,3;“-:;.«&.&»;-: TR MRS e e v e e BRAE A TP

£

s,
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Facific BGas & Flelectric Company requirements” wag not confirmed.
Did NSC err in observing that hangers were welded to structural

steel on the wrong side cf the bracket” What was Fullman’s :fz?'
response to the NSC finding? Would NSC agree that an error of ..
this kind woulc be made in the audit® Wez an effort made to
determine whether the hangers might have been modi‘ied following

the audit? #

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 10n. (Final pP.26-27, Draft
P.20=21.)

NSC found that there was no procedure for preheating weld joints.
The draft report (p.21) states that a series of weld preocedure
specifications was examined and that each contained "an adeguate
definition of preheat, postweld heat treatment and interpass - —r -

iEati‘prnhoatkﬁ.::aib. - 3N
applicability.f;;An-adjacqngmhanduritton'commcnt (p.21) asks "How S

r to 12/30/777 . Rl Rt - TR T

5 - - - - ~ o7 -
R Ve e T, L Tl ot 5 > s > % bt g ~~4‘". -

" The final report (p.27) contains an additional statement to the _‘;:r'?
effect that prior to early 1978, compliance with the preheat ARG Sk
requirement was dependent upon the welder’s knowldege etc. Did S
the procedure described in the seconc paragraph on p. 27 comply "“'33

with Appendix B? What was the basis for the added language? Wag ~ ™ o
there discussion with Fullman or FGLE ©n this pecint bevond that

which occurred during the inspection that ended on December ?, .
19837 . & . : P ; R _ L

- -

The penultimate paragraph on this item states "while no sepaate Fyol
&nc specific precedure for preheating of weld Joints existed ]1;;_“
prior to December I7, 1577, preheating requirements were - sw ok pEe o

b

édequately prescribed by the welding procedure specifications and -

documented by signature on the welding block of the process ~w—?e6¢‘
sheet, which specified tie Aapplicabile welding procedure.” Was

Vo
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this 1n compliance with Appendi: EB7

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 10c. (Final p.27-20. Drast

P.<1=26.)¢

NSC stated that the initial results of welding auditing i(from
November S, 1973 to February 1973) indicated the e:istence of 7

problems which, if they did exi1st, raised question about weld
Quality. NSC concludec on the basie 0f a review 0f these~aucd:te

that "..there is no confidence that we.ding done pricr to 1574

was performed in accorcance with welding specification A
‘requirements.” - 3

pt
‘ - R
o . - L . - » '

E IR ¢ - . - s . ‘ - -3 2 F o Rodg -
inspector said he had "critically esamined the records 04'*?5
welder audits performed between November 1, 1972 and April 1, ]
1973." On the basis of an examination of 187 audit records from
this period, the NRC inspector concluded that the "aggregate of
problem areas is not so pervasive such that Support can be given
toc the NBC conclusion" that there is no confiderce that pre-1574
welding had been performed in accorc with reguirements.

B3-37 states that "It is important to recognize that none of
these were NSC findings, but were instead findings of the FPullman
welder audit program, which was designed to detect prorgram
weaknesses and provide prompt corrective action during the early
phiases of site welding activity." The problem is that the welcder
audits referred toc by the Region V inspector (which were found by
Region V under 10h and 10i above to be beyond what was required
by the code) were not initiated until November 1972. 1In el -
addition, the NSC audit states that its findings were based on a .. .~

review of Fullman’s audits conducted in the period “"from Novomberﬁééy‘
. 9y 1973 to February, 1974). . Therefore, how could the audit RS
“program, upon which Region Vrelies “"detect welding program ,ﬂh‘éﬁéwli
‘Zweaknesses and provide prompt corrective action during early &;’b?{;
~ ~phases of site welding" if the audit program was not initiated 37
“;4Hqtil NQV?TESrvIZZ?zgé?U'~¢5’““ﬁﬂff?ffﬂff*” ﬁ.;;ﬁ#tbﬁl,.n?;FRNJ ?éﬁggih
P i o o cORERE e X Ty o . P N T sty A
In sum, the NSC finding, based on findings obtained ¥rom a review -
of audits conducted after November 1, 1973, was that "eeethere
is no confidence that welding done prior to early 1974 was done
in accordance with welding specifications.” Region V, on the

other hand, based on a review of audit reports prepared during
essentially the same period as the reports reviewed by NSC fandg
ignoring the above noted finding (final, p. 23) that "the
required welder audits were performed beginning November
1,1973"1 concludes "no supporit can be given the [above quoted)
"NSC conclusion." Region V does not dezl with neither (R) the
fact of there having been no welder audits Prior to November
1573 nor (BE) the question of whether the types of deficiency ,'f
discovered in the initial audite existed in prior years. oy

(At the March 19 Commission meeting, statements were apparently
made to the effect that audites octher than 4hoce thatl pursuant to

N =

. = v":‘rf‘:‘..r.‘. -
8 n' i et G Bt
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purging. The draft states that excessively how flow rates would
. .. have been manifest in unacceptable porosity which would have been E
'~ detected by NDE; the draft does not indicate the extent to which

: -Case that a welder was found not to have a tempil stick, one uas':;;'
g T provided. . What was done to_determine the extent to which welders .. _
TR " Ndid not™have tempil sticks prior to November 19737 -Does the code i -

the EED-J19% program were conducter prior to November 197°

-

$0, were the fincdings of such aucits discussecd in 83=-377 UWhere”

1975 period, used to refute the NSC findings”)

14
o®

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 10o,I1tem 1. (Final p.2B. Dra+t

PelS. )2 =

The dratt, without citing documents, appears to rely on the gas
flow being "near the 20 cém reguirement” for its conclusion that
defective welds might have resulted $ronm inacequate shielding and

N

unacceptable porosity was found. The final does not state that
the flow was near the 20 c+m reguirment; it does state that "The
vast majority of safety related stainless steel welds were
radiographically examined and the film was reviewed and accepted
by @ qualified interpreter for coce compliance." How many welds
were not racdiographically examined? How many were examined?T 0¢
those that were examined, what cercentage exhibited ecessive
porosity? What was done to determine whether shielding and
purging deficiencies that might have existed prior to the first
welder audit? What was done to correct for such deficiencies?

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 10c, Item 2. (Final pP.<8. Drast

p.23-24.)

What is the significarnce of 14 out of 183 audits identifying that
welders did not have tempil sticks? "Region V states that in each .

5

~. allow interpass temperature requirements to be met by the a = »;ﬁﬁgtfj
_Ecsump;ipn cf welding delayed until the welder "can touch the NJ“’{gf;

- weld?" . The draft, but not the final, states that "Tempil sticks —43';

— were used by welders in the vast majority of cases."” What = - =~ .

constitutes a "vast majority?" What wae done to determine - ol
whether there was a tempil stick problem prior to November 197372 .-

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 100, Item 3. (Final p.228. Drast e
p.28.) .

-

The draft states that in 4 ouwt of 187 instances where amperages tﬁ' e
were not within the welding procedure spcification limit, the
welder corrected his amperage setting. The dra‘t stopped there.
The final adds statements to the effect that defects resulting UL
from improper amperages would be found during inspections. The - 2
final alsc adds a statement that "..amperage is not an essentail
variable specified by the ASME code.."” Does this mean that a

welds produced with improp enpcragss could still be in - .. Vs

it
cea P et
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compliance with the code™ Wrat about improper amperages that
( might have beern used prior to November 15727

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 100, Item 4. (Final p.2E-2%. Dra+ét
P:s2d.)

B83-27 states concludes the “"vast majority"
welding procedures and knew where to cobtain them. Those that dig
not have them were told to get them. Those that did not *KNow
were they could be found were given "an explarnation of the
location $rom where they could be obtainec. " This finding was e
“based on welder audits conducted after November 1973. What is_;:;i}}
L - Region V’'s position with regard to those not members of the Z;i:,;;
-5 s StiLtgreat majority?"  What is Region V’s position with regard to the - .-
e availability of procedures and welders®
procecdures could be obtained in the peri

of welders used

knowledge of where
©d prior .tc November 19737

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 100, ltem S.

B.25%.)

(Final p.29. Dra+ét
NEC found that the Oiygen analyzer wes not available or not
operative. Region V concludes that only one of the 182 audits
reviewed "indicated a problem with the oxygen analyzer." What
was done by Region V to determine the basis for the significant

{ discrpancy between its finding and those o4 NSC? What
documentation was examined”

Criterion IX, N5C Audit Finding 10c,Item 6.

(Final p.29. Draft s
2 P25, ) po

- el s e TIRERENS
' "“NSC concluded that "Oven rod temperaturé was not monitored by the isw:
“welders." 83-37 states that 14 of 182 audits identified % - B3l

]

instances where rod oven temperztures were lower than those which eg%”%
~were required. A note on the draft states: "With this many audit .-
** " findings the rod oven temperature must have been too low much of 5 -
the timeg,"” The NRC concludes that "The NSC finding that rod oven '
temperature was not monitored by the welders is not supported by
the audits, although isolated instances of ovens being below .
temperature were identified by the audits.” 1Is it correct that
14 cut of 187 constitutes "isclated instances?" What is the NRC "

position with regard to temperature control during the period
prior to the initial welders’ audit?

¥

-
-

Criterion IX, NSC Audit Finding 100, Item 7. (Final P.2%. Draft

P.25.)

The NSC stated that "Many welders did not understand their duties
and responsibilities." Region V states that "Of the 183 audits
reived, five welder audits indicated that the welder in question
did not undsrstand their (sic) dutics ar- recpcnsidilities.” The

. - X ¥ c.
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= final, but not the draft, cortains & sentence: "The NRC considers
thatl the reascn these welder audits were dorne was to identify
such 1nstances and provide corrective action.” The

dreaft and final report state that "1In each case the welder was
reinstructed by the CA inspector auditing the welding.." B3-37
doces not address the pre-Novembter 197> period during which aucdits
were not conducted. What mechanism e:i1sted prior to November
1573 to identify situations where welders did not understand
their duties and responsibilitiesT™ What is the basis for
assurance that, prior to Novemter 1872, welders understoor their
guties and responsibilities”

{

- el

" Criterion X, NSC Audit Finding 5,&.
1P 2628, ) [ o i e S e B s A

" T - —
“ e
. b SR
-

_(Final p.30-31. Draft. .. . _

. ~e

- . . “n’ e >

C e eegemeE e, e . o - L

NSC found that the inspection process 1s generally inauditable on -
the ground that there were acceptance signitures that did not
permit a determination of whether the individual inspection
requirements were fulfilled. Region V stated that acceptarce
process sheets identified the procedures necessary to perform a
particular inspection and the the accpetance sigrnatures were
sufficient documentation of these procedures having been
fellowed. The final report, but not the dratt, states that this
practice was "in accordance with standard industry practice, and
in compliance with ASME code requirements..." Was this practice
( encloyed at other plants uncer construction during this period?
Did NSC consider this practice in compliance with the ASME code?
What was Fullman’'s response”

—

Criterion X, NSC Audit Finding 7. (Final p.Z1. Draft P.28-25.) s

Pl i " - Mg | e : ..
o TR reewey - =~

T.-'"° <7 NSC found that a “large number of &elds...;:‘uoro_acceptedl?or;ui::;z
I TS Visdal examination and thereafter “accpeted on surface NDE ... " T oel®
Lyt - inspection .. Visual examination of those welds indicates that ju7"«-
R .. the surface is not acceptable for performance Of,Quff.CI&NDE_ﬁ:ﬁ§%§¥§§}
= . " inspection." +The final report, but not the draft, states "The - ¢ -
o £ — inspector concludes that the NSC finding (that the surface of the °

Ey welds was not acceptable for surface NDE inspection) was in
error."” What is the basis for these contradictory conclusions?
Did NSC and NRC inspect the same surfaces” What evidence exists
to demonstrate that remedial work was not carried out in the time -
between the NSC and NRC inspections? ;

.-

Criterion X, NSC Audit Finding 9. (Final p.31-32. Draft p.28-29.) . .

’ The NRC disagreed with the NSC implied finding that inking "R1" ;
5. onto a radiograph was not permitted by the code. NRC also o
vt disagreed with NSC that FW-BI contained a surface defect "that is

| Questionable for acceptance under visual standards." Does NSC

& agree with NRC's findings? _ e i
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‘draft states: "The inspector concludes that records of welder
‘Qualification prior to 1972 were available and in acceptable
“order." = . :

these discrepancies? Was there a requirement that they be O,
‘reported to the NRC? Were they reportéc to the NRC? Does Region
iV have a basis for concluding that appropriate corrective actions  ia

were taken. Note the reference to the inspector having discussed }
.this matter with Pullman and PGLE personnel. What was the natur.ljggjﬁ

CriterionTX, NSC Audit Finding 10a. (Final p.J2-37. Draft p.28~29.)

NSC found that "Records o+ welder quelificetior prior to 1872 are
not available."” Thus, the inspector was not able to verify the
validity of the Pullmarn resporze tc the NSC auc:it finding."
Region V found that 20 welcers were gualified prior to 1%72.
Region V alsc found that the %0 dey cualified welders log wes
started "at the beginning of 1972." The draft report, but not
the final, states: "The inspector was noct able to cetermihe when
the first production welding was performed or orn what system the
first weld was accomplished.” The final report, but not the

1
A

iR

Yo
e

Does Region V now know when the first production welding

was performed and on hat system? 1In light of NRC having found
records for 20 welde-s, has NSC been éshed why they found that
records were not available? Does Region V believe that the
welder gqualification records for this period are are complete”
How many active welders are shown on the 1nitial 50 day qualified
welders log” Is this log consistent with Regiorn V'e findings
regarding the 20 welders”?

Criterion XIII, NSC Audit Finding S. (Final p.T%-38. Draft
Pe31=37.)

Note that last paragraph on Draft, p. 37 was drepped. The dropped
paragraph mentions a FGYE auit of Fullman which identified

programmatic and hardware discrepancies? What is the nature of P

2 r.\:
of these discussions? Do written summaries of these discussions a7
exist? Js it Region V's position tiat for the entire period . 35
covered by the NSC audit, Pullman was in compliance with R *
applicable NRC requirements pertaining to handling procedures?

Criterion XIV, NSC Audit Finding 1. (Final p.38-35. Draft P L
p- 59-60. ) s

NSC stated that the Field Pricess Sheet was inadequate. Region V
reached a contrary conclusion. What is the basie for the
discrepant findings? Is it the NRC staf+ Position that the Field
Frocess Sheet adeguately controlled and specified required work
activities? ' e

Criterion XV. NSC Audit Report, p. Jé:
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NSC found, among other things, that "Svstems that circumvent the
nonconformance system have been establiched.” This finding wés
not addressed in BI-37. What is the NEC s response to thas
$inding”

Criterion XVI, NSC Audit Finding 2. (Final p.=9. Draft &0-61.)1
NSC stated that it aﬁp&arod that & corrective action system had
not been operative. Region V cited examples where cerrective
actions had been taken in response tc audits. Was NEC's
reference to & corrective actions system intended to encompass
-corrective actions in response to nonconformance reports? Are o - .
the samples cited by Region V sufficient to demonstrate that the =77
_Pullman did have an operative corrective action system? uﬂifijak;
- : . ks & o il

Criterion XVilI, NSC Audit Finding . (Final p. T9-40, Draft p.4S 2o
-46.): 3

NSC states that management audits were ineffectual. Region v
stated that "there is no basis to suggest these audits were

ineffectual.” Why digd NSC and Region V reach such disparate
conclusions”
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DIABLN CANYON ’

DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM

J3 ISSUES REQUIRING RESOLUTION

g SCHEDULE AS STATED IN SSER 20

PRIDR TO CRITICALITY/LOW PNWER: 10
PRIOR TN FULL POWER: B

(PNE TTEM 1M PNATH CATFRNRIER)

l APDTTIONAL EFFORT PREVINUSLY REQUIRFD (SSFPR 20)

ANALYSES (R)

DOCUMENTATION (D)

MODIFTCATTONS (M)

TESTS (T)

( MARCE 7F, 108U




01

01

01

0!

=

FI

F1

FI

FI

e e T R D TR

20

25

29

30

in

11

b

14

DIABLO CANYON DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM

ISSUES REQUIRING RESOLUTION

PRIOR TO CRITICALITY / LOW POWER OPERATION !

EQUIPMENT QUALTFTCATION

INTAKE STRUCTUPE LATERIAL FCRCES

JET IMPINGEMENT LOADPE ON PIPING
INSIDE CONTAINMENT
(*SEE ALSO UNDER FULL PNWER)

RUPTURE RESTRAINTS INSIDE AND
AUTSTIDE CONTATNMENT

BFWS RUNOUT CONTROL SYSTEM TEST

MNDTOR CAPACITOR NUALIFICATION
ANALYSIS

MODIFICATION TO AFWS

PRESSURE/TEMPERATURE REANALYSIS
MODTFICATIONS AND DOCUMENTATINM

CONFIPMATION OF FNVIPANMENTAI
QUALIFICATION DOCUMENTATINN

ENVIPONMENTAL QUALTFICATION OF
CARLES AND WIRES

M

D

A,D

M/D

D

MARCH 276,

RESOLVED

RESOLVED

RESOLVED®

RESOLVED

RFSNLVED

RESNLVED

RESOLVED

RESOLVED

RESOLVED

RESOLVED

10R4



DIABLO CANYON

DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM

ISSUES REQUIRING RESOLUTION

PRINR_T0 FULL POWEP

01 2 70 HERTZ CUT OFF FREQUENCY A/D STAFF REVIEW
01 1 RONF TRUSS MODELING A/D STAFF PFVIFW
01 1R APDTTIONAL PIPING ANALYSIS EID STAFF REVIFW
01 29 JET IMPTMGEMENT [OANS QN L STAFF PEVIFWe

PIPING IMSIDE CONTATNMENT

*LICENSEE PPOVIDED JNFORMATINN; ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS MAY RF PFRUIRED;
NO TMPACT ON CRITICALITY

( MARCH 26, 108U
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. NOTES RE BASI®D FOR $3-37 FINDINGE ON NBST AUDIT NTC. @
. . e

 §. The NBC avudit of Pyullsan a2pesrs to have baen undertaken in
L. _respsnse te concerns expressed by PELE as to whother the Disble
. f‘gf_ sactors had been in constructed in a sanner €hit complied wiith
4.0 '¢the Commipsion’s regulations. POLE Augit 80422 (p. 2) states:
. ‘f,w'iovoral spparently generic deficiencies in work perforaed by
¢ %o Pullsan were previously fdentified by the Seneral Consptruction
FE Departesent. * A

What “generic deaficienciess™ had been fdentified Dy the Seneral
Construction Denartaent?

Had these "geruric dediciencica® been reported to the AZC/NRC?

T

2. The Bcope Btatesent pf the NSC alidit encompassed “worksanship
of the field=fabriceted and installed (tems.” The June 16, 1979
letter froe M. Wischow to M. Bain, to which the PGLE review ¢
the NEC audit and Pullaan response thereto were attached, statise
that the NSC audit "dig not address i(tselé to the vaerification of
the aceguacy of the installed hardware. The NEC audit was
superficial with respect toc the hardwire....”

Cery

o 4 ",.

Did NEC 4uléill fts commitment to verify the adeguacy of
installed hardware? J¢ net, what was tne reasen ¢or its not
having dene s0? What was done to satisfy PRLE's eriginal concern
that thera be an audit to verify the adeqguecy ©f installed

< hardwara?

3. PGLE untertook Audit B0422 to vorify the adeguacy of

F-i' Pullsan's BA program; te review the validity of the NBT fingings
R34, . ang-to determine the accuracy and appropriateness of Fullsar’s
F;g resgonse; and to observs the as-installed condition of coaponents
: and Pullaan’s adhsrance to appliceble specifications, design
R e dgrawings, and gquality standards.
. =
gi‘ AuLAlY' BOAZZ2 evaluated a Pullasan corporate sudit conducted in

February 1978. Audit BOA22 ¢ount discrepancies in 1teas that hac

been inspected by Pullman auditors who noted no giscrepancies.

e Audit BO422 concluded that “In light of the number of

¥ discrepancies noted, it (e apparent that the Pullman spucit €@l not
pffactively wvaluate the Quality of thelir work.”

o 3. ¥ W .
> ; :  Mhat-additional Audits were conducted in light of the €inding

. ¢ _Rhat"Pullman’s "audit @id not effectively evaluate the qualiity o¢
- L4 “thelr work?® In light of this finding what hardware inspections

% g nere conducted to detersine the adequacy of pan’'s work? How

. sany discrupancies wers noted as the result fitional asudits
ang -inspections conducted In the wake of Audig 227 Hhat was
done to deteraine why the daficient gonditions 0 In ‘

N=-3728 and M=-3726 had not been discovered in thes ccurse of the
original inspection process? What was the resscn these deficient




T

sonditions had net been noted during the sourse of e eriginal
inspection process? WNAt was gone to deteraine why the Pullman
e COrpOrate AUdit had NOt noted the discrepancies Aroted by Audit
804327 Mhy #i¢ the Pullsan gprporate audit ADS Viscover the
discrepancies? What was the basis for the K3~37 finding (states
4 page 40) that Pullean had perforsed adegubte SOrporate audits?
t was the basis 4o0r Sha B3-37 4inding (10.9 Ghet Pullman’s
B BNternal and corporate audits had indicated that ne fundasenta)
S UR Progran breakdown had eccurred? [E.g. ses 1978-7% 4indings re
NePiPe rupture restraints per NCR's DCI=78-RM=008, DCI1=78-RM=009,
eV PEL=T79-RM=-003, etc.)

4. To what ewtent €10 recomsendations listed on page 1§ = 12 ‘of
o : Audit 80422 correspond to dediciencies noted (n the NST audit?
4« N AR e

. p.‘ A May 29, 1979 sesorandum ¢rome K, Freed to K. Derwin
o Addresses pipe rupture restraint problees. Why had welder
S, dedficiencies net be detected and correctec at an sarlier date by
4 - Pullsan’s QC/0A progras? To what extent ars the noted weldd
Ceficiencies similar to those specified by the NSC audit?

.- .

6. What audits ano/or reinspections hangers were concucted to -
determine whether the types of defects found 1n the Ppipe rupture
restraints existed with respect to pipe hangers? What is the
basis for & Cetermaination that defects found in pipe rupture
restraints did not exist with respect to pipe hangers?

-
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1.7 Problems outside Pullman's responsidility
s A) QLT DESIGN (Primery Couse)

1) Massiva weldments, 5* deap x & §/8" wide, et 45° single bave
that would shrink ynrestrainegd sbout 1/2% (n a transverse
éiraction are totally restrained by huge columns and bedms.
Al potentia) shrinkage 15 transformed {nto resifiua) stresses
and/eor cracks. A

2) Latera) reinforcement plates (stiffeners) ars walded exactly

* opposite, both pulling on webs as thin as 1/2% and 3/4°,

3) WN:?ML% eering. Nesesrch (D.E.R.) has acke
laﬂtdrd oint gn &% rajor problem by developing
their {nvest! t::; cml\d gix (.t') Joints clunfud by °

BASE MATERIAL (Seconcary Covse)

1) Almost a1 "cracks® originated at Yameller taars in base

.tgdl\. . .

D) Su;,:_-uﬂa‘l has excessive rolled laxinations.

'3) PGSE _supplie se materis) was fnadequately fdentifiec prior .
to é%_-métiqn of a* veriTicatfon cfbase matertsl.” = * ° .

%) Low melting point alloys formed with copper (in A441) and
- syifides }rimm. some tedrs.

€) JMDISCRTMINATE MATERIAL REWOVAL

1) u;'.otbut.r»cﬂn test samples have boeg I .
” y .
2) Some sections hava been essentinlly lq'aol chasing cracks.
2 1 w; ™ - ®
3) .fo Proposed repair/replacesant. ‘.

-

4) ¥We w{-umcm {s given to how removal unuu' b_thc}' Joints
in same ttructure. Jht

) A vl
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BACKGROUND :

DR. HYERGE;QUESTIONS (DATED 4/10/84) WERE FIRST RECEIVED ON APRIL 11, 1984,
SHORTLY BEFORE THE COMMISSION MEETING REGARDING DIABLO CANYON UNIT 1 LOW POWER
TESTING. A LICENSING BOARD NOTIFICATION WAS MADE ON APRIL 12, 1984. MOST OF
THE TOPICS REFERENCED BY THE QUESTIONS WERE DISCUSSED IN THE COMMISSION
MEETING ON APRIL 13, 1984. DURING THAT MEETING THE TOPICS WERE ADDRESSED BOTH
BY THE STAFF AND THE LICENSEE. IN ADDITION, THE LICENSEE HAD PREVIOUSLY
AR TSP Tev R gL
SUBMITTED MATERIAL TO THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSINGABOARD (INA1983) WHICH

RELATES TO THESE TOPICS.

NRC STAFF EXAMINATION OF THE NSC AUDIT, AND RELATED ACTIONS, WAS PERFORMED
PRIMARILY TO PROVIDE THE NEW NRC REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR INSIGHT INTO THE
MANAGEMENT AND QUALITY PRACTICES EMPLOYED IN THE EARLY CONSTRUCTION OF DIABLO
CANYON. EXAMINATION OF THE NSC AUDIT PROVIDED THE VEHICLE THE STAFF
FOLLOWED THE PATH REPORTED BY THE NSC AUDIT, APPROPRIATELY EXPANDING UPON
AREAS OF QUESTION, TO DETERMINE THE VALIDITY OF THE NSC FINDINGS. THE NRC
STAFF DID NOT PERFORM A COMPLETE RECONSTRUCTION OF ALL PULLMAN POWER
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE OVER THE YEARS. BASED UPON THE STAFF'S
FINDINGS RELATING TO THE NSC AUDIT, A RECONSTRUCTION OF THIS TYPE 1S NOT
WARRANTED, AND WOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AN APPROPRIATE EXPENDITURE OF NRC STAFF
RESOURCES AT THIS TIME. CERTAIN ASPECTS OF THE QUESTIONS LISTED BELOW CANNOT
BE SPECIFICALLY ANSWERED SINCE TOTAL RECONSTRUCTION OF ALL ASPECTS WAS NOT
PERFORMED, AND, AS STATED, IT DOES NOT APPEAR THAT FURTHER EFFORTS IN THIS
AREA ARE MERITED.
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QUESTION 1:

THE NSC AUDIT OF PULLMAN APPEARS TO HAVE BEEN UNDERTAKEN IN RESPONSE TO
CONCERNS EXPRESSED BY PG&E AS TO WHETHER THE DIABLO REACTORS HAD BEEN IN
CONSTRUCTED IN A MANNER THAT COMPLIED WITH THE COMMISSION'S REGULATIONS. PG&E
AUDIT B0422 (P. 2) STATES: "SEVERAL APPARENTLY GENERIC DEFICIENCIES IN WORK
PERFORMED BY PULLMAN WERE PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED BY THE GENERAL CONSTRUCTION
DEPARTMENT . "

WHAT "GENERIC DEFICIENCIES" HAD BEEN IDENTIFIED BY THE GENERAL CONSTRUCTION
DEPARTMENT?

HAD THESE "GENERIC DEFICIENCIES" BEEN REPORTED TO THE AEC/NRC?

ANSWER 1:

AS DISCUSSED IN THE APRIL 13, 1984, COMMISSION MEETING TRANSCRIPT, THE
LICENSEE PERFORMED THEIR AUDIT (NO. 80422) TO SAMPLE THE ADEQUACY OF HARDWARE
AND OBTAIN AN ASSESSMENT OF PULLMAN ACTIVITIES DUE TO THE (APPARENTLY)
IMPENDING LICENSING OF THE PLANT. THE BEST THAT THE STAFF WAS ABLE TO
RECONSTRUCT REGARDING THE "GENERIC DEFICIENCIES" (REFERED TO IN AUDIT 80422)
RELATE PRIMARILY TO TWO SPECIFIC PROBLEMS AND A MORE GENERALIZED PROBLEM WITH

REWORK. THE STAFF HAD BEEN INFORMED OF THESE PROBLEMS.

THE FIRST SPECIFIC PROBLEM RELATED TO DEFICIENCIES IN ANCHOR BOLT

INSTALLATIONS DETECTED IN EARLY 1977. EXTENSIVE RESEARCH, TESTING, AND REWORK

WAS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ISSUE TO IMPROVE CONTROLS FOR INSTALLING AND




INSPECTING ANCHOR BOLTS. THE NRC STAFF WAS INFORMED OF THIS PROBLEM. 1IN

FACT, MUCH OF THE WORK DONE IN THIS AREA WAS UTILIZED BY THE STAFF IN MAKING
ASSESSMENTS OF ANCHOR BOLT ADEQUACY AT OTHER FACILITIES, IN THAT, THESE
PROELEMS WERE FOUND TO BE SOMEWHAT GENERIC IN THE INDUSTRY. THESE FINDINGS
PROVIDED A BASIS FOR THE ISSUANCE CF IE BULLETIN 79-02. THE SECOND SPECIFIC
PROBLEM REIATED TO UNDERSIZED SOCKET WELDS ON SCHEDULE 160 PIPING.
DEFICIENCIES IN THIS AREA LEAD TO THE REINSPECTION OF ALL SCHEDULE 160 SOCKET

WELDS AND THE ADDITION OF WELDMENT TO THOSE WHICH WERE FOUND TO BE UNDERSIZED.

IN 1977, THE LICENSEE ALSO NOTED THAT THE VOLUME OF REWORK BY THE PULLMAN
CONTRACTOR WAS INCREASED OVER PREVIOUS PERIODS. THIS INCLUDED NOT ONLY ANCHOR

BOLTS, AND SOCKET WELDS, BUT ALSO REWORK RELATED TO RADIOGRAPHS.

QUESTION 2:

THE. SCOPE STATEMENT OF THE NSC AUDIT ENCOMPASSED "WORKMANSHIP OF THE
FIELD-FABRICATED AND INSTALLED ITEMS." THE JUNE 16, 1978 LETTER FROM

MR. WISCHOW TO MR. BAIN, TO WHICH THE PG&E REVIEW OF THE NSC AUDIT AND PULLMAN
RESPONSE THERETO WERE ATTACHED, STATED THAT THE NSC AUDIT "DID NOT ADDRESS
ITSELF TO THE VERIFICATION OF THE ADEQUACY OF THE INSTALLED HARDWARE. THE NSC

AUDIT WAS SUPERFICIAL WITH RESPECT TO THE HARDWARE...."

DID NSC FULFILL ITS COMMITMENT TO VERIFY THE ADEQUACY OF INSTALLED HARDWARE?
IF NOT, WHAT WAS THE REASON FOR ITS NOT HAVING DONE SO? WHAT WAS DONE TO
SATISFY PG&E'S ORIGINAL CONCERN THAT THERE BE AN AUDIT TO VERIFY THE ADEQUACY

OF INSTALLED HARDWARE?




ANSWER 2:

BASED ON OUR REVIEW OF THE SCOPE OF WORK ASSIGNED TO NSC, IT CLEARLY LOOKS AS
IF NSC SHOULD HAVE FOCUSED ON INSTALLED HARDWARE. AS EVIDENCED BY THE NSC
REPORT THE VAST MAJORITY OF THE NSC EFFORT FOCUSED ON THE "PAPER-TRAIL"
ASSOCIATED WITH THE WORK, AND NOT THE WORK ITSELF. AS MENTIONED PREVIOUSLY,
THE STAFF DID NOT PERFORM A COMPLETE RECONSTRUCTION OF ALL NSC ACTIONS. THE
STAFF DOES NOT KNOW THE PRECISE REASONS NSC DID NOT DIRECT THEIR AUDIT TOWARD
HARDWARE. RECONSTRUCTION WOULD BE LARGELY SPECULATIVE. NEVERTHELESS, THE
LICENSEE FELT THAT A DIRECT HARDWARE AUDIT SHOULD BE PERFORMED. THE LICENSEE
FIRST REQUESTED THAT PULLMAN PERFORM SUCH AN AUDIT AS A PART OF THE FOLLOWUP
TO THE NSC AUDIT. THIS FOLLOWUP HARDWARE AUDIT WAS PERFORMED BY A SINGLE
INDIVIDUAL. LICENSEE OVERVIEW OF THIS ACTIVITY CONCLUDED THAT THIS AUDIT WAS
DEFICIENT. ACCORDINGLY, THE LICENSEE DIRECTED THAT PULLMAN PERFORM A MORE
cXTENSIVE, IN DEPTH AUDIT OF HARDWARE. THIS AUDIT (NO. 71-77-3-78) WAS
SATISFACTORILY PERFORMED IN JULY 1978, AND IDENTIFIED 43 ITEMS WHICH WERE

APPROPRIATELY ADDRESSED AND RESOLVED TO THE LICENSEE'S SATISFACTION.

QUESTIONS 3:

PG&E UNDERTOCK AUDIT 80422 TO VERIFY THE ADEQUACY OF PULLMAN'S QA PROGRAM; TO
REVIFW THE VALIDITY OF THE NSC FINDINGS AND TO DETERMINE THE ACCURACY AND
APPROPRIATENESS OF PULLMAN'S RESPONSE; AND TO OBSERVE THE AS-INSTALLED
CONDITION OF COMPONENTS AND PULLMAN'S ADHERENCE TO APPLICABLE SPECIFICATIONS,

DESIGN DRAWINGS, AND QUALITY STANDARDS.



AUDIT 80422 EVALUATED A PULLMAN CORPORATE AUDIT CONDUCTED IN FEBRUARY 1978.
AUDIT 80422 FOUND DISCREPANCIES IN ITEMS THAT HAD BEEN INSPECTED BY PULLMAN
AUDITO‘S‘UHO NOTED NO DISCREPANCIES. AUDIT 80422 CONCLUDED THAT "IN LIGHT OF
THE NUMBER OF DISCREPANCIES NOTED, IT IS APPARENT THAT THE PULLMAN AUDIT DID
NOT EFFECTIVELY EVALUATE THE QUALITY OF THEIR WORK."

WHAT ADDITIONAL AUDITS WERE CONDUCTED IN LIGHT OF THE FINDING THAT PULLMAN'S
"AUDIT DID NOT EFFECTIVELY EVALUATE THE QUALITY OF THEIR WORK?" 1IN LIGHT OF
THIS FINDING WHAT HARDWARE INSPECTIONS WERE CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE THE
ADEQUACY OF PULLMAN'S WORK? HOW MANY DISCREPANCIES WERE NOTED AS THE RESULT
OF ADDITIONAL AUDITS AND INSPECTIONS CONDUCTED IN THE WAKE OF AUDIT 804227
WHAT WAS DONE TO DETERMINE WHY THE DEFICIENT CONDITIONS NOTED IN M-3725 AND
M-3726 HAD NOT BEEN DISCOVERED IN THE COURSE OF THE ORIGINAL INSPECTION
PROCESS? WHAT WAS THE REASON THESE DEFICIENT CONDITIONS HAU NOT BEEN NOTED
DURING THE COURSE OF THE ORIGINAL INSPECTION PROCESS? WHAT WAS DONE TO
DETERMINE WHY THL PULLMAN CORPORATE AUDIT HAD NOT NOTED THE DISCREPANCIES
NOTED BY AUDIT 80422? WHY DID THE PULLMAN CORPORATE AUDIT NOT DISCOVER THE
DISCREPANCIES? WHAT WAS THE BASIS FOR THE 83-37 FINDING (STATED ON PAGE 40)
THAT PULLMAN HAD PERFORMED ADEQUATE CORPORATE AUDITS? WHAT WAS THE B3ASIS FOR
THE 83-37 FINDING (1D.) THAT PULLMAN'S INTERNAL AND CORPORATE AUDITS HAD
INDICATED THAT NO FUNDAMENTAL QA PROGRAM BREAKDOWN HAD OCCURRED? [E.G. SEE
1978-79 FINDINGS RE PIPE RUPTURE RESTRAINTS PER NCR'S DC1-78-RM-008,

DC1-78-RM-009, DC1-79-RM-003, ETC.)

ANSWER 3:



AS STATED IN RESPONSE TO QUESTION 2, ASOVE, THE LICENSEE PROPERLY DETERMINED

THAT PULLMAN'S INITIAL AUDIT WAS DEFICIENT. THIS WAS A SECOND FALSE START
(THE FIRST BEING NSC'S FAILURE TO FOCUS ON THE HARDWARE). THE UTILITY THEN
TOOK ACTION WITH PULLMAN TO GET A THOROUGH HARDWARE AUDIT. THIS PULLMAN AUDIT
(NO. 71-77-3-83) ACCOMPLISHED THE LICENSEE'S GOAL. PULLMAN IDENTIFIED 43
ITEMS IN THEIR AUDIT.

THE KINDS OF DEFICIENCIES FOUND BY THE LICENSEE (IN M-3725 AND M-3726) AND THE
PULLMAN AUDIT WERE MOSTLY MINOR IN NATURE AND NOT ATYPICAL OF WHAT IS FOUND
ELSEWHERE. IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO ACCURATELY STATE AT THIS LATE DATE, WHY "HE
FIRST LINE QC INSPECTORS DID NOI DETECT THESE ANOMOLIES. COMMENT ON WHY THE
INITIAL PULLMAN INITJAL AUDIT WAS INADEQUATE WOULD BE LARGELY SPECULATIVE.
PERHAPS PULLMAN DIDN'T TAKE THE PG&E REQUEST SERIOUSLY. THE AUDIT WAS
CONDUCTED BY A SINGLE AUDITOR. WHAT IS IMPORTANT IS THAT PG&E RECOGNIZED THE
PROBLEM, TOOK FURCEFUL ACTION WITH PULLMAN MANAGEMENT, AND A MEANINGFUL

HARDWARE AUDIT WAS OBTAINED.

AS INDICATED, THE FINDINGS FROM THE LICENSEE AND PULLMAN AUDITS WERE NOT OF
THE SIGNIFICANCE THAT WOULD INDICATE A FUNDAMENTAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM
BR"'KDOWN. AND, AS STATED IN STAFF REPORT 83-37, THE COMBINATION OF PULLMAN
CORPORATE AND INTERNAL AULITS PROVIDED ADEQUATE AUDIT COVERAGE TO MEET

10 CFR 50 APPENDIX B.

QUESTION &:

TO WHAT EXTENT DID RECOMMENDATIONS LISTED ON PAGE 11 - 12 OF AUDIT 80422

CORRESPOND TO DEFICIENCIES NOTED IN THE NSC AUDIT?




ANSWER 4:

WHILE THERE IS SOME COMMONALITY IN GENERAL SUBJECT MATTER (E.G., THE GENERAL
TOPICS OF INSPECTORS CERTIFICATION AND REFERENCE TO PROCEDURE KFPS-7) THE
LICENSEES RECOMMENDATIONS ON PAGES 11 AND 12 OF AUDIT 80422 DO NOT HAVE A ONE
FOR ONE CORRELATION TO THE NSC FINDINGS. THE NSC AUDIT RELATED PRIMARILY TO
PAPER WORK WHILE THE LICENSEE'S AUDIT INCLUDED HARDWARE INSPECTIONS.

QUESTIONS 5:

A MAY 29, 1979 MEMORANDUM FROM K. FREED TO E. GERWIN ADDRESSES PIPE RUPTURE
RESTRAINT PROBLEMS. WHY HAD WELDER DEFICIENCIES NOT BE DETECTED AND CORRECTED
AT AN EARLIER DATE BY PULLMAN'S QC/QA PROGRAM? TO WHAT EXTENT ARE THE NOTED
WELDING DEFICIENCIES SIMILAR TO THOSE SPECIFIED BY THE NSC AUDIT?

THERE APPEARS TO BE SOME CONFUSION ABOUT THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE MAY 29, 1979
MEMO. THE PROBLEM WHICH IT DISCUSSES WAS DETECTED MUCH EARLIER THAN DATE OF
THE MEMO. THE LICENSEE AND PULLMAN HAD PROPELRLY DOCUMENTED THE PROBLEM
THROUGH THE QC/QA SYSTEM, AND HAD BEEN EVALUATING THE EXTENT OF THE PROBLEM

FOR SEVERAL MONTHS. IT WAS OFFICIALLY REPORTED TO THE NRC AS A 50.55(E)

DEFICIENCY ON APRIL 4, 1979. THE MAY 29, 1979 MEMO WAS AN INTERNAL PULLMAN

DOCUMENT ADDRESSED TO THE PULLMAN QA MANAGER. IT REPRESENTED AN EARLY ATTEMPT
BY PULLMAN TO ASSESS THE CAUSES OF PROBLEM. THE MEMO WAS SOMEWHAT PREMATURE
IN THIS REGARD SINCE THE LICENSEE WAS CONDUCTING EXTENSIVE EVALUATIONS WHICH

LASTED OVER AN EXTENTED PERIOD. THESE EVALUATIONS INCLUDED: NONDESTRUCTIVE




EXAMINATIONS; EXAMINATION OF WELD RECORDS; DESTRUCTIVE TESTING; AND FAILURE
MODE DETERMINATION. A FINAL REPORT ON THIS SUBJECT WAS ISSUED TO THE NRC IN
DECEMBER 1980. THIS TOPIC WAS HEAVILY INSPECTED BY THE NRC STAFF AND IS
ADDRESSED xx,szilsgArr INSPECTION REPORTS.

soiis
THE ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEMS DISCLOSED THAT THE CAUSES WERE COMPLEX AND UNIQUE
TO THE TYPE OF WELDING BEING PERFORMED. THE RUPTURE RESTRAINT SITUATION WERE
UNIQUE IN THAT THE COMPONENTS INVOLVE HIGH STRENGTH MATERIALS, VERY THICK WELD
SECTIONS, AND HIGHLY RESTRAINED JOINT CONFIGURATIONS. NOT NORMALLY FOUND IN
NUCLEAR PLANTS. THE COMPONENT FAILURES WERE FIRST DETECTED AS LAMELLAR TEARS
OUTSIDE OF THE WELDS THEMSELVES. THE ORIGINAL INSPECTION PROCESS SPECIFIED
FOR THESE WEIDS DID NOT ANTICIPATE THIS TYPE OF FAILURE AND WAS NOT SUITABLE
FOR THEIR DETECTION. THEREFORE, EVEN THOUGH THE QC INSPECTORS PERFORMED THEIR
INSPECTIONS PROPERLY THEY WERE NOT ABLE TO DETECT THE FLAWS DUE TO THE
INSPECTION TECHNIQUE SPECIFIED. THE PROBLEM WAS ULTIMATELY IDENTIFIED WHEN
PERFORMING ROUTINE REPAIRS TO THE RESTRAINTS. A SUITABLE NONDESTRUCTIVE
EXAMINATION METHOD WAS SPECIFIED AND APPLIED AS A PART OF THE CORRECTIVE

ACTION PROGRAM.

THE CONDITIONS RELATED TO THE RESTRAINTS ARE QUITE DIFFERENT THAN THOSE
ADDRESSED BY THE NSC AUDIT (WHICH FOCUSED ON PAPERWORK RELATED TO PIPE AND
PIPE SUPPORT WELDING). REFER TO QUESTION 6 FOR ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION IN THIS
AREA .

QUESTION 6:



WHAT AUDITS AND/OR REINSPECTIONS HANGERS WERE CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE WHETHER
THE TYPES OF DEFECTS FOUND IN THE PIPE RUPTURE RESTRAINTS EXISTED WITF RESPECT
TO PIPE HANGFRS? WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR A DETERMINATION THAT DEFECTS FOUND IN
PIPE RUPTURE RESTAINTS DID NOT EXIST WITH RESPECT TO PIPE HANGERS?

THE PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH RUPTURE RESTRAINT FABRICATION WERE FOUND TO BE
DUE PRIMARILY TO THE USE OF HIGH STRENGTH STEEL, IN HZAVY THICK SECTIONS, WITH
RESTRAINTED JOINT CONFIGURATIONS. THESE ARE NOT THE TYPE OF CONL(TIONS
ENCOUNTERED IN PIPE HANGER FABRICATION, WHICH TYPICALLY INVOLVES MILD STEEL,
SMALLER MATERIAL SECTIONS, WITH LESS CONCERN WITH RESTRAINTED JOINT
CONFIGURATIONS. SINCE THE PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FABRICATION OF ThE
HEAVY RESTRAINTS WERE NOT APPLICABLE TO PIPE HANGERS THERE WERE NO SPECIFIC
AUDITS OR REINSPECTIONS PERFORMED RELATIVE TO THIS TOPIC. HOWEVER, FOR OTHER

REASONS (SUCH AS IE BULLETIN 79-14) THERE WERE REINSPECTIONS OF PIPE HANGERS.



