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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

ISEG performed reviews and evaluations as required on each of the
five issues contained in the action plan. Additional Q.A. areas were .

reviewed that were not required by the action plan. These additional
areas of review included two additional LP&L Q.A. systems status reviews,

an evaluation of the American Bridge issue, and a walk down of four safety

related systems. Details and conclusions are included in the content of

the report.

Approximately 520 man-hours were expended in the preparation of this
report.

ISEG found no significant deficiencies in LP&L's Q.A. program. The
Q.A.. program is functioning as intended, and LP&L is aware of all pro-
grammatic aspects.



I.- Issue - Deficiencies in four systems turned over to LP&L.

A. Review

ISEG reviewed the following documentation:

1) USNRC letter 50-382/EA 82-109, Notice of Violation,

2) LP&L's reply (W3I83-0001) and summary report (W3I83-0115),

3) The Associated Audit Report for the Quality

Assurance / Engineering Task Force Review of Installed

Structures / Components (LP&L Audit Report W3S-83-3),

4) Related NRC inspection report 50-382/82-14,

5) LP&L Quality Procedure 19.1,

6) Related QA Site Audit Reports.

The results of LP&L QA status review concerning the sixty-seven-

(67) of eighty-five (85) safety related systems turned over to

LP&L startup and the associated quality procedure were analyzed

and reviewed,
,

iL

$:
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ISEC reviewed the four safety related systems transferred to the

plant staff before September 1, 1983 and an additional system

transferred during September 1983. Additi mal procedures were

reviewed as necessary.

ISEG also reviewed documentation associated with American Bridge

Company Quality Assurance Task Force Review and subsequent

actions.

B. Results

In response to the NRC Notice of Violation, LP&L developed a task
i
; force-action plan for review of quality records and verification
,

of installation for' selected activities performed by contractors

'who performed safety related' activities prior to June 1, 1982.

Task Force Installation Verification (Quality Procedure 19.1) was
'

written to implement the provisions of the action plan and to

provide specific details for verification of the physical

configuration of structures and components.;

' LP&L's summary report to the NRC stated that the adequacy of the

areas examined was confirmed, and the physical verification

indicated that as-built configurations conformed to design

drawings and documents. The deficiencies identified were
,

followed up by two re-audits by LP&L Construction QA. Three

~

items remain open and are being pursued by QA. A third re-audit

is anticipated within the next month to closecut these remaining
,

open items.
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ISEG reviewed the American Bridge audits and background.

American Bridge (A-B) was one of the contractors selected for

review in the Task Force Audit. LP&L started their task force

review of A-B on February 7, 1983 and completed the audit on

March 30, 1983.

The Task Force review was constrained due to the upcoming hot

functional testing and a' concurrent review by Ebasco Quality

Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG). Non-Conformance

Reports (NCR's) generated by Ebasco's review were utilized as an
.

indication of problem areas. The Task Force Review centered

primarily on a documentation review with a physical inspection on

A490 high strength bolting used on the steam generator framing.

The Task Force Audit did not pursue physical verification of

American Bridge welding since welding problems were being noted

and addressed by Ebasco.

The Ebasco QAIRG review brought to light problems with American

Bridge concerning welding deficiencies in the Reactor Containment

Building (Potentially Reportable Deficiency PRD 106 on 3/11/83)

and the Reactor Auxiliary Building (PRD 111 on 3/29/83). PRD 106

was upgraded to a Significant Construction Deficiency (SCD 73) on

4/11/83. PRD 111 was upgraded to SCD 78 on 4/28/83. Both SCD's

were incorporated into SCD 78 since it was the same contractor

and problem.
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The Task Force Audit Report related to American Bridge did not

indicate the awareness of any welding deficiencies. The summary

of the report on American Bridge stated "the physical walkdown of2

the selected area of review indicates that engineered drawings

reflect the as-built configuration with a few exceptions being

noted in audit findings." LP&L was aware of the possible welding

deficiencies and had addressed the problem through normal

channels. Since SCD 78 had been reported, LP&L felt that it

would be unnecessary to restate this problem. Additionally, at

the time the task force report was prepared, a determination had

not been made as to the extent of the problem. Accordingly, this

information was not reflected in LP&L's report to the NRC.

LP&L QA has determined that Ebasco has adequately responded to

the Task Audit Findings and the A-B items will be addressed in

the response to SCD 78.

Corrective actions included a comprehensive reinspection program

that is complete. Rework which resulted from the inspection is

'

almost complete and the welding portion is scheduled to be

completed by mid-October. A response to SCD 78 is due to the NRC

by 10/28/83.

ISEG, as a result of its review including audits, reaudits, and

personnel interviews concludes that the A-B Problem has been

adequately addressed and that the proper corrective actions have

been instituted.
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|

LIn conclusion, the actions associated with the implementation of

the Task Force Audit Report appear to be in order and adequate.
J

;

The LP&L Construction QA systet status review was performed on a
1

~

- syster basis (67 of 85 systems). The activities of each

. contractor performing safety related work was examined. The LP&L

QA status review consisted of a review of documentation and a
,

t - system walkdown. At least 10% of the controlling documents for

each' contractor involved was reviewed. The LP&L.QA physical '

installation inspections were random for each system. ISEC also

performed a system walkdown on portions of four randomly selected

safety related systems. The directions of the system turnover
'

procedure and the applicable system drawings were used in

performing these inspections. Specific items observed included

the_following:
'

,

T

.

1)' correct weld numbers and location

- 2) correct hanger and support location and identification

3) general appearance of hangers and components (bolts, pins,;

'

orifice plates, etc.)
i -

[ 4) correct location of branch lines, valves, strainers,
i

f orifices, drains and vents
2

5) general configuration of the system per the drawings.

>

~

This additional review revealed no deficiencies.

i

i
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Since the initial four systems' rejection by LP&L Construction

- QA, approximately' thirteen systems have been rejected by QA.

The deficiencies identified by QA involve documentation related

problems and isolated minor hardware installation errors.
.

:
,

Four of seven systems transferred to the plant staff.before-

September 1,1983 have been audited by Operations QA. The
,

following systems and number.of findings were noted:

,

System - Audit Date No. of Findings;
,

.

2A-125 Volt DC Safety Dec. 82 7

1 8A-208/120 Volt Safety Jan. 83 2

1

69-Vibration & Loose June 83 2

'
- Parts Monitoring-

f 17-Seismic Monitoring July 83 0
.

.

,

These findings involved minor documentation ~ errors. lute QA'

|
program procedures for' audits and. auditor training wero written

in compliance to requirements of the FSAR. These procedures were

; in place before the auditing practices were employed on safety
t

system audits.

The QA auditing: process included the following steps.

1) A selection of qualified auditors, lead auditor, and

: technical advisor took place.
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2) A pre-audit meeting was held to determine the scope of the

audit.

3) Check sheets were prepared to be used in performing the

audit. These check sheets included requirements which have

been committed by LP&L as listed in the FSAR, Reg.

Guides, applicable ANSI. Standards, Technical Specifications,

and other documents.

4) The audit was performed and the findings were compiled.

5) A post audit meeting was held with personnel responsible for

system transfer.

6) The audit report was finalized and issued.

7) The audit findings were tracked and closed out.

ISEG's review indicated that Waterford 3 Operations QA personnel ,

performed audits with strict compliance to the approved auditing

procedure. It is concluded that the number of deficiencies

discovered has been decreasing as operations personnel gain

experience in the system turnover process. This trend is further

substantiated by a recent audit performed after September 1, 1983

which resulted in no findings.

In summary, other deficiencies have been identified during the

course of construction by LP&L QA. Some of these deficiencies

involve a breakdown in a QA program as defined in 10CFR50.55(e).

However, ISEG does not consider that th2se deficiencies involve

the same type of breakdown as those found by LP&L QA concerning

the first four systems.

I-7
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~

II. Issue - LP&L did not know whether its-QA program was being

implemented.

A. Review

.

'

ISEG reviewed approximately 1020 documents which included the

i following:

1) documentation associated with audits conducted by LP&L of CE,'

Ebasco, and other contractors from 1974 to 1977,

,

' 2)' documentation associated with site audits during 1974-1977,

;

a

3) documentation associated with other audits the results of

which were reported to LP&L 1974-1977.
!

| 1Nua Torrey- Pines Technology (TPT) Report' was revf ewed and in

particular the conclusion regarding Task A of the report as it-

relates to quality assurance.'

;

| B. Results

| The 1974-1977 audits and surveillances were examined for

: conformance to the in place programmatic requirements, the

management of corrective' action recommendations, the management

of the auditing process, and the level of management involved in

the auditing process. The audit cnd surveillance matrix included
|
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as attachment'II-1 displays the considerable amount of Quality

Assurance documents within the time frame of interest.

The programmatic requirements from 1974 to 1977 are shown as

attachment II-2. This group of commitments, approved by the

Atomic Energy Commission, was commonly known as the " Green Book".

LP&L included AEC Regulatory Guides (AEC position on ANSI

standards) as a'further commitment. Since the LP&L QA
i

requirements encompassed those of all supplying organizations,

corporate QA and field QA conducted a program audit to assure

that supply organizations were aligned with the program

requirements. The LP&L auditing process was carried out

cecording to documented procedures and accepted standards.

Requests for corrective action were from the executive (Vice

President) level of LP&L management. This resulted in effective
4

and timely reply to deficient areas identified in audits.

Reaudit was performed in areas where the supply organization

response to corrective action was deemed insufficient. As a

check on internal QA effectiveness, joint audits of the LP&L QA

program were conducted by other members of the Middle South

System. Again, corrective actions were performed and

transmittals were routed through appropriate levels of

management.

LP&L delegated a portion of its auditing and surveillance

responsibilities to Ebasco QA while maintaining overall authority

! of the program. It should be noted that during this time frame

II-2
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Ebasco generated the majority of QA documents. When these were

examined by ISEG certain questions and corrective actions were

noted concerning Ebasco's QA activities.

(1) During the time in question, Ebasco transmitted requests for

corrective action from the QA Supervisor level. This met

Ebasco's program requirements and was usually effective. It

should be noted that af ter .this time period Ebasco installed

a manager of-QA onsite primarily due to a request from LP&L.

-(2) For Ebasco surveillances during 1974 and for Ebasco site

contractor audits during 1974 and 1975, Ebasco's program did

not require distribution of the reports to LP&L if no

findings were noted. During this period, LP&L's QA audits

sampled Ebasco audits including those without findings.

Since this time period, LP&L QA has received all Ebasco QA

reports. This was a required corrective action.

(3) Ebasco surveillances with findings were closed (i.e. ,

acceptable corrective action performed) without supporting

documentation during 1975. On the surveillance index,

" Closed" was written and no explanation offered. LP&L QA

corrected this situation in 1976 by requiring supporting

documentation be available for " Closed" findings.
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(4) Some Ebasco surveillance findings in 1976 for routine items

(such as a tag missing from a piece of stored equipment)

were not closed until 1980. Closure was accomplished by an

LP&L audit of Ebasco QA activities. The LP&L QA program was

able to go in and find minor Ebasco QA deficiencies that had

been essentially forgotten, point them out, and correct them

even though some time had passed. Our review indicates that

this variation in the program did not have an adverse effect

on quality.

A large area of auditing during the 1974-1975 time frame involved

Ebasco corporate Quality Assurance. Areas investigated were NRC

inspections of Ebasco corporate QA, Ebasco QA management Audits

and Ebasco vendor audits. The corrective actions initiated by

NRC inspections of Ebasco QA were answered under the direction of

the Ebasco Vice President-Nuclear and were appropriately answered

in a timely fashion.

In the area of management audits, Ebasco's internal check of its

QA program effectiveness, actions on findings were adequately

resolved on an upper management level and appropriate corrective

actions were performed.

Ebasco corporate QA had a strong program of vendor auditing.

Ebasco carried this out through the procedures generated out of

its NRC approved QA Topical Report ETR-1001. Vendors who would

not respond to corrective actions were informed that they would

not appear on the approved vendor list.
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Re-audit.was conducted to assure that the corrective actions were

. performed and to assure vendor programs were being maintained.

Continuous monitoring of Ebasco site QA by LP&L and a strong

Ebasco corporate QA program resulted in a positive improvement in

Ebasco's site program.>

In summary, LP&L's QA progrcm has displayed sufficient oversight

of supplier QA and no programmatic deficiencies have been noted.

The auditing process has been properly carried out and brought to

management's attention. LP&L QA has corrected itself and its
'

suppliers when required, and it has met or exceeded the base line

requirementsloi quality assurance.

Task A in the TPT report was a design procedure review to

determine if the system design control processes used by Ebasco,

Dravo, Bergen-Patterson, and Cembustion Engineering (CE) were

adequate.

TPT.was to determine the portions of the Emergency Feedwater

System (EFS) constructed by each organization, whether the proper

design control procedures were in place, and whether these

procedures complied to appropriate design requirements. The

following method was employed to carry out this task:

Il-5
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1)- A written procedure was developed to use in performing the

task.

2) A design control process description for construction of the

EFS was prepared.

3) A comparison was made of CE procedures used for Waterford 3

to those used for either the San Onofre or Palo Verde plants

(which were previously reviewed by TPT).

4) Procedures and manuals used for EFS construction were

obtained from CE, LP&L, Dravo, Bergen-Patterson, and

Ebasco for evaluation.

5) Check sheets that included the requirements for procedure and

manual content were developed. These check sheets were used

during the review of each document.

6) EFS design work was eva'aated for conformance to commitments

in the PSAR as amended.

7) Design control procedures applicable in time periode other

than the then current PSAR revision were reviewed for

compliance to the then current PSAR commitments.

The efforts by TPT in accomplishing Task A fulfilled the objectives of

the task and the method in performing the task was appropriate. No

II-6
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potential. findings were issued by TPT during the review performed on
i-

: this task. Based on the. review performed in Task A, it concluded that

LP&L,' Ebasco, CE, and Bergen-Patterson each had control procedures in
;

- place during the design of the Emergency Feedwater System which
~

satisfied the commitments in the PSAR.

.

I

1

I

t
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.III. Issue - LP&L did not take appropriate action on independent QA
.

consultants report.

A. Review

The 1979 Management Analysis Company (MAC) report,

recommendations, corrective actions taken since the report was

issued, and associated documentation were reviewed. Appropriate

personnel were also interviewed. The purpose of the 1979 MAC

study which involved 30 mandays of work was to recommend, advise,

and report arear of construction monitoring and supervision that

LP&L staff members should be devoting time to at that time and in

the future.

B. Results

The 1979 MAC report is included as attachment III-1.

The following are MAC recommendations followed by the LP&L

response or action as found by this review.

1.- LP&L should acquire additional manpower in the QA area in order

to:

a. audit critical activities such as cable pulling, welding,

hanger / snubber work, etc.

III-1
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b. provide more coverage in the field

c. ensure that contractor QA records are'in auditable and
' " buyable" order.

Response: LP&L has increased its authorized QA staffing from a

level of 10 at the time of the MAC report to the present level of

~

28. .LP&L QA also has 16 contract employees currently on its

staff.

Since the MAC report was. issued LP&L has conducted 115 audits and

105 surveillances'(as of 8/1/83) of site contractors (including

EBASCO) including the following critical activities identified in,

!

the report.

,

Audits Surveillances

Cable / Cable Pulling 7 9-

Welding 7 2

Piping / Hanger / Snubber Installation 2 20

QA Records 8 -

LP&L has established a surveillance group within Ebasco to follow

in-process work.

~LP&L QA reviews in detail approximately 10% of the turnover
<

' documentation.

i
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LP&L has set up a task force to provide a limited scope audit of-

contractor activities prior to the normal turnover status review,

cycle. This audit has been geared as much as possible to the

physical verification of equipment in accordance with design

drawings.

2. LP&L should authorize Ebasco to make routine purchases within a

.

certain limit or obtain additional personnel to assist the

Project Coordination group.

i

Response: In accordance with project procedures in existence

during the MAC study period, Ebasco was already authorized to

purchase permanent plant items for ongoing construction

activities.. The LP&L project cocrdinator group continued to

authorize all Ebasco purchases for temporary items (i.e. , office

furniture, test equipment, supplies, etc.). The Project

Coordination Group staff was increased to assist in these

- approvals.

3. LP&L should add contract administration expertise to the Project

Coordination group,

a. Reduce contract administration work being done by the

engineers in this group.

Response: LP&L has provided additional cost control / contract

administration personnel.

i
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4. LP&L Project Coordination and QA groups should stagger their

workday schedule to:

a. Enhance the construction monitoring credibility and

visibility of LP&L.

b. Insure continuity of work accomplishment.

Response: LP&L considers that staggering the workday would not

significantly enhance either the quality or quantity of work

accomplished.

5. LP&L should evaluate the manpower need in Ebasco's Contract

Administration and Planning Scheduling Sections.

-Response: LP&L monitors the Ebasco site organization and

evaluates each Ebasco request for additional manpower. LP&L

established procedures to require LP&L approval for all personnel

additions for Ebasco.

6. LP&L should ascertain if Ebasco code can be used on future

proj ect s. -

Response: The planning and scheduling computer code was

developed by Ebasco for the Waterford 3 startup program and was

utilized'from 1978 to 1981. In 1981,-LP&L made the decision to

abandon the Ebasco program in favor of the Middle South Services

III-4
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Project 2 system which is currently in use. - The Project 2 ' system

will also be used in outage planning and scheduling once the

startup program is completed..

7. LP&L should gain a better understanding of Ebasco's work which
''

reflects project performance in the area of planning, scheduling,

productivity, performance, percent complete, variance, etc.

Response: LP&L has added additional personnel and has improved

its understanding of Ebasco's production work.

! 8-9. LP&L should have a comprehensive understanding of the positions

! and strategy.taken by Ebasco and contractors and the inputs

utilized to develop these. LP&L should closely monitor Ebasco
,

and contractors in design changes, resolutions of interference,

and verification of total plant design completion.

Response: LP&L has increased its Waterford 3 project staff.

LP&L has located much of the additional engineering manpower at

the Waterford 3 site to ensure a proper understanding of the

'

positions and strategies of Ebasco and to increase LP&L

involvement in engineering decisions. Additional LP&L manpower

has been devoted to reviewing the as-built system and to verify

the cotal plant design completion.

10.- LP&L should authorize all personncl additions for Ebasco,

particularly for Ebasco Site Support Engineering.

III-5
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Response: LP&L has established procedures requiring LP&L

approval for all personnel additions for Ebasco.

11-12. An LP&L electrical engineer should become totally immersed in

- cabling and cable pulling.- Cable pulling should be monitored by

LP&L whenever it is in progress.-
;

Response: LP&L does not concur with the MAC recommendation.

-Ebasco and LP&L audit and monitor subcontractors involved in

cable pulling, and LP&L. audits Ebasco's QA cable pulling program.

13-14.~ LP&L should ascertain the reason for pipe'and pipe associated

delays and lay the basis for legal delay-of-project completion
,

claims.

Response: The MAC report did not specifically identify pipes

awaiting work. An effort to identify the items prompting MAC's

recommendations was unsuccessful. LP&L is continuing its efforcs

to determine the reason for construction delays and to institute

delay claims where appropriate.

|

15. LP&L QA and Project Coordination should monitor and LP&L

I- . Engineering should resolve problems associated with:

a. Mechanical installation - hangers, snubbers, embed, Class 1

i piping, etc.

b. Welding
i:
[ III-6
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>

-

_

v

c. Tying onto existing robar^
'

\ '

d. Cable pulling
,

...

>
,

Response: As reported in the resnonses to recommendations 1, 8

and 9, LP&L has increased its support staff,at the Waterford

site. The regular audits and surveillances continue to be

conducted by LP&L and engineering involv'6 ment has been increased.

,

16. LP&L should evaluate spare parts status.
| ,c S

'

s,

Response: LP&L is continuing to monitor and audit spare parts

procurement. LP&L contracted with Stone and Webster _ Engineering

Corporation and with Burns and Roe to assist in the evaluation

'and management.of the spare parts program. '
,

f

''
17._ It would be beneficial for LP&L. Project Coordination and LP&L QA

,

to maintain physical separation 'at.the site.

s

|Response: The various groups are stationed at several different
|
|

locations where they can best perform their function. '

18. LP&L should strive to have more of the permanent Waterford 3

staff actively participating in startup.

Response: LP&L instituted an aggressive program to actively

involve permanent Waterford 3 personnel in startup functions,

e.g. hot functional tests, system turnover, etc.

III-7
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LP&L should. confirm that a reasonable return is being realized19.,

wy - g
.E for.the dollars being spent for startup consultants.

3..
.g i e
.. -

"$g.jt 4

-

( Response: LP&L continuously _ reviews utilization and cost of
ir n

consultadts. e
'

2

k 4, % "* '; ,,

N;j -<

j - o

20-21. The LP&I, Waterford 3 Project Manager should consider establishing
< __-

an; office-st the site and should become more conversant with
|

problems from a participation-in-site-activities standpoint. The

'LP&L Waterford 3 Project Manage'r should have a higher level of
'

i.. . r

approval authority and should be provided the authority to
' ^

approve expenditures that have been budgeted to that of the-

R

cognizant executive. .

.

,'-

.~ T_

Response; The Waterford 3 pr'oject staff has been extensively
, -

. ;

,\ reorganized several times since the 1979 MAC report. At present,
z s. <

| the Senior Vi e--President-Nuclear Operatious is located on site
\ ,

3 ;

; ' resulting;in Senior Managers becoming more conversant with
,

,

| < problems-from a participation-in-site-activities standpoint. He

has appropriate fiscal. authority.

|

22.- Participation in public relations activities by the Waterford 3

Project Manager and Engineering Manager should be reduced.

Response: Senior Nuclear Managers do not routinely participate

in public' relations activities.

-III-8'
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J

' It was found as a result of this review that LP&L has taken

appropriate corrective actions 'concerning MAC's recomendations.'
-

+

It should be noted that the MAC report dealt minimally with QA

. issues. These were addressed by LP&L.

4

1

h

4

k

i
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IV. Issue - Errors in design assumptions by Ebasco.

!

I A. . Review

f- Harstead Engineering Associates (HEA) is providing an independent {
!

review of the design adequacy of the basemat. To date, LP&L has

. received HEA Report No. 8304-1 "Waterford III SES Analysis of

Cracks and Water Seepage in Foundation Mat". This report was

reviewed for information. This initial report dealt with

concrete cracks and water seepage problems. An additional

Harstead report will cover the design adequacy of the basemat.

B. Results

A copy of the Harstead report is included as attachment IV-1.

This report concludes that no evidence was found of any process

which has been or could be detrimental to the structural

integrity of the foundation mat. Results concerning the design

adequacy of the foundation mat is due to be issued by HEA on

October 15, 1983.

LP&L will develop a program to implement the recommendation noted

in Sections 8.4 and 10.1 of the initial report.

IV-1
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V. Issue - LP&L 1974 Audit of CE found that CE was not in compliance

with LP&L's "new" QA program requirements. Ebasco 1976 audit

of CE identified problems with CE compliance with LP&L's "new"

QA requirements for records.

A. Review

ISEG reviewed documentation associated with the LP&L 1974 audit

and the Ebasco 1976 audit of CE for programmatic requirements.

ISEG also reviewed the LP&L/CE contractual dispute as it relates

to Quality Assurance and the Gambit articles. Approximately

seventy-five (75) documents were reviewed.

B. Results

Copies of the 1974 and 1976 audits of CE described above are

attachments V-1 and V-2 respectively.

The LP&L 1974 audit findings were addressed by CE and the

findings were closed by a-re-audit on December 1, 1975. The

Ebasco 1976 audit findings concerned CE Chattanooga storage

facility for QA records. Our review indicates that CE replied to

the 1976 findings on April 12, 1977. The 1976 findings, however,

were not formally re-audited at a later date by Ebasco. LP&L

conducted an audit of CE's Chattanooga facility during May 5-7,

1981 for collection, storage and maintenance of QA records and
|

had no findings.

V-1
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Also, during the week of September-26-30, 1983, LP&L QA conducted

an audit of the CE Chattanooga facility. This included a

're-audit of the types of findings identified in the December 1976

audit, an audit of the physical condition of LP&L's records, and

an overall audit of the records management system. LP&L QA

considers the CE Chattanooga records management system and the

present physical condition of the LP&L records to be

satisfactory.

The CE Quality Assurance Manual was updated from the requirements

of 10CFR50 Appendix B in 1974 to include recommendations of

Revision 0 and Revision 1 of the Atomic Energy Commission

WASH-1283 " Gray Book" and American National Standards Institute

(ANSI) standards. Since the time that LP&L committed in 1974 to

implement the Regulatory Guides and ANSI Standards listed in PSAR

Amendment 44, sixteen (16)-QA audits of CE have been performed by

LP&L/Ebasco for compliance. It is through these audits that

LP&L/Ebasco ensured that the QA program covered LP&L PSAR

commitments and was implemented by CE.

A letter from CE to Ebasco dated November-l' , 1976 states that CE0

followed 10CFR50 Appendix B, ANSI 45.2-1971, and the " Gray Book"

Revision 0 and Revision 1 for Waterford 3 equipment. Also in a

May 31, 1977 CE to Ebasco letter, CE states that it has proceeded

in good faith to-perform the engineering, purchase and

manufacture of equipment for Waterford 3 in accordance with

j- V-2
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quality requirements in excess of those in the contract, as LP&L

had committed to these increased requirements in'the PSAR.

In conclusion, the CE QA' program met LP&L PSAR (Amendment 44)

commitments and there are no program' deficiencies as a resultaof

this review. The question was not QA program implementation, but

financial responsibility for that program. .It was a case of

contract " hardball" as CE believed the increased QA costs were

not covered under the contract and LP&L believed that they were.

This question was resolved in 1978 by a formal change to the

' contract with CE.

(-
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SUMARY OF WATERFORB SES UNIT 3 -
*

AulilS AND SURVEILLAKES

.....- - -...- ... .. ..... . _ .. - -.... . - .. _ __............ .... ............. ..... ...._.. ..

I L NRC I LPil GENERAL OFFICE I LP6L i' E8ASCO I LinL | llANA6EllElli i i i
I Y I INSPECil0NS I DUAllIV ASSURANCE |CONSIRutitoll1 00ALITY ASSURANCE | OPERAll0NS I AUBIIS I O I

I E I DF i AUDilS I SA I I BA I I I i
A- A --- -- - - - - ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- -

I R I I EBASCO I I EIASCO I l ! |. | |W-3 00lilRACIDill VENDOR I | | 1 i L I

I I W-3 i NY I EE I NT i IllIERNAL | VENDOR I.DiHER 1 Aulli i SURV I Aulli i SURV I AUlliS I AUDIT I SURV i LP6L I ESASCO I S I

.

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I i 1 1 I I

i 1971 1 I I I2I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 4 I

I I I l- 1 I I I I I I I I I i 1. I I I -

| 1972 1 3 'l I 4 1 4I I I I I I I I 5 i' I I I I i 17 I
I I i 1, I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

-l 1973 1 6 1 1 3 1 5 I I I i | | | | 19 I 1 I 2 I I 35 I
I I I I I I | | | 1 I I I I I I I I I.

M974 1 4 I I 3 1 3I I I I 3I I I i 19 I I I 2I .I 34 1
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I i 1 1 I

i 1975 1 10 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 5 1 6 I I 53 1 11 I 58 1 14 1 18 I I I 2 I I 182 I
I I I i 1. I I I I I | 1 | | 1 1 I | |

1 1976 I 11 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 56 1 44 | 163 1 16 1 7 I I I 2 I I 304 I
I I I I I i I I I I I I I I I I i 1 1.

Ll977 I I4 1 3 I I I 2I I I 0 I I I 44 1 34 1 260 1 40 i B9 I I I 2I I I 492 I
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

i 1978 1 16 1 2 1 2 I .3 1 3 i e1 3 1 32 35 1 285 1 105 1 62 I I I I I I I 550 1.

I I I I I I I I I i I I i i l i I I I

-l 1979 1 17 1 4 I I I 2 1 4 1 3 1 21 35 1 44 1 395 1 108 1 40 I I I 2 I I I 657 I
I I I I I I I I i ! I I I I I I I i 1

1 1980 1 36 1 3 I I I ! I 2 I I I 2 1 35 | 17 1 226 I let i 49 I I I I I 2 1 510 I
'l i I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

' i 1981 1 32 1 3 I I I ! l 3 1 3 1 2 1 30 1 16 i 183 1 62 1 73 I I I I I I I (11 |
l' I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I ! I

i 1982 1 30 | I I I I I I 3 1 12 I I i 32 1 50 1 235 1 232 1 11 1 8 I I I I i | 621 1
I I I I I I I I I I I I I | | | | | |
1 1983 1 19 1 0 1 0 I I-1 I I 7 I I I 2 I le I !!6 I 98 1 39 | 26 1 56 1 0 1 1 1 378 i

_
.., -= -o, ___- .- -

1 10TAL i 199 I 21 1 23 1 29 1 24 1 34 1 14 1 322 1 261 1 1921 1 779 I 433 1 34 1 56 1 17 I 8 1 4193 I
.. .-. ..............-
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QACdMMITMENTS
.

'

.

LRegulatory Guide 1.37 3-16-73

Regulatory Guide 1.38 3-16-73

Regulatory Guide _l.39 3-16-73

~ Regulatory Guide 1.54 6-73 .

Regulatory Guide 1.58- 8-73

Regulatory Guide 1.'74 2-74

OUTLINE OF'QA GUIDANCE RELATED TO THE CONSTRUCTION PHASE (COMMITMEhT)

Appendix "B" to 10CFR50
s

Section 50.55a of 10CFR50-

Safety Guide 28 '6-7-72'

Safety Guide 30. 8-11-72'-

.

-ANSI N45.2.5, Draft'3. R1, 1-74

ANSI N45.2.6, 1-25-73 -

.

ANSI N45.2.8.. Draft 3,' R3, 4-74

ANSI N45.2.9, Draft ll,'Rev. O, 1*-17-73

O,4-3-74gckdANSI N45.2.9, Draft 15*, Rev.
"

*(Not Committed to Draft 15)

ANSI N45.2.12, Draft 3, Rev. 4, 2-22-74

I - ANSI'N45.2.13, Draft 2. Rev. 4, 4-74

Regulatory Guide 1.70.xx, Draft 2, 4-25-74

Comments and Guidance (N45.2.5 and N45.2.13) .

ANSI N101.2, 5-30-72

~ ANSI N101.4,' 11-28-72

' ANSI N45.2.1, 2-26-73

ANSI.N45.2.3, 3-15-73

IIT M M B T $ ~ d''

,
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Mtnagement Analysis Company
-11100 Roselle St.. San Diego. CA 92121
714!452 1391

July.31, 1979

MAC-GNB-1327-
e t:67c.

'T
'

i,f,

[ AUG,'97c

L. EOi!':E9 E

7 0fPAgrygg7PRODUCTicy [O'
'Mr. Don Aswell
Louisiana Power & Light .q
142 Delaronde T. .

, . '.J

New Orleans, LA 6'

Dear Don:

Enclosed is the draf t report of MAC's study of LP&L's construction monitoring
activities of the LP&L Waterford 3 project.

MAC recognizes the difficulty in providing or maintaining appropriately
qualified nuclear power plant construction aud startup personnel. However,
the provision'of this expertise now will save future LP&L Waterford 3 con-
struction dollars far and above the current costs of such expertise. An
electrical engineer dedicated to cable pulling should be added to site staff.

MAC feels that presence in the field really saves the owner's dollars in the
long run.' MAC feels it is mandatory for LP&L to develop a better understanding
of the numbers and inputs generated by Ebasco which impacts and reflects in

'the areas of planning, scheduling, productivity, performance, and percent
completion variance. LP&L needs to assure it 'is getting maximum return for
minimum dollars spent - assurance of this is possible by providing planning /
scheduling / controls expertise.

LP&L_should closely monitor:

Mechanical installation concentrating on hangers, snubbers, embedse
and Class I piping installations.

e Welding, especially of Class I installations.

e- Tying into existing rebar.

o Cable pulling.

Please contact me or Ron Stinson for discussion or clarification ot items
herein.

Best regards,

,
. - - _ -

George N. Brown

GNB:kr
enclosure
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- INTRODUCTION

-

Louisiana Power & Light Co=pany (LP&L) retained Management Analysis Company
. (MAC) to perform a thirty-manday study of LP&L's monitoring of constructier. of

f their Waterford 3 Nuclear Plant. The purpose of the study was to recommend,
advise, and report areas of construction monitoring and supemision that LP&Lf

staff members should be devoting time to new and in the future.
;

:

I In accomplishing this study, MAC met with and interviewed LP&L Waterford 3
! construction personnel to discuss and assess their duties in relation to work

. I being dona, work to be dona, schedule, manloading, organization and other re-
| lated areas, and to evaluate the current state of construction of the Waterford
i 3 Project. Attachment i lists LP&L site personnel interviewed and Attachment 2

.

lists ESASCO and Contractor personnel with whom brief discussions were held.-

These brief discussions occurred when personnel were encountered in the halls,
in meeting rooms and during site inspe.ctions - however, no femai meetings or-

interviews were held per LP&L' instructions attendant to this study. -

,

MAC attended daily and weekiy site meetings routinely held among LP&L, EBASCO
'

and contractor personnel, and made inspections and tours of the site to observe
activities in process and view construction completed to date.

j After careful analysis, assessment and review of these discussions, interviews,
I meetings and site inspections and tours and factoring MAC's experience with

,

.f other nuclear construction projec'ts into the LP&L Waterford 3 Project, MAC
~

g hereby submits the following observations and recommendations.

I

OBSERVATIONS & RECOW.ENDATIONSj
I

1.- In MAC's opinion, as an aftemath of Three Mile Island, the NRC will sig-
nificantly increase the owner technical staffing requirements prior to
issuance of any new operating licenses. As indicated in MAC's diagnostic
two years ago, LP&L has an extremely lean technical staff. LP&L is moni-
t: ring the c:n:tructicn Of the Waterfore 2 ::uclear Prc.: ace with four

! engineers and one technician.
.i -

.

.

14 3 L ease *
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MAC is not aware of any other nuclear project in this country wherein
f

construction is being monitored by few as owner individuals. The personnel

comprising.the Project Coordination and QA groups for LP&L at the Waterford
'

3 site are hardworking, dedicated and loyal individuals. In spite of these

traits, these personnel cannot, in MAC's opinion, adequately cover those
facets of construction monitoring that should be' covered to ensure LP&L is
receiving appropriate performance for the dollars being expended. Further

LP&L is missing an opportunity to have key technical personnel become fa-
miliar with the physical plant.

,
1

The individuals in the Project Coordination group and the QA group work

| closely with each other, cooperate with each other and essentially look out
I for each other. The QA group overall is stror.g in MAC's opinion, but few
i in number, and it appears by and large to be doing a satisfactory job in
i the areas it is able to effectively cover. Since the work the QA group is

now doing should be increased, it is MAC's recommendation that additional:

manpower be obtained. LP&L should monitor, audit and watch all of the*

critical activities such as cable pulling, welding, hanger / snubber work.
etc., as they are accomplished at the site. The additional personnel could-

be technicians or junior engineers. They would work with the QA electri-,

i cal, mechanical and I&C engineers, thereby permitting more coverage in the
'

j field and, of course, providing additional manpower for covering the

around-the-clock work that lies ahead. Additional Ofs manpower should be

applied to ensure Contractor QA records are in auditable and buyable order.s

2. The engineers of the Project Coordination group spend most of their time
paper processing and attending meetings. TP.ey desire to spend more time in

the field, but they cannot. If LP&L desiras to effectively monitor and.

control.the cost of construction of Waterford 3, and develop technic 11
physical plant expertise, then the paperwork and meetings must be reduced

,,

| and additional technical manpower must be added.
|
!

MAC re:Ommends LPIL authori:e ESASCO .c cake routine pur:hases within a

cer:ain limit (55,000?); however, if L?5L desires to continue reviewing anc
.

. Igning all purchase crders, then actitional manpower should be cbtained.
S ecifically, one non-technical indi'idual could peccess routine adminis->

trative purchase orders. ,

._ . - .- --- -- .. - . C.- - - - - . - . - -
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Similarly, MAC recommends LP&L add contract administration expertise in the

f form of one individual to work with al'1 the engineers in the Project Coor-
dination group, thereby reducing the "fo' mal" contract administration work

l currently being done by the Project Coordination engineers. The engineers

have to be involved in this work, but they should not be " contract admini-
I. strators" to the extent of being so occupied in the office thst problems in

'

the field are not recognized and corrected (or halted) before they reach,-

! costly magnitudes. The engineers' involvement with this contract adminis-
tratior. work should center around verifying the field situation or " status"
and not researching contract history. LP&L, in some instances, is incur-
ring more cost because hold ups in the field are occurring when paper has'

not been processed by either LP&L or EBASCO. The field must receive an-
swers to their valid inquiries and questions on a more timely basis - hours

) ,and days rather than days and weeks.

* 2. A more prompt starting of the work day in high gear and with full vigor

'

would be of benefit. This also would enhance the construction monitoringi -

credibility and visibility of LP&L in the eyes of EBASCO. If individualss
* of the LP&L Project Coordination and QA groups could stagger their schedule

,

so that consistent arrival, overlapping graveyard and day shift, .and days
,

i and swing shift occurred, then LP&L could more ably help instill continuity -

of work ac:omplishment from shift-to-shift in addition to sparking more
i

'

credibility and visibility.

- 1

4. An E3ASCO staffing evaluation was not made; however, it appears that the-
ESASCO Planning and Scheduling Department is heavy with people as well may1

be EBASCO Contract Administration Department. LP&L has paid ESASCO a
c

significant amount of money to develop a planning and scheduling computer

[ code. LP&L should take steps to assure maximum return from EBASCO usage of
'

I this code. Hopefully, LP&L has the rights to the code and can utilize it
F
; for future projects. LP&L should verify the number of personnel in

| Planning / scheduling / control and contract administration are really

f recuirec, and make any necessary adjustments.

~ i- It would be very worthwnile, anc in t'.AC's opinion certainly cancatory, to
caveloo a be::er understanding of the numbers and inputs generated by

!

x .=.- . u .CJ
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E3ASCO which reflect project performance in the areas of planning, sched--

uling, productivity, performance percent complete, variance, etc. These

| are the significant data used to justify changes (usually increases) in
organization, manpower, additional shifts of work, overtime, etc. All of
these, of course, directly affect cost. MAC recommends LP&L provide a

planning, scheduling and controls sort of individual to work in the Project,

Coordination group to become intimately conversant with EBASCO planning,

f scheduling, and cost control tracking, evaluation and projections. This
i will provide LP&L the necessary information to assist in making critical

,

'

decisions. This individual could also lend insight into the applicability
! of staffing in these areas as suggested in 4. The existing LP&L Project
i coordination and QA personnel do not have this sort of expertise (nor do

they claim to have it). It is MAC's opinion that LP&L should have the-

expertise to fully understand the origin, logic, and rationale of project
control info'rmation.

'

6. It is beneficial to LP&L at this time that EBASCO has been able to staff
with several very compe, tent individuals who by their nature will attempt to<

serve the owner's interest while still serving EBASCO's interests, while,

accomplishing the wo'rk. However, there are potential conflicts of corpor-
ate interests, and LP&L is paying the total bill. Hence, in MAC's opinion,
the need is caramount for a comprehensive understanding of positions and'

strategy taken by E3ASCO and Contractors and the inputs utili:ed to develop
these.-

.

LPAL should also be exercising influence to keep the competent EBASCO
'

people now on Waterford 3, and should lose no opportunity to encourage-

i EBASCO to provide more of the same. However, LP&L should be exercising
*

approval. authorizations for E3ASCO additions to tne EBASCO-Waterford 3
staff, especially in the case of ESSE, which will be in:reasing its staff
to a rather large size unless appropriately controlled.

f
'a'aterford 3 is rapidly a:::. ca:ning the stage wnere c:nstruction will be
moving fr:m hulk instaliation to system centrol. Bis is the ideal time :i

,

have LF3L engineering te: cme more involved in the physical plant. In light

of Three '<11e I: land, it will be im;:erative the owner de :nstrate technical .

-
-
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competence over the physical plant. .The presence or participation of LP&L
4.

[, i Engineering in all site engineering matters should be increased. LP&L

y Engineering should be closely monitoring ESASCO and Contractors in design

ji., f j changes, resolution of interferences, and verification of total plant
if * y design completion so that construction is not held up because of the lack
2.u
.', : f , of it. LP&L Engineering should be participating in verification of ESASCO/

f...
.

Contractor engineering inputs in the areas of planning, scheduling, and
.

I,-| $ control on a spot-check or greater basis, as appropriate. MAC suggests
g..

.; f that a very competent LP&L elect--ical engineer become totally immersed in

'o.{- cables and cable pulling. Such an individual could have caught and pre-

; vented some of the existing cable pulling problems. The sooner LP&L
,

r-

: :- supplies such an individual to " drive" EBASCO and the electrical contrac-
'

$
; tor, the better for LP&L in the long run. With the amount of electrical

.d
-

proceeding as rapidly as possible. Along with resolving the problems
conduit and cable trays installed in the plant, cable pulling should bei

:(
h
? associated with cables already pulled, the previously mentioned LP&L
4
%. electrical engineer, dedicated to cables, could help insure that future~

pulls are satisfactorily accomplished. MAC also feels cable pulling should

g-) be coversd by LP&L whenever it is in process. This coverage could be ac-.

complished by QA technicians or a ecmbination of technicians and engineers.:r.,-
-

i ., *

s.5 j Cable pulling could become the significant item delaying startup, and it is'

it s evident that an additional driving force and monitoring activity is.

,

!# $ appropriate to push the work and prevent critical delays. ESASCO and the-

i .
..t contractor need to be driven and forced to correctly do tne work.

.

y.

;. i

3 1-

i s E. In some areas of the plant pipes have been in " stubbed-out" condition for
.*

,{. } some time awaiting either manpower, materials, hanger installation, or
,- j other activity. Likewise, several slabs have cured and are awaiting con-

; tinuing work. LP&L Project Coordination should ascertain the re:aon for
,

the delay and make certain ESASCO is not indavertantly holding or refrain-'

,

j ing from work on these. LP&L Engineering should determine if Dravo or
'

'

EIASCO Engineeris.; i: rs:;:nsible for the lack cf pipe and pipe-arreciated.

mataerials, -and lay the bases for legal delay-of-project-completion claims
~ that snould not be to the account of LP&L.

.

SS

..

F __-
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LP&L QA and Project Coordination shculd c1csely monitor and L?$L.

..

Engineering should assure resolution of problems associated with the
.

T ; following:
.

h..
Mechanical installation, concentrating on hangers, snubbers, embeds-

" and Class I piping installations.-

,

. G .
%

Welding, especially of Class I installations.4 -

. t
:.- ?

r,[ [ Tying into existing rebar-

- e,

_. :-.

Cable pulling (as previously mentioned, an electrical engineer is'

.
-

'

recommended to be dedicated to this effort.),
,

. ;c. NRC site relations appear to be very good, stemming primarily from the
credibility which LP&L S1te QA has achieved. This credibility will start
to erode, however, uniass EBASCO and Contractor QA/QC records are placed in

.

auditable, " buyable" order so that NRC audits of same are successfully"

accomplished. LD&L QA.must " drive" this effort with emphasis upon ESASCO
,

vendor quality assurance activities and EBASCO/ Contractor site records.
i .'~

*
t

,

5 I ;1. It would be~biWeficiaT for LP&L Project CoordinatiCn and LP&L QA to
: .

, E. 3 maintain physical separation at the site.
' *

--- .

; ,2' 12. LP&L should evaluate and ascertain that spare parts are being properly'

.

.f. h pur-hased in quantity and quality and that proper certifications and'

._j * I traceability exist.
; F 6

** *
tp.

g f13. LP&L should strive to have more of the permanent Waterford 3 staff actively
; participating in startup as is possible. Further, LP&L should confirm that-

.f [ a reasonable return is being realized for the dollars being spent for
' startup consultants.3 .
.

'

.

I d- The LP51 '4aterford 2 Project Manager should consider estaolishing an office
:ne site and sh uld be::me O re convarsant si;h pr:blems fr m a partici-a

.

;& tion-in-site-activities standpcint. The Projec .''anager should also have

higner level of a:creval authority and he snculd be crevided the au:hority
b

1 -.

.. . --

r - a- - , - -- -- ,---.-.n-, -n-,,e ,,-o,,- ,,--,--,_.e , , - , , -,.,-nrg- +-- . - - ~--,,---v-,-- . - - - - - ,- - - ,., , ,
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to approve expenditures that have been budgeted ecual to that of the cogni- l
*

, '

. .

g. -ant executive.
. ,...

2. r:

h/[$ Participation in public relations activities by the Water #ord 3 Project5,--- 4 .

I'@i Manager and Engineering Manager have been beneficial. However, continued
c<

9.''. 3.. : . participation should be decreased so that more time can be spent in their
3-
1 '',.' *; titled work.
?%.
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ATTACHMEtn I
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.W
*

3!'i'
'

f-55
'A,'3,.' LP&L site personnel interviewed
.

.4
a
n 1 LP&L Project Coordination

:.16-
;. 4 : Cesir Decareaux Manager

+
' * Paul Jackson Electrical

,

Bob Gautreau Mechanical:

#
a~ ,u .

-'1j 2. LP&L Quality Assurance.-

.h.T :.: Tom Gerretts Manager
, . - . ,
I :. Ben Brown Mechanical
'"" i' *

. Jim Woods Electrical
-

.

Cliff Chatelain'. I&C+ -

; q. "

' Fri. Barry Toups Technician-

.; v' . I'.at .

.e

,yF7 .

'.I:w[ r| 3. LP&L Startup
.

'

-

, -ar- ;
-g ! Tom Armington Manager

..qu 3

.ifi - i: 9xi !
.{ t

I.Qhe~. v; j
vy., -

;, .;,
t .~ ;
.t. - .

. ,)#
. ,' ;v., .;.

a

.

,,
sr.% : .
.i o . .

" . * . . -
*:

*k.
. e-

. ' . " *

..,
Ik *

. .v. !
* G ::., ;
. '. .; .

. -. a
8 as eeme em
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Site personnel with ATTACHMENTII

encountered in the hallwhom briefdiscussionsformal meetings
or interviewss, in meeting rooms were held.

during site inspectiThese personnel were
.

, and
were held.

1. ons. NoESASCO
.

Bob
Stampley

-

John Crnich Project ManagerBob
Milhiser Site Manager

John Wills
Larry stinson Project Superintend
Bob Zaist Construction Superintent

Quality Assurance Manag
..

endent
Bill Arden

.

Area Superintendenter
Marty Soniker
Sam Kalat Area Superintendent

Construction ControlBill
Hubefeh

Contract Administrato Superintendent
ESSE Manager r.

2.
Tompkins-Beckwith '

Chuck Beatty- '
-

Bob '

Caudell General
Chief Superintendent.

Engineer
3

J. A. Jones
Marty Woolery

s

Resident Engineer
4

EXXON

Jim Nickle

Manager, EXXON Site G.

roup

+ . 5._

$



A % H AJ Et4 T K d./ +
, _ .

. . .

,,
.. Page 1 of 5 pages*

.

-- .-- pay

._ L LOUISIAn1A _ - _
-
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ES$$<sYE .

'

July 29, 1974

LPL 3226
Q-3-A35.02.04

*

,

' tir. L. J. Weber
Ebasco Services, Inc.
Two Rector Street
New York, New York 10006

SUBJECT: WATERFORD SES UNIT No. 3
AUDIT OF COMBUSTION ENGINEERING, INC.
WINDSOR, CONNECTICUT JULY 11 AND 12, 1974

Dear Mr. Weber:

Attached is the report of the subject audit. Two non-conformances were
found within the scope of this audit.

Section No. 4 cf the "Non-Conformance Reports" should be used by CE-Windsor
for corrective cetion replies to LP&L. Response is requested within thirty
days of their receipt of this letter.

V ry truly yours,

h -

J. Wyatt
Se or Vice President

JMW:REH:gmw

Attachments
~

cc: Ebasco (5), J. M. Brooks, L. M. Elliott, D. L. Aswell, L. V. Maurin,
A. E. Henderson, D. 3. Lester, C. G. Chezem, M. Stevenson, H. W. Otillio,
P. V. Prasankumar, L. Biondolillo, F. X. Shaughnessy

.-. . . . . . - . - . . - - , - - - - - . . . - . . - - .. .
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LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

WATERFC3D SES UNIT 3

QUALITY ASSURANCE AUDIT REPORT

1. Report No. : 74-2

2. Date: July 11 and 12, 1974

3. Audit Performed At: Combustion Engineering, Inc.
.

4. Location: Windsor, Connecticut

5. Audit Performed By: A. E. Henderson and R. E. Hastings

6. Audit Scope:
'

a. Open items from previous audits'

b. Implementation of CE's response to AEC 62 QA Questions as contained in
Amendment 44 to PSAR.

'

c. Items on " Future Audit Items Summary" List

7. Persons Contacted During Audit:
,

a. Pre-Audit - A. L. Gaines - Project Manager

b. Audit - A. L. Gaines - Project Manager
R. M.-Keller - Licensing
T. R. Swift - GSQA Supervisor
G. Requa - Design QA Manager
W. E. Medinger - Manager Group QA
J. C. Packard - GSQA
B. Kaplan - GSQA

.

c. Post-Audit - A. L. Gaines - Project Manager
R. M. Keller - Licensing
T. R. Swift - GSQA Supervisor
G. Requa - Design QA Manager'

J. C. Packard - GSQA
'

3. Kaplan - GSQA

8. Sunmary of Audit Results:*

a. General

CE personnel involved in this audit were cooperative and helpful.
,

b. Evaluation of QA Program based on elements audited

CE's QA activities at Windsor were generally found to be adequate. Two Non-
Conformances were found.

-_- . - . , - - , . . . . . . - . - - - _ _ . . - - , - - - . . . - . - . - . - - . . - -
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9. Non-Conformances:

Number

74-2/1

74-2/2

10. Status of Previous Non-Conformances:

Number Description
,

73-1/2 Not Audited - Remains Open

73-1/6 Procedure for Record Retention issued but has not been
implemented - Remains Open

73-1/7 " Approved Sheet" included in Revision 3 of MPI-18.
Item Closed.

.

2.C4'udwse6.%W $$)}-4xok7s,/ \ o 25::c- 14a/w
: 'Mi%'iT '/ DfEAUDIT TEMi LEADER g DAIE Q.A. MANAGER DATE /'

dd 6b / 92.w -

'0BSERVER / DATE

_ - - - _ _-. . - ._ . -__

.
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NON-CONF 0PMANCE REPORT ,
-

..
.

__

. . - . --

h$:cofAudit: July 12, 1974 Report No. 74-2

:ompany Audited: Combustion Engineerinz Non-Conformance No. 74-2/1

',,ocation of Audit: Windsor, Connecticut Requirement: QS, Amend 44; PSAR
Gaines, Requa, St if t, Fackard,'

A. Gaines Discussed with: Keller. Kaolan nd MedinzerCompany Escort:
..

Ihc following Non-Conformance is brought to your attention for appropriate corrective action in-
cluding action to prevent recurrence. Please' indicate corrective action in the space provided

balow. In the event that corre.-tive action cannot be completed within thirty days, include the
schtduisd date for completion of corrective action. Return this form to sender within days.

;2. D2scrintien of Observacion:

1. Objective evidence lacking to show' management direction in meetine the intent and

guidance Jn AEC Reculatorv Guides 1.30 (ANSI 45.2.4), 1.31, 1.37 (ANSI 45.2.1), and

1.38 (ANSI 45.2.2). 2. CE has not responded to commitment made in LW3-754-73.

..

!3. Rsecrendation bv Auditor:

Mrnegement sheuld direct those resoonsible within CE to meet the intent and uidance cf th:sa

mintioned Regulatorv Guides and to document the imolementation. Also resoonse to ec- itment-
* .

mada in LW3-754-73.

a
. ,

V G . y .W) r & mw f f. //2-Kr/
. Auditor (s) Signature: A. E. Henderson Ralph E. Hastings Date 7- 12 - 7.'.

Acknowledged by: Signed by A. L. Gaines Title: Project Manager Date 7- 12- 7 '-

Corrective Action Reciy:,.

.

..

.

1

i Scheduled Date of Corrective Action:
.

F.eply made by: Title: Date
_.

U>. L6: rec:tvi Action dvaiusteu anu Con urmcu.

| Closed by: Datei

| (S ir, nature)
,

iesa m $ an M k I/ a 1 Td a B - sa rh :an M 4 f"i' * a t t f 4N= *w a N RAteed* A stus&*M' h" - --- - -___
- - - =

_
^ ^ - - - -----"6.
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. NON-CO:!F0n !ANCE REPORT N,^
*

. ,

'. -
j*

,, ,

fuiv M . 1974 Report No. _ _74-2hateofAudit:

soupany Audited: Combustion Engineerine Non-Conformance No. 74-2/2

Location of Audit: Windsor, Connecticut Requirement: Q7, Amend 44 ?SAR
,

Ecapany Escort: A.Gaines Discussed with: Keller

lite following Non-Conformance is brought to your attention for appropriate corrective action in-
31uding sction to prevent recurrence. Please' indicate corrective action in the space provided
below. In the event that corrective action cannot be completed within thirty days, include the
behsdulsd date for completion of corrective action. Return this form to sender within days.

$. Dascrintion of Observation:

Observed orocedure *for erecarine nopitions on Deculatorv Guides. Evidence of methods to
.

imolement orocedure are lackine.

-

*

|

3. Recot endation by Auditor: .

.

Document implementation of procedure.
*

.

*

_

.

0. $* W W.f./V5| lad'
Auditor (s) Signature: A. E. Henderson. Jr. Raloh E. Has(ines Date 7-12-7L

Acknowledged by: Siened bv A. L. Gaines Title: Proiect Manager Date 7-12-74

i4 Correceive Accion Reolv:

i

.

.

Scheduled Date of Corrective Action:
.

Title: Datee.cply made by: __

'~5 . Lorrdd tyc AcEton c.valuateu c.nu conttracu. ,

Datoclosed by:
(Signature)

,

?
_

-

,:_. -

_ . - - - -- - ___ ..... ._ _ . _ . . . . _ _ _
__
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EBASCO S E llVI C E S
I N C u lt P u n -\ T E D

UTILf rY CONSULTANr5 'E N GIN E E K S CONSTRUCTORS- -

o'/TWO flCCTan STREET ..

h.3 NN O E'NEW Y0 nK, N.Y.1000G.

un- 2.fr-n/ 7G
-

- - . . . ~ -

March 3, 1977
LW3-402-77 /
File: 1-Q-2

Mr W D Mawhinney, Project Manager
Combustion Engineering, Incorporated
Nuclear Power Department

. 1000 Prospect Hill Road *

.

Windsor, Connecticut 06095

Re: LOUISIAN1 POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD SES UNIT NO. 3 ..

-

QUALITY ASSURANCE AUDIT ,

CE-Ci'.ATTAN00GA

Dear Mr Hawhinnsy: -

.

Attached is a copy of the report on the subject audit. The' report
. identifias seireral nonconformances as well as items of concern which

,

the auditors found during their review of records and the records
management system. As indicated in the last section of the report,
we are requesting a written response to these. items within thirty
(30) days of receipt of the report.

If there are any questions, please contact D N Galligan (212) 785-6208.

Very truly ycurs, -

hs

RKS/DNG:mn R K Stampley
Project Manager

ec: W D Mawhinney (2)
D I Aswell J 0 Booth (2)
L V Maurin W 0 LaPointe
A E Henderson

gA,gg345gk.D B Lester.

'

Ah . M
?,..6

.

.P V Prasankumar p
3,Power Production Department-Nuclear (3) .g * yii H W Otillio '- >,

T F Garrets \'et - 34
|"%C C Chezem \

- *

h Tepige.'''L E Shackford
,

W K Combs
R W Kammann

*J M Brooks
.

9

,-m w - ~ ~ - - . , , - - , , - - - ----.,e.,-wwr,,- .-n,,,_. ,---.-nm,n --v,-,e,,- ,m,emv,,,--nms, rw---p,---+-,--,n,-m- y, -- ,- - w-
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On Decemoer 15 through 19, 1976 inclusive, Ebasco and Louisiana Power and
Light Cocpsny conducted an audit at C.E. Chattanooga Mfg. facility.

. Certain records, pertaining to Waterford III Reactor Pressure Vessel, and,

(1) one Steam Generator together with other randomly selected items of
equipment, were given an in-depth review and evaluation.

The main objectives of the audit ware:
,

1) To ascertain the availanility of certain records.-

2)- To ascure the content and completeness of the records.

3) To assure that the records management system at C/E - Chattanooga
was operational and met the intent .of ANSI 45.2.9 and amendment f44
to the PSAR. ,

Aodit Team Member - Mr. Ralph Hastings,- Quality Assurance Engineer -

Representing Louisiana Power and Light Company

Audit Team Leader - Mr. Edward J. Maloney - Principle Quality Assurance Engineer
Representing Ebssco Services Incorporated, N.Y.C.

* Part Time attendance or as required:
. "

Reoresentina C/E - Windsor. Conn (W) All other attendees representing Chattanooga.
*

*
.

. .

* Mr. Robinson - PipingMr.. John Solury - Contract, Q.A. (W)
Mr. Wally Reed - Chief Q. A. ChattanoogaMr. Harry Milliken - Projects (W) *

* Mr'. R.G. Kivett - Lead Q.A. Engineer* Mr. B J Bates - Audit Coordinator Larry Hoenig - Design Engineering** Mr. Paul Kiefer - Q.E. Reactor Vessel
Don Diger - C.E. Rep at Chattanooga** Mr. Jeff Andrews - Records Storage

for LP&L Job..

.

Audit findinas: .

Non-Conformance to ANSI 45.2.9 and Comeustion Engineering Procedure 17.3 Rev. C.
.

The' auditors found' inadequate implementation of requirements for record
retention in the vault area, as listed below:

'

a. There was no fire rating on the vault door.

b .~ The environment in the vault was dusty. .

There was no current documented control of temperature and humidity.c.

(Corrective action has been taken on this item).

d. The vault custodian was not using, nor was he aware of the latest
revision or the procedure for records retention, procedure 17.3.
(He had Revision B when Revision C has been issued. He should
also have revieOed Revision C.)

.

e

.

.-w,.-.--,w-.m-_.,-w_--e.r-.-, .-,.---%--,y, w ,ow n w -c.- u,%,-,-. ,,,-y.,w.-w ,em _ m%-e--_-
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a. In accordance with procedure 17.3, Revision C, the vault custodian
needs to determine if he h:s the latest applicable manufacturer's

,

recommendations for the storage of radiographs.

f. There was no written procedure to detail the specifics as to who
would have access to the documents in the vault; a control register
for temporary withdrawal of documents and the periodic audit of the
vault, its contents and control logs.

.

Recommendation

The auditors recommend that the vault custodian or other responsible
individual examine the implementation of requirements for the retention
of required records, and that appropriate action be taken to correct
nonconformances, to record retention requirements.

Concerns

The definition of a concern as pertains to the audit is - an item that is
not fully compliant with requirements and if not taken care of will become

' a non-conformance.
t

The following three concerns were identified during the audit:
.

,
.

.

I 1) A cover or signature approval sheet for the Quality Program Review
known as 17-B, Rev..C was not available when documents were presented.*

1 2) The review and approval cycle of the subject cover sheet did not bear
| the C.E.' Quality Manager's signature.

Recommendation: It is the auditor's recommendation that an in-
struction or procedure be written to identify the.

sequential steps or flow mechanism required in the
implementation of this procedure.!

3) Observation or Concern (Instructions, erocedures and drawings)

. Those individuals who were contacted during the course o'f this audit
could not show the auditors a procedure, letter or other document
authorizing the use of the review form (review of procedures).
The' form allows the recipient to signify review and/or acceptance
of a procedure log by not returning che form. That is, if the form

. is not returned within a specified time period, it indicates
acceptance of the procedure. (The review / comments loop does not
require a position response from the reviewer.)

4) The auditors noted that although the equipment has been completed
and shipped to the site for some time, the associated records were
not located in a centralized location, nor had any of the records
been processed or stored in the vault. We were unanle to estabitsh

~
an exact date, when the subject records would be processed and finelly,

stored in the vault.
'

.

4

,_. _ _ ._ ._ . _ . - . ~.. _ . _ _ . _ _ ___ _ __ _ _ _ _.. _ _ _ ._ _ _ _. _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _..
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j a) Response requested as to storage environment of areas where
records are being maintained in the interim period?

I
b) Has the processing of records for storage been started at this

point in time?

c) What is the expected ccmpletion date for storage of the subject
records?

Evaluation of Audits

The records and documentation for various items of equipment listed below
which were randomly selected by the auditors and the subject documents
reviewed no ascert,ain and assure that specific non-destructive examination-

and testir.g of operations and welding were accomplished, properly signed -
off and dated.

All of the drawings, inspection reports and other pertinent documen'ts thatN

* were requested by the audit team were retrieved and made available for
review during the audit. All documents' that were checked were found to
be complete and meeting their specified requirements.

All inspection, test or specially designated examination points listed ,

on the travelers and on the reports of inspection were eviden'ced as having
!

been accomplished my proper sign off and date.
,

I A detailed list of those items that were selected, reviewed and verified!

as satisfactory is entitled attachment "A" to this report and will be

retained by Ebasco Quality Assurance Engineering N.Y. Office "'

~

0ne exception to the above statement was a list of qualified Walder
Initials were copied from the Weld History Charts of the various items
of equipment listed in this report. The auditors requested verification

|
~ of the velder and procedure qualitication which was not available prior'

to the end of the exit critique of the Audit.

A list of qualified welders has since been compiled and transmitted to
the lead auditor. It has been reviewed and found satisfactory. It is the
recommendation or the lead auditor that the list be. cross referenced with
the actual welder performance qsalifications and procedure qualifications
at the next visit to Combustion Engineering Chattanooga, by Louisiana
Power and Light Quality Assurance Engineering.,

-

-

Conclusions:
,

We are requesting a written respanse- indicat.ing " Corrective Action" taken
or planned by C.E. to correct ene nonconformances listed as items (a)
through (f) inclusive. Your response is requested within thirty (30)

,

|
calendar days of the date of this report.

'

We are further asking that C.E. give a written response to the four items<

.

of concern, indicating what remedial corrective action has.been or will
| be taken in each of the areas of concern.

|
-.. .- .. - - - - - -. - -- - -. -. .-


