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WULLEAR POWER GENERATON ' r 'y “. ‘
> “
PGandE Letter No: DCL-84-059 S‘ o f (I'

Mr. John B. Martin, Regfonal Administrator
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regfon V
1450 Maria Lane, Suite 210

Walnut Creek, CA 94596-5366

Re: Docket No. 50-275, OL-DPR-76
Diablo Canyon Unit 1
SECY-84-6) - Items 25, 58, 96, 142 144, ana 16
Concrete Expansfon Anchors

Dear Mr., Martin:

Informatfon on the use of concrete expans'on anchors at Niablo Canyon was
summarized in PGandE letter DCL-84-02) gat. ! January 27, 1984, In a
subsequent letter, DCL-B4-048 dated February 7, 1984, PGandE stated that ¢
successful sampling prograr “» as-bu.l1t conditions of the expansion anchors
would enhance confiderce f: canclusfons discussed in the January 27, 1984
letter, The anchor bolt sampling program described in the February 7 lTetler
and evaluation of the data have Dean completed. This tubmittal provides the
results of the sampling program.

In the February 7 letter, Piandf committed to review the electrical
contractor's inspection records to identify cases of anchor bolt straightening
and torquing to improve nut engagement, The results of this review are also
included in this submittal,

Completion of the anzhor bult sampling program and contractor records review
::qfirns PGandE's ear 1'er ionclusion regarding he adequacy of concrete anchor
ts.

Kindly acknowledge receipt of this mater (al on the enclosed copy of this
letter and return 1t in the enclosed addressed enve v,

Sincerely,

Enclosures
L R -




PGandE Letter No. DCL-84-059

ENCLOSURE

Concrete Expansion Anchors in Electrical Raceway Supports

Informatfon on the use of concrete expansion anchors at the Diable Canyon
Power Plant (Dfablo Canyon) was summarized in PGandE letter DCL-84-031 dated
January 27, 1984, This summary contained the results of a review of
inspection records, onsite tests, design calculations, and other pub!lished
data which supported the conclusion that expansfon anchor usage at Diablo
Canyon 1s fully acceptable. Subsequently, the NRC Staff and PGandE agreed
that sampling the as-buflt conditions of the expansion anchors would enhance
the confidence in the conclusfons reached in the January 27 letter. This
submittal provides the results of the sampling program,

In another submittal (PGandE letter DCL-84-048 dated February 7, 1984), PGandE
provided the NRC Staff with a copy of the instructions that were used to
perform the expansion anchor sampling. In that February 7 letter, PGandE
additionally comritted to review the electrical contractor's inspection
records to identify cases of anchor bolt straightening and torquing to improve
nut engagement. The results of this review are also included in this
submittal,

The objective of the sampling program was to confirm the adequacy of expansion
anchor installation in electrical raceway supports on a statistical basis.

For the purpose of this program, adequate installation of an individual
su?port fs achieved when the expansion anchors included in the support
calculations have a safety factor of at least 3 relative to their capacity.
The overall adequacy of the expansion anchors in the raceway supports fis
statistically confirmed when a random sampling program achieves a 95%
confidence level that 95% of the supports meet the above definition of
adequacy.

The expansion anchor sampling program just completed at Diablo Canyon included
98 randomly selected electrical raceway supports. For each of these supports,
safety factors have been confirmed to be greater than 3, even after reducin
individual anchor capacities for concerns such as embedment, spacing, and edge
distance. Thus, confidence in the adequacy of the raceway supports using
expansfon anchors exceeds the 95 percent level,

One of the concerns involved the embedment of the 2-3/4* long H11t1 Kwik-Bolt
expansion anchors, The shorter overall length of these anchors rafsed a
question as to whether the embedment was sufficient to maintain adequate
safety factors. In the primary sample (the 98 randomly selected supports), 10
supports contained the 2-3/4" longianchors. when a 2-3/4" long anchor was

encountered, the sampling instructions required adjacent supports along the
conduit run to be added to the sample. This resulted In fnvestigation of 22
additional supports. Six of these 22 adjacent supports also contained 2-3/4"




long anchors. Subsequent evaluation of the anchors in all 16 affected
supports confirmed that factors of safety in excess of 3 existed in every
case., These results corroborate the January 27 conclusions regarding the
adequacy of supports containing these shorter anchors.

The following attachments provide details on the selection of supports to be
sampled (Attachment A); a summary of the data that was compiled (Attachment
B); a discussion on the statistical evaluation of the data (Attachment C); a
discussion on how factors of safety were calculated (Attachment D); and a
discussion on the significance of the installation deviations found in the
sampling program, as well as those recorded in the electrical contractor's
inspection records (Attachment E).

In summary, the expansion anchor sampling program has confirmed on a
statistical basis, that expansion anchor installation at Diablo Canyon is
reasonable, conservative, and acceptable.




Attachment A - Selection of Sampled Supports

The Diablo Canyen electrical raceways contain approximately 23,000 supports,
The expansion anchor sample set was selected from these supporis by numbering
each support sequentfally and generating a set of random numbers., The
supports corresponding to these random numbers comprised the sample set. A
total of approximately 100 supports was intended to be sampled. This sample
size 1s consistent with the statistical evaluation that was desired. See
Attachment C for further information on the statistical evaluation.

As detailed below, some raceway supports could not be used as samples, so it
was necessary to review more than 100 supports to obtain the required sample
size. A total of 401 randomly selected raceway supports were investigated
before the desired sample size was achieved.

Exclusion of a randomly selected support from the sample set occured for one
of the following reasons:

1. Some supports did not contain expansion anchors. These consisted of
supports welded to steel members or attached to embedded Unistrut
channels with structural bolts. Of the 401 supports investigated,
112 were of this type.

Other supports were found to be inaccessible. Inaccessible supports
were those that would have required extensive scaffolding to reach,
those located in areas of rooms where other work was in progress, and

those located behind other plant components such that the measurement
equipment could not be readily used. There were 124 supports of this

type.

In some highly congested areas, identification of a specific support
proved difficult. Supports that could not be fully identified within
a reasonable time (generally 1/2 hour) were excluded from the sample
set. Twenty-nine supports could not be readily identified. In
addition, a single page of the 1ist of random support numbers was
inadvertently lTost in transmittal to the site. Sampling of the other
supports on the 1ist continued and an adequate sample size (98) was
reached before this was discovered and the page retransmitted. As a
result, 37 supports listed on that page were omitted from the sample.

As previously noted, 22 supports were added in the sample set to provide
additional data for evaluating 2-3/4" long Hilt{ Kwik-Bolts. These 22
additional samples consisted of supports located directly adjacent to the
randomly selected supports that were found to contain the 2-3/4* long anchors.

Thus, for the sample program, complete data was compiled on 120 electrical
raceway supports., Attachment B contains a summary of the data recorded for
each support sampled.




Attachl;nt B - Summary of Data

The following tables contain the data compiled in the expansion anchor
samp!ing program.

Table B-1 provides an overall summary of sampling program findings.
Table B-2 provides a summary of findings by specific concern.

Table B-3 contains the data on each support investigated. Except when
otherwise noted, the numbers in this table represent the quantity of anchors
with the concern identified by the column heading. Factors of safety are
listed for supports containing one or more anchors with concerns. For all
other supports, specific factors of safety hive not been calculated, but are
always greater than 3 based on previous gener ¢ calculations.



Attachment B

Table B-1 - Summary of Sample Findings

Rendom Samples Adjacent Samples

Pre-1975 | Post-1975| Total Pre-1975| Post-1975 | Total
No. of supports 25 39 64 12 1 13
containing anchors
with no concerns
No. of supports 22 12 34 8 1 9
containing one or
more anchors with
specific concerns
Total 47 51 98 20 2 22

B2



Attachment B

Table B-2 - Summary Listing of Conccrns(I)

Random Samples Adjacent Samples

Pre-1975| Post 1975| Total Pre-1975| Post 1975| Total

2-3/4" long Hilti

Kwik=Bolts 9 1(2) 10 6 0 6
Embedment less
than minimum 12 2 14 6 1 7

per Dwg. 054162 {

Angle between

50 - 150 5 6 1 1 0 1
Angle greater 0 0 0 1 0 1
than 159

Spacing less than 12 5 17 1 0 1
10 diameters

Edge distance 2 0 2 0 0 0
less than 5

diameters

Nut engagement 1 0 1 1 0 1
less than flush

Nuts not tight - 0 - 0 0 0
NOTES:

(1) The numbers in the table represent the ?uantity of supports containing
one or more anchors with the concerns listed.

(2) }g};s:upport was probably installed before 1975 (cable was pulled on
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Notes: (1) The date installed is actually the date cable was pulled through the conduit attached to the subject support.
§2) The pre-1975 sequence number includes ai! supports which had cable pulled by July, 1975.
(
(

—y—

3) (® indicates that the affected anchor(s) are in a fitting. Spacing concerns were accounted for in the
design calculations.

4) e identifies an adjacent support sample (i.e., not one of the primary 98 randomlv selected supports).

5) @ indicates that the factor of safety was obtained from a generic calculation. The actual factor of
safety for specific support is likely to be much higher.
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Attachment C - Statistical Discussian

The objective of the sampling program was to select a statistically valid
sample from which an appropriate confidence level on the adequacy of raceway
support expansfon anchor installation could be established. In applying this
approach, adequacy of a support is achieved when the expansion anchors
fncluded in the support calculations have a safety factor of at least 3
rclatfv; to their capacity. (See Attachment D for a discussion on factors of
safety.

It was determined that the sample pro?ram would be adequate if it could be
demonstrated at a 95% confidence level that 95% of the supports sampled meet
the test of adequacy defined above. Based on the statistics described below,
this confidence level is demonstrated when no unacceptable conditions are
found in 58 randomly selected samples (or no more than one unacceptable
condition in 92 samples; no more than two unacceptable conuitions in 123
samples, etc.). The sample size for Diablo Canyon consisted of 93 supports
which were selected as described in Attachment A.

The statistical theory involved assumes that the probability function P,(m)

of encountering (m) defects in a sample of (n) items selected at random from a
total of (N) items is hypergeometric. This function can be approximated for
(n) less than 0.10 N by the foilowing binomial distribution:

n\ m n-m
Pa(m) = (2)p"(1-p)
e n!
ere: (-) Th-m)Tm!
p = ratio of unacceptable supports to the total number

supports = 0,05

The confidence level (c) is obtained from the following relationship:

=1-LP
¢ §,,(-)
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Application of this statistical criterion to the Diablo Canyon expansion
anchor sampling program resulted in a confidence level that exceeds 95%. Of
the 98 supports in the sample, n. condition existed which was found to reduce
the safety factor below 3.

There was some concern that supports constructed prior to January 1975 were of
questionable quality due to the use of 2-3/4* long Hilti Kwik-Balts. When the
pre-1975 installations are separated from the 98 random samples, 47 pre-1975
supports were found to have been sampled. In addition, 22 adjacent supports,
also of pre-1975 vintage, were sampled, mak ing a total of 69 pre-1975

samples. As each of these samples has been shown to have a factor of safety
of at Teast 3, the conclusions stated above are valid for installations both
pre- and post-1875,
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Attachment D - Factors of Safety

The acceptance criterfa for supports that were evaluated as a result of this
sampling program has been defined in terms of fractors of safety. The factor
of safety is the ratio of the expansion anchor's average capacity to the
maximum load the anchors are expected to experience. The magnitude of an
acceptable factor of safety was discussed in the January 27, 1984 letter. A
value of 3 was determined to constitute an acceptable number and was used to
measure the adequacy of the individual supports evaluated in this sampling

program.

Design loads on the raceway expansion anchors were developed in the Diablo
Canyon Project (DCP) calculations. A criterion defining the methodology for
analyzing the raceway supports was previously established by the DCP and was
used 1n all cases reported herein. No special analysis techniques,
refinements to the existing procedures, or removal of conservatisms inherent
in %hc uoghodology were required to demonstrate a factor of safety of

at least 3.

Anchor capacities were determined as described in the January 27, 1984
letter. Briefly summarized, the capacities were determined by averaging
published test data on all of the types of expansicn anchors in use at Diablo
Canyon. Development of anchor capacities and factors of safety are contained
in calculations prepared by the DCP.

In cases where installation concerns were raised, the anchor capacities were
analytically reduced before calculating the factors of safety. The following
is a list of the analytical reduction methods used for each type of concern:

Concern Reduction Method
Short Embedment Reduction in pullout capacities were

made in proportion to pullout shear
cone areas:

where: Py' = reduced pullout capacity
Py = pullout capacity for full
g elboduc:g v

Lactual = actual embedment length

K required = embedment length
required by Dwg. 054162
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Spacing less than 10
diameters or edge
distance less than 5
diameters

where:

Angular Alignment

Nut Engagement
and Loose Nuts

Reduction in pullout capacities were
made using the equation given on Dwg.
054162, except that full capacity was
assumed to be developed at 10d
spacings and 54 edge distances

P = 2.25 P, (T':S)(Fg's)

Py' = reduced pullout capacity

Py = pullout capacity at full
spacing and edge distances

N = no., of diameters of actual
anchor spacing

E = no. of diameters of actual
edge distance

The above equation is very
conservative when compared to test
data.

For anchors installed within 150 of
plumb, no reduction in anchor
capacity was made. See Attachment E

for further information on angularity.

Since so few cases of these types of
concerns were found, they were
addressed on a case by case basis.
See Attachment E for further
information.

Notwithstanding the conservative analysis techniques and the conservative
methods used to reduce capacities for installation concerns, most supports
have factors of safety well in excess of the acceptance 1imit of 3.
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Attachment £ - Significance of Instailation Concerns

This attachment addresses the sampling program findings for each type of
concern. As described in Attachment D, anchor capacities were reduced to
account for most of these concerns. The supports were then evaluated using
reduced anchor capacities and were found to have factors of safety exceeding 3
in every case. This result, by itself, indicates that the concerns have no
reduced safety margins to unacceptable levels. However, further conclusions
can be made regarding the specific concerns.

2-3/4" Long Anchors

In the period prior to January 1975, a total of approximately 14,000 of the
shorter (2-3/4" in length) Hilti Kwik-Bolts were bought by the electrical
contractor. The total number of expansion anchors used in the Class I raceway
supports was approximately 125,000. Some of the shorter anchors were used in
Class 1 raceway supports. The concern with these anchors is that due to their
short overall length, their embedment may not have been sufficient to maintain
an adequate safety factor. These short anchors were found in 10 of the 98
randomly selected supports. Twenty-two adjacent supports were aiso sampled in
which 6 supports were also found to contain the short anchors.

Every support, in both the random sample and in the adjacent support sample,
that contained a short anchor was evaluated using the actual embedment to
reduce the anchors's capacity. A factor of safety greater than 3 was
confirmed in every case. As reported in the PGandE January 27, 1984 letter,
the margin in the design of the raceway cupports is large. The effect of
relatively few short anchors on the overall safety was determined to be
negligable. This conclusion has been confirmed by the random sampling program.

Embedment

Fourteen of the 98 supports sampled contained anchors that did not have the
embedment specified on Drawing 054162. Ten of these supports were those
containing the short Hilti Kwik-Bolts. In most of the cases, the embedment
was within 3/16" of the required embedment so the resulting reduction in
pullout capacity was relatively small. Nevertheless, in all cases factors of
safety greater than 3 were confirmed.

Sgacigg

Of the 98 supports sampled, 17 had anchors spaced closer than 10 diameters
(10d) from anchors in other supports. Most of these spacings were in the 7d
to 9d range. Even after using the conservative reduction equation stated in
Attachucgtsb. all such cases were confirmed to have a factor of safety in
excess of 3.

01994 Ei



Also, 72 of the 98 supports were found to contain anchors spaced closer than
10d from another anchor in the same support. The inter-support anchor
spacln‘s are frequently less than 10d because manufactured fittings with
predriiled holes are commonly used in the raceway support designs. These
conditions had already been accounted for in the design calculations by
neglecting one anchor or derating the capacity and they do not constitute
deviations from design requirements.

Edge Distance

Two supports contained anchors spaced less than 5 diameters from concrete
edges or embedded ftems. Both of these cases were evaluated and were found to
be acceptable (factor of safety much greater than 3).

Angular Alignment

Eleven of the 98 sampled supports contained anchors installed between 50 and
150 out-of-plumb. In PGandE's January 27 letter, a discussion on the

effects of anchors installed up to 159 out-of-plumb was presented. All
available test data indicates that anchors installed within this tolerance
perform satisfactorily. As a follow-up to the testing of misaligned anchors
referenced in the January 27 letter, the testing of 1/2" diameter and 3/4*
diameter Hilti Kwik-Bolts is now complete. The test report is currently being
written. These tests demonstrated that there is no reduction in ultimate
capacity for anchors installed within a nominal 100 tolerance (the tested
angles ranged from 90 to 120),

In the sampling of the “adjacent" supports, one support was found to contain 2
anchors installed at angles just over 150 (approximately 160 or 170),

This support has a factor of safety exceeding 10 and was, therefore, Judged to
be acceptable.

Miscellaneous Irregularities

As expected, a few supports were found to contain anchors with miscellaneous
irregularities. A1l of these anchors were found acceptable for the reasons
described below.

0 Loose nuts were found on four anchors. In one case, the loose nut
occurred in an anchor installed in a base connection containing two
anchors. The design required only one anchor in the connection. As one
anchor in the connection was installed with no deviations, the loose nut
on the other anchor is of no concern. In a similar case, one of two
anchors in the connection did not have a nut. As the design only
required one anchor, this condition is also acceptable. The other two
cases were also evaluated and judged to be satisfactory even with one
anchor nut slightly loose.
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0 One anchor was “ound to be one thiead shy of full au engagement. The
factor of safety on this anchor exceeded iU and was, therefore, judged to
be acceptablie,

] One anchor nut was observea to “e damaged. The anchor was in a
two-anchor connection whose design required only one anchor.

In a related, but separate investigation, tne electrical contractor's QC
inspectfon records were reviewed to identify cases in which anchors were (1)
straightened to improve alignment, and (2) torqued t: ‘mprove nut engagement.

In sftuations involving anchor straightening to improve alignment, oniv !l
cases were found (in the approximatzly 125,000 anchors addressed in the
inspection records) which had their alignment corrected. Of the nearly 400
anchors inspected in the recent randcm sampling program, only ore ancho
showed signs of straightonin?. Even if all 11 of these atiu.ted enchors wers
realigned by hammering, tha infrequency of occurrance elfiiinates this as a
concern.

The results of this record review alsc found 317 cases in whichk anchors had
been torqued to improve nut engagement. The inspection records addressed tie
fnstallation of apgroxfnately 25,000 expansion anchors. Thus, torqueing
occurred in less than 1/! of 1 percent of the anciiors. This cfearly has no
significant effect on the overall sifety margin in the raceway support
systems. Further, load-deflection curves for expansion ancnors show that the
anchors deflect between 1/2" and 1* hefore their ultimate strengths are
reached. Thus, torquing the bolts to engage one or two more threads, (which
would deflect tie bolt approximately 1/8") would not be cause for any concern.

As indicated earlier, raceway support systems are designed witi the ‘arge
factors of safety. From the results of the sawpling program evaluaticens, it
fs evident that the factors of sufety built into the raceway support devsign
are large enough to tolerate an nccasional irregularity in expansion anchor
installation.
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Task: Allegation or Concern No. 166

ATS No.: RV-84-A-002]

Characterization:
H. P. Foley Quality Control personnel are changing quality control
documentstion using general guidelines with no overall comtrcls provided for

problem documentation, review of changes by management, or management review

of corrective actions.

Implied Significance to Plant Design, Comstruction or Operation:

Discrepant records may have been revised to reflect inspections and/or

inspection criteria compliance, necessary to assure the verification of

installation quality, which may not have been accomplished

Assessment of Safety Significance:

The staff evaluation of this concern consisted of: {1) a review the
procedures and criteria associated with the document review and revision
process; (2) interviews with responsible licensee and contractor personnel;
and (3) an examination of a sample of documentation packages to determine the
types of record revisions which had been made snd to evsluate if the revision
made reflected the accomplishment of an activity which may oot haveg been

performed.




The staff examined the procedures and criteria associated with the document
review and revision process. H. P. Foley Quality Instruction No. 4 (titled
"Records Correction"), dated August 18, 1983, establishes the methods and
actions required to alter, change, correct or modify quality documentation.
Additiooal guidance is provided by a Foley Inter-Office Memorandum, dated
October 6, 1983. These documents provide the Foley Quality Control perscanel,
engaged in the review and revision of quality documents, with the guidelines
and authority necessary to correct obvious discrepancies noted during the
document review process. Both documents provide requirements to asssure that:
the changes made are justified and do not mask the accept/reject status of the
item; and the reason for changes made, which if not obvious, shall be
indicated on the document or a separate attachment. The above guidelines
provided to il. P. Fcley personnel péesfoimiuyg the document Lurnover reviews
require that items identified as discrepant be documented on inspection

reports, nonconformance reports or document deficiency notices (DDN's).

The staff found that neither of the above documents specifically provide for
management review of, and concurrence with, each document revision or chauge;
however, recurring deficiencies in the quality documentation have been brought
to the atteution of management for resolution io the form of inspection
reports, nonconformance reports and document deficiency notices (DDNs). The
staff found that management had acted responsibly in evaluating and resolving

these issues.

As sn improvement in the review process, the licensee committed, in their
letter No. DCL-84-+080, dated February 29, 1984, to specifically provide for

managewent reviews of document changes. The staff conducted discussions with



responsible licensee aud contractor personnel engaged in the document review

and turnover process. These discussions indicated that, while senior level
personnel were generally familiar with the total progras for review and

turnover of quality docunznts’ e document review analysts did oot have [!
complete visibility of the total program and, thus, had reservations regarding

the adequacy of resolutions provided in respcnse to Document Deficiency

Notices which they had written. These reservations seemed to be largely due

to the lack of‘%oﬂpl.to explanation by the organization assigned to te;olQe "
the problem cn certain document deficiency notices as to why the situations
were resclved in the manner indicated on the forms. Therefore, when the

completed package was returned to the document analysts they could not be sure

the resolution was proper.

To assure that resolutions to identified problems are more adequately
documented, the licensee committed, in their letter No. DCL-84-080, dated
February 29, 1984, to revise Foley instructions to more adequately specify and
provide for approval levels and dotumentation required for changes or
corrections to quality records (this includes resolutions to deficiency
potices). In the course of discussions with document turnover analysts,
several examples of allegededly defective resolutions to document deficieacy
notices were provided to the staff. In srder te resolve these concerns the
statt examined the resolutions to 13% document deticiency notices (11 genmeric,
57 electrical, 40 mechanical and 31 civil) and examined 29 related purchase
orders and 47 related file packages. Io general, the staff was able to verify
that the stated resolution was adequate. However, in 5 cases the resolutions
provided did not appear to be justified. In two cases, Foley engineering had

erred with the result that, in each case, the wire installed io a Class 1



circuit was not traceable to an accepted wire spool (Nooconformance reports
wvere written documenting these discrepancies). Oue case involved a mere
pspervork error with no effect on the installed circuits. In two cases, Foley
engineering provided a response which could only be accepted if am actual
field verification had been perforwed; however, there was no indication a
field verification had been done. Subsequent reinspection by Foley verified
that the two circuits were properly installed. Therefore, of the 139
deficiency notice resolutions reviewed only two DDNs were improperly
dispositioned. PG&E elected to repfflace these cables. In the inspector's
opinion th.:n l: a high probability that these two instancss merely represent
a failure to record the proper wire spocl number on the wire pull card since
the actual cables were color coded and PGA&E had purchased color coded cable
(other than black) to the requirements of the applicable IEEE standards.
Thus, the staff has no real concern for the true acceptability of the cable

which was installed.

The staff concludes that the overall coatrols, provided to quality control and

document analysts, generally provided for adequate record discrepancy

documentation. These controls could have been made more comprehensive and
effective by specifically providing for management review of changes and
management review of corrective actions. The staff found that, although not
specifically required, management was iovolved in the document review and
discrepancy correction process as evidenced by management’'s involvement in the
review of recurring inspection reports, nouconformance reports and document

deficiency notices.



The staff further concludes that the apparent confusion of document analysts
regarding the overall document review and discrepancy resolution program did
oot result in #n unacceptable level of document review and discrepancy
resolution. This conclusion has basis in the results of the gtaff's
examigation of 139 of the more troublesome DDN resolutiocns, as detailed above.

No real hardware problems were found.

Thus, the staff concludes that the identified concern, while true, is of baly

minimal importance and safety significance.

Sctaff Position

The staff considers that the geaeral guidance provided personnel reviewing
quality documentation, in preparation for turnover, to control the revision or
changing of those quality documents was generally adequate. While the
guidance did not specifically provide for management review and approval of
each change, the staff finds that management was iavolved in the resolution of
generic types of document chsnges sud that management had generally provided
controls over the types of changes which may be made and the documentation
necessary to provide the justification for the change. With the further
clarification of document change spproval levels, the clarification of
documentation required for quality record changes or corrections, and the
increased training of quality control and document asnalysts, committed in the
February 29, 1984 PG&E letter, the staff feels that the licensee’'s document

review and turnover process will be further strengthened.
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H. P. Foley QC perscannel are changing quality documentation (adding,
degiing. or modifying information) using general quidelines with no
overall control for documenting problems, providing for management

review of the problem and corrective action.

Implied Significance to Plant Design, Construction or Operation

o “A.'C
Discrepant records may be revised to weddeet inspections and/or

criteria which are key to the quality verification of installations.

Assessment of Safety Significance

H. P. Foley Quality Instruction, QI-4, Rev. 1, Records Correction,
dated August 18, 1983, establishes "the methods and actions required to
alter, change, correct, clarify or modify Quality Control Documentation
Record(s)." Additional guidance to H. P. Foley document review
personnel is provided in an inter-office memo from L. Wilson to

J. Thompson dated October 6, 1983, regarding "Correction of Quality
Documents.”" The October 6, 1983, inter-office memo utilizes specific
paragraphs of QI-4, Rev. 1 to provide guidelines on the authority and
responsibility for correcting obvious discrepancies :rquality

documentation for document review personnel.



Both QI-4, Rev. 1 and the {nter-office memo specify that the individual

who changes quality documents is responsible that "the changes are
justified and in no way masks the accept/reject status of the item."”

In addition, they both also state that when not otherwise apparent, the
reason or justification for each change or addition to a document shall
be indicated on the d&cument or separate attachment. In certain
instances as described detail in H. P. Foley Inspection Report

IR 8802-1462, dated July 11, 1983, Weld Inspection Sheets (WIS) must be
completed or completely remade using supplemental information such as
the Work Process Traveler, Weld w1thdrau;15heets. and inspector's field
notes. The IR stipulates that the completed WIS reference the IR and
that it be co-signed by a QC supervisor. It is apparent that
additional management attention was deemed necessary when actual QC

records were being completed and not just corrected or modified.

In part, the allegation that quality documents are biﬁng changed with
no overall control for documenting probvlems and providing management
review of the problem and corrective actions was substantiated im that
QI-4 nor the inter-office memo provides for such management control.
However, there is evidence to indicatc that generic deficiencies have
been brought to H. P. Foley management attention for resolution such as
inspection record deficiencies described in H. P. Foley NCR 8802-886.
Rev. 1, procedural requirement violations described in NCR 8802-944,
and the re-creation of Weld Inspection Sheets described previously. 1In
addition, the guidelines provided to Hl P. Foley personnel performing
documentation turnover reviews specify that items identified as being
discrepant in accordance with H. P. Foley Quality Control Procedure,

QCP-3, Rev. :1;*%'¢¢5cessing and Control of Nonconformances, dated



November 1, 1983, shall be {dentified on an IR or NCR. H. P. Foley
non-QC personnel performing document turnover reviews utilize the
Document Deficiency Notice (DDN) system to initiate changes to records
which are not obvious. The DDN's are given supervisory review and have
been letter-coded as to the type of document deficiency for each DDN.
PGSE activity audit No. 83429A regarding DDN's has increased the
awareness of personnel dealing with DDN's of the need to comply with

QCP-3 should significant deficiencies be identified.

In interviews with H. P. Foley personnel performing documentation
reviews, the initial attempt for any quality record change is to
contact the originating persom. If that person is no longer available,

then the originating organization is contacted.

The NRC inspector reviewed a sample of DDN's and documentation packages
as described below to determine the type and extent of records

made
corrections or modifications Foquired.

Number Sampled

DDN'S Je ey

Genericdt, G-001 thru Ol1 11
Electrical: E-001 thru 160 25 (apptox.)‘/
—
Generic: E-113 E-212 11
-153 -223
-207 -257
-210 =342
=211 -352

=471



SOSREL 4
Sample: E-101

E-235
-365
=377
-378

- -442

~-116
-120
-13¥
-144
-208
-209
~-214
-218
=224
Mechanical: M-001
Generic M-230
-360
-311
-158
-407
| —
Sample: M-005
-021
-037
-138
-197
P. 0.:

=443
-400
~-486
-430
-429

-386

thru

100

M-206

-244
-308
-360

~145

P-621 thru 660

-981 thru 1000

Total Electrical = 57

25 (approx.)
5

Total Mechanical = 40

/s

15 (approx.)



—

Generic:

Sample:

Civil: c-161

Jammseiiyey

jeneric
ample

File Packages:

Area

P-528
-977

-837

P-451
-458
465
-528
-662

~728

thru

c-024
C~-005
=025
-080
-110

-173

Electrical Circuits

Structural

Instrumentation

Civil

200

3
pP-895 11
-1072 Total P. 0. = 29
~-1132
-1153
-1154

25 (approx.)

1
5

Total Civil = 31

Number Sampled

30
5
6
L]

Total Sampled = 47



From the review of the sample of file packages, the records corrections
were of a minor nature and were made in accordance with the
instructions of QI-4. For the most part, the review of DDN's indicated
that deficiencies were being {dentified and adequate resolution
provide, except in the case of the electrical circuit DDN's. Of the 57
total electrical DDN'; reviewed by the NRC inspector, for 5 DDN's the
resolution provided on the DDN did not justify the record change made.

The five DDN's are described below.

DDN Remarks
E~-378 The response from the H. P. Foley engineer was
(NCR-8802-1015) incorrect in that the deficiency was not am

"obvious transpositionm,” but a real case of the

loss of wire traceability.

E-377 The response from the H. P. Foley engineer bypassed
document contcol where perhaps the error in tha

"
documents-transmitted sheet would have been

identified. There was no effect on the circuits

installed.
»”
B
E-443 From the response to WCR-8802-9@4 it is not
(NCR-8802-964) apparent that the issue that a 20 foot length
(NCR-8802-1017) of wire has lost its traceability has been

addressed.



E-365 aad E-442 The response from the H. P. Foley engineer could be
accepted only if actual field verification was
performed. There was no indication that this had
been done. Subsequent re-inspection reveals that

the circuits are properly installed.

In the five of 52 instances described above, it is not apparent that

the quality records change was properly justified as provided in
dcoiu Yiea From

response to the DDN's. This is in apparent walation-of QI-4, Rev. 1,

Section 5.1.3, which states that "when not otherwise apparent, the

reason or justification for each change or addtion to a document shall

be indicated on the document or the separate attachment." ANote: PGSE | i
Jc.”“m’

1t findings should be noted here) 7 oA
RO Jacewsom /8T
wa ) rrwt

staff Position

1. It appears that there are sufficient management and procedural
controls for documenting problems and the review of documentation
problems when changes to quality records are bieng made. However,
the NRC inspector recognizes that the authority for making reocrd
changes is not defined in QIl-4, From a procedural standpoint QI-4
should be changed to comply with ANSI N45.2.9-1974,
paragraph 3.2.6 which states that ''quality assurance records may
be corrected or supplemented in accordance with procedures which
provide for appropriate review or approval by the originating

"
organization.



2. 1t appears that quality records have not been substantially

€2
changed of modified ’C.in any way reflect acceptable ijnstallation \
or inspections when actual condition are not 8O. \
!
i
|

3, It is the NRC 1nspector's opinion that additional review of the ﬁ
’ !
responses to electrical DDN's be performed to assure that proper

engineering judgement was used.

4. A general comment on the responses made to Engineering pisposition
Requests (EDR's) in which only yes or no answers are provided is
that more detail is needed in order to avoid later confusion. A
brief description of the answer and the justification would give
some insight into the basis of the response. Fifteen EDR's were
reviewed and when researched all ———— Tesponses were found to be

acceptable.
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PGandE Letter No. DCL-B4-
ENCLOSURE

QUALITY ASSURANCE RECORD REVIEW B HeSPrETOR QUACH-FRlION

Foley Work History

In 1970 the H. P. Foley Company (Foley) was awarded a contract for
electrical system installation activities at Diablo Canyon Power Plant
(DCPP). sStarting in 1977, Foley's role expanded and they became involved in
other areas as assigned by PGandE. Following the initiation of the Diablo
Canyon Project (DCP or Project) design verification program in 1981 to review
the adequacy of plant cesign, the magnitude of the Foley work increased
dramatically. The most significant increase in work began in November 1982 as
a result of various modifications that were required in response to the
verification program findings. This increased level of activity continued for
nearly a year. Identified below are the major Foley tasks which required

documention and the year each task began. A1l of these tasks remain Foley's

responsibility.
Activity Year Begun
1. Electrical Equipment Installation 1970
2. Conduit and Raceway Installatien 1970
3. Cable Installation 1970
4. Wiring Terminations (Connections) 1970
5. Instrumentation Tubing Installat‘on 1977

L.
0086d/00030




Activity Year Begun

6. Local Instrument Mounting 1977
7. Valve Maintenance 1977
8. Equipment and Support grouting 1977
9. Structural Steel Installation 1979
10. Concrete Placement and Repair 1980
11. Installation of Platforms and Stairwells 1980
12. HVAC Duct and Support Modification and 1981
Maintenance

I. RECORD REVIEW

Review by Foley

when Foley commeﬁced work at Diablo Canyon, there were no NRC or
specification requirements for quality assurance (Q.A.) records revied( The
Foley Q.A. Manual provided the guidance for all quality related activities
until 1974. During this time duplicate records were sent to Foley Engineering
and Quality Control Departments and to PGandE. From 1974 to 1977 Foley
developed wriiten procedures based on the Q.A. Manual, and distribution of

duplicate records was eliminated. In 1976 Foley Q.A. did a comprehensive A“’“’

b.‘.‘ >ta /—-—_—.
In 1980 the ,‘”.Jaﬂ

audit as.a result of uague statements in the Foley Q.A. Manual.

Foley Q.C. manager directed the respective Q.C. supervisors to review all 32:_:7‘?’
quality records. from 1977 to 1980 and to review all future records before
filing. (dv Mowy L = TY08 0F Pov) uy duns 7)
/a....n? 2-
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From the start of Foley's work at the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant
(DCNPP) through July 1983, the quality assurance records were generated by the
responsible Q.C. inspector and reviewed and approved by the Q.C. Inspector's
supervisor. In addition, the responsible Foley quality control supervisor
does a second informal review of the completed work package to assure

.technical adequacy. An administrative review of each document package was
performed by Foley Records Management. The process of inspection and records
generation review was audited by PGandE Q.A. and the NRC to verify that all

requirements in effect at the time were met. A1l record discrepancies have

been corrected.

, . frov~1974 through 1980 Foley conducted 89 Q.C. audits, most of which included
documentation. Tha aifs ntnd oveh aresr oo - oo . Tt Ak rra -

M'WW:MM”*"W“' /m“f{d-la..i:f

From 1977 through 1980 Foley's work force decreased to a

level, during which time Foley had no engineerin or ' T
i

responsibilities A PGandE inspectors and engineers checked with Foley crews

directly to assure work was installed according to specificaﬂons./"g-:;:, ?

| Hov Ak ot atidy il @ tee ? ,,A’*.
Sh&-" In Wive b Hﬂ, " &u’ WWMM ae & " -
ue .4vom the design ”~

As la e b WMM«‘-I%#.& -
7 A Foley 4 | e

0 improve tﬁww 4
ovS Aot Fevew Cocteme? A o (Aral.

control of document revi Quality Assurance Instructions (QAls) ¢«vi== Ghine

verification program

) were issued in July 1983 to provide guidance for record review.

pplied to all ongoing activ‘ltie; ;equ1r1ng quality assurance. ? >
e ————— s :
=13= '
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To increase confidence in the accuracy and completeness of their records,
: ot M Asidlants  Pha-dC
’7 Foley decided to retroactively apply these QAls in a review of all Project

records since September 1981. This review of past records accomplished the

following:

3. Reviewed all work done since November 1982 when the upsurge in work

began as a result of the verification program modifications

Assessed the adeguacy of records made during the informal program
(prior to June 1983) by comparing them with records completed under

formal program (post-June 1983)

-]
3. Included in the review all records for work completed since *;“ - Ja %
& suspension of the initial fuel load license -~ (498/ .

The formal Foley document review program has been divided into two
phases--a technical review phase and an administrative review phase. The
technical rev1ew (Phase 1) compares as-built drawings with f1e1d"1:1:‘p:'ctlo L mwla‘.:a
documentation to assure consistency between these two The technical ).n:u'l
v MT /A%( .
review determines if the inspection documentation supports the as-built
drawings by verifying items such as proper weld configuration, correct number
of bolts installed, and material heat traceability. In the review of
electrical work, which does not have as-built drawings, the inspection
documents are compared to the modification or installation design sketches.
Some random field inspections are performed to assure that the as-built
conditions are accurately reflected in the documents. The Phase I review was
’ started in October 1983 and was completed prior to fuel load for records

-14-
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generated since September 1981 and required for fuel load. Phase I review of .
#

~
an estimated 15,000 documents resulted in approximately a dozen nonconformance yg';'f'
ond h‘” “.,‘

G

of corrective work in the {ﬁi'p
——
field. The Phase I review of the remaining records will be completed prior to

reparts which were resolved with a
the respective milestone activity.

The administrative review (Phase I1) checks the entire document package
before turnover to PGandE. This review assures that the documentation which
supports the program implementation is complete, correct, and properly cross

referenced in the package indexes.

The Phase Il review of records generated from September 1981 through July
1983 has been completed. During this review, Foley initiated 1400 document

deficiency notices (DOONs) for these recgrg;,f’fﬂ;;:—;otices were mostly the \ 74w é ¢4

result of corrections to the documentation without the responsible person

initialling the chaqg:z/f—To date, 1100 DONs have been closed. Most of the

300 DONs not yet closed involve vendor qualification on purchase orders.

Purchase orders were not included in the Phase I review.

As a result of closing the 1100 DONs, approximately 400 additional
manhours were expended to investigate the concerns identified in the DONs. No
unacceptable work regarding the DON concerns was discovered during these
inspections; however, a few deficient conditions unrelated to the DONs were
discovered during the 1nspectionsland subsequently corrected.

doM

-15-
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A qualitative comparison between pre-June 1983 records and post-June 1983
records (i.e., between the informal and formal review program) discléses no
difference in the quality or acceptability of the records. The Phase 1l

review will be completed before commercial operations.

When the present Records Manager came into the Department in June 1981,

2
0 review each package for 77'-'f ¢ Aow
Qs € ome P ETHET)

ollowed by the Q.C. Clerical Supervisor's (now the Records ’-’&:’;’;;‘;’ 45

Manager) and the Q.C. Supervisor's review of the package. This practice may

have begun semetime-in 19794580+

. The preceding description of Foley's company policy and practice shows
that the work records have been repeatedly reviewed acéord1nq to the review
requirements in effect at the time. Furthermore, any weaknesses found in the

Q. A. program or discrepancies found in the records have been corrected. e faodi:

&z i ,(.u, o;LJr/..J%Mij‘_J%MM R
Review by PGandE

WM
Since 1970, the PGandEAOtnath Control Department has conducted over ?_00

activity audits of Foley work, the number of audits varying each year
according to the amount of work performed. Activity audits review all aspects
of the work associated with a particular activity. However, one of the
primary purposes of these audits is to review the documentation associated
with the work performed. Documentation discrepancies discovered during these

. reviews were documented and reso'lyed in compliance with the discrepancy

procedures in effect at that time.

O—> (s o7~ )




PGandE Construction QuaWity Control conducted audits of Foley's records in

1974, 1976, 1977, 1980 and 1982. A 1974 audit of Foley for review and control

of documents recommended Lorrective actions)that were implemented by Foley. A

1976 audit of Foley quality records associated with specification 8771, for
which Foley was a subcontractor to G. F. Atkinson for construction of the
gﬁntrol room comp]ex,required corrective action. After completion of the
corrective action by Foley, PGandE requested G. F. Atkinson transmit quality

W
assurance documentation to PGandﬂ‘Qual1ty Control.

An April/May 1976 audit of Foley purchase documents and procedurgs
associated with specifications 8802/8807 required revisions to the Foley
‘ quality procurement program to assure Class I materfal was in compliance with
quality requirements.

L

In May 1976 Foley initiated a series of Q.A. audits for Unit 1 records

associated with specifications 8802/8807 prior to turnover of these records to \

pPGandE. A total of thirteen audits have been identified which reviewed Unit 1

quality documents for these Specs. A Foley letter dated December 21, 1976, b‘!"; s

states each drawer of quality records will be spot checked to assure that the ‘v,44...

problems disclosed by the audits were adequately dispositioned. .
s 4}.“

s
| ot " :

v In February 1977 PBandEﬂoual1ty Control audited Foley to check the

L otk

|1‘ p

M ”

J‘jiﬂ"' 8802/8807 and the state of their preparedness for turnover to PGandE. At that

time, an estimated 25% of the records were complete for turnover. Four minor

?

ﬁgccuracy of all Unit 1 quality records associated with specifications

problems were discovered in the 347 reports included in the audit. The audit

-
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L
¢
characterizes the accuracy of the records as good. ]af/ fﬂ‘

ummarizing the condition of the Foley quality records associa
specifications 8802/8807 as of February 1977, it can be seen that
discrepancies in the records nrogram had been identified and corrected and th

were accurate and ready for turnover.

A July 1980 audit of Foley procedures states Quality Control Procedure

QCP-36, "Records," contains all of the elements for Criterion 17, /%%p4.(1,‘ ». C£;
‘g
’ M
M M.
! v,

:‘«*’" records recommended revisions to Foley practice, although no discrepancy

L.

A November 1980 audit by Construction Quality Control of Foley termination

reports were issued.

No other Q.C. audits of Foley records were done from 1977 through 198»

since Foley did very 1ittle quality work during this period.

A January 1982 audit of Foley documents to verify closure of work before
release to PGandE did not disclose any discrepancies other than clerical

errors. Records for 1979-1981 were sampled in this audit.

An October/November 1982 audit of Foley document control determined that
the work was performed satisfactorily; however, several clerical errors and

procedure discrepancies (Ref: MVR E-2423, Rev. 1) were found and corrected.

-18-
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1983 (for“Ccorrectness and com eness. No significa indings r.sjy

-

Since one of the primary purposes of these audits and inspections 1s'to 7 -~

revicw the documentation associated with the work performed, PGandE modified
its review process in 1983 by replacing most audits with inspections. Becaus —ﬂ“’

audits review all aspects of the work associated with a particular activity, Rores

whereas inspections address specific tasks within the activity, PGandf felt f‘j
inspections would be more appropriate than audits. k 'L"
‘ In May 1983, PGandE formed a records review groupqto conduct an

administrative review of a minimum of 10% of Foley's completed quality records
generated between September 1981 and July 1983. This review was independent
of the Foley review of records for this same time period and was intended to

provide ad e that no major deficiencies existed in the Foley's

This administrative review was actually a 100% review, and verified #,p[

completeness, coM‘lth of the records. Only minor

administrative discrepan;hs were revealed which required no further

inspection. Again, qualitative comparison of pre-June 1983 records with

post-June 1983 records disclosed no difference in the quality or accepta

W

adlisiiin Poshl Q.WMWM

PGandC w11l conduct an additional administrative review of a minimum of

' 10% of all Foley quality records (since 1970) before these records are givem Aetyrle.

to PGandE. This review will meet the ANSI requirements standards for review

-19-
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of records before turnover from contractor to owner. PGandE review and
receipt of recerds will begin when the Foley record turnover procedure has
been finalized and approved by PGandE. PGandE turnover review will be
completed before commercial operat1on.

Pond®  Conhonlon, Ghﬁlds
Additionally, a 100X administrative review is performed by fEandils

Card =
A Records Management Sysiam-{AMSy group prior to turnover to Nuclear Power

Operations (NPO).
/1 PGandE Quality Assurance has conducted over 100 audits of Foley's work
from 1970 to 1981, and 92 additional audits in 1982 and 1983, most of which —96

included reviews of any documents associated with the work activity.

iI. INSPECTOR QUALIFICATIONS

From 1970 through April 1981, formal certification was not required for
Foley 3:::t:axonnel; however, requirements and responsibilities for training

Q. A. personnel were in effect.

Quality control personnel were given inspection assignments based on ‘ ‘;utud"*
interviews by Q. A. management to determine the inspector's education and ams
previous experience. Training was designed to acquaint inspectors with \
department procedures and the requirements of any new assignment. New
inspectors were assigned to experienced inspectors who provided them with

on-the-job training. Documentation of on-the-job training was not required.

An inspector wes never assigned to make an inspection independently unless his

0=
00864/00030 Draft 14/01-24-84




S. D. Reynolds, Jr.

D. A. Rockwell
Kirk Glenn
J. R. Fair

D. Wickard
L. E. Rosetta
Albert B. Ruff

P. J. Morrill

G. H. Hernandez

Grant Glascock
Jerry Arnold
E. H. Girard

W. J. Wagner
D. Kirsch

ENTRANCE INTERVIEW
CONTINUING SPECIAL INSPECTION
1/4/84

Lead Reactor Engineer Region 1
Materials & Welding Specialist

Car (1GUGA427 CA)

Project Field Engineer

G.C. Q.C. Supervisor

Senior Mechanical Engineer I.E.
Car (1FZE647 CA)

P.T.G.C.
Project Field Completion Manager

U.S. = NRC Reactor Inspector Regfon 11
1976 Capri (919 NMQ CA Yellow)

Reactor Inspector Region ¥
Reactor Inspector Region V

1980 Toyota (1BAV686 White)
Electrical Resident, P.T.G.C.
?.7.6.C.

NRC - Reactor Inspector Region V
1983 Reliant (1£02233)

NRC - Reactor Inspector Region V
NRC Region V

3,

122

221

230
124
128

218

‘3o

1206



DOCUENT TURNOVER SECTION

wwee THIRMAN ALLEN
JANET ANDERSON

#9 5,0 LAURIE BARGER
GARY BOLING

~ 9:3> BRUCE BRIGGS

BETH CAIN
GRADY CASHWELL
RAY DAVIS
VERLON DAVIS
TINA ELLEDGE
LESTER ELLEDGE
ROBIN FOSTER
Joy QUY

== BILL McCLENDON
JEANINE McVICKER
BEVERLY RANSDELL
== CHARLES ROBERSON
CAROL RODENHI
CHERYL SCHAFFER
DON SHEALY
e RUSSELL STROUD
MARY TROUT
VICTOR WRIGHT

4012
2175
1053
2071
2418
2199
2458
2178

4015
2277
2381
2392
2417

2200
4018
2374

065
4010
2385
2070

CLERTCAL SUPERVISOR
C1ERK

Qv SUPERVISOR
ANALYST ¢
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= T*5“they will be spot-checked to assure that the types of
~,j“‘ problems outlined here have been adequately dispositioned
Y and addressed throughout the file drawer.

December 21, 1976

L. E. Addleman

Project Manager
Post Qffice Box 327
Avila Beach, California 93424

ATTENTION: V. Tennyson

RE: P.G.&E. Contract
22C-8802-2
Qur Job Y¥-573

Quality Assurance
Unit I Document
Turnover Audits

Gentlemen:

A revised audit program of the Unit I documents scheduled
_to be turned over to the Pacific Gas and Electric Company
“has been initiated as stated in our letter dated September

‘8, 1976.

The r¢§ress of the audit program i< such that a;summazy
 Pof"the findings can be made. The following list has been
* ‘compiled 'for the purpose of outlining the types of pro-

blems now bein% addressed in the preparation of these
documents for final turnover to the customer.

LT

As the audit findingé are closed for each file drawer,

T.:’.f?. +E s
Sincerely,

D Pawad

D. Parrish '
Quality Assurance Manager

cc: R. Grant
R. Wadlow
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CEWAY FILES .
Botohy, 2 At

'*'~;,;~_1?.'Wcorda completed improperly
s w2, nspected without subsequent raceway re-inspection
& .3, RINSpverifies welds without weld inspection’ documents

b’ 4 < &4, Open discrepancies remain on inspection records
iV . 5," Size, type, and vitality differ from raceway schedule
¢ 6. Class 1 raceway inspection record not available
-~ ., “7. File index sheet references are incomplete
s 8, Inspection record verifying completion of C.0. not avaialble

+ A

. g
fII.. JUNCTION AND TERMINAL BOXES
v ,‘ 1. fBox¥sizes differ on inspection records, prints, andfequip-

,'%Zsﬁppoa'r INSPECTION FILES

2" 1. 'SUI.W.S.iverifies welds without weld inspection’documentas
%+ 2. Open’discrepancies remain on inspection records

B¢ IV, HEAT TRACE FILES

1. 'Maintenance~and Protection records are not completed™
e . 2. All MVR's listed om index are not in files
L I EIR's are on file for controller and cable 1 scall%lmn‘

s - . a. ®™M-76"forms on file dated after equipment’insta ation
;e o b. MPIR forms discontinued without explanation
S ¢. RIR forms note open discrepancies

$& ' V. EQUIPMENT FILES
*& 1.1, EIR'data’transcribed from earlier document without refer-
* ‘* o B ence note
"'VI.,&_TERMINATION INSPECTION FILES
-5'_: '? N:-

o 2 * PR Y
- : b

1 *""_*t-.' xow 1, ,Amrdo completed improperly
b 2. emstnuationssheets, identifying discrepancies andize~in-
By o spectionscr are missing ‘

o TR B Number sequence duplication




Attachment 1

RCUIT, a;coan FILES | .

F o

stion’requests issued prior to recorded terminations
2 o 'rccorninacnd without determination requests
3.4 Terminations recorded prior to completed installations
“ Origin 1 installaclon records not available
S ire’ traccability not available
. 6. % Single conductor circuit lists two wire reel numbers
7. * Recorded wire reel differs. from wire schedule requirement
8. H!enqﬂgq;dqﬁlwailablo for Class I circuits
9.~, nstallactions/terminations not y.c completas
0. "Index cards not completed
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LS TER=UF T
TO: Records Management Departrent/Eleancr Smullen
FROM: Docurent Turnover Section/Don Shealy

SUBRJECT: Document Turmover Review

This lectter is intended to help clarify what che Document
Turmover Section is doing and why we need vour support.

Document Turnover's function is to perform an administrative
review of all closed files prior to these files being turmed
over to the owner, P.G. & E. We check each closed file for
two main criteria - ‘'completeness'' and ''correctness'.
"Campleteness' for us is defined as a file having all necessary
backup documentation as can be ascertained from the work
initiating document within the file package. 'Correctness"

for us is defined as the file documents having proper references,

all acceptance points and hold points addressed, ete.

The first step in the Document Turnover review process is
Clerical Review. A clerk prepares the file for the analyst
using a Data Input Checklist (DICL). First, they compare the
index sheet items to the actual contents of the file folder.
The clerk hi-lites on the index sheet all reports, inspection
documents, etc. contained within the file. Missing documents
or extra documents are noted on the DICL. Secondly the clerk
identifies on the DICL all cross-reference items - such as
IR's, NCR's, DN, Drawings - that will go into the computer .
Third, the clerk will make rote of any obvious problems in the
file regarding 'corrections' and 'completeness'. At this
point the Data Input Checklist is placed within the file folder
and returned unsealed to the vault. The file is then ready for
review by the analyst. (MOTE: some file cabinets were too
crowded to hold these DICL's and it was necessary to keep them
in Document Turmover Section). The file that Document Turnover
clerks have thus prepared will be labeled on the file drawer
with a Document Turmover Section red label.

After this clerical review, the file will be reviewed by the
analyst. te/she will perform a more in-depth review of the
file, again checking for "completeness' and "correctness'.

A file that has deficiencies will have a Document Deficiency
otice (D) identifying these problems. These Deficiency
wwtices (DDN's) are sent to the responsible departments for
resolution,

e« a————————————— < ————
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Wen the analvst nas determined that a file is hoth "complete"
and "correct”, the analvst signs the Data nput Checklist
atcest that the file has been thus reviewed. The file is
then sealed with a Document Twrmover label. At this point the
file has been reviewed and information regarding the file
entered into the cumputer. Ideally, the sealed file should be
shipped off to P.G. & E. as a turnover packaze. Unfortunately,
this physical "tumover' to P.C. & E. will not occur until
much later. Therefore the sealed file must remain in the
Records Management Section Vault.

nowing this procedure, you can see that it is very critical
that these files be carefully controlled. Once the clerical
review or analyst review has been done, the Document Turmnover
?ection rust be notified of any change made to these reviewed
iles.

(). If any S to a reviewed file are made, or
a file closed, not t
Turmover Section using the Inter-Office Memo
for "Notification of Record Status Change''
(ATTACHMENT #1). Indicate with a check mark
ﬁ;ﬁa this is "Newly Closed" or "Info Change |

(2). Should any of the sealed files need to be .
the EoIIcm.ng' should be done.
(a). Ifd\efileisml%reviaaedmdmm&s
are made, put a e ro
TATTACAFENT

#2) into the file. Under "Action
Taken'" write '"Reviewed Only". Put "ND" under
"Update Required' and sign and date. . Finally,
seal the file with a Records Management Section
seal, initial and date it.

(b). If the file is ed, notify Document
Wﬁ?’ﬁ&-ﬂ Nottfication
of Record Status Change''. te a File
Follower to indicate emctlgq'l'gccim Taken"'
and sign/date. DO NOT Seal the file.
Notify Document Turnover of the file being
unsealed with a '"Notification of Record Status

Change'' Mermo .
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If you huve any questions rezardine what Do=swent Turmover
persomel are doing, please 13k us. e need to maintain an
open line of canmmication between our two groups. We are

all working on the same files. It is everyone's best interests
to see that they are well maintained.

Thank you for your cooperation.
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Offices

ALLENTOWN, PENNS YL VANIA

BALTMORE  MARYLAND

CHICAGO. LNOIS

DALLAS. TEXAS
ARRISBUAG. PENNS YLVANIA
HOUSTON, TEXAS

LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNA
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PHOENIX  ARIZONA
TTSBURGH PENNSYLVANIA
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SALT LAXKE CITY UTAN
TAMPA FLORIDA

TUCSON. ARZONA
WASHINGTON D C

Cansd.an Sune dary

EOMONTOM ALBERTA

INTER-OFFICE MED

T0: Document Turmover Section
FROM: Records !anagement Depa~tment

s SUBJECT: Notification of Record Status Changes

The following records were processed by our department. This list
is submitted for your disposition.

FILE TYPE: "
CHECK IF RECORD CHECK IF RECORD
FOLDER NMIMBER NEWLY CLOSED INFO. CHANGE ONLY OOMVENTS
]

! .
1 s
| ¥
:
| ST TR




ATTACHMENT 2

JOC Ui 1 C

Filc Follower

File Type: No. __ Rev, _ Suffix

Class: Unit:

Update
Action Taken Submitted ? Signature/Date

| ']'




OUALITY DIRECTOR
RICK WILSON

|

M.A. ANALYSIS
J. ROTHSTEIR

0.A. RECORDS

P. FRENCH D. SHEALEY
adhcoa Garw Sou -~

DIAELO CANYON PROJECT

QUALITY ASSURANCE

11/83

| 78°



QUATITY DIRLCTOP

RIC¥ W15y
OUATITY MU TE
TED CANNIMN: 0.C. CIEPKS
T *LEADS
N.C. ASSISTAMT MANAGER p) S. MCMAHAN
BOB CAPTER Ay L. TAVIOR
| | | | ! | | )
STRUCTURAL ELECTRICAL CIVIL N.D.F. PHASE T1 . M . nOCLMET D
UNIT 1 SUPERVISOR supervisor | | supprvisor WIT 11 s s <8 PECIINE. EVID: CONTROL
T. ROSELLI * L. FIDIER R. VIONE G. JAONES * K. CAIJOON HVAC . AMARILLAS
B. BERG L. WHITE A. DUBE J.BERCSTENT 4 .
L. ARAGON J.STAVA
P. BOOTH
STRUCTURAL
UNIT 11
INSTR
J. CRAFF
C. HERRMANN ¥
E. SWIRES
)
0.C. ASSISTANT MANAGER !
Jl!l*}: e
1 1 1 1 1 e
STRUCTURAL CIVIL ELECTRICAL RO MECHANICAL/ n.cC.
SUPERVISOR SUPERVISOR SUPERVISOR ONTPOL INSTRUMNETATION CLERKS
E. SUITER C. AGUEDA H. sq1T™H  * E. SFOEMMTR C. MALOTT
M. DILIMORTH
K. BMANUET SN

Foley QUALITY CONTROL

DIABLO CANYON PROJECT

I 11/83 [8



DAY

TONI TWIBELL

SUPERVISOR
N 1 JULIE KRISEIL
RECORDS SUPERVISOR |
| VICKI CAMPOLMI |

RECORDS SUPERVISOR
CHRISTINA MARSH

NIGHT

N [0]

DIABLO CANYON PROJECT

RECORDS MANAGEMENT &

DOCUMENT CONTROL | 1ves |9
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' DATE:

PW:tt

Note:

s 5, c?o son, Q.A. Manager
FROM: L.'Hf. Wilson, Qualicy Directcr

SUBJECT:

Correction of Cuality Docurerts

Dcteber 6, 1983

This memorandum provides the document revicw personn=l with the
authority and responsibility for correctins obvicus discrepancice on
Quality dccumentation wichin the followinz guidelines:

Each individual who adds or, deletes information or
otherwise modifies Quality documentation, has the
responsibility to assure that the changes are justified
and in no way masks the accept reject status cf the item,

If supplemental infcrmation must be added it may be noted
cn document or, if required for clarity, it may be rcoted on
a separate document, In either case the addition must be
initialed and dated.

When the reason for a change is nc: celf evident, a tricf
explanation will ¢ ircluded.

if the documentaction is of such qualiey that a ropredustion
would be fllepidle the pertinent raves of the decument ~ay
e darkened for lexibilicy. & netztion "Darkened Ict
Legibiliey™ will be addecd teo the decuranty inftialed an
dated,

Supercedes memo dated %/26/83

.
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provides the document

review personnel with the
authority and responsibility for correcting obvious disc repancies

Quality decumentation within the following yuidelines:

Each individual who adds or, deletes information or
otherwise modifies Quality documenrtation, has the

responsibility to answer that
and in no way marks the accept re‘ect statur of the item,

1¢
‘s

a se¢parate document,

the chanpes are justified

on

wwpplemental information must be added it may be noted
on document or, {f required for clarity, it may be noted on

initialed and dated.
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,Attached is a method outline of standard practices

June 29, 1976

L. E. Addleman

Project Manager

The Howard P. Foley Company

P. 0. Box 327

Avila Beach, Califorria 93424

RE: Standard Practice Methods

Gentlemen:

for revising and correcting documents maintrained by
The Howard P. Foley Company at the Diablo Canyon Site.
The need for standard methods was made evident by
Audit DT-1.7 cenducted by Jolm Collins. In the General
Comments of the Audit he noted that "in some cases,
criginal data had been scratched out or whited out
and the initials and date of the person altering the
data was not in evidence''. Research within my
Department and discussions with other Department
Managers indicates that corrections are made by the
most expedient method as determined by the person
requiring the change, also that methods used by each
person have varied with time and circumstance.

1 feel that the use of these guidelines by The Howard
- Foley Company personnel on this jobsite will
greatly increase the credibility of the records we

Sincerely,
Vigil Tm%on
ty Manager
PF/sc

Attachment

.
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June 29, 1976

MEMORANDUM
TO: Virgil Tennyson
FROM: Peter Ferini

SUBJECT: Standardization of Methods for completing,
correcting, changing or supplementing
Permanent Records and other Documents,

Recent review of documents for turnover to the

Pacific Gas and Electric Company suggests that
standard methods for making corrections to documents
be established. Of particular importance are corrections
to customer furnished documents and H.P.F. documents
which will be turned over to the Pacific Gas and
Electric Company. Considering the variances of
methods used in completing, revising and supplementing
documentation by The Howard P. Foley Company personnel
at the Diablo Canyon Project: I suggest that we
establish a company standard for use on this job.

Attached is a method outline for your consideration.

At




June 29, 1976

STANDARD PRACTICE METHODS

Initiation and Completion of Documents of Record.

a. All forms and reports initiated to become a document
of record shall include the initiators identification
and the date initiated.

b. All documents of record shall be completed to
requirements of the procedure governing its use.

c. All entries, attachments and supplements to documents
of record shall be written in ink.

d. All corrections to documents of record shall conform
to Paragraph 2 except:

.1) Where the document has not been completed nor
. circulated or distributed for use, the initiator
may implement a new document without revision.

2) Errors made in typing may be eradicated during
typing.

Supplemental Information to Documents of Record.

a. Documents of record shall be corrected or supplemented
:g the following methods provided that approval of
e originating department is obtained.

1) Corrections shall only be valid when made to the
original document and/or the copy of record.

2) Corrections shall be made by lining through the
item to be corrected and printing the correctinn
in adjacent to the lineout.’ The identification
of the person authorized to make the correction
and the date of correction shall be entered
adjacent to each correction made.

3) Corrections may be made by revision or supplement
to the original document. Revisions and supplements
shall require the same review and approvals as the
original document.
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INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION
All Depar:iment Managers cee_August 3, 1676

: LaMovne E. Addleman

In order to communicate and document accemplishments with a minimunm
of confusion, it is required that we set and observe certain vorking
standards. Attached are Standard Practices and Methods for:
initiating, completing, correcting, changing or supplementing
permanent records and other documents; and for contreolling stezncard
-form, tegs and inking stamps. Other Standard Practices ard vetheds
shall be issued when their need becomes apparent.

';) These Standards shall be observed by all personnel. Any questicns
regarding this subject should be brought to my attention.

Sincerely,

'\\‘
=Latio
Prg}%F

et

e E. Accl
t Manager




