MEMORAMDUM FOR: (.H. Weil
FROM: P.R. Pelke, Project Inspector

SUBJECT: CALLAWAY ALLEGATION

On Febrvary 5, 1965, Bruce Little recerved an

llegation from
HE:.Lev‘l Il electrical imspector, His name is' I
s

ated that the OC supervisor failed to follow proceadure QP~-22-~
0100f i1n the certification of Level 1lf personnel. The supery: sSov
jaried to svbwmil Ine tetter of certification to a current Level
ItL for approval. Two eéxamples were given which appear to be

factoal .
e (ke _

P.R, Pelke
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LOSLQ fo-L3
Yaren 10, 19¢.
fo: S.L. Bode J.S. Diluvio J.A. Smith
R.A. Barnes R.L. Brummet H.L. Holman
D.w. Peters V.P. Pcrtell K.M. Robson
J.M. Speek J.L. Pearson R.D. Swank
D S. Turlev J.G. Garrigan M.J. Eelcher
W.R. Vandelocecht C.A. Wudtke R.L. P{lueger
J.A: Ullzan P.L. Herring R.L. Ducley
T.W. Ridder T.E. Céines S.l. Brewer
C.P. lLaurie W.D. Battle J.D, Guvan
B.D. Yockey R.L. XNave L.M. Zahara

Subject: Effective Corrmunication

In past weeks, thcre have heen numerous instznces demonstrating a
lack of effective corm=unication within the 0.C. Depart=ent. In »
additica, there have been instances wherc co~~unication out cf the
depart-ent has been less than eifective. On some occasions, there
have been twe or three parallel paths of co-munication in which
sometires dificrent resolutions were reached. This is not only
confusing, but ccunter productive.

La
In oy letter LOSCC E4-23, 1 stated that "Al)l =eroranducs, Jotiers
end cthér corres-ondence with :roups, dez:iritents or inolvicuals
other taadn J.v. tust be signed ty me or L., Zshara, anl snocle by
initialed by ecach ef the superviscry personnel throush which they
report 1o Mr. Zahera". We cust have stric: alhcrence to this policy
to ¢liminats future comsunication araplers.

Le to take the oppertunity to staté, cnce again, that it
¢v, as well as that of U.E. sanazi~ent, to maintain en
for communication directly with J.C. superviscra, @8 we'l
sionm VEmaztment personval. Yo tHir »ol. ¥ ek ths
' 3 Civectly to vour next line of sur.yr isionm ({.
oF L.M, Zahata as appropriste), M a sstisiicrory sel
B¢ riechid at that lavel, thes bring 12 to the Jireel
the next supervisory level. Our aim is ¢¢ srive pretivia @ :
gooomicaz fon, nor create them. I womlc slso Tike to sar thar av
dour is alwavs open if vou think vey nséd o 2eme dived'ly L0 ™
because of the nature of the prodles. If a resoiution cannot be
reacihed at mv level, 1 will arrance for vour ~eeting with the next
level of nanagement tc persue the prodviern.

-
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Percuit of Oualitv Related Problems: Fronm time to time, a quality relazed

problen tay not be resolved in a wav that is im-eciately acceptable to vou
as an inspecter. In those cases, you are otlizated to tring those
concerns to your superviscr. When it has reached =v level, you have
fulfilled vour procedural requirezent as a Q.C. Inspector. You should
never feel that vou have the full weight of Quality on yvour shoulders.
Ultizately, Quality decisicns mav be made at my level or higher. You
should have confidence that managenent is concernec and competent to
pursue the issuves that vou have raised.

In addition, to those points already stressed, I would like to adc the
following requirement. On at least a daily pasis, your In Basket =ust
be completely gone tnroush and emptied. In some cases, material has
been put in an unintentional state of indefinite hold after being placed
in an individual's in basket.

We have come a long way in the past 6 months, but we still have a leong

way to go. Keep up the good work.
/7 7.7
7Y, ,7

TLS/jp

cec: P.T. Appledby
J.E. Davis
ciroscqQ

G57.72



To:

VOSCQ) 84-23

February 18, 14:4

All QC Personnel

l.

Organizational Responsibilities

The attached organization chart provides further definiticn
of many of the currently existing personncl responsibilities.
changes hive been made, which should enhance our abilitv to deal
vith the many new demands and challenges we are currently facing.

Your attention is directed to the following changes and realignrerce

Three clerk positions have been addcd. Two of these
clerks will repor: to Mr. R. L. Kz e for all routine
matters. Anyone requiring clerical services should
coordinate their requirements with r. Nave, or at a
ninimur, assure that he is cegnizant of all work re-
quested of these clerks.

Jean Poeschel will retain responsibility for overall
administrative clerical functions, but will eventually
be relieved of most routine discipline-related clerical
tasks by the two clerks assigned to Mr. Nave.

Mr. L. M. Zshara will begin working nore cl-selv with
me, so 2s to reinforce our capaciiy for addressing the
myraid interfaciny require-ents with other departrments.
In order to "free-up" Mr. Zahara, most of his currently
assigred routine administrative responsibilitics will
be resssigned to Mr. Nave, as indicared in the attached
chart.

"Call-ins" for illness or occasional requirercnts for
time ofi should generally be coordinited throuch first-
line supervisorv personnel) (lesds or assistant surervi-

sors), vho will keep Mr. Zahara advised of thess =atters.

All such time coff rmust be documented by means of a
three-part remorandum to the first line assistunt
supervisor to vhem they report (e.g., electrical,
mechanical and VT personnzl report to Nr. Nave:
receiving and NDE personnel to Mr. Zakara)., This ’
memorsncum must bhe retzined by the assistant sunervisor
who will wtilize it in verifying tirc sheets 2ad over-
£l] trending.

If firet level sunervisory pers nmne) are unavailable
for illness cali-ins, tiw ealler aust attewpt to

Sezo

-

’



A R o i A i o el e e s e e
*

R IR IR

R e e A

T T apS——

contact the next highest level of supervision in
succession. If after completing this effort 1 have
not been contacted, one of the persons listed below,
outside of the caller's disciplinc, nust be contacted.

+ L. Nave
. L. Bode
. M. Speek
. S. Diluvio
L. Pearson

V. Portell
Call-ins to any other individual is not an acceptable
way of reporting illnesses. The person accepting the
call shall document the call on a three-part mernorandum
to the appreopriate assistant supervisor, for record
purposes. In addition to this recuirement, Mr. L. M.
Zzhara shall be prozptly informed either verballv or
in writingz of all unscheduled absences.

G m

6. Vacation recuests should also be coordinated with first
line supervisory personnel, who will review work load
and other pertinent requirements and initial the re-
quest to provide preliminary approvae! of the recquest.
The lead and/or supervisor will coordinate with me or
Mr. Zahara to obtain final approval of all vacation
requests. First line supervisors will not approve
vacations which mayv limit the group's atility to
address known requirerents,or those which might have been
reasonably enticip2ted to be requirements during the
vacation period. Approved vacations will not be
cancelled by supervisor except where an absence
constitutes an unacceptzble burden on other personnel.
Vacations which are veluntarily czncelled and re-
scheduled cre 2gain subject to the considerations
stateé above.

7. All rermorandung, letters and other correspondence with
groups, departrents, or individuals other than QC, must
be signed by me or L. M. Zshara, and should be initialed
by each of the supervisory persoanel through which they
report to Mr. Zshara, as shown on the attached chart.

V. Portell should receive a copv of all correspondence
which is of other than administrative or personal
nature.

Your carceful attention te the items discussed shove should ol nee
our ability to function 2s the cohesive unit thut QC shouid be., &0 d
you have anv guesticns regaréing this organization, please refer tho-

to V. Portell. g
/ R

P R T
‘/‘{ » A ‘.'- , <

T. fr.e Shaw

TLE/N irs

Attachoont
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T: L. Shaw

L. M. Zahara
V. Portell

J. Poeschel
R. L. Nave

J. L. Pearson
S. L. Bode

J. M. Speek
R. D. Swank
J. S. DilLuvio
K. Robson

H. Holman

J. G. Garrigan
Je A. Smith
P. E. Herring
C. A. Wudike
T. E. Gaines
R. A. Barnes
D. W. Peters
B. D. Yockey
D. S. Turley
W. Vandeloecht
J. Ullman

T. Ridder

M. Belcher

R. Pflueger
N. Brewer

C. Laurie

R. Dudley

J. Guynn

R. L. Brummet
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'6r).~ \ REQUEST FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION
- Form N-67(4-84)

1. IDENTIFICATION

Number and Revision: FE302-035, Rev. 0 Level: ! lssue Date: 02/22/°5 Page 1 of 1
o) by g TENO-QC
To: - - Avpledy Organization: VENO-Q Org: _FTA0C

Description of Condition: (44 characters) QC Inspectors Don't Have Needed Experience

1
|
l

2. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION: (Requirement vs. Deficiency; incluge Originator
Recommended Action if appropriate.)

SNUPPS-C FSAR Chapter JA states in part, under Regulatory Guide 1.58 that "The
qualification of UE QC personnel or contracted QC personnel performing work at the
plant shall be in accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.58 (ANSI N&3.2.5-1978)."

The next paragraph under Regulatory Guide 1.58 states in part, that "In instances
where the education and experience recommendations of ANSI N45.2.6-1978 are not met
by QC perscnnel, UE will demonstrate by documented results of written examinations

and evaluations of actual work proficiency that these individual possess comparable
or equivalent competence."”

Section 3.2 of ANSI N4S5.2.6-1978 requires in part that "A Level 1 person shall be
capable of performing the inspections, examinationms, and tests that are required to

be performed . . . and shall be familiar with the tools and equipment employed and
shall demonstrated proficiency in their use."

Section 3.3 of ANSI N&5.2.6-1978 requires: "A Level II person shall have all of
the capzbilities of a Level I person for the inspection, examithation or test
category or class in question. Additionally, a Level Il person shall have demon-
strated capabilities in planning inspection , examinations, and tests; in setting
up tests including preparation and set-up of related equipment, as appropriate; in
supervising or maintaining surveillance over the inspections, examinatiors, and
tests; in supervising and certifying lower level personnel; in reporting inspec-
tion, examination, anc testing results; and in evaluating the validity and accept~-
ability of inspection, exacination, and test results.”

(Continued)

The COHCQ!H(S) identifiec by this RCA was d,sc“ss.d with $: L. Shaw, T, p A?P‘xeb\. J. E. Davis
on 2/15/85 : and S. E. Miltenberger

Condition Noted !n’ Surveillance Report No.: 850209

Response Due Date: ZEMar £~ {é_@gf"’ R.l/men s msgr fom L ‘a-éltqzﬂ_xa(
RCA Iditiator, Date Supervising Engineer, Cate

3. EVALUATION OF CORR. ACT.: 4. VERIFICATION OF CORR. ACT.|5. RCA CLOSED:

Response: S Accepted Implementation: {0 Comglete
‘2 C= FRejectec 3 incomplete | Sutervising Engr.  Date
W, ﬂ/ N {-1-£S 6. RETRIEVABILITY CCCE
- J ~ —_—— Ui IRk 23 i
RCA Initiator Date RCA Initiator Date 02 OC 11 22
7. ODISTRIBUTICN 8. REMARKS:

ADSRCA (QA Record), ADSRCA (File)
FDF, RLP, VLS JRV, WHZ, CSP% “"W
TLS, JED7 SEM, WRR (Action), DFS | o

rws”’ l




RCA P8502-035, Rev. O
Page 2 of 3

Section 3.4 of ANSI N45.2.6-1978 requires that, "A Level 111 person
shall have all of the capabilities of a Level 11 and Level I person for
the inspection, examination or test category or class in quesrion. In
addition, the individual shall alsc be capable of evaluating the adequa-
cy of specific programs used to train and test inspection, exazination,
and test personnel whose qualifications are covered by this Standard."”

Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 of ANSI N&45.2.6-1978 then list the recommended
education and experience for, respectively, Level 11 and Leve. 111
personnel.

Contrary to the above, based on a review of available documentation and
irterviews with the individuals, the following personnel dic -ct meet
the experience requirements specified for their educational tackground,
and certification level nor had they received a documented eviluation of
actual work proficiency in lieu of such experience. In the case of the
Level 111 individual, based on interviews with the man, he also dic not
have all of the capabilities of a Level Il person as defined bv the
current UENO program in either the Civil or Electrical discip.ines. He
did not have experience ir planning and setting up certain civil tests
and electrical inspections, nor in the reporting of certain civil tests
and electrical inspection, nor in evaluating the validity of the results
of certain civil tests and electrical inspections. The Level III also
did not have all of the capabilities of a Level I person in that he had
not demonstrated proficiency in the use of the tooks requirec to perforz

all civil tests or electrical inspections covered by the current UENO QC
program.

R. A. Barnes, Level 1I Mechanical
R. A. Barnes, Level Il Electrical
R. L. Brummet, Level I1 Mechanical
J. L. Pearson, Level II Electrical
D. W. Peters, Level Il Electrical
D. W. Peters, Level II Civil

V. P. Portell, Level III Civil

V. P. Portell, Level III Electrical
R. D. Swank, Level II Electrical

L. M. Zahara, Level 11 Electrical



RCA PBS502-035, Rev. O
Page 3 of 3

Recomrended Remedial Action(s):

At this time, although others may be available, QA can anticipate only
one or & combinations of the followirg six courses of action as accept-
able corrective action to make the above listed certifications valid.

Options:

1. Wwithdraw the current certification(s) until full capadbility is
achieved and verified.

L]
.

vcdify the current certification(s) (i.e. delimit, list tasks
certified to perform) to reflect individual capabilities.

3. Redefine current program

& To list items that a particular cerrification means that a
person can perform certain tasks (same as 2, but in program).

t. Go tc a "VT" type program where we do not certify Ly disci-
pline.

4. Provide additional information which would support current cert(s).
L

- 88 Eave a non-questioned Level 11l certify the men in question and
provide the required documentation.

6. Conduct a performance demonstration to “prove" ability to perform
&1l inspection for which man is currently certified.

An evzluation of the impact on the plant of non-certifiable personnel
perforzing inspection/assessment activities must alsoc be provided to
comp.ete corrective action on this RCA.

1f iu?th;ﬁht.Vi‘v of actual inspection activity or other pertinent
infor=at is obtained which indicates plant impact is negligible, QA
will consider a reduction in the level of this RCA to level 2.



' . RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION
I" ' Form N-87(1-84)

r

Number and Revision: P8502-035, Rev. O Level: 1 Page-lof

The response to the referenced "Request for Corrective Action’ is provided below for your evaluation
and verification. The response includes three parts in the tollowing order: A. Cause of Condition,
B. Action Taken to Resolve Problem; and C. Action Taken to Prevent Recurrence.

A. CAUSE OF CONDITION

This condition was apparently caused by a more strict interpretation
of the standard at the cime the RCA was generated than was used
during the preparation, review and approval process for the
procedures. The amount of detail from the standard required to be
reproduced in the procedure apparently has also undergone a similar
interpretation change over this same time period, thus contributing
to the cause of this condition,

B. ACTION TAKEX TO RESULVE PROBLEM

QA Surveillance Report 850209A will provide a detailed accournting
of the action taken, presently underway or planned for the near
future associated with resolving the concerns of this RCA.

C. ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

To prevent recurrence of the concerns similar to those identifled
in this RCA, the QC Inspection, Training, and Certification
Programs will be reviewed and revised or developed as aprropriate
following a sequence/outline similar to the followving:

Perform a task analysis for each ar.a of tue Inspection
Program to identify what inspectior activities will be
performed.

F Determine which inspection activities will require inspection

srocedures (some of the simpler ones may not actually recuire
a procedure - inspector qualifications and training will
suffice).

: Prepare the required procedures (Part of the Inspection
Program) .

4. Develop the required training plans and tests, anc the
proficiency demonstrations, including example hardware
as appropriate. (Part of the Training Program.)

5. Develop the recuired procecdural controls to outline the
contents of the documentation package that will be required to
support a certification. This will contain or reference
documentation relative to education, experience, training,

g . testing, and proficiency demonstrations. (This is considered

- ‘ to be the initial certification portion of the overall

Certification Program.)

& A NT MV

o -

il o
Uremarig, .

Eftective Date: 5&¢ page 2 of 2 See page 2 of 2
Aﬁﬁ: Etg




.
'p‘ ¢ RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION
\ Form N-87(1-84)

Number and Revision: P8502-035, Rev. © Level: 1 Page.< of
The response 1o the referenced ‘Request for Corrective Action® is provided below for your evaluation
and verification. The response Includes three parts in the following order: A. Cause of Condition,

8. Action Taken t0 Resolve Problem; and C._Action Taken to Prevent Recurrence.

6. Develop the required procedura! controls to support
evaluation and recertification of individual certifications.
This should include, as appropriate, elements allowing for
retraining, proficiency demonstrations. and documertation of
actual inspection activities previously perforved. (This
vould need to be part of all three programs.)

wffu,}(x»-& lﬂ?lﬁ-m.«,_ VR Xt 54/,‘@/(';

Ettective Date: 12-31-85




'6 ~> REQUEST FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION

&

Form N-67(4-84a.

1. IDENTIFICATION

To: F- T. Appleby Organization: ___LENO-QC Org: FTAQC

Description of Condition: (44 characters) _Cert/Qual Progras Deficiencies

Number and Revision: _FE00°-039, Rev. 0  |gvel:2__ Issue Date: __02/22/85 Page 1 of 2

2. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION: (Requirement vs. Deficiency; include Originator
Recommended Action it appropriate.)

1) The Operating Quality Assurance Program (OQAP), as described in the SNUPPS-C FSAR,
Rev. 7, Section 17.2.5, states in part: "“The OQAP shall contrcl activities
affecting quality by providing measures for: ... 2) provisions for the inclusion
in these documents of quantitative and qualitative acceptance criteria for
verifying that an activity has been satisfactorily accomplished; ..."

Contrary to the above, the UENO-QC certification/qualification program for Non-NDE
inspectors does not provide qualitative or quantitative acceptance criteria to

determine what part or portion of a person's past work experience may be "counted"
when determining if the experience and education requirements of ANSI N&5.2.6-1978

are met. This program is described in procedures OCP-2Z-01001, Rev. 2 and
QCP-22-01002, Rev. 2.

Additionally, the UENO-QC qualification/certification prograz for Non-NDE
inspectors does not provide quantitative or Qualitative acceptance criteria for
what is required in a "documented evaluation of actual wdtrk proficiency"”.

2) ANS1 N&45.2.6-1978, Paragraph 2.1.2, states in part: "The need for formal training
programs shall be determined, and such training activities shall be conducted as
required to qualify personnel who perform inspections, examinations, and tests.
On-the-job participation shall also be included in the program, with emphasis on
first-hand experience gained through actual performance of inspections,
examinations, and tests. Records of training, when used as the basis for
certification, shall be maintained."

(continued)

The concernf(s) igentitied by this RCA was discussed with [. L. Shaw, P. T. Applebv and
on_2/15/85 , J. E. Davis

Conaition Noted In: __Suxveillaoce Repors No,.: £50209

Response Due Date: L/ s 85~ é/ﬁ%y WYY I 1P e IRV é”{agulei yer /oS

RCA Initiater, Cate : Sucervising Engineer, Cate
3. EVALUATION OF CORR. ACT. 4. VERIFICATION CF CORR. ACT.|5. RCA CLCOSED:
Response: L= Accepted Implementation: T2 Complete
. C Reigctec C incompiete | Sucervising Engr.  Date
. S e . RETRIE) T CLE
e, éi a k" 6 ETRIEVABILITY CCC
RCA Initiator Date RCA imtiator Date 02 QC 33 26
7. DISTRIBUTION 8. REMARKS: ) 2 L coasion wet® J & P ;cvu...n"v;
AD3RCA (QA Record), ADSRCA (File), “':‘/‘ St s b v ' s €S v TR QP e sl C./ e
FDF, RLP, JVL, JRV, WHZ, CSP, WAR, 2%/ 4ur /ime ¢ bonds 4o S emmomrbud.ya ™. Yy N
.’ED. TLS. m (ACI‘OH). SE‘\ 1\, s T £ Bavit om 1IM,.4)5’.J¢‘ jiwigun o e BT Ry by on I'Mov.l\
VNt vt e tond ha® ' 2 wind = vhg Racs PO ey v C.p, . reven
—e "hrighe Vm# had b o) o Sand 15 o ¢ e’ B tevt f ot}
) A erolveph v tla? ad 37178 0 ‘“h‘ld
uﬂ"uob-‘




RCA P8502-039, Rev. O
Page 3 of 3

The UENO-QC program for certification/qualification of Non-NDE QC
Inspectors defines "QC Level 1", "QC Level II1", and "QC Level 111"
personnel. These definitions do not contain all of the
capabilities listed in the standard for each level of capability.
Additional definition or qualification requirements which would
assure that the minimum capabilities, per the standard, are met by
inspector candidates are not further specified in the UENO QC
program. Also, the UENO-QC program, via the definitions of the
levels of inspectors, implies, but does not require, that an
individual should meet the requirements of that level of

inspector. This program should be clarified to assure conformance
with the ANSI standard.



é!', . RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION
g . Form N-87(1-84)

Number and Revision: P§502-039, Rev, O Level: 5 PageLot >
The response to the referenced "Request for Corrective Action’ is provided below for your evaluation
and verification. The response Includes three paris in the following order: A. Cause of Condition,

B. Action Taken to Resolve Problem; and C. Action Taken to Prevent n“”"'"Q_E -~ V -

A. CAUSE OF CONDITION

CRLANAY PLnii
This condition was apparently caused by a more strict interprétamisn S
of the standard at the time the RCA was generated than was used
during the preparation, review and approval process for the
procedures. The amount of detail from the standard required to be
reproduced in the procedure apparently has also undergone 2 similar
{nterpretation change over this same time period, thus contributing
to the cause of this condition.

B. ACTION TAKEN TO RESOLVF PROBLEM

OCP-22-0i001 Rev. 3 and QCP-Z2-01002 Rev 1 were issued on 3-6-85 to
address the concerns numbered 4 and 5 in the RCA. The second itemnm
of concern within concern number 3 dealing with {nitial certifi-
cation documentation for the case where the individual does not meet
the initial education and experience requirements has also been
addressed by these revisions. The concerns identified in concern
numbers | and 2 and the first concern of number 3 have not been
addressec in these revisions and will be addregsed only from the
standpoint of preventing recurience as described in section 3 below.

C. ACTION TAKEX TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

The following is a summary of the action that either has been or
will be taken tc address the concerns of this RCA:

1. 0OCP-22-01002 will be revised to provide & "guidance onlyv"
definiticn of related experience. It will clearly incicate that
the amount of previous experience which is considerec "related"
is subjective and within the judgment of whoever is recommending
and certifying the inspector. ANSI N45.2.6-1978 and Reg.

Guide 1.58 do not clearly define related experience in apparent
recognition that it is a subjective determination to be made on
a case-by-case basis. Therefore, the intent of this procedure
revision is only to provide some guidance and ig in no wav to be
construed to be an absolute requirement or even & minimum
requirement. The final determination rests with the certifving
{ndividual's judgment. QCP-ZZ-01001 will be revisec to better
describe the documentation requirements relative to the
evaluation of proficiency documentations usec in lieu of or as
part of the related work experience.

2. QCP-22-01002 will be revised toc provide better guidance relative
to when training will be required relative to initial
certification and recertification. This will be coorédinated
with the revision described in item (1) above since it will be

Ettective Date: __See page 2 of - See page 2 of 2
A ssee, Date




RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION

Form N-87(1-84)

Number and Revision: P8502-039, Rev. C Level: - Page - of

-~

‘

The response to the referenced *Request for Corrective Action’ is provided below for your evaluation
tication. The response Includes three parts in the following order. A. Cause of Condition, ‘
n Taken to Resolve Problem; and C. Action Taken to Preven: Recurrence.

Eftective Date:

related to the amount of previous experience for which the
{ndividual to be certified can be given credit. This revision
will also better describe the documentation requirements

relative to how the training documentation will be traceable to

or part of the certification packages.

3. Again QCP-22-01002 will be revised in conjunction with the
revision described in item (1) above to provide guidance
relative to initial capabilities of a first-time candidate for
certification. Agairn this will only be guidance since it is a
subjective decision by the certifving individual. The revision
to QCP-22-01001 will address the concern associated with
documentation of the basis ‘or certification when the individual
does not meet the initial education and experience (based upon
the results of the subjective related experience determination)
requirements.

4. QCP-22-01001 Rev. 3 section 4.4.] was issued on 3-6-85 to
resolve this concern. This change is considered adequate tc
resolve this concern,. -

S, QCP-22-01002 Rev. 3 sec'ions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 was issued on
31-6-85 to resolve the concern relative to the capabilities
listed in ANSI N45.2.6-1978. In the same revision sections 4,1,
4.2 and 4.3 were revised to make the capabilities describec in
sections 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3, respectively, part of the
qualification requirements. These changes are considered
adequate to resolve the concerns of this item.

1t should be recognized that the above discussior addresses specific
procedures which will contain various specific pieces of the pregram
to resolve various corcerns. A revision of this magnitude and the
fact that QCP-22z-01001 also addresses the ASME and SNT certification
programs, could result in an overall restructuring of the four
procedures involved. A definite possibility presently exists to
have only three procedures, one for ANSI, ASME and SNT and thus move
the QCP-2Z-01001 requirements, as appropriate, into each prograr
procedure. I1f this occurs, the intent of the above described
changes will still be followed, however the procedure numbers and
pessibly the section numbers within those procedures may no lcnger
be accurate. If this restructuring does occur, this RRCA will not
be revised to provide another point-by-point accounting of the
concerns versus the changes based upon the fact that the intent

of the changes will still be incorporated inte the progras.

i e /




%p REQUEST FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION
N~

Form N-67(4-84)

1. IDENTIFICATION

Number and Revision: _P8302-034, Rev. 0 Level: 2. Issue Date: 21L22/50 Page 1 of L

To:_F- T. Appleby Organization: L 20-0C Org: PI1AQC

Description ot Condition: (44 characters) Insufficient Records to Support QC Certs

Recommended Action if appropriate.)

The accepted QA Program requires, in FSAR Section 17.2,17, paragraph 3, Rev. B,
that quality assurance recorcs include documentary evidence related to
qualifications of personnel.

Contrary to the above, insufficient records were available to support the certiii-
caticns of the following individuals at the Level indicated:

R. A. Barnes, Level Il1I Receipt

J. M. Speek, Level 11 Mechanical

D. S. Turley, Level 11 Mechanical

L. M. Zahara, Level 111 Receipt

The specific records needed were developed during interviews with the above indi-
viduals. During these interviews the personnel orally 1isted "experience which, 1if
documented and accurate, would fulfill the requirements of ANSI N&5.2.6-1978 for
certification at the listed Level of capability in the listed disciplines. The

iist of documents which must be added to the certification file or otherwise added

as QA records to support their certification are listed on the attachment to this
RCA.

(Continuec)

Tre concern(s) dentitied by this RCA was discussed with T. L. Shaw, J. E. Davis and
on 2/15/85 ) P. T. Appleby

Congition Ncted In: Surveillance Recort No.: 850209

‘/ P ¢ 7 4
Response Due Cate: R B et~ 2R Y hL 22/ ———
RCA Initiater, Date Sucervising Engineer, Qale
3. EVALUATION OF CORR. ACT. 4, VERIFICATION OF CORR. ACT.|5. RCA CLOSED:
Resporse: CZ Accepted imglementation: T2 Complete
. = Rejectec 2 incomplete | Sudervising Engr.  Date
- ‘s z; - 29 A an A" w ﬂeT.lQVA.ElLII‘V CCtE
RCA mmuz‘ Date SBCA Imtiator Date 7 M B &
7. DISTRIBUTION: 8. REMARKS:
ADSRCA (QA Record), ADSRCA™ (File),

FDF, RLP, JVL, JRV, WHZ, CSP, W
JED, TLS, WRR (Action), SEM’

Al

w—_—_———————_————_————_——_
2. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION: (Requirement vs. Deficiency; include Originator




.

NAME

Barnes, R. A.

s’.‘kn J. M.

Turley, D. S.

Zahara, L. M.

CERTIFICATION

Receipt-3;

Mechanical=2;

Mechanical-2;

Receipt=3;

RCA P8502-034, Rev. 0
Page 2 of 2

DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED

Provide additional details of
experience in receipt activitie. at
DIC, including the percentage of.
time in these activities. Provide
the same information for the
receipt activities at
Morrison-Knudsen.

Provide details of mechanical
related work while in the Navy.
These details should include what
is required for an individual to
become a U.S. Navy QA Supervisor at
the Pearl Harbor Submarine Base.

Provide details of mechanical
related work experience in the Navv
and at Callaway.

Provide documentation of previous
certification in receipt activities
for previous employers. Also
provide wore details of experience
in receipt at UE and cther compa-
nies.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION
Form N-B87(1-84)

Number and Revisionm PE502-034, Rev. 0 Level: A Page.l ol -

The response to the referenced ‘Request for Corrective Action’ is provided below 1or your evaluativ
and verification. The response Includes three parts in the following order: A. Cause of Condition,
B. Action Taken to Resolve Problem: and C. Action Taken to Prevent Recurrence

Ettective Date

CAUSE OF CONDITION

This condition was apparently caused bv a more strict interpretaticn
of the standard at the time the RCA was generated than was used
during the preparation, review and approval process for the
procedures. The amount of detail from the standard regquired to be
reproduced in the procedure apparently has alsoc undergone a similar
interpretation change over this same time period, thus also
contributing to the cause cof this condition,

ACTION TAKEX TO RESOLVE PROBLEM

The inspectors lacking documentation have acquired the additioral
information or have incorporated it into their resumes. The revisec
resumes will be added teo their certification packages.

ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

OCP=22-0100] Pev. 3 was issued on }-6-85 with section 4,61

strengthened to better define the requirements of a certification
package.

NOTE: Based upen additional reviews of various inspector training
and certification documentation bv QC and OA, the action
described ir Part B will be taken for any additional

inspecters falling into the sare categers as those described
in this RCA,

.y ll(nkug e ¢ ﬂu'(l;‘h“g{ '//H! -

Were veuised yesvme's € 0a'\{'*“‘-<{ tus acssvafe ?

4-30-85 =g/ts




safety-Related February 22, 1985

SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Surveillauce Feport No.: 850209
Syrveillance Dates: 02/07=15/85
No Response Required

T0: P. 7. Applebdy
Assistant Manager, Support Services

FROM: C. S. Petzel, Quality Assurance
W. A. Ruhlman, Quality Assurance Consultaut

SUBJECT: Review of Certifications of UENO Quality Control
Inspectors

PERSONNEL CONTACTED: (Listed on Attachment A)
REFERENCES /CONTROLLING DOCUMENTS: (Listed on Attachment B)
RESULTS: .

Quality Assurance has revieved the certificat.on documentation for
current UENO receipt, mechanical, electrical, and civil inspection
personnel. This documentation was compared to current UE progran
cosmitments; (i.e., controlling document numbers iy 2, and 3) for
inspection, examination, ané testing persennel. The specific commitment
{¢: "The cualification of UE QC personnel or contracted OC personnel
performing work at the plant shall be in accordance with Regulatory
Cuide 1.58 (ANSD %65.2.6-1978)." The exception Ut has taken to this
compitment is: "In instances where the education and experience recom-
mendations of ANSI N45.2.6-1978 are not met by OC personnel, LE will
demonstrate, by docusented results of written examinations and evalua-
tions of actual vork proficiency, that these individuals possess cozpa-
rable or equivalent competence.” The QC inspectors vere intervieved to
determine if they could nrovide ary sdditional information to support
their certifications. The results of this review and interviews are
tabulated below:

SECEIVED

FER 25 %83

ALLAWAY PLANT
QACTECﬂMCA\ $uUPPORT



Surv. Report No.: 850209
Page 2 of 7

Meets ANSI Ne5.2.6=19'8 RETATKS:
Education & Experience veets LE's Exception See Note
Requirements (At time to ANSI Na3.2.6-1978 Listed

Name/Certification of Certification) (At time of Cert.) Beiow

R. A, Barnes

Level ) - Civil YES

Level 2 ~ Electrical NO N0 {

Llevel 2 = Mechanical O N0 -

Level 3 - Receipt N0 O -

R. L. Brummet

Level 2 - Mechanical h{e *0 h.

D. L. Heider

tevel 2 - Electrical \ES

E. L. lrvin

Level 2 = Mechanical YES

R. L. Nave

Level 3 = Mechanical YES

J. L. Pearson

Level I = Electrical N0 N0 -

evel 2 - wechanical YES

Ltevel . = Receipt YES

0. W, Peaters

Ltevel 2 = Civil NO <0 2

tevel 2 ~ Electrical NO 0 .

Level 2 = vechanical YES

v, P. Portell

Level ) = Civil NO X0 -

Level ) = Electrical NO \0 -

tevel I = Mechanical YES

T. W. Ridder

Level 2 = Electrical YES

J. M. Speek

Level 3 = Electrical YES

Level 2 = Mechanical NO N0 |

R. D. Swvank

Level 2 = Electrical NO %0 .

Level 2 = Mechanical YES

Level 3} = Receipt YES




Surv. Report No.: §%0209

page : cf 7

Meets ANSI Ne3...0-1970 Remarks:
rducation & Experience veets UE's Exception See Note
Requirements (At time te ANSI N45.2.6-1578 Listed

vage/Certificatior of Certification) (At time of Cert.) Below

D. S. Turley

Level 2 = Electrical YES ‘

Level C = Mechanical O S0

L. M. Zahara

Level 2 = Electrical N0 %0

Level 2 = Mechanical YES

Level 3 - Receipt N0 0

NOTES

1) Based upon insufficient records and discussion with the individiai, <A se.leves
that the individual 1s certifiable at the listed level/area coclinati T, howev=
er, additional documentation {s needed to support the certification,

3)  Based upen insufflcient records and no additional detsils disc.osed during @
discussion with the individual, QA does rot belie e that the ingividuas 1S
certiiiadle at the listed level/area combinatior.

RCA P8502-035, Rev. 0 has Seen written to adiress the irsufiicient
reccrds issue Listed in the above tadie via lote |, BCA PSEl.=0)e, Rev.
£ +as been written to adéress the issue that the U prograc recuirements
iy certification of QC inspectors have not beer met., LhNiE .ssue 1§
‘igzed in the above table via noted . andIT

1s reading the conclusions Listed in the table, CA nctes that ANSI
Yel.o.6 uses the tersinology "related experience in equivalent inspec~
tics, examination, or testing activities” in defining educationm ard
experience for each inspection level. QC has not gefined tnis tersinel-
c§, in any of their procedures; thus, there vere no gqualitative or
quantitative criteria to determine what part or portion cr & persor's
past vork experience can be "counted" when making an evaluation to
dezermine if the ANSI %48.2.6=1978 requiresents have beer zet. This
Lack of qualitative and ruantitative acceptance criteria has been
cezsined with other programmatic fnadequacies and addressel by RCA
PES02-039, Rev. 0.

while conducting this surveillance, QA utilized the following criteria
ir. gaking an evaluation of past work experience to detersite 1 it
constituted "related experience in equivalent inspection, examination,
or testing activities.” The bases for these criteria vere similarity to
putlished guidance in this area in SNT-TC~1A (1979 and 1§80 as well as
experience with current industry applications at other nuclear pover
piant sites.




-)

Surv. Report No.: E%0209
Page « of 7

1a order to be counted on a one-for-one basis, the person must
have spent at least 2 ® of his time actually werking in the
discipline. This is based on SNT-TC-lA's criteria.

For a mechanical certification, time spent in the nuc.ear Navy
{n ratings such as Machinist Mate, Engineman, Electrician's
Mate and similar ratings in other services was counted on a
sne-for-one basis after the person completed basic training
(and began actual field vork). Boilermakers, steamf.tters,
shipfitters, pipefitters, and similar conmstruction craits were
also counted on a one-for-one basis. flectrician's Mates wvere
counted because replacement of bearings on motors is virtually
the same as replacement of bearings on pumps; torquing of
bolts on motar sounts is the same as torquing bolts &n pumps
or flanges; alignmeut of electrical equipment is the sate as
alignoent of sechanical equipment. On the hasis of similar
logic, welding experience in the commercial industr’ was
counted when a person was involved 'n the "fit-up” aspects.

For ar electrical certification, tizse spent in the nuc.ear
Navy as an Electrician's Mate, 1-C man, and similar rati=gs in
other services was counted on a one-for=-crne basis atter ine
person completed basic truinii g and began actual fielc wore,
Construction electricians were also counted on a one-izr-one
basis. Wwhile Nuclear Powver Schieol does teach basic electri-
cal, work as a Machinist Mate doas rot involve work with
cabies, terminatio s, controllers a~¢ cther electrical activi-
ties. Therefore, nc credit was given since 25% of Suclear
Powver School is not devoted to electrical. However, if a
vachinist Mate qualified as Engineering watch Supervisor (EWS)
or as an Auxiliary Electrician Aft (AEA), or as an Electric
Plant Control Panel (EPCP) operator, or as 4 Shutdown
fiectrical watchstander (SEW) or simi.ar positions in other
services, then the basic electrical school as well as a
portion of his service tige was counted in cetermirt.ng
experience.

For a civil certification, none of the current QC inspectors
had any service time which was considered "egquivalert.”
Hovever, time in the Marine construction battalions (C-8s) and
similar service rate which involved work in soil compaction,
structural steel and concrete placement would have been
counted on & one-for=cne basis. Similarly, construction time
spent in a civil test lab or & commercial testing faciliey
would b counted, Primarily, because of the broad spectrum of
civil activities included in QCP=22+07000, Rev. O, a perscn
vas evaluated with respect to a vide variety of civil tests,

A civil certification was the most difficult for a persen to
receive a satisfactory evaluation upon during this surveils
lance without documented work experience in civil testing
activities since QCP=22-07000 covers such a broad range of
inspections.



cyrv. Report No.: 850209
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3) For a receipt certification, a vide variety of previous work
experience was accepted as equivalent on & one-for-one basis.
Unlike @ Civil certification, the current LUE receipt inspec=
tion procedures, QCP-22-03002, Rev. 3 arc QCP-22-030C«, Rev.
2, define a very narrow range of skill reguirements. Since
very few measurements are required durirg our receipt
inspection, a \E Level Il Receipt Inspector vould not require
the sage asount of specific work experience as a Leve. 11
Receipt Inspector vorking for DIC at Cal.avay during construcs
tion. Therefore, virtually any previous experience that
required an individual to locate acceptance criteria documents
and then determine that an object cet the requirecents ¢l
those documents, was considered “eguivalent.”

o evidence was found where anv of the current inspectors had Seen §oven
s "documented evaluation of actual work proficiency.” This cenglusion
was Sased upon a knowledge of the SRC's interpretation of that part &
LUE's exception to the education and experience requirements of ANSL
%45.2.6=1978, During our (LE) meeting with the NRC representat..e 27.0T
to their ncceptance of our QA program (including Chapter JA of the
SNUPPS-C FSAR), this exceprion was interpreted to mean documentat..’ s
actual work proficiency in the particular tests that a man wou.d oe
certified to perform. That is, a civil inspectcr would have tc serfarn
a concrete slump test; an electrical inspector would have to obserie &
cable pull and determine {f cable stress criteria Rac been satisfiec, &
mechanical inspector would have to inspect a ;.=p to motor alignment ane
deter=ine if acceptance criteria had been met. & receipt inspector wou .d
have to determine what tvpe of sampling requirezents apply 1f a sa=piing
receipt inspection process is authorized., Trese are, of course, only
exazpies; a wide range =~ approximating all ¢ the TYPES of tests or
inspections to be performed == vould have to bde irzluded in the actual
dacu=ented periorzance demsonstration. Both acceptabie wnd ynaccepsadle
sazp.es would have to be included to determine LI af inspector cculd
differentiate (i.e., it vould rot be consiceres adequate i ar electri-
cal inspector was taken into the fieid and shown & cadinet fuls &2 n
acceriadble terminations; he would have to be sncwT & ter=ina. Scard with
bets acceptable and ynacceptable terminaticns and be recuired to actual-
1y icentify which ones vere which).

Because the progras does not include these regquiresents nor anv qualita~-
tive or quantitative criteria for conducting anc documenting this
activity which is required by the QA program, RCA P8502-039 has been
vritten whch includes this and other programsatic deficiencies.

During review of the certifications of Non=NDE OC personnel, QA has
(de=:ified some program deficiencies. Twe of the deficiencies have been
previous.y gentioned in this report. The certi’ication/qualification
srogras defined by QCP=22+01001, Rev. 1 and QCi=12-01002, Rev. I i alsc
cdeficlent in the following areas:

1) The progras does not provide for deterzination of the need (of
formal training programs either on a4 generic basis or on a
case-by~-case basis for qualifying personnel who perform
inspection, examination, and test activities. The progras
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does not specifically provide for 0JT. The determination of
need for formsal training 18 required by ANST NaS.2.6-1978, |
Paragraph 2.1.2.

23 The program does not provide for deterzining the .initial
capability of a candidate for certification. This is reguired
by ANSL N&S.2.6-1978, Paragraph 2.2. 1t also dces not provide
for the documentation required by Reg. Guide 1.3E, Rev. 1,
Position C.10 for vhen an individual does not meet the ginimume
education and experience requirements of ANSE N&3..0.6-1978,

The program does not state what ginioues inforsation is re~
quired to de on a letter of certification as reguirec oy ANS!e
I
I

L
~

b

%45.2.6-1978, Paragraph ..

*) The definitions of "QC Level ™, "QC Level 11V, and "¢ Lavel
111" that appear in QCP=I2-C1007, Rev. J é¢ not agree with the
tevels of capability for an individual as stated in ANSI
%45,2.6=1978, Paragraphs 2.2, 1.3, anc J.e Tespective. . A8
this procedure, via the definitions of the levels oi inspec~
tors, implies that an individual of a certain level shou.d be
able to perform a given capability (task) in the definit.om;
hovever, the procedure does not specifically require that &
person be capable of performing that capability. This .s
required by ANSI %45.2.6=1978, Paragrapivl.l.

f

RCA PES02-039, Rev. 0 has been issued to address the progras deficien~
cies .isted above.

During interviews with the various QC inspectcrs, & concern vas raised
with respect to dispcsitions pgade to cable repairs.

As & result of this concern, the otiginal scope ol tFis surveillarce vas
exparied to include a reviev of Sonconforming vaterial Reports (NMRs) .,
s review vas made of over 1300 ¥MRs in the QA vaust ané in the QC
Depart=ent files. The reviever looked specifically for cases where
“sreslens” documented dealt with cables or terzinations. Based on this
review, 16 cases of electrical device or wiring damage were found.
Several cases ’! incorrect dispositions were found. This issue is on
aca P8502-039FRev. 0. This portion of the surveil.ance was conducted
by ¥z, L. Z. Patty, QA Consultant,
\

A ,

eve Fetie ..
QA Engineer QA C

.
-

;mulum %‘ oC j
227 |

CEP:wAK: sas

See Page 7 for Distribution
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Attachzents: A) Personnel Contacted Juring Survei.lance
B) Referencus/Controlling Documents

DISTRISLTION

ce: ASES850209 (As a QA Record)
ADSS850209 TR, QC (File)

S. Miltenberger

K Field

2, Powers

Zvanut

#

D.

k.

K.

V. Laux

R. Veatch

€. Gearhart
. J« Forck

I3

]

A

L

E

T

¥

. Robinson (intfo)
, Petzel

. Ruhlman

. Shaw

. Davis

. Appleby

. Schnell

TE LT R R B
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ATTACEMENT A

Surv. Report No.i

P. =. Appledy = Assistant Manager, Support Services
R. 4. Barnes = QC Inspector

J. E. Davis = Superintendent, Compliance
p. L. Heiger = QC Inspector

£. L. lrwin = QC inspector

§. 5. Land = QC Inspector

f. %. Laughlin = QC Inspector

R. L. Nave = Assistant Superviser, x

3, L. Pearson = QC Ingpector

5. «. Peters = Q€ inspectsr

v, P, Perteil = Assistant Superviser, JC
T, & Shaw = Supervisor, €

I, ¥, Speek = QC Inspector

E. D. Swank = QC {nspector

p. §. Turley = QC Inspector

L. M. Zahara - Assistant supervisor, QC

850209
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3)
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3)

6)

ATTACEMENT B
surv. Report No.: 850209

l!?!!!SCES/CONTIOLLZYC DOCLMENTS

SAUPP=C FSAR, Rev. 7, Appendix JA, Commitdent to Regu.atory
Guide 1.58

Regulatory Guide |.58, Rev. . = September, .980,
o ¢ Power Plant inspecticn, Examinat.co

Standard ANSI N&S5.2.6-0578,
ES S ‘ pn t *

0QAM, Rev. 7, Section 17.2.10 = Inspection

Quality Control Procedure, QCP-22-01001, Rev. 2, Gereificatich
rntrol Personn

Quality Centrol Procedure, QCP=22-01002, Rev. I, Qua.ificatior

of Quality Centrol Personnel for Ne-\DE Inspeccion Activitie:

Technical Specification 6.5.2.90




TYPICAL INSPECTION AREA QUESTIONS FOR QC INSPECTORS

(SR 850209)

During discussions with each inspector vho was certified in a
mechanical, electrical or civil area, certain questions were asked to
attempt to ascertain the degree of familiarity of the inspector with
certain “common" inspection or testing aspects in his discipline. The
below listed questions are typical. Not every inspector was asked each
question, and the answers from one question may have lead to a slight
variation in asking other questions. These questions were not used as a
"negative" basis for any of the certificates in question, but were
considered on a positive basis when deciding if additional documentation
alone would provide a basis for certification.

Civil

Describe how to perform a slump test. How do you perform cadwell tests
for ultimate strength? For what and how do you test rebar? Describe a
typical rebar/cadwell sampling plan. When qualifying a person for
cadwelding, what are the important attributes (position)? Describe what
you would consider important about aggregate. How do you perform &
seive test and what do you look for? What is the significance of
moisture on aggregate’ How do you periorm a comprfssions test on
concrete” How do you obtain a concrete sample’ How do you use a
surface comparitor (for paint surfaces)? What do you look for in a
finished surface? Describe how you would determine coating thickness.
How do temperatu.e and humidity affect coatings? What is a "fish-eye"
and a "holiday" when referring to coatings’

Electricsl

Describe what you look for in a termination? How can you (or can you)
tell if the proper crimping tool was used 1f you weren't there! How can
you (or can you) tell if a cable was overstressed during the pulling
process® 1f you veren't there? How do vou determine if minimum bend
radius criteria have been met? Do you know any “rules of thu " for
making this determination?’ How many leads can be terminated under a
single screw on a terminal board? Can you overstress a cable (single
conductor) with orly a single man performing the pull? What are (are
there any) requirements for the use of lubricants on a cable pull?

ygchoﬂtcgg

Describe how you perform a cleanliness inspection. Describe the
fmportant “things to look for" on a blue check. Explain what point you
vould look for or what is critical when replacing a bearing. Sealed?
Sleeve?! What do you look for when replacing "EQ" items? What is
important when observing torquing? What is eritical in (how do you
inspect) equipment alignment?
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gafetv-Related March 25, 198%

SURVEILLANCE REPORT

Surveillance Report No: 850209A
Surveillance Dates: 03/09-25, 1985
No Response Required

T0: P. T. Appledy
Assistant Manager, Support Services

FROM: T. W, Stotlar, Cuality Assurance Engineer
¥, A. Ruhlman, Quality Assurance Consultant

SUBJECT: Peview of Additional Documentation and QC Action Relative to
Certification of UENO Quality Control Inspectors

OBJECTIVE: Review of Additional documentation relative to UENO Quality
Control Inspectors' training and certifications and review ongoing
QC Department evaluations being conducted and documented as a
result of Surveillance Report #850209

PERSONNEL CONTACTED:

P. T. Apolebv - Assistant Manager, Supoort Services :
J. E. Davis - Superintendent, Compliance
7. L. Shaw = Supervisor ,CC
v. P. Portell - Assistant Supervisor, QC
L. ™, Zahara - Assistant Supervisor, QC
) t. D. Russell = Quality Control Inspector
J. L. Pearson = OQuality Control Inspector
#. L. Brummet - Quality Control Inspector

PEFERESNCES/CONTROLLING DOCUMENTS: (Listed on Attachment A)
RESULTS:
As a result of the OC group's corrective action taven to resolve RCA's
PRSO2-034, PAS502-035, and PES02-039, aduitional information has been obtained
for OA review, That additional {nformation includes the following:

a) Training records

+) Perforsance evaluations

<) Results of evaluation of all OC inspectors emploved by UFNO under the
operations OA prograe (8% total inspectors)

¢) Pesults of the Work Authorizing document review for involvement of QC
inspectors whose certifications are guestionable (scheduled to be
completed on 3/29/85).

Based on QA review of training records ({tems B-11 on Attachment A), 2 of the
previously identified 7 inspectors vith questionable certifications would be

_certifiable 1f satisfacto y performance demonstrations were documented. This
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determination is {dentified by Note 3 on Attachment D. 1In addition,
i{nterviews were conducted with J. . Pearson, R. L. Brummet and V. P. Portell.
gased on these {nterviews J. L. Pearson's Electrical Level 11 certification
could be supported when additional information is documented in the
Certification file. R. L. Brusmet's certification as Mechanical Level 11
could be supported if a satisfactory performance demonstration is documented.
v. P. Portell's Civil Level i1l and Electrical Level 111 could be justified
based on the use of "management prerogatives’ specified in ANS] N&4S.2.6-1978
Section 1.5. (See Attachment D and G for further discussion). V. F.
Portell's Electrical Level 11 certification could be supported if a
satisfactory performance demonstration is documented. In addition, F. A.
Barne's Civil Level 111 broad-based certification cannot be supported because
of tre limitation identified on his Civil level 11 certificacion. This
condition is identified on Attachment D Note 1.

QA also determined from a review of records that perforrance evaluations were
performed. These evaluations were documented (pass/fail) on all certificates
approved by Mr. Schottel. In three cases, the actual questions askel were
documented. Fowever, OA's review of the general nature of these cuestions,
their lack of coverage of all areas and tasks, and with a knowledge of thre
NRC's interpretation when thev accepted Union Electric's clarification in FSAP
Chapter 3A (See Surveillarce Report #850209, Page 5 of 7, second paragraph for
a discussion of this meaning.), leads QA to the conclusion that the
performance demonstration given does not meet the intent ©f UE's commitment toO
ANSI %45.2.6-1978 as modified by UF's clarification in FSAR Chapter 3A.
However, the additional documentation reviewed during this Surveillance does
{ndicate that OC management did perform activities which they felt =et the
intent of Union Electric's copmitments. Although the clarification was in
effect when Mr. Schottel conducted his performance demonstration evaluations,
the NPC had not yet met with Union Electric to clearly define their
interpretation. Although the Superintendent, Compliance (to whor the
Supervisor, OC reports) was later an attendee at the rmeetinés with the NRC
when the position was annunciated, no one in the QC organization was directly
involved. The failure to fully implement an acceptable performance
demonstration prograe may have resulted from the failure of QA anc upper level
managers to assure that QC management was aware of NRC's interpretation of
Union Electric's clarification of ANST N4S.2.6-1978.

OA's detailed recomsendations relative to the qunlilicltion/cortiticatlon
process which should be implemented have been delivered to UENO for inclusion
{n their review and assessment of the overall QC program. In addition, QA
also recormends that QC supervision monitor the actual inspections or tests
performed by each nevwly certified inspector until they achieve a level of
confidence in the individual's performance. This "sonitoring” is in addition
to the certification prograe items previously submitted, and is considered to
be in excess of the minimum reaui rements established by Union Electric's

commi tments, but the monitoring renresents what QA believes would be prudent
management action.
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peview of Ongoing fvaluations Being Conducted and Documented bv QC:

The first action taken as a result of the original Surveillance was the
decertification of all individuals identified as questionable on RCA
pP8S02-035. OC management had also limited the certification of one Level 111
Civil inspector not initially identified as cuestionable bv QA. All of this
action is considered conservative based upon the fact that additional
docusentation reviewed bv OA has indicated that one QC inspector (J. L.
Pearson) could de recertified bv documenting his past experience and seven
others (indicated by Note 3 on Attachment D) could be recertified based on
corspletion of a performance demonstration.

QC management, as part of their investigation to determine the scope of the
cuestionable certifications, also reviewed the records of all BS QC persornel
who may have perforred reviews or inspections under the operational QA
program. They used acceptance criteria similar to that utilized by QA during
the initial surveillance. As a result of that investigation, QC identified
(in Reference 13) 15 additional individuals whose certifications might be
questionable.

When the OC Department's review was conducted, thev looked at the files for
previously emploved QC inspectors: this increased scope accounts for the fact
that thev identified 15 additional cuestionable certifications. However, they
also looked again at current employees and identified the same inspectors
previously jdentified by QA with one exception., The QC review did not
identifv J. M. Speeks' Level 11 “echanical certification as cuestionable even
though QA had listed it on RCA PESC2-034, The CA review had identified that
Mr. Speek's file only needed to include an expanded resure which coulé detail
the tasks which he had previouslvy accomplished which were suitable for
consideration as Yeguivalent experience" in order to remove anv guestions
about his Mechaniczl level 11 certification, This expan r

includeé in his file prior to the QC review, tFus te was not identified as
cuestiorable nor were his certifications cuvestionable at the tire the oC
review was corpleted.

OC management's detailed actions, which include a review of activities
performed by any inspector whose certifications are cuestionable, is riven in
Attachrent E. The Engineering/QA evaluation of the nossible impact on these
activities is ongoing. (It was begun on 03/12/85.) All actions completed to
date as part of this Engircering/QA evaluation have been conservative, and
none has indicated any adverse impact on installed structures, svstems OF
components. As of March 25, 1985, approximately 95% of all work recuests had
been reviewed; approximatelv 285 invo
certifications ti e activitv. Based on an Engineering /QA
evaluation of the actual activity conducted, none of the 285 identified to
date had any adverse impact on installed hardware.

QA originally identified nine QC inspectors with cuestionable certificatrions.
Wren combined with the 15 additional inspectors identified as part of the QC
review, this vielded a group of 24 inspectors whose work activities were to be
reviewed by QC as described in Attachments E and F. However, QA considered J.
D. Schottel to be certifiable for the reasons set forth in the following
paragraph. 1In additionm, QA did not list H. L. Holman as an inspector with
questionable certification since he was never certified by Union Electric.
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Mr. Holman was listed as questionable by OC based on the fact that he rmav have
conducted sowe reviews even though he was never certified. Mr. Holman's nare
is part of the document search documented in Attachments E and F. Although,
J. M., Speek and D. S. Turley were identified as having questionable
certifications in surveillance report £50209, they have been eliminated as
needing further evaluation based on additional iaformation incorporated into
their certification file. Eliminating these two individuals yields the list
of 20 inspectors considered by OA to be of questionable certification as
listed on Attachment D.

QA's evaluation of Mr. Schottel takes into account: the fact that he
completed the Electrical training course and all electrical examinations: his
B.S, in Metallurgical Engineering and his M.S. in Nuclear Engineering: his (3
experience at other Nuclear Power Plants; and his cusulative 32 months of
0A/QC experience. We note that the Standard would reouire only six months of
related experience for a Level 11 certification with a B.S. degree. Anc,
while the Standard recuires five years of related experience for a B.F. cevree
in order to be a Level 111, QA feels that some part of his Master's degree car
be counted as part of this five years with the remainder of the credit coming
frog his 32 months of actual equivalent experience in the nuclear industry.

In addition, Mr. Shottel's certification was given because no Level 111
existed at the time of certification. This utilization of management
prerogative, and consideration of other factors adeguatelv support the
certification and complies with ANST N45.2.6-1978, Section 3.5

CONCLUSICN:

Based on the review conducted by QC as surveilled by CA curing this
Surveillance, and based on the conservative interpretations relative to
educatior/experience/training wvhich have been applied, we conclude that all QC
inspectors with cuestionable certifications have been identified as listed on
Attachoert D. We also feel that QC managezent's approzch to the
identification of the inspections and reviews performed by personnel with
questionable certifications has likewise been thorough and conservative to
date. And, when coupled with the Engineering/QA evaluation which is being

conducted, we believe that possible adverse effects on installed hardware will
be identified if any exist.

As mentioned on RCA PE502-035, Rev. 0O, QA vill consider downgrading the
identified inadecuacies to a level 2 if there has been no significant adverse
impact or installed equipment. Ve do not anticipate that it will be possible
to make this determination (of possibdle impact) until the Engineering /QA

evaluations have been completed and any reinspections, if needed, have been
conducted and reviewed.

Now that the full extent of cuestionable certifications has been identified
the issue can be placed in proper perspective., Attachment B provides the
results of the OC department's evaluation of auestionable certifications of
inspectors who were not {dentified - the previous surveillance, including
disposition of certain cuestionable _:rrifications. This evaluation
identified (a) 11 certifications/3 inspectors in which no tasks were performed
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which recuired certification, therefore no further evaluation was necessarvy in
this area, (b) 9 certifications/8 inspectors ir vhich additional information
could be added to the fi{le to support certificetion, (e) 17 ce;tificcttons/lo
1nsg¢ctq53_ghog¢ previous certification, training, experience, education,
performance cannot be supported in the broad base category. Attachoen

lists 75 inspectors with 207 certifications that comply with UENO pros
commitments. Attachment D lists 20 inspectors with 29 certifications »"
remain questionable. These inspectors along with J. M. Speek and D

are being identified as stated earlier for further evaluation. TIR
inspectors with 247 certifications have been evaluated, 207 ce T VAT
meet UENO program compitments and 22 inspectors with 29 (11.72 Rt 4 L s

remain cuestionabdble.

Based on personal interviews with current emplovees anc based or the seview of
work activities completed to date, there have been no cases where anrv
inspectors performed inspections in areas where they were not qualified and

capable of performing adecuate inspections.
::Z: 55&

2N, BQ&W’ 3-36 €5 » ,
W. A. Ruhlman 35./.33"

T. W. Stotlar
Oualitv Assurance Engineer Quality Assurance Consultant
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REFERENCES/CONTROLLING DOCUMENTS

SNUPPS-C FSAR, Rev. 7, Appendix 3JA, Commitment to Regulatcry
Guide 1.58

Regulatory Guide 1.58, Rev. | = September, 1980, Qualification of
Suclear Power Plant Inspection, Examination, and Testing Personnel

Standard ANSI %65.2.6-1978, gualification of Inspecticr, Examina-
tion, and Testing Personnel for Nuclear Fower Plants

0QAM, Rev. 7, Section 17.2.10 = Inspection

Quality Control Procedure, QCP-2Z-01001, Rev. 2, Certification oi
Quality Control Perscnnel

Qualicty Control Procedure, QCP-22-01002, Rev. ., Qualification of
Quality Control Personnel for \Yon-NDE Inspection Activities

Technical Specification 6.5.2.9b

r
vechanical QC Inspector Training Program Course Description
Electrical QC Inspector Training Prograr Course Description

Training Program Attendance Records, Electrical and Mechanical QC
Inspectors

Examination Answer Keys, Electrical and Mechanical QC Irspector
Examinations

El ctrical and Mechanical QC Inspectors' Graded Exacinations

Memc, L. D. Russell and V. P. Portell to J. E. Davis, dated
03/09/85
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EVALUATION OF QUE<TIONABLE
CERTIFICATIONS

Previous
Certification/
Experience

Other than UE

Previous U.E.
certification

Acceptable Areas
of Certification

(Batey, R. J.)

Battle, ¥. D.

Brewer,

S8rown,

Browm,

N. L.

L. D.

Js Ko

Doc. Tech. 1

Civil 11

- Concrete

- Soils

- Coatings

- Lead Aaditor

Doc. Tech II

Mechanical 11
- Instrumentation

Welding 11
- Cozplete

Electrical II
Raceway

Mechanical Il
- Instrumentaticn
- Hydro

Receipt 11
- Complete

VvI-2 11 (a)

vI-3 11 (a)

VT-4 11 {Limited

to Doc. Review! (a)

Civil II (c)
- Complete

Civil 11 (Limited)

- Drypack

-~ Surface Mounted
Plates & Expan-
sion Anchors -«

Receipt I1 (5)
- Complete

Mechanical .1 (¢)
- Complete

vT-3 11 (a)
vT-4 11 (a)

See Note 1.

Civii 11

- Ccncrete
(includes
Srypack)

- Scils

- Ccatings

Re‘erence letter of
Justification for
Receipt Il Certi-
fication - See

Note 7.

Mechanical 11
- Instrucentation

See Note 3.
vi=2 11
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Experience
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Previous U.E.
Certification

Acceptable Areas
of Certification

Gaines, T. E.

Herring, P. L.

(Lawson, M.

. .echner,

McFarland,

Mechanical 11
- Hydro

Mechanical II
- Hydro
- Hangers

son-Q (Trainee 111)

Doc. Tech. II

Mechanical II
- Instrumentaticn
- Pipe

tlectrical 1I
- Complete

Mechanical II
- Pipe
- Hangers

Welding II
- Complete

Welding I1
- Structural

VT-3 I1 (b)
VT-4 11 (b)

Mechanical 1! (¢)
- Complete

VI-1 I1 (b)
- Limited to
valve insp.

Receipt I (3)

- Complete

Mechanical II (¢}
- Complete

Mechanical
- Complete

>
.
—_~
n

N

VI-2, level 11 (b)

vT-2 11

Reference Letter of
Justification for
VI=3 & 4, Level

11 Certification -
See Note €.

Mechanical Ii
- Hvdro
- Hangers

Reference Letter of
Justification for
¥YT-1, Level 1L
Certification - See
Note 6.

See ‘\ote =.

Mechanical II
- Instruzentation
- ',"ipe

Mecharical 1I
- Pipe
- Hangers

Reference lLetter of
Justification for
V-2, Level 11
Certification -

See Note 6.
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Previous
Certification/
Experience Previous U.E. Acceptable Areas
Name Other than LUE Certification of Certification
orf, D. L. Civil II Civil 11 (c) Civil 11
- Concrete - Complete - Concrete
- Blockwalls - Blockwalls

Pasley, J. M.

Pruitte, V. E.

Scheperle, C. P.

(Thomas, D. R.)

wudtke, C. A.

- Fire Rated Doors
- Subcontractor
surveillance

Civil II

- Scils

- Coatings

- Subcontractor
surveillance

Mechanical 11
- Instrumentation
- Pipe

Welding II
- Complete

NDE II

- PT

Mecnanical II
- Pipe
- Equioment

Civil II

- Pre-Pour
Cadwelding
Soils
Structural

Mechanical II
- Hydre

Civil II (c)
- Complete

Civil 1I1 (a)
- Complete

Mechanical 1I (¢)
- Complete

Mechanical II (¢)
- Complete

Civil 11 (a)
- Complete

VI-1 11 (a)
VI-3 11 (a)
VT=4 11 (a)

- Fire Rated Doors

Civil 11
- Secils
- Coatings

See Note ..

Mechanical 11l
- Instruzentation
- Pipe

Mechanical II
- Pipe
- Equipment

Civil 11

- Pre-Pour

- Cadwelding
- Scils

- Structural
Cee Note 5.

vi-2 11
See Note 5.



ATTACHMENT B to
Surv. Report No.: 850209A

Page & of 5
Previous
Certification/
Experience Previous U.E. Acceptable Areas
Name Other than UE Certificaticn of Certification
Barnes, R. A. See RCA P8502-025 Civil 11 (¢) Civil 11
- Complete (Limited)
Civil III (¢)
- Complete
Electrical 11 (¢)
- Conplete
Mechanical Il (c)
- Complete
VvI-1 11 (¢)
vI-2 11 (¢)
VvT-3 11 (¢)
vI-4 11 (c)
Speek, J. M. Mechanical 11 (b} See Note 6.
Turley, D. S. Mechanical 11 (b) See Note 6.
(Holman, K. L.) Start-up Engineer None Neone issued.
Draitsman
Pearson, J. L. See RCA PB502-035 Electrical II (b) See Note 6.
- Complete
Zahara, L. E. Receipt III (b) See Note 6.

Based upon discussions with the individual's QC Supervisor, the following information
applies. Lletters or other documentation has or will be placed on file to
substantiate or reiterate the information in these notes.

NOTE 1 - Individual did not pericrm any duties requiring Level II certificatinn.

NOTE 2 - Individual did not perform any duties requiring Level III
certification.

SOTE 3 - Individual did not perform any VT-21 and VI-4 inspections.

NOTE 4 - Individual did not perform any receipt Level 11 inspections.
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NOTE § - Individual was assigned only VI-2 inspection work.

NOTE 6 - Additional iniormation was supplied to substantiate

certification at the indicated area/level. This
information was documented and added to file.

Additional Annotations:

(a)

(®)

{c)

(4)

|

|
|
\
\

Denotes a questionable certification; however, no task

requiring certification was performed in this area.

No further evaluation is necessary for this certification.

Additional information was supplied to the certification
file prior to this Surveillance Report. This certification
meets UENO program commitments and is included on Attachment C.

These broad based certifications are questionable; however,
the documentation supports limited certification. These
certifications require further evaluation and are included

on Attachment D.

Inspectors do not appear on Attachment C or D.

,



K.
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CERTIFICATIONS THAT COMPLY WITH
UENC PROGRAM COMMITMENTS

NAME

. Adans

. Antweiler
. Armstrong
. Barnes

. Baxter

Belcher

Bettenhausen

. Bode

. Bohnert

. Brandow

. Brockmeier

. Broman

Brown

. Brummet

. Brever
. Buersmever

. Cody

Crawford

U.E. CERTIFIED

Electrical, level
Mechanical, Level

vwechanical, level

o
L

Receipt, Level Il &

Electrical, Level

Receipt, lLevel II

‘.T‘l. :, 3. ‘. L.v'l

1
-

$50209A

-
-

Mechanical, Level II & III

Receipt, Level 1I

VI-l, 2, 3, 4, Level 11

vIi-2, 3, 4, Level

11

[Limited to Doc. Review)

VvI-2, Level Il

Mechanical, Level
Receipt, level 1I

Mechanical, level
welding, Level II

VT-2, Level 11

11

11

SDE 11, MT-PT, Level 1I
VT-l, 2, 3, &, Level 11

Receipt, Level 1I
Electrical, Level
Mechanical, Level
Receipt, Level II
Welding, Level I1I

Mechanical, Level

11

11

11



.

w

Ww.

w.

NAME

. Diluvio

. Dubeau

. Dudley

. Dudley

. Edmondson

. Edwards

. Febles

. Gaines

. Carrigan

Guynn
Hagar

Hazilton

Haugen
Heider

Henage

Herring

ATTACHMENT C to
Surv. Report No.: E50209A
Page 2 of 5

U.E. CERTIFIED

Electrical, Level 11l
Mechanical, Level 11
welding, Level 11

S\DE - PT, Level 11
NDE - MT, Level 11
vI-=1, 2, 3, & &, Llevel 11
VI-1, Level 11

VvI-2, Level 1I

VT=3, Level 11

VT-4, lLevel I

NDE = MT, PT, Llevel II

vT-2, 3, 4, Level Il
[Limited to Doc. Review,

Receipt, Level 1I

Electrical, Level II

vI=2, 3, 6, Level 11
[Lizited to Doc. Review]
SDE - MT, PT, Level II
VT':' 3. “. LC\!QI 11
Welding, lLevel II

Receipt, level II
VI=2, Level 11

Vi-l, 3, 4, Level IC
Receipt, Level II
Electrical, Level 11
Receipt, Level II
Mechanical, Level 11
VT-1l, 2, 3, 4, Level 111
Electrical, Level 11

Electrical, Level 11

vT-2, 3, 4, Level 11
[Limited to Doc. Review]

vi-2, 3, 4, Level II

Electrical, Level 11
Welding, Level II



NAME

. Irwin

., Jesse

Kemple

. Land

. Laughlin

. Laurie

. Lechner

. Major

Matheny

. Moon

. Moore

Moreland
Morgan

Nave

Neterer

Oelrichs

Olsen

Pearson

Peters
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U.E. CERTIFIED

Mechanical, level 11
VT-1., 2. 3. 4, Level Il
Welding, lLevel II
VI-2, Level 11

v
.

Electrical, level

welding, Level II
NDE - MT, PT, Level Il

NDE - MT, PT, lLevel Il
VI-1, 2, 3, & 4, level 11
Welding, Level II
Receipt, Level II
wWwelding, Level 1I
Mechanical, Level 1I

Electrical, Level II

vI-l, 2, 3, &, Level II
[Liziced to Doc. Review|

Electrical, level II
Civil, Level 1I

Vvi=2, level 11

vechanical, level Il & III

\'T-l. 20 3. & ", LCVCl 3

Electrical, Level I1 & III

Mechanical, Level 1I
\DE - PT, Level 11
Receipt, Level II

VT-2, Level 11l
Mechanical, lLevel II

VI-2, 3, 4, Level 11

Mechanical, Level Il
Receipt, Level II
vI-1, 2, 3, &4, Level II

Mechanical, Level II
VT‘I. 2. 3| 6. L’v'l II
welding, Level II



NAME
Pflueger

Portell

Richey

Ridder

. Robson

. Schottel

. Smith

Smith

Smola

. Speek

. Stites

. Swank

. Turley

Ullman
Vandelicht
Vandeloecht
Weinzettle

wWeisenberger
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U.E. CERTIFIED

Receipt, Level 11
Mechanical, lLevel 1I
NDE, PT, Level Il
vi-l, 2, 3, &, Level
Electrical, Level 1I
Electrical, Level II

vT-3 & &4, Level 1I

Mechanical, level III
Receipt, Level III

8502094

I1

vT"l, 2. 3. ‘ L. LQ\'QI I:I

welding, Level III
Electrical, Level III

Receipt, Level II
vI-1, 3, %, Level 1I
Electrical, Level 11

Electrical, Level II
vechanical, Level II

& 111

vi-1l, 2, 3, & &4, Level 11

Electrical, Level II
vMechanical, Level II
Receipt, Level IC
wWelding, level 11
VT"l. 2' 3. L' L.Vel

flectrical, Level II
Mechanical, Level 11

11

vT'l. 2. 3. ‘ ‘. L.V.l II

Electrical, lLevel II
Electrical, lLevel (I
Electrical, level II
Electrical, Level 1I

VT-2, Level 11
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NAME U.E. CERTIFIED
F. A. Wadake VI-2, Level 11
B. D. Yockey Mechanical, level II
L. H. Zahara Mechanical, Level Il

NDE, PT-MT-VT, level 1II
VT-I. 2. 3. L. Le\el :II
Welding, lLevel III

Te

Receipt, Level II



COMPOSITE LIST OF ALL QC INSPECTORS WITH REMA
EASED ON A

QA SURVEILLANCE AND QA'S EVALU
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850209A

INING QUESTIONABLE CERTIFICATIONS
ATION OF QC'S REVIEW

QC INSPECTOR'S NAME QUESTIONABLE ARE”./LEVEL ROLES
K. A. Barnes Civil, Level 1I1 3
Electrical, level 1I ?
Mechanicel, Level 1l 3
vI=l, 2, 3, &4, Level 11
R. L. Bruamet Mecharical, level II 3
J. L. Pearsen Electrical, lLevel II i
D. W. Peters Civil, Level I1 .
Electrical, lLevel Il -
V. P. Portell Civil, level 1il 3
Electrical, Level I1I 5
Electrical, Level I1I 3
R. D. Swank Electrical, Level II ! 3
L. M. Zahara Electrical, Level II 3
w.D. Battle Civil, Level 1II 2
L. D. Brown Mechanical, Level 11 2
P. L. Herricsg Mecharical, Level Il 2
S. J. Lechner Mechanical, Level 11 2
R. A. McFarland Mechanical, Level II 2
D. L. Orf Civil, lLevel 111l 2,6
J. M. Pasle: Civil, Level II b
V. R. Pruitce Mechanical, Level II 2
G. P. Scheperle Mechanical, Level 11 2
D. L. Bettezhausen Electrical, Level 11l -
S. L. Bode Electrical, Level II -
R. H. Brockzeier Electrical, Level II -
G. V. Hamilton Electrical, Level 11 4
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NOTES:

')

3)

&)

3)

6)

Based upon the lack of records and the lack of additional information obtained
during the personal interviews, QA does not believe that the individual 1s
certifiable at the listed area/level combination. (See RCA P8S02-035, Rev. 0.)

Based on limited certification by the previous employer, this individual's
experience will not support the proad-category UE certification. A UE certifi-
cation in the areas certified by the previous emplover or where LENO program has
been followed would be acceptable.

Based or training records and course outlines reviewed as well as the incividu-
al's documented education and experience, the inspector would be certifiable at

the indicated area/level combination {f a satisfactorv performance demonstraticn
were docuzmented.

This inspector is the same as Note 3 above. However, since he is no lcnger
ezployec as a QC inspector, completion of a satisfactory performance cenmconstras
tion is not considered appropriate.

Although this inspector's education and experience do not meetl the literal
requirecents of ANSI %45.2.6-1978 for certification as a Level 111, “e could be
certified by UENO management based on the use of "manaégement prerogatives" as
set forth in Section 3.5 of the Standard. Additional details are cortained in
the Surveillance Report under the Discussion heacing.

At the time that QA conducted this Surveillance, this inspector was not part of
the UEND QC organization. However, prior to issuing this Surveillance Report,
UEQA was made aware of potential plans to rehire this inspector and certify hir
in the &reas where he was previously certiiied under the DIC program. QA
corcurred that such certification would be acceptable.
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QC FOLLOW-UP_ ACTION. TO SURVEILLANCE REPORT #8550209

To resolve the concerns of the Surveillance Report #850209, the QC
Departzent has initiated the following action:

A.

A review of documentation to determine which additiconal QC
personnel have questionable certifications that will require
review of the work performed. This included a review of
computer listing of personnel and a reviev of the QA reccrd
files for all QC certifications issued by UENO. UEQC
Supervisors have reviewed the list of questionable
certificates thus generated and have concurred that the 85 QC
personnel jdentified, as a result of the review, represents
the total QC inspector population under the Operations QA
Program. This task was completed or 03/09/85.

Utilizing the list generated in A above, the QC Departmert
performed an evaluation/comparison of certifications,
education, and experience received outside of UENO arc the
UENO QC certifications received. The QC Department utilized
criteria similar to that established in Surveillance Report
#850209 for performance of this review. fAn attempt was mace
tc categorize subdisciplines in which an Inspector was
certifiable. Attachment B is a summary of the results.

Quality Assurance's review of the OC Department's evaluation
performed in A & B above consisted of a review of
certification, education, training and experience for the
¢ollowing persr-nel:

1) «. D. Battle

2) L. D. Brown

3) S. L. Bode

&) R. H. Brockmeier
5) J. D. Schottel

6) D. W. Neterer
7) P. L. Herring

This review verified that the evaluation performed by the QC
Department was adeguate and conservative. The evaluation has
jdentified additional UVENO QC personnel whose certification is
questionable based on the criteria specified in Surveillance
Report #850209. Attachment D identifies those individuals
vhose certification remains questionable.

Review of Startup Maintenance Authorizations (SMA), Work
Requests (WR), and Repeating work Requests (RWR) is being
conducted as follows:



v
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Work authorizing documents are currently being reviewved
to identify work that involved individuals whose
certification is questionable. These individuals are
identified as a result of B above. Currently, research
is being conducted to determine the involvement of UENO
QC during the startup phase. The results of this
research will determine whether Startup Maintenance
Authorizations (SMAs) require evaluation. At the time of
initiation of the Startup wWork Request (SWR) Preogram by
the Startup organization, operations was utilizing a Work
Request Program. To adeinistratively allow UENO
maintenance and therefore UENO QC invelvement, UENO wrote
a Work Request per operations program conmitments using
the SWR as justification. Theretfore, Startup work
Requests will not contain evidence of LUENO Quality
Control involvement. The QC involvement with SWis
activities will be docuzented on Work Requests.

The work authorizing docuzents identified in Cl above are
being reviewed by QC to determine if the scope of work
periormed by the QC inspector was within an area in which
he/she was not certifiable. These aveas include
preparing the Hold/Witness/Monitor points, preparing and
approving Maintenance Inspecticn Checklists, and Field
Inspections. Attachment F outlines the criceria utilized
for determining the need for Engineerirg, QA revievers
evaluation.

The QA/Engineering reviewers evaluate the work docuzents,
identified in C2 above, for actual work performed and task
performed by the QC inspectcrs with questionable
certification. The evaluation incluces:

1)

2)

3)

Acceptability of Hold/Witness/Monitoring points, based on
agreement of the reviewvers that the appropriate inspec-
tion attributes were identified.

Acceptability of the gzaintenance inspection checklist,
based on agreement of the reviewers that the checklist
contains appropriate inspection attributes and acceptance
criteria to perform the task.

Acceptability of inspection, based on agreement of the
revievers that the inspection was a) within the skills of
the QC inspector (like kind replacement, routine activi-
ties performed by skilled craft; e.g., turn-of-the-nut
torquing, routine terzinations, etc.), b) conducted with
adequate inspection instructicns, or ¢) there was no
impact on equi ment.
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Based on the above criteria, equipment history, and retest verification,
the task force determines the need for reinspection.

Based on QA's reviews and {nvolvement and the corrective action to date
by the QC Department, the actions being taken to resolve the concerns
identified in Surveillance Report #850109 are currently acceptable.
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DISCUSSION

To preclude any misinterpretation of this Surveillance, a Discussion Section
is being adde? to provide details which would not normallv be included. 1f
additional clarification of any of the issues covered in this Surveillance is
desired by the recipients, they should contact the authors or the authors'
management.

Kote S on Attachment D indicates that UENO management could recertifyv Mr. V.
P. Portell based on management prerogatives allowable under and described in
ANSI N4S,.2.6-1978, 1n order to do sc, UEQA believes that management should
establish that extenuating circumstances exist. Management would also reed to
define, as pzrt of that recertification process, the pertinent factors that
thev considered when concluding that they had reasonable assurance that Mr,
Portell can competently perform as a Level I11. Section 3.5 of ANSI
%4S.2.6-19/¢ lists two ocher factors -- demonstrated capability in a given ‘ob
based on previous performance or satisfactory completion of capability testing
-- which mav be used. Of course, other factors might alsc be relevant.

While QA does not recommend nor rule out the action to recertify Mr. Forrell
under the provisions of management prerogative, GA also believes that such a
certificaticn would not be opposed to safety or quality considerations nor
would it be contrary to the OOAP. As UENO management is aware, the OA
interpretation =~ one independent of cost and schedule and other similar
ranagement considerations == is only required to be implemented (by 10CFRS0,
Appendix E) when the proposed action is opposed to safety or quality
consideratisns or when it would not implement the 00OAP., [References:
|OCFRSO, A--endix B, Criterion 1, 7th sentence; OQAP (FSAR Chapter 17.2),
Section 17.2.1, Sth paragraph, 2nd sentence; ANSI N18,.7-1676, Section 3.2, 3rd
parzgraph, .st sentence.]

Throughout =his and the original Surveillance, QA used the terminologv "not
certifiable” or "questionable certification." These terms dec not reflect in
anv way or. the capability of the person relative to abilitv to actually
perforz QC inspections. UE's cosmitments, as outlined in the QA program, are
designed t: provide management (the NRC and the public) with a description of
“all those -lanned and systesatic actions necessary to provide adecuate
confidence That a structure, system or component will perform satisfactorily
in service.”™* This is accomplished by including in those commitments "the
managerial and adminstrative controls to be used to assure safe operation."*
It is therefore possible to establish controls which are written in such a way
that a person who is highly capadble is not certifiable. The obverse is also
true, but -ess likely: A person who is not ca-3ble could be certifiable., The
Standard (z-d UE's commitment thereto) is desiyned to deal with the "normal or
average" cazse. For those cases, the established controls provide adecuate
confidence that acceptable action will occur.

Pecognizirs the above potentials, QA normally takes the more conservative
approach. ¥However, the more conservative approach may not be economical or
efficient and it is therefore acceprable to implement a less conservative

approach as long as such action is not opposed to safety considerations and it
implements the OQAP.
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However, to remove all uncertainty relative to performance, QA has and
continues to recommend actual performance demonstrations be pe.formed prior to
certification of inspectors. Such a course is the only way in which it can be
“oroved" that a given inspector is capable or qualified to perfore an
inspection. Therefore, since QA only reviewed the
experience/training/education of the inspectors, the only determination which
they could (or did) make was that a person is or is not certifiable. A
paperwork review does not allow a determination that a person is or is not
culllﬂ.(d.

OA also does not see any attempt on the part of QC management to circumvent
the established cualification program nor anv intentiecnal violations of
procedures. A discussion of the possible reasons for the difference in
interpretation is given in the Surveillance on page 2.

* QOuoted from 10CFRS0, Appendix B, Introduction.
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No Response Required

To: S. E. Miltenberger
fFrom: T. W. Stotlar/S. M. Pohl
Title: OQuality Assurance and Engineering Evaluation of OC Inspections

Objective: Determine the impact on plant hardware due to inspection
activities by Qualitv Control personnel with cuestionable
certifications.

Quality Assurance/Engineering Evaluation Tear Participants:

1) T. W. Stotlar - QA Engineer

2) L. E. Petty - QA Consultant

3) T. M. DeVincentis - Assistant Engineer
&) S. M. Pohl - Engineer

§) S. M, Bond - Assistant Engineer

6) G. W. Polowy - Engineer

7) J. P. Lueckenhoff - Engineer

B) W, A, Witt - Assistant Engineer

9) M. D. Haag - Engineer

10) J. R. Meehan - Engineer

Personnel Contactecd:

P. D. Swank B. Little R. Goldschmidt
L. D. Russell J. M. Speek P. Johnson

J. E. Davis V. Becherle

J. E. McLaughlin D. Kaftor

References/Controlling Documents:

1) OOAM Section 17.2.10, Rev. 7
2) OCP-22-04001, Rev, 3

3) QCP-22-04002, Rev. 2

4) 0OCP-22-04003, Rev. O

5) Maintenance Procedures

6) M=0I PSID Dravings

7) EQ7000

B) APA-2Z-00125, Rev. |

9) APA-22-00126, PRev. O
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Summarv To Management

As documented in Surveillance Reports £50209 and ES0209A, QA and QC identified
22 Quality Control inspectors who were certified in areas for which their
experience and on-the-job training did not support certification. The Ouality
Control group conducted a review of all work authorizing documents since the
start of the Operations QA program. OC jdentified the work activities which
inve.ved UENO OC inspectors with questionable certifications. A primarv
portion of the corrective action program undertaken by UENO management,
documented in Request for Corrective Actions PES02-034, PESO02-035, and
PES02-039, was to evaluate the impact on plant hardware due to activities
performed by QC inspectors with questionable certifications.

Therefore, a Quality Assurance /Engineering Fvaluation Tear was established to
provide an independent review of work documents which involved activities
performed by QC inspectors with questionable certifications. The team was
utilized to determine if any adverse impact on plant hardwvare exists due to
this condition. In addition, to provide an additional confidence in the
evaluation team's conclusions, 8 work requests were chosen and the work
performed was field verified.

The four member evaluation team reviewed 681 Work Requests, 53 Preventive
Maintenance Task Sheets, and 165 Start-up Maintenance Authorizations. The
team concluded that there was no adverse impact on plant hardware function or
gualitv. Management recommendations and further details of the results of the
evaluation are provided in the bodv of this report.

Evaluation Details

The team, consisting of 2 QA Engineers and 2 Plant Engineers, perforped the
evaluations. Fach document was reviewed by each member of the tear. Each item
was dispositioned by agreement of the team members.

The scope of the & member team's review included evaluations of the actual
work that was performed by the craft and the activities performed by the QC
inspector. The OC activities evaluated includec:

1) Preparation of the Hold/Witness/Monitoring Point (HWMP) Notification

2) Aoproval of the Maintenance Irspection Checklists (™MIC)

3) Field Inspection of the activity.

The guidelines utilized to perfore the evaluation were as follows:

1) Adequacy of the PWMP Notification

OC inopectors prepare the HWMP Notification and attach it to the work
document. Tris notifies the craft that QC should be present when
these activities are performed.

Each team member reviewed the HWMP Notification to determine that
appropriate Wold/Witness Monitoring points had been specified. The
teaw members evaluated the scope of work performed and actual work
performed. This in-luded consideration of the safety significance of
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the activity, the reauired craft skill level, the nrevious work
performed on that hardware, and component retest requirements.

Adecuacy of Maintenance Inspection Checklist

QC inspectors document inspection attributes, acceptance criteria, and
results of the inspection on the MIC. The team mermbers' evaluation of
MIC's consisted of the following:

a) The scope of work to be performed and the actual work performed,

This included consideration of the safety significance, skill
level recuired by the craft and QC insvector for performance of
this activity, previous work performed on the component, cause of
failure if appropriate, and component retest requirements.

b) Conformance to appropriate standards, specifications and design
cdocuments.

Each tear cember determined that appropriate attributes were specified and
adequate acceptance criteria was provided.

3)

Accertabilitv of Inspection

The team member's evaluation of the impact on the quality and function
of Fardware due to QC inspections performed by personnel with
questionable certifications considered the following:

a) Scope of work actually performed.

This included consideration of safety significance, required skill
level of the craft and QC inspector for the actual work
documented.

+) FExtent of procedural controls for the work activity,

This included the evaluation of the adequacy of established
acceptance criteria provided in the MIC, the procedural controls
utilized by the craft, and the programmatic controls utilized for
retesting the hardware after the work activity was completed.

~) Assumptions made concerning the skill level of QC inspectors with
auestionable certifications consisted of the following:

i) The QC inspector had limited technical ¥nowledge in the
activities which he/she was recuired to inspect.

ii) The inspector had adeauate knowledge in the mechanics of
performing inspections. The inspectors meet the reguirements
for Level | inspectors per ANSI N&45,2,6-1978,

d) Activities determined by the evaluation team to be within the
skills of all of the subject OC inspectors with questionable
certifications are as follows:
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1) Llike kind ieplacements

2) Determination with reterminations of electrical components

1) Minor disassemblv with reassembly of components

4) Verification of cleanliness

) Reading gauges, meters, and charts

6¢) Monitoring procedural compliance

7) Ability to follow specific instructions, procedures, and
drawings

£) Utilization of simple measuring devices

6) Determining visual gross damage of parts

ltems ¢ and 4 are considered conservative in that all inspectors
involved held valid cerfications in other areas, which assures basic
knowledge of inspection program requirements.

Results:

There was nc adverse impact on plant hardware due to Quality Control
inspection activities. The team concluded that the masiority of work performed
was within the normal skills of the craft and QC inspectors and required only
minipum or no instructions. The team determined that soldering, crimping
complex comronent disassembly/reassembly (e.g. pumo rebuilding), fire barrier
installatior and initial terminations (new installations) are examples of
activities that would recuire enhanced skills of the craft and OC inspectors
or adequate instructions. The team determined that adequate instructions were
provided to the craft and QC inspectors for these activities.

The tear reviewed a sample of 53 Preventive Maintenance Task ("VT) sheets.

The tear cdetermined that OC coverage was adequate and the work sctivities were
within the skills of the craft and inspector. The PMT sheets and associated
Repeating Vork Recuests (RWP) provide adequate instructions to perform the
activities. Due to this evaluation no further evaluations were conducted on
PMT sheets ané FWR's.,

Field verifications were utilized as strictly a confirmatory step and provide
additional confidence in the results of the work document evaluations. The
following is a summary of the verifications performed:

1) R #.6070

Verified cable 1D, E27000 application, quality of
termination WP #3226

| 2) WR #46073

'

Verified proper tvpe of lug for wire size and proper
crimp WR #4215

| 3) WR £46072 Verified heater size and type, wiring condition, proper

lugs operable WER #4839

L) WR £43629

Verified wvire tvpe, cabling termination accuracy, proper
lugs and crimps WR #27853

$) WR #43627

Board installed. 1f board was not installed the SA
system would be disabled. WF #7661




Surveillance Report No.: 8502098
Page 5 of ¢

6) WR #4363] - Verified breaker replacement, 30 amp to rerlace 10 amp,
termination and wire size and tvpe WR #9296

7) WR #43632 - Verified phasing per E07000 motor direction of rotation
correct, motor terminations were inaccessible WR #4840

B) WR #43628 - Verified proper installation and densitv of fire barrier
WR #26859

These verifications were performed utilizing MIC's generated bv a certified QOC
inspector. The inspection team participants included QA, craft, and certified
OC inspectors. The inspection was witnessed by the site resident NRC
Irspector.

The results of each work document evaluation were recorded on "QA/Engineer
Evaluation of Work Document" sheets. Attachment A provides a2 sample of the
evaluation results. The entire set of Evaluation Sheets are available in the
QA data file.

Conclusions:

The resulte of the evaluation and field verifications provide assurance that
OC inspectors have adequately verified conformance to applicable documented
instructions, procedures, drawings, and specifications as reauired bv the OQAM
Chapter 17.2.10, Pev. 7. Since the deficiencies identified with OC
certifications haé no adverse impact on plant hardware, the level fur Recuest
for Corrective Action PES02-035 will be lowered from level 1 to 2.

The team believes that process monitoring of on-going activities needs to be
increased in the areas of like kind replacement, crimping, and terrminations.
The team believes that these activities are important to safetv, and QC does
not have acecuate documented justification for the current monitorirg
frecuency. The tear recormends that QC evaluate the current process
monitoring frecuencies and establish a basis for subsecuent monitoring
activities as reguired by the OQGAM Chaprer 17.2.10, Rev. 7. This condition is
provided as a recommendation and not a RCA due to the corrective action
initiated by QC prior to this report.

Although criteria were established for the performance of this review, the
evaluations included opinions of the team. However, the opinions of the team
vere conservative. For example, the team did not take credit for the Callaway
Plant Training and Qualification programs for the craft, during the course of
the evaluations. These programs provide specific instructions for maintenance
eraft in defined areas. 1In addition, Quality Assurance Audits and
Surveillarces, Technical Specifications surveillances, and other associated
programmatic controls provide an additional level of confidence that work
activities are conducted correctlv.

In additior, management's actions taken in Qualitv Control prograr revisions
will provide Union Flectric Company with an enhanced and more effective
inspection program for verification of compliance with documented
instructions, procedures, drawings, and specifications.
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1f you have any questions concerning this surveillance, contact J. V. Laux,
Supervising Frgineer, Quality Assurance Technical Support.

_(éﬁ:/»;%, N -Sﬁ&&‘l 258"

. M. Pobl oy T. W. Stotlar

Engineer k’:;:;/fj OA Engineer 374“ ka/ﬁr
L/,

TWS/1d]

cc: ADSSESN209B (As a QA Record)
ADSSESN209B QC (file)
f. D. Field w/a
R. L. Fowers w/a
W. H. Zvanut w/a
J. V. Laux w/a
J. C. Gearhart w/a
F. J. Forck w/a
J. P. Veatch w/a
T. W. Stotlar w/a
L. E. Petty w/a
P. T. Acpleby w/a
J. E. Davis w/a
T. L. Shaw w/a
V. R. Camptell w/a
1. M. DeVincentis w/a
S. M. Pohl w/a
5. M, Bond w/a
C. W. Polowy w/a
J. P. lueckenhoff w/a
W. 2, ¥itt w/a
M, D. Eagg w/a
J., R. Yeehan v/a
K. K. Eammann w/a
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Prepare pump for

|shipment

OA/ENGINEER FVALUATION OF

WORK DOCHMENTS

title Work Request

Pove nimen t

Paok Perltormed

Ny Huest fonahle OCT
MIC/ 0P Tasp/JLP, VPP
1) Like kind 2) Reterm

MIC/ILE  Inap/vPP
1) Like kind 2) Reterm as
determed.,

Voided

HWMP/RDS  Non-specified _
MIC/RDS Insp/JLP
1) Like kind _

AT v ot [Gheae Wt g -

HWMP/PLH Non-specified

Attachment A
te SR B5N2098
Page 5 of 10

Pate of Fvaluation3/14/85

MIC Advqunto.-lﬁérugiinﬁ

Disposition -
MiC Adequate, Tnspection
viaual wlt“ln‘theAskll!s___
of craft and OCI

visual within the skills _
of craft and QCI

Voided __ .. . .. oM
No like kind verification

specified. Retested SAT _
MIC Adequate, Inspection
visual,. Retested SAT

HWMP Adequate

Cloased
len

b s o o -




Attachment A

o . to SR B502098
OAJENCINEER EVALUIATION OF A E

WORK DOCUMENTS Page 6 of 10

Farticipant s ;
Date of Fvaluation 3/14/85

ritle Work Request

LEP  SMPo Phve pument
Tws SMR
| o o At :
e ument Comp . Actunl Favk Performed Closed
Number L Work Performed fy OQuestionable OC1 ~ Mspositlon  }  Upen
g RE-NCT - IR written concerning QC c
17829 83578 Switch input leads |Tnsp/vep | not betng notifled. | T
o e - IR closed
RCLA- : ' ""I'Like kind replacement not |
5769 I06C & D |Replace card IIWMP  Non-specified | specified. See SR for | i
' : il discussion
- b e - - ——— I — R————_
I YR ' : ; ' T 1R written for met |
*7333 1124 [Calibrate LB Card Insp/VPPr - | notifying OC. IR closed | €
BRO-1.0Y= Like kind replacement

2143 105 _ {Replace card nWMP/RDS  Nen-specified not specified. See SR for S,
LR e = — discussion.

T mg-rr-  |Wired Be-LT-112 L M TR A B
3195  fra9  |with BG-LT-149  MEC/MP . MIC Adequate \ C__
RG~PT- MIC Adequate
28017  H190 Reinstall Insul. _ |MIC/RAR, DLO 1TInsp. DLO _ [llinspection visuval __ | ey e
= > T,

PR S R a—

P T ——



Attachment A
to SR 8'30?093 .

OA/ENCINEER lI\'l\l._llA'l‘lﬂN oF i
WORK DOCIMENTS Page 7 of 10
Farticipants .
iy PDate of Fvaluation 3/16/R5
LEP SMPo Pocument Title Work quuest " - pinr g
TWS SMR
hocument Comp, Avtnal favck Performed l Closed
Numher 1, . Work PMerformed } Ry Quest lnnnh.lo_ })Cl . Disposition o} Open
' i il il MIC/VPP  Tasp./RAB MIC Adequate Insp. visual
00770 RBC-FT-111 Replace xmitter 1) Like kind 2) Cleanliness | within skills of eraft | . <
i = - 1) Term determ, and 0C
> = Uokic nok connintent with 1
33177 RC-FT-111  |Replace xmitter MIC/DWP previous WR 00770, Retest C.
) i =4 ' Satisfactory
L Y - T = =0 ' SR 1 g | ST S
5798 RCG-FT-183 |Replace xmitter Mic/ver __ __lcleanliness. Retested ____} = C___
' "R Satisfactory.
i e T e " 1ike kind not verified. |
R569 BC-FY-111 Replace card IIWMP/RDS  Non-specified . . |See SR for discussion _ | . L
' R ' Install chart
IRADH BC-F¥-111 |recorder to monitor IMIC/RAR Pt L RINC SRR i + | -
: T " linput fout put




Participants

LEP_ SMPo
TWS SMR
Yocument Compr .
Numher L
4260 PRQ:OSA A
31260 PRG-05%
_3353a N/A_
1852 BG-F1-1138A
2921 BL=-FQY=-215A
27448 RG-FT-110

Actual
Work Performed
Replace Hechanical

A Seal

Replace Mechanical
Seals
Install concrote
curhs CMP-84-0508

Replace meter & cal

| rnstall & eal

new card
Rén&gé: Rolﬁstali 7
xmitter. Inspect.

OAJENCINEER EVALUATTON 0oy

WORK  DOCHMENT 8

Fitie Work Request

heve pme nnd

Lask Perlormed
Ry Quest tonahle OCI

Insp/RAB

Insp/RAR
MIC/RAB

MIC/ILI, VTP Tnsp/VPP
1) Term & determ,

1of craft and ﬁ(!

i
Like kind not verified hy

Attac

hment

to SR 8502098

Pape

Date

Dispositlon
Verification of Procedurc
steps MPM-RG-QPO0O2,
MIM=77-0W001 within the
skills

Same as above WR 4260

MIC Adequate .
MIC Adequate Term & determ

visuval within the skills

OC. See SR for discussion.
Retest SAT.

quual wlthln sklllq of
craft and QCI

JRORPS=S ~.-“‘W’-.

8 _of 1n_

of Fvaluatien 3{[&12?_

Cloased 1
H'u\n

- C -

RS, S

e . s ———" o -t

b i o b e @




rarticipants

1 LEP.

TWS  SMR

ument
Number

Josis
33704

7637

SMPo

Comp .,
i, P

Insulation

Insulation_

RC=TS=137A

Actual
wWork Performed

Replaced & Mod.
Replaced & Mod.

Replace card

_ |Repair Breaker

Install on pump
in warehouse

Roplace head
gaskets

OA/ENCINEER EVALUATION OF

WORK DOCHMENTS

Work Request

pocument Title

1ask Performed
Ry OQuestionable OC1

MIC/RAR, DLO
MIC/DLO

MIC/RDS  No inspect lon

MIC Adequate

Attachment A
te SR 8502098

Page

pate of Evaluation 3/14/85

Dispos ition

- —

MIC Adequate
MIC did not require
verification of like kind.
Gee SR for discussion,

MIC Adequate

9 of 10

C lnlml

e o e i

M1C/PWP | Temp Mod B4R44S .}
| D MIC and Inspection within
MTC/SJIL ___|skills of craft and QCI_
[ fnep/GS 1) Cleanliness Within the skills of the
2) Like kind 3) Switching  fcvaft and QCL________
Titnes =~ o
Linsp/RAM ~ 1) Parts 2) Torque Within the skills of the
13) Cleanliness Jerafr_and QCI e

e

P —



Participants

LEP.

nsnd

30589

SMPo
SMB

26293

Covmpy

1. ».
BC-HCV-128
BG-TCV-129
BG-PCV-131
RG-TCV-IRTA

SNURRFR
RC

W= FT=156
Re-Fi=160

WGCIR-R505 &
RSN7/242

Insulation

Insulation

Actnal
Work PPerformed

Rework Alr Supply

Modify Insulation

Tighten Vent Cap

Mn'd'i-fy- Insulation

Jacket _
Modify Insulation
Jacket

Modify Insulation
Jacket

OAJENCINEER FVALUATION OF

WORK DOCTMENTS

e yment Title

Task P'erformed
Ry Onest fonahle 0nel

MiC/CS

HWMPr /oS Non-specified
MIC/RAM  Tnsp/RAM
1) Verify Integrity

NWMP/GS Non-specified
MIC/DLO, RAB  Inspected DLO
1) Removal 2) Tagging

1f Securing

Work Request

written to address QC

to SR

Pape

N ——

Attachment A
8502098
i ot 10

pate of Fvaluation ]/lltI!S__._

4 Disposition
MIC Adequate TR B4-820

fatlure to witness joh.

o et

craft and OCI visual -

does not leak

MWMP Adequate
Within the skills of craft
and 0CT visual

HWMP Adequate

———————

e s o i
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ALLEGATION M ANAGEMENT S YSTEM

ALLEGATION NUMBER = R111-85-A=0021 RUN DATE: 850503

DOCKET/FACILITY/ZUNITS 05000483 7/ CALLAWAY ] /1
DOCKET/FACILITY/UNITH / /
DOCKET/FACILITY/UNIT!H / /
DOCKET/FACILITY/UNIT! / /

ACTIVITY TYPES = REACTOR

MATERIAL LICENCES =

FUNCTIONAL AREAS = CONSTRUCTION

PDESCRIPTION = PROCEDURES NOT FOLLOWED 1IN CERTIFICATION OF Tw0D LEVEL 3
GUALITY CONTROL INSPECTORS.

CONCERNS =
1
SOURCE = CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEE CONF IDENT = ImMP
RECEIVED = 850205 BY = #n LITTLE / R3
ACTION OFFICE CONTACT = GC WRIGHT - (F15)388-5695
SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE = NO BOARD NOTIFICATION = NO
STATUS = OPEN SCHED COMPLETINN = 850801 DATE CLOSED =
ALLEGATION SUBSTANTIATED = ALLEGER NOTIFIED =
01 ACTION = NO 01 REPORT NUMBER =

REMARKS = THIS ALLEGEATION wAS REVIEWED IN INSPEC 10N REPORT NO.
50-483/85002 (PARAGRAPH &) AND INSPECTI’ v REPORT NO.
50-483/85Q02 (IN DRAFT) e THE ALLEGATIO! OF A PROCEDURAL
VIOLATION WAS SUBSTANTIATED.

A 10 CFR 2,206 PETITION WAS ALSO FILED BASED ON VARIOUS
PUBLIC ACCOUNTS OF THIS ALLEGATION,.

ENTERED SYSTEM = 850402 CLOSED SYSTEM = RECORD CHANGED = 850715
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UE adds 15 inspectors
to roles of unqualified

CHRISTOPH SZECHENYI
of the Tribune's staff

Urion Electric Co has identified
2 inspectors — 15 more than initial-
ly reported — who lacked qualifica-
tons to ensure the safe operation
and maintenance of its Callaway
County puclear power plant, a Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission offi-
cial said this week.

The official, Bruce Little, said uti)-
ity engineers and auditors who
began investigeling inspectors’
backgrounds last month have ideals-
fied about 2K inspections performed
by the 20 inspectors during the past
tiree years

A special utility task force has
found thal the 22 inspectors were
qualified o do all 2X of the jobs re-
viewed asof Friday, Litte said The
task force has found v evidence of
deficiencies in the lant's hard
ware

The St Louis utility Is reviewing
about 12,000 work orders, said Little,
8 commussion inspector at Cal
laway.

He sayd his agency will wa't for
Union Electric o camplete its study
before considering action He said
the utility is conducting s thorough
investigation and has found no evy-
dence that the inspectors’ work com-
promised the plant’'s safety

Billie Carde, & staff member with
the Government Accountability
Project, » public ioterest group in
Washingtan, D.C., voiced doubls
“The systern had o have broken
down in a fairly significant fashion,”
she said “The NRC's approach o
this is dangerously inadequate

Little said he cannot assess
whether the unqualified personnel
influenced the salety of the plant
pear Fultan untl bhe Jooks at the
work orders and, i necessary, ex-
amines the lnspectors’ field work
He plans @ start that part of his in
vestigation on Monday

The 83 billion plant, which started

operating In December, generates
1,19 megawatts of electricity for
customers in St Louis and duzens of
Mid-Missouri towns such as Ashland
and Moberly. The plant is 35 miles
east of Columbia.

Mike Cleary, & Union Electnc
spokesman, said utility officials de
clined to comment on their invest-
gation of the inspectors’ work. *“We
don't see 8 need for a blow-by-blow
account of what's being done,” be
said But be confirmed that 22 in-
spectors lacked certain credentials

Little said he expects the utility Lo
wrap up its study by the end of
March At that time, Cleary said,
Union Flectric will provide the com-
mission with a report of its findings
Little plans to file & report of his own
findings and recommendations by
the end of April

In early March, the wutility con
cluded that seven of its present in-
spectors lacked sufficient training
of expenence in some areas of work
they had been doing at the plant. As
a result, Union Electric suspended
the men from doing certain jobs

Union Electric employed 13 of the
22 inspectors, Litte said Seven of
the 13 still work as quality control
personne! in restricted capacities
Nine others had worked for indepen-
dent construction  contractors, in
cluding Daniel International Co,
which belped build the plant

Nuclear plant inspectors check
electrical, mechanical and civil en
gineering work throughout the plant,
including systems such as pipes and
valves io the reactor building

Garde said Daniel International
belped build Kansas' Wolf Creek nu-
clear power plant, which has been
plagued with structural flaws The
regulatory commission recently
gave the plant near Burlington,
Kan , an operating License

Inspection problems have turned
up st several U ngclur power

plants, Garde said, including the
William H Zunmer plant in Ohio, a
Midland, Mich , plant and the Mar-
ble Hill plant in Indiana. All three
have been shut down for severe defs-
ciencies. Quality contro! questions
have also been raised at the Co
manche Peak plant near Glen Rose,
Texas

Cleary said Union Electric engi-
neers are carefully evaluating the
jobs performmed by the inspectors
with  questionable credentials
“We're looking st the nature of the
work involved,” be said. “'If it didn™t
require a high level of expertise,
we'll probably assume Ht was done
all nght. We'll also check to see if
the work had been subjected o adds-
tioral inspections .

The utility's engineers have not
reinspected any areas yel Cleary
said Some reinspections may be dif-
ficult, f ot impossible, to perform
because plant materials have be
come radicactive

A loagume nuclear power oppo
pent, Kay Drey of University City,
sa1d yesterday she and the Coalition
for the Environment will file a pets-
ton asking the commission to shut
down the Callaway plant.

The recent qualification problem,
she said, “makes it all the more ol
vious that we have to call on the reg-
ulatory commission to shut down the
plant until Union Electric can dem
onstrate hat the systems are
safe ™

THE WEATHER

Cloudy today, with a 70 percent
chance of showers. High sround
SC. with southwest winds at 10 o
15 miles peor hour. Tonight, 60 per
cont chance of showers, with the
low In the mid-30s. Tomorrow,

cloudy with 8 30 percent chance R

of showers. High In the mid-40s
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Yearlong workers' rift revealed
in UE safety assurance problem

By CHRISTOPH SZECHENY1
of the Tribune's staff

Friction between inspectors and their supervisors at
the Callawsy County nuclear pewer plant had surfaced
nearly a year before Union Electric Co. started inves
tigating its deteriorating quality control system, an in-
ternal memo reveals.

y documents show that oo BMarch 10 1984
quality control supervisor Terry Shaw ordered inspec
tors under him to take techaical problems to him or to an
assistant supervisor before approaching other depart-
men! managers.

“In past weeks there have been nuwmerous instances
demonstrating a lack of effective communication within
the quality control department,” Shaw wrote in the
memo W X people, many of whom were inspectors.
“Our aim is to solve problems through communication,
not create them.”

But some inspectors said this week that they repeated-
Iy got po action from Shaw when voicing concerns about
supervisors who were unqualified to m. ke technical de-
cisions for ensuring safety. In addition, the utility con-
fumed today that inspectors took their concerns to
Shaw's boss in early December, nearly two months be
fore the utility started an sudit of problems

Several inspectors said they did not trust some super-
visors because they lacked expertise in certain quality
control areas. “Onndnylodnybuu you're going to
have technical questions,” said one informed source
who requested anonyralty. “‘Management wants us to go
o them for answers, yel how can they discuss these
probiems when they're not technically qualified?”

One assistant supervisor, Vernon Portell, recently lost
certificelon for two types of inspections at the §3 billion
plant near Fulton Reacting o the finished sudit, dated
Feb 22 plant manager Steve Miltenberger suspended
Portell's certification. Portell, however, retains his su-
pervisory role.

"' A supervisor does not have to be certified at any level
in any discipline,” said Robert Powers, assistan! mao-
ager of the division that oversees the effectiveness of

THE WEATHER

Fair tonight with o low In the upper 30s. Mostly
sunny tomorrow. High around 60

4

Shaw's Inspectors. “lvoddupactowu
competent in inspection philosophy."

Several inspectors said such 8 management sttity
and supervisors' shortage of expertise spurrsd insp
tors’ complaints to Powers' office, which did the audit
outlined insdequate training, education and experies
among seven of 13 inspectors — including Portell and
sistant supervisor L M. Zahara — and spa~ted susp
sion of some of their duties.

Following the audit's suggestion, the company 8
pended inspectors from some tasks unti) their qualifi
tions are established Union Electric is also review
some 12,000 work orders to delermine whether disqu
fied men did inspections that could jeopardize
plant’s safety.

The St Louis utility is also reviewing the credenti
and work of 50 Lo 60 more inspectors employed by s fi
that helped build the plant, which sttarted generat
electricity in December.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission's inspector
Callaway is also planning to review some work orde

Yesterday, the Fulton Sun quoted plant spokesn
Mike Cleary as saying that “we have & good systemm h
for recourse...I'm not sure why the inspectors didn
up the quality control chain of comunand.”

But today, Cleary admitted that statement was
true He said be had been unaware of the inspectors’
forts when bhe talked to the Fullon newspaper,

He conceded that seven or eight inspectors had ta
their concerns in early December W Paul Appleby,
assistant plant manager who oversees quality con
operations.

Cleary said the inspectors’ cooncerns “were be
taken seriously " After the interviews, Cleary said,
pleby put together a plan for corrective action. Cle
ssid he didn’t know what changes Appleby had

Inspectors said this week that they grew impat
with Appleby’s effarts, and so they asked Powers' qu
ty assurance office to investigate Powers noted tha
spectors have the nght under company policy W ¢
plain o hus division

Auditors concluded managers had broken wri
company rules in several instances by certifying
inspectors The inspectors check electrical, mechan
civil and material work throughout the plant, inclw
systems in the reactor buillding and other key cor
nents
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alified plant inspectors

for corrective sction
e quality control as
ors, Vernon Portell
Iy experience b civi
nspections fields he

responsibie lor approv
Lon of spectors, qual
: Terry Shaw on
since Oct 22 violat
rules for certifying

hat Shaw recom
certified lor two lechny

Porell Last week,

Callaway plant manager Steve MU

lenberger suspended Portel's dual

certification He retains his supervt

sory position, Cleary said byt be has

beer barred frorm further civil or
electncal nspecluons

+ Most of the 13 men had authority

or wapections in more than one of

four lechrical categonies — o

Ling B certifications among them

of those certifications

t questionable [n some

44 not meet critera

cepled wilhin e industry o

others, Union Electnie had ignored

@ own rules by ezempling some
men {rom the crileria withou! docu
menling why

Afer linushing thelr report, aud)
Lrs whittied the st of unqualiied
apectors W seven by verilying
lechsucal prowess with documents
or 0 Interviews wilh the other In
speciors

+ On five procedurs) points. quall
ty control managers dodged Unior
Electric’'s own writlen policies lor
proper certiication of the ingpector
charged wilh ensuring Callaway's
nf. operalon

The Callaway County nuciess
power plant with the Misscun
River In the distance

David Rees ¢

Regulatony
itUe said sdesiepping
policy violsles ledera
granied Lcenses Lo b
Callaway, Union Elex
uphold NRC regulato
company policies LitUe n

On Tuesday, Cleary said, "%
pot believe we Dave con t
viclations ' But L
Ue stressed, knows L Nu

Untll the utility and LitUe
piete thelr reviews of the certl)
ton probie Litte said, the prot
lems are cons dered ‘polenlia
lations” that could lead W dix
ary sction or fines by the comm
son

In sddition o suggesting thatl the
certfications be
seven inspectors untl theyu qua
cations are established e »
proposed severa! olher steps for Ut
proving the certification process

Ir response. Powers sald, » gn
of Inspeciors mAanagers ar
assurance workers wil recommend
specific changes W malch or er. eed
the prevaling Industry standards
for certification

Powers said the
SANCe wWOrs

pulled from

4o

d qualnty

eview of mainte
orders wouwld ashow
whether some plant sysierns hHeed
reinspection Untl the review s Iin
lahed, Cleary added, Union Electr
has contracted & hire two more &
eciors o0 meet e workicad
Cleary sald e men average two in
spections & day

o explaining the origin of e cer
fcation probiem, Powers said some
irspectors had been hired by Uru
Electric from contractor Danie! In
ternational Co Then, company man
agery gave them pew certificalions
based on overly broad interpreia
tons of Industry standards Powery
sald. The standards say officials
may ke relaled expenence DU
etnsiderstion In certifying nape
Ly

Said one kapectar “They sbused
the term ‘related expenience  The
botiom Lne & we have s )
sgement situslor

Two plant workers we 0t
problem said managers had hog
W save money by using
for mulUple dulies
more eMpioyees

Powers derusd cort savings & »
motive. “We lell there were some
Program weaknesses 899 perhaps
some judgments Uhat & dn't have
been made | consider any viclal
of Whe program as ¢ signilicw
tem

Wiy Mar

P8 D U
(L 1* \

nstead of

This story was compiied and wri!
ten by Tribune reporters Chrstoph
Srechenyr and Dolores Whishkeymar
and editor Pauw Roberts
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UE targets unqualified p

oncern surfaces about quality,

safety assurances at Callaway.

(C) 1988 Columbia Dally Tridbune
‘ Unuon Electric Co has allowed un-
qualidied inspectors for more than

three years 1o help ensure the salety
of s Callaway County nuclear
power plant. The utility recently sus

od seven inspectors from ne
merous duties after an internal i
vestgalion revealed shortcomings
in Weir training, education or expe
nence

The discovery has raised company
officials’ doubts about the plant’s
sale operation, leading em
begin revamping the quality control
inspection system.

Concerns won't be resolved untd
the utility completes 8 massive re
view of nspectors’ work daung back
W 1981, company officials said yes
terday. The review s expected W
Lake ot least three more weeks

“We're interested in seeing U
there are any salety probiems, ' said
company spokemnan Mike Cleary
“and in correcting them ¥ they
exist ™

The St Louls utility s reviewing
work by 30 W 60 more Inspecton e
ployed by 8 contractor who heiped
build the plant near Fulton Uidon
Electric wants W ensure Lhal nuspec
tors had adequate skills and certif)
cation.

A recent company audit, prompt-
ed by ntermal complants, wnce
vered deficiencies wilh seven of 1)
wtility nspectors. As & resyll the
gtility began studying about 12,
work orders (his week Lo determine
whether unqualified men conducied
faulty nspections, hundreds of
which were done in Rey safety-relat
o systeams. ""We need W0 review
those records to find out what they
sctually 4id. " said James Geartart,
the Union Electric employee who su
pervised e audit

The Nuclear Regulatory Commus
sion has oot moved W alter plant
operations in the wake of the find
ings. Bruce Little, commission i
spector ot Callaway, said he will re-
“iew some ulility work orders So
far, the utility has reported no evi-
dence tha! the unqualified lnspec
torys compromised safety, Little
sad

The agency’s regional office n
Chicago. responsibie for overseeing
Callaway s operation, has slerted is
top division chiefs and the live com-
missionery in Washington, D C Lit-
Ue saud the ytility mught have vioat
od NRC rues

Bob Pollard, & stal! member of the
Union of Concerned Scientists
Washurglon and 8 lormer commis
sion worker said regulators should
shut down Lhe plant untl the wllty
completes I\ reviews

Lambasting the lederal agency’s
inaction, Pollard said "“Thal's ex-
sctly what the difficulty s over ot
the NRC. lastead of proof hat o
plant is salfe, they operate on he abr
sence of proof that it s danger

s
The 8 blllion Callawsy plant ~
completed 8l more han five Limes

s orginal price estimate — sup-
ples 11X megawalls for about |
millios Union Electric customenrs o
St Louls and dotens of Mid-Missourt
comununities. such as Ashland and
Moberly. Afer eight years of coor
struction, the plant, which s 8
mies from Columbia, started
operaling in December

Any citizen may petition the NRC
W hait the plant’s operation until the
salety review ls finished. Unsche
duled shutdowns, the company has
estunated, would cost the utility
about 1750 000 & day

Doults about inspections strike at
the beart of e plant's quality assur
ance program, Pollard sald. “The
paper process s the only way they
have o assure public salety ™

Robert Powers, e plant’s assis
ant quality assurance manager,
said nlerviews with disqualified I
specions revealed hat when ey e
couslered work outside Lheu areas
of expertise, they passed e job
along to qualified men.

We don't have any concern about
the plant’'s construction,” he added,
soting that the inspectors did all
their work during what (s considered
e plant's operational phase since
mudyear 98]

One worker, whe requestad ano
nymity for fear of superiors’ reprd
sais, sid he found certification
papers on his desk & few months ago
allowing him to do lnspections for
wiuch he ackod complete tralning
He and other workers sald manag-
ers waited o improve efficiency by
wsing muticertified inspectors.

1 was afraid. | might get asked
10 do sommetiung [ had no experience
0" the worker said Uus week, “and
st that point, | would have had W
say, ‘Get somebody else in here who
knows what Ley're doing. ™

Other workers sald ey never re
call seeing or hearing of an nspector
who proceeded wildh an lnspection
for whick be wasn qualified. In
such instances, the workers said, the
rupector always tuned Lo someone
qualified. But the employses noted

that the inspectors in quastion — and -

thelr work ~ have reured alarmu
sbout the quality control program. A
final ruling about safety can come
only when reviews are flnished, the
workers agreed

Two wtility divisions are e key
players the quality control branch,
which inspects maintenance work
and repairs o make sure Lhey meet
et  safety regulations; and
Powery' quality assurance wing,
which reports only o corporale
headquarters and funcUons o en
sure Ut members of e quality
control slaf perform correctly

In ate January, the quality assur
ance office received complaints
from inspectors who questioned U
credentials and ablliues of other

his soditors Degan nvestigating the
next day. e findings out-

four requests lor corrective action
¢ One of Uuree quality control as
sistant supervisors, Yernon Portell
ached necessary experience in civil
and electrical (nspactions, fields he
oversaw
¢ The man responaible for approv.

ing cer\fication of . quall
ty control supervisor Terry Shaw on
Uwree occasions since Oct 2 violat
od company rules for certifying in
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Callawsy plant manager 5
lenberger suspended Porte
cortification Me retains his
sory position, Cleary said b
seen barred from Purther
tlactrical Inspeclions

* Most of e 1) man had
for apections n more Ua
the lowr technical calegor
Wling 2@ cerufications asm«
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