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Attn: W. Jess P. O'RiLly, Regiona Administrator
101 retta Streetg W, Suite 2900

tlantat, Gagla 30303

Dear Mr. O'Rellly:

AMTR ANID N.WOT3 NBIC PLAOTS UIMT 1 AgD 2 - QA PRORAM
MUTEC FUMTA 70 110 PMmSOU WMrYCs CUTIrACT (TV-49510A)

in-5-390/S3-25, 1U1-391/83-29, |JLR-50-438/83-29, BLR)-50-439/83-24

Mie mbjwt deficiemcy s Initially reported to MC-OIE Inspector Linda
eatson ml April 6, 163)n accordance with 10 CPR 50.55(¢) as Audit 83W-26
Defioelioe Nkmbers 1, 2, and 3. This ws followed by our Interlm reports
dated May 5 and Septeber 21, 1983. Enolosed Is our final report.

Please note that TWA does not un consider the subject nonconforuing
ondtion adverse to the safe operation of the plant. Therefore, we will
ams our records to delete the =bJeot nonoonformnoe @ @ 10 CPR 50.55(¢)
item

If you laue any questiona, please get in touch with R. H. Shell at
Ml 858-2688.

very truly yours,

TENUSEL VALLIE AUTHORITY

,L.H. Mills, Manager
Nucl ear Licensing

Ruclosre

oo: It. Richard C. DeToung, Director (Inloaures)
Office of Inapection and Inforoement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Mahlington, D.C. 20555
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Institute of Nuclear Powr Operations
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ENCLOSURE
/ WATTS BAR AND BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANTS UNITS 1 AND 2

QA PROGRAM DEFICIENCIES PERTAINING
TO TVA PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACT (TV-49510A)
AUDIT 30. 83V-26 DEFICIENCY NO. 1, 2, AND 3
10 CFR 50.55(e)
'‘BRD-50-390/83-25, WBRD-50-391/83-214
BLRD-50-438/83-29, BLRD-50-439/83-211
FINAL REPORT

Deficiency Description
Deficiency No. 1

TVA's Division of Engineering Design's (EN DES) engineering procedure (EP)
101, paragraph 2.1, "Policy," states that:

"NRC requires that all activities affecting the quality of design,
construction, and operation of TVA nuclear projects will be done within a
controlled system of written instructions and procedures. These written
Instructions and procedures therefore will be: (a) prepared and approved as
described in this EP or EN DESEP 1.44, "andling,” (b) issued before the QA
related activities begin, and (c) available for use at the location of QA
related activities.”

Contrary to this requirement, Audit No. 83V-26 has found that:

1. Gilbert AssQciates with whom TVA has the personal services contract
(TV-49510A) 'has not received foruml documented instructions on methods and
procedures to be followed In performing/documenting piping analysis. This
pertains to both Watts Bar and Bellefonte tasks now under way.

2e  Work for the task being audited (task 2 to personal service contract TV
49510A) is being performed totally under the TVA program. However, while

work had begun in 1977, the first effort of documenting the applicable
TVA procedures to operate under took place in November 1982 (Watts Bar).
Some Bellefonte work has been accomplished during 1983 before
establishing a program. Review of the method (or proposed method) of
implementing a QA program with the two TVA Civil Engineering Branch (CEB)
piping analysis groups (Watts Bar and Bellefonte) indioates that different
methods of implementation are intended for the sam task.

3. The mechanioal analysis (MA) piping analysis handbooks are being used as
design instructions by Gilbert. In addition, when EN DESEP 3.28,
"Detailed Piping Analysis Performed by TVA-Prooedures for Documentation
and Verification,” was retired, the MA handbooks were soeoifically
identified as replacement instructions. Although the handbook for
Bellefonte is in draft form and laoks formal approval,it is being used to
perform piping analysis. In addition, the handbook polioy statement
indicates that the handbooks are not quality assurance documents.



Defleiincy No. 2 -

Al 3152, section 4.0, paragraph 1.1, states in part that measures shall be
estblished and documented to ensure that the specified design requirements
such as design bases are orrectly translated into specifications, drawings,
procedures, or Instructions.

Contrary to these requirements, a review of piping analysis calculation
packages prepared by Gilbert Associates for Watts Bar shoved inadequate
dooumentation of the analysis input data. TVA transmits to Gilbert the input
data required to perform the analysis but this data is not retained nor fully
documented In the final Gilbert calculation package. The Gilbert transmittal
letter to Tfl does attempt to define this input baseline. However, every
transmittal letter reviewed by the audit team contained errors concerning
drawings and revision levels used to do the analysis. The audit team then
reviewed two 1980 Gilbert packages (N2-1-3A and N2-62-12R) and their
oorresponding isometric and support load drawings to determine if a design
baseline could be established from the drawings. No readily apparent baseline
existed from the revision levels, dates, or reason for revision.

This design baseline is being documented by Gilbert for the Bellefonte task
in their calculation packages.

Deficiency No. 3

TVA N DU-3P 1.28, "Control of Documents Affecting Quality," paragraph 3.0,
"Policy,’ states: 'All design documents which prescribe activities affecting
design and product quality shall be reviewed for adequacy, approved for
release by authorized individuals, and distributed to and used at the
location where the prescribed activity is being performed. Control of
revisions to these documents (or of other documents which change the
requirements contained in these documents) shall be commensurate with that of
the original document.

Contrary to this requirement, a review of documentation (CEB reports,
analysis handbooks, branoh/projeot procedures, active valve list, design
criteria documents, etc.), being used by Gilbert Associates' Watts Bar and
Bellefonte piping analysis groups indicated that this documentation was not
controlled. A controlled set of EPs had been transmitted to Gilbert but
had not been received during the audit.

TVA Report N3C-912 Revision 1, which is being used by Gilbert showed no
objective evidence of formal TVA signoff (did not have a completed cover sheet).

Safety Implications

Audit deficiency Nos. 1land 3 identified a lack of controlled documented
instructions being used by Gilbert Commonwealth (0/C) to perform analysis
work for TVA. However, no documents or procedures in use at O C were
identified as being incorrect or of the wrong revision |evel by the audit nor
during follow-up discussions with G/C. Thus, although the instructions,
documents, and procedures were not formally controlled, G/C did have the
proper information to perform piping analysis for TVA.  Corrective measures
have been taken to provide G/C with controlled copies of all documents and
procedures necessary for their use.



Defeiiemoy No. 2 identified a lack ta a *readily apparent baseline" or
baelining documetation In G/C tranmittal packages to TVA.  Subsequent
investigation Into the documentation of analysis input data has shown there
is no deficiency in documenting this infornation for analysis work done for
TVA by o/C. All calculations done by G/C were given an "owners review" at
the time of receipt wherein TVA reviewed the design basis for the
calculations (i.e., the baseline). Errors in the cover muorandum have no
bearing on the final calculations nor on the documents/drawings used to
produce them. TVA has found that there is adequate traceability from the
calculations to the final design for the G/C work.

No specific problem with piping analysis problem performed by G/C for TVA
have been identified by the subject audit, nor by subsequent investigation,
which could have adversely affected the safety of operations of the plant.

Thus, TVA believes that 10 CPR 50.55(n) no longer applies to this item.



