UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION II
245 PEACHTREE CENTER AVENUE NE, SUITE 1200
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-1257

October 18, 2016

Mr. Ronald A. Jones

Vice President, New Nuclear Operations
South Carolina Electric and Gas

P.O. Box 88 (Mail Code P40)
Jenkinsville, SC 29065-0088

SUBJECT:  VIRGIL C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION UNITS 2 AND 3 — NRC PROGRAM
INSPECTION FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
INSPECTION, REPORTS 05200027/2016007 AND 05200028/2016007

Dear Mr. Jones:

On September 16, 2016, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) completed an
inspection at Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station Units 2 and 3. The enclosed inspection report
documents the inspection results, which the inspectors discussed on September 16, 2016, with
Mr. Dan Gatlin and other members of your staff.

This inspection was an examination of activities conducted under your license as they relate to
problem identification and resolution, compliance with the Commission’s rules and regulations,
and the conditions of your license. Within these areas, the inspection involved examination of
selected procedures and representative records, observations of activities, and interviews with
personnel.

Based on the inspection sample, the inspection team concluded that the implementation of the
corrective action program and overall performance related to identifying, evaluating, and
resolving problems at Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station Units 2 and 3 was adequate. Licensee
and contractor-identified problems were entered into the corrective action program at an
appropriate threshold. Problems were effectively prioritized and evaluated commensurate with
the safety significance of the problems. Corrective actions were effectively implemented in a
timely manner commensurate with their importance to safety and addressed the identified
causes of problems. Lessons learned from industry construction experience were effectively
reviewed and applied when appropriate. Audits and self-assessments were generally used to
identify problems and appropriate actions.

This report documents one licensee-identified violation, which was determined to be of very low
safety significance. Because of the very low safety significance and because it is entered into
your corrective action program, the NRC is treating this finding as non-cited violation consistent
with Section 2.3.2 of the NRC’s Enforcement Policy.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.390, “Public inspections, exemptions, requests for withholding,” of
the NRC's "Agency Rules of Practice and Procedure," a copy of this letter, its enclosure, and
your response (if any), will be made available electronically for public inspection in the NRC
Public Document Room or from the Publicly Available Records (PARS) component of NRC's
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document system ADAMS. ADAMS is accessible from the NRC Web site at
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html (the Public Electronic Reading Room). To the extent
possible, your response should not include any personal privacy or proprietary information so
that it can be made available to the public without redaction.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.
Sincerely,

IRA/

Michael Ernstes, Chief
Construction Inspection Branch 3

Division of Construction Oversight
Docket Nos.: 5200027, 5200028

License Nos: NPF-93, NPF-94

Enclosure: NRC Inspection Report (IR) 05200027/2016007, 05200028/2016007
w/ attachment: Supplemental Information



R. Jones 2

document system ADAMS. ADAMS is accessible from the NRC Web site at

http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html (the Public Electronic Reading Room). To the extent
possible, your response should not include any personal privacy or proprietary information so

that it can be made available to the public without redaction.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.
Sincerely,
IRA/

Michael Ernstes, Chief

Construction Inspection Branch 3

Division of Construction Oversight
Docket Nos.: 5200027, 5200028

License Nos: NPF-93, NPF-94

Enclosure: NRC Inspection Report (IR) 05200027/2016007, 05200028/2016007
w/ attachment: Supplemental Information

v'Publicly Available (1 Non-Publicly Available [ Sensitive v" Non-Sensitive v/ SUNSI Review Complete v'Form 665 Attached
ADAMS Accession No. ML16293A152

OFFICE R:1IDCO R:lI DCO R:lIDCO R:1IDCO R:1IDCO R:IIDCO

R:IIDCO

SIGNATURE | /RA via email/ | /RA viaemail/ | /RA viaemail/ | /RA viaemaill | /RA viaemail/l | /RA G. Khourivia email
for/

IRA via email/

NAME C. Jones B. Griman S. Smith C. Read G. Khouri T. Nazario A. Lerch
DATE 10/04/2016 10/05/2016 10/07/2016 10/04/2016 10/04/2016 10/11/2016 10/14/2016
E-MAIL YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO
COPY?

OFFICIAL RECORD COPY




R. Jones

cc w/ encls:

Mr. Jeffrey B. Archie

Sr. Vice President, Nuclear Operations
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company
MC D304

220 Operation Way

Cayce, SC 29033-3172

Gregrey Ginyard
366 Lakeview Drive
Jenkinsville, SC 29065

Mr. Wayne Guilfoyle
Commissioner
District 8
Augusta-Richmond County Commission
4940 windsor Spring Rd
Hephzibah, GA 30815

Gwendoly Jackson
Burke County Library
130 Highway 24 South
Waynesboro, GA 30830

Mr. Barty Simonton

Environmental Radiation Program Manager
Environmental Protection Division

Georgia Dept. of Natural Resources

4224 International Pkwy, Suite 120

Atlanta, GA 30354-3906

Ms. Gidget Stanley-Banks
Director

Allendale County EPA
426 Mullberry Street
Allendale, SC 29810

Ms. Ruth Thomas
Environmentalists Inc.
354 Woodland Dr
Columbus, NC 28722
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Email

abynum@scana.com (Al Bynum)
ALPUGH@southernco.com (Amanda Pugh)
andy.barbee@scana.com (Andy Barbee)
annacom@westinghouse.com (Michael J. Annacone)
arice@scana.com (April R. Rice)

awc@nei.org (Anne W. Cottingham)
baucomc@westinghouse.com (Charles T. Baucom)
bedforbj@westinghouse.com (Brian Bedford)
Bill.Jacobs@gdsassociates.com (Bill Jacobs)
burrouno@westinghouse.com (Nicholle Burroughs)
castelca@westinghouse.com (Curtis Castell)
churchcd@westinghouse.com (Carl D. Churchman)
coleja@westinghouse.com (Joseph Cole)
comerj@westinghouse.com (James Comer)
crenshjw@westinghouse.com (John Crenshaw)
cwaltman@roe.com (C. Waltman)
david.lewis@pillsburylaw.com (David Lewis)
DCRM-EDMS@SCANA.COM

dgriffin@scana.com (Donna S. Griffin)
durhamdc@westinghouse.com (David Durham)
ed.burns@earthlink.net (Ed Burns)
fbelser@regstaff.sc.gov
Garrett.Sanders@SCANA.com (Garrett Sanders)
gary@jonespartners.net (Gary Jones)
George_Stramback@Charter.net (George Stramback)
gkokolis@regstaff.sc.gov (George Kokolis)
gsoult@regstaff.sc.gov (Gene G. Soult)
jannina.blanco@pillsburylaw.com (Jannina Blanco)
jantol1dj@westinghouse.com (David Jantosik)
jarchie@scana.com (Jeffrey B. Archie)
Jeff.hawkins@fluour.com (Jeff Hawkins)
jenkinse@dhec.sc.gov (Susan Jenkins)
jflitter@regstaff.sc.gov

Joseph_Hegner@dom.com (Joseph Hegner)
justin.bouknight@scana.com (Justin R. Bouknight)
karlg@att.net (Karl Gross)
Katie.brown@scana.com (Katie Brown)
kdfili@southernco.com (Karen Fili)
kinneyrw@dhec.sc.gov (Ronald Kinney)
kmstacy@southernco.com (Kara Stacy)
kroberts@southernco.com (Kelli Roberts)
KSutton@morganlewis.com (Kathryn M. Sutton)
kwaugh@impact-net.org (Kenneth O. Waugh)
Ichandler@morganlewis.com (Lawrence J. Chandler)
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majames@regstaff.sc.gov (Anthony James)
mcintyba@westinghouse.com (Brian Mcintyre)
media@nei.org (Scott Peterson)

MSF@nei.org (Marvin Fertel)
Nicholas.Kellenberger@scana.com (Nicholas Kellenberger)
nirsnet@nirs.org (Michael Mariotte)
Nuclaw@mindspring.com (Robert Temple)
patriciaL.campbell@ge.com (Patricia L. Campbell)
paul.mothena@scana.com (Paul Mothena)
Paul@beyondnuclear.org (Paul Gunter)
pbessette@morganlewis.com (Paul Bessette)
porterhj@dhec.sc.gov (Henry Porter)
r.joshit5@comcast.net (Ravi Joshi)
randall@nexusamllc.com (Randall Li)
RJB@NEIl.org (Russell Bell)
Ronald.Jones@scana.com (Ronald Jones)
russpa@westinghouse.com (Paul Russ)
rwink@ameren.com (Roger Wink)
sabinski@suddenlink.net (Steve A. Bennett)
sara@cleanenergy.org (Sara Barczak)
sburdick@morganlewis.com (Stephen Burdick)
sbyrne@scana.com (Stephen A. Byrne)
sfrantz@morganlewis.com (Stephen P. Frantz)
shudson@regstaff.sc.gov (Shannon Hudson)
solleyda@dhec.sc.gov (David Solley)
stephan.moen@ge.com (Stephan Moen)
TGATLIN@scana.com (Thomas Gatlin)
threatsj@dhec.sc.gov (Sandra Threatt)
tom.miller@hqg.doe.gov (Tom Miller)
TomClements329@cs.com (Tom Clements)
Vanessa.quinn@dhs.gov (Vanessa Quinn)
vesnrc@scana.com (NRC Senior Resident Inspector
Wanda.K.Marshall@dom.com (Wanda K. Marshall)
weaveldw@westinghouse.com (Doug Weaver)
William.Cherry@scana.com (William Cherry)
wmcherry@santeecooper.com (Marion Cherry)
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Inspection Report (IR) 05200027/2016007, 05200028/2016007; 09/12/2016 through
09/16/2016; Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station Unit 2, Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station Unit 3,
NRC program inspection for annual Corrective Action Program Implementation.

This report covers an announced team inspection of the corrective action program (CAP)
procedures and implementation by regional and resident inspectors. The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission’s (NRC's) program for overseeing the construction of commercial nuclear power
reactors is described in Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 2506, “Construction Reactor
Oversight Process General Guidance and Basis Document.”

Problem Identification and Resolution.

Based on the inspection sample, the inspection team concluded that the implementation of the
CAP and overall performance related to identifying, evaluating, and resolving problems at Virgil
C. Summer Nuclear Station Units 2 and 3 was adequate. Licensee and contractor identified
problems were entered into the CAP at an appropriate threshold. Problems were prioritized and
evaluated commensurate with the safety significance of the problems. Corrective actions were
effectively implemented in a timely manner commensurate with their importance to safety and
addressed the identified causes of problems. The inspectors did not identify issues that were
not already addressed by a licensee audit or condition report. Lessons learned from industry
construction experience were effectively reviewed and applied when appropriate. Audits and
self-assessments were generally used to identify problems and appropriate actions. Based on
the independent assessment of safety culture results, interviews conducted during the
inspection, and a review of the employee concerns program, employee freedom to raise nuclear
safety concerns without fear of reprisal appeared to be demonstrated.

A. NRC-ldentified and Self Revealed Findings
No findings were identified

B. Licensee-ldentified Violations
A violation of very low safety or security significance that was identified by the licensee has
been reviewed by the NRC. Corrective actions taken by the licensee have been entered

into the licensee’s CAP. This violation and corrective action tracking numbers are listed in
Section 40A7 of this report.



REPORT DETAILS
1. CONSTRUCTION REACTOR SAFETY

Cornerstones: Design/Engineering, Procurement/Fabrication,
Construction/Installation, Inspection/Testing

IMC 2504, Construction Inspection Program — Inspection of Construction and Operational
Programs

1P01 Construction QA Criterion 16 - CAP - Assessment of the Corrective Action Program
Effectiveness

a. Inspection Scope
The inspectors reviewed the licensee’s CAP to determine if the licensee was
effectively implementing their approved quality assurance plan as required by 10
CFR Part 50, Appendix B. Following a reorganization of the engineering,
procurement, and construction (EPC) contractor onsite, the CAPs were reorganized
as well. The licensee delegated responsibility for implementing elements of the
CAP to its contractor. The delegation was permitted by the licensee’s quality
assurance plan; however, the plan also stated that the licensee maintained
responsibility for the effectiveness of corrective action measures. Consequently,
the inspection scope included a review of programs established by both the
licensee and its contractors.

The inspectors reviewed implementing procedures and documents for the
identification, evaluation, and resolution of conditions adverse to quality. The
review was performed to determine whether the procedures and documents
established by the licensee and their EPC followed the licensee’s quality assurance
program description (QAPD) requirements and Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR)
commitments. The review scope included an evaluation whether the following CAP
performance attributes were addressed:

e classification, prioritization, and evaluation for reportability of conditions
adverse to quality;

e complete and accurate identification of problems in a timely manner
commensurate with their significance and ease of discovery;

e screening of items entered into the CAP as necessary to determine the
proper level of evaluation;

¢ identification and correction of procurement program deviations and
deficiencies;

e identification and correction of design deficiencies or errors;

e considerations for extent of conditions, generic implications, common
causes, and previous occurrences as appropriate;

e classification and prioritization of the resolution of problems commensurate
with safety significance;



e for significant conditions adverse to quality, identification of root and
contributing causes, as well as actions to preclude recurrence;

¢ identification of corrective actions that were appropriately focused to correct
the problem;

e completion of corrective actions in a timely manner commensurate with the
safety significance of the issue (including the use of interim corrective
actions and/or compensatory actions to minimize the problem and/or
mitigate its effects until permanent actions can be implemented);

e provisions for escalating to higher management those corrective actions that
are not adequate or not timely;

e overview of trends in conditions adverse to quality;

e coverage to include important non-safety related structures, systems, and
components (SSCs); and

e evaluation of operating experience (OE) information.

The inspectors reviewed a sample of issues processed or identified since the last
CAP inspection in April 2015 to evaluate whether the CAPs were implemented in
accordance with program procedures. The selection of issues included a diverse
sample across the three CAPs used by the licensee and the EPC contractor. The
inspectors sampled issues related to conditions adverse to quality, issues
categorized as significant conditions adverse to quality, and items that had been
determined to not represent conditions adverse to quality to determine whether:

e conditions adverse to quality were promptly identified and corrected;

e classification and prioritization of the resolution of each problem was
commensurate with its safety significance;

e conditions were screened upon entry into the CAP to determine the proper
level of evaluation;

¢ the items entered into the CAP included the identification and correction of
issues throughout all aspects of the project scope;

e for significant conditions adverse to quality, the cause was determined,
corrective actions were taken to prevent recurrence, and the cause and
corrective actions taken were documented and reported to appropriate
levels of management;

e proper consideration of extent of conditions, generic implications, common
causes, and previous occurrences was performed;

o the corrective actions developed were appropriately focused to ensure the
problems were corrected;

+ the licensee and their contractors properly evaluated and reported
conditions in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e) and 10 CFR 21;

e the identification and correction of design deficiencies were being
adequately addressed;

e extent of conditions were adequately addressed and appropriate corrective
actions were developed and implemented; and

e the evaluations properly considered the escalation of issues to higher
management if the corrective actions were not adequate or timely.

The inspectors reviewed the procedures and a sample of issues from the licensee
observation program to determine if the licensee was identifying conditions adverse
to quality (CAQs) and transferring those issues to the respective CAP program.



The inspection scope included an evaluation of the handling of issues introduced
into the CAPs from sources such as:

e self-assessments and audits;
¢ NRC generic communications; and
e operating and construction experience (ConE)

The processing of identified issues was evaluated to determine whether personnel
were identifying issues at the proper threshold, entering the issues into the CAP in a
timely manner, and assigning the appropriate prioritization for resolution of the
issues. The inspectors also determined whether personnel assigned the appropriate
investigation method to ensure the proper determination of root, apparent, and/or
contributing causes. The inspectors evaluated the timeliness and effectiveness of
corrective actions, and actions to prevent recurrence where required by 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix B.

The inspectors evaluated the CAP screening for potentially significant and
reportable conditions to determine whether reviewers adequately considered risk,
safety significance, consequence of malfunctions or failures, complexity of design
and fabrication, needs for special controls or surveillance over activities, the degree
to which functional compliance could be demonstrated by inspection or test, the
quality history and degree of standardization of items, and the difficulty of repair or
replacement. In addition, the inspectors reviewed previously identified 10 CFR
50.55(e) notifications sent by the licensee to the NRC to determine whether the
licensee and their contractor adequately described the issue, met the timelines for
evaluation and reportability, and performed adequate corrective actions.

The inspectors reviewed a sample of Nonconformance and Disposition reports
(N&Ds) to determine whether:

e the reports correctly and clearly identified the nonconformances;

+ the N&Ds were adequately initiated, processed, reviewed, dispositioned,
and closed in accordance with the quality assurance program implementing
documents for the control of nonconforming material, parts, and
components;

e N&Ds were appropriately screened for non-hardware related conditions
adverse to quality;

e reportability screening and evaluations under 10 CFR Part 21 and 10 CFR
50.55(e) were performed;

e applicability to project documents, records, and inspections, tests, analysis,
and acceptance criteria (ITAAC) was properly identified and documented;

o the dispositions were properly identified and documented;

e adequate technical justification for the acceptability of a nonconforming item,
dispositioned repair, or use-as-is was appropriately documented;

¢ nonconformances dispositioned use-as-is or repair were subjected to design
control measures commensurate with those applied to the original design;
and

e repaired or reworked items were re-examined in accordance with applicable
procedures and with the original acceptance criteria unless the disposition
had established alternate acceptance criteria.



As part of the N&D review, inspectors also reviewed the contractor Significance
Evaluation Screening and N&D Trend Analysis/Reporting Programs.

In addition, inspectors reviewed applicable Engineering and Design Coordination
Reports (E&DCRs) to determine if:

e the licensee was identifying design issues at an appropriate threshold;

e design activities were completed in accordance with the approved
procedures;

e design inputs were correctly identified and documented, and were reviewed
and approved by the responsible engineering group;

¢ deviations from requirements were effectively dispositioned; and

e documents were consistent with the design commitments and requirements
of the technical specifications, the FSAR, and code commitments.

The inspectors reviewed a sample of recent trend reports to determine whether:

¢ the trend reports were issued within the time frames established by
procedures;

e the content of the trend reports contained information and analysis of
licensee and EPC contractor performance improvement activities; and

e CAP inputs were generated for adverse trends or recommendations as
required by program procedures.

The inspectors attended licensee and contractor CAP meetings, specifically the
Management Review Team, Issue Review Committee, and Corrective Action
Review Board, to determine whether the meetings were conducted according to
procedure. In addition, the inspectors observed licensee and contractor personnel
perform issue screening and review completed causal analyses.

. Assessment
Assessment — Effectiveness of Problem Identification

The inspectors determined that conditions adverse to quality were being identified
on a timely basis and the decision threshold for entering issues into the CAP was
conservative. Where identified issues and corrective actions involved multiple
organizations, procedures had been implemented to ensure shared issues were
entered into the respective CAPs. Trending of CAP entries and activities was
periodically performed to identify areas for management attention.

Assessment — Effectiveness of Prioritization and Evaluation of Issues

The inspectors determined that the prioritization and evaluation of adverse
conditions were conducted in accordance with licensee and EPC contractor
procedures. Although inspectors noted a trend of late causal analyses, this had
been previously identified during a licensee audit of the CAP, and the late causal
analyses were receiving appropriate management attention. Inspectors did not
identify any immediate safety issues that were not promptly addressed. Based on
the samples selected for inspection, significance determinations performed by the
licensee and EPC contractor were properly conceived and were sufficiently



thorough to determine the causes that would require actions to prevent or mitigate
recurrence. Although no inspection issues were identified with the implementation
of prioritization reviews, the inspectors observed that effective performance of EPC
contractor reviewers was highly dependent upon the personal insights of individual
reviewers. In this area, the inspectors determined that the applicable procedure,
W2-5.1-102, contained non-specific decision criteria for categorizing significance.

Assessment — Effectiveness of Corrective Actions

The inspectors determined in most cases, corrective actions for identified
deficiencies were timely, adequately implemented, and commensurate with their
safety significance. Corrective actions associated with significant conditions
adverse to quality included provisions for preventing recurrence. Problems
identified through root and apparent cause methodologies were resolved in
accordance with applicable program and NRC requirements. Although there were
no inspection findings related to the recent reconfiguration of the construction
project CAP, the inspectors observed that the licensee had identified a need for
improving the coordination of issue resolutions across interfaces with the EPC
contractor - reference Condition Report (CR) CR-16-01650 and Corrective Action
Prevention and Learning (CAPAL) 100403756.

c. Findings
No findings were identified.

1P02 Construction QA Criterion 16 - CAP - Assessment of the Use of Construction Experience

a. Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the licensee and EPC contractor's ConE programs to
determine whether they were systematically implementing the following:

» relevant internal and external construction and operating experience items
were collected;

» collected experience items were adequately evaluated;

* relevant experience items were communicated to affected stakeholders; and

» experience items were used to inform plant design and work processes.

The inspectors interviewed the licensee and EPC contractor’s principal managers of
construction and operating experience to gain a better understanding of their
handling of relevant internal and external experiences. The inspectors reviewed the
licensee’s ConE database and CAP to determine whether items that were classified
as applicable were stored in the ConE database and entered into the CAP as
specified by procedure. The inspectors reviewed the licensee ConE database to
determine whether the licensee appropriately added NRC related information, such
as 10 CFR Part 21 notifications and Generic Letters. The inspectors reviewed a
sample of CAP documents to determine if the licensee was entering applicable
industry experience items into the CAP and dispositioning the items appropriately.



b. Assessment

The inspectors determined that the licensee and EPC contractor adequately
identified construction and operating experience and adequately screened and
evaluated these experiences for applicability to the project. The inspectors noted
that the licensee and EPC contractor routinely entered this information in the CAP
for evaluation and/or tracking. The inspectors reviewed a sample of condition
reports that were initiated in order to capture and evaluate relevant external and
internal ConE. The inspectors determined that the licensee had established
adequate measures to identify and evaluate construction and operating experience
and that the licensee properly communicated relevant operating and ConE
commensurate with the safety significance of the issue. The inspectors noted that
the EPC contractor was planning to transition to a more stable operating experience
database, which will allow relevant international experiences to be incorporated in
the CAP.

c._Findings

No findings were identified.

1P03 Construction QA Criterion 16 - CAP - Assessment of Self-Assessments and Audits

a.

b.

Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed a sample of documented self-assessments, audits, and
effectiveness reviews. The review was performed to determine whether the
oversight of the CAP by the licensee and EPC contractor was sufficient to verify the
health of the program and to identify areas for improvement as needed. The
inspectors also compared the results of the audits and self-assessments to the
results of the inspection to determine if there were any discrepancies between the
results of the inspection and the licensee’s conclusions.

Assessment

The inspectors determined that the conduct of audits, self-assessments, and
effectiveness reviews by the licensee and EPC contractor were accomplished in
accordance with established procedures. The implementation of the oversight and
independent verifications provided assessments of program effectiveness, including
the interfaces of CAPs across organizational boundaries. Corrective actions to
address the identified issues were generally prioritized, evaluated, and completed
within applicable procedural requirements. Although no inspection findings were
identified, the inspectors observed that an August 2016 audit by the licensee
concluded that the CAP as implemented by the EPC contractor was not fully
effective in the areas of causal evaluation, corrective action plan implementation,
and timeliness of corrective actions. Four findings resulting from the audit were
collectively categorized as significant conditions adverse to quality and were
documented in the CAP for resolution. Similarly, an August 2016 effectiveness
review for a Level 2A CAQ concluded that Corrective Action Record (CAR) 2015-



1P04

2775 had been ineffective in correcting recurring deficiencies in closing out
corrective actions for conditions adverse to quality under the contractor’'s CAP.

. Findings

No findings were identified.

Construction QA Criterion 16 - CAP - Assessment of Safety Conscious Work
Environment

. Inspection Scope

The inspectors conducted reviews to provide insight into whether a safety conscious
work environment (SCWE) is being maintained and to confirm that SCE&G and
contractors are complying with NRC requirements. The review also assessed
SCE&G and the contractor Employee Concern Programs’ (ECP) effectiveness, and
evaluated management oversight of the corrective action process including
anonymous CAP entries. These reviews were used to help determine if licensee
and contractor personnel were not reluctant to report safety issues via the different
avenues available (CAP, ECP, management, etc.).

The inspectors interviewed construction staff and observed other activities involving
licensee personnel during the inspection to identify areas and issues that may
represent challenges to the free flow of information, such as areas where
employees may be reluctant to raise concerns or report issues in the CAP. The
inspectors interviewed ECP personnel and other staff who were the designated
SCWE subject matter experts. Interviews with SCWE subject matter experts were
conducted to:

. determine if the staff was knowledgeable of SCWE processes and
procedures;

. understand the interrelationship between the licensee and contractor
ECPs; and

. understand any current perceived challenges as they related to SCWE.

Licensee and contractor ECP procedures and files were reviewed to determine if:

. procedures were adequate;

. files contained adequate documentation;

. issues were entered and reviewed in a timely manner;
. concerns were adequately addressed;

. corrective actions were tracked; and

. individuals were provided feedback.

Licensee and contractor ECP audits and self-assessments were reviewed to
determine if identified issues were addressed and actions to prevent recurrence
were put in place.

The inspectors evaluated SCWE training material to determine if it provided:
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. clear, concise, and complete information regarding how to report concerns;
. contact information for reporting concerns;

. roles and responsibilities;

. importance of reporting safety concerns and its impact; and

. a means to determine training effectiveness.

The inspectors evaluated both a sample of anonymous concerns entered into the
CAP and the methods used to resolve safety significant issues where the methods
represented alternatives to the CAP (e.g. ECP). The inspectors reviewed both
licensee and contractor anonymous CAP entries, CAP entries by ECP or about
ECP, and CAP entries pertaining to SCWE issues to determine if:

. these were entered into the CAP in a timely manner consistent with the
safety significance of the issue;

. recurring issues were adequately evaluated and trended; and

. the identified issues were adequately resolved.

These CAP entries were also reviewed to determine if area trends raised via
different avenues (e.g. management, ECP and CAP programs) were promptly
identified and addressed, and to determine if the various programs were identifying
the cross-cutting and underlying causes. The inspectors also reviewed repeat issue
identification in anonymous CAP entries to determine if these had been the result of
inadequate corrective action which could cause personnel to be reluctant to identify
additional related issues.

Additionally, interviews were conducted with approximately 50 randomly selected
construction employees from both Unit 2 and 3. Interviews were conducted to
determine if they knew how to raise safety concerns, if they felt free to raise such
concerns, and if they were aware of alternate means for reporting safety concerns.

b. Assessment

The inspectors concluded that the foundation for a healthy safety conscious work
environment exists at the site. The ECP for both the Licensee and its contractor is
effective in evaluating concerns. Anonymous CAP entries were properly
investigated and dispositioned. Weaknesses were noted during the interview
process, such as; understanding the difference between the terms industrial safety
and nuclear safety; different avenues to report concerns outside the immediate
chain of command; location of the ECP offices; and familiarity in the new CAP
electronic data base (CAPAL) are being addressed by the Licensee and their
contractor. Increased leadership emphasis, from both the Licensee and their
contractor, are in place to enhance the nuclear safety culture at the site.

c. Findings
No findings were identified.

4, OTHER INSPECTION RESULTS
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Meetings, Including Exit

On September 16, 2016, the inspectors presented the inspection results to Dan Gatlin,
Virgil C. Summer 2 & 3 VP of Nuclear Operations, along with other licensee,
Westinghouse, and WECTEC staff members. The inspectors stated that no proprietary
information would be included in the inspection report.

Licensee-Identified Violations.

The inspectors reviewed a 10 CFR 50.55(e) notification from the licensee to determine
whether the licensee and t