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INTRODUCTION

A.

Purpose and Overview

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) is an inte-
grated NRC staff effort to collect the avajilable observations and
data on a perfodic basis and to evdluate licensee performance based
upon this {nformatfon. SALP 1{is supplemental to normal regulatory
processes used to ensure compliance to NRC rules and regulations.
SALP is 1intended to be sufficiently diagnostic to provide a rational
basis for allocating NRC resources and to provide meaningful guidance
to the licensee's management to promote quality and safety of plant
construction and operation.

A NRC SALP Board, composed of the staff members 1isted below, met on
March 28, 1985 to review the collection of performance observations
and data to assess the licensee performance in accordance with the
guidance in NRC Manual Chapter 0516, “Systematic Assessment of Licen-
see Performance.” A summary of the guidance and evaluation criteria
is provided in Section II of this report.

SALP Board

Board Chairman

R. W. Starostecki, Director, ODivision of Reactor Projects (ORP)
Members ‘

S. J. Collins, Chief, Projects Branch No. 2, DRP

J.(%k;¥uwu Chief, Engineering Branch, Division of Reactor Safety

R. A. Gramm, Senior Resident Inspector, Nine Mile Point Unft 2

J. Linville, Chief, Projects Section No. 2C, ORP

A. Schwencer, Chief, Licensing Branch 2, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation

Backqround

1. Licensee Activitives

The licensee has stated the project 1s 85% complete. Construc-
tion fnstallation activities have included small and large bore
piping and supports; raceway {nstallation, cable pulling, and
cable terminations; and {nstrumentatfion tubing and supports.
The installation of concrete and structural steel is essentially
complete. Equipment has been released to the Startup and Test
organization to support the pre-operational test schedule. The
site work force as of January was 7200 manual and non-manual
personnel, Approximately 650 of those personnel perform QA or
QC functions,







During the course of the assessment perifod, the Nine Mile Point,
Unit 2 project has passed through several distinct phases. The
Construction Apprafsal Team (CAT) {inspectfon was conducted fin
November and December, 1983. That i{nspection effort {dentified
far ranging deficiencies in the application of QA programs on-
site and an {nadequate level of Nfagara Mohawk project involve-
ment. The project then entered into the second phase, CAT prob-
.lem resolutfon. The CAT {dentified deficiencies were analyzed
at great length by the licensee in order that suitable correc-
tive actifon plans could be developed. During this phase, the
l1icensee realfzed that not only would hardware and software
jssues need to be rectified, but that additionally, new manage-
ment practices would have to be implemented to see the project
throv " %o successful completion. The NRC *hen formally commun-
ica’ vne CAT deficiencies to the licensee in the form of a
Not Violation and simultaneously mandated that the licen-
see 1 -~ 'nt addftional actions {n response to an Order.

-ty . .134, the bulk of the CAT corrective actions had been
iriviated at the project. The Region I NDE Van {nspection
becan the third phase, being the verification of corrective
action implementation. That inspection showed steps initiated
to resolve the radiography problems had not fully resolved the
CAT concerns. The van inspection prompted furthar extensive
licensee actions in the form of complete reinterpretations of
all ITT Grinnell radfography film. Late {n the assessment per-
jod, a Region I Construction Team Inspection was performed. The
inspection covered plant 1installation/inspection activities
involving representative plant hardware.  No significant defic-
jencies' were identified regarding the application of site qual-
ity programs.

Over the course of the assessment period, the licensee has also
implemented corrective actions with the specific goal of 1in-
creasing the overall plant quality. The licensee is performing
increased surveillances/audits of contractor performance partic-
‘ularly as it relates to hardware quality. The licensee QA or-
ganization performs an on-going review of inspection procedures
to assure adequate accept/reject criteria definition and {n-
depth assessments have been performed of the contractor QA or-
ganfzations. '
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The 1icensee has {nstituted a complete management reorganization
at both corporate and site levels. The licensee has retained
Management Analysis Company (MAC) to provide nuclear experienced
personnel to fill both project and quality assurance positions.
The 1icensee has significantly improved their control of site

~activities by locating project management on-site and by modify-

ing the line organfzatfon such that the Stone and Webster Engi-
neerfng Curporation (SWEC) Project management reports directly
to the l1icensee. New QA management has been brought on-site for
SWEC and the sub-contractor organizations.

An. INPO construction audit was performed between September and
October, 1984. Site programs in the area of design control,
materfal storage, QA program effectiveness, equipment qualifica-
tion, and test activities were reviewed.

No preoperational tests have been conducted to date. The Reac-
tor Coolant System hydrostatic test is scheduled for April 1985.

Inspection Activities

During the 16 month assessment period, a total of 25 onsite NRC
inspections fnvolving 5408 inspector hours (or 4055 hours on an
annual basfis) were conducted with a distributio: in the apprais-
al functional areas shown in Table 2. The site has been staffed
with a construction resident inspector during the entire assess-
ment period and a second construction inspector was assigned in
October 1984. An addftional senfor resident inspector was .de-
tailed on part-time basis to monitor the pre-operational test

. program.

A CAT i{nspection was conducted in November and December 1983.
The inspection identified numerous hardware and software defic-
{fencies. The {implication of the identified deficiencies was
that the site had suffered a QA program breakdown and that in-
adequate licensee management attention had been focused on the
site problems. The inspection resulted in the issuance of an
Enforcement Action comprised of a Notice of Violatfon, an Order
and, a Civil Penalty. Following the CAT {nspection an Augmented
Inspection Program was {initiated at the site by Region I. As
part of this program, other Regfon I senfor construction
resident {nspectors were detailed to the site for one month
tours to gain additfonal perspectives regarding the project
quality status.

As a followup to the CAT, a Nondestructive Examination (NDE)
Region 1 i{nspection was performed in April - May, 1984, The
inspection detected further problems with the site review of
radfographic film,
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In order to gafn additional perspective regarding the effec-
tiveness of licensee corrective actions following implementation
of - CAT corrective actions, a Regfon I Constructfon Team In-
‘spection (CTI) was conducted in December 1984. The {nspection
examined project management, quality assurance/control programs,
and installed hardware. In gerneral, the {nspection found the
hardware installations to be {n accordance with design require-
ments and detected improved levels.of management involvement.

In early 1985, an inspectfon reviewed the preoperatfonal test
staffing and procedural controls. They were found to be ade-
quate to support the forthcoming preoperational test effort.

Tables 3 and 4 provide a synopsis of enforcement data and fnspec-
tion activities conducted during the appraisal period.







I1.

CRITERIA -

Licensee performance is assessed in selected functional areas, depending
on whether the facility {s in a construction, preoperational, or operating
phase. Each functfonal area normally represents areas significant to
nuclear safety and the environment, and are normal programmatic areas.
Special areas may be added to highlight significant observations.

One or more of. the following evaluation criteria were used to assess each
functional area.

1. Manageméht involvement and control in assuring quality
2. Approach to resolution of‘techhical {ssues from a safety standpoint

. Responsiveness to NRC infitiatives

2

3

4. Enforcement history

5. Rep;fting and analysis of reportable events
6

. Staffing (including management)
7., Training effectiveness and qualification

Based upon the SALP Board assessment each functional area evaluated f{s
classified into one of three performance categories. The definitions of
these performance categories are:

Cateqory 1. Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee management
attention and {1nvolvement are aggressive and oriented toward nuclear
safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used so that a high
level of performance with respect to operational safety or construction is
being achieved. :

Category 2. NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels. Licensee
management attention and {involvement are evident and are concerned with
nuclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and reasonably effective
so that satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety or
construction is being achieved.

Cateqory 3. Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased. Licensee
management attention or i{nvolvement {s acceptable and considers nuclear
safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appear to be
strained or not effectively used so that minimally satisfactory perform-
ance with respect to operational safety or construction is being achieved.
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The SALP Board has also assessed each functional area to compare the
licensee's performance  during the last quarter  of the
assessment period to that during the entire period in order to determine
the recent trend for each functfonal area. The trend categories used by
the SALP Board are as follows:

Improving: Licensee performance has generally improved over the last.
quarter of the current SALP assessment period.

Consistent: "Licensee performance has’ remained essentially constant over
the last quarter of the current SALP assessment period.

Declining: Licensee performance has generally declined over the last
quarter of the current SALP assessment period.
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III SUHMARY OF RESULTS

A.

OveraII Faci]ity Evaluation

Since SALP serves as an analysis to guide both licensee and NRC ap-
plication of resources ‘to resolve problem areas, the performance

. .weighting is heavily blased toward faci{lity performance in the later
- stage of this assessment period.

As a result of licensee inftiatives, notable improvements have been
observed in project management. . Personnel changes have enhanced the
capabilities of the licensee staff to cope with the complexities of
managing. the project. Enhancements have been implemented in Quality
Assurance - program procedures and Quality Control {inspection has
improved with additional training, clearer definition of {inspection
attributes, and {increased attention to detail. The project manage-

ment has attempted to create a philosophy among the craft to fabri- .

cate installations correctly rather than relying on QA/QC to detect

- deficiencies.

Because of difficulties experienced in retainfng qualified personnel
it is necessary for the site to implement measures to offset high
levels of personnel turnover. Increased supervisory oversight of job
performance and augmented training to quality requirements appear to
be needed. Project management attention is necessary to ensure ‘that
trained, qualified craft and quality iaspectors are available to
support project schedules without impacting hardware quality.-

Hardware reinspection programs have been established to determine the
adequacy of in situ installations. The NRC has been presented with
the interim findings of those efforts, and the engineering analysis
associated with the noted deficfencies. While the licensee analysis
shows that most concerns are acceptable-as-is, the impact of the
findings on a determination of overall hardware quality remains to
be provided.

Deficiencies have been detected which {nvolve primarily electrical
equipment supplied by numerous vendors. The problems indicate that
the source inspection activity was not properly performed and has
allowed sub-standard equipment onsite. Measures are required to
assure the acceptability of these components and to address the
extent of vendor equipment deficiencies.

In some {nstances sfte {nftfated corrective action programs have not
been totally {mplemented, fn that long term actions have not always
been effective. This may result from the lack of a comprehensive site
commitment tracking system to monitor and assess corrective action
effectiveness, -
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Review of design change documents indicates that greater attention
needs to be paid to assuring the clarity and technical acceptability
of the design changes. Further attentfon is required to verify that
Ticensing commitments relative to component QA level classification
are accurately translated to the site design documents. - Better com-
munication 1is needed between engineering and quality personnel during
the development of inspection plans.

A high level of management attention {s now required to resolve the
outstanding NRC deficiencies and to assure complete licensee verif-
fcation and timely closeout. To support the licensee schedule for
plant licensing, the pace of deficiency closeout must rapidly accel-
erate.
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- Piping Systems and Supports

8. Facility Performance

Category
Functfonal Last
Area Period

Category
This
Period

Recent
Trend

(10-1-82 - 9-30-83) (10-1-83 - '1-31-85)

Containment and other Safety 2
Related Structures

[XYR)

Safety Related Components=-
Mechanical

Support Systems Not Assessed

Electrical Equipment and Cables

Instrumentation and Control
Systems

Licensing Activities

Project Management/Quality
Assurance ’

Nondestructive Examination Not Assessed

Engineering Not Assessed

W NN
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W Ny

Consistent

Improving
Consistent

Consistent
Consistent
Consistent

Consistent
Improving

Improving
Improving
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PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

A. Containment and Other Safety Related Structures (15%)

1.

Analysis
The 11icensee has essentialiy completed the {nstallation of

structural steel and structural concrete.

Inspection activity has examined structural steel installations;
high strength bolting; concrete placement; structural welding
and welder qualifications; revetment ditch installation; con-
crete anchor bolts; and the reactor building enclosure.

Ouring the previoué SALP period, AISC high strength bolting cri-
teria were not properly implemented onsite.

Inspections have f{dentified additfonal examples d{nvolving
Quality Control (QC) acceptance of structural steel bolted
connectfons that violate AISC acceptance criteria. Overall QC
adherence to inspection procedures has not assured the com-
pliance of 1installed beam connections with AISC criterfa. NRC
examinatfon of connections accepted by SWEC QC within primary
containment indicated the presence of oversized hole geometries
for which hardened plate washers were not appropriately provided.
Further, NRC examination of the Control Rod Drive Restraint Beam
identified that Reactor Controls Inc. (RCI) personnel- had not
erected and 1inspected the beam connections consistent with
guiding AISC criteria since requested hardened washers were not
used. While the specific hardware {installations questioned by
the NRC have, been addressed, further ‘licensee verification
measyures are necessary to establish the adequacy of structural
steel ‘connectfons. More vigorous final QC turnover inspections
are necessary to address the problem.

Vendor QC and SWEC Procurement Quality Assurance (PQA) programs
for structural weld inspections have not been appropriately
implemented since the NRC 1{identified undersized Cives shop
welds. The licensee has instituted a sampling reinspection of
Cives weldments to 1identify the extent of the deficiencies.

"Engineering has analyzed the identified deficiencies and found

them to be acceptable, however, the third party assessment has
recommended further re-inspection efforts to resolve this con-
cern. Further examples of 1{nadequate source i{nspection are
discussed in functional areas C and E.

Licensee activities during {nspections of concrete pours and
structural steel welds made onsite were observed to be
acceptable. (







2.

Conclusion

" Category .2, Consistent.

Board Recommendation

NRC |

e Reduce level of inspection consistent with level of licen-
see work activities. :

. Monitor licensee resolution of AISC bolting deficiencies
(85-99-01).

e  Monitor licensee resolution of inadequate Cives shop welds
(85-99-02).

-

Licensee

] Investigate necessity to perform more vigorous structural
steel final QC turnover inspactions.

* Determine acceptabflity of Cives shop weldments.

-
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B. Piping Systems and Supports (20%)

R Analysis

During the previous SALP period, concerns were identified re-
garding {inadequate review of ITT-Grinnell (ITT) work planner
-packages. The licensee has implemented effective measures’ in
response to those concerns as no further problems have been
detected with deficient planner packages.

Major activity has proceeded on the fnstallatfon of large and

small bore piping and the associated supports. Safety related.

flushing and hydrostatic tests have been performed on completed
piping. ‘

ITT QC inspectors have not performed pipe support inspections
in accordance with their documented procedures. The NRC has
{dentified instances in which attributes l1ike clearances, gaps,
hanger hardware and welding have not been properly inspected.
The specific deficiencies nave been documented and reworked.
In addition, ITT has instftuted a program to reinspect welding
and mechanical attributes on pipe supports that were accepted
*by QC prior to December 1984. Since inspection plans were not
followed, it appears that the inspectors were not famfl{ar with
the fnspection requirements. Given the high rate of personnel
turnover, augmented trafning and supervisory oversight programs
are necessary to ensure proper inspection conduct.

Of greater concern in two instances, was that the pipe support
{nspection plan was deficient since essential inspection attrib-
utes were not explicitly identified. The complexity and length
of typical engineering specifications necessitates that all
pertinent inspectfon attributes be extracted such that they are
clearly defined for inspection personnel. It {is essential that
QC and engineering personnel review the fnstallation specifica-
tion to ensure that all critical attributes are captured within
the associated inspection plans. The presence of an excessive
gap was fdentified by NRC examinatfon of an accepted pipe sup-

port baseplate. Shims were added behind the baseplate, the

fnspection plan was modified to incorporate the necessary in-
spection attribute, and a sampling reinspection was performed to
insure compliance with the engineering requirements for gap
dimensfons. A second instance was identified by the NRC involv-
{ng the thread engagement of a spring support bar which was not
verified by QC. The {nspection plan was amended to include the
requisite attribute and a number of supports were reinspected to
ensure compliance.
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Copstruction personnel have not adhered to quality requirements
during installation activities. Such deviations represent the
potentfal for adverse impact upon the quality of {nstalled hard-

‘ware. Examinations of {n-process work activities by the NRC

{dentified an instance where a Tee-quencher base stand was not
installed {n accordance with engfneering directives and a hold
pofnt was bypassed during the erection of pipe whip restraints.
The lack of process control is attributable to {nsufficient
craft supervision of work activities and inadequate training of
craft personnel to ensure that.quality requirements are clearly
understood.

The Quality Performance Management Program (QPMP) has led to
improved acceptance rates of pipe and support welds. However,
the acceptance goals have not been achieved, and the reject rate
on repair welding remains excessive (approximately 40%). The
1{censee has dedicated engineering and construction resources to
study the problem. Special qualification tests were performed
for selected welders. These highly trained craft personnel left
the site after they recefved the additfonal training. The
1icensee efforts appear to be comprehensive, but a key {ingre-
dient required to achieve the project goals is the reteation of
highly qualified individuals {n both the construction and quality
areas..

NRC examinations of SWEC small bore piping and supports have
found high quality work. The site machine welding program and
welder qualification programs have been performed in accordance
with the ASME code.

Conclusion

' Category 2, Improving.

Board Recommendation

NRC
. Continue increased inspection coverage.

. Monitor repair welding effects on piping base materfal
(85-99-03).

. gggftor l{censee control of {in-process activities (c5-99-

o Monitor QC {nspection training activities (85-99-05).
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Licensece

Review QC {inspection plans relative to engineering cri-
ter{a.

Increase craft supervisfon and QC surveillance of {n-
process work activities.

Perform enhanced QC inspector training and {ncrease super-
visory overview.

Continue management attention to {mprove acceptability of
large bore welding.
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C. Safety Related Components-Mechanical (7%)

1.

Analysis

Plant components such as pumps, motors and heat exchangers have
been generally installed in accordance with design requirements.

NRC examination of {nstalled plant components indicated satis-
factory QC fnspection for configuratfon and anchorage attrib-
utes. Major rework of the Main Steam Isolation Valves was mon-
ftored and found to be well controlled.

The licensee has implemented a strong internal deficiency iden-
tification and reportability system as indicated by the four 10
CFR 50.55(e) reports that have been made regarding inadequate
materfal certifications for valve bodies.

Further deficiencies in source inspection activities were iden-
tified by the NRC involving a Service Water Strainer shipped to
the site with {nadequate top bolt thread engagement. General
Electric (GE) had shipped a motor with an incorrect voltage ra-
ting to the site. Vendor QC and SWEC PQA did not detect the
nonconformances, and the site receipt 1inspection 1is only per-

formed to detect equipment damage in transit. Additional site

overview of equipment source {nspection characteristics 1is
necessary to provide assurance of hardware adequacy.

Buring the previous SALP, co.cerns were {dentified with the Pre-
ventive Maintenance (PM) program implementation. During the
current assessment, there were continuing concerns involving the
transfer of an {nstrument rack from SWEC to Johanson Controls
Inc. (JCI), during which the appropriate PM requirements were
not implemented in a timely manner. Ineffective coordination of
actions taken by the various groups tavolved in the equipment
transfer was apparent. Sufficient interface controls were not
{imposed to ensure continuity of PM measures. The NRC also found
that the warehouse Level A storage levels were not maintained
and that the RPV in place PM requirements were not met. A re-
cent 1inspection {dentified standing water within a heat ex-
changer and particulate contamination of various systems. While
the observed deficiencies apparently have not resulted in the
damage to any equipment, the PM program has not been effective.
Greater management attentfon is required to assure that plant
equipment {s properly maintained during the construction phases.
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Conclusion

Category 1, Consistent.

Board Recommendations

HAC

e  Monitor Preventive Maintenance Program (85-99-06).

Licensee

o Maintain high level of management attention for Preventive
Maintenance Program.

. Increase site verification of vendor {iaspected equipment
- characteristics.
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Support S}stems (4%)

1.

Analysis

‘The‘Support Systems area fncludes Heatfng Ventilation and Air

Conditioning (HVAC), fire protection, radwaste and fuel storage
and handling. No violations were {dentified during NRC inspec-
tions.

The NRC-{nspection program has found that installed HVAC hard-

. ware 1s in conformance with the design requirements. Satisfac-

tory licensee overview has ensured high quality results from the
HVAC Contractor, Schneider Power Corporation (SPC). Inspection
further showed that FSAR commitments for fire protection system
piping and supports was satisfactorily 1mp1emented at the site.

SWEC QC inspectors deviated from thefr QA progran by using hand
sketches to conduct some QC {nspections. The {nspectors had
transcribed data from design documents to a2 hand sketch in order
to carry a single piece of paper to the field. That process can
result in {improper QC acceptance of field hardware. While the
practice was i1mmediately halted, the extent to which 1t was
employed remains under licensee fnvestigation.

Conclusion
Category 1, Consistent.

Board Recommendation

NRC

. Continue Routine Inspection.

. w Schedule timely Abpendix R plant review (85-99-07).

Licensee

. Determine extent to which hand sketches were relied upon
to perform {nspections.
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Electrical Equipment and Cables (11%)

1.

Analysis

Construction activity has remained hfgh. Raceway {installation
of tray and conduit continued. Large amounts of cable were
pulled and terminated. Equipment has been energized to support
the test program efforts.

Early in the assessment perfod, deficfencfes were identified in
electrical QC 1inspection plans. Functional area B describes
other NRC 1identified concerns relative to inspection plan ade-
quacy. Cable separation criteria were not met and the QC in-
spection plans did not provide sufficient gquidance for ftems
such as equipment bolting and raceway identification. The spec-
ific deficiencies were re-inspected and reworked as appropriate
and the {inspection plans were amended to incorporate the missing’
attributes. .

More recently, an additional electrical separation problem was
identified involving conduit runs that violated the one inch
separation criteria of Regulatory Guide 1.75.

Fourteen of fifteen 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports ia this area were
caused by off-site deficiencies. Several pieces of electrical
equipment contained deficient vendor internal wiring. The scope
of the vendor wiring deficiencies appears to be generic to all
site electrical equipment. The SWEC Procurement Quality Assur-
ance function did not effectively ensure proper vendor perform-
ance. Additional source inspection deficiencies are discussed
in functional areas A and C. All of the equipment has been
delivered making ft a site problem to resolve. A program has
yet to be developed to guide the reinspection of vendor wiring.
It should be noted that a large number of these problems arose
prior to this assessment period as a result of previous manage-
ment programs.

Interviews of site QC personnel have {indicated that a typfcal
work week §s on the order of 70 to 80 hours. Given that the
electrical {nspection function uses a relatively complex set of
inspection criterfa, the excessive hours could impair inspector
performance. Supervisory overview of {nspection conduct is
encouraged to assure acceptable inspection.

Conclusion

Category 3, Consistent,
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:;';*.:.-.’-- 3. :-Board Recommendations

o e  Monitor 1inspection to ensure schedular pressures do not
’ ‘ degrade {inspection effort (85-99-08).

. Review licensee remedial actions to rectify vendor defic-

st . fencies (85-99-09).

. Licensee

2 . Assess quality levels of vendor supplied equipment {nternal

e wiring.

* . ; o Assure adequate QC staffing to accommodate construction

- schedules.
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F. Instrumentation and Control Systems (5%)

1.

" Analysis

The pace of constructfon activity has been high. Instrument
tubing and supports fnstallation are complete at many locations.
Instrument racks and transducers have been 1installed in the
plant. :

Early fn the assessment, wiring separation problems were iden-
tified throughout the PGCC panels. The entire Power Generation
Control Complex (PGCC) was {inspected by GE and SWEC personnel
to {identify all 1locatfons of electrical separation problems.
The inspection plans have been modified to require clear docu-
mentatfon that the wiring complies with Regulatory Guide 1.75 or

" that the compliance will be obtained at a later date through the

installatfon of barrfers. Additional concerns regarding the
acceptability of the PGCC internal wiring. with respect to
terminatfons and harness supports, and lack~of as-built veri-
fication were identified during NRC inspections.

The equipment release for the PGCC was reviewed. The release
was allowed to proceed even though it was deficient with respect
to attributes which QA had previously documented as problems on
an earlier release. The PGCC release {involved an extensive
number of open work jtems, for which construction efforts are
continufng. It appeared that “he PGCC milestone completion date
was the motivating force behind the release in lieu of quality
and work control considerations.

Conscious licensee management decisions allowed the PGCC {nstal-
lations activities to proceed in a manner that was not compat-
ible with the achievement .of quality goals. These' decisions
were made prior to or early in 'the assessment period and further
evidence of these types of decision making processes have not
been observed during the remainder of the assessment period.

Damage to installed and -accepted instrument tubing was detected
by the NRC .at numerous locations. Physical barriers have since
been erected to protect the tubing and instrument racks. Site
warnings have been transmitted to the craftsmen regarding pre-
cautions required to protect the installed tubing. The licensee
efforts to address this problem originally were inadequate to
fully correct the observed problems until NRC findings prompted
more extensive corrective actions. Increased management oversight

‘{s required to ensure that adequate corrective act’~ns are .

implemented i{n response to NRC identi{fied concerns.
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NRC review of licensee performance of {nstrument tubing instal-
latfon, support materfal traceability, .review of JCI QA proce-
dures, and mounting of two instrument racks was satisfactory.
Conclusion

Category 2, Consistent.

Board Recommendation

NRC

. Arrange for management meeting to discuss actions taken to
resolve PGCC problems (85-99-10).

Licensee

. Prepare summary of actions {implemented to resolve PGCC
wiring deficiencies.

. Continue to monitor tubing damage and {nstitute further
controls as necessary to preclude additional damage.
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G. Licensing Activities

1. Analysis

The applicant's performance was assessed with regards to the
responses to staff requests for information during safety and
environmental reviews, responses to outstanding and confirmatory
issues in the Draft Safety Evaluation Report (DSER), comments to
the Draft Environmental Statement (DES), and assessment of the
Safequards 1{censing area.

During the assessment period, the management of NMPC was in-
volved in many phases of licensing activity. Decision making
was usually at a level that insured adequate management review.
However, there were some areas, as noted below, where increased
management attention was considered necessary during the assess-
ment period. . .

- The applicant was requested to resolve design differences -
detected during the review of the Instrumentation and Con-
trol (I&C) area where the FSAR did not agree to the plant
drawings.

- The applicant was requested to verify the verbatim incor-
poration of staff reviewed technical responses into the
FSAR following NRC detection of an 1nstance in which this
had not been done as agreed.

- Based on applicant responses to the DSER and DES it was
determined that the FSAR and ihe Environmental Report (ER)
did not adequately rof]ect the correct situation, requiring
resolution.

The applicant's management and staff have demonstrated sound
technical understanding of {ssues involving licensing actions.
Technical expertise has been evident. The applicant's commit-
ments have reflected a conservative approach, particularly fin
th$ fire protection area, to provide for adequate level of
safety.

When the applicant has deviated from staff gquidance, sufficient
technical Jjustification has generally been provided to support
such deviations. Within the area of geology, the applicant's
technical approaches were not always complete, and extensive NRC
staff effort was required to elicit the licensee's relevant data
and analysis needed to reach resolution of problem areas.
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The applicant has extended .the break exclusion zone for the Re-
. actor Water Cleanup (RWCU) 1ines to a valve located over 50 feet
from the contafnment boundary. The NRC staff has {ndicated that
the break exclusion extenston 1s not consistent with the intent
‘of the Standard Review Plan (SRP). The NRC staff has requested
that the applicant review the effects of a postulated break at
the junction of the RWCU line for pipe whip and jet {mpingement
- considerations.

The NRC staff has detected discrepancies between the applicant's
response to separation criterfa concerns resulting from NRR {n-
quiries and to the Constructfon Appraisal Team (CAT) inspection.
NRR {s presently coordinating with the Region I inspection per-
sonnel to ensure a consistent review of electrical separation
commitments and {mplementation of those commitments at the site.

The applicant has taken the {nftfative in the correction of a
number of technical problems. The Main Steam Isolation Valve
(MSIV) body fnterior surfaces.have been clad with a corrosion
resfstant alloy. The modfffcation was {nitfated in response to
corrosfon concerns 1{identified at the Liebstadt, Switzerland
plant during preoperational testing.

There has been a high level of licensing activity to support
{ssuance of responses to the NRC staff as a result of FSAR and
ER docketing; responses to open and confirmatory issues of the
DSER; and comaents to the DES.

The major licensing actfvity has been in the safety area. A
number of responses were not recefved in a timely manner which
adversely {mpacted the lticensing schedule. The responses to
DSER outstanding jissues in the Containment Systems area were
particularly late. A number of the formal responses in the
areas of Power Systems, Geology, and Procedures were lacking in
thoroughness, depth, or were significantly different from the
proposed responses discussed during meetings or conference
calls. Compared with experience on other cases, these submit-
tals required more than the normally expected number of re-sub-
missions to obtain acceptable resolutions. The applicint was
additionally not responsive to NRC requests to perform a review
of the OSER, FSAR and the actual plant design for the Instrumen-
tation and Control area. Following management discussions be-
tween the NRC and -applicant, the responsiveness was {improved in
the latter stages of the assessment period.

The staff conducted several audits at the plant site, the appli-
cant's corporate offices or the Architect/Engineer's offices.
The applicant provided sufficient support for the audits. The
{nformation provided by the applicant at the audits was gener-
ally complete and thorough.

St L MV AL ER N 1y, ¢







24

The NRR evaluation of plant staffing {s still in process. The
Security Organfzation positions and responsibilities are well
defined. The planned security staff {s considered to be more
than ample to fmplement the facility protection program.

The l'safeguards 1icensing review indicated consistent evidence

of management planning. Responses from the applicant were tech-

nically sound. Timely resolution was obdtained to staff con-
cerns. The guard qualificatfon and training program, as pro-
posed, was satisfactory.

The NRR evaluatfon of the description of the applicant's train-
ing program discussed in the FSAR 1{indicated no outstanding
shortcomings.

Conclusion

Category 2, Consistent.

Board Recommendation

NRC

. Give particulas~ attention to timely {ssuance of the Tech-
nical Specifications.

Licensee
. Prior to initfal licensing, the applicant should assure

full consistency and completeness among the as-built plant,
the FSAR, the SERs and the Technical Specifications.
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H. Project Management/Quality Assurance (16%)

1,

Analysis
Extensive*changes have been implemented to improve the licensee

management control of site activities. Management Analysis

Company (MAC) has been retained to provide experienced manag-
erial personnel for NMPC. Site Quality Assurance programs have
been upgraded. ‘

The project does not currently have an effective site commitment
T1§st to track prior commfitments for periodic auditing to ensure
that the corrective actions are.indeed ongoing. This has re-
sulted §n the {dentification of several problems by the NRC in
which quality commitments or corrective actions have had inade-
quate long term implementatfon. Examples which {indicate this
{nclude recurring excessive QC reject rates, inadequate measures
to preclude further damage to fnstrument tubing, and the failure
to train the craft to adhere to engineering directives. The
third party assessment found further evidence that the project
has difficulty implementing effective corrective actions in re-
sponse to deficiencies {identified by external organizations,
such as the NRC. ‘

There appears to be a problem controlling craft personnel which
{s also discussed in functional area B. The particular NRC
{dentiffed problems involved fnadequate control of issued weld
filler material; poor primary containment houseclearing and fire
prevention measures; and unauthorfzed construction rework with-

- out QC notiffcation. In these cases, prompt steps were imple-

msnted by licensee managezent to correct the problems.

Several unresolved concerns deal with problems that resulted
from inadequate communications between site organizatfons, Poor
feadback was icCentified between SWEC QC supervision and the QC

_ {nspectors. The f{nspectors 'requested clarification of proper

{mplementation of the QA procedures, and the supervisors did not
properly respond to the {nspector questions. A lack of control
was observed between organizations making attachments to struc-
tural steel members. The inspection status of the steel is not
always readily avaflable. The licensee organizations, QA and
engineering, have not yet reached agreement on the inspection
required to comply with Regulatory Guide 1.29. The {tems in
question are non-safety related items suspanded over safety re-
lated equipment. At this time, only a surveillance inspection
which does not appear to-fulfill the licensing commitments is
performed .
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‘.The 1icensee has {nstituted a hardware reinspection effort.
"Due to the problems {dentified with previously QC accepted in-

. stallations not fn complfance with the engineerfng design, sample

. reinspections were performed to ascertain the acceptability of
“the field hardware. Licensee engineering has reviewed the data
and determined the majority of the problems are not detrimental
with the exception of mechanical fastener problems. The assur-
ance must be gained by the NRC that sufficient licensee rein-
spection activity has been performed to detect the worst case
deficiencies, that proper analysis has been performed on the
‘ pesultant data, and that the current first line inspections are
properly performed.

Satisfactory licensee performance was observed during review of
the implementation of the Quality First program, document con=
trol activities in the PGCC area involving GE and SWEC design
changes, development of NMPC surveillance program and detailed
surveillance checklists, resolution of nonconformance reports by

- engineering, development of the new construction QA program and
{nfusion of new QA management personnel.

As noted in section I.C, the licensee has instituted a major manage-

ment reorganization and has implemented numerous actions to
assess the quality of previously performed work and to ensure
that current installations meet the quality requirements.

The 1licensee has developed a Quality Performance Management
Program (QPMP) which axonitors the quality status of the site.
Key parameters such as quantity installed, quantity inspected,
and QC acceptance rates are monitored for construction hardware
commoditfes. The program monitors outstanding design changes
and open QA deficiency documents., Trending {s performed on some
of the documented nonconforming conditions. Region I is monit-
oring the utilization of QPHP by the licensee through management
meetings in conjunction with review of QPMP data and attendance
at the licensee QPMP meetings. The QPMP appears to be function-
fng well as a management tool to diagnose problems and to assess
the adequacy of corrective actions.

Quality Control organfzations have experienced a significant
problem in attracting and retaining qualified personnel to keep
pace with the construction effort., This has resulted in exten-
sive use of inspector overtime which could reduce their effec-
tiveness. A positive benefit of ‘the CAT, INPO and re-inspection
programs on the qualfty staff has been that QC inspectors indi-
cate they currently receive management support. Recent review
fndicates that the project management team appears to be func-
tioning well, that significant program improvements have been
made and better lines of communications have been established.
The end result {s that the site programs are able to identify
and resolve project quality issues.
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_ Conclusion

Category 2, Improving.

ééird Recommendation

go;tinue to monitor implementation of QPHP effort (85-99-
1 L ]

Evaluate licensee reinspection results (85-99-12).

Monitor adequacy of long term corrective action implementa-
tion (85-99-13).

Licensee

U;e QPMP as a dynamic management tool to identify and trend
quality problenms. '

Establish control over contractor interfaces and develop
confidence level of historicai hardware in 1light of QC
deficiencies.

Ensgre schedular pressures do not adversely impact quality
goals. : )

Establish effective site commitment tracking to ensure

implementation of long term corrective actions.

Expedite resolution of NRC open items and provide complete
verification of associfated corrective actions.

Resolve ‘Regulatory Guide 1.29 {nspection 1ssué.

n smes
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Nondestructive Examination (27%)

1.

Analysis

’ Néﬁdestrqctive Examination (NDE) 1s a new functional area. Pre-

viously, NDE was assessed in the piping and pipe supports area.
Ouring the previous SALP perfod, there were concerns regarding

ITT. Grinnell (ITT) radiography operations. Of particular con-

cern was that film had been artificially altered. Given the
extensive fnspection effort and signiffcant problems identified
during the current assessment, NOE was assigned a separate func-
tional category.

In concert with the rapid construction installation pace of pip-
fng and supports, NDE has seen .substantial activity during the
assessment perfod. The first line NDE is performed by Reactor
Controls, Inc. (RCI) on the Recirculation and CRD piping. ITT
performs NDE on the remaining safety-related piping systems. In
1ight of the extensive problems that were previously identified,
this section covers the progress made to date to correct those
deficiencies.

Early in the assessment, major deficiencies were identified in
the ITT radiography program. The deficiencies 1included weld
quality, film quality, and inadequate documentation. The over-
view of NOE activities by Stone and Webster Engineering Corpora-
tfon (SWEC) and Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation (NMPC) was
fnadequate as some similar problems had been identified by site
QA/QC, -yet timely and effective corrective actions were not
implemented to correct the deficient NDE programs.

The conclusfon was that ITT radfographic interpreters had not
adequately evaluated radiographic film and reader sheets for
weld quality, film quality and completeness to assure compliance
with ASME Section III and V requirements. Further problems were
{dentified with unsatisfactory liquid penetrant examinations of
stainless steel piping.

In response to the identified deficiencies, numerous corrective
actions were i{mplemented to enhance day to day NDE operations
and to assess the adequacy of previously examined hardware:-

- ITT replaced their 1liquid penetrant technicians and re-
examined all safety related liquid penetrant inspected
stainless pressure boundary weldments.







IOEC NNy

.:9‘4&'\ le_/"'plx 'J-:; r ?.'n ‘P‘ Yoot ‘.-l— ep :.3‘:‘. - w o,
3 : .

W
ot

29

=, Review of ITT shop and field radfographic film by ITT/NMPC
.. NOE personnel to assure adequacy of weldments and documen-
.tation.

';‘.f Increased trafnid& of ITT radiographers

j;.¥=.§§pair of deficient weldments

- ".ﬁeteﬁiion of all ITT radiographic film

- -Assignment of the ITT Level III to the site

- Increased SWEC and NMPC surveillance of NDE activities

A subsequent NRC fnspection found that marginal corrective ac-
tions had been implemented by the licensee {in response to the
radiography problems. The adequacy of the ITT and NMPC file
‘re=-review was questioned as an unacceptable transverse {ndica-
.tion was found by the NRC. A further problem was that Inservice
‘Inspection weld preparation had resulted in minimum wall viola-
tions. The extent of the problem remains under licensee review.

. The radiographic problens appear to be attributable, in part, to
.the fact that there {s not a site Level III charged with respon-
sibility for all NDE operations.

The licensee subsequently directed SWEC Boston to provide NDE
personnel to again i1e-{nterprat all ITT film in the vault. Our-
ing the course of the SWEC fila review, two welds were {denti-
fied for which the wrong weld had been radfographed in lieu of
the desfignated weld. The vault contained two sets of radio-
graphic film marked to {ndicate two dissimilar weldments when in
‘fact only one joint had been shot twice, The licensee identi-
fied a singular radfographer at fault in both cases but has also
detected the lack of radfography procedural controls. A sample
re~-radfography program {s underway to assess the scope of this
construction deficiency.

More recently, an inspection conducted at the end of 1984 did
not identify any further problems {n the site NOE programs. The
{inspection identified satisfactory corrective action implementa-
tion for the outstanding deficiencies, with the exception of the
duplicate film concern for which licensee actions are underway.
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Conclusfon .

’

Category 2, Improving.‘. The 1licensee has {instituted numerous
program enhancements over the assessment period.

Board Recommendat{on

e Review corrective actions in radiography, particularly the
dup]icate film concern (85-99-14).

o.’ Eva]uate necessity to schedu1e NRC van 1nspection prior to
OL (85-99-15).

EIEEEEES
. Continue aggressive oversight of NDE™activities.
®  Resolve outstanding concerns as expeditiously as feasible.

e  Evaluate benefits of establishing site NDE Level III posi-
tion..
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Analysis -

Engineérfng-was not previously assessed as a unique functional

‘" drea. During the course of both team and routine resident in-
“spections, a substantial effort has been expended in the review

of the design and design change process.

The SWEC site engineering workforce has greatly expanded to sup-

‘port construction efforts. The rate of design change issuance

. has-remained high. Engineering activities at the project design

office are tapering off. Significant areas of work remain in
the stress reconciliation of ASME piping and the resolution of

equipment qualification testing.

Inadequate control of the design change process was a .problem
as {ndicated by design change documents not completely reviewed
to assure clarity, many design changes issued to revise or cor-
rect previously issued design documents, design changes not in-

-corporated into drawings fn a timely manner, and design change

documents used to resolve nonconformances. The design review
process has subsequently been enhanced. A trending process f{s

"{n place to track release of d2ficient design change documents

for.correction of root causes. Site engineers wére retrained on

the proper use of noaconformance reports to avoid an {nadvertent
bypass of the QA program. ' Greater technical and management
overyiew, is required of the design change control process.

fhe NRC has {dentified p1ant'comp6nents that were not properly

_designed as evidenced by the identification of the diesel gener-

ator cranes and control room partitions that had not been de-

* signed to sefsmic standards. The ftems were redesigned to seis-
. mic criteria and a total plant review has been performed to

assure that no further {instances of that type can exist 1in
safety related plant areas.

Fifteen out of sixty-five Construction Deficiency Reports (CDRs)
were assessed to the Engineering area.. The SWEC Engineering
Assurance technical audit identified that the construction draw-
fngs for the RHR heat exchanger bracing had not been drawn
according to the computer analysis bracing details. This is a
significant deficiency in which the audit process fdentified a
design control problem which had direct hardware consequences.
Sevaeral of the deficiencies involved the failure of the design
to accommodate efther hydrodynamic or seismic loadings.
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have - not‘ properly ‘classified safety-related structures as
‘such. The engineering misclassification results {n the lack of
. - required QA/QC overview of the component during installation.
AT The particular concerns relate to the Reactor Building roof and
o : ' a refueling crane which was designed by GE and described in the
"FSAR as a safety-related ftem. Due to a design {interface
problem, SWEC had {ssued direction to erect the crane as a
non-safety item onsite.. . .

Concerns were further .identified in the following areas: ImT
. "apparently did not backfit more stringent design requirements
promulgated in design changes against the acceptance criteria

used ' to previously accept hardware {installations; {inadequate
. design control was enforced over design interfaces for attach-

ments to structural steel to ensure adequate beam stiffening;

{nadequate review of field installations was performed by engi-

neering to assess the total scope of the problem prior to issu-

ance of a desfgn change; the licensee maintained no formal

"tracking mechanism to ensure that the design changes were in

fact implemented by SWEC or GE; design drawings had improperly

incorporated design changes; site engineering does now. correlate
attachment points of small bore support changes issued on ACN's
with the associated embedment drawing thus resulting in an {nad-
equate engineering. resolution of a nonconforming condition, and
some engineering personnel had not received all the required
formal training classes. ‘
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In summary, ‘the above findings have resulted in a lack of confi-
dence in the design change process. The technical content of
some design changes has been lacking. Inconsistencies have been
detected between FSAR QA requirements and the site issued design
QA categorization. Engineering and QC personnel have not com-
municated to ensure that inspection plans capture the requisite
design.verification attributes as discussed within functional

- areas -B and E. To gain confidence in the engineering products,
further design reviews in the form of Engineering Assurance
audits, Technical FSAR verification, and licensee engineering
overview are necessary. ’

2. Coﬁciusion
‘Category 3, Improving.
3. Board Recommendation

NRC

. Monitor adequacy of design .change documents (85-99-16).
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8. » Region I and IE¥éontinue active monitoring of SWEC Engi-

2% s o

t: % -neering Assurance efforts (85-99-17):

o Condict further inspection of FSAR content versus design
‘documents and monitor FSAR verification process (85-99-18).

. Licensee - :

* Eximine {mplementatfon of IE Bulletin requirements to as-
sure technical resolution of identified problems.

KT ' -, ®.  Perform enhanced verification of drawing {incorporation and
2 5 v exercise greater technical oversight of design change pro-

. é T L cess.
. ﬁ{f ", . _70 - Investigate design {interfaces to ensure proper communica-
Tt . . tion of component QA categorization. .

- o " Conduct sufficient verification of FSAR commitment transla-
' . tion to ensure plant is buflt in accordance with licensing
commitments.

-
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Invesgfgitibns and A11egati6n§:hev1ew

During the -assessment pe}idd;”14 allegations were received of which
7 were unsgbstantiated. The remainder are described below..

Three formal '1nvestfgat{ohs we;e conducted during the assessment

"period. The following allegations were investigated:

'Confroﬁtation between an electrician and electrical QC inspector

regarding PGCC’ electrical termination reviews, remains under
1ngestigation.ﬂ

i!'ar.a_ssment of NMPC QA auditors forl identification of quality

. concerns, remains under investigation.

Harassment of a QC'YZ;pector by. site engineering, remains under

fnvestigation. ] .

Routine 1nspect16n followuo was performed in response to sélected
portions of allegations:

Deficient JCI tubing {fnstallations and other procedural defic-

fencies. The licensee had corrective ac;ions in place in ad-

-dress the concerns.’

NMPC QA lead auditors not properly certified. Inspection sub-
stantiated the validity of the licensee audit findings. The
licensee reviewed all -lead auditor certifications and audit
reports to address deficient certifications.

Concerns that electrical termination bolting hardware could not

* be verified as silicone bronze. The hardware concerns were not

substantfated. However, the lack of communication between QC
supervisors and QC inspectors was apparent.

Alleged improper electrical terminations and bypassed QC hold-
points. The licensee identified instances in which terminations
were performed without the requisite QC inspection and reported
under 10 CFR 50.55(e). The licensee performed reinspections of
bus 2&2_‘material to determine the adequacy of the bolting
material,
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"- == . Audit.findings had been-watered ‘down.between a draft and final
audit-report...The audits {n question were reviewed and a deter-
..mination"made. that -the :technical concerns had been fully {iden-
. ‘tified within the final. report. In addition the licensee sur-,
veillance program had been totally restructured to address the

"

_ noted, deficiencies. . =5, - '
et [ TR L AN S . X ':?‘:' 2 N
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.== : Alleged.that J-bevel-weld preparatfons cannot be inspected by
. QC.x:Determined -that QC.was not provided with radius gauges,
. which were.'subsequently purchased by ITT and {ssued for use.
. :The machining operation resulted in an out of tolerance J-bevel,
; which was found acceptable by engineering. - )
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--. Alleged that the project director intimidated a group of ITT QC

inspectors.. The project director was counseled at length by

_-. . 'NMPC QA.on QA organizatfonal - freedom. - Site directives were

issued with regards to'QA independence. The QC inspectors were

_assured that no retributions were. forthcoming, and they subse-
quently stated their concern was satisfied.

Escalated Enforcement Actions |

-~ As a résblt of a Codsirdction Appfaisa] Team (CAT) inspection con-

. diucted in November ~ December, 1983, which {dentified extensive site

+ quality problems which are discussed in Section IV of this report, an
_ Enforcement Action (EA) was issued on March 20, 1984. The EA con-
;ist?d ‘of _a Notice of Violation, an Order, and a proposed Civil
- Penalty..n. - o i .

. Management Conferences

-
",

‘ In.adaitioh_té the two formal management conferences listed below,
. there were' numerous discussions between NRC management and project
management during the assessment period.’ .

a. February 22, 1984 - A Management meeting was held to discuss the
management reviews that had been performed prior to the CAT
inspection. The planned licensee reorganization was presented.
Additional discussions were held with regards to licensee imple-
mentatfion of corrective actfons in regards to CAT and SALP con-
cerns. )

b. November 14, 1984 - A Management meeting was convened at NRC
request to review the corrective actions implemented in response
to CAT. The results of the third party MAC audit were reviewed,
The development of the site Quality Performance Management Pro-
gram was reviewed. The licensee discussed QA verification ac-
tivities of previously installed hardware relative to the design
documents. Licensee actions to address the site radiography
deficiencies was presented.
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_Construction Def{ciency Reports (CORs).

’ Sixty-five (65) CDR's viere * repor%ed by the 1licensee during the

assessment period. “One was'not reportable according to the licensee.

- Numerous-CDR's were evaluated at length by NMPC and found to not pose

:.ﬂadversexconsequences to-eventual .plant operatfons. However, since

extensive /efforts ‘were expended=to reach those determinations, the

", reports: are ‘still "classified as” 10 CFR 50.55(e) items. These defic-
- fencies“are .1§sted in Table:l1zand.were selectively evaluated and
‘discussed as part’ of the appropriate functiona] area.

. Analysis of the CDR's for causal linkage has resulted in the identi-

fication of the following linked chains'

CDRs 84~00-02 ' 84-00- 06 84-00-29 .84-00-39, 84-00- 49, 84-00-53. The
denoted.. CDR's apply to -the conduct of. deficient weId examinations
through- visual and NDE. The subject welds were found to be not {n

- compliance with_ either the applicable ‘codes or design criteria. The
problems are pervasive in mature and involve both pipe and structural

welding. " The root cause problem was a failure on tne part of the
personnel 1involved in welding and 1nspection to follow applicable
procedures. - . )

‘ 'CDRs 83-00-22 84-00-‘3 84 00-40. 85-00- 03 The 1isted CDRs involve

the fajlure of engineering to adequately account for the effects of a
seismic design basis event.

CDRs 84-00-14, 84-00-18, 84 00-25, 84-00-31 84-00-32, 85-00*)1 Site

_Inspection of electrtca] equipment has 1dent1fied the failure of
equipment ‘Vendors to properly install the internal wiring. Electrical

separation_ vjolations and workmanship deficiencies were involved.

- -
-
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TYDe of Deficiencies ' };i"“uf‘{.

0.

'TR‘ ‘o

ot

Personne] Error.‘..Q.........0...............20
Des‘gn Error...‘l.lQ...........'..........‘.020
Externa] cause.....‘.l.......'.'.“...........7
Defective ProceduresS...ceeeeesicsasessssccessel
Component ‘Faflure.. eeeceecscvecccscsesvenessld
Fabrication 2+ S S S |

wersehl L, e
N e
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AREA

B Coniainment and Other Safety-Re]ated

Systems - %

.Piping Systems and Supports
Safety-Related Components-ﬂechanfcal
Support Systems

Electrical Equipment and Cables
Instrumentation and Control Systems
_Licensing Activities .-

"Project Management/Quality Assurance
Nondestructive Examination :
Engineering .

n'p (
e S
-

a 2

1/A, 1/F

5/A, 3/C,
4/A, 2/8,

3/E

7/A, 2/8,
2/A, 1/8,

1/0
1/A, 1/D
15/8

CAUSE CODE

2/E
1/C, 3/E

2/C, 4/E
1/C, 3/E

R CONSfﬁbd&IONQDEFICIENCY REPORTS CORRELATED BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

NUMBER/
TOTAL
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TABLE 2

el
.)."‘"’

mspecno_mou SUMMARY

g e (10/173 -~ 1/31/85)
& A g * . % of
2L Functfonal Area f;- N Hours Time
‘5'«) A, Containment and other Safety-Re‘lated 788 15
Auaruy - ., Structurest i, .
2+~ ¢+ Bs  Piping Systems and Supports 1103 20
Fry, v.o Co:  Safety:Related Components-Mechanical 382 7
PN A ~D. Support Systems 234 4
_-,f_;'f,{::_--:'{z' E. " Electrical:-Equipment-and Cables 574 11
'i"i" LY F. .~ Instrumentation and Contro‘l Systenms 255 5
bk xd ) Gov Licensing Activities - ——— “-
$wed © He 7, Project’Management/Quality Assurance 896 16
1,;:35“-1 I. aNondestructive Examination . 913 27
SRRy J. . Engineering . 263 5
w7 X Y X -«  Total 5408 100

-
- %

4
"L Bwvcen
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é,fgI A. Containment and other s-fety related 4

We o systems " i3, o

».+ B, Piping systems and supports 8§ 2
%%.».. C.  Safety Related Components-Mechanical 1

2i:»  D.  Support Systems .

575 E. Electrical Equipment and Cables .

#3 7 F. Instrumentation and Control Systems 1 1
" G. Licensing Activities '
& .t He Project Management/Quality Assurance i 4
.23, I, Nondestructive Examination g 1
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55 Vio?ation'comgosed of deficiencies within Areas A-E, H,I and J
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s R . TABLE 3
i s d: " ENFORCEMENT ‘DATA (1071/83 = 1/31/85)
O BN T ey

" A .Numbeﬁ‘hnd‘Sé@eéfté.[e;el of Violations'

. - Severfity Level I - O
.. Severity Level II "1
. Severity Level III O
L. Severfity Level IV °16

’ : Severity Level V 5

S Deviation - - - 0

W T < Ty,

e P 'ig"

f“ . -..'. ‘."‘;" )
9. 7, B - Violation ‘correlated by Functional:Area
.:.'.;, .);': » - . . .« s :g. ... - K . «

.
e % et e *
S

R R A ... Severity Levels
EE " Functfonal Areas : I I III 1v v

’:T;_g, Engineering ]
L E TOTALS . 1573

.
0t a*

** Two Single violations composed of multiple examples within two areas, total
of 17 Severity Level IV violations actually {issued.
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f%; -1 “Inspection;s:, Severity™ Functional ;.
%t -.. Report'No.r7x ;' __Level Area " - Violatfon
’ o ‘1'83f§6 N .:(., Iv.© ' B ~  "Nonconforming support welding
. L ' e accepted by quality, control
S . Co
'83-18" e 1 : H Deficiencies with conduct of
R ST inspection activities,deficient
Y o w radiography program, lack of
A S R A A . licensee oversight audits,
gmar T ComeT document control problems.
;Aii' " " 84-017 " I B Final inspected supports do
< ‘ w7 . . not conform 'to design criterja
?ﬁ: - - v H o Inadequate {mplementation of
C | e site procedures for handling of
C N . .- ".potential construction
S, a - i deficiency reports
'Eﬁi;n . 84-02 ' IV . H - " Incorrect nonconformance report
e . ] ‘ : .form {s use
§ﬁ~'7 "+ 84=05 ('} J . Equipment in Category I plant areas
WL . .- not seismically designed.
ey "53;31'84-06 v F ' Weld material not properly
ﬁ?fiz‘*"-lfh oo controlled
2R 1 A Post inspection rework not
W et T : : controlled for structural steel

IV A/B  Inadequate inspection of
structural steel connnections and
of pipe support attachment thread
engagement

T 1v A . Inadequate structural steel
i {nspection status system,

IV A Deficient primary containment
housekeeping and fire prevention
measures

84-08 v I Radfograph reader sheets did not
document {nterpretation of linear
indication
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:sg*ﬁl;:f Inspection ~+" Severfty Functional LT :
LS Regort No..: - ""__Level: Area - Violation
At ﬁhﬁtﬁéxélf ,': B U I - Radiograph identified containing
. R N T rejectable 1inear indication
S e e Ty I Weld violated minimum wall’
i, L o thickness requirements’
oo '84=09 " " © v IV _H . Inadequate application of
o e . . corrective action to lower
AR N . trended reject rates
SEDTL e , v 1 Electrical penetration welds
z;_;\;;‘ ) . e - not properly examined
Ffif€f - 8411 - L B Whip restraint installation
Wi e T . ) hold points by-passed
e v J Inadequate control over
O R promulgation of design change
ol R . .. inforwation
- 84-13 ' 1V c Inadequate thread engagement
) . of strainer top bolts
o v B ’ Failure to maintain control
‘ ﬂ . of field {ssued weld rod
. . ‘ material
. 84-18 v L : R Excessive internal particulate
. ) contamination of piping system
. . " - and {nadequate preventive
) PR | maintenance measures
. ' Iv F Undersized welds on
instrument rack
84-19 Iv B - Excessive gap behind pipe
support baseplate
w F Undersized weld on
E ) instrument tubing support
. v H Lack of corrective action
. to preclude further damage to

Ve instrument tubing lines

o







3§#- S Inspectfon : Sever{ty Functional o
7, "o Report No. Leve!l Area « - Violation

:2-~.; s o . X 8 pre'support fnstallation not
Eele e o performed {n accordance with

® i~
B 1 ing direct
.. b ﬂ engineer{ng directfve
= Py T A
Lot « %o
. e’ [P
1 . » 3 € -
- -
~ e vy e M .
S,os N
. . - ;: w . ..
» - N . -
= . L)
.
. .
. « R
v
. » »
. .
- ey, = LI ~
. . . " -
' y L + -
.
» 3 » »
., <
yo ¥ 4 PR -
.. -
» - ! . .
.l .
Dos s LA
- L]
. b
»
-
.
v
B
>
-
v . .
- » .
» - .
. -
-
b "
-
. »
.
. e h
.
.
«* .
-
& ¢ .
*
-
.
v
. -
"
o
., .
.
fer”
‘
LLE
>,
) v
‘
"
’ ¥
.
.
f .







x,. L N“” e rg q"u :qu&*y’t—zq*w 1 SO ST SN T SRS, O S S g Y e

e CER v 2Tl o et u:mww‘w YL

t_’ :‘.‘ % n‘f”'*"’j Wﬂ?“c” ’355{@*3 “w’i %%w}\#h o €53

4 A
‘fe'{ H rz-'_\" 35 00, s

3‘& hr:':v " [ . -.'.' ‘.,.
i R 5 . '- .'"--"’"f' "‘.'*'- .
a.n t xr""--\ ';._ % i".lf:s'if - ,‘"-‘:. ': 43 :.
2 -:'“ _"'. “',5‘ . .: .: I ‘4. R : ;‘g:..’,ﬁ e::- . :':: . . - ]
VLS d T v - TABLE 3 .
Joln e INSPECTION REPORT ACTIVITIES (10-1- 83-1/31/85)
R L ‘,;_.»_; - . NINE MILE POINT, UNIT z
A _INSPECTION : L
P 3:,*“-'1, "_ REPORT.,..~. . = INSPECTION S R AREAS
w3 3 NUMBER* L HOURS - . . INSPECTED
s ﬁ:@fﬁf' 5 83 13 ' 14 - Regional:Environmental protection
ot : ;;.B o program
\' 83415:: ", 28 Regional: Electrical cables, motor
¢ Lo i control centers and QA records
. -83-16 ° . 184 Resident: Equipment turnover,
) piping, pipe support, reactor
building enclosure, CRD piping,
A L. . - .~ fire protection, instrumentation
A ~ : . QA program
r f:« ,?_ J 83-17 o . 166 "Resident: RPV storage, hydraulic
P B S control unit installation, piping,
‘; SRSt . : - pipe supports, welder
g;- PR PO . . qualification, HVAC systems
%;E : 83-18 . . ﬁ 1920 1&E Hdq CAT fnspection: welding,
La - NDE, electrical, structural/civil,
K ' . . QA, mechanical ,
éﬁﬁnf}fum " gs-01 ¢ . 176 -. Resident: pipe supports, diesel
BT : generator cranes, reactor vessel
LA . - internals, QA program
84-02 , 2 - .RegionaI: Cables, switchgear and
QA records
84-03 28 Management meeting on licensee
) corrective actions for CAT
findings
84-04 36 ) Regional: Concrete anchor bolts

and structural steel welding

84-05 122 Resident: Electrical terminations,
piping, pipe supports, QA
surveillances, contractor audits,
design control of non-safety
related items suspended over
safety related equipment
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ceT INSPECTION AREAS
HOURS - INSPECTED
237 Res{dent: Structural steel, weld

. material control, pipe supports,
A housekeeping, post inspection
- rework control

31 Regfonal: Large and Small bore
pipe supports

662 . Regional: NDE van {inspection of
ASME and structural weldments by
independent examination

o 179 . * Resident: Corrective action
T ¥ . programs, electrical penetrations,
S pipe whip restraints, component
5 supports
ool . 30 Regional: Pre-operational security
s o : inspection
ot - 84-11 196 Resident: Document control,

containment supports, design
change installation, equipment
preventiva maintenance

R.
R
‘l'

T A VTR 3
SORNEG
‘g§}§3.ﬁ
e A

4

{3
~

84-12

. 84-13 114 "*~." " Resident: Design change control,
s ) revetment ditch, pre-op personnel -

o qualifications, hydrotests,
preventive maintenance, standby
l1iquid control system, weld filler
metal control

Cancelled
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25
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G¥; : 84-14 34 Regional: Welder qualifications,
|} [ welding, welding records

g

ﬁﬁ&; 84-15 202 Resident: Electrical cable
- oM separation, containment

o penetrations, diesel generator

" modifications

84-16 6 Regional: Radiological Control

staffing
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___HOURS

e

.'30 .

707

239

26

- . _AREAS
- INSPECTED

Regioﬁa]:'ﬁﬁfeiy related

equipment, {nstallation,
{nspection of equipment,
preventive maintenance

Regfonal: Construction:Team
Inspection, project management,QA,
design control, welding, NDE,
electrical,mechanical, structural/

ceivil - -
_Resident: MSIV cladding

operations, instrument tubing and
support, small bore pipe supports,
ITT pipe supports, concrete
expansion anchors

Management meeting on licensee

. corrective actions to CAT and site
-radiography program

Regfonal: Preoperation Adminfstra-
tive controls
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PJ 1..~ NRR-Licensee Heetings

Lt . "\‘Q.\

K .“.hn ‘A large nunber_ of meetings were held with the applicant In Bethesda to

o meeting summaries.
s‘ - - ,-., . ‘ ‘

.t 2. NRR stits and Audits

0¥ pesolve and/or discuss staff concerns. The meetings are documented within

Structural. site visit and audit at Stone & wbbster design office
Mechanical audit at Stone & Webster design office

Instrumentation and Control visit to General Electric design office

Auxiliary Systems site visit
Reactor Systemswvsite visit
Sccond environmental site vfsjt

s

5 3. Licensing Document Issued

Draft Envifpnmental Statement

¢ .
7 Oraft Safety Evaluatfon Report

y )

’ X Safety Evaluation Report

P .

ry 4. Applicant Responses

'i? VI Responses to request for informatfon in the safety and environmental areas
. Letters and FSAR updates to respond to DSER concerns .

[ Comments to the DES '







