‘1 o . QS NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSI’
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
- REGION V
Qaport No. _ 50-397/81-10 ‘
Docket No. en_207 License No. _ rppp-03 Safeguards Group
License?: Washington Public Power Supply System '
P. 0. Box 968

Richland, Washington 99352

Facility Name: i i -

Inspection at: _ yNp-2 Site, Benton County, Washington

Inspection conducted: May 1-31, 1981
Inspectors: _4f< ﬂ,d«/p@«,@/ fos ’ 7///3/
A. D. Toth . - 7 Date Signed

Senior Resident Inspector

Date Signed

v/4/3/

/" Ddte Signed

8... K000

R. T. Dodds, Chief Date Signed
Reactor Projects Section 2
Reactor Construction Projects Branch

Summary :

Insbection during the period of May 1-31, 1981 (Report No. 50-397/81-10)

Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection of licensee and contractor
activities to re-evaluate and improve detailed work methods. The inspection

involved 164 inspector-hours on-site by the .resident inspector, and 31 hours
by a regional office inspection supervisor.

Results: No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.
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DETAILS

1. Persons.Contacted

Washington Public Power Supply System (VIPPSS)

W. C. Bibb, Project Manager

C. S. Carlisle, Deputy Program Director e
*M. A. Clinton, Project Engineering Management Specialist, Systems Turnover
C. L. Fies, Management Specialist

J. Garvin, Quality Assurance Engineering and Systems Manager
Glasscock, Quality Assurance Director
Harness, F1e1d Engineering Manager
Harrold, Engineering Division.Manager
Ho]mberg, Deputy Project. Manager, Engineering

Johnson, Proaect Qua11ty Assurance Manager

Ke1tner, Ass1stant,Construct1on Manager
Matlocék, Program, Director A g
McCork1e, Team Leader #1. RCSW%
. Bastry,,Deputy Proaect Manager,;Systems Turnover
Spence, - Qua11ty‘Assurance,Records Supervisor
Tellefson;;Management. Spec1a1qst“‘

Timmons,: Director, Contract 215: Engineering
. Wells,, Deputy Eroaect Manager;ﬁConstruct1on

,‘;qﬁﬂ. h;.“«‘,w*‘n\-

Burns_and Roe, Inc (B&R)* n\<‘c ffﬁ

Lo Good Field: Eng1neer1ng Manager h iy
J. B. Mahoney, Resident Group SUperv1sor, Piping and Pipe Supports
R. E. Powe, Audit Supervisor s

*D. L. Smedley, Quality Assurance Engineer

H. R. Tuthill, Assigtant,Qua1ity Assurance Manager

.
.

.

.

*
G)OL:W)O;UZ;UWF-'UW

%

Wright-Schuchart-Harbor/Boecon Corp./General Energy Resources, Inc. (WBG)

K. Bishop, Office Engineering Manager

M. H. Brenner, Manager, Quality Assurance

R. Clouse, Project Construction Manager

R. J. D'Amato, Deputy Project Manager, Reactor Qutside
G. Schroder, Quality Assurance Supervisor

R. T. Scott, Project General Manager

R. Walters, Engineering Supervisor, Reactor Qutside

P. Webster, Procurement Quality Manager

S. Y. Young, Corporate Audit Manager

Bechtel Power Corporation

D. K. Cosgrove, Quality Assurance Engineer

E. E. Felton, Construction Manager

C. D. Headrick, Project Quality Control Manager
*M, J. Jacobson, Project Quality Assurance Manager
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*D. R. Johnson, Quality Control Manager
P. E. Lindstrom, Project Field Engineering Manager
T. W. Mangelsdorf, Project Manager

Johnson Controls Incorporated (JCI)

T. Bastyr, Project Manager
The following NRC Region V management personnel were also on-site:

R. T. Dodds, Chief of Reactor Projects Section #2, Reactor Construction
Projects Branch (May 28-31)
R. C. Haynes, Deputy Director (May 20-21)

*Denotes principal personnel present at the monthly summary management
meeting. Also, the WPPSS QA Manager met weekly with the resident in-
spector to discuss status of licensee activities and NRC findings. In
addition to the persons identified above, the inspector also routinely
interviewed construction, engineering, and quality assurance staffs of
the licensee, engineer, and the contractors' on-site organizations.

oL
‘ o

Project Personnel

T

Within the Burns & Roe site organization, Mr. A. I. Cygelman assumed the
position of Engineering Manager. 'Within the mechanical contractor's
organization (WBG), Mr. R. Clouse, has resumed his former position of
Construction Manager, coordinating.construction functions between the
three recently assigned Deputy Project Managers: Mr. K. Bishop has been
assigned as Office Engineering Manager. - Mr. V. Williams has been assigned
as Quality Control Supervisor.’ L |

L

General R M e pen .
Jeneral ”“ R s, ,

IS TV A
The resident inspector was on-site Mdy 1, 4:8, :11-16, 18-22, and 26-31,
1981. During this period, the inspector’ cohtinued examination of daily
activities of the licensee, the-architectZengineer, and the mechanical
contractor, concerning efforts:to re-evalgpte‘gnd improve detailed work
methods. Attendance at meetings),’ examination of Correspondence, and
interview of personnel at all organizational levels was involved. The
inspector sought to ascertain the scope, criteria, personnel, data base,
conclusions, and corrective actions involved in the implementation of the
commitments in the WPPSS July 17, 1980 reply to the.NRC 10 CFR 50.54 (f)
mnquiry. " E

The Region V Deputy Director was on-site May 20-21 to discuss the WPPSS
phase-two preliminary plan for reverification of completed safety-related
work. A draft of this plan had been provided to the Regional Office by
WPPSS management for information and comment earlier in May.
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The resident inspector's supervisor, Chief of Project Section #2, was
on-site May 28-31 to review the activities of the resident 1nspector, and
review status of the licensee evaluation efforts relative to.restart of
safety -related work by the mechanical contractor. This supervisor assisted
in the review of licensee actions on those NRC :inspection findings which
are documented in IE Investigation Report Number 50-397/80-08. (This
supervisor had been the NRC team leader for ¢he investigation documented
in that inspection report.)
l>‘~[’ fr’f 3;\
4. Bechtel Transition Act1v1t1esg oy, h ;‘” .

’
[ 4

In its role as systems complet1on contractor, BechteT w1ﬂ1,be procuring
supplies from the mechanical. contractor WBG .- Dur1ng thgsfper1od the
1nspector inquired into the read1ness of WBG to" interface“with Bechtel
in this regard. Neither BechteTX‘MPPSS nor WBG cou]d’asSUre that required
WBG control procedures were in p1ace ‘Subsequent]y,*WBG Jdssued a Quality
Assurance Instruction wh1ch brﬁefly descr1bes hoW‘re]ease of ‘materials to
Bechtel is to be accompi1shéd CbE as\r,, ) ,;kg,.g;‘n\ ;WVJfﬂ

_\kfﬂ, y »,.Et ’\‘” o
In its role as construct1onﬁmanager,’Bechte1 has been requ1red by WPPSS
to use the WPPSS project 1nterface ‘control procedures (Proaect Management
Instructions). Accordingly,’. these ane be1ng reviewed and revised to in-
clude the Bechtel functions and the newi: “ipterfaces. During this revision
phase, the instructions are also, béing eva]uated for incorporations of

performance indicators and peérformance standards.

5. WNP-2 Quality Awareness Program

= ‘ rx

WPPSS has instituted a quality awareness program, with a stated objective
to create and maintain a sensitivity toward quality and its relation to ,
project completion. The WPPSS employee newsletter (Newsline May 18, 1981)
has advertised that a "Hotline" is available for concerned site personne]
when they don't believe their own in house management has been responsive
to their problem. Additionally, professionally developed posters have been
posted on-site in the contractor work areas. Permanent weather/tamper

‘resistant poster display cabinets are scheduled for erection throughout

, the site to advertise the hotline, and encourage quality awareness amongst
craft and profess1ona1 personnel. The hotline program includes provision
for callers to remain ananymous or to be notified of the results of followup
investigation of their concern. The inspector interviewed the hotline
-coordinator, examined the message phone, and verified the stated posting
at the main entrance of the office of the mechanical contractor. The
coordinator stated that further similar measures are planned in the future.
The inspector considers these actions as positive steps to prevent future
deliberate or inadvertant suppress1on of qua11ty probTems

6. :~Functioning Of The' 'WPPSS-TasKc Forces

. ; Task Force II continues to function as generally described in the licensee
July 17, 1980 reply to the NRC 10 CFR 50.54 (f) inquiry. Task Force II
activities are predominantly confined to reviews to assure that contractor
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work methods are adequate for assuring compliance with conditions of the
construction permit.

Hardware reinspection activities and record reviews have not yet started;
however, some planning activities are underway and a preliminary reinspection
approach has been drafted. The WPPSS management provided a copy of this
draft to the NRC Region V office this month for information and comment.
During a site visit on May 21, 1981 an NRC Regional Office management rep-
resentative provided recommendations to WPPSS management relative to this
draft. It was agreed that WPPSS would formally submit the general plan in
conjunction with updating of the particular commitments delineated in the
July 17, 1980 WPPSS reply to the NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f) inquiry.

Task Force III activities involve review and strengthening of management
systems, including those of the contractors. This also includes dissem-
ination of lessons learned at WNP-2 to the other WPPSS projects. The in-
spector was advised this period that the site QA managers at the different
sites are exchanging copies of future reports to NRC of 10 CFR 50.55(e)
items. ‘

Limited Work Restart Authorizations o on

The 1nspector examined work Jrestart authorizations, 1ssued to the site
contractors in May. For each such authorization' he verified that it was
reviewed by the project QA organization, and the RCSW -as appropriate to
its scope. He ascertained that the particular work released was commen-
surate with the status of the WPPSS*eva1uat1ons of detailed work methods
and corrective action plans, as described in the WPPSS-July 17, 1980 reply
to the NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f) inquiry. «The following work re1ease items were
reviewed (WPPSS records of 'the c1rcumstances of these releases will be
available on-site for future exam1nat1on by NRC 1nspectors )e
& 7oy

a. Mechanical Contractor (215) - rece1v1ng 1nspect1on. (ref WNP2WBG-

215-F-81-1286, and F-81- 4503) T

b. Mechanical Contractor (215) - removal of one skin-plate and concrete
for inspection of sacrificial shield wall internal structure. (ref.
WNP2WBG-215-F-81-1306, PED-215-CS-A347, and NCR-6685)

¢. Mechanical Contractor (215) - removal of ASTM-A588 material from
the sacrificial shield wall to determine the NDT properties. (ref.
WNP2WBG-215-F-81-1243)

Restart of Work by the Mechanical Contractor

The mechanical contractor has been working on non-safety related (Quality
Class II) systems and structures since the end of the labor dispute in
November 1980, However, there has been no Quality Class I installation
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work since June 1980, except for the one repair girth weld on the sacrificial
shield wall, as specifically approved by NRC in January 1981.

In May 1981, the work restart reviews have been essentially completed for
remaining weld repairs -on the sacrificial shield wall, installation of
pipe supports, and installation of piping. The inspector interviewed the
WBG Project General Manager and examined the level V work schedule. This

provides detailed planning of work, and shows that only four two-man crews

are scheduled to perform work on safety-related hangers during the first
weeks following WBG receipt of the WPPSS restart release. This appears
consistant with the WPPSS independent review team recommendation for a
slow restart effort. Although the WBG training program is in the process
of major change at this point (based upon experience the past few months)
the program content, approach, and resources appear sufficient to support
this initial Timited effort. :

WPPSS Reevaluation of Detailed Work Methods and Corrective Action Plans

for Restart of Work on Mechanical System Hangers, Piping, and Sacrificial

Shield Wall e

5
The mechanical contractor (WBG) and the Supply System (WPPSS) have been
engaged in review and improvement;'of “detailed work methods ‘and establishment/
implementation of corrective action plans since August-1980. <fhis' effort

has reached culmination at thé.end of May 1981, for most:aspects$-of the

scope of work under this contractor (see paragraph 8, above) .. . This status

¥

is represented by the following:  ~ = . e
iy ' " Ny : ﬂ_ Lqﬂl(‘h’ .

N »1."‘;!‘ o o .
The contractor has completed his deficiency trendipg: reViews and
modified his proceduresvgccordinglyg’” “f “n—'gﬂ;)‘dwﬂgq

(278 kA Ty Tt y g
w o KN ey PR AR A
The WPPSS RCSW task fofce, has, reviewed the contractors' procedures
and deficiency reviews aqﬂgissued_ﬁtshﬁpur volumes<sumpary . report.

AR Ly pdoen Y :. ‘ i ‘,f":mq C
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The WPPSS/BRI Project Quality ‘Asstrance (PQA)‘orggnjzatﬁqn‘has re-
viewed the RCSW report and independent]y probed specific.items and
generated actions requiringirgsolutig?“jw”

ron

o I

¢

The WPPSS Independent Review Team has completed its review of the
RCSW report and the PQA report and has independently probed specific
items and generated action items requirjng\reso{ution.

The above evaluation results have been provided to the WNP-2 Program
Director and his immediate staff for consideration and disposition,

and the consequent corrective action plans and work restart constraints
have been defined in a work release conditional memorandum to the
WNP-2 Program Director. ‘
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The WNP-2 Project Manager withheld authorization of .associated
Quality Class I WBG work restart, pending NRC review of the above
reevaluation results and corrective action plans. .

The corrective action plans#and resolution of the principal NRC
findings were finalized and provided to NRC about May 28, 1981.

Separate WPPSS activities have resulted in achievement of corrective
action plans for most of. the forty findings delineated in NRC investi-

- gation report 50-397/80-08 (June 1980 period). Corrective action
information was®in many.cases not presented to the NRC inspectors
until May 30-31, 1981.

The Ticensee has also identified data relative to disposition of
several questionsxpresented.byzthe‘resident inspector on April 29,

. 1981., Final items were presented.to the inspector for consideration
about;Miy‘g§;“1981. T

o LA
AT i v
AR 1
PRI

- : J ey T ' . I s
The licensee ggqgésted early review,of “the above results, based
upon, the intimate “involvenient 'of ‘the NRC, resident inspector during

v w-J o b+ ft, . [ - L g le
the formulative stages-of thegkpfohmatlon§
BN . “ ‘«,.“ ER ¥

A
o

The in-process compilation. of thie above information and the review actions
in-progressﬁhayg,been available to the NRC Senior Resident Inspector in an
open and coopth;jvé‘mannqr through the: August 1980 to May 1981 period.

To respond;to: the licensee schedule goals, NRC regional office management

visiteqftﬁganRrZ;ﬁite May 28-31 to provide“a timely overview of the above
results and assistance and coordination.with the resident inspector.

The resident inspector and the regional office management concluded that

the licensee reevaluations and corrective plan development were in accordance
with the commitments of the licensee as stated in the July 17, 1980 reply

to the NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f) dinquiry. They also concurred with the licensee's
conclusion that the corrective actions taken, and implementation of those
planned, provide reasonable assurance that the future work by the mechanical
contractor would be controlled in, an adequate manner to assure substantial
compliance with the construction permit. Confirming documentation was
delivered to the licensee on May 31, 1981.

Adquacy of WBG Work Procedures

Various site personnel commented to the inspector, or in the review records
reviewed by the inspector, regarding the workability of the revised WBG
procedures. The .tone of such comments were-initially generally negative,
concluding that the work procedures were very difficult to use. There were
some positive comments regarding the comprehensiveness of the procedures

and the confidence in that applicable code/standards/specification require-
ments were now included. The negative comments were particularly considered
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by the inspector in view of the licensee's commitments for detailed work
methods improvements.

The procedures under discussion had been subject to various WBG and WPPSS
studies to improve them, including:(a) reduction of redundancy between
procedures, (b) increasing cross references for flow path continuity, (c)
incorporation of applicable codes/standards/specification requirements,
(d) incorporation of requirements to prevent recurrence of implemenation
problems experienced in the past, and (e) syntax clarifications. Also,
attempts wereg made to include requirements which would facilitate review/
acceptance of previously installed work which may have been governed by
overly restrictive requirements. Some of these objectives were in conflict,
and resulted in procedures ‘which were apparently thorough, but complicated.
This was coupled with a training program which required that each person
would be trained to each applicable procedure in a formal classroom environ-
ment, and be required to-pass an examination relative to the procedures,
prior to being assigned to work.” For some personnel, such individual train-
ing was requiredyfor twenty or ‘more:procedures. The results included a
general consensus “that the bﬁpcedures were ."complex" and "unworkable".
Eventually this message réhghga'pojh WBG and WPPSS management, who appeared
to understand the issue andﬁtheEgiffiqu1ties§jpvolved. This management
supported further efforts 'to laddress the'sj;uation, while effecting further
changes to incorponate résolutions to! reviewers.comments. Such efforts
included trial walk thru. of.the procedurés.by quality control inspectors,
and incorporation ofﬁexpenjenceﬁcompjled during use of the procedures in
Quality Class II work alreddy underway.i -
I | ‘&\;‘;\\\B,‘,,: L *45 1{" b, o »'.*c:{"?
However, as late as'mid*May 1981 this* Situation had not yet been resolved.
During the inspector’s routine review of :sjte correspondence files he
identified a WBG, Tetter WBGWNP2-215-81-4903 (dated May"11,1981) which re-
iterated concerns on this matter. Infthe context of other subjects, the WBG
Project General'Manager stated that the Pprocedures "are unworkable, create
deficiencies, and are ofteﬁtimes referred to as .an over commitment (that
can't be met)". Because of,the imminent WPPSS request for NRC concurrence
for work restart authorization, this summarizing comment was of particular
concern to WPPSS and to the inspector. Subsequent interview of this manager
revealed that he did not know of any specific procedural steps which would

. clearly create deficiencies, but rather was referring to his perception of

the natural consequence of complex instructions. He identified his followup
letter WBGWNP2-215-81-4947 (dated May 21, 1981) which discusses the revised
WBG training program which will .involve highlighting of critical items,
counseling, provision of procedure reading rooms in the work areas, and
general policy to permit crafts to take the time to review procedures in
these reading rooms. This followup correspondence indicates that these
measures should "make the procedures understandable, thus simplifying
complex procedural requirements.” It also emphasizes the intent "toward
retention of critical requirements” by the participant. A related WBG
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Project General Manager internal memorandum (PGM-260 dated May 15, 1981)
particularly instructs the training coordinator relative to this approach.

A secondary issue was also directed to the attention of the inspector.

This involved documented management statements that the new procedures
could only be used for new work, and could not be used to d1spos1t1on
part1a11y completed work: S1nce the majority of work remaining involves
pipe supports which are partially complete, the inspector 1nvest1gated

the va11d1ty of these remarks. Hesinterviewed WBG field éngineers who
were -compiling work packages for Tew and. partially complete pipe supports,
and reviewed the! in prepprat1on work? packages for two typical supports.

It became clear that the, d1ff1cu1t1essarose when attempts were made to
develope .the requ1red ¥cledn work package" for the construction crews;

WBG walk downs of the partially complete supports in most cases revealed
discrepant as ‘built cond1t1ons.‘ The new procedures simply did not provide
the WBG Field: Eng1neers the flexibility to d1spos1t1on the matters within
the limits of: ‘construction: to]erances provided in the procedures. However,
this apparent1y|d1d fhot. 1mpose “impyracticalities in performing subsequent
physical worky ‘once the resolution of the existing discrepancies was agreed
with the arch1tect engineer, (Burns & Roe)

The 1nspector considers that comments by various involved individuals

were insufficiently. specific: to conclude that the procedura] complexities
will necessarily be detrimental to accomplishment of work in accordance
with applicable requirements. Such comments characteristically ignored
the off-setting improvements described above. The inspector finds the
allegations inherent in some of the comments to be unsubstantiated, and
unsupportable in view of specific corrective measures being taken by WBG
management.

Pipe Hanger Design Changes

The inspector examined WBG work packages for pipe supports which had pre-
viously been partially complete. On Quality'Class I erection drawing
number RHR-958N the inspector identified a signed, dated, and stamped
design change notation by a Burns & Roe field engineer. The change involved .
acceptance of an anchor bolt with 7-% inch embed depth on plate-detail #8.
The Ticensee representative subsequently demonstrated to the inspector
that the engineer had taken the proper action to recalculate the effect of
;he reduced bolt depth against the original design calculation record
8.16.8A4.

The Tlicensee identified that the practice of making direct notations on
the hanger drawings was covered by a draft procedure WNP-2-017.1, which
had not yet been approved on May 21, 1981. The licensee engineering
representative notified the Burns & Roe Resident Group Supervisor, who
immediately issued Memorandum #F-81-4639 instructing the field engineer
to cease implementation of the draft procedure pending its approval and
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12.

comp1et1on of proper training. He also instructed the field eng1neer to
review the work that he had performed under the draft procedure to assure
acceptability. The immediate cease and desist type action by the licensee
appeared to be sufficient.

The use of the unapproved procedure for handling the minor changes did

not appear consistant with the quality assurance program requirements,
however the inspector could identify no adverse impact from the actions
taken. However, the inspector identified the field engineer's review of
his own prior work as an unacceptable mode of verification. Additionally,
at the exit meeting on May 22, 1981 the WPPSS representative incorrectly
notified the inspector that Quality Class I items had not been involved

in such changes to date. In response to the inspector's concerns, the
Burns & Roe Resident Group Supervisor issued an informal May 27, 1981
memorandum to B & R qualjty assurance organization. This document identified
all hanger drawings modified under the unapproved procedure, and the super-
visor's intent to review each of 22 Quality C1ass I hanger drawings in

this group for structural adequacy.

The inspector noted that the draft procedure prov1ded a mechanism for
achieving rapid minor field changes, by by- -passing the formal Project
Eng1neer1ngWD1rect1ve%(PED) system defined in Burns & Roe procedure
WNP-2-017. (1t:conf1nes ‘the use' of PED's to major changes only). The
WPPSS, RCSWztask forceacomm1tted to review this new procedure for com-
pat1b111ty;w1th ‘the yBG;nonconformance»contro], as-built, and document
control, procedureSapr1or$to work restart? ¥ The committed actions resolved
the - 1nspector §.Concerns: A iug‘,, " "“\‘1?

a\ﬂl ‘v

Contro] osteneral Def1c1ency Correct1ve Act1ons

[PAAd 2 .t
During theoAugugi ﬂ980”to Aprgf\1981.per1od the mechanical contractor
(NBG) has performed éxtensive comp11at1ons and trend analysis of the
varioué documented deficiencies .associated with his contract. This in-
cluded fjnst Tine. inspectioi. reports, anterna] nonconformance reports,
internal elevated corrective actipn'reports, licensee issued corrective
action reports, internal audit findings, external audit findings, and
NRC inspection findings. ..+ Grouping of the various deficiency documents
revealed general questions regarding the adequacy of installed work, such
that corrective actions required would involve specific reinspection or
document review actions for entire groups of hardware. The contractor
developed seven Special Requirements Checklists (SRC) and a governing
procedure QAI-002, to assure performance of the reinspection/review actions
for.each item. The controls include placing the applicable SRC into each -
work package, to be accomplished before the work package can be considered
complete for turnover to the licensee. Accomplishment of these SRC's was
also conditional for preparation of ASME partial form N-5 certifications
for turnover to the Bechtel systems completion function.

The licensee issued memorandum WNP2WBG-215-F-81-1285 dated May 21, 1981
to prohibit revision or deletion of the seven specific SRC's unless
concurred with by the owner. This action was to assure that any changes
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involving commitments to NRC are identified and opportunity provided for
WPPSS notification to NRC.

The licensee is also in the process of compiling all commitments
established for the project (all contractors), so as to provide these

to Bechtel, for use during future Construction Manager functions. The
licensee representatives advised that the commitment tracking function
will then be assigned to Bechtel. The data compilation will include the
data associated with the SRC's, and commitment control constraints will
involve WPPSS concurrences. The licensee advised that the SRC's may be
further refined for integration with the systems turnover function to be
administered by Bechtel after June 1, 1981. At this time the in-place
corrective action plan controls described above appear to be adequate to
support restart of work by the mechanical contractor. The subsequent
Bechtel quality assurance program implementation will be subject 40 NRC
routine inspection activities.

AWS Welding Code Deviations

During routine inspection activities the inspector identified that the
engineer (Burns & Roe) had obtained an interpretation from an individual
on an AWS committee, apparently utilizing this as a basis for action.

The interpretation took the form of a teéletype, and included the usual
AWS disclaimer; i.e. AWS is not an:enforcement agency, and the owner is
free to deviate from theicode, uiless-. otherwise prohibited by law or an
applicable regulatory body.* The inspector cha]Jéﬁged,ahyﬁsuchxdeviations
as being deviations from FSARfcgmmitmént;,:andfreqﬁesxedjthéllicensee to
identify all such cases and ;Qntrd]éatpfassureg%hatqsuﬁh%deviations do
not occur without commensuratngSAR'?dh§ideraﬁignszﬁN§ e

\'\,{Va’ L ‘tA“}'hr‘"kf" ‘1’{ .’t’ A i

LN N | o
The licensee identified two 1@£¥ef§%KNQVember‘10gf1976‘aﬁH-Jgnuary 11, 1979)
and three teletypes (September'10,(1980, November 6, 1980, and January 12,
1981) from the AWS committees,.along With" an ‘evaluation ’of qgtﬁ. Four of
these appeared to be simpJeﬁinterpreta;jons,;bnd“ndt*deviations from the
code. The January, 11, 1979?3t@m involved usesof ‘weld electrode smaller
than shown' in the AWS D].14191phragraph39.28m1]&2,f0r“we1ajﬁbfof studs.
There was no deviation from specified ‘weld size on‘design drawings. Work
involved the fuel pool liner and downcomer bracing embeds.

£} " i
Existing Burns & Roe procedure WNP-2-012 includes provisions to assure
review of design changes relative to FSAR commitments. There appeared to
be no consequence from the one questionable case noted above, and neither
it nor the other cases appeared sufficiently significant to involve an
FSAR deviation or item of noncompliance.: v :

K

Licensee Action On.Previous NRC Inspection Findings

The WPPSS QA organization has continued assignment of personnel with full
time duties for followup on previous and current NRC inspection findings.
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These individuals are address1ng each issue with the responsible contractor.
For each item, the QA _engineer prepares a checklist for evaluation of the
contractors' corrective action scope, actions to preclude recurrence, and
detailed verification checkpoints. After verification of implementation

of the corrective actions, the QA engineer compiles supporting data and
maintains the material for review by the NRC inspector.

During the month of May,ythe Ticensee has temporarily ass1gned four more
senior 1nd1v1dua1s to work-at- ach1ev1ng resolution or ‘action plans for
previous " NRG . Jinspection f1nd1ngs. :This intensive effort is oriented to
exped1t1ng‘reso1ut1on of‘the outstanding problem backlog at WNP-2 as de-
scribed..in the: WPPSS‘July 17; 1980 ‘reply’ to the NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f) inquiry
and assoc1ated Ju1y¢18 1980”w0rk restart review requirement. During this
per1od seVera1 1tems were 1dent1f1ed to',the resident inspector as having
correct1vefact1ons comp]eted to-. WPPSS&sat1sfact1on The inspector's super-
Visor was. ons1¢e May-28- 31'to ass1st in review of this data. These NRC
personne] cons1dered the ol]owmng atems with the conclusions noted below:

N
a. (C]osed)’Noncomp11ance (397/80 08 02)
i ! ‘he ' % 8'\1\
Fa11ure to _maintain records of,surveys of a supplier of ASME Class 1
. material.”” The records’ cou]d not identify the reason for disqualifying
thel supp11er, nor the d1sposLt1on of material procured from the supplier,
Pugé% Sound P1pe
The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 8, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-4896. To avoid a similar situation for
future work, it describes initiation of procedures QAP-364 and 365, which
improve control over approved vendor 1ists and source inspection/
surveillance. The WBG purchasing group has reviewed all quality
procurement and receiving documents pertaining to Puget Sound Pipe
and Supply Company since the inception of Contract 215. The comparison
of purchase order items to received items and certified mill test
reports showed that "the material has 'been received, inspected and
accepted in accordance with the procurement document requirements".

3 o

The missing "survey report" was a memo of a telephone conversation
between the WBG auditor and his management on September 11, 1978. A
survey report was not prepared for the audit of Puget Sound. The reason
Puget Sound had been removed as a Class 1 supplier was because one of
‘their suppliers had not been certified. This supplier, Standard Fitting
Company, was subsequently surveyed by WBG on October 26, 1978 and
approved as an ASME supplier.

Apparently, this was done to qualify the material received from Puget
Sound who had purchased the material from Standard Fitting Company.
The WBG QAP for audits of suppliers was verified to have been revised
to now require a written report within fifteen days of the post-audit
briefing. This matter is resolved.
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‘(C1osed) Noncomp11ance (397/80-08-07)

Fa11ure to proper1y document nonconform1ng construction activity. The
WBG NDE 1evel III egam1ner penformed surveillances of the subcontractor's
magnetic part1c1e exam1nat1ons, and failed to initiate the standard

WBG. inspection report uponﬁobservat1on of testing techniques wh1ch were
Acontrary to procedures Y ,

1 /

The 11censee Qua11ty;Assurance Engqneer examined WBG historic procedure

" Files: .and 1nterv1ewed the*]eve] ILI examiner who had been involved in
¢ fWBGfact1V1t1es in' 1979%> Jhe :QAE’ determ1ned that there had been no

fJWBGgprocedure for surve1ﬂ1ance oftsubcontractors such as the NIX Testing

- matter .of good practice:

e
2

(NDE), subcontractor: “The' WBG-+level III examiner was performing such

surve111ance,4and or1g1n§t1ng His own surveillance reports as an apparent
Such“reports were not continued subsequent to

termination of his emp]oyment in 1980, nor prior to his 1979 assignment.

ZThus “there were only'available~ surve111ance reports for the year 1979.

K WBQ new level III examiner, .the QAE and the NRC inspector examined

"~ “%hose reports, and ascertained that' there were no additional cases of

discrepant conditions unreported.

The specific condqt1ons previously noted by the NRC 1nspector have

been documentedson’a WBG Inspection Report #6074 which was dispositioned
May 15, 1981. This requires that the area subjected to the questionable
pract1ce shall be reexamined under the new magnet1c particle examination
procedure QAP-211. The IR-6074 will be placed in the work package for
the applicable welds and listed on the computer control log.

The current:. wBG procedures specify subcontractor surveillance and
include a job description for the level III which specifically calls
for his attention to monitoring the NIX personnel performance. The
WBG level III has also been designated for training to the new noncon-
formance contro1/document1on procedure QAP-360, to assure that he will
be know]edgeab]e in the proper documentation of discrepant conditions.
This matter is closed.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-08-08)

The work procedure for large bore pipe fabrication (WP-57) prov1ded
for welding of temporary attachments, but did not include provisions
to assure proper removal.

The WBG position on, this matter is rdocumented in an April 28, 1981
response summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4864. The WPPSS. eva]uat1on is
documented in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist dated May 27, 1981. These
documents note that the work procedure WP-57 has been rep1aced by
procedure WP-530. This references the general welding procedure GWS-2,
which consolidates welding requirements and includes the control of
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temporary attachments, including tracking, removal, and inspection.

The contractor has implemented measures to review previous work to

assure identification, removal, and inspection of temporary attachments.
These measures include an accountabiliby review of work packages for
forms #NF-286 and use of special requirements checklist No. 6, Revision 1,
as described in item 397/80-08-09, below. This matter is resolved.

(Open) Noncompliance (397/80-08:09)

Failure to retain weld records for temporary attachment welds. Some
records in three work packages showed that temporary attachments had
been made, but the identification of welders and filler materials was
not available.

The contractor's action on this item is summarized in document WBGWNP2-
215-81-4684. The item is controlled by the contractor under a general
corrective action report (CAR-178) which addresses the specific components
identified by NRC and the plant wide generic consideration. The CAR
requ1red audit of all work packages to determine all cases where re-
vision #2 of form NF-296 had-been used; this review has been completed.
No action -was: requ;red”for later_work where revision #3 had been used, =
since this revision added the requirement for the necessary traceab111ty
Anformation on mdterial and personnel. The action plan calls for
.1ssuance ofﬂ1nspect1on reports‘Where4d1screpanc1es are found, and
z“def1nes correqt1Ve&act1on to, “ihclude, acid etch (to verify remova1 of
quest1onab1e deposited we]d meta1) and -minimum wall thickness evaluation,
in the event anc111ary documentatﬁon is insufficient to establish the
traceab111ty data.’ Inspegt1on reports #6118, #6119 and #6120 have

beef’ issued’ ﬁor the. three NRC 1dent1f1ed items.

The CAR- 178 requ1res 1ssuance oF Spec1a1 Requirements Checklist (SRC)

. #6 Revision 1 into each work- package prior to release of piping restart.
This calls for review of any penetrant or magnetic particle test reports
in the work package, which would suggest a temporary attachment had

been made and removed. It also calls for physical examination of the
piping to ascertain any evidence of blended or rough areas that would
indicate a prior temporary attachment. The control of the SRC is
prescribed in approved procedure QAI-002, and any modification of it
requires licensee approval.

WBG plans to document on inspection reports (IR's), the discrepancies
identified through use of the special requirements checklist. Disposition
of the findings would be subject to WBG engineering action, with possible
referral to Burns & Roe. The original CAR-178 Corrective Action Plan
(Attachment #1 to the CAR) included a requirement to disposition these
anticipated IR's by performing an acid etch of the questionable area

to verify that questionable weld material had been removed. However,

this has been voided/superceded by Attachment #2. X
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For control of future work, the contractor has incorporated improved
control and tracking of temporary attachment installation and removal,
in piping and structural steel general welding procedures GWS-1
(revision 3) and GWS-2 (revision 6).

This matter remains unresolved pending review of identification/
disposition/ 1mp1ementat1on of the corrective action plans for previous
work.

(Close) Followup Item (397/80-08-12)

Quality control inspector acceptance of undersized fillet welds on a
skewed joint pipe support demonstrated a need for improved training/
criteria. ] 1 ,

T
The WBG pos1t1on on th1s matter is documented in a May 15, 1981 response
summary number WNP2- 215- 81 4936 _This document notes that Burns & Roe
has now,dssued c]eaq criteria via specification change PED-215-H-A363,
which has been. incorporated. into WBG procedure GWS-2. The PED is a1so
to be incorporated into GWS-1. Both craft and inspection personnel are
to be trained to the requ1rements of - these procedures, under the training
requirement of wP-157 o

The GWS 2 p%ocedure qu1te c1ear1y deta11s how to measure the fillet
weld size of-a skewed joint, and alerts that a groove weld is necessary
for “skew angles:less than 60 or more than 135 degrees. A1l large-bore
hanger packages vaulted prior to January 1981 are scheduled to be
1nspected in accordance with special requirements checklist #4, where.
the provisions of PED-A363 or GWS-1/2 will be applicable. For the
specific discrepancies noted by the inspector, WBG issued inspection
report 215-IR-7579 (dated May 27, 1981) to document the condition,

and disposition the question by ca111ng for increase of the weld size
per PED-A363.

Upon 1nqu1ry by the inspector, the Burns & Roe responsible engineering
supervisor issued memorandum F-81-4893 (dated May 29, 1981) to all
hanger engineers, alerting them to the requirements of weld notations
for all new hanger designs and reworks involving skewed joints. This
action was to assure the proper specific¢ation of fillet versus groove
welds on such design. This matter is resolved.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-08-13)

Potential 10 CFR 50.55(e) reportability of welding problems related to
Pybus Steel.

On November 14, 1980 the Ticensee notified NRC that the welding problems
may be reportable, and an interim report was issued December 15, 1980.
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On March 27, 1981 the licensee notified NRC that subsequent nonde=
structive testing,of all other steel beams with similar weld
configurations "shoved the.problem to be of limited extent and the

o AR R

§ia '

n“earlier report to NRC dated May 31, 1979 the licensee advised

 2MNP-2uSite: ¢ Subsequent’ Febfuary; 1980 investigation by the licensee
“”mmideqtffiedithat“théﬁnechanic51acontnactor had not accomplished such

#

'y

"removal:” This situation prevailed iintil May 4, 1981 action was taken

to move; heat ‘number’:W74206 material into WPPSS custody at the WPPSS
on-site Warehouse., ‘Also} beaps #331H1-1 and 331H1-2 (which were the
only»Pjhus\suppﬂiedyiteméxfabriCated from heat number T68057) were

‘shipped”offsdte and,'vepaired by ‘Huico, via August 13, 1980 (Purchase
"+ prder, .#215-18690Q) ., These beams were delivered to the site, but not
Cyet fgrma11y receiptxingpected;hqﬂﬁﬁpri1 1, 1981.

R

e h

A struc¢tural analysis of ‘Beam #321B1 was conducted by the Burns & Roe
Structural Group«Supervisor and documented on Calculation #8.01.207
dated Septembel 4,.1980. Additionally, about three inches was cut
from each end of' the beam and destructively examined and defects cor-
related to ultrasonic testing methods. These methods were used for
the ultrasonic examination of all Pybus beams with similar weld con-
figurations, as described in the 10 CFR 50.55(e) report. (Reference .
memorandum EDM-DB-80-60 dated December 24, 1980). .

The inspector considered the above documented Ticensee actions to be |
sufficient and appropriate to the circumstances. This matter is resolved.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (397/80-08-14)

Control and documentation of arc strikes on structural steel. The

“contractor could not locate documentation relative to arc strikes

observed by the inspector.

The WBG position on thfslmattér is documented in an April 28, 1981
response summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4864. The WPPSS evaluation

is documented in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist dated May 2, 1981.

These documents note that the three arc strikes mentioned by the NRC
inspector could not be identified without more specific designation
of location; however, the contractor is confident that these will be
found by the program discussed below.. The contractor verified the

20 attachment welds identified by the NRC inspector, and found the

required control forms NF-286 in a related work package which had

not been reviewed by the inspector (RCIC-IC-1, Revision 0, Azimuth

142, elevation 541"). Existing structural steel is to be inspected

in accordance with the special requirements checklist No. 6, Revision'1,
and procedures have been revised to control future temporary attachments, °
as descrjbed in item 397/80-08-09, above.) . This matter is resolved.
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(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-08-15)

The licensee planned to evaluate the poss1b1e existance of nonconforming
conditions in Quality Class I pipe spools procured from a vendor who
had supplied some deficient Quality Class II spools.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 29, 1981 Verifica- .
tion Checklist. The WPPSS evaluation is documented in NRC Findings/
Concerns Checklist dated May 18, 1981. These documents note that WBG
performed a trend analysis on their existing inspection reports which
relate to material from the vendor in question (An Inspection Report

is written on]y when a’ ‘problem is identified). The contractor examined
745 reports, of artotal"of “6500 Class I and Class II reports. There .
~were 11 cases "in which wélding defects had been identified; of these,

+ T involved lack of fusion on a Class I weld. At this time there are

* only 30 pipe spools not yet 1nsta11ed few of these containing shop
* welds. Examination ‘of theseeby ‘the WBG Senior Welding Engineer did
* not identify any. problems. ‘A 11censee surveillance report number 80-323
documents that. in Octoben.1980 thé WPPSS NDE Level III engineer examined
six, of "the. sampT1ng rad1ographs supplied by the vendor for MWR-974 and
975 and found no; further evidence of -lack-of penetration. Based upon
these reviews, - the ]1censee concluded.that there was insufficient basis
to conclude: thaﬁ a genena] we]d1ng deficiency was involved, nor that it
extended to Class I pipe spoo]s QWh1ch ‘call for more extens1ve NDE than
C1ass I1 spoo]s) Th1s matter ds. reso]ved

’An.

(Open) Unreso1ved Item (397/80 08 17)

o AR AR
D1spos1t1on1ng of quest1onab1e f1]1er metal and correct1ve action. Type
E]O =S2 material was received on- S]te-and not identified as nonconforming,
@lthough: the material had ‘been sh1pped¢from a Jocation contrary to
specific conditions imposed by the approved vendor 1list.

The contractor has:not yet determined the cause or significance of the
shipping location restraint. The inspector noted that continued
deferral of the investigation of this 1978 question may reduce the
ability to determine the cause of the shipping location constraint.

At this time, the contractor has not identified the locations where
the material has been installed.

The inspector interviewed the attendant and the QC inspector, and
reviewed records at the WBG weld material dispersal station. He found
that the heat number of the questionab]e material appears on the log
of acceptable heat numbers, which is maintained for reference in that
area. However,the requ1s1t1ons at that area did not show any recent
local stocking of the questionable material.

The inspector examined the central weld material storeroom records and
ascertained that none of the material was stocked which could be issued
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to the field. The facility had very recently been organized and
inventoried and the storeroom clerk expressed confidence that the
records were quite accurate. The inspector checked the material on
the shelves, thch were -organized by material type and size; none of
the quest1onab1e mater1a1 was:observed with other E70-S2 or other
types ofamaterwaI e L?f~

¥ o ,

The 1nspector conc]uded that th1s act1v1ty had Tittle impact on future
‘work act1v1t1es "ﬂowever, thermatter remains unresolved relative to

* adequacy of past;work.&. #:‘ e

unj" ‘..,,‘

"(C1osed) Fo]ﬂowup Item«(éb?/so 08 i8)

RSN
D1spos1t1ongof p1pe“1n*quarant1ne, heat numbers N12476 and N12477. It
appears that‘2800 ﬁeet,are 1n storage, and’ 7493 feet are installed in
the p] ant.."’ ‘/‘:' Py Mm'i“ﬁm (« Yooy .

3 ey n

The contractor (WBG) has*to th1s time not implemented a course of action:
to assess the actual cond1t1on of this pipe. This has apparently been
due to difficulty in defining ‘appropriate acceptance criteria (the piping
was or1g1na11y purchased to SA-105-GRB specifications which called for
visual surface’ inspection only). Ear1y decisions to perform liquid -
penetrant testing on the material in storage or in the plant were
deferred by the contractor; current recommendations by the contractor
include such testing. Some such testing has been accomplished, and is
documented on WBG Inspection Report #5720, and WPPSS QA memorandum
#QA2-81-225 dated April 7, 1981.

The contractor has established control over this issue via, Nonconformance
Report NCR-#215-6632, dated January 13, 1981. The NCR remains to be
reviewed by Burns & Roe and a d1spos1t1on defined. Corrective action:
report #1473 had been issued by WPPSS on September 5, 1980, but has

been voided April 20, 1981 to avoid duplication with the WBG control
documents. , .

The contractor has revised his deficiency reporting procedure (DAP-360
Paragraph 4.4.1 and QAP-369 Paragraph 4.9) to better assure that items

“ such as this will be documented and entered into the formal system for

control and action in the future. Both the contractor and the licensee
have also established measures to assure that employee concerns are
heard by appropriate management, in the event the formal systems fail
to respond to the satisfaction of the employee. Additional measures

to improve controls over voiding of contractor inspection reports is
described in 'IE Inspection Report 50-397/80-06, re]at1ve to 1tem

80~ 08 04.

This matter has been forma]]y reported to the NRC as a 10 CFR 50.55(e)
occurance (#144), in interim report #G02-81-82 dated April 21, 1981.







-18-

The Ticensee tracking system provides for submittal of a future final
report to NRC. As a separate open item, this matter is considered
closed. However, subsequent routine NRC inspection will be made in
connection with issuance of the final 50.55(e) report.

(Closed) Follwoup Item (397/80-08-19)

Control and documentation of gouges and grinding on structural steel.’
The contractor could not locate documentation relative to defects
observed by the inspector.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in an May 13, 1981

response summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4197. The WPPSS evaluation is
documented in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist dated May 14, 1981.

These documents note that existing structural steel is to be inspected

in accordance with the special requirements checklist No. 6, Revision 1,
and procedures have been revised to control future temporary attachments,
as described in item 397/80-08-09, above.) The specific items identified
by the inspector would be subject to identification during the walkdown
inspection, and repair in accordance with requirements of the new
procedure GWS-1, as provided by the checklist. This matter is resolved.

(Open) Followup Item (397/80-08-20)

Potential failure of anchor-bolts of pipe-support base-plates. Anchor-
bolt pull-out failures were identified by the contractor at pipe
supports SW-218, RHR-937N, and RHR-965N. The pullout/spalling appears
to arise from non-uniform bolt loading associated with non-uniform
bearing surface contact or warpage during welding subsequent to bolt
installation. The IE inspectors requested the licensee to further
evaluate this matter relative:to reporting under 10.CFR 50.55(e).

% = -“
As of May 11, 1981 the, ]1censee and the arch1tect-eng1neer have not
performed a forma1 evaluation to assure that the above NRC identified
failed supports are the“only:supporits damaged by the practice of welding
to bolted-up base plates, (reference WPPSS memoranda F-81-4338 and
QA2-81-317). The licensee has requested Burn & Roe to provide this
evaluation by June 8 1981¢ T e . )

N

The contractor (NBG) has. prepared a spec1a1‘requ1rements checklist
number 1 (revision 1) whijch calls for»1nspect1on of all Quality Class 1
(and all ASME) installations torqued prior to June"],1980 (when work on
the project was stopped).- The checklist requ1res check1ng the base-
plate for distortion, and re- torquing of. all bolts. . Except for the
distortion check, there are no WBG instructions to: check for uniform
bearing contact, nor for re-torquing-sequence of multiple bolts.
Burns & Roe had issued such instruction via PED-215-CS-4155 dated
January 16, 1981; However, these instructions were not incorporated
into the pipe support procedure WP-330 nor the anchor bolt procedure
WP-281 as of May 31, 1981. Neither WBG nor the RCSW reviewers had
identified this omission. ’ .
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The Burns & Roe engineers have also issued an engineering directive
PED-215-M-A281, dated May 7, 1981. This calls for WBG to establish

a general bolting procedure. It does not reference the PED-215-CS~
4155, nor include the information therein. However, the WPPSS Project
Manager has identified that Burns & Roe and WBG shall resolve the
imp1ementation of the PED-A281 by July 1, 1981, as a condition of work
release.

For new work, the new WBG work procedure WP-330 paragraph 4.8.2
includes requirements to loosen expansion anchors to prevent the
anchor from restraining any warpage of the baseplate, when welding
attachments to an installed baseplate. The bolting procedure resolu-
tion described above may impact the re-torquing requirements. This
matter remains unresolved pending review of the engineer's evaluation
and resulting corrective action plans.

(Open) Followup Item (397/80-08-21) ',

Handling of pipe minimum wall-thickness prob]ems Various workmanship
practices resulted in localized thinning of pipe walls, and evaluations
and controls over evaluations were incomplete. This matter has now

been formally reported to NRC by the 11censee under‘10 CFR 50. 55(e).

a(l

The WBG position on this mattér is’ documented in a May 29, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4972. The WPPSS eva1uat1on is documented
in NRC Findings/Concerns - Check11st dated May 30,- 1981. These documents
note that ex1st1ng procedures have been rev1sed to. prescr1be actions
for future work, nnc]ud1ng issuance of procedure. GWS-2 and WP-530. WBG
Nonconformance Reports spec1f1c “to the NRC 1dent1f1ed,matters (No. 5997,
5196, 5237, and 5256) and more general Burns‘& Roe_Corrective Action
Reports (Nos. 1448° and 1468), ‘prescribe specific correct1ve actions
in-progress and planned. Some of ‘the ‘'specific testing and blending
work cannot be accomp11shed until resumption of Quality Class 1 work.
Also, Burns & Roe is currently evaluating the relationship of corrosion
alTowances and the method of providing the contractor quidance for
evaluation/disposition of identified encroachments of minimum specified
pipe wall thickness. The licensee quality assurance representative has
assured the inspector that this guidance is, imminent. The current
controls and pending guidance appears adequate to control this matter
for future work. The Ticensee has formally reported this item to NRC
under 10.CFR 50.55(e); NRC inspectors will review the associated licensee
actions in connection with the required final report (to be submitted).
In addition, this item will be reviewed relative to completion of
actions for the specific items identified in the inspection report
50-397/80-08.

(Open) Noncompliance (397/80-08-22)

Incorrect acceptance standards were used to evaluate liquid penetrant
examination results. ASME Section VIII criteria were used instead of
ASME Section III.
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The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 8, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4896, which has not yet been accepted by
WPPSS. The WPPSS interim evaluation is documented in NRC Findings/
Concerns Checklist dated May 31, 1981. These documents note that the
contractor has examined all of the liquid penetrant NDE reports and
jdentified those where improper procedures were followed (i.e. ASME
Section VIII). The contractor has issued a Corrective Action Report
CAR-207, which requires preparation 6f a corrective action plan for
the incorrect previous work. For future work, the contractor has
prepared, and the WPPSS task force has reviewed, separate NDE procedures -
for Section III and Section VIII work. This matter reamins unresolved
eng1ng review of the corrective action plan/implementation for previous
wor

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-08-24)

Procedures did not clearly define traceability requirements, and several
minor discrepancies were identified with respect to traceability of
pipe support components.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 30, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4864. The WPPSS evaluation is documented
in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist dated May 30, 1981. These documents
note that action has been taken or is planned for each of the items
identified by the NRC inspectors, For pipe spool SW-1048~2, the current
vork procedure WP-530 does not require traceability of material after
installation; for CAS-4443-1 the questionable pipe pieces had been cut
out and replaced with identifiable material April 11, 1980; for FPC-204
and FPC-167 the contractor has requested Burns & Roe~ (RFI- 215-7102~FPC- R)
for specific as-built review of the new configuration, and has documented
the disposition traceability questions via inspection report No. 215-IR-
5920; work procedure WP-432 now provides instruction for revising documents,
prohibits white-it-out, and is part of routine employee indoctrination.
The inspector had no.further question regarding the specific items pre-
viously identified. "For other previously installed items, the contractor
has established special -requirement checklists number 1 thru 7. These
include verification of traceability and as-built condition for every .
Qua11ty Class 1 and Seismic Category 1 p1p1ng and support work package
prior to release to the customer. iThe inspector had no further question
regarding the prev1ous]y 1dent1f1ed items.

The contractor has 1ssued work procedures WP 330, WP-530, and WP-532,

which include provisions-for ma1nta1n1ng and ver1fy1ng traceab111ty

and as-built configurations for p1p1ng and supports. The licensee has
specified, and the contractor has: jmplemented more definitive training
programs to improve 1nsta11at1on/1nspect10n in accordance with the new
procedures. Appropriate controls appear “to be in place for assessment
of prior work and performance of future work This matter is resolved.
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(Closed) Followup Itegr(397/86408-25)

v

" . £ IS Wt "
Control of certain heats (#N]ZQZﬁ,&:N12477) of pipe in the quarantine

areaas identified on WPPSS surveillance report M-246.
S ! "k SRR

o 4 B S P .
Followup surveillance by WPPSS QA Department has been documented on
report #80-187 (dated August 19, 198QL and subsequent Corrective
Action Report CAR-1473. :The CAR has been voided in accordance with
current procedures,  due *to redundancy with controlling nonconformance

report NCR-6632. The NCR has béen dispositioned by the Engineer to

B

‘require some sectioning of samples and examination by the Burns & Roe

Welding Enginéers; it also: calls:for surface examination of 300 feet

. of installed piping.

« B 3
This is the same material described in item 397/80-08-18 above, which
has been formally reported to NRC. This item is considered closed
at this time due to'the routine actions in progress under the noncon-
formance control part of the licensee's quality assurance program,
and the provisions for followup 10 CFR 50.55(e) reporting to NRC.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-08-26)

A heat number was missing from pipe spool number RHR-2018-1.

The contractor issued inspection report number 215-IR-5613 dated

June 5, 1980 to control further action on this item. The IR requires
that the questionable pipe spool be cut out and replaced with traceable
material. The resident inspector ascertained that the IR was in the
work package and flagged by a work hold tag. New work procedures,
(including WP-530 for piping), incorporate detailed requirements to
assure that traceability of material is maintained. The procedures
include material heat number traceability as a specific item to be
verified during the contractor's final walkdown inspection. This
matter is resolved.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-08-27)

Unexplained presence of an installed pipe spool marked "scrap".

The contractor's evaluation memorandum WBGWNP2-215-81-4864 states

that the marking of "scrap" on the installed spool was done by persons
and reasons unknown. It states that investigation of related documenta-
tion shows no indication that the material has been dispositioned
"scrap” for any reason. The contractor and WPPSS classified this as

a non-problem.

The inspector noted that applicable drawing RHR-667-8.12 shows as-built
condition of the piping zone on December 8, 1977, and subsequent field
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mod1f1cat1on draw1ng revision December 20, 1978. A Stores Requisition
 dated October 11, ‘1978 supports that a pipe spool of the designated
. heat number #124897. had been ‘allocated and delivered for installation
‘at.the observed 1ocat1onv(Isometr1c Drawing #RHR-667-8.12). A Metal-

“ /lurg1ca1 Test Report from'U..S.’ Stee1 dated December 16, 1976 identifies
th1s heat number as corresponding toathe designated mater1al specifica-
tion.~ It is not clear whether this is the material installed or if
pieces,of the original 1nsta11at1on were re-used in the modified con-
flgurat1on The engineering decision to modify the configuration did
not appear to involve questions.of acceptability of the original material.

nThe assurance of use of acceptab]e material did not appear to be com-
. promised, a]though conf1dence 1n subsequent traceability has been
underm1ned - )

Current contractor procedu?éb (WP-330 and WP-782) dinclude requirements
for QC verification of heat nember transfers, and for control of
material to be returned to the warehouses. The procedures do not
preclude re-use of parts in completed installations which are subse-
quently modified, However, the cutting/heat-number-transfer provisions
appear to improve traceability controls. This matter is resolved.

(Open) Followup Item (397/80-08-28)

Traceability may have been lost for small-bore piping, heat number
HA-0001. Stores requisitions show that 143 feet of material was issued,
whereas laydown-yard records and physical inventory show that only 73
feet had been issued. The inference is that similar ASME Class II
material (which identical heat number) may have been erroneously

issued in Tieu of the Class 1 material.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 29, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-4972. To avoid a similar situation for -
future work, it describes changes to procedures to require:

WP-786: Piping and fittings of different classification will be
bought on different purchase orders.

WP-782: Material of different classifications will be issued to
the field on different store requisitions.

WP-530: QC-1inspectors will verify heat numbers at time of pipe
joint cleanliness inspection at fit up.

The WBG position includes an inventory/records review which shows
that only eleven feet of material is in question. This is disputed
by the 1licensee site QA surveillance report number 667, dated May 22,
1981. The Ticensee "NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist” for this item,
dated May 30, 1981, identifies that this matter is not yet resolved
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to WPPSS satisfaction. However, the inspector considers that the
actions to prevent recurrence have been addressed such as to not con-
stitute a constraint to restart of work.

(Closed) Noncompliance (397-80-08-29)

Calculations were not provided to support deletion or redesign of
support welds. Changes were made to supports shown on drawings
MSLC-21, RHR-326, and RRC-3.

Calculations have been executed by Burns & Roe engineers for the three
specific cases identified above, for the as-built conditions. These
are identified as #8.16.2598 (dated April 15, 1981), #8.16.881 (dated
February 3, 1981), and #8.16.2600 (dated Apr11 13, 1981) In each
case, the ca1cu]ations show that the as-built condition is acceptable.
A related calculation for support SGT-2 had also been reviewed, #8.16.
2599 (dated April 23, 1981), and the weld found undersize. A redesign
was forwarded to WBG for action. The calculations were made in accor-
dance with criteria that allowed deviation from the original specifica-
tion #215 stress limitations, but required compliance with the stress
limitations of the applicable Code.

WBG has placed in question the as-built condition of all pipe support,
and has returned all work packages to the field for as-built verifica-
tion, WBG work procedure WP-330 has been issued with specific Tlimits
(paragraph 5.2.4) within which WBG field engineers may approve devia-
tions within constructﬂon allowances. It also provides for the p]anned
close field 11a1son ‘with Burns & Roe engineers, whereby these engineers
can review proposed changes and effect necessary calculations promptly.
A Burns & Roe procedure WNP-2-017, 1.4s.iin .preparation to define limits
on red-1line type changes wh1ch mayibe made by the Burns & Roe engineers
without issuance of;a formal des1gn change -document (PED).

.-l-s‘

The actions for: the spec1f1cﬁ1tems in quest1on, and ‘the more general
corrective acﬁwon plans and provxs1ons appear to assure construction
of pipe supports in accordance with ‘an adequate des1gn This matter
is considered to be c1osed <f’f i;

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80 08- 30) s o

Work Package RRC-3 was m1ss1ng one of two pages of EQA audit findings,
and/or evidence of resolution of® the findings.

The contractor (WBG) has been unable to locate the missing page. The
WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 13, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4197. The document notes that the
RRC-3 support is one of all Quality Class 1 Large Bore Hangers which
will be reinspected to special requirements checklists prescribed in
procedure QAI-002. The contractor anticipates that such reinspection
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will sufficiently identify any deficiencies which may haye been noted
on the missing page of EQA findings. For future work, the WBG new
procedure WP-730. established improved controls of work packages,

including daily reviews, to assure that relevant documents are not
misplaced. This matter is closed. o

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-08-31)

Specification limitations on oversize fillet welds did not appear to
be incorporated into contractor procedures.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 15, 1981
response summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4936, The WPPSS evaluation

is documented in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist dated May 16, 1981.
These documents note that engineering direction has been issued to

the contractor (PED-215-H-191) and contractor work procedures reyised
accordingly (GWS-2). These conclude that oversize fillet welds are
not unacceptable for pipe support steel, attachments to building-
structural-steel or base-plates integral or non=integral with the
building structure. Where pipe-support related welds to piping do

not meet the criteria specified in the procedures, the procedures call
for review by the Burns & Roe engineers on a case-by-case basis. This
appears adequate for control of future work., For preyious work, the
contractor has issued special requirements checklists number 3 and
number 4, which will reference the above requirements during reinspec-
tion of completed pipe supports. This matter is resolyed.

(Closed Followup Item (397/80-08-32)

Cleanliness controls for piping installation appeared to require
jmprovement. Caps on piping in storage were deteriorating and the
inspector found fine debris in an installed pipe spool.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in an April 3, 1981

response summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4794. The WPPSS evaluation

is documented in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist dated April 8, 1981.
These documents note that a WBG inspection report (IR-215-6517 dated
February 3, 1981) was prepared for the specific conditions identified
by the NRC inspector. This IR requires cleaning of the RWCU-812-3.7
pipe spool to the requirements of the new procedure WP-730. Current
work package controls assure consideration of this IR when work resumes
on this system. The contractor anticipates improyed control oyer in-
stalled and in-storage piping as a result of improved training to the
new procedures, augmented by performance monitoring, and implementation
of the new procedure QAP-366 "Site Suryeillence”. Where installed
piping system cleanliness may not have been controlled effectively

in the past, the forthcoming system flushing operations will need to
cope with any resultant debris. This matter is resolved.
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(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-08-33)

Examination of radiographs revealed various small debris within welded
piping systems. The systems flushing program will need to cope with
this mater1a1

The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 13, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4197. The WPPSS evaluation is documented

. in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist dated May 27, 1981: These documents

note that cleanliness controls have been improved, as noted in item
397/80-08-32 above. The licensee has not required the contractor to
take any measures relative to existing systems, and has not imposed
flushing as a prerequisite to hydrotesting. As originally noted, this
does not appear to conflict with regulatory requirements. Flushing
operations are planned to be performed by the WPPSS startup group,
following system turnover for preoperational testing. The licensee
anticipates assessing the effectiveness of the flushing program, as a
matter of routine, at that time. Such activities are also included in
the NRC routine dinspection program. This item is closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (397/80-08-34)

Use of WBG torque wrenches, during a period of questionable control of
calibration/torque-multipliers, may have resulted in improper tightening
of Velan valves in the pumphouses 1A and 1B.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 15, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4936. The WPPSS evaluation is documented
in NRC F1nd1ngs/Concerns Checklist dated May 22, 1981. These documents
note that the valve work was done under d1rect1on of the valve manufacturer
representative, and under a WPPSS site work order FJB-507. At the t1me,
WBG quality control was not involved, apparent]y due to mis-impression
that the WPPSS quality organization was in control. Therefore, documenta-
tion was not readily available to identify torque wrenches used for the
work. Ths contractor and licensee have now identified that a WPPSS
wrench was used, wh1ch was*subaect to the WPPSS, ca11brat1on program,
but for which too1 issue: records were not aya11ab1e.4 The.1nspector had
no further question’ relative. to th1s specific. valve. i\ Also, measures
have been taken to avoid-.the OmJSSﬂon involved with _the'Velan valves,
in that the WPPSS site work: order{form has now;been rev1sed to specifi-
cally invoke quality controls for Qua11ty)c1ass‘l workV

RS km
The 11censee has alsOvexam1ned prev1ous'ma1ntenance 1ogs€for potential
frequency of ut111zat1on:of torque- mu1t1p11ers*onfva1ves, Jddentifying
seven such past 1nstances Ver1f1cat1ons of these' items appears to be
provided for by the‘Burns & Roe d1spos1t1on:of WBG nonconformance re-
port No. 215-05470 (dated.19, 1980) . . This; NCR identifies a general
problem a lack of control of torquenwrench‘ca11brat1on in the past.
The d1sp051t1on imposes PED- 215-M-A281° (dated May 7§ 1981) which
requires development of a; comprehensive program cof bo1t1ng work
and rework throughout the plant. This item is resolved.
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Y

. . (Closed) Unresolved Item”(397/80-08-35)

,! & ' Lo ,”,4' '3’\‘\(.» ! "‘f

Questionable control of: temporary attachments, including a possible
Tadder inside pipe MS-528-7,10. A previous employee of WBG claimed
that- a ladder existed “inside the pipe.

The WBG pdsjtibn on thigiMatter‘is documented in a May 13, 1981 response
summary sheét: WBGWNP2-215-81-4197. The contractor took radiographs of

‘the pipe section in question (reference NDE report #10165), and found

no ladder. Since there are four similar lines, the licensee has estab-
lished a further action plan’to be implemented following work restart.
This' plan (reference memorandum F-81-2018) involves cutting of pipe caps
from the four condensate mud legs and visually verifying absence of any
such ladder. The Ticensee also anticipates obtaining some data relative
to piping system cleanliness. This action plan appears quite responsive
to the allegation.

The licensee issued an NRC Finding/Concern Checklist dated May 29, 1981,
which identifies action on the two specific questionable temporary attach-
ments identified by NRC. The initial WBG inspection report IR-2363 had
been voided March 12, 1979 in view of the findings having been trans-
ferred to the WBG Form 302 Surface Defect Rework Record dated March 9,
1979. This record shows completion of blending and penetrant testing

of the area of temporary attachments on June 8, 1979.

On June 3, 1981 WBG issued a new inspection report IR-08157 to require
evaluation of the missing weld records. The contractor has established

a Special Requirements Checklist #6 (revision 1) to include checks of
other existing piping. The disposition of resultant findings are to
involve the corrective action plans associated with NRC item 397/80-08-09.

The contractor's new work procedures GWS-1, GWS-2, and WP-730 include
improved controls for temporary attachments and temporary material
installed inside equipment. Additional controls relative to previously
installed work, are described under item 397/80-08-09 above.

This item is resolved. Details of the corrective action plan implemen-
tation will be subject to general NRC followup of item 397/80-08-09.

(Closed) Noncompliance (397/80-08-36)

Procedures and checklists were not established for review of weld repair
records for structural steel.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 13, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4917. The WPPSS evaluation is documented
in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklists dated May 15 and 29, 1981. These
documents note that a contractor corrective action request (CAR-175)
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has been issued to control review of the four work packages generated
under the repair program. A WPPSS May 15, 1981 audit of WBG disclosed
that the document review has been satisfactorily completed on two work
packages and was 90%/40% complete on the other two, packages. These
reviews utilized WBG Form NF-480 checklists, which have been incorporated
into new procedures WP-635 (c1v11/structura1) and WP-115 (equipment);
these will govern future routine documentation reviews. The checklists
of these procedures are intended to assure that appropriate documents,
such as weld repair records, have been included in the work packages.
These procedures are being reviewed by the WPPSS RCSW task force.
Additionally, procedures QAI-14 and QAI-15 have been issued, which include
commensurate requirements for pipes and pipe supports.

(Closed) Noncompliance (397/80-08-37)

The Project Quality Assurance Manager or his designee had not signed
acceptance of rework on an installed pump. Pump LPCS-P-2 had been
unbolted/aligned/rebolted.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 13, 1981 response
summary number WBGWNP2-215-81-4917. The WPPSS evaluation is documented
in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist dated May 15, 1981, which includes
reference to the WPPSS/NRC letter dated September 19, 1980. These docu-
ments note that WBG has reviewed the work package for the above specific
item identified by the NRC. Additionally, all previously vaulted work
packages are designated for review in accordance with the new procedures
which have been developed for piping, hangers, structural and equipment
categories (see item 80-08-36 above). The WBG work package control
procedure WP-480 has been revised to prohibit return of a vaulted work
package to the field, but .to adopt an Addendum work package system to
control subsequent WOrk and reviews. Respond1ng to a particular NRC
observation, the néw pipe support document review procedure QAI-014
includes a check: point 4.11.1 "Does the work package follow a logical,
chronological. sequence?"., The inspector examined the procedures noted
above and ‘ascertained that the descr1bed changes had been included.
This matter is reso1ved YL L e

q L4

(Open) Fo11owup»1tem (397/80 08- 39)

J

DocumentatJOn prob]ems were 1dent1f1ed re]at1ng to structural welding,
compliance to review procedures, reduct1on in related quality control
commitments to the NRC, and backlogs of m1ss1ng certificates of com-
pliance, Particular prob]ems are noted in NRC items 80-08-04, 08, 14,
36, and 37 above.

The WBG position on this matter is documented in a May 13, 1981 response
summary nember WBGWNP2-215-81-4917., The WPPSS evaluation is documented
in NRC Findings/Concerns Checklist dated May 21, 1981. These documents
note that WBG has performed major revisions to work methods/procedures,
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and has designated all Quality Class I work packages for review. These
previous, and subsequent work packages, will be examined in accordance
with the WBG procedures WBG-635 and QAP-367, which are in the final phases
of review by the WPPSS RCSW task force. Training to the new procedures

s dincorporated into detailed work schedules, as is WPPSS performance

auditing. This matter remains unresolved pending NRC inspection of the
implementation of the new WBG program for work control and documentation
review.

(Closed) Noncompliance (297/80-08-40) -

Failure to comply with procedure revision requirements. The WBG quality
assurance manager issued a memorandum which modified requirements of a
procedure regarding material traceability.

Current WBG procedures require transfer of markings prior to cutting, -
and witness of transfer by quality control inspectors (for ASME:systems)
for materials requiring traceability control.

WPPSS has issued a letter to all contractors (WNP2MCL-F-80-144 dated
October 1, 1980) which advises that contractor procedure modifications
require approvals as the original procedure, and such modifications
shall not occur via interoffice memorandum. This policy is repeated
within WBG in memoranda TBP-107 and TBP-038. Increased internal audit
activity within WBG provides additional confidence of compliance, This
matter is closed.

(Open) Unresolved Item (397/79-16-04)

Sacrificial Shield Wall weld defect data. NRC inspectors questioned
the completeness of the licensee's inspection data in IE Inspection
Report No. 50-397/79-16 and subsequently in 50-397/81-05.

The inspector this period examined four randomly selected welds of the
98 "inaccessible" welds mentioned by thexwlicensee in his April 29, 1981
Jetter to NRC. The inspector again questjoned the welding engineers.
interpretation of accessibility. Welds #W131-257 and #4131-239 were
behind subsequently installed-beams and scaffolding (#W131-239), which
limited accesss through a 1-inch, space between the.SSW and a horizontal-
beam. A limited visual.inspection could have been ‘accomphiShed with
Tights, inspection mirrors or boroscope. Weld -#WF103 was totally

accessible, although it*is possible that, the . heavy steel piping-shielding

o

door may have been closed”over it at the timeiof :the WPPSS inspections. .
Weld #WF3-3 appeared to have;been missed in the WPPSS. reinspection effort,

due to its position’in a th&é]qu‘the.app]jgab1e4welqﬁmap drawing.
a %g_;‘». ‘;'i‘_‘, r m_: }:' ,‘: ”"x‘a‘ - . "'J’f _1 ’
The NRC acceptance Tetter to. WPPSS: dated: February: 25, 1981.did not
. e ot [ . RO A D) Wt . DA AL .
recognize acceptab111}yﬁp{;ﬁnacqgss191el?n p@ntnqﬂ]y,nngccess1ble welds
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on the exterior of the SSW. This letter requested WPPSS to identify,
(by hardship exemption request), all weld defects not inside the SSW
structure or not inside the SSW annulus, for which repairs would not be
made. The March 24, 1981 WPPSS hardship request did not identify the
98 exterior surface welds which WPPSS has classified as inaccessible,
although' the defect repair tabulation of April 29, 1981 identifies the
existance of this category. Based upon the inspector findings, the
licensee reexamined the 98 welds deemed .inaccessible and further reviewed
the weld maps to identify any other welds which had been overlooked.
The welding engineers. documented this review by photographs of the field
conditions, which the NRC inspector reviewed with the responsible field
| , , engineer. Of the 98 welds in question, the following circumstances
were found:
|

66 are covered by weld pads or similar components integral with the
SSW structure. The inspector considers that these welds are internal
to the SSW structure. '

10 had been previously cut out, and are nonexistant for repair.

. 39 have limited access due to close exterior welded steel structural
beams. Of these, 26 involve contact interference or very close clear-
’, ance with such structures. The other 13 involve clearances of about
1-inch from such structures, where sandblasting and examination would :

s I

be difficult.

Following further discussion-with the inspector, the licensee field
engineer arranged for~the WPPSS site NDE staff to use their available
boroscope equipment to» examine the 39 welds. The inspector observed
some of this activity in-progress;’ ‘as. it was being monitored by the
WPPSS NDE Tével III. This:matter rémains‘unresolved pending review
of results, the 1icense§’g¢a]qation; andrgeneﬁgtlgn of the final

repair ‘tabulation. q;ﬁq(yaqf, v . ‘
v "‘!\ "’;‘j_ L‘\ ! ) '\i ‘; 4 ' __“5‘ L
ff. (Closed) Followup Item .(397/80%04-11), .3 -7/ @ M

L *

s
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Requirements for washékgﬁfor P1P€?Whﬂp4rgstya1nt slotted tholes do not
appear consistent with. AISC requirements:regarding high strength
bolting. < PRED TR .
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| Burns & Roe engineering has issued technical diréction dated April 21,
| 1980 (PED-215-CS-5193) which imposes ‘paragraph 3.3.4.3 requirements
for structural-plate or continuous bar washers. The current WBG work
procedure WP-632 incorporates these requirements in section 4.3.7.
A1l installed pipe-whip-restraints have beeniremoved as part of the
general PWR repair program, and‘reinstallation will be a function of
the new procedures. This matter is resolved. ‘
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(Open)* Unreso]ved Item (397/80 10 02)

The cert1f1ed load capao1ty data sheets required by ASME Section III —
subsection NF-314T, 2. (for p1pe hangers) were not available.

», Burns & Roe eng1neer1ngnhas attempted to obtain these data sheets from

the various vendors which provided pipe hangers to the WNP-2 project.
The engineers have not in all cases been successful, and have identified
that the vendors. had revised their designs without updating previously
submitted data sheets. Efforts are continuing to resolve this matter,
and the Resident Group Supervisor stated that he planned to issue a
Potential Reportable Deficiency notice for this item, for evaluation
relative to 10 CFR 50.55(e).. (PRCN-021 was issued June 3, 1981).

The licensee has decided to proceed with further hanger installations
on a risk basis, pending resolution of this matter. Major rework is
not anticipated as a result of data sheet updates received to date,
although some component derating may be involved. The engineer is
considering providing information to the mechanical contractor, to
define those cases where valid load capacity data sheets are (not)
available. This matter remains unresolved pending review of provisions
to assure that valid data sheets are 1ncorporated into the records for
each applicable pipe support.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (397/80-10-03)

ASTM-A36 and ASTM-A193 Grade B7 bolts, and ASTM-A307 anchor-bolts,
were used for pipe supports, whereas ASME Section III - NF (1973)
provides only for ASTM- SA-325 bolts.

The Burns & Roe engineers have researched this item and have determined
that the three specified materials are technically acceptable.

(1) The A36 material is allowed by the SA307 reference to A36 for
non-threaded anchor-bolts/studs/threaded-rods, (and mutual cross
reference in A36 for use of SA307 for headed bolts; A307 and A36
material are similar with exception of the A36 more stringent
controls on chemistry and ductility).

(2) The A307 bolts are acceptable substitutes for SA307 bolts, as
jdentified in the ASME general provisions that ASME/ASTM equivalent
materials may be used. Use of SA307 bolts is specifically identi-
fied in ASME Code Case 1644-5, which is included in paragraph
3.8.2.2.4.9 of the FSAR Amendment No. 9.

(3) The A193 material appears to be an acceptable substitute for
SA193 as provided by the ASME equivalency provision noted in (2)
above. Also, the SA-193 was specifically approved in the 1974 ASME
Code, for component support bolting. However, this is a Tater Code







@ o

i

\ edition than identified in the WNP-2 FSAR. The responsible

| engineer stated that an FSAR change would be processed accordingly.
The engineer has issued clarificaion of the specification via PED-215-H-
4543 (dated January 16, 1981) to recognize use and acceptability of the
above materials. Specification 215 Section 15R has also been revised to
provide pipe support assembly fabrication in accordance with MSS-SP-58,
which recognizes the above materials, augmented by ASME requirements.
This matter is resolved.

ji. (Closed) Followup Item (397/80-16-02)

Absence of methodology for documentation and tracking of WPPSS Task
Force II staff findings and corrective actions.

The task force provided a procedure in the RCSW manual for initiating
Corrective Action Reports under the existing WPPSS system. During

April 1981 one Task Force team leader was assigned the task of checking
the various RCSW letter books for staff” memoranda which raised questions
which may not have been answered. The inspector noted at least one memo-
randum for which management action has been initiated as a result of

this review. For the mechanical contractor work-restart reviews, the .
documentation package shows obvious attention to this type item. Previous
NRC interviews of RCSW staff showed that has not discouraged RCSW from
initiating such memorandum where they see fit. Many of the RCSW reviewers
are job shop personnel, with no tenure with the company, and appear to

be quite forward in documenting any quality concerns that they may en-
counter. The inspector considers this matter to be closed.

jj. (Closed) Followup Item (397/80-16-03)

Questionable adequacy of specification change logs available for RCSW
task force reviews of contractor work procedures.

This item is further discussed in IE Inspection Report number 50-397/

81-08. The licensee had issued corrective action requests CAR-1475

and CAR-1486, which document the general deficiencies in design change

control and associated corrective action®plans. The engineering department

plans were amplified in memoranda #F-80-5568 (dated October 31, 1980)

and #F-80-6148 (dated November 25, 1980). The corrective actions include:

review of prior contract change documents and conversion to the PED

format; issuance of the Specificatjon Change Log (SCL) with Tistings

of PED's applicable to each paragraph and identification of unique or

general character of each PED; -issuance of a List of Effective Pages

(LEP) for each specification; and routine update of the SCL and LEP.

As part of the work restart of each contractor, the task force appears

to have reviewed the status of.the two CAR's and has ascertained that
‘ the contractor has a system in place for. a‘ssu'r'ing proper incorporation
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of PED's into his work. As the Burns & Roe engineering reviews continue,
the results are translated into PED's which the contractors must implement
under their document control systems. Where the RCSW task force has not
yet completed its review, latest issues of the SCL and LEP are reviewed

to assure that contractor procedure reviews are based upon the latest
data. The inspector verified that the RCSW Team #1 staff was checking

the SCL and LEP accordingly, for the review of the mechanical contractor
procedures.

The Engineering Director assigned to WBG, and the RCSW team leader
advised the inspector that as of the May 15, 1981 issue of the contractor
215 SCL, all historic changes had been identified and incorporated into
the SCL; any future changes should be a result of new design decisions.
The RCSW team leader stated that the May 9 issue of the SCL included the
Tast large group of historic changes. He stated that resultant necessary
changes to the contractor procedures have been identified and incorporated
into the procedure revision punchlist. He showed the inspector a draft
of a Jdune 1, 1980 memoranda which will document this status, to include
concurrence of the Burns & Roe engineering organization. The inspector
had no further question relative to the mechanical contractor.

The adequacy of the RCSW reviews of some site contractors' procedures

" appears to have been somewhat compromised by the evolving SCL from

Burns & Roe. For example, the RCSW review of the instrumentation con-
tractor's procedures was based upon an issue of the SCL dated December 3,
1980. (However, it does not necessarily follow that the contractor had
failed to implement the design changes when they had originally been
issued.) Although this item has been a source of re-review and frustra-
tion for task force and contractor personnel, it does not appear to be
sufficiently significant to represent-any deviation from regulatory
requirements. Nor does it involve departure from commitments in the
licensee July 17, 1980 rep]y to the NRC 10 CFR 50 54(f) inquiry. This
matter is reso]ved e g

(Closed) Followp Item (397/80 16-08) L,

..,q N

The WPPSS RCSW Task Force wasy notneffectqve1y perform1ng review of
contractor procedures for comp11ance w1th ithe SAR .requirements. Con-
tractor procedures were} 1nhsome*cases a]ready rev1ewed and approved
without this SAR rev1eW“V W ;' oW e ;T/’w‘ ‘ .

vab B
( , \ ) ,, " 'w e heal a ﬁ

The Task Force' has takenisteps to! c1ear1y def1ne how the SAR review
viould be,performed‘and“the p01nt‘of responS1b111ty" "'Some general
details of the rev1sed approach)ﬂewedescr1bed by WPPSS in a November
12, 1980 Management: System Descr1pt1on/% In conJunct1on with upgraded
overa]] planning of Task Force actions, this item'has been incorporated
specifically into each work restart package. ' The inspector observed
several cases where the contractors,procedures were re-reviewed by the
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RSCW teams, including SAR considerations. The current approach involves
WPPSS Engineering Department review of the specifications, for compliance
with the SAR, with the RCSW team procedure reviews in turn considering
the specification requirements. This is a common review approach. The
jnspector considers this matter closed.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-16-05)

Consideration of previous NRC inspection findings relative to adequacy
of current procedures for performing work. Contractor previously had
not been given copies of NRC inspection reports, and the RCSW review
teams did not have ready access to such data.

The revised restart plan described by the licensee in the November 12,
1980 Management System Description to NRC identified provisions to

assure that each contractor considered not only previous NRC findings,
but also trend data from all other types of deficiencies, such as non-
conformance reports, corrective action reports, and internal and external
audits. For the mechanical contractor work restart review effort, the
WPPSS QA department has made special efforts to address currently open
NRC items, with emphasis on the forty items of investigation report
397/80-08. Also, the RCSW review team has worked closely with the con-
tractor to group both open and closed NRC items and identify where
current procedures include measures to prevent recurrence of the situa-
tion identified previously by the NRC inspectors. The inspector considers
this matter closed.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-18-01)

Lack of operating procedures for the Task IIl Management Systems im-
provement function. This activity was described in general terms in
the Ticensee's July 17, 1980 reply to the NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f) inquiry.
Measures to improve contractors management systems were further
described in the licensee November 12, 1980 Management System
description to NRC. The inspector noted that WPPSS has identified a
group of "essential-elements”, and has reviewed each principal on-site
contractor's management system for inclusion of those elements.

A viable system does not appear to have been in place to date to
jdentify and act on WNP-2 technical deficiencies which may be
applicable to other WPPSS sites. One example probed by the inspector
included deficient radiographs prepared by PDM, the root cause of

which was attibuted to working in common with the WNP-1/4 project

staff with 1imited personpel/facility resources. The recognition of
the WNP-1/4 relationship .and action to alert the WNP-1/4 :project did

not occur until specific ‘inquiries were made by the NRC inspector. On
the other hand, some general efforts have been made by WPPSS to compile
lessons learned, from not-only WNP-2,”but 3150*F§é other WPPSS projcets,
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and disseminate this information. (See IE Inspection Report 50-397/
81-05 paragraph 6.) A Lessons-Learned Bulletin had been initiated in
December 1980, but in May 1981 WPPSS organizational changes made the
future of - that activity unclear. The 1nspector noted that no clear
regulatory requirements were involved in this item, and cons1ders the
matter closed at this time.

(Open) Followup Item (397/80-18-03)

Absence of reverification sampling and action level instructions. The
reverification of completed work, described in the WPPSS July 17, 1980
reply to the NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f) inquiry has not yet commenced.

The Bechtel corporation has been designated as the new construction
manager, and has been developing a plan of action for the reverification
activities. This activity is planned to be closely coordinated with

the systems turnover activity. The preliminary action plan was completed
this period, and the Ticensee delivered a copy to the NRC Region V office
for information and/or comment. On May 20, 1981 the Deputy Director of
the Regional Office visited the site, at wh1ch time he discussed comments
on the preliminary plan with the WPPSS and Bechtel site management.
Development and initial implementation of this plan will continue to be
identified as an NRC 1nspect1on fo]]owup matter.

(Closed) Fo]]owup Item (397/80- 18 04) 1

Conf1rmat1on that systems of contro1ssare ;n'place to support the '
Management’ Systema‘Descr1pt1on submptted>to NRC via the WPPSS November
12, 1981 1etter ‘%‘ Lo R _

h . ‘.9 },1 e| <

‘The RCSW task force and other e]ements,of WPPSS . have probed each

principal s1te contractor, as d1scussed above, relative to item
397/80-18-01. Part1cu1aq attent1on£has been g1ven to the mechanical
contractor, for: which ‘intensive’ work: restart’ reviews are reaching a
culmination this month’. ﬂ«Thearev1ews indicate: that the contractors

all have in p1ace work, procedures which implement the key elements of
the WPPSS management system* The 1nspector considers that this matter

r W 't
by Fooah } 7
H.'wn%ﬂa. I

(Closed) Followlp: Ttem (397/80 19 01)

Irregularities in.mechanical contractor weld records. An allegation

.of falsification of weld records was investigated by NRC in June 1980,
‘(Investigation Report 50-397/80- 08 paragraph 11.d). Insufficient

&

evidence was found to':support a falsification allegation.

Additional NRC attention was given to the records in question, through

" dincreasing sample sizes for the review, in reports 50-397/80-19 and

50-397/81-03. Some minor discrepancies were noted during the 81-03

.review, and licensee commitments were obtained to perform a more de-

tailed review of the records. NRC followup on that commitment will
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be tracked under item 81-03-04. The NRC sampling activity is complete;
the inspector considers that item 80-19-01 is closed.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/80-22-01)

WBG procedure training did not insure personnel opportunity to review
procedures prior to the classes/examinations.

The contractor took steps to assure that personnel had an opportunity

to review the procedures in advance. Subsequent loss of control of
information-only procedures was also addressed by recalling the advance
copies after training. Imminent changes to the training program will,
for some personnel, de-emphasize use of procedures during training, and
will provide procedures in reading areas for subsequent review. Training
will apparently be more customized to the particular type personnel being
trained. This matter is closed.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/81-01-01)

The WNP-2 project provisions for engineering personnel qualification
did not include provisions to assure that employment resume's were
verified for contractor and job-shop personnel. »

The Ticensee has established a basic ordering agreement with eight job-
shops which provide engineering personnel to contractors at the site.

A11 site contractors must obtain engineering job-shop personnel via

this ordering agreement, through the WPPSS Central Supports Contracts
Department. The.licensee representatives provided the inspector with

a copy of a May 21, 1981 memorandum (M. Chunn/A. Sastry) which establishes
the plan for WPPSS to meet its audit obligations for this aspect of the
quality assurance program. This provides for WPPSS to maintain resume's
and conduct a program of independent verification checks of Job- Shopper
personnel on both a random and as requested basis.

The Tlicensee has also issued letter WNPMCL-81-74 (dated April 6, 1981)
to site contractors, requiring contractors to establish requirements
for minimum education and experience levels for their Engineering per-
sonnel, and maintain this documented. Such documentation will be
auditable by the project quatlity assurance organization.

¥
e,

This matter is resolved.

(Closed) Unresolved !tem_(éé?/é1—01-02) . 3 e

A

Failure to establish pb?fprménce indicators and s%aﬁdér&éfdescribed in
the July 17, 1980 and November."12,,1980 WPPSS 1etten§;ﬁp NRC.
‘ SRR e
The Ticensee issued a "Reminder Regarding-‘the Use ‘of -Performance Standards"
to all site contractors on Maxch 19, 1981 (WNP2MCL=F-81-0062). The
AL e R P

R T A T S N TR A

1'&' .""‘Vl é[' P 1N

R f g
T4 NS LI o ’r“" i ) b ik
{ LN . ¢ - i R Ea

R
! ey
NI X .‘\.\ v f‘f . i Lo s
Coa, . e v . . !




L1

<

. _,
o :
“ CT e
- i ) b . | |
| . ] = - S
) .
R ) LI !
ey
. o = .
v co B |
- : -
. N T ) \
vl : . -
e - =

‘ ‘ t -
) - =
- e !
o ) 4
b . ’ )
Yo op ‘
. .. b
- . - >




mechanical contractor's (WBG) responding action are described in internal
memoranda SCY-298, PGM-229, EM-463,PCM-003, and other April-May 1981

data provided to WPPSS by the contractor. These actions include pro-
vision of full-time dedicated monitoring functions for Construction,
Engineering, Projects, and General Operations departments of WBG; this
will include weekly/bi-weekly summary reporting of performance indicators
to the WBG project manager. The WBG project manager advised WPPSS
management and the inspector that specific performance standards defini-
tion will be deferred pending receipt/evaluation of early data after
restart of work, with such definition anticipated within a month. The
licensee 1dent1f1ed this item as a fo11owup matter associated with

their work restart release for WBG.

The WPPSS QA department issued an "Action Plan for Estab11sh1ng Standards
of Performance" at the WNP-2 site, via April 24, 1981 memorandum QA2-81-
267. This action plan is keyed toward eva1uat1on of existing Project
Management Instructions and QA Instructions. With the transfer of
Construction Manager responsibility to the Bechtel Corporation, the
existing WPPSS PMI's are being revised to recogn1ze this new interface.
The WPPSS QA manager stated that the revisions will include performance
1nd1cators/standards arising from the above noted action plan implemen-
tation.

The establishment of performance indicators/standards was not a specific
item in the review criteria initially used during the WPPSS reevaluation
of detailed work methods. However, steps have now been taken by WPPSS
to give some attention to this aspect of the corrective actions approach
described to NRC. The inspector identified no items of noncompliance
regarding this matter. Sufficient attention has been initiated on this
item so that the inspector considers this potential deviation to be
closed at this time.

tt. (Closed) Followup Item (397/81-01-03)

Implementation of paragraph 3.5.3 of the management system description
described to NRC in WPPSS letter dated November 12, 1980. The orientation
on the superintendent does not appear to be supported by documented
policies of corrective actions/thresholds.

The 1licensee's NRC Inspection Open Item 1og dated February=-12,.,1981

documents the WPPSS/WBG position that management members reta1n a

degree of unprescribed prerogative in administering disipline and

corrective actions for performance deficiencies. The licensee identified

no policies or guidelines in'this regard. The inspector jdentified no

regulatory requirement for“such dbcumentat1on This matter is closed.
a{','r’ %k‘«

uu. (Open) Followip Item (397/81 01204} * ‘”flﬁb :

R ,,, \ e

The Ticensee advised NRC that contractor document review criteria would
be clarified, as part of management system 1mprovements _.Such action
did not appear to have been: taken on, a‘schedule cons1stent with work
releases. A I ‘E?F ﬁﬁ\‘,’
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The responsible WPPSS manager has issued instruction to the RCSW task
force teams (F-81-1105 dated February 9, 1981) to ensure that the
contractor(s) procedures reflect - adequate controls to meet the above
commitments. The inspector verified that this had been completed for
WBG, as described under items 80-08-35 and 37, above. For the electrical
and containment steel contractors, the RCSW team leaders have asserted
that the commitment has been met. The RCSW teams had not apparently
completed their reviews for the other contractors (e.g. instrumentation,
heating and ventilation, fire protection). Future NRC inspections will
consider further WPPSS implemention of the actions described.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/81-01~05)

The Ticensee advised NRC that a traceability definition would be
provided for use by the contractors, as part of management system
improvements. Such action did not appear to have been taken on a
schedule consistent with work releases.

Burns & Roe has provided clarified traceability requirements to the
mechanical contractor. This was issued via PED-215-H-4116 dated
October 10, 1980. It included references to applicable construction
codes and standards and provided minimum requirements for materials

and standard components not covered by referenced codes. For such
non-code items, the PED allows that a stores requisition for a specific
hanger may be sufficient if it lists the material and the material QC
tag number.

For Quality Class 1 material, the 1icensee issued February 9, 1981
instructions (WNP2WBG-215-F-81-295) to the mechanical contractor.

These require that verification of heat number transfer prior to
material cut is essential. The contractor included applicable require-
ments for such verification by quality control inspectors, in the
piping fabrication and installation work procedure WP-530 revision

3, and in the pipe support procedure WP-330 reV1s1on ‘2 (as relates to
ASME Class 1 mater1a1 onTy)

The Burns & Roe and mechan1ca1 contractor’'s def1c1enc1es and uncertainty
in this area are demonstrated by the WPPSS memorandum SQA-81-177, WPPSS
Corrective Action Report CAR-1469, and WBG internal memoranda MHB 43,
MHB-58, and PEM-178.  ‘These show re]ated Eng1neer/contractor d1scuss1ons
dating to May 1979. For future work, the current Burns & Roe guidance
appears to have c]ar1f1edmthe s1tuat1on. By May 22, 1981 letter (BRWP-
F-81-411) Burns & Roe,estab11shed intent' to not prov1de to other con-
tractors similar guidarce on- mater1a1 traceab111ty The Burns & Roe
position included-the rationale thab no other site contractor has
identified that they have a_problem meeting specification requirements
on the subject of material traceability procedure requirements. The
Ticensee representatives- presented this to-the NRC inspector as the
current project position on this matter. No deviations from regulatory
requirements were 1dentjf1ed “This’ matter is resolved.
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(Open) Followup Item (397/81-01-06)

The licensee advised NRC that contractor QC supervisor overchecks
would be established, as part of management system improvements.

Such action did not appear to have been taken on a schedule consistent
with work releases.

The mechanical contractor has prepared a work procedure WP-367, which
prescribes a system of supervisor overchecks. More detailed instructions
are in preparation to prescribe the mechanics and documentation of this
performance function. Additionally, the WBG Project General Manager
has established a monitoring function within each department, to gather
and distill performance data. Performance indicators are also under
development, as described under item 81-01-02, above.

Similar provisions have not yet been imposed and verified for the
other site contractors. This matter remains unresolved pending review
of the implementation, or decision to not implement, this aspect of
the system described to NRC. :

(Closed) Unresolved Item (397/81-05-03)

Failure to establish performance indicators and standards described
in the July 17, 1980 and November 12 1980 WPPSS 1letters to NRC.

As discussed under item 81-01-02 above, steps have now been taken by
WPPSS to give some attention to this aspect of the 'corrective actions
approach described to NRC. The inspector identified no items of
noncompliance regarding this matter..Sufficient attention has been
initiated on this item such ‘that the matter is reso]ved

iv o

{Closed) Noncomp11ance (397/81 -05-05) o } Ap.’;
1\ :.-\x,

Failure to record resu1ts of nondestruct1ventestnng.* Dur1ng weld
joint .preparation for the SSW’ repair_girth- we]d; the NIX Company
personnel failed to record certa1n magnet1crpart1c]e 1nd1cat1ons
The licensee position and eorrect1ve act1on on. thws matter is docu-
mented in a WPPSSzletter‘to,NRC dated May 19 1981 fithe Jnspector
verified that the app11cab1e mechan1ca1 contractor procedure (QAP-211,
which replaces QAP- 14) has> been rev1sed as’ stated in-the.letter,

‘Also, the subcontractorgNIX has rev1sed vhis” app11cab1e procedures for
- various nondestructive’ exam1nat1on methods* to be- consnstent The

repair of the lack-of- penetrat1on cond1t1on 1hvo]ved 1s discussed in
IE Inspection Report 50-397/81 06 paragraph 13, regard1ng item 397/81-
05-04. This matter is resolved. » .

(CTosed) Followup Item (397/81-05-06)

The Ticensee terminated employment of . a ‘job~ shop construction-quality
engineer, shortly after he had 'been involved in identification of a
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quality discrepancy for which NRC issued a citation. The circumstances
of the personnel action were such that other site quality control
personnel could have perceived a degree of intimidation. The inspector
sought licensee actions to counteract such perceptions.

The inspector interviewed the ex-employee, who expressed his feeling
that his interaction with the NRC inspector had been a factor in his
dismissal. The WNP-2 Program Director also met with this individual,
to obtain his views. The Program Director reports that he interviewed
various of the management staff involved, and he identified sufficient
basis for the employment termination. The Construction Manager also
reports that he met with the other Construction Quality personnel
under his direction, to assure that there was no misunderstanding on
this matter. Termination of the employee appeared to have been
principally associated with personality conflicts, working relation-
ships, and the contractual arrangements that provide for termination
of job-shop personnel without any advance notice, (which makes removal
an inherently easy solution to personnel matters). There was no evidence
that technical competence of the individual was in question.

The inspector interviewed various site quality assurance and quality
control personnel since February 1981, and has encountered no staff
sensitivity to this matter. Additionally, the newly instituted WPPSS
quality awareness program, discussed elsewhere in this report, promises
to assure that employee concerns can be aired to senior WPPSS manage-
ment, should any employee feel a need in this direction. The continued
presence of the NRC resident inspector supports this openness. This
matter is resolved.

(Closed) Followup Item (397/81-06-01)

Control of voided documents and information only copies of procedures

in work areas. The licensee QA surevillance effort identified additional
cases of insufficient control of engineering directions (PED's) in

work packages; this is documented. in Corrective Action Report CAR-1529.
The contractor's auditors performed a thorough audit of all parts of

the WBG organization and identified extensive use of information

only issues of .procedures. This is documented in WBG audit report
number WBG-SP-2-81. The auditors attributed the situation to absence

of sufficient controlled copies of the procedures to meet working

needs. S PN

A

Corrective actions included revision of procedures for control of
documents in work packages,' and WBG cOn§r01 of Burns & Roe issued
field engineering directions, These are described in procedures
numbered WP-148, 430 and 431. . Al]l sinformation only copies of pro-
cedures have been.collected by WBG ‘Document Control, and increased
numbers of controlled, procedures ‘Yssued; including establishment of
several procedure.areas withinfthe,pérmanentJp]ant work areas
(reference SCY-225 dated March 27, SCY-259 dated March 26, and

SCY-320 dated April %8? 1981). The dopumenQLCOntro1 supervisor
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stated that some Vinformation only" copies of procedures will

be issued in the future for special tasks purposes, but these

will be issues with definite expiration/recall times. Current

WBG training plans also call for establishing procedure reference
libraries in the work areas, for crafts to visit to refer to
applicable work procedures when necessary. The inspector considers
this matter to be reso]ved

bbb. (Open) Unresolved Item (397/81 09- 01)

Def1n1t1on of qua11ty assurance controls for Quality Class II/Seismic
Category I work. 'A meeting report indicated that WBG planned
to delete all qya11ty controls from any Quality Class II work:

The Ticensee representatives stated that the meeting report was
oriented toward the previous project position that all Seismic
Category 1 work of the mechanical contractor was controlled as
Quality Class 1. This had apparently resulted in some unnecessarily
restrictive requirements for some Quality Class II work. WPPSS
plans to better define quality requirements for such work, but

in the interim the existing WBG procedures still include inspection
and quality controls commensurate with Quality Class 1 installations.
The inspector had no further question on this matter, relative

to restart of work by the mechanical contractor. However, this
matter remains unresolved pending review of the anticipated.

program changes for all site contractors.

Management Meetings

The dinspector and his superV1sor met with the WNP-2 Program Director
on May 31, 1981 to summarize the inspection findings relative to
restart of work by the mechanical contractor. Attendees included
the Deputy Program Director, an assistant to the Program Director,
Project Manager, Quality Assurance Director, and a representative

of the site quality assurance organization.

The resident inspector also met with licensee quality assurance and
construction management personnel on June 5, 1981 to discuss the

status of 1nspect1on findings. Attendees at this meeting are identified
by .notation (*) in Paragraph 1 of this report. The inspector also

met weekly with the QA manager to discuss status of his inspection
effornts. .







