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SUMMARY

Inspection on March 4-7, 1980

Areas Inspected

| This routine, unannounced inspection involved 26 inspector-hours on site in the
areas of 10 CFR 50.55(e) evaluation and reporting and observation of safety-related
activities.

Results
9

Of the two areas inspected, no items of noncompliance or deviations were identified
in one area; one item of noncompliance was found in one area (Deficiency - Failuree

-

to evaluate and report construction deficiency in accordance with 10 CFR,

50.55(e) . paragraph 5).
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DETAILS
4

, 1. Persons Contacted
i

Licensee Employees

**T. E. Reaves, Jr., Manager of QA -

C. K. McCoy, Plant Manager
*C. L. Stuart, Assistant Plant Manager

.

**J. W. Yelverton, QA Field Supervisor
j H. D. Morgan, Construction Supervisor
; D. D. Little, QA Representative
'

D. F. Mahoney, QA Representative
*S. F. Tanner, QA Representative ,

,

,

I

Other licensee employees contacted included various construction craftsmen,
| technicians, and office personnel.

; Other Organizations
E

| Bechtel Power Corporation

R. L. Scott, Project QA Manager
*M. R. Lindsey, Lead QA Engineer
A. S. Bettencourt, QA Engineer

*M. L. Rayfield, Resident Engineer
J. W. Ausherman, Valve Engineer
C. Rankin, Mechanical Engineer

** Attended exit interview March 6, 1980
* Attended exit interview March 7, 1980

>

! 2. Exit Interview
i

! The inspection scope and findings were summarized on March 6 and 7,1980 |with those persons indicated in Paragraph I above.;

3. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings,

I

-*' '

Not inspected.
\

,
-> .- -

! 4. Unresolved Items
% g,w.

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable or may involve noncompliance or devia-

|tions. New unresolved items identified during this inspection are discussed
in paragraph 5.

|
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5. Licensee Compliance with 10 CFR 50.55(e) (Units 1 and 2)

The licensee's program for identifying, reporting, evaluating and correcting
10 CFR 50.55(e) construction and design deficiencies was examined in det' ail
by the principal inspector. Regional management had previously met with
corporate management on January 24, 1980 to emphasize the NRC requirements
to ensure compliance with 10 CFR 50.55(e) (IE Report 50-416/80-01 and
50-417/80-01). The following procedures provide guidance un 10 CFR 50. .

55(e):
.

a. MPL Quality Assurance Procedure 16.20, Revision 3, " Reporting of
Defic-iencies as required by 10 CFR 50.55 (e) and 10 CFR 21".

b. Bechtel Nuclear QA Manual Policy No. QGG-16.2, Revision 3, "Significant
Reportable Deficiencies".

Bechtel QA Department Procedures Manual Procedure No. 16.1-1, Revision !
c.

O, " Management Corrective Action Report".

d. Bechtel QC Manual Procedure 6.0, Revision 0, "Nonconformance Reports".
|
l

The procedures listed above were reviewed to determine if they sovided 1sufficient guidance and control to enable the licensee to comply with 10 1

CFR 50.55(e). The procedures were adequate with the following exceptions:

Paragraphs 3.2 and 3.6 of Bechtel QA Manual Policy No. QGG-16.2 is Ia.
unclear about how the licensee will meet the 24 hour reporting require-
ments of 10 CFR 50.55(e). The information required by 10 CFR 50.55(e)
must be reported to Region II within 24 hours of detection of a
reportable deficiency in design or construction. Bechtel Power
Corporation is the Architect-Engineer for Grand Gulf Nuclear Station
and acts as MPL's agent. 'fherefo re , if a responsible employee of
Bechtel is aware of a reportable deficiency it must be reported within

i

24 hours to the NRC. This item is discussed further below. l
|

b. Paragraph 3.4 of Bechtel QA Manual Policy No. QGG-16.2 is unclear.
Specifically the planned test sequence intended to verify design
adequacy is never defined. If the test sequence is limited to only

. preliminary design activities and does not include construction testing
fhis test may not be adequate to detect a discrepancy in final construc-.

tion.-

a .- .

Paragraph 3.5 of Bechtel QA Mauual Policy No. QGG-16.2 provides guidancec.
tobeusedindeterminingifadeficiencyisrep'o}t'able. The guidance
in paragraph 3.5.1 appears less conservative than 10 CFR 50.55(e)
(1)(i).

d. MPL Quality Assurance Procedure 16.20 defines extensive as any evaluation,
redesign, repair or combination thereof which will require the expendi-
ture of fifty thousand dollars or more. Evaluatic s, redesigns or .

repairs that cost less than fifty thousand dollars _e not reportable.
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This threshold of reportability allows MPL to not report failures of
i

inexpensive items (springs, switches, ect.) that could be generic in '

nature and affect the safety of operations of Grand Gulf Nuclear
Plant. A dollar limit on the definition of extensive could arbitrarily
screen very significant deficiencies. Each deficiency must be evaluated
on its own basis and for the effect it could have on the safety of
operations of the plant.

.

MPL Quality Assurance Procedure 16.20 provides for 24 hour notificationc.

to the NRC after a deficiency is determined reportable. MPL requires
an evaluation of the effect the deficiency could have on the safety of
operations of Grand Gulf Nuclear Plant prior to informing the NRC.This evaluation could take days, weeks or months depending on the
complexity of the deficiency. The 24 hour reporting requirement of 10

, CFR 50.55(e)(2) was establinhed for prompt notification. MPL and its
agents should conclude that a deficiency which meets one or more of
the conditions of 50.55(e)(1)(i-iv) and has the potential to (could)
affect the safety of operations of Grand Gulf Nuclear Station is
reportable. The NRC should be notified within 24 hours to enable
dissemination of generic deficiencies and immediate Regional review of
significant deficiencies. If a subsequent evaluation completed within
30 days shows the deficiency to be not reportable a 30-day written
report would not be required if the NRC is info ~ed of this finding.

Closed Nonconformance Reports (NCR) 4000 through 4300 and open NRC's 3819
through 4603 were reviewed to ensure that all reportable deficiencies
documented on NCR's had been elevated to Management Corrective Action
Report (MCAR) status as required by Bechtel QA Department Procedure 16.1-1,paragraph 3.3. The principal inspector found that all of the above NCR's
that were reportable deficiencies had been elevated to the MCAR level. A
review was conducted of several MCAR's that had been reported to the NRC to
determine if the 24 hour notification requirement of 10 CFR 50.55(e)(2) hadbeen met. On April 4, 1979 the Bechtel Project QA Manager received a phone
call from Liberty Equipment informing him that a Part 21 report was being
submitted to the NRC that day by Liberty Equipment. The Part 21 report
stated that 90 degree ASME Class II piping elbows with an unacceptably high
carbon content had been previously shipped to the site for possible use in
safety related systems. Bechtel issued MCAR-49 on April 5,1979 to identifythis deficiency.

>
' The Bechtel Project QA Manager informed FPL Manager of Quality Assurance of

-> a potential reportable condition (MCAR-49) by letter dated April 13, 1979.
MPL informed the NRC of this reportable deficiency,on April 18, 1979 and an
interim written report was submitted dated May 21,'1979. The NRC should
have been notified of this reportable deficiency within 24 hours of the
phone call to the Bechtel Project QA Manager, a responsible agent to MPL.
Failure to report this matter within 24 hours and to submit a written
report within 30 days is in noncompliance with 10 CFR 50.55(e) and isidentified as a deficiency 50-416 and 50-417/80-02-01, Failure to Properly
Evaluate and Report 10 CFR 50.55(e) Deficiencies.

-
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The principal inspector reviewed all MCAR's through MCAR 62 that were not
reported to the NRC to determine if the licensee and its agents had properly
evaluated these MCAR's as not reportable under 10 CFR 50.55(e). It was
determined that three MCAR's had been improperly evaluated as not reportable.
The findings are summarized below:

a. MCAR 26: Dragon Valves requested in 1977 that 26 safety related
manifolds be returned for installation of a re-designed manifold -

diaphram spring. The spring had been found to be inadequate at another
nuclear plant during start-up testing. Bechtel and MPL had evaluated-
this deficiency as not reportable based on a Bechtel Project Engineering
Attachment to MCAR-26 dated June 29, 1977. This attachment contained
an evaluation of the deficiency and concluded that the item was not;

reportable in that if the spring had not been replaced the deficiency
would have been detected during functional testing of the valves at
the site. In that 10 CFR 50.55(e)(1) states ". . . , which were it to
have remained uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety of
operations... at anytime throughout the expected lifetime of the
plant....", the conclusion that the item would have been detected on
subsequent tests does not support the decision not to report. Functional
testing is very broad and cannot be depended on to detect all flaws in
a particular component.

b. MCAR 41: The licensee had an audit conducted on a vendor, Fisher
|Controls, on January 18-20, 1978. The audit revealed that Fisher

Control's QA Program did not adequately control the processing of ,

,

non-pressure retaining parts and components which were safety related
!and required the same QA program requirements as pressure retaining
!components. The analysis by Project Engineering dated February 2,

1979 and supported by Bechtel memorandum, Manderly to Habermas, dated
January 20, 1978 concluded that the deficiency was not reportable.
The memorandum stated that the Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC)
system (which contained the subject Fisher Controls valves) is required
for safe shutdown, but that a redundant system (HPCS) also provides
this shutdown function. Based on this redundancy, the memorandum
concluded that possible failure of non pressure retaining components
would not be a significant safety hazard and would not be reportable
under 10 CFR 50.55(e).

Jedundancy is inherent in the design of all safety features of a'

' uclear plant and is incorporated into the technical specificationn.

'e
- action statements. A deficiency is reportable under 10 CFR 50.55(e)

if it could affect the safety of operations of the nuclear plant. To
screen out reportable deficiencies that inv'olveT redundant systems
could result in generic problems not being identified in a timely ;

'

MCAR-41 also found similar deficiencies with at least ninemanner.

other vendors in addition to Fisher Controls. No documentatinn of an
.

i

engineering evaluation of the effect of components supplied by these
vendors failing to perform their intended function was available.
This item is generic, affects safety related non pressure retaining

.

components and is considered reportable under 10 CFR 50.55(e).
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f c. MCAR-62 dated February 25, 1980: This deficiency involved damage to
13 cables under the reactor pressure vessel (RPV). The cables were
part of the Neutron Monitoring System and Control Rod Drive Hydraulic
System. The damage ranged from pinched insulation to cut insulation
and was documented on NCR's 4166 and 4167 dated September 27, 1979.
Similar conditions (damage to cabling under the RPV) were documented
previously on NCR's 3678, 3819 (dated July 11, 1979), 3879, 4005, 4432
and 4453. These NCR's extend over approximately a seven month period.-
Repetitive damage to installed safety related cables under the reactor
pressure vessel over an extended period indicates a breakdown in the
licensee's quality assurance program. The licensee did not report
this item to Region II because estimated replacement of the damaged
cable was less than fifty thousand dollars and was therefore not .
considered an extensive repair as discussed above. This is an example
of an arbitrary monetary definition of extensive screening significant
deficiencies from the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(e). This
item affects cables that indicate reactor power and controls the control
rod drive hydraulic system. This item is considered reportable under
10 CFR 50.55(e). MPL informed the NRC of this problem by telephone
Feburary 27, 1980, as an information item.

In conclusion, MCAR's 26, 41 and 62 identify deficiencies that are
considered reportable 'under 10 CFR 50.55(e) by the NRC. The licensee
has not reported these deficiencies to the NRC based on evaluations
that are incorrect or incomplete, as discussed above. Based on the
evaluations that were made for MCAR's 26 , 41 and C2, the evaluation of
deficiencies appears to be inadequate to determine the significance of
the deficiencies, and is identified as unresolved items 50-416 and
50-417/80-02-02, Failure to properly evaluate and report 10 CFR 50.55(e)
deficiencies.

Although these items were not properly reported to the NRC, no defi-
ciencies were identified in the corrective action by the licensee.

6. Observation of Safety-Related Activities (Unit 1)

The principal inspector conducted a walk-through inspection of the Unit 1
containment and auxiliary buildings. Areas inspected included rigging and3

fitup of piping, housekeeping, welding of Class 1 piping, protection of
instafled stainless steel piping and hanger installation.,

'*' It' was noted that many safety-related valves and valve actuators were
unsupported. Discussions with mechanical engineers and review of several
hanger drawings indicate that no supports are intehd@$ 'for most of these
valves and valve actuators. The actuators are either motor driven or air
operated and in some cases extended to over seven feet horizonally from the
centerline of the pipe in which the valve is installed. This results in
the center of gravity offset several feet from the pipe centerline which,
with massive actuators, produces significant torques. This problem is
accentuated on small diameter piping where valve actuators are much larger .
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relative to piping circumference. Data was obtained for three valves in
the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) and is summarized below:

Center of Gravity
(Relative to Weight (Valve

Valve Pipe Centerline) and Actuator)

QIE12F028A (18") 19" 6160# .

QIE12F041B (14") 9.66" 2210#
QIE12F042A (14") 33" 4220#

'?he actuators for valves F028A and F041B extend horizonally from the piping .

The actuator for valve 42A subtends an angle of +44 degrees with the horizontal.
No supports are intended for these valves and valve actuatcrs. Region II will
review the seismic input data, expected thermal stresses, and deadwei St loadingdof typical safety-related valves with actuators to determine if piping inte-
grity and valve operation (if required) can be maintained following a seismic
event without valve and actuator support. Pending completion of the above
review, this item is identified as Inspector Followup Item 50-416/80-02-03,
Safety-Related Valve and Actuator Support.
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