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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

'

Region I

Report No. 50-423/81-09

Docket No. 50-423

License No. CPPR-113 Priori ty -- Category A

Licensee: Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

P. O. Box 270

Hartford, Connecticut

Facility Name: Millstone, Unit 3

Inspection at: Waterford, Connecticut

Inspection conducted: July 27-31,198!

Inspectors: A . I. , 44f N!f!f/ _*

5. K. ChaMhary, Reactor Inspector dat'e signed

Approved by: f (. h 7/ ._
: 'L. E. Trip /, Chief, Materials and Process date signed

Section, Engineering Inspection Branch

Inspection Summary:
Inspection on July 27-31, 1981 (Report No. 50-423/81-09)
Areas Inspected: An unannounced inspection t'y a regional based inspector of
the areas of concrete placement, Batci> Plant, and design change control of
concrete specificattels. The inspection involved 37 inspector-hours onsite by
one regional based inspector.
Results: No items of noncompliance were identified in two areas. One item of
noncompliance was identified in the area of design control - failure to follow
procedures.

,

|

| Regicn I Form 12
j (Rev. April 77)

8110060267 810V14'
.PD'.i ADOCK 0$O00423
0- POR



r

-
. . .

,

.

$

DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

NUSCO

* R. E. Busch, Project Manager
* K. W. Gray, Supervisor - Construction QA
* R. A. Hastings, Tech A - Construction QA
* 0. O. Nordquist, Supervisor - Design and Operations-
* S. Orefice, Superintendent - New. Site Construction
* T, F. Sullivan, Resident Elactrical Engineer

Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation

* J. S. Carty, Head SEO
* P. A. Gagel, Program Administrator - QA

S. Golob, Field Engineer
J. A. Jenson, SEO Lead Power Engineer

" J. Kappas, Superintendent - Construction
S. Misenti, FQC Inspector
W. D. Miller,- Field QC
S. D. Morris, Senior Engineer,.FQC

* A. M. Prusi, Resident Engineer
M. Sinha, Structural Engineer --SE0

* G. G. Turner, Superintendent, FQC
J. Apostilitise, QFC Batch Plant Inspector
W. Thompson, FQC Inspector

* F. K. Sullivan, Sr. Resident Engineer

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

* 'J. C. Mattia, Sr. Resident Inspector

* denotes ptt<ons attending exit interview.

2. Plant Tour

The inspector _ performed a walk-through tour of the plant site to assess
general conformance to work procedures and good construction practices in
the area of concrete-placement, curing, and structural steel erection.
The inspector also observed work in progress and preparations for concrete

i placement of the dome'section-'of the containment exterior-wall. Also,
the inspector interviewed craft, engineering, and quality control personnel-
available in the work area.. Where more detailed inspection of an area
was conducted, the inspection scope and findings are described in other>

paragraphs of this' report.

f.*o items off noncompliance were identified.
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3. Changes to' Concrete Specifications

The inspector reviewed specifications, procedures and Engineering Design
and Coordination Reports (E&DCR) applicable to those concrete specifications,
and held discussions with cognizant licensee and AE/ Constructor personnel.
The review of documentation and discussions were to determine.the adequacy
of the technical requirements specified and centrol exercised over the
changes made in-the requirements .The following documents were reviewed:

-- S&W Specification #C-281, May 2, 1973, " Mixing and Delivery of
Concrete"

Addenda: 1. November 30, 1973
2. April 19, 1974
3. July 8,1974
4. December 31, 1974

-- S&W Specification #C-282, April 17, 1974, " Concrete Testing Services"

Addenda: 1. July 10,'1974
2, October 16, 1974
3. December 6, 1974
4. August 19, 1975
5. May.1' , 19777

-- -S&W Specification #C-999, Revision 2, January 16, 1981, " Placing
Concrete and Reinforcing Steel"

-- S&W Engineering Assurance Procedure, EAP 6.3, Revision 3, " Preparation,
Review, Approval and Control of E&DCRs"

-- S&W Engineering Assurance Procedure, EAP 6.5, Revision 0, '' Preparation, ,

Review,' Approval and Control of Engineering and Design Coordination
Reacrts (E&DCRs) - Computerized Logging and Tracking System" ,

-- Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit 3, PSAR, Chapter 17, Sections
17.1.1.3, 17.1.2.5 ar,d 17.1.2.6

;

-- S&W "E&DCR and N&D Specification Change Record" for Specifications
2199-142-999

E&DCRs:

F-S-3257 F-S-2002- P-S-3452
F-S-3059 F-S-193 P-S-2136
F-S-3010 F-S-176 P-S-1932
F-S-2959 F-S-97 P-S-2286
F-S-2216- F-S-91
F-S-2123 F-S-74

. .
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F-S-4629 F-S-4022 P-S-3307
F-S-4551 F-S-3668 P-S-3302
F-S-4416 F-S-3468 P-S-3278
F-S-4373 P-S-3427 PS-S-1136
F-S-4152 P-S-3385 PS-S-1074
F-S-4081 P-S-3380 PS-S-1004
F-S-4027 P-S-3310 F-S-2683

S&W Computer Log: " Unincorporated E&DCR/VIR Document Changes", July 16,
1981

Based on the review of above recorde and discussions with cognizant
personnel, the inspector determined that the changes to the concrete
specifications were controlled by the E&DCR system. However, the inspector
also observed that E&DCRs, in many cases, had been issued to change
and/or impose further requirements contained in other E&DCRs by reference
only. As an example, E&DCR #F-S-2683 was issued for providing concrete
repair procedures not contained in Specification C-999. This E&DCR was
not required to be incorporated in the specification, and was designated
to be "for information only". However, the repair procedure was generic,
and was used extensively onsite for concrete repairs. The Specification
C-999 was revised .in January,1981, but the requirements of E&DCR F-S-2693
were not incorporated in the specification because the E&DCR was "for
information only". On February 24, 1981, another E&DCR PS-S-1004 was
initiated to revive the old E&DCR F-S-2683 by reference, because F-S-2683
had become obsolete due to the specification revision. S&W EAP 6.3,
Revision 3, and EAP 6.5, Revision 0, which established and controlled the
design' change system di.d not provide for such use of E&DCRs. Procedure
EAP 6.3, Revision 3, which was applicable at the time of the issuance of
E&DCR PS-S-1004 did not provide for such use as incorporating an "information
only" E&DCR into the specification by reference. Section 5.0 of EAP 6.3
which described the special uses of E&DCRs provided only for revision
and/or cancellation of E&DCRs. It did not provide for reviving an obsolete
document by a new E&DCR by reference only.

Furthermore, the same procedure (EAP 6.3, Revision 3, Section 3.0), also
requires that changes to specification requirements would be entered in
the "E&DCR and N&D Specification Change Record" against the specification.
However, the inspector observed that as of July 30, 1981 the "E&DCR and
k&D Specification Change Record" for Specification C-999 did not accurately
reflect the status of E&DCRs against above specification. Specifically,
E&DCRs F-S-2640 and F-S-3374 had been incorporated in the Revision #2 of
the Specification C-999_ issued in January,1981; however, the "E&DCR and
N&D Specification Change Record" for the above specification listed these
two E&DCRs as "open" and still to be incorporated.

The above are examples of violation of 10 CFR-50, Appendix B, Criterion V.
(S1-09-01)
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4. Safety Related Concrete Placement

The inspector witnessed the placement of concrete in the exterior wall of
containment (Placement #C-3762, Containment Dome, Elev.116'8" South
half) for an independent evaluation of work performance, and to ascertain
if the placement activities were being accomplished in accordance with
project procedures and applicable codes. In addition to the personal
observation of.the placement, the following documents were reviewed:

-- S&W Specification C-999, Revision 2, " Placing Concrete and Reinforcing
Steel".

-- S&W Specification C-281, May-2, 1973, " Mixing and Delivery of Concrete"
with Addenda 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.

-- Concrete Batch Delivery Tickets for the concrete delivered to the
placement.

By review of documentation and personal observation, the inspector determined
as follows:

a. Forms were properly secured and clean.

b. Rebars and other embedments were properly secured, free of excessive
rust and concrete, and proper clearance was maintained.

c. Preplacement inspection was completed before the release of placement.

d. Proper concrete mix was specified on the ' pour card" and was delivered
at the placement.

e. Duration of concrete mixing / agitation in transport trucks, placing
equipment, and required testing of concrete were adequately controlled.
and met the project procedures.

f. Adequate crew and procedures were used to place and consolidate the
concrete in forms. Chutes were utilized to prevent excessive free
fall.

g. The inspection at the point of placement was adequate.
.

Based on the above observations, the inspector determined that the placement
of concrete was carried out as required by project procedures and applicable
codes. However, the inspector noticed that during the placement of first
and second lifts, the lateral movement of concrete due to vibration
appeared excessive. The inspector pointed out this problem to the placement
QC inspector, and this apparent problem was brought under control.

No items of noncompliance were identified.1

. . . . . - _ - .
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5. Concrete Batch Plant Operation

The inspector observed the onsite batch plant operation during production
of concrete. -By this personal observation, the inspector determined that-
the concrete aggregates were being drawn.from proper aggregate piles, the
cement was free flowing and did not have excessive storage time in bins,
water, ice, admixtures were properly stored and were dispensed by properly
calibrated equipment. There was a S&W batch plant inspector available in
the batch plant to observe and verify the plant operation. The inspector

-

also witnessed an air-content test run by batch plant personnel. The
test was for information only for the benefit of the batch plant operator.

The inspector also verified that the batch plant scales were calibrated
and sealed by the State of Connecticut. This calibration is done on an
annual frequency.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6. Status of Previously Identified Items

(Closed) Unresolved Item 423/81-06-02: Pertaining to the bundling of
rebars in containment' structure. The inspector reviewed the licensees
rationale for this design and considered it acceptable. The bundled
rebars are hoop reinforcement, and are cadweld spliced as a complete
hoop. In hoop reinforcements, bond stresses are not critical, therefore,
the item is resolved to the inspector's satisfaction.

7. Exit-Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted * in paragraph
1) at the conclusion cf the inspection on July 31, 1981. The inspector
summarized the purpose and scope of this inspection, and discussed the
inspection findings.
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