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J.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Region IV

611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, Texas 76011

subject: W ESD Quality Assurance Program Inspection Response

Attention: Mr. J H. Tillou, Chief
r

Inspection Branch

I have reviewed the inspection report dated 04/19-22
documents the results of the visitation by W.M. Mcnei
office to the Westinghouse Electrical Systems Divisio
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19-22, 1982.

appreciate the fact that your representative identified the
nonconformance identified in B.5, however, these items would
have been detected by our inspection, in as much as the
inspection procedure requires review of all documentation

to acceptance.

We have investigated your findings relative to the Quality
Assurance Program and have addressed our response to these
findings in the attached pages.
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I want to assure you that we will continue to be re > to

the findings and recommendations of NRC representatives in ai
effort te continually improve our Quality Program,

W i atan

JF. Heins
Product Assurance Manager General Manager
Hunt Valley Plant Hunt Valley Plant

-

W.M. McNeill, Reactive & Components
Programs Section (R&CPS)
Contractor Inspector

1 Y :} rant h




W ESD RESPONSE TO THE
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM
INSPECTION CONDUCTED ON
APRIL 19-22, 1982

FINDING A

No Quality Assurance Procedure established to address the
qualification of the wire wrap process and personnel.

W ESD RESPONSE y

Quality Assurance Procedure 10.3 has been written to address
this finding. Quality Assurance Engineering will perfom an
internal audit of the special processes being performed. Each
manufacturing supervisor has been provided with a 1ist of those
operators who have been certified to perform solderless wire
vrap and temi-point wiring.

Q.A.P. 10.3 was released 6/30/82. Internal audit will be
performed during month of July 1982.

FINDING B

One operator performing temi-point wiring was found to not be
certified in accordance with the procedure.

W ESD RESPONSE

A1 work performed by this operator was immediately inspected
and found to be acceptable. Since this was the operators first
day back to work from a maternity leave there is no concern of
her having performed this operation on equipment recently
shipped. As stated in response to Finding A an internal audit
of this process is scheduled for July, 1982,

FINDING C

Process Specification (PS 82355HA) was not maintained at the
Inspection Station.



ty Assurance Procedure 13.3 was revised to Revision |

March 31, 1982 which imposed the requirement for the inspec

to maintain those process specs most frequently used at the

station. The inspectors in the PC Board area are certified
the acceptance criteria. T

bock at

the wire wrap process and

specification has been added to the log
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2. Recording of operators signatures and dates was not
accamplished.

W ESD RESPONSE

Tags have been corrected. A training session conducted on July
7, 1982 by the manager of Training and Development discussed in
detail the Quality Assurance Procedure 14.0, Control Tag. This
session instructed the nanufacturing operators as to which
blocks nust be campleted prior to inspection subnittal.

3. Shortages were not identified on the control tag.

W ESD RESPONSE

The recording of these shortages was an oversight by the
manufacturing operator.

A workplace meeting was held on July 2, 1982 to identify and
discuss this finding with responsible manufacturing personnel.
Additional asseablies waiting for inspection were reviewed and
similar conditions did not exist.

4. Defective Article Report number was not entered on the |
control tag. Two non-applicable REA's had been recorded on the
tags.

W ESD RESPONSE

This unit was going through the circuit check process by the
test technician who was also assigned to perfom the operating
tests, vhich explains why the iten was grouped under the test
heading. The Defective Article Report is generated when
defective parts are identified and require replacenent during
test. The subject canponents were the wrong parts which
indicate a manufacturing error and the D.A.R. is not generated
for this condition.

Test technicians and inspectors are required by Procedure
0.A.P. 14.4 to verify that D.A.R. tags are documented when
applicable.

The two nonapplicable REA's were voided fron the control tajg.
The responsible material control person entered the REA's in
error.



