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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION DOCKETED
HENRT
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
‘82 SEP27 MO
In the MMatter of )
) seeint 0F SECRET:
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY )  Docket Nos. 50-454 e NG & SERV
) 50-455 ERANCH
(Byron Station, Units 1 and 2) )
DAARE/SAFE'S MOTION 70 RECONSIDER
SUMMARY DISPOSITION OF CONTENTION 1
WITH RESPECT TO QUALITY ASSURANCE AND QUALITY COMTiOL
DAARE/SAFE, by its undersigned attorneys, bereby o ¢ the
Board to reconsider its ruling granting summary dispoc tion agai:
DAARE/SAFE's Contention 1, with respect to issues concornin:
quality assurance and quality control by Commonwealth " dis v and

*
Edison's ccntractors.—/

The grounds of this motion are as follows:

1. The Board's ruling overlooked the portion of DAAFK 'SAFE
Contention 1 relating to QA/QC. The ruling on Content ion |
(pp. 5-9) makes no reference to QA/QC. The Appendix to tle¢ Joar:
ruling, entitled "DAARE/SAFE ADMITTED CONTENTIONS," omirs the
portion of DAARE/SAFE's Contention 1 relating to QA/QC

2. In relevant part, DAARE/SAFE's Contention 1 c¢ire:

h. The history at all of Applicant's
plants (whether now operating) of its
failure (and that of its architects-

engineers and contractors) to observe
on a continuin% and adecvuate basis the

applicable quality control and jquality
assurance criter{a and plans adoptred

pursuant thereto.
(Emphasis added)
%/ "Memorandum and Order Ruling on Motions for Sunmere Dicpositi
of DAARE/SAFE Contentions," dated September 10, 1427, (heket

in the NRC and served by mail on DAARE/SAFE, Septenber 13, U
DSOS




3. While the Board's ruling ignored the forepoirgs portion
of DAARE/SAFE's Contention 1, Edison properly quoted it in full
in Edison's motion for summary disposition (p 1-3). ‘lworcover,

Edison's counsel stated at the August 18 prehearing contference,
If DAARE/SAFE ... has concerns with

respect to quality assurance, perhaps
felt with safety of the plant. [sic]

Those concerns can be raiscd and the
applicant is prepared to, and will,

litigate the issues which pertain to
the health and safety of the public,
and the safe operation of the Byron

plant.

Transcript at 50 (Emphasis added).

4. DAARE/SAFE attaches hereto four newly available cxhibit
briefly described in paragraphs 5-8 below, in support of its
QA/QC contention and this motion for reconsideration. Topether
these exhibits demonstrate genuine issues of material fact as to
whether QA/QC at Byron has been and is sufficient tc assure safe
construction and operation of the plant

5. The affidavit of Peter Stomfay-Stitz, dated feprerber 2
1982 (Exhibit A hereto), states that he was a QA/QC Inepector
for a contractor at Byron from October 1973 to March 147 und an
ironworker apprentice at Byron from March to Septenber 10 As
A QA/QC Inspector, he was responsible for inspectior and de cumen
tation relating to structural steel erection and bolting i
As such, he found many nonconforming stec. reenforcing tendons
which were neither returned to the manufacturer nor completely
repaired (Ex. A at 1-2), were improperly stored and handled

(id. at 2-3), and had cracked buttonheads which were not properl-




inspected (id. at 3). He also witnessed poor testing of 1o

agprepgate used for concrete, (id. at 3-5), such that "

convinced that a good deal of bad aggregate was used ¢ heicats
the cement which was used in the construction of the <« s ament
buildings." (Id. at 4-5.) He also testifies concerning

or dirty concrete blocks, supposed to be used only for Citecory
construction, but actually used for Category 1 (id. at 5) quest:
able alteration of design plans to conform to otherwice ~oncon-
forming construction (id.); inadequate inspection of bolts in

the containment building (id. at 5-6); inadequate staflirp and
pay for QA/QC (id. at 6-7); and subordination of QA/QC perconnel
to production personnel (id. at 7). In sum, his experierce was
that, "The contractor and the utility were primarily concerned
that the QA/QC staff completed the paper work. The gencral
attitude was that as long as everything looked good on poper,
then the QA/QC inspectors were doing their jobs proper!y " (Id
at 6.)

6. The affidavit of Michael A. Smith, dated Septentoer 21,
1982 (Exhibit B hereto), states that Smith was a qual
assurance auditor for another Byron contractor from Ocroner 1978
to January 1980. He testifies that his QA training wa: inadequ
(Ex. B at 1-2); that the contractor's QA program "had been throwi
together in a matter of a few days" (id. at 1); that t'e (A manui|
was too vague (id. at 2); that his audit of pipe supports carry-
ing Class 2 piping showed "100% non-compliance with the dosign
drawings" (id. at 3); that his audit reports on this and otner

findings were edited "to downplay problem areas" (id .t &),



that to his knowledge, "design engineers bhad not approved the

altered locations of the supports" (id. at 6), that during i

tenure with the contractor, "I was kept at a distance from RO ‘
inspectors on site" and that it was "made clear to me by [h.s

supervisor] that all dealings with Commonwealth Edison were 1o p

through him" (id.), who also told Smith "that it would take 100

much time and research to get the QA program in shape' (id at

6-7). Finally, he states, "We were so shorvt of staff than

believe an effective QA program was not possible" (id a4t /)

7. The affidavit of Daniel W. Gallagher, dated Seproroer (

1982 (Exhibit C hereto), states that he was a batch plant ¢oerat

for the concrete contractor at Byron from August 1975 +o o sombes
1977 and February 1978 to June 1979, when he was firco "oleo |
refused to mix incompetent and unusable batches of cororere and
approve their quality for safety-related use" (Ex. ¢ o | He

also testifies that the contractor "was under a grear onl of
pressure from CE supervisory personnel to produce concrere (o
keep up with the high-paced construction schedule" and thii the

contractor therefore '"felt compelled" to take shortcuts (id. at
that "[f]or over two years, aggregate which had not met specifi-
cations was used to mix the concrete for the Unit COne containmen
and turbine building" (id. at 4); that this problem was pever
adequately remedied by the NRC or by Edison (id at 4-5); and
that Edison stalled corrective action '"because the poor quality
of the agpregate was not reflected in any paper work, cven

though CE knew the aggregate did not meet safetv specificitions”



(id. at 5); that on one occasion the contractor's OC persomnel]
“blatantly lied to NRC investigators" (id. at 5); that "it was
apparent to me that the [contractor's] staff did not want the
batch plant operators and the other workers talking to the HRC
investigators" (id. at 6); that the contractor's "QC peorle

"

stretched the truth on a variety of quality coatrol practrices

(id.); that excessive water was added to the concrete wealening
it (id. at 6-7); and that another worker told nhim that oil vas
also leaking into the concrete (id. at 7-&). In sum, Mr. Csllay!
states:

All of the violations of safety speci-
fications which I observed and in which

I was asked to participate were overloo ed
or not discovered by CE inscpectors. |
believe that the CE supervisors were mainly
worried about meeting safety specifications
on paper. 1 further believe, from mv
experience at the Byron facility, that actual
compliance with specified procedures for
producing concrete for safety-related usc
was not nearly as important to CE as pushing
Blount supervisors into increasing the speecd
of concrete fabrication to meet the daily
quotas for the construction project.

(Id. at &)

8. In addition, a June 24, 1982 NRC Zetter to Edison
(Exhibit D hereto, which was not placed in the public docwrent
room nor made available to DAARE/SAFE until mid-Aupust) reports
the results of a special team inspection of QA/QC at Rvro
conducted during March-May, 1982. While the letter state that
"[i]n peneral," Edison's QA/QC program "appeared good," it rote:

that "program implementation deficiencies were i1dentified



require corrective action." The accompanying notice ol vi iti
listed nine separate kinds of QA/QC violations and the Lot

expressed particular concern about inadequate QA/QC tr 1)

staffing and certification by Edison and its covtract s 8 3
The inspection report itself is even more illuminatin, 4. o the
adequacy of Edison's QA/QC program at lyron Alften i it
Edison's OA program "should" be able to handle the jol . 10 note

"However, the execution of the program is not sotistacts A
evidenced by the many problems uncovercd by the inspec o On¢
factor affecting the execution is the stability of service for
the QA personnel." (Ex. D at 16.) It adds:

Since January 1976 therc have becen fiw

QA superintendents at the byron cite:

In addition to this undesirable condit on.
the QA Engineers and Inspectors have an
average on-site service tine of appro«
imately fourteen months and have limited
prior QA experience. Part of this cn-cite
time was spent in training and qualifying
for varicus QA duties.

In addition to this problen, manpower
currently being sent tc other sites so

that the QA effort is :abstantially weskere
The constant change over ol personnel
resulting in a minimum experience leve! and
transfer of personnel could hinder the 7

organization in meeting its obligation ot
effectively implementing a QA nrozram.

The foregoing findings are not consistent with Edison's cloins
of a zealous commitment to vigorous QA/QC  What emerpcs from
this report is a sketch of a low-priority, low-pay, low-power

program, incapable of effectively handling its critrical




responsibilities. Thues, Edison's own explanation for the vapid
turnover and low experience level in QA/QC at 3dyron Lt part,
a desire to offer QA/QC personnel "promotional opportunicic:" in
other departments. (Id. at 17.) As the report noted, Edison's
"inability ... to dedicate resources'" to CUA leads the inspcoiors
to question both Edison's "effectiveness in staffing" its
QA Program, and its oversight of contractor QA/QC programs Id
at 21, 22. The inspectors were also concerned about the uck ot
"assurance that upper management of CEC supported the Cuall
Assurance Program and its objectives." (1d. at 21.)
comes as little surprise that, for example, Edison's rvesponse
to the November 1981 GAO finding was still inadequate. "pi
training [of OA personnel] was still not being accompl sncd

the corrective action to prevent recurrence, state!
avdit response, was not being effectively imploepmentcd
at 17-18.)

9. FEdison's failure to ensure effective A/0(
contractors at Byron is longstaading. (See Petition i R SA]
For Waiver Of Or Exception To Financial Qualificaticn: Repvlati
filed July 30, 1982, at pp. 9-13, and Exhibits O throush o rhere
to, which are incorporated by reference herein in thelr cutirety
Indeed, Edison has knowingly tolerated QA/QC daficiencie:z ar

Byron, which are now the subject of a pending crimipal irvesti-

gation by the Department of Justice (id. at 10-11), and which

have now led to an NRC Information Notice concerning "the

potentially significant problem pertaining to welds in mair




control panels'", issued September 17, 198¢ (Exhibit E Leceio).

10. Edison's Motion For Summary Disposition contiins sixt
fact statements which it labels '"'Material Facts as to Whict
There is No Genuine Issue to be Heard," ecuach 7llegedly s pported
by portions of the four affidavits also submitted.

However, the self-serving, conclusory affidavits submirted
by Edison do not controvert Contention 1. The affidavic of Cords
Reed, Edison's Vice President for Nuclear Operation:=, cort,
specific facts which speak to DAARE/SAFE's allegaticne, Tt
rather generally describes Edison's corporate auclear r | v oams .
Further, Exhibit F hereto, a published newspaper qucte 1 1 f
Edison spokesman James Toscas, states that Edison doe. nor
inspect at least some kinds of suppliers' equiprent [« e at
Edison plants, but instead relies on the OUA/QC progran. ol
suppliers.

The similarly conclusory affidavit of Mr. Shewski carefully
refrains from dealing with Edison's respousibility for the condu
of its contractors. 1Its allegations, particularly at pp. -6,
are stated in the future tense, indicating that Edison intends a
change in its programs. The affidavit does not, howevir, : reak

effectively to Edison's track record of QA/QC deficiencie

1
i

-

Mr. Querio's affidavit merely alleges that all personnel wh
will eventually be employed at the Byron plant once it is oner-
ating will be qualified, but fails to discuss the qualification:
of any person other than Mr. Querio. It contains onlv o ‘able

with the number of years of unspecified tvpes of expericn of

unnamed persons.

f



Mr. Steide's affidavit addresses some of the spec fice rai
in Contention 1, but not more recent and serious infraciicns of
NRC regulations by Edison. Both Mr. Steide and Mr. Formev (NRC

resident inspector at Byron, whose affidavit is appended to the

staff's response to Edison's motion) attempt to make nmch of the

fact that each incident mentioned in the Conteation occurred
between 1974 and 1978. However, DAARE/SAFE's contentions woere

submitted in 1679; it is hardly surprising that only incidencs

up to that time were mentioned in the Contention.

Edison's nmore recent QA/QC failures at Byron and lscwhere
are evidenced in Exhibits A-F hereto and in Exhibits ¢ thro ish
W to DAARE/SAFE's financial qualificatione petition.

In sum, in no way can it be said that Edison's hicror of
QA/QC breakdown and poor plant management has long since jassec
Indeed, it appears to continue at an undiminished rate.

11. The affidavit of Edward W. Gogol, inadvertently omitte.
from DAARE/SAFE's reply and attached hereto as Exhitit G, reflec
his study of Edison's infractions of NRC regulations which have
resulted in fires. It supports DAARE/SAFE's Contention and
controverts the assertions in Edison's and the sctaff’'s all cavit
thus giving rise to a genuine issue of material fact

12. The Order, at p. 6, indicates that the affidavit of
Michael D. Mollander has been accorded no weignt by the “oord.
Mr. Mollander, however, does not purport to be a ruclear ««pert
but merely uses his technical background to aid the Board

reading the exhibits which he submits. The fact that tihe lata



he bases his opinions on was never detailea” (Order at p
equally true of the Edison and staff affidavits.
13. Finally, the subject of the Contention - quali: L3 SUY

ance/quality control - is of paramount impertance to fulfi 1 went

of the Commission's duty to protect the public health an' ~ifety

In response to a questicon concerning consideration of 04/
issues in operating license proceedings, Chairmaon Pl ol

stated,

n I think the Commission as a whole is wor
strong on quality assurance and, i{ anything,
[ think leans over as far as it can to accomrinte
every aspect of quality assurance. '

Quality Assurance in Nuclear Power Plant Construction, H? 9/-26,

97th Cong. lst Sess., at 30 (Nov. 19, 1981). In sum, DAAKE/SAY
QA/QC contention is too important to overlook, and ite evidence
of QA/QC deficiencies at Byron is too substantial to denv a full
hearing and thorough Board consideration of the relevart facts,
DAARE/SAFE therefore urges the Board to reconsider ite cariier
ruling and to deny summary disposition of Contention 1 with
respect to OA/QC matters.

September 23, 1982 Respectfully submnitted,

Dougless W. Cassel, Jr
For Service: Jane M. Whicher

Douglass W. Cassel, Jr. Attorneys for DAARE/SAFE witl

Jane M. Whicher respect to issues conccoiming

109 North Dearborn quality assurance/qualitv coatrol
Suite 1300

Chicago, IL 60602

(312) 641-5570 | EMLV (L~ (f:,.\‘_;:

Douglass W. Cassel, Jr.
2




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I served copies of the forep
DAARE/SAFE's Motion For Reconsideration orn all partic:s
causing copies thereof to be placed in envelopes and dop

in the U.S. mail at 109 North Dearborn, Chicago, Illino

class postage prepaid, properly addressed as indicated

attached service list, and by Federal Express to the Foard

members, this 23rd day of September, 1952

Attorney
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orton b, Margulies, Chairman Steven C. Goldberg, Esq.
wmintstrative Judge Office of the General Counsel
vtomice sofely and Licensing Board U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
V.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission Commission
lashingten, D.C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555
Jr. A Dixon Callahan Office of the Secretary of
Wdministrative Judge the Commission
mion Carhide Corporation ATTN: Docketing & Service

0. Lox ¥ Secticn
0 Ridie, Tennessec 38730 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

r. Ki rd F. Ceole Myron M. Cherry
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DAARE/SAFE's Motion To Reconsider Summary Disposition
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hoth Blount and CE supervisory personnel that returning the non-
complying tendons to the manufacturer presented an inconvenience
» Blount and CE. I believe the inconvenience with shipping tendons
ick 1nvolved slow down of construction and great shipping cost.
e question of what should be done with the damaged tendons
e finally resolved by a memo I received from my supervisors. 1
te informed through the memo that the tendons were to remain on
‘te, cecause nRoyCo (also known as Inland Ryerson Steel Co.),
he tendon manufacturer, would come to the Byron site and fix any
maged tendons. InRoyCo personnel did come on site later in
178 or in 1979, but I believe that it is unlikely that the tendon
anufacturer was able to completely repair the noncomplying
tendons |
Many tendons, as I have described above, did not conform to
pecifications upon their receipt on site. In addition, many other
iconformances resulted from the mistreatment of the safety-related
endons during transfer and storage of the tendons at the Byron
ite. The tendons were packaged in pairs in large plastic bundles.

ince it was extremely important that the tendons stayed clean

nd drv on the extremely dirty and dusty construction site, it was
sitic.! chat the plastic bags remained sealed at all times.
iny 0! thece plastic coverings, however, were torn open as the

endons were loaded and unloaded for transportation to and from

rorayge areas
\lso, the tendons were stored in tendon barns which did not
dequately protect the tendons from dirt and dampness. The

endon barns were open at the bottom, and standing water and mud

wvere consequently all over the ground upon which the stored



rendons rested.
In the Winter of 1978, several buttonheads, which hold the

i _he tenden in place, were found to have cracked. The

cnes with rhe greatest splits were supposedly sent back to InRoyCo.

cecause the cause of the cracks was not clearly determined, all
‘ne tevdons stored in the tendon barns needed to be inspected.
lount organized a two day inspection of all the tendons on site.
participated in this inspection of the buttonheads. The temper-
cture on the days of the inspection was around 10 degrees (F)
celow zero. We had to tear open the plastic coverings and
cttempt to maneuver the steel tendons which weighed thousands of
vounds . to deterniine if the buttonheads had cracked. Many of
rl. ends of the tendons were inaccessible due to the way they
ere coiled, making inspection of the cracks with a feeler gauge
e the width of the crack) impossible. Finally, I
r inspectors had to reseal the plastic bags which
dons., However, the gray duct tape used to seal the
i stick at -10°F. The inspection of the buttonheads
completed, with no additional findings of cracked
The rushed inspection, under terrible weather
however, could not in any sense been accurate in
he tendons. Buttonhead splits or cracks may have
he tendons, but because of the speed and difficulty
ction process these cracks went unnoticed.
course of rv other inspection duties, I witnessed a

juestionable practices. The testing of the aggrepgate




wed in the fabrication of concrete for the containment buildings
provides one such example. Pittsburg Testing Laboratories
would call Blount's QA/QC staff to inform us that a certain sample
o aspresate had failed to comply with specifications. A Blount
Ca/0C inspector -- often myself -- would go out to the aggregate
ile and inquire as to the exact location of the bad sample. The
ittabarey Testing Laboratories inspector would point to a general
rea ol abour 50 to 60 feet of the six-or-seven-hundred-foot-long
cile.  The inspector would then suggest that another sample be
iken “rom cone other part of the same pile. Samples were taken
ntil e was found that passed minimum specification requirements.
he BLount inspector would then condemn a small portion of the
vile woere cone of the bad samples had been found. This non-
mplying areregate remained on site, but it was not supposed to

1

v used in the production of concrete for safety-related purposes.
beliove that at least some, if not most, of this condemned

a4, repgate was used in fabricating safety-related concrete in

pite of its temporary segregation from the pile.

¢ mest significant problem with the aggregate testing
was the practice of testing sample fter sample until

ne was found. It was evident to all the inspectors

that this process did not ensure that agpregate

d not meet specifications was prevented from being

in the production of cement for use in safety-related

[ am convinced that a good deal of bad agprepate

to fabricate the cement which was used in the construction



of the containment buildings.

The same type of problem occurred with the receiving inspec-

“ion of concrete blocks to be used in Category I construction.
iny times the blocks would arrive wet or dirty and were placed
noa soparate building, often the turbine building, to dry, and
upposedly were to be used only in Category II, not Category I,
onstruction. I believe, however, that many of these blocks were
sed 1o Category 1 construction.

Another area of significant manipulation of specification
cepulations involved the repeated incidents of change in design.
frter the completion of construction, the design plans would be
I[tered so that the structure which actually was constructed
vould appear to have met design specifications. This change
desipn oceurred on a regular basis. The following scenario
orves as an example of the manner in which the change of design
yeedure was regularly implemented. Blount would complete
onstruction of an area of a structure and an engineer would
‘¢ th=ot a support beam inadvertently had not been placed
structure. FRather than rework the construction to meet
voeat & Lundy design, Blount QA/QC persons would call
irgent & Lundy engineers and ask them to alter the design plans,
caving out the forgotten beam. Correcting the construction
wfect 1n this manner was considerably cheaper than physically
lacing the beam into the completed structure.
‘bout three months before 1 lefc Blount, an increase in
activity resulted in a need for extra QA/QC insp.ctors

ek welds. Consequently, Blount shifted the QA/QC inspector




ho ¢ ocked the structural steel "bolting in" (essentially making
ure 41! bolts in the cement in the containment buildings were in

lace wd properly tightened) to weld inspections. All the bolt-

ng in ‘nspections became part of my duties. Tendon and other

4 hoe inspections which had been occupying all my time were not
pposcd o be cut back in any respect. 1 was simply given more
ork than 1 could possibly complete.

‘e bolting in inspection duties included checking every bolt

laced anywhere in the cight stories of either containment building.

never received proper training in this area, and essentially

wmbled wy way through the bolting in inspections. Because of the
ime pressures placed or me by my supervisors, I often simply did
¢ innecer several bolts which required inspections.

Hotther CE nor Blount supervisory personnel seemed concerned

the encteme overstretching of Blount's undersized QA/QC
caff, which consisted of only five people. The contractor and
e utll.tv were primarily concerned that the QA/QC staff
smpleted the paper work. The general attitude was that as long

. evervthing looked good on paper, then the QA/QC inspectors
jere doing their jobs properly. This was accomplished by other
embers of the QA staff performing audits of others' paperwork.
The ircredible pressure 1 was under in attempting to perform
1spect ions without the necessary time to complete the tasks, or
¢ training to understand the tasks, finally led to my decision

re- oo from Blount's QA/QC staff. Also, my job never paid



vore than 04,00 per hour. Such pay was extremely low, especially
‘n light of the tremendous pressure and responsibility which were
nvolved in the job. The low salary in commarison with production-
ide emplovees also contributed to my decision to seek other

mployment. I understand that, according to NRC regulations,

lount'=s QA/QC staff was to be separate and independent from
“.ount o produection starf. Such independence did not exist at
*he Byron job For example, several times I tried to get an
nereaso in my pay to be cowparable with the other inspectors I
orked with Rick Donica, the QA/QC manager, would meet with

Jdount vroduct ion chiefs Charles Smith and Bill Beesing regarding

]

this " al:o always had to go to production personnel for other
atters suach as time off.
have read the above seven (7) page affidavit, and to the

est o my knowledge, it is true, accurate and complete.

/L/\ %wé/ &"/

PETER STOMFAY- ST

abscrived and sworn to before me this &O day of Sepntember, 1982,

’ ; /
L AL < .8 . 4

NOTARY PUBLIC

G Lon Expires:

£



AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL A. SMITH

I Nichael A. Smith, being first duly sworn, hereby depnose and
v as follows:

| was emploved by Hunter Corporation as a quality assurance
TOATY awdicor st che Byron Nuclear Power Station, Byron, Illinois,

rom Coteber, 1978 to January, 1980. Prior to that time, I had

corked Cne and one half vears as a production planner for Sunstrand
Viatloo and two years as a service station manager for Martin 0il.
had o prior experience in the quality assurance field. 1 was
irec¢ v buteh Somsag, Hunter Corporacion's QA supervisor. 1 was

crst aired as a QA inspector, but during my training a need
cveloped for a OA auditor.
v training program for my job with Hunter Corporation

nsiccoc only of learnineg the site policy manual and taking a

st on i The manual was typewritten, covered approximately 24
as anc was 500-600 pages in length. Once I passed the test, 1

certotied end allowed to go out into the service area either as
A d cewor or a QA auditor.

b aucitor my job was to inspect what the QA inspectors
id dong e QA inspectors were to inspect welds on pipes and
PO i support locations.

the time ! was hired, Hunter Corporation had been at the
‘ron site Lor one or two years as the replacement for the Pope
TP ar Somsag told me that Hunter's QA program had been
nrown tozether in a4 matter of a few days when Hunter took ow.r

he pini contract from Pope. It was the first time Hunter had

gk B



ven involved in nuclear construction. When they hired me, they
dno wfinite plan of where to put me. They were trying to upgrade
hedr 0 osropram because it was too vague. My job was to fill in
herev 1 necded and I assisted in the revision of the QA program.
propram consisted of 18 ANSI criteria and the site
icy tenusl broke these criteria down so that the workers in
W fis1d could follow them.
Boiore | was hired the QA staff consisted of about six welding
aspectors and one auditor. [ was hired as a co-auditor. The
taff len increased to about 12 welding inspectors, two auditors
niing me) and a third auditor whoe was part time and also
rved oo ar inspector. My co-auditor and I reported directly to
meac . and Somsap reported directly to the home oifice in
wen s, tuciana.  Somseg also dealt with Commonwealth Edison
rsenwl on the site
terted digasing up problem areas, or ''gray areas." These
re doe o the fact that the QA manual contained no stringent
1 de b ~ i the workers were piven too much freedom to put
et | vre they wanted. For example, the policies reparding
supports inadegruately defined installation and
b 1w outlined by the working instructions of the most
e o vl codes .

ober and November of 1979, my co-auditor and 1 did a

eela. audit of certain pipe supports. I had been told by
rodu n workers that they felt there was a need for it They
1id it thev had beer rushed to put them in as quickly as

iwd thought they were putting them in where piping was

' il Lo be. One support had no documentation at all
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lookew at the support and its dimensional location was several

o't an! the support faced the wrong direction. This prompted

wie extensive audit, described below.

Voo s out at random between 100 and 150 supports to audit.
it the field to verify that the supports were where they
Jd ro be 1hese hangers were in the auxiliary buildings
sth level ond the 400 level, just outside the reactor
¢ supports carried Class 2 piping. We picked these areas
vere had been o many questions about the inspectors
“t without inspecting the supports. The inspectors would
vl the welding process but not the location of any
port we found out that they could not verify the
any piping supports because they had no tools to
we locations. The most they would do was to verify the

w "eveballing' the support in relation to some other

Je found that some supports were off by as much as four feet,
none of the 100 to 150 supports we audited was in the
aiton indicatod by the design drawings. In other words,
wn-compliance with the design drawings.
w had given the QA department any as-built data, i.e.,
( iv that this hanger had teen moved to a location
M that designated in the line drawings. In other words,
07" drawings did not match the plans.
co-suditor and 1 wrote up a handwritten report, consist-

cmately eight pages, and gave it to Somsag. Somsag



'old w he felt we had opened a can of worms and wanted us to

ewrite cur audit. He re-edited it personally, and gave it back

y ue o typewritten form. The changes he made were quite extensive
nd resulted in the fact that our report made less of an impact

at we felt the problem deserved. The report as we wrote it

inte to tuc areas of concern: production and QA inspection.

msay cranced the report so that it did not necessarily imply

it olese were problem areas. This is not the only time Somsag

inged onr reports to downplay problem areas; he did this quite

rten
¢ best of my knowledge, prior to our audit no inspector
¢ v fied piping locations on either Class 1 or Class 2
v cveral of the supports could not be located at all
(N 1 cre were Usiened-off" documents that said the
in fact in place. Later, after confronting the
o ceople, rthese were located. The production department
i it the past paperwork and verified that they had moved
e ports. The particular piping involved in our audit was
ing from the reactor building into the auxiliary
Ldi his is not as volatile as Class 1 piping but is as
port ot because it ¢aries contaminated waste.
our audit and the change in QA procedures stemning
m o iuiit, I do not know how many supports were without
per inspection. Only in case of a weld to a support would

ore e anvone to verity or inspect it at all and even then

ldd onlv insnect the weld and not the location.



Because the supports are not in the exact locations the
cnginecrs had designed, it is questionable how much stress the
cints and pipes can take in their present positions.
We were told to forget the audit but instead we calied a
¢ otin, of the Hunter Corporation's project manager (Ben Krasawski),
he €our production superintendents, Somsag, myself and my co-
wdito inis was in December of 1979 after Somsag had edited and
cturnoo our report so that the severity of the findings was
ot so noticeable.  Even with Somsag's changes, the report did
ruse ~evaluation of the problem of inspection procedures.
oat we were tryving to get across to the production people
s th 't we did not have as-built data included anywhere.
A the meeting regarding the audit, there seemed to be a
reat cal o f concern by the building superintendents that we
e 00 end vp a can of worms. They wanted to know where we got
aroab ity to inspect pipe supports since we were not pipe fitters.
o osall that we had used a tape measure and anybody could do it.
{ ‘1ding superintendents were at odds with the QA

carttent and said that the whole problem was the inspectors'

bt wcause they should have caught it before our audit
¢ meeting, Krasawski acted as a mediator between the CA
part s nd the production department. Everyone acknowledged

vas indeed a Q4 problem,
i follow-up audit to verify that the problems stated
m {Z1pge had been corrected or that as-built documentation

oo That is, that the drawings and documentation for



ach support were changed to show as-built data and properly signed.
21l b1t a1 few instances, this was done. In the cases wnere it

Las noo done, non-conformance reports were written up and the

atter wos then out of my hands. The QA supervisor kept a log on

Il noa-conformance reports.

Tois tollow-up audit did not satisfy my concerns, because the
ceipn ereineers had not approved the altered locations of the
JPpPOL. S [ talked with design engineer Bill Wellborn from Sargent

Lund ¢ said that this would be handled at a later date and
that he didn't think it was serious enough to be dealt with. To

v “nowlcdee . these altered supports have not been approved by any
esipii engineers.

Daring my tenuce at Hunter Corporation, I was kept at a

tan from MRC inspectors on site. Every time they were on
e ‘ven a specific task in the piping laydown area in
1 4 of the site which was many acres away from where
£t it fes were | beiieve this was done to make sure |
1 (il to NRC personnel about the findings of my audits.

1

Wik wle elear to me by Somsag that all dealings with Common-
I dison were to go through him. I believe this was so

it ‘ould control what Edison was told about the findings

ioing other audits, I saw a need for revisions to the
re p iecv manuals and made other suggestions for corrective
r.ion v recommendations were generally ignored by Somsag,

w that it would take too much time and research to
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pregram ‘n shape. We were so short of staff that 1

effective QA program was not possible.
prog P

I feel that there were more placement problems than my

~o=-aud tor and I could possibly handle. The QA staff was so

ecause of the budget.

I have read the above affidavit consisting of 7 pages and

rue

ind correct to the best of my knowledge and velief.

[ .
(T Mokl 72, - Amictd

MICHAEL A. SMITH

G sworn to before me Lhis-J\J day of September, 1982,

NOTARY PUBL

n Expires:

. 4 one
o Wy -"4. ‘J‘.]



AFFIDAVIT

DANTEL W. GALLAGHER

i 15 Daniel Callagher. 1 have been a member of the
werar + 1 voineers Local 150 since 1974 and have worked as a
MCTe ! 'y operator since 1975. 1 am also active in local
1 | was Chairman of the Democratic Party of DeKalb
yuntv i T1linois from 1978 to 1980. 1 was alderman of the
vd a0 in Genoa, from 1977 to 1981. Recently, 1 was defeated
4 @n.4) marein in the Genoa mayoral race.

[ a5 employed as 1 batch plant cperator for the Blount
rothe r: Corporation (BElount) from August, 1975 to November, 1977
d Ly Febrnary, 1978 to June, 1979 at the Byron Nuclear Power

‘lant boing built by Commonwealth Edison Company (CE). All
aterents below refer o events which occurred during my
uployment with Blount at the Byron plant site.

a5 “ired by Blcunt in June of 1979, when 1 refused to

wipotent and unusable batches of concrete and approve
eiv aalicy for safetv-related use. The incident arose when
‘ L. couputer-ncasured mixing apparatus was receiving a
Litvarioy inspection While this mixer was shut down for
vy 3 v sunervisor directed me to utilize the back-up
L % crt. which was a dry batch system. I had assisted in
he v tion of the back-up mixer and had operated it in 1977.
e ¢m only worked when mixer trucks were utilized in the
rOC L the time I was asked to employ the back-up system
{avicate the concrete, agitators, also known as trensfer

Exhimk C




the enly equipment available to mix the concrete.
o mixer trucks available.
iy earlier experience with the dry batch system, 1T knew
tatches of concrete would not mix properly in the
We had tried to utilize agitators for two weeks in
"abricate concrete for non-safety related purposes. At
laborers in the placement center where the concrete
1 lor use in (he plant told me that lumps of ice and
r¢ not mixing into the batch, rendering the batches
vsecless. Ice was used to keep the mixture at the
mperature. The agivators simply were not able to
the ice. Thi« failure properly to integrate the
in the mixture resulted in the formation of the ice
To slleviate this problem, in 1977, Blount had temporarily
trucks which were adequately able to integrate the
the concrete mixture to use instead of the agitators.
nerete which [ had been mixing in the dry batch system

not been uscd for safety-related purposes, and,

not required to sign my name to verify the

we batches. In June of 1979 when I was asked to
mixer to fabricate concrete for the cooling
id to check a hox marked "CHECK, IF SAFETY-RELATED
and sign my name. (See Blount Brothers Corp. form
mnd marked "Attachment A".)
nld my supervisors that T could not sign the audit form,
new from my past experience with the mixer that the

duced in the back-up unit would not mneet the quality




.
randards in the safety specifications. My supervisors continued
t0 insist that I mix the dry batches in spite of my explanation
oncerning the inadequacy of the concrete mixing process. 1
mplaloed to union representatives about the situation. The
‘lon, Lowever, was not able to help me, because I had refused
y operate o machine., As a result, Blount supervisors terminated
emp Lovment 1 later learned that my replacement attempted to
ixX t corcrete in the back-up mixer, only to find that ice balls
brmed in the mixture, making the concrete unusable for safety
Iwrpo
unt was under a great deal of pressure from CE supervisory
ersonnel to nroduce concrete to keep up with the high-paced
mstruaction schedule. T knew that CE plant superintendent
rer: o olcen reprimanded my Blount supervisers for failure
y mec” b5 desired production levels. CE construction supervisors
wule v =it mv Blount supervisors on a weekly basis to complain

hat the rocessary concrete quotas were not being met. I believe
ouwrt vas under tremendous pressure from CE to increase the

ace ' il conecrete production., Thus, when the computer-

easul 1% svstem was shut down for its calibration check, I
in u cupervisors felt compelled by CE's demand for
AL L try to operate the back-up system.

v yesrs as batch plant operator at Byron, I observed
the { rees in whiceh safety specifications were circumvented
n ol beo of 197%, when I was .rained as a batch plant
Cy th my supervisor and the experienced batch plant

o1 1o were conducting the training told me that the
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parepate being used in the fabrication of the concrete did not
eet the specifications required for concrete utilized in
1fety related areas. ‘The concrete was being used in the
onstraction of the containment and turbine buildings. The
xperiorced batch plant operator complained to CE engineers about
porr condition of the aggregate being used. CE did nothing
y remedy the problem.
mt workers and CE personnel were not the only persons
cved the non-complying condition of aggregate. Sometime
laraeli engineer on tour of the Byron construction
t 'oned me about the pile of aggregate near the batch
intormed him that it was being used to make the
in the containment building, he expressed surprise,
that the stone was not clean enough to be used to
‘or safety-related purposes.
(1v, in 1978, NRC safety investigators and/or independent
pany inspectors condemned the aggregate pile,
the use of the stone until it was cleaned to specifi-
irze quantities of the aggregate had already been used
~ication of safety-related concrete. Neither CE
nor NRG staff investigators ever took any action that
in regards to the concrete which had already been
the condemned aggregate. For over two years, aggregate
not met specifications was used to mix the concrete
Une containment and turbine building. In my estimate,

sards of ¢crete mixed with the non-complying




PRTC P o Wi fabricated, and used, with a great deal of the
oneret o being used in the lower level of the containment structure
nelud oy the portions built below the ground.
cwust, 1982, 1 was informed by a representative of BPI
I’ reports indicate that a pile of aggregate at
Ldisen's Byron nuclear power plant was condemned in
1975, for failure to meet specifications. I was not
this particular condemnation. I remain certain that later
iwpregate used in mixing concrete for use in the Byron
mtaivment building failed to meet specifications. The conversation
seribed above with the Israeli engineer concerning the poor
ialits of the aggregate occurred, to the best of my recollection,
latter part of 1776, about one year after I had become
mt aperaror in November, 1975. The problem of which I
‘11 the agprepate, and which is described above in this
not rect’ ficd until NRC investigators or independent
inspectors condemned the pile sometime in 1978.
during 1976, 1977 and part of 1978, agprepate
Loifications continued to be used in the fabrication
irilized in safety-related areas at Byron.
cve CE “ailed to take corrective action, prior to
demnatien of the aggregate pile, because the poor

he

\

aprrecate was not reflected in any paper work,

CE knew the appregate did not meet safety specifications,
her exemple of a failure to meet safety specilications,
cesed while eitting in my office, Blount Quality

onnel blatantlv lied to NRC investigators. On one




[ heard a Blount OC employee tell the NRC that weekly
nly maintenance checks were being performed. In fact,

sections were only conducted when machinery happened to

n general, it was apparent to me that the Blount OC
4id pot want the batch plant operators and the other workers
1lkine ro the NRC investigators. When NRC engineers spoke with
lount OC staff persons in my presence, I knew from the cold
lares Jirected at me that I was not supposed to talk about
ety tonics being discussed, despite the fact that they often
rnod matters about which I was quite familiar. 1 often sat
the Blount QC people stretched the truth on a variety
control practices. I think that Blount supervisors,
neet CE's daily demand quotas, did not feel that
cnce to quality cortrol procedures was necessary,
that strict adherence would interfere with the speed
concrete was produced.
sractice in which 1 was often involved provided a
tion of Blount supervisors' lack of regard for
icat tons. Every l0-yard batch of concrete was
approved by a Ci engineer or an independent

~pany inspector. CE did not have enough engineers

the project to watch every batch produced. Many times,

\ was ready to be sent to the placement center, and
engineer was not around, my supervisor would have

o the mixed concrete. I was told to add water to




‘¢, because the extra liquid made the concrete easier
This practice was in violation of safety specifi-
lso, my supervisor knew that by the time the batch
ded water reached the placement center, the form of
¢ mixture would appear to meet specifications, as
e miwture would harden somewhat from the time it left the batch
lant un.il its receipt at the placement center. Concrete workers
it the nlacement center told me that after batches reached them,
hev were oiten directed to add even more water, in further
iolation of specifications.
ounts of each material (including water) to be inte-

the concrete mixture utilized for safety purposes

(fied in regulations. The addition of water by tampering

e amounts was a clear violation of the regulations. Also,
<norience with concrete mixing, I knew that when too
adled to concrete the mixture loses its strength.
vorvizors knew that the process was in violation of
ut since it made the concrete easier to handle,
ng were ipgnored.

i {elliow worker, Glenn CGarrison, about another
olation of safety specifications relating to the
concrete Garrison, the cement tender (also referred

slang as the ''pig operator"), 'anformed me that oil
nto the concrete mixture  ~m Lie large blower which
(he batewes of cement being mixed with the oil were
he containment buildings. 1 shared Garrison's belief

.

sence of oil in the mixture presented a safety hazard.




il considerably weakens the strength of a concrete mixture, by

reven ing the concrete from reaching its normal levels of

ene. . and hardness. Garrison told me that he had reported the
il 'po to his supervisor, but to my knowledge no action was
ke o remedy the matter. Garrison quit his job at Blount

bor icter 1 was fired.

Il o the violations of safety specifications which I
tservod and in which 1 was asked to participate were overlooked

v ne discovered by CE inspectors. I believe that the CE super-

isor: were mainly wor ied about meeting safety specifications
P pape: I further believe, from my experience at the Byron
tacilit ‘nat actual compliance with specified procedures for

rocucing voncrete for safety-related use was not nearly as

‘mpo-tant to CE as pushing Blount supervisors into increasing
he ¢peed ot concrete fabrication to meet the daily quotas for
he construction project.

read the above eight (8) page affidavit, and to the

est of 1y knowledge, it is true, accurate, and complete.

/ .
: /

Daniel W. Gallagher

UBE LoD ARD SWORN TC before me

is lay of .l e ., 1982,

e

Wotary Public
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION Il

799 ROOSEVELY ROAD
GLEN ELLYN ILLINOIS 60127

FIIN 2 4 952

Docket No. 50-454
Docket No. 50-455

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, 1L 60690

Gent lemen:

This refers to the special safety inspection conducted by Mr. D. k Lanielson
and other staff members of this office on March 29-31, April 1-2, 5-4%,  12-14,
and May 11, 1982, of activities at Byron Station, Units 1 & 2, autlorized by
NRC Construction Permits No. CPPR-T30 and No. CPFR-131. This alsc reie o

to the discussion of our findings with Mr. W. Stiede and others of vour =1aff

during a nmeeting in our offices on May 7, 1982.

The purpose of this special team inspection was to assess the dec sy
certain aspects of the quality assurance/construction activitics zv th
Byron Station. The scope of this assessment included aucits of qual
assurance program interfaces and overview, corrective action svstens
design change control, material traceability of installec structures and
components, electrical cable installation, inprocess inspections, . .d
effectiveness of quality control inspectors. Within these areas the
inspection consisted of a selective 2xamination of procecures and
representative records, observations, and interviews with personc!

In general, within the areas inspected, the quality assuran:e program
for the Byron Station appeared good. However, exam>les of prograr im-
plementation deficiencies were identified which regiire corrective 1ot
on your part. Please note that we expect Commonweaith Ecison Company te
review prop-ams for its other facilities under construction to assure t}
similar r.oblems do not exist at these facilities.

The activities that appeared to be in noncompliance with NRC requiremernts
ar.. specified in the enclosed Appendix. A written response is required

I'. responding to noncompliance Item #2, please describe the action taken or
planned to assure that: (1) other quality control inspectors are proper |y



ymmonwealth Ldison Company 2

w9 4 1982

‘rained and certified, (2) quality control inspectors working for contractors
“hiat have completed safety-related work and no longer have personnel on site
were properiy trained and qualified to perform the inspection functions

ssigned, and (3) inspections performed by quality control inspectors that
weore improperly trained and qualified were valid.

» are olso concerned about your past performance concerning the staffing

ot the Tyron GA Superintendent position and the on-the-job training of
ir Fvron Site Quality Assurance persornel as discussed in the details
this seport P"lease provide us with a response explaining what action
s wil be taking to assure that your Quality Assurance Organization
sratt i trained to a 'evel that will ensure effective oversight of

tlity & vities.

&S
-
v

s

o

h 10 C°R 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy of

is letier, “he enclosures, and your response to this letter will be placed
the “aC o Tublic Document Room. If this report contains any information
it vol *our corntractors) believe to be exempt from disclosure under
CFR .- (1) %), it :s necessary that you (a) notify this office by tele-
ae wiihion ten (10) days from the date of this letter of your intention
fiie reguest for withhelding; and (b) submit within twenty-five (25)
vs frow the Jdate of this letter a written application to this office to
tabkele such ntormation. Jf your receipt of this letter has been
‘layed such that less than seven (7) days are available for your review,
case nuot:ify this office premptly so that a new due date may be estab-
shed. Cons stent with Section 2.790(b)(1), any such application must
acconpanted by an affidavit executed by the owner of the information
cich jdertifios the document or part sought to be withheld, and which
ntains o fu'l statement of the reasons which are the bases for the
aim that the infermation should be withheld from public disclosure.
is section further requires the statement to address with specificity
€ cous derations listed in 10 CFR 2.790(b)(4). The information sought
be w.“iheld shall be incorporated as far as possible into a separate
of the affidavit If we do not hear from you in this regard within
SPe ed periods noted sbove, a copy of this letter, the enclosures,

Ve esnonse to this letter will be placed in the Public Document
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will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

A

L. E. Norelius, Director
Division of Engineering
and Technical Programs

AOEUT LS.
Appencix, hotice
P | 1

| LAt

Inspection Report

No . 50=454/62-05 and
N aR=LL5/82-04
'../0' .

1is O, LelGecrge, Director
f Nuclear licensing
. Schilosser, Froject Manager
ner Sorensen, Site Project
iperintendent
E. Quirto, Statijon
Superintendent
Document Control Desk (RIDS)

ident Inspector, RII] Byron
ident spector, RIII
aid i
ren Forgstvadt, Office of
visistant Aitterney General

'



Append ix

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Commonwealth Edison Company Docket No. 50-454

Docket No. 50-455

Aa 8 resait of the dnspecticr couducted on March 29-31, April 1-2, 5-9,
12 &4, andi May 11, 1982, and in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy,
'R v Hateh 9, 1952), the following violations were identified:

“U, Appendix B, Criterion I, states in part, "The authority

Witis of persons and organizations performing activities affect-
the safety-related functions of structures, systems, and com-

“hall be clearly established and delineated in writing" and

cpersons and organizations performing quality assurance functions

“ercit to a management level such that this required authority
; zational freedem, including sufficient independence from
dule when cpposed to safety considerations, are provided."

voee's Topical Keport, CE-1-A, Revision 20, Section 1.A states
bas prime responsibility for controlling the quality of on-site
¢1d contractors," "The Commonwealth Edison Company Quality
© Program for Nuclear Generating Stations covers the organiza-
gerent whereby the Quality Assurance Department is a separate
vipendent organization.™ -

ity to the above:

Yarch 30, 1982, it was identified that the Quality Assurance

Tanoger for Hatfield Electric Company, as shown in the Quality

surarce Manual, reports to the Vice-President, who is located
te and has d'rect responsibility for cost and schedule.

foril 2, 1982, it was identified that t... Quality Assurance

linager for Powers-Azco-Pope, as shown in the Quality Assurance

nual, reports to the Project Manager, who has direct respons-
bi ity for cost and schedule.

o oapril 8, 1982, it was identified that the Project Construction

Jepartment of the licensee is part of the approval chain regarding

the hiring and proroting of contractor's quality assurance personnel.

o March 30, 1982, it was identified that the Hatfield Electric
ny has been operating with a Quality Assurance Organization
than that described in their Quality Assurance Manual.

'
i



On April &, 1982, it was identified that Johnson Controls, Inc.
nas been opereting with a Quality Assurance Organization other
than that described in their Quality Assurance Manual.

'« # Severity Level 1V violation (Supplement II).

X 50, Appendix B, Criterion Il - Quality Assurance Program states
rt, ""he program shall provide for indoctrination and training
e nel performing activities affecting quality as necessary to

..te tLar suitable proficiency is achieved and maintained."

cnweslth Edisos Company (CECo) letter, L. 0. DelGeorge to

Fisenhut, U.&. NRC, Director, Division of Licensing, dated
t 17, 1481, affirmed CECo commitment to Regulatory Guide 1.58,
0. #=1978 @&s required by Generic Letter 81-01.

“ut.i ~=19786 - Paragraph 1.1 states in part, "This Standard
‘tr the requirements for the qualification of personnel who

cimognspection, examination and testing to verify conformance

cit od requirements of nuclear power plant items (structures,
rd components of nuclear power plants) where satisfactory
im.rce 1s required to prevent postulated accidents which could
¢ ue rick to the health and safety of the public, or to

te the consequences of such accidents if they were to occur.”

“u%.7.6-1978 - Paragraph 1.2 states in part, "The requirements

standard apply to personnel who perform inspections, examina-

o, @ tests during fabrication prior to and during receipt of

it the construction site, during construction, during peropera-
startup tes:. ..." The requirements apply to personnel of
”

Cwhiers . ., plant designers and plant constructors....

“wf [ . £-1978 - Paragraph 2.2 states, "The capabilities of a
ito for certification shall be initially determined by a suit-

. evaluation of the candidate's education, experience, training,

tes..ts, or capability demonstration.”

Na§. 7 6-1978 - Section 3.1 states, "The requirements contained

Lin this section define the minimum capabilities that qualify
.onnel to perform inspections, examinations, and tests which are

thin the scope of this standard.”

M . .6-1978 - Sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 specify the personnel
' e of Leve)l T, 1T, and 111 inspectors respectively. Sections
3.5.2, 3.5.2 provide education and experience recommenda-
! evel 1, (I, end 111 inspectors.
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o April 9, 1982, it was identified that Hatfield Electric
Company procedures did not contain an electrical cable rework
preocedure nor the requirements to calculate electrical cable
#owall pressures prior to pulling cable.
ril 7, 1982, it was identified that the Hatfield Electric
wpoany s NCR form contained a section titled "Action to Prevent
foourrence” bat there was no direction in the body of Procedure
foanter & for actions to be taken to satisfy this requirement nor
the procedure assign responsibility for this section of the

¢« Severity Leve! IV violation (Supplement I1).

’¢, Appendix B, Criterion XV, states in part, "Measures shall
tublished to contrcl materials, parts, or components which do

confcrm 1o requirements in order to prevent their inadvertent
or installation.”

ersee's Topical Report, CE-1-A, Revision 20, dated February 17,
Section 15, states in part, "Items involving construction, main-
voand modifications which are found nonconforming...will be

sl led to prevent their inadverent use or installation.”

ntiary to the above:

On March 31, 1982, it was identified that three (3) CECo noncon-
forvance reports (V-634, F-645, and F-682) had been voided
rather than closed, with reference to corrective action taken
to resolve the noncenformance. By voiding the subject NCRs,
the tracking syster to verify that the approved disposition
has been completed and corrective action to prevent recurrence
regated.  Also, the voided NCRs are removed from the trend
Si§ systam.
noApral 7, 1982, ot was identified that three (3) nonconformance
pote (9E. 99, and 100) hau been voided by the Hatfield Eleciric
wiany rather than closed, with reference to corrective action
“on to resolve tte nonconformance, The subject NCRs were
pood because an ICR was or would be irsued to accept the items
it tustalled. At the time the NCRs were voided, there was no
e that all the FCRs would be approved. By voiding tie
the tracking system to verify that the proposed disposition
wias dccepted, was negated and the NCRs were removed from the
| analysis system.



vopendix 5

s Cr o April 7, 1982, it was identified that the Hatfield Electric
myaay had improperly clesed NCR 168, in that after CECo
pirecring dispositioned the subject NCR to replace the item,

e batfi1eld Electric Company closed the NCR without accomplish-

v g the approved disposition. At the present time, there is a
’ iforming cable installed, and the tracking system to replace

be cable, has been negated.

i ¢ Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I1).

10 0k 50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, "Activities affecting
guolity shall be prescribed...and shall be accomplished in accordance
with these instructicns, procedures or drawings."

The licensce's Tcpical Report, CE-1-A, Revision 20, Section 2.2

cotiats to comply with (he Regulatory Position of Regulatory Guide
1.%5, Fevision 2, which endorses ANS1 N45.2.2-1972. Also Section 5
stu on. "The quality as.urance actions carried out for design, con-

Stiuction, testing, and operation activities will be described in
arc ¢nted instructions, prccedures, drawings, specifications, or
crechliste M. MActivities affecting quality are required by the
Ediron quality program to be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures or drawings."

Coutiary to the above; the followins, activities were not accomplished
: rding to procedures or instructions:

&, on April 2, 1982, it was identified that Powers-Azco-Pope was
storing rejected material ampng accepted material in Warehouse
¥ This is contrary to their Procedure No. FP-3.

k o Srreil 2, 1982, 1t was identified that Powers-Azco-Pope had

tazged a defective torque wrench with a Reject Tag. This
atrary to their Procedure No. FP-11.

« rch 30, 1982, it was identified that Hatfield Electric
v did aot tag torque wrenches which were past their cali-
brat on doe date. This is contrary to their Procedure No. 24.

C pril 5, 1982, ¢f 13 reports reviewed it was identified that
conformance reports prepared by Powers-Azco-Pope did not
ltess corrective action to prevent recurrence. This is
cnirary to their (Quality Assurance Manual, Section B-8, paragraph

o R 0

€. Cn April 7, 1982, it was identified that the conditions main-
tatted by the licensee in Warehouse No. 1 and No. 5 were contrary
to UiCo Quality Precedure 13-1 and to the requirements of ANSI
S, 2. 2=1922.



This °s 4 Severity Level V violation (Supplement II).

“. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VI, states, "Measures shall be
estab ished to control the issuance of documents, such as instruc-
tions . procedures, and drawings, including changes thereto, which
prescribe all activities affecting quality."

The 1 cersee's Topical Feport, CE-1-A, Revision 20, Section 6 states,
"A dccument control system will be used to assure that documents

suchoas snecifications, procedures, and drawings are reviewed for
2de oany and approved for rcelease by authorized personnel.”... "Each
Feowvaviag, ofiice or area shall have a controlled method for checking
reccipt of new or revised documents and assuring that the latest

rev sed doecument is in use."

Contrary to the above:

a. On Apradl &, 1982, of 12 drawings reviewed it was identified that
one druwing located in the Johnson Controls Incorporated on-site 4
oftice draw.ng file was not of the proper revision.

b. On April 7, 1982, of 10 drawings reviewed it was identified that
two drawings located in the Hunter Corporation document station

!=H were not of the proper revision.

I s 15 o Severity Level V violafion (Supplement 11).

10 CFR 5 fppendix B, Criterion 1X, states in part, "Measures shall
be errabilished to assure that special processes, including welding..

are controlled and accomplished by qualified personnel using qualexed
procodures in accordance with applicable codes,. ...

nsee's Topical Report, CE-1 1-A, Revision 20, dated February 17,

1902 poge Y=1, Revision 15, dated January 2, 1981, Section 9, "Control
ot » ecial Frocessss,” third paragraph, states in part, that, "Process
cort ool procedures will be used as required by specifications, codes

"

| or stardirds, as applicable....

| 1 SHL 5PV Code Section 111, 1974 Edition, Summer 1974 Addenda,

| A b WA-6000, 3abarticle NA-4411, states in part, that "The
| o 1 } include measures to control the issuance and disposi-
t o oouments, such as. .., instructions, procedures,..., includ-

BT vioon thereto, which prescribe the activities affecting quality.
’ sures shall assure that documents including changes..., and
di ..2d to and used at the location where the prescribed dctl\ity

"
i red



Ay pendix 7

Contrary to the above, on April 13, 1982, it was identifed that welding
was net being accomplisted in accordance with applicable codes, in that
conticllicd welding procidure specifications with the associated welding
we: sheets were not located at the prescribed activity (welding)

pParamet

in ent of & locations checked.

Tevs is o Severity Level V violation (Supplement II).

1o OFR 50, Appendix B, (riterion XVII states, "Sufficient records
shall be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting
jualoov. Consistent with applicable regulatory requirements, the
ap, Locant shall establich requirements concerning record retention,
such us duration, location, and assigned responsibility."

The licensee's Topical Feport, CE-1-A, Revision 20, Sect n 2.2,
coumits to the Regulatory Position of Regulatory Guide .88, Revision
¢, which endorses ANSI N&5.2.9-1974,

Cootrary to the above, on April 7, 1982, it was identified that Midway
Industraal Contractors did not provide the security ustandards established
by ANST N45.2.9-1974, to preclude the entry of unauthorized personnel
into the storege area and to guard against larceny and vandalism.

Toosw is o Soverity Level V violation (Supplement I11).

10 CFR ', Appendix B, Criterion XVII] states, "A comprehensive system

ot plonnsd and periodic audits shall be carried out to verify compliance
wi boalds aspects of the quality assurance program and to determine the

T LA o585 of the program.,

levnses’s Topical Report CE-1-A, Revision 20, Section 2.2 commits
- the Regulatory Position of Regulatory Guide 1.144,
1, vihich endorses ANS] N45.1.12-1977.

X1 r* s

ry to the above, on March 29, 1982, it was identified that the
' "

cports of Commonwealth Edison Company, Powers-Azco-Pope,
festing Laboratory, Jolnson Controls, Incorporated, Hunter

r n, and Hattield Electric Company failed to include the
riv, established in ANSI N&45.2.12-1977, regarding persons con-
ta i the sudit and a summary »f audit results including an

tatement regarding the effectiveness of the quality
ce program elements which were audited.

13

is 4 Severity Level V violation (Supplement I11).



the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201,

you are required to submit to

ithin thirty davs of the date of this Notice a written state-

or explanation in reply,
+ action taken and the results
lon !w avoid further noncompliance;
Consideration
time !or good cause shown.

including for

each item of noncompliance:
achieved; (2) corrective action
and (3) the date when full

may be ‘given to extending your

horeixus D1rector

vaxsxon of Enoxreorxng and
Technical Piograms
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U.&. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION I11

50-454/82-C5(DETP); 50-455/82-04(DETP)
50=454, 50-455 License Nos. CPPR-130; CPPR-131
Commenwealth Edison Company

P. 0. Box 767
Chicago, 1L 606990

Name: Eyron Station, Unit 1 and 2

¥

At: Eyron Site, Byron, 1L

n Conducted: March 29-31, April 1-2, 5-9, 12-14, and May 11, 1982.
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cu March 29-31, April 1=2, 5-9, 12-14, and May 11, 1982 (Reports
8205 (DETF); 50-455/82-04(DETP))



QA Frogram interfaces and overview; corrective action
change contiol, material traceability of installed struc-
wnts; electrical cable installation; inprecess inspections;

cifectiveness, he inspection involved a total of 662 in-
;75 unsite by seven NRC inspectors.
ults: f the areas inspected nine apparent violations were identified
plure to assure contractors are operating with a QA organization as
cratod an thelr QA manual and to assure that QA is sufficiently inde-
1 cost and schedule - paragraphs b.(6).(b), b.(8).(b), and
farlure of site contractors to control the issuance of docu-
(10) . tb); failure of site contractors to follow their procedures
phs B 010).(b), and ¢.(2),(d).2; failure of site contractors to
Iosctivities in aceordance with procedures - paragraphs b.(10).(b),
I, ard f.(2).(a); *ailure to include certain ANSI N&5.2.12
v Cito audit reports of contractors - paragraph b.(10).(b);

{lure ¢ mite contractor to meet certain security standards established
ANSL Nt Y for storage of records - paragraph b.(10).(b); failure to
ANST Na5.0 6 qualification, certification and training requirements
ceertroctor QU inspectors - paragraph h.(2); failure to specify complete

i acvyuite corrective actions on nonconformance reports = paragraph
2)o ket & tallure to accomplish welding in accordance with applicable
les. - parvagraph g.(2).(d).
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DETAILS

ns Contacted

nwealth Edison Compa.y (CECo)

Stiede, Assistant Vice President

"elCeorge, Director of Nuclear Licensing

I. Schlosser, Project Manager

I. Shewski, Quality Assurance Manager

Sorensen, Project Superintendent

fuelren, Assistant Project Superintendent

‘. Stanish, QA Superintendent, Byron

Farr, QA Supervisor

J. Hansing, QA Supervisor

¥. Scamerfield, QA Superintendent, Braidwood
Mihovilovich, Structural Supervisor, PCD

#. Klingler, QA Qupervisor, PCD

b. Marcus, Director of QA, Engineering/Construction

U. Einder, Electrical Supervisor, PCD
£. Lohmann, Mechanical Supervisor, PCD
J. Temashek, Startup Coordinator

I. Kaczmarek, QA Engineer

A, T

iras, Project Operations Analysis Supervisor
framo, Nuclear License Administrator
iivan, Project Engineering Department
Cuerio, Startup Superintendent
westermeier, Project Engineer
raber, QA Engineer
Klink, QA Inspector
Nodzenski, QA Enginees
1°v, Enginecering Assistant
avita, QA Engineer
senior Euyer
11, Material Coordinator
hwistz, QA Engineer

1IN

b Lundy Fngineers (S&L)

senior 0A Coordinator
ngineer, D
tsell, Senior Electrical Project Engineer
1, Project Leader
ky, Electrical Project Leader

o (W)

Yrauser, Manager, SAMU
Wl, QA Engineer, NTD
\ssociate Engineer, PIDG

3



Hitfield Electric Company (HECo)

Vanderhea, Project Manager
Huchanan, QA Manager

Koca, QC Supervisor

Barze oski, QA Supervisor
Stoner, (C Foreman

ge, QC Inspector

rene, QYC Inspector

cS=E>LO

s T

P A g I '.:}'»(' 5"!\‘[:)

K vian, QA Manager

4 thoe, bngineering Manager
C vaer, QC Supervisor

A mia, JC Inspector

“lown Brothers Corporation (BBC)

oo Ray, UA/QC Manager
h. wills, QC Inspector

El Services, Inc.

R ctomraso, NDE Supervisor
Jobnson Controls, Inec.

b iy, QA Manager

irsen, QC Inspector
Fitisburgh Testing Laboratory (PTL)

J. Troutman, Site Manager
J. Chasm, Calibration Technician
. “Tohammad, Site Auditor

Midvay Industries Contracter, Inc.

o ndsor, Site Manage:

ir_Installation Services Company (N1SCo)

QA/QC Manage:

N ciar _Vower Services (NPS)

Wb taker. Yroject QA Engineer
Y tule Sheet Metal Works, Inc.
A : epel, QA Supervisor
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unter Corporation

Somsay, QA Supervisor

Haddick, QC Inspector

Cerasani, Piping Engincer

Hill, Auxiliary Building Superintendent
Fvertt, Containment Building Superintendent
Ankland, Warehouseman

Morrison, Project Engineer

Young, Hanger Engineer

Simon, Administrative Supervisor, QA
Irish, Administrative Assistant, QA
lundquist, Material Control Supervisor

TP LW ETD T

—
-

U. 5 Nuclear Regulatory Commission (Region I11)

- e

#C. F ANorelius, Director, Division of Engineering & Technical Programs
» Little, Chief, Engineering Inspection Branch

L HeGregor, Senior Resident Inspector, Braidwood

Cox, Secretary

“lenores those presonnel attending the exit meeting held at the USNRC
Region 111

; office on May 7, 1982. During the inspection at the Byron
Starion exit meetings were held on a daily basis in order to keep ihe
Liceosve ‘nformed of any findings.

The prertors also contarted and interviewed other licensee and
€ i1 personne] during this inspection.

Program Areas Inspected
“a) H:’H‘Lg'«)hnd

ourpose of this special team inspection was to determine if
o are indicaticns of existing or potential construction
pavhblems similar to some of those identified at a number of other
s under construction. The scope of the assessments included
{lriity assurance program interfaces and overviews, corrective
iotion systems, design changrs control, material traceability of
called structures and components, electrical cable installa-
iy inprocess inspections, and effectiveness of quality control
e CLOYS.



Prepared By: J. M. Peschel
' P. Keshishian

b. QA Program "nterfaces and Overview

(1) Quality Assurance Manuals Reviewed

Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory Quality Assurance Manual
#QA-M-1, Revision 4, September 21, 1979

Powers-Azco-Pope Quality Assurance Manual, Revision 3,
December 7, 1931

Commonwealth Edison Topical Report, Revision 20,
February 17, 1982

Johnson Controls, Inc., SECD Quality Assurance Program,
Revision 0, June 29, 1978

JMatfield Flectric Company Quality Assurance Manual,
Revision 9, August 13, 1979

FLasco Nuclear (uality Assurance Program Manual, Revision 10,
September 30, 1981

Hunter Ccrporation Quality Assurance Manual, Revision 5,
August 1, 1981

ANuclear Fower Services, Inc., Quality Assurance Manual,
Revision 1, Januvary 13, 1981

keliable Sheet Metal wor¥s., Inc., Quality Assurance Manual,
July 21, 1981

9

(&) Trocedures Reviewed
) Commonwealth Edison Company
Byres, Quality Instruction (BQI)

BQI-1, Fevision 2, March 22, 1982
Generating On-Site Quality Instructions
BQi-7.1, Revision 2, March 22, 1982
On-Site Contractor Non-Conformance Reports
, Revision 5, March 22, 1982
OA Handling of CECo hon-Conformances
BQI-9, Revision &, March 22, 1982
CA Handling of Field Change Reguests
BQI-10, Fevision 4, February 25, 1982
Site QA Handling and Review of On-Site
Contractor Procedures

BQI-7.2




BQI-11.1,

BQI-12.1,

BQl-24,

Kevision 4, March 22, 1982

Byron Site QA Audits

Revision 1, March 22, 1982

Installed Equipment Surveillance Instructions
Kevision 1, March 22, 1982

Byron QA Training Program

Eyron Site Instruction (BSI)

BS1-5,

Revision 5, October 20, 1980

Material and Equipment Receiving, Receiving
Inspection Storage, and Removal from Storage
Instruction

Quality Procedure (QP)

QpP, 2-1,

on 2'2|
QP, 3-3,

QP, 4-2,

QP, 16-1,

QP 17-1,
QpP, &4-1,
QP, 18-1,

QP, 18-2,

Procedure for the Revision of the Quality
Assurance Manual - Engineering, Construction
and Operation, Revision 63, February 24, 1982
Training of Personnel to meet Quality Assurance
Requirements, Revision 63, February 24, 1982
Classification of System, Components, Parts
and Materials, Revision 63, February 24, 1982
Evaluation of Contractor's Quality Assurance
Program, Revision 63, February 24, 1982
Quality Instruction and Procedures,

Revision 63, February 24, 1982

Control of Procured Material and Equipment,
Keceiving and Inspection, Revision 63,
February 24, 1982

Calibration Control of Commonwealth Edison
Test and Measurement Equipment, Revision 63,
February 24, 1982

Reporting Quality Nonconformance during
Construction and Test, Revision 63,

February 24, 1982

. Reporting Incidents and Deficiencies that

occur during Construction and Test, Revision
3, February 24, 1982

Corrective action for Reportable Deficiencies
ind Quality Nonconformances that occur during
Construction and Tests, Revision 63,

February 24, 1982

Quality Assurance Records, Revision 63,
February 24, 1982

Request for Bid, Proposed Evaluation, and
Recommendation, Revision 63, February 24, 19§:
Quality Program Audits, Revision 63,

February 24, 1982

Surveillance of Contractor Quality Assurance
Control Activities, Revision 63, February 24,
1982



(b)

(d)

General Frocedure

General Procedure No. 738, Site Buying, February 2, 1981

Hatfield Electric Company Procedures

Procedure

Proceduve
Procedure
Pro.edure

Procedure

Pro.edure

FProcedure

Pro.edure

Procedure

Frocedure

6, Revision 6, January 15, 1982
Reporting of Damaged or Nonconforming
Material or Equipment

#8, Revision 2, Issue 1, July 6, 1981
Audits

“9E, Revision 6, Issue 1, January 23, 1981
Class i Cable Pan ldentification

11, Revision 12, February 2, 1982
Class 1 Cable Termination and Splicing

#17, Revision 2, October 10, 1381
Qualification of Inspection and Audit
Personnel

‘19, Revision &, Issue 1, January 24, 1981
Equipment Turnover Keporting

#20, Revision B, November 20, 1981
Class 1 Exposed Conduit System
Identification

#23, Revision 8, Issue 1, January 22, 1981

Corcrete Expansion Anchor Installation

, Revision 1, Issue 2, January 28, 1980

Con*rol and Calibration of Meters and
Instruments

#29, Revision 5, November 20, 1981
Field Initiated Request for Design
Changes

r
&

Fanter Cerporation Site Implementation Proceduras

Fevision 4, January 19, 1982

Installation Verification

Fevision 7, August 20, 1981

Control of Measuring and Testing Equipmen:
Fevision 4, April 28, 1981

Nonconformance Processing

Kevision 5, March 19, 1981

Internal and External Site Quality Assurance
Audits

Revision 9, June 8, 1981

Installation of Concrete Expansion Anchors

Powers-Azco-Pope Procedures

QC~%

QC-5

Kevision 7, September 30, 1981
Nonconformance Control
Revision 5, December 17, 1981
Site Audit



Fp-3 Kevision 9, December 22, 1981
Material Receiving Inspection Controls

Fr-4 Kevision 5, September 30, 1981
Material Storage
FP-11 Revision 7, January 21, 1982

Calibration and Control of Measuring and Test
Fquipment (M&TE)

() Pittsburgh Tosting Laboratory Procedure

Kesident Internal Quality Assurance Audit Plan,
Revision &, November 17, 1981

(f) Johnson Controls Inc., Procedures

QAS-210-EY
QAS-211-BY
QAS-710-EY
QAS-101]1-BY

QAS-1310-8Y

QA3-1510-BY
QAS-1610-RBY
QAS-1710-BY
QAS-1910-BY

SPe511-BY

Revision 2, January 28, 1980
Auditor Training and Qualification
Revision 2, February 5, 1980
Training and Indoctrination Procedure
Revision 1, September 19, 1979
On-Site Document Control Procedure
Revision 3, January 10, 1980

Weld Rod Control

Revision 1, Ocotober 30, 1979%
Calibration Control of Measuring and Test
Equipment

Revision 0, April 17, 1979

Status Tag Usage Procedure
Revision 0, February 13, 1979
Nonconformance Control Procedure
Revision 0, September 18, 1979
Corrective Action

Revision 1, November 8, 1979

Audit Procedure

Revision 1, April 3, 1981

Field Change Control Procedure

Audits and Miscellaneous Documentation Reviewed

(a) Comnonwenlth Edison Company

Andit Rrjgglj

| #16-82-4
t6-82-08
#io-81+-300
#5-81-308
ffo-81-3.9
#o=81=270
| #i6=-81-331
| #n-81-336
#6-81-340



#6-E1-344
#6-81-354
#6-€1-357
#6-E£1-360

General Office Audit of Byron Construction Site,
April 30, 1981,

General Office Audit of Byron Construction Site,
November 8, 1981,

General Office Quality Assurance Audit of Byron
Station, April 30, 1981.

General Office Quality Assurance Audit of Byron
Station, Nevember 8, 1981.

Management Audit at LaSalle, Byron, and Braidwood
Construction Sites and the LaSalle Operating Station,
April, 1981, by Energy Incorporated.

Miscellaneous Documentation

Site Mechanical Organization Chart, March le, 1982.
Site Electrical Organization Chart, March 16, 1982.
Site Structural Organization Chart, March 16, 1982.
Site Project Construction Organization Chart, March 16,
1982

1981 Byron Site QA Audit Schedule, Revision 0 and
Revision 9.

1961 Byron Site QA Surviellance Schedule.

Byren Quality Assurance Organization Chart, March 22,
1982,

Byren Quality Assurance Status Reports, Januvary 5, 1982
and VFebruary 4, 1982.

Byrcn Site Quality Assurance Semi-Monthly Report for
Decenber 1981,

1982 Byron Site Quality Assurance QP Training Schedule.

Hatfield Electric Company
Audit Reports

#61-02

#51-18

#81~-19

#81-20

#8.2-04

Audit Report ot Byron Site Procedure 5, 6 and 22 by
Energy Incorporated, September 21, 1981.

Follow-up Management Audit Report by Energy Incorporated,
September 21, 1981.

10



(€)

d)

Trend Analysis Reports

#2, July 24, 1981, 2nd Quarter of 1981
#2, November 6, 1981, 3rd Quarter of 1981
#4, 4th Quarter of 1981

#1, March 25, 1982, 1st Quarter of 1982

Miscellaneous Documentation

Discrepancy Keports, "Trouble Letters" No.'s 640 - 670,
680 - 720.

1981 Audit Schedule

1982 Audit Schedule

Quality Assurance Audit Log

Memcrandum from C. Van Lyssel to W. Br¢ 'k concerning
Quality Assurance Organization, March '/, 1982.

Hunter Corporation

Audit Report

No. 084-4

Miscellanecus Documentation

Audit Summary

Fourth Quarter Audit Report

Follow=up Audit #1

Hunter Audit Summary Report for Fourth Quarter, 1981.
Hunter Corporation, Byron Site Quality Assurance Audit,
June 3, 1981.

Hunter Corporation Quarterly Nonconformance Report (NK)
Sumpary and Trend Analysis, December 29, 1981.

Powers=Azco-Pope
Audit Reports

#52 September 29, 1981
#53 October 1, 1981
#54& Novevber 12, 1981
#55 Noveuber 12, 1981
#5606 November 16, 1981
#57 Novembder 15, 1981
#5868 November 25, 1981
#59 December 3, 1981
#60 December 29, 1981
#61 January 27, 1982
Management Review Audit, Byron, March 17, 1982

11



Miscellaneous Documentation

weekly Storage Surveillance Report, March 10, 1982
wWeekly Storage Surveillance Report, March 17, 1982
Weekly Storage Surveillance Report, March 24, 1982
Weekly Storage Surveillance Report, March 30, 1982

(e) Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory

Aud:t Reports

#81~21
#81-22
#81-23
#El-24
#81-25
f1€1-26
#61-27
#1E1-28
#81-29
Internal QA Audit #BY-3
Internal QA Audit #BY-4

Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory Organization Chart

Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory Inspectors Eye Examination
Records

(f) Jchnson Controls, Incorporated
Audit Reports

Yearly QA Program Audit No. 00501, May 16, 1980
Yearly QA Program Audit No. 10801, August 5, 1981
Audit Report, Bensenville Office, September 15, 1981

Nenconformance Reports

#001BY November 14, 1980
#002BY Neovember 14, 1980
£C03BY December 4, 1980
#004BY Avgust 19, 1981
#C05BY February 23, 1982
#006BY March 25, 1982
#007BY April 2, 1982

(%) Interviews with Site Personne.
Interviews were conducted with sixteen personnel from Common-

wealth Ldison Company, six personnel from Hunter Corporation,
three personnel from Powers-Azco-Pope, three personnel f- m

12



Hatfield Electric Company, two personnel from Pittsburgh
Testing Laboratory and one person from Johnson Controls,

Incorporated.

') licensee's Quality Assurance Program

ta) Objective

The objectives of this assessment were to determine:

that the licensee's Quality Assurance Program,
including all amendments, has been approved by NKR.

if the licensee has control of changes to the
submitted Quality Assurance Program.

if the Quality Assurance Manual is consistent with
the approved Quality Assurance Program.

(b) Discussicn

The inspectors reviewed:

1.

>

the licensee's Topical Report, CE-1-A, Revision 20,
and dotermined that the original program and all
subrequent revisions have been approved by NRR.

The licensee submits all changes to NRR and
includes minor or typographical changes at the

same time as substantive changes are submitted.

the licensee's Quality Requirements and Quality
Pro edures and determined that the licensee
initiated and controlled changes to the program
through QP=-2<1.  The procedure requires the same
level of review for a QA Program change as the
original program received. The program has pro-
visions to input a change due to feedback of
experience, regulatory requirements, codes and
stardards, audits, and reviews.

the licensee's Quality Assurance Manual and referenced
documents to determine whether adequate QA plans and
procedures have been established (written, reviewed,
approved, and issued) to implement the docketed QA
progzram. The reivew indicated that the 18 Criteria

of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B were addressed by the
Quality Procedures of the Quality Assurance Manual.

The inspectors reviewed 6 of the 25 Quality Assurance
Manuals assigned to Byron Station to determine they
were of the latest revisions. The following manuals
were reviewed and no problems were detected.




Manial No. Assigned To

111 Project Construction Superintendent

208 Byron Station Superintendent

177 CECo OAD Supervisor

191 Byron Station Maintenance Supervisor

62 Byron Station Technical Staff Supervisor

115 Byron Station Quality Assurance Super-
intendent

(6) Quality Assuraonce Program of Contractors
(a) Objectives

The objectives of this assessment were to determine

if the licensee has approved and routinely audits the
Quality Assurance Programs of contractors for consistency
with 10 CFK 50, Appendix B, and to determine the current
status and effectiveness of licensee management of the
on=site Quality Assurance Programs.

(t) Discussion

The inspectors reviewed documentation, conducted extensive
interviews with licensee and site contractor petrsonnel ,
and reviewed portions of the licensee's and contractor's
QA nanuals to determine levels of staffing, organizational
independence from cost and schedule, position descriptions
and to determine if the status and adequacy of the QA
Programs were regularly reviewed by the licensee and
centractor's management .

At the time of inspection the licensee had 13 contractors
on site and each was performing safety related work under
their own specific Quality Assurance Programs (QAPs).
These QAPs hod been submitted to the licensee for review
and approval. The licensee had reviewed and approved

the QAPs prior to the contractors start of work. The
licensee was fully aware of its ultimate responsibility
for site Quality Assurance and had its own QA organiza-
tion on site to monitor the activities of the various
§ite controactors through the mechanisms of surveillances
and audits.

Table 1 is a matrix of licensee and on-site contractors
performing safety-related work indicating the areas
checked and compliance with these areas.

Noticompl i ance (454/82-05-01a; 455/82-04-01a)
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion I, requires that "Such
persons and organizations performing quality assurance

functions shall report to a management level such that

14
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(b)
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tiis required authority and organizational freedom,
including sufficient independence from cost and schedule
when opposed to safety considerations, are provided."

Contrary to this requirement, the inspectors found that
the QA Managers of both Hatfield Electric Company and
Fowers-Azco-Pope (PAP) reported directly to on-site
managers who had direct responsibilities for cost and
schedule for their respective contracts. The Hatfield
QA Manager reportcd to the Vice-President and the PAP
QA Manager reported to the Project Manager.

Unresolved Item (454/82-05-02; 455/82-04-02)

In additien to the foregoing, it appeared that the QA
Representative for Johnson Controls had production
responsibilities that also conflicted with organizational
independence. . review of the activities of Pittsburgh
Testing Laboratories (PTL) indicates that there is no
PTL on-site QA organization other than a site auditor
and that for a substantial period of time each week PTL
activities are not under surveillance. This condition
cccurs because there are two shifts for PTL inspectors
and only one auditor.

The questions regarding Johnson Controls and PTL could
not be resolved during the current inspection and are
an unresolved item,

nsee "anagement Assessment of the Quality Assurance Prusrdm

Object ive

The objective of this assessment was to determine if a
periodic assessment of the licensee's Quality Assurance
Program is conducted by Commonwealth Edison Company
upper level management.

Discussion

The inspectors reviewed audits of the Byron Constructicn
s'te conducted by a General Office Audit Team. These

s mi-annual audits are supplemented by a biennial audit
conducted by an independent auditing organization. The
audits cover the entire scope of the Quality Assurance
Program and are reviewed by upper level management.

The licensee's Quality Assurance organization is headed
by & site QA Superintendent. He is assisted by two
Supervisor's who direct the activities of thirteen QA
Engineers and Inspectors in monitoring and auditing

the activities of the site contractors. In addition
four Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory personnel are
assigned to the organization for specific documentat it
related assignments,
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Lack englacer and inspector is assigned a specific list
of responsibilities so that all contractor activites and
other QA monitoring systems are fully covered. This
type of organization should be able to effectively
monitor site QA activities. However, the execution of
the program is not satisfactory, as evidenced by the
many problems uncovered by the inspectors. One factor
affecting the execution is the stability of service for
the QA personnel.

A key individual in a QA Program is the on-site super=
intendent. He has the direct responsibility for the

QA perfcimance of the contractors and other plant
related ctivities. It is he who anticipates problem
arces, sces to the training of his staff, directs the
activities of his staff and is instrumental in producing
a quality product. Since January 1976 there have been
five QA Superintendents at the Byron Site:

J. Pizziea January 1976 to May 1976
D. Jeritz May 1976 to August 1977
R. Cousden August 1977 to May 1978
T. Mclntere May 1978 to January 1981
M. Stanish January 1981 to Present

In sddition to this undesirable condition, the QA
Engineers and Inspectors have an average on-site service
time of aspproximately fourteen months and have limited
pricr QA oxperience. Part of this on-site time was
spert in training and qualifying for various QA duties.

In eddition to this problem, manpower is currently being
sent to eother sites so that the QA effort is substantially
wearened. Out of a staff of sixteen, three men have been,
and currently are at other assignments:

R. J. Schwartz La Salle Station 12/7/81 *o 2/19/82;
3/19/81 to Present

J. & Hale La Salle Station 1/8/81 to 2/26/82;
3/19/82 to Present

P J. Nodgenski Quad-Cities Station 9/14/81 to 9/25/81:

Byron Pre-op Testing 4/5/82 to Present

The constant change over of personnel rosulting in a
mimimum experience level and transfer of personnel could
hinder the QA organization in meeting its obligation

of effectively implementing a QA program.

In contrast to the experience level of the QA organ-
ization the inspectors made a review of the stability
of the supervisory and engineering personnel in the
construction organization. The key individuals and
service time at the Byron Station are:
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Tit)e Name On Site Since

Project Ffuperintendent G. Sorensen 1976

Assistant Project R. Tuetken 1977
Superintendent

Lead Civil Engineer J. Minovilovich 1975

Lead Mechanical Engineer M. Lohmann *1981

Lead Electrical Engineer J. Binder 1978

*Six years prior experience as a Mechanical Engineer at
La Salle County Station.

The prorounced difference in site time and experience
ievel indicates there is the potential for a problem
with QA personnel continually bein; cransferred. In

an effort to determine the cause of this potential
problem & wmeeting was held with the Corporate Manager
of Quality Assurance, W. J. Shewski, on April 16, 1982.
His explonation was the the transfer of the QA Superin-
tendents was for promotional opportunities in four
cases and o death in the case of one superintendent.
His explanation for the large turnover and inexperience
level of the QA Engineers and Inspectors was that he
desired to seed the licensee departments with QA

experienced personnel and also not deny them promotional
opportunities.,

This constant change over of QA personnel as contrasted
to the stable and experienced work force of the construc-
tion group indicates the need to create greater promo-
tional ¢ portunities in the QA organization, or the need

to have some sort of system instituted to require QA
personne! to acquire minimum service time at nuclear
sites.

The inspectors reviewed the training that was given to
CECo QA personnel after they had completed corporate
quality sssurance training. The Byron QA training is
an on-the-job type training and is intended to supple-
ment the corporate training and enhance the development
of new 0f personnel

A review of BQI-24, Revision 1, Byren QA Training
Program, revealed that although the stated purpose of
the instruction was to provide the necessary training
Lo appropriate personnel as quickly as possible, there
was no specified length of time in which the training
was to be completed. A lack of prompt training was a
finding annotated by the General Office Audit of
November 1981. A review of on-the-job training records
revealed that prompt training was still not being

@ spliczhed and that the corrective action to prevent



(b)

recurrance, stated in the audit response, was not being
effectively implemented. The on-the-job training
system had no provision to alert supervisory personnel
when a new employee's training was lagging.

BQI-24 also states, "It is the new employees respons-
ibility to obtain end maintain the required training."
It 1s our belief that the training of new employees is
a management responsibility and cannot be delegated to
thie new employee.

Attachment A to BQI-24 lists fourteen areas of training,
and specific individuals are designated as authorized
trainers in each area. There are no lesson plans or
other types of written guidance for the required train-
ing. The lack of a formalized training program is not
conducive to the maintenance of a skilled, trained,

and competent Quality Assurance Department. With some
of the more experienced personnel assigned to duties

at other locations the training of the QA department
suffers.

Open Item (454/82-05-03; 455/82-04-03)

The inability of the licensee to dedicate resources to
the Quality Assurance organization :o see that their
experience base is equivalent to other organizations,
leads the inspectors to question the licensee's
effectiviness in staffing the Quality Assurance Program
Crganization. In addition, there is no evidence of a
Management Policy Statement emphasising the dedication
of “he Compiny to Quality Assurance and quality in
goneral. The licensee's position is that the Company
policy is stated in the Quality Requirements of the
Coality Assurance Manual. It is our belief that these
are an explanation of the Quality Assurance Manual

and not a statement of policy.

Licensee Quality Assurance Organization

Chjective

The objective of this assessment was to determine if
the Quality Assurance Program provides sufficient
independence frem cost and schedule.

Discussicn

The inspectors reviewed the organization charts in the
licensee's Topical Report and they indicate adequate
independence for the CECo Quality Assuiance Organization.
Further inspection resulted in concern regarding the
activities of the Project Construction Department that
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appear to be contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion
I, regarding the independence of the Quality Assurance
effort from production.

The licensee's site Project Construction Department
it organized with a Manager, Technical Staff, Project
Engineers and Field Enginecrs. The inspectors inter-
viewed four supervisors and the assistant superin-
tendent of the construction group and found each of
them to be knowledgeable and experienced engineers
fully capable of meeting their respective respons-
ibilities.  They all fully recognized the importance
ol quality assurance and control and were determined
to build a quality plant,

The responsibilities of this group include:

Advisor to Engineering for design suitability for
constructability.

Coordinate requests for field revisions.

Ke ript and storage of materials.

Assist Project Engineering in development of
overall schedule.

Verify conformance and completeness of contractor's
installation to specification requirements.
Supervise and approve mechanical and structural
construction tests.

Coordinate and provide assistance for electrical
construction tests.

Ccordinate preoperation tests.

The Project Construction QC Supervisor and Project
Construction Electrical Supervisor have engaged in
Quality Assurance activities independent of the Byron
Superintendent of Quality Assurance and the offsite
Minager of Quality Assurance. The licensee could

not produce a position description for the areas of
responsibilities and the duties of the Project
construction QC Supervisor. An example of specific
WA activities engaged in by these supervisors is:

letter of November 13, 1981 from the Electrical
and QU Supervisors to the on-site Vice President
of Fatfield Electric Company suggesting duties
and responsibilities of the QA/QC Manager and a
sugpested crganization chart.

The activities of the two supervisors in QA activities
appears to be contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criter-
ion 1, that requires independence of QA supervisors from
cost and schedule. In addition, it seriously undermines
the effectiveness of the incumbent QA Superintendent




te monitor the activities of the site QA organizations.
fie act vitles of these two supervisors resulted in a
reorgan cation of the Hatfield Electric Company QA/QC
lepartment that was not described in the QA Manual.

se¢ believe that CECo QA should, at a minimum, be in-
volved in a review and concurrence capacity when such
suggestions are made Lo contractors.

In addition to the foregoing, a further problem with

QA independence from cost and schedule arises in that

the site Project Superintendent has final contractual
approval for some contractor QA organizations concerning
salary increases, promotions, and hires for QA non-manual
personnel increases. The requests for such action from
Hatfield Slectric Company and Powers-Azco-Pope do not
have a8 concurrence from the contractors Quality Assurance

Department and come from the project construction manage-
ment,

The following list indicate salary changes or promoticus
of QA inspectors for site contractors that were approved
by the site Project Superintendent.

Date Contractor Position
24/82 l'owers-Azco-FPope QA Specialist

12/8/81 funter Corporation QA Inspector
11/23/61 lhunter Corporation QA Inspector
11/3/81 Hunter Corporation QA Inspector
11/5/81 Hunter Corporation QA Inspector

The inspectors recognize that the Project Superintendents'
responsibility for contract administration requires his
final approval for contractors staff size and changes in
compensation, however, a question of satisfying the re-
quirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteria I relative
to QA independence arises. Mechanisms are currently now
:n »ffect for such independence in that the Pittsburgh
Testing lLaboratory contract is administered by the
Corporat « Quality Assurance Manager who is independent

of cost and schedule.

Noncompliance (454,/82-05-01b; 455/82-04-01b)

The lack of independence between the Quality Assurance
Department and the Project Construction Department is
in violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, which states

in part, "Such persons and organizations performing
quality cssurance functions shall report to a manage =
ment level such that this required authority and
organizational freedom, including sufficient inde-
pendence from cost and schedule when opposed to safety
con-iderations, are provided.
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Open "tem (454/82-05-04; 455/82-04-04)

The involvement of the Project Construction Department
im Quality Assurance Activities indicates the need for
an Interface Document or Interface Procedure to explain
the interaction of the licensee's Quality Assurance
JUrgan:zation with the Contractor's Quality Assurance
Organizations, and the relation of the Project Con-

struction Department to all on-site Quality Assurance
Organizations. :

Qpnljgxﬂ@s*u)dnge_ﬁq}yggéjbilit!

(a)

(b)

(b)

Object fve

The objective of this assessment was to determine if
the licensee has the prime responsibility for establish-
ing and executing the Quality Assurance Program.

Discussion

The inspectors reviewed the Topical Report and the
Quality Assurance Manual and interviewed the licensee's
Corporate and Site Quality Assurance Managers and the
Quality Assurance Manager of selected contractors.

The documentation review and the interviews showed

that the responsibility of the licensee was established,
documented and understood by responsible personnel in
both the licensee's and contactor's organizations.

The inspectors were concerned about the lack of a policy
staterent from upper management that went beyond the
explacation provided in Quality Requirement 1.0 and pro-
vided assurance that upper management of CECo supported
the Quality Assurance Program and it objectives.

neee Oversight of Contractor Activities

Ubjective

The objectives of this assessment were to determine
1f the licensee has effective oversight of contractor

fetivities and has detailed knowledge of those
sctivities,

['iscussion

The inspectors conducted interviews with Quality Assurance
personnel from the licensee, Hatfield Electric Company,
Funter Corporation, Powers-Azco-Pope, Johnson Controls,
Ivc., and Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory. These interviews
were supplemented by the review of related quality assur-

ance procedures, audits and docuwontdtxvns; tour of work
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arcas, warchouses and field offices; and discussions with
licensee and contractor personnel. As a result of the
above the inspectors determined that the licensee has a
program that should provide an effective oversight of
contractor activities. The ability of the licensee to
provide this oversight is questionable due to the man-
power limitation discussed in the "Licensee Assessment

of the Quality Assurance Program" section of this report
and the findings noted below.

Contractor QA Manuals

A review of the operating organization of two contractors,
Hattield Electric Company and Johnson Controls, Inc.,
revealed that the present organizati ns were not described
in the latest Quality Assurance Manual revisions.

Johnson Controls, Inc., changed the title of the Senior
QA Fepresentative associated with Byron from the Quality
Assurance Representative to the Quality Assurance Manager
and did not update their Quality Assurance Manual.
Johnson Controls operated for approximately five months
with this discrepancy, and Commonwealth Edison Company
Quality Assurance was not aware of the discrepancy.

Hatfield Electric Company was operating with a Quality
Control Supervisor and a Quality Assurance Supervisor,
both of whom report to the Quality Assurance Manager
and who are not reflected in the Quality Assurance
Manual. The reason for this disparity is a letter

from the licensee's Project Construction Department to
the Hatfield Electric Company Vice-President suggesting
an organization change.

Noncompliance (454/82-05-0lc; 455/82-04<01c)

10 CFK 50, Appendix B, Criterion I states, 'The
authority and duties of persons and organizations
performing activities affecting the safety-related
functions of structures, systems, and compenents
shall be clearly established and delineated in
writing.

he failure of Hatfield Electric Company to have its
Quality Assurance Manual reflect the actual Quality
Assurance Organization is contrary to the above and is
an item of noncompliance.

The tailure of Johnson Controls, Inc., to have its
Quality Assurance Manual reflect the actual Quality
Assurance Organization is contrary to the above and
is an i1tem of noncompliance.
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The licensce has indicated that the above conditions
have been corrected. These items will be examined
during future inspections.

Safekeeping of Quality Records

A tour was made of the combined vault used by Johnson
Controls, Westinghouse-SAMU, Midway Industrial Con-
tractors, Fbasco Services, Inc., and Reliable Sheet
Metal. The safes of Westinghouse SAMU and Midway
Industrial Contractors were found unlocked and with no
attendant at the door of the vault. The Westinghouse
safe contained computer tapes which were described to
be non-safetv-related and the Midway safe contained
quality records.

Noncompl:ance (454/82-05-05; 455/82-04-05)

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII states, "Sufficient
records shall be maintained to furnish evidence of act-
ivities affecting quality." ANSI N45.2.9-1974 states,

"A full time security system shall be established to
prezlude the entry of unauthorized personnel into the
storage area. This system shall guard against larceny
and vandalism."

The failure of Midway Industrial Contractors to lock
a safe containing quality records is contrary to the
above and 1s an item of noncompliance.

The licensee has indicated that this situation and the
condition of the Westinghouse-SAMU safes have been
corrected. This item will be examined during a future
inspection,

Diring tours of the combined vault, the Powers-Azco-Pope
vault, the Hatfield Electric Company vault and the lij-
censee's vault, the inspectors noted that entrance holes
tor conduit and other such piping had not been sealed
and possible air paths from the exterior existed,

Unresolved Ttem (454/82-05-06: 455/82-04-06)

ANS! N&S 1.9-1974 states that permanent and temporary
records storage facilities shall be constructed to
protect the contents from possible destruction by fire.

The inspectors are concerncd that with the possible air
patihs arcund conduits and pipes that the Halon System
may not be able to extinguish a fire.

The licorsee has indicated that action has been taken
to corvect this condition. This item will be examined
during a future inspection.



Surveillances

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's Quality Assurance
Department 1981 surveillance schedule and noted that
aoproximitely seven percent of the scheduled surveil-
lances were not conducted and there was no documented
reason for their omission. The licensee did conduct
approximately 800 more surveillances than were scheduled
with an in-rease being made in some areas due to problems
disccvered or to follow up on audit findings. We
recognize that such increased attention is necessary,
but are concerned about the omission of surveillances
without substantiating documentation, as surveillances
are one of the intergal methods by which the Quality
Assurance Organization provides an oversight of con-
tractor activities.

Coen Item (454/82-05-7; 455/82-04-7)

The inspectors are concerned about the omission of
scheduled surveillances without substantiating docu-
mentation.

The licensee indicated that this item will be corrected.
This item will be examined during a future inspection.

Prawing Control

The inspectors reviewed selected drawings in the on-site
cffice of Johnson Controls, Inc., and at Hunter Corpora-
tion's Document Station 1-H, at the 426 level in the
contairrent.,

Twelve drawings were chosed at Johnson Controls, and of
those chosen one was not the latest revision as indicated
on the Sargent and Lundy master drawing list located in
the CECo Quality Assurance office. Drawing M3393, Page

4 of 12, was Revision B and should have been Kevision G,
which was issued February 12, 1982. The M3393 drawing
series 1. not marked to indicate how many drawings are

in the series but are annotated as 1 of "blank".

Ten draw.ngs were reviewed at Hunter Corporation's
Document Station 1-H, at the 426 level in the contain-
went, and of these two drawings, CS-58 and RH-15, were
not the proper revisions according to the Hunter
Eagineer ng Department master list. Hunter Corporation
personne! explanined that the drawings in question were
for work on the Unit 2 containment, which had been
stopped, and all related drawings were supposed to have
been recialled to document control. Hunter instituted
an dmmed.ate recall of these drawings.




Noncompliance (454/82-05-08; 455/82-04-08)

i0 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VI states, "Measures
shall be established to control the issuarce of docu-
ments, such as instructions, procedures, and drawings,
including changes thereto, which prescribe all aciLivities
affecting quality.” The failure of Johnson Controls, Inc.,
and Hunter Corporation to control the issuance of drawings
is contrary to the above and an item of noncompliance.

The licersee indicated that the condition has been
corrected. This item will be examined during a future
inspection.

The inspectors accempanied two CECo Quality Engineers,
orne electrical and one welding, on inspections in the
containment, auxiliary building and the turbine building
to determine if they could trace the installation and
irspection process on welds, conduit hanger installation,
ard cable pan installation. No problems were identified.

Qua ity Assurance Procedures

Inspecticn identified that two on-site contractors per-
fecrming safety related work were using forms which were
nct controlled by procedures.

Hattield Electric Company is utilizing a Discrepancy
Letter, also known as a Trouble Letter, for documenting
incomplete construction, non-conforming contruction,
requirements for Field Change Requests and other dis-
crepant items found during quality control inspections.

These Trecuble Letters have been in use for approximately
the last 18 months and about 800 have been generated

in this time frame. The Trouble Letters are used as an
intermediate document during inspections prior to
corrective work or preparation of FCRs and NCRs and do
not becone part of the quality records. Trouble Letters
numbers €40 thru 670 and 680 thru 720 were examined and
it was found that in the inspectors opinion Trouble
Letters 658, 662, 664, 669, 679, 696, 697, 700 and 721
siiould have been documented as non-conformance reports,
As an example, in Trouble Letter 679, a Hatfield Electric
Company (U Inspector reports a conduit strap backing
plate that is not welded to a hangar. The failure to
have a procedure for this Trouble Letter is contrary

to appendix B

A «.milar condition exists with the instrumentation
pipng austaller, Powers-Azco-Pope. When making Quality
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Coatrol inspections a Fabrication Installation Surveil-
lance form, for which there is no prescribed procedure

is used for purposes identical to the Hatfield Trouble
Letter.

The irspectors examined FIS numbers 180 through 216
aud in their opinion & number of the FIS's should have
resulted in NCRs. As an example, FIS 186 reported items

that were installed but did not have the required hrat
numbers . :

We are not against the use of trouble letters or speed
letters to eapidite some contractor functions, however,
when these documents are used to document inspection
discrepancies they must be procedurally controlled.

Noncompliance (454/82-05-092; 455/82-04-09a)

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, "Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented
instructions, procedures, or drawings, of a type appro-
priate to the circumstances and shall be accomplished

in accordance with these instructions, procedures, or
drawings . "

The failure of Hatfield Electric Company to utilize &
procedure to control their Discrepancy Records is contrary
tc the above and is an item of noncompliance.

The failure of Powers-Azco-Pope to control their
Fabrication Installation Surveillances is contrary
to the above and is an item of noncompliance.

The licensee has indicated that these conditions have

been corrected. These items will be examined during
a4 future inspection.

Avdits

The inspectors reviewed audits that were conducted by
the corporate and site quality assurance organizations
of Commorwealth Edison Company, Hatfield Electric
Company, Hunter Corporation, Powers-Azco-Pope, Johnson
Controls, Incorporated, and Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory.
The audits were conducted according to an audit schedule
and the scope and content of the audits was acceptable.
The audit reports consistently failed to include a 1li-t
of persous contacted during the conduct of the audit

and a summary of audit results, including an evaluation
statement regarding the effeztiveness of the quality

assurance program elements which were audited, as
reqrired by ANSI N&5.2.12.




Noncompliance (454/82-05-10; 455/82-04-10)

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterio, XVII] states *5 .1
comprehensive system of planned and periodic sudits
shall be carried out to verify compliance with a'!
aspects of the quality assuranc: program and to detd
mine the effectiveness of the piogram.

ANST N&5.2.12-1977 states that 1udit reports shall
vide a list of persons contacted during audit activiiies

and shall have a summary including an evaluation statement
regarding the effectiveness of the quality assurance

gram elements which were audited.

pro-

Contrary to the above, the audit reports of the licensee
Hatfield Electric Company, Hunter Corporation, Powers-
Azco-Pope, Johnson Controls, Inc., and Pittsburgh Testing
Laboratory consistently failed 1o include persons Coun-e
tacted during the audit and an evaluation statcment je-
garding effectiveness of the program elements as “: o -~ ired
in the examples listed below:

List of Evaluat con

Auditor  Audit # Persons Contacted Statepert
CECo 6-81-330 Yes No
CECo 6-81-308 Yes Nes
CECo 6-81-336 No No
CECo 6-81-357 Yos Ye
CECo 6-81-309 Yos No
CECo 6-81-344 Yos N
CECo 6-81-340 Yoes Ne
CECo 6-81-300 No N¢
CECo 6-82-08 No No
Hatfield 81-02 N6y N
Hatfield B8!-18 Na Nt
Hatfield 81-19 No No
Hunter B4-4 No Nu
Hunter None July 9, 1981 No No
Johnson 00501 No Yo
Johnson 10801 No Yor
PAP 52 No \’.1
PAP 54 No No
PAP 5% No No
PTL 81-21 No No
PTL 81-23 No No
PTL 81-25 No No

The licensee has indicated that acticn has been taben
to correct this situation in future audits This item
will be examined during a future {nspection
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Measuriny and Test Equipment

The inspectors reviewed the procedure and methods for
control of Measuring and Test Equipment used by Hunter
Corporation, Hatfield Electric Company, Powers-Azco-Pope,
Johnson Controls, Inc., and Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory
and inspected various instruments in office and field
locations.

The inspectors identified no problems with Hunter
Corporation, Johnson Controls, Inc., and Pittsburgh
Testing Laboratory (PTL).

During a review of torque wrenches in the Hatfield
Electric Company Quality Assurance office and the
Powers-Azco-Pope Quality Assurance office the following
items were identified.

Hat{ield Electric Company: The stcrage of torque
wrenches was not according to Hatf.eld Procedure
#24 as the wrenches that were past the calibration
date were not red tagged and thay wire stored on
the same shelf as wrenches currently in calibration.
HE-151, HE-142, and HE-135 are some of the untagged,

uncalibrated torque wrenches stored with calibrated
wrenches.

Powiers-Azco-Pope: One torque wrench, TW-4, was
marked as defective, but did not have a Reject Tag
as 1equired by Section 5.15 of Powers-Azco Pope
Procedure FP-11, Calibration and Control of
Measuring and Test Equipment (M&TE).

Noncompl iance (454/82-05-11a; 455/82-04~1 l_a‘)

10 CFK 50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, "Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented
instructions, procedures, or drawings, of a type
appropriate to the circumstances and shall he accomp=
lished irn accordance with these instructions, procedures,
or drawings."

The failure of Hatfield Electric Company to follow its
procedure #24, with regard to tagging torque wrenches,
15 contrary to the above and is an item of noncompliance.

The failure of Powers-Azco-Pope to follow its procedure
No. FP-11, with regard to tagging torque wrenches, is
centrary to the above and is an item of noncompliance.

The licernsee has indicated that these conditions have

been corrected. These items will be examined during a
future inspection.
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Purchasing, Keceiving and Storage

The dinspectors reviewed the process used to obtain safety
relited materinl starting with a material request gen-
erated by a contractor and culminating with storage in

a warehouse. The inspectors noted no discrepancies in
the requesting, purchasing and receiving portions of

the project, but during tours of warehouse areas the
following items were noted:

In warehouse No. 1, safety-related equipment was
stored on shelves that also contained lumber,
boxes of paper, scraps of rubbish and food in a
housekeeping atmosphere that did not meet the

re uirements of Section 6.2 of ANSI N&5.2.2.

In warehouse No. 5, a pallet of bags containing
charcoal type compound was stored above safety
related valves. One of the bags had broken and
the material had spilled onto the valves, shelving
and floor, and the housekeeping was not in accord-
ance with Seciion 6.2 of ANSI N45.2.2.

Noncompliance (454/82-05-11b; 455/82-04-11b

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented
instructions, procedures, or drawings, of a type
appropriste to the circumstances and shall be accomp-
lished ir accordance with these instructions, procedures,
or drawings "

Ibe conditions maintained by the licensee in Warehouses
Ne and No. 5 were contrary to Quality Procedure 13-1
and to the requirements of ANSI N45.2.2-1972, and are
ar .tem of noncompliance.

Ihe licensee has indicated that action has been taken
te correct the warehouse conditions. This item will

*

be examived during a future inspection.

In warehouse No. &4, Powers-Azco-Pope is storing
material that is tagged Rejected next to Accept
and Heold material and is not segregated as re-

quired by Section 5.6 of Powers-Azco-Pope Pro-

cedure No. FP-3, Material Receiving Inspection

Control.

Powers-Azco-Pope is attaching a red tag that says
"Satety-Related” to material that has alsc been
tageed with PAP's Accept Tag. The red tag is not
referenced in any PAP or CECo procedure.






dep oyment of Byron Quality Assurance personnel at

Lo Salle and Quad-Cities. This is discussed in more
detail an pargarph b.(7), Licensee Assessment of Quality
Assurance Program. In addition to the above, one

Quality Engineer was transferred to the Operations Quality
Assurance section during our inspection and a replacement
is not scheduled to arrive until June 1982,

The transfer of the Quality Assurance personnel to sup-
port other programs is an area of concern.

lrend Analysis FProgram
(a) Ohjective

The objective of this assessment was to determine if
the licensee has an effective trend analysis program.

(k) Discussion

The inspectors reviewed the trend analysis reports of
the licensee and Hatfield Electri- Company. Licensee
trending of NCR's is discussed in detail in section B
Cerrective Action Systems. The licensee publishes an
annual Trend Analysis Report which is a summary of
NCR's by problem area for each contractor during the
previous year, and the Corrective Action System is
scheduled to be audited semi-annually.

(137 Compliance History

{(a) QrJ"CXlY°

The objectives of this assessment were to review the
liceusee's compliance history and the effectiveness
of the associated corrective action.

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's history of
nencompliances, unresolved items, 10 CFR 50.55(e)
Reports, NCR's, IE Bulletins, IE Circulars, and lE
information Notices and reviewed the systems used to
as<ign responsibility and to track the resolution of
the problem. A review of all 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports
and 30% cf the noncompliances showed that the corrective
act-on wes appropriate, with the cause identified and
act.on teken to prevent recurrence. NCR's and their
resolution are discussed in detail in section c.,
Corrective Action Systems.

ircept as neted, within the areas inspected, no items of non-
compliance or deviations were identified.
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Corrective Action Systems

(1)

Objective

The objective of this assessment was to determine if.

(a)
(b)

{(c)

corrective action procedures are adequate

responsibilities have been adequately define. an! ! at
the affected personnel have been trained and unders: and
the procedures.

procedures are being effectively implemented. T.is
includes the areas of tracking and closecut, tre ding
of nonconformances, and upper minagement's irvol.oront,

Discussion

{a)

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo)

1. Procedure Feview

A review of CECo Quality Frocedures QP XNo. 15-1,
Revision 5, dated January 20, 1961, and QP Nu. 16-1,
Revision 5, dated December 29, 1980, indi.ates that
they appear to be adequate as relating to Corrective
Action.

Adverse trends and problem areas are brought to the
attention of the Vice President (Nuclear Operations),
Manager of Projects, Project Manager and Manager cf
Quality Assurance.

2. wneview of NCR Log
The inspector reviewed CEC='s Norncorformitce lrport
(NCR) log for the years 1979, 1980, and 1.8 1§
was observed that for the year (98], 101 “OKs woerae
prepared ard Hold Tags were applied in ®¢ insi. cas,
In the 5 instances where Hold Tags were a0t applied,
the item was controlled by a Subcontractors taig or
the NCR was generic in nature.

3. Review of Open NCRs

The inspector reviewed eleven open NRCs that
were prepared during 1980. The following is a
status of these NCRs.

a. F-491, dated April 7, 1980. There is an open
50.55(e) report on this item.
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Review of Voided NCRs

The inspector selected six voided NCKs for reviow

The subject procedures do not address voiding M 0s
but this is an accepted practice in the industiv,

when the NCR is voided for just cause.

I

P~

I

NCR F-597 was missing from the QA Reccrds
Vault. The NCR log indicated that tne NCK
was prepared on January 27, 1981 to docurunt
that Pump Motor OCCO1P terminations were
leaking. The log indicates this NCk was
voided on April 13, 1981.

NCR F-600 was missing from the QA Reco:rd
Vault. The NCR log indicated that the \'k
was prepared on February 6, 1981 ¢ docurs
some damaged cables. The log indiciies
NCR was voided on April 3, 1931.

NCR F-634, dated March 23, 1431, was prepured
to document a minimum bend radins violatien
on cable 1RH119 and to poirt out that 1l
cause of the bend radius violation w.s thae
the weight of the cable pulled the Too, our

of cable tray. ECN 1932 was issund to add

a device to prevent cable slippage. The MUK
was voided on July 24, 19F1, without amn
evaluation of the subject cable. The lice .sce
had an inspection/evaluation performed on the
cable on April 7, 1682. Cable was acceptable.

NCR F-645, dated May 7, 1961, was prepared

to document that Westingho'se furnished wptt-
meters installed on various panels supplied
by Systems Control did not meet the 1% toler-
ance requirements. The NCR was voided on
June 3, 1981. Systems Control letter to
Commonwealth Edison Company, dated Augist .9,
1981, stated in part, "The wattmeters v .11 he
returned to Westinghouse for repair at tir.r
expense. "

NCR F-650, dated May 18, 1981, was prejared

. to document certain nonconforming hangess

This NCR was voided on June 3, 1981, broan.e
it was being tracked on Hatfield NCR /768

NCR F-682, dated October 28, 1981, was piv
pared to document that concrete had boen
placed next to a pipe, resulting in a veld
on the pipe becoming unaccessible for ropoc-
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tion under ASME Section XI. ECN 2336, d:-
December 8, 1981, was issued to enlarge th
opening around the pipe so the weld woul
accessible for inspection. The NCK was o oad
on December 16, 1981, because the FCN 1o 1..d
the problem.

Noncompliance (454/82-05-1%a; &455/82-04-11a)

The items listed in paragraph ¢, d, ani f,

are examples of improperly voided noncor !

For item ¢, the issuance of the ECN 1970 wa

good corrective action Lo prevent recurronce !
did not resolve the bend radius violation

item d, the return of the instruments to he<t na-
house for repair was a good resolution to t
problem, not reasoning for voiding. Again, t!

issuance of the ECN 2336 was satisfactory re:olution
to the problem identified in item £, not & roicen

to void the NCR. Improper voiding of the N <s is
an item of noncompliance with Criteriun NV of 10
CFR 50, Appendix B.

Review of Closed NCRs

On April 1, 1982, the Region 11! inspector reviowed
the following NCRs for proper closure ard for —or-
rective action to prevent recurrence:

F-562, dated October .14, 1980, closed Janua:y 5, 1982
F-627, dated March 24, 1981, closed Janvary &, 1982
r-635, dated March 24, 1981, closed June 22, 19381
F-656, dated June 12, 1981, closed July 21, 1981
F-673, dated August 17, 1931, closed January 19, 1982
F-687, dated January 8, 1932, closed Februa.y 135, 198;
F-683, dated October 2, 1981, closed Februa-y 11, 198

Review of Trend Analysis

On April 1, 1982, the Region 111 inspector ~ouvioued

the trend analysis of NCRs prepared by CLCC  Tais
trend analysis is preparvd by the Projects Fngineers
ing Department (off-site). Rerorts dated Jonuz-ry 8,
1981, March 19, 1981, Septembsr 1., 1981, Octoter 21,
1981, November 12, 1981, Do . r 7, 1981,

January 12, 1982, Jaruarv 82, and February 17,
1982 were reviewed dur ! 1i+ nspection. All of
the aforementioned re; - & % notation, "No

trends are evident" or ‘No trerasz zould be idieriified.’

CECo QA (on site) does perform a trend analvs s on
contractor's nonconformances. On the trend analvsis
reviewed, they agreed with the analysis being per-
formed by the individual contactors.

35



i Interviews with Personnel

Interviews with CECo perscnnel indicate that t.y

appeared to be knowledgeab ¢ in their own pro i res
on Corrective Action as weli as their contracior’'s
procedures.

(b) Blount Brothers Corporation (Blount)

1. Procedure Review

Blount utilizes a Deviation Report (DR) Syt
versus an NRC system. If a DR requires Ch(
Project Engineering approval, ChCo trans

the information from Blount's DR onto a 800 S%
which is then forwarded to Project Engiro

for approval.

A review of Blount's procedure nunber 4, LN
Nonconformances and Corrective Action, | ison K
Issue 9, dated February 12, 1961, indi-ates |

it appears to be adequate as relating to corie tion
action.

2. Review of NCRs

The inspector selected several DRs from the D=

log for a detailed review for proper closur. and
corrective action to prevent recurrence. Foilowing
is a status of these DRs:

a. Q3-485, dated July 7, 1980. Closed Jcisher 14,
1980.

b. Q3-508, dated Novembher 22, 1980. Closed
January 22, 1981.

€. Q3-505, dated December 1, 1980. Closed
February 23, 1981.

d. Q3-494, dated August 25, 1980. C(losed June 2,
1981.

e. Q3-545, dated October 19, 1981, As of April 2,
1982, this DR was at CECo for final apyroval
for closure.

On all DRs reviewed, for years 1980, 1981, aad

1982, the action to resolve the nonconformaice and

the steps taken to prevent recurrence appodred to
be adequate.
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Review of Trend Aralysis

Per Blount's procedure, trend analysis are docu-
mented annually but a running count of Dk« 5 made
in each deviation area which results in & continuous
trend analysis. The trends noted by the inspec.or
had been documented on Blount's trend analy:is
report. These reports appear to be given wide
distribution and includes a copy to CECo

!b

Interviews with lerscnnel

Interviews with Blount personnel indicate thar
the QA Manager was relatively new on the p:

but appeared to have an adequate know ledge of

the procedures. The inspectoer was innressed bn
the knowledge displayed by the CC Inspector
pertaining to the DRs reviewed énd the co:rect e
action system in general.

(¢) Hunter Corporation (Hunter)

1. Procedure Reviews
A review of Hunters Site Implementation ! rocedi es
Number 11.101, Nonconformance Processing, Rev.s cn
4, dated April 28, 1981, indicates that 1t appeudrs
to be adequate as relating to corrective actions,

2. Review of NCRs

The inspector made a general review of approx mately
30 NRs and a detailed review of 10 NRs for prope:
closure and for corrective acticn to prevent teurr-
ence. Following is a status of the NCRs that wore
reviewed in detail:

4. NR-099, dated May 5, 1780. Closed Scptenbior 16,
1980,

b. NR-132, dated July 22, 1980. This NE was [ro=-
perly voided on August 4, 1980,

€. NR-119, dated July 15, 198C. Closed on
December 15, 1980.

d. NR-193, dated January 28, 1961. Closed .
March 18, 1981.

e. NR-263, dated September 17, 1981 Close
October 14, 1981.

) NR-151, dated August &4, 1980. Closea on
February 16, 1981.

g NR-159, dated July 3, 1980. This NE wae oo
perly voided on December 2, 1980

h. NR-204, dated March 17, 1981. Closed on

April 15, 1981.
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d)

1. AN«x-231, dated June 5, 1981. Closed on
August 21, 1981.

i NR-262, dated September 11, 1981. Closed on
November 24, 1981.

Rev ew of Trend Analysis

The inspector reviewed the nonconformance (NR)log
for the years 1980, 1981 and 1982. It was observed
that with the way the NR log was prepared, a trend
would be observed. The inspector se'e.ted two
attributes (unqualified welders and hold points
bypassed) and performed a trend analysis for the
years 1980 and 1981. A review of Hunters trend
analysis for the same period of time indicated

that the two analysis (Hunter's and the inspector's)
werc compatable for the two attributes selected.
Through training, unqualified weld NRs dropped from
11 in 1980 to 2 in 1981 and bypassing of hold points
dropped from 23 in 1980 to 11 in 1981. Hunter
recognizes that they still have problems with hold
points.

Interviews with Personnel

Interviews with Hunter personnel indicate that they
apprared to have a good working knowledge of their
system and procedures. Their system and applicable
procedures appear to be adequate

Powers~Azco-Pope (PAP)

1

LS

Procedure Review

A review of PAP Field Operating Procedure Number
QC-4, Nonconformance Control, Revision 7, dated
September 30, 1981 and PAP Quality Assurance

Manual, Section B-8, Nonconforming Material and
Parts, Revision 1, dated October 22, 1981, indicates
that they appear to be adequate as relating to
Corrective Action.

Review of NCRs
The inspector performed a general review of approx-
imately 30 NCRs and a detailed review of 13 NCRs
and 11 Corrective Actions Requests(CARs). The
following is the status of the NCRs reviewed in
detail:
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a. NCR 14, dated July 25, 1980. Closed August 1,
1980

b. NCR 19, dated September 18, 1980. NCR was un-
acceptable, with the note - see NCR 20.

&. NCR 20, dated September 30, 1980. Closed
October 1, 1980.

d. NCK 23, dated September 21, 1980. Closed
June 24, 1981.

f. NCR 44, dated April 3, 1981. Closed April 24,
1981. 1

&: NCR 39, dated February 27, 1981. Closed
March &, 1982.

h NCK 55, dated June 1, 1981. Closed August 13,
1981.

o NCKR 71, dated February 13, 1981. Closed
November 16, 1981.

J. NCR 73, dated July 15, 1981. Closed July 24,
1981.

k. NCR 81, dated July 31, 1981. Closed
November 9, 1981. Re-instruction was required
as part of corrective action.

B NCR 90, dated September 10, 1981. Closed
January 6, 1982.
m. NCK 117, dated November 20, 1981. Closed

December 28, 1981.

Noncompliance (454/82-05-11d; 455/82-04-11d)

Of the 13 Powers-Azco-Pope NCRs reviewed in detail,
12 ¢f the NCRs did not contain any corrective action
to prevent recurrence which is in violation of PAP's
Quality Assurance Manual, Section B-8, Revision 1,
dated October 7, 1981, Paragraph 13-8.8.2. The li-
censee was informed that this was an item of non-
compliance with Criterion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

3. Keview of CARs and Trend Analysis

Of the 11 CARs generated by PAP as a result of
their trend analysis, the corrective action
appeired to be adequate.

“. Interviews with Personnel

Interviews with PAP personnel indicate that they
appeared knowledgeable in their system and procedures.

we) Hattield Slectric Company (HECo)

1. Procedure Review

The inspector reviewed HECo Procedure #6, Reporting
of Damaged or Nonconforming Material or Equipment,
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The

NCRs

o

Revision 6, dated January 15, 1982, and Section XVI,
Corrective Action, Revision 5, of the QA Manual.
During review the following observation was made.

Noncompliance (454/82-05-09b; 455/82-04-09b)

The only reference to corrective action to prevent
recurrence in the above mentioned procedures is in
Section XVI, Paragraph 2.4, of the QA Manual. This
par.graph discusses corrective action for adverse
audit findings. The NCR form in use at the Byron
Station, as contained in procedure 6, has a section
titled "Action to Prevent Recurrence"” but there is
no c¢irections in the body of the procedure for this
section.

Failure to assure that applicable regulatory require-
ments are correctly translated into procedures and
instructions is an item of noncompliarce with Criter-
ion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

Review of NCRs
inspector reviewed approximately 180 NCRs for

proper closure and for corrective action to prevent
recurrence. The NCR log in use when most of the

were prepared did not provide a description

of the nonconformance, resulting in a larger number
vf{ NCKs reviewed. The following observations were
made .

NCRs 98, 99, and 100 were prepared to docu-
ment a violation of concrete expansion anchor
(CEA) edge distance. The NCEs were voided on
February 25, 1980, because an FCR was or will
be issued to accept the CEAs as installed.
One FCR (2500) was not issued until July 16,
1980. By voiding the NCRs, they were removed
from the trending system. After this was
pointed ciut by the NRC, the contractor pre-
pared NCR 432, dated April 9, 1982, to docu-
ment the items originally contained in NCRs
98, 99, and 100.

NCR 168, dated March 2, 1981, documented that
a cable was deformed at routing point 1899B.
CECo engineering evaluated the cable and dis-
positioned the NCR as "Remove, Damaged Cable"
and pull a new cable. Hatfield made the
decision, without CECo's concurrence, that

the subject cable did not need to be replaced.
The NCR was closed on August 22, 1981.



NCR 154, dated February 24, 1981, docume its
that cables 1FW441, 1FW4B82, and 1DC198 were
damaged and the disposition was to replace the
cables. Review of records indicate that cable
1DC197 was pulled out and scrapped on June &,
1981 instead of cable 1DC198. The NCR was
closed on June 4, 1981. A review of cable pull
cards for cables 1DC197 and 1DC198 indicated
that 1DC197 had been pulled and scrapped on
June 4, 1981, and that 1DC198 was initially
pulled on July 24, 1981. On April 6, 1982,
the HECo QA Manager corrected the subject NCR
and the attached documentation.

NCR 107, dated March 21, 1980. Closed
November 21, 1980.

NCR 97, dated February 20, 1980. Closed
August 21, 1981.

NCR 152, dated Februv-vy 23, 1981. Closed
June 24, 1981.

NCR 164, dated March 2, 1981. Closed
August 15, 1981.

NCR 160, dated February 16, 1981. Closed
September 3, 1981.

NCR 103, dated March 6, 1980. Closed
January 8, 1981.

NCR 184, dated March 4, 1981. Closed June 8,
1961.

NCR 177, dated March 4, 1981. Closed March 23,
1981.

The inspector reviewed 42 NCRs generated between
September 15, 1981 and February 15, 1982. The
following is a status of the disposition of the
subject NCRs:

- Use-as-is, FCR issued
Repair the item
Open as of April 7, 1982
Voided
Keplace the item
FCR issued to add side rails
Re ject the item

- keorder replacement item

- Retrain the cables

-~
-

e e e DWW




1 - Closed - Being tracked by CECo NCR
_1 - Clean the item
42

Noncomplaince (454/82-05-13b; 455/82-04-13b
The licensee was informed that items a and b
above are additional examples where NCRs were
iuproperly closed/voided and is an item of non-
compliance with Criterion XV of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B.

3. Seview of Trend Analysis
A review of Hatfields trend analysis for 1981 and
1982 indicates that it was adequate.

4. Interviews with Personnel

Interviews with HECo personnel indicate that they
appeared knowledgeable in their procedures and
system.

Except as noted, within the areas inspected, no items of
noncompliance or deviations were identified.



Prepared by: H. M. Wescott
d.  Design Change Control
(1) Objectives

The objectives of this assessment were to ascertain that,
site design change interfaces are clearly defined and im-
piemented, design change control is adequate, personnel
urderstand and use appropriate procedures, and that the
precedures are being implemented to assure the timely
revasing and distribution of drawings.

U.ﬁ;9§ngqg

(&) Review of QYA Manuals and Procedures

The inspector examined QA Maruals and Implementing
Procedures as follows:

1. Nuclear Power Services, Section No. 3, Revision 1,
dated December 30, 1980, "Design Control"

Powers-Azco-Pope QA Manual, Section B.1, Revision
1, dated October 7, 1981, "Design and Document
Coatrol"™.

Hunter Corporation QA Manual, Section 2, Revision 5,
dated August 1, 1981, "Drawing and Specification
Control".

CECc QA Manual, Quality Requirement, QR No. 30,
Revisions 1, 3, 13, and 18, dated December 29,
1960, December 29, 1980, September 9, 1980, and
December 29, 1980 respectively, "Design Control".

CECo QA Manual, Quality Procedure, QP No. 3-2
thru Revision 13, dated November 12, 1981, "Design
Charge Control".

Johi son Contrels, Inc., QA Manual, Section 4,
kKevision 0, dated June 29, 1978, "Design Control"

Byron Site Instruction No. 20, Revision 8, dated
December 17, 1981, "Instruction for Site Design
Document Receipt, Distribution and Control”.

Byron Site Instruction No. 21, Revision 0, dated
July 13, 1978, "ECN Routing".

west inghouse Policy/Procedure, WKD-OPR 3.0,
Revision 2, dated March 20, 1981, "Design Control".




Westinghouse WRD-OPR 3.1 "Reactor Coolant System
Desigrn Definition (Power Capability Working Group)"
Revision 3, dated March 22, 1981.

Westinghouse Instruction/Guidance SMD 1.4, Revision
4, cated January 18, 1982, "Byron Unit 1 Engineering
Change Notice",

Westinghouse Instruction/Guidance SMD 1.5, Revision
0, dated October 31, 1980, Byron Unit "Field Change
Regquests".

AZCC Yield Procedure FP-9, Revision 6, dated
Decemver 21, 1981, "Design Change Control".

Review of Audits of Site Contractors

The inspector reviewed CECo's audits of site contractors
concerning design change control as follows:

1. Sargent and Lundy Nos. 6-81-301, 6-81-314, 6-81-339
and 6-28-07.

2. Westinghouse SAMU No. 6-81-317.

3.  Powers-Azco-Pope Nos. 6-81-326, 6-80-247 and
6-82-10.

- Nuclear Installation Service Company Nos. 6-81-311

and 6-80-281.
5 Hatficld Electric Company Nos. 6-80-254 and 6-81-331.
6 Hunter Corporation Nos. 6-82-09 and 6-81-350.

7 Blount Brothers Corporation Nos. 6-80-248, 6-81-294
and 6-82-02.

B Johnson Control, Inc. No. 6-80-250.

9 ffunter Corporation, Hatfield Electric Company,
keliable Sheet Metal Works, Inc., Powers-Azco-Pope
Services, Inc., Blount Brothers Corporation,
khestinghouse SAMU, Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory,
and Nuclear Installation Services Company
No. 3/8-10/82.

{¢) FKeview of Design Specifications

The inspector reviewed design specifications as follows:
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A

) Certified piping design specification for the
"Outdoor Essential Water System" dated February 19,
1982.

2. Certified piping design specification for the
"Indoor Essential Water System”" dated December 14,
1981.

3. Certified design specification for the "Reactor

Vessel” dated May 15, 1972,

Design Criteria for Category 1 Cable Tray, Cable
Tray Supports, Bus Duct Supports, HVAC Duct Supports,
Conduit and Conduit Supports, DC-51-03 BY/BR.

&

It 1s noted that item 2. above did not have the Pro-
fessional Engineer's Seal for Certification. Sargent
and Lundy further researched ten piping design specifi-
cat:ons and found three that did not have the required
seal. These were to be revised to include the seal by
April 23, 1982,

Review of Control of Field Change Requests (FCR's) and
Engineering Change Notices (ECN's)

The inspector randomly selected fifteen (15) FCR's and
three (3) LCN's at Powers-Azco-Pope, seven (7) FCR's

at Hatfield Electric Company, and three (3) ECN's at
westinghouse SAMU. They were verified to be under CECo
control. Additionally five (5) traveller packages for
in-process welding were verified to have the currect
draving revisions in place.

The following are the totals of FCR's and ECN's issued
as of this inspection:

Electrice)l FCR's 4,492
Mechanica! FCR's 13,702
Structurai FCR-s 101
“Mixed FCR's 4,999
ECN's 2,454
TOTAL 25,746

"Mirxed FCR's contain all disciplines prior to separation
by discipline.

Review Site Design Change Inteixface

The inspector reviewed the following:

L5



k. Interface Control Agreement, Vestinghouse Piping
and Structural Evaluation Program for the Byron
Station Unit 1, dated October 13, 1980. Paragraph
4.3 states that, "The Byron Project Engineering
Organization, as the Owner, has overall responsi-
bility for the activities described in this
agreement."”

2. Flow Chart for routing CECo Field Change Request,
Byron Site Instruction No. 10, Revision 5, dated
March 25, 1982.

(f) Personnel Interviewed
The inspector interviewed personnel from CECo, Westing-
house, Powers-Azco-Pope, Sargent & Lundy, Hatfield

Electric Company, and Hunter Corporation.

within the arcas inspected no items of noncompliance or
deviations were identified.
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Prepared By:

-

E. H. Nightingale

“icerial Traceability of Installed Structures and Components

(1)

(2)

Objective

Tie objective of this assessment was to determine that
material truceability was maintained from procurement
through installation for structural heams, small bore
piping and wel!ding materials.

Discussion

The fnllowing contractors were involved and their areas of

respons.bility are as indicated:

Hatfield Electric Company: Cable Trays
Hunter Corporation: Small Bore Pipe Systems
Powers-Azco-Pope: Small Bore Piping Systems
Blount Brother Corporation: Structural

{

Hatfield Electric_Company

:

S

evie

The f
g5, &

and 1

g 1 SAA
(S.M.

#13A
tion)

#12AC

#154D,

Revie

The documents reviewed for material traceability

Were

w of Procedures

ollowing site procedures were reviewed:
lass 1 Materials and Equipment, Receiving
nspection

, Class 1 Shielded Metal Arc Field Welding
A.F.W.)

, Class 1 S M.A.F.W. (Procedure Qualifica-

, Qualification of Welders
Arc Welding Electrode Control

w_of Records

as follows:

Weld Material Request
Material Certification
wWeld Rod Request

wWeld Data Sheet

weld Material Issue Tag
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(b)

Review of Welder Qualification

The review of welder qualification records consisted
of reviewing the original qualification records as
wel! as the supportive documents pertaining to

their "up-date" qualification records. Hatfield
Electric Company welding efiorts are to AWS Code
which requires six (6) month re-qualification
periods.

The following welders had their certification and
qualification records reviewed:

Name Welder 1D#
N. lLarrabee WW
C. W. werner W
J. A. Dickson MM
Greene CG
R. §. Glenny CF
C. Stagg Cs
W. McVay EM
D. Gavin DG
T. Whitcomb ™
F. Plegge FP

These ten (10) welders are representatives of the
tixty (60) welders qualified by Hatlield and are
presently on site.

Keview of Weld Material Control

The review of weld material control procedures and
direct observation of in-process activities
indicate that sufficient efforts are being im-
plemented to assure material traceability and
control,

Open Ttem (454/82-05-14; 455/82-04-14)

The Hatfield daily weld rod issue log did not
indicote the actual time weld rod was issued and
returned. The log only noted "a.m." or "p.m."
The licensee has provided information to indicate
that Hatfield form HP-13AD-1 has been revised to
include provisions for the actual rod issue and
return times. This item will be reviewed during
a future inspection.

Hunter Corporation

1.

Review of Procedures
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The following site implementation procedures were
reviewed: ”

.601, QA Procedures and Instructions

102, Material and Services Procurement

602, Material Received and Inspected

101, Weld Filler Material Control

.201, Welding Procedure Qualification Control
.301, Welding Qualification

.501, Weld Material Issuance

002, Visual Examination and Verification
.501, NDE

S LUV W W e

Keview of Records

The inspector selected three (3) safety related
small bore piping systems for review of material
tracesbility. The review of the data packages
consisted of documentation from the purchase order
to installation of the item. The systems involved
were as follows:

Safety Injection (3)
Reactor Coolant (2)
Chemical Volume (4)

The documents reviewed were as follows:

Material/Services Request
Material Receiving Report
Feceipt Inspection Checklist
CA Documentation Requirements List
Material List

Kequisition

Shipping Order/Packing Slip
Material Certificate

NDE Request

Process Sheet

weld Record

Material List

Material Certification

kWeld Material Issue Report

The inspector reviewed data packages for the
following small bore piping systems:

SFOOL PC 1TEM HT ¢ MATERIAL REPORT

2" sch/160 462460 MSR 4967
2" sch/160 462460 MSR 4967
3/4" sch/160  4B3245 MRR 9575
2" sch/160 462460 MSR 4967

16-5 2" sch/160 462460 MSR 4967
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SYSTEM SPOIL_PC 1TEN WI #  MATERIAL REPORT

1018-8-CV-100 1-5 3/4" sch/40 462224 MSR 4967
1016-8-CV-100 B-7A 2" sch/160 462460 MSR 4967
1016-8-CV=100 9-8 2: sch/160 462717 MSR 4967
1065-8-51-100 29-10 1" sch/160 HD7123 MSR 4967

The total footage involved consisted of 19,884".

An expanded study of small bore piping was made
to :nclude valves and fittings. Data packages
for the following items were reviewed:

NAME LOCATION SYSTEM SPOOL MRR
Globe Velve 1RC3039B §-RC-001-51 2 10084
M.O.V. 1RC3037B S$-RC-001-51 2 10062
M.0.V, 1-S1-8871 S-S1-001 33 10144
NAS TYPE HT # SPOOL MRR
{ | 5 2.0" 6000# S.S.-S.W. TL 2 4968
i | § 3/4" 6000# 5.5.-S.W. EGJ 2 5338
3. Review of Wel'er Jualification

The review of welder qualification records consisted
of reviewing the original qualification record as
well as the supportive documents pertaining to their
"up-date" qualification record. Hunter Corporation
welding efforts are conducted to the ASME Code which
requir~s three (3) month re-qualification periods.
Hunter v rporation routinely re-certifies their
welders :n two (2) month periods to preclude any
loss of certifications due to vacations, illness,
etc.

The following welders had their certification and
qualificaticn records reviewed:

NAME WELDER ID ¢
R. Sturm D40
B. Strom B17
D. Colby E52
R. lecker i A38
D. Upstone F19
E. Paker E56
B. PFurns E82
R. Filyeu B91
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NAME WELDER 1D ¢

A. Arnold E48
V. Furdene c19
D. kadke Al2
L. Anderson F3

These twelve (12) welders are representative of
the 237 welders qualified by Hunter Corporation
and are presently on site.

Review of Weld Material Control

The review of weld material control procedures and
direct observation of in-process activities indicate
that sufficient efforts are being implemented to
assure material traceability and control.

The documents reviewed for material traceability
are as follows:

Weld Material Stores Requisition
Purchase Kequisition
Materials/Services Request
Material Receiving Report
Receipt and Inspection Checklist
Material Certificate

(¢) Powers-Azco-Pope

1 Review of Procedures

The following procedures were reviewed:

QC=-4, Nonconformance Control

FP-2, Control of Procurement and Requisitioning
of Material and Services

FP-3, Material Receiving, Inspection Control
FP-5, Weld Filler Material Control

FP-6, Material Handling

FP-7,. Transfer Package and Weld Record Control
WE=-2, Welders Performance Qualification and
Control

Review of Records

The inspector selected three (3) safety related
small bore piping systems for material traceability
review. The review of the data packages consisted
of documentation from the purchase order to in-
stallation of the item involved. The systems
selected were as follows:




ITEM
Coupling
90 Elbow
Valve

S/N N11591
Valve

§/N N11526

Feedwater
Containment Spray
Reacter Coolant

The documents involved for review were as follows:

wWeld Filler Material Requisition

Receiving Inspection Check List

Final As-Built Isometric (Supplement Weld and
Inspection Record)

Material Certification

Weld Rod Issue Tag

P.0. (CECo Responsibility)

NDE Records

A study of the data packages, for the systems
selected, consisted of the following items:

SYSTEM PIPE SIZE HT # REC. & INSP. 1S0#
Report #

RX Coolant 0.50" 462,444 MRR# 7074 1F1S-418B

Feel water 0 50" M81,577 RIR# 040 1LT-542

Feed Water 0.50" 085,772 RIR# 040 1LT-542

Feed water 0.50" E89,871 RIR# 040 1LT-542

Containment 0.50" 744-783 MRR# 7074  1FT-CS011

Spray
Total footage of piping involved consisted of 27,900'.

The suppliers of weld material for the Byron facility
is Funter Corporation. The pipe materials are
supplied to the small bore piping contractors by
CE.». Therefore, purchase orders are originated

frcn these two (2) sources. This system of pur=
chasing in large quantities by one contractor/
licensee enhances material traceability.

An expanded study of small bore piping was made to
include valves and fittings. Data packages for
the following items were reviewed:

FIELD REC & INSP.
HT# WELD ¢ REPORT # 1504
EGJ 41 057 1PT-RC009
02z 52 131 1PT-403
1kV048 N/A 20049 11J-461
1LCO2SE N/A 230 1FT-415
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3. Review of Welder Qualification
The review of welder qualification records con-
sisted of reviewing the original qualification
record as well as the supportive documents per-
ta.ning to their "up date" qualificiation recerd.
PAP welding efforts are conducted to the ASME
Cod: which requires three (3) month re-qualifica-
tion periods.

The following welders had their certification and
qua.ification records reviewed:

Name Welder 1D#
B. Strom CSs
R. Sutherland AF
H. Arteaga DU
L. Flynn DX
D. Tucker BH
H. Mitchell Al
R. Hoyle BM
D. Shurely CE
P. Meyers DE
W. Meyers DG

These ten (10) welders are representative of the
46 welders qualified by PAP and are presently on
site. :

4. Review of Weld Material Control
The review of weld material control procedures
and direct observation of in-process activities
indicate that sufficient efforts are being impli-

mented to assure material traceability and control.

The documents reviewed for material traceability
are as follows:

Weld Filler Material Requisition
keceiving Inspection Check List
Material Certification
Weld Rod Tssue Tag
Weld and Inspection Record

(d) Blount Brothers Corporation

i, kevi.ew of Procedures

The following procedures were reviewed:
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QC 3385 #1, Document Control

QC 828 #2, Procurement Control

QC 3012 #4, Inspection (Nonconformance
and Corrective Action)

QC 3262 #7, Calibration of Tools, GRuges
and Instruments Concrete)

QC 835 #10, Receiving, Storage and Handling
QC 3333 #11, Welding - (AWS D1.1) 1974
QC 845 #21, Structural Steel Erection

QC 1992 #33, Personnel Qualification and
Certification

Review of Records

The Inspector selected nine (9) structural beams
fer material traceability. Beams selected were
thrte from Unit #) containment building and three
beams from Unit #1 auxiliary building. Three
more beams were selected from Unit #2 containment
building.

Beams selected were as follows:

Beam 1.D. Building Unit # Drawing #
22082 Containment 2 E-205
A230BB3 Containment 2 E-205
A2 0OBB1 Containment 2 E-205
Al>2BS Containment 1 E-102
B111BRB2 Containment 1 E-102
E104BB1 Containment 1 E~102
333b3 Auxiliary 1 E-201
32661 Auxiliary 1 E-201
603E1 Auxiliary 1 E-201

The inspector reviewed the data packages for the
fol'owing structural steel for material traceability.

Beam # 326G1 - Film Roll 3 - Dr. #326
Index # Heat # S&6L Letter Date
&40 2R6969 12-28-76

w35 J=31694 11-30-76

Lb4 96266 12-28-76

474 96723 11-29-76

461 63062 11-08-76

Mill B8 L511159 02-28-77

Bean o 33383 - Film Roll 3 - Dr. #333
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Index #

-

351
474

Beam #B5104BB1
Index #

11133
11127
950126
%0127
E0123

Beam #A230BB3
Index #

38
62

Bean ¢#B111BB2
Index #

11113

11106

90126

90127

80123

Beam #A220B2

Inu x #

-

*9
L3
o |
-3

o

Beanm #A132B5
Index #
B0135

C-80119
A-8019%0
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Heat ¢

K-24080
96723

- Film Roll
Heat #

69C076
69C050
66C242
69C167
63729

Film Roll

Heut #

70C576
K58219
K58377
T&7512
87495

Film Roll
Heat ¢

VY4703
70C266
66C242
69C167
63729

- Film Roll
Heat ¢
J=51717
LLB4LBY

A-325

A-325

- Film Roll
Heat ¢

24456

Wi5079
B-34009

S&L Letter Date

11-10-76
11-19-76

1 - Dr. #B104
S&L Letter Dale

06-29-77
07-01-77
07-01-77
08-10-77
05-26-77

1 - Dr. #A230 - 80230
S&L Letter Date

02-07-78
02-06-78
02-06-78
06-26-78
06-27-78

1 - Dr. #B111B
S&L Letter Date

07-01-77
07-01-77
07-01-77
08-10-77
05-26-77

1 - Dr. #A220

12-13-77
07-19-78
Bolts 09-12-78
Bolts 06-09-78

1 - Dr. ¢A132
S&L Letter Date
05-26-77

07-11-77
08-10-77



e

Beam #603B1 - Film Roll 3 - Dr. #603

Index # Heat ¢ SS&L Letter Date
1407 10005 03-04-77
287 18216 10-12-76

Beam #A240BB]1 - Revised to Beam #E144-1

S&L Drawing S$-1001, Revision H., Dated 3-16-78,
Note 10. Fabricated by Midcity Architectural
Iron Company (on-site contractor).

Heat # K62702 and #83833

A-325 Bolts - C6810; 4048

Review of Welder Qualifications

The review of welder qualification records consisted
of reviewing the original qualification record as
well as the supportive documents pertaining to

their "up-daie' qualification records. Blount
Brothers Corporation welding efforts are to AWS

Code which require six (6) month re-qualification
periods.

The following welders had their certification and
qualification records reviews:

Name Welder ID #
K. Knaub K-5
R. Long K-4
P. Fadness P-4
R. Sullivan B-4
D. Lower L-4
W. Thompson V-4
K. Flosi W-3
R. Schusler wW-18
K. Todo Y-4
D. §. Wielan D-5

The ten (10) welders are representative of the
fifteen (15) welders qualified by Blount Brothers
Corporation and are presently on site.

Review of Weld Material Control
The review of weld material control procedures and
direct cbservation of in-process activities indicate

that sufficient efforts are being implemented to
assure material traceability and control.
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The documents reviewed for material traceability

are as follows:

Material Requisition
Receiving Inspection Report
Material Certification
Weld Material Issue Sheet
Weld Data Report

“within the areas inspected, no items of noncompliance or

leviations were identified.
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Prepared By:

R. S. Love

f. Electrical Cable Installation

(1) Objective

The objectives of this assessment were to determine if:

cable installation procedures are in accordance with
FSAR commitments and that they are adequate for con-
trolling cable installation activities.

the cable installation personnel and QC inspectors have
beer adequately trained in this activity.

safety related cables are routed, separated, and loaded
in accordance with procedure requirements.

td) Discussion

ta)

Review of Electrical Procedures

The inspector reviewed the following Hatfield Electrical
Company procedures:

1.

L]

s

| &

Procedure No. 5, Class | Material and Equipment
Receiving and Inspection, Revision 4, Issue 1,
dated January 26, 1981. This procedure was
reviewed and accepted by Sargent and Lundy on
January 27, 1981.

Procodure No. 6, Reporting of Damaged and Noncon-
forniing Material or Equipment, Revision 6, dated
Jenuary 15, 1982. This procedure was reviewed and
accepted by Sargent and Lundy on February 11, 1982.

Procedure No. 9-A, Class I, Cable Pan Hanger Instal-
lation, Revision 11, dated November 20, 1982. This
procedure was reviewed and approved by Sargent and
Lundy on December 23, 1981.

Procedure No. 9-B, Class I, Cable Pan Installation,
Revision 9, dated November 20, 1981. This procedure
was reviewed and approved by Sargent and Lundy on
Decimber 23, 1981.

Procedure No. 9-E, Class I, Cable Pan Identification,
Revicion G, lssue 1, dated January 23, 1981. This
procedure was reviewed and approved by Sargent and
Lundy on January 26, 1981.
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Procedure No. 10, Class I, Cable Installation,
Revision 14, dated February 8, 1982. This proce-
dure was reviewed and approved by Sargent and Lundy
on February 18, 1982.

Open Item (454/82-05-15; 455/82-04=15)

Procedure No. 9-B, Class 1, Cable Pan Installation,
Revision 9, dated November 20, 1981, did not address
the installation of cable pan end riser covers. The
inspector was informed that Procedure No. $-C would
address the installation of covers as required by
the Byron/Braidwood FSAR. This is an open item.

Unresolved Item (454/82-05-16; 455/82-04-16)

During review of Procedure 9-E, Class I, Cable Pan
ldentification, Revision G, Issue 1, dated January 23,
1981, the inspector observed that paragraph 5.3.1

of the subject procedures states in effect that the
requirements to apply segregation identification to
raceway at a minimum of every 15' does not apply to
risers. This is conitrary to the requirements stated
in paragraph 5.1.2 of 1EEE 384-1974. Pending a review
of installed riser identification markings for compli-
ance to requirements, this item is an unresolved item.

Noncompliance (454/82-05-09¢; 455/82-04-06¢c)
During review of Procedure No. 10, Class , Cable
Installation, Revision 14, dated February 8, 1982,
the inspector observed that the subject procedure
does not address:

a. the requirements to calculate electrical cable
sidewall pressure. Maximum cable sidewall pres-
surecs are specified by the cable manufacturers,

b. electrical cable rework. Example - An electrical
cable has been installed per Revision A of the
cable pull card and Revision B of the pull card
requires that the cable be "pulled back" to a
given point in the raceway system and re-routed
to a different landing point. What precautions
are taken to prevent damage to the cable being
"pulled back" and to the cables remaining in

the raceway. This would be especially important
wher the cable was installed in conduit or duct
banks. Another example would be that a, a result
of an NCR, 2 rable had to be removed (Ref.
Hatfield NCR's 164, 154, 107).

Failure to provide adequate instructions or procedures

to accomplish activities affecting quality in accord-
ance with Quality Assurance Program provisions is an
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(b)

(c)

item of noncompliance with Criterion V of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B,

Review of Storage Facilities - Cable Yard

The inspector toured the Hatfield Electric Company
cable reel yard to verify proper storage and to select
several cable reel numbers for follow-up review of
material receiving reports and vendor documentation.
The cable reels were stored on dunnage (plywood),
identified, and separated as to cable type. Electrical
cable re«] numbers 02146-409, 04146-215, 03367-7, and
01115-47 were selected for records review.

Review of Electrical Work Activities

1. During a tour of the power block the inspector

observed that the weld heat affected zone inside
cable tray 11774J-C2E, located at the 439' eleva-
tion of the cable spreading room, had not been
touched=un with zinc rich paint in accordance with
Hatfield Electric Company Procedure Nc. 9-B, Class
I, Cisble Pan Installation, Revision 9, dated
November 20, 1981. The licensee took immediate
action to have the subject area cleaned and galva-
noxed. This was the only area identified where
the weld or heat affected zone had not been
touched-up.

2. The inspector observed that non-safety related
pipe number FP-41-4-10" was installed 3 1/2" from
safety related cable tray number 11461J-C2E.
These items are located in the Auxiliary Building
between column lines 17 and P at the 426' eleva-
tion. Further investigation indicates that the
fire protection (FP) system is classified as
moderate energy pip.ng and is seismically supported
in the area observed. This appears to meet the
intent of Regulatory Guide 1.29, Seismic Design
Classification.

- The inspector verified that electrical cable

number 1VX105 was routed in accordance with the
cable pull card, Revision A. The subject cable

is a 12c/14, 600V and was pulled from cable reel
12145-201. The cable extends from 1AP32E (MCC
132X5) to 1VX02J) (Vent System Local Control Panel).
The cable was physically verified in routine points
11461J-C2E, 1R369-C2E, 1910F-C2E, 1R353-C2E,
11375M-C2E, and verified that the cable entered

the conduit to the equipment.
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July 11, 1979 on MRR 7032. The following data was
included in the on-site documentation package for
this cable:

Certificate of Compliance

Certificate of Conformance

Certified Test Report

Results of Water Absorption Test

Results of Ozone Resistance Test

Kesults of High Poteritial Voltage Test
Sargent and Lundy letter, dated June 20, 1980,
that accepted the result of Flame Tests and
Tests for Design Basic Events.

(¢) Keview of Class 1E Cable Pull Cards

The inspector reviewed 20 completed cable pull cards
to verify that correct cable type was installed,
raceway was inspected prior to pulling cable, and that
QC accepted the cable pull. The following typical
observations were made:

1. Cable 1VX105 was pulled on January 19, 1582 from
Cable Reel 12146-201. Revision A to the cable
pull card indicates the cable type code as 12146
which is 12/c-14, 600 volt cable. The raceway
was accepted on January 18, 1982, and the cable
pull was accepted January 19, 1982. This was a
complete pull.

L ]

Cable 1RC223 was pulled on April 9, 1981 from
Cable Reel 02166-41. Revision A to the cable
pull card indicates the cable type code as 02166
which is one twisted pair, #16 (shielded), 600
voit cable. The raceway was accepted on

March 27, 1981, and the cable pull was accepted
April 9, 1981. This was a complete pull.

")

Cable IVCO19 was pulled on June 23, 1981 from
Cabie Reel 09146-84. Revision A to the cable
pull card indicates the cable type code as 09146
which is 9/c-14, 600 volt cable. The raceway
was accepted on June 22, 1981 and the cable pull
was accepted on June 23, 1981. This was a
complete pull.

Except as noted, within the areas inspected, no iteuss of
noncompliance or deviations were identified.
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Prepared By: H. M. Wescott

E:

ln-Frocess Inspection

(1)

(2)

Ohjectives

The objective of this assessment was to ascertain that
in-process inspection procedures are adequate and properly
implemented.

Discussion
(a) Review of Procedures

The inspector reviewed procedures concerning in-process
inspection as follows:

1. Powers-Azco-Pope Quality Control Field Procedure
FP-7, Revision 6, dated October 16, 1981, "Traveller
Package and Weld Record Control PAP Isometric .ad
Installation Control".

1%

P~ ~vs-Azco-Pope (C-6, Revision 6, dated
pstember 30, 1981, "Quality Assurance Documen-
tation".

e

Hatfield Electric Company Procedure 9-A, Revision
11, dated November 20, 1981, "Class I, Cable Pan
Hanger Installation".

>

Hatfield Electric Company Procedure 9-B, Revision
9, dated November 20, 1981, "Class 1, Cable Pan
Installation".

| v

Hatfield Electric Company Procedure 20, Revision
8, dated November 20, 1981, "Class 1, Exposed
Conduit System Installation".

b

Hunter Corporation, Site Implementation Procedure
SIP No. 1.601, Revision 1, dated March 3, 1981,
"Quality Assurance Procedures and Instructions",

b Hunter Corporation, SIP No. 4.201, Revision &,
dated January 19, 1982, "Installation Verification".

(k) Observation of Work Activities
The inspector accompanied two Hatfield Electric
Corpany QC inspectors and observed their inspection

of conduit hangers located in the control room.

The inspector also observed the inspection and torquing
of four concrete expansion anchors.
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(c)

(d)

Review of Records
The inspector reviewed records as follows:

1. Hunter Corporation completed traveller packages
for welds Numbered 45, Part No. 1-SA-76-AD-3;
565, Part No. 1-CC-50-B-4"; Number 571, Part No.
1-CC-50-C-6"; Number 1608, Part No. 1-CC-50-C-6"
rework; Number 1171 and 1178, Line No. 1-D-0-33-CA-
3/4".

e

Hunter Corpora*ion Field Order JTP No.'s 5-F. 00-
78, 5-P5-10-77, HOG-72-1, S$-NT-100-2-15-A, and
0G-61-7.

f

Hatfield Electric Company QA Process Sheet File
No. 13.09B.1, Class I, Cable Pan Inspection
Checklists (approximately 33 checklists).

4. Hattield Electric Company Concrete Expansion
Anchor Fiie No. 13.2% 02, Travellers 1901 thru
1950,

3. Hatfield Electric Company Conduit Inspection
Reports, File Nc. 13.20.01, 766 thru 850.

Personnel Interviewed

The insjector interviewed two QC inspectors from
Hatfield Electric Company.

Noncompliance (454/82-05-17; 455/82-04-17)

The inspector interviewed four welders performing
in-process safety related welding (two from Hunter
Corporation and two from Powers-Azco-Pope). Three
of the welders did not have the welding procedure
specification (WPS) with the traveller packages.
When the inspector asked where the WPS was, two
welders did not appear to know what a WPS was and
one stated that he knew the WPS should be in the
weld material issue point but stated that he had
not seen it.

This iter 1is considered to be in noncompliance with
the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion
1X.

Except as noted, within the areas inspected, no items of

n

n

mpliance or deviations were identified.
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Frepared By: W. Torney

h. QC Inspector Effectiveness

(1)

(<)

Objective
The objectives of this assessment were to determine if:

(a) any problems exist that inhibit an inspector from
properly executing his assigned functions.

(b) the training, qualifications, and certification of
QA/QC personnel working for contracting organizations
to the licensee are in compliance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, ANSI N&45.2.6-1978; ANST SNT-TC-1A, USNRC
Regulatory Guides 1.58, USNRC Generic Letter 81-01;
CECe Quality Assurance Program Manual; CECo Response
to Ceneric Letter 81-01 (L. 0. DelGeorge to
D. G. Eisenhut-August 17, 1981); and Contractor Quality
Assurance Manuals.

Discussion

Individuals selectec¢ for interview were chosen at random

by the NRC inspector. All contractors utilizing QA/QC
personnel to monitor and accept production activities at

the site were selected. The organizations selected, pro-
duction function monitored by the inspectors, number of
inspectors in the organization, -number of inspectors inter-
viewed and percentages are identified in Table 2. Each
inspector interviewed was asked a standard set of questions.
The answers provided were summarized and are provided as
Table 3.

‘rdividuals selected for QA/QC inspector interview were
requested to provide the record of their training, qualifi-
cation and certification to the inspector. The inspector
reviewed each of the training, qualifications and certi-
fication records to verify compliance with applicable
regulatory requirements, standards and commitments. In
verifying the implementation of the approved requirements
emphasis was placed on (1) devermination of initial cap-
ability by suitable evaluation (2) evaluation of perform-
ance/reevaluation (3) written certification in appropriate
torm (&) physical requirements identified and examined yearly
ond (5) qualification criteria followed and (6) records of
malification established and maintained,

»

able 3 is provided as a summary of inspector answers to the
standard set of interview questions. Answers to questions
1, 2, 4, 5 are self evident and do not require further
defin.tions. However, the answers to remaining questions
require further clarification and conclusions.
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Question 3 - relates to the number of inspectors that in-
dicated during their answer to Question 2 that they had
prior inspection experience. Of the 30 inspec’ors inter-
viewed 47% indicated prior inspection experience; however,
only 27% had prior inspection experience in nuclear work
related activities,

Question 6 = of the 19 inspectors interviewed that regularly
worked frequent or excessive overtime one worked less than

§ hours weekly, fourteen worked from 8 to 16 hours weekly,
and four work greater than 16 hours weekly. The two
inspectors that provided qualified answers indicated the
overtime was intense at times based upon fluctuations of
production activities. All of the inspectors that answered
yes or qualified their answer were asked if the frequent or
excess.ve overtime caused the accuracy of their inspections
to be deminished. Without exception, none of the inspectors
feit the accuracy of their inspections were affected.

Juestion 7 and 8 - the inspectors that provided a qualified
answer to these questions indicated that the lack of adequate
staff and/or failure to conduct inspections promptly were a
result of fluctuations in production activities.

Open _Item (454/82-05-18; 455/82-04-18)

Question 9 - indicates that inspectors generally do not
feel they have the authority to stop an activity in their
centractor's work that is not being properly performed,
nor have they been provided written management policy in
this area. The inspectors that provided qualified answers
irdicated that they would inform the area supervisor.

The inspectors were also asked if they felt they could
inmediately <top the work activity of another contractor
worker who wa. performing work that was hazardous to
sefety related equipment. The majority of inspectors
irdicated they did not have that authority.

The licensee management committed to take actions to
re-emphasize to all inspectors their responsibility to
stop an activity which does not conform to applicable
quality requirements. This item will be examined during
a future inspection.

Question 10 - the majority of inspectors interviewed
indicated that the training they received was adequate
for the work activity they are required to perform. One
inspector did no. feel his training was adequate and the
remaining insjpectors felt that although their training
was not the best, that if they needed additional guidance
or clarification that management would provide the infor-
mation irnwediately.
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Questicn 1. - indicates that inspectors do not feel that a

lack of inspection personnel is the cause for construction
activities to (ome to a stop and is consistent with the answers
provided in Que:tion 8.

Question 12 - the inspectors that qualified their answer gener-
ally indicated that their activity did not require a check list
but was normally accomplished utilizing a combination of in-
stallation plans and/or procedures.

(Question 13 - the inspectors that qualified their answer indi-
cated that they would have to follow the chain-of-command which
could be untimely.

When asked to discuss their opinion of how the!r management
portrays the relationship of quality to produc.ion the majority
of inspectors stated that quality was first and production
second, & number of inspectors stated that quality and produc-
tion were on an equal basis, and a few of the inspectros (pre-
dominately from one contractor) stated that production was
first anc quality second.

When asked to discuss their opinion of the overall finished
product of their contractors activities the majority of in-
spectors stated that the work generally exceeded minimum
acceptable standards, a few stated the work generally met
minamum standards, and no inspectors elt that the work did
not meet minimum acceptable standards

honcompliance (454/ £2-05-19; 455/82-04-19)

Based on a review of training qualification and certification
records of a minimum of ten percent of the QA/QC personnel
working for contractors performing safety-related work it is
apparent that an effective program does not exist to ensure

that a suitable evaluation of initial capabilities is performed,
that written certification is provided in an appropriate form,
and that qualification criteria is established.

Certain conmractor QA/QC supervisors and inspectors were not
adequately qui lified and/or trained to perform safety-related
inspection functions. The following examples of apparent non-
compliance were identified:

@ Contractor - Reliable Sheet Metal Works, Inc.

(1) The contractor Quality Assurance Manual did not require
inspection personnel to be trained and certified to
ANST N45.2.6-1978.

(2) The certification record for the QA/QC supervisor did
not contain a satisfactory basis for certification.

(3) The certification record for the QA/QC supervisor did
not contain the level of capability.
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b.  Contractor - Johnson Controls, Inc.
(1) The certification records reviewed did not contain a
determination of initial capability.

{2) Thre certification records reviewed did not contain a
copy of the individuals high school diploma or veri-
fication of prior work history.

(3) The certification records reviewed did not support
adeguate testing prior to certification. It is noted
that testing was accomplished by oral examination
consisting of 25 questions to determine the individuals
knowledge of 26 procedures. The oral examination noted
the individual was weak in ability to work with draw-
ings. However, there is no record to inuicate addi-
tional training was provided or thet the individual
was subsequently tested and found to be proficient in
his ability to work with drawings.

¢. Contractor - Powers-Azco-Pope

(1) The certification records for the QC Supervisor did not
provide an adequate determination of initial capability.

() The certification records for the QC Supervisor did not
contain a high school diploma, or verification of pre-
vious employment.

(1) The certification records for the QC Supervisor did not
tontain adequate evaluation and justification for certi-
fication to Level I or subsequent certification to
Level 11 Supervisor.

(4) The certification records for three (3) QC inspectors
did not contain a high schoo! diploma.

(5) The certification folder for three (3) GC iusp2ctors
did not contain verifications of prior employment.

(6Y The certification records for the QC Supervisor and
three (3) QC inspectors contain open book examinations
that do not provide an adequate level of knowledge
prior to certificatior The records did not contain
results of a capabilii: demonstration to support certi-
fication.

(7) The certification records for three (3) QC inspectors
did not contain adequate e aluition and justification
tor certification to Level . and subsequent certifica-
tior to Level !l inspector.




d. Coniractor - Hunter Corporaticn

(1) The certification records for two (2) of the seven (7)
QC inspector qualifications reviewed did not provide
determination of equivalent inspection experience to
support the level of certification.

e. Contractor - Hatfield Electric Company

(1) The certification records for three (3) of the nine
(9) inspector qualifications reviewed did not contain
a Certification Evaluation Sheet.

(2) The certification record for one (1) of the nine (9)
QC inspector qualifications reviewed did not have
records of examinations or work samples.

(3) The certification records for two (2) of the nine (9)
QC inspector qualifications reviewed did not provide
complete evaluation and justification for certification
to perform the level of inspection identified.

f Contracter - Blount Brothers Corporation

(1) The certification record for one (1) of the two (2)
QC inspector qualifications reviewed did not indicate
the expiration date of certification as a Level I lead
vuditor,

g. Contractor - Midway Industrial Contractor, Inc.

(1) The certification record for the QC inspector quali-
fications reviewed did not indicate the activities
certified to perform.

h.  Contractor - Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory

(1) The certification record for one of the three (3)
QC/CA inspector qualification records reviewed did
not have an evaluation of prior work experience.

Based on a sample review of CECo audits conducted in the
area of training qualification and certification for the
period 1979-1981 it was determined that a program exists

to routinely review the acceptability of QA/QC wersonnel.

It was noted that many audit findings were identified and
resulted in notable improvements of contractor adherence

to ANST N45.2.6-1978. During the meeting conducted April 9,
1952, CECo management committed to develop an alternate plan
for certification of contractor QC inspectors when the
tecommendations of ANST N&5.2.6.-1978, Section 3.5 are not
complied with  Additionally, a commitment was made to
tequire each contractor to verify inspectors education and
experience.
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TABLE 1

Licensee and On-site Contractors

70

QA/QC Periodic
Services % Cract QA/QC Organ. Review of
rganization Performed Workers Staff Indep. QA Program
muonwealth Licensee N/A 16 Yes Yes
" lison
lount Erothers Plant 220 5 Yes Yes
Structures
asco Services Inservice 10 2 Yes Yes
Inspection
“atfield Electric Electrical 555 83 No Yes
ympany Installation
funter Corp. Piping 944 71 Yes Yes
Systems
hnson Controls HVAC 47 2 (2) Yes
Controls
‘idway Indust Field Finish 10 2 Yes Yes
1SCO Mechanical 10 2 Yes Yes
Erector
slear P.§ Mechanical 96 1 Yes Yes
Design
ittshurg) Testing #28 1 Yes Yes
last Lal
wers=Azco-Pope  Instrumenta- 135 11 No Yes
tion
Fuliable Sheet HVAC 37 2 Yes Yes
fetal
irgent & Lundy A. E. Field 72 0 (1) Yes
Group
e tinghouse Mechanical w47 0 (1) Yes
56 Design
« Testers * « Engineers
(1) = Not reviewed (2) - Unresolved item

QA/QC
Supv.
Pos. Des.
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

(1)

(1)



TABLE 2

QA/PC_INSFECTOR INTERVIEW SUMMARY

Orgasization

EEASCO Services

NISCC

Reliable Sheetmetal

Johnson Controls
Power WCu Pope

v AlF)
Hunte rporation
Hatt i
Blour rothers
Midwa:

Pittsburgh Testing Lab Onsite NDT

Function

Inservice Inspection

Erect miscellaneous
mechanical equipment,
final setting and
erection of NSsS
eguipment.

HVAC

HVAC Contrels

Instrumentation

Piping System

Electrical Installation

Plant Structures

Fi 1d Finish Coating

Total Inspectors
Inspectors Interviewed M
2 1 50
2 b 50
2 1 50
2 1 S0
11 4 36. 36
71 7 9.86
83 9 10.84
5 2 40
2 1 S0
28 3 10.71
208 30 14.42



1.

6.

TAELE 3
SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS ASKED

§C/QA INSPECTORS DURING INTERVIEWS

How long employed as an inspector 3 mo. 6 mo. 6 mo.-1 yr.
onsite?
2 B 8
- 1-2 yr. 2-3 yr. 4 yr.
7 4 5
Yes No
Prior inspection experience? 14 16
Nuclear Non-Nuclear
what discipline(s)? 8 6
Implemented
Qualified
Yes No Qualified Answer
1s there a sense of intimidation 29 1
basel upon the need/requirement
to keep up with construction?
is there a reluctance to make 29 i
adverse findings if they will
impact on the construction or
auldit schedule?
Is 1t routine for QC inspectors 19 9 2
Lo Lbe working freguent and/or
“roessive overtime?
Lo the inspectors feel that their 19 2 9
particular section is adequately
staffed:
Ix. they feel the required inspections 18 2 10
are being conducted promptly?
Lo the QC inspectors have stop work 13 3 14
and/or stop process authority?
Have they ever used this authority? 13 9 8
il 50 do they feel they were supported 19 1 3 7

v1 will have the support of manage-
ment in the event of a stop work?



Implemented
Qualified
Qualified Answer

10. Do the inspectors feel the 5
training they have been provided
is adequate?

Do situations arise where the
lack of a QC inspector causes
construction activities to come
to a stop?

Are the QC inspectors provided
adeguate check lists for all
activities they are inspecting
or are they sonetimes using
vague guidelines?

o they feel that they have an
avenue to manajement if they
come across a problem?

Do they feel management will get
invelved or just pay lip service?




SSINS No.: 6835
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
CFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

September 17, 1982
INFORMATION NHOTICE NO. 82-234, REV 1: WELDS IN MAIN CONTROL PANELS

laressees

| holders of a1 nuclear power reactor operating license (OL) or construction

it {(CM)
pose
‘s rey osion s made to provide the specific time period during which the
‘entis 1o <1g-ificant problem pertaining to welds in main control panels
, have o-istes. The panels of concern were supplied to a number of
Jeratioag olarts and construcction sites by Systems Control of Iron Mountain,
hig=n p~inr to March 1980; Reliance Electric of Stone Mountain, Georgia
or to March 1932; and Comsip of Linden, New Jersey prior to March 1982.
y tho.e tanols manufactured prior to these dates are now included in the
t of itss Whith may have panels with defective welds. The potential
ety « gnificance of this preblem is still under review by the Nuclear
julatory, Zommission (NRC) staff. 1f NRC evaluation so indicates, further
ensee 5 tion may be requested. In the interim, the staff expects licensees
revies the informaticn herein for applicability to their facilities. No
pecific action or respense is required at this time.
cription of Circumstances:
pect i ne at the venders' facilities conducted in March of 1980 (Systems
wrot) gt March of 1982 (Reliance and Comsip) disclosed numerous welding
cactice . not an accordance with the American Welding Society (AWS) Standards
4 several quality assurance practices not in compliance with the vendors'
acedur o NRUC rvequirements.  Among these were the following:
1 viotied material test reports not obtained, not available,
‘ L in accordance with AWS specifications
2 Pages to eratsings not preperly reviewed and accepted
acleing peirr done by unqualified individuals without gqualified
procedures snd using uncalibrated equipment
4 Poor welds, including lack of fusion, undercuts in excess of 1/32",
g wel Dvire remnants from 1/2" to 4" in accepted welds
. we ldbing proredure qualification and welder qualification testing

cipored by AWS Standards nol accomplished

f booertial variables as specified by AWS Standards violated

/ noconent oversight not accomplished for lengthy periods; lack of

p te review and approval for Quality Assurance

Jentitied weld filler metal used

G “ Langsten arc weldine (GTAW) process used but not documented in
¢t required gas metal arc welding (GMAW) or shielded metal arc
W (SMAW) oprocesses

E <.

E

R1
R1

R1
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September 17, 1982
Page 2 of 2

cose the inspection determined that the non-conforming practices of all three

viiors were cimilar and widespread at each manufacturing facility, it can be
cumed that any parel furnished by these vendors prior to the respective NRC

copection date« may have defective welds. Although the vendors have seismically
vified sinilar panels, improper welding practices and defective welds prior

e NRC inspection may affect the validity of those qualifications.
Lontrol panels were identified during vendor inspections as having defective
o 2lles which have received panels that may have defective welds are as
ows:  talo serae 1, 2, and 3; Byron 1 and 2, Braidwood 1 and 2; Midland 1
dy Vogile 1 and 2; Callaway 1; Comanche Peak 1 and 2; Waterford 3; Wolf Creek;
wich oL Seabrook; Susquehanna; Three Mile Island 1, Salem 1 and 2;
Lrees Monticello; Perry 1 and 2: Hatch 1 and 2, Indian Point 2; Shearon
Lo 0y and 45 St Lucie 2; Shoreham; Virgil Summer; Dresden; and
le
Hied Wy ouestions regarding this matter, please contact the adminis-
0 wiropriate Reqgional Office or this office.
5 7/ A
/" )’(,1"',—-
Edward L/ Jordan, Director
Divisigh' of Engineering and
QuaUty Assurance

Office of Inspection and Enforcement

cal tact M. 5. Wegner
101-492-4511

el
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product that | was involved aith in manufacturin

Commonweaith Edison, Chicago's electniony i
v, has pumps manufactured by Havward Tyler at

lear nlants nder NI TCHION fwo at

. SOt ! Rockiord, and two at Brawdwood

ith of Johet Unhike some of the pumps made by
',:‘\\.."G “‘ ot those at ( ommor “-‘|vh F diwon '
tlanis are ferectiv related e Emergency Core
Coohing Sysie e most crilical salety sysiem in a
iear plant. [ hey are, nonetheless, important (o

the overall satety of the plant in an cmergency and
CE officials are raking the allegations of shoddy
worgmanship serousiy

We can’t afford any ship-ups,’ said 1im Tosca
Aucicar commumcanon specialist with 4 ‘We
have already notified our engineenng statlt o n

vestigate ' Toscas sand the pumps in QuEshion, two at

cach of the four nuclear plants, are used 1o « ipply

ng water 10 a dese e on a backup ¢lectrical

acr generator The ge Mor would be used to

Ply pow ne nucicar 3 he o fama

carthquake disrupting the plant’s nor

upply If there wer= a blackout, this

g R i be o IRy power 1o the

i v Core ool Toscas sand SO
L rela

] 3 { wea tdisor AR {

tinely i S own quality tests on such equip

} Cad takes the word of the suppher com

'y that the part s free of defects. " They 're bound

by thewr program fe nmduci these mspections,”” he

sand You can’t g n and inspect evervihing

former empioves say laking Havward
bout the quality of 1< pumps could be

Mred Thomas and the four other ex
employes —machimst David Deslaurniers, manufac
lule seuiciary  Jane Pers - :

.
g

Nucizar time bombs?

Workers say they built faulty A‘
hat could cause & f &4
nuclear power plant i o4 j\

4

TUmnDs
11 1§

accident

by fohe Warshaw and Alan MacRobert
vermont Vanguard Press

ar

5
2
" 4

wafd B’

Company headquarters in Burlington, Vermont.

welder Fred Lozon, and another ranking ev-employe
who wishes 0 remam  anonymous—recently
presented attidasits spelhing out their charges to the

5. House Intenior Commattee’s Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investiganions, chaired by Rep Fd
ward Markey (D-Massachuserts). All fise were
emploved by Havward Tyler for between one and
three vears between 1976 and 1980 Three of the five
1y they quit voluntarily for reasons of professional
ethics. One was lawd off, and one was fired

Their statements to the subcommitiee run to 170
Iypewntien pages, mosily sworn under oath and in
cuding some company documents.  Thes allege
dozens ol instances of faulty manufacture, corner
~uiting, mnoning of defects, and violations of the
strct. record-heeping required for work done on
cnitical nuclear power plani components

Company olficials have demed these charges, and
term them “utterly without merit ** They say the
pumps i question routinely pass inspections by all
the parties involved with them. They sav they
welcome an investigation
After receiving the alfidavits,
" anh e

( ongressman

A

Chairman Nunzio J. Palladino to conduct a full in
vestigaton of the workers’ charge, one that would n
clude testing and \-raying of a “'relevant sample™ of
pumps that have been received by Hayward Tyler's
nuclear customers—maostly nuclear plant construc
non firms and electric utilities

Says Congressman Markey, “If these allegations
prove correct, | am shocked that the NRC faled 1o
turn up evidence earhier in its previous probes of
Quality assurance at the plant If Havward Tvler
Company pumps of mazor safety sigmficance 1o nu
clear power plants have indeed been sent oul with
serous quality defects, we need 10 mose swiftly to
discover where these pumps are located, 10 forestall a
possible nuclear acadent worse than Three Mile
Island ™

NRC investigators are at the Vermont plant this
week

Thc Hayward-Tyler Pump Company empioys
155 people and has sales of $10 million to $12 milhon
a year, according 10 a3 198 aatem by the com

of F

Exhib



continued [rom previous page

any's then president Denmis Chalimers. He said 40
0 50 percent of the company's business 18 nuclear

Most of the five ex-employes had never discussed
heir allegations  mong themselves before John War
how of the Vermont Vanguard Press brought them
ogether duning his eleven-month investigation for
he Vermont alternalive newspaper. But thewr allega
wons are very similar, and they paint an alarming pi
ure of shoddy manufacturing practices which top
ranagement at the plant koew about but falled 10
orrect

How could Hayward Tyler have passed routine in
pections by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
nd the Amencan Society of Mechanical Engineers
ASME ), and two special investigations by the NRC
nd one by the FBI?

Fred Lozon, former chie! welder for Havward
Iyler, says in s deposiiion to the Markey subcom
mittee, "ASMLE  looks at the paperwork, whether o
as signed off night, they look at the date, and
hether cach job was done in order  They never look
{ the part It was the same when the NRC came
hrough. They 'd come out and look a1 the paperwork
gain but not look at the part
Hothas s therr attitude in audiiing and inspex

R Cerlam parts, you can come up with any kind of

1, you can put anything out there - you could use
Aattel parts as far as that goes, |
In her sworn  statement Jamce  Perraudin

1 toy paris

mployed as a searctary to the manulaciunoag
anager at Hayward Tyler from 1975 antil January
I 9RO says that in November 1979 (chortly belore svhe
as hued without explanation), sne  personally

pltered crucial paperwork on ordery from her boss
One week before the ASMIE incpection i the
Nostamp® [nuclear manufactunmg  authosizanon)
enewal, my work consusted of updating, retyping
nd changimg documents, ™ b

The com
any’s purpose for this was 1o make all of the

nanufactunng  practices  and  spection  resulis
revionsly performed contorm 1o the gudehnes of
Ehe revised Quality Avuatam e Manual

b the feehing | owas 1o cover up for all thee

mistabes out i the shop shie addded durning an ey
e -

l hese varous klicgatons nught never have
secn the hght of day had it ot been for the deter
Minanon of machimsg David Desl auriers and his at

orney, fellow Vietnam era veteran Tom Haley The
WO met at a bocal veterans'  center
epresenied lh'\l AUners in o unen Moyment
Mhen he gunt has job in

Bailey
hearnings
e 1979 i disgust over alle
i poor manciacture, after working
favward 1yler

a year al
In the course of his unemployment  hearings
desLauriers  charged  that Hayward  Tvler \r‘\.
grossly negligent _in thew disregard for product
afety " He sad that parts for nu lear pumps were
g machined without the required approval of i
pectors. unfinished pumps were being sent out 1o
tilty plants, management was continually over
iding in-house inspectors in order to approve use of
jected pump parts; contracted blueprints, parts
hd designs were altered without the required ap’
roval of the customers. and paperwork was routine
forged or altered 1o cover up the deficiencies Al

e

* —

Janice Perraudin and David Desl suriers: sccounts Tor hast

tions, and aliered documents.

these charges have been repeated in the sworn and
signed afthidavits to Marker's subcommtier

Bailey then repeated the charges 10 John Warchow
of the Vermont Vanguard Press, who conducted an
exhaustive investigation that included dozens of n
terviews and collection of documents from the K4l
NRC, and the Yermont Department of Labor and In
dustry through the |reedom of Information Act

No one at Hayward Tyler would respond formally
10 the allegations Jevpite repeated calls Later, | any
Clark, manager of corporate communication. |
dian Head, Inc —the New YVioak baved mvobi st o
holding company that owns Havward Tyler, explan

ed that all guestions should be directed 1o h
When fiest oo

tacted, Clwvk siid he un’n") new
answer questions about Hayward Tyler because he
was unfamiliar with the plant and had never becn
there. He later presented the following statemen
from the company

“"We believe aliegations of poor quahlity control in
the construction of ‘N-rated’ pumps at Haywaid
Tyler's Burlington, Vermont plant to be utterly with
out merit. Any pump or replacemient part for any
pump that is sold for use in a nuclear facility must
Pass a vanety of inspechions by regulatory third
parly inspectors, inspections by the product
manufacturer, i this case Hayward Tyler, and by the
purchaser. Furthermore, Hayward Tyler has nevor
received a product quality complaint  from put
;’ha;cr\ u!lal\ pumps for installation i nuclear
acthities t1s our policy to operate within P
and letter of all laws and uqu)r:mm and h‘l:’:n:h‘n‘:
all our businesses with 1he highest moral and eth,
standards. Indian Head beheves rhe practices

al
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then worked for the Fiectric Boat division of General

. .
Vehaleos o Laddon

Lot lunul manulacivi g
pArte for the Navy'c nuclear suhmarines He worked
for several month: i Hayward Tyier's shop as @

machinist before being promoted tu bevome & me
thods techmician in (he fron: office. He declared in
3 affidavit o0 € ongretsman '\'_‘:,_." y “"Pus '
castings, impellers, <halis, hack covers— any given
PUmp componeni was al one time o another, 1n my
experience, ratiroaded through the shop without the
benefit of compliance with the Quality Assurance
System .’

Dave DesLauners came 10 Hayward Tyler directly
out of the Navy, where he performed ““sub-safe level
work in relation 10 valves and pumps that were used
in submarnines "' He was hired in the fall of 1978 as a
horizontal boring mill operator

‘I had on numerous occasrons helped the assembly
workers assembie some of those pumps that were go-
g out for shipment,” DesLauriers wrote 1o
Markey ‘I found bearings being put on shafts with
sledgehammers, and Crazy Glue being used on
pumps....In the navy  when we found cracks and
defects in casings, we had them immediately melted
down and then we remade the casings. .| did not see
this happen at Havward Tyler.

"I know on vanous occasions pumps went out 10
different facihities around the country missing some
of their key internal parts. One pump went out 10 a
company on the West Coast and did not have its im-
pelier, its bearings, or anvthing inside. [11] just had
the shaft that the impelicr would nide on ™’

I these alleganons are accurate, one might wonder
why the defects have not been detected by the
customers. Robert Pollard, nuclear safety engineer
with the Umon of Concerned Scientists in
Washington, D.C | and a tormer heenvuing prosect
manager for the NRC, thinks he mav have an
answer. Pollard quit the NRC in 1976 after working
for the agency for sin and a hall vears because, he
savs, 1 was convinced the NRC was more interssted
in protecting the industry than the public "

“You have some deficiencies that are potentially

Wp-u—mwm-a—mm

NVGEpU——

sleepers—that is, they will pass the incoming inspec-
von,” Pollard says. “"You may wind up having a
plant in operation with a defective purip whose
defect is not going 10 show up uniess there is an acci-
dent. These pumps are not required to perform at
thoir design capacity except duning an acadent. ™

Pollard adds that NRC m<pections of plants under
construction are woefully inadequate: “*It"s entirely a
paper inspection. They don't do any inspection of the
equipment, and they don’t even inspect all the paper
it's a spot inspection of the paper ™

Hov could this all happen? The high-ranking

ex-emplov: vho wishes 10 remain anonymous ex-

plains the circumstances in which irregulanties at
Hayward Tyler became, he savs, a matter of routine,

““In the beginning, things went rather smoothiy ™"
he wrote 1o Markey's subcommuttee. | worked long
hours but enjoyed them When we siarted building
nuclear pumps. the trouble began

“After about two and a half vears, we weren't
standing up 10 Our production commiiments with
Stone Platt [then the parent compans | Management
was told they would make these commitments or he
out on thew ears. To make a long story short, the
whole place turned 1nto 2 human tume bomb—a com-
plete state of chaos. Men were working an

continued or next page »




@ continued from previous page
unbelicvable amount of hours under unheard-of
pressure

“Things started getimg worse instead of hetter
Ihe deadiine was getting close. Management ran
around hike escaped lunatics, but hell or high water,
pumps were being shipped. Somewhere, we lost the
feeling of becoming the best pump company n the
world. Mer. were tired and manners were few
Everyone was at their wits’ end. Sull. management
insisted on more overtime

"A parr of shoes should not be built under these
conditions.._Parts were remachined after nspection,
emplo: es were asked to sign off on route sheets who
did v perform the operation, men were complamn
ng about a part not being up to standard and were
very smoothly convinced by management that the
part wasokay,when a contract called tor a nercentage
of pumps in that contract to be tested the ones we
Were not so sure of were naturally the ones we did not

<1

The ex-emploves cite the second shift as the time

when irregulanties were most commong e The

nd shaft was tacily acknowledged as the shift
hat got the work done ays Al Thomas. “Owe of
fie reasons behind that was that we didn' have ¢

deal with engineers and the Quality Assurance and
Quality Control people. There was a great Jeal of

assemoly work done at mgh

Thomas claims that during the second shift
machine operalors were often told 1o forget the
paperwork, forget the Quality Assurance system

" "You know what has 10 be done—i want the
base plate (or whatever component) fimished when we
8ct it in the morning,” " is the kind of thing Thomas
saud he heard

“It's very possible that welding work was done by
others than me or the welders working under me,"’
Fred Lozon explains. *“*There were cases of work we
started 10 do, that weren't finished at the end of the
shift. The next day they weren't theve—they were
completely gone—we had ne idea who did them
What they did &t mght | have no wdea ’

The unnamed employe savs that wn his mind. ** The
biggest thing of ail was the impeliers [rotors that pro-
pel water through the pump| Some would not fi
correctly and didn’t run true or concentric. They
were knocked around, tightened and loosened unul
they would run true. There were also the key for the
mpeiiers winch did not i1, and were ground by hand
0l they ran true. If a pump was run 10 2 max mum
RPM, they could become loose or out of talance and
seize a pump up or shake i1 10 bits. | believe these im
pellers are supposed 1o be nterchangeable, and f
they are, and a change is made 11 the hield not know
Ing this, 11 would be a catastrophe.

Vertical service water pumps for nuclenr
powes planis ander coastruction in
the Hayward Tyler plant.

Tht big question now is whether the NRC will
follow through on the request from Markey's comt-
lee 10 carry out an intensive investigation of the
several hundred pumps in Question, including
X-raying and dismantiing a sigmificant number of
them 1o look for defects

If the NRC does so, the Question will become whe-
ther it can be trusted to do a competent ‘ob  Robert
Pollard of the Union of Concerned Scoientists says, ‘|
don’t think the NRC has the capability 10 do #t
They'~. -~wne 10 have 10 contract it out 10 some n>
tonal laboratory o, ~~me other place ™

Pollard is also apprehensive on another score
“The NRC has this tendency to. . protect
themselves. . The people who wrote these allegations
may become the target of the nvestigahon rather
than the company or the pumps.”’

Congressman Markey shares Pollard’s concerns
“The onus should not be on the five former workers
al the plant who have spoken out; they should be
congratulated,” Markev stated before sending his
letter to NRC Chairman Pallandino. “"The onus
should bx on the NRC and the Havward Tyler Pump
Company to show that the pumps are indeed safe '
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AFFIDAVIT OF EDWARD M

GOGOL

My name is Edward M. Gogol, and I am a professional author

on nuclear power plant hazards, costs and benefits. I have nrucd.ed “*oce

issues since 1974, with particular reference to Commonwealts 14, crn'  ucle

plants, and have participated in several proceedings before .na e ng ke
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. I received a B.S. degree .n cnem -7 |
the University of Chicago in 1976 and have since done graduate -studics in

environmental health science. I am familiar with the historv ¢r O ommonweal®
Edison's .nfractions of NRC regulations for which it has been fined, =ecent
I have made an exhaustive study of all public information concern.nq
construction deficiencies at Edison's LaSalle County S*tation, including sv on
affidavits from construction workers, and including NRC aocument: »ttained

from the NRC under the Preedom of Information Act.

I have read numbers 4 through 16 in Ediscn's "Material Facts For which
There Is No Genuine Issue®. The affidavits from LaSalle construction worker
and the NRC's own documents concerning the LaSalle station inaicate =thae
indeed there are grounds to question Edison's gqualifications and willingness

to build and operate the Byron station safely.

Edison alleges that it employs people for its nuc.ear operastiors wno "u
dedicated to safety." This assertion is directlv contradicted oy o

construction workers who have given sworn affidavits concerning “he . Zalle

nuclear plant. These workers described how adherance =o correct procodures
was a low priority at LaSalle due to management pressure to ge= “he -~ b don
quickly no matter what the consequences. These workers also deccriben how

Edison managerial persornel knowingly and deliberately covered up con:truce
defects and lack of adherence to specifications, crdered workers o follow
unsafe and and incorrect procedures, and threatened that any wor<etr w«ho
described these conditions to NRC inspectors would be fired. Spec:iti.c

construction flaws and defects included:

a. Concrete work is defective and honeycombec with holes:
b. The steel reinforcing rod structures within the concrete were

indiscriminately cut and severed, drastically weaxkening the structures,

5470A-1 Ex.G



There are many flaws in high~density concrete block walls uso i for
radiation shielding;
Welding was done without adequate trainirg or acherence t 7 3. tv
control procedures;

Piping was defective, and Edison altered color-codes o equi ment

it appear as if the correct component had been installed when (n fa

had not;
Quality control and inspections were inaceqguate; construction

deficiencies were covered up.

The following material is directly quoted from these atiicavi=s5, wh

were filed with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission on March 24 anc april

1982, or from material obtained from the NRC v.: a Freedom of .n'  ~matic

Request 1982. The full text of these allegations is appendec ©o:

"1 have seen enough cases of shoddy construction [at LaSa’ L -har
gquestion 1s not a shot in the dark. Most of the time the po wo T K

because of pressure to rush the job.

.
"1 repeatedly saw the results of sloppy concrete pours ! ; and
honeycombs in the concrete.”

LI
"1 performed core drilling in all buildings, at all olevat i, the
the plant site...From the time I began drilling at LaSalls June
until about February, 1980, it was the usual gractice, upon contact
metal reinforcment or rebar during core drilling, to dril. *hrough
metal rebar. I waé instructed to follow this practice, and o the |
of my knowledge, it was the general practice amcng the ocher core

drillers.

"On one occasion 1 drilled a 6" diameter nhole through tebar 12 the
reactor building of Unit 1. It was at 3 place where 3]l the steel
together, and I removed about 25-40 pounds of steel. It tock 2e 2
days to drill this hole. [The foreman| instructed me to weep drill
this hole, and he added, "If you can't do it, we'll cet zcmecne who

* *

"Construction crews core-drilled right through the reintorcemrent
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bars...Reinforcement bars may have heen broken throughcit tne plant
construction crews routinely did not use metal detector: tu [Hcate
rebars. They would just start drilling. The gquality control inspe
did not seem to care. Quality control was more like 3 joke at Laf
than anything else."
* »

"I do not trust the mortar work at LaSalle. Sometimes the problem
that the mortar was not used...wWhen I complained to a f{oreman he sa.
that Quality Control did not care...Even when mortar was used, 1t w
shoddy quality. The-e was too much sand in the mortar...Around a )
of the time my superintendent was present and ordered me to odd ext:
sand...There were mortar tests, but the superintendent alwavs wnew .

the tests were scheduled and let me do 1Y right then

LI
"Sometimes Morrison project management says to accept come tloings ¢
are not according to our standard operation procedures. For oaxample
welders may be certified to a weld procedure after the we_.d '35 made
Scmetimes, 1f a welder is not qualified cn a weld he noo mate, the

management says, 'We will call it another kind of wela '"

L
"The foremen don't appear to know what weliding procedur-s applv...(
the foremen say sloppy work is okay because it is in some pLoce har

see. The foremen say they will never see it; it is okay."
LR
"The installation of parts did not always match their location on ¢

blueprints. Sometimes one part was installed in a locaticn wnere t)

blueprints called for another...For instance, the meta. in . .:njer
supports is identified by a color code. when construct.on uod the
size supports but not enough of the right color, they Just salnte

coler on the hanger."

LA
"Management always knew two days in aavance of NRC inspec-ion: and
clean up the plant superficially. That was gcod enough. The HNRC ¢
took initiatives to talk to us workers... We always wonde = shy *!

didn't come when the utility didn't xnow in advance.

"All too often management would hire Mexican or other re via L
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the street by obtaining temporary work permits. Thece emplovees we
always well qualified and frequently coulé not communicate we .. due
language barriers. They were very well paid and were tota.ly at th
mercy of the company to keep their jobs. As a result, they could ne
counted on for thorough, professional work independert of pressures
speed production.
"Another reason for my doubts is the manacement at=ituce at _aSalle
which was heavy-handed toward workers whc raised cafet,
concerns. ..Management officials harassed the wor«ers wro spoko out,
There were also utility spies among the construction workers, On
balance, employee morale was very low. Most emplovess spoko with
become apathetic. They felt that their complaints woulo not aake
difference except for themselves -~ they might lose their jov: "

. »
"Many times I have overheard a juality control inspector tel.
construction that something was done wrong and that he would oe bac

Soon the inspector would come back and say the defect was OF ilter

Clearly, Edison's lower-level employees costensibly responsii.: for
guality assurance at LaSalle carried out their duties 1In a manter which
have produced a severely flawed and deficient structure., Concetn:ag tne
high~level Edison personnel responsible for the overall quality @ suran

program, one of two conclusions must hold: either (1) Edison’'s *uo man.
knew of, permitted, encouraged and bears ultimate respons bi ity (o7 the
construction defects and violations; or (2) Edison's top man:agem t1dd
know of these defects and violations, which casts doubts on ' ‘'u “lre

competence and efficacy of these personnel.

The NRC is currently investigating the evidence put “ciua
construction workers at LaSalle (in response to a petition ; the
of Illincis requesting a suspension of licensing activit.ics it Halle
full public hearings regarding this evidence). Regardle: . o cyentu
outcome of this investigation, the sworn affidavits by constractio ~Ofr
prove that any allegation that Edison's emplovees pu: satety f.r.t 15

face untrue.

Edison alleges that the quality assurance program to be amployed at
during station operation meets the criteria set forth in (0 UFR Part %9,

Edison has made similar allegations concerning construction sCi.vities .
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LaSalle. Since these allegations are on their face untrius at LaS lle,
Edison's allegation concerning Byron should be viewed by the NR %i.h th
strongest scepticism.

Edison alleges that it has created "corporate level departuents to
utilize experience from each of its operating stations to lnprove operas
all stations”", that it has "engaged a group of distinguisned scientists
business leaders from 'he Chicago area to evaluate the effectivencss of
nuclear operations, and has improved its corporate control of nuclear
operations based on recommendations made by tne panel." If this were t. . .
the case, it would have been Edison itself, not the State of Illinois or
Government Accountability Project, which has brought the evidence of
construction fraud and deficiencies at LaSalle to the NRC's attent.on.
Cleacly, these "corporate level department:s" and "business leade::" are

window-dressing, degigned to make it look as if Edison i3 dealing with

problem,
Edison attempts to down-play the significance of the many vi o iatio-
NRC requlations for which it has been fined. 1In reality, Liisor'. past

casts severe doubt on its technical competence to opetate a plart as
technically complex and demanding as a nuclear plant., At one poiit in
last several years, NRC Regional Director Jamas A. Keppler wag guoced a
saying that Edison's management at the Zion plant was sO lax that "the (.
hand doesn't know what the left is doing". Tnis attituce crn tre part of

Ediscn's management is directly in contradiction with the ut:li

s
0
—
W

put safety first.

Edison alleges that the number of deficiercies identilied by NEC
inspectors at Edison plants has declined over the last five years Reqg .t
of whether this allegation is true, the allegation equally coulc .mply /!
Edison has become more adept at covering up these deficiences ftrom the "
inspectors or that the NRC inspectors themselves have become more lax.
Evidence that such coverups occurred at LaSalle 1s in the hunds «f the '
there is no reason to suppose that such coverups were not occurr:.ng at t

Edison alleges that its Quality Assurance Programs rave hecr revies
a variety of outside agencies. Clearly these must have beer "paper rev)
The gquestion must again be asked: why did not these outside adencles,

Ed itself, report to the NRC the huge amount of evidence of conot.uctior
defects at LaSalle which has been brought forward in the lact Low menth

the State of Illinois and other sources?
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Ultimately, Edison's assertions are based on affidavits 1 Vel
Edison's high level employees. Clearly these employees' il ocuot na car
be taken at face value; their allegations are opin.ons, not “mate. 1al t
Only an investigation by an outside body which would interview | wer-le
reactor operators, engineers and technicians while promising coup ete
anonymity to these personnel, could adequately assess to what degree tn.
company actually adheres to quaiity assurance standards and = what deqr.
company makes safety its first concern. Such an i1nvestigac.on woold ha
be done by an outside body and would have to promise workers comp ate
anonymity or it would have no validity: as the Lasalle worcers m de cl
they are afraid that if they do make unsafe conditions public or complad
about them even internally, they will be summarily fireaq.

Over the last five years I have interviewed numerous Edison employe
Dresden and at LaSalle, including se“eral reactor operatcrs or reactor
operator trainees. Many of these euployees have had attituces chowing
safety is not a concern at all; in many cases, the employees bel.oved ¢!

nuclear plants could not be unsafe, and they indicated a great ceal of

ignorance of the special dangers of nuclear power which have necessitat
plants be located in relatively unpopulated areas, that evicuct on plan
place for all residents located within 10 miles from the reactor, and ti
special government bureaucracy be created to reguiate nuclear planrs,

this ignorance which is perhaps the most frightening aspect of d.s0n's
inability to operate nuclear plants safely: the pecple runnirc the pl:-:

little or no awareness of the special hazards of tne plant,

I have read this six-page affidavit; 1t is true and complete to the

of my knowledge.

-
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Edwaré Gogol

Date

iLeknowledged and sworn to
Lefore ne this ‘..g"f( day

of Septenter, 19232.
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