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- November 30, 1982

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of )
)

CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING ) Docket Nos. 50-440
COMPANY, et al. ) 50-441

)
(Perry Nuclear Power Plant, )
Units 1 and 2) )

AFFIDAVIT OF MURRAY R. EDELMAN AND RONALD L. FARRELL
IN SUPPORT OF NRC STAFF'S MOTION

FOR SUMMARY DISPOSITION OF ISSUE NUMBER 3 -

Murray R. Edelman and Ronald L. Farrell, being duly sworn,

depose and say as follows:
,

4

'

l. I, Murray R. Edelman, am Manager, Nuclear Engineering

I and Construction Division of The Cleveland Electric

Illuminating Company ("CEI").

2. I, Ronald L. Farrell, am Manager of CEI's Nuclear

Quality Assurance Department.

3. Our business address is 10 Center Road, Perry, Ohio

44081. Summaries of our professional qualifications'and

experience are attached hereto as Exhibit "A." We have
,

personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein and believe

them to be true and correct.

.
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* 4. We have reviewed the "NRC Staff's Motion for Summary

Disposition of Issue No. 3", dated October 29, 1982, (" Staff
Motion") and supporting documents, including the "Affidavio of

James E. Konklin and Cordell,C. Williams In Support of Summary

Disposition of Issue No. 3" and the " Statement of Material

Facts as to Which There Is No Genuine Issue to Be Heard." We

agree with the statements contained therein and give this

Affidavit in support of the Staff's Motion.

5. We understand that Issue No. 3 in this proceeding

asserts that CEI has an inadequate quality assurance (QA)

program that has caused or is continuing to cause unsafe

construction. We further understand that the issue does not

constitute a generalized attack on CEI's entire QA program, but

rather is limited to the quality assurance implications of

CEI's stop work notice which was the subject of the Staff's

letter to Applicants dated February 8, 1978 (a copy of which is

attached hereto), to steps taken by CEI to remedy the defi-

ciencies that led tu the stop work, and to residual defi-

ciencies related thereto,

l 6. Issue No. 3 is erroneous. Construction completed as

of February 1978 has been found by CEI and the Staff to be

acceptable. Since February 1978, CEI has substantially

reorganized and upgraded their quality assurance program, and

has fully addressed and remedied the eight deficient areas

listed in the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter. CEI's QA,

program since February 1978 has been effective. No pro-

grammatic breakdowns er residual deficiencies similar to those
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covered in the February 1978 letter have occurred. The QA.

program has provided the necessary assurance that Perry Nuclear

Power Plant ("PNPP") structures and componcats are in confor-

mance with all applicable standards and requirements, and that

the Perry Plant has been and will continue to be safely

constructed.

'7. As of February 1978, construction of PNPP was less

than 15% complete. The majority of the construction as of that

date was in the civil area (backfill and concrete), and only

20% of the completed construction was in safety-related areas

of the plant. In February 1978, CEI and its consultants

employed fewer than 50 quality' assurance and quality control

(QC) personnel, the majority of whom worked in the civil

construction area. Most QA/QC supervisory personnel were

located off-site.

8. Extensive inspections performed by a special team of

NRC Region III inspectors, completed in January and February
'

1978, revealed eight areas of programmatic deficiencies in

CEI's QA program. As a result of the Staff's findings, CEI's

QA personnel by February 8, 1978 ordered that work in most

safety-related areas of construction be stopped, including alli

areas covered by the Staff's findings. Applicants initiated a

| comprehensive program of corrective action, which was acknowl-

'
edged in the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter. Applicants'

response to the Staff's findings are set forth in Applicants'

letters to NRC dated May 1, 1978, August 8, 1978, August 17,

,

1978 ?nd September 14, 1978, copies of which are attached
i

! hereto.
|

-3-

i

_ _ . . --



r ?

.

9. Items 1 and 2 of the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter,

related to deficiencies in safety-related pipe fabrication,

yard pipe installation, and plant piping performed by a

contractor, Pullman Power Products. Following the stop work

notice, modifications to specifications and quality program

requirements were instituted under CEI's direction. These

modifications included new document and design control proce-

dures; engineering review of Pullman fabrication and erection

drawings; a new Pullman procedure for field handling of

materials and equipment; and QA monitored indoctrination and ,

training classes on the subject of Pullman QA program require-

ments. In addition, an NRC-accepted program of 100% surveil-

lance inspection was implemented at Pullman's Williamsport,

Pennsylvania shop. Based on the NRC's review and approval of

these corrective measures, all Pullman Power Products safety-

related work was completely released by CEI on April 14, 1978.

As of March 31, 1978 (see NRC I&E Report of that date), all

programmatic areas of deficiencies covered by items 1 and 2

were fully addressed and corrected by Applicants, and reviewed

and approved by the NRC Staff. Although individual defi-

ciencies in Pullman's work have been identified since February

1978, none reveals programmatic weaknesses in CEI's QA program
1

I or areas of unsafe construction.

10. Item 3 of the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter related

to fabrication of safety-related embedments and structural

| steel supplied by CEI's vendor (PBI Industries) and by PBI's

subcontractors. CEI stopped work and thereafter instituted a

|

|
|
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number of corrective actions, including modification of
,

.

installation procedures to inspect for American Weldi.ng. Society

("AWS") Code compliance of embedments and structural steel

welds, and a comprehensive surveillance / inspection program by
i

~

CEI's QC personnel of PBI's site inspection activities. In

addition, CEI's vendor assurance program was increased to

include 100% surveillance of all embedments and structural
steel being fabricated, and the vendor's inspection program was

changed to include additional engineering acceptance criteria.

PBI and its subcontractors were released to resume shipments in

March 1978 after completion of the above corrective action and

after all existing inventory was inspected, with all actions

reviewed and approved by the NRC Staff. See NRC I&E Report

dated March 31, 1978. No programmatic breakdown or residual

deficiencies of the type covered by item 3 have occurred since

February 1978, and no areas of unsafe construction have been

identified.

11. Item 4 of the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter

involved safety-related coatings work performed by CEI's

contractor, O. B. Cannon & Son, Inc. Problems were identified

in the contractor's QA program and in the implementing proce-

dures for verification of materials prior to use, qualification
I

of personnel and performance of audits. As a result of the

deficiencies noted by the NRC Staff, CEI's QA personnel on

February 8, 1978 3ssued a stop work notice and corrective

action request to O. B. Cannon. The contractor took the

-5-

.. . -- - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - _ . _ .



r

.

required corrective action, including correction of coating,

applicators' qualification records in accordance with proce-

dures, inspection status tagging of coating material in

storage, location and filing of an inspector's missing physical

examination record, revision of the contractor's QC manual to

include review and approval of manufacturer's material certifi-

cation, and performance of an internal audit. After review and

approval of the contractor's corrective measures by both CEI,

and the NRC Staff (see NRC I&E Report dated October 3, 1978),

CEI permitted safety-related coating work by O. B. Cannon to

resume on February 14, 1978 on a limited basis, subject to

CEI's requirement that O. B. Cannon acquire additional quali-

fied personnel in the construction and quality control areas.
i

Between 1978 and late 1980, O. B. Cannon performed coatings

work under CEI's close surveillance. Although there were no

serious construction deficiencies noted during this period, CEI

concluded in 1980 that the contractor was not acquiring a
:

! sufficient number of qualified personnel, and in November 1980,

CEI terminated O. B. Cannon for convenience. CEI's QA/QC

|
program fully and effectively monitored and identified defi- *

|

| ciencies in O. B. Cannon's performance between February, 1978

and November, 1980, when O. B. Cannon was terminated. All work

performed by O. B. Cannon was inspected and either found to be

j acceptable, or corrected so that it was acceptable.

12. Shortly after the termination of O. B. Cannon, CEI

hired Metalweld, Inc. to perform safety-related coatings work

j at the site. From the start of Metalweld's aork at Perry,

6--

I
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CEI's QA/QC program has closely monitored Metalweld's coating
,

program. This monitoring identified a number of programmatic

deficiencies in Metalweld's QA program. After CEI identified

early problems in the first months of Metalweld's QA/QC program

implementation, CEI issued a stop work notice in January 1981,

in order to assure that Metalweld took appropriate corrective

action to improve its QA/QC program and its implementation.

After CEI's stop work notice, and consultation between CEI and

the NRC Staff regarding corrective measures, the Staff issued

an immediate action letter dated January 28, 1981,

acknowledging the stop work and corrective action program for

Metalweld which CEI had instituted. CEI has assured that all

of these deficiencies have been identified and adequately

resolved. All work accomplished by Metalweld prior to the stop

work notice was inspected by CEI QA/QC and found to be accepta-

ble. See NRC I&E Report dated April 3, 1961. Following

completion of the corrective action programs, CEI finally

authorized Metalweld to resume all work on April 28, 1981.

CEI's continuing QA/QC of Metalweld's work shows that the

programmatic deficiencies which lead to the January 1981 stop

work notice have been corrected and that Metalweld's QA program

is properly identifying and addressing all quality problems

arising from Metalweld's coating work. The experience with
|

Metalweld confirms the effectiveness of CEI's upgraded QA

program and its implementation. The problems with Metalweld

which have occurred to date have been identified and controlled

by CEI's QA program, no serious construction deficiencies have

-7-
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occurred, and routine construction nonconformances have been
,

appropriately corrected.

13. Item 5 of the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter dealt

with deficiencies in the placement of safety-related concrete

by CEI's site contractors. In response, CEI stopped

safety-related concrete placements and made a number of

construction and QA program improvements. These included a new

slump testing procedure, improvements in concrete vibrator

operator indoctrination and training, 100% inspection of

contractor placement activities by CEI's QC personnel during

the first several months following the stop work order, and

detailed audits by CEI of contractors' concrete placement

activities. After completion of these actions, and review and

inspection of preplacements by NRC inspectors, contractors were

individually released between March 17 and April 14, 1978 to

place safety-related concrete under continued scrutiny by both

CEI's QC and QA personnel. All safety-related concrete that

was placed prior to the stop work notice was evaluated by

civil / structural engineers to determine whether it met spe-

cifications. All placements were determined to be acceptable,i

a determination agreed to by NRC inspectors. See NRC I&E,

Reports dated October 3, 1978, October 26, 1978, December 15,

1978, January 24, 1979, March 12, 1979, and May 15, 1979. No

unusual or serious concrete construction deficiencies have been

identified by CEI or the NRC. Deficient concrete and voids in

1due bioshield concrete were identified in 1981 by CEI's QA

personnel, who were cloccly monitoring the contractor's

-8-
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concrete placement program. Bioshield concrete, which has no
,

structural significance, was placed between two steel

structures for equipment and maintenance perscanel shielding.

Bioshield concrete repairs are being made, and no unsafe

conditions will result from this' problem. Although individual

concrete procedural deficiencies have been identified since

February 1978, all deficiencies were minor, and no breakdowns

in the concrete construction or QA/QC programs of either CEI or

its contractors have occurred.

14. Item 6 of the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter required

CEI to establish an effective contract specification control

system, and to evaluate the acceptability of the placement of

concrete batched by CEI's contractor, National Mobile Concrete

Co., under a superseded design specification. In response, CEI

reviewed and upgraded their contract specification control

system. Modifications included a centralized control number

distribution system using return receipts; a centralized

m'aintenance system for all specification change documents,

including use of a computerized terminal system; updating of all

project and contractor files; and new system procedures including

training and indoctrination. An evaluation of the changes

between the revised and the superseded design specifications was

conducted and all concrete batched prior to the stop work notice

was determined to meet the revised design specification. See NRC

Inspection Reports dated August 16, 1978 and October 3, 1978.

Since February 1978, no breakdowns of the type covered by this

item hava occurred, and CEI's upgraded contract specification

| -9-
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control system has been effective in assuring that contract,

specification changee are properly controlled.

15. Item 7 of the Staff'a February 8, 1978 letter addressed

possible inadequacy of the indoctrination and training program

conducted by CEI. Emphasis was placed on deficiencies in the

identification, documentation and resolution of nonconformances.

In response, CEI restructured the project indoctrination and

training programs so as to assure a uniform approach to indoc-

trination and training for all organizations, including those of

contractors. After discussions with the Staff, Applicants'

restructured program was approved by Region III. In the area of

nonconformance control, CEI reinforced the PNPP policy that all

material or hardware-related nonconforming conditions discovered

on site are to be formally documented on nonconformance reports.

As of July 1978, after review by Region III, it was concluded

-that nonconforming conditions were being properly documented and

dispositioned and item 7 was considered resolved. Since February

1978, CEI's revised indoctrination and training program has

worked well, as evidenced by CEI's nonconformance reporting

system, with no significant problems in the identification,

documentation and resolution of nonconformances.

16. Item 8 of the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter

required CEI to evaluate their overall quality assurance

program to determine the cause of items 1 through 6, and why

the items had not been identified by the responsible organi=a-

tions. In response, CEI assembled a special QA task force,

C

-10-
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including an independent outside QA consultant, to perform a
.

thorough management evaluation of all project QA/QC activities.

The Task Force conducted extensive reviews and interviews with

project personnel, and made findings and recommendations for

QA/QC program improvements. The Task Force found that the

underlying causes of items 1-6 in the Staff's letter included:

the lack of a single, all-encompassing QA manual defining

corporate QA controls and responsibilities; the limited number

of CEI personnel physically lecated at the Perry site (the

majority were based in CEI's Cleveland offices); inadequate

definition of surveillance / inspection and audit responsi-

bilities of CEI's QA/QC personnel following the 1977 merger of

CEI's QA and QC organizations; and inadequate integration of

CEI's and contractors' QA programs. In response, CEI made the

following changes: the QA department was restructured, with

the addition of two experienced supervisors at intermediate

management positions; CEI's QA manual was revised to address

i
all QA-related project activities and procedures, and a series

of related administration, procedure and instruction manuals

was issued to address overall project QA/QC requirements; a QA

advisory committee was established to assist CEI's System

Engineering and Construction Group Vice-President on key QA

program issues; programs for quarterly QA management review

'meetings were implemented; CEI's audit program was restruc-

tured; an integrated inspection / surveillance program of site

contractors was established by CEI, and the receiving inspec-

tion program was expanded to include quality engineering input.

|

-11-
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In addition, important management control adjustments were.

instituted by CEI, such as the relocation to the Perry site of

all of CEI's QA, engineering and purchasing personnel; estab-

lishment of a new QA program effectiveness evaluation system;

increased senior executive involvement through formal monthly

vice-president meetings and quarterly management meetings with

the Chief * Executive Officer and President. Finally, CEI

instituted a project matrix system under which every

safety-related contractor is assigned a construction quality

engineer, responsible engineer, and contracts administrator

from the project organization, which includes CEI and its

principal consultants. All of the above corrective measures

were reviewed and approved by the NRC Staff, which has closed

out item 8 (see NRC I&E Report dated June 19, 1979), and all.

other items of the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter.

17. We have reviewed Sunflower Alliance Inc.'s responses

to Applicants' interrogatories, (" Response of Applicant's

Interrogatories By Sunflower et al.", dated November 19, 1981,

and " Response of Sunflower Alliance, Inc., et al., To
t

| Applicant's Interrogatories And Request For Production of
|
! Documeurs (Third Set)", dated October 29, 1982). Sunflower's
l
'

October 29, 1982 response to interrogatories 5(a) through (e)

stated that it was not aware of any deficiencies in construc-

tion other than those identified in Sunflower's previous

! filings. The only alleged construction deficiency cited by

Sunflower is concrete placed in Drywell Wall, Ring No. 2,

Containment No. 2, Placement No. RB2-WO2-630. (See Sunficwer's

-12-
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November 19, 1981 response to interrogatory 27(b)). This,

placement was the subject of NRC I&E Report 50-440/80-20;

50-441/80-18 (October 21, 1980), discussed in Sunflowor's

November 19, 1981 response to Applicants' interrogatory 26.

The NRC's findings in question asserted isolated procedural
'

violations by one of CEI's contractors, but did not reflect a

generic breakdown in either CEI's or the contractor's QA

programs. Nor were concerns raised about unsafe conditions.

All NRC findings were closed out in NRC I&E Report

50-440-81-03; 50-441/81-03 (March 3, 1981). The NRC inspectors

accepted CEI's determination that there were no nonconfor-

mances. Contrary'to Sunflower's response to interrogatory 26,

these concerns were not resolved through the use of a field

variance. Specifications were subsequently clarified for

future pours. Thus, no construction deficiencies or unsafe

conditions resulted from the concerns in question, which were

fully and properly addressed by CEI's QA program.

18. In Sunflower's response to Applicants' interrogatory

27, the only other specific examples cited by Sunflower of

alleged defects or inadequacies in CEI's QA program relate to
i

isolated procedural noncompliances noted in NRC I&E Reports

79-05 (June 19, 1979); 80-20/80-18 (October 21, 1980); 79-04

| (May 15, 1979); 80-25/80-23 (November 19, 1980); 80-19/80-17

(October 23, 1980); 81-01 (February 27, 1981); 78-08/78-07

( August 16, 1978); 79-03 (August 1, 1979); 79-10 (November 21,

1979); 80-01 (February 26, 1980); 80-06 (May 21, 1980); and

81-03 (March 3, 1981). These noncompliances cited by Sunflower

-13-

.

4

k__



.

involved isolated deviations from procedures. No programmatic.

breakdown in CEI's QA program was evident in any of these

cases, no construction deficiencies were involved, and in every

case the noncompliances were properly dispositioned by CEI's or

the contractor's QA program and, with the exception of 81-03,

which is expected to be closed out shortly, all were closed out

by the NRC Staff. See NRC,I&E Reports dated October 23, 1980
(closing 79-05 items); March 3, 1981 (closing 80-20/80-18

items); September 18, 1980 (closing 79-04 items); April 14,

1981 (closing 80-25/80-23 items); February 11, 1981 (closing

' 80-19/80-17 items); April 3, 1981 (closing 81-01 items);

January 24, 1979 (closing 78-08/78-07 items); September 18,

| 1980 (closing 79-03 and 79-10 items); February 11, 1981

(closing 80-01 items); and September 17, 1982 (closing 80-06

items).
19. In a nuclear project of-the size and complexity of

PNPP, indeed in any construction project of this scope, the
'

goal is perfect compliance with all project procedures and

requirements. However, there will invariably be procedural

deviations and noncompliances found by the utility, its

- contractors and NRC inspectors. The purpose of CEI's QA

program is to assure that procedural and substantive problems

at PNPP are being adequately identified and properly addressed.

Over 18,000 nonconformances have been identified on the project

to date. All have been or are being resolved through repair,

rework, scrap or, where engineering design margins have

through 'se-as-is dispositions. More generic areas,permitted, u
!

-14-
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such as Metalweld's early coatings deficiencies, have caused

Applicants to take stronger QA measures, such as instituting

stop work notifications. Though not utilized oicen, the stop

j work notification is an essential element in any sound QA

program, and its use reflects a QA program at work, rather than

one not working. Stop works were also used by Applicants in

connection with work performed by L. K. Comstock (discussed in
.

'

an NRC I&E Report dated September 17, 1982), and Newport News

Industrial Corporation (discussed in NRC I&E Reports dated

April 4, 1979, May 15, 1979, August 1, 1979, August 28, 1979,!

.

and October 4, 1979). In each of the latter situations,

although the NRC did find noncon.pliances, CEI was closely

monitoring the contractor's work as required by its QA program,
,

no programmatic QA breakdowns of the types found in February,

1978 existed, and no unsafe conditions resulted. We are not

aware of any findings by CEI's or the NRC's inspectors since

February 1978 indicating programmatic breakdowns of CEI's QA

program or defects in the QA program producing unsafe condi-
i

tions at PNPP. -

20. Construction completed prior to the Staff's February

8, 1978 letter has been reviewed by both Applicants and the

! Staff. No significant construction deficiencies in any of the

j affected areas were found.
!

! 21. Since February 1978, the Staff has conducted an

extensive inspection program at PNPP. This program has been

supplemented by the addition of a full-time resident site

inspector beginning in 1979. Under the Staff's enforcement

-15-
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program, which utilizes relative levels of severity (from I,

the most serious, to V, the least serious) in inspection

findings, the Staff's findings have all been in the severity

level IV or V categories, and have not indicated programmatic

breakdowns in CEI's QA program or the existence of any

uncorrected construction deficiencies at the plant. Since

February 1978, construction activity has increased on the Perry

Project, with no relative increase in the number or seriousness

of discrepancies or noncompliances.

22. Since the Staff's February 8, 1978 letter, CEI's

project QA staff has increased from 50 to over 200 quality

assurance personnel, with extensive experience in all areas of

nuclear plant design and construction. CEI's QA management has

been reorganized and centralized at the site. CEI's executive

management involvement in the QA program has greatly increased.

CEI's QA program and procedures have been reviewed and rewrit-

ten to reflect the learning and experience gained from the

early period of the project. All of these modifications have

greatly improved CEI's QA program. Problems on the project

have been identified and resolved and there has been no

evidence of serious residual deficiencies related to the

February 1978 letter, or of any programmatic weaknesses in

CEI's QA program. No areas of uncorrected construction

deficiencies have been identified.

23. Based on the above, it is our opinion that CEI's QA

program since the issuance of the Staff's February 8, 1978

letter has been significantly strengthened, that the program

has functioned effectively, and that it has provided assurance

-16-
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that the Perry Plant has been, and will continue to be, safely
*

constructed.

%
Murray R.OEdelman

,

N eM
f.onald L. FarreYl-

!
,

$

*

.

i i

1
'

,

,
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;
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i
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STATE OF O.24M- )
) ss.

COUNTYOF[d1 )

On this day of M 1982, personally appeared
before me Murray R. Edelm.an own to me to be the person who

executed the foregoing Affidavit, and stated to me that he

signed the same as his voluntary act and deed for the purposes

stated therein, and that the information contained therein is

true and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief.

WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL.

,_. .

Notary Public

M Commission Expires: CAROLINE M. WILDE

/% 19tf Rotary Pubhc. State of Ohio
' My Commiss:on Expirn April 17,1985

(Recorded in Lake County)

STATE OF OM )

COUNTY OF [ M d4._

On this 30" day of h dlaw 1982, personally appeared
f

before me Ronald L. Farrell, known to me to be the person who

executed the foregoing Affidavit, and stated to me that he

| signed the same as his voluntary act and deed for the purposes
|
l stated therein, and that the information contained therein is

|

; true and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief.
i
l WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL.

-

Notary Public
CAROLINE M. WILDE

M Comm ssion Expires: notry Puthe, Sta*e et Ch.o

/
'

My Commission En res Apil 17.19D,/7 s / 9ff

(Re:ctded in Lake County)

l

-18-
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MURRAY R. E,DELMAN,
t

'

I

Born, 1939, in Trenton, New Jersey. Graduated fromLNew York's
"

Bronx High School of Science. ' Attended Case! nstitute ofI

Technology, graduating with a Bachelor of Science Degree in,
Mechanical Engineering in 1961. Attended Baldwin-Wallace's
Cleveland Marshall Law School, graduating'with a Juris Doctor
Degree in 1965. ,I

Edelman's employment with The Cleveland; Electric Illuminating
Company began in 1961 as an engineering assist' ant in the Produc-
tion Engineering Unit, Civil and Mechanical Engineering Department.

1His main responsibilities involved evaluation of the effectiveness
of major power plant equipment.

In 1965 he was assigned to the Mechar.ical Enginee' ring Section,
Civil and Mechanical Engineering Department. In this capacity
he held the position of Engineer assigned to the' project group
for new fossil generating' equipment.

, ,

~

From 1969 through 1972, as Senior Engineer, he had overall project
responsibility for all coal-to-oil conversion projects at three
generating plants involving some lE! boilers (or about 700 MW) from
initial design through test and start-up. In June, 1972, he was
assigned as licensing engineer for the(Perry Nuclear Power Plant.

In October, 1975, he was promoted to General Supervising Engineer
of the Licensing and Administration Section of the Nuclear Engin-
eering Department. He was transferred, in April, 1977, to the

| Production Engineering and Chemical Section of the Civil and Mechan-
ical Engineering Department, as General Supervising Engineer.

| Edelman was promoted to Manager of the Nuclear Quality Assurance
| Department in April, 1978, and given the responsi,bility of plan-

ning and directing those activities affecting the overall' quality
~

program for the Perry Nuclear Power P' ant located.in Perry, Ohio.
In June, 1981, he became Manager of _ne Nuc ear Engineering Depart-l

ment.

In April, 1982, he was made Division Manager of the Nuclear Engin-
eering and Construction Division.

|
|

!
|

|

,

E

l
'

t

'" Exhibit A-1"
,
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RONALD L. FARRELL

.

8

..ame : Ronald L. Farrell, Manager, Nuclear Quality Assurance
Department

Formal Education and Training:

B.A. Business Administration, Bowling Green State
University, 1954

Master of Science, Industrial Management, Case Western
Reserve University, 19624,

Experience:

1956 - 1963: The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company

Joined CEI as an Office Methods Analyst performing
various duties related to data processing, administrative
procedures and work measurements.

1963 - 1964: Aerojet General

As Senior Systems Analyst, responsibilities included
designing and implementing management and financial -

cystems and the technical supervision and training of
programming personnel.

1964 - Present: The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company

Rejoined CEI as Project Industrial Engineer and was later
named General Supervisor of the Industrial Engineering
Section where responsible for development of information
systems and the procedures and practices to be used in
the construction of the Perry Plant.

In 1978, was assigned the position of Supervisor of the
Procedures and Records Section of the Nuclear Engineering
Department responsible for Perry Plant office services,
procedures and records management and project-wide infor-
mation systems.

In 1931, assumed the position of Manager, Perry Project
Services Department with responsibility for all PNPP
construction buying and expediting activities, site
office facilities planning and services, document control
and data systems.

,

In 1981, assumed the position of System Engineering and
Construction Manager, Nuclear Quality Assurance Department
responsible for the planning and directing of the quality
program for the Perry Nuclear Power Plant.

" Exhibit A-2"
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Docket No. 50-441 c,gj7geg!g,T,f,

The Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company

ATTN: Dalwyn R. Davidson
,

Vice President-Engineering
Post Office Box 5000

'

Cleveland, OH 44101
-

.

Gentlemen:

This refers to the telephone conversations between Ik. D. Davidson
and other members of your staff and Mr. Heishman and other members of
my staff ca rebruary 7 and 8, 1978, relative to our concerns regarding
the implementation of your quality assurance program at Perry Nuclear
Power Plant, Units 1 and 2, identified during our inspection conducted
January 24-26 and February 2-3, 1978.

Based on our telephone conversations, we understand that the
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company (CEI) has taken or will
take the actions delineated below and that the status and/or reruits
of these actions will be reported to our office by telephone
following their completion. Additionally, we understand that with
respect to items 1 through 5 below, these activities will not be
resumed until your corrective action has been reviewed and determined
to be acceptable by the NRC. In this regard, NRC inspectors will
be at the Perry site on February 9, 1978, to review your actions
regarding items 3 and 5 prior to the placement of safety related
concrete.

I 1. Field erection of safety related yard piping (SP-47-4549-001)
by PPP has been stopped and will not be resumed until:

a. Deficiencies in PPP's quality assurance program and|
| implementing procedures in the areas of design document
! control and piping erection and handling have been
| corrected.
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b. The site QA/QC organizations have been provided with
clear and specific instructions-relative to which

drawings and associated instructions (GAI vs PPP) are
to be used as the basis for determining that GAI's
design criteria have been met.

c. A GAI qualified piping engineer has been sent to the
site to review and approve PPP developed procedures and
drawings for the erection of piping. GAI approval of
all procedures and drawings will be made prior to installation
of yard piping. In addition, for the previously placed
yard piping procedures and drawings will be reviewed and
approved by this engineer. These measures will remain
in effect until CEI evaluates GAI's design review
requirements defined in SP-47-4549-001 and PSAR,
Section 17.1.3.3.b and the results of their evaluation
are reviewed by the NRC.

d. 100% GAI resident inspection has been instituted on all
safety related pipe being fabricated. These measures
will remain in ef fect until CEI can demonstrate to the

! satisfaction of the NRC that the existing sampling
: inspectiun procedure meets ANSI N45.2, Section 11, as
!

required by PSAR, Section 1.2.3.

1 2. Field erection of safety related plant piping (SP-44-4549-001)
by Pullman Power Products- (PPP) has been stopped and will not
be resumed until:

,

Requirements for GAI's review and approval of PPP'sa.

; drawings and associated instructions for the piping -

governed by Specification No. SP-44-4549-001 have been'
reestablished; and

b. Items 1.a. 1.b and 1.d, above have been completed.
t

3. Insta11ation'of safety related embedmonts and structural steel,
supplied by PBI Industries and its subcontractors, has been
stopped. Neither activity will be resumed until the specific
material to be used has been evaluated and determined to meet

j the specified requirements of AWS D.l.1 - 1972 prior to placement.
I This will be accomplished through performance of one of the

following inspections, as applicable:i

.
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100% CQC inspection of all material in a proposeda.
concrete pour prior to concrete placement.

100% CQC inspection before any material is releasedb. from a site organization storage facility,

100% CQC receiving inspection on all material.c.

Items a, b and e above will be performed in accordance
with approved procedures, as required by the CEI QA Program.
Additionally, the program inadequacies which allowed this matter
to occur will be evaluated and corrected by CEI and discussed
with the NRC before altering the measures established above.

Safety related work, performed by your coating contractor,4.
O. B. Cannon & Son, Inc. has been stopped and will not be

-

resumed until deficiencies in their quality assurance program
and implementing procedures in the areas of verification of
materials prior to use, qualification of personnel and'
performance of audits have been corrected. L

Placement of safety related concrete by each of your contractors5.
has been terminated and no contractor will resune this work
until:

Full time CQC inspectors are assigned to enforce aa.
new slump procedure. (When one truck is out of slump,
that will trigger a slump test of every additional
truck until the slump is brought within specification.
The subsequent slump test failures will result in that
concrete being wasted. Once a truck slump is tested
within specification the normal testing frequency will
be adopted.)

Field instruction by CQC inspectors has been given tob. all concrete vibrator operators, their foreman and the
particular contractor QA and QC personnel involved.

CQA will audit the performance of items a and b, above.c.

These measures will remain in effect until the actions
described below are taken by CEI and applicable contractors
and are reviewed by the NRC.

Establish procedures to preclude placement of nonconforminga.
concrete, as identified by excessive slump; and

.

O
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b. Establish training / retraining requirements to ensure proper
consolidation during placement by the correct use of
vibrators.

6. CEI will establish an effective contract specification control-

system and will evaluate the acceptability of the placement
of concrete batched by the National Mobil Company to a'
superseded design specification during the time period from
August 5, 1977 until the present date.

7. CEI or an independent agent will perform audits of the onsite
organizations covered by the CEI quality assurance program
(including the Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) and
Construction Quality Control (CQC) Elements) to determine
the adequacy of established indoctrination, training and
retraining programs, and the implementation of -these programs.'
Additionally, specific emphasis will be placed on the identification
and documentation of nonconformances to gainfully utilize your
established nonconformance trend analysis system.

8. CEI or an independent agent will evaluate the. existing program,
procedures and methods governing the activities described below
to determine the cause of items 1 through 6 above and to determine
why these had not been identified by the responsible corporate / site
organizations.

a. Qualification and program audits of the contractors
performing safety related work; and

b. Verification of compliance with all aspects of the CEI
quality assurance plan and the determination of its
effectiveness.

The results of this evaluation will be factored into the CEI-
quality assurance plan and implementing manuals and procedures
which are currently being revised.

With respect to items 6, 7 and 8, your action will be completed by
May 1, 1978.

/
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Please inform us immediately if your understanding of these items
is different from that stated above.

Sincerely,
.

w h SA^2-:'

James G. Kepp3Er
Director

; cc: W. P. Ellis, FC&EB

; '
Lana Cobb, Plans &

Analyses
Central Files .

Reproduction Unit NRC 20b
PDR
Local PDR
NSIC;

j TIC
'

U. Young Park, Power Siting
Commission
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Dalwyn R. Odidson
YsCC PFt SIDENT . [NGIN[UtlNG

May 1, 1978

Mr. James G. Keppler, Director
U.S. Iiuclear Regulatory Commission
Region III Office of Inspection

and Enforcement
799 Roosevelt Road \
Glen Ellyn, Illinois 600137

Dear Mr. Keppler:

This letter is our response to your Immediate Action Letter of February 8,
1978 The Immediate Action Intter addressed eight areas of concern.
Tne first five items have been resolved with the me=bers of your staff,
as a result of inspections on site and review of the actions taken on our
part. In order that this letter be complete, I have attached as Appendix
1 a brief summary of the first five items and resolution status.

With respect to Items 6, 7 and 8 of your letter, a thorough review van
undertaken both internally and with the use of an outside auditing team,
in order for us to address these concerns.

Item 6 of the Febnlary 8,1978 Immediate Action Letter in part identifies
the need to establish an effective contract specifications control system.

In response to this concern, the cystem was reviewed including auditing
of all project and safety-related contractors files.

In the audit of the existing files deficiencies which were found, have
been corrected and all files updated including control copies. The
" Specifications" include attachment Specifications, Engineering Change
Ilotices, and Field Variance Autt.orizations.

The system was then reviewed and several riodifications were made. In

general there consisted of the following:

A. The system now utilizes a control number distribution with
return receipts required. All distribution responsibilities
are now at the Site Document Control Center.

B. The specifications status. system is in part monitored on a
computerized /ter:.tinal cystem identified as IG' SPEC. Field

Variance Authorizations are precently monitored manually.
A maintenance system was established which centralizes
the responsibility for inputting of all new or change in-
formation through the Site Document Control Center. The
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system provides for continuous monitoring of specification
status, however, periodically, at a minimum quarterly, a
status review will be conducted as spelled o-c in a project
procedure. In addition, audits by Site Quality Assurance
will be performed to verify correctness.

C. The project aod contractor files were updated including
elimination of xerox copies.

D. Procedures were developed to define the system and spell out
the mechanics to operate it. In addition, instructions have
been developed for personnel operating the system.

E. All project and construction personnel received training and
indoctrination presentations. Included were the familiarization
with the procedures and scoping of responsibilities.

With the implementation of the above we consider we have in place an
effective system for assuring the timely and controlled distribution of
specifications. All safety-related construction contracts are included
and non-safety and equipment contracts will follow.

An evaluation was performed to determine the acceptability of the concrete
batched by National Mobile Co=pany to a superseded design specification
during the time period from August 5, 1977 to February, 1978. The result
of this evaluation by the cognizant design engineer concluded that the
concrete produced to revision VI of SP-14-4549-oooo will satisfy the
design requirements. Each of the 31 modifications that were made in
revision VII of SP-14-4549-0000, were evaluated. These modifications
were in the following general areas:

1. Expansion and clarification to remove redundencies and
resolve conflicts.

2. Modification of certain procedural changes that do not
affect quality.

3 Modification of certain requirements to facilitate field
conditions without sacrificing quality.

Most of these modifications incorporated into revision VII had been
previously issued as ECN's applicable to revision VI. It is our

opinion and that of the responsible design engineer, that production
of quality concrete at the Perry Plant was not affected by any re-
vision of t,he specification being held by the batch plant contractor.

<
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Item 7A. An evaluation of, the indoctrination and training program
was made. It was concluded that the program needs improvement.
Accordingly CEI will restructure the indoctrination and training
program to include a unifom approach to indoctrination and training
for various organizations, including contractors. Outlines will be
completed by mid-May and the schedule for implementing training
sessions vill be completed by the third week of May. Regular in-
doctrination sessions will be started during May and will continue
on a regular basis as defined in the indoctrination and training
outline.

Item 7B. During our evaluation it was determined that the noncon-
fomance reporting system as implemented on the site, is an effective
system. There have been occasions however where documents other than
nonconformance reports have been used to note problen. areas. Effective
immediately, a policy statement has been issued that only noncon-
for=ance reports will be utilized in defining nonconforming conditions.

Item 8. To evaluate our program effectiveness, a special Quality
Assurance Task Force was established consisting of representatives
from Gilbert Associates, Inc., Kaiser Engineers, CEI and an independent
OA consultant Mr. J. P. Jackson of Management Analysis Company. The
Special QA Task Force has performed a thorough evaluation including
on-site and off-site audits.

This Task Force issued an Interim and a Final Report evaluating the
overall effectiveness of our program. The methodology of the Task
Force was to conduct indepth interviews with all key project personnel
plus audit selected contractors and site elements (CQA, CQC and FCMO),
and the home office departments (NED, Purchasing, and NQAD).

'

The Task Force then evaluated the results of these audits and interviews
with respect to the effectiveness of the program. This translated into
specific findings relative to the appropriate IOCFR50, Appendix B

| criteria and the PNPP PSAR Chapter 17 commitments.

Recommendations were provided and a plan has been established based on
,

these findings in order of priority which addressed relative significance
'

to the action necessary to improve our program effectiveness. The
priorities themselves were based on:

a. Those items which were critical to the overall corrective
action program and required top management priority,

b. Those actions which were required for QA program implementation,

c. Those actions required for improvenent to the QA program.

The following conditions were identified as a result of our evaluations
; as those that have contributed to the causes of the items identified

as Items 1 through 6 in the Immediate Action Letter.

|
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A. The CEI QA Program is defined in many different manuals.
There is no single manual thnt defines critical controls
necessary '.o implement the QA program on a corporate
basis. This lack of definition as to who is responsible
has resulted in confusion as to primary responsibility
in implementing the program.

B. The techniques for resolution of conflicts has not provided
timely response to noted problem areas. Additionally, the
degree of management involved in resolving problem areas
within the CEI QA program has not been commensurate with
the need for resolution of QA program issues.

C. Thereorganizationof1977whichmergedtheSiteQA/QC
activities, created voids in certain areas of the QA pro-
gram which should have included redefinition of responsibilities,
particularly in the area of surveillance / inspection and . audits.

D. Each contractor is held totally responsible for total QA pro-
gram,withoutconsiderationfortheintegrationofCEIQA/QC
functions with those of those contractors.

Co=:nensurate with the priority of the recommendations CFI has accomplished
those items which vere identified as critical to the overall corrective
action program and required top management priority. The following
summarizes the changes initiated and completed.

Item 1--TheQA/QCorganizationatthesitehasbeenre-
,

organized to unify it under the direction of a
General Supervising Engineer. In addition the
assignments have been revised so as to provide
a single responsible quality engineer for each
contractor.

Item 2 -- The Site Quality Manuals are in the process of
being consolidated reflecting the redefined
responsibilitiesandproceduresofthesiteQA/QC
organization.

Item 3 -- A QA Advisory Co=mittee has been established to assist
the CEI Nuclear Quality Assurance Department Manager

I

| with inputs and recommendations to key program de-
cisions, orientation of QA concepts and methods as well
asaccessingoverallcorporatesupportbyCEI/GAI/KEI
to the direction taken by the Nuclear Quality Assurance
Department Manager.

This cornittee vill be comprised of Mr. M. R. Edelman,
Manager of the Nuclear Qualit7 Assurance Department,
Mr. N. R. Barker, l'anager of Construction QA at Gilbert
Associates, Mr. E. V. Knox, Corporate CA Manacer of

|
raiser Engineers.

- . _ -.
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Item 14 -- The Nuclear Quality Assurance Department Manager
has established a plan which provides a schedule
for completing modification to the QA program.
Weekly meetings have been scheduled to track and
report progress to upper management.

Additionally, the Nuclear Quality Assurance Depart-
ment Manager has established a program of quarterly
reviews to CEI top management to incorporate the
inputs from the Advisory Committee, cs well as, re-
view the QA program through evaluation of audits,
corrective action reports and other mana6ement tools.

Item 5 -- The Nuclear Quality Assurance Department has been
reorganized to reflect the findings and reco=:endations
of the Audit Task Force. Attachment 2 depicts the
revised organization and lists the primary responsi-
bilities of the key individuals involved.

Item 6 -- CEI has established a schedule for the restructuring
of the audit program, both at the Site, our con-
tractors and ou - QA agents.

Item 7 -- CEI has established and has started the implementation
attheSiteofanintegratedinspection/ surveillance
program. The program includes witness points tied
to contractors inspection planning documents and includes

|
in-process surveillance inspections, as well as,
surveillance inspection of completed work. The
surveillance inspection planning will be approved by
a responsible Quality Engineer. Complete implementation
$s anticipated by mid-June.

Item 8 -- The receiving inspection program has been expanded
beyond a count and damage check and is now based on
input of quality engineering to determine on a case
by case basis the necessary inspection required.
Implementation has been started with complete
implementation anticipated by mid-June.

Item 9 -- The HQAD Manager will use the formal management chains
to resolve conflicts, with the corporate QA program
clearly indorsing his authority to resolve quality ,

issues. The corporate quality assurance management
;

committee has been redefined as s.co=munication'

vehicle.

|

|

|

{
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In addition, actions that were identified by the Task Force and deemed
necessary, but not yet completed, are as follows: -

1. CEI has strengthened our quality assurance program, by
completing the items described previously. In addition
we purpose to reissue our Corporate Quality Assurance
Manual to reflect these improvements as well as clearly

; define the interfaces between all departments performing
quality related functions. This manual will reiterate
the strong CEI co=2itment to the QA program indicating that

,

the manual must be followed by all persons involved with
respect to the Perry Project, and that changes will be
considered and processed immediately if the situation
warrants. The manual vill clearly provide guidance on
how CEI will address with Regulatory Guides identified in
the PSAR. Scheduled completion date for issuance of this
manual is August, 1978.

_

2. CEI will evaluate the effectiveness and expertise of pre-
sently available in-house personnel, consistent with the
revised departmental organization. CEI will employ ex-
perienced qvality assurance personnel in the key supervisory
roles as defined on the revised organization chart as shown
in Attachment 2 of this letter. This evaluation will be

,

completed by June 1. CEI will continue to draw upon Gilbert
Associates and Kaiser personnel for support as deemed necessary
by the Nuclear QA Department Manager.

3 CEI will restructure the audit program and coordinate the audit
review reports from all elements. The audit program will
cover all aspects of the program including agents, design
activities, construction activities as well as internal CEI

j activities. This revised audit program will serve as the

| backbone for the Nuclear Quality Assurance Department Manager
' as a tool to access the effectiveness of our overall QA pro-

gram. This is anticipated to be implemented by June 1.

h. CEI will provide direct support to selected contractors in
theQA/QCareawhereitisdeterminedbytheresponsible
quality engineer that such support is needed. This will
prevent demands on contractors to establish QA programs
that are beyond their capabilities to implement effectively.
This will be implemented on as needed basis.'

5 Additional detailed reco=mendations for improvement in the
CEI OA Program based on the Special QA Task Force have
been reviewed and will be included as appropriate in the
revised QA Manual. These are anticipated to be completed
by August 1,1978.

:

!
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In sun: mary the three month accessment made of our program by the out-
side auditing team plus our own evaluations as to our effectiveness
have provifed beneficial input to all parties involved. Significant
ir:provements have been made and will continue to be made to make our
program overall more effective. I will provide close attention to
the development of the revised QA Manual and review the effectiveness,
of our overall quality assurance program. With the commitments that
we have made and, the changes that have been implemented, we feel
that our quality assurance pro $ ram will provide a effective means of
controlling quality on the Perry Project to insure the plant is built
to applicable standards and designs.

Very truly yours,

/ 4
o

Dalvyn R. Davidson
Vice President - Engineering

DRD:ge
Attachments

|
'

,
.

|

|
i
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SUMMARY OF ACTION TA1EN ON II4GDIATE ACTION LETTER ITEG 1-5

BACKGROUND

Based on concerns noted in Items 1-5 of the HRC Iz:: ediate Action
Ictter of February 8,1978, numerous actions have been taken
and these actions have received concurrance during various NRC
inspections. The following is provided as a sumury of these
activities. NRC letter of March 31, 1978 Inspection Report
No. 50 %0/78-03, 50-W 1/78-02 provide additional detail and
NRC evaluation on these actions.

.
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Item 1 and 2. Safety-Relatnd Piping Fabrication and Installation
.

Deficiencies noted by the NRC, prompted CEI QA Elements to
stop work on Pullran Power Products in the areas of safety-
related pipe fabrication, yard piping installation, and
plant piping. Several modifications to the specifications
and the quality program requirements were initiated by
CEI, GAI, and PPP. These measures included Pullman initiat-
ing procedures for " Document Control" and " Design Control"
which were submitted to and approved by the CQA Element.
Pullman fabrication and erection drawings have been submitted
to GAI Design Engineer for review and approval in accordance
with these procedures. Gilbert Engineering has issued an
ECN to SP-M which establishes the requirements for the
Design Engineer's review of contractor's piping drawings.
This area has been monitored by COA to assure that these
requirements are being met.

Pullman has implemented a procedure for " Field Handling of
,

Materials and Equipment" which was approved by the CQA
Element. CQA has witnessed Indoctrination and Training classes
conducted by Pullman on QA Program Requirements. These
classes were documented and are to continue on a regular basis.
Pullman has since employed a training officer on site to
conduct these classes.

One hundred percent surveillance inspection was implemented
by the GAI Resident Inspector at Pullman's Williamsport,
Pennsylvania shop. On l' arch 16,~1978, Mr. R. L. Spessard
of NRC Region III approved the use of a sa=pling plan per
MSP-033, Rev. 3, and CEI letter dated March 9, 1978.

CEI letter dated February 18, 1978 established the require-
ment for the GAI Design Engineer to:

1. Review 100% safety Class I spool drawings.

* 2. Sampling per l'SP-033, Para. C.3d applied to
spool drawings only for safety Class II and
III.

Subsequent NRC review of these corrective action measures
resulted in the release of Pulhan Power Products for
safety-related work.
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Item 3. PBI Industries Safety-Ralr_ted Structural Steel and Embedments
.

The installation procedural controls on safety-related embedments
and structural steel have been modified to assure compliance to
AWS D.l.1-1972 prior to placement. The CQC element has superimposed
an inspection pr^3 ram of 100% verification of the vendor's and our

'manufacturing assurance inspection programs.
,

These additional inspection mee.sures include 100% receiving in-
spection of all new embedments and structural steel delivered to
the s*te, 100% inspection of all embedments and structural steel
currently in inventory prior to their issuance to contractors,
and for those items previously issued, 100% inspection of all
embedments and structural steel prior to their placement.

'

These currently established measures have been reviewed and found
acceptable by IGC inspectors as indicated in the March 31, 1978,

report (50-440/78-03,50-441/78-02).

: To establish compliance at the vendor's facilities the CEI vendor
assurance program has been increased to include'100% surveillance
of all embedments and structural steel being fabricated. Finally,
the vendor's inspection program has been altered to include the
additional detailed acceptance criteria provided by the Design
Engineer.

.

When PBI and its subsidiaries are released to resume shipments, and
,

all existing inventory has been inspected, an evaluation shall be
performed to determine the future procedural controls for assuring

i compliance to AWS D.l.1-1972. This evaluation and recommended
course of action shall be discussed with the IBC prior to being
implemented.

1
:
i

i

i

.
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Iten 4. O. B. Cannon Nuclear Coatings
,

As a result of the deficiencies noted by the NRC, CQA issued a Stop
Work Hotice and Corrective Action Request (CAR) to 0. B. Cannon.
The CAR identified five deficient conditions in their QA program
and implementing procedures in the areas of verification of materials.
prior to use, qualifications of personnel, and performance of audits. .

The contractor's regponse to the Corrective Action Request included:

(1) the correction of coating applicators' qualification
records in accordance with O. L. Cannon procedures; (2) the
inspection status tagging of all cans and cartons of coating
materials in the storage area; (3) the missing physical ex-
amination record was returned to O. B. Cannon's site QC file;
(4) the O. B. Cannon QC manual was revised to include the re-
view and approval of manufacturers' material certification;
aad (5) the contractor's first internal project audit was
performed.

The contr' actor's implementation of these corrective actions was verified -

by CQA and a partial stop work release for Class II coating vork (non-
safety related) was issued.

Then February 18, 1978, the NRC reviewed O. B. Cannon's QA program and
procedural improvements and observed the corrective actions taken.
As a result of this review and observation, the NRC inspector concluded

Sub-that safety-related coating work could be permitted to resume.
cequentially, a full stop work release was approved and issued by CQA.

\
.

1
|
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Item 5 Safety-Related Concrete Placement*

Prior to resuming safety-related concrete placement by each of our
four placement contractors, several QA program adjustments were made.
These changes included a new slump testing procedure which requizes,
upon detection the high/ low slump, the suspension of. placement and the
s upling of each truck until slu=p is back within specified limits.
An indoctrination and training meeting was held with contractor's
vibrator operators and a procedural requirement was added to rebrief
and provide attestation of vibration operator training prior to each
placement. The CQC detailed procedures and inspection plans were re-
vised to reflect implementation of 100% CQC inspection of contractor
preplacement inspection activities. CQA performed detailed program
audits of each contractor and CEI management met with contractor
management to emphasize their contractural obligations with respect
to quality control.

Upon completion of these activitieg and the review and inspection of
preplacements by NRC inspectors, contractors were individually released
to place safety-related concrete. Then, in addition to continued 100%
CQC inspection, CGA performed audits of preplacement and placement
activitie- by both the contractor and CQC on all safety-related pours.

A subsequent CQA evaluation of these audits was reviewed by and a6 reed
to by the NRC on April 14, 1978 and the CQA audit frequency on two of
the contractors (National Engineering and Great Lakes) was reduced to
one audit per veck.

As of this response date, the other tuo contractors (S & M and DICK
Corporation) shall continue under the CQA audit of every placement
program until several pours can be made by each organization and a -

level of confidence is established.
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~ * CROANIZATIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES

.

.

(A) Construction Quality Section - GSE

1. Coordinate all site quality functions

2. Primary contact Nuclear Regulatory Co:I: mission inspections
3. Responsible for all line supervisory functions

(B) Quality Engineering (Construction Quality Section)

1. Contractor quality assurance programs
2. Establishing inspection requirements

3 Coordination and disposition of nonconfermance reports
4. Obtain correction action
5. Contractor; procedure review
6. Receiving inspection plea

7. Auditcontractors/SiteOrganization
8. Review procurement documents
9 Analysis and reports trends

10. Establish site quality assurance records requirements
11. Coordinator off site quality information requests

(C) Quality Administration (Ccnstruction Quality Section)

1. Audit tracking
2. Indoctrination and training

3. Quality manual control
4. Quality assurance records

5. Nonconformance Report control

(D) Inspection (Construction Quality Section)

1. Surveillance inspection
2. Receipt inspections

3. Documentation of inspections
4. Prepare Nonconformance Reports

(E) Program Quality Section - GSE

1. Coordinate all design, procurement, manufacturing activities
2. Responsible for agents quality assurance efforts, inc. Primarily

GAI/QAProgram
3 Responsible for all line supervisory functions -
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(F) Quality Engineering (Pro 6 ram Quality Section)

1. Review of contracts
2. Vendor preaward meetings
3. support audit program
4. Quality engineering support to Nuclear Engineering Department
5 Quality engineering support to Purchasing
6. Safety Analysis Report reviews

(G) Quality Assurance Administration (Program Quality Section)

1. Audits
2. Indoctrination and training

3. Procedures
4. Records
5 Scheduling and expediting

(H) Operational Quality Assurance (Program Quality Section)

1. Operations quality assurance program planning
2. Startup and Test quality assurance support

(I) Quality Assurance Advisory Co=nittee

1. Input on quality assurance program policy
2. Input on quality assurance methods and techniques
3. QualityassurancemanagementforGAI/KEIsupport

|
|
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Wsl PTLSIDENT . [NslNEERING

)1-
August 8, 1978

.

-

m
V-
1:=:' -

- - agMr. Jemes G. Keppler, Director -

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm4ssion g,

Region III E-

Office of Inspection and Enforcement E
799 Roosevelt Road a
Glen El. lyn, Illinois 600137 2''

. = - -

E
Deer Mr. Keppler: g

Ex:
As indicated in our. Ihy 1,1978 response to your I= mediate Action Letter g.

of February 8,1978, we have revised and reissued our Quality Assurance
'

g=.=-

Ih: mal. It was released August 7,1978 and vill become effective with EE

issuance and training completed of all applicable sub-tier procedures [$
and instructions. For n11y designated the " Corporate Huelcar Quality Q.{
Assurance Procram," it addresses the Perry Project's. policy and posture g(fon activities in sufficient detail to provide guidance for all sub-tier _ . . -
procedure and instructioI. development. :3:2

E
A supplement to the Corporate Uuclcar quality Assurance Pro $n.n, and y
or;;anized to the 18 criteria, vill be the Project Administration manual E
containing administrative policies and procedures applicable to all {
project activities. :

A series of procedure =anuals vill be $;: sued to include proceduies de- y
scribing interdepartmental or. intercompany flow. These procedures shall 7

avoid clerical details where such details are covered by intra-element 3
7-instmetions. .

nr

At the lowest level vill be instmetion tanuals. Such hanuals vill be, f.,

'

generated to accommodate intra-element clerical details as required by 5
| procedures. 5

5
2The instruction and procedure canuals vill be interfaced, codified and j

controlled through a review process to be detailed in the Project j.
i Ac=inistration Manual to readily identify implementation of the Corporate a' ,

nuclear Quality Accurance Program requirements and responsibilities. .g
5!,

All cle=ents vill be instructed to' continue working to all ' existing '
Ni--

appmved procedures and instructions until they have been properly {
reviewed, approved with training completed to this, the Corporate Huelcar Ei.l

quclity Assurance Program Manual. ,' |5
5
=
i:2
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JL. Jones G. Kepplcr -2- August 8, 1978

.

.

All existing proced&res and instructions vill be cross-referenced throu6h ''
a published, ratrix to show the applice. tion of the Corporate Nucicar
Quality .a ssurance Progra:n Manual to the procedure and instruction icvel,
and to provide the bacis for revision of existing procedures and
in:tructions and preparation of new documents. Revision of existing

,

docunents should be accomplished by November,1978. An new documents
should be completed and effective by February,1979 -

.

- ' Very trt0y yours, -

, , ,

pl ; hgt .2* *. j.

.

Dalwyn R. Davidson
Vice President - Dgineering

.
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j THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMIR ATING COWiPANY
j ,' 3LLUMW A1WG Bt DC. e PURitC 50 VAR ( e CL(V!L AND. OHIO 44101 e I E L il' HONE (216) 6231350 e MAIL ADDRESS: P. O. Box 5000

Serving The Best Location in the Naaon
Dalwyn R. David 5on
viCE PRisiotNT . ENGINI(RING August 17, 1978

.

*Mr. J. G. Keppler
Director
United States Nuclear Regulatory Cosmission
Region III

.

799 Roosevelt Road
Glen E31yn, IL 60137

Dear Mr. Keppler:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your inspection report number
50-410/78-02 and 50-411/78-01 attached to your letter of July 13, 1978,4

which I received on July 17, 1978. This report identifies areas examined
during the inspections conducted January 24 - 26, 1978 and February 2 and
3,1978 by Messrs. I. T. Yin, K. R. Naidu, G. F. Maxwell, and C. C. Williams.

Attached to this letter is our response to the eleven (11) items of
noncompliance described in Appendix A, Notice of Violation. This resp,onse
is in accordance with the provisions of Section 2.201 of the NRC's " Rules
of Practice," part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations.

As indicated in the third paragraph of your letter, we have, in several .

instances, referenced corrective steps which we described to you in previous
correspondence and which have been observed through your subsequent inspectionsat the site. We trust that this approach, as well as our direct responses,

, vill satisfy our oblication to respond to each item identified in the Notice
l of Violation.
(

In addition, your letter, in para 6raph (5), identified a specific concern
regarding the adequacy of embedments placed in safety-related concrete
poured prior to the stop work actions associated with the Immediate Action
Letter of February 8,1978. Due to the complexity involved with providing
a thorough and comprehensive analysis, we vill respond to this concern in
a separate report. Analysis of these embedments has been initiated by
Gilbert Associates, our architect engineer. At this time we anticipate
submitting the results of this analysis for your review by December 1,1978.

Should there be any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,
. .

/ 0+,/ w
D. R. Davidson
Vice president - En6ineeringDRD: par

Attachment

ec: Quali ty Assurance J. W. Fenker W. R. OssmanMancEe .ent Corsittee G. W. Groscup P. B. Perry
R. H. McNeal J. J. Waldron



(." *
'' t

, ,

.

.

,* RESPONSE TO ENFORCEMENT ITEMS

Listed below are the responses to the noncompliances identified in Appendix A,
Notice of Violation, of the United States nuclear Regulatory Co=11ssion IE
ReportNo.50-WO/78-02;50-%1/78-01.*

-
,

-, .

I. A. Infraction
.

10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion III, states, in part, that " Measures
shall be established to assure that applicable regulatory requirements
and the design basis . . . are correctly translated into specifications,
drawings, procedures, and instructions. These measures shall include
provisions to assure that appropriate quality standards are specified
and included in design documents . . ."

Paragraph 171.3 of the Quality Assurance Program documented in the
PNPP PSAR states, in part, that " Specifications shall require vendors
to submit drawings, design data, fabrication procedures and test
results as necessary. Selected vendor documents will be reviewed
by GAI . Vendor drawings will be reviewed by GAI engineers for
consistency with technical specification requirements and the GAI
design intent."

Contrary to the above, measures were not established to assure vendor
drawings and procedures were reviewed to ascertain inclusion of
applicable regulatory and quality requirements. For example:

a. Safety Class 1, 2, and 3 piping Specifications SP-W-4549-001
and SP-527-4549-001 did not include the requirement for the piping
vendor (Pn1%n) to submit drawings, design data, and fabrication
procedures to GAI, and therefore, these documents were not being
reviewed by GAI engineers.

b. Safety Class 3 piping Specification SP-47-4549-001 contains the
requirements for the piping vendor (Pn11 man) to submit shop and
erection draaings, data sheets and fabrication procedures to GAI
for review and approval. However, drawings and other instructions
being used to install Safety Class 3 piping (vendor "take off"
drawings SP-47-001 and SP-304,.861) were not reviewed and approved
by GAI.

B. Response

Corrective actions relative to thcse matters which were identified
in your Immediate Action Letter of February 8,1978, were reviewed
on February 17 and 18,1978 and found to be acceptabic as detailed
in Uaited States Nuclear Regulatory Co:: mission IE Report No.
50-410/78-03; 50-W1/78-02, which was attached to your letter dated4

March 31,1978. Subsequently, in our letter dated May 1, 1978, we
outlined for your review the actions which had been taken.

.
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RESPONSE TO ENFORCEMENT ITEMS'

Paga 2

,.

II. A. Infraction

10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, " Activities affecting quality
chan be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or drawings,
of a type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be' accomplished in
accordance with these instructions, procedures, or drawings. Instruc-
tions, procedures, or drawings shall include appropriate quantitative
or quantative acceptance criteria for detemining that important
activities have been satisfactorily a.ccomplished."

Paragraph 17.1.5 of the Quality Assurance Program documented in the
PHPP PSAR states, .in part, "Each major participant in the project
will be required to provide documents which describe the control of
their quality-related activities. All participants, including vendors
and contractors, shall be required to perfom quality-related activities
in conformance with approved instructions,' procedures, and drawings
app 3icable to their phase of the work. Each instruction and procedure
will have a detailed description of the activity including quantitative
and qualitative acceptance criteria and provisions for documenting
the findings or results . . . CEI shall have the responsibility for
overall control of the PHPP quality. Instructions and procedures
shall be prepared by CEI or agents to describe the means for achieving
the required quality."

Contrary .o the above, CEI failed to accomplish activities in accordance
with instructions or procedures, failed to require that instructions
or procedures include quantitative or qualitative acceptance criteria
for determining that important activities have been satisfactorily
accomplished and failed to require that activities affecting quality
were prescribed by documented instructions or procedures. For
example:

On at least twelve (12) occasions since October 1976, CEIa.
Construction Quality Control (CQC) did not document deficiencies
in Nonconfomance Reports (NR's) as required by the CQC Manual;
interoffice memorandums were used instead.,

|

The CQC Manual, Section 16, Paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 states, in
i part, " Items and activities that do not conform to spdeifications,

drawings and other project requirements shall be identified,
documented and corrected. Deficiencies which affect the qua31ty,

status of material and equipment are reported on Nonconfomance
Reports (NR's) . . ."

i

b. On approximately twenty (20) occasions since April 1977, Great
,

Lakes did not document storage deficiencies in Nonconfomance ,4

Reports as required by procedure AQCP-8 and AQCP-9

Paragraph 5.1 of AQCP-8 states, in part, " Storage shall be in
accorda.nce with ANSI N 45.2.2," and AQCP-9, Paragraph 4.1, states:

i in part, "A nonconfomance report shall be initiated when
structures, systems, or components do not comply to specifications,
drawings, codes, standards and/or any delineated project acceptance
criteri a."

1

-_ _ , - . . , , , . , . . - _ _ _ , _ _ . . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . . ~ - . _ - _
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RESPONSI: TO ENFORCEMENT ITEMS-

' Paga 3

.

Great Lakes' failure to follow the requirements of AQCP-8 was
cited once previously as an item of noncompliance in IE Inspection
Report No. 50-440/77-07;50-441/77-07.

c. Eighteen (18) containers of coating mataials maintained in a *

Cannon storage area, were not identified with the appropriate
quality tags as required by the Cannon QA Program.

The Cannon QA Program, Section I, Paragraph 7.1.6 states, in
part, " Accepted materials are tagged " Accepted" and stored for
use."

d. The audit checklists, which were utilized by CEI during the
pre-award surveys of Pullen and Cannon contained specific
instructions requiring that each block /c,heckpoint be addressed
by the audit personnel and the results documented in the appli-
cable block or beside the applicable checkpoint. At least 60%
of the audit checkpoints / blocks were not completed / documented
in accordance with the specific audit checklist instructions.
The Pn11 m n audit was conducted on June 22, 1976, and the Cannon
audit was conducted on April 6, 1976. The Pullman contract for
Safety Class 3 piping was awarded on September 28, 1977, and the
Can on contract for application of coating materials was awarded
on August 11, 1976.

Pive (5) DICK Corporation QA inspection personnel, who have beene.
working at PNPP since December 1976, did not receive training
and indoctrination as required by procedure FQC-2.1.

Procedure FQC-2.1, Paragraphs 6.1.1 through 6.1.3 state, in
part, "The training program shall include: Indoctrination of
personnel with the technical objective of the project and the
NRC requirements . . . Instructions on the use of the procedures,
codes, and standards that win be used . . . The Quality Assurance
elements that are to be employed, with guidance regarding the
limitations and capabilities."

f. U. S. Testing (the test lab contractor) did not have documented
instructions or procedures to assure precision weight scales are
properly calibrated and adjusted.

g. National Engineering did not have documented instructions or
procedures to prevent the continuous placement of concrete which
has excessive slump.

,

h. The safety-related piping Manufacturing Surveillance Plan No. c33
being used by the GAI inspector at Pullman's fabrication shop
did not define lot size and did not make documented reference
to a recognized standard practice; thereby not requiring sufficient
quantitative or qualitative criteria for determining that
important activities have been satisfactorily accomplished.

._.
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B. Response

a. Corrective actions relative to this matter which was identified -
in your Imediate Action Letter of Febntary 8,1978 vere reviewed
June 6 - 9, 1978 by Mr . J. E. Konklin as detailed in United
States Nuclear Regulatory Comission'IE Report No. 50-WO/78-07;
50-%1/78-06, which was attached to your letter dated July 7,
1978. Previously, in our, letter dated nay 1, 1978, we outlined
for your review the actions which had been taken.

.

b. Corrective actions relative to this matter were detailed in, Mr.
Davidson's letter to you dated March 7,1978, whi'ch was sent in
response to your letter of February 17, 1978. This letter'!

onse to the
requested more infomation about our original resp /77-07;first violation identified in IE Report No. 50-M0
50-W1/77-07,

c. Corrective actions relative to this matter dich was identifi'ed '

in your Imediate Action Le'tter of February 8, .1978, were reviewed
February 17 and 18,1978 by Messis. C. C. Willicas and I. T.' rin
and found to be acceptable as detailed in United States Nuclear
Regulatory Commission IE Report No. 50-WO/78-03; 50-W1/78-02,
which was attached to your letter dated March 31, 1978. Subse-
quently, in our letter dated May 1, 1978, we outlined for ycur
review the actions' vhich had been taken.

.

d. The preaward surveys 'of Pulhan and Cannon were reviewed and
determined to adequately ' evaluate the quality programs. These
contractors were both. required to submit project-unique programs
sich were subsequently reviewed by CEI/QA or others. This
requirement was -esta.blished during both preaward surveys.

The specific chbek31sts used for the Pnme and Cannon preaward
,

surveys have been reviewed, and all blank areas evaluated.
Future uses of this checklist will comply with instructions on

the fom.
,

'

The particular checklist foms used were designed for auditing
manufacturers and were not required to be used by CEI/QA Procedure

,

| 8.2, Rev. 2, "CEI/QA Audit Procedure for Contractors" (which was

|
applicable at the time). CEI/QA recognized the difference between i
auditing an existing manufacturing facility and a proposed ,:

i construction site operation and issued Quauty Assurance Instruction
l 5.3, " Conducting Contractor Preaward Surveys" on December 3,1976.

(The Pullman audit was conducted in June 1976 and the Cannon audit'
was conducted in April 1976.)

~

.

J
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RESPQ:SE TO ENFORCD4ENT ITEMS-

Page 5
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#

II. B. Response
l

,

e \

c. A review of DICK Corporation's on-Site QC personnel qualifications i

was 1s.rformed. The documentation available was in accordance with l-

that required by FQC 2.1, Rev. O, DICK Corporation has committed
to having a more formal indoctrination and training program,
including indoctrination to NRC requirements, available on-site
by September 10, 1978,

f. U. S. Testing has submitted Calibration Instruction No.16
" Laboratory Scales and Balances (Mechanical)" for review and
approval by Construction Quality Engineering. Resolution of
cor:ments was accomplished during a meeting held on August 1,'

1 1978, between the licensee's representatives and U. S. Testing
Management. The letter of acceptance win be issued by August

j 14, 1978.,

g. Nathnal Engineering & Contracting Co. is revising their procc-
dure QP 10.1 " Concrete Inspection". This revised procedure is
to include the wet slump requirements and will be submitted to'

Construction Quality Engineering for review no later than, August
15, 1978. Until this procedure is approved by CqE and impicmented
by National Engineering, CQC will be perfoming 100% concrete plac-
ing inspection for this contractor.

i h. Corrective actions relative to this matter stich was identified
in your Immediate Action Letter of February 8,1978 were reviewed
February 17 - 18, 1978, by Messrs. C. C. Winiams and I.T. Yin
and found to be acceptabic as detailed in United States Nuclear.

Regulatory Commission I.E. Report No. 50-Wo/78-03; 50-M1/78-02,'

' stich was attached to your letter dated March 31, 1978. Subse-
quently, in our letter dated May 1,1978 we outuned for your
review the actions which had been taken.

III. A. Infraction*

30CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion VI states, in part, that " Measures
shall be established to control the issuance of documents, such as
instructions, procedures, and drawings, including changes thereto,
which prescribe an activities affecting quality. These measures
shall assure that documents, including changes, are ... used at the
location when the prescribed activity is perfomed."

Paragraph 17.1.6 of the Quality Assurance Program documented in the
PNPP PSAR states, in part, "The Field Construction Mana6cment OrEani-
sation Firm shall provide written procedures for the control of docu-
ments such as working drawings, specifications, procedures, and in-
structions to assure that only the latest revisions will be used for
construction and erection. Documents win be distributed in accor-
dance with approved distribution lists."

. _ -- _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ , . .



f..|. :
>

. .

RESPONSE TO EWOFCEMENT ITEMS
Pese 6.

.

III. A. Infraction, Cont.

Contrary to the above, CEI failed to ensure that National Mobile used
design Specification SP-14-4549-00, Revision VII, for batching safety-
related concrete, which was the latest applicable revision. Specifica-
tion SP-14-4549-00, Revision VII was issued on February 15, 1977,
approved on June 28, 1977, and received by National Mobile on August
5,1977, and since the date of receipt, more than 140,000 cubic yards
of concrete (uatched to SP-14-4549-00, Revision VI) have been placed.

.

QC ef The use of out-of-dite and/or unapproved procedures by site contractor
(Ost Lr_h:s Cer.ctructicn@.) was cited once previously as an item ofgC, r.oncompliance in IE Inspection No. 50-WO/-78-G6; 50-W1/78-05.

B. Response
.

Corrective actions relative to this matter which was identified in
your Ir=ediate Action Letter of February 8,1978 vere reviewed June
6 - 9, 1978 by Mr. J. E. Konklin and found to be acceptable as detailed
in United States Nuclear Regulatory Co 4 ssion I.E. Report No. 50-SO/78-07;
50-M1/78-06, dich was attached to your letter dated July 7,1978. Ad-
ditionally, in our letter dated May 1,1978, we outlined for your review
the actions which had been taken.

IV. A. Infraction

10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion VII states, in part, that " Measures shall
be established to assure that purchased . . . services, whether purchased

.

directly or through contractors and subcontractors, confom to the pro-
curement documents". .

Paragraph 1717 of the Quality Assurance Program documented in the PHPP
PSAR states, in part, "The procurement of safety class . . . services
shall be performed in accordance with written policies and procedures.
Appropriate measures will be included to evaluate procurement sources,
monitor the activities of vendors and :ontractors, and confirm that

I purchased material conforms with procurement documents . . . The programs
l of all participants shall be in accordance with the CEI Quality Program

Specifications, the CEI PNPP QA Plan and 10CFR50, Appendix B."

Contrary to the above, measures established by CEI did not assure that
J

| the purchased services of several site contractors conformed to procure-
! ment documents in that the QA programs for these contractors were not i

in accordance with 10CFR50, Appendix B. For example:

a. Great Lakes did not establish an indoctrination and trainin6 program
as required by contract Specification SP-708-4549-00.

b. PBI Industries did not establish requirements for follow-up action,
! includin6 reaudit of deficient conditions, to assure that corrective

action has been taken,

l

*
-- -- - - _ __._: .
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RESPG|SE TO ENFORCD4ENT ITD4S
* Page 7

IV. A. Infraction, Cont.

c. Cannon did not establish receipt inspection requirements to assure -

that manufacturer's test / product results, for coating materials,
conform to procurement documents prior to release of these materials
for use,

d. Pulbnan did not establish scasures to control drawings, related
design documents and procedures which were being utilized for the
installation of safety-related piping. For example:

(1) Pn11 man personnel identified a Safety. Class 3 piping installa-
tion as being in accordance with Drawings No. SP-47-001 and
No. PP-304-861; these drawings were uncontroned and unapproved.
The Architect Engineer (GAI) drawing on which these drawings
were based, did not have a drawing number, and therefore
evidence of proper approval and document control could not be
demonstrated.

(2) Pu11mnn personnel were using an unapproved checklist t,o perform
receipt inspections of material in an attempt to comply with
procedure No, X-5.

(3) Pulhan personnel possessed and were using a revision of Speci-.

fication SP-47-4549-ool, dated october 24, 1977 This document
was not available in CEI's document control center. Further,
this document was incomplete in that drawing control and ap-
proval requirements had not been established.

(4) Pullman personnel could not determine, from their records and
documents, whether or not they possessed the correct revisions
to all of the drawings maintained by them.

(5) Pullman personnel were instaHing Safety Class 3 piping without
having the applicable drawing (s) available in the area where
the work was in progress. Moreover, these personnel were not
knowledgeable as to which drawings were applicable.

B. Response

4. a. Great Lakes Construction Company has issued AQCP-16, Rev.1,
dated April 10, 1978, entitled " Indoctrination and Training of
Personnel" . This procedure was accepted by CEI Construction
Quality Assurance on April 19, 1978.
Great Lakes has begun implementation of their training program
as described by this procedure.

Full comp 11ance has been achieved.

.
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B. Response, Cont.

4. b. Correctiv9 Action Request CQA 0434 was issued on February 8,1978 '
to PBI to withdrav CEI Quality Assurance approval of PBI's safety-
related QC/QA program Field Supplement for Erection of Structural
Steel. This CAR accompanied Stop Work No. CQA-78-3.

*

The revised program document dated May n,1978 was subsequently
approved by CEI quality Assurance personnel on May 15, 1978, and
a Stop Work Release was issued to PBI (SP-85) Section X, Item B.4.,
of PBI's revised program states in part, "A reaudit of deficient
areas shall be perforced within 45 days of the initial audit."

Full compliance has been achieved.

c. Corrective actions relative to this natter which was identified
in your Immediate Action Letter of February 8,1978, were reviewed
by Mr. G. F. Maxwen and found to be acceptable as detailed in
United States Nuclear Regulatory Co= mission I.E.
Report No. 50-440/78-03; 50-441/78-02, stich was attached to your
letter dated March 31, 1978. Subsequently, in our letter dated
May 1,1978, we outlined for your review the actions stich had
been taken.

d. Corrective actions relative to this catter which was identified
in your Immediate Action Letter of February 8,1978, were reviewed
April 13 - 14,1978 by Mr. J. E. Konklin, Based on his evaluation,
CEI issued a Stop Work Release on April 14, 1978 to Pun man Power
Products which covered SP-44. With this action, the conditions
which necessitated Stop Work Notice CQA-78-01 to be issued to Pull-
man Power Products on February 8,1978, were considered to be
corrected. Subsequently, in our. letter dated My 1,1978, we out-
lined for your review the actions which had been taken.

V. A.yInfraction
10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion IX states, in part, " Measures shall be
established to assure that special processes, including velding . . .
and nondestructive testing, are controned and accomplished by qualified
procedures in accordance with applicable codes, standards, specifications,
criteria . . ."

Paragraph 1719 of the Quality Assurance Program documented in the PHPP
PSAR states, in part, "Special processes to be used durin6 the manufacture
and instanation of equipment shall be established and controned in ac-
cordance with approved procedures. Welding, . . . nondestructive examina-
tions and other processes stich require unusual care or close control
shall be performed in accordance with appropriate written procedures.
Procedures . . . will be established to meet the require =ents of appli-
cabic codes and standarde . . . or to meet the requirements of special
process specifications which win be produced for the Perry nuclear Power
Plant Project."

.

I
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Specification SP-667-4549-CO, titled " Fabrication and Delivery of Safety-
Related Embedded Steel" in Paragraphs 2:04.2 and 2:10.2 specified that
the velding activities should be perfomed and inspected respectively to-

requirements of AWS D1.1-72.

Contrary to the above, on February 3,1978, fifteen safety-related embed-
ments and structural steel colu=ns were found with veldments stich did-
not meet the requirements of the applicable code (AWS D1.1-72). For ex-
ample, identification marks were not on parts or joints showing that a
welding inspector had inspected and accepted the velds; Nelson Stud
Welds, which had been repaired by stick velding, were not tested with a-
hamer stroke and bent to an angle of 15 degrees for its original axis;
welds were of poor quality as exhibited by inadequate size, excessive,
porosity and excessive gouging as defined by the code.

B. Response

A 10CFR50 55(e) was reported 'to N.R.C. ReSion III on February 4,1978
and corrective actions relative to these matters are identified below:

(1) As e result of your findings relative to the embedment and struc-
tural steel columns, we contacted N.R.C. Region III and reported
the situation as a significant deficiency under 10CFR50.55(e) on
February 4,1978. Our March 6,1978 Interi2n Report on Nonconform-
ing Safety-Related Embedment and Structural Steel identified ccrrec-
tive actions initiated relative to this matter. .

(2) Additional corrective actions relative to this matter were detailed
in Mr. Davidson's letter to you dated May 1,1978 which was sent in
response to your Immediate Action Letter of February 8,1978.

Since that time 100% inspection of all safety-related embedments in stock
has been completed and 100% receiving inspection of all current shipments
of imbedments to the job-site is being performed. CQC Detailed Procedure
DP H.1.5, "First Line Inspection of Fabricated Embedments", including
the checklists, are being utilized to conduct embedment inspections was
reviewed by Messrs. W. Hansen and G. Phinips on June 9,1978 with no
prob 1 cms noted.

Insofar as the structural steel is concerned, the 17 reactor building
columns are being repaired and 100% magnetic particle testing of finet
velds has been initiated. The control complex steel, stich has already
been erected, has been visually inspected by Quality Inspection. In addi-
tion to that, 20% of the steel is being magnetic particle tested by PBI
under Quality Inspection supervision and utiHzing a Gilbert sampling plan. "

The annulus platform steel has been visually examined and 20% of it has
been selected for 100% magnetic particle testing at Levinson Steel. -

i



,..

.

g. .

RESPG!SE TO ENFORCIXENT ITDQ.

Paga 10
*

.

VI. A. Infraction

10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion X states, in part, that "A program for
inspection of activities affecting quality shan be established and
execu,ted . . . to verify confomance with the documented instructions,

,

procedures, and drawings for accomplishing the activity . . . Examina-
tions . . . shan be performed for each work operation where necessary
to assure quality."

Para 6raph 17.1.10 of the Quality Assurance Program documented in the
PNPP PSAR states, in part, "Each or6anization's inspection program
will adhere to the following general requirements: . . . Documented and
approved procedures will be used,to control methods and describe ac-
ceptance standards . . . Quality will be controlled by inspection or
process control or a combination of both as necessary.

Paragraph 3.8.1.6.1 5 of the PNPP PSAR states, in part, that " Require-
ments for placing and consolidating concrete are as detailed in ACI

301."

Contrary to the above:

a. On January 2h, ./78, the inspectors observed that the QC inspection
being perfomed by CEI and Great Lakes personnel during concrete
Pour No. CCO-S1/F6-599 did not verify confomance with documented
instructions and procedures (ACI 301-1972, Chapter 8.3.4; Construc-
tion quality. Control Inspection Plan No. C-01, Revision 2, SP-20,
Checklist Acepetance Criterion II.F; and Construction Quality Con-
trol Guideline No. C-4, Section IV, Revision 0) in that improper
use of vibrators was not identified and corrected.

b. On January 25, 1978, the inspectors observed that the QC inspection
being performed by National Engineering personnel during concrete .

Pour No. IBO-S1-599 did not verify confomance with documented
instructions and procedures (ACI 301-1972, Chapters 3.5 and 8.3.4;
Constniction Quality Control Inspection Plan No. C-01, Revision 2,
SP-20, Checklist Acceptance Criteria II.D and II.F; and Construc-
tion Quality Control Guideline No. C-4, Section IV, Revision 0) in
that improper use of vibrators and the use of concrete with exces-
sive slump were not identified and corrected.

B. Response

Corrective actions relative to these matters which were identified in
your Immediate Action Letter of February 8,1978, were reviewed by
Messrs. E. J. Gallagher and K. R. Naidu and found to be acceptable as
detailed in United States Nuclear Regulatory Co= mission I.E. Report

I
g g No. 50-440/78-03; 50-441/78-02, which was attached to your letter dated 3/SI ?6
g gghdMay 1,1978, we outlined for your review the actions which had been

taken.

.
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VII. A. Infraction

10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion XIII, states, in part, that " Measures -

shall be established to control the handling, storage, shipping, cican-
ing, and preservation of material and equipent in accordance with
work and inspection instructions to prevent damage or deterioration."

Paragraph 171.13 of the quality Assurance Program documentea in the
PHPP PSAR states, in part, "A program of procedures shall be impicmen-
ted to prevent damage or deterioration of material or equipent during
shipping, storage, and handling. Measures established wi31 provide
assurance of quauty preservation, from fabrication throu6h installa-
tion, to preclude deterioration or da.::26e which could adversely affect
quality."

Paragraph 4.4.2 and 51 of Great Lakes procedure AQCP-8 states, in
part, " Material identification .tess shall be affixed to bundles, packs,
boxes, cans, or individual parts or pieces in such a manner as to
assure positive identification of the material . . . Storage shall be

in accordance with ANSI N 45.2.2." .
.

Contrary to the above:

a. On January 24, 1978, approximately 20(safety-related) nut and .

bolt assemblies (concrete embedments) and 1/2 pound of weld wire
were examined. Both were found to be inadequately stored. For
example, the weld wire was laying on a wet floor end the nut and
bolt assemblies were submerged in water and were in a rusty con-
dition, contrary to Paragraph 2.7.4 of ANSI N 45.2.2-1972. Addi-
tionally, the nut and bolt assemblies were not identified with a
material identification tag as required by Great Lakes pr,ocedure

AQCP-8.

The improper storage of materials by site contractors (National
En6 neering, Pullman and Kaiser) was cited once previously as1
an item of noncompliance in I.E. Inspection Report No. 50-WO/77-07;
50-W1/77-07

b. Great Lakes has not established instnictions for inspecting safe-
ty related components in storage as required by Paragraph 6.4.2
of ANSI N 45.2.2.

CEI's failure to establish an instruction for inspecting mater-
iels (reirdorcing steel) in storage was cited once previously
as an item of noncompliance in I.E. Inspection Report No. 50-WO/
76-01;50-M1/76-01.

c. Pn11 man has not established pipe and cceponent lifting and hand-
ling procedures for site construction activities in progress.

.
-
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VII. B. Response

a. Great Lakes Construction Co. has revised their Procedure AQCP-16
" Indoctrination and Training of Personnel". This procedure now
addresses more fully the necessity of recognizing improper stor-
age of safety-related materials and the necessity of maintaining
the material identification tagging system on all items other than
reinforcing steel and e= bedded ite=s, which are controlled as

i described in VII.B.b below.

In addition, the Construction Quality Section will initiate an
evaluation of Nonconformance and Action Requests to determine
any trends associated with storage problems. Based on the re-
sults obtained, the need for additional audit and/or surveillance
of this area win be detemined and implemented as necessary to
assure that storage problems do not persist.

b. Great Lakes Construction Company AQCP-16, Rev.1, now specifical-
ly addresses storage. Pa6e 4 of Attachment 3 dated February 15,
1978 comprices a Reinforcing Steel Placement Checklist. , Page 5
of Attachment 3 comprises an embedded Metal Placement Checklist.

Additionally, GLC hired a full-time QC inspector to handle rebar,
instituted a minimum sample plan of 30% on all bars to be increased
as conditions warrant. It was determined that although these pro-
visions constituted full address of the described problems, these
measures' were still not adequate to provide full control. There-
fore, on July 1,1978, a subcontract was let to Wahib Steel which
included receipt inspection of rebar for GLC. Since Wahib Steel
has approved procedures and has perfomed effectively for other
site contractors and has sufficient manpower to effectively con-

| trol rebar re'ceipt, full compliance has now been achieved.

c. Corrective actions relative to this matter which was identified
in your Immediate Action Letter of February 8, T fl8, were reviewed
on February 17 - 18, 1978 and found to be acceptable as detailed
in United States Nuclear Regulatory Co= mission I.E. Report No.
50-440/78-03; 50-441/78-02, which was attached to ycur letter
dated March 31, 1978. Subsequently, in our letter dated May 1,
1978, we outlined for your review the actions which had been taken.

|
|

.

9

|
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VIII. A. Infraction

10CFR50, Appendix B, 'Critericn XV, states,-in part, tht " Measures
shall be established to control materials, parts or components stich
do not confom to requirements . . . These measures shall include,
as appropriate, procedures for identification, documentation, segre-
gation, disposition, and notification to affected organizations."

Paragraph 17.1.15 of the Quality Assurance Prcgram documented in
the WPP PSAR states, in part, " Measures shall be included in the CEI
PHPP QA Program to control nonconfo=ing materials, parts or
components. . . QA Programs shall be required of vendors and con-
tractors of safety class equipent and will include measures for

~ identification, documentation, segregation, disposition and notifi-
cation to affected organizations of nonconforming materials, parts
or components."

Paragraph 6.1.4 of National Engineering procedure QP 15.1 states,
in part, " Nonconforming items shall be ta6ged and segregated stere
ever possible per Section 6.6." .

Contrary to the above:

National Engineering failed to document voids on concrete placement .

IBO-W-43-597 (intemediate building) on a Nonconfomance Report (NR)
and identify the specific area with a nonconformance tag or other
means. Furthermore, the following areas where voids existed and
which were documented on NRs had not been identified with noncon-
formance tags or other means: Section 26-26, at approximate eleva-
tion 580 feet; Section 22-22, at approximate elevation 581 feet -
6 inches; and Four No. IBO-W-15-597

.

B. R'esponse
,

Nonconformance Reports NECC 92, dated January 25, 1978, and NECC 98,
dated February 11, 1978, were issued to document the conditions
described above. !!dditionally, on major wall surface defects, hold
tags are being attached to the exposed rebar and the nonconfoming
portions are being painted, i

HECC Procedure QP 151, "Nonconformance Report Control", has been
revised, approved by Construction Quality Engineering, and implemen-
ted by the contractor. In part, this revision provides greater es-
phasis on the necessity of tagging for the purpose of establishing
status of nonconfoming items.

~

Full compliance has been achieved.

i

.

.m.. . , . . _ _ . . . 3'-
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IX. A. Infraction

10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, states in part, that " Measures
shall be established to assure that conditions adverse to quality,
such as . . . deficiencies, deviations, defective material and equip-
ment, and nonconformances are promptly identified and corrected. In
the case of significant conditions adverse to quality, the neasures
chan assure that the cause of the condition is determined and cor-
rective action taken to preclude repetition."

*

Paragraph 17.1.16 of the Quality Assurance Program documented in the
MfPP PSAR states, in part, "A plan for corrective action has been
estabushed for the RIPP to assure that conditions adverse to quality
such as failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective
material and equipment, and nonconformances are promptly identified
and corrected. Participant's programs shall be in accordance with
the CEI EIPP QA Plan and 10CFR50, Appendix B. In the case of signi-

ficant' conditions adverse to quality, reasures shall assure that the
cause of the condition is determined a"d that corrective action vin
be taken to preclude repetition". .

Contrary to the.above, Great Lakes weekly storage inspection records'

reveal continuing storage prob 1 cms since April,1977, (a period of
10 months) and measures were not taken to assure the cayse of this .

problem was detennined and corrective action taken to preclude repe-
tition. For example, storage problems were found relating to embeds
on 15 weekly reports, to reinforcing steel on n week 2,y reports, and
to anchor bolts on 2 weekly reports.

B. Response

Corrective action relative to this matter were detailed in14r. David-
son's letter to you dated 14 arch 7,1978 in item 1, which vac sent in
response to your letter of February 17,~1978.

The 14 arch 7,1978 response was in answer to a similar problem which
you had identified in your December 19, 1977 report. The current
problem identified in this report was observed during your January
216 - 27, 1978 and February 2 - 3, 1978 inspections, we trust that
our response of 14 arch 7,1978 win be satisfactory for both cases.

.

e
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X. A. Infraction

10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, states, in part, that "The audits
shall be performed in accordance with the written procedures or check-
lists by appropriate 3,y crained personnel.not having direct responsibi-
lities in the areas being audited . . . Follow-up action including re-
audit of deficient areas, shall be taken where indicated".

Paragraph 17.1.18 of the Quality Assurance Program documented in the
PHPP PSAR states, in part, " Audit procedures will include: responsi-
bilities assigned, audit frequencies, reporting criteria and levels
of management to receive and assess audit findings . . . Findings will
be noted and response checked to ensure resolution of the findings . .
. CEI procurement documents shall require that contractors and vendors
provide for audit of safety class items within the scope of the acti-
vities. These vill be internal audits intended to provide evaluation
of their functions."

Contrary to the above:

a. Cannon did not conduct an internal project audit within the first
three months of operation at PNPP, as required by the Cannon QA
Program.

The Cannon QA Program, Section IV, Paragraph 4.1.1.1 states, in
part, "The first internal project audit is scheduled within the .

first three months of operation of the project in order to assure
the Project Quality Control Program is being effectively acminister-
ed to assure quality."

b. Three Audit Action Requests pertaining to U.S. Testing which were
written by CEI, did not have sufficient follow-up action to as-
sure that prompt corrective action was taken. For ex. ample, follow-

,

up action by CEI wrs not taken until 10 months after the date of

| the audit (October 7,1976) and as of the date of this inspection
| (16 months after the audit), follow-up action by CFI was still in-

complete. CEI had specified an action due date of October 21, 1976,
for these items.

I
c. CEI failed to conduct an audit to verify that the reco= mended

| corrective action has been taken relative to National Engineering
NR's No. 67 and No. 76. In both cases, the cause of the noncon-
romances was identified to be inadequate vibration and recommended
action to prevent recurrence was to instruct the foreman and in-
spection personnel how to properly use vibrators. This same con-
dition was observed by the RIII inspectors during concrete pours

CCo-S1/S6-599 and IBO-S1-599

CEI's failure to verify that the reco= mended corrective action had
been taken by a site contractor (Pnmnn) was cited (egainst
Criterion XVI) once previously as an item of noncompliance in I.E.
Inspection Report No. 50-WO/77-07; 50-M1/77-07

.

|-
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X. B. Response

Corrective actions relative to this matter which was iden.tified ina.
your Immediate Action Letter of Februcry 8,1978, were reviewed by
Messrs. C. C. Winiams and I. T. Yin and found to be acceptable as
detailed in United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission I.E. Report
No.50-SO/78-03;50-W1/78-02,which was attached to your letter
dated March 31, 1978. Subsequently, in our letter dated May 1,
1978, we outlined for your review the actions stich had been taken,

b. All Audit Action Requests open since 1976 are now closed out.
On March 31, 1978, a policy statement vaa issued by the Senior
Engineer in charge of Construction Quality Assurance. This state-
ment described the follow-up actions which would be necessary to
close overdue Audit Action Requests. On June 20, 1978, all Quality
Engineers were issued a memo describing a method of closer tracking
stich would necessitate a bi-monthly review of open Audit Action
Requests. .

CQSP 1603, dated May 1,1978, requires a conthly review of the
applicable Action Request Status logs by the Quality Control Super-
visor and the Quauty Engineering Supervisor to insure fellow-up
activities are being performed in a timely manner.

'

Full compliance has been achieved.

c. As a result of this infraction, vibrator indoctrination and train-
ing has been performed for each safety-related concrete placement-

at Perry Nuclear Power Plant by the Site Organization Construction
quality Control element since February 28, 1978. This activity
will be continued until the applicable contractors adequate 3y ad-
dress this subject in their QA programs.

Additionally, in accordance with the CEI co=mitment in their response
| to your Immediate Action Letter of February 8,1978, Construction
l Quality Ersincering has audited this area in their audits of concrete

placements,

t

k - ,. . . _ . _ _ _ _
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XI. A. Infraction*

loCFR50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII, states, in' part, that " Sufficient
records shall be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting
quality. The records shall include . . . the results of reviews, in-
spections, tests, audits . . . The records shall also include closely
related data such as qualifications of personnel".

Paragraph 171.17 of the Qiality Assurance Program documented in the
PHPP PSAR states, in part, " Approved procedures shall establish and
control the QA records program of each participant responsible for
quality. The QA records relating to cualification of procedures, equip-
ment and personnel win be retained in addition to the results of in-
spection, tests, reviews, audits and material certifications".

Contrary to the above:

QA records relating to qualification of one of Cannon's personnel,a.
who had been applying coating materials to safety-related structures,

' were incomplete in that they were not' signed off by designated com-
pany individuals.

'

b. The physical examination records for the Cannon site quality control
manecer, who has been performing inspection functions at Perry Units
1 and 2, were not on file in the site quality assurance office as
required by the Cannon QA Program.

.

The Cannon QA Program, Section V, Paragraphs 17.1.1, 17 1.1.14, and
171.3 state, in part, " Quality Assurance Records Generated on the
Perry Nuclear Power Plant site are ... OBC-N-25 . . . Bysical Exam-
ination Records . . . The original of an records are stored in a
locked fire-proof cabinet in the site Quality Assurance office."

The failure to maintain onsite the qualification records of a site
contractor's (National Mobile) QA/QC manager was cited once pre-
viously as an item of noncompliance in I.E. Inspection Report
50440/76-01;50-441/76-01.

B. Response

Corrective actions relative to these matters which were identified in
your Immediate Action Letter of February 8,1978, were reviewed on
February 17 - 18, 1978 and found to be acceptable as detailed in United
States Nuclear Regulatory Co= mission I.E. Report No. 50-440/78-03;
50-441/78-02, which was attached to your letter dated March 31, 1978.
Subsequently, in our letter dated May 1,1978, we outlined for your
review the actions which had been taken.

.

e
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.

Dalwyn R. Davidson
VICE PRE $lDENT . ENGINEERING .

September 114, 1978*

.

Mr. J. G. Keppler
Director
United States Nuclear Re6ulatory

Com4ssion
' *

Region III

799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, Illinois 601-37

Dear Mr. Keppler:

This letter is intended.to provide more information relative to our response
to your Inspection Report number 50-%0/78-02 and 50 M1/78-01 attached to
your letter of July 13, 1978. On August 30, 1978 Mr. Konklin indicated to
Mr. Lactovka that our response dated August 17, 1978, did not describe
changes to the canagement control system that have been implemented or
planned to ensure that tne Perry Nuclear Power Plant can 'Oe, built safely
and according to requirements, nor did we provide sufricient information
relative to Ites 14, Appendix A, Hotice of Violation.

In our May 1,1978 letter responding to your Immediate Action Letter dated
February 8,1978, we described, on pages 3 through 5, carious actions which
had been taken to improve the management control systen as part of our
response to Immediate Action Letter, Item 8. Specifically, these ite=s

cover the following areas:

a) A special QA Task Force of objective experts to audit and
j evitlunte our program and reco= mend corrective action.

b) A revised QA Manual.

c) A restructured QA Department with authority to resolve
I problems.

d) A revised and consolidated Site Quality Manual.

e) A QA Advisory Co cittee established to guide QA policy.

f) Scheduled quarterly reviews with CEI top management on quality
program progress.

.

-
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Mr. J. G. Keppler -2- Septe=ber 14, 1978 .

.

Also, on page 6 of our letter, ve outlined actions deemed necessary, but
r.ot co=pleted as of May 1,1978.

With reference to number 1 on page 6, the Corporate Nuclear Quality Assurance
Manual was issued with an effective date of August 7,1978. A Project
Administration Manual is under development to supplement the corporate
program. The Project Ad=inistration Manual is scheduled, to be issued in
late September 1978. -

With respect to nu=ber 2, a total restructuring of Nuclear Quality Assurance
Department supervisory personnel has been completed which ranges from
Department Manager to First-Line Supervisors. Including two intemediate
=anage=ent positions filled with experienced supervisory personnel to provide
line supervision and improve coordination of interface with other departments.

In addition to the changes in department organization end personnel,
important adjustments (Items 3, 4 and 5), have been made in the management
control systems to provide closer management direction, i= proved program
effectiveness evaluation, and tighter, more consistent control of procured
items and services.

'

These adjustments include:

.

a) Relocation of all CEI Perry Project management and personnel
in Nuclear Engineering, Plant and Substation Engineering,
Quality Assurance, and Purchasing to the construction site.

b) Establishment of a Quality Assurance Advisory Co=mittee
consisting of QA Managers from GAI, KEI, to perform
investigations, evaluations, and program management advice
to the HQAD Manager. -

c) Establishment of an HQAD Program effectiveness evaluation
systemconsistingofinformation/analysisinputfromthree

,

sources: QA department supervision, Quality Administration
overview and trend analysis, and QA Advisory Co==ittee
investigations and studies.

.

! d) Increased executive management involvement has been effected
by:

- Monthly meetings of the Vice-President of Engineering
with the NQAD Manager and the QA Advisory Co==ittee.

- Monthly meetings of the Executive Vice-President, Vice-
President of Engineering, and.Vice-President of Adminis-
trative Services with the managers of NQAD and NED.

.
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.

- Quarterly meetings of. the Chaiman of the Board and
President with the Executive Vice-President, Vice-
President of Engineering, Vice-President of Administrative
Services, and managers of IQAD and NED.

e) The Construction Quality Engineering audit program has been
revised to ensure appropriate and consistent address to all
the criteria of 10CFR50, Appendix B. The Quality Adminis-
tration element of the Program Quality Section has been assigned
the responsibility of reviewing these and all other CEI audit
reports and coordinating the implementation and effectiveness
assessment for the audit program.

f) A procedure and records element headed by a general supervisor
has been established within NED to effect and i:..plement

integrated project policy and assure, through reviews,
consistency and appropriate interface in Corporate Procedures
and Instructions,

g) A policy of increased flexibility in administering and enforcing
contractor quality requirements is being implemented to allow
either supplementing contractor corporate quality responsibilities,
such as nonconfor=ance trenct analysis, or assumption of specific
responsibilities, such as first-line inspection. This direct
support prevents demands on contractors to establish and implement
QA progra=s beyond their proven capability.

.

If there are further questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

* bM . >j
,

D. R. Davidson
Vice President - Engineering

DRD:ge

*

ec: J. W. Fenker
G. W. Groscup

W. R. Ossman
P. B. Perry

J. J. Waldron
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA "

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIO,N, DEc-6 NO Mg

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
;X Vikk

ggEU{}{hCH00C
In the Matter of )

THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING ) Docket Nos. 50-400
COMPANY, et al. ) 50-441

(Perry Nuclear Power Plant, )
Units 1 and 2) )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
.

This is to certify that copies of-the foregoing

" Applicants' Answer in Support of NRC Staff's Motion for

Summary Disposition of Issue No. 3" and " Affidavit of Murray R.

Edelman and Ronald L. Farrell In Support of NRC Staff's Motion

For Summary Dicposition of Issue Number 3", were served by

deposit in the U.S. Mail, First Class, postage prepaid, this

third day of December, 1982, to all those on the attached

Service List.*/

am 4/-

'Harry Hf Glasspiegpl

Dated: December 3, 1982.
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~ Copies of the foregoing were also hand-delivered to the Licensing

Board on December 3, 1982.
.
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' ' UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
1

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of )
'

)
THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ) Docket.Nos. 50-440
ILLUMINATING COMPANY ) 50-441

)
(Perry Nuclear Power Plant, )
Units 1 and 2) )

:

SERVICE LIST

Peter B. Bloch, Chairman Atomic Safety and Licensing
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Appeal Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555*

Dr. Jerry R. Kline Docketing and Service Section
,

At'mic Safety and Licensing Board Office of the Secretaryo
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 - Washington, D.C. 20555

l Mr. Frederick J. Shon James M. Cutchin, IV, Esquire-

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Office of the Executive
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Legal Director
Washington, D.C. 20555 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555
Christine N. Kohl, Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Ms. Sue Hiatt
Appeal Board OCRE Interim Representative

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 8275 Munson Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20555 Mentor, Ohio 44060

Dr. John H. Buck Daniel D. Wilt, Esquire
Atomic Safety and Licensing Post Office Box 08159

Appeal Board Cleveland, Ohio 44108
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Donald T. Ezzone, Esquire

Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
Gary J. Edles, Esquire Lake County Administration Center
Atomic Safety and Licensing * 105 Center Street
Appeal Board Painesville, Ohio 44077

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 John G. Cardinal, Esquire

Prosecuting Attorney
Atomic Safety and Licensing Ashtabula County Courthouse

Board Panel Jefferson, Ohio 44047
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Terry Lodge, Esquire

915 Spitzer Building
Toledo, Ohio 43604

!

-- - - - . _ ,. -- . - _ . - - . - _ .- . - - - _ - _ - . -_ -- . - .


