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Walter Shewski is Commonwealth Edison Company's Cor-
porate Manager of Quality Assurance.

Edison's QA department conducted three audits and four
surveillances of the Reinspection Program. Additional
surveillances were performed to close out audit findings
and observations. In addition, throughout much of 1983,
Quality Assurance personnel attended weekly meetings
held with contractors involved with the Reinspection
Progrim. Mr. Shewski's testimony describes the scope,
results, and corrective action, if any, for each of the
audits and surveillances of the Reinspection Program,
with particular attention to Hatfield, Hunter and PTL.

Edison's QC department directed PTL to conduct a

special Unit Concept Inspection of a sample of attributes
reinspected by site contractors during the Reinspection
Program. This special inspection provides an additional
level of confidence that the contractors' QC personnel
were performing adequate reinspections under the Rein-
spection Program., Mr. Shewski describes the qualifica-
tions of the PTL overinspectors, how the work to be
inspected was selected, and the results of the special
Unit Concept Inspection as they pertain to Hatfield

and Hunter Reinspection Program implementation. The
reproducibility of Hatfield's and Hunter's results by
PTL demonstrates that no favoritism was shown to any
particular inspector during the feinspection Program.
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IV. One PTL inspector involved in the Reinspection Program
failed to achieve the acceptance threshold at the end
of both the first and second three month periods. A
thorough review of his certification package showed
that it was complete and accurate.

Y. Mr. Shewski's testimony describes the steps taken by
Edison's QA department to ensure that reliable Rein-
spection Program records were maintained by site con-
tractors. He concludes that there is no evidence that
the certification records of QC and QA personnel or
the Reinspection Program results are inaccucate or
unreliable.

VI. Mr. Shewski concludes as follows:

A, That the Reinspection Program was properly
implemented in accordance with the Program
requirements;

B. That the personnel performing the reinspec-
tions were properly qualified and were not
reinspecting their own work; and

. That the Program results were properly pro-
cessed and evaluated and that the corrective
actions for the deficiencies identified in
the Edison QA audits were appropriate and
adequate to resolve the audit concerns.

VII. Mr. Shewski describes the scope of the work performed
by PTL at Byron, including nondestructive testing of
welds, concrete testing, aggregate testing, concrete
expansion anchor inspection and testing, soils testing,
calibration, bolting inspection, and overinspections of
work already inspected by site contractors. In addi-
tion, since 1982, PTL has been performing Unit Concept
Inspections.

VIII.Mr. Shewski finally describes the extent of Edison's QA
oversight of Hatfield, Hunter and PTL since August
1983, Edison's program of audits and surveillances
continued to be actively and intensely performed to
identify problems, ensure that requirements are ful-
filled and verify that inspection and testing of
facilities were performed, reviewed and accepted by
properly qualified personnel.
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Q.1. State your full name

A:X, Walter J. Shewski

9.2, By whom are you employed?

A.d. Commonwealth Edison Company

Q.3. In what capacity?

A.3. I am the Corporate Manager of Quality Assurance for

the Company.

Q.4. Have you previously testified in this proceeding?

A.4. Yes.

Q.5. On what date?

3. My prior testimony was bound into the transcript of

March 28, ]983.



Q.6.

A.6.

9.7.
A.7.

Q.8.

Is the statement of your professional qualifications
appended to your previous direct testimony still
accurate and complete?

Yes.

Please describe the scope of your present testimony.
The scope of my testimony is a description of (1) the
activities of Commonwealth Edison Company's Qualtiy
Assurance Department in the conduct of the quality
control inspector reinspection program ("reinspection
program”) which was conducted at the Byron Station;
(2) the results ¢f an examination of the certification
package of the one quality control inpsector (employed
by PTL) who did not achieve a "passing" grade in the
reinspection; (3) the steps taken to assure that the
documentation of the Quality Control Inspector reine-
spection program was accurate and reliable; (4) a de-
scription of the scope of PTL's inspection activities
at the Byron site; and (5) the extent of CECo's quali=-
ty assurance oversight of Hunter, Hatfield and PTL
since the previous close of the reccrd in this pro-

ceeding August, 1983.

What is your personal involvement in the Quality
Assurance Department’'s activities in connection with

the reinspection program?



After the formulation of the program in February,
1982, I reviewed and evaluated reports and surveil-
lances prepared by quality assurance personnel and I
reviewed the inspection reports on the reinspection
program prepared by the NRC Staff. In addition I pre-
pared a portion of the report on the reinspection pro-
gram; more specifically Chapter IV which describes
Quality assurance activities in connection with the

reinspection program and Appendix E.

Please describe generally the activities of the Qua-
lity Assurance Department in connection with the rein-
spection program in so far as that program reviewed
the qualifications of guality control inspectors em-
ployed by Hatfield Electric Company ("Hatfield"),
Hunter Company ("Hunter") and Pittsburgh Testing
Laboratory ("PTL").

Through the course of the reinspection program (Feb-
ruary, 1983 through the conclusion of the program)
Quality Assurance conducted 3 audits and 4 survei.-
lances of the reinspection program. Additional sur-
veillances were perfurmed to close out audit findings
and observations. These audits and surveillances are
discussed in detail in subsequent portions of my tes-

timony. Two of these audits involved the activities



Q.10.

of all site contractors including Hunter and

Hatfield. The third dealt with Hatfield alone. Three
of the 4 surveillances dealt with the activities of
Hatfield and the other one involved the disposition of
an interpretation of the reinspection program ini=-

tiated by Hunter.

Did the Quality Assurance Department participate in
any other activities concerning the reinspection pro-
gram?

Yes. Concurrent with the start of the reinspection
program in late March, 1983, weekly meetings were held
with contractors involved with the reinspection pro-
gram until mid-September, 1983. The purpose of the
meetings was to resclve any questions that the con-
tractors had relative tc implementation of the
reinspection program, to obtain information on the
progress made by each contractor on a weekly basis.
Quality Assurance was present a- a majority of these
meetings. Either the QA Superintendent or a desig-
nated QA representative involved with the recertifica-
tion/reinspection attended the meetings. During the
meetings, questions arose relative to the implementa=-
tion of the reinspection program, many of which

resulted in documented interpretations that were



Q.11.

A.l1l1.

Q.12.

Q.13.

acceptable to Site Quality Assurance. The QA audit
performed in June, 1983 provided formal documentation

of acceptance of the existing interpretations.

What other activities of the Quality Assurance Depart-
ment took place in connection with the reinspection
program?

The QA Department directed Pittsburgh Testing Labora-
tory ("PTL") to conduct a special Unit Concept Inspec-
tion of a sample of attributes reinspected by site
contractors during the reinspection program. This
special Unit Concept Inspection, which is discussed in
detail later in my testimony, was designed to deter=-
mine whether the results reported in the reinspection
program were reliable and valid. This was done by

reinspecting again the work ¢f the site contractors.

Please identify the surveillances of the reinspecticen
program by number.

The surveillances are identified ac #5682 dated
1/21/84, #5700 dated 1/23/84, #5753 dated 2/2/84 and
#5811 dated 2/21/84.

.
Please describe the scope, results and corrective

action, if any, for Surveillance #5682.



Q.14.

A.l4.

Surveillance #5682 (Attachment A) reviewed the tally-
ing accuracy of the reinspection results for a
Hatfield inspector's first ninety (90) days of inspec-
tions after his certification in the visual welding
area. The reinspection record and the third party
concurrence for 20% of the weld travelers were
reviewed. With the exception of one weld traveler,
the results given were accurate. For the one weld
traveler, the number of welds rejected by the Hatfield
inspector totalled '8 not 28. The correction was made
to the data base. 'he error did not impact true

rejectability as determined by the third party.

Flease describe the scope, results and corrective
action, if any, for Surveillance #5700.

Surveillance #570C (Attachment B) was a review of
Interpretation 19 which provided concurrence to

(1) use AWS D1.1-82, Articles 2.3.2 and 2.3.2.1 for
inspection of fillet welds, and (2) to allow a vari-
arnce of up to .025" ﬁndcrnizo as accejptaole when
inspecting fillet weld size. This varietion was
deemed acceptable because of varying accuracy between
gauges employed by Hunter Corporation. Quality Assure

ance determined from the information prcvided that



this interpretation is reasonable and would not affect

the validity of the inspection results.

Please describe the scope, results and corrective
action, if any, for Surveillance #5753,

Surveillance #5753 (Attachment C) dated February 2,
1984 again reviswed the issuance and processing of

fi 13 problem .heets by Fatfield. The use of these
shents had fir:t been identified .s a problem in Audit
6-83-66 (see Answer 19). This surveillance wa: under-
taken to confirm that Hatfield was continuing to use
field problem sheets to identify problems needing
attention and not as a substitute for discrepancy or
noncenformance reports. Varicus field problem sheets
were reviewed. It was fcund that they were correctly
being written by Hatfield P: duction to Hatfield Engi-
neering describing problems which prevented installae-
tion per the design document and that no field problem
sheets were being used in lieu of deficiency reports.
Also, it was found Hatfield was documenting deficien-
Cles using the deficiency report and nonconformance
system as provided in their procedure. No deficien-
Cies were identified and no further corrective action

as a result of this surveillance was required.



Q.17.

A.17.

Q.18.

A.18.

Please describe the scope, results and corrective
action, if any, for Surveillance #5811.

Surveillance #5811 (Attachment D) was a review to
verify the accuracy of the data tabulated by Hatfield
in connection with the Reinspection Program. The nine
(9) attributes reinspected by Hatfield were visual
welding, conduit, cable termination, equipment setting
and modification, bolting and cable pan hanger and
cable pan inspections and all were checked. Tabula-
tion errors were identified and corrected. The cor-
rections did not affect the final results. It was
found that the Reinspection Program result. invelving

there nine (9) attributes were acceptably tabulated.

Are the auvdits of the reinspection program identified
by number?

Yes. They are identified as #6-83-66, #6-83-93 and
#6-83-124.

What was the scope, findings and observations of audit
#6-83-667

Audit #6-83-66 is in evidence as Intervenors Exhibit
29. That exhibit describes the scope of the audit,

its findings and observations. For the conveniencs2 c¢f



Q.19.

A.19.

the "ovard and the parties that audit is attached to my

testimony as Attachment E.

Please describe how the findings directed at the
activities of Hatfield, Hunter and PTL in audit
#6-83-06 were resolved.

Finding #1 Part A applies to Hunter; Finding #1 Part B
applies to Hatfield; and Finding #1 Part C applies to
PTL.

Finding #1 Pact A identified two potential problems
which could have affected the analysis of reinspection
results. The first item involved the use of field
problem sheets rather than a discrepancy report by
Hunter. Quality Assurance Surveillance #5189 (Attach-
ment F) dated 10/12/83 verified that discrepancy
reports had been inititated for the supports identie
fied in Finding #1 Part A as reqguired by Hunter's proe-

cedures.

The second problem identified in Finding #1 Part A was
concerned with the reinspection of bolted connections
by Hunter. This item was dispositioned by a letter
from Sargent & Lundy which stated "flange bolt torque
values will relax over time" and thus are not repro=

ducible.



Finding #1 Part B identified the fact that Hatfield
was uting field problem sheets to resolve discrepan-
Cies identified during reinspections for the conduit
and termination attributes. Quality Assurance Sur-
veillance #5202 Rl (Attachment C) identified that
HECo. NCR #674 was written to disposition a deficient
item discovered during the reinspection process which
had previously been the subject of a field problem

sheet,

Finding #1, Part C identified the fact that PTL had
not yet transmitted inspection reports generated dure-
ing the Reinspection Program to the appropriate cone
tractors. These inspection reports described dise
crepant conditions in work performed by other contrace
tors, but inspected by PTL. TL was working on the
premise that reports with nonconforming conditions
would be reported to the contractors upon completion
©f the Program. Upon being advised during the auditu
to immediately transmit nonconforming reports to the
appropriate contractors after ccnzurrence by the
independent third party inspector, PTL began and cone
tinued transmitiing such report: ar they were pre~
pared. No further corrective action was required.
Quality Assurance surveillance 4939 (Attachment H)
described the corrective action taken to close this

audit finding.

.10.



Q.20.

A.20.

Q.21.

A.21.

Were nonconformance reports issued as a result of any
audit finding of Audit #6-83-66 included in a trend
analysis program?

Hatfield issued NCR-674 for an isolated problem deal-
ing with a relay which was eventually determined to be
a temporary installation. This NCR was included in
the 1983 third quarter trend analysis by Hatfield.

All other NCRs initiated as a result of discrepancies
observed during the reinspection program were included

in trend analyses.

Please describe huw the cbservations directed at the
activities of Hatfield and Hunter in audit #6-83-66
were resolved.

Observation #1 applies to Hunter and Hatfield. The
Hunter porticn of Observation #1 was closed by Quality
Assurance Surveillance #5188 dated 10/12/83 (Attache=
ment I). The surveillance stated "per R. B. Klinger,
CECo FCD, the Hunter Corporation application of inter-
pretation #2 is correct." Interpretation #2 was a
clarification of the term inaccessible as used in the
reinspection program. The Hatfield portion of Obser=
vation #1 was similar in nature to the Hunter item ani
was closed by Quality Assurance Surveillance #5210
dated 10/14/83 (Attachment J). Hatfield researched
the inspections termed inaccessible. Hatfield

elle



response dated 8/4/83 to Audit 6-83-66 clarified that
some inspections identified as inaccessible were
actually rot recreatable. In both instances, it was
not possible to redo the inspections that were ini-

tially performed.

Observation #2 applies to Hatfield. Quality Assurance
Surveillance #5211 (Attachment K) dated 10/14/83 docus
ments the fact that Hatfield determined that the fire-
proofing had been removed and the original hanger
inspection did include verification of the connection
detail. The inclusion of connection detail verifica-
tion with the proper inspection to be reinspected

assured that this reinspection was properly performed.

Observation #3 applies to Pittsburgh Testing Laborae
tery. Quality Assurance Surveillance #4939 (Attach-
ment L) dated 8/26/83 documen:s that after complete
review of certification packages o7 inspectors in-
volved with the Reinspection Projram that only one PTL
inspector had two inspection cercifications. They
covered visual weld inspection and concrete expansion
anchor installation inspection. Only visual weld
inspection was covered by the Neinspection Program as
concrete expansion anchor torque checks are not
recreatable. Thus, thers was no deficiency and no

further corrective action was required.

e12e



Observation #5 Part A applies to Hunter. In the case
of Hunter, Quality Assurance Surveillance #5137
(Attachment M) documents the expansion of three
inspectors' data base to include all their work during
employment. For two of the inspectors, the minimum
sample size could not be achieved but were deemed
acceptable based on the fact that all their inspec=
tions of this attribute during employment were reine
spected and their original inspections of cther
attributes were found to be acceptable under the Reine

spection Program,

Observation #8 applies to Hatfield. Observation #8 was
& situation in which Hatfield was gathering data con-
cerning an inspection which was actually not recreats
able. Conduit bolt torque could not be reinspected.
Bolt count was a portion of the original belt torqgue
inspection. Surveillance #5210 (Attachment J) docu~
ments the fact that since torqgue checks were not withe
in the reinspection program, bolt counts would alsc be
excluded. Since the original inspector and the indie-
vVidual reviewing his inspection reports were no longer
employed by Hatfield, there were no means available to
identify which conduit bolts were subject to the orige

inal inspection.

«13-



Q.22.
A.22.

Q.23.
A.23.

Q.24.
A.24.

When was Audit #6-83-93 conducted?
Audit #6-83-93 (Attachment N) was conducted between
November 14 and November 17, 1983.

What was the reason for that audit?
The purpose of Audit 6-83-93 was to assure that con-
clusions drawn from the Byron Reinspection Program

were valid and reliable.

Please describe the Audit Program.

For each of the 7 contractors involved in the rein-
spection program a review was conducted of the a)
correction of discrepanciers b) expansion of an
inspector's reinspection sample size and the number of
inspectors to be inspected upon a failure to pass the
acceptance criteria, ¢) independence of the reinspec-
tion program reinspection personnel and d) accuracy of
results reported in the Interim Report to NRC. Also,
the design basis for the Sargent & Lundy evaluations
of the visual weld discrepancies, the qualification of
the individuals who perform the third party review of
subjective deficiencies and the adequacy of the basis
for Interpretations established by the Project Con-
struction Department were reviewed during the course

of the audit.

-lde



Q.25.

A.25.

What were the results of audit 6-83-93 as concerns the
activities of Hatfield, Hunter and PTL?

One audit finding was applicable to PTL. After imple=-
mentation of Interpretation 11, PTL had changed the
deficient status of some welds that previcusly had
received third party concurrences for true rejectabil-
ity without allowing the independent third party
inspector to concur or disagree with the changes. The
completed corrective action for this Finding was the
resubmittal to the third party inspector of the rein-
spection reports that changed the deficient status of
welds rejected for reason other than those addressed
by Interpretation 11. Also, the contractors were
advised to carefully watch that such second inspec-
tions are not done without allowing the third party to
concur or disagree. This corrective action was docu-

mented in CECo Surveillance 5696 (Attachment 0).

No audit findings or observations were identified for
Hunter or Hatfield. There was, however, one minor
misunderstanding by Hatfield regarding the timing of
submission of confirmed weld discrepancies to Sargent
and Lundy for engineering evaluation. Any confirmed
weld discrepancies resulting from this third party re-
view were to be submitted to engineering for evalua-

tion and disposition under a Commonwealth Edison none

.15.



A.27.

Q.28.

conformance report rather than issue Hatfield defi-
ciency reports. Hatfield deficiency reports were used
to disposition objective deficiencies identified by
the Reinspection Program. The use of a Commonwealth
Edison Company nonconformance report insured that no
repair of the discrepant weld would take place prior
to the engineering evaluation. Hatfield was document-
ing welding inspection deficiencies on inspection
reports and weld maps and accumulating them after
third party review. All weld discrepancies were being
identified and controlled on weld traveller cards as
well as being reported to Project Construction for
inclusion in weekly computerized status updating of
the Reinspection Program results. During the audit a
Commonwealth Edison Company nonconformance report was
issued to engineering covering the weld deficiencies
identified during the Reinspection Program by Hatfield
and confirmed as deficiencies by the third party
reviewer. Issuance of the NCR insured that Sargent

and Lundy engineering evaluation would be initiated.

Audit #6-83-124 (Attachment P) was conducted between

August 24 and September 1, 1983,

Why was this audit conducted?

-16.



A.2¢.

Q.29.
A.29.

The purpose of Audit 6-83-124 was to verify proper
implerentation of Hatfield's QA Program as applicable
to the QC Inspector Reinspection Program. This audit
specifically examined welding and Hatfield's method-

ology of rexnspeétion in this area.

What was the scope of this audit?

The scope of this audit included the following:
A. Inspection

B. Inspection, Test, and Operating Status

C. QA Records

The audit consisted of field and record reviews to
determine whether Hatfield had adeguate traceability
of weld travelers to installations in the field. Weld
travelers are the document setting forth the basic
characteristics of welds on a particular connection as
well as its inspection history. The reviews were
accomplished by retrieving weld travelers for a com-
pcnent from Hatfield and then going into the field to
determine which weld travaslers ccrresponded to which

weld on the component. Rii~e welcirs identify welds on
assigned to them traceability of weld traveler to weld

could be made. In addition, this audit reviewed the

method that Hatfield used to identify hangers which



Q.30.
A.30.

Q.31.

had been reworked or renumbered so that a reinspection
could be performed if required. This was performed by
reviewing the inspection history of a component to
determine the completeness of inspection as well as

identification of the most current inspection.

Finally, the audit was performed to verify whether
Hatfield was properly inspecting combination cable pan
hanger welds (hangers shared with the HVAC contrace
tor). This was performed through identification of
combination hangers, and review of installation and

inspection documentation to support the installation.

What were the results of the audit?

As a result of this audit, two findings and one
observation were identified., The first finding was
that in some cases the weld traveler cards did not
adequately identify the weld in the field for inspece
tion. 7The second finding was that not all combination
hangers had inspections documented to indicate cone
clusively that the inspection was completed. The
observation identified one hanger that was inspected

and accepted tc the wrong hanger detail.

What corrective actions were implemented for the finde-

ings and observation of audit 6-83-1247

18«



A.31.

The corrective action for Finding 1 was to correlate
the weld traveler inspection data to design drawing
cable pan hanger data using computer data base manage-
ment techniques to demonstrate traceability o. inspece
tion. This use of the computerized date base identi-
fied the welders and inspectors who worked on and
inrpected the component as well as comporents not
inspacted. For those components which for no cerrelas
tion existed between component and inspection data, an
inspection was initiated to complete the documentation
and any repair requirements. This corrective action

was documented in Surveillance 5278 (Attachment Q).

The corrective action for Finding 2 consisted of the
identification of all combination hangers for which
inspection accountability was indeterminate. The
hangers identified were considered never inspected.

An inspection was performed and where required, rework
was performed. This corrective action was documented

in Surveillance 5274 (Attachment R).

The corrective action for the Opservation consisted of
& reinspection of the identified hanger which was
inspected to the wrong drawing detail. When inspected
to the correct hanger detail, this hanger was found
acceptable. In addition, a sample of 10 additional
hange. s whose hanger type had changed from the origie

19«



Q.32.

A.32.

Q.33.

A.33.

Q.34.
A 34,

nal design were reinspected for acceptability. The
results indicated that all hangers inspected were
found acceptable. This corrective action was docu=-

mented on Surveillance 5276 R1 (Attachment S).

You prev.ously referred to an overinspection of the
reinspection program by PTL. What was the reason for
this overinspection?

A special Unit Concept Inspection was conducted, to
provide an additional level of confidence that the
on-site contractor's QC personnel were performing ade~

quate reinspections under the Reinspection Program.

Please describe the qualifications of the PTL persone
nel who conducted the overinspection.

The reinspection astivities were conducted by five (5)
PTL Technicians, who were qualified and certified to
the requirements of ANSI N45.2.6-1978.

How was the work to be overinspected selected?

PTL was instructed to perform a sample reinspection of
the items inspected during the reinspection program.
PTL was instructed by CECo QA te randomly select the
QC Inspector and randomly select QC activities for
reinspection. The inspection was conducted in accore

dance to PTL's approved procedure.

«20-



Q.35. What were the results of the special Unit Concept
Inspection for Hatfield and "unter reinspection pro-
gram implementation?

A.35. An evaluation by CECo QA of the results of the overe.
inspection performed by the Unit Concept group of PTL
found the six contractors' inJpectors to be within the
acceptance standard set forth in the February 23,
1983 letter of response to l&E Inspection reports,
Number 50-454/82-05 and 50-455/82-04. During the
overinspection of Hunter, five (5) inspectors were
overviewed and eighty (80) items were reinspected.

The results are as follows:

Hunter Inspector Items Inspected % of Correct Calls

G. Inboden 19 100%

D. Sager 16 100%

J. McVeigh 18 100%

S. Burstein 17 100%

J. Linceln 10 100%
During the overinspection of Hatfield, seven (7) QC
inspectors were overviewed and 917 items were rein-
spected. The results are as follows:

Hunter Inspector items Inspected % 0f Correct Calls

D. Opantry 259 100%

J. Moehling 98 90.8%

J. Mandurano 162 100%

J. Elgin 1587 98.1%

C. Cavins 87 95.4%

D. Richards 68 100%

T. Wells 86 96.5%

«21e



Furthermore, this independent check by PTL of the

respective contractor inspectors provided good corre-
lation of the acceptability of the reinspection
activities, provided verification the contractors QC
personnel were doing accurate and acceptable work, and
provided added confidence that the reinspection

results were valid.

What conclusions, 1f any, did you draw from the spe-
cial Unit Concept Inspection regarding any favoritism
which might have been shown in the reinspection pros
gram towards a particular inspector's work?

The special Unit Concept Inspection as well as the
results of audit 6-83-9) verified that the reinspece
tion personnel for Hatfield and Hunter were not
invelved in the reinspection of work that they had
oeriginally inspected. In addition, the reproducibile
ity of the results by PTL, whose inspection personnel
had no known connection with Hatfield and Hunter
employees, demonstrates that ne favoritism was shown
to any particular inspector during the reinspection

program.

Did the Quality Assurance Department have the results
and qualifications of Inspector J. Moehling examined?

wlle=



A.’?‘

Yes. An evaluation was performed to determine if the
90.8 percentage by J. Moehling was an indication that
his qualifications were suspect. A third party
inspection was performed by the S&L Level I!II inspec~
tor, as welding inspection is a subjective examina-
tion. The result of the third party inspection found
five (5) of the deficiencies to be acceptable. This
acceptance of the welds by the third party inspector
placed J. Moehling's correct calls at 98%. An addi-
tional review was performed on J. Moehling's QC per-
scnnel qualification/certification package which iden~
tified that he received a general education degree and
had worked as a welder from 1972 to 1983, While works
ing as a welder, he obtained a certification as an AWS
Visual Weld Inspector in November, 1980. After worke
ing cne (1) year and nine (9) menths with Hatfield
Electric Company, J. Moehling was trained and certis
fied as a Level Il Visual Weld Inspector. He received
scores of 90% in the specific exam, 95% in the Quality
Assurance exam, 88% in the general exam and 97.5% in
his practical exam, The review found that J. Meehling
exceeds the minimum qualification requirements as a
Level Il Visual Weld Inspector. Based on the results
of the reinspection by PTL and the third party review
by Sargent & Lundy, it has been determined that J.
Moehling has adequately performed inspections within



Q.38.

A.38,

A9,

the acceptable standard set forth in the February 23,

1984 letter of response to I&E Inspection Report
50-454/82-05 and 50-455,82-04.

Were the certification documentation packages of other
inspectors of Hunter, Hatfield or PTL involved with
the Reinspection Program examined?

Yes, where they failed. One PTL inspector invelved in
the Reinspection Program failed to achieve the accepe
tance threshhold at the end of both the first and
second three month periods. His certification package
was examined and in accordance with the reinspection
program all his work was reinspected, A review of the
certification package fourd that he had received
indoctrination and technical training and had successe
fully passed the related exams. Initial certification
A% & Level ! was based on the training and exams. The

certification package was complete and accurate.

Please describe the steps taken to assure that the
documentation of the Quality Control lnspector
Reinspection Program was accurate and reliable.

I have previously described Audit 6-81+9) insofar as
that audit involved review of the independence of the
reinspection program reinspection personnel, and the
accuracy of the results reported in the interim report

24~
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to the NRC, and the reliability of the records so
addressed. Similarly, the special Unit Concept
Inspection with its emphasis on reproducibility of

results, was a strong indicator of reliable documenta-

tien.

Did the Quality Assurance Department undertake any
other measures to ensure that reliable records were
being maintained by the site contractors?

Yes. Since mid-1982 and continuing to the present,
special attention has been given by Byron Site Quality
Assurance to actions by site contractors which could
lead to inaccurate and unreliable records. Training
for detecting possible alterations to documents was
conducted for Site Quality Assurance personnel. Lead
Auditer retiaining alsc covers this subject. Auditors
have been trained to check for improper records as
part of document ceview activities, even when specific
questions are not on the audit checklist. Indication
of such checking is evident in the objective evidence
established on the audit checkiist, Cases have been
identified where records have not been properly
revised such as the use of whitesout which is contrary
to procedures. There is no evidence that the records
of certification of Quality Control and Quality Assurs-



ance personnel and the reinspection program are in-

accurate and unreliable.

As a follow-up of the two month CECo audit of over
10,500 records in late 1982 to verify the authenticity
of contractor quality control documentation, another
related audit was performed by General Office Quality
Assurance in early 1984 relative to the Reinspection
Program. Hunter, Hatfield and PTL records were
covered by the audit. One purpose of the audit was to
ensure that no fraudulent documentation practices had
occurred. The contractors' method of control and
administration of QC qualification tests were re=-
viewed, including reviews to verify that retests were
done with a different test than the original and that

tests and test answers were controlled.

In addition, calibration records were reviewed to
ensure that information/date was unique, complete and
not improperly altered and that signatures on docu-
ments were criginal and by authorized personnel.
Reviews to verify that CECc Site Quality Assurance was
checking contractor welder qualifications and QC
Inspector qualification packages for acceptability and
authenticity were also conducted. No fraudulent

activities were identified.



Q.41. As a result of the quality assurance activities which
you have described in the testimony, have you reached
any conclusion regarding the reinspection program?

A.41. Yes. The Quality Assurance Department monitored the
contractors' QC inspector requalifications and the
Reinspection Program through audits, surveillances and
meetings. On the basis of these activities, we have
concluded that: (1) the Reinspection Program was
properly implemented in accordance with the Program
regquirements, (2) the personnel performing the rein-
spections were properly qualified and were not rein-
specting their own work, (3) the reinspection results
were properly processed and evaluated and the correc-

ive actions for the deficiencies identified in the
CECo QA audits were appropriate and adeguate to
resclve the audit concerns. It is concluded that the

Reinspection Program provided reliable results.

Q.42. Please describe the scope of PTL's work at the Byron
site.
A.42. TL has been on site at Byron since September 1977.

PTL reports to the Commonwealth Edison Site QA Depart-
ment and performs independent inspections, destructive
testing and nondestructive testing involving many of

the key activities of the site contractors. The scope

of work performed by PTL includes nondestructive test-
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ing of welds, concrete testing, aggregate testings,
concrete expansion anchor inspection and testing,
soils testing, calibration, bolting inspection, etc.
The non-destructive testing includes radiographic
testing of welding and most of the magnetic particle,
liquid penetrant and ultrasonic testing. Site QA also
uses Pittsburgh Testing to perform overinspections to
check construction work performed and inspected by the
site contractors and to perform surveillances of many
contractor activities in the structural, mechanical
and 2lectrical disciplines. These overinspections by
PTL are in addition to the QC inspections required to
be done by the site contractors. These independent
overinspections have been performed since about 1980,
generally cover up to 10% of a work activity and have
been concentrated in the areas of welding, electrical
installations aand HVAC installations. The purpose of
these overinspections is to provide another level of
confidence that the field work and the inspection
activities by the contractors have been done accepta-
bly. In September 1982, another form of inspection
was added by Commonwealth Edison Quality Assurance to
the work scope for PTL to perform each week at Byron.
This new inspection is called "Unit Concept Inspec-
tion" ("UCI"). PTL uses a team of inspectors who are

qualified in various disciplines per ANSI N45.2.6.
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(1978) to inspect items installed within specific
spatial boundaries or in conjunction with specific
equipment for compliance to vendor and engineering
documents. This inspection encompasses all contrac-
tors who performed work activities within a given
area. These UClIs are also in addition to the normal
inspection and the specifically directed overinspec-

tions performed on site.

As part of the Reinspection Program and as described
above, PTL was specifically directed to perform a Unit
Concept Inspection to provide an additional level of
confidence that the contractors' QC personnel were

performing adequate reinspections which is discussed

previously herein.

Please describe the extent of the Company's quality
assurance oversight of Hunter, Hatfield and PTL since
the close of the record in this proceeding in August,
1983.

Since the close of the record in this preceeding in
August, 1983, our program of audits and surveillances
continued to be actively and intensely performed to
identify problems, ensure requirements are fulfilled
and verify inspection and testing of the facilities

were performed, reviewed and accepted by properly



qualified personnel. The frequency of the audits and
surveillances for these contractors were nearly

doubled during the period.

In the case of Hunter, Commonwealth Edison Quality
Assurance conducted fourteen audits and at least 142
separate surveillances of this contractor since
August, 1983. The auditing coverage included the key
aspects of Hunter's work activities and Quality Pro-
gram requirements as was the case for the other site
contractors. Coverage by these audits included, for
example, whip restraint installations, handling, stor-
age and shipping, nonconformances, welder qualifica-
tion testing, inspector qualifications, the Reinspec=-
tion Program, design and installation methodology,
control of Field Change Notices, concrete expansion
anchors and bolted connections, equipment installa-
t.ion, corrective action, auditing, piping and eguip-
ment component support, installation and engineering
activities, document control, Quality Assurance Pro-
gram 1mplementation, etc. The results of these audits
demonstrated exceptional performance on the part of
Hunter in view of the extensive scope of these
audits. Of the sixteen (6 Findings and 10 Observa-
tions) deficiencies identified, none were found to be

signiiicant and only required minor corrective
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action. The deficiencies wer: closed by audit close
out surveillances. The (142) surveillances performed
on Hunter involved such items as personnel qualifica=-
tions, calibration activities, welding and weld rod
control, housekeeping/storage, inspecting and walkdown

activities and installation activities.

For PTL, eight audits and at least fifty-one surveil-
lances were performed since August, 1983. The audits
covered PTL's work activities involving such areas
as: tool, gauge and instrument control, calibration
activities, corrective actions, tTrending, inspections
of electrical installations, document control, test/
inspection reports, visual weld inspections, handling,
storage and shipping, procurement and material con-
trol, the Reinspection Program, QA reccrds, auditing,
radiographic and ultrasonic examination, etc. These
eight audits identified ten deficiencies (4 Findings
and 6 Observaticns) requiring corrective action. The
findings involved an inspector incorrectly accepting
seven two-inch welds, a receiving inspector not being
certified, white out being used by one person on sam-
ple logs and documentation on a Ultrasonic Test
Records not being complete. The corrective actions
mainly involved retraining. The fifty-one surveil=-

lances of PTL covered such items as calibration
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cation errors, inadequate identification on weld
traveller cards, lack of inspection of combination
hangers, improper disposition of Discrepancy Reports
and failure of certain QC Inspectors to perform

required read/study activities.

The corrective actions consisted of additional inspec-
tions, auditing, training, review of personnel docu-
mentation packages and review of Discrepancy Reports
to assure proper disposition. Acceptable corrective
action has been achieved or is underway. The two
hundred twenty-two (222) surveillances performed on
Hatfield involved such items as corrective actions,
personnel qualifications, calibration activities,
document control, welding, inspection reports, instali-

lation activities, design change control, etc.

The Commonwealth Edison Quality Assurance audits and
surveillances of Hatfield Electric have examined and
evaluated applicable areas of Hatfield's Quality
Assurance Program. These audits and surveillances
have identified deficiencies which resulted in correc-
tive actions that improved Hatfield's performance and
QA Program implementation. Overall, the quality
assurance implementation by Hatfield during this

period has been acceptable.



activities, personnel qualifications, ultrasonic,
radiographic, magnetic particle and dye penetrant
examinations, visual weld inspections, document con-
trol, material control and civil testing activities.
Overall, the findings and observations did not have
significance, and the corrective action were easily

achieved.

Hatfield was audited fourteen (l14) times since August,
1983. Also, at least two hundred twenty-two (222)
surveillances were performed. Special audit and sur-
veillance attention and emphasis was applied to
Hatfield during this period to ensure regquirements
were being fulfilled. The audits covered Hatfield's
work activities involving such items as welder quali-
fication testing, material traceability, procedures,
inspections, auditing, personnel qualifications, cor-
rective actions, training, installation activities,
calibration activities, records, fire protection, the
Reinspection Program, storage and housekeeping, field
change requests, design control, document control,
etc. As a result, seventeen (17) deficiencies (7
Findings and 10 Observations) were identified by
Commonwealth Edison Quality Assurance. The findings
involved audit follow-up and objective evidence

omissions, personnel qualifications and certifi-
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I .A. SURVEILLANCE

.f QF: 2790.22.2.1
-
Report No. 9982 Date: 01/21/84

Contractor/Organization : Hatfield Electric Co.

SUBJECT: Reinspection Program Results
OBSERVATIONS:

Reviewed the tallying of the "reinspection” results for Peter Lanes’
first ninety (90) days o: inspections after his certification in the visual
welding area. This review entailed a review of the reinspection record and
the third party concurrence for 20\ of the Weld Travellers to verify that the
numbers listed were accurate. Those items reviewed are highlighted on the
attached list. With the exception of Weld Traveller 22438, the results given
were accurate. For Weld Traveller 22438, the number of welds rejected by the
HECo. reinspector total eighteen (18) not twenty-eight (28). The correction
has been made to the Gaia base. ™= error did not impact true rejectability
as determined by the third party.

This surveillance is closed.

R ppppp—————————— L LT L L Rl Ll il B -

Reported by j;s L Ak L% Date Ao X9

Approved bv_tz.ﬁ_d;mx“__ Date /24 /vd

LAS:t3:1647S L )-25-8%

Attachment

ee: H.JT’SH!‘;;;/G.F. Ma

QA Supt./Site Q.A. F;%"\ ‘
Contractor

PCD Sint \ (6\.(

o N

Attachment A



TIME: 3:00 P.M.
DATE: 01-20-84
WPS ID 0036D

Third Party

als

Inspection Date

w/1 mtre
A2081 06 6o ..,‘ 2

AN iam 34
27711 39
31026 12
22359 4
A23600 2
32028 20
22684 4
31944 18
28301 30
A23740& B
272454 31
27010 39
27023 20
28226 4
AT30%L 6
2235% -
22460 4
22650
22479
18610K
22461 1
20442
26678
26851
0080A 2
27009 2
28115
28136
28145
477
2248
22482
23380 1
‘;g;ee 12
609K 8
22665 8
22669 .
22601 24
22603 12
2140204 8
22491 2
26854 6
27247 -
28955 11
2895704 0O
29039 -
22606 3
22439 12
72494 A
49500 10

# - THESE WELDS WERE REPAIRED BEFORE S/L COULD GIVE AN EVALUATION.

pwuuuow-—w-—-—-—-uwwu—»bnnn-—w—-—ww~—‘\4N~wNNN~bv"*-'C‘J’O""—"‘N"'-“'

BN ENOON =W e OONN=BBNNWHEWHERNWHENREWRRONES =R EBO= =R N=U -

A-2

79-02-

Io=v

79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-

79-03
79-03

79- 04
/9-04

26
05
0%
06
06
Ou
07

-08
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
75-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-03-
79-04-
79-04-

10
12
12
13
13
13
14
14
14
14
15
15
16
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
22
22
22
22
26
26
26
27
28
28
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
02
03
03

-03

PETER LANES - 1st 90 Days - REJECTED

# Cos

1
b
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
]
l
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
i
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
l
1

Comments

ox See W/T 29012




TIME: 3:00 P.M.

DATE: 01-20-84 -2-
WPS ID 00360
PETER LANES - 1st 90 Days - REJECTED

W/T Amg MHECo Rej Third Party Inspection Date # Cds Comments
30897 3 2 2 79-04 03 1
L440Y 4] “ ps | i19-Us-v) i
22499 2 1 0 79 04. 05 ]
22500 12 a 2 79-04-05 1
3530 4 2 2 79-04-05 1
26513 24 1 1 79-04 -0% 1
28966 11 4 4 79-04 0% )
28968 - ? 2 79-04-0% 1
2901] - - 7 79-04-05% 1
20725, B 2 2 79-08-06 1
2901204 g 7 7 79-04-06 1
23367 - ? 2 79-04 -09 ]
23371 16 2 2 74%-04-0y i
23372 - 2 2 79-04-09 1
v233730K 4 1 0 79-04-09 ]
23531 16 - 8 79-04-09 1
20724 - 1 0 79-04-10 1
29010 40 2 3 79-04-10 1
29033 10 1 2 79-04-10 1
296500k 8 2 2 79-04-10 1
22495 4 3 2 79-04-11 1
22696 - 4 0 79-04-11 ]
22504 6 6 4 79-04-13 1
26782 16 2 2 79-04-13 1
2685004 28 BT St s 79-04-13 1
26855 16 5 5 79-04-13 1
29034 8 1 0 79-04-16 1
23376 16 3 2 79-04-17 1
23534 4 1 0 79-04-17 1
266920k 11 7 (3 79-04-17 1
26693 14 - 3 79-04-17 1
26780 33 € 4 79-04-17 1
27063 12 1 1 79-08-17 1
28046 . 2 0 79-04-17 1
A76960k 21 1 1 79-04-19 1
27697 - 1 1 79-04-19 1
27698 32 2 0 79-04-19 1
22582 - 1 1 79-04-20 1
26847 - 6 5 79-04-20 1
VIB0620% 2 1 0 79-04-23 1
28064 6 3 1 79-04-23 1
28565 B / 7 79-04-24 1
28993 33 ¢ 5 79-04-24 1
21372 11 1 1 79-04-25 1

165165 11 2 2 79-04-25 1
21676 16 1 1 79-04-25 1
2651% 2 2 1 79-04-25 1
26827 20 5 4 79-04-25 1
270%7 20 1 1 79- 04 2% 1

770200% 1a 3 3 79 -04-25 1
29393 - 3 3 79-04 2% 1

% - THESE WELDS WERE REPAIRED BEFORE S/L COULD GIVE AN EVALUATIUN



TIME: 3:00 P .M.

DATE: 01-20-84 -3-

WPS ID.0036D

PETER_LANES - 1st 90 Days

W/T Amt {Fgo Rej Thard Party Inspection Date # Cds
29399 10.?;' B 8 79-04-2% 1
PATEE ] 3] 4 19-Us-4" |
2963600 241 36 19 79-04-25 1
296379%  Q 0 0 79-04-2% 1
29639 16 3 3 73-04-25 1
29640 0 0 0 79- 04-2% 1
29647 B 5 a 79-04-2% 1
20727 8 2 2 79-04- 26 1
2221006 2 2 2 79-04-26 1
22211 4 2 1 79-04-26 ]
22212 4 2 1 79-04-26 1
2270% 2 2 1 79-04 26 ]
22249 4 4 4 79-04-26 1
262220/~ 4 3 3 79-04-26 1
26226 2 1 1 79-04-26 1
29391 7 2 2 79-04-26 1
29662 9 1 1 79-04-26 1
21626 10 3 3 79-04-30 1
€684C0A 4 1 1 79-04-30 1
26818 6 1 1 79-04-30 1
27710 33 1 1 79-04-30 1
28961 17 11 11 79-05-01 i
22016 30 2 - 79-05-02 1
270200 4 2 2 79-05-02 1
22832 4 1 1 79-05-02 1
22834 4 2 2 79-05-02 1
22842 2 1 1 79-05-02 1
26815 6 4 4 79-05-02 1
268170% 10 2 1 79-05-02 1
26819 - 1 0 79-05-02 1
26820 - 1 0 79-05-02 1
27706 12 2 2 79-05-02 1
28980 - 1 1 79-05-02 1
v206920 - 1 1 79-05-03 1
20723 8 1 1 79-05-03 1
20732 11 2 2 79-05-03 1
22886 13 1 1 79-05-03 1
26860 16 14 14 79-05-03 1
AGIETK B 4 4 79-05-03 1
29656 0 0 0 79-05-03 1
29658 0 0 0 79-05-03 i
26541 8 1 G 79-05-04 1
26646 16 1 1 79-05-04 1
7705 0 15 4 2 79-05-06 1
21371 5 2 2 79-05-07 1
29231 11 3 3 79-05-07 1
29233 19 § 9 79-05-07 1
27216 4 3 2 79-05-09 1
201300 2 2 2 79-05-10 1
22014 2 1 1 79- 05 10 1
23991 - 1 1 79-05-10 1

* - THESE WELDS WERE REPAIRED BEFORE S/L COULD GIVE AN EVALUATION.
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Comments

oASec W/T 29¢ 3¢

See W/T 296354
See W/T 25638



TIME: 3:00 P.M.

= DATE: 01-20-84 -4~
WPS 1D 00360
PETER LFNES - 1st 40 Days - REJECTED

W/T Amt fgo Rej Third Party Inspection Date # Cds Comment s
23993 80, 12 - 79-05-10 1
243395 &4/ 4 “ 19-U2- iV 1
JG648 7 5 A 79-05-10 1
29649 - 2 1 79-05-10 1
29652 - 3 3 79-05-10 1
33862 3 3 3 79-05-10 1
2779% 8 3 2 79-05-11 ]
2779606 8 a 3 79-05-11 1
22799 6 4 4 79-05-11 1
20661 - 3 1 79-05-16 1
22840 4 3 3 79-05-16 1
29651 6 1 1 79-05-16 1
AGes5k 8 2 0 79-05- 16 1
29654 - 6 4 79-05-16 1
33866 ¢ 1 1 79-05-16 1
21674 10 2 0 79-05-17 1
22024 20 3 2 79-05-17 1
2720260k 2 1 0 79-05-17 1
22028 = 3 3 79-05-17 1
22388 2 2 2 79-05-17 1
22389 2 2 2 79-05-17 1
22397 13 - g% 79-05-17 1
2739801 12 12 128 —=NTE 79-05-17 1
22446 a 4 a 79-05-17 1
22447 2 2 2 79-05-17 1
22448 4 a 3 79-05-17 1
22445 2 2 2 79-05-17 1
Q75K 2 2 2% -NCTE  79-05-17 1
22452 2 2 2 79-05-17 1
22453 a4 4 an 79-05-17 1
2275% 10 3 2 79-05-17 1
22819 2 2 2 79-05-17 1
83l 14 4 3 79-05-17 1
373%6 - E - 79-05-17 1
37360 1o 6 - 79-05-17 1
37367 4 4 79-05-17 1
nye 2 2 79-05-18 1
"é‘?m’z?— 391 10k u 6 4 79-05-21 1
27127 20 3 2 79-05-21 1
27682 32 a a 79-05-21 1
37363 16 2 2 79-05%-21 1
2)92 34 5 3 79-05-22 1
98304 113 5 6 79-0%-22 1
26946 2 1 1 79-05-22 1
29666 8 1 1 79-05-22 1
37357 16 4 4 79-05-22 1
37358 16 4 n 79-05- 22 1
A73620C 12 a 4 79-05-22 1
2162% 16 3 3 79-0%-23 1
21647 12 3 0 79-05-23 ]
2167/ 10 3 2 79-05- 23 1

% - THESE WELDS WERE REPAIRED BEFORE S/L COULD GIVE AN EVALUATION.
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TIME: 3:00 P.M.
SATE: 01-20-84 -5-
wPS ID 00360
PETER LANES - 1st 90 Day: - REJECTED

w/T ? Co Rej Third Party Inspection Da e  # Cds Comment s
ou'”
5N
22438? 3 - W|' > ]8%“9-05-?3

1
Aok, 8 5 Y /9-09-43 1
27117 4 2 2 s 79-05-23 1
27118 - 6 6 1M 79.05-23 1
27122 t 5 a 79-05-23 1
27123 6 4 4 79-0%- 23 ]
271300 & 1 1 79-05-23 1
27207 3 3 2 79-0%-23 1
29638 24 2 1 79-0%-23 1
29659 - 4 2 79-05-23 1
29661 8 1 1 79-05-23 1
2,646 700 R s L, Thln

% - THESE WELDS WERE REPAIRED BEFORE S/L COULD GIVE AN EVALUATION.
A-6
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QG: 54.3 ini/
Report No. 3700 Date: 1-23-84
Contractor/Organization : Project Construction Dept.

[P ——— A A A il e

SUBJECT: Reinspection Program Interpretations
ERVATIONS:

Quality Assurance has reviewed Interpretation 19 issued by the Project
Construction Department to be used in the implementation of the Reinspection
Program. In light of the information supplied (attached)., this interpretation
is reasonable and will not affect the validity of the reinspection results.

This surveillance is closed.

-

Reported by )+ . . "« Date /- ‘-
', / .
Approved by A ’) dfo.! A Date ;. 2.4
"

LAS: jc:16678
(e e (1
cc: W.JSHewski/G.F. Hl"‘)f}'
QR Supt./Site Q.A. File \ f
Contractor e A R
PCD Supt
LAS

Attachment B
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Ak-“u/ AWs DIl l=t2
4/DESICN OF WELDED CONNECTIONS

(1) having an included angle of 60 dag or greater at
the root of the groove when Jdeposited by amv Ot the
following weiding processes shielded metal arc. sub-
merged arc. gas metal arc. fun cored arc. o giestrogas
weld:ng. or

(=1 having an inciuded angle not less than 48 deg 2t
the root of the groove wnen depositzd in a1 o horizontal
positions by gas metal arc or tluy cored arc welding

3.3.1.4 The eitective throat thickness 1or flare procve
welds when filled flush o the suriace of the sold section
of the barshall be as shownin Tabie 23 1 3

(1 Random secuions of production welds for each
welding procedure. Or such 12y «Cotions as mas be re-
quired by the Engincer. shall be used 10 venfy that the

erigslive tATOA! Is JONN siem: plaines

(=} For 3 given set of prosedusal sondtions, if the
SORITACIOr has d2mOnsirated 1na0 he 22 cORMIMERt\ Pry
VISR L4TRRT SUTRCtING NP0t tham IR0 showt in Totie
- s .

o X ]S the CORIractor may 2313250 such Larger eilieotne
throats by quain.cation

&1 Quatitisation reguired M o2 shall come st of

ctiomng the radiused membder. normal 10 ot gus, 2

clength angd termunai end: of the weld Such sedtoning
shall be made on a aumder SOMMInIOnY O Mgt
SiZes renrexentatine of the range us2d ™ the JORIT3II0T N
CONSIIUCION OF as reguitad ™t the Enpincer

23.’5T.":""‘""*.. ¢ IRTOG: OF 3 Mu”™ r
PENSITAtIVN Froone weid a2l Be 3 spratied on Tatis
il -
g
2.3.2 Fillet Welds. The 2:70.0ine ares shall Be the et
tve well iength multiphed o the erngcnve roa: Stross
i a filler weid shall De comsidzred 4y appiied 10 this
eltectine ares. for any Sirziton 01 appied woad
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WELDING GAUGE

IMPORTAAT ROTICE
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measuring machingd comconen:s ang, where 2
high degree of accuracy is recuired, mac~ ne shCo

type measuring nstruments will neea 0 Te used

The Welding Institute Abington Hail Cambridge CBY BAL




BYRON SITE Q.A. SURVEILLANCE

QF: 2750.22.2.1
L

Report No. 5753 F:;/ Date: 2-02-84
Contractor/Organization : Hatfield Electric Co.

S ———— e .

SUBJECT: 1. Document Control
2. Installation Activities

OBSERVATIONS:

A surveillance was conducted at Hatfield to document the issuance and
processing of field problem sheets.

Field problem sheets are written by prod.ction to Hatfield Engineering
Department, describing problems encountered in the field which cannot be
installed per the design document. The equipment has not been installed and
the foreman is asking a question., “"How should I install it". Problem sheets
are categorized by drawing area.

These fleld problem sheets have suggested corrective action, such as: a
drawing or drawings may be changed. an FCR may be written, a DR may be written
if 1t pertains to a drawing error or it may remain as is.

DR's and NCR's are written by the QC Department after work has been
completed by production and the equipment has been turned over for
inspection. A DR is written to document a deficiency in which the
installation is not per the diawing. If the foreman cannot rework the
deficiency into an acceptable conforming item a HECo. Nonconformance Report
(NCR) 1s written.

Field problem sheets are not used in lieu of a DR. Copies of field
problems may be found in QC but only as a reference document. No QC inspector
signs these field problem sheets. Deficiencies are documented using the DR
and NCR system proceduralized in HECo.'s Procedure #6.

Twenty-three (23) field problem sheets were reviewed. Of these
twenty-three (23), two (2) field prob sheets referenced a deficlency
report. Fifteen (15) field probl heets are attached for reference. All
were found acceptable.

N N—
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SITE O.A. SURVEILLANCE 4
QF: 2790.22.2.1
Report No. 5gl1% Date: 2/21/84

Contractor/Organization : Hatfield Electric Co.

- -

SUBJECT: NRC Reinspection Program Results Verification

OBSERVATIONS:

Attrioute #]1 - Visual Weld Inspections

The visual weld inspection attribute for Hatfield Electric Company
included eight (8) inspectors. For two (2) of the eight (8) inspectors. a
complete 100% verification of the data used in the final database was
performed. The two (2) inspectors were P. Lane and E. Dumas. For each
inspector. the primary source documents (weld traveller and third par:y
inspection record) used for the initial data were compared to the Hatfie.d
Wang database. For P. Lane a total of 488 weld travelers were reviewed which
accounted for approximately 5000 welds. and for E. Dumas a total of 205 weld
travelers were reviewed which accounted for approximately 700 welds. Then the
wang data was compared to the final inspection report database dated
February 15, 1984.

In all cases for both inspectors. the final data was found to be an
accurate representation of the primary data. Minor typographical errors were
found but were minimal. The effect of the errors was randomly distributed and
did not skew the final results. Errors found during the course of the
survelllance were addressed during the surveillance and corrected as necessary

Attribute #2 - Conduit

Attribute No. 2 (Conduit Inspections) consisted of the work of six
inspectors performing 134 inspections. The initial review of the tally
sheets. inspection reports and reinspection reports raised a numder of
questions regarding the method used to tabulate the results. This matter was
discussed with Mr. Greg Cason of Hatfield. Group Leader. who originally
tallied the results. It was determined that Mr. Cason had not included those
items marked "not applicable” on both the original checklists and reinspecticn
checklists in the total reinspection population. Since this was contrary to
the method used in tabulating the results for the other attributes, a recount
was performed. The resulting tally sheets were reviewed by J. Bergner of
CECo. QR for mathematical accuracy and found acceptable. The reinspection
sheets for inspectors "G", "J", and "K" were checked against the tally shee:s
'0 verify the accuracy of the tally sheets. This sample. which included 120
of the 134 inspections., indicated that the tally sheets were accurately and
correctly completed.

Based on the aforementioned activities, it appears that the results of
attribute No. 2 are correct.

Attachment D
(1773s8)
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Attribute #3 - Termination

The third attribute. terminations. involved the reinspection of five (%)
inspectors' work and covered approximately 664 original inspections. 100% of
the reinspection reports for Dumas and Buchanan and a random sample of the
reinspection reports for Getzelman. Cripps and Hanson were verified against
the termination tally sheets. The tally sheets appeared to accurately reflect
the data contained in the reinspection reports: however. the final results
contained in the "Detailed Inspector Results” did not accurately reflect the
data in the tally sheets. Specifically. the total number of items and the
number of acceptable items both included those items that were found to be
non-reproducible. It appears that the error occurred when the total item
count was computed by multiplying the total number of reports by the numier of
items per report. The error was pointed out to Hatfield QA and a recount was
performed in the presence of J. Bergner of CECo. QA. The resulting figures
are now believed to be accurate and acceptable.

Attribute #4 - Eguipment Setting

In the area of equipment setting (Attridute #4). no results were shown on
the "Detailed Inspectiocn Results”. The reason for this, as verified by revi.ew
of the reinspection reports, was that the few inspections performed In this
area were either inaccessible or nonreproducible.

Attribute #5 - A325 Bolting

A325 Bolting. which is listed as Attribute #5, included only two
inspections by one (1) inspector. These inspecticons were reviewed Dy
and J. Bergner of CECo. QA with one (1) apparent discrepancy noted. Cn
the items on a reinspecticn checklist had been marked unacceptable becau
three (3) of four (4) nuts in a bolted connection had been turned around and
could not be verified to be of A325 composition. Upon teview of Prccecure 2%
(A325 Bolting) it was verified that this was an "{in process” type of
inspection where the original inspector would have been able to check the
markings on each nut. Since the nut that was accessible was of RA325
composition and the other three (3) nuts were effectively inaccessible. this
{tem was found to be acceptable. Based on this. the “Detalled Inspector
Results"” were found to be correct.

Attribute #6 - Fguipment Modification

The reinspection reports for equipment modifications (Attribute ®5),
involved inspectors Dumas, Cripps. and Hanson. The six (6) reinspecticn
reports that make up this area were examined and found acceptable.

(1773s)
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Attribute #7 - Equipment Modification

t). forty-nine (4%

conduit as-

built reports were umeric curacy. Items on the
reports were counted and compared to results found on the clarification of
as-bullt information sheets It appears that the number of items ins t

have been accurately tal

- 4 T TR - - - ' oM - 4, »
The reinspection reports were examined for the equipme t
- - i Arme - 4 o~ L ~ = -
inspections and no rejectable items were found. thus confirming the resu! {
- Fidnma) P - hie
the final report in this area
Attribute #8 - Cable Pan Hangers
= - i€ nenge
~ » . - . - ™ - 7~ - “
of Attribute No. 8 (cable pan hangers) are comprised of the
L~ - A
W £) 3 n £ 4 insg
4+ 4 - 13 o »
1dtial . » i
. -
d use
o3rte ,
{ ary sr anger
dimension connectior
sk -~ " o “
pert €d using the su )
only the six (6) items atil
apps d much lower th
e el aal =T -~ - ' 0 A
;’:‘~ 4y O &/ 40 Ll
H ":.> 8) cever -
eld Q severe '
ey 2ok 3 hat ke o 3
- - a :" nats ? I3 . - (h
¢ arar ~f sarr P— " ~ c - ” . a1 A = -
t ance O zero to plus three inches for internal braces and zero to plu
bo Coad S . b = ad il Foeaet B ey
SiX es ICr external braces ihe actual tolerances were pius or n
hroo R e Tl e - - - 4 4 4 ~ P - P doalu - 4 A -
three es a plus or minus six inches respectively as notec on ncte
Ay - 'l c 3 - - - e - N1 e |
drewing ¢</> and note four, drawing 0-3277
- o - “ o~ - . ~ o ~ -~ . 2 »
A second problem encountered during the recount was that, in certa:
4 . ar - - Lot P | 4 ~ » - - P e ’ mad 4w r v
inst €s, Criteria used during the reinspection have changecC since or wele
-~ - - -~ A i - ~rd i 1 4 PN . v - - - 4 t - a4
n existe guring the original inspections In these cases. 1t was cecllicec
5 * ~d o a ) . 1 . R —— ral 44y b
that the original criteria should be used in determining the validity ol t
13 4~ - i d A = Ne - .
or fc tioned items were reviewrd by M. Deliz :
~c Lo 1 - ] 4 e A £ ~ - d . -
LE Dellabetta also reviewed [orty e (4%
£ 1 v R o~ . - P -
oL st the tally sheets and checked the acdcitic
- MY e A~ -
or th were found acceptable. Based on the
4 4 m ) P £ .- -~ - P
it final results of the recount are accurate
A 4. ek
Attribute &5 - Cable Pan

The reinspection of cable pans. (Attribute #9) involved eight (&
inspections by one (1) Hatfield inspector The reinspection reports were
reviewed and compared to the "Detalled Inspector Results All of the
aforementioned were found acceptable

D=3

(17738




(

Surveillance Report No. 5811

Page

4

Hatfield Electric Co.

Evaluation

All nine (9) attributes reviewed during the course of this survelllence

were found to be acceptably documented. and in accordance with the guidelines
and interpretations of the NRC Reinspection Program I&E Report 50-454/82-05
and 50-455/82-04.

The following CECo. QA personnel were involved in this surveillance:

P. T. Myrda J. W. Z2id
M. V. Dellabetta C. J. Nagel
J. L. Bergner S. Stimac
T. G. Hibst L. Bihlman

This surveillance is closed.

-———-———-_-----_-------_-------------------------------—-------—--—-------.

Reported by m,L/N fmoateg_,_c.___
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COMMONWEALTH EDISON AUDIT OF THE
BYRON REINSPECTION PROGRAM
AUDIT No. 6-83-66

Purpose

To observe, assess and verify the implementation of the Reinspection
Program at Byron as performed by on-site contractors and directed by C.E Co
Project Construction Department. A description of the reinspection program
and the audit methodology is included in this report.

Description of the Byron Reinspection Program:

In March of 1983, a reinspection program was instituted to validate the
certification programs of the Byron on-site contractors as they relate to
Level I and Level II QC inspectors. The program was outlined in a letter from
W. L. Stiede to J. G. Keppler dated February 23, 1983. (See Attachment). The
mechanics of the program were directed by Commonwealth Edison Project
Construction at Byron.

Description of the Reinspection Program Audit:

The audit was conducted between 6/21/83 and 7/06/83. The auditors
observed all contractors involved in the reinspection program for the items
listed under scope. The reference document for the audit was the W L. Stiede
letter dated February 23, 1983, which was the response to I&E Inspection
Report Numbers 50-454/82-05 and 50-455/82-04. Deficiencies or items of
concern identified during the audit are listed in the appropriate portion of
the audit report. With each deficiency, the organization responsible for
response is listed All responses to items identified in this report will be
reviewed by Commonwealth Edison Quality Assurance Department to determine
acceptability.

Several items jdentified during the audit were closed prior to or at the
exit meeting. These items are presently acceptable and are not classified as
deficiencies in this report. In most cases, these items required clarifying
information to be resolved. A section of the audit report labeled "Items
Dispositioned during the Audit" describes these items and their respective
dispositions.

Scope
The audit examined the following areas:

1. Reinspection sample size of inspectors and inspection items.

2. Items determined to be inaccessible.

3 Third party review of potentially unacceptable subjective type
inspections.

4. Dispositions of nonconforming conditions discovered during the
reinspection program.

5. Adequate documentation of the reinspection program as implemented by
the contractors.

6. Qualifications of inspection personnel performing reinspection.

E-4
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Audit Team:
The reinspection audit team consisted of the following personnel:
A. J. Rosenbach Lead Auditor CA Inspector - Byron
L. A. Simon Auditor QA Engineer - Byron
€. A. Altmayer Auditor CA Engineer - Byron
P. T. Myrda Auditor QA Supervisor - Byron
C. J. Nagel Auditor CA Enginecer - Byron
M. A. Stanish Auditor QA Superintendent - Byron

Summary

An entrance meeting was held on 6/21/83 at the Byron Quality Assurance
Department. Attendees were as follows:

P. T. Myrda CECo. QA

M. A. Stanish C.ECo. CA

A. J. Rosenbach C.ECo. QA

L. A. Simon C.ECo. QA

C. J. Nagel C.ECo. QA

S. L. Bindenagel Hatfield Electric Co.
T. Maas Hatfield Electric Co.
J. D. Spangler Hatfield Electric Co.
M. R. Tallent Pittsburgh Testing Lab.
8. Shah Johnson Controls Inc
L. E. Hadick Hunter Corporation

D. L. Smith Pittsburgh Testing Lab
M. L. Somsag Hunter Corporation

R. P. Larkin Powers-Azco-Pope

G. Cason Hatfield Electric Co.
R. B. Klingler C.E Co. PCD

Bob ARllen NISCO

C. C. Novak NISCO

Ghaus Mohammed Pittsburgh Testing Lab
S. A Altmayer C.E.Co. QA

Two ex1it meetings were held, one on 6/30/83 and the other on 7/06/83.
Attendees were as follows:

6/30/83 exit with C.E.Co. PCD.

R. P Tuetken C.E.Co. PCD
R. B. Xlingler C.E.Co. PCD
M. A. Stanish C.E.Co. QA
E. L. Martin CECo. QA
P. T. Myrda C.E.Co. GA
K. J. Hansing CECo. QA
L. A Simon CE.Co. QA
A. J. Rosenbach CECo QA

(0221A)
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7/06/83 exit with Byron Contractors:

A. J. Rosenbach C.ECo. QA

R. H. Bay Blount Brothers Corp.
L. E. Hadick Hunter Corporation

J. T. Hill Hatfield Electric Co.
K. J. Hansing C.E.Co. QA

E. L. Martin C.E.Co. QA

M. R. Tallent Pittsburgh Testing Lab
D. L. Smith Pittsburgh Testing Lab
R. P. Larkin Powers-Azco-Pope

S. A. Altmayer C.E.Co. QA

M. L. Somsag Hunter Corporation

R. B. Klingler C.E.Co. PCD

R. P. Tuetken C.E.Co. PCD

At the exit meetings, def .ciencies and items of concern were discus:*d to
assure understanding by all Involved parties. The auditors would like t»
express their appreciation for the level of cooperation exhibited by
contractor and PCD personnel during the audit.

The Reinspection Audit resulted in a total of one (1) finding and eight
(8) observations. Findings and Observations are listed and discussed in
Part A of this audit report.

Responses are required from the following organizations as delineated
below.

Finding #1 Hunter Corp. , Hatfield Electric, PTL, and Blount Brothers
Observation #1 Hunter Corp., Hatfield Electric

Observation #2 Hatfield Electric

Observation #3 Pittsburgh Testing Lab

Observation #4 Powers-Azco-Pope

Observation #5 Hunter Corp., NISCO

Observation #6 Blount Brothers

Observation #7 Powers-A2co-Pope

Observation #8 Hatfield Electric

(0221A)




PART A
AUDIT No. 6-83-66

Finding #1:

Contrary to 10CFRS0 Appendix B, Criterion XV, certain contractors were not
taking appropriate measures to identify, document, segregate, disposition, and
notify affected organizations of nonconforming items identified under the )
reinspection program. ey L9

Discussion: Finding #1 Part A (Hunter Corporation)

During the reinspection program, nonconforming conditions were identified
which did not result in discrepancy reports being initiated. Problems with
component support 2FP12016 were documented on Field Problem Sheet WFP109F ol
rather than on a discrepancy report. No DR was issued for rejectable items \5?*:¥5
associated with component support 2FP14056X because Hardware Removal Phde \ b
Report #1380 has been initiated due to W ECN 52901 dated 6/22/83. The S\
reinspection for 2FP14056X was prior to the issuance of the ECN. The
following mechanical joints failed to meet the specified torgue of 70% of the
initial value when reinspected: SSX 100-23 MJ177, SSX 100-23 MJ178, SAB
100-43 MJ23, SDO 100-34 MJ49: these joints were retorqued by production
imnediately following inspection. No DR's were issued to document this

Discussion: Finding #1 Part B (Hatfield Electric)

During the reinspection program, nonconforming conditions were identified (¥
which did not result in discrepancy reports being initiated. Field Problem o\
Sheets were being implemented to resolve reinspection items in the conduit and
terminations area. The Field Problem Sheet is not proceduralized.

Discussion: Finding #1 Part C (Pittsburgh Testing Lab)

At the time of the audit, PTL had not yet transmitted open inspection & N
reporis generated because of the reinspection program to the appropriate —§Q§'\q}¥
contractors. Therefore, no corrective action has been taken for the e

o N
apparently nonconforming conditions. )

Discussion: Finding #1 Part D (Blount Brothers Corporation)

At the time of this audit, Blount Brothers Corporation had not yet A
generated any OR's or DRC's for rejectable items discovered as a result of the"J‘J\ZP
reinspection program \\}\\J

o A\

\o b
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Observation #1:

Application of the term “inaccessible" to those items which receive
multiple inspections does not correspond directly to the definition of
"inac.essible" offered in the Stiede-Keppler letter dated February 23, 1983

Discussion: Observation #1 Part A (Hunter Corporation)

According to the Stiede-Keppler letter, "Inaccessible shall be defined as .\gg&blfé
condition where dismantling would be required to gain access, or condition (¢ ~\ 7
where process was an event which can not be recreated. " \

When inspections of the same type occur after that inspection to be
sampled in the reinspection program, the item of the original inspection is
labeled by Hunter as inaccessible. For example, if a Type 3 inspection is
performed in January, 198C and a subsequent Type 3 performed in May, 1982, the
one in 1980 is termed inaccessible. This is done without research to
determine if the later inspection occurred as a result of rework etc thus
making the original inspection unrecreatecable.

Discussion: Observation #1 Part B (Hatfield Electric)

According to the Stiede-Keppler letter, "Inaccessible shall be defined as:
condition where dismantling would be required to gain access, or condition
where process was an event which can not be recreated " Hatfield was using
the term inaccessible to disposition reinspections to which this definition
does not apply The example noted during the audit was, Matfield had termed
those items with subsequent inspections as inaccessible without determining 1f
the original inspection was an event which cannot be recreated because of
rework, design change, etc.

Observation #2  (Response:. Matfield Electric Company)

Hatfield has not performed an evaluation of QA/QC Memorandum #295 for its
potential effect in the reinspection program.

Discussion:

Hatfield Clectric Company QA/QC Memorandum 295 dated 9/17/82 states that
an acceptable weld inspection of cable pan or conduit hangers implies
verification of the correct connection detail. This manner of acceptance
occurred when the cable pan or conduit hanger inspection could not verify the
detail due to the presence of fireproofing. Due to the fact that the
reinspection program requires re-creation of the original inspection, a
determination must be made as to what type of inspection, either weld or
hanger inspection, originally included the connection detail. After this
determination is made, the connection detail can be included as an element of
the proper type of reinspection.

(0221A)
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Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory is not reinspecting each individual n\ﬁ?}
inspection performed during the inspector's first three (3) months, where ~ |
accessible.

scussion:

For inspectors certified in several disciplines within the three month
time frame, only those inspections in the area of the original certification
during the first 90 calendar days w e reinspected as opposed to "es:h
individual inspection performed dutihg the inspector's first three narths" as
cited in the Stiece-Keppler letter dited February 23, 1983. An examnpl=® of
this situation would be if an inspector was originally certified in or@ type
of inspection and later certified in a secand type of inspection, the first
certification was reinspected. The second type of inspection was not
reinspected even though certification and inspections within that area may
have taken place during the inspector's initial 90 days.

Observation #3: (Response: PTL)
L*“Q
\ \
a \

Observation #4° (Response PAP)

A
: . T . ‘ 3&‘\@9
The status of rejected reinspection items is not determinable. e N
\
N .\
Discussion: o

The reinspection sample record does not note the FIS report number which
is used to disposition nonconforming installations. Without this information
supplied, the status of the open items could not be determined by PAP at Lhe
time of the audit nor could the auditor assure a discrepancy report had been
initiated for those items

Observation #5:

For some inspectors, the number of items rein<pected, though in agreement
with the Stiede-Keppler letter, do not provide an adequate sample size.

[L/

ow | T

- ; : T 31'5'/

Discussion: Observation #5 Part A (Hunter Corporation) - gtd
Commorwealth Edison's Project Corstruction Department verbally directed

all contractors, with the exception f PTL/Peabody, to provide a minimum _3;>

sample size of f fty (50) items. L

3
Of the five (5) Level II QC inspectors reviowed during the audit, three C\Q;*
(3): P. Pepitone, S. Kilpatrick, and J. Ooten, didn't have the minimum of

fifty (50) items reinspected

(0221R)
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Discussion: Observation #5 Part B (NISCO)

¢
Commonwealth Edison's Project Department verbally directed all contractors T;P¢f;
with the exception of PTL/Peabody to provide a minimum sample size of fifty ‘Lb ]‘\)r
(50) attributes. L ‘g\

The following inspectors were reinspected for less than 50 inspections:

R. Schultz 16 Inspections
M. Weir 39 Inspections
T. J. Priutt 30 Inspections

The number of items per inspection cannot be determined from information
provided.

o
Observation #6: (Response: Blount Brothers Corporation) s
AT M
One inspector chosen for the reinspection program was not reviewed in all™ ¥
areas of inspection activity during his first three (3) months of
certification.

Discussion:

R. H. Bay had performed masonry inspections during his first 90 days of
certification at Blount Brothers Corporation; these have not been reinspected.

\—’;’
3 Q’L,‘\ﬁ
S.v":\ib

o

=

Observation #7: (Response: PAP)

Six (6) months as opposed to three (3) months of an inspector's work wa
reinspected in the original sample.

iscussion:

Because of a misunderstanding, PAP considered the six month time period to
be the original sample; failure to meet the acceptable quality level after
this time frame, resulted in an additional 90 days of reinspection rather than
ihe enti-e remainder of an inspector's work as specified in the Stiede-Keppler

etter.

E-10
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Qbs:rvation #8: (Response: Hatfield Electric Company)

Hatfield Electric could not determine if a portion of the conduit
inspection is subject to the reinspection program.

Discussion:

Torque checks in the conduit area were determined to be non-reproducable
inspections; dispite this, bolt counts were taken during reinspection. The
bolt count was included in the original conduit inspection to determine the
proper number of torque checks to perform. Cifferences in bolt counts between
the original inspection and the reinspection are being entered as rejectable
items in the reinspection program. These items are remaining open due to
confusion on how to disposition them. Hatfield Electric Company needs to
determine if bolt counts should be a part of the reinspection program and, if
$0, how to resolve these items.

E-11
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Items Dispositioned during the Audit

During the audit, several items were identified which were dispositioned
prior to or at the exit meetings. Because these items no longer exist at the
time this report is being written, they are not considered deficient.

During the audit, it was noted that the population of Pittsburgh Testing
Laboratory inspectors changed due to factors such as inaccessibility and the
minimum number of required inspections. It was also noted that it could not
be determined which inspectors were replaced and for what reasons they were
replaced. Before the exit meeting, a list of Level I and Level Il initial and
subsequent inspectors selected was provided. The list developed included
inspector's level of capability and reasons fcr all inspector's chosen. Due
to the acceptability of the PTL inspector list provided, this item requires no
response.

Additionally, it was noted that the status of PTL reinspection reports to
be submitted for third party evaluation was difficult to determine Before
the exit meeting, PTL provided a form wnich included the steps necessary to
procure reinspection reports. The PTL form is acceptable.

Powers-Azco-Pope's inspectors were included in the reinspection program
only if their certification date fell before March 1982. PAP's new
certification procedure was accepted in July, 1982. R. Sutherland was PAP's
only QC inspector certified between March and July. Mis qualification package
was reviewed by C E.Co. QA on Surveillance #4624 dated 5/25/83. it was
acceptable to current criteria

As a result of the audit, it was determined that Hatfield Electric Company
CA was not aware of the proper number of additional inspectors to include in
the reinspection program. Per the Stiede-Keppler letter, when a failure in
the reinspection program occurs, the population of additional inspectors
should equal 50% of the initial number of inspectors chosen to be
reinspected. Due to the fact that the results of the reinspection program
have not yet been analyzed, no additional inspectors have been selected.
Prior to the selection of additional inspectors, C.E.Co. PCD will provide
Hatfield Electric Company with the proper number of inspectors to include.

Also identified, two of Matfield Electric Company's reinspection
inspectors did not meet the experience/education requirement at the time of
certification. HMatfield Electric Company failed to verify high school
education or its equivalency for D. Moehling and D. McCarty. This item was
identified and followed by C.E Co. QA Surveillance #a7%0. Their
certifications were revoked prior to any inspections being performed
Presently, McCarty has his high school diploma on file and Moehling a copy of
his GED. Both individuals have been recertified,

E-12
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At the time of the audit, C.E.Co. Site CA has not completed review and
verification of all qualifications of those QC inspectors performing
reinspections. This item was previously identified and being followed by
Finding #4 on General Office QA Audit of Byron Station Construction, June
1983, Review of these qualification packages is currently underway. If any
deficiencies are noted, these will be tracked on the surveillance documenting
the review

Problems with Blount Brothers Corporation not properly documenting all
facets of their certification program for their reinspection inspectors are

documented on Byron Site QA Surveillance #4699 Resolution of these problems
will be through this mechanism.

E-13
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Summary and Assessment, Byron Reinspection Program Audit

The audit team ‘ound that all contractors involved are in the process of
implementing the reinspection program described in the Stiede-Keppler letter
dated February 23, 1983 The audit team also found that in some cases
clarification is needed to provide the reinspection program with continuity |
It is suggested that all clarifications and directions required be put in
writing. The audit team found that in the past, verbal direction had resulted )
in differences in interpretation and implementation of the Stiede-Keppler
letter. In order for C.E.Co. Project Construction to perform a meaningful
l?lly!i! of the program results, differences in implementation should be
eliminated .

As a result of this audit, a total of one (1) finding and eight (8)
observations were identified. The only potential QA program violation
identified was the finding which concerned identification of non-conforming
conditions. The audit team felt that this finding resulted from difficulties
incurred when attempting to combine a special program with the contractor's
regular program. This finding applied to four of the seven contractors
audited. The observation. id."tified in this report were, for the most part,
the result of different interpretations of the Stiede-Keppler letter These
differences resulted in discrepancies in such areas as sample size, both
initial and expanded, of inspectors and inspections to be reinspected
Another example of a difference in interpretation is the application of the
term “inaccessible” to items which do not fit the description of
“inaccessible” offered in the Stiecdo-Xeppler letter .

Because the audit occurred while the reinspection program was in progress,
the results of the program could not be analyzed. The audit team folt that
this situation provides an advantage as it will provide Project Construction
with a list of itoms that could, if not resolved, impact the analysis of the
results of the program. This fact is evidenced by the number of items
resolved both during the pudit and at “he exit meeting. Resolution of the
finding and observations "dentified in this report should provide the
reinspection program wilfth sufficient clarity and continuity to enable Project
Construction to identify the adequacy of the contractor's past QC inspector
certification programs. The reinspection program is expected to be complete
in September of 1983 The audit team hopes that this audit will assist
:ro)oc! CONTEPUTYETER in fulfilling the commitments made in the Stiede-Keppler
etter.

E-14
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February 23, 1983

Mr. James GC. Keppler, Regional Administrator
Directoraste of Inspection ang -
Enforcement - Region 111
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Roac
Clen Ellyn, IL 60137

Subject: Byron Station Units 1 ang 2
1 & € Inspection Report Nos.

30-454/82-05 anc 50-455/82-04

References (a): June 24, 1982 letter from C.E. Norelius
to Corcell Reed

(b): July 30, 1982 letter*from W.L. Sti.ece
ta J.C. Keppler

(€): September 22, 1982 letter from C.E.
Norelius to Corcdell Reecd

(@.: November 5, 1982 letter from Ww.L. Stiede
to J.C, Keppler

Dear Mr. Kegpler:

This letter provices a revised response to an item of noncompllance
8t Byron Station which was identified as ¥1nla&£nn.2 in reference (a).
In references (b) and (d) we proposed sctions to be taken to provice
additions) assurance that s n ty contro ngpectors were
properly trained anod qualifiec or to assure that their lnspections were
valid., Thnis letter cdocuments an alternate plan which superceces {n part
the previously proposec programs. We believe this plan will satisfy NiC

concerns presented In references (a) and (c) and clarified in discussions
with Region 111 personnel,

Ouring the sublect inspection the NRC found that the contractor
programs for qualifying G.A./Q0.C. personnel at Gyron were inconsistent
with r interpretation of the requirements o'.Aﬂﬁl.ﬂAA‘Za!il%;g'
rpoct ly, they founc deficlencies in our contractor's evaluallons of
initiel inspector capabilities, in documentation of initiel certification,
Ond in the criteries usec to establish inspector qualification. The NARC
gid not fine that these deficiences had compromised the quality of plant

netruction. In fssuing o violation, however, they made it clear that

vhe qualification programs were to be upgraced and the quality of work
completed was to be verified in some nl**?!?" ' '

E~15%



J. G. Keppler iy B February 23, 1982

Before® explaining the program which we propose to implement in
verifying the quality of the work completed, it is appropriate that we
describe the history of changes made to the inspector qualification
Practices at Byron. This will demonstrate that we have always required
Qualifiecd inspectors and that the contractor programs for inspector
certification have been upgraded over the years to aodress the changing
interpretation of the applicable ingustry stanoaros.

Certification Practices

ANSI N4L.2.6 is the stancard applicable in establishing
qualification programs for nuclear power plant Q.A./Q.C. personnel.
Since its inception in the early 1970's the interpretation of acceptable
gpplication of this standard has evolved throughout the industry and at

yron.,

From 1574 to 1977 our contractors were requirec to cevelop
Quality assurance programs and procedures for certification of inspectors
which were directed toward their specific contractual scope of work. The
certification programs depended on training and experience as the primary
basis for qualification ir accorcance with the intent of ANSI N45.2.6-
1973. To assure that the installations and inspections performed by the
various contractor organizations were acceptable, the work was checked by
reinspections and surveillances concucted by an on-site independent "
testing contractor directed by the Commonwealth Edison Quality Assurance
Department and by techmtral audits and surveillances performec by

,Commonwealth Edison Quality Assurance personnel.

In 1579 ancd 1980 the contractors' programs anc procecures fur
certification ef inspectors were reviseoc to adoress NRC concerns ra’cec
in a 1979 inspecticn. The procedures were mace more specific with regard
to the basis for qualification and certification of inspectors; yet they
remained directed toward the various activities zssociated with the
contractor's specific scope of work. The work continued to be checked by
the independent testing contractor's reinspecticns ang surveillances anc
the Quality Assurance Cepartment's technical aufits and surveillances.:
In early 1580 an audit was performed of the records of all inspecters who
were then certified to assure that their training, quaslification andg
certification activities and records conformed to the augumentec
requirements established after the 1979 NRC inspection. The NAC reviewed
the results of this audit and the implementation of the augumentec
requirements and closed the deficiency identified in the 1279 inspection,
We believed that our inspector qualification activities were acceptable
according to the interpretation of ANSI N45.2.6 which was being appliec
at that time. .

In 1982 the NRC has again reviewed the programs for qualification
and certification of contractor inspectors at Byron. They found that
uniform-criteria had not heen established for qualification of Inspectors
of various contractors that chose to develop alternate parameters and
limitations.

E-16



J. G. Keppler -3 - ‘ February 23, 198}

N45.2.6 specifically states that the parameters contsined there
are recommended and that alternate means are acceptable. The stancdard
provides no guidance on development of the alternate parameters ang
limitations sc the contractors each developed these differently. The
procedures and methodologies set forth by the various contractors have
been reviewed, approved and auditecd for compliance by Commonwealth
Edison. They all conform to ANS] N45.2.6-1978. As a result of various
other inspection and audit results we are confident that the inspecticns
were and are being performed in an acceptable manner.

To address the inspector's concern, however, minimum parameters
and limitations were establishec in April 1982 to institute a common
basis for inspector certification requirements ¥or the varlous

contractors. WwWith input from NRC inspectors these requirements were
further enhanced and reissued to the contractors on Jung 9, 1982. The
applicable site contractors' procecures for qualification anc certi
cation of inspectors were revised between July and September 1982 t
incorporate these new requirements.

fie
0

To summarize, our contractors' inspector qualification and
certification activities have been 'upcraced to remain consistent with the
changing interpretation of accentahle annlication of ANSI NLS.2.6. The
~ertification upgrading activities co not imply ceficiencies in work

eviously inspected. This conclusion has been verified through over-
check inspections, audits, and surveillances.

Proposed Corrective Action

In responcing to violation 2 in reference (5) we establishec a
program for assuring that al' current inspectors are certifiec to
upgraged reguirements established in new contractor procedures. That
pregram is not changed by this letter.

A new plan has been developed to address the NRC's concerns
regarding work performed by inspectors no longer on site or irspectors
whno cannot presently be shown to nave been qualifiec. Details of this®
plan are proviced in Attachment A tc this letter. Generally, we are
proposing various reinspections which verify the adequacy of past QF
inspector training/certification practices employed at Byron. For each
site contractor we have celineatec the manner in which construction
quality woulo be reverified through reinspection of representative
portions of the accessible work. In some cases reinspections which would
accomplish this goal have been completed or are in progress. For other
contractors new inspection programs are described here. We have
delineated the scope of reinspections to be performed and the acceptance
criteria which would be utilized. Schedules for this work have not yet
"~en set. In the few cases where all of a contractor's work is

.accessible for reinspection we have highlighted the oversight
inspections and testing which provide addition assurance of quality.

E-17



J. GC. Keppler -4 - February 23, 1903

We understand that NRC concurrence in these corrective actions
is necessary to close out this noncompliance. We also understand that
the NRC may wish to identify up to three additional inspectors of each
contractor's work to be checked. The reinspection program woulc be
conducted most efficiently if these additional names were known at the
outset of our records review. Please contact Tom Tramm with these nunes
as soon as possible anao no later than March 1, 1983,

Please contact me if additional information is needec.

very truly yours,

W. L. Stiece
Pssistant Vice-President

TRT/1m

Attachment

o
(o]
L8 ]
0
-
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AUDIT CLOSE OUT QG: 33.4
Report No. £189 AUDIT No. 6-83-66 Date 10/12/83

Contractor/Organization: Hunter Corp.

.--—-------—-—--~------_-_----—-----o---——----------------—-—-—--------------.

Contrary to 10CFRS0-B, Criterion XV, certain contractors were not taking
appropriate measures to identify, document, segregate. disposition, and notify
affected organizations of nonconforming items identified under the
reinspection program.

DISCUSSION:

During the reinspection program. nonconforming conditions were identified
which did not result in discrepancy reports being initiated. Problems with
component support 2FP12016 were documented on Field Problem Sheet #FP.O9F
rather than on a discrepancy report. No DR was issued for rejectable items
associated with component support 2FP14056X because Hardware Removal Report
#1380 has been initiated due to W FCN 52901 dated 6/22/83. The reinspection
for 2FP14056X was prior to the issuance of the ECN. The following mechanical
Joints failed to meet the specified torque of 70% of the initial value when
reinspected: SSX 100-23 MJ177. SSX 100-23 MJ178, SAB 100-43 MJ23, SDO 100-34
MJ49: these joints were retorqued by production immediately following
inspection. No DR's were issued to document this.

Hunter Reponse Dated: 9/1/83

In relation to 2FP12016. at the time support was initially reviewed by
Quality Control. it was suspected that the support was installed outside of
toierances. Our Engineering Department was querried about the condition. and
unknown to Qualty Control. the Engineering Department initiated a Fle.d
Problem which resuited in the ECN. At that point in time. Quality Contol was
Just beginning reinspection and the scenaric for handling this type of problenm
may not neve been finalized. DR number QC-2FP12-001 was initiated on 7/11/83
to resclve problems associated with .his support. In relation to 2FP14056,
reinspection was performed 6/7/83 and 6/8/83. The reinspection resulted in
generation of Fleid Problem AB37580, S&L ECN 8233, and DR no. QC-2FP14-004.

Hardware Removal Number 1380 and W ECN 52901 ate associated with hanger number
1PS1300C1 not 2FP1405€.

In relation to the mechanical joints. data has been turned over tc PCD for
evaluation of the phenomena associated with this problem. The evaluation will
determine a course of action to be taken.

ACTION TO PREVENT RECURRENCE:

None required. Reinspection is completed.

Attachment F

(12288)



page 2
surveillance Report No. 5189

Hunter Corp.
DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE wILlL BE ggglEVED:

pue to the 1solated nature of the cited problem and actions taken since
the actual time of the problem, we consider ourselves to be in compliance at

this time.

FOLLOW-UP:

10/12/83 - Reviewed Hunter COrP. discrepancy report QC-ZFP12°001
(Attached) and (C 2FP14-004. Huntel Corp. discrepancy Report QC-ZFPXZ-OOI is
associated with component support 2FP12016. Hunter Corp. discrepancy report
QCc-2FP12-004 1is associated with component Support 2FP14056X. Hunter Corp. has
received direction from CECo. PCD which enables them tO consider dolt torque
inspections as {naccessible. See attached Hunter COIp. inquiry dated 9/15/83

and S&L letter dated 9/14/83.

This surveillance 1S closed.

This closes Partt “A* Finding %1 of Audit 6-83-66.

—‘-------—-—---‘------—------—‘--_--—---_----------—-.

prepared by

Appreved DY

AJR:t3:12288 <

Attachments /O STk
cc: UWf e
0.A. Supt./File &
Contractor

Q.A. Audit staff Jesg.

PCD Supt.

project Manager

AJR

—----—---—---—--

Date ML

L ——-—
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HUNTER CORPORATION

3800 - 179T™ STREET. HAMMOND. INDIANA

48323, (2'9) 845-8000 (212 731-8000

September 15, 1983

Commonwealth gdison Company
4450 North German Church Road

Byron, 111inois 61010

Mr. R. Tuetken
Assistant Superintendent
Project Construction Dept.

piping System Bolt Torqu

Attention:

e Relaxation.

Subject: NRC Reinspection Program,

Mr. Tuetken:
-

)

f inaccessible’

teribute of piping system bolt torque (2s it appli

In your opinion does the 2
fall within the definition ©

jon Program)

to the NRC Reinspect
Yours very truly, \

ALl

LEE E. HADICK

Quality Control Supervisor

@ Yes @ No GT . date ¢/_g'/g3

‘M,‘K.A ~ Tuetken gl

o \n it
R Zusll
9/ See Qﬂ.\-a‘\n.‘\ 6'1_ \“_)ﬁ‘( .

cc: M. L. Somsaj \

K- Selman &\qasﬂ. \cn\\t fc\.‘:i-c'/\. A..t.é S.f}:"(‘ ﬁal

file
LEH/pb R ﬁ;%;

F-6

CARLSBAD CALIFOMA

& L]



SARGENT & LUNDY
ENGINEERS

0 ("

89 CAST MONROEL STREET

CHMICAGO, ILLINOIS 608C2
(32) 2e®-20C0

Septembter 14, 1983
Project Nos. 4391/4392-00

Commonwealth Ed4di
Byron Station =

Flange Bolt Torgue Relaxaticn

Mr. G. Sorensen

Commonwealth Ediscon Company

Byron Staticn

P. O. Box B :
Byren, Illincis 61010 t

©
m
W
"
"
n
O
A
(1

3
0
o
bs |

t the request of Mr, R, P. Tuetken, we have reviewed the sublec:
of flange bolt torgue relaxation and determined that all flance
boles will ex;er;eﬁ:e scme degres of torsue relaxaticn, The swo
mechanisms responsible fcr bdecls torsue relaxation are flange bol:t
relaxacticn and flange gasket creep and relaxation.

Flange bolt relaxztion normally results frem pzp-“g system Cpera-
ion (pressure and temperazure effec<ts) and operating tra“ gisnts.
Flange gasket creep and relaxaticn normally occur 1~ﬁe-.a-_l.
following £flange beclt torguing, Flance gasket relaxation may also
result frem plant construction activities and system start-up
testing. Even though the phencmena of flange bolt torgue relaxaticn
is understocod, it is not possible o accurately predict the level
of total belt torcue relaxation.

o

In summary, flange bolt torgue values will relax over time. Tilis
will result in lower final bols torgue values than initially apelied.
If you have any additicnal questions on this subject, please ca.l nme,

a' ’s v-ev~v ﬁv-l

/&fmﬂa /d/"/?ﬁ—

Nnennis Den
Mec“anz-a‘ -ng.nee:

DD:cl

Ccpies:

J. T. Westermeier D. L. Lecne/W, C., Clefs
R, Cosaro B. G. Treece

M. Lohmann R. J. Netzel

R. P, Tuetken D. A. Gallagher

' F-7
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HUNTER CORPORATION
3800 - 179TH STREET MAMMOND INDIANA 46323 (219) 845-8000 (312! *31-8000
HC-QA-412

September 1, 1983

Commonwealth Edison Company
4450 North German Church Road
Byron, Illinois 61010

Attention: Construction Quality Assurance
Mr. A.J. Rosenbach
Lead Auditor

Subject: Expanded Hunter Corporation response to your organizations report of
Audit 6-83-66.

References (1) Hunter Corporation letter number HC~-QA-402 (which 1s
superceeded by this correspondence) ¢
(2) CECo letter number BY 9628 !

Mr. Rosenbhach:

T apologize for the failure to provide a response to observation 5 in letter
+ .nber HC-QA-402. The responses for Finding 1 and Observation ] are
reiterated in this correspondence along with the response for Observation 5

CECo Finding #1

Contrary to 10CFRS50 Appendix B, Criterion XV, certain contractors were not
taking appropriate measures to identify, document, segregate, disposition, and
notify affected organizations of nonconforming i1tems i1dentified under the
reinspection program,

Discussion Part A:

During the reinspection program, nonconforming conditions were identified
which did not result in discrepancy reports being initiated. Problems with
component support 2FP12016 were documented on Field Problem Sheet #EPI09F
rather than on a discrepancy report. No DR was issucd for rejectable items
associated with component support 2FP14056X because Hardware Removal Report
#1380 has been initiated due to W ECN 52901 dated 6/22/83. The reinspection
for 2FP14056X was prior to the issuance of the ECN. The following mechanical
Joints failed to meet the specified torque of 70% of the initial value when
reinspected: SSX 100-23 MJ177, SSX 100-23 MJ178, SAB 100-43 MJ23, SDO-100-34
MJ49; these joints were retorqued by production imnediately following
inspection. No DR's were issued to document this.

CHICAGO wuNO'S HAMMOND  INDIANA CARLSRAD Ca FORNA



i ter Corporation Response:

Corrective Action Taken and Results Achieved:

In relation to 2FP12016, at the time support was initially reviewed by
Quality Control, it was suspected that the support was installed outside of
tolerances. Our Engineering Department was querried about the condition, and
unknown to Quality Control, the Engineering Department initiated a Field
Problem which resulted in the ECN. At that point in time, Quality Control was
just beginning reinspection and the scenario for handling this type of problem
may not have been finalized. DR number QC-2FP12-001 was initiated on 7-11-83
to resolve problems associated with this support. In relation to 2FP14056,
reinspection was performed 6-7-83 and 6-8-83. The reinspection resulted 1in
gencration of Field Problem AB37580, S&L ECN 8233, and DR no. QC-2FP14-004.

Hardware Removal Number 1380 and W ECN 52901 are associated with hanger number
1PS190001 not 2FP14056.

In relation to the mechanical joints, data has been turned over to PCD for
evaluation of the phenomena associated with this problem The evaluation will
determine a course of action to be taken :

Action Taken To Prevent Recurrence: !

None required Reinspecticn 1s completed.

f e When Full Compliance Will Be Achieved:

Due to the isolated nature of the cited problem and actions taken since the

actual time of the problem, we consider ourselves to be in compliance at this
time,

CECc OBSERUVATION #1:

Apelication of the term "inaccessible" to those items which receive multiple
inspections does not correspond directly to the definition of "inaccessible”
offered in the Stiede-Keppler letter dated February 23, 1983.

DISCUSSION:

According to the Stiede-Keppler letter, "Inaccessible shall be defined as:
condition where dismantling would be required to gain access, or condition
where process was an event which can not be recreated.”

When inspections of the same type occur after that i1nspection to be sampled
in the reinspection program, the item of the original inspection i1s labeled by
Hunter as 1inaccessible. For example, it a Type 3 inspection 1is performed in
January, 1980 and a subsequent Type 3 performed in May, 1982, the one in 1980
1s termed inaccessible. This 1s done without research to determine if the
later inspection occurred as a result of rework etc. thus making the original
inspection unrecreatcable.



dter Curporation Response:

Corrective Action Taken and Results Achieved:

None required. This approach was in accordance with Reinspection
Interpretation #2, a copy of which is attached to this response.

Action Taken to Preuvent Recurrence

N/A

Date When Full Compliance Will Be Achicved:

N/A

CECo Observation #5:

For some inspectors, the numbor of items reinspected. though in agraement
with the Stiede-Keppler letter, do not provide an adequate sample size

!

Commonwealth Edison's Project Construction Department verbally directed all
contractors, with the exception of PTL/Peabody, to provide a mirimum sample
size of fifty (50) it.ms.

Discussion: Observation #5 Part A

Of the five (5) Level II QC inspectors reviecwed during the aucdit, three (3):
P. Pepitone, S. Kilpatrick, and J. Ooten. dicn't have the minimum of fifty
(50) 1tems reinspected.

Hunter Corporation Response

Corrective Action Taken and Results Achieved

Mr. Pepitone's data base was expanded to include his full term of employment
as an inspector with Hunter Corporation. This resulted in reinspection of 51
of his inspections. 1In relation to Mr. Ootern and Mr. Kilpatrick, an inquiry
was made to your organizations Quality Control Supervisor (Mr. R.B. kKlingler)
to obtain a disposition of their cases. A copy is included as Attachment 1.

Action Taken to Prevent Recurrence:

None required. Reinspection is completed

Date When Full Compliance Will Be Achieved:

We are in full compliance at this time

F-10



If you have any questions or comments, please contact me.

Sincerely yours,

HUNTER CORPORATION

qu{g Supervisor

cc: K.R. Selman
B. Krasawski1
L. Hadick
M.L. Somsag
CECo Audit 6-83-66

M. L. Somsag
Quality Ass

jm
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HUNTER CORPORATION

TO AMHC-BR- G2

.-

HC-QA-41!
September 1, 1983 cc: R. Klingler
K.R. Selman
Commonwealth Edison Company L. Hadick
4450 North German Church Road M.L. Somsag
Byron, Illinois 61010 Original to NRC

Reinspection File
Attention: Project Construction Department
Mr. R. B. Klingler
Quality Control Supervisor

Subject: NRC Reinspection Program
Mr. Klingler: .

In completing our reports for the subject activity i1t has been identified
that we could not attain the minimum of 50 reinspections each for 3 !
individuals (R. Sturgess, J. Ooten and S Kilpatrick) The quantities of
reinspections that could be performed for each individual are listed below

P Sturgess (#9208) 19
. oten (#1211) 28
S. Kilpatrick (#13548) 30

In attempting to comply with the minimum of &0 reinspections for each of the
3 individuals, we expanded the $0 day time frame of each indivicdual to their
full term of employment as an inspector. As a result of these circumstances,
I present the following inquiry.

Is it necessary to expand the inspector population or will it be acceptable
to let the record stand as is

Please indicate your response in the area provided.
Sincerely yours,

HUNTER CORPORATICN

M L. Sorfisag

Quality Assu upervisor

CECo Response E]Expand Inspector population,
Record may stand as is.

Date ?‘[’é 5 i

g
CECo Q.C. S rvisor

jm CwCAGO WiND'S HAMMOND  0IANA F-Ruo CasOaN.A
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IT CLOSE OUT 0G: 53.4 (\/
Report No. 5202R1 AUDIT No. 6-83-66 Date 10-13-83

Contractor/Organization: Hatfield Electric Co.
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INDING #1: (f*ﬂfT' t€>

Contrary to 10CFRS0 Appendix B, Criterion XV. certain contractors were not
taking appropriate measures to identify. document, segregate. disposition. and
notify affected organizations of nonconforming items identified under the
reinspection program.

DISCUSSION:

During the reinspection program. nonconforming conditions wei2 identified
which did not result in discrepancy reports being initiated. Field problem
sheets were belng implemented to resolve reinspection items in the conduit and
terminations area. The field problem sheet is not proceduralized.

Hatfield Response Dated 8/04/83

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

Fileld problem sheets were generated for conduit items which could easily
be corrected by the area foreman in a short time period. Some items were
corrected immediately. the balance is being checked for completion. All field
problem sheets are filed to verify that all corrections were made. Field
problem sheets were generated to C.E.Co. OAD to find out if they had made a
change to the wiring diagram as the items in question were turned over to the
owner.

NCR #674 was written to correct this problem.

ACTION TO PREVENT RECURRENCE:

Instruct inspectors not to use field problem sheets.

FOLLOW-UP: 10/13/83

HECO. NCR %674 was written to disposition the deficlent items discovered
during termination inspections. This NCR was closed B/22/83 (See attached).

Discrepancies which had been identified on field problem sheets were
included in the results of the reinspection program as submitted to CECO.
PCD. A review of Lhe reinspection program reports submitted for E.A. Durras,
J. Buchanan, K. Cripps. E. Getzelman, H. Holze and F. Keep revealed fie.d
problem sheets to be included. The inclusion of field problem sheets with the
reinspection program reports enabled CECo. PCD to make a determination
concerning the acceptability of inspections which resulted in field problem
sheets being generated. This appears to be an isolated case which has been
adequately resolved.

(12378) Attachment G
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Page 2
Hatfield Electric Company

This suryeillance is closed.
This closes the Hatfield portion of Finding #1 Audit 6-83-66.

ettt -

Date 124;&)

nNate /¢ ~g1-F3

Prepared by

Approved by

AJR: Jc:1237S Sidiea

PR alern
cc: W . 1
Q.A. Supt./Flle
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
AJR
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BYRON SITE QA SURVEILLANCE T
MDITCLOSE Qur K/ f 03 QF: QG534 [
Report No. 4939 AUDIT No. 6-83-66 Date 08/26/83

Contractor/Organization: Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories

e i e T L T L L T T a—

FINDING #1:

Contrary to 10CFRS0-B, Criterion XV, certain contractors were not taking
appropriate measures to identify, document., segregate, disposition and notify
affected organizations of nonconforming items identified under the
reinspection program.

DISCUSSION:
At the time of the audit. PTL had rot yet transmitted open incpection
reports generated because of the reinspection program to the appropriate

contractors. Therefore, no corrective action has been taken for the
apparently nonconforming conditions.

PTL Response:

Corrective Action Taken:

PTL will transmit reports with nonconforming conditions to the respective
contractors through the ncrmal transmittal system.

Action to Prevent Recurrence:

PTL was working on the premise that reports with nonconforming conditions
would be teported to the contractors upon full completion of the reinspection
program. PTL has since been advised to transmit nonconforming reports upon
concurrence with Mr. M. Provenzano, S&L Representative. As this appears to be
an isolated incident, no further action is necessary.

Date of Full Compliance: August 8. 1983

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

PTL hes started transmitting tejectable reports to BSC. The fiist
tiansmittal was #i047C dated 7/1/83. The latest was K188.8 Dated 6/19/83.
This process 1s ongoing. This was determined by reviewing PTL transmittal log
and transmittal.

Attachment H

(10408
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Survelllance Report No. 4939
PTL

OBSERVATION #3: (response PTL)

PTL 1s not reinspecting each individual inspection performed during the
inspector's first three (3) months, where accessbile.

DISCUSSION:

For Inspectors certified in several disciplines within the three month
time frame. only those inspections in the area of the original certification
during the first 90 calendar days were reinspected as opposed to "each
individual inspection performed during the inspector's first three months” as
cited in the Stiede-Keppler letter dated February 23, 1983. An example of
thic situation would be 1f an inspector was originally certified in one type
of inspection and later certified in a second type of inspection. the first
certification was reinspected. The second type of inspection was not
reinspected even though certification and inspections within that area may
have taken place during the inspector's initial 90 days.

PTL 1s not reinspecting each individual inspection performed during the
inspector's first three (3) months, where accessible.

Corrective Action Taken:

PTL is now reinspecting each individual inspection performed during the
inspector’'s first three (3) months, as directed by Commonwealth Edison via the
Stiede-Kepplor letter 2/23/83.

Action to Prevent Recurrence:

A complete review of selected inspectors certification package to
determine what discipline(s) those individuals were certified in during
initial three (3) month period.

Date of Pull Compliance: August 8, 1683

Observation #3:

The only inspector who had two (2) different certifications and was chosen
for the reinspection program was § Cushman. This was researched by M.
Tallent, FTL Site Manager and D. Smith, Unit Concept Supervisor. The type
inspection reinspected was visual weld inspection. The certification which
als0 occured during Cushman s first 99 days was concerte expansion anchor
installation. Concrete expansion anchor iorque checks were inspected by
Cushaan, due to reiaxation torque checks are nonreproducable.

(10408)
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PTL

This surveillance is closed.

c the PTL portion of Finding #1 and Observation #3 of Audit
-83-66.

-

Prepared by
Approved by

AJR:t1:10408 G-3/-F

| - - 1/1.S. Bitel

Q.A. Supt./File 2o AT’
Contractor = : /-
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
AJR
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BYRON SITE QR SURVEILLANCE i
AUDIT CLOSE OUT QG: 53.4
Report No. 5188 AUDIT No. 6-83-66 Date 10/12/83

Contractor/Organization: Hunter Corp.

o

OBSERVATION #1:

Application of the term “inaccessible" to those items which receive
multiple inspections does not correspond directly to the definition of
“inaccessible” offered in the Stiede-Keppler letter dated February 23, 1983.

DISCUSSION: Observation #1 Part A (Hunter Corporation)

According to the Stiede-Keppler letter. "Inaccessible shall be defined as:
condition where dismantling would be required to gain access. or condition
where process was an event which cannot be recreated.”

when inspections of the same type occur after that inspection to be
sampled in the reinspection program, the item of the original inspection is
labeled by Hunter as 1naccessible. For example, if a Type 3 inspection is
performed in January. 1980 and a subsequent Type 3 performed in May. 1982, the
one in 1980 is termed inaccessible. This is done without research to
determine if the later inspection occurred as a result of rework etc. thus
making the original inspection unrecreateable.

Hunter Response: Dated 9/1/83

None required. This approach was in accordance with Reinspection
Interpretation #2, a copy of which is attached to this response.

ACTION TO PREVENT RECURRENCE:

N/A

DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIFVED:

N/RA
FOLLOW-UP:
10/12/83 - Per R.B Klingler, CECo. PCD. the Hunter Corp. anpli~ation of
interpretation #2 (See Altached) 15 correct. When subsequent inspection of

the same type occured, the later inspection was reinspected and the earlier
inspection is considered inaccessable.

Attachment I

(12278)



":

Page 2
Surveillance Report No. 5188
Hunter Corp.

This surveillance is closed.
This closes Part A of Observaticn #1 of Audit #6-83-66.

Prepared by M Date /gé gé 3
Approved by f;//f.t« \,L
/

Date /¢//3/83
AJR:t3:12278
Attachment ;M‘Vq/

cc: W.J. SkiL-8Bltel o 7
Q.A. Supt./File o Yoy

L4

Contractor =2
Q.A. Audit Staff Desgq.

PCD Supt.

Project Manager

AJR

1-2
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BYRON SITE QA SURVEILLANCE /f”/

AUDIT CLOSE OUT <) % 53.4
Report No. 5210 AUDIT No. 6-83-66 Date 10-14-83

Contractor/Or.an;zation: Hatfield Electric Co.

-1 - T - - - - A

OBSERVATTON #1:

Application of the term “inaccessible” to those items which receive
multiple irenections does not correspond directly to the definition of
"inaccessible” offered in the Stiede-Keppler letter dated February 23, 1983.

DISCUSSION:

According to the Stiede-Keppler letter. “Inaccessible shall be defined as:
condition where dismantling would be required to ga‘n access. or condition
where process was an event which can not be recreated.” Hatfleld was using
the term inaccessible to disposition reinspections to which this definiticn
does not apply. The exanmple noted during the audit was. Hatfield had termed
those items with subsequent inspections as inaccessible without determining if
the original inspection was an event which cannot be recreated because of
rework, design change. etc.

Hatfleld Response Dated 8/4/83

Items which could not be physically reached or where conduits and hangers
had been changed per print revisions. FCR'S or ECN's and had been reinspected
at a later date were inadvertently noted “"Inaccessible" during conduit
reinspecticn. This was an error in terminology and actually the items were
non-retrievable. All items noted incorrectly as "Inaccessible’ had been
researched and the original inspections could not be recreated.

FOLLOW-UP: 10/14/83
The error in termincloqgy las been resolved via the research performed by

Hatfleld. 1Inirectinns which cannot de recreated are pruperly tecmed
“inaccess.ble".

OBSERVATION #8:

Hatfield Electric could not determine if a portion of the conduit
inspection is subject to the reinspecciorn program.

Attachment J

(1240s)



Surveillance Report No. 5210
Page 2
Hatfield Electric Company

DISCUSSION:

Torque checks in the condult area were determined to be non-reproducible
inspections: despite this., bolt counts were taken during reinspection. The
bolt count was included in the original conduit inspection to determine the
proper numbe: of torque checks to perform. Differences in bolt counts between
the original inspection and the reinspection are being entered as rejectable
items in the reinspection program. These items are remaining open due to
confusion on how to disposition them. Hatfield Electric Company needs to
determine 1f bolt counts should be a part of the reinspection program and, if
$0. how to resolve these items.

Hatfleld Response Dated 8/25/83

Bolt counts will not be inclided as part of the reinspection criteria.
Differences in bolt counts on the reports cannot be investigated since beth
the original inspector and report reviewer are no longer employed by Hatfield
Electric Company.

FOLLOW-UP: 10/14/83

The elimination of bolt counts from the reinspection program has resclved
this deficiency.

This surveillance is closed.

This closes Observation #8 of Audit 6-83-66.

This closes Observation #] Part B of Audit 6-83-66.

lwf‘-’ )
Prepared by f‘ "7 Date "[7(_-‘-‘ 3
«
Approved by" /L }71g!=$:: Date Jo-/1-43
AJK: Jc:12408 R

- 7

cc: W.J. s@«*ﬁ—e’m
Q.2A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
AJR
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BYRON SITE QA SURVEILLANCE “/6 '/

AUDIT CLOSE OUT “ ) 334
Report No. 5211 AUDIT No. 6-83-66 Date 10-14-83

Contractor/Organization: Hatfield Electric Co.

OBSERVATION #2:

Hatfield has not performed an evaluation of QA/QC Memorandum #295 for its
potential effect in the reinspection progran.

DISCUSSION:

Hatfleld Electric Company QA/QC Memorandum #295 dated 9/17/82 states that
an acceptable weld inspection of cable pan or conduit hangers implies
verification of the correct connection detail. This manner of acceptance
occurred when the cable pan or conduit hanger inspection could not verify the
detail due to the presence of fireproofing. Due to the fact that the
reinspection program requires re-creation of the original inspection, a
determination must be made as to what type of inspection, either weld or
hanger inspection, originally included the connection detail. After this
determination is made. the connection detail can be included as an element of
the proper type of reinspection.

Hatfield Response Dated 8/25/83

Fireproofing was removed on All items which had to be reinspected for the
program. If it was the pan hanger detail itself or a weld traveler to be
reinspected, the material was removed so that the connection detail or the
welds could be inspected as individual attributes. Memc #295 was not
considered during the reinspection.

Hatfield Response Dated 8/30/83

2lease be advised that connection detail verification is originally
included in hanger inspection report.

FC.LOW-UD: 10/14/83

The determination by Hatfield that the ctnnection detail verificatinn is
part of the hanger inspection closes this deficierncy.

Attachment K
(12418)

/

/



Surveillance Report No. 5211
Page 2
Hatfield Electric Co.

This surveillance is closed.
1 rvation udit 6-8 1

T N I 00 00 0 . . . - - -~

u"—
Prepared by - 74 e 3444 ] ZZ"‘"LD“Q refi 7/5")

4// Date /o -11-23

Approved by

AJR:jc:l241s e
~ N7 D
€C: W.l.  Shewskisid ST Bitel
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
AJR
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BYRON SITE QA SURVEILLANCE F)

AUDIT CLOSE ouT QF: QG 53.4
Report No. 4939 AUDIT No. 6-83-66 | Date 08/26/83

Contractor/Organization: Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories

- —----------------o-------—----------c--—--.---------.—----

Contrary to 10CFRSO-B, Criterion XV, certain contractors were not taking
appropricte measures to identify, document, segregate, disposition and notify
affected organizations of nonconforming items identified under the
reinspection program.

DISCUSSION:

At the time of the audit, PTL had not yet transmitted open inspection
reports generated because of the reinspection program to the appropriate
contractors. Therefore, no corrective action has been taken for the
apparently nonconforming conditions.

PTL_Response:
Corrective Action Taken:

PTL will transmit reports with nonconforming conditions to the respective
contractors through the normal transmictal system.

Action to Prevent Recurrence:

PTL was working on the premise that reports with norconforming conditions
would be reported to the contractors upon full completion of the reinspection
program. PTL has since been advised to transmit nonconforming reports upen
concurrence with Mr. M. Provenzano, S&L Representative. As this appears to be
an isolated Incideat, no further action is necessary,

Bate of Ful! Compliance: August 8, 1983
ml l ﬁ-!'g !!;T :0!-

PTL has started transmitting rejectable reports to BBC. The first
transmittal was Wi8479 dated 7/1/83. The latest was H1882M Dated 8/19/83.

This process is ongoing. This was determined by reviewing PTL transmittal log
and transmittal.

Attachment L
(10408)
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Survelllance Report No. 4939
PTL

0BSERVATIONSIIRR cesponse PTL)

PTL 1s not reinspecting each individual inspection perfcrmed during the
Inspector’'s first three (3) months, where accessbile.

DISCUSSION:

For inspectors certified in several disciplines within the three month
time frame, only those inspections in the area of the original certification
during the first 90 calendar days were reinspected as opposec to "each
individual inspection performed during the inspector's first three months" as
cited in the Stiede-Keppler letter dated February 23, 1983. An example of
this situation would be 1f an inspector was originally certified in one type
of inspection and later certified in a second type of inspection., the first
certification was reinspected. The second type of inspection was not
reinspected even though certification and inspections within that area may
have taken place during the inspector's initial 90 days.

PTL 1s not reinspecting each individual inspection performed during the
inspector's first three (3) months, where accessible.

Corrective Actiorn Taken:

PTL 1s now reinspecting each individual inspection performed during the
inspector's first three (3) months, as directed by Commonwealth Edison via the
Stlede-Kepplor letter 2/23/83.

Action to Prevent RecLrrence:

A complete review of selected inspectors certification package to
determine what discipline(s) those ind! siduals were certified in during
initial three (3) month period.

Date of Full Compliance: August 8, 1983

Observation #3:

The only inspector who had two (2) different certifications and was chosen
for the reinspection program was S. Cushman. This was researched by M.
Tallent, PTL Site Manager and D. Smith, Unit Concept Supervisor. The type
inspection reinspected was visual weld inspection. The certification which
also occured during Cushman's first 90 days was concerte expansion anchor
installation. Concrete expansion anchor torque checks were inspected by
Cushman, due to relaxation torque checks are nonreproducable.

(1040s)
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Surveillance Report No. 4939
PTL

This surveillance is closed.

gms"clm- g'iie PTl, portion of Finding #1 and Observation #3 of Audit
#6-83-66.

.—-----——.—------—------—-----—---—------------——--—---------—--------—

Prepared by ¢ ( j.flewxmﬁate 5:4@/;2
. . pate_§ ‘30{3

Approved by

3155

ce: Q*g&_Shewgfi/J.S. Bitel
Q.A. Supt./File

Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
AJR

AJR:t4:1040S
{.



f1ﬁk"fqﬂ7/{
-

A
BYRON SITE QR SURVEILLANCE Z:)
1
! AUDIT CLOSE OUT QG: 53.4
Report No. 5187 AUDIT No. 6-8" -66 Date 10/12/83

Contractor/Organization: Hunter Corp.

OBSERVATION #5:

) For some inspectors. the number of items reinspected., though in agreement
with the Stiede-Keppler letter, do not provide an adequate sample size.

DISCUSSION: Observation #5 Part A
Commonwealth Edison's Project Construction Department verbally directed

all contractors, with the exception of PTL/Peabody. to provide a minimum
sample size of fifty (50) items.

Of the five (5) Level II QC inspectors reviewed during the audit, three
(3): P. Pepitone, S. Kilpatrick and J. Ooten did not have the minimum of
fi1fty (50) items reinspected.

Hunter Corporation Response:

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

Mr. Pepitcne’'s data base was expanded to include his full term of
employment as an inspector with Hunter Corporation. This resulted in
reinspection of fifty-one (51) of his inspections. In relation to Mr. Ooten
and Mr. Kilpatrick, an inquiry was made to your organizations Quality Control

Supervisor (Mr. R.B. Klingler) to obtain a disposition of their cases. A copy
is included as Attachment 1.

ACTION TO PREVENT RECURRENCE:

None required. Reinspection is completed.

DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED:
wWe are in full compliance at this time.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

10/12/83 - Reviewed records of individual reinspections submitted to CECo.
PCD by Hunter Corp. P. Pepitone. Emp. #1284. had a total of fifty-one (51)
inspections reinspected. Per R.B. Klingler, CECo. PCD. the number of
inspections for Ooten and Kilpatrick were determined to be acceptable. (See
attached Hunter Memo HC-QA-41]1 dated 9/1/83)

Attachment M

(1226s)
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Surveillance Report No. 5187
Hunter Corp.

This surveillance is closed.

This closes part A of Observation #5 of Audit #6-83-66.

D e -

Date_ro/.2/23

Reported by

Approved by

2 4
7

AJR:t3:1226S l-/“‘q"/

Attachme 7 h =l
cc: W.J k1/3.SBItel 4004
QR Supt./Site Q.A. File #* )/
Contractor
PCD Supt
AJR



f‘*~§ Q.P. FORM 18-1.
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Commonweaii @ Edison Company DATE _8/-/81

/

GUALITY AJSURANCI MANUAL
AUDIT REPORT

#6-83-93 [ =

)
Type Audit: [ /Program Audit [ 7Product Inspection Point
[ 7Records XX 7special
To: R, B. Klingler, PCD QC Supervisor
Project_Byron Visit Datell/14-17/8%Report Date_ll/28/s
Systez__ N/A Component Identification N/A

Material Description N/A

Vendor N/A Location N/A

Subcontractor N/A Location N/A

Contacts See Attachment "B"

Recommended Inspections: € mos 3 mos 1l mo

Other: As specified

Please respond with
Notes: 1. Corrective action

2. Action to prevent recurrence

3. Date of completion for the above items for Finding
#1 by December 15, 1983

Prepared byd’ua ) Date_//-30-43

on - Auditor
Auditor Date_'*//ps
ead Auditor

p Reviewed d 1 Date|;[d!:
LAS:t3: 04374 /'ﬂ‘~ 85
Attachments .

cc: lanaser— /é;’9;31 >

Pro t Mannger

Ene. Manager

Direzter CA Constructicn

Site Conztruction Superintendent

Site Ql’.'. _—— - P ——
Auditee -

g‘te CA Supervisor _ Attachment N



QUALITY ASSURANCE AUDIT
BYRON SITE REINSPECTION PROGRAM
NOVEMBER 14-17, 1983
#6-83-93

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE:

From November 14 to November 17, 1983, the Commonwealth Edison Byron
Quality Assurance conducted an audit on the Byron Site's Reinspection
Program. The purpose of the audit was to assure that conclusions drawn from
the Reinspection Program are valid and reliable.

SCOPE :
The scope of the audit covered the following areas:

1. Accuracy of Reinspection Program results as reported to the NRC in the
Interim Report.

The design basis for the engineering evaluation of Visual weld Inspection
Discrepancies as described in the Interim Report.

Qualifications of the third party inspectors.

Documentation of third party inspections.

Basis for PCD “Interpretations” in regards to the Reinspection Progranm.

Correction of deficiencies identified as a result of the Reinspection
Program.

oS W N

AUDIT AGENDA:

An entrance meeting was conducted and the audit started on November 14,
1983. The audit lasted four (4) days with two (2) exit meetings held on
November 17, 1983. Attendees of entrance and exit meetings are listed in

Attachment "A". A list of those personnel contacted during the audit is given
in Attachment "B",

AUDIT TEAM:

The audit team consisted of J.S. Hale, Lead Auditor, L.A. Simon., Auditor
and T.J. Mitoraj. Observer.

(0437n)
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Audit No. 6-83-93
‘ Byron Reinspection Program

GENERAL EVALUATION:

The following four (4) areas were reviewed at each of the seven (7)
contractors involved in the reinspection Program.

1. Correction of discrepancies - All contractors with the exception of PTL
and Hatfield Electric Co. were found to have identitfied and have or are
correcting deficiencies in accordance with their approved nonconformance
procedure. PTL and Hatfield have taken these actions on some deficlencles
but have refrained on items in which an engineering evaluation is to be
pecrformed.

2. Expansion of an inspector's reinspection sample size and the number of
inspectors to be reinspected upon a failure as defined by the
Stiede-Keppler letter of February 1983 - All contractors were found to
have expanded sample size accordingly with those results given in the
laterim Report.

3. Independence of the Reinspection Personnel - The reinsepction perscnnel at /
each contractor were verified to have not been involved in the
reinspection of work that they had originally inspected or had reviewed
and accepted.

4. Accuracy of results reported in the Interim Report - The items reviewed
during the audit at all contractors matched up with the exception of JCI
and PTL. Differences identified at these contractors are discussed in
Attachment “C" under Observation #1 and Finding #l1 respectively.

Also reviewed during the course of the adult were the following areas
which were directed towards the Project Construction Department in their
implementation of this program.

The engineering evaluation of the Visual Weld Discrepancies performed by
Sargent and Lundy was reviewed for adequate design basis. Calculations which
support the evaluation were performed in accordance with appropriate
"Structural Design Standards" and the approved Design Control Summary. The
Design Control Summary outlines assumptions to be followed in performing the
calculations. These assumptions appeared to be based on industry standards
and practices. This approach was presented to the NRC on September 22, 1983.

Those individuals who performed the third party review of subjective
deficiencies were properly qualified for the task. Additionally. adequate
documentation of these inspections exists.

Lastly, those Interpretations offered by the Project Construction

Department during the Reinspection Program have adequate basis and fall
between the guidelines of the program.

(04371)
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Audit No. 6-83-93
Byron Reinspection Program

ASSESSMENT :

On the basis of this audit. it appears that conclusions drawn from the
Reinspection Program results will be valid and reliable.

(0437n)
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Audit No. 6-83-93
Byron Reinspection Program

. Hale

. Simon

. Mitoraj
. Klingler

- B B ol &
wea»m

. Matrtin
Klingler
. Hale

. Simon
Wolber
. Tallent
Smith
Pearson
.L. Byers
.H. Bay

.J. Mitoraj

WM MW

(0437A)

. Woldridge

ATTACHMENT "A"

BYRON REINSPECTION PROGRAM

AUDIT #6-83-93
ENTRANCE MEETING
11714/83

TITLE
Lead Auditor
Auditor

Observer
PCD QC Supervisor

EXIT MEETING
11717/83

TITLE

QA Supervisor

QA Supervisor

PCD QC supervisor
Lead Auditor
Auditor

QA Inspe-~tor
Site Manager
Supervisor

QR Level II

PCD Field Engineer
QR/QC Manager
Observer

ORGANIZATICON

CECo. QA
CECo.
CECo.
CECo.

ORGANIZATION

CECo.
CECo.
CECo.
CECo.
CECo.
CECo.
PTL
PTL
JCI
CECo.
BBC
CECo.
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ATTACHMENT "B"

BYRON REINSPECTION PROGRAM
AUDIT #6-83-93

PERSONNEL CONTACTED DURING AUDIT

Name ORGANIZATION
R.B. Klingler CECo. PCD
R.J. Netzel S&L
R. Marshalla S&L
S. Bertheau S&L
S. Pearson JCI
D. Smith PTL
M. Tallent PTL
W. Wills BBC
M. Provezano S&L

N-6

(04377)
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ATTACHMENT “C"

BYRON REINSPECTION PROGRAM
AUDIT #6-83-93

OBSERVATION #1 - JOHNSON CONTROLS INC.

Although minor. discrepancies exist between the number of subjective
rejections identified by third party inspector and those given in the Interim

Report. , N
. '
k\{ i~ ‘v~ .
Discussions: \E

The Interim Report listed S. Pearson as having thirty-two (32) subjective
rejects. A review of the documentation of third party reviews showed their
concurrence on thirty-two (32) welds and twelve (12) items. At the time of
the audit, 1t could not be determined if the items were applicable to
subjective reject. Additionally. D. Lindblom was accredited with only
twenty-one (21) subjective rejects: third party concurrence was received for
twenty-three (23) welds.

Corrective Action:

JCI will review the results and make any needed correction to the numbers
given by December 1, 1983.

Action To Prevent Recurrence:

N/A

EINDING #1 - Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory

Contrary to Stiede-Keppler letter dated February 23, 1983, during
reiterations of the Reinspection Program, Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory
overrode third party concurrence on some welding rejects. ol altnd
{ PTSENERY

Discussion:

AMfter implementation of Interpretation 1l given in the Reinspection
Program which changed the visual weld inspection criteria in the areas of
overlap and undercut, a review was performed by PTL on reinspections performed
for applicability of the interpretation. In this review, PTL changed the
deficlient status of some welds which were rejected for reasons other than
those changed by the interpretation. The welds had already received third
party concurrence for true rejectabllity as defined in the Stiede-Keppler
letter of February. 1983.

Request response providing Corrective Action and Action to Prevent
Recurrence,

(04378) ity
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AUDIT CLOSE OUT QG: 53.4 i
>,
Report No. 5696 AUDIT No. 6-83-93 Date 1-17-84

Contractor/Organization: Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories

-

FINDING ®1:

Contrary to the Stiede-Keppler letter dated February 23, 1983, during
reiterations of the Reinspection Program, Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory
overrode third party concurrence on some welding rejects.

DISCUSSION:

After implementation of Interpretation 1l given in the Reinspection
Program which changed the visual weld inspection criteria in the areas of
overlap and undercut., a review was performed by PTL on reinspections performed
for applicability of the interpretation. In this review, PTL changed the
deficlent status of some welds which were rejected for reasons other than
those changed by the interpretation. The welds had already received third
party concurrence for true rejectability as defined in the Stlede-Keppler
letter of February, 1683.

RESPONSE :

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory will resubmit for concurrence by the
independent third party inspector those PTL overcalls which changed the
deficient status of welds rejected for reasons other than those addressed by
Interpretation 11.

ACTION TO PREVENT RECURRENCE:

Contractors involved in using interpretations and independent third patty
inspections were directed on December 12, 1983 to carefully watch the
possibility of contractor secend reinspection due to an interpretations
without allowing the third party to concur or disagree.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

1-17-84 - Corrective action is not yet completed: per E. L. Martin, due to
activity surrounding license denial, completion date was extended to
January 22, 1984,

Attachment O

(16645)
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Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory

DATE OF NEX1 FOLLOW UP : _|~Zp ~5 ¢

- -

!

Prepared by f¢,7;7‘/»y'v Date /-_?4-/~'
Approved by (7 Zof rzueleascm — Date_|-2& -2 4
¢ <

LAS. jc:1664S

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
LAS
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Page 3
Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

2-06-84. 2 07-84 and 2-13-84 - Compared information found in the third
Party Inspector's log to that information given by PTL in their reinspection
package. This was performed on J. Brown's reinspection package.

This revealed that several reports were missing from the reinspection
package: 2457, 2494, 2517, 2521, 2491, 2506. 2489, 2378, 2387. 2521. and
2496. These reports are being located and included in the reinspection
package. Additionally, a review will be performed to locate any additional
reports for Brown's package and those that might be missing from other
packages and to verify the packages are then complete.

Additionally, concerns were raised regarding the second reinspection by
the third Party Inspectors. Documentation for eight (8) reinspection reports
of Brown was not available at PTL to indicate that the third Party Inspector
concurred with all resubmitted reinspection reports.

2-14-84 - A review of the aforementioned eight (8) reinspection reports of
Mr. Brown verified that the third Party Inspector had reinspected the
following seven (7) reinspection reports: (2493. 2470, 2490 (2). 2468, 2384,
2397 and 2432). Report 2455 could not be reinspected due to a beam removal.

2-22-84 - A review of Mr. Brown's reinspection package verified that all
of the previously missing VWl reinspection reports were now in his package.
Additionally, a comparison was conducted of forty (40) VWI reinspection
reports listed in the third Party Inspector's log with those maintained in the
respective reinspector's package. All items were found in the packages. All
corrective actions appear to be properly implemented.

Finding 8] of Audit No. 6-83-82 and this surveillance ate closed.

F/U Action v«ifiedﬁim.g Date Z..2-¢¢&

A
F/U Action Approved J\)' ’ CJQ.',.L A Date ;’Q’L,' -
Q.A. Supervisor

LAS:4c:1664S :
! _w-%

cc: W.J. Shedex1/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desgq.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
LAS



Letter No. BY _ 10312 (25;)
Date __December 30, 1983

T0: R. B. Kiirgler, PCD QC Supervisor
SUBJECT: Response to CECo. Audit #6-83-93

The Commonwealth Edison Company Quality Assurance Department has recelved your
response dated 12-22-83 to the subject audit and find Yt acceptadle. This
acceptance 1s conditional based upon satisfactory cemonstration of corrective
action and preventative measures concerning the deficlient items. A follow-up
surveillance will be performed by site QA personne! to close all open
deficlencies.

| /
p ../ 1L(g
Lead Auditor

\Q..
/ A ! ¢
L ‘\ dli:l- b ‘\C QT' .. A%
K. J. Hansing )
P QA Superintencent

S “

ol M
(“OOL) o %'V \\\41\4
cc: W.J /G.F. Marcys (w/copd of response)

V.I. Schlosser (w/copy of response)
G. Sorensen (w/copy of response)
Site File

Site Audit Designee

L.A. Simon
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Ldler
QUALITY ASSURANCZ MmaANUAL & - /¢

AUDIT REPORT /’(
#6-83-124 -\

i

Q.P. FORM 18-1.:
Commonwealth @ Edison Company DATE 8/4/81

Type Audit: [ 7Program Audit [_7Product Inspection Point
[ 7Records [ 7Special

To:  Mr, J. 7. HID2

Project Byran JVisit Date2/24.2/1/22Report Date o/+= /==
System_ _Varisue Component Identification /%

Material Description N/A

Vendér Hatfield Flectric C», Location Byran
Subcontractor N/A Location__ N/A

Contacts €83 Domars

P.0. No. Spec. No._ F.2799

Recommended Inspections: 6 mos 3 mos 1l mo

Other: As Schecduled

Notes::orrective actions have been agreed upon during the exit i
meeting. However, please respond bty October 4, 1983 to indicata~ -
the date corrective actions will be complete for the Findings:

Lead Auditor%‘_ Date 242 7/532

i Reviewed 7 A Mauv/\. Date 7//3/& 3

M. A, Stanisn

PTM: jc:0298A

Attachment ,
cc: lameper-Gi\_ ‘/*ZZ‘Q‘S P.T. Myria N
Manapger Projects G.F. Marcus (Byran Site)

Project Manager

Eng. Manager

Director QA Construction

Site Construction Superintendent

Site QA

Auditee Attachment P
Site CA Supervisc



AUDIT REPORT
HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY
AUDIT NO. 6-83-124

Purpose:

To verify proper implementation of Hatfield Electric Company Quality
Assurance Program as applicable to the QC inspector teinspection program
committed to in NRC Report ISE Inspection Report Numbers 50-454/82-05 and
50-455/82-04.

Scope:
The audit included the following:

Inspection
Inspection., Test and Operating Status
Quality Assurance Records

Reference Documents:

10CFRSO Appendix B, Criteria X, XIV. XVII
Hatfleld Procedures: 9a

Entrance Meeting: August 24, 1683
P. T. Myrda QA Supervisor C.8.Co.
M. V. Dellabetta QA Engineer C.E.Co.
T. Maas QC Supervisor HECo.
J.D. Spangler Lead wWelding Inspectcr HECo.
xit Meeting: September 1, 1983
J. S. Bitel Director, QA Const/Eng. C.E.Co.
M. A. Stanish QA Superintendent C.E.Co.
P. T. Myrda QA Supervisor C.E.Co.
R. G. Gruber QA Engineer C.E.Co.
R. Tuetken Assistant Project Superintendent C.k.Co.
J. O Binder Project Electrical Supervisor C.E.Co.
R. B. Klingler PCD QC Supervisor C.E.Co.
J. T. Hill QA/QC Manager HECo.
J. D. Spangler Lead wWelding Inspector HECo.
Personnel Contacted: HECo.
T. Hill T. wWells
T. Maas S. Hubler
A. Koca D. McCarty
J. D. Spangler
P=-2

(0298A)



Audit Report No. 6-83-124

Page 2
Hatfield Electric Company

An entrance meeting was held on August 24, 1983 at the Hatfileld Electric
Company. Byron office during which the audit areas were ¢iscussed. During the
audit a total of three discrepancies were identified. The discrepant items

will be explaindd TITRttachmene—Ai___

Another aspect associated with the concerns related to the reinspection
program is the identification of deficient conditions. The issuance and
processing of NCR's and DR's will be -overed under a separate surveillance.

Y OF R PE

This audit examined Hatfield Electric Co.'s implementation of Commonwealth
Edison's reinspection commitment made to the NRC. The audit specifically
examined the welding area and Hatfield's methodology of reinspection in this
area. The reispection program's main thrust is to demonstrate the adequacy of
quality control inspectors. Based on this, it is essential to ensure the work
reinspected is actually the inspector's work and not that of someone else.
During the audit, problems were identified with the method used to document
cable pan hanger weld inspections (ref. Attachment "A"). As a result of these

documentation problems. ade aceability back to the inspector’'s work was
not always achieved. 1In ca2::‘:;:f;‘T?"Uii‘Tnu.enorufﬂ!t!‘tl‘fs‘wnrrﬁ’iiTdi

were inspected by the inspector. the contractor identified these welds as
unretrievable and removed them from the reinspection population in accordance
with the guldelines of the reinspection program. In all cases reviewed during
the audit, the decisions made by the contractor during the reinspection
program to remove questionable data adds to the credibility of the database
thereby ensuring accurate results. The ultimate sample size used for each /
inspector was found to be adequat® and sufficient to determine the /
acceptabllity of his work,

AUDIT DEFICIENCIES

During the field verification part of the audit. it became apparent that
Hatfleld Electric Company's weld traveler cards, in certain cases, lacked }
adequate information to determine which hanger welds or hangers corresponued

to each weld traveler. In certain cases. it is the lack of a definite
one-to-one correspondence between the weld traveler and the component that
Creates a problem in determining the status of the cable pan hanger

inspection. (Ref: Attachment “"A", Finding #1).

This audit also included field verification of combination cable pan/MVaAC
hanger inspection completeness. Upon reviewing the records for combination
hangers. it was determined that not all welds on these hangers have been
inspected. For some hangers that were inspected, the QC inspector was not
identified on the weld Inspection record. (Ref: Attachment "A", Finding ®2)

(0298a)
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Hatfleld Electric Company

Also, during the field verification part of the audit, forms 9A-1
(Configuration/Dimensional Inspections) were reviewed to help establish
correlation between hanger welds and weld travelers. UDuring this review a
hanger was found to be installed. inspected and accepted to a configuration
other than shown on the approved drawing. (Ref: Attachment “A"
Observation #1)

I T R

Hatfleld Electric Company is currently implementing a computerized
database management system in an effort to reconcile weld travelers to cable
pan hangers. This database 1s being created in parallel with the reinspection
program. When the information from the computerized database is finalized and
ready for use. the weld travelers us'd in the reinspection program will be
compared to the database. This should insure that the initial hanger
inspections assigned to each inspector, were cocrrectly included in the
reinspection program results.

The manner in which weld inspection records were generated and maintained
at Hatfleld makes it difficult to readily identify the specific work which was
done by welders and inspectors in past years. As a result. personnel not
familiar with all aspects of the record keeping process may misunderstand the
manner in which the weld traveler records were selected during the
reinspection program. It 1s expected that these concerns will be resolved
when the computerized database 1s completed and the identification of past

work performed by welders and inspectors is readily obtainable and easily
understood.

The HDRF Form (Hanger Dc-hang/Rehang) which covers rework on hangers, has
been used for rework performed since November 198l1. Prior to November 1981,
Hatfleld procedures did not requite the HDRF Form to be used and therefore. it
was not used in all hanger rework situations. When the computerized database
is completed. 1t will provide additional means to retrieve inspection
information and the HDRF Forms will no longer be the only means of tracking
hanger rework,

EVALUATION

The Hatfield Quality Assurance organizaticn agreed with the problems
identified during the audit and showed initiative in identifying the weld
traveler problems by writing NCR 701 on August 23, 1983. The HECo. QA/QC
inspectors demonstrated an excellent working knowledge of their respective
areas and presented an eagerness to do an effective quality job. Overall., the
HECo. QA/QC Department., as applicable to this audit, appears to be effective
in the performance of their responsibilities.

Hatfleld Electric Company Quality Assura-ce Department is adequately
implementing their portion of the reinspection program as committed to in NRC
Report I&E Inspection Report Number 50-4%4/82-05 and 50-45%/82-04. The
deficient items identified in this report did not impact the purpose of the
reinspection program but were significant deficiencies that require prompt
attention,

(0298A)
P-4
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Hatfield Electric Company

ATTACHMENT “A"

Einding #1:

10CFRS0 Appendix B, Criterion XIV, States in part, “"Measures shall be
established to indicate. by the use of markings such as stamps. tags. labels,
routing cards, or other suitable means., the status of inspections and tests
performed upon individual items of the nuclear plant... These measures shall
provide for the identification of items which have satisfactorily passed
required inspections and test,..."

10CFRSO Appendix B. Criterion XVII. states in part, "Sufficlent records
shall be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality."
Contrary to the above, Hatfield weld traveler cards inadequately identify /
the acceptablility of the cable pan hangers.

Riscussion:

The weld traveler cards used by Hatfleld for weld inspection. in many
cases, do not adequately identify the item inspected. The problem stems from
the variety of ways the weld traveler cards is filled out by fleld personnel.
Essentlally, general field coordinates are used to locate the hanger
(1.e. 15-N) instead of the exact coordinates. Also. there is no method of
assuring all welds are inspected, especlally if rework i1s performed on a given
hanger. Additicnally, the weld traveler may document one or two connections
or the whole hanger. The only way to determine the exact status to which a
given hanger 1is inspected ‘s by fileld verifying the weld traveler card, the
hanger in the fileld, and t!e welder identification stamped on the hanger .
After this fileld analysis. the inspection status for a given hanger can be
determined. In some cases. even fleld verification fails to adequately assure
the completeness of inspection and a reinspection is necessary.

Corrective Action:

A correlation of weld trareler inspection data to design drawing cable pan
hanger data /111 be established using computer database management techniques
to demonstrate accountallity of inspection. This demonstration of
accountabllity of inspection identifies the weldetr(s) and inspector(s) who
worked on the component .

For those components which no cortelation exists between component and
inspection data. an inspection will be initiated.

The acceptabliity of existing Inspection records will be domonstrated by
the adequacy of the inspection data :reated by those components for which no
correlation existed. If this data is insufficient in size or inconclusive.
additional components will be added to the sample.

p=5
(0298A)
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Einding #2:

10CFRSO Appendix B. Criterion X. states in part. “A program for inspection
of activities affecting quality shall be established and executed by or for
the organization performing the activity to verify conformance with the
documented instructions. procedures. and drawings for accomplishing the
activity.”

Contrary to the above. no weld travelers were written to document the work
performed by Reliable Sheet Metal welders on combination hangers.

Riscussion:

Not all combination hangers have weld traveler cards for welding performed
by Reliable Sheet Metal. For some hangers that do have weld travelers the
weld connection 1s indeterminate due to the lack of information on the
traveler. Also, some weld travelers do not identify the QC inspector
performing the inspection.

A review of all combination hangers for adequate weld inspection will be
performed. For those hangers whose status is indeterminate a reinspection of/
the welus will be performed.

Commitment Date: To be established after scope of work 1s defined.

Observation #"l:

Contrary to Hatfield Electric Company. Procedure 9A Revision 11, Class I
Cable Pan Hanger Installation, quality control had inspected and accepted a
hanger to the wrong dimensions.

Riscussion:

Hanger 15H2 on Drawing 6E-0-3033 Rev. W was inspected and accepted (MECo.
Report 835) to the dimensions for hanger type 635H whose dimensions ate
different from those of a 1512,

Corrective Action:

Hanger 1SH2 on Drawing 6E-0-3033 Rev. M is going to be reinspected and an
addition sample of ten (10) hangers whose hanger type has changed will be
reinspected to determine the extent of this problem.

commitment Date: October 3, 1983

F r - . .
(xnr <A R

P-6
(0298A)
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T CLOSE QF: 2790.22.1
Report No. 5275 AUDIT No. 6-83-124 Date 10/21/83

Contractor/Organization: Hatfield Electric Co.

T RE GG s mE e B, E T SRS e SRS TS SRS .. e .- - - -

FINDING #1:

10CFRS0 Appendix B, Criterion XIV. states in part. “"Measures shall be
established to indicate. by the use of markings such as stamps, tags, labels,
routing cards. or other suitable means, the status of inspections and tests
performed upon individual items of the nuclear plant... These measuces shall
provide for the identification of items which have satisfactorily passed
required inspections and test,..."

10CFRS0 Appendix B. Criterion XVII, states in part, “Sufficient records
shall be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality.”

Contrary to the above., Hatfield weld traveler cards inadequately identify
the acceptablility of the cable pan hangers.

Discussion:

The weld traveler cards used by Hatfield for weld inspection. in many
cases. do not adequately identify the item inspected. The problem stems from
the variety of ways the weld traveler cards is filled out by fieid personne..
Essentially, general field coordinates are used to locate the hanger
(1.e. 15-N) instead of the exact coordinates. Also, there is no method of
assuring all welds are inspected. especially if rework is performed on a given
hanger. Additionally. the weld traveler may document one Ofr two connections
or the whole hanger. The only way to determine the exact status to which a
given hanger is inspected is by fileld verifying the weld traveler card, the
hanger in the field. and the welder identification stamped on the hanger.
After this field analysis. the inspection st**us for a given hanger can be
determined. In some ~ases. even fleld verif.cation fails to adequately assure
the completeness of inspection and a reinspection is necessary.

Corrective Action:

A correlation of weld traveler inspection data to design drawing cable pan
hanger data will be established using computer database management techniques
to demonstrate accountability of inspection. This demonstration of
accountabllity of inspection identifies the welder(s) and inspector(s) who
worked on the component .

For those components which no correlation exists between component and

.‘ \\U

(12758) Attachment Q
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The acceptability of existing inspection records will be domonstrated by
the adequacy of the inspection data created by those components for which no
correlation existed. If this data is insufficient in size or inconclusive,
additional components will be added to the sample.

ACTION TO PREVENT RECURRENCE:

New cross reference will eliminate this type of problem.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

The component correlation has been completed and 599 components have been
identified as requiring inspection. Preparations for reinspection are
inprocess.

DATE OF NEXT FOLLOW UP : 11/2/83

TR O OANEEDEBE ISP B OB B B D BIDBE COBB " @ AP B I P OBB OGS eIBWS SPPPBDEnmB s sPas eme e - -

'

Prepared by ALj : Date »:‘,, 4

Approved bv..@mmo ___ Date MQAsp3

cc: W.J. Shewski/J.S. Bitel
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PTH

PTM:tJ:12758
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FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

11-02-83 - HECo. QC reverified the items requitring inspection. This
resulted in a new total of 669 hangers to be inspected. The reinspection of
75 hangers is complete and 54 are rejectable. Hatfield is going to track the
quantity of welds inspected tc welds rejected in order to get a more accurate
status of the actual weld rejects.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION DATE: 11-16-83

TETEV AT ICOBRLIOD A LEBRBED B CEBH NCBH IPEB LGB RLBE S GE s SE BBEE &BBE &% - S

SRRy .
F/U Action Verified 2 %k b Date _//2/0F

Date 14@ [gi

F/U Action Approved

PTM:tj:3c:12758

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PTM
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Surveillance Report No. 5275

HECo.

FOLLOW-U? ACTION:

11/16/83 - To date. two hundred forty (240) support hangers have been
inspected with two hundred ninty-two (292) hangers left to be inspected. One
hundred eighty-three (183) hangers hav been deleted from population because
the original hanger has either been deleted or changed in type. For the two
hundred forty (240) supports inspected six hundred seventy-one (671) out of
three thousand five hundred two (3502) welds, which is approximately 19\ have
been rejected on initial inspection. These totals include combination hangers.

DATE OF NEXT FOLLOW-UP: |1-30-813

F/U Action Verified cfi ! Z!;’,& Date //["421
F/U Action Apptoved Date Mmll}

.A. Superwdgor
PTM:t3:12758

cc: W.J. Shewsk!{/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
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Surveillance Report No. 527%

HECo.
12/2/83 - To date. 373 hangers have beer inspected out of 677 hangers.
The total welds inspected are 4016. Of these. 789 are rejected which is 20.

reject rate. The totals presented do not include combination hangers.

DATE OF NEXT FOLLOW-UP: _ /2-/6 ¥3

B L - B

F/U Action Verified

F/U Action Approved

PTM:t3:127958

€c: W.J. Shewsk!/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./Fille
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PTM

|
|
\
FOLLOW-UP ACTION:
N
\
\
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Surveillance Report No. 527%
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

12/16/83 - To date. 379 weld traveler supplements have been inspected out
of 527 weld traveler supplements with 150 supplements deleted. Most of these
deletions are due to hanger remcvals. The total welds inspected are 5338. Of
these, 1036 are rejected which 1s 19.4\ reject rate. The totals presented do
not include combination hangers.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION DATE: !'T-%o-%3

- —— -

Pt i (I
F/U Action Verified ...\ ¢ "tfgjﬁ\\_, Date 't -2¢ .

‘

\
‘I {l\.“ IR b Date L3 3. ‘lt .

F/U Action Approved f: 2
Q.A. Supervisér,
J

PTM:t4:3¢:12758

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PT™™
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Surveillance Report No. 5275
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

12-30-83 - 150 weld traveler supplements are remaining to be completed.
To date a total of 5358 welds have been inspected. Of this total, 997 welds
were rejected by HECo. resulting in an 18.6% reject rate. Of the 997 welds
rejected by HECo., 721 we'ds were determined to be rejected by S&L third party
review which 1s a 13.4% reject rate. Note: these numbers reflect a decrease
in total rejects. A recount to verify status numbers is currently Yn progress.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION DATE: /-/1 o¥#

e e T USRS,

p I
F/U Action Verified ",“J# L Date /g/zu/gq

F/U Action Approved L/Lﬂll ol ey Date clz-‘. é Q

0.A. Supdﬁi1sor

PTM:t):jc:12175S

cc: W.J). Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Auydtit Stafr Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PTM
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Surveillance Report No. 5275
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

1-13-84 - To date, 416 weld traveler supplements out of a total of 512
have been completed. A total of 5566 welds have been inspected with 770 welds
rejected by S&L. This represents a 13.8% reject rate. This work item is 82%
complete with an expected completion date of 2-4-84.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION DATE: -7 +&

-

7 o
F/U Action Verified__ "~ - ;ﬁfé‘_ Date % iw
F/U Action Approved &£ ' Ji3.... o Date 1haks

'0.A. Supervisor
PTM:t3:3c:1275S

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./Fille
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PTM

Q-8
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Survelillance Report No. 5275
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

2/6/84 - No change in work progress due to change in priorities.
Reinspection efforts were concentiat~d on the NRC Reinspection ISE Report No.
50-454/82-05 and 50-455/82-04. The reinspection has restarted today 2/6/84.

NEXT FOLLOW-UP DATE: 2'2—.5 -~

g3
F/U Rction Verified -~ “7?~ f:q; Date . - «¥
/po ,
F/U Action Approved f;'c J AW Al Date_2 '« =3

Q.A. Supervisor
PTM:t3:3c:1275S

cc. W.J. Shewsk!/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PT™

Q-9
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Surveillance Report No. 5275

HECo.
FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

3-09-84 - Currently, two (2) welds remain to be inspected. Additionally,
a final review and reconciliation of all previously reinspected weld

travellers will be completed by 3/30/84.
NEXT FOLLOW-UP DATE: - -%c a4

-

F/U Action Verified q.-ﬁm,t: Date 3-12 ¢ f
F/U Action Approved ‘k-‘i*' T R S

Q:.A. Supervisor
PTM:t3:3c:1275S

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PTM™

Q-10
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Surveillance Report No. 5275
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

4-06-84 - Hatfield Electric Company. on March 31, 1984, completed the ;
cable pan hanger weld inspections for which no inspection record existed.
These inspections were done for those components for which no correlation of
weld traveler inspection data to design drawing cable pan hanger data existed.

Inspection records for cable pan hanger welds are up to date and
satisfactorily reflects the current status of work. The deficiencies
identifiled during these inspections are in process of being corrected using p
the contractors normal rework practices. This rework amounts to approximately {k—
138 of the total welds inspected and in the auditors judgement is indicative s
of first time inspection. ijx (

Therefore, with the cable pan hanger weld irspections current and @AJV
inspection reports existing in the contractor's records system, the corrective
action required for this audit item is considered complete.

This audit item is considered acceptable and closed.

This surveillance is closed.

~7 ‘ 5
F/U Action Vetified,“i'ka.{L Date sl fo o
/ . /
F/U Action Approved T >7 . Date -1t =7

Q.A. Supervisor

PTH:tj:jc:127SS' ot

[

Y- (”\\ . : \,‘Q
cc: W.JSheuwski/G.F. Mar'bq{\,\‘\ \\ .
Q.A. Supt./File , v\\\”'
Contractor J
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.

Project Manager
PT™

Q-11



BYRON SITE SURVEILLANCE ‘F’
AUDIT CLOSE OUT QF: 2790.22.1
Report No. 5274 AUDIT No. 6-83-124 Date 10/21/83

Contractor/Organization: Hatfield Electric Co.

- .-

FINDING #2:

10CFR50-B, Criterion X, states in part., "A program for inspection of
activities affecting quality shall be established and executed by or for the
organization performing the activity to verify conformance with the documented
instructions, procedures. and drawings for accomplishing the activity."

Contrary to the above., no weld travellers were written to document the '/
work performed by Reliable Sheet Metal welders on combination hangers.

DISCUSSION:

Not all combination hangers have weld traveller cards for welding
performed by Reliable Sheet Metal. For some hangers that do have weld
travellers the weld connection is indeterminate due to the lack of information
on the traveller. Also, some weld travellers do not identify the QC inspector
performing the inspection.

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

A review of all combination hangers for adequate weld inspection will be
performed. For those hangers whose status is indeterminate a reinspection of
the welds will be performed.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

All combination hangers have been identified and seventy-one (71) require
inspections. These hangers are being processed for inspection in conjunction
with the hangers identified in Finding #l.

DATE OF NEXT FOLLOW UP : 11/02/83

LB BB B T IV DD PR OORPDOREE GBS SEIS SBRHRSPO®DSBW & e B® & B 6 b 6w o B s o et e i - -

PP W /
Prepared by ./~ 7 74,,,.££.

Approved by

PTM:t3:1274s

€C: W.J—Shewski{/J.S. Bitel
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
P™

Attachment R
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Surveillance Report 5274
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTTON:

11-02-83 - Fileld verification of combination hangers reduced total to 60
hangers. Two combination hangers currently in process of inspection.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION DATE: 11-16-83

" R AR W e e e e e R e e A R e R W R e e e R T e e e e -

F/U Action Verified ‘/’//Q'VL Date /f{)é:’}
7z
. Date [4[4@

F/U Action Approved

PTM:t3:3c:1274S

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desgq.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PTM
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Surveillance Report 5274
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

11/16/83 - To date a total of ten (10) combination hangers have been
inspected. See Surveillance Report No. 5275 for inspection results.

DATE OF NEXT FOLLOW-UP: \\-30-873

- .-

Date __ /7//¢ ZZ 4
Date l¢%!d§i§

PTM:t4:1274S

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desq.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PT™
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Surveillance Report 5274
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

12/2/83 - To date, ten (10) hangers have been inspected out of sixty-five

(65) hangers. The total welds inspected are 382.

Of these, 124 are rejected

which 1s 32% reject rate. These totals are for combination hangers only.

DATE OF NEXT FOLLOW-UP: /2-/6 ¥3

7 25
F/U Action Verified f'",/é?z;79 - (:

A 7
F/U Action Approved 4‘[ 111“ e

14

Q.A. Superyuisor
PTM:t4:1274S

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./Flle
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PTM

Date /2 */Q’

Date /1/¢/+ 3
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Surveillance Report 5274
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

12/16/83 - To date, twenty (20) hangers have been inspected out of
sixty-five (65) hangers. The total welds inspected are 842. Of these, 197
are rejected which is 23.4%\ reject rate. These totals are for combination
haigers only.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION DATE: 2-35> 33

VEDTREDOBE®D DB D R BB BB G OB O PP B I T DO DOOEBBEBe 65 OB WSS S GBS o

e Date «i/gs/c 2

F/U Action Approvedj%oy f.ll.qix o Date I%]El,@'i
"Q.A. Supergisot

F/U Action Verified_';'

PTM:tj:3c:1274S

Cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.

Project Manager
PT™
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Surveillance Report 5274
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

12-30-83 - To date, thirty-two (32) hangers have been inspected out of
sixty-five (65) hangers. Individual weld inspection totals were not available
at this time.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION DATE: “13-5

R P T N P e B E RS B e e P PRSP D R R ERPr et e PO rE P e EaNeB®hesoeeseees

Py ! .
F/U Action Verified ./ 7 +_ ‘éi Date ///y/;‘v
<

2 A -
F/U Action Approved ¢ /| QLx-wwx(; Date |Z,'.[¢'5

q.A. Suoerv1€;}

PTM:t3:3c:1274S

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Auygit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PT™
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Surveillance Report 5274
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

On 1/13/84 - To date, thirty-seven (37) hangers have been inspected out of
sixty-four (64) hangers, with one hanger deleted. A total of 1674 welds
inspected with 384 of these welds rejected by S&L. This represents a 22.9%
reject rate. This work item is 58% complete with an expected completion date
of 2/4/84.

DATE OF NEXT FOLLOW-UP: - 3-3~

......................................................................
P )

F/U Action Verified -~ At /. Date _~-’2 » ¥
a A A
F/U Action Approved ¢ ‘! _'LlL,A)."v‘J* Date_ |//1 /;j
D.A. Supervisor

PTM:t3:35:1274S

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PT™
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Surveillance Report 5274
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

2/6/84 - No change in work progress due to change in priorities.
Reinspection efforts were concentrated on the NRC Reinspection I&E Reports No.
50-454/82-05 and 50-455/82-04. The reinspection has restarted today 2/6/84.

NEXT FOLLOW-UP DATE:_ 3 - -3¢

B B . .
F/U Action Verified -~ " s Date = - 2-2 %
F/U Action Approved A -’,) "Il‘!‘.'¥'g.xv Date 2 /’,r/t-<.

Q.A. Supervispr
PTM:t]3:)c:1274S

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desgq.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PT™M
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Surveillance Report 5274
HECo.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION:

3-09;84 - Currently, five (5) combination weld hangers remain to be
inspected. Additionally. a final review and reconciliation of all previously
reinspected weld travellers will be completed by 3-30-84.

NEXT FOLLOW-UP DATE: 3 -3¢0 44

- -

F/U Action Verified g)’ha.hﬁ Date 3 -1y &¢
v
F/U Action Approved F o £ Date * T s«

Q.A. Supervisor
PTM:t3:3c:12748

cc: W.J. Shewski/G.F. Marcus
Q.A. Supt./File
Contractor
Q.A. Audit Staff Desg.
PCD Supt.
Project Manager
PT™
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age 10 .
gurveillance Report 5274
HECo.

4-06-84 - Hatfield glectric Company . on March 3L, 1984, completed the
combination hanger weld inspections for which no inspection record existed
These inspections were done for those combination hangers for which no
correlation of weld traveler inspection data to design drawing combination

hanger data existed.

Inspection records for combination hanget welds are up to date and
satisfactorily reflects the current status of work. The deficiencies (AL
1dentified during these inspeccions are in process of being corrected using k
the contractors normal rework practices. This inspection effort encompassed a j\ U
100N review of all combination hangers. This rework amounts to approxlmately \§J
147 of the total welds {nspecced and in the auditors judgement 4s indicative

of first time inspection.
-—/

Therefore. with the combination hanget weld inspections current and
inspection reports existing in the contractor's records system. the corrective
action required for this audit item is considered complete.

i

This audit item gg_considered acceptable an%’closed,

is surveillance 1s closed.

Th

‘--—----—--—----——--—-----‘----—--———----—---------—--‘—----—C—---—--—

F/U Rction Verified__; /b Date v/ Jid ‘|
F/U Action Approved Z’j)‘n*:t pate 4 - w-a¢

Q.A. Supervisor

W

PT™: jc:1274S

cc: U:3r1nu~Ski/G.F.
Q.A. Supt./File
contrac'.or
Q.A. audit Staff Desg.
pCD Supt.
project Manager
PT™

) &>\ \\‘\4\‘L &
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BYRON SITE QR SURVEILLANCE f:

AUDIT CLOSE OUT QF: 2790.22.1
Report No. 5276 Rl AUDIT No. 6-83-124 Date 02/21/84

Contractor/Organization: Hatfield Electric Co.

OBSERVATION #1:

Contrary to Hatfield Electric Co.. Procedure 9A Revision 11, Class I Cable
Pan Hanger Installation., quality control had inspected and accepted a hanger
to the wrong dimensions.
DISCUSSION:

Hanger 15H2 on Drawing 6E-0-3033 Rev. H was inspected and accepted (HECo.
Report 835) to the dimensions for hanger type 635H whose dimensions are
different from those of a 15H2.

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

Hanger 15H2 on Drawing 6E-0-3033 Rev. H is going to be reinspected and an
addition sample of ten (10) hangers whose hanger type has changed will be
reinspected to determine the extent of this problem.

ACTION TO PREVENT RECURRENCE:

Not applicable: this was determined to be an isclated case.

FOLLCW-UP ACTION:

All ten (l10) hangers reviewed were randomly selected and were checked
dimensiocnally against current design documents. Attachment “"A" lists hangers
inspected. Hanger 15H2 on Drawing 6E-0-3033 Rev. H was reinspectec and
accepted to the correct drawing.

This item is considered closed.

T N R I oo o - - - - - - -~ - - - - - - - - - -

Prepared by M»ﬁﬂé Date %4424’

&
Approved by L) hxt(}. “a i Ve Date /33 k<4

PTM:tJ:)c:1271S : [\
Attachment V'_'L-U"N b
cc: WrewIhewskill. 8. Bitel

Q.A. Supt./File

Contractor

Q.A. Audit Staff Desq.

PCD Supt.

Project Manager

PT™

Attachment S
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